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WELFARE: REFORM OR REPLACEMENT?
(Child Support Enforcement)

FRIDAY, JANUARY 23, 1987

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

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:40 a.m. in room SD-
215, Dirksen Senate Office Bmldmg the Honorable Daniel Patrick

Moymhan (chairman) presicing.

Present: Senators Moynihan, Bentser, and Dole.

[The press release announcing the hearing and the prepared
written statements of Senators Moynihan, Dole, and Mitchell and a

description of present law Welfare programs for families follow:]
[Press Release No. H-2 for Immediate Release Jan. 14, 1967}

Finar <z SuscoMmrrTzE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY PoLicy 10 HoLp HeARINGS
ON WzLra = Reroru

WASHINGTON, DC.—The Honorable Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D., N.Y.), Chairman
oftheSubeommﬂoeonSomalSecuntymdhmﬂyPolwy,annmneedwdaythat
the Subcommittee will hold a series of hearings on “Welfare: Reform or Replace-
ment?”’ The first Subcommittee hearing will begin at 9:30 A.M. cn Friday, January
23, 198'lmRoomSD-215.Duben8mm0fﬁceBmldmg

Moymhnnltatedthnt.on.hn 23, the Subcommittee will receive tee-
timony from a number of invited public and representatives of organiza-
tions who have tly.mdreportamdproponhonhowtoimpmetheenﬂng

appear will want to addrees such topics as: the basic andgoalsoftheu-
proposals, how parental mponﬁbilityforthem clul£vn

forced, what role various levels of governmen ovght to play, the effectivenees of
thmrpropoullmltnngthemngfnmﬂiuand ucing dependency, and how their
neommendatiomcnnbeimplemenbdmnpenodoffualnotmmt.

Future hearings will be scheduled at which expert witnesses will be asked to ad-
drees such specific issues as: the differences between short-term and long-term de-
pendency; how to improve child support enforcement; how to provide employment,
training and supy nrvmnothouwhoneedthem,mdothermrelaudto
the welfare of and families.

l"\ltunheanngdatu n these issues will be announced.

Senator Moynihan stated that testimony st this hearing would be received from
invited witnesses only. A list of witnesses wili be anncunced at a later date.

Written statements.—Persons who desire to present their views to the Subcommit-
tee are invited to & written statement for submission and inclusion in the
printed record of the . These written statements should be typewritten, not
more than 25 double-spaced letter-size in length, and mailed with five copies
to William J. Wikins, Staff Director Chief Counsel, Committeee on Finance,
room SD-205 Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, DC 20010, not later than
Friday, February 27, 1987.
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BEYOND WELFARE

Statement by
Senator Daniel Patrick Moyninan

Chairman

Finance Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy
Hearings: "Welfare: Reform or Replacement?"
Dirksen Senate Office Building

Fraiday, January 2’. 1987
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This is the first meeting of the new Subcommittee
on Social Security and Family Policy.

I welcome the new members and especially, of
course, the Repvblicarn Leader Bob Dole, who will be the
ranking Republican member.

A few weeks back many of us who watch television
news came upon the term "syzygy.® by which astronomers
describe a rare alig- -ent of the sun, the moon and the
ear:th which causes all manner of natural wonders.

With Bob Dole coming on ¢ . Subcommittee, with the
President calling for changes in our welfare system,
with the governors and the mayors and the scholars
coming forth with remarkably convergent proposals, we
may just have one of those rare alignments that bring
about genuine social change.

This happened four years ago when, in the space of
twelve days, January 4 to January 15, Senatr r Dole and
I, Representative Conable and the White House staff
worked out the historic Social Security Amendments of
that year which insured the solvency of the Social
Security retirement funds far into the next century.

Just possibly we will now do as much agein with
those provisions of the Social Security Act which

concern children.
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The Committee will continue its close attention to
the Social Security retirement program. We do not,
however, anticipate any major legislation in the 109th
Congress. Ir the aftermath of the Social Security
Amendments of 1983, retirement benefits woulé seem fully
secure. I spoke yesterday with Mr. Harry Ballantyme,
Chief Actuary of the Social Security Administration. He
informed me that by his present calculation the 0l1d Age
and Survivore Insurance Trust Fund will increase each
year between now and 2034, (This is the "realistic"
(II) (B) estimate.)

Security for the aged is now a settled fact.

In this circumstance it appears to me that we
should direct our attention in the next two years to the

condition of children in America.

Social Security: Economic Security Por Bvery Stage And

Condition of Life

Social Security is more than a retirement plan.

Sometimes we lose sight of that.

This was not so in 1935, however, when the program
was proposed and enacted. 1In his mess:ge to Congress of
January 17 of that year, President Roosevelt made clear
that Social Security was intended to provide income
insurance for every stage and every condition of life,

starting with childhood.
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At the time of enactment we were in the midst of
the Great Depression and the most salient feature of the
legislation was Unemplovient Compensation, Title III,

which went into effect immediately.

Old Age Insyrance and Old Age Assi. cance

The most important provision, old age benefits,
would come into effect only gradually, as workers,
paying into tLe system, achieved the requisite number of
qQuarters ana such, and so became qualified.

This left the vast majority of older workers of
that time with no prospect of Social Security benefits.
Further, in 1935, only about six million persons, or 15
perce t of those employed, held jobs covered by any sort
of retirement system. Par fewer, some 100,000 - 200,000
persons, were actually receiving any sort of retirement
pensions.

To tide over elderly individuals in the interim,
Congress included, in Title I of the Act, a temporary
program known as 0ld Age Assistance (OAA). OAA was
designed to serve as a transitional program, u bridge,
until Old Age Insurance took cver. President Roosevelt
explained in his Message to Congress on Sccial Security
that it was necessary to create "non-contributory
old-age pensions for those who are now too old to build
up their own insurance,® and that the temporary

assistance program would have to continue for ®"perhaps

11
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thirty years®™ until the OAI program had matured

sufficiently and more workers were covered.

Survivors Insurance and Aid to Dependent Children

In 1939, Congress amended the Act to include
Survivors Insurance, which is to say a mother's pension
and child support for the dependents of a covered
worker. Until more workers became covered by Social
Security, and theix dependents could qualify for the
newly enacted Survivors Insurance benefits, there was
the Aid to Dependent Children program.

Just as 0l1d Age Assistance bridged the gap until
0l1d Age Insurance took root, tne Aid to Dependent
Children program, established uynder Title IV of the
Social Security Act, was meant to provide temporary
assistance for widows and orphans until more workers and
their dependents qualified for Survivors Insurance.

It is important, I think, to note that the ADC
program was 80 insignificant in the larger legislative
scheme of things that President Roosevelt scarcely
mentioned it in his Message to Congress. Federal aid to
dependent children warranted less than two sentences.

Keep in mind the social and economic arrangements
of that time. It was assumed that childrer. lived in two
parent families, {hat one parent worked, that the other
kept house, and, as with most such assumptions, it wzs

further assumed that things would remain so.

ERIC I
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So long as and to the extent that the assumption
was true, the transition from A.C to Survivors Insurance
rorked smoothly, just as the transition from 01d Age
bepefits to regular Social Security retirement benefits
did. 1In 1986 a fully mature Survivors Insurance program
paid benefits to 1.9 million children in households
where a parent had died. An additional 1.4 million
children received Survivors benefits because their
parents were disabled or ret-ring. 1In all, 3.3 million

children received benefits under this insurance program.

Contrary To Expectations, ADC Did Not ®Wither Away*®

Unlike 01d Age benefits, however, the program for
dependent children, by now renamed Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (or AFDC), did rot "wither away."
Just the opposite: it grew and grew and grew. The
pProg. \m now supports some 7 million children, twice the
number of children receiving ®"insured® benefits.

The reason for this is well known. An earthquake
shuddered through the American family structure.

Only a minority of American children may now expect
to reach age 18 having lived continuously with their
natural parents.

Si::ity percent of ¢ 1ldren ncw being born may expect
at one time or another to live in a single parent

family; 9 in 10 of such families are headed by females.

RIC 13’
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Divorce accounts for some 68 percent of such
families, separation B percent, illegitimacy another 20
percent and, finally, death of a spouse a mere 3
Percent. (Recall that when the AFDC program began in
the 1930s it was popularly assumed that the typical
beneficiary would be a West Virginia miner's widow.)

Unless we move beyond welfare we can now assume
that some one-third of children being born today will be
"on® AFDC before reaching maturity.

Welfare, which is to say the AFDC program, is
second only to public education as the government
program which most touches the lives of the most

American children.

APDC Doesn't Work And Can't Work

AFDC is not working, and can't be made to work.

As a mass program it suffers three irreversible
defects.

First, AFDC imposes an impossibly high marginal tax
rate on any earnings welfare recipients may ave. The
AFDC program now taxes the poorest among us at rates
higher than the wealthiest of us would have paid even
before the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

Second, AFDC has a grim tendency to separate a
small but desperately poor population into "welfare
neighborhoods.® We may puzzle as to how much is cause

and how much is effect, but the neighborhoods are to be
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encountered in every city in the land. Less than
one-tenth of the poor live in such neighborhoods, but
the children growing up under such circumstunces are
likely to be among the long-term dependent.

Third, AFDC is unable to command stable political
support. The reasons are self evident: A program that
was designed for poor widows will not be supported in a
wcrld where mothers are poor because they are
unsupported by their divorced husbands or because they
are unwed. A program that was designed to pay mothers
to stay at home with their children cannot succeed when
we now observe most mothers going out to work.

This political ambivalence may help explain why
AFDC benefits, alone among Social Security Act
entitlements, have been allowed to decline in value.
Between 1970 and 1986, in constant dollars, the AFDC
payments in the median state declined by 33 percent.

Thus does the United States care for the most
needful of its children.

This, mind, of children who receive such benefits.
There are some 12 million poor children in the nation.
For one or another reason, 5 million get nothing.

It is time to think anew, for indeed our condition
is new. A h. lf-century after the enactment of Social
Security, we look up to find that insensate numbers of
children are poor and that young children have seven

times the poverty rate of the elderly.
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Don't Raform AFDC -- Replace Jt

AFDC cannot be reformed. It should be replaced.
We need a whoily new system of child support which,
without abandoning ultimate security, puts iis first
emphasis on earned income and which, without giving up
on the problems of deeply dependent families, extend-
coverage to all needful ones.

Back then to basics.

In developing a replacement program, I suggest we
be guided by three principles:

First, the primary responsibility for child support
rests with the child's parents. 1In a one parent family,
the custodial parent has every right to expect the
absent parent to contribute towards the child's care.
{In the vast majority of cases, over 90 percent, this
means & mother has every right to expect the father to
ccntribute toward his child's care.) Systematically

enforcing child support obligations is something we've

begun to do, but we could do a great deal better at it.
At present, only 58 percent of single mothers with
children have court orders for child support from the
| absert fathers. Of these, only half receive the full
‘ amount due them; a quarter receive partial payment; and
the remainder receive nothing.
Second, the able-bodied mother of the child also

has a responsibility to support her child by working, at

ERIC 16
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least part-time. However, if we expect a mother to go
to work, it is incumbent upon us to help her train for
and find a job. At the same time, we must provide the
child-care, support, and transitional services that a
working single parert requires.

Third, to the extent that parental support payments
are inadequate, the government should provide a
time-limited child-support supplement to the custodial
parent. This transitional assistance would be phased
out as the custodial parent begins earning her own
income through a non-subsidized job. If, after a
reasonable period of time, the parent has not secured a
job, she would be required to accept placement in a
public job as a conditior of continued government

support.

The building blocks of the new system are in place

We are closer to realizing such a system than we

may think. Beginning in 1950, with the Notification of
Law Enforcement Officials (NOLEO) amendment, Congress
has slowly and steadily strengthened child support

‘ enforcement efforts. The Child Support Enforcement

‘ program was authorized as Title IV-D of the Social
Security Act in 1975 and the program was most recently

' strengthened through the 1984 amendments.

| As our Social Security system amply demonstrates,

government can both efficiently and effectively collect

LRIC 17
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taxes and disburse benefits. Should we not then
consider authorizing the government to automatically
withhold from wages the child support obligations owed
by absent parents and to distribute the collections to
single-parent families? If the child support collectead,
together with the earned income of the custodial parent,
proves to be insufficient relative to a pre-determined
minimum standard of adequaéy, a government subsidy
should be added .. the child support check or paid in
the form of a targeted wage supplement, such as the
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC).

Similarly, since 1962 the Federal government has
been much involved with job training. As the Committee
on Labor and Human Resources learned in testimony on
Wednesday, this is never easy where the hardest cases
are involved, but Senator Kennedy is not deterred by
that reality. It is my hope, which he shares, that our
two committees can come together with joint legislation
addressed to this general problem. It is something we
rmist do: the majority of mothers with young children --
54% percent with children under six -- now spend some
time working outside the home.

I have mentioned Federal programs. Clearly,
however, nothing of consequence will be achieved without
great and prolonged efforts by State and local

government,

RIC 18
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But the larger objective ought not get lost in the
fine points; it is time that we reorder our pPriorities
and move to the common ground we have so long been
seeking. Nearly everyone agrees that AFDC is outmoded
and inadequate, But for nearly 20 years we have been
unable to agree on how best to reform it. That is
because AFDC cannot be "reformed® and still be
responsive to today's social realities. Our objective,
therefore, should be to replace AFDC with a new national

system of child support.

\‘1 ‘ .ot
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SENATOR MOYNIHAN'S FINAL STATEMENT: BEYOND WELFARE

A parting note on cost. The recent white House report on
this subject states that some $120 billion in Federal funds was
spent in FY '86 on "welfare." Some of the entries in the report
list are dubious. Pell Grants are not welfare. Pell Grants are
scholarships. Even so, there can be no doubt that there are
sufficient monies already in the budget to fashion a child
support program. This will ke all the more so to the degree
that parental support is involved. Indeed, we should end up
saving money. Parental support, however, is a statement of
social values which stands entirely on its own as a measure to

be sought.

LRIC 20
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR §OB DOLE
WELFARE REFORM HEARINGS
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

JANUARY 23, 1987

MR. CHAIRMAN:

FIRST, LET ME SAY THAT I CAN THINK OF NC ONE, ON EITHER SIDE
OF THE POLITICAL AISLE, BETTER EQUIPPED, BETTER QUALIFIED, TO
CHAIR THESE HEARINGS AND, HOPEFULLY, LATER IN THE SESSION TO
DIRECT THE EFFORT TO DRAFT WELFARE REFORM LLGISLATION, THAN
SENATOR MOYNIHAN.

HE HAS BEEN BOTH AN ACTIVE PARTICIPANT IN DEVELOPING WELFARE
POLICY AND A KEEN, LEARNED OBSERVER OF WELFARE PROGRAMS FOR
TWENTY YEARS. HIS BACKGROUND AND SENSITIVITY TO THE ISSUE WILL -~
UNDOUBTEDLY ENHANCE THE FINANCE COMMITTEE’'S ABILITY TO
SUCCESSFULLY ADDRESS THIS CRITICAL ISSUE.

FOR WHILE THERE ARE A MULTITUDE OF APPROLCHES ON HOW BEST TO
ADDRESS THE PROBLEMS WITH WELFARE POLICY, THERE IS NO DISPUTE
THAT SOMETHING MUST BE DONE.

THE FACTS ARE COLD AND HARD. THE POVERTY ATE, WHILE
DROPPING IN CERTAIN DEMOGRAPHIC SEGMENTS LIKE THE ELDERLY, HAS
STEADILY RISEN OVER THE PAST SEVEN YEARS. AN INCREASE, I MIGHT

ADD, THAT STARTED BEFORE THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION TOOK OFFICE.
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AND THE GROUP MOST AFFECTED, UNFORTUNATEL., ARE CHILDREN.
STATISTICS SHOW THAT FROM 1979 TO 1982 THE POVERTY RATE FOR
CHILDREN IN MALE-HEADED FAMILIES ROSE 53 PERCENT. THE POVERTY
RATE FOR CHILDREN IN FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES, WHICH HAS ALWAYS
BEEN HIGH, INCREASED 15 PERCENT DURING THE SAME TIME, REACHING 56
PERCENT.

SO NOW IS THE TIME TO ACT. NOW WHILE WE STIL' HAVE THE
OPPORTUNITY TO CREATE A BETTER, MORE PRODUCTIVE LIFE FOR THE NEXT
GENERATION AND WHILE WE HAVE WHAT APPEARS TO BE A GROWING

CONSENSUS ON HOW TO ADDRESS THESE AREAS.

COMPLAINTS ABOUT THE SYSTEM

AS 1 SAID, MR. CHAIRMAN, THE DEBATE OVER WELFARE POLICY
ENCOMPASSES A GREAT DEAL. COMPLAINTS RANGE FROM THOSE WHO ARE
OUTRAGED BY THE COSTS OF THE PROGRAM TO THOSE WHO BELIEVE WE ARE
NOT SPENDING ENOUGH.

THERE ARE SOME HHO?QiREB THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS
CREATED AN EVIL DEPENDENCY ON WELFARE -- A DEPENDENCY DOOMED TO
REPEAT ITSELF GENERATION AFTER GENERATION. MEANWHILE, THERE ARE
OTHERS WHO BELIEVE THAT THE CURRENT SYSTEM 1S TOTALLY INADEQUATE,
THAT WE HAVE NOT BROUGHT ENOUGH PEOPLE UP ABOVE THE POVERTY LINE,

THAT THERE ARE WHOLE CLASSES OF PEOPLE, ESPECIALLY CHILDREN, WHO

ARE FALLING THROUGH THE CRACKS.

ERIC <2
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ON THE BENEFIT SIDE THERE ARE THOSE WHO COMPLAIN ABOUT THE
LACK OF UNIFORMITY, COMPETING WITH MANY WHO ENCOURAGE US TO
PERMIT MORE EXPERIMENTATION. STATES HAVE IN FACT CREATED A WIDE
VARIETY OF METHODS FOR DEALING WITH WELFARE, SOME OF WHICH
CLEARLY WARRANT OUR ATTENTION. FOR EXAMPLE, GOVERNOR KEAN OF NEW
JERSEY HAS RECENTLY PROPOSED A PLAN HE CALLS "REACT“. THE PLAN
CALLS FOR EVERY ABLE~BODIED WELFARE RECIPIENT TO WORK OR ATTEND
SCHOOL. OF COURSE, THE WHOLE QUESTION CONCERNING WORK IS ITSELF
A CONTROVERSIAL MATTER.

AND FINALLY THERE IS THE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION AS TO WHO
SHOULD BEAR THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR WELFARE PROGRAMS. THERE ARE
THOSE WHO BELIEVE THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT BE
INVOLVED IN WELFARE, THAT IT IS A STATE PROBLEM. AND THEN THERE
ARE THOSE WHO WOULD PROPOSE TO SHIFT THE FULL BURDEN AWAY FROM

THE STATES TO THE FEDS.

PIECES OF THE PUZILE

.

¢

DETERMINING WHAT IS TRUTH AND WHAT IS FICTION;AND DETERMINING
WHRS THE BEST COURSE OF ACTION.WILL BE THIS COMMITTEE'S JOB OVER
THE COMING WEEKS AND MONTHS. T EXPECT THAT WITH THE EXCEPTION OF
OUR VERY DISTINGUISHED CHAIRMAN, WE MUST ALL GO THROUGH AN
EDUCATIONAL PROCESS. WE MUST LISTEN TO THOSE WHO CAN TELL US

WHAT HAS BEEN GOING ON, AND LISTEN TO THE ALTERNATIVES --

Y
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INCLUDING THE APMINISTRATION'S -- FOR HOW BEST TO APPRIACH Tb
PROBLEM. 1 CAN ASSURE YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN., THAT [ COME WIlH NO
PRECONCEIVED ANSWERS, AND AM ANAIOUS TO WORK WITH YOU.

1 HAVE BEEN PARTICULARLY INVOLVED WITH THE FOOD STAMP
PROGRAM, AND HAVE WORKED TO SEE THAT IT IS MAINTAINED AND
SUCCESSFUL. LIKE SENATC™ MOYNIHAN, I AM ALSO VERY FAMILIAR WITH
SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE AND THE PROBLEMS THOSE SYSTEMS
CONFRONTED. WE HAVE BEEN ABLE TO ADDRESS THESE ISSUES, AND IN THE
CASE OF SOCIAL SECURITY, PUT THE SYSTEM BACK ON SOUND FOOT ING
JUST A FEW YEARS AGO.

SO THOSE OF US WHO HAVE BEEN INVOLVED IN THRASHING OUT
“PEOPLE POLICIES.," I BELIEVE, ARE WILLING :ND EAGER TO TRY TO
DEVELOP A HUMANE AND RESPONSIBLE WELFARE SYSTEM. BY THE TIME
THESE HEARINGS ARE COMPLETED, THE PIECES OF THE WELFARE PUZZLE
WILL ALL BE BEFORE US. IT WILL BE OUR JOB TO PUT THEM TOGETHER
TO CREATE A PICTURE THAT REPRESENTS A BRIGHTER FLTURE FOR OUR

CHILDREN. IF WE CAN DO THAT, THE l100TH CONGRESS W1wL HAVE LEFT

AN INVALUABLE LEGACY.

-8
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Statement of Senator George J. Mitchell
Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy
Hearing on Welfare Reform

January 23, 1987

Mr. Chajrman, I commend your efforts in promptly scheduling
this hearing before the Subcommittee on Social Security and
Family Policy to review proposals to reform federal Income

Security Programs.

Welfare reform will be a major domestic issue during the
100th Congress. In his 1986 State of the Union address,
President Reagan called for welfare reform. Many cther
public officials includiig Governors and Members of
Congress, have also begun to look for a new direction in our

national welfare policies.

While recommendations vary widely .n the reports released by
different organizations and public officials on how best to
achieve meaningful welfare reform, the concept of finding
permanent employment for welfare beneficiaries is a dominant

theme in most, if not all of these documents.

ERIC -
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Last July, the House Democratic Caucus celeased a task force
report entitled, "The Road to Independence: Strengthening
America's Families in heed,® which recommended a greater
emphasis on helping the working poor and a renewed effort to
help those dependent on government assistance obtain the
education and training they require to become part of the

work force.

Many state legislators and members of Congress are now
advocating support for child care and job training programs
which would allow welfare xyothers to become wage earners.
There seems to be a great decl of agreement on the goal of
helping recipients break the "cycle of dependency® and to
move permanently into the work force. The difficulty will

be to determine the best way to achieve this goal.

There are a number of theories which attempt to explain the
reasons for welfare deperdency. The myth still existsthat
w2lfare recipients lack self-discipline and would r¢ther
receive a welfare checr than work. I do not believe that
the vast majority nf America's welfare recipients want to be
dependent sn the federal jovernment. I believe that it is a
lack of adequate education, poor job training opportunities
and tie burdsn of child care which force many to become

dependent »n federal income security programs.
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A number of work incentive programs have been tried in
limited areas throughout the country. < Work Incentive
Frogram (WIN), the only federal wrogram designed to help
recipients of Aid to Familius with Dependent Children
(AFDC), emphasizes placing the maximum number of
participants in self-supporting employment to reduce the
Nation's welfare costs. Under the WIN Demonstration
Program, States are encouraged to tailor their programs to

the specific circumstances within each State.

In my home state of Maine, one of our Nation's smallest
interms of population, over 4,500 welfare recipients have
found jobs since #he start of the WIN Demonstration Program
in 1982. The Maine Department of Human Services estimates a

savings in welfare dollars of $1.5 million.

Maine's WIN Demonstration Program, entitled WEET - Welfare,
Employment Education and Training Program, emphasizes
education and training for recipients to enable them to be
placed in long-term employment. We believe this program has

been very successful in Maine.

27
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One young single mother of two school-aged children had been

an AFDC recipient for over three years. Her AFDC grant was

$370 a month, paid for by the taxpayers. She had an

opportunity to join the WEET Program and was able to attend
the Eastern Maine Vocational Technical Institute for two
years. Druirg that time she received financial support for

child care and transportation.

Today this former welfare mother is employed as a carpenter
earning over $1,200 a month, more than three times the
amount she received while on welfare. She is better off,
her family is better off, and the taxpayers sre much better

off.

Since coming to office in 1981, President Reagan has
repeatedly exprecsed his support for the concept of workfare
for welfare motlers. Yet at the same time, he has
repeatedly suppocted the eliminaticn of he only program that
is specifically dedicated to enable welfare mothers to get

jobs and get ofi welfere - the WIN Program.

T hope that the Congres: is able tc work with and rave the
support of the Administration in the welfare reforn

effort.




While I have nut yet had an opportunity to carefully study
all of the proposals before this committee, I do believe
that welfare reform must include an education and training
component., We must provide the technical skills necessary
for welfare recipients to break the cycle of poverty by
providing education and training which will enable them to
earn a living wage. We must also remember that a wel fare
mother with pre-school childrer cannot attend classes or job

training programs without child care assistance,

As the Chairman of t!2 Health Subcommittee of Finance wha
has jurisdiction over the Medicaid Program, I am
particularly interested in the recommencat.ions that Medicaid
ccverage be expanded to the working poor ant that all poor
childrer are covered by the program. 7T will carefully
review these proposais as the committee continues tu review

the various 1eports before us on welfare reform.

I look forward to the testimony to be piesented by this
impressive group of witnesses today and welcome the
opportunity to work with my colleagues in the Congress to
develop meaningful welfare reform legislation. We nust help
current welfare recipients to 1egain the‘r economic
self-sufficiency as well as their self-esteem and confidance
in their ability to contribute to the support of their

families and of society.

29
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BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PRESENT LAW WELFARE
PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES

(Prepared by the staff of the Committee on Finance)

January 20, 1987
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BRIEP DESCRIPTION OF PRESENT LAW WELFARE PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES
(prepared by the staff of the Committee on Finance)

A. Aid to Families with Dependent Children

The program of Aid to Pamilies with Dependent Children
(AFDC) provides Federal matching for State programs of cash
assistance to needy families with children in which at least o1e
parent is deceased, disabled or absent from the home. States, at
their option, may also provide benefits for families in which
dependency arises from a parent's unemployment. Twenty-six
States, Guam and the District of Columbia are currently providing
benefits to families with unemployed parents. The amount of
Pederal matching for AFDC benefits varies from State to State
under formulas providing higher percentages in States with lower
per capita incomes. The national average contribution by the
Federal Government is 54 percent. States establish their own
income eligibility and benefit levels.

The average number of families and recipients receiving
sonthly payments in selected fiscal years is as follows:

(in millions)
1970 1975 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Families 1.9 3.3 3.6 3.9 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7
Individualas 7.4 11.1 10.6 11.2 10.4 10.7 10.9 10.8 11.0

Total Federal and State expenditures for benefits and
administration for selected fiscal years are as follows:

(in billions of dollars)

(est.)
1970 1975 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

Benefits 4.1 8.4 12.0 12.8 12.9 13.6 14.4 15.0 15.8
Admin. 9% 1.1 1.5 1.6 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.8 2.0

* Includes expenditures for services.

Note -- Benefits do not include emergency assistance
payments OT reimbursement from child support enforceament
collections. Foster care payments are included for 1975 and
1980. Beginning in fiscal year 1984, the costs of certifying
APDC l.ouseholds for food stamps are shown in the food stamp
appropriation, U.S. Department of Agriculture Administrative
figures include training expenditures.

LRIC
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Table 1 - Characteristics of AFDC Recipients

1969 - 1984
May Jan. May
1969 1973 1975
Average Family Size
(persons) 4o 3.6 3.2

Number of Child Recipients (percent of AFDC
One

26.6 NA 379

Two 23.0 NA  26.0
Three 17.7 NA  16.1
Four or more 32.5 NA  20.0
Unknown - NA -

Race/Ethnicity (percent of caretakers)

White NA  38.0 39.9
Black 5.2  45.8 44.3
Hispanic NA  13.4  12.2
Native American 1.3 1.1 1.1
Asian NA NA 0.5
Other and unknown 4.8 . 1.7 2.0

Education of Mother (percent of mothers)

Less thsia 8th Grade 19.0 NA  10.3

8th Grade 10.4 ~ NA 6.4
1-3 vesrs of HS 30.7 NA  31.7
High School Degree 16.0 NA  23.7
Some College 2.0 NA 3.6
College Graduate 0.2 NA 0.7
Unknown 21.6 NA  23.3

Basis for Eligibility (percent of children)

Both parents present:

Incapacitated 11.7 10.2 1.7

Unemployed 4.6 4.1 3.7
One or both parents absent: '

Death 55 5.0 3.7

Divorce or separ. 43.3 46.5 48.3

No marital tie 27.9 31.5 31.0

Other reason 3.5 2.7 4.0
Unknown 3.5 - 1.6

8. Average monthly figures for fiscal year.
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1983 1984
3.0 2.9
43.4 441
29.8  29.6
15.2 15.5
10.1 10.0
1.5 0.8
41.8  41.3
43.8  41.9
12.0 12.8
1.0 1.1
1.5 2.3
- 0.6
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
NA NA
3.4 3.5
9.2 8.6
1.9 1.9
38.6  36.2
bs.s  b6.4
1.4 1.2
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Charscteristics of AFDC Recipients, continued
1969 - 1984

Jan. May Mar. Mar. Avg.a/ Avg.a/
_2§2 1973 1975 1977 1979 1983 1984

Mother's Employment Status (percent of sothers)

Full-time job 8.2 9.8 10.4 8.4 8.7
Part-time job 6.3 6.3 5.7 5.3 5.4
Actively seeking

work; in school

or training 10.0 11,5 12.2 13.8 12.8

Age of mother (percent oz mothers)

Under 20 NA 8.3 8.a b4.1b/

20-24 16.7 NA 28.0¢/
43.1  42.8

25-29 17.6 NA 21.l|g/

30-39 30.4 NA 27.9 24.2 27.24/

40 or over 25.0 NA 17.6 17.7 15.44/

Unknown 3.6 N 3.0 7.2 .04/

Median Number of Months
on AFDC

a
b.
c.
[
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Under 3 14.9 N 16,5 17.3 18.9
3-5 17.6 N 18.1 17.8 17.5
11 36.5 NA 33.7 33.9 33.0
12 and over 3.0 N 309 301 29.8
Unlmown - M 08 09 0.9

Ages of Children (percent of recipient children)

23 1) 2 26 29

Average sonthly figures for fiscal year.
Under age 19. Includes other caretaker adult if mother absent.
Ages 19-24. 1Includes other caretaker adult if sother absent.

Includes other caretaksr adult if sother absent.

SOURCE: Congressionsl Budget Office, January 19, 1987

34

1.5 1.2
3.4 3.6
19.7 22.2

3.6b/ NA
28.6¢/ NA
23.84/ NA
27.94/ M
15.7d/ WA

0.3d/ NA
22.5 21.6
2.1 21.0
31.5  31.9
25.5 25.5
0.3 0.2

26 26

SOURCES: Tabulations from the Office of Fasily Assistance, HHS; National

Center for Social Statistics, AFDC: Selected snu-u% Data_on

Feailies Aided and Progrem Operations, NCSS Report H-4(71), 1971;
Office of Research and Statistics, Social Security Administration,

AFDC: A Chartbook, 1978 & 1979; ORS, SSA, 1979 Recipient Characteristics
Study, Part 1, 1982; ORS, SSA, 1983 nocuuzgc Characteristics and
mmcxmmmgfmgg.l ; Committee on Ways and

Mesns, Background Materigl and m m within the Jurisdiction
of the on Wi and ; and unpublished statistics froe

the 1 AFDC quality control dn.a.
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TABLE 2  —PERCENTAGE OF AFDC RECIPIENTS WITH VARIOUS CHARACTERISTICS AND AVERAGE
TOTAL DURATIONS OF AFDC RECEIPT
et d Ly e P o
Secoiont chsscioieics 3t g of frst el bagsig e wpehd wnd SRl
{vew -".. yoors of NOC Womm
wpmap) = ot mn
Under 2. JR— 200 ki1 2 s
22030 w? 419 108 318
ik JR— 18 L} 515 150
(1 U UO RN 176 134 50 158
Race/ethmorty-
L T Uy VRV O 552 a1 595 196
[ U w0l e 814 m
OMer . e e e e e L} ] L} ] (1] 55
Yours of educabon:
Undw§ .. . . e e 87 $6 (1] %5
Seil.. . ... . .. e ne a9 4] 72
Oer i} .. . ... . - 521 [ }] [ ¥X] at
Mardal states.
Segle ... - . 95 00 LEX] kK]
Oworced . . - 81 202 (1] 17
Sepor'ed - 23 as 6% u4
Widowed e - . [ 1] 53 o 102
Number of chuidren:
(23] - - . Q¢ a7 m 87
3. .. .. - (13} m 604 01
Over 3 - . 138 137 (1) %5
Age of youngest chid
Under 3 . .. . 513 604 809 e
IS o - 25 223 N %2
w010 .. - . 197 129 451 m
Oer10 ... ... ... - 65 1 an ded
Work
Worked m the fast 2 years - - 659 596 653 a0
Drd mot work m Bhe fast 2 yeras ... . W2 358 800 a2
Desabity statas
Nodmablly . ... .. . .. . . ... - $16 8¢ 685 %48
Diabifty s wok .. . . - 84 16 69 %50
* These figwres sowme thol the AFOC cavelond & m 2 “sieady stake ™
s-uoa‘nt(m-lm:xummmunnc &mmxwwa‘-mu:
m M:-m.a,hmuu l’nm“w:':lu-m-ﬂu’:\dnnmuh
ng 3 Wchegn ® Jpondn A we consincied of wellare Gynemcs.
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TABLE 3 -—BENEFITS TO AFDC FAMILY Of THREE, BY STATE, JULY 1985-JUNE 1986
Stote NDC fod somps NP ol

Nebomg $1.416 825 $i01 $4.000
Masks 8754 2352 435 11,541
Aizoma [ 315 2423 T} 5107
Ahanexs 2.304 2523 1o 4937
Califerng - 1014 1,261 n 8436
Colorady .. e 1152 218 ki 6.660
COMMOCUN e s e 584 1.621 520 1995
Deloware 354 231 355 6,209
Oistrict of Cohambey ... - kX ;) 2197 n (X}
Floreds. 295 2488 1% 5566
[+ N— s 2511 160 5446
Howaii J— 5616 3428 10 14
idshe 3648 2218 20 6137
36 2287 % 6.131

3n 2452 308 5432

L 2040 »4 6.750

4398 2054 W 6.694

2.364 2523 126 5013

2.1 2523 1ot 1904

4611 1991 300 6902

s 2189 25 6432

5184 181 560 1.563

[B]] 1,952 1 64826

6.336 1413 130 8.220

L 2523 s 1

s 238 w 5898

3984 2119 L) 6.567

4200 21 3% 6664

.40 238 00 5968

4,668 1m (L] 1095

(¥ 1] 1919 k1 7085

3.0% 2445 1% 5735

5826 1.626 n 1681

2952 2488 1 5587

(K17} 2,038 500 69%

3480 2330 163 5913

1.608 2291 140 6.039

1 1,955 02 5088

e 209 b 6.546

5412 1132 350 1.55¢

239 2503 m .92

3 234U k] 8115

1836 2523 s 451

2n 2523 (3] 4,760

4512 2020 25 6787

6.1 1.46¢ “w M

3.49 23%6 32% 6l

5,544 L 182 147

2988 un - 5607

6,506 1422 13 s

430 2078 % (17/]

MOC Amounts shown ye hose pod for besc moeds o 2 farvly of one SO 3nd twe chidron wilh m income o el snls & eoch Sale's
cawied " w oot for AFDC
Tood Stamps Amownts were computed wang e AFDC 2 B oV scome 906 aplying e maumen el dedctin 38 ool e
-
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TABLE 3 -~ Continued
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TABLE &  —AFUG JANVARY 1986 BREAKEVEN POINTS, FAMILY OF 4, FIRST 4 MONTHS, BY STATE

O care, W";vll ogens,

Bieakeven 21 8 percent of —

Vaiid oo o

ldi U ¢ -
I v
Agbama L L. 1 $326 LI 3326 3% 56
Ngshy o 800 1305 1.4%0 1,305 12 25
UM s e 82 528 522 522 51 90
AKISES e . u ui 505 ui ® 76
COMOM e s o m 698 1152 1,291 1,152 126 198
Colorado .. . 20 135 m 135 L 1
Commected ... e e 51 963 1.058 93 105 166
Delaware . [T 39 629 646 629 6 108
Drstoct of Colomba 399 04 1476 0l n 11
Foda . .. ..... m 5l 866 53 58 Ll
Georgne . _ ... 264 501 199 501 55 8
Howed . . 547 u 1010 92 101 159
Mao . ... . L ki1 62t 1160 621 €8 107
Wioos 368 657 L3119 657 n 1
Indians.... .. - 316 519 6 519 63 100
lowa . - . 19 ne 5 3 0 126
Kangas . - 0 735 m 135 0 12
Kenlocky .. ... . 16 n 55 455 50 18
Llowsana ... .. . 2] 456 1317 456 50 19
Mane. o e 465 803 118 803 88 138
darland ., 195 698 1,010 698 76 120
Massachusells _.. 505 863 953 863 u 119
Michigan ()] 167 892 767 u 132
Nonnesols 6i6 1029 1,140 1,029 1Y) m
Mssissippr.. . . . - 1] at " 805 3 35 55
Nrssoun 320 85 675 585 6 101
Montany 425 il 919 3 L] 128
Nebrasky 20 3 m 135 89 127
Nevada i 517 631 617 67 106
New Hampshwe w 768 818 768 L 132
New Jersey {63 a0 80 803 L] 138
New Mexco b 515 579 575 [3] 9
New York 566 954 1.047 954 104 164
North Caroling 269 509 995 509 55 8
North Dakola [H] 7% L) 186 86 13§
Olvo .- 360 615 1y 645 10 1
Ohlghoma ... ... . 9 629 1.079 629 69 108
Oregon [ RO L 12 892 L1t 90 13
Peonsyand ... .o e = o - 9 09 1,339 m .1 129
Rhode 1800 ... .. s s s 167 806 864 806 L 139
South Carohna . .. _.. .. 239 161 LI L] 51 80
South Dakotd . oo~ n 662 686 662 n 1
Tenessee . . . .. 1% kL] 764 ki) Q 66
Temas . . .. . 24 (X1} 1278 31 (1] 15
beh . L - 0 764 1497 764 3 k]
Yermont .- 596 999 1,685 999 109 m
Vigma n 626 1 626 68 108
Washingion 54 921 158 92 100 159
West Vigmaa .. - a? 513 1153 51 62 9
Wooonsn 619 1079 1413 1.079 L] 186
Wyoming 330 690 m 690 5 119
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TABLE 5. L-AFDC JANUARY 1985 BREAKEVEN POINTS, FAMILY OF 4, MONTHS 5-12, BY STATE

Ohid care, $0 work pense, Oreskeven 23 3 percent of —

R L l‘cm et
N

- m—
Nabwma.... . ... - [t $252 3038 $252 14 a
NI e e e e e e 800 905 1480 905 L] 156
Ao ... - 28 Wl 522 38 Q 67
Akansas.. . .. .. - n 9 505 k] 3 57
COMMOMMY ... .o« oo cirerae e 698 303 1.1 m " 138
Colorddd oo i L @0 525 M 525 51 L]
Connechent ... - - - 512 617 1,058 [ " m
Delaware - - kL}) [[1] 646 &5 50 78
Orstoct of Colombea .. ... 399 504 1476 504 55 LY
FIONED e et e e e Ll 389 365 kL] ? 67
Georgaa ... .. .. 264 369 19 369 0 6
Hawan_. s s oo e e o 546 651 1,010 651 n m
- k1L n 1160 " 9 n
368 m 1319 m 52 L]
- 316 ol 672 1] % n
owa - (1] 5 15 s 8 90
Kansas . - 10 525 m 525 51 9
Kentuchy .. - us 351 455 351 K} 60
Loursiany - . M kL] 1317 39 ki 58
Mane ... ... w N 465 510 1186 510 62 9
Maryland - 395 500 1010 500 55 8
Massachusells - 505 610 953 610 67 105
Mchgan Wl 546 892 546 60 "
Minnesols ... - 616 11 1140 1 n 124
MisSissppt ] 9 605 9 1 a
Mrssous; - 30 75 615 5 (] k)
Montana - 5 530 % 530 58 9
Nebrasha 420 525 m 525 57 90
Nevada ni (L1 631 (L] L] n
New Hampshre w 547 Lt 547 60 9u
New Jetsey 465 510 | 60 510 62 98
New Mexxo n [I1] 519 n L] n
New York 566 671 1o 671 n 116
North Carokna 269 mn 995 n 1 [1]
North Dakota 54 559 30 559 61 9%
Oo 360 455 1497 465 51 8
Okighoma . 319 (E1] 1019 5 50 L]
(Oregon " 587 92 58 (1] 101
Pennsylvama n 534 1.339 53 58 9
Rhode island . .. ([} 512 364 51 62 99
South Carolma 1] kL1 21 u k1] 59
South Dakota n [} 69¢ % 52 8
Tennessee 186 91 164 91 k!4 50
Tenss 1 3% 18 326 36 56
Utah 49 50 1497 5 59 9u
Vesmont 596 101 1,685 101 16 121
Virginid W 452 m " (L] 8
Washinginn Rl 649 1584 649 n 112
wes! Virguid i " 1153 an 4H 17
Wisconsm 649 154 1413 54 2 130
Wyoming 3an 495 n 495 54 LH]

Soure Prandsl by the Admewstraion, June 27, 1936
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TABLE 6.  —AFDC JANUARY 1986 BREAKEVEN POINTS, FAMILY OF 4, AFTER 12 MONTHS, BY STATE

Cnid Care 30 work expemse, Breskeden 21 2 percent of —
8 185 poreent Bt

AT od of need sid Oreakeven Poverly level Mmemum

manmym b wige

Alzbama 1LY 11443 3888 11244 u 3
Aaska - . 800 815 1480 815 95 151
L0 82 5 522 35 39 61
Arkansas . n 99 505 93 KX} 51
Californa .. ... o - 698 m L.291 m u 133
Coloado - 0 ;95 LU ;95 ;4 85
Connecticul ., 512 4] 1.058 4] 1 Hi
Delaware - 309 - AN 646 L] % n
Drstret of Columbea 399 mn 1476 mn 52 ?
Florda L] 359 866 359 ki] 62
Ceorpa . 64 39 199 339 Kl 58
Hawan 546 621 1010 62! 68 107
idaho k[ 1} 119 1.160 119 46 n
Ithnots 368 [LX] 1319 “) $® 16
Indiang 16 kL)l 612 39 L] 67
lowa " (L7} s [}]] 5 2]
Kansys 20 495 m 495 54 85
Kentucky 14 Ju 455 k1| 35 55
Loutsiana o 309 13 309 N 53
Maine 465 540 L186 540 5 9
Maryland 395 n 1010 " 51 1]
Massachusells 505 580 953 580 63 100
Michigan L)) 516 892 516 56 8
Minnesota 616 691 1140 691 15 1
Mississipps m 9 605 it} n 3
Missoun 320 395 675 395 LX) 68
Montana 25 500 99 500 55 ]
Nebrasha 0 495 - m 495 54 85
Nevada kI 1] 416 631 416 45 12
New Hampshire w Y . HH 56 8
New Jersey 465 540 860 540 59 9
New Mexico n kL1 519 k1.1 «? 6!
New York 566 641 1.0¢7 611 10 110
North Caroling - 269 kLL] 995 m 3 5
Norih Dakota (11} 529 840 509 58 ]
Oho 360 435 L 435 (}) 15
Okiahoma kL] (K] L o 16 n
Oregon . [L.F4 557 892 557 61 %
Pennsylvama o 504 1309 504 55 8
Rhode Island 46? 542 864 502 59 9
South Carotma 4] k1] 821 n N 54
South Dakola n (L] 686 L[] 9 n
Tennessee 186 261 164 261 4] 5
Texas 21 296 1218 296 n 51
Hah (kL] 5H {XL1) M 56 8
Vermon{ 595 671 1roc 611 3 116
Viginig kL1 2 e (144 (] n
Washington 54 618 1584 619 68 197
West Vugiiz K1Y kLY 1153 kL1 «Q 6!
Wisconsin 619 u 1413 1 9 125
Wyoming 3% 465 4y 465 51 80

Sowrce Pronded by the Admewstiaion, Jume 27, 1996
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B. Employment and Training Programs for AFDC Applicants and Recipients

There are several employment ann -aining programs that
States may use to provide services to AF .pplicants and
recipients. The work incentive program  «) was enacted in
1967. The WIN legislation requires all States to operate a WIN
program in which adult applicants and recipients, with specific
exceptions, .re required to register for sarvices and to
participate in activities to which they are referred. Amendments
in 1981 allowed States to operate WIN demonstration programs as
an alternative tu WIN. The demonstrations are aimed at testing
single-agency adminirtration, and must be operated under the
direction of the State welfare agency. The legislation includes
broad waiver authority.

Funding for the WIN program in recent years has been
declinings FY 1980 - $365 million, 1981 - $365 million, 1982 -
$281 million, 1983 - $271 million, 1984 - $267 million, 1985 -
$264 million, 1986 - $211 million, and 1987 - $103 million.

Legislation in 1961 authorized the States to operate
community work experience (CWEP) programs, and to require
recipients to participate in these programs as a condition of
eligibility.

The 1981 legislation also authorized States to operate
work supplementation programs in which States are permitted to
use welfare funds to subsidize public and private employment for
recipients. In 1982 States were given authority to require
applicants and recipients to participate in State job search
programs. States may receive 50 percent Federal matching for the
costs of administering these programs. Data are not available to
show how much is being spent for these programs.

In addition to the above alternative programs, the
Secretary of HHS may allow States to operate their own
demonstration programs under general demonstration authority in
the Social Security Act.

LRIC
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TABLE 1. —ESTIMATES OF MONTHLY PARTICIPATION IN AFDC WORK PROGRAMS - 11
suie CWEP {ical years) Employment search {liseat years)
1985 1 1987 1985 1986 1987
Alzbama .. 260 3% 386
. Nasha e - - . ..
Among ... . .
Akansas . .. . . . -
Caiforna - . (1) ) ") (] " ()
Colrado .. 435 2 ki.7}
Connecticut . .
Delaware .
Detnct of Columbea . .
Foda. . ... e - - - . (W] M )
Georgia - ) () M )] (*)
Hawan . . . . -
Mo .. . . "M ('} "
Mnors (1) () )
Indiana .
lowa - 370 900
Kamsas . . 1.300 1,364 XX} N 39 365
Kentucky - - -
Lowsiang
Maine n mn 16
faryland () () (1)
Massachusells . . 5400 2,000 .000
Mchigan . (" (") [
Mmnesata 41 250 n
Misusspp . . .-
Missourt . 12454
Monlana
Nebraska () () () *)
Nevada
New Hampshee
New Jersey () (?)
New Mexco 3 0 0
New York 209 2900 2800
Noith Cxzing 23 3A%
North Dakola 201 201 201
Otvo 1386 2773 4199 "y M 138
Chighoms 800 300 %00 1195 1195 1195
Ovegon 10.55¢ 12047 12505
Pennsytvany W} ) (')
Rhode Island 150 150
South Carolina 3 3! 3] 9 39
South Dakota 265 265 265
Tennessee
Texas . 4006 49855 4980
Uan : - Mmoo
Vermon! 123 160 160 1500  z000  2.000
Vagina 21615 2150 22,000 (") (') ('}
Viashinglon 17 " 16 79 936 362
West Virpma 4000 4800 5200
Wisconsin (?) (1)
Wyoming
Guam
Puerlo Rico
Vg island
Tolal 3592 40041 6895 24097 30422 32348

V™ nol reeorl program was coerational dwing hscal vear 1985 and frscal year 1986

3 Dnd wck 1eporl program degan or 15 expecied bo dege dwng fracal year (986

" Ood net 000t gtk of 5 demonstepivgn

NHate T (M0 potoe omaiament 13vah §0 200 kA saaloants oo oF oo note ot . P —
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- TABLE 2.—SIATE ELECTION OF AFOC WORK PROGRAMS - 12 -

t
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1
'
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i
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t
H
t
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i
H
t
t
> >

2

1
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'

t

'

'

€ >

Marylnd . L Lo - X X
Massachusells..... ... . . . . - . X X X
Mchgao . o - . X. X
Monnesota ... ... . . . . X X

i
t
1
i
'
H
t
t
t
'
> > > >

>

Wewlessy _ .. oo o LTI X ox

X

€ > >

U

X .
Ush e el L e e e e e e X X
Yemod ... . . ... - L. X X
Vegmisonds ... . .. . - X
Vegoud ..o . - e e e . . X

Washoglon . i s e e X X. . X
West Vigomd o e e . . C e X .. X -
WISCOMIN . o e s o e . - . e e X

Y SV X

Y These Stoles oporale 3 WIN demomsioton Dot inowdes gficand guboanis I owployment and ¥ sorvices 1 B Sisle
v wmubt-qmm.tm . . - '
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C. Child Support Enforcement

The purpose of the Child Support Enforcement (CSE)
program is to enforce support obligations owed by absent parents
to their children. locate absent parents, establish paternity and
obtain child support. The program serves both AFDC and non-AFDC
families. As a condition of eligibility for APDC., each applicant
or recipient must assign the State any rights to support which
she may have in her own behalf or in behalf of children in the
family, and must cooperate with the State in establishing
paternity and in obtaining support payments. States are also

rsquired to provide child support services to families who are
not eligible for AFDC.

The Federal Government pays 70 percent of State and
local administrative costs for services to both AFDC and non-AP3C
fanilies on an open-end entitlement basis. 1In addition, 90
percent Federal matching is available on an open~end entitlement
basis to States that elect to establish an automatic data
processing and information retrieval system. The 70 percent
matching rate is scheduled to declin: to 68 percent in 1988 and
to 66 percent jin 1990.

Collections made on behalf of APDC families are used to
offset the cost to the Federal and State governments of welfare
payments made to the family. However, the first $50 per month of
such coilections is passed through to the family. The amounts
retained by the Government are distributed between the Federal
and State governments according to che proportional matching
share which each has undar the State s AFDC program.

Finally, as an incentive to encourage State and local
governmen.s to participate in the program, and to operate their
programs on a ciust effective basis, the law provides for a basic
payment equal tc & minimum of 6 percent of collections made on
behalf of AFDC famii.ies plus 6 percent of collections made on
behalf of non-AFDC families, The amount of each State's
incentive payment could reach a high of 10 percent of AFLC
collections olus 10 percent of non-AFDC collections, depending on
the cost effectiveness of the State's program. (The .ncentive
payments for non-welfare collections may not exceed 100 percent
of the incentive payments for welfare collestions. This
rercentage iicreases to 105 percent in 1988, 110 percent in 1989

d 115 percen. for years thereafter.) The.. incentive payments
e financed from the Federal share of collections.

44




TABLE 1. - SUMMARY OF NATIONAL STATISTICS, SELECTED FISCAL YEARS

I. Pinancial Data (in millions)
1978 1981 1984 1985 1986

Collections:
Total §$1,047 $1,629 $2,378 $2,698 §3,222
AFDC 472 671 1,000 1,092 1,228
Non-AFDC 575 958 1,378 1,604 1,994

Adminis.iction:
Total 312 526 722 814 913

Incen%tive Payments:

54 91 134 131 160
II. Program Operations (in thousands)

Average number of cases in
which collection made:

AFDC 458 548 647 679 609 1/
non~AFDC 249 325 547 654 764
Families removed from
AFDC due to child support 19 46 41 34 248 2/
Parents located 454 696 875 878 945
Paternities estabiished 111 164 219 232 244

Support obligations
established a15 414 573 669 717

$ of AFDC assistance
payments recovered
through child support * 5.2 7.0 7.3 *

Total child support
collections per § of total
administrative expenses $3.35 $3.09 $3.29 $3.31 $3.53

* Not available
l/ Includes only those cases in which there were arrearages.
3/ A new reporting system instituted in 1986 changed this
reporting category to include al) IV-A cases closed when a child

support payment was received. T[his includes cases closed for other
reasons.

Source: Office of Child Support Enforcemen®
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D.- GENERAL POPULATION DATA

TABLE 1.  —NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MOTHERS IN LABOR FORCE WITH CHILDREN UNDER 18,
MARCH OF SELECTED YEARS, 1950-85
Pondws i Owmends)
Ovlien iobwr foree As purcant of pupuivtoon
Salacted yours Tots, st W Gl i ciow OB WO hidm W chlren W chiliren
SN mn e Zm DD SR RN
March of
1950 e 4626 295 1701 26 krd ] 136 M
1955 e 6.522 4,048 2414 270 k1 182 M
1960 o sois 510 un k1) (7] 02 L)
1985 .682 6.000 e 350 57 253 M
190 . 2 1642 4572 1 515 323 N
wmws._ . . 1875 5502 (15] 43 k1] Hl
SRS & | ] 11.282 6538 %6 [Lk] (1] i1
ST ] ] 185 8215 621 (1] 535 95
-..n:”nu::-m‘.-:”wu""‘:- 9%, shpchidron, 90d sdapied chiben

Sewce US. Ouportmant of Labor. Dorosw of Labor Statolcs, e 1906

TABLE 2. —STATUS OF CHILDREN 1960-84
{m thowsands}
19%0 1910 s 10 it
kg wder 18
sooxdabon COBIU el GAIES 634 6mm
{:‘r‘ iy e T S832 6199 1.5 12466 14025
o A cise 92 ns U5 W1 26
Liing wih mever-maered parent woos 1 aw
percent []
m:u Mt s, Dependent Chvidsen 1 230 G20 8085 1419 100
1 inciudes some chilgren age 18 b 27
Sowce: Baeed on Conoss and DHHS publications.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. A very good morning to the determined ad-
vocates of welfare reform, who appear on this occasion. I see Mr.
Spencer Rich has not failed to arrive, as well, which means the
hearing can commence.

I want to express the chair's understanding that the government
is ofﬁcmtl:g closed—that another three inches of snow brought
the United States to a halt. It is a good thing we didn’t locate our
capital in Albany. [Laughter.]

have an opening statement, which I will put in the record as if
read,otpausing only to take note of the statement by Governor Clin-
to1 of Arkansas, who is Chairman of the National Governors Asso-
cit.tion and is the person we most associate with the current inter-
est of the governors in changing the arrangement of what we cali
“welfare” in our country. of 4 inf

There is a great coming together of interests and information—
surprising in its way. But after a long period of latency, even indif-
ference, we look up to find thet in state governments and city gov-
ernments and county governments, all manner of experimentation
is taking place, and in the universities and departments of social
welfare all manner of research findings are coming forward.

The President has a proposal that we will have this week, the

Governors will have a proposal this week, and we are about to hear
joining our subcommittee, with the President calling for changes in
our welfare system, with Trvernors and mayors and scholars
coming forth with remarkably convergent proposals, we may just
have one of those rare alignments that brings about genuine social
change.
. 1 believe we witnessed this sort of alignment 4 years ago, when
in the of 12 days, Januaa4 to January 15, Senator Dole and
I and ntative Barber Conable and members of the White
House staff worked out the historic Social Security amendments of
that year, which ensured the solvency of the Social Security retire-
ment funds well into the next century.

_And just possibly, we will now do as much again with those pro-
visions of the Social Security Act which concern children. The com-
mittee will continue its ciose attention to the Social Security retire-
ment program. We do not, however, anticipate any major legisla-
tion in the 100th Co .

In the aftermath gg the Social Security Amendments of 1983, re-
tirement benefits would seem fully secure. I spoke just yesterday
with Mr. Harry Ballantyne, who is the chief act: of the Social
Security Administration, and he informed me that, by his present
calculations, the Old and Survivors Trust Fund will increase
in the moneys deposited each year between now and the year 2034.

Security for the aged is now a settled fact. In this circumstance,
it appears to us that we should direct our attention in the next two
years to the condition of children in America, because Social Secu-
:}t{hi: much more than a retirement plan. Sometimes we lost sight

t.

This was not the case in 1935, however, when the program was
proposed and enacted. In his message to Congress of January 17 of
that year, President Roosevelt made clear that Social Security was
intended to provide income insurance for every stage and every
condition of life, starting with childhood. At the time of enactment,

47

Vg




42

we were in the midst of the Great Depression, and the most salient
feature of the Social Security legislation was unemployment con;-
pensation, Title III, which went into effect immediately.

The most important long-range provision was that of providing
old-age benefits, but that would come into effect only gradually as
workers paying into the system achieved the requisite number of
covered quarters to become qualified. This left the vast majority of
older persons and older workers at that time with no prospect
themselves for getting Social Security retirement benefits.

Moreover, in 1935, there were only some six million persons, or
about 15 percent of thove employed, who had johs covered by any
sort of retirement systera. And at most, there were some 200,000
persons then receiving retirement benefits.

And so, to tide over elderly individuals in the interim, Congrees
included in Title I of the Act a temg)r(;lri' rogram, known as Old
Age Assistance. OAA, as it came to eg.wasdeaignedtoserve
at:o i transitional program, a simple bridge, until old age insurance

over.

And President Roosevelt explained in his message to the Con-
gress that this was exactly the case and it was necessary to create,
and I quote him, “noncontributory old-age pensions for those who
are now too old to build up their insurance.” He went on to say
that the tem programs would have to continue for, and
again I quote, “perhaps 30 years, until OAI, old age insurance, Lad
matured sufficiently and mcet workers were covered.”

And that is exactly what happened. In 1939, Co amended
the Act to include Survivors Insurance, which provided for 2 moth-
er's pension and child support for the dependents of a covered
worker who died. Until more workers qualified, however, there was
to be the Aid to Dependent Children Program, the exact model, the
exact comparison.

Just as old age assistance bridged the gap until old age insurance
took root, the Aid to Dependent Children Program established
under Title IV of the Social Security Act was meant to provide
temporary assistance for widows and orphans until more workers
and their d:rendents qualified for survivors insurance.

That would not have taken 30 years. Well, in the mid 1940s,
Fportant, T think: £ note that the A0 P e
impo think, to note that the am was 80 insignifi-
cant in the iarger legislative scheme of things that President Roo-
sevelt scarcely mentioned it in his message to the Congress. Feder-
al aid to dependent children warranted less than two sentences in
that message.

And keep in mind tne social and economic arrangements of that
time. It was assumed that children lived in two-parent families,
that one parent worked, that the other kept house, and that, as
with other assumptions, it was assumed that this would remain the
case, 80 long as and to the extent that the assumption was true
that the transition from ADC to survivors insurance works fluznt-
ly, just as the transition from old-age benefits to regular Social Se-
curity retirement benefits did.

In 1986 a fully mature Survivors Insurance Program paid bene-
fits to 1.9 million children in households where parents had died.
An addition 1.4 million children received survivors benefits because




Unlike old-age benefits, however, the for ndent
children, now renamed Aid to Families mmndeng rildren,

and grew and program now supports more -
honch%tww‘enutheh:mmberrmmgmr:;edbemﬁum
reason for is own: an earthquake through
the American family structure

Onlga i :tyofAmericahchildrenmaynowexpecttoreach
SFty peroentof children mow olng bt sy neir natural perents
percent of ¢ now may e: one time or
another to live in a si parzgltn&mﬂy.Niieintenofsuchfami-

lies are headed by f: Divorce accounts for some 68 percent of
such families, separation 8 percent, illigtimacy another 20 percent,
anddeathofr;:ﬁoun,amem:&cmt.

You will r that when inth919305,itwaseri-
marily assumed that the typical iary would be a West Vir-
ginia miner’s widow. Unless we move beyond welfare, the mid-
range estimates predict that some one-third of children being born
today will be on AFDC before reaching maturity. Welfare, which is

Government program which most touches the lives of most Ameri-
can children.

AFDC is not working, and it can’t be made to work. As a mass

it suffers three irreversible defects. First, AFDC imposes
an impoesibly high marginal tax rate on any earnings welfare re-
cipients may have. The now taxes the poorest among us at
rates hi than the thiest would pay even before the Tax
Re&gnd’ l:h(:ef i, has a grim tenden te small b
n program a grim tendency to separa ut
desperately m populations into welfare neighborhoods. We may
e as to much cause and how much effect, but the neigh-
hoods are to be encountered in every major city in the land.

Now, less than one-tenth of the poor live in such neighborhoods,
but children growing up in them are much more likely to become
dependent themselves.

And finally, AFDC is unable to command stable political support.
The best of the reputable evidence is that since 1970, we have al-
lowed the real value of benefits to children under the program to
decline in the median State by one-third; thus does the United
States care for its children. On the other hand, a great many chil-
dren receive no benefits of any kind. Of some 12 million poor chil-
dren in the country, 5 million receive no benefits of any sort.

It is time, it seems to many of us, to think anew, for indeed our
condition is new. A half-century after the enactment of Social Secu-
rity, ‘we looked up to find that insensate numbers of children are

poor. Indeed, counting the value of non-cash venefits, our young
children have seven times the rate of the elderli'.
In the view of many of us, can’t be reformed. It should be

replaced. We need a wholly new system of child sapport which,
without abandonn:f ultimate secunty, puts its first emphasis on
earred income and which, without giving up on the problems of
deeply dependent children, extends coverage to all needy ones.

/
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Back then to basics. In summary, a replacement program would
mvolvethreepnncneshnt,tha responsibility for child
chlldsparents.lnaone-parent ily, the

the absent parent to con-

vastmaiority,thinxqeem

i ordersforchildmppsrtpay-
3 only half receive the full amount due them. The
general level of support for children by an absent parent is abys-

t second to expect an able-bodied mother to work, at
least part time. Most mothers do. This has been a great transfor-
mation in our labor markets and our social behavior. And finally,
to tne extent that parental support payments are inadequate, the

t must provide a time limited child support supplement

the custodial parent. It must provide jobs for those who can’t get
jobs and services for those who need them.
oconclude,ljustwanttonotethatthebuﬂdmgblocksofsuch
has already enacted statutes
Oﬁﬂﬂmghacktol%o in the
Amendment and since
then,(bngreshuslowlyandsteadxlysupportedorstmngthened
child support enforcement measures; they are simply not universal.
Our last amendments were in 1984. The Social Security retirement
system clearly demonstrates that Government can both efficiently
and effectively collect taxes and disperse benefits.
And should we not then consider authonzmg the Government to

Since 1962 we have been much involved with job training. We
know a great deal more about the subject; we know how to distin-
guish persons who are in need of it. We know how difficult it is for
some and how succeseful it is for others; but it is not an area of
inexperience or a lack of data and findings.

A final note o2 finances. In its own recent report on the subject,
“Up From Dependency,” the White House Domestic Policy Council
Low Income Opportunity Working Group estimates that in fiscal
year 1985 we spent some $150 billion in Federal and state moneys
on welfare activities. Some of the items on the list of “welfare pro-
grams” are dubious; Pell Grants, for example, are not w=lfare, they
are scholarships. Even so, it is clear that there is a great deal of
funding available, much of which will need to be redirected. Given
our present finances, a strategy that redirects at least some present
domestic spending, “together with better collection of parental sup-
port payments will be more effective than our present course. But
let us be clear:

Parental support is a statement of social value, much more than
a Federal deficit-reduction measure.

That is my opening statement. My distinguished chairman has
arrived, and it is very generous of him to join us. Senator Bentsen,
would you like to e a statement?
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Senator BenTseN. I will make my statemeni brief because I see
you have some

a man of compassion and

concern, but » man who has y involved for many, many
years in these issues. Hehumtwealthof i to con-
tribunt;totheducumnthat place here. Welfare problems
are .
equity and yet in a way that the yers' money is wisely used.
Wehavelenrnedthatfmmthemofthelasttwodecades,
but I do think that this series of hearings under your chairmanshi
will help us find ways to improve the well-being of the children of
this country and, in turn, to strengthen our nation.
Some of these reports and studies that have been published
latel ha::daeommonthemeiThemi::dstmngemphmon:x-
T opw umproving employment training programs for
welfare recipients, on ing the Child Support Enforce-

ment Program, vz ing the problems of teenage i

You know, Senator Moyai n.oneoftheaspectaotlthm! debate
that I have been deeply concerned about and interested in, is the
of children: teenage cies, prenatal health care, chil-
n coming into thiz world at a great disadvantage, handi-
capped—situations that often could have been avoided, had we had
more enlightened in existence.

These are all goals and it is going to be our task, assisted
by the witnesses coming before us, to try to translate those goals
into programs that will work. That would be a difficult challenge
any time. It is particularly difficult in a time of fiscal restraint,

il

In the past, this committee has contributed to the welfare of chil-
dren and ilies in a major way by improving the welfare
P that are part of the Social Security Act and, at times, by
mm the Federal Tax Code.

I note that last year’s tax bill provided major assistance in this

| regard by eliminating and reducing the tax burden on low income
| families and by expanding the earned income tax credit. Those
| cmea were a very significant achievement and made possible by
| b agreement ot:urolicy goals. This committee has a strong
| tetl:ord (:i.;wmct:dw bha- < f Se Moynihan’s capabil
| am deli to have someone of Senator ihan’s capability
| chairing tﬁugh subcommittee.
} Senator MoYNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, may I just note also that
| during the last Congress, your leadership brought into place a very
’ ai::slgcantprogramonteenagepregnancies;andthisistheﬁrst
| time we have entered that field, and it was at your behest after
manm of pointing to the reality which finally becomes un-
avoidable.
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We have some very distinguished guests who are going to testify
now. I hear a familiar voice in the back. Do I hear a voice? Yes, I
hear a voice.

After having served under him as Majority Leader for two years,
you acquire a certain sensitivity to the sound of Bob Dole. He is on
the telephone, and if we can hold up just a moment, I think he will
800n join us.

Senator BeNTsEN. Mr. Chairman, I will take advantage of this
time for just a moment while we are waiting for Senator Dole to
say that, in some of our States, we have some terribly limited pro-
grams. It is important that, ar we look at the expenditure of funds,
we not f;p:t caps on fl;lndxlng :h:tt' are going to keelzh some of those

m raising the leve participation in these programs
that help to improve the well being of children. With that, I defer
to geou, Mr. Chairman.

nator MOYNIHAN. I thank you. As I mentioned in my opening
statement, those of us who recently in watching television encoun-
tered the term ‘“‘syzygy,” by which astronomers describe a rare
alignment of the sun and the moon and the earth which cause all
manner of natural wonders, and with Bob Dole, the Republican
leader, coming on our subcommittee as the rankini“l:egublican
member, and with the Governors, mayors, and scholars bringi
forth remarkably convergent proposals--such as Senator Bentsen’s
description following mine—we may just have one of those rare
alignments that bring about genuine social change. Senator Dole,
we very much welcome you here.

Senator DoLz. I notice that our colleagues are waiting to testify,
and I would just say very briefly, and I would ask that my state-
ment be made a part of the record.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Without objection.

Senator Dorx. I am certainly honored to be on this subcommit-
tee, and I can think of no one on either side of the aisle better
equipged to chair this subcommittee than my good friend from
New York, Senator Moynihan; and I think there may be a way to
do something. I think that if we approach it in the beginning, at
least as we should, in a totally nonpartisan way, there are some dif-
ficult—and I listened to Senator Bentsen while I was on the phone
in the back room—there are some programs we should look at.
There are some areas that we perhaps can improve upon.

But certainly, with your being the chairman of this subcommit-
tee, I think we are going to find out very quickly that there are a
number of ideas we have heard before, and maybe we can do it to-
gether. As I recall, maybe we will be as lucky in this as we were in
the Social Security package in 1983. I recall a chance meeting the
two of us had on the Senate floor. The Commission was about to
expire, and we agreed that that should not happen. We ought to do
something.

There ought to be some way to put together a Social Security
reform m e because, if the Commission expired, it was all over.
And I think, based on that, as I recall, we had a number of very
quick meetings. The White House then decided to become an active
participant, which they will have to do in this case if it is going to
work; and the net result was, in my view, a rather sweeping

52




47

needed reform in Social Security, and we now have a surplus of
some $30 billion.

So, it did work, and I would say it was the Senator from New
York who initiated that little conversation on the floor four years
ago. Perhaps we will have the same success as we locx at welfare
reform. It is not very exciting; it won’t make many headlines. As I
have said before, the poor don’t have political action committees.
Therewon’tbeanyboj);olinedupheretoseehowweare ing to
vote, but I do believe that it is an area that should be addressed
and one that I am very pleased to commit myself to.

I could make all sorts of points about th> system. There is a lot
of debate over the welfare policy; and I would just say that, having
been involved with parts of the puzzle, Mr. Cljxm.rman , on the Nu-
trition Subcommittee in actively dealing with the Food Stamps
Program and the School Lunch , I am ready to give what-
ever help I can give.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Senator Dole.

Senator DoLk. And in my first appearance on this subcommittee,
I certainly would not want the record to be silent about how I feel
about the chairman of the full committee, Senator Bentsen. Having
had the privilege of being chairman of this committee, I know that
it is a challenging job; but as I have said publicly, I don’t know of
anyone on this committee who can do it better than Lloyd Bentsen.

y tor Mok:mrdim 80 you would know tllxlfe ?nxlct of :Lxr
work, we opoke yeste; ytoHan:i:Ballantyne,c' actuary e
Social Security Administration. Those meetings we held 4 years
ago took 12 days, January 4 to January 15; and Mr. Ballantyne
tells us that, by l}wl:npresent calculations, the Old Age and Survivors
Insurance Fund will increase in the monies held each year between
now and the year 2034.

Now, to our witnesses. Mr. Dole mentioned the participation of
the White House. Dr. Otis Bowen, the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, will not be aggiaring today out of the simple con-
aiderationI thatkthe Pll;essig:rﬁary I?oOt given his rdgtaw ?if htlew Igm:ll;
message. I spoke wit wen yesterday, an inten
to come before the committee with the Administration’s views on
an early occasion.

Three good friends are here, our own Senator Daniel J. Evans of
the State of Washington, the former governor of that State; my two
personal friends, the Honorable Harold E. Ford, of Tennessee, who
18 Chairman of the House Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation, two major titles of the Social Secu-
rity Aci; and my fellow New Yorker, the Honorable Thomas J.
Downey, who is associated, I believe, in legislation with Senator

ans.
Senator Evans, you have been vyatient and attentive, and we wel-
come you to the committee, sir. Would you please proceed?

STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL J. EVANS, US. SENx.JR FROM THE
STATE OF WASHINGTON

Senator Evans. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In your usual elo-
quent fashion, you have stated the problems, the potential, and to
an engineer, used that rather obscure term “syzygy,” I couldn’t

53



48

help but reﬂect that, as I looked at the three who are represented
on that podi ??'gy certainly a; gphes It is the Sun, the Moon,
and]the stars; an n't try to identify which is which. [Laugh-
ter

But if you just obeerve that the fermament is before us, and the
opportunity to succeed in these efforts is certainly aided by the at-
tention of senior members on botb sides in an issue that I think is
as important to this Congress as tax reform was to the past Con-
gress. And perhaps we will succeed if our vision and our imagina-
tion and our efforts are broadened.

Sometimes, I think we strive too little; we think too small. And
under current circumstances, I hope that we take a broader view,
keeping in mind that the children are our greatest asset for the
% generation, one of the most important responsibilities we have

But let me describe bneﬂyiflcanthetgaposalthatCongrem
man Downey and I are leading. We hope that we will have an in-
creasing number of co-sponsors and s tgpoﬂ:ers I believe it could
end up being as broad in_dealing with the social policy of this
nation; in fact, it could end up being the equivalent on the spend-

side of tax reform on the revenue side. The Federalism of
1986, now 1987, is one which has developed out of a commission co-
chaired by Governor Robb of Virginia and myself, a distinguished
panel representing a wide variety of wewpomts philsophic, at vari-
ous governmental levels.

In fact, as I looked at that committee at the beginning, I thought
we would have an extraordinarily stimulating discussion, but that
there was no hope of ever getting such a diverse group together on
a single set of recommendations.

We did come together, however, on a single set of recommenda-
tions. They are bold; they are broad; perhaps they are controver-
sial. Ihadanopportum yesterdaytospeaktnamajorcommlttee
of the U.S. Conference of Mayors, and I was defending myself most
of the time because there is great skepticism.

But let me, if I can, Mr. Chairman, briefly describe it. It arose
first out of the desire to look broadly at the question of federalism,
a term usually designed to put people to sleep, just as tax reform is
a term that put pe:?le to sleep at the very beginning and for the
first several years of its efforts. But this commission attempted to
sort out nsibilities, and we began by trying to answer the
question: t responsibly and eﬂltlmately in domestic policies
belong at the national level? And which things are really regional,
1Stat§? or local in nature and ought to be governed primarily at that
eve

And the answer to that came down on the side of a fundamental
safety net for our people being a national responsibility. It is a
ghared responsibilily now, and that share varies from State to

tate

But if I can, I would like to briefly describe the legislation. There
are five major comJ)onents to a broad Kleoe of legislation, and 1
would keep in mind the words of ;he chairman. While I will not
deal as specifically with children all through this, the opportunities
I think are for your desire to thoroughly reform the we are system
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as it affects children and w~uld fit very, very well into the broad
spectrum of what we are suﬁesﬁng.

The first would be under Medicaid, and this would be a program
that would phase in over a period of 4 or 5 years, so that it
wouldn’t be o dramatic and so draconiar as to cause real disrup-
tions. We would establish more uniform eligibili?' of benefit stand-
ards. In the first year of the proposal, we would expand coverage
under Medicaid to all children under 5 years of age, as well as
ﬁ;egnant women living in families with incomes below the poverty

e

Each succeeding year, the age of poor chitdren covered would be
increased by 1 year. The Federal commitment would be increased
to a 90-percent match; and that sounds ominous, given the nature
of our budfet deficit, but before you concern yourselves with that
too much, let me continue.

By providing medical coverage to all poor children under 5 years
of age, we can keep ar additional 1 million child-en healthy, and
over a 5-year period, an additional 3.7 million children heslthy.
Other elements of ur proposal would establish more uniform Med-
icaid standards, provitﬁnﬁan additional 662,000 aged, blind, and
disabled :.mericans with Medicaid coverage.

Second, under AFDC, we would establish a national minimum
benefit level for AFDC benefits, starting in the second year of the
proposal at 50 percent of poverty income levels, which would in-
crease 2 percent each year tl..ceafter. The Federal financial com-
mitment would increase to : “J percent niatch with the programs
continuing to be administe. .4 at the State level. This would again
add to benefit those not now covered or those who are horribly in-
adequately covered.

In a wealthy Nation like the United States, it is a disgrace that a
poor family of four, as an example, in one region of the country
can receive assistance up to five times as t as a poor family
living in another section of the country. r all, to be poor an¢
aungry in New York or California is not much different than being
poor and hungry in Mississippi or Maine or Missouri.

As a gide note, I would mention, Mr. Chairman, the remarkable
demonstration project which is currently proposed by Gov. Booth
Gardner in Washington State. It is a State specific program, but I
think it has extraordinary potential; and I do not intend at all by
suggesting a national stan or uniformity that we veer away
from those new ideas within the basic framework, new ideas
which—if successful—could be spread to other areas.

The third element of the program—well, one side note, too—we
would require all States to join the 26 States that already partici-
pate in the AFDC Unemployed Parent Program. Without that pro-
gram, the current system rewards or encourages the se tion of
parents who are together in order to achieve or qualify for benefits
in those 24 Statee that do not ncw have that program.

The third element would be a work and training program for
tt. -e recipients requiring States to undertake a%gressive efforts to
develo% and operate programs, to encourage and assist recipients
through both training, education, and then work efforts.

The fourth element deals with the question of revenue neutrali-
ty, which I think is an important concept. It was an important con-
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cept in the success of tax reform; I believe it is an important con-
cept, given our current situation in this proposal to d the in-
creased Federal commitments. Most local community development
infrastructure and many personal social service programs would be
terminated at the Federa! level. State :d local governments would
replace Federal spending for programs _hat in a more cost-effective
wa‘%_gre responsive to local priorities and local needs.

en you balance these terminations against the increased cost
of welfare, you do achieve national revenue neutrality.

The fifth and last element of the proH.am recognizes that nation-
al revenue neutrality simply does not flow through to all areas, all
regions, all communities of the country. So, there are twe systems
of fiscal capacity grants, first to those States with low fiscal capac-
ity, grants that would help them provide an adequate level of
public service, and then within all States, a system of grants ‘o lo-
calities to do essentially the same thing—cushion the impact of
these program tferminations on communities with limited re-

sources.

Such a targeted p is 300 percent more efficient in mitigat-

ing fiscal disparities the old general revenue sharing and at

the cost. Even with these ts, we must continue to work to
balance the Foderal, State, and local scales %0 that no one level of
government carries too much of the reform vurden.

I think that this program is bold in nature. It certainly encom-
passes dramatically the fundamental safety net for all citizens of
this country, and it focuses directly and explicitly on the problems
of our children today and their needs for tomorrow.

I said I was defending myself in the meeting of the U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors. They have great concern, and I think understand-
able concern, that if they were to depend on a State/local partner-
ship and substitute for the Federal/local purtnership now existing,
they might end up being the losers.

Let me first, the dramatic current trends of the last
decade and then what I believe could be done to ensure that they
end up better off, even under a fiscally neutral program than they
are today. The chart which I have put up on the board over there
shows on the red line at the bottom the trends from 1978 through
the last 3 fiscal years of the Carter Administration and the § years
of the Reagan Administratiin, trends in payments to individuals.
These are the AFDC payments, the Madicaid payments, and some
similar but smaller programs. It is a rising trend, an indication
that we have an ed need and requirement which is being
met at the Federal level; but it also is a reflection that all States
and some local communities who share in these welfare responsibil-
ities are also faced with rising costs in their fiscal share.

The green line r;presents the other governmental programs, the
ones that are the Federal responsibility for the most part and the
ones that people have depended on so much, community develop-
ment and other similar programs. There has been a dramatic de-
cline in those programs, and there continues to be at a somewhat
slower level.

But that dramatic decline is simply, if you will pardon the ex-
pression, Mr. Chairman, “slicing the balonay even thinner” with
each passing year, and I fear that if we continue in current trends,
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soon all local cor.inunities will have left is the “butt of the baloney
or the salami.”

The orange line at the top is a combination of the two, showing
that in recent years these total Federal grants and aids have risen;
but they have risen almost exclusively because of the rising cost of
AFDC and similar programs.

Let me finally then say, Mr. Chairman, what I believe local com-
munities and States as well could gain out of a rather bold pro-
gram such as we 8 Even with revenue neutrality, I pointed
out that the AFDC, that red line, continues to rise. To the degree
that the Federal Government assumes 90 percent of that burden, it
removes that continued pressure on State governments; it relieves
them of a substantial amount of spending. It offers them the oppor-
tunity for States and their local communities to use that bonus, if
you wili, for the needs and the priorities of each of those States
and each of their local communities.

I think it is important to not just say this is a fiscal bonus to the
States and you can spend it as you will, and you can ignore local
communities if you desire. I think this legislation would have to in-
clude something that would ensure that the focus remains on the
needs of those local communities and particularly the cities of
those States.

And secondly, Mr. Chairman, I am thoroughly convinced that if
we eliminated from many of these Federal/local programs the need
for Federal management, Federal auditing, Federal inspection—all
of the Federal interference, if you will—that guides those pro-
frams, that in itself would provide a fiscal bonus and would allow a

ot higher percentage of the money that is designated for these pro-
ams to flow to the ultimate beneficiaries, rather than get stuck
ere in Washington, D.C.

Mr. Chairman, I have taken perhaps a little longer than I might
have, but I wanted to explain briefly what I think is a dramatic
Frogram, one which, if adopted, could be to the ex‘raordinary bene-

it of those people who need the safe:ly;onet help of Government
wherever they live in this nation and could be to the extraor-
dlnalt'y benefit of the communities and States and localities of this
country.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Governor, you haven't taken long enougl.
This is an extraordinary piece of work. Perhaps you will send our
appreciation to Governor Robb, with whom you chaired the Com-
mittee on Federalism and National Pu“ll'pose know, Senator Dole,
that you cannot be with us all day. We are going to have subse-
quent “.iarings, though, in lIowa. [Laughter.)

would you like to speak?

Senator DoLg. No. I share the comments you made. I think it is
an excellent beginning. I admire the work that Senator Evans has
done on this, and I will be anxious to hear what Congressman
Downey has to say to buttress what you have presented.

Senator MoyNtHAN. Could I then just ask two things?

Senator EvANS. Surelfv.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I do know that you were trying to collect
ideas in these hearings and see where there is common ground. For
example, in your opening remarks, you commented that there are
12 million children in this country and the AFDC program gets to
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7 million of them. You have to go on welfare to ge. Medicaid. If
there is any one clear incentive to stay in that condition, it is the
loss of Medicaid that keeps some from going off AFDC.

Senator Evans. Of course.

Senator MoyNmHAN. That is about as dumb and insensitive as
you can get. If you set a task force to work to think of something
dumb t» do, they could come up with that. A mother has a choice
of going to work and hlglettmg on with her life, but that choice re-
sults in putting her children at risk in any medical emergency that
co:;ils ong. But you propose to make basic health coverage uni-
versal.

Senator Evans. Yes.

Senator MoyNIHAN. So, one of the first principles of your meas-
ure—and Representative Downey will be speaking to this also—is
universal care for children for certain fundamentals when they are

poor.

Senator Evans. Absolutz!y.

Senator MoYNIHAN. J¢ seems to me that if we start there, we will
be starting anew. As we have said, the existing welfare program
was meant to be a Lridge for widows of men who died in the mills
until the Survivors Insurance Program. It is just another wc .1
today, a world in which only 40 percent of children b::ﬁ born
today are going to live out their lives in a two-parent family. We
are ing about most Americans. The day will come when these
will be most Americans; and a measure will be if this generation
has the caﬁity to see that and act about it.

Senator 8. Mr. Chairman, I thoroughly agree, and the adjec-
tive is a good one. “Dumb” not only explicitly describes vhat, but a
couple of other things we have done or failed to do at the national
level. It is dumb to remove incentives just at a time when someone
is attempting to work themselves off of welfare assistance; and by
doing so0, require them to care about their own family to stay on in
order to maintain some of those benefits. It is equally dumb in my
view to allow almost half the States of this nation to ignore two-
parent families who ar ~oor and in essence require them to sepa-
rate if either one i3 to - able to draw some benefits and to aid
their own families and their own children.

And that simply, doesn’t make any sense.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I much agree with that. Governor, thank
you very much and thank the members of the Federalism commit-
tee for us, if you will.

Senator Evans. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNIHAN. It i8 now our very great pleasure to hear
from Chairman Ford, who is developing legislation of his own; and
as I remarked earlier, a very large chunk of the Social Secunity Act
is his resmnsibility on the House side as the Chairman of the
House Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment
Compensation, both of which are titles of Social Security.

I wonder if my good friend would not agree that if we 1c nothing
more in these hearings, we will try to establish i~ "Inemploy-
ment Insurance and Aid to Families with Dependant Children are

rt of the Social Security Act and always were. I{ began that way.

e welcome you, sir, and we welcome your testimony.

[The prepared written statement of Senator Evans follows:]
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FPederalisa Act of 1986 (FACT)

Testimony
to
Finance Subcommittee on Social Securaity
and I. “ome Maintenance Programs

by
Senator Daniel J. Evans
January 23, 1987

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you
and the other distinguished Committee members the federalism
legislation that Senator Durenberger and I introduced last year
in the Senate and Representatives Downey, Frenzel, Rangel,
Chandler, Horton, Bennett, Lowry and Sabo introduced 1n the
House.

We plan to reintroduce the federalism legislation in February.
The bill has been modified and improved by incorporating sugges-
tio-s received during tha past three months from elected
officials and interest groups from throughout the country.

One of the first changes will be to change the name of the legis-
lation. I have found that the quickest way to put people to
sleep is to mention the word "federalism."

Our bill is based on recommendations from the Committee on
Federalism and National Purpose, which former Virginia Governor
Charles Robb and I co-chaired. A further discription of the
Committee and 1ts recommendations 1s offered 1n the materials
that I will submit for the record.

The Federalism Act of 1986 (FACT) should be viewed 1n 2 ways:

[} It is to the spending side of the Federal budge. what tax
reform was to the revenue side, and

[} It presents a framework for rational consideration of wel-
fare reform proposals. A praincipal pillar of that framework
is the concept of revenue neutrality. Past welfare reform
efforts have all foundered on the rocks Of excessive cost.

Each of the welfare reform initiatives floated by administrations
since President Johnson have achieved piecemeal success 1n
Congress. In fact, President Carter's administration is sig-
nificant because his was the first major welfare reform plan to
win a congressional hearing. Certainly, there have been
phiiosophical objections to previous welfare reform efforts.

H. vever, I believe the real Achilles heel each time was cost.
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REVIEW OF LEGISLATION

Let me briefly describe the 5 maj)or legislative components of
FACT. But before I proceed let me make clear that we consider
all elements of FACT open to change with one unalterable con-
dition =-- fiscal neutrality. This provides the guiding light for
the gradual implementation of this legislation.

1. Under Medicaid, we would establish more uniform eligibility
and benefits standards. In the first year of the proposal,
we would expand coverage to all children under 5 years of
age as well as pregnant women living in families with
incomes below the poverty line. Each succeed’ng year the
age of poor children covered will increase bv one year. The
federal commitment would be increac»d to a 90-percent match.

-- By providing medical coverage to all poor children
under 5 years of age, we can keep an additional 1
million children healthy and over a S-year period an
additional 3.7 million. Other elements of our proposal
would establish more uniform Medicaid standards,
providing an additional 662,000 aged, blind and
disabled Americans Madicaid coverage.

2. Under AFDC, we would establish a national minimum benefit
sevel for AFDC benefits starting in the second year of the
proposal at 50-percent of poverty income levels, which would
increase 2-percent each year thereafter. The federal
financial commitment would increase to a 90-percent match.
Furthermore, the program would continue to be administered
at the state level.

-- By 1992, AFDC benefits will flow to 600,000 new
beneficiaries (monthly average caseload) and will
increase currently i1nadequate benefits for an ad-
ditional £.5 million in 27 states. In a wealthy nation
like ours, it 18 a disgrace that a poor family of four
in one region of the country can receive assistance up
to five times &3 great as a poor family in another
region. After all, to be poor and hungry in New York
or California 1s not much different than being poor and
hunary in Mississippi, Maine, or Missouri.

As a side note, I want to mention the demonstration project
currently proposed by Governor Booth Gardner of Washington
State. Many welfare advocacy groups fear state-specific
proposals such as this because they fear it will driew away
from efforts co provide national uniformity. Such views
will ensure we follow in the footsteps of past ad-
ministrations and miss the opportunity for real reform.
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Washington State ranks numder eignt nationally in the level
of benefits offered to the needy. Governor Gardner's new
proposal would make a good system better and do an even more
effective job of moving 1ts poverty population into jobs. I
believe that national standards and such a demonstration
project are totally consistent and, 1n fact, complement each
other.

Looking back at FACT, 1t would also require all states to
join the 26 states that already participate in the AFDC-
Unempioyed Pareat Program. Without the AFDC-UP Program, the
current AFDC system encourages the separation of parents in
order to qualify for benefits -- a policy tnat 1s antifamily
and must be changed.

Work/Training Program for AFDC Recipients -~ Before these
AFDC reforms are implemented, FACT requires states to under-
take aggressive efforts to develop and operate a program to
encourage and assist AFDC recipients to prepare for, seek,
and accept work.

This work/training program has a first year funding level of
$500 mi1llion i1ncreasing by $100 million per year and capped
at $1 billion. It emphasizes state flexibility to ensure
that programs are developed thLat are unique to a single
state's needs, such as authorizations to offer necessary
support services and drscontinue benefits 1f work and/or
training opportunities are not accepted.

Program Terminations -- To fund these increased Federal
commitments, most local community development, infrastruc-
ture and many personal social service programs would be
terminated at the Fedzral level. State and local
governments could replace Federal spending for programs th:t
are more cost-effective and responsive to local priorities.

When these program terminations are balanced against the
1ncreased Federal role 1n Medicaid and AFDC, the result is a
fiscally neutral leg:slative package. Yet, the specific
combination of program terminations 18 not carved 1in stone.

In a sense, what we are attempting to do rationally and
comprehensively 1s already happening; albeit 1t in haphazard
fashion. Since 1978, Fedeval grants-in-aid to state and
local governments have decl:'ned 36 percent ($75.7 billion 1in
1978 to $48.4 billion 1n 1986 (constant *82 dollars).

During the same period, federal pa,ments to individuals for
AFDC, Medicaid, and related programs have increased 31
percent {$34 billion 1n 1978 to $44.6 billion 1in 1986).
These trends are likely to continue. We are attempting to
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direct these ranaom rivers of change into coherent, defined
channels.

S. Fiscal Capacity Grants -- Integral to this federalism
proposal are fiscal capacity grants targeted to those states
and localities with very low fiscal capacity. Those states
with low fiscal capacity would receive grants that would
help them provide an adequate level of public services.
Furthermore, localities would be allocated crants to cushion
the i1mpact of program terminations on communities with
limited resources. Such a targeted program 1s 300 percent
more efficient 1n mitigating fiscal disparities than the old
General Revenue Sharing, at one-half the cost.

Even with these grants, we must continue to work to balance
the Federal-state-local scale so tha: no one level of
government carries too much of the reform burden. To do so,
we must continue to explore ctanges to the legislation.
Already, w~¢ plan to remove los-incoae housing from the list
of terminated programs. Fucthermore, we plan to take out
the long-term care component of the package =-- not that we
don't care, just because we're tackling enough already.
Other changes may 1include:

-] Further changes to the combination of program ter-
minaticns;

] More narrowly targeted fiscal capacity grants to local
Jurisdictions; and

] Require a pass-through to local governments of a por-
tion of the budget relief states would receive from a
reduced Medicaid and AFDC financing burden.

It 1s not the intent of this legislation to sever the link bet-
ween the Federal and local governments, as some may suggest. It
1s, however, an attempt tOo create an environment 1n which
governments at all levels work smarter and work better together.
All should view this proposal not just as a challenge to rein-
vigorate the Federal-state partnership, but as a challenge to
states and local governrents to reinvigorate their relationship
as well. Thi1S will leave the Federal Government to perform what
1t does best -- helping people rather than places.

With our Nation celebrating the bicentennial of the Constitution,

I can think of no better birthday present than to take a hard
look at how we can improve our system of government.
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THE FEDERALISR ACT OF 1986*

The Act would redirect billions of dollars 1n federai
spending. By balancing greater federal responsibility in some
areas of policy and program terminations in other areas, 1t would
be f:scally neutral at the federal level. 1Its purposes are:

° To create a more rational division of labor among levels of
government -~ by rr lucing the number of shared
intergovernmental ograms.

° To create more uniform eligibility standards and benefit
levels for the AFDC and Medicaid programs by:

-- establishing a national minimum benefit level for AFDC
that would be 90 percent financed by the Federal
government and would increase over time.

-= 1ncreasing gradually the percentage of federal funding
for Medicaid up to the 90 percent level.

-- establishing more uniform eligibility standards for both
programs, 1including mandating the AFDC-UP program.

° To place greater responsibility for dealing with community
development, local 1infrastructure and other lo:alized
concerns at the state and local level -- by terminating
federal programs such as EDA, Appalachian Regional
Commission, CDBG, UDAG, Mass Transit, wastewater -reatment,
and vocational education.

° To address the speclal proolems of maternal and child health
-- by making all pregnant women and children under 5 living
below the poverty line categorically eligible for Medicaid
-- and gradually increasing the age of eligibility for all
poor children.

° To convert welfare programs into jobs programs ~- by greatly
increasing federal funding to the states for "work-welfare™
programs and requiring that all AFDOC beneficiaries accept
training or placement assistance and employment, if offered.

° To cushion the effects of terminating federal programs on
local governments -- by prosiding general revenue
supplements to those localities with the lowest levels of
fiscal capacity.

° To address the problem of differences 1in fiscal capacity
among the states -~ by establishing a system of general
revenue supplements to the dozen or more states with the
lowest levels of fiscal capacity.

modified: does not terminate low-income housirg programs
and does not 1include proposal to reform long-term care.
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STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD E. FORD, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE,
CHAIRMAN, HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
AND UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Congressman Forp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and
Senator Dole. There has been a great deal of discussion these days
about welfare reform, and I come here before you today, Mr. Chair-
man, and your subcommittee to let you know that I am very de-
lighted to speak and to ify before your committee today.

It is the intent of the Subcommittee on Public Assistance and
Unemployment Compensation to work very closely with you and
other members of the Senate and other members of your commit-
tee, as well as the full body, to report some kind of welfare reform
legislat: n that would be good and sound.for the poor of this
Nation. I have had an opportunity to work with you, Mr. Chair-
man, with Senator Dole and others in the past three or four years
as I have tried to chair the Welfare Committee on the House side;
and we have every intent to work closely with you to bring legisla-
tion that would not, in fact, break the Federal Government, but at
the same time, hopefully, make those who are recipients today in-
dependent of the system.

do not have a bill introduced in the hopper on the House side
as of yet. We have tried in every way to wait on the Domestic
Policy Council in the Administration. We would like to see what
the ident will say in his State of the Unior m e next week.
And hopefully, we will have f‘lltffislation drawn within the next
three to four weeks, and hopefully we will have it before the sub-
committee for a ;narkup session.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, forgive me. That was my mis-
take. You then are approaching the matter much as we are here.

Congressman Forb. t is correct, Mr. Chairman, and I would
like to personally extend an invitation one day nexst week or the
following week for you to come and testify once again before our
subcommittee.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I would be honored.

Congressman Foro. It is the intent to hear from additional wit-
nesses. We know that several organizations have already fashioned
a welfare reform package. We are in the process of looking at all of
the proposals that have been fashioned, and it is the intent of the
subcommittee to take all of that into consideration and draft a bill
in the near future.

You know, much of this interest began with President Reagan’s
State of the Union message last year, Mr. Chairinan, when he in-
structed the Domestic Policy Staff to study the welfare system; but
the convening of this session today and the activities of the past
[v;eear are an indication that the interest in welfare reform goes

yond that of the White House and the President. And I feel a
consensus emertging across party lines about what to do to solve the
problem of welfare dependency. We may be ready to quit blaming
the welfare system for all of the problems faced by the poor and
instead use “he system to help solve the problems.

Welfare reform can mean many things to those recipients on the
rolls. Yet, in its broadest sense, it will require a significant new in-
vestment of energy as well as resources. It will mean expanded
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health care coverage for the poor, especially for working families.
It will mean added resources for WIC and other nutrition pro-
grams. It will mean a renewed commitment to our schools, a resto-
ration of academic excellence, and an intensive effort to provide a
quality education to our poorest children and adults.

It will mean taking steps to solve this country’s growing home-
less problem, not through short-term band-aids like temporary
shelters, but by developing a sensible national housing policy that
makes decent housing affordable to poor families.

Finally, and most importantly, it will mean making significant
improvements in our Nation’s basic cash welfare system, Aid to
Families with Dependent Children. Significant improvements in
AFDC have eluded us for many years, and we cannot let that deter
us, however, from creating new opportunities for welfare families
to be self-reliant. During the past year, my subcommittee, which
has jurisdiction over many of the Federal welfare programs includ-
ing AFDC and Child Support Enforcement, has devoted no less
than six public sessions with more than 160 witnesses on work,
education, and training optportunities for weifare recipients.

We began this series of hearings out of concern that for some
welfare recipients welfare can be a dead end, offering little hope
for a better future. We know that in the past si¥ vears, AFDC ben-
efits have declined, in real terms by 33 percent. We also know that
there is a core group of welfare recipients, and no one is sure of
how many, that have relied on for many years; and we are
especially concerned about the children in thesc families.

Unless we do something now to reverse these trends, welfare de-
?endency will continue to grow. And our hearings confirmed what

already suspected; education, training, and work programs must
figure into the solution to the problems faced by these Americans.
They will not cure all of the social ills, but if well-designed, they
can make the difference in the lives of these families by helping
them to avoid welfare dependency.

Over the next several months, Mr. Chairman, the welfare reform
debate will intensify. We will be consumed with discussions of
strategy. We will determine what is politically feasible and what
we can afford. We will worry about packaging welfare reform pro-
posals and the timing for action on both sides, here in the Senate
as well as in the House.

Today, I want to forget strategy and what is doable and, instead,
talk about the gener vgrinciples of welfare reform and how we
should adhere to them. We have now at this time to talk about the
substance of what we want to do and who we want to help and
why. It is only when we are clear about these things that the real
progress will be made on welfare reform.

Now, let me turn to my view on the basics for a welfare reform
Fackage. First—and I agree with Mr. Evans who testified earlier—
et’s tclk about the two-parent family with one unemployed parent.

We should promote family stability and make education and train-
ing and work the cornerstone of a welfare reform package. Fathers
should not be forced to leave their home. as they must in half of
the States today, in order for the family »> %zality for AFDC. This

is not a new idea. We Lave had legislation before both bodies and
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»assed both bodies and even a co..ference in order i. report the
two-parent family provisior: out.
So, this is nothing new, but it is time that we correct this inequi-

ty.

Second, we shouid help those least able to help themselves. Past
efforts to help the disadvantaged to find work have been criticized
for taking the easy way ou by training and finding jobs for those
who probably would have found one on their own.

It is time to bite the bullet. We must invest our resources in the
hard-to-employ, those with little work experience, little education,
and very little training. Young mothers and long-term recipients
ought to be first in line to receive these services.

Third, education is essential to success in the work place. Before
many welfare recipients, especially teenage mothers, can be expect-
ed to work, they need remedial education or help in completing
high school as well as training. We must . prepared to invest now
in the basic literacy of tuese families. It is an investment that will
produce high yields in the future.

Fourth, we must work with the whole family and not just the
parents. We nre offering vocational education and training to the
parents. We also need to help them in parenting and with their
skills at home. And we should intensify ~7ith the children and in-
tervene in a way that we know we cau ,:otect the children, since
we happen to also know that 7 million children are on AFDC, two-
thirds of the entire AFDC rolls.

Fiftk, we must make work more rewarding than welfare and
ease the transition to work. If we expect the mother with children
to work, then we must be prepared to provide her with the support
she needs to do so. Day care, transportation, health coverage, and
financial incentives must be an integral part of that package.

Sixth, the financin, ~the program must recognize that the Fed-
eral Government rea~ .ncre of the savings when a family leaves
welfare than do Star and local governments. Consequently, the
Federal Government should be prepared to bear a greater share of
the cost of the program.

Seventh, we must coordinate conflicting Federal policies. The
majority of AFDC recipients also receive food stamps; yet there are
large variations in program rules. These variations are unneces-
sary. By working to remove many of the inequities, we can reduce
confusion, save ioney, and streamline both programs.

Eighth, we must work to improve inadequate benefit levels. Al-
though education, training, and work programs can reduce the
need for cash welfare programs, they will not eliminate it. For
thoce who remain on , including those who need AFDC as a
supplement to low wages, benefit levels must be improved. In 22
States today, combined AFDC and food stamp benefits are less
than 70 percent of the poverty rate. As I noted earlier, AFDC bere-
fits have declinea in real terms, not increased as they shou'd ha . ¢;
and obviously, repairs need to be made to the safety net that is
supposed to protect the poorest of the poor of this natic

And finally, Mr. Chairman, and most importantly, we can’t
expect to eliminate welfare dependency ov.rnight. It will take time
and a sustained commitment. We must be prepared to make the
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commitment and not waiver from it, even if it means increased
costs in the short run in a social program.

Our welfare system should provide families with more than just
subsistence. It should provide the opportunity and incentive to be
more self-sufficient. too often, it offers too little hope; and iron-
ically, instead of solving this groblem, we have been “~rced over the
past years to consider only how to cut in certain , ~ograms, and
this is one of the areas—protecting the children of this country—
we have seen those programs cut, and we have not opened the door
to place them into the mainstream.

While we are all concerned about cutting the Federal deficit, we
must also recognize that some of the important reforms of our wel-
fare system, such as training and education for welfare recipients
and day care for their children, will cost more mone * than we are
now ready to spend.

If we are serious, however, about breaking the cycle of poverty,
we must be ready to riake the necessary inve tment. And I wouﬁ‘l
hope, Mr. Chairman, that we could look at it and look at the reve-
nue side and hopefully come back with a tight program on revenue
to bring about an innovative program that will reflect on the chil-
dren of this nation and protect the poorest of the poor in our couis-
try. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr, Chairman, thank you for extraordinary
testimony. Senator Dole?

Senator Dore. I want to compliment Congressman Ford. He
knows how easy we are and, on that basis, I think he thought we
could get together. He always wins.

S]enabor MoyNIHAN. He never says he wins; he just wins. [Laugh-
ter.

Senator DoLe. That means he does a good job.

Congressman Forp. But we have lost the two-parent family pro-
gram for so many yesrs now, Senator. And I know you were a
strong supporter of the two-parent family in the last Congress, and
we are very appreciative of that.

I would hope that the unemployed two-parent family component
would not have to wait on a welfare reform package. I would hope
that we could move that legislation from both committees. Mr.
Chairman, hopefully we can talk on that and bring a separate bill
ont. I think the wil{ of both Houses at the present time would pre-
vail in passing the unemployed parent .iece. It is needed before we
can package a welfare reform package because, when we look at
the cost of the program—the unemployed parent program—I think
for the “ederal Government over a 3-year period--or a 2-year
period was to the tune of about $300 1nillion. And hopefully, we can
move the unemployed parent program for the States that have not
opted iato the program.

Senator BENTSEN. What is the cost of that?

Congressman Forp. $370 million over a 3-year period; that was
last year, but it is really a 2-year period for the program. Other
than that, I think there are 24 States that have not opted into the

rogram—or 26 States have not opted in; oh, I think Oregon opted
Eac in. So, it is about half of the States that have not opted into
the program.
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Hopefully, Mr. Chairman, we can bring that component onto |
both the House and the Senate floors. |

Senator MoYNIHAN. Noted. Also, as I said, we are trying to find
the common ground. I do know that you make a point of health
coverage for all poor children. Governor Evans supports such cover-
age as well. There is a commonality right there.

I noted that you said something which I think will be reiterated
by a very distinguished scholar representing the Governor of New
Y’(')rk later on. Mary Jo Bane has used the term with respect to
welfare recipients “divide and conquer,” which is to say to look for
those people who are icularly vulnerable and needful and work
with them and provide them with special assistance. At the same
time, there is a :eeaparate group of mple who are not nearly so
badly off, who n nothing more t temporary, short-term as-
sistance to get back on their feet. They need temporary public as-
sistance just as many need unemployment insurance between jobs.
Generally as a result of divorce, more than anything else, these in-
dividuals are temporarily dependent, but they then get on with
their lives. But some are in a different situation, and you readily
recognize that as a group they need special care.

I think you referred to them as the “core group”; but from your
extensive hearings on the House side, do you reach the judgment
that many have that, while this is a very needful group. it is also a
very s one?

Congressman Forp. That is so.

Senator MOYNIHAN. At most 20 to 25 percent?

Congressman Forp. That is true; and I think, in hearing frc n
the 100 witnesses that have testified before the subcommittee in
the past 18 months, Mr. Chairman, it is a very small group, bu? it
is that group that we need to break the cycle with. We cannot
afford to see the dependency on welfare passed from one genera-
tion to another.

We know that 50 percent of the recipients that moved onto wel-
fare move off within the first 2 years, and half of that group moved
off within the first 12 months.

Senator MoyNmHAN. Would you say that again? Fifty percent of
AFDC recipients move off in a 2-year period of time?

Congressman Forp. In a 2-year period, yes; and helf of that
group moves off within the first year.

Senator MoYNIHAN. For this group, then, AFDC is really income
insurance, much like unemployment compensation?

Congressman Forp. That is correct.

Senator MoOYNIHAN. And I should think that characteristic
family has had a divorce.

Congressman Forp. And there is a core group that stays on on
the average of about 9 years—and it might not be 9 consecutive
years, but about 9 years—and that is that core group that we are
going to have to give some special attention to.

Senator MoyNIHAN. It is not the majority, but it is where the
greatest effort needs to be made.

aressman Forp. That is correct.

S. itor MoYNIHAN. And so, we shouldn’t get overwhelmed. My

God, there are 7 million children; but there are a very cmall
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number, a manageable number, that need this intensive effort.
Isn’t that what you are finding?

Congressman Forb. That is what I am finding. Right. I gu ri-
ority one would be two-thirds of the recipients, and those are cgil-
dren. About 12 to 13 million children y live below the poverty
thresholds. Knowirg that we have to focus on the majority of the
children of the recipients, we have to protect the children. And if
we protect the children, it might be that we can avoid some of the
dependency on welfare when you move from that one generztion to
the next, if we go out to the core group as well.

Senator MovyNiHAN. Isn’t it also the case—and I think, Senator
Dole, that this is something that should be recorded—we are learn-
ing more about the subject? There used to be a sort of undifferenti-
ated number out there—7 million children. You would say, well,
there are children end there are children. Some are in a very tem-
porary state of dependency; others are in a long-term state and in
danger of themselves becoming dependent adults.

So, you say that it is not an overwhelming job; it is just an over-
whelmingly important one. That is a distinction that I think we
can make.

Congressman Forp. That is a distinction we can make.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Mr. Ford, we are very honored to hear from
you, and are most grateful that you managed to get here despite
the snow. We now know exactly how you plan to proceed. You and
Senator Dole have worked together a great deal in the past, and I
sus‘ﬁect we shall be doing so0 in the very near future.

e do thank you very much for staying in town. W~ erpect you
Eeed to get back .o Tennessee, but it is very thoughtful of you to be
ere.

Congressman Forp. Thank ;v very much, Mr. Chairman. I
might add that the next witness, Mr. Downey from New York,
from your own home State, is also a member of this subcommittee,
and we are going to be working very closely together. And Tom, I
appreciate your testifying before this committee today; and Tom
naturally has his own bill in the hopper on the House side. And I
think there are a lot of provisions in the bill that Senator Evans
has already discussed and that my colleague, Congressman
Downey, will discuss as the next witness here.

And I am certain that we can bring a package to the full ¢czm-
mittee, and hopefully we will be able to bring one to the House
floor. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Representative Downey—Tom—would you
come forward, sir?

Senator Dciz. T wanted to say that I am going to have to leave,
and it has nothing to do with airplanes.

Congressman DownNEy. Senator, I just wanted to say before you
go that I found it a tremendously envigorating experience in 1984
to work with you on the trade biﬁ where we were successful, and I
am delighted to see that you are interested—and I know from your
»ast involvement in food stamps—that you are concerned and com-
passionate toward the poor.

And I hnpe that we can be allies because I have learned from
bitter experience that you are a formidable foe on the other side;
and I realize this has nothing to do with airplanes. I might men-
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tion as an aside we may be allies in that as well, ar the Air Force
continues on its own merry way, in the future. But as I said, it is a
delight to see you, and I know that the prestige that you bring to
this task is much needed.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And it is better to be allies.

Congressman DowNEy. I might also add that to watch the colle-
giality here is also refreshing from my perspective because in the
House we don’t normally talk to the members of the other Party,
and it is nice to see that does~’t happen over here.

Senator DoLe. We don’t talk to members of our own Party, but
we do talk to members of the other party. [Laughter.]

[The prepared written statement of Congressman Ford follows:]




January 23, 1987

Statement of
The Honorable Harold Ford (D.,Tenn.), Chairman
Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compensation
Committee on Ways and Means
U.S. House of Representatives
before the Committee on Pinance
U.S. Senate

There is a great deal of discussion these days about welfare
reform. Much of this interest began with President Reagan's
State of the Union message last year in which he instructed his
domestic policy staff to study the welfare system. But the
convening of this hearing today and the aciivities of the past
year are an indication that the interest in welfare reform goes
well beyond the President. I see a consensus emerging -- across
party lines -- about what to do to solve the problem of welfare
dependency. We may be ready to quit blaming the welfare system
for all the problems faced by the poor and instead use the system
to help solve those problems.

Welfare reform can mean many things. 1In 1ts broadest sense
it will require a significant new 1nvestment of energy and
resources. It will mean expanded health care coverage for the
poor, especially working families. It will mean added resources
for WIC and other nutrition programs. It will mean a renewed
commitment to our schools, a restoration of academic excellence
and an 1ntensive effort to provide a quality education to our
nation’s poorest crildren and adults. It wili mean taking steps
to solve this couatry's gro.ing homeless problem, not through
shor’-term bandaids like temporary shelters but by developing a
sensible national housing policy that makes decent housing
affordable for poor families. Finaily -- and most importantly --
1t will mean making significant 1improvements in our nation's
basic cash welfare sysiem, Aid to Families with Dependent
Children. Sigrificant improvements i1n AFDC have eluded us for
many years; we cannot let that deter us, however, from creating
new opportunities for welfare families to be self-reliant.

During the past year, my own Subcommittee, which has
jurisdiction ove- many of our Federal welfare programs including
AFDC and Child Support Enforcement, has devoted no less than six
hearings to the supject of work, education and training
opportunities for welfare recipients.

We began this series of hearings out ¢ concern that for
some welfare recipients, welfare can be a dead end, offering
little hope for a better future. We know that in the past six
years, AFDC benefits have declined, 1n real terms, by 33 percent.

74




-2~

We also know that there is a core group of welfare recipients --
no one is sure how many -- that rely on AFDC for many years. We
are especially concerned about the children in these families.
Unless we do something now to reverse these trends, welfare
dependency will continue to grow.

Our hearings confirmed what 1 already suspected: education,
training and work programs must figure into the solution to the
problems faced by these Americans. They will not cure all of
society's 111s, but if well designed, they can make a difference
in the lives of these families by helping them to avoid welfare
dependence.

|
Over the next several months, the welfare reform debate will |

intensify. We will be consumed with discussions of “strategy.”

We will determine what is politically feasible and what we can

afford. We will worry about “packaging” welfare reform proposals ‘

and the timing for action. Today, I want to forget strategy and

what is “doable” and instead talk about the general principles

that our welfare reform effort should adhere tc. We must use the

time we have now to talk about the substance of what we want to

do, who we want to help and why. 1t is only when we are clear

about these things that real progress can be made.

Now, let me turn to my view of the basics:

FIRST, we should promote family stability and make

education, training and work the cornerstone of real welfare
reform. Fathers should not be forced to leave the home, as they
must in half the States, in order for the family to qualify for
AFDC. This 18 not a new idea. It is a proposal that has been
discussed at length over the past several years. It is time to
correct the i1nequity.

SECOND, we should help those least able to help themselves.
Past efforts to help the disadvantaged to find work have been

critirized for taking the easy way out by training and finding
jobs for those who probably would have found one on their own.
It's time to bite the bullet. We must invest our resources in
the hard to employ -- those with little work experience,
education or training. Young mothers and long-term recipients
ought to be first in line for these services.

T4IRD, education is essential to success i1n the workplace.
Before many welfare recipients - especially teenage mothers --
can be expected to work, they need remedial education or help in
completing high school and training. We must be prepared to

invest now in the basic literacy of these families. It is an
investment that will produce high yields in the future.

FOURTH, we must work with the whole family, not Just the
parents. While we are offering vocational training and education
to the parents, we may also need to help them with parenting
skills. And, we should intervene with the children, 1f we want
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to break the cycle of poverty.

FIFTH, we must make work more rewarding than welf:re and
ease the transition to work. If we expect a mother with children
to work, then we must be prepared to provide her with the support
she needs to do so. Day care, transportation, health coverage,
and financial incentives must be an integral part of the package.

SIXTH, the financing of the program must recognize that the
Federal government reaps more of the savings when a family leaves
welfare than do State and local goverrments. Consequently, the
Federil government should be prepared to bear a greater share of
the zc-* of the program.

SEVENTH, we must coordinate conflicting Federal policies.
The majority of AFDC recipients also receive food stamps yet
there are large variations 1in program rules. These variations
are unnecessary. By working to remove many of the inequities, we
can reduce confusion, save money and streamline both programs.

EIGHTH, we must work to improve inadequate benefit levels.

Although education, training and work programs can reduce the
need for cash welfare programs, they will not eliminate it. For
those who remain on AFDC -- including those who need AFDC as a
supplement to low wages ~- benefit levels must be improved. In
22 states today, combined AFDC and food stamp benefits are less
than 70 percent of poverty. As I noted ezrlier, AFDC benefits
have declined in real terms, not increased as they should have.
Obviously, repairs need to be made to our safety net.

FINALLY, and most importantly, we can't expect to eliminate
welfare dependency overnight. 1t will take time and a sustained

commitment. We must be prepared to make that commitment anZ not
waiver from it, even if 1t means increased costs in the short
run.

Our welfare system chould provide families with more than
just subsistence. It should provide the opportunity and
incentive to become self-sufficient. All too often, 1t offers no
such hope. 1Ironically, instead of solving this problem, we have
been forced over the past few years to consider only how to cut
Federal spending for poverty programs. while we are all
concerned about cutting the deficit, we must also recognize that
some of the important reforms of our welfare system-~ such as
training and education for welfare recipients and day care for
their children -- will cost more money than we are now ~pending.
If we are serious, however, about breaking the cycle of poverty,
we must be ready to make the necessary investment.
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STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS J. DOWNEY, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Co Dowxzy. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and
the ittee for giving me this opportunity to testify today. I
am not often humble, as 1 you are aware, but as a student
of the chairman’s writi f your writings—on these issues and
my colleagues these days, my speaking to you on welfare reform is
a little like Pat Robertson explaining the scriptures to God, or the
Oth'l‘::e way around—I am l::ever hggite sure. hich,

nty years ago we launc a war on poverty in which, you,
Mr. Chg@ played a seminole role; and while the battles to lift
the elderly out of poverty and to provide health, nutrition, and edu-
cationbeneﬁtstothepoorwerelargelysumﬁxlinalleviatingthe
suffering of millions of Americans, there are many battles that
remain: children, particularly children under 6; female heads of
households; the disabled, and 1 out of 10 elderly are easily defina-
ble pe in need today.

question now is how do we, the Federal Government, local
govemment,andStategzv:mment,meetthatneedandcarryon
the war? A move away the status quo can be frightening and
politically difficult for some of us, but the time has come once
again for radical thoughts and bold action on the welfare front.
It is simply unconscionable to let so many of our citizens fall
through the safety net that is continually pulled out from
the . That is why it is so heartening to see so
guisgrldemhemof Governors’ organizations
National Associati of...ateBmtheNaﬁomlLeague
of Cities, the National Governors iation, and others make wel-
fare reform the priority it needs to be.
Weneedtoleadatwo-prongedqttackonpoverty.inAmeﬁca.

sion of our own Governor, Mario Cuomo. And I commend it to you,
Mr. Chairman, if you have not seen it; it is a superb work on this

ent levels of government. Government at all levels has obligations
to those it represents. In the case of the poor, the Federal rn-
ment has a special responsibility to provide jobs, ities,
health care, day care; and for those ly le to train
forworkorﬁndwogk,aguaranteedminimumstandardofliving

we are left with a practical consideration: How do we get from
where we are to where we ought to be?

The legislation that Senator Evans and I introduced late in the
last Congrees and will soon reintroduce in a revised form in the
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next one goes a long way toward meeting both of tV2se objectives.
It increases the monthly AFDC .
raises the benefit levels of 4 5 million people in 34 States, makes 5

, : v 1 y ¢
poverty is a national lem, not limited to any jurisdiction or ge-
ographic entity. And I suspect that for our State, we could probably
draw the comparisons between ourselves and New Hamp-
shire that be equally stark in terms of the differences.
islation asks a basic question: What level of Government
ich mmeﬁ:ectxvel.Fedgra-lreooummustbedi-

o
i

mthebeatwa‘xpomble. ow. this is more true than ever
because the Fedcin! t simply does not have the money
%willnotintheforeaeeableﬁlmretodowhatithmbeendoing
y.
Cities and States must step into the void resulting from reor-
dered Federal priorities. How much of a void is there left to fill
under the legislation I am advocating? Well, the Federal share of
State and local revenues will decline only an estimated 1 percent.
Compare that with the char: that Senator Evans showed, with

me facts. We live with these budget deficits the fiscal con-
straints we currently face for as far as the eye can see, to quote a
former student of yours. And while I don’t have 20/20 vision any

What is the message here? Even if the Evans-Downey legislation
didnotexist,Stateaandlocalitieswmldhavetoleamtoﬁalong.
'Ihemissimghynnochoioe.Clevelandisclooerto(bl s than
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ear of revenue sharing. And as cities grow more expert in lobby-
xyngtheirownStatecapitols,thereisnothingtnstopaci from
receiving a healthy portion of the $2 billion grant that go directly
to the States.

Now, one thing must be made abundantly clear. The legislation
that we have introduced and will remain revenue neutral within
the Federal budget context. However, the social contract is not rev-
enue neutral. As we shift the domestic budget more toward income
maintenance, we will also shift the station’s priorities. That will be
a welcome change in my opinion.

Revenue neutrality is necessary at this time in order to get this
type of ing that the proposeal, in my opinion, deserves. It is a
means to an irable end, certainly not a scheme to starve those

'l'hebottomlineisclear.RegnrdleuoftheEvans-Downey:elgﬁala-
tion, the Federal Government in the next 10 to 20 years will be
largely directed out of Washington in the cities and States glance
game. It is an inevitability and we in Congress are going to have to
come to grips with it. Let us turn what ~ould be a stressing situa-
tion into an opportunity to serve the Nation’s poor.

Mr. Chairman, were talking briefly before in a colloquv = 'ia
Chairman Ford t the nature of who is poor. Th= fact is that
there are 33 million poor Americans, and th distinct minority of

passed the tax reform bill last year in marginal changes
for the people who work to keep more of their money.
The area of health care, the area of income maintenance, and

the area of housing, it seems to me, are critical national responsi-
bilities. And as long as we provide obligations, we want our poor to
i be educated. Those are the
responsibilities we expect from them; as well, they have certain
i : m be retrained, to help them

That system of responsibilities coming from a Government to its

le and back from its le to a Government is one that has to

imbedded in our mi and, at the same time, we have got to
sort out who is gomﬁat: do what.

I didn’t have a chance yesterday to testify with Senator Evans
before the National League of Cities; we had an internesting battle
in the House of Representatives.

Senaor MOYNIHAN. And that was noted.

Downzy. You noted it? Fortunately for me, my
i was successful. So, it was time well spent.

But the cities will come to you and say: This Evans-Downey pro-
posal is going to take money us and give it to the States, and
we don’t want to do that; we have real problems dealing with
the homeless. We want to work with them; we don’t want to fight
the.a. We want to work together in the bipartisan sense that you
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and Senator Dole will work together; but a start has to be made
and a sorting cut of responsibilities has to begin.

And 1 very, very much welcome this opportunity to work with
{::; as I have been inspired by szou during the years that you have

n my Senator, my senior Senator, it i8 a privilege, as I said

before, to be here and have this opportunity to s my views.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Thank you. That is very generous of you,
Tom. May I thank you for first-rate testimony and first-rate real-
ism? We are looking for these commonalities.

You used the term “social contract.” I think we are going to hear
more\of that from Dr. Bane, who will be Sﬁaking or rnor
gtuwho cannot be here today. Your Long Island Railroad

ughter.]
Downey. That is why I am glad I am here.

Senator MOYNIHAN. You are here on duty.

ngressman DowNEy. Yes, sir, I am.

Senator MOYNIHANNARd representing your people. The idea of a
social contract is emerging. We are beginning to understand that
ly;ou make an agreement with your community, and you have to

eep your end up. That is, you can’t just say, “take care of me”;
you have to take care of yourself because you have an obligation to
3931:3 at large. You are part of the whole, as well as being an indi-
vi

You made again the very important point that—and since you

ng p e Do e And king De be
ngressman WNEY. as ranki mocratic member,
amazingly enough. . -

Senator MoyNIHAN. When we think of welfare recipients, we
tend to have a mindset—or tell me if you think otherwise—that
they are a sort of fixed porulation out there, which is no more true
than if you said that people receiving unemployment compensation
always are receivi.ng unemployment compensation. As an old As-
sistant Secretary of Labor, I think I can say that the statistics
break down.

The majority of recipients of unemployment compensation have
been recerving it for 3 to 6 months. Those who exhaust the maxi-
mum amount of time available—now 39 weeks—are a minority of
all unemployed persons. But the majority are people who have had
their plants closed, their schedules changed; they are out of work
for l‘: period and they draw their insurance and then go back to
work.
ablgeper:'dence on welfare is quite parallel, isn’t it, when you think

ut it?

Congressman DownNgy. Absolutely. And I had thought of putting
together—and 1 still may do it—a quiz for our colleagues—about
who i8 poor and who is on welfare; but I dare say it might strike
some as being too cute. But when you take out the peoFle who are
incapable of working—children, the very old, the disabled, and the
sick—and you then take a look at the number of people who are
poor, the vast majority of them work. It is a very small percentage
of our population that is poor and able to work and on welfare.

You know, this comes as a continuing revelation to those who
have looked at this for the first time.
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Senator MoyNIHAN. 1 have been there. In the late 1960’s when
this issue first began to be raised, a Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare could put an end to the discussion simply by announc-
ing that of all the people receiving Federal welfare, only a handful
were able-bodicd male adults. Right. Yes. We know that. But does
that mean we don’t have a egroblem? That was meant to say we
have no problem, and it ended up leaving the children to their own
resources and to a very cruel decade and a half of neglect by the
federal government.

You are very concerned to see that medical care for poor chil-
dren be made universal?

Congressman DowNEY. Absolutely. I mean, I think it is a dis-
grace—you can use other adjectives—that in this society we treat
our children the way we do. And I think the people of our country
ought to pass the Congress—both Houses of us—by in a recognition
that this must be done. And it is just a question of getting it done,
and it must be done in this session of Congress. To delay any
longer—— .

Senator MoyNmHAN. Your point about the California-Nevada
border, and on one side a child will get twice the provisions of
money to be looked after and be cared for than on the other side,
which is just like a line d-awn in the sand, which is literally what
it is.

Congressman DowNEy. If you were poor in Lake Tahoe—and I
don’t know that anyone is—that would be an example of a town
divided by a line where on one side you are poor and get one
amount and on the other side——

Senator MoYNIHAN. Like a line in the water, right. All right.
And if you are on welfare, say, within the State of California or in
the State of New York, if you are receiving AFDC benefits, you re-
ceive full medical coverage for your children. If you are working
and poor, your children get no medical benefits.

Are those children less needful of medical benefits? Will they get
fewer bumps, breaks, fractures, and all the things that happen to
kidg? And every so often, something that is a great deal more seri-
ous?

Congressman DowNEy. Absolutely. And we should be able to
make this appeal directly to our supgly side friends who are always
talking about marginal incentives.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes.

Congressman DowNEy. What is the marginal incentive to work if
your child is sick and you want to go to work, and you realize that,
if y . go to work, you will lose the coverage for them—the medical
coverage? I mean, it is crazy.

The amazing thing about the early years of the Reagan Adminis-
tration is what we found statistically—those of us who are deeply
concerned about this—and that was that people, even when they
had their AFDC benefits reduced, continued to try and work, with
less. They were getting less from the Government, and yet they
continued to go to work even though it may have meant for some
of them loss of benefits and loss of health care because the dignity
of work is so engrained in our society that this is what propelled

them.
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And the more frightening statistic was the absolute reduction of
hope that this Government was deciding to visit upon millions of
people who need it; and that, to me, is a very sad legacy, and I
would hope that the years of social darwinism are over and that we
can begin a much more enlightened decade.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You can certainliahope that that particular
mindset is over, but it did succeed in what was really a very large
and very subconscious enterprise, which had so disabled the fi-
nances of the Federal Government that, no matter what followed,
little could be done. You have said that—as far as the eyes could

see.

You really do think—how did you put it?—that the Federal Gov-
ernment in the next 10 to 20 years will be largely out of the direct
Washington-to-city grants game? You just think that is something
we are going to have to live with?

Congressman DowNEy. Yes, I think so, Senator.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You could go around last year and predict
that general revenue sharing would continue, because everyone
1ked it. But it didn’t.

Congressman DowNEy. It didn’t. And the other thing we have to
face is that for the last 2 years and probably this year, the defense
budget will be frozen, and we may even freeze it next year, but
that is not an inevitability. I mean, even under a Democratic ad-
ministration in 1989, defense expenditures—if you know the histo-

of them, and I know you have, and I have watched them pretty
c o§ely—have a period of ups and downs, much like the business
cycle.

And for many of our friends in the cities, they take the follow:n,
attitude: Look, don’t try to screw around with CBBG’s and UDA
and EDA and other programs like that. Let’s just tough it out
these 2 years because, when we Fet a new President in the White
House—a Democratically controlled House and Senate—these pro-
grams are going to be pumped up again, and that will help us to
deal with our problems.

That is not going to happen. It is not going to happen for a
couple of reasons. One is that, politically, the inevitability of new
ideas, which you are nurturing by these hearings and Harold will
over on the House side, will mean that they will be new proposals,
and people will turn away from some others—I mean, not the
things that have worked; i mean some people would argue that
Head Start and some others were tremendously successful pro-
grams—but they will look for new opportunities and new pro-
grams.

Two, defense expenditures will begin to rise; and three, the inevi-
table size of these deficits will not come down unless we are pre-
pared to raise revenue, and I don’t see the political will frankly
from the White House to do that.

So, there will be the pressure to continue as Senator Evans, I
think, graphicallf' described, to continue to slice the baloney on
those programs. If you want to maintain a thin lifeline for those
programs, as opposed to a bold new approach of dealing with pover-
ty, then so be it. That is what the cities will argue; but I think that
t[";ey will find that there will be less receptive ears in this Con-
gress.

Q .
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Senator MOYNIHAN. Isn't it th: case, sir, that regardless of any
other dset’feci:, the debt service lLias so hugely increased that it com-
r unds——

Congressman DowNEy. Yes.

Senator MoYNIHAN. You cannot pass a joint resolution saying we
are not going to pay any more interest this year. We will just pay
it muck like we paid it last year——

Congressman BOWNEY. Or a portion of it.

Senator MoynIHAN. That won't work. We can'’t say cut the inter-
est payments in half. We have gone from about $65 billion in 1980
w'n;zn it was in the system, to about $130 billion this year, haven’t
we'

Congressman DowNEY. Something like that. Well, I think we are
above that. I think we are between $150 and——

Senator MoYNIHAN. Well. with every additional $100 billion of
deficit, you get an extra $7 or $8 billion in interest to pay the fol-
lowing year; and it never goes away.

Congressman DowNEy. Sir, you and I—and I think I am correctiy
characterizin your position—swvere not supporters of the Gramm-
Rudm.n le;. -t on.

Senato~ NIHAN. I was 1 of 24 Members here whko “oted
against i

Congressmar. Dowx. ¢. And happily so in my opinion, but the
fact is that we still live with its dictates, and it will rule from the
grave ever: if we were to somehow kill it with 1,000 cuts. That is
the other reason why this grant-in-aid program——

Jenator MoyniHaN. You are asking for realism for the next 20
sears. If we care about the chiidren, we care enough to say so~-e
-hings that are not very pleasant.

Congressman DowNEY. Absolutely.

Senator MoyNiHAN. And by telling ourselves the truth——

Congressm. » Dow vEY. And teiling it to the cities and localities
who are our L st friends and wk.o are the front line soldiers in the
fight on poverty. I mean, no or: -isputes their concern and the fact
that we burden them additivnally, that there are going to be
changes and to work with us in the process of making those
changes.

Senator Moyn:HAN. I doi * want to keep you; you have been so
patient. You were here righ. at the beginning, and you have been
more than helpful. One last question, sir, on parental support.

Would you agree that we have done a very poor job in that
regard and 't is a ckaotic circumstance arourd the country? We
now know that the majority of our children will live for some time
in single parent families—largely bacause of divorce. You know, I
was raised—and I am coi:siderably older than you—during the De-
pression; and I had the idea that only millionaires got .ivorced, be-
cause I kent reading the Daily News and they were always million-
aires getting divorced.

Congressman DowNEY. Or the Daily Mirror.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I ater, I realized that others get divorced. A
mother g * to court somewhere—sa county court--and the child
support award is based largely on the whim of the ‘ge. It is a
chaotic ~nd arbitrary system, is it not? And i{ isn’t fan ., children.
It is not fair to anyone involved.
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Congressman DowNEY. No. That is absolutely correct. And all
that it takes is for someone to spend a day or two in family court
in our State to understand that, while children are amazingly resil-
ient human beings, we test that resiliency in ways that are pro-
foundly unsettling.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And it is time that we asked for some na-
tional uniformity on this.

Congressman DowNEy. I agree completely.

Senator MoyNnIHAN. All right. We are ir agreement on the major
points, and we thank you very much, sir. It was very generous of
you to come over as ranking member of the House subcommittee
tha® has jurisdiction. We really do hope that in the 100th Congress
we can do something about this most serious social issue.

Congressman DowNEy. If we could only solve the Long Island
Railroad strike, we would be even more fondly remembe:ed by our
constituents.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Shall we say that could be taken as an
omen? If we can solve that, we can do this. [Laughter.]

Thank you very much for coming.

Congressman DowNEy. Thank you, Senator.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Now then, our next witness was to be the
President of the National League of Cities, who is flying in from
Denv -, CO, the Honorable Cathy Reynoids, who is Councilwoman-
at-Large in Denver. And I am handed a note that her plane has not
yet landed and that staff are waiting for her at the ai ort. We do
very much want to hear fer. s Don Frazer in? No. We will just sit
here until the plane lands. We have other excellent presentations
to be made, and we will just follow our list, which our able commit-
tee staff has put together.

Dr. Mary Jo Bane is here, as I can see. How she got here, I don't
know, but she is here representing Governor Cuomo of New York.
She will give his testimony in effect.

All testimony, may I say, will be included in the record in full,
even if individuals do not read it in its entirety, and you perhaps
would not want to read this in its entirety.

May I say that if you don't think that they are having a lot of
trouble “vith snow in Albany, the Governor’s testimony begins with
page ¥ and then goes to page 3, tnen page 2 and then back t» page
3—well, I am going tc leave it up tc you to straighten that out.
{Laughter.]

The Governor, with whom I spoke last evening, called to say he
couldn’t leave the State. There is a labor dispute, and he has to be
there. in any event, there is nothing like being original in these
matters, and without making any sensible revelations, I think we
have an original before us and we welcorme you indeed.

[The prepared writien testimony of Congressman Downey fol-
lows:]
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Statement of Rep. Thomas J. Downey

I want to thank the distinguished Chairman of this Subcommittee
for the opportunity to testify on welfare ~eform today.

I'n not often humbled. But as a student of the Chairman's
writings on tnese :13sues since my college days, my speaking to you
on welfare reform 18 like Pat Robertscn explaining scripture to
God. Or 1s that: the other way around I've never been quite sure.

Twenty years ago we launched a war on poverty 1in which, Mr.
Chairman, you played a seminal role. And while the battles to 1ift
the elderly out of poverty, and to provide health, nutrition and
educatior henefits to the pror wece largely successful and
allev:ated the suffering ot millions of hmericans, there are many
battles that remain. Children - particularly children under age six
- female headed households, the disabled, and one out of ten elderly
are easily definable groups in need today. The question now 1is how
do we - the Federal Government, local government .nd s*ate
government - meet that need and carry on the war?

A move away from the status quo can be frightening and
politically difficult for some or us, but the time has come once
agair for radical thoughts and bold action on the welfare front. It
18 simply unconscionable to let so many of our citizens fall through
the safety net that i1s continually pulled out from under the poor.

That 18 why 1t 13 So heartening to see so many distinguished
Members of Congress, Governors and organizations such as the
National Assoc:ation of State Bulget Officers, the National League
of Cities, the National Governors Association, and others make
welfare reform the priority 1t needs to he

We need, I believe, a two pronged attack on poverty in America.
First, we must reaffirm our commtment to the social contract, whose
terms were most recently described in the study commissioned by New
York Governor Mario Cuomo. Second, we must reinvigorate the
relationship between th» different levels of government.

Government, at all lesels, has obligations to those 1t
represents. In the case of the pon-, the Federal Government has a
special respoasihility to provide opportunity, jobs, health care,
day care, and, for those demonstrably unable to train for work or

f11d work, a quaranteed minimum standard of living.
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The Chairman's former White House colleague, .lliam Safire,
pointed out an important paradox: the ®"need both for national unity
and local diversity; a need to establish eguality and fairness at
the national level and uniqueness and i1nnovation at *he local
level. Sounds easy, but the conflict built into the paradox has
explioded 1n rxot; and built unresponsive bureaucracies.”

With tiFr-e two considerations, the social contract and the
Federal/local paradox, we are left with a practical consideration.
How do we get from where we are to where we ought to be?

The legislation that Senator Evans and I introduced late 1in the
last Congress, and will soon reintroduce in a revisad form in the
next month, goes a long way toward meeting hoth of these ohjectives.

It increases the monthly AFDC caseload by .1 million people,
raises the benefit levels of 4.5 million people 1n 34 states, makes
5 ni1llion children newly eligible for Mediciid, inCreases Federa:
expenditures over current services by an ectimated $14 bi1llion
dollars, and provides $1 billion for the development and operation
of programs that put able APDC recipiente to work. At the same time
the legislation c2ils for the devolution of many social service,
infrastiucture, and community development programs.

Concerning Safire's fairness 18sue, it simply makes no sense
whatsoever for a poor family of three in Californmia to receive
benefits of $587 while, just across tie buorder, a poor Nevadan
familv receives $300 less per month. ' don't mean to single out
these states. The example jus* 1llustra-es whit 1s demonstrably
t ue. <JToverty 1s a National problem, not limited to any
jurisdiction or geographiC 2ntity.

The legislation asxs a basic guesticn. What level of government
can do which tasks most effective.y? Federal resources nuer oe
directed 1n the best way r.ssible. This 15 more true th .er
because the Federal Government s w..ply does not have the mone'’, and

will not 1n the foreseeable future, to do what 1t has heen doing.
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Tities and states must step i1nto the void resulting from

reordered PFederal priorities.

How much of a voi1d is there left to

f11l1 under the legislation I'm advocating? The Pederal share of

State and local revenues will decline by only an estimated 18%.

Compare that with the more than 25% real decrease in
intergovernmental program funding i1n the past six years and you'll
see the di1fference between our initiative and recent budget
decisions.

There are many people who think that 1f a Democratic President
is elected, if the budget climate changes, 1f, 1f, 1f... It 18 time
to face some facts. We will live with these budget deficits and the
fiscal constraints we currently face for "as far as the eye can
See.® And while I don't have twenty/twenty vision anymore, I can
still see pretty well.

What 13 the message here? Even 1f the Evans/Downey legisiation
did not exaist, states and localities would hive to learn to get
along. There simply 1s no choice. Cleveland 1s closer to Columbus
than to Washington, San Prancisco 1s closer to Sacramento than to

Washington, and Chicago 1s closer to Springfield than to

Washington. We ' ave all learned the "go to Washington® game. And
while I regret i1t, the two minute warning 1s about to sound.

It's time to Flay "old home day in the state capitol.® 1It's a
new game, with new rules, and new players, but - to be frank - it's
one that can't be passed up.

W@ith che demise of Revenue Sharing, the direct grants to cities

1 in our legislatisn - on a $2 billion per year permanent basis -

‘ become that much more impurtant. In some cases, I have been told,

‘ these direct targeted grants will more tnan equal the dollars

‘ raceived by some cities in the last year of Revenue Sharing. And as
|

,

Cities grow more expert in lobbyiny their own state capitols, there

13 nothing to stop a City from receiving a healthy portion of the $2

billion in grants that go directly to states.
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One thing must be made abundantly clear. The legislation we
have i1ntroduced 18, and will remain, revenue neutral within the
Pederal budget context. However, the social contract is not revenue
neutral. As we shift the Federal domestic budget more toward income
maintenance, we will also shift this Nation's priorities. That will
be a welcope cha;ge. Revenue neutrality is necessary at this tinme
1n order to get the type of hearing this proposal deserves. It 1s a
means to an admirable end, certainly not a scheme to starve those in
need.

The hottom line is clear. Regardless of the Evans/Downey
legislation, the Federal Government 1n the next 10 to 20 years will
be largely out of the direct Washington to city grants game. It 1s
an 1nevitabilit', and we 1n the Congress are going to have to come
to grips with. Let us turn what could be a distressing situation

1nto an opportunity for the Nation's poor.
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STATEMENT OF DR. MARY JO BANE, MEMBER, NEW YORK STATE
TASK FORCE ON POVERTY AND WELFARE, PRESENTING THE
STATEMENT OF HON. MARIO CUOMO, GOVERWNOR OF THE
STATE OF NEW YORK

Dr. BANE. Thank you, Senator. I got here by shuttle hopping,
which was not a pleasure. It is, however, a pleasure to be here, and
I am delighted to be able to represent the Governor. I am speaking
as a member of his Task Force on Poverty and Welfare and also as
the former Executive Deputy Commissioner of the New York State
Department of Social Services.

Last year around the same time that the President and many
other groups were starting to look into the issue of welfare reform,
Governor Cuomo appointed a task force of academics and commis-
sioners of the major State agencies to address the issues of poverty
and welfare reform.

The repc.:t that we delivered tv ine Governor last month, enti-
tled “A New So-ial Contract,” provides an overall framework for
our thinking, and we hope it can also help your thinking about
these issues. There are several major “hemes in our report, many
of which have much in common with the proposals that you have
already heard today from Senator Evans and Congressman Downey
and that you will hear from other people.

One of the major themes is that the problem is much broader
than welfare. As long as some of our citizens are less productive
than they might be, all ~¢ us—our hopes, our dreams, our economic
well-being—are dragged down.

We cannot get to the root of these problems and solvc them by
tinkering with public assistance. Instead, we must address the
broader issue of poverty in a welfare prevention, if you will.

A second majcr theme is that poverty is not one phenomenon,
but many. Others have mentioned this already, but the stereotype
that many people have—that most poor people don’t work, don’t
want to work, never get married and continue to heve chiidren,
live in an urban ghetto—are simply wrong. Forty percent of the
poor are children; two-thirds of the nonelderly poor live in a house-
hold where someone works. Only about half the poor receive public
assistance.

The problem with hoiding on to the old stereotypes in the face of
this diversity is that it tempts us into thinking that there can be a
single simple solution, like workfare, or passing out benefits, or
giving flexibility to the States. And that is just wrong.

The only way we can realiy make progress is to understand the
problems and take them on one by one; and when we do that, when
we take an approach of “divide and conquer,” we see that many of
the problems can in fact be alleviated, and that we can make some
progrmess. We know Liow to do some things that will be genuinely
helpful.

A third theme in our report, which is entitled “A New Social
Contract,” is that that is indeed what we need, an effort among all
of us—Government, business, and private citizens—that recognizes
mutual obligations.
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Too often, I think, welfare reform efforts have focused only on
the obligations of clients or only on the obligations of Government.
New efforts, we believe, must include both.

We expect people who are able to work—and they expect them-
selves to do so—or ought to prepare themselves for work. In return,
Government must ensure that hard work and a sense of responsi-
bility will in fact pay off and that opportunities for work, educa-
tion, and training are available.

In translating these themes into proposals, our task force en-
gaged in what one task force member termedl ¢ ‘radical incremen-
talism,” with many pieces of the strategy, most of which attempt to
build on the best of programs that are already in place. The first
piece is that we need to focus on the economy and the productivity
of our labor force. No significant progress can be made in reducing
poverty and reforming welfare without increases in employment,
improvements in the wages and benefits associated with entry level
work, better training and job readiness among the poor, and efforts
to reduce racial discriminaticn.

We must invest in the labor force. Level of skill needed by work-
ers is mcreaau:g The poor are the least prepared to enter this new
labor market. Ve cannot afford this lose of taient, especially if the
demography of our labor force changes a::d we realize a shortage of
entry-level workers.

Creating a first class work force requires reforms in education,
investments in preschool education, support for training, and com-
pensatory education. New York has long been a leader in vroviding
education to its residents, with efforts ranging from innovative pro-
grams to Prreechooler through the many o&t)lses of the State uni-
versity. New York is this g’ear serving 10,000 disadvantaged chil-
dren In experimental 00l programs, and the Governor in this
year’s buaget pro an exmnsion of this program and set as the
goal the provision of early childhood education to every disadvan-
%Lyear—old in the State.

is schooling is to be complemented by increased efforts to de-
velop and coordinate child care services so that working poor fami-
lies can be assured of aggropriate care for their children. Congres-
sional efforts on behalf of Head Start, of course, are also an impor-
tant part of this strategy of developing our labor force.

The next pieces of the task force’s radical incrementalist strategy
ensure the* people who work hard, fulfill tueir responsibilities, and
contribute vo a growing and productive economny indeed reap their
rewards, that they are able to support themselves at a level above
pover’tl{,v without having to rely on welfare. That is not now the
case. Two-thirds of the poor—and this has been mentioned before—
are working poor, many of them full-time workers.

Fairness semands that supports and services be available ‘o
those who work to avo’d both poverty and welfare. Attention to the
problem:; of the workiz g poor is also important in order to be able
to really reform welfare. Everybody agrces that work is and should
be better than welfare; but to bring tha: about, you have two
glenoices. You can either make welfare worse or you can make work

tter.

We think we have tried the approach of making welfare worse
iong enough. Now, it is time to try the other approach, enhancing
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the status, dignity, and rewards of work. These are the things that
the task force thinks need to be done.

First of all, eliminating the ,ap in health care coverage between
Medicaid and employer coverage. Senator, you have made this

int several times already this morning: that one of the t
‘dumbnesses” of the welfare m is the fact that you lose Medic-
aid when you go off welfare. We need to solve that problem.

ing access to affordable child care, including making more
?reechool available. Revising tax systems to allow working poor
amilies with children .0 keep more of their ings. Obviously,
this last year’s tax reform law was a wonderﬁ.:lmlama:k in that
regard. State income taxes on the working poor have been elimi-
nated in New York State as well, and we urge continuation of that
in other States.

Increasing the earned income tax credit. This was increased in
last year's tax bill and is an important way of supplementing
income of the working poor. We believe it should be further ex-
panded to take family size into account and to be a genuine supple-
ment to working poor earnings.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Noted.

Dr. BANE. We also believe that reviving the minimum wage law
is important to keep pace with uctivity and wage increases
generally. There is one group of often working poor who are in par-
ticular need of support, and these are single parents, usually
women, who now make up the bulk of the welfare caseloads. It is
often very difficult, even with the best of will for single parents to
s-fppert themsclves and their families through their own work
alone.

Now, the logical supplemeat, as you have pointed out, Senator, is
child support; but all too often, the custodial parent is left with full

nsibility for raising the children with no or very little finan-

ial support from the noncustodial parent. Now, bsth the Federal

Government and the New York government and other States have

made progress in locating fathers, establishing paternity, obtaining
child support orders, and increasing the amount of collection.

New York increased its child support collections, for ~xample,
from $145 million in 1981 to $205 million in 1985. But we believe
we must do more in the way of establishing child su;:ﬁort guide-
lines, indexing ordere, making wage withholding man tory, and
improving enforcement.

ernor Cuomo will this year propose to the State Legislature
the establishment of guidelines for use in calculating child support
orders and the establishment of a system of universal mandatory
wage withholding for child support. In addition, we will proposs a
demonstration of an assured cgi(id support system, similar to the
one Wisconsin is already beginning to develop. Under this system,
a custodial parent with an order in place would be guaranteed a
minimum child support benefit w..ich, combined with at least half-
timi work, wold enable her to s':pport her family at the poverty
level.

The minimum benefits program would be an slternative to
A}YDC for many single parents and is another part of a welfare pre-
vention strategy.

What about welfare itself? What is the strategy there?
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The AFDC program was created many years ago on the ascum
tion that caretakers of young children should not and did not work.
The intent was to provide support to families deprived of a Lread-
winner. Society’s attitudes toward women and work have changed,
however; and the AFDC progzam is slowly changing w'th them.
For many—and other people have noted this—AFDC now serves as
a Erogram that helps overcome a family breakup, loss of a job, or
other personal crises. We can assume, 1 think, that single m—enta
are able to work at least part time, and we can start thinking
about public assistance recipients as in transition to employment.

To reflect these changed expectations, the task force recommend-
ed that public assistance programs should be restructured into two
new programs: a time-limited transitional program of temporary
sup and service delivery to help people overcome short-time

lems and enter the economic mainstream, and a guaranteed
work program for that small group who are unable at .his period
of time to make the transition to unsubsidized employment.

Both parts of this, the transitional program and guaranteed
work, reflect a new concensus that we have to change expectations
in the system. The social contract that we are proposing here with
these two programs requires much from recipients, including moth-
€ -8 with young children. In order to receive support, they must pre-

themselves for employment or work: but it requires much

m Government as well, in particular, that we improve the econ-
omy, provide training opporiunities, and provide necessary support
services.

New York State, like many others, has developed work programs
for welfare recipients that are beginning to embody these notions.
The State has shifted the focus of welfare programs from simply
providing maintenance and s:&%ort to the needy to giving them
the tools they require for self ciency. In every county now, wel-
fare agencies are developing contracts with their clients that pro-
vide a agectrum of employmert and training services.

New York State is seeing results from these efforts. The number
of jobs for welfare recipients has more than doubled in the last
four years. In addition, we have put in place the WIN demonstra-
tion program, the JTPA program, a substantial grant diversion
program, and a comprehensive pilot program for women with
young children.

Thus, New York, like many other States, is putting in place a
strategy that we believe moves toward a general vision of AFDC
that is work-oriented and that encompasses genuinely mutual re-
sponsibilities. The Stutes are obviously looking for Federal support
in this area.

Now, the obvious question, of course, is whether we can afford to
implement such a multifaceted, broad-based approach to alleviating
poverty and reforming welfare. There are three arswers to these
questions. The first is to point out the obvious, that our current
combination of lost productivity lost lives, and costly welfare pay-
ments already costs a great deal. And the coming demographic
changes suggest that the cost will only increase. Can we afford not
to is the first answer. The second answer is that we need 1o take a
long-term perspective and think about these costs of investments.
Some of the investments, in education and health care, are expen-
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sive. Others, such as increasing our efforts to collect child support,
will generate savings.

And if we are successful in alleviating poverty and reducing de-
pendence on welfarz, we will have avoided costs.

Finally, it is our obligation to help those who are less fortunate
achieve financial independence. Even in hard times, this country
with Co! in the leadership, I must admit, over the last couple
of years, has found ways to fund programs that were necessary for
the well-being of the poor.

If I can leave you with one message trom the Governor ar:d from
our task force, it is that there is room for optimism here. The prob-
lems of poverty are complex and difficult, but they are not insolv-
able. The important p_int is that there are many different types of
poor people, many causes of poverty, and as a result, we have
many strategies available to deal with them. One danger we face is
that we will fail to demand that all parties to the social contract
fulfill their obligations. It will be too easy once again to place
undue emphasis on one side or the other of these mutual obliga-
tions.

Some will argue that the Government is not doing enough.
Others will e that the poor are not doing enough. But we
cannot forget that both parties have responsibilities. Working to-
gether, we believe we have the power to create a society in which
everyone through education and work can share more fully in the
American dream. Thank you.

Sena.or MOYNIHAN. Governor Bane, we thank you very much.
[Laughter.]

I would like to make an announcement while I have a moment
here. [ am very happy to annource that Councilwoman-at-Large,
Ms. Reyaulds, arrived. The plane did lar.d; we were worried
about you. We didn’ know if it was just late or had lost its ianding
gear. We had a nervous moment there. We will be hearing you mo-
menterily. We moved you just one cycle down, and we announced
that tiiis hearing would stay open until you arrived. I am scrry to
say that Senator Dole and Senator Bentsen had to leave.

Again, to common ground here. The first thing we are hearing
today in every presentation is that there is not one welfare prob-
lem; there are many. We have found it useful to compare this di-
verse welfare populition with people who receive unemployment
insurance. Most receive it for a very short time, and for a very
clear reason. Yet scme are on it for a very long time and it expires,
and lu:ve extend it and then extend it again; and it never quite
works.

Another common theme is the notion of work. You are one of the
nation’s most distinguished scholars in this regard, and I think you
would agree that nothing has so transformed our possibilities in
this field than the change in thzé)erception of female employment,
in the last 15 years. It happened about as subtlely as any social
change I think that can be remembered.

As you know, Dr. Bane, the percentage of the population in the
work force used to be known as one of the great ratios. For about
60 years of measurement, it hung in at about 52 percent. There
was a time when everybody was on a farm, a time when nobody
was on a farm, a time when children worked in coal mines, a time
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when nobody worked in coal mines. The population in the work
force remained about the same.

And then, in the last 15 years, it has leart up to about 61 now,
isn’t it? The entry of large numbers of highly educated women in
the work force: women now work, and women with children work.
More than 70% of mothers with children aged 6 to 18 are in the
labor force today.

And so, when we talked about welfare strategies 15 years ago, to
mention work was to suggest an insidious and painful and punitive
exaction was going to be made of a particularly vulnerable group of
mothers. That objection doesn’t arise here. We have really gotten
past that now. I mean, don’t you find that to be true in your actual
experience in New York?

r. BANE. That does seem to be one of the themes that is emerg-
ing irein all of the people who are looking at this issue these days,
Senator. One of the most striking parts of tnat statistic is, as you
know, the increase in the proportion of women with very young
children—children under one—who are now in the labor force and
who are working.

I think, though, that we mustn’t forget that for single parents it
is very difficult for them to support themselves by work alone and,
" whereas it is reasonable to expect work, it is certainly reasonable
to prepare .hem for work and to make efforts to move them into
unsubsidized jobs; but the child support part of this is also very im-
portant as a supplement to their own work and a way of putting
together a package.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Oh, and that is what you mean by
“social contract,” but your notion of a time-limited transitional
program is aimost exactly parallel to unemployment, is it not?

Dr. BANE. That is right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And a guaranteed work program for that
small group—and it is a small group. And what do you say? Come
clean now. [Laughter.]

How are we doing? Would you say that any Government efforts
in this regard have had any serious impact on the welfare tenden-
cies in New York State over the last 50 years?

Dr. Bank. Yes, I think I would.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I mean, that is a real table-pounding asser-
tion. No. I recognize that a scholar’s concern is to be precise. What
has happened there? Could you start by just teliing us about the
welfare incidence in New York State, just for the record?

Dr. BaNE. Having now been away from the State for two months,
I have probably forgotten everything I learned, so I am not g ing to
get all the numbers right; and perhaps we can correct them some-
how later for the record.

Sei. .cor MOYNIHAN. Surely. )

Dr. BsNE. In the AFDC caseload in New York State, if I recall
correctly, when I left it was about $1.4 million.

Senator MoyNIHAN. $1.4 million.

Dr. BANE. And there was a total of about 2 million people who
were receiving either food stamps or Medicaid.

Senator MoyNIHAN. New York State has a program of public as-
sistance which is entirely funded by the State.
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Dr. Bank. That is correct. The 1.4 number includes the general
assistance, which we call the Home Relief Population, which in-
cludes both single individuals and two-parent families. The profor-
tion of that is relative to a population of 17 million or so; and so,
the proportion of people receiving public assistance in New York
State is not very different from the rest of the country.

In terms of work programs, Senator, I think that New York
State, like many States which have had Home Relief Programs,
has over the past decade concentrated work nrogram efforts on the
Home Relief Population. And as you know, New York State has
had a work fair program for home relief recipients, a PWP Pro-
gram, for a long time; and we have had it so long that it is hard to
say what that population would be like or what that caseload
would be like in the absence of that.

But I think there have been very serious efforts made in that
regard, and recentl/ there have been efforts made to make it not
just a work-off-thegrant program, but a program which would help
general assistance recipients receive the education and training
that they need.

In terms of AFDC recipients, it has been in the last, oh, 5 years,
I suppose, when serious efforts have been made to bring work-ori-
ented programs and training programs——

Senator MOYNIHAN. Within the last 5 years?

Dr. BaNE. I would say that.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Oh.

Dr. BANE. In contrast to the home relief population—

Senator MoYNIHAN. The total pa{ments. You know, we estab-
lished the WIN Program in 1967, if I recall, and the Manpower De-
velopment Training Act in 1962; yet New York State has only had
its program in effect for 5 years?

Dr. BaNE. I would say, Senator, or what I was trying to say was
that in the last 5 years, I *“ink there have been better efforts and
more consistent efforts t. 1se those grograms in ways that will
help welfare recipients and vgf,nuinely elp them to move on to em-
rloyment. Obviously, the WIN Program has been in place for a
ong time and has beep used in New York City——

Senator MOYNIHAN. [ don’t mean to hold you to any proposition,
but I want to get to your final statement that we can be opiimistic
about this. I just want to record my view, and you don’t have to
agree with it. In a place such as New York, about 20 years ago, the
judgment was made that these problems were insoluble. There was
nothing you could do, and very little was att 2mpted; and nothing
much changed-—nothing did change, did it?

Dr. BANE. I wouldn’t say that, Senator.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Would yor sav ibe condition of the depend-
ent poor in New York City today is betier or worse than it was 20
years ago?

Dr. BANE. Well, that is a hard judgment to make. It is true that
the povertﬁ problem in New York State is different almost in char-
acter—in New York City—than it is in the r2st of the country. We
give the figure in the report, and other people have quoted that na-
tionally perhaps 7 percent of the poor in this country live in highly
concentrated poverty areas.

Senator MOYNIHAN. That is a 40 percent poverty rate?

95




90

Dr. BANE. That is correct. It is 7 percent nationally. In New York
State, that number is 22 percent.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Dr. BANE. So, the proportion of the poor living i isolated, highly
concentrated poverty areas in New York City—and they are pretty
much all in New York City—is just much greater. It is a much
more difficult problem than other places have. The proportion of
single parent families among that. group is very high. The propor-
tion of welfare receipt is indeed very high.

I do think, though, that there have Leen—and with a caseload as
large as New York State’s, it is hard tn have big successes because
there is a lot of inertia and a lot to be done. I think, though, there
have been some small programs. There has been the Wildcat Pro-
gram; there has been the programs that New York City has run for
welfare recipients. There have been many small—

Senator MoYNIHAN. They are all small.

Dr. Bane. They are all small, but as you know, Senator with this
problem, it seems to me, you have to build up from the smali
pieces. You have to start with a couple of hundred here and a thox-
sand here and so on because that is the way e are going to make
progres..

Senator MoYNIHAN. I understand there is something called Mass.
And I recall an occasion maybe eight years ago when we were dis-
cussing adoption aliowances, and a colmissioner of social wel{are
from a State in the high plains, which I will nat name, came to us
and was talking about a program they had and how very well it
was working and how this can be done and it ought to be dene ind,
indeed, wh{ didn’t the national government do it? And they came
to me to ask me about it.

I asked “How man; persons do you have receiving adoption as-
sistance in the Staie?”” The Commisioner looked horrified because
he didn’t know—and his level of not knowing I will explain in one
moment—and so, he turned and hurriedly had a whispered conver-
sation with finger counting and so forth with someone who had ar-
rived with him, and then he turned and said “82.” He was afraid
that he might in fact say it was 78 whe: it was 82 or 87 or what-
ever.

One last question.

Dr. BANE. Yes?

Senator MovNiHAN. This d  go to my question of how we can
say very accurately that the aependent population is quite varied,
that we have only a small 7 percent group who are truly the hard-
core dependent poor. I guess David Elwood counts it at 6.7; you can
get down to decimals on this.

Dr. BANE. That is right. I rounded to 7.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And you rounded to 7 f-operly because no
one knows that much absut anything. If you say 10 percent or less,
you are about right; but there are places where it 1s 40 percent or
more, and that is a different issue. You mentioned that your State
is now goning to have an experiment in parental support. How did
you say that? Oh, a demonstration of assured child suprort system
will be proposed; and we are going to see one of those . Wisconsin.
We talked earlier about this.
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Give us your thoughts. You saz' New York manaffed to raise its
child support collections from $145 million to $205. If you collected
all that was owed, what would that figure be? About a billion?

Dr. BANE. I would think so, Senator.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes. So, you are getting 20 percent. Jusi for
the record, would you agree that, with respect to child support—
first of all, it ought to be part of any social contract.

Dr. BANE. That is right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I mean, if you have a baby, you have to raise
it. That is all. You know, that is just going to have to be so, and it
has to be so until that child reaches adulthood. The mother kee
doing it for a long time, and so must the male nt. First of all,
the establishment of paternity is no longer an obstacle, is it? It is a
fully developed science; isn’t that so? We know that the error rates
are very low.

Dr. BANE. Technically speaking, yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Secondly, in the Social Security system, we
really do have a national system of tracking—if we must use that
word—and we have that ability, have we not?

Dr. BANE. Yes, we do.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I mean, if I wanted to know where you were
working, I could go into the back room and call up Baltimore and,
in about 20 minutes, they would tell me. And in the income tax
system, we have a similar capabilit{.

That is in regard to the point I made earlier about how ve
much of this structure is in place. Now, we have met the case for
million of the 12 million poor children. We have the right to collect
safousal benefits and to attach wages and to track ﬁ)ple. That is

1 in place. We have training programs. We have the systems for
the early childhood education and so forth.

But we don’t have the right to pry into new areas of _ccial en-
dgavgr to construct a more coherent system. Would you agree with
that?

Dr. BaANE. I would agree with that, Senator.

.Sen.;ator MoyYNIHAN. And that is why you ended on a note of opti-
mism?

Dr. Bane. I did.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Which not everyone who represents New
York State is in a position to do. On the other hand, we note that
you have returned to the Kennedy School, is that correct?

Dr. BANE. That is correct. Yes.

Senator MoYNIHAN. We congratulate the Kennedy School. As a
New Yorker, I would say we had some of your best years, and we
are very proud of you and very appreciative.

Dr. BANE. That is right, and now I am in decline.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Dr. Bane, and thank Governor
Cuomo for us.

Dr. BANE. I will. Thank you, Senator.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And now, representing the National League
of Cities, the Honoraole Cathy Reynolds, who is Councilwoman-at-
Large from Denver, CO. We do very much welcome you, Ms. Reyn-
olds. You brought an associate with you, if he would like to come
forward and join you?

[The prepared written statement of Governor Cuomo follows:)
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Senator Moynihan and members of the Subcomzittee on
Social Security and Income Maintenance Programs, I appreciate
the opportunity to talk to you this morning about one of our
nation's most pressing and seemingly intractable problems --
poverty. Early 1last year, the President annouriced his
intention to study the issue of welfare reform. Many states-
=who have been concerned about these issues for years-- also
focused renewed energy and creativity on ways to increase cthe
financial independence of those unable to support themselves.
The fact that you are holding these ‘-earings is another
indication of the depth of our national concern about poverty
and welfare reform.

Our nation has a long history of concern for the poor.
Last year vwe celebrated the one hundredth anniversary of the
Statue of Libe:ty, a symbol of the hope and opportunity we
have held out to the world's poor since this country was first
settled. New York State, whose concern for the less fortunate
anong us has expressed itself in strong, innovative leadership
on social issues for more than a century, continues to be in
<the forefront of thinking and action in this area.

last year Governor Cuomo appointed a tasx forcs of
nationally recognized experts to address the issues of poverty
and welfare reform. The report that we delivered to the
Governor last month, entitled, A _New Social contragt, provides
an overall framework for thinking about these issues. I am
also pleased that the report proved helpful to the Governor in
shaping some of the proposals he put forth in the budget and
his State of the State message. I want to share some of these
ideas with you, as well as some of the specifics of prograus
New York is involved in now.

You have asked for testimony on welfare reforn. While
reform of our current welfare systen is a pressing national
issue, one of the main themes of the task force repcrt is that
the problem is much broader than welfare. As long as some of
our citizens are less productive than they might be, all o2 us
~= our hopes, our dreams, our economic well-being -- are
dragged down. We cannot get to the root of those problems and
solve them by tinkering with public assistance. We must
address the broader issue of poverty. We must focus our
energies on a mutual effor: to enable all among us who are
able to contribute productively to our families and our
society. On the strong base of a healthy econory and a
productive citizenry we will then be able to genercusly lend a
helping hand to those who cannot work and those who have
tenporarily fallen on hard times.
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i To do all this effectively, the tssk force pointed out
- very etrongly that we nuet recognige thst poverty is not one
phenozenon but many. The stereotype thst many people have --
that most poor people don't work, don't want to work, never
nsrry but continue to hsve children in order to get wmore
welfare, and 1live in sn urbsn ghetto -~ is simply wrong.
forty percent of the poor sre children. Two thirds of the
non-elderly poor live in & housshold where someone works.

Oonly kalf the ponr receive public sssistance.

The problem with holding onto our old stereotypss i the
face of this divereity ie that it tenpts us into thinking
there can be s single, simple solution, like "“workfare" or
cashing out benefite and giving flexibility to the states.
This is just wrong. The only way we csn make progress is to
understand the problems and to take them on one by one. And
vhsn we do this--when we take the spprosch of "divide and
conguer” ~-ve see that many of the probleas csn be eclved, thst
ve cCan make some progrees, and that we know how to do some
thinge that will be genuinely helptful.

The key is a genuinely mutual atfort among sll of us--
governzent, business and privste ~citizens--thst recognizes our
mutual obligations. Too often welfsre reform efforts focus
only on the obligations of clients or on the obligstions of
governaent. our new efforts must include both. We expect
people who are able to work=-snd they expect themselves=--to do
80 or to prepsre themselves for work. In return we mnust
snsure that hard work and a sensa of responsibility will in
fact pay off, and that opportunities for work, education snd
training sre avsilable.

The first thing the taek force suggests is thst we need
to focus on the economy and the productivity of our labor
force. No a3ignificant progress csn be made in reduring
poverty and reforaing welfare without increasas in employment,
inprovements in the wages and benefits associated with entry-
level work, better training and jub readinass among the poor,
and efforte to reduce discrimination in vsges and employment.

The initial step is to build a strong, inclusive econoay
that creates jobs st non-poverty wages for most workers, and
that ensures that well-trained workers are svailable to fill
them. New York State is vary proud of the efforts it has made
to expand the economy and o provide s eetting in which high
productivity industries can ;row.

New York State is forging 1links between human services
prograns arnd economic development initistives. Services like
job training and recruitment are being tailored to meet the
requiraments of specific firms; child csre snd other services
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can also be part of the package offered to enployers seeking
to locate Or remain {n the state. This collaboration is part
of the Economic Development Zones program that ie now getting
undervay. In addition, businesees applying for state
financing assistance are being made aware of available
services, and of the benefits accruing to them as taxpayers
vhen they secure the "double utility” of hiring welfare
recipients,

We must also invest in our labor force. The level of
skill needed by workers is increasing. The poor are the least
prepared to enter the labor market, let alone keep up with the
changing demands made on workers. We cannot afford this loss
of talent. As the demography of our labor force changes, and
ve realise a shortage of entry level wvorkers, we will be even
less able to afford to let anyone drop by the wayside. Ve
need to create a first-class work force through reforms in
education, investments in pre~school education, support for
training in the private sector, and compensatory education for
thoee who lack the skills and abiiities to compete in the
labor aarkst.

New York has long been a leader in providing education to
its residents, with efforts ranging froz innovative progranms
Zor pre~schoolers through the many campuses of the City and
State University system. Over the past four years, the State
has increased its investaents in schools by 50 rrcont,
targeting much of thie funding to dropout reduction, improved
schools, and adult education.

Lot me cite one example of what the State hae done. For
several years Newv York has run a successful experinental pre-
kindergarten profru. Thie year it ie serving 10,000
disadvantaged children. This year's budget proposed an
expansion of this program, and set ee a goal the provision of
early childhood education to every disadvantaged four-year-old
in the State. This schooling is to be ~omplemented by
increased efforts to develop and coordinate chila care
services, so that working poor families can be assured
appropriata care for their children.

It {s clesr that these strategies leading to a etronger
econonmy and more productive labor force will bhenefit everyone,
not just the poor, economically. They also provide the only
real hope for dealing with the terribly troubling problems of
poverty in our inner cities. The over-representation in poor
neighborhoods of problems like teen pregnancy, dropping out of
school, crime, and withdrawal from the labor force has raised
queetions about the relationship between the poverty of a
neighborhood and the behavier and values of its residents.
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But a bettar way to underetand the ieeue ie to recognize
that the lack of opportunities and the ieolatiocn of ghetto
neighborhoode establishee a vicious circle in vhich bahavior
that ultimately provee eelf-defeating seems both reaeonable
and revarding. Young men, for example, who see no legitimate
job in their future may eee no reaeon to etay in echool and
good reuson to become part of the underground econemy. Young
women who have no reaeon to expect good smarriagee or
eatisfying careere should not eurpriee ue when they have
children ocuteide of marriage.

The primary role for governaent ie to provide the
opportunity etructure in which changed behavior, delayed
parenthood, school completion and hard work will indeed pay
off. That ie vhy economic development and education efforte,
especially those directed at our moet troubled neighborhoods,
are €0 important.

The next thing we need to worry abeut is hev to ensure
that people who work hard, fulfill their responeibilitiee and
contribute to a growing and productive economy reap their
revarde; that they are able to sesupport themsslves and their
families at a level above poverty without having to rely on
That ie not now the case. Two thirds of the poor

working poor, many of them full-time workere. Fairnese

that supporte and eervices ba available to aenable
thoee vho wvork to avoid both poverty and welfare.

Attention to the problams of the working poor ie aleo
important for va to ba able to achieve real reform of wvelfare.
We all agree that work le and ehould be better than welfare.
To bring thie about we have two choicee: we can meke welfare
wores Or make wvork betser. We have tried the ayproach of
7OTee. Now it ie time to try the other
enhancing the etatus, dignity and rewarde of work.

saking welfaras
approach:

These are the thinge that we ocught to be doing.

o Eliainating the gap in health care coverage
between Medicaid and employer coverage. The working
poor and those near poverty ehould have accese to
health care through full or partial eubeidias.

o BEnsuring accese to affordable child care. Thie
would include making preechovl available to mnore
children and extending school-day prograns.
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9 Revising tax syetems to asllow working-poor
fanilies with children to keep =more of their
earnings. We applaud the paseage of the tax refora
act which does precisely this. State income taxss
on tde working poor have been eliminated in New York
State as vell.

o Increaeing the Earned Income Tax Credit. While
congrees is to be conmended or increasing the EITC,
it ehoull be expanded further to take family size
into account.

© Revising the minimzum wage law to keep pace with
productivity and wage increases generally.

There is one group of poor, often working poor, who are
in particular need of support. These are single parents,
Ueually women. Wwho novw make up the bulk of the waelfare
Caeeload. All too often the custodial parent ie left with -
full reeponeibility for raieing the children with no, or very
little, financial eupport from the non-cuetodial parent.
These non-cuetodial parents have a responsibility to their
chiidren. Both the federal government and New York have made
progress in locating fathers, estadliehing paternity,
obtaining child support o ders, anc increasing the amount of
evards actually calculated. In fact, New Ycrk incrsased ite
child eupport collections from $14$5 million in 1981 to $20%
aillion {n 1985.

But we must do more in the way of establiehing child
support guidelines and indexing orders, making wage
withholding nmandatory, and improving enforcement. Govaernor
Cuono will this year propose to the State legislature the
establishment of guidelines for use in calculatirng child
support ordere and the establiehment of a system of universal,
mandatory wage withholding. In addition, a demonstration of
an aseured child support systen will also be proposed. Under
thie systex a cuetodial parent with an order in place would hre
guaranteed a minizum child support benefit which, when
combined with at least hal?-time work, would enable her to
support her family at the poverty level. This ainimum benet:it
prograr would be an alternative t¢ AFDC and ehould be thought
of as a welfare prevention strategy.

But what about that large nurber of poor houssholds who
are currently dependent on velfare? What types of strategy
should ve propose?

The ArFDC program was created many years ago on the
assumption that caretakers of young children should not work.
The intent of the program wes to provids support for as long
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as it wae needed to families deprived of a breadwinner.
Society's attitudes towvard women and work have changed,
hovever, and the APDC program ie elowly changing with thes.
Fcr many, AFDC nov serves ae a program that helpe overcome a
fanily break-up. loes of a job, or other perecnal criele. 1If
ve assuze that eingle parents are able to work at leset part
time, then almost all current lic aeeietance recipierts
should be thought of as "in traneition" to employment.

To reflect theee changed expectations, the taek force
recommended <chat public aeeletance programs sehould be
restructured into two new prograzs:

© A tina-limited transitional program of tempurary
income eupport and service delivery to help pecple
Overcome short-term problems and enter the economic
mainetrean.

© A guaranteed work program for that small group who are
Unable, after a period of time, to make the transition to
unsubsidized employment.

Both parts of this, the traneitional program and
guaranteed work, reflect a new conseneus that we have to
chanio expectatione in the syetea. The social contract
requirees much froam recipients, including mothers with young
children. In order to receive eupport they =must prepare
thezselves for employment or work. And it requires much from
government, in particular that we improve the economy, provide
quality training opportunitise, and prnvide necessary esupport
services.

New York State, like many others hae developed work
prograne for welfare recipiente than eabody these notione.

The State hae ghifted the fccue of welfare programe from
sinply providing maintenance and suppert to the needy to
giving then the tcols they require for self-eufficiency. 1In
everv locality, welfare agencies develop contracte with their
cliente that provide a epectrun of employment and training
services designed to help individuale eecuze uneubeidized
employment with sufficient earnings to make thcir familiee
independent of public aeeistance.

Nev York ie eeesing results from its efforte. The nuaber
of Jjobe secured for welfare recipients by local welfare
departuent effort¢s alone has risen by more than fifty percent
over the laet four years. In addition, the State hae put in
place a WIN demonetraticn progran and JTPA program that have
brought eimilar improvements in effectivenese.
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Tre State has developed tha largast and most successful
grant diversion program in the country. This Training and
Employment Assistance Program (TEAP), established in 1981,
provides reirbureement 2or training costs to employers who
Nire public assistance recipients. Over 6,50° PA raecipisnts
have participated in TEAP since its inception. In addition,
as a further indication of New York's comnitment to this
populaticn, the Scate has been the iargest utilizer of the
Target Jobs Tax Credit nationwida.

The Stataea is focusing new efforzs on one ¢ the mnocst
vulnarable of population groups traditionally exempt from
saployment and training efforts - women with young ¢ .idren.
This month tha state is beginning a program in 9 locations %o
provide corpreheneive employment/training and support servicaes
to this group so that they can find alternatives to engoing
dependency on the welfara systenm.

But what about those who are truly unable tc work? The
task force iecommends that people who are unable %o Wwork
because of age cr disability should be supportad without
harassment at a iacent level of incorme, aeven if long-tarm
support is required.

The obvicus Gguestion, of coursae, is whethar we can afford
to implement such a rulti-faceted, broad-based approach to
alleviating poverty and reforming waelfara. I have thrae
answers to this question. The first is to point out the
obvious, that our currant corbination of lost productivity and
costly welfarz payments already cost a great deal and the
coming demographic changes suggast the costs will only
increase. Taus, we nust aek, can wa afford not to move toward
an approach similar to the one we have suggested? The sacond
enswer is that we need to take & long-term parspective and
think abuut these costs as investzents. Scma 0f these
investnents -~ i-mproved aducation and expanded health care --
are expansive. Others, such as increasing efforts to collect
child support, will generate savings. And Lf wa are
succersful in alleviating poverty and reducing dependenca on
welfire, we will have avoided coscs. Finally, it is our
obligation to help those who are less fortunate achieve
financial independenca. In the past, aven in hard times,
Chngress has found ways to fund programs that were necessary
ior the wall-being of the peoor.

If I can leave you with one message, it would be that
there is room for optinmisn. The probleams of roverty and
welfare refora are complex and difficult, but they are not
insoluble. The important point 1s that there are many
differant types of poor pecpls and many causes of roverty and
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48 a result we have many etrategies to pursue to alleviate
specific types of poverty.

The danger we face is that we will fail to demand that
all parties to the eocial contract fulfil. their obligations.
I% will be far too easy to place undue erphaeis on one eide or
the other of these mutual cbligations. Some will argue that
the government is not doing enough %o provide jobs, training
or income support. Others will argue that the poor are ne:t
doing enough to suppor:t thenselvas.

We cannot forget tha% all parties o the social centract
have responsibilities. Working togethaer, we have the power to
create a society in which everyons, through education and
work, ha&s a chance to ehare in the Azerican dreanm.
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STATEMENT OF HON. CATHY REYNOLDS, COUNCILWOMAN AT
LARGE, DENVER, CO; AND PRESIDENT, NATIONAL LEAGUE OF
CITIES, WASHINGTON, DC, ACCOMPANIED BY FRANK SHA-
fROTH, DIRECTOR OF FEDERAL RELATIONS, NATIONAL
LEAGUE OF CITIES, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. RevNoLps. Senator, this is Frank Shafroth from the National
League of Cities office, who is right where he belongs, which is
always slightly behind me and to my left. [Laughter.]

So, with your permission, we will leave him &3 he is.

Thank you very much for asking the National League of Cities to
participate in these hea~ings. I do apologize for being late.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Apologize? Look around this hearing » om.

Ms. ReyNowpes. I didn’t expect to have a 20-hour layover in ;ave-
land last evening. And being a great Bronco fan and having just
won a bet from Mayor George Voinovick on the recent game, I was
not the most welcome vigitor Cleveland has had; but they were gra-
cious hosts, and I am delighted to be here this morning.

I am a Council member in Denver, CO, and I am speaking this
morning for the elected officials of ataggroximately 16,000 American
cities and towns who are represerted in the National League of
Cities. Our municipal leaders in this country are extremely con-
cerned about the ongoing problems of not only welfare, per se, but
of poverty in our cities. And wr lock forward to participating in a
number of discussions in the coming months, trying for us all to
iind ways out of the difficulties and into a purer light of finding
solutions.

The barriers in the current system for us come very close to
home: The drug-related m..der, the unsupported child, the evic-
tions, tood resources bei degleted are all things with which mu-
nicipal officials are fo to deal daily whether or not the respon-

sibilities are legally ours, because the people who are suffering are

indeed ours and are quite close to home.

Every dollar we spend at the municipal level to deal with these
crisis situations are dollars we cannot then invest to try and get at
the causes and the roots of poverty in our communities. Denver, for
examqle, gets $63.7 million in State and Federal resources that go
directly into welfare programs. The city itself contributes $19 mil-
lion directly through our property tax levy for welfare programs,
plus approximately $25 million a year for care for the medically in-
digent, most of whom are the working poor who simply do not have
health care coverage. Add to that the private investment that is
made in our community by various public minded groups and the
costs we all in~ur in terms of subeidize 1 housing.

And you can see that for a city of half a million people, we are
indeed looking at a very large problem.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And if [ may say, a city you don’t associate
v;lith particular difficulties; but there is no city that doesn’t have
them.

Ms. ReynoLDs. Yes. We are extremely lucky in Denver. We have
not had all of the difficulties of my friend, Mary Jo Bane from New
York; but they are there and they are increasing. And with the un-
:xﬁfloyment problems we are experiencing now, we note that they

ill increase even more quickly in the near future.
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There are some basic principles and goals the National League of
Cities would like to put in front of you for your consideration.
First, we believe there is a moral commitment to human dlgm?
and that every American should be eligible for a minimum stand-
ard of living providing adequate shelter, nutrition, and health care.

Second, we believe every American should have the opportuni:r
to lift himself or herself and their families out of poverty. Third,
our country must reward those who work. Fourth, we must invest
in our single most important resource, which is our children. And
fifth, any Federal welfare reform pro, must provide for a com-
prehensive coordination between all levels of government and be-
tween the programs of government. We are, without question, the
richest, most powerful nation on earth. We have the imagination of
the fiscal, creative, and technical resources to put men on the
moon and nuclear weapons into God's heavens; and yet today,
nearly one out of every four infants is born into poverty.

We have unacce le rates of infant mortality, higher in some
of our cities tuan in Third World nations. All too many of those
infants who do survive to be children are ¢ ondemned by the time
they reach school by inadequate maternal health care and nutri-
tion. Children become more and more an expensive burden to our
society, and it is a human waste that we are causing by our own
disinvestment.

Our goal, we believe, must be to ensure that no American child
is denied the opportunity tr succeed. We also share the concern
over parental responsibility for the care of children and how that
can be enforced. Finding the methods to do so is crucial. In this
area, more than most others, coordination between the layers of
Government and private sector is important.

First, it is an area that will require a ter Federai investment
in ﬁrograms that have proven efficient. We believe these issues are
well addressed in Title I of the Children’s Survival Bill, of which
we are supportive. Second, we believe the Federal Government
must provide targeted fiscal assistance to units of local government
so that we have the ability to provide better for the special needs
and preventive services necessary.

"here is a widespcead disparity throughout the nation especiall
in central cities and rural cities and towns, the municipalities wi
disproportionate levels of poverty and therefore, inadequate tax
bases and fiscal resources.

Last year a local government in Oklahoma set a policy guideline
for its child abuse unit. If an employee determined that a child
asking for help on the phone in an abuse situation was old enough
to physically escape, then no direct immediate assistance was of-
fered. It was simpg{ a case of not enough money.

Last week the New York Times reported significant increases in
homicides in central cities, especially among teenagers. This year
these same central cities will have severely reduced resources. A
city such as Detroit received nearly eight times as much in revenue
sharing per capita as wealthy suburban jurisdictions; and most cen-
tral cities devoted the majority of their revenue sharing to police
aﬁxll:dsﬁre services. These services are cut with the loss of those
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Poverty erodes a municipality’s tax base, but it increases the
demand for safety and human services, especially in the areas of
child abuse, drug and alcohol related abuse, arson, and violent
crimes. Without some means to respond to increasing fiscal dispari-
ties between ions and municipalities, we are fearful of even
more vicious cycles.

Third, we believe States must coutinue to commit incre sed legal
and fiscal resource to enforcement, especially post-adjudication en-
forcement for upport. This is something that most cities,
counties, and ' are doing now, and we hope the Federal Go-
verment as wel. il turn more attention to it.

Fourth, we believe that all levels of Government need to coordi-
nate new resources to earlier and later education relating to fami-
lies. That is, we need to provide better efforts to teach teenagers
and young parents, single or married, about the responsibilities of

nthood; and we need to provide fur necessary Head Start serv-
ices in coordination with nutrition and health care much sooner.

The city of Minneapolis has found that every dollar invested in
preschool programs returns $4 to the community in terms of re-
duced Government costs for education and legal costs for delin-
qhﬁnt behavior, as well as increased economic opportunities for the
children. The city of Alexandric has found that poor, new parents
are often the least well equipped to understand the responsibilities
of l‘e:‘renthood and the importance of early education.

ifth, we believe that all of na wha 22 i, Le icuaers need to
teinink our own roles and responsibilities. We need to encourage,
participate, and work with private and nonprofit organizations
which traditionally have helped bring families together in our com-
munities.

Our immediate president, Mayor Henry Cisneros of San An-
tonio, suggested that we could all devote more time and effort to
encouraging the Scouts, the YMCAs and YWCAs, and others of like
ilk who, through the years, have worked so hard to develop a sense
of community and values .or families in our communities. Those
organizations are not as popular today. They are not receiving the
community support they used to. Instilling the responsibilities of
parenthood and family life and community life to young children
should be one of our for the future.

To the question of what roies should various levels of Govern-
ment play, well, almc-t all of the 33 million Americans who live in
poverty live in cities and towns. Sixty-one percent live in metropol-
itan areas; others live in rural cities and towns. We believe the
local government must be a player in this game. We have a front
line role to play, and we believe that any ion that current
municipal p: be wiped out or cut severely back to take care
of a broader Federal role in terms of welfare is tremely inappro-
priate and will not alleviate poverty.

Rather, we believe we all mnst coordinate and work ther. In
t'.at regard, I am pleased to report that the National League of
Cities has been invited to work with the National Governors Asso-
ciation, a# they prepare their comprehensive Federal welfare
reform pro —a proposal, I should add, which should not in-
volve the so-called “devolution of municipal programs.” The roles
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of all levels of Government will vary depending on the program,
but all involve a minimur. Federal role, we believe.

One key question when we come to the poverty and welfare; we
believe, is housing; and it is one that we believe is too often ne-
glected in the debate on poverty and welfare.

The cost and access to decent, safe, and sanitary shelters is the
gingle most important part of shapinrg a family and whether a
family will survive. In our Nation, ensurmf such shelter for all
American families has been a Federal goal for almost 50 years. A
home is the critical shelter under which a family is built. The pro-
vision of low incame housing has been almost uniquely a Federal/
local responsibility. It is one in which few States have played
almost any significant role, except for the issuance of single and
multifamily morigage revenue bonds.

The municipalities are the operators of public housing and home-
less shelters, and are nsible through zoning, code enforce-
ment, and community development for the shape of housing for all
of our constituents. The evolution of Federal housing policy, direct
and through the Federal Tax Code, since 1979 has radically altered
the shape of Federal policy. It has reaped record numbers of home-
less families and children, overcrowded housing and terrible costs.

Still to come is an even worse crisis. As the existing pipeline of
housing runs aut avar the nozt S Soums, liuhileas ol thousands of
famul'odies will be displace d. We literaily have a time bomb waiting to
e e.

would note, Mr. Chairman, our special concern for the question
of shelter. Paying the rent has almost always taken precedence
over paying for adequate preventative health care, child care, or
nutrition. If we cannot provide shelter, then all else is at risk. At
the Federal level, I believe three steps are critical.

First, the Federal Government must recommit itself toward the
national goal set in the law by reauthorizing the nation’s expired
housing and community development laws and setting a firm goal
of providing new housing. w'< believe pro to fund welfare
reform through the termination of Federal low income housing as-
sistance would be devastating to the cities and to the people who
live in them.

We also believe that failure to address the issue now will make
today’s homeless problems and costs appear almost nonexistent
compared with fiiture problems and costs.

Second, families who cannot afford to own a home, be it first or
vacaticn, ought to receive at least as much assistance through
direct and tax expenditures as those Americans who are fortunate
enough to own currently enjoy. Since 1979, Federal housing policy
has increasingly shut off those most in need, while overall expendi-
tures heve increased.

The recently enacted tax reform legislation aggravated the dis-
parity. We expect it will increase rental costs to low income Ameri-
cans between 15 and 80 percent. In many cases, this will be far in
excess of the tax relief realized.

We strongly support efforts to readdress Senator Mitchell’s low
income housing tax credit proposal to ensure that it is workable
and reaches more of those who are in need.
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Third, we urge amending Title VIII of the Fair Housing Act to
prohibit housing discrimination against families with chilZsen. Not
only does such discrimination cause undue hardships for families
on welfare, but it also increases the cost of what shelter is open to
such families.

We have a concern as well with nutrition. Soup kitchens are no
longer 2 memory, a thinqrgf the past. It is now true, and it is a
munici responsibiliti').11 e cute in Federal nutrition programs,

ially for school children, women, and infants sharply con-
trasts with the extraordi growth in Feacral farm subsidies, the
oversupply our Nation dgze uces, and most recently, the ini
tration’s offer to subsi grain costs to the Soviets. Clearly, we
have the resources; it is a question of nriorities.

As with nutrition, health care has primarily been a Federal/
State responsibility. The municipal role has traditionally been am-
bulance service, health clinics, and in ingly public hospitals.
Today, far too many Americans are without health care benefits.
The prospect of a full-time job no longer means the head of the
family will be able to provide for a sick child or for an accident.

Increasingly, when an American finds a job, he or she must play
Russian roullette; in taking the job, his or her family loses access
to the frayed Federal safetv net. This is narticnlarly a nrohlam fa
AFDU recip'ents who wish to leave the welfare rolls, but whose
only opportunities for employment are ones which lack health in-
surance.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Right.

Ms. ReynoLps. As the face of our cities changes and we go more
and more towards a service economy, more and more people dis-
Flaced from well-paying industrial jobs are taking jobs in lower
aning service industries where the employer does not provide

ealth tinsuram:e, and the wages do not allow the individual to pur-
chase it.

We oppose cuts in Medicaid. It ought to be expanded to cover the
working poor. We belicve the Federal Government must take the
lead in designing not only catastrophic coverage but also in assur-
ing that every American access to health care benefits. We be-
lieve there ought to be better coordination for State and local pre-
ventative health care programs, that is, we ought to do better in
reaching out in our own communities, particularly to pregnant
mothers and families with yo children. It is an investment
which will save all our levels of Government fiscal and human

pain.
We also believe there should be a careful review of Federal bene-
fits provided to health care providers, especially hospitals, based on
the levels of uncompensated care they actually provide. It is called
dumping. And in recent years we have noted an increase of pa-
tients at public hospitals who have becn turned away from profit
and nonprofit hospitals.
ile we view shelter, nutrition, and health as basic human
rights, we believe that every American ouiht to be given an oppor-
tunity to succeed. Yet in recent years, we have seen an increase in

poverty and a ﬁrowing disparity between rich and poor. We have
seen the growt|
the working poor.

of a new underclass of Americans—again, I say
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We are in the midst of potentially a generation of Americans
who could succeed in finding full-time work yet earn less than half
the poverty rate and would be ineligible for bene"" . No longer is it
sufficient to say workfare will succeed. Today L.¢  working Amer-
icans are in worse shr, " than those on welfare.

We believe that to . store dignity will require better education,
better wages and benefits for » job, an improved public infrastruc-
ture, and continued Federa: defi«it reduction. We believe education
to be primarily a State and local responsibility, and this is one area
where there are signs of improvement.

We are also gleased at the Administration’s recognition of the
need for expanded job training efforts in coordination with State
and local governments. This effort will not work, however, unless
there are minimum Federal standards for jobs which provide both
adequate minimum wage and health care benefits.

In your new capacity as Chairman of the Infrastructure Subcom-
mittee, you are certainly aware of the extraordinary gap in our
crumbling public infrastructure. It has been well documented, both
from the number of bridges which a fully loaded school bus cannot
cross to the more than $100 billion of municipal wastewater facili-
ties which must be built before th.e end of the century.

Perhape what has not been as well understood is that a contin-
ued deterioration of our public infrastructure carries enormous
costs in terms of lost time and opportunities. If we are unwilling to
make the needed investments in our roads, bridges, and clean
water, businesses will find other places to invest, places where
there is adequate access for goods tc get to and from the market.
Infrastructure is an issue which more and more affects those on
welfare. Recently, the city of Philadelphia cut off water from
33,000 families.

Senator MoyNIHAN. It did what?

Ms. ReyNoLbs. It is my understanding, sir, the water supply sys-
tems weren’t up to snuff, and the money was not there to repair
the infrastructure.

Senator MoyNIHAN. The oldest water supply system in the coun-
try is in the city of Philadelphia. They could do it in 1780; they
can’t do it in 1987,

Ms. ReyNoLDs. Imagine that. Well, maybe we haven’t changed so
much through the years after all, Senator.

Senator MoyN.4AN. No, things seemed to have gotten worse.

Ms. ReynNoLps. More people; same system. It stretches just so far.

Between 1979 and 1986, Federal spending has increased, but it
was cut in virtually every program impacting the poor; and we
wonder why we have a poverty problem. During that period, we set
unparalleled Federal deficits and trade deficits, so much so that we
are now the largest debtor nation in the world. These tax and

nding policies have meant that a disproportionate amount of

ernment spending is financed to borrowing. Too much of that
borrowing comes from foreign nations, undercutting our control of
our own destiny. Too much of our spending is devoted to paying off
interest. Reducing our dependence on borrowing, especially on for-
eign borrowing, and ensuring that Federal spending can be on pro-
ductive investment is a priority.
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Today, we devote nearly one percent of our gross national prod-
uct to pay interest on our foreign debt—-again, lost opportunities,
money and resources that could be used to educate and to make
ou‘;’people healthy.

e do not believe there is any magic answer. We do believe that
the problems th~* confront us are so complex and so great that
they must be lea with prodposala that lead to moderate and gradual
c to reeducate and make rehealthy our American people.
We believe the recent trends can be reversed with the right
amount of resources and political will applied to them.

We believe these programs should be paid for. We don't believe
that we ought to go further in debt to upgrade our way of life in
this country. We believe that taxes are the way things are paid for.
We spend $116 billion on welfare related programs. State and local
governments spend enormous amounts. States, in particular, have
experienced dramatic increases in educaticn aud prison spending.
Municipalities have experienced sharp increases in spending for in-
frastructure, education, and the homeless.

These increases are symptomatic of the problem. They are dol-
lars too late. They are not investments; they sre the results of in-
adequate investments.

though we will not be testifying before the House Budget Com-
mittee until week after next, in meetings to set our own budfet pri-
orities until the end of February, the National League of Cities
does have some suigestions.

The President’s budget calls for an increase in supplemental and
L. /7 appropriations for defense and foreign aid of nearly $30 bil-
lion, yet still claims to comply with the Gramm-Rudman target. In
our view, the administration should submit a r%uest for Federal
tax increases to pay for such spending increases. We should neither
boeedrrow that amount nor take it from those Americans most in
need.

The tax rate for the wealthiest Americans is scheduled to drop
28 percent next year. To be honest, our membership was dumb-
founded that the Federal Government could actually be cutting in-
dividual and corporate taxes in the same year in which we set by
far the largest Federal deficit ever recorded in our nation’s history.
We believe freezing current rates would be consistent with better
Federal fiscal policy and would be more consistent with basic no-
tions of fairness and progressivity.

While the new tax law restores low income Americans to the tax
status they had in the 1970’s, it provides a far more generous treat-
ment to tﬁe nation’s wealthiest citizens. It drops their tax rate to
the lowest level in decades.

We would note tnat either extending the 33 percent rate, instead
of having a bubble, or setting a top rate of 34 percenf—to reduce
tax motivated transaction from corporate to individual status—
would produce substantial revenues for either deficit reduction or
welfar2 reform investment.

year, consideration was given to increasing so-called sin
taxes on cigarettes and alcohol. These products contribute signifi-
cant costs in health care and crime at the Federal, State, and local
levels. They produce little benefit. The benefits should be in-
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creased; the taxes should be increased. It would be a double-edged
investment for us all.

I would like to add, Mr. Chairman, that having already run well
over my time——

Senator MoYNIHAN. No, you have not.

Ms. ReyNowpe. I have not?

Senator MoynNmAN. No, you have not.
AllMsﬁ'ghmt. oLpe. Well, I have reached my last paragraph, Senator.

Senator MoyNIHAN. You have come from Colorado. You have
spent 20 hours in an airport. You just take all the time you want.

Ms. Reynowno. All the time I want? Thank you. After 20 hours in
the airport, however, I will conclude shortly because I am ready for
our staff to buy me a good lunch. I figured they owe it to me.

Senator MoYNIHAN. All right.

Ms. ReynoLps. As I have advised you, we do believe reducing the
Federal deficit is an integral part of any poverty solution. We need
a strong economy, strong cities in order to deal with the problems

of rty in this country.
'Fo sum up, we believe th'eegon.l should be public assistance that
helps create healthy, educated populations, better able to care for
themselves. Finance through tax money, not deficii spending, not
adding to the national debt.

As to the method, we believe that strong parental and personal
responsibility should be created through education, specifically tar-
ge such as those ing with drug eradication, and
sexual and parenting education. We believe in enforcement of re-
sponsibilities, for example, child support. We believe in reinforce-
ment of community-based tEerogmms for youth—scouting, et
cetera—to reinstill pride and gense of community and family in
ou;lyoung people.

e believe that all levels of Government have roles to play, and
the roles vary with the programs. We pay now or we pay later. We
believe we should pay now. We believe we must get new housing in
the pipelines to take care of tomorrow’s problems before they are
tomorrow’s crises.

We believe we are all responsible for proper nutrition, health
care, and for direct assistance to those who absolutely need it.

The strategy, we believe, is to develop in this country a strong
economy to investing in our future. The places we invest in our
future 18 to invest in our people and our infrastructure. Strong
people make a strong economy, and a strong economy makes a
stronger America.

So, we don’t believe we can talk about welfare, poverty, or wel-

fare reform without talking also about the questions of housing, of

health, of nutrition, of education and about the fabric of our socie-
ty. It is cheaper now to paly the money required to do these things
we have ovtlined than to leave a legacy of a welfare state forever
for our children and our grandchildren. ’

We thank you very much for your time.

Senator MoYNHAN. We thank you, Madame President. I imagine
you might want lunch, but you won’t mind staying just for a
moment?

Ms. ReyNoLps. Absolutely.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. I have some comments and questions.

First of all, with respect to your remarks about the tax bill,
might I just say that although it appears that we reduced the top
rates, there was in fact a very considerable increase in the actual
taxes paid for a m considerable number of persons because the

m that we evolved from with tax shelters and other

i meant that some people just weren't paying taxes at all,
whom you would have thought owed a great deal; and that bill
came out of this committee.

For persons with adjusted gross incomes of $100,000 or more, half
had a tax cut that was considerable; but half had a considerable
tax increase, and you just saw the reality up there of those who
made a lot and paid none.

In some of the new programs in recent years, while we have cut
programs for the poor, my God, you may have noticed Texas—
where your predecessor comes from—they just announced that the
single ﬁrgest recipient of farm subsidies under the Administra-
tion’s program in Texas, a person received somewhat over $1 mil-
lion cash who is the Crown Prince of Lichtenstein.

Ms. ReyNowps. I read that.

Senator MOYNIHAN. An interesting idea—if you have got to help
out, help out those needy aristocrats—

A couple of things. We have been looking for commonalities, and
we are trying to find where we . There are two things that
keep eom#:f up. One is this view that Medicaid should be available
to poor children generally; as we have said before, you could not
think of anything dumber in the way of providing incentives than
to say to a mother with dependent children and on welfare that if
s%fl g:: out into the work force, she loses the medical care for her
c .

You know, I have watched my wife raise three children in the
course of 33 :7ears or so, and what do mothers do? Mothers are said
to do a ot of things, but in my personal experience, mothers look
after sick children. There is always somebody who has just fallen
down stairs, cut himself, gotten chicken pox, etcetera; and that is
ﬂl;‘i!l dlirie of a mother, as a custom, looking after the health of the
c n.

To lose health insurance—you know, to get out of the house and
on with your own life—is sort of to ask yourself: Do I care more
about me or do I care more about m’;' children? And that is a dumb
position to put a woman in, is it not?

Ms. Reynorps. The problem that we are running into now in
those terms is true. The largest section of our needy Kopulation in
Denver are the working poor. The people who have chosen, we be-
lieve, the right path to hold down a job, to do the best they can,
and then they do not qualify, as you point out, for thesz programs.

Two things happen. One, children especially and rregnant
women do not get proper early care, and we end up paying a
much larger price when the care mes emergent, when we are
dealing with trauma care as a problem develops.

Secondly, eventually the medical care is being paid; but rather
than being &a.id for thro:gh the Federal systems to the established
g?gmms. ey simpl ow up at our public hospitals. Denver

neral Hospital is a fine institution, and we provide more than 90
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percent of the medically indigent care in Colorado. That is where
these people show up. That is the $25 million that the city pays di
rectly for health care for citizens of Denver for the working poor
that drop through the Federal safety net.

Senator MoYNIHAN. In other words, they are showing up——

Ms. ReyNoLps. They show up in the emergency room.

Senator MoYNIHAN. The idea is to not let those children get so
sick that they have to do that.

Ms. ReynoLps. Denver has had a model program for many years
of health clinics to deal with preventative care. As our budgets are
becoming more strapped—the economy in my part of the country is
not at the moment—we are having to cut back. Where we
have to cut back first is on the preventative programs, which we
cannot obviously—

Senator MoYNIHAN. You pay now or you pay later.

Ms. ReyNoLps. Right.

Senator MoYNIHAN. It is that type of proposition, and so you
really do pay later.

Ms. ReynNoLps. So, we are paying later, and we are paying great-
er costs.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Ms. REyNoLDs. And we feel that there is a better way to handle
ige and we are obviously searching with you for ways to address

m.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I really want to thank you for your empha-
sis on housing. We haven’t heard about that this morning. And you
know, what in the devil is going on? At least, in the past we
certain uniformities. The Dow Jones reached 2,000, and everybody
was happy; and thereafter, when there were problems, everybody
was sleeping on the streets. Now you have got both. We know that
the homeless reality is—a fair part is discharged mental patients
and the Community Health Act of 1962, which I was involved with
with President Kennedy; and we proceeded very much. We almost
emptied out our mental institutions.

The idea was to provide community institutions that would re-
ceive them, and that would be substantive. And we did the one,
and then we forgot about the other; and we look up a generation
later, and you have this problem. But it is not just that problem. It
is also the problem of poor persons without housing.

Ms. ReyNoLD8. We estimate that only about 20 percent of the
people in our homeless situation are the mental health patients.

Senator MoyNHAN. Is that right? In Denver?

Ms. RevyNoLDs. Yes. We were benefits of the catchment area
theory, and we are still trying to recover from those benefits.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes.

Ms. REyNoLDS. And there was a time a few years back when
most of the people that were homeless were either through that
system through our lack of community health care or old-fashioned
homeless men, generally alcoholics, a predictable pogulauon.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Like we have the Bowery problem.

Ms. ReyNoLDs. That is not the truth any more. The truth is we
are dealing with both men and women. We are dealing with mostly
people who have had records in their lives of holding down jobs;
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the j are gone; they have no recourse. And ap incredible
n r of familiee—one and two parent families—children.

One of our fine private groups in Denver just opened up a brand
new 250-bed place for the homeless. When they started building it
a couple of years ago, they set aside a third of that for families.
't!'hey are now finding that they need more than half of that for the

Senator MoYNIHAN. You have hands-on responsibility for a great
city. You know when you are dealing with a former mental na-
tient; they are an individual and, alas, they are—

Ms. ReynoLps. That is your revolving door policy because you
really can’t help them beyond shelter and food.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And then, you know you have a certain pop-
ulation which is in ways a mentally distressed population that we
associate with the single male, the skid row world that has been a
gart of our lives for a long time; but that is a very different thing.

ou speak of 20 percent as the discharged mental patients. When
families appear homeless, that is bizarre. We haven’t had that ex-
perience in this country.

Ms. ReynoLbs. It is not just a problem, Senator, to be discussed
here or in the government buildings in Denver. There is now being
petitioned onto the ballot in Denver for our May election a propos-
al that would say that the city and county of Denver must provide
shelter for everyone, period, period, period. Now, that is a wonder-
ful idea, and I have a hard time arguing about shelters, especially
after I just read you such an eloguent statement for providing it.

The problem, of course, is that we have ro way to provide
enough shelter for everyone who comes to town, especially if we
put vp a lot of advertising, without some help. If that should pass,
it will give us tremendous legal problems, an open-door expense
that we as a city simply cannot foot.

But I think it demonstrates the public’s awareness in the last
year or two of the homeless problem, and it is no longer confined to
the traditional homeless population.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes, but what you don’t want to have is to
be the one city in America where, if r:: go there, you are going to
be looked after. I mean, that is why this has to be a national effort.

Ms. ReynoLps. Absolutely right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I want to ask you one last question. We
early heard testimony from very distinguished Members of the—we
still say “the other body”; they now say the Senate—that the reali-
ty was that the era of Federal-tocity and Federal-to-municipal
grants is over. That is an era that began in the 1960’s, and I was
much involved in some of those things. Do you think that is the
reality, or what?

Ms. ReynoLps. I think that has certainly been the trend, Sena-
tor, in the last few years.

Senator MOYNIHAN. On that chart, if you would look at that
green line, and Senator Evans presented that in his opening testi-
mony, that is Federal grants-in-aid to State and local governments
since 1978, or 1976, I guess. You can see what has happened. I don’t
have to ?tell you that; it has happened in Denver. But it is striking,
is it not
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Ms. ReynoLps. I find it also a coincidence that, according to that
chart, almost from the day I took office, the Federal role has de-
ghngl,a and I am not sure how responsible I want to feel personally
or that.

There are still programs that go directly from the Federal Gov-
ernment to cities. There aren’t many left, and there aren’t certain-
gthenumbersthereusedtobe. t is a trend we would like to

ivert. Certainly, there is a very real partnership between the Fed-
eral Government and cities.

States are wonderful institutions and their roles are indispensa-
ble obviously in this form of government, but local government is
where people live and where people are served. The Federal Gov-
ernment is the only body with the combined resources to deal with
disparities. We have to be partners, and we will be, no matter how
money is exc

MoyNIHAN. That is the branch of government which
reaches out and touches le.

Ms. ReynoLps. That ispr?;gt, if you want to live somewhere.

Senator MoYNTHAN. Everyone lives somewhere. I suppose I wrote
the Presidential m: that proposed revenue sharing in 1969.
Previously, the idea been just to have the Federal Government
send it to the States; and I thought, no, it needs to go directly to
municipalities. And you can’t use the great resources of American
federalism if you don’t give those units of government some re-
sources.

Ms. ReyNoLps. Your leadership in these areas has been much ap-
preciated by us for a very long while. We believe that the relation-
ship is strained right now, and obviously there are money problems
on both sides; but the relationships need to be maintained and
strengthened if we are all going to survive into the future.

I think the Federal Government pretending that cities aren’t im-
portant is ridiculous obviously because we create the wealth. We
are where the people are. You know, we are you and you are us;
and for the cities to simply throw up their hands in despair, as
they are tempted to do occasionally by what goes on in Washing-
ton, is equally shortsighted because we are all connected in this
vast ball game.

We are trying very hard as cities to reestablish and strengthen
good relationships with the Congress, with The White House, with
the Governors, State legislators. and county organizations because
we are indeed doomed, I think, in terms of improving the situation
if we are not all playing on the same side of the field.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Let me suggest that you don’t have to rees-
tablish good relations with the Congress; you have them. There are
16,000 of you, and you have very nice. It was very nice of you to get
on a plane in Colorado, through all that misery of travel on a
wintry Jan day to be here. We are honored to have you,
Madame President, and we thank you very much for your testimo-

ny.
Ms. ReyNoLps. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator MoYNIHAN. Now, it is our greatest pleasure that Arthur
Flemming has been able to get here. He always gets things done
when everyone else finds it impossible. Dr. Flemming, we have one
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panel that will be heard from before your testimony, if there is
anyone here who can present it.

The travel problems have been just so bad for so many people.
Stephen Heintz wanted to come down from Connecticut to speak
for the American Public Welfare Association. I don’t think he has
been able to make it. I have been told it was out of the question %o
even try. Has Robert Fulton of Oklahoma City arrived, also repre-
senting the Public Welfare Association? I think not. Mr. Sidney
Johnson is here. Could you present their testimony, Mr. Johnson,
a8 Dr. Bane presented that of Governor Cuomo? We welcome you,
gir. Would you give our best regards to Mr. Fulton and Mr. Heintz?
You see the condition of the Senate, and we understand their con-
dition as well. Welcome, si..

[The prepared written statement of Ms. Reynolds follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
CATHY REYNOLDS. COUNCILWOMAN-AT-LARGE. DENVER, COLORADO
AND PRESIDENT OF
THE NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES
January 23, 1987

YR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE., My NAME IS CATHY
REYNOLDS. | AM A COUNCILWOMAN FROM DENVER AND "RESIDENT OF THE

. NationaL Leacue oF CITIES. | AM TESTIFYING TODAY ON BEHALF OF THE
PUBLICLY ELECTED OFFICIALS OF 16,000 OF THE NATION’S CITIES AND
TOWNS .

WE ARE GRATEFUL FOR YOUR LEADERSHIP ON THIS ISSUE, MR.
CHATRMAN, FOR WE KNOW OF ALMOST NO NATIONAL LEADER WITH MORE
EXPERIENCE., PERSPECTIVE, OR CONCERN--NOR WITH A BETTER
UNDERSTANDING OF OUR FEDERAL SYSTEM.

To THE NATION'S MUNICIPAL LEADERS. IMPROVING OUR WELFARE
SYSTEM IS A CRITICAL ISSUE WHICH WILL REQUIRE NEW INVESTMENT.
DEDICATION, AND COORDINATION AT ALL LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT. ~OR
MUNICIPALITIES, THE EROSION OF OUR EXISTING SAFETY NET IS OF
PARTICULAR CONCERN: IT IS OUR ROLE IN OUR SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT TO
RESPOND TO THE PEOPLE FOR WHOM THE SYSTEM HAS FAILED.

TOR US, THE FAILURES OF OUR CURRENT SYSTEM CREATE MASSIVE
INVESTMENTS AT THE MUNICIPAL LEVEL TO RESPOND TO HUMAN MISERY.
WHEN THE MEDICAL CRISIS, THE DRUG-RELATED MURDER, THE EVICTION.
OR THE EXHAUSTION OF FOOD IS REACHED, CRISIS INTERVENTION FALLS TO
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT,
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EVERY DOLLAR WE SPEND AT THE MUNICIPAL LEVEL TO DEAL
WITH A SYMPTOM OF POVERTY IS A DOLLAR WE CANNOT SPEND TO PREVENT
THE CAUSE. FROM OUR PERSPECTIVE, WE SEE THE ULTIMATE RESULTS OF
INADEQUATE INVESTMENT., AND YET WE BEAR THE GREATEST
RESPONSIBILITY, AND THUS HAVE THE GREATEST STAKE IN IMPROVING THE
SYSTEM.

Basic PRINCIPLES AND GOALS

FIRST, WE BELIEVE THERE OUGHT TO BE A MORAL COMMITMENT TO
HUMAN DIGNITY, EVERY AMERICAN SHOULD BE ELIGIBLE FOR A MINIMUM
STANDARD OF LIVING PROVIDING ADEQUATE SHELTER, NUTRITION., AND
HEALTH CARE.,

SECOND, EVERY AMERICAN SHOULD HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO LIET
HIMSELF OR HERSELF AND FAMILY OUT OF POVERTY.

THIRD. OUR COUNTRY MUST REWARD THOSE WHO WORK.

FOURTH, WE MUST INVEST IN OUR SINLLE MOST IMPORTANT
RESOURCE: OUR CHILDREN.,

FIFTH, ANY FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL MUST PROVIDE FOR
COMPREHENSIVE COORDINATION BETWEEN ALL LEVELS OF GOVI.RNMENT,

HE ARE, WITHOUYT QUESTION, THE RICHEST AND MOST POWERFUL NATION
ON EARTH. WE ARE A NATION WHICH APPARENTLY HAS THE IMAGIMATION AND
THE FISCAL., CREATIVE, AND TECHNICAL RESOURCES TO PUT NUCLEAR
WEAPONS INTO GOD’S HEAVENS. AND YET TUDAY NEARLY ONE OUT OF EVERY
FOUR INFANTS [S BORN INTO POVERTY,

-
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WE HAVE UNACCEPTABLE RATES OF INFANT MORTALITY=-H[GHER IN SOME
OF OUR CITIES THAN THIRD WORLD NATIONS. ALL TOO MANY OF THOSE
INFANTS WHO LIVE HAVE ALREADY HAVE BEEN CONDEMNED BY INADEQUATE
MATERNAL HEALTH CARE AND NUTRITION. THESE CHILDREN WILL BECOME A
MORE AND MORE EXPENSIVE BURDEN TO OUR SOCIETY: A HUMAN WASTE
CAUSED BY OUR OWN DISINVESTMENT,

OurR GOAL MUST BE TO INSURE THAT NO AMERICAN CHILD IS DENIED
THE OPPORTUNITY TO SUCCEED.

W&m@ﬂ%&m

FINDING METHODS TO INCREASE PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY I3
CRUCIAL. IN THIS AREA. ALMOST MORE THAN ANY OTHER. COORDINATION
BETWEEN ALL LAYERS OF GOVERNMENT AND THE PRIVATZ SECTOR IS A
PREREQUISITE,

FIRST, THIS IS AN AREA WHICH WILL REQUIRE A GREATER FEDERAL
INVESTMENT IN THE PROGRAMS THAT HAVE PROVEN EFFECTIVE. WE BELIEVE
THESE [SSUES A.E WELL ADDRESSED IN TITLE | OF THE CHIDREN'S
SURVIVAL BILL,

SECOND. WE BELIEVE THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MUST PROVIDE
TARGETED FISCAL ASSISTANCE TO UNITS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT SO THAT WE
HAVE THE ABILITY TO PROVIDE BETTER SPECIAL NEEDS AND PREVENTATIVE
SERVICES,

As THE LEVEL OF G0'ERKMENT CLOSEST TO FAMILIES, AND AS THE
LEVEL ULTIMATELY RESPONSIBLE. LOCAL GOVERNMENTS NEED BASIC LEVELS
OF RESOUKCES TO MEET HUMAN NEEDS.
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YET THERE 1S A WIDE“PREAD DISPARITY THROUGHOUT THE
NATION==ESPECIALLY IN CENTRAL CITIES AND RURAL CITI! . AND TOWNS:
THE MUNICIPALITIES WITH DISPROPORTIOMATE LEVELS OF POVERTY AND.,
THEREFORE, INADEQUATE TAX BASES AND FISCAL RESOURCES.

LAST YE - A LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN OKLAHOMA SET A POLICY
GUIDELINE FOR ITS CHILD ABUSE UNIT. [F AN EMPLOYEE DETERMINED THAT
A CHILD CALLING IN AN EMERGENCY ABUSE CASE WAS OLD ENOUGH TO
PHYSICALLY ESCAPE, THERE WAS TO BE NO IMMEDIATE RESPONSE, THERE
SI'tPLY WAS NOT ENOUGH MONEY,

LasT week., THE NEw YORK TIMES REPORTED SIGNIFICAAT INCREASES
IN HOMICIDES IN CENTRAL CITIES--ESPECIALLY AMONG TE’NAGERS. THIS
YEAR THESE SAME CENTRAL CITIES WILL HAVE SEVERELY REDUZED
RESOURGES. A CITY sucH As DETROIT RECEIVED NEARLY 8 TIMES AS MUCH
IN REVENUE SHARING PER CAPITA AS WEALTHY SUBURBAN
JURISDICTIONS--AND MOST CENTRAL CITIES DEVOTED THEIR REVENUE
SHARING TO POLICE AnD FIRE SERVICES. THE LOS3 OF REVENUE SHARING
IS LIKELY TO MAKE CENTRAL CITY SAFETY EVEN MORE DIFFICUT.

POVERTY ERODES A MUNICIPALITY’S TAX BASE, BUT INCREASES THE
DEMANDS FOR HUMAN SERVICES--ESPECIALLY CHILD ABUSE. DRUG AND
ALCOHOL RELATED ABUSE, ARSON, AND VIOLENT CRIME. i/ITHOUT SOME
MEANS TO RESPOND TO INCREASING FISCAL DISPARITIES BETWEEN REGIONS
AND MUNICIPALITIES, WE FEAR THE POSSIBILITY OF EVEN MORE VICIOUS
CYCLES,

THI®D, WE BELIEVE STATES MUST CONTINUE TO COMMIT INCREASED
EGAL AND ISCAL RESCURCES TO ENFORCEMENT, ESPECIALLY

POST-ADJUDICATION ENFORCEMENT, FOR CHILD-SUPPORT,
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FOURTH., WE BELIEVE THAT ALL LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT NEED TO
COORDINATE NEW RESOURCES TO EARLIER AND LATER EDUCATION RELATING
TO FAMILIES. THAT IS, WE NEED TO PROVIDE MUCH BETTER EFFORTS TO
TEACH TEENAGERS AND YOUNG PARENTS--SINGLE OR MARRIED--ABOUT THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF PARENTHOOD. AND WE NEED TO PROVIDE HEAD START
SERVICES--IN COORDINATION WITH NUTRITION AND HEALTH CARE--MUCH
SOONER, WE CANNOT AFFORD TO NEGLECT CHILDREN UNTIL THEY ENTER
K INDERGARTEN: A CHILD'S CHANCES OF MAKING A POSITIVE CONTRIBUTION
TO OUR SOCIETY MIGHT ALREADY BE IRREMEDIABLY HARMED,

THE CiTy OF MINNEAPOLIS HAS FOUND THAT EVERY DOLLAR INVESTED
IN PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS RETURNS 4 DOLLARS TO THE COMMUNITY IN TERMS
OF REDUCED GOVERNMENT COSTS FOR EDUCATION AND LEGAL COSTS FOR
DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR AS WELL AS INCREASED ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES
FOR THE CHILDREN., THE CITY OF ALEXANDRIA HAS FOUND THAT POOR, NEW
PARENTS ARE OFTEN THE LEAST WELL-EQUIPPED TO UNDERSTAND THE
RESPONSIBILITIES OF PARENTHOOD AND THE IMPORTANCE OF EARLY
EDUCATION,

FIFTH., WE BELIEVE THAT ALL OF US WHO CLAIM TO BE LEADERS NEED
TO RETHINK OUR OWN ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES, 'fE NEED TO
ENCOURAGE, PARTICIPATE, AND WORK WITH PRIVATE AND NON-PROFIT
ORGANIZATIONS WHICH TRADITIONALLY HAVE HELPED BRING FAMILIES
TOGETHER IN OUR COMMUNITIES TO TEACH BETTER PARENTAL
RESPONSIBILITIES,

QUR IMMEDIATE PAST PRESIDENT, 'AYOR ENRY CISNEROS SUGGESTED
THAT WE COULD ALL DEVOTE MORE TIME AND EFFORT TO ENCOURAGING THE
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Scouts, THE YM AND HCA’S, AND OTHERS WHO THROUGH THE YEARS HAVE
WORKED SO HARD TO DEVELOP A SENSE OF COMMUNITY AND VALUES FOR
FAMILIES IN OUR COMMUNITIES.

v n 2

ALmosT ALL OF THE 33 MILLION AMERICANS WHO LIVE IN POVERTY
LIVE IN THE NATION’S CITIES AND TOWNS. SIXTY-ONE PERCENT LIVE IN
METROPOLITAN AREAS, THE OTHERS LIVE IN RURAL TOWNS AND CITIES.

THUS, MUNICIPALITIES HAVE THE FRONT LINE ROLF IN ANY WAR ON
POVERTY. CONSEQUENTLY, WE BELIEVE THAT ANY SUGGESTION THAT ALL
CURRENT MUNICIPAL PROGRAMS SHOULD BE ELIMINATED IS IRRESPONSIBLE
AND WOULD EXACERBATE, RATHER THAN ALLEVIATE POVERTY.

RATHER, WE BELIEVE ALL LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT MUST COORDINATE
AND COOPERATE. IN THAT REGARD, "R. CHAIRMAN., | AM VERY PLEASED TO
REPORT THAT THE HATIONAL LEAGUE oF CITIES WAS BEEN INVITED TO WORK
WITH THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS’ ASSOCIATION AS THEY PREPARE THEIR
COMPREHENSIVE FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL--A PROPOSAL., !
SHOULD ADD., WHICH WOULD NOT INVOLVE THE SO-CALLED "DEVOLUTION" OF
MUNICIPAL PROGRAMS .

THE ROLES OF THE ALL LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT WILL VARY DEPENDING
UPON THE PROGRAM, BUT ALL INVOLVE A MINIMUM FEDERAL ROLE:

Housing
THE COST AND ACCESS TO DECENT, SAFE AND SANITARY SHELTER IS
THE SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT DETERMINAKT SHAPING A FAMILY,
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IN OUR NATION. ENSURING SUCH SHELTER FOR ALL AMERICAN FAMILIES
HAS BEEN A FEDERAL GOAL FOR ALMOST 50 YEARS. A HOME IS THE
CRITICAL SHELTER UNDER WHICH A FAMILY IS BUIL1,

THE PROVISION OF LOW INCOME HOUSING HAS BEEN ALMOST UNIWUELY A
FEDERAL-LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY, IT IS ONE IN WHICH FEW STATES HAVE
PLAYED ALMOST ANY SIGNIFICANT ROLE, EXCEPT FOR THE ISSUANCE OF
SINGLE AND MULTIFAMILY MORTGAGE REVENUE BONDS,

MUNICIPALITIES ARE OPERATORS OF PUBLIC HOUSING AND HOMELESS
SHELTERS, AND ARE RESPONSIBLE THROUGH ZONING, CODE ENFORCEMENT.
AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FOR THE SHAPE OF HOUSING FOR ALL CUR
CONSTITUENTS,

YET SHELTER FOR ALL AMERICANS IS A GOAL TO WHICH THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT HAS INCREASINGLY TURNED ITS BACK. IN NO AREA OF FEDERAL
POLICY HAVE THERE BEEN DEEPER CUTS.

THE EVOLUTION OF FEDERAL HOUSING POLICY--DIRECT AND THROUGH
THE FEDERAL TAX CODE--SINCE 1979 WAS RADICALLY ALTERED THE SHAPE
OF FEDERAL POLICY. IT HAS REAPED RECORD NUMBERS OF HOMELESS
FAMILIES AND CHILDREN. OVERCROWDED HOUSING. AND EXORBITANT COSTS.

STILL TO COME IS AN EVEN WORSE CRISIS. AS THE EXISTING
PIPELINE OF HOUSING RUNS OUT OVER THE NEXT FEW YEARS, HUNDREDS OF
THOUSANDS OF FAMILIES WILL BE DISPLACED. WE LITERALLY HAVE A TIME
BOMB JUST WAITING TO EXPLODE.

I WOULD NOTE FOR THE COMMITTEE OUR SPECIAL CONCERN FOR
SHELTER, PAYING THE RENT HAS ALMOST ALWAYS TAKEN PRECEDENCE OVER
PAYING FOR ADEQUATE PREVENTATIVE HEALTH CARE, CHILD CARE, OR
NUTRITION. IF WE CANNOT PROVIDE SHELTER, THAN ALL ELSE IS AT
RISK,

Q -1-23(3
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AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL, WE BELIEVE THREE STEPS ARE CRITICAL:

FIRST, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MUST RECOMMIT ITSELF TOWARDS THE
NATIONAL GOAL SET IN THE LAW BY REAUTHORIZING THE NATION'S EXPIRED
HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT LAWS AND SETTING A FIRM GOAL OF
PROVIDING NEW HOUSING, WE BELIEVE PROPOSALS TO FUND WELFARE REFORM
THROUGH THE TERMINATION OF FEDERAL LOW INCOME HOUSING ASSISTANCE
WOULD BE DEVASTATING, SIMILARLY, WE BELIEVE A FAILURE TO ADDRESS
THE TICKING TIME BOMB WILL MAKE TODAY'S HOMELESS PROBLEMS AND
COSTS APPEAR ALMOST NON-EXISTENT COMPARED WITH FUTURE PROBLEMS AND
COSTS .,

SECOND, FAMILIES WHO CANNOT AFFORD TO OWN A FIRST OR VACATION
HOME QUGHT TO RECEIVE AT LEAST AS MUCH ASSISTANCE THROUGH DIRECT
AND TAX EXPENDITURES AS THOSE AMERICANS WHO ARE FORTUNATE ENOUGH
TO OWN C RRENTLY DO. SINCE 1979. FEDERAL HOUSING POLICY HAS
INCREASINGLY SHUT OFF THOSE MOST IN NEED, WHILE OVERALL
EXPENDITURES HAVE ACTUALLY INCREASED. THE RECENTLY ENACTED TAX
REFORM LEGISLATION AGGRAVATED Th" DISPARITY., WE EXPECT IT WILL
INCREASE RENTAL COSTS FOR LOW INCOME AMERICANS BETWEEN 15-30
PERCENT--IN MANY CASES FAR IN EXCESS OF THE TAX RELIEF REALIZED.
HE STRONGLY SUPPORT EFFORTS 73 RE~ADDRESS SENATOR “ITCHELL'S LOW
INCOME HOUSING TAX CREDIT PROPOSAL TO ENSURE THAT IT IS WORKABLE
AND REACHES MANY MORE OF THOSE IN NEED.

THIRD, WE URGE AMENDING TITLE VII] OF THE FAIR YousING AcT
TO PROHIBIT HOUSING DISCRIMINATION AGAINST FAMILIES WITH
CHILDREN, NOT ONLY DOES SUCH DISCRIMINATION CAUSE UNDUE HARDSHIPS
FOR FAMILIES ON WELFARE, BUT ALSO IT INCREASES THE COST OF WHAT
SHELTER IS OPEN TO SUCH FAMILIES,

. FRIC
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I NOTE THIS PARTICULARLY, MR. CHAIRMAN. BECAUSE HOUSING
DISCRIMINATION IS AN ISSUE WAICH MANY CITIES ARE HELPLESS TO
ADDRESS: OR INSTANCE, THE PREVIOUS ADMINISTRATION IN THE
CCMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINTA SIGNED LEGISLATION WHICH SPECIFICALLY
PERMITS SUCH DISCRIMINATION AND PREEMPTS ANY MUNICIPAL AUTHORITY
TO THE CONTRARY.

PASSAGE OF SUCH LEGISLATION WOULD BE A DESERVING HONOR FOR
THE YEARS AND YEARS OF EFFORTS OF YOUR FORMER COLLEAGUE CHARLES
Pac MatHiAs,

MutRiTION

SOUP KITCHENS ARE NO LONGER A MEMORY. HUNGER 1S A VERY REAL
PART OF AMERICA TODAY, IT IS A NEW RESPONSIBILITY FOR
MUNICIPALITIES.,

THE CUTS IN FEDERAL NUTRITION PROGRAMS, ESPECIALLY FOR
SCHOOL CHILDREN, WOMEN, AND INFANTS SHARPLY CONTRAST WITH THE
EXTRAORDINARY GROWTH 14 FEDERAL FARM SUBSIDIES. THE OVERSUPPLY
OUR NATION PRODUCES, AND, MOST RECENTLY, THE ADMINISTRATION’S
OFFER TO SUBSIDIZE GRAIN COSTS TO THE SOVIETS.

CLEARLY WE HAVE THE RESOURCES: IT IS A QUESTION OF PRIORITIES.

HEALTH

As WITH NUTRITION, HMEALTH CARE HAS PRIMARILY BEEN A
FEDERAL--STATE RESPONSIBILITY. THE MUNICIPAL ROLE HAS
TRADITIONALLY BEEN AMBULANCE SERVICE, HEALTH CLINICS. AND.

INCREASINGLY, PUBLIC HOSPITALS.
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ToDAY, FAR TOO MANY AMERICANS ARE WITHOUT ANY HEALTH CARE
BENEFiTS, THE PROSPECT OF A FULL TIME JOB NO LONGER MEANS A HEAD
OF FAMILY WILL BE ABLE TO PROVIDE FOR A SICK CHILD, OR FOR AN

ACCIDENT, INCREASINGLY, WHEN AN AMERICAN FINDS A JOB, HE OR SHE
MUST PLAY RUSSIAN ROULETTE: FOR IN TAKING A JOB, WIS OR HER

FAMILY LOSES ACCESS TO THE FRAYED FEDERAL SAFETY NET. THIS IS
PARTICULARLY A PROBLEM FOR ASDC RECIPIENTS WHO WISH TO LEAVE THE
WELFARE ROLLS, BUT WHOSE ONLY OPPORTUNITIES FOR EMPLOYMENT ARE
ONES WHICH LACK HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE,

We OPPOSE ANY CuTS IN MEDICAID. [T OUGHT TO BE EXPANDED TO
COVER THE WORKING POOR, WE BELIEVE THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MU3T
TAKE THE LEAD IN DESIGNING NOT ONLY A CATASTROPHIC COVERAGE
PROGRAM, BUT ALSO IN ASSURING THAT EVERY AMERICAN HAS ACCEZS TO
HEALTH CARE BENEFITS.

WE BELIEVE THAT THERE OUGHT TO BE BETTER COORDINATION *ND
SUPPORT FOR STATE AND LOCAL PREVENTATIVE HEALTH CARE
PROGRAMS--THAT IS, WE OUGHT TO DO BETTER IN REACHING OUT IN OUR
OWN COMMUNITIES., PARTICULARLY TO PREGNANT MOTHERS AND FAMILIES
WITH YOUNG CHILDREN, IT IS AN INVESTMENT WHICH WILL SAVE ALL OUR
LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT FISCAL AND HUMAN PAIN DOWN THE ROAD.

WE ALSO BELIEVE THAT THERE SHOULD BE A CAREFUL REVIEW OF
FEDERAL BENEFITS PROVIDED TO HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS--ESPECIALLY
HOSPITALS-~BASED UPON THE LEVELS OF UNCOMPENSATED CARE THEY
ACTUALLY PROVIDE. IN RECENT YEARS WE HAVE NOTED AN INCREASE OF
PATIENTS AT PUBLIC HOSPITALS WHO HAVE BEEN TURNED AWAY FROM PROFIT
AND NON-PROFIT HOSPITALS.

I 4




QPPORTUNITIES

WHILE WE VIEW SHELTER, NUTRITION, AND HEALTH AS BASIC HUMAN
RIGHTS; WE BELIEVE THAT EVERY AMERICAN OUGHT TO BE GIVEN THE
OPPORTUNITY TO SUCCEED.

YET. IN RECENT YEARS, WE HAVE SEEN AN INCREASE IN POVERTY
AND A GROWING DISPARITY BETWEEN RICH AND POOR., YE HAVE SEEN THE
GROWTH OF A NEW UNDERCLASS OF AMERICANS: THE WORKING POOR., WE ARE
IN THE MIDST OF POTENTIALLY A GENERATION OF AMERICANS WHO COULD
SUCCEED IN FINDING FULL TIME WORK. YET EARN LESS THAN HALF THE
POVERTY RATE AND BE INELIGIBLE FOR ANY BENEFITS.

No LoNGER IS IT SUFFICIENT TO SAY WORKFARE WILL SUCCEED.
TODAY MANY WORKING AMERICANS ARE IN WORSE SHAPE THAN THOSE ON
WELFARE . INDLED. GETTING A JOB IS OFTEN LIKELY TO MEAN GIVING UP
ONE’'S FAMILY'S HEALTH CARE BENEFITS.

WE BELIEVE THAT TO RESTIRE DIGNITY WILL REQUIRE: BETTER
EDUCATION., BETTER WAGES AND BENEFITS FOR ANY JOB, AN IMPROVED
PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE, AND CONTINUED FEDERAL DEFICIT REDUCTION,

WE BELIEVE EDUC/.TION TO BE PRIMARILY A STATE AND LOCAL
RESPONSIBILITY., AND THIS IS ONE AREA WHERE THERE ARE SIGNS OF
IMPROVEMENT ,

HE ARE PLEASED AT THE ADMINISTRATION’S RECOGNITION OF THE
NEED FOR EXPANDED JCB TRAINING EFFORTS IN COORDINATION WITH STATE
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, THIS cFFORT wILL NOT WORK. HOWEVER. UNLESS
THERE ARE MINIMUM FEDERAL STANDARDS FOR JOBS WHICH PROVIDE BOTH
AN ADEQUATE MINIMUM WAGE AND HEALTH CARE BENEFITS.
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IN YOUR NEW CAPACITY AS CHAIRMAN OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE
SUBCOMMITTEE, YOU ARE CERTAINLY AWARE OF THE EXTRAORDINARY GAP IN
OUR CRUMBLING PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE. IT HAS BEEN WELL DOCUMENTED.,
BOTH FROM THE NUMBER OF 3RIDGES WHICH A FULLY-LOADED SCHOOL BuUS
CANNOT CROSS TO THE MORE THAN $100 BILLION OF MUNICIPAL
WASTEWATER FACILITIES WHICH MUST BE BUILT BEFORE THE END OF THE
CENTURY,

PERHAPS WHAT HAS NOT BEEN AS WELL UNDERSTOOD IS THAT A
CONTINUED DETERIORATION OF QUR PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE CARRIES
ENORMOUS COSTS IN TERMS OF LOST TIME AND OPPORTUNITIES. IF WE ARE
UNWILLING TO MAKE THE NEEDED INVESTMENTS IN QUR ROADS. BRIDGES,
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS, AND CLEAN WATERJ BUSINESS WILL
FIND OTHER PLACES TO INVEST ~ PLACES WHERE THERE IS ADEQUATE
ACCESS FOR GOODS TO GET TO AND FROM THE MARKET.

INFRASTRUCTURE IS AN ISSUE WHICH MORE AND MORE AFFECTS THOSE
ON WELFARE T00. RECENTLY THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA CUT OFF WATER
FOR soME 33,000 FamILIES. CuTs IN INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAMS REQUIRE
SUBSTANTIAL INCREASES IN USER FEES - WAICH ARE FAR MORE REGRESSIVE
~ IN ORDER FOR MUNICIPALITIES TO PROVIDE BASIC PUBLIC UTILITIES
AND SERVICES,

BeTweEN 1979 AND 1986 FEDERAL SPENDING INCREASED SHARPLY,

BUT IT WAS CUT IN VIRTUALLY EVERY PROGRAM IMPACTING THE POOR.
DURING THAT PERIOD, WE SET UNPARALLELED FEDERAL DEFICITS AND
TRADE DEFICITS ~ SO MUCH SO THAT WE ARE NOW THE NUMBER ONE DEBTOR
NATION IN THE WORLD.,

NN H
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THESE TAX AND SPENDING POLICIES HAVE MEANT THAT A
DISPROPORTIONATE AMOUNT OF GOVERNMENT SPENDING IS FINANCED
THROUGH BORROWING. TOO MUCH OF THAT BORROWING COMES FROM FORE IGN
NATIONS, UNDERCUTTING OUR CONTROL ,OVER OUR OWN DESTINY. T0O MucH
OF OUR FEDERAL SPENDING IS DEVOTED TO PAYING OFF INTEREST ON THE
FEDERAL DEBT.

REDUCING OUR DEPENDENCE UPON BORROWING - ESPECIALLY FOREIGN
BORROWING = AND INSURING THAT FEDERAL SPENDING CAN BE ON
PRODUCTIVE INVESTMENT IS A PRIORITY, TODAY WE DEVOTE NEARLY 1
PERCENT OF OUR GNP TO PAY INTEREST ON OUR FOR<IGN DEBT, REDUCING
OUR CAPACITY TO INVEST IN NEW PLANTS AND EQUIPMENT. To THE EXTENT
THAT WE DEPEND UPON FOREIGN INVESTORS TO FINANCE OUR NATIONAL
~EBT, QUR CITIES BECCME MORE AND MORE DEPENDENT UPON THEIR
WILLINGNESS TO INVEST AS OPPOSED TO OUR OWN ABILITY TO CREATE,

WE DO NOT BELIEVE THERE IS ANY MAGIC ANSWER. RATHER. THE
PROBLEMS THAT CONFRONT US ARE SO COMPLEX AND SO GREAT, WE BELIEVE
OUR PROPOSALS WOULD ONLY LEAD TO MODEST CHANGES.

NEVERTHELESS, WE BELIEVE REVERSING RECENT TRENDS IS
IMPORTANT . HE WOULD RATHER A MEASURED, STEADY APPROACH THAN AN
ABRUPT CHANGE IN OUR INTERGOVERNMENTAL SYSTEM WHICH PROMISES

UNREACHABLE RESULTS. WE CANNOT AFFORD TO EXPERIMENT WITH SO MUCH
AT STAKE.

)
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We WILL PAY FOR THE PROBLEMS AND DEGRADATION OF POVERTY, NO
MATTER WHAT. THE ONLY QUESTION IS WHEN AND HOW =~ NOW OR LATER.

WITHOUT QUESTION, WE VIEW AN INVESTMENT NOW AS ONE WHICH
WILL SAVE FAR MORE LATER. INDEED. PERMAPS THE BETTER QUESTION IS:
CAN WE AFFORD NOT TO?

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CURRENTLY SPENDS ABOUT $116 BILLION
,ON WELFARE RELATED PROGRAMS. STATES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS SPEND
ENORMOUS AMOUNTS THEMSELVES. STATES. IN PARTICULAR, HAVE
EXPERIENCED DRAMATIC INCREASES IN EDUCATION AND PRISON SPENDING.,
WHILE MUNICIPALITIES HAVE EXPERIENCED SHARP INCREASES IN SPENDING
FOR INFRASTRUCTURE, EDUCATION., AND THE HOMELESS.

THE INCREASES IN SPENDING FOR PRISONS AND Th. HOMELESS ARE
SYMPTOMATIC OF THE PROBLEM: THEY ARE DOLLARS TOO LATE. THEY ARE
NOT INVESTMENTS, BUT RATHER ARE THE RESULTS OF INADCQUATS
INVESTMENTS,

ALIHOUGH WE WILL NOT BE TESTIFYING BEFORE THE House BupGeT
COMMITTEE UNTIL THE WEEK AFTER NEXT AND MEETING TO SET OUR OWN
BUDGET PRIORITIES UNTIL THE END OF FEBRUARY, WE DO HAVE SOME
SUGGESTIONS,

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET CALLS FOR AN INCREASE IN SUPPLEMENTAL
AND NEW APPROPRIATIONS FGR CEFENSE AND FOREIGN AID OF NEARLY $30
BILLION, YET STILL CLAIMS TO COMPLY WITH THE GRAMM-RUDMAN TARGET.
IN OUR VIEW, THE ADMINISTRATION SHOULD SUBMIT A REQUEST FOR
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FEDERAL TAX INCREASES TO PAY FOR SUCH SPENDING INCREASES. WE
SHOULD NEITHER BORROW THAT AMOUNT, NOR TAKE IT FRIM THOSE
AMERICANS MOST IN NEED,

THE TAX RATE FOR THE WEALTHIEST AMERICANS IS SCHEDULED TO
DROP 28 PERCENT NEXT YEAR, YO BE HONEST, OUR MEMBERSHIP WAS
DUMBFOUNDED THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT COULD ACTUALLY BE
CUTTING INDIVIDUAL AND CORPORATE TAXES IN THE SAME YEAR IN WHICH
WE SET BY FAR THE LARGEST FEDFRAL DEFICIT EVER RECORDED IN OUR
NATION’S HISTORY, WE BELIEVE FREEZING CURRENT RATES WOULD BE
CONSISTENT WITH BETTER FEDERAL FISCAL POLICY AND WOULD BE MORE
CONSISTENT WITH BASIC NOTIONS OF FAIRNESS AND PROGRESSIVITY,

WHILE THE NEW TAX LAW RESTORES LOW INCOME AMERICANS TO THE
TAX STATUS THEY HAD IN THE MID-1970’S, 1T PROVIDES A FAR MORE
GENEROUS TREATMENT TO THE NATION’S WEALTHIEST CITIZENS., IT DROPS
THEIR TAX RATES TO THE LOWEST LEVEL5 IN DECADES.

WE WOULD NOTE THAT EITHER EXTENDING TH: 33 PERCENT RATE -
INSTEAD OF MAVING A BUBBLE = OR SETTING A TOP QATE OF 34 PERCENT
~ TO REDUCE TAX MOTIVATED TRANSACTION FROM CORPORATE TO
INDIVIDUAL STATUS = WOULD PRODUCE SUBSTANTIAL REVENUES FOR
EITHER DEFICIT REDUCTION OR WELFARE REFORM INVESTMENT,

LAST YEAR CONSIDERATION WAS GIVEN TO INCREASING SO-CALLED
SIN TAXES ON CIGARETTES AND ALCOHOL, THESE PRODUCTS CONTRIBUTE
SIGNIFICANT COSTS IN HEALTH CARE AND CRIME AT THE FEDERAL, STATE,
"AND MUNICIPAL LEVEL: THEY PRODUCE LITTLE BENEFIT, THE BENEFIT
SHOULD BE INCREASED. IT WOULD BE A DOUBLE-EDGED INVESTMENT FOR
US ALL,

., IR
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I wouLp LIKE 1O ADD., MR, CHAIRMAN. THAT DUE TO THE TIME
CONSTRAINTS | CANNOT COVER ALL OUR BUDGET CONCERNS. As | ADVISED
YOU. HOWEVER, WE BELIEVE REDUCING THE FEDERAL DEFICIT IS A PART
OF THE SOLUTION. THEREFORE. THE INITIATIVES [N INERASTRUCTURE AND
HOUSING WHICH THE NLC IS DEVELOPING ARE INTENDED TO BE REVENUE
NELTRAL,

THANk YOU. MR, CHAIRMAN. | WOULD BE PLEASED TO ANSWER ANY
QUESTIONS YOU MIGHT HAVE.,

ERI!
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STATEMENT OF A. SIDNEY JOHNSON III, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. JouNsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Sidnef'
Johnson. I am the Executive Director of the American Public Wel-
fare Association. Our association membership includes the 50
States human service departments, almost 1,000 local human serv-
ice departments, and ahout 6,000 individuals working in those de-
partments or otherwise interested in public welfare.

I would like to begin, Mr. Chairman, by commending you for
holding these hearings and for your continued national leadership
on behalf of welfare reform. I appreciate the opportunity to appear
here and will be brief.

Senator MoYNIHAN. We will see that your testimony is placed in
the record in full.

Mr. JounsoN. Fine. What I would like to do first is to apologize
for Stephen Heintz and Bob Fulton who were scheduled to testify
today fgr APWA. They are in their home States, unable to get here
due to the snow storm.

Senator MoYNIHAN. No afolcgies are in order.
thMr. JOHNSON. Ifog may, | would hge to very Erieﬂy summarize

e major points of our proposal and request, if yon are willing,
that Mr. Heintz and Mr. l'eulton be able to come at a later date and
present their testimonies.

Senator MoYNIAK. Iivet assuredly. They would be most wel-
come.

Mr. JonnsoN. That would be wonderful. Let me start with an ex-
planation of the origin of our welfare reform proposal, which is
unique in the 56-year history of our organization.

commissioners of human services from the States were frus-
trated 2 years ago with the extent to which their lives were filled
with reT;ctmg to developmen;s like budget c::mt or Fggezgl d.
tions. They were reacting and coping, not initiating. So, they decid-
ed that they wanted to set some ofmﬁ:eir time aside to be proactive.
They met with a futurist, and he asked them what issue they were
most interested in. ’

Their issue—the same issue as your excellent book, Family and
Nation addressed—was childhood ‘foverty and the families in pov-
erty. They decided that they would create a project of their own to
ad it, that they would create a steering committee of 18 com-
missioners who would work personally on this, that they would
take of their .m time to meet 8 or 10 times a year, and that they
would, in ada.tion to the dues that they pay to our association,
each contribute more so there would be a small staff to help work
on this mject

That kind of initiative is something that I admire.

They put together a committee that was diverse geographically,
politically, and in urban/rural balance. They worked for a year
and a half, and their proposals—which my testimony represents—
were unanimously adapted by National Council of State Human
Service Administrations of the American Public Welfare Associa-
tion.

The goal of our proposals is to reduce the number of children
living in poverty by promoting self-sufficiency and strengthening
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families. Our approach is based on two beliefs: first, that there is a
mutuel responsibility between individuals and society for self-suffi-
ciency, and the primary mgonsibili lies with the individual, and
the supplementary responsibility with society; second, as you know
well, we believe these problems are incredibly complex and inter-
oo&rected ;ggal that 315 e?lutif(',al:m must beestcomprehensive in ngttllfrel.
is a ily investment program; and i
m'ggt, mould just like to touch on the elements of it.
nator MOYNIHAN. Yes. Go ahead.

Mr. Jornson. We begin with “he concept of a client/agency con-
tract around employment or education or whatever strategy might
be best olf,'or that bgl}ggt. The clie?ﬁ has Obﬁgﬁ:iso:; to go to icbl:lool or
get a job or go to job training; the agency e responsibility to
suppoit v**h child care and related services as needed.

ve« nd element is a major welfare to jobs program, building
on WIN demonstration, of which you have been such a strong
leader. A third is a nationally mandated, State-specific family
living standard, which is an effort to replace the poverty line as a
measure by taking a market basket of goods and services and
having them priced within each State—permitting differences be-
tween urban and rural areas in States where housing can vary so
tremendously—and to base cash assistance on that State-specific
;hstandard It would also cover two-parent as well as one-parent fam-

es.

Fourt", we propose aggressive child support enforcement efforts.
Fifth, stronge public school programs for low income families and
greschool programs and quality child care for low income children.

ixth, we propose returning to the concept of case management in
human gervice agencies where a worker has the responsibility to
hﬁ}f and to follow the progress or lack %‘W of a client, to
pull together into a single packege the different agencies needed
whether it is child care or iaealth or whatever. In short, to have
someone accountable for everything that happens in that case.

Finally, we have a strong recommendation for improved adoles-
cen. rregnanc, programs, both to prevent first pregnancy and to
postfone and pievent subsequent pregnancies. I might add that we
are looking this year at health care, Medicaid, and housing. We
didn’t get that done in time for our first report, but I think
ou will find us recommending among other thhﬁevew similar
inds of programs for Medicaid transition as have been mentioned
today by previous witness 3.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Mr. JouNsoN. Let me, Mr. Chairman, end my presentation here,
gfain with an apology, with appreciation for your willingness to let

r. Heintz and Mr. Fulton come back at cnother time and present
the entire proposal and answer your questions. I think, if I may
say, one strength of this steering committee is the active involve-
ment of men and women who know as much about the strengths
and the weaknesses of the social welfare programs that they have
to administer as anybody does.

Senator MOYNIHAN. you so much, Mr. Johnson. I noted
that Mr. Spencer Rich and some other faithful members of the
press who have been here since 9:15 or 9:30 a.m., and since Mr.
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Heintz and Mr. Fulton—or vven the whole steering committee—
B T et oo maee sy s eeh tbls brief. 1 asking: Wha

ut I wan again ints. We y asking: t
are the commonalities we have lll’:m? There i8 some revival of in-
terest in the subject. What are le coming up with that is new?

First, the etngo is on work and a contract is new. We couldn’t
talk about this 20 years ago without inciting bitter divisiveness and
controversy. Now, that has changed; we have changed our minds.

Mr. JoHNSON. That is right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. That great philosopher, Michael Polanyi,
who was a very complex man, said something very simply. He saud,
‘(‘g:ple change their minds.” And it is not a very obvious thing.

n, you don’t look around, and everyone sort of assumes a low
model, a sort of low increment—

The disposition to cha.ge your mind builds up, but you resist it
and resist it. Then, mx s00k up one day and people are doing it.
This has happened. idea of a contract—

Mr. JounsoN. On the point of changing minds, you know former
Governor Brown of California.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. JornsoN. Jerry Brown had a fond way for dea.l.mg with that.
When he would presen. a position and a member of the press
would point out that 1 year ago he had :he other—they would read
a quote and see the inconsistenciee—and ask him to justify it, and
he would simply say: Then was then, and now is now.

Senator MOYNIHAN. As we do now. With regard to child support,
there is a notion that we have a fiindamental responsibility as ?art
of that social coniract. And you know, it is not just a matter of the
moneys involved; it is a statemaent of social values. If you produce
children, then you are responsible for them. And it just has to be.
And even if you don’t know, you are going to have to find out.

I want to thank you, and we will get beck to this subject because

we will be talking about it i y, that is the idea of case man-
agement. We nseed to hear more about the ifics. We are
that the w-ifare population is a varied tion, that most of the

persons who receive welfare, like most of the persons who receive
unemployment compensation, both under Social Security provi-
sions, do so as a temporary form of income insurance. Something
has h:ggened, and they don’t have any income. After a period that
they previously, and they do subsequently, and this is an in-
surance interlude. ,

But there is another group—as in the case of unemployment in-
surance—where they have been out of work for 52 weeks, and we
extend it and so forth; there is that less than 10 percent—we talk
about that 7 percent or whatever—-that are in m deep trouble.
And no edict, no set of ‘ncentives that you can about—if you
send for the pamgahlllet and read all about it—that is the welfare
case worker with hands on. And to think you are going to do it oth-
erwise, it seems to me, is idle; and I am sure you agree.

Mr. JoHNSON. Yes.

Senator MoyNmHAN. And when we get to that, and we are going
to have four more hearings, and we will find the right spot for
them to come in. And I want to hear the whole testimony, but I
would particularly like to hear that part.

.2
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Mr. JounsoN. Surely.

Senator MOYNIHAN. There are people in this country who really
deserve better, far better, than the society is giving them. There is
the gerson whose profession is social welfare, and this person has
decided not to go into stocks and bonds, but to go into children and
babies and mothers; and it is so easy to dismiss that work which is
8o real, and it is only dismissed by people who don’t have the nerve
to try it. Thank you very much, Mr. Johnson.

Mr. JounsoN. Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We are going to conclude our first hearing
on a high note by . elcoming back to this room, where he has ap-
peared so often, sud to such great public service, the Honorable
Arthur Flemming, :tizen of Rochester, NY.

Dr. Flemming, Mr. Secretary, we welcome you, sir; and we are
particularly pleased that you are able to come forward. You zre
the last of the witnesses that represent a report. We have had a
rather singular—and the President, I think, stimulated it in his
State of the Union message—the persons who got together under
one auspices or another, and you and Governor Babbitt have pro
duced an important document.

[The prepared written statements of Mr. Robert Fulton and Mr.
Stephen Heintz follow:]
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ROBERT FULTON
DIRECTIR
OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES
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APV NATTONAL COUNCTL OF STATE HMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS
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THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION
AND ITS PROJECT
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BEFORE THE
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WasuIneToN, D.C.
JawArY 23, 1987
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MR. CHAIRMAN. I WILL 8E ADDRESSING MYSELF TO THE OTHER TWO SUBJECTS INCLUDED
IN YOUR HEARING NOTICE--THE ROLE OF VARIOUS LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT AND WELFARE
REFORM IN A PERIOD OF SOCIAL RESTRAINT.

THE ROLE OF VARIOUS LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT

PROMOTING THE WELL-BEING OF FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN AND IMPROVING OUR SOCIAL
WELFARE SYSTEM CANNOT AND SHOULD NOT BE SEEN AS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
GOVERNMENT ONLY. WE MUST FORGE THE BROADEST PARTNERSHIPS, AT THE INDIVIOUAL
AND FAMILY LEVEL, AT THE COMMUNITY LEVEL, LOCALLY ANO NATIONALLY, WITH PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS.

AS HAS ALREADY BEEN NOTED, THE APWA PROPOSAL RESTS ON THE BELIEF THAT
INDIVIDUALS BEAR PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR OWN HEALTH AND WELL-BEING
AND THE HEALTH AND WELL-BEING OF THEIR FAMILIES. We AGREE THAT THE BEST HUMAN
SERVICES PROGRAM IS A JOB AND THAT THE BEST HUMAN SERVICES DEPARTMENT IS A
FAMILY,

SOLUTIONS TO POVERTY AND DEPENDENCY AMONG OUR CITIZENS CAN BE FOUND NOT IN
RENEGOTIATING THE LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT INVOLVED AND THE EXTENT OF ITS
INVOLVEMENT, NOR IN TINKERING WITH EXISTING PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAMS. INSTEAD,
FUNDAMENTAL ANL FAR-REACHINE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC INITIATIVES ARE REQUIRED.
CUR ENTIRE SOCIAL SYSTEM IS SUFFERING AND THE "FIX™ MUST BE A COMPREHENSIVE
ONE-=IT MUST INCLUDE ACTION WITHIN THE ECONOMIC, EDUCATIONAL. AND POLITICAL
SPHERES AS WELL ~S THE WELFARE SYSTEM ITSELF.

-{-

o 141
ERIC o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ¥



B Bt

- ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

136

THE PROBLEMS OF PUBLIC WELFARE ARE PERCEIVED AS SOCIAL ONES BUT “SUCCESS® FOR
THOSE RECEIVING PUBLIC WELFARE IS MEASURED IN ECONOMIC TERMS. INVARIABLY THE
FINAL POLICY-DECISIONS ARE NEITHER ECONOMIC NOR SOCIAL=-THEY ARE BASED ON
POLITICAL CONSIDERATION. FOR EXAMPLE, WE FEAR COMPREHENSIVE WELFARE REFORM
MAY FLOUNDER--EVEN WITH ALL OUR BEST INTENTIONS--SIMPLY BECAUSE THE PAROCHIAL
JURISDICTIONS OF CONGRESS WILL NOT ALLOW COMPREMENSIVENESS TO PREVAIL.

CLARIFICATION OF THE ROLE OF EACH LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT IS IMPORTANT. THE
CORPORATION FOR ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT POINTED OUT IN A RECENT REPORT THAT
EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS HAVE BEEN HINDERED BY STRUCTURAL AND
ORGANIZATIONAL FLAWS INCLUDING:

o ERRATIC FUNDING AND FLUCTUATING PROGRAM GOALS WHICH PREVENT LONG-TERM
PLANNING AND DEVELOPING STRONG LINKS WITH THE PRIVATE SECTOR.

® THE LACK OF CLEARLY-DEFINED ROLES FOR THE rEDLRAL, STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS RESULTING IN STATE FUNDED EDUCATION, TRAINING AND SOCIAL
SERVICE PROGRAMS WHICH ARE NOT COORDINATED WITH
FEDERALL Y-ADMINISTERED PROGRAMS.

o THE LACK OF EFFECTIVE INVOLVEMENT OF THE PRIVATE SECTOR IN PLANNING
AND RUNNING TRAINING PROGRAMS WITH THE AESULT THAT PROGRAM GRADUATES
ARE UNABLE TO FIND JOBS AT THE SAME TIML INDUSTRIES FACE CRITICAL
LABOR SHORTAGES.

-2-
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THIS KIND OF PROBLEM RESULTS DIRECTLY FROM THE LACK OF A COMPREHENSIVE,
RATIONAL, AND COMPASSIONATE SOCIAL MELFARE POLICY AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL. Tf
WE BEGIN WITH A CLEAR AND DEFINITIVE STATEMENT OF WHAT WE WISH TO ACCOMPLISH
THROUGH OUR PUBLIC WELFARE EFFORTS—-INDEED OF WHAT KIND OF SOCIETY WE WOULD
LIKE TO LIVE IN--WE CAN BEGIN TO WORK TOMARD THAT NATIONAL POLICY.

WE ARE UNITED IN THE BEL EF THAT THE FAMILY IS THE FIRST LINE OF DEFENSE FOR
STABILITY AMD SELF-SUFFICIENCY. GOVERNMENT IS THE NEXT LEVEL. THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT MUST CONTINUE ITS ROLE OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION, RESEARCH AND
EVALUATION, AND STANDARD-SETTING. THERE IS ANOTHER CRITICAL ROLE FOR THE
NATIONAL GOVERNMENT: TO PROVIDE THE KIND OF MORAL LEADERSHIP NECESSARY FOR AN
EFFECTIVE REDESIGN OF OUR SOCIAL WELFARE SYSTEM. WE STRESS THAT OUR PROPOSALS
REPRESENT AN INVESTMENT: AN INVESTMENT THAT WILL HAVE ACTUAL DOLLAR BENEFITS
TO GOVERNMENT TREASURIES, IT IS ALSO A MORAL REINVESTMENT IN OUR HISTORICAL
SELIEF IN THE WORTH OF THE INDIVIOUAL, WE MUST REORDER OUR WELFARE SYSTEM NOT
ONLY BECAUSE IT IS THE SMART THING T0 DO: IT IS ALSO THE RIGHT THING TO 0o,
AND THAT MESSASE SHOULO COME FROM OUR NATIONAL POLICY-MAKERS.

HELFARE REFORM IN A PERIOD OF FISCAL RESTRAINT

WE ARE CURRENTLY DEVELOPING COST ESTIMATES FOR OUR PROPOSED FAMILY INVESTMENT
PROGRA:A. A WHOLE SERIES OF COMPLEX QUESTIONS HAVE TO BE ANSWERED EVEN TO
PROOUCE ROUGH ESTIMATES ON A PROPOSAL THIS COMPREHENSIVE. SOME OF THOSE
VARIABLES:
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®  THE COST OF THE STATE FAMILY LIVING STANDARDS. BECAUSE SUCH STANDARDS DO
NOT YET EXIST WE MUST BASE OUR ESTIMATES ON “PROXIES® FOR THOSE FIGURES,
WHILE, AT THE SAME TIME, WE WORK OUT THE METHODOLOGY FOP COMPUTING A
FAMILY LIVING STANDARD BASED ON FAMILY NEED.

®  THE COST OF JO8 PROGRAMS, SUPPORT SERVICES, AND ADMINISTRATION, FOR EACH
STATE.

®  THE FEDERAL-STATE “MATCH" WHMICH MUST TAKE INTO ACCOUNT FISCAL CAPACITY AS
WELL AS ENCOURAGE STATES TC ACHIEVE FULL IMPLEMENTATION AS QUICKLY AS
POSSIBLE.

] THE PROJECTED RETURN ON THESE INVESTMENTS AS PARTICIPANTS ACHIEVE
INDEPENDENCE FROM THE WELFARE SYSTEM.

IN ALL OF THESE AREAS THE START-Ui’ COSTS WILL DEPEND DN THE LENGTH OF TIME IT
TAKES TO GET TO A FULL FAMILY LIVING STANDARDS, AND TO PROVIDE THE FULL RANGE
OF SERVICES NECESSARY TO PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY. HOW THE PROGRAM IS PHASED
IN AND HOW QUICKLY WILL TO A VERY GREAT EXTENT DETERMINE THE COSTS IN
COMPARISON WITH CURRENT EXPENDITURES. WHILE ADDITIONAL STATE AND FEDERAL
EXPENDITURES WILL BE REQUIRED UP FRONT, THE PROGRAM IS DESIGNED TO REDUCE
WELFARE DEPENDENCY THROUGH EMPLOYMENT, REDUCE PUBLIC HUMAN SERVICE
EXPENDITURES, AND CREATE PRODUCTIVE NEW WORKERS AND TAXPAYERS. THE SavINGS IN
TERMS OF REDUCED COSTS AND INCREASED STATE AND FEDERAL REVENUE WILL BEGIN TO
DEFRAY THE ADDITIONAL PRNOGRAM COSTS IN A VERY SHORT TIME--PERHAPS AS SHORT AS

-Y-

144




139

THREE TO FIVE YEARS.

WE ARE PROPOSING A GRADUAL PHASING IN OF THE FAMILY LIVING STANDARD OVER A
10-YEAR PERIOD, WITH STRONG INCENTIVES TO ENCOURAGE STATES TO ACHIEVE A FULL
FLS AS QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE. THE PHASE IN WILL TAKE INTO ACCOUNT CURRENT STATE
CAPACIT:, AND THE CURRENT FEDERAL BUDGET DEFICIT.

|
WE HOPE TO WORK WITH YOU AND OTHER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS IN COMPLETING THE {‘
DETAILS OF THIS PROGRAM. WE ARE WORKING BOTH THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS'
ASSOCIATION AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE BUDGET OFFICERS ON COST
ESTIMATES AND FINANCING METHODS.

AS OUR REPORT STATCS, "WHILE WE RECOGNIZE THE REALITY OF FISCAL CONSTRAINTS,

WE STRONGLY BELIEVE IN THE BASIC SOUNDNESS OF THE INVESTMFNT STRATEGIES WE
PROPOSE . "

WE WOULD LIKE TO STRESS THAT WHILE THE COST ELEMENT IS IMPORTANT, FOR THF
NATION TO 8E SERIOUS ABOUT ADDRESSING WELFARE REFORM IN A WAY THAT SUPPORTS
FAMILIES AND HELPS THEM BECOME INDEPENOENT, OUR CONCEPTS PROVIDE A SOUND AND
PRAGMATIC APPROACH. OUR PROJECT IS TITLED A MATTER OF COMMITMENT™ AND THAT
IS EXACTLY WHAT IS INVOLVEO. THIS COUNTRY HAS RESOURCES FAR GREATER THAN ANY

COUNTRY ON EARTH, YET OUR CHILOREN ARE SUFFERING WITH PROBLEMS MORE ACUTE THAN
CHILDREN IN MANY LESS WEALTHY COUNTRIES. IT IS NOT A QUESTION GNLY OF WHAT IT

COSTS. OR OF WHERE WC GET THE MONEY TO PAY FOR IT=--OUR COUNTRY IS NEITHER SO

POOR NOR SO POLITICALLY PARALIZED THA WE CANNOT MAKE THE COMMITMENT TO OUR

-0~
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CHILOREN ANO THEIR FAMILIES TO HELP BRING THEM OUT OF POVERTY.

TRUE WELFARE REFORM WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLL IF WE OVERCOME THE OBSTACLES AND
OBJECTIONS RAISED BY THOSE MORE INTERESTED IN ENDING PROGRAMS THAN IN
IMPROVING THEM. IT WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE IF WE ARE WILLING TO TRANSCEND THE
PAROCHIAL BOUNDARIES WHICH DEFINE OUR POLITICAL AND PROFESSIONAL INTERESTS.
IT WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE IF WE ARE WILLING TO USE THE EXPERTISE FROM ALL
SEGMENTS OF THE PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTORS. FINALLY IT WILL ONLY BE POSSIBLE
IF WE ARE WILLING TO INVEST YODAY IN THE STABILITY AAD PRODUCTIVITY OF
FAMILIES, KNOWING THAT THESE INVESTMENTS--BOTH FISCAL AND HUMAN--WILL RETURN
BENEFITS TO ALL OF US FAR EXCEEDING THEIR DOLLAR COSTS.
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TESTIMONY OF

STEPHEN B. HEINTZ
COMMISSIONER
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3 AP\ MATTER OF COMMITMENT STEERING COMMITTEE
3 ON BEHALF OF
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INTRODUCTION

GO0D MORNING. I AM STEPHEN HEINTZ, COMMISSIONER OF THE CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT
OF INCOME MAINTENANCE AND CHAIRMAN OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION
PROJECT, A MATTER OF COMMITMENT.® JOINING ME IS ROBERT FULTON, DIRE (TOR OF
THE OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES AND CHAIRMAN OF APWA'S NA/TONAL
COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS. OUR COLLEAGUE FROM KANSAS,
ROBERT HARDER, SECRETARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION
SERVICES. SENDS HIS REGRETS. HIS NEW GOVERNOR IS SIVING HIS STATE OF THE
STATE ADDRESS TODAY ANO BOB WOULO HAVE BEEN WITH US BUT FOR HIS
RESPONSIBILITIES THERE,

MR, CHAIRMAN, YOUR TITLE FOR THIS HEARING POSEO A QUESTION: “WELFARE: REFORM
OR REPLACEMENT?" (QUR ANSWER TO THAT QUESTION IS CRYSTAL CLEAR: REPLACEMENT.
WE MUST GO FAR BEYOND MERE TINKERING WITH PRESENT PROGRAMS AN REDESIGN--
FUNDAMENTALLY--THE WAY WE RESPONO TO POVERTY IN THIS COUNTRY. A FEW NUMBERS
MAKE THIS POINT.

LES

TOOAY ONE CHILD IN FOUR IS BORN INTO POVERTY IN THIS COUNTRY. ONE CHILD IN
FIVE LIVES OUT HIS OR HER CHILDHOOD IN POVERTY. AMONG BLACK AND HISPANICS THE
NUMBERS ARE EVEN MORE STARK: ONE OUT OF TWO BLACK CWILDREN IS POOR. Two0 OF
FIVE HISPANIC CHILOREN ARE POOR. AS PUBLIC HUMAN SERVICE AOMINISTRATORS. WE
HAVE A RESPONSIBILITY WITHIN OUR STATES FOR THE HEALTH AND WELL-BEING OF THOSE
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WHO ARE VULNERABLE. WE OVERSEE THE DEVELOPMENT AND DELIVERY OF SERVICES.
MANY IN OUR 6ROUP HAVE LON8 EXPERIENCE AND SPECIFIC EXPERTISE IN THESE AREAS.
BECAUSE OF OUR EXPERIENCE AND OUR LEADERSHIP RESPONSIBILITIES, WE CAN BE BOTH
LEGITIMATE ADVOCATES FOR THE POOR AND RIGOROUS CRITICS OF THE PRESENT SYSTEM.

WE KNOW THAT SCMETHING CLEARLY IS NOT WORKING. THE AVAILABLE ARRAY OF
SERVICES IS NOT ADEQUATE TO THE NEEDS.

RESPONDING TO THE NUMBERS AND WHAT THEY REPRESENT, AND TO OUR RESPONSIBILITIES
IN QUR STATES, THE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS ADOPTED A POLICY STATEMENT IN
1985 CALLING FOR A RENEWED PUBLIC COMMITMENT TO POOR CHILDREN AND THEIR
FAMILIES. A STEERING COMMITTEE WAS FORMED REPRESENTING APWA'S BOARD OF
DIRECTORS AND ITS COUNCILS OF STATE AND LOCAL WELFARE ADMINISTRATORS.

THE STEERING COMMITTEE HELD ITS FIRST FORMAL SESSION ONE YEAR AGO. THE GROUP
IS ITSELF DIVERSE BOTH POLITICALLY AND GEOGRAPHICALLY. WE ARE REPUBLICANS AND
DEMOCRATS; LIBERALS AND CONSERVATIVES. WE COMZ FROM LARGE STATES AND SMALL
STATES; WE SERVE URBAN AND RURAL POPULATIONS.

WE HAVE DEBATED AMONG OURSELVES THE G0ALS AND THE POLICIES TO ATTAIN THOSE
GOALS. WE HAVE MET WITH SOME OF YOUR COLLEAGUES, WITH CONGRESSIONAL STAFF,
WITH OFFICIALS IN THE ADMINISTRATION, WITH OTHER STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
ORGANIZATIONS, PRIVATE NON-PROFIT GROUPS, AND WITH SOCIAL SCIENTISTS WORKING
ON THE WHOLE RANGE OF ISSUES WITHIN THE SOCIAL WELFARE FIELD.
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OUR GOAL IS STRAIGHTFORWARO: TO REDUCE THE NUMBER OF CHILOREN LIVING IN
POVERTY BY °ROMOTING SELF~SUFFICIENCY ANO STRENGTHENING THEIR FAMILT"S,
BEFORE WE OUTLINE OUR RECOMMENOATIONS WE'O LIKE TO TELL YOU ABOUT THE
CONCLUSIONS ON WHICH THEY ARE BASEO.

THERE IS A VITAL PUBLIC ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR SOCIETY'S WELFARE ANO EACH
INOIVIOUAL HAS CERTAIN RESPONSIBILITIES TOWARO SOCIETY. WE BELIEVE THAT
INOIVIOUALS BEAR THE PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR THEIR OWN WELL-tcING ANO THAT
OF THEIR FAMILIES. IN OUR VIEW, SELF~SUFFICIENCY MEANS FOR AN ADULT, A 6000
J0B: ANO FOR A CHILO, A NURTURING FAMILY AND SUCCESS IN SCHOOL. WE VALUE
FAMILIES AS THE BASIC BUILOING BLOCK OF OUR SOCIETY, BUT WE ALSO REALIZE THAT
POLICIES ANO PROGRAMS MUST RECOGNLZE THE CHANGING FACE OF FAMILIES, ESPECIALLY
THE INCREASING NUMBER OF SINGLE-PARENT FAMILIES HEADEQ BY WOMEN.

THE PROBLEM IS COMPLEX ANO OYNAMIC. IT REQUIRES POLICYMAKERS TO 60 FAR BEYOND
TINKERING WITH THE EXISTING STRUCTURE. IT REQUIRES A FUNOAMENTAL REOESIGN OF
THAT STRUCTURE. INVESTING IN STRONGER, SELF-SUFFICIENT FAMILIES WILL BRING
SIGNIFICANT RETURNS: PRODUCTIVE WORKERS FOR A GROWING ECONOMY ANO A SHRINKING
LABOR MARKET, OIMINISHING NEEC FOR INCOME MAINTENANCE ANO SOCIAL SERVICES, ANO
A STRONGER SOCIETY OVERALL.

TO PUT THE CONCEPT OF INVESTMENT ANO MUTUAL RESPONSIBILITY INTO ACTION WE

PROPOSE MAJOR REFORMS IN INCOME SECURITY, EQUCATION, ANO EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS.
THE KEY COMPONENTS OF OUR FAMILY INVESTMENT PROGRAM INCLUOE THE FOLLOWING:
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A CLIENT-AGENCY CONTRACT REQUiRING ACTIONS BY CLIZNTS AND SERVICES FROM
AGENCIES ENCOMPASSING EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT AND STRENGTHENFD FAMILY LIFE.
WORK OR EDUCATION TOWARD EMPLOYME... IS REQUIRED OF PARENTS OF CHILDREN
OVER 3¢ WORKRELATED OR OTHER PART-TIME OUT-OF-HOME ACTIVITY IS REQUIRED
OF OTHER PARENTS.

A COMPREHENSIVE WELFARE-TQ-JOBS PROGRAM I EACH STATE TO PROVIDE THE
SERVICES NECESSARY FOR FAMTLIES TO MOVE FROM WELFARE TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY.
A STRONG CONNECTION BETWEEN ECONOMIC OEVELOPMENT AND HIMAN OEVELOPMENT SO
THAT JOBS ARE AVAILABLE FOR THOSE NOW DEPENOENT IN WELFARE.

A NEW NATIONALLY-MANDATED. STATE=SPECIFIC FAMILY LIVING STANDARD"™ USING
ACTUAL LIVING £NSTS AS THE BASIS FOR CASH ASSISTANCE TO ELIGIBLE
f MILIES. THE "FLS" WOULD PROVIOE A STABLE ECONOMIC BASE AS FAMILIES
MOVE TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY AND WOULD REPLACE BENEFIT® TO FAMILIES WITH
CHILOREN UNJER THE AIO TO FAMILICS WITH OEPENDENT CHT* _N, F000 STAMP,
AND LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.

AGGRESSIVE ENFORCEMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT INCLUDING PATERNITY
OETERMINATION, VIEWED BY COMMTSSIONERS AS A RESPONSIBILITY OF BOTH

INDIVIDUYALS ANO HUM/N SERVICE AGENCIES.

STRONGER PUBLIC SCHQOLS FOR LOW-INCOME CHILDREN INCLUDING BETTER
PREPARATION ANO STANDARDS TO ASSURE ACADEMIC PROGRESS AND GRADUATION FROM
HIGH SCHOOL.

e

-




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

146

L} INCREASED AVAILABILITY OF AFFORDABLE, QUALITY CHILO CARE TO MEET

CHILOREN'S NEEOS ANO SUPPORT FAMILIES WORKING TOWARO SELF~SUFFICIENCY,

¢ CASE MANAGEMENT IN HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES TO HELP FAMILIES ASSESS NEEOS
ANO RESOURCES, TO IMPLEMENT ANO MONITOR THE CONTRACT, ANO COOROINATE
NEEOEO SERVICES.

RECOGNIZING THAT OUR GOAL OF REQUCING POVERTY AMONG CHILOREN CANNOT BE REACHEQ
IF THE CURRENT INCIOEHCE OF AQOLESCENT PREGNANCY IS ALLOWEG TO PERSIST, OUR
REPORT ALSO CONTAINS PROPOSALS TO OEAL WITH THE PROBLEM OF CHILOREN HAVING
CHILOREN. WE WCULO WELCOME THE OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT THESE PROPOSALS TO THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANJTHER OCCASION.

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

IN YOUR NOTICE ABOUT TODAY'S WEARING YOU INOICATEO THAT TESTIMONY SHOULO
AOORESS HOW PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY FLR THE ARE OF CHILOREN CAN BE BETTER
ENFORCEO.

HUMAN SERVICE COMMISSIONERS BELIEVE PUBLIC POLICY MUST REINFORCE THE PRIMACY
OF PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY, BUT WE CANNOT ASSUME THAT SUCH RESPONSIBILITY IS
ALWAYS EITHER UNOERSTCOO OR ACCEPTED. THE BILL MOYERS TELEVISION
SPECIAL--"THE VANISHING FAMILY" SPOKE TO THIS ISSUE IN STARK TERMS--WHEN
SHARIO JACKSON OBSERVED:
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WELFARE IS DOING EVERYTHING; YOU'RE MARRIED TO WELFARE. A LOT OF
THE WOMEN, THEY MORE MARRIED TO WELFARE THAN THE GUYS LAYING' IN BED
NEXT TO "€M. "CAUSE HE'S JUST A PHYSICAL THING. THE WHOLE BACKBONE
OF THE FAMILY IS COMING OUT OF DOWNTOWN OR OUT OF UPTOWN
(GOVERNMENT) OFFICES.

POVERTY ITSELF CAN ERODE THE SENSE OF RESPONSIBILITY PARENTS FEEL FOR THEIR
CHILDREN. POOR PEOPLE, LIKE THE REST OF US, WILL NATURALLY AND RATIONALLY
RELY ON WHAT THEY LEARN IS ReLIABLE--IN"LUDTNG A MONTHLY WELFARE CHECK.
PARENTS WHO CANNOT, ON THEIR OWN, PRCJIDE FOR THEIR CHILOREN ECONOMICALLY MAY
ALSO BEGIN TO LOSE THEIR CAPACITY TO PROVIDE THE EMOTIONAL SUPPORT AND VALUE
GUIDANCE NECESSARY TO SUCCESSFUL PARENTING.

THE FIRST OBLIGATION OF PUBLIC POLICY IS TO REINFORCE--THROUGH BOTH WORDS AND
ACTIONS--THE CENTRALITY OF THE FAMILY AND THE PRIMACY OF PARENTAL
RESPONSIBILITY IN AMERICAN SOCIETY. WE AND OUR COLLEAGUES WANT TO MAKE THE
CASE THAT PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE CARE OF CHILDREN MUST BE ENFORCED.
WE DO NOT BELIEVE THAT POVERTY SOMEHOW REMOVES THE RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS OF
PARENTS TOWARD THEIR CHILDREN.

WE FIRMLY BELIEVE THAT PARENTAL SUPPORT OF CHILDREN IS THE FIRST LINE DF
DEFENSE AGAINST PUBLIC DEPENDENCY. ALL CHILDREN HAVE THE RIGHT TO EXPECT
FINANCIAL “UPPORT FROM THEIR PARENTS AND PARENTS HAVE THE RIGHT, AS WELL AS
THE RESPONSIBILITY, TO PROVIDE THAT SUPPORT. DETERMINING PATERNITY AND
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ENFORCING CHILD SUPPORT ARE MUTUAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF CLIENTS AND
AGENCIES--RESPONSIBILITIES THAT MUST BE ACCEPTED AND THEIR ENFORCEMENT
AGGRESSIVELY PURSUED.

CHILD SUPPORT SHOULD BE PURSUED EVEN WHEN COST BENEFITS ARE NOT READILY
APPARE!T AS MAY BE THE CASE WITH TEENAGE FATHERS AND OTHERS ONLY
INTERMITTENTLY EMPLOYED. THIS MAKES A STRONG STATEMENT ABOUT THE PRIMARY
RESPONSIBILITY OF PARENTS TO CARE FOR THEIR CHILDREN. PUBLIC POLICY MUST
ENCOURAGE, AND OBLIGATE, PARENTS TO ASSUME THIS RESPONSIBILITY.

WE ACKNOWLEOGE THAT CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT IS AK ISSUE THAT CUTS ACROSS
SOCIOECONOMIC LINES. WHILE WE COMMIT QURSELV:S TO AN AGGRESSIVE EFFORT
PARTICULARLY ON BEHALF OF LOW-INCOME FAMILIES, WE FAVOR A SIMPLE, AUTOMATIC,
AND MANDATORY SYSTEM FOR ALL AFFECTED PARENTS AND CHILDREN. BECAUSE FAMILY
DISSOLUTION IS A THREAT TO THE ECONOMIC SECURITY OF ALL FAMILIES, CHILD
SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT IS A KEY PREVENTIVE STRATEGY FOR THOSE AT RISK OF BECOMING
IMPOVERISHED. PUBLIC POLICY MUST COUNTERACT THE EFFECTS OF POVIRTY BY
REASSERTING THE MUTUAL OBLIGATIONS OF SOCIETY AND THE INDIVIDUAL.

IN OUR FAMILY INVESTMENT PROGRAM PROPOSAL, THE PRIMACY OF PARENTAL
RESPONSIBILITY IS SUPPORTED BY THE "CONTRACT" BETWEEN AGENCY AND CLIENT. IT
IS ALSO REFLECIED IN OUR BELIEF THAT WHILE ESTABLISHING WORK PATTERNS IN A
HOUSEHOLD MAY NOT AUTOMATICALLY REOUCE PUSBLIC ACSISTANCE CASELOADS, THEY WILL
IMMcOIATELY HELP PARENTS /ND CHILDREN UNDERSTAND THi IMPORTANCE OF WORK.
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OUR APPROACH COMMITS BOTH AGENCIES ANO CLIENTS TO REAL PLANS FOR INDEPENDENCE.
THE AGENCY-CLIENT CONTRACT IS OESIGNEO TO TURN MUTUAL 6000 INTENTIONS INTO
MUTUAL OBLIGATIONS ANO EXPECTATIONS. THE CORE OF THE CONTRACT WILL BE AN
EMPLOYABILITY ANO FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PLAN, FROM WHICH FLOW THE SPECIFIC
OBLIGATIONS OF BOTH CLIENT ANO AGENCY, THE CONTRACT COMMITS CLIENTS TO A
RANGE OF SELF~-HELP EFFORTS, ANO IT COMMITS STATE ANO LOCAL AGENCIES TO SUPPORT
THOSE EFFORTS BY PROVIOING NECESSARY SERVICES ANO ASSISTANCE. By ESTABLISHING
60ALS, TIMELINES ANO BENCHMARKS, THE CONTRACT TRANSLATES MUTUAL EXrtCTATIONS
INTO CONCRETE TERMS. THE CONTRACT WILL BE IN EFFECT A "OISCHARGE PLAN" AIMEO
AT EVENTUAL SELF-SUFFICIENCY ANO INOEPENOENCE FROM THE SYSTEM.

THE CLIENT'S OBLIGATIONS UNOER THE CONTRACT WILL INCLUGE MANDATORY WORK AND
EQUCATION/ TRAINING ACTIVITIES BASEC ON THE INOIVIOUAL'S NEEOS, ABILITIES, AND
GOALS. THE AGENCY WILL PROVIOE SERVICES NEEOEO TO SUPPORT THE FAMILY IN
ACHIEVING SELF-SUFFICIENCY. THE CONTRACT WILL BE MONITOREQ REGULARLY THROUGH
THE PROCESS OF CASE MAMAGEMENT.

"CASE MANAGEMENT" WHICH WE PROPOSE FOR ALL PUBLIC HUMAN SERVICE AGENCIES MEANS
BROKERING AND COOROINATING THE SOCIAL, HEALTH, EOUCATION, ANG EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES NECESSARY TO PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY ANO STRENGTHEN FAMILIES. THE
PROCESS BEGINS WITH AN ASSESSMENT OF THE FAMILY'S NEEOS ANO RESOURCES IN FOUR
AREAS: (1) EOUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, (2) WORK EXPERIENCE, ANO {3) FAMILY
OEVELOPMENT--IN OROER TO KNOW WHAT PROGRAM OR SERVICES THE FAMILY NEEOS, ANO
{(4) INCOME SECURTTY TO OETERMINE THE NEEO FOR CASH ASSISTANCE ANO OEVELOP
BUDGET PLANS.
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WE LEARNED DURING THE GREAT DEPRESSION THAT THE STRENGTH OF FAMILIES AMD THE
WELL-BEING DF PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS ARE INEXTRICABLY CONNECTED. MANY RECENT
POLICIES HAVE IGNORED THAT CONNECTION--BUT IT EXISTS NONETHELESS. ALL
DOMESTIC POLICY HAS AN IMPACT DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY ON AMERICAN FAMILIES.
GOVERNMENT INTERVENTIONS ARE NOT NEUTRAL. TIT IS NOT ENOUGH TO SAY THAT THE
GOVERNMENT SHOULD DO FAMILIES NO HARM WHEN IT HAS SUCH A POWERFUL CAPACITY TO
DO THEM G0QD.

WHEN IT COMES TO THE U,S. APPROACH TO FAMILY POLICY, OUR DECISION-MAKC?S USE
MANY OF THE RIGHT WORDS. WE STUDY FAMILIES, EXALT THE NOTION OF FAMILY,
WELCOME O REGRET ITS CHANGES AND WORRY FOR ITS FUTURE. WE ISSUE HIGH LEVEL
REPORTS. UNFORTUNATELY WE HAVE TOO OFTEN BEEN RHETORICAL, NOT PRACTICAL. ALL
OF US MUST. HOMEVER, BE JUST AS STRONG IN OUR ACTIONS AS WE ARE IN OUR WORDS.
(THE CHANGE IN THIS SUBCOMMITTEE'S NAME HAS NOT GOWE WITHOUT NOTICE AND WE ARE
CONFIDENT YOU WILL MATCH DEEDS TO THE NEW NAME)

PUBLIC WELFARE POLICY IS A EUPHEMISM FOR FAMILY POLICY, ALBEIT POOR FAMILIES.
REFORM OF THESE POLICIES MUST BE EXACTLY THAT--A REFORMULATION OF CASH
ASSISTANCE, EDUCATION, HEALTH CARE AND EMPLOYMENT-RELATED POLICIES THAT
STRENGTHEN FAMILY LIFE AND PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

THE APWA PROPOSALS WOULD STRENGTHEN FAMILIES IN THREE WAYS:

-9

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(1)

(2)

151

SUPPORT TO FAMILIES WOULD BE BASED ON ECONOMIC NEED.

WE BELIEVE THAT OUR SOCIAL POLICY MUST ULTIMATELY BE BUILT ON A
COMPREHENSIVE SOCIAL INSURANCE MODEL. THIS IS IN PART PRAGMATIC, IN
PART PHILOSOPHICAL. OUR PUBLIC PROGRAMS DIRECTED AT ECONOMICALLY
ADVANTAGED AS WELL AS DISADVANTAGED INDIVIDUALS HAVE FARED
WELL--MEANS-TESTED PROGRAMS HAVE NOT. W. BELIEVE ASSISTANCE TO POOR
FAMILIES AND CHILDREN SHOULD BE BASED ON FCONOMIC NEED, NOT ON OTHER
MORE ARBITRARY FACTORS. YOUNG PARENTS IN POVERTY WHO HAVE NEVER HAD
THE ADVANTAGE OF GAINFUL EMPLOYMENT FACE JUST AS MANY COSTS ON BEHALF
OF THEIR CHILDREN AS DC LAID-OFF AUTO WORKERS OR FARMERS DISPLACED BY
ECONOMIC FACTORS BEYOND THEIR CONTROL. CHILDREN IN HEED ARE CHILDREN
IN NEED.

BASING ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE ON NEED MEANS TWO-PARENT FAMILIES WOULD BE
ELIGIBLE FOR ASSISTANCE--THEREBY ENDING THE CURRENT PERVERSE INCENTIVE
FOR FAMILY BREAK-UP.

AMONG THE NECESSARY TRANSITION STAGES AS WE MOVE TOWARD A SOCIAL
INSURANCE POLICY IS THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A FAAILY LIVING STANDARD
REFLECTING BASIC LIVING COSTS WHICH VARY FROM OWE GEOGRAPHICAL AREA TO
ANOTHER.

THE FAMILY LIVING STAKDARD PROVIOES AW ECONOMIC FOUNDATION FOR THE
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FNILY, ALLOVING PARENTS TO WORK TOMARD SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

IT IS NOT USEFUL TO PRETEND THAT FAMILIES CAN EFFECTIVELY SEEK
SELF-SUFFICIENCY, NURTURE AND SUPPORT THEIR CHILDREN'S DEVELOPMENT, AND BE
ACTIVE MEMBERS OF THEIR COMMUNITIES IF THEIR £CONOMIC SURVIVAL IS ALWAYS IN
DOUBT. ESTABLISHING A FAMILY LIVING STANDARD WILL ASSURE A STABLE ECONOMIC
ENVIRONMENT FROM WHICH THE MOVE TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY CAN TAKE PLACE.

THE FAMILY LIVING STANDARD WOULD INCLUDE BASIC NECESSITIES SUCH AS HOUSING AND
FURNISHING, FOOD, CLOTHING6, TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES AND OTHER MAINTENANCE
COSTS. Wk PROPOSE ESTABLISHING STATE-SPECIFIC FAMILY LIVING STANDARDS TO
REFLECT ACTUAL LIVING COSTS IN EACH STATE. FaAMILIES WITH CHILDREN WOULD
RECEIVE CASH ASSISTANCE IN THE FORM OF AN FLS SUPPLEMENT BASED ON THE
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE STANDARD AND THE FAMILY'S INCOME, INCLUDING WAGES,
CHILD SUPPORT AND OTHER STIPENDS.

ONCE A FAMILY LIVING STANDARD IS ESTABLISHED BENEFITS TO FAMILIES WILL BEGIN
TO REFLECT ACCURATELY FAMILY NEED, AND PROVIDE THE STABLE ECONOMIC SITUATION
FROM WHICH SELF-SUFFICIENCY CAN ACTUALLY BE ATTAINED.

(3 A FAMILY'S TOTAL NEEDS WOULD BE ADDRESSED THROUGH THE CASE MANAGEMENT
APPROACH.

FROM THE OUTSET THE CASE MANAGER. WHO IS TRAINED AND SKILLED IN ASSESSMENT,
ASSISTS THE FAMILY IN DETERMINING THE FAMILY'S NEEDS AND RESOURCES. THAT

-11-
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INTAKE PROCESS WILL INCLUDE THE PARENTS®' EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, WORK
EXPERIENCE, INCOME SECURITY, AND FAMILY'S DEVELOPMENT NEEDS. COULD ONE OR
BOTH PARENTS BENEFIT FROM PARENT EDUCATION COURSES? IS THERE ARE SERIOUS
PROBLEM INVOLVING DRUGS OR ALCOHOL CALLING FOR SPECIFIC TREATMENT? IS THE
FANILY'S HEALTH CARE ADEQUATE? WHAT ARE THE HOUSING NEED3? ALL OF THE
"NEEDS" THAT RELATE TO BOTH SELF-SUFFICIENCY OPT™ 4S AND THE STRENGTH AND
STABILITY OF THE FAMILY UNIT ARE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.

THE APWA PROPOSAL WOULD REDUCE DEPENDENCY IN FOUR WAYS:

(1) COMPREHEMSIVE WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRANS WOULD PROVIDE THE EOUCATION AND
TRAINING MECESSARY TO ACHIEVE SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

Our PROPOSALS FOR WELFARE-T2-JOBS PROGRAMS ARE BASED ON THE SUCCESSES STATES
HAVE HAD IN MOVING WELFARE RECIPIENTS INTO NONSUBSIDIZED JOBS THROUSH THE WORK
INCENTIVE (WIN) DEMONSTRATION AUTHORITY, WHICH YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN, PLAYED A KEY
ROLE IN CREATING AND FUNDING. WE URGED THAT THE STATES HAVE FLEXIBILITY IN
CHOOSING THE APPROPRIATE MIX OF PROGRAM ELEMENTS INCLUDING REMEDIAL EDUCATION,
SKILLS TRAINING, JOB SEARCH, JOB TRAINING. WE RECOMMEND A 75 PERCENT UNCAPPED
FEDERAL SHARE IN THE COSTS OF SUCH PROGRAMS.

IN TERMS OF CLIENT OBLIGATIONS WE RECOMMEND.

& EMPLOYMENT OR EDUCATION TOWARD EMPLOYMENT BE REQUIRED OF ALL PARENTS
WITH CHILOREN AGE THREE OR OLDER.

-{2-
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¢ A MORE LIMITEQ PROGRAM OF EQUCATION, EMPLOYMENT OR OTHER ACTIVITY
OESIGNEO TO PROMOTE SELF-SUFFICIENCY Ok STRENGTHEN THE FAMILY BE
REQUIREQ OR PARENTS OF YOUNGER CHILOREN.

CHILOREN DO NOT BENEFIT IN THE LCNG RUN FROM HAVING A SINGLE PARENT AT HOME
FULL-TIME IF THEY 00 NOT ALSO LEARN ABOUT SELF-SUFFICIENCY ANO THE OPTIONS
AVAILABLE TO THEM IN THE LARGER COMMUNITY. SELF-RESPONSIBILITY ANO COMMUNITY
INVOLVEMENT ARE MORE REAOILY APPARENT TO A CHILO IF THE PARENT SETS SUCH AN
EXAMPLE. ONE OF THE THINGS THAT WE TOO OFTEN FORGET WHEN WE URGE WORK
REQUIREMENTS ON WELFARE RECIPIENTS IS THAT THE ROUTINE OF JOB-SEEKING ANO
JOB-RETENTION IS NOT ROUTINE IN MANY LOW-INCOME FAMILIES. MAINTAINING SOME
CONNECTION TO THE COMMUNITY, EVEN WHEN THE CHIL.OREN ARE INFANTS, IS OESIRABLE
BECAUSE IT RAOICALLY REQUCES THE ISOLATION OF POOR YOUNG MOTHERS ANO HEIGHTENS
THE GPPORTUNITIES FOR SINGLE PARENTS TO WORK ANO GAIN SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

SELF~SUFFICIENCY THROUGH A COMPREHENSIVE WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAM, OF COURSE,
PRESUMES THE AVAILABILITY OF QUALITY CHILO CARE ANO THE OTHER SERVICES

NECESSARY FOR ECONOMIC INOEPENOENCE.

(2) THE FANILY LIVING STANDARD COUPLED WITH THE WELFARE-TO-JOBS PROGRAM
PROVIDES REAL ENCOURAGEMENT TO MORK.

BECAUSE WE BELIEVE IT SHOULD ALWAYS BE TO A FAMILY'S BENEFIT TO WORK, THE FLS

WOULD BUILO IN INCENTIVES TO WORK. FAMILIES WOULO BE ALLOWED TO EXCLUOE 25
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PERCENT OF ALL EARNED INCOME AS WELL AS THE E*"NED INCOME TAx CREDIT WHEN
CALCULATING THE BENEFIT LEVEL.

(3) STRONGER PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR LOW-INCOME CHILOREN ARE CRITICAL TO REAL
SELF-SUFFICIENCY.

CHILDREN DROP OUT OF SCHOOL IN PART BECAUSE THEY DO NOT AND CANNOT MAKE THE
CONNECTION BETWEEN THEIR OWN SCHOOLING AND THEIR EVENTUAL SELF-SUFFICIENCY AS
A GAINFULLY EMPLOYED MEMBERS Of SOCIETY. SCHOOL IS IRRELEVANT TO CHIi DREN
UNLESS THEY CAN SEE HOW IT WILL FINALLY BENEFIT THEM AND THEIR FAMILIES.

WE BELIEVE THAT EDUCATIONAL REFORMS ALREADY PROPOSED MUST BE ACTED UPON
INCLUDING PROGRAMS TO PREPARE LOW-INCOME CHILOREN FOR SCHOOL. TO ASSURE THAT
THEY MAKE MAXIMUM ACADEMIC PROGRESS--CUMPLETING HIGH SCHOOL AT A MINIMUM--ANO
TO INSURE EFFECTIVE TRANSITIONS FROM SCHOOL TO WORK.

(4)  ADEQUATE WEALTH CARE COVERAGE DURING THE TRANSITION VO SELF-SUFFICIEMCY
MAKES THAT TRANSITION POSSIBLE.

WE ARE RECOMMENDING THAT MEOICAID CONTINUE TO BE AVAILABLE TO RECIPIENTS OF
FAMILY LIVING STANDARD BENEFITS. AND WE ARE NOW EMBARKING ON A THOROUGH REVIEW
OF THE ENTIRZ AREA OF ACCESS TO HEALTH CARL FOR POOR FAMILIES ANO CHILOREN.
WE DO KNOW. NOW. HOWEVER. THAT HEALTH CARE COVERAGE IS ESSENTIAL FOR POOR
FAMILIES AS THEY ENTER THE WORK FORCE AND FOR A SUFFICIENT TRANSITION PERIOD
UNTIL EMPLOYERS MAKE ADEQUATE HEALTH CARE COVERAGE AVAILABLE TO SUCH FAMILIES.

-1q-
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STATEMENT OF DR. ARTHUR FLEMMING, FORMER SECRETARY
OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARF ALEXANDRIA, VA

Dr. FLemMiNG. Thank you very much, Senator Moynihan. I ap-
preciate very much the ogportunity of a&;;earing before you, and I
am grateful to you for the leadership that you are exercising in
this area. It is very, very encouraging to me to take note of all of
the reports, and to take note of the fact that this whole welfare
area has been put on the political agenda again and is being given
very, very careful consideration. This is a personal comment; I ap-
preciate the tribute you just paid to those who work in the social
welfare area. This is something that we should pay more attention
to than we do. If we don’t, we are not going to have the kind of
people in that work that we need to have in that work.

I do appreciate the opportunity of appearing before the subcom-
mittee, and as you indicated, in 1986 I accepted an invitation ex-
tended to me by Gov. Bruce Babbitt of Arizona to co-chair with him
the deliberations of a group of distinguished citizens from both the
public and private sectors that he had invited to participate in a
project on the welfare of families. As Governor Babbitt stated in
the foreword of the report that we issued, for 6 months we “grap-
pled with a dilemma,” that is, how can American society address
the unmet needs of the poor without increasing their dependence
on a handout? How can we reduce that dependence without in-
creasing the poverty which breeds it?

It is my privilege to present to the members of this subcommittee
the report 1ssued by the el containingeour key recommendations
and the papers pre for our consideration by an outstanding
group of scholars. I would like very briefly to give you some feel of
the concerns that are reflected the recommendations of the
panel. I am %ﬁ,ing to do this by referring to the second chapter of
our report. This the chapter entitled ‘‘Reforming Welfare: Basic
Tenets and Fu:.damental Choices” and was written by Dr. Jack
Myer, who you know is Director of New Directions for Policy. He
was the directoc of our project, and he wrote this particular chap-
ter with his assciate, Rose: Kern.

I am going to refer specifi to five basic principles included in
this chapter, principles which I believe are a true reflection of the
gscussions of our panel and are directly related to our recommen-

tions.

First, he stresses a welfare system should always make someone
better off financially for working than not for working. And he, in
his chapter, calls attention to the fact that for a family of three
persons who earned income in 1986 equal to 75 percent of rty,
there were only eight States where the combination of and
food stampe brought this family’s income above poverty. In 1976,
this was case In 46 States. This is why in our recommendations
we called not only for improvements in AFDC and food stam‘ps, but
also for additional emphasis on health care assistance and for fur-
ther relief under the earned income tax credits.

Then the next principle he identified as eligibility criteria for
public assistance should be roughly comparable from one region of
the country to another. This is why we recommended that the Fed-
eral Government should ensure a basic minimum level of support
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to provide a decent living standard for those who cannot work or
whose efforts to achieve full self-sufficiency fall a little short.

This is why in establishing a Federal floor, we proposed as a first
ster that the combination of AFTC and food stamp benefits equal
at least 65 percent of Federal poverty standards in year el%SS,
that this be increased to 70 percent in fiscal year 1989, and that we
should continue moving this floor upward until it approximates the
Federal Government's poverty threshold. This is why we also rec-
ommended that maximum potential Federal Supplemental Securi-
ty Income should be raised to the Federal poverty threshold.

The next principle: The needy should not be denied Government
assistance for health care coverage because of inequities in the
AFDC system; health care assistance should be provided on the
basis of financial need alone. This is why we recommended that
Government health care gﬁrams should build on recent Congres-
sional action and extend th care coverage to a broader group in
need of helyn, specifically that Medicaid should be expandecf to
cover all pregnant women, children, older and disabled persons
who are below the poverty threshold.

This is why we recommended that the private sector should also
be encouraged to extend coveraige to workers without protection.
This is why we identified both of these recommendations as impor-
tant steps toward our ultimate goal of universal health coverage.

The next principle: Public assistance for low income families
should be reoriented toward more emphasis on job readiness ana
job development for those able to work and less emphasis on
income maintenance. That is why one of our major recommenda-
tions was that Federal and State governments should play a lead-
ing role in providing a route for welfare recipients from welfare
roles to prodxt’lctive employment.

This is why another major recommendation was that we must in-
crease our investment in public and private programs for the devel-
opment of basic skills of our youth, if the nation is to succeed in
reducing long-term dependency.

The final principle: People should not be screened out of public
assistance for having an intact family if they would qualify on the
basis of financial need. This is why we recommended the AFDC
Unemployed Parent Program, namely providing assistance to
households with a parent who is either unemployed or working
part-time, should be implemented in all States. We recognize that
the implementation of our recommendations would add to both
Federal and State expenditures. We believe they would be an in-
vestment in our future as a nation. We also believe they must be
fully funded so as not to add to our current fiscal stress.

e are convinced that new Government outlays can be funded
through a combination of expenditure cutbacks, taxing certain
types of income that are now tax-free, or other revenue-raising
measures.

We believe that recommendations such as those included in our
report should be implemented now. They should be implemented
now in order to bring relief to those who are suﬂ'erin%.l They should
be implemented now in order to replace despair wit hope in the
lives of those who are now the victims of our present shortsighted
welfare policy, a policy which—as far as many persons are con-
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cerned—is in direct conflict with our desire as a nation to respond
to human need in a compassionate manner.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Secretary, that was beautiful, concise,
and definitive. If anyone were to have asked that the main themes
of this long hearing we have now had in the presence of five—that
& main themes be summarized—they are right there in your tes-

ony.

Dr. G. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator MoYNIHAN. With one particular specific. I mean, we
have all agreed that Medicaid—just as it is irrational to have a
chﬂdinmeStategetﬁc:Smamonthfor its care and $30 in the
next State, that the child was different because of the jurisdic-
tion—equally a poor child ought to have medical insurance. And to
take away medical insurance when families try to become inde-
pendent is just the dumbest kind of incentive.

But something you said just sums it up so much from your
report. Just think about this: In 1976, a family of three persons
which earned income equal to about 75 percent of poverty—and I
would not enﬁerate if I said that is a mother with two children,
working at a little bit more than the minimum wage, which is
what peogle get——

All right, you go out and you work full time at minimum wage,
and you get about 75 percent of the poverty line ‘o take care of
yourself and g'our two children. In 1976, the combination of AFDC
payments and food stamps would have taken all those families out
of poverty in all hut four States. And 10 years later, it would take
them out of pove%in only eight. That is regression.

Dr. FLEMMING. t is right.

Senator MoyN 4An. Sir, that is social regression. That is why
thg’re are people cieeping on the streets. What kind of people are
we?

Dr. FLemMMING. Mr. Chairman, that figure—which was provided
us by Jack Myer—really caught my attention, and I think it does
sum up the fact that, over the last five to six years, we have been
moving backwards rather than forwards in dealing with this par-
ticular problem. There isn’t any question about it at all.

And I noted in connection with the earlier testimony, in your in-
terest in the expansion of Medicaid, I am delighted that the Con-
gress has made it poesible for this stage to take that action. I
happen to be chairing a national health care campaign. We are
putting on a drive designed to convince as many States as possible
that they should take advan of that legislation; but at the end
of this year, I think we should take inventory and see how many
have taken advantage of it.

And if we Lave not mace substantial progress—significant
progress—then I think the Congress should consider making that a
mandatory ﬂ'ovision. I think it is indefensible for this nation to
keep out of Medicaid, which was passed to deal with the medically
indigent, the children and the pregnant women, the disablec and
the older persons who are below the vertﬁhreshold.

And it seems to me that the millions that are affected by our
present policy in keeping them out of Medicaid should g:t re.ief.
And I don't ti.mk' we should keep postponing it.
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As I said, I am p.rfectly willing to work hard to get State legisla-
tures to take advantage of it; but if they don’t, then I think the
Congress should give very serious consideration in the second ses-
sion of this Congress to making that mandatory.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Secretary, we will do exactly as, not in-
structed by you, but as persuaded by you. It is a technique that you
have brought to a high art over four decades of admirable public
service. We thank you for your testimony, sir, and we look forward
to this end of the year check-cut.

Dr. FLemMiNG. Thank you.

Senator Moy:iHAN. And with that, I thank our reporter; I thank
our staff. We will declare this first of five hearings closed.

[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

[The prepared written statement of Dr. Flemming follows:]
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I. Introduction

A.
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I sppreciste the opportvnitv of apvearing before the Subcormittee on
Social Securitv and Familv Policv of the Committee on Finance of the
United States Senate in connection with vour hearinxs on "W2lfare:

Reform or Replacement”"

In Mav of 1986 I acceoted an invitation extended to me bv Governor
Bruce Babbitt of Arizona to co=chair with him the deliberations of a
group of distinpuished citizens from both the public and private
sector thac he had invired to particivate in a Profe~t on the Welfare

of Families,

As Governor Babbitt stated in =he foreword of our report: For six
months we “granpled with a dilemma: how can American societv address
the unmet needs of the noor=--without increasing their devendence on a
handout” How can ve reduce that dependence=~without increasing the

povertv which hreeds it”"

It is mv privilege to vresent to the memters of this Subcormittee the
renort issued bv the Panel containing our kev recormmendations and the
pavers prepared for our consideration bv an outstanding group of

scholars.
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A. I would like--verv brieflv--to give vou some appreciation of the

concerns that are reflected bv the recommendations of the panel.

1. I am going to do this bv referriig to the second chapter of

our report.

2. This chapter 1s entitled "Reforming Welfare: Basic Tenets and
Fundamental Choices” and was written by Dr. Jack A. Mever,
President of New Directions for Policv, the Director of our

profect and hie aszociate, Rosemarv Kern.

3. I am going to refer specifically to five besic principles included
in this chapter--principles which I believe are a true reflection
of the discussions of our Panel and are directlv related to our

recommendations,

B. A velfare svstem should alwavs make someone hetter off financiallw

for working than not for working.

1. For a familv of three nersons who earned income in 1986 equal
to 75 percent of povertv, there were onlv 8 states where the

combination of AFDC and Food stamps brought this familv's

income above novertv. 1In 1976, this was the case in 46 states.

2. That is whv in our recommendations we called not onlv for improve-
ments in ATDC and F ood stamps but also for additional emphcsis
on health care assistance, and for ~'rther relief under the

Earned Income Tax Credit.
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C. Eligibiliey criteria for public assistance should be roughlv

comparable from one region of the countrv to another.

1. That is vhv we recommended that the Federal government should
assure & basic minimum level of support to provide a decent
living standard for those who cannot work or whose efforts to

achieve full self-suf€iclencv fall a little short.

That is why in establishing a federal floor we nroposed, as a
first step, that the combination of AFDC and Food stamp
benefits equal at least 65 nercent of federal poverty standards
in fiscal vear 1988, and that this be increased to 70 nercent
in fiscal vear 1989, and tha: we should continue moving this
floor upward until it anproximates the Federal povernment’s

povertyv threshold.

3. This is whv we also recommended that maximum notential federal
federal Sunnlemental Securitv Iicome (SSI) should be raised to

the federal novertv threshold.
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D, The needy should not be denied government assistance fcr health care

coverage because of inequities in the AFDC system; health care

assistance should he nrovided on the baeis of financial need aloﬁe.

1, This is whv we re~ormended that Covernment health care programs
should build on recent Congressional action and extend health
care coverage to 2 broader group in need of heln; snecificallv
that Medicaid should be exnanded to zover all nregnant women,
children, older and disabled nersons below the povertv

threshold.

2. This is vhv ve recomrmended that the nriv:te sector should also

be encouraged to extend coverage to workers without protection

3. This is whv we identified both of these recormendations as

importanc stens tovard our ultimate foal of universal health

coverage.

E. Public assistance for low-incore famfliec =!. .14 he re-oriented

tovard more emphasis on ioh read‘.ess and 405 develo-ment for those

able t~ work and less emnhasis on incore raintenance

1. Ttat is whv one of ot~ mator recormendations was that Federal and
State governrents should nlav a leading role in nrovidine a
route for welfare recinients fron welfare roles to nroducti.

enplovment.
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2. This {s whv another malor recormendation was that we must

increase our investment in public and nrivate programs ‘or
the develodment of basic skills of our vouth if the nation

1s to succeed in reducing long-term dependencv.

F. People should not be screened out of public cssistance for having

an infact familv if t*ev would qualifv on the basis of

financial need.

1. That is whv re recormended the AFDC Unemploved Parent Program
(providing assistance to households wvith a narent who is
either unemploved or working part-tirme) should be imnlemented’
in all states

ITI. Conclusion

A, Ve recognize that the ‘rmplementation of our recp,,emdatonms wo;:
add to both federal and state exnenditures,
1. e helieve thev would be invest~ents in our future.

2. We also believe thev must be fullv funded so as not to add te

our current fiscal stress.
"'e are convinced that new sovernment sutlavs can be funded throuch

a corvination of exmenditure cutbacks, taving certain tvnes of

incore that are now rax ‘ree, or other recenue-raising measures,
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B. We believe that recommendations such as those included in our report

should be implemented now.

1. Thev should be implemented nov in order to bring relief to those
who are suffering.
They should be implemented now in order to replace despair with
hooe in the lives of those who are now the victims of our
present short-sighted welfare nolicv--a nolicv which as far as
nanv persons are concerned is in direct conflict with our desire

as a nation to respond to human need in a compassionate —anner.




WELFARE: REFORM OR REPLACEMENT?
(Child Support Enforcement)

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 2, 1987

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY PoLicy,
Washington, DC.

Th: subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:33 a.m. in room
SD 215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, the Honorable Patrick
Moynihan (chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Moynihan, Mitchell, Wallop, and Durenberger.

[The prepared statements of Senators Moynihan and Mitchell
and an article from the Washington Post follow:]
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WE DO NOT HAVE CHILDREN TO WASTE

Statement by
Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan

Chairman

Subcomrittee on Soc:al Security and Family Policy
Senate Committee cn F:inance
Hearings: "Welfare: Reform or Repiacement?™

Monday., February 2, 1987
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In his State of the Union message a few nights ago,
President Reagan said he would submit to the Congress, 1n
February, "a new national welfare strategy.® With the President
interested in overhauling the family welfare system and
Democratic and Lepublican leaders in the Congress intent on
improving the lot of children and their families, we may be
able, in this 100th session of Congress, to evolve a system of

child support that we do not now have.

AFDC Cannot wWork

We need such a system. The American Public welfare
Association reports that one child in four is born into poverty
today; one in five will grow up poor. The principal program nov
supporting poor children, Aid to Families with Deper .ent
Children (AFDC}, does not and cannot offer poor fam:) 1es the
hope of becoming self-sufficient.

Of course, AFDC was never intended for this purpose. It
was designed, in 1935, to tide over poor widows and orphans who
were not yet entitled to receive Survivors Insurance benefits,
added to the Social Security Act 1in 1939. Moreover, the AFDC
program was never meant to respond to the social conditions of
the 1980s. Neither the draratic increase in female-neaded
families, nor the expectation r.... women would work outside the
home, was anticipated 52 years agc

This misratch between the soc:al expectations of a bygone
era and today’'sr tocial :efalitues helps exple.r the precipitous

decline 1n tie nwa.ur of " e 1 nel,tn we pa, LG ncedy children.
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Between 1970 and 1986, the purchasing powe:. of AFDC benefits 1n
the median state {in constant dollars) declined by one third.
At least for the children receiving such benefits. 1In 1985,
there were over 12 miliion poor children in the United States;
only seven million qualified for AFDC.

We have a program that reaches less than two thirds of
those who need it, a program i1n which benefits have been allowed
to decline. This 1s not a program that commands political

support.

Replace APTC

That 1s why I suggest we replace, rather than reform,
AFDC. Replace 1t with a national system of child support -- a
system that relies first and foremost on parents to support
their children. In single-parent families, the absent fathers
{it 1s fathers who are absent in 9C% of such families) must be
required to pay a portion of their incomes to help support their
children. Mothers must help support their children by working,
at least part-time, outside the nhome. If parental support
payments plus earnings still leave a housenold's income kelow a
stipulated minimum benefit level, we must then provide for eur
children with public support.

Simply put, parents rmust assume prinmary financial
responsibility for the:r ct:ldren. Only after both parents are
doing thei1 fair share should public assistance be provided.
The lead editorial 1n the Wastington Post of January 30, 1987,

suggests that this approach may "iiberate” liberais and
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conservatives -- allowing us, finally, to act 1n concert on

behalf of our children.

It is essential that we act. In 1985, 22 percent of

children under age 18 were living with one parent. But 60

percent of all children born 1n 1985 can expect to live in a

single-parent family before reaching their 18th birthdays. 1If

we do not move beyond "welfare," one-third of our children can
expect to become AFDC recipients for some portion of their

childhoods.

Emerging Consensus

At our first hearing, we observed a bipartisan consensus

emerging around three themec:

First, there is agreement that parents must assume

responsibility for their children. According to the U.S. Census
Bureau, in 1983 there were 8.7 million women caring for children
whose fathers were absent from the home. Only 58 percent of

them had court orders or agreements to receive child support; 42

received the full amount due them, a quarter received partial
payment, and the remain:ing gquarter received nothing.

The problem affects mothers regardless of race. ethnicity,
or region, although we 4o know ttat black mothers and mothers of
Spanish origin living apart from the fathers of their children
are less likely than the.r white counterparts ‘o be awarded
child support: 70 percent of white mothers .:e awarded chi1ld

|
} percent did not. Of the 58 percent with court orders, only half
|
|
)
|
|
|
\
]
|
) support payments, compared to 44 percent of Sparish~origin
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mothers, and 34 percent of black mothers. White mothers also
recelve larger child support | .yments per year ($2,475 in 1983),
on average, than black ($1,465) and Spanish-origin ($1,839)
mothers.

Chi1ld support enforcement 1s a responsibility that crosses
income lines. All children ere entitled to parental support.
Yet, systematic enfcrcement cf child support obligations 1s
something we've just begun to do, despite that fact that
Congress first passed child support legislation in 1950 (the
Notification of Law Enforcement Officials, or the so-called
NOLEO Amendment). But as these data show, we can and must do a
better job of enforcing parental support obligations.

A second area of consensus has to do with work. Whether

children live with both parents or just one, able-bodied parents

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 70 percent of all
mothers with children aged 6 to 18 years are working at jobs
outside the home; more than half of all mothers with children
under the age of six and even three are working. With s many
mothcrs 1n the labor fcrce, there is now general agreement that
poor single mothcrs ought to work, at least part-time.

what 1s disturb ng, however, 1s that many of these working
mothers are still poor. In 1986, 1f « single parent with two
children earned income equivalent to 75 percent of the poverty
line, her earnings, together with AFDC and Food Stomp bencfits,

would have lifted her family above the poverty line 'n only

O
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ei1ght states. Just ten years earlier, the same household woula

have escaped poverty in 46 states.

A single parent ought not +to be poor and -dependaent on the
welfare system when she is both working and fulfilling her
child-rearing obligations. That 1s why I stress the import;:ce
of dev"oping a new child support system that will rely,
primarily, on parental support payment. from the absert parent,
plus earned income. Together, these sources of income ought to
free mothers and their children -7 relying on public
subsidies.

Chculc a mbination of parental support payments and
earnings still be insufficient to care adequately for these
children, then time-limited government assistance, 1n the form
of a chi1la support ¢ p.lenent, ought to be made available. If,
after a reasonable period of time (perhaps two years), a single
mother has not secured a job, she woul be provided a public
work, tra:ning, or education ass. ,nment as a condit.on of
continued public support.

A third source of agreement stems from the second: If we

expect single parents to go to work, then we 1 st put in place

the supportive services that will enable them to train for,

secure, and retain jobs outside o< the home. For example,
job-training and work experience programs, together with child
care services arc essential. There 1s also the natter of
providing poor working parents with access to health care

cover.ge for their families. We may have to randatc the
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extension of Medicaid benefits to poor houscholds with young

children, rather than leave that option to the :tates.

We Don't Have Children to “Jaste

In short, we are hearing a recurring thene, that of a new
"social contract.™ A contract in which parents assume the
primary financial responsibilily for their children -- absent
parents by paying child support and custodial parents by working
as much as is practicable. In exchange, the community, through
temporary government assistance, will assure that children and
the families raising them receive adequate income and health
care.

A chi1ld should never be neglected, even in a soclety
brimming with children. How much more careful we ought to be,
then, as children become a scarce resource. Fifteen years ago,
the birth rate in America fell below the level necessary to
maintain the population. Quite simply, we cannot afford to
waste a single child. And yet, at present, we suffer the
impoverishment of 20 p2rcent of‘our children. Do we expect
children growing up 1n misery €b mature 1nto adults capable of
maintaining, much less 1mnroving, American society? It ought
not to be left to chance.

We must finaily concede that the AFDC program cannot be
re ormed. It must be rep'aced with a new system o child

support.
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Frin, Jant an J0, 1947

The Washington Post

AN

INDEPENDENT NEWSPAPER

Jump Start for Welfare

ELFARE REFORM has been around so

long that the debate 1s a little like one of

those stylized chess games—Nurzo-Indian
defense to obscure vanation of the Queen’s Pawn
openmg—-that, untd about tha 25th move, owe more
to habit than to thought. Now comes Sen Darel
Patnck Moynihan, new Democratic charman of the
responsible Scnate subcommuttee, n an effort to
unjock and reinwvigorate the aiscussion by changing
the terms. Welfare “cannot be reformed. It should be
replaced,” he says—and then proposes to reform .
but from a perspective and m a vocabulary that he
hopes will liberate both sides.

Mr Moynthan 15 a genuine expert in these
matiers As prolessor, presideantiai ade, scrivus
ustorian and senator, he has dealt authoritatively
with welfare reform for 25 vears He knows the
program’s history—that 1. %7~z 43 temporary
widows and orphans program under Soc.»l Secur-
ty to tide suciv survivors over until thie formal
survivors insurance ~ystem made part of Social
Secunty m 1939 could take hold The program
was then thought hkely to wither away; no one
reckoned with a change v traditional famuly
structure that would create an enure subculture
nf female-headed faraties {1 he assisted Now a
program c-eated (e one purpuce has hiad 2nather
grateed onto it Social Security has uone well b
the elderly Its byproduct, welfare, has not done
well by the other large depencent group m toe
society, the young. ‘The poverty rate for children
15 now about 20 percent; some 12 nullion children
live below the ofnicial poverty hne. Only / aulhon
of these are even on welfare, and welfare bene-
fus, set by the states, have lost a third of their
purchasing power to mtlaton m the pr-t 15 ycars

The welfare debate has traditionally focussed
on what the governmicnt should and should not do
for welfare mothers Mr Moymhan would torce it

toward the necds of cluldren He would begin by
systemnatizing the smposition of child support
paymen.s in the courts; only 58 percent of single
mother have court orders naw, and vnly half
these + :cewve all they are due, He wouid then
declacr 1t the obligation of every able-bodica
weltare other alsa 15 work at least part-time (an
easiLr  osttion o fake now that most women
the society at large also work), he would step up
traditional progrms to hielp such women find ard
survive 1n jobs Only then would he turn to
weltare, government would make up the differ-
ence hetween child support and wage and possibly
new national benefit levels No able-bodied recips-
cat would be allowed to £6 without wothing for
more than a ‘reasonable” tume f she could not
tind 4 yoh, a public one would be found for her

The welfare benefit would thus be restdual;
goverrment would be tapped only atter the fanuly
and the b marhet o theorvy, that 1s also the order
now Child support and wages are subtracted in
determming benefits, tind more fatners and jobs and
vou reduce “welfare © Mr Movmihan would shift the
emphases. He deliberately leaves open the Ques-
tions that have stynued ths pattern of reformn the
past—Fh.ow generous t¢ 'nake the benefit structure,
how to preserve the mcentive to work, how to
allocate funds among states with low benefits and
mgh, the displacement problems m creating o
maay new low-paymg public-sector jobs. He also
skips over cost, saying—less convincmgly than he
wonld ike —that “we shordd end up saving money.”

But the senator does pinp-start the debate. e
poinis i a direction with which hiberals and conser-
valives both micht eventwailv be comfortable. He
says the prollent is not the welfare system, weth alt
that that connotes. but the status of children when
one ot five is pear The first mav seem a tiresome
cubject, hut the ather s urgent
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Statement by Senator George J. Mitchell
Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy
Welfare: Reform or Replacement?

February 2, 1987

Mr. Chairman, I commend you for your prompt attention to the
1ssue of welfare reform. You ind I have worked togetner in

the past to show our support for the WIN program in the face
of at :mpts to eliminate the only federal program in current
law that is designed to educate and train welfare recipients

to become permanently self-sufficient.

I look forward to working with you in the 190th Congress to
reform existing welfare programs and develop new programs
which will succeed in protecting the most vulnerable i1n our
society while encouraging all persons who are able to work

to do sc

As the Chairman of the Health Subcommittee I am particularly
interested in provisions included in a number of wel .-e
reform proposals which address the issue of health coverage

for welfare recipients and their chiidren.
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Many poor persons in our nation do not have access to health

care. Too often, when a welfare recipient dces find a
low-paying job, hea.ch insurance is not included as a
benefit. This is particularly true of part-time employment

and many jobs at the minimum wage.

This often places a mother ia a position of choosing between
a job which might provide enough to support her family, and
health insurance for herself and her children. This is an

unfair choice for anyone to be expected tc make.

The federal government currently spends about $116 billion
dollars on welfare related programs. We cannot continue to
spend precious dollars on programs which are not working. I
look forward to working with members of this subcommittee to
carefully examine the proposals before us and to devise a
viabie solution to the existing cris's ir income security

programs.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. A very good morning to our guests and our
witnesses.

I want to especially weicome Governor Castle, and is Mayor Hol-
land here? Mr. Mayor, good morning. And Ann Klinger, good
morning to you. You are our three elected officials, so we especially
welcome you on this cccasion.

This is the second of a series of five hearings before the new Sub-
committee on Social Security and Family Policy. We have set our-
selves to a task of exploring the grounds for common agreement, if
we can, to provide a system of child support in the United States.

Our present and “sporadic” system, you c »uld almost say, that is
known as “welfare” in a general sense is in fact Title IV of the
Social Security Act, originally the Aid to Dependent Children Pro-

, which over from 1935, when it was established as a
ridge program until the uniform and near-universal coverage of
workers by Social Security became effective. In short, the ADC pro-
gram was meant to provide temporary assistance for widows and
orphans until more workers and their dependents would qualify for
Survivors Insurance. The principal purpose of the program was to
provide for these dependents, in the event of the unexpected death
of the wage-earner.

That has c as we have re.ched a point in our social histo-
ry, if you like, when the median American child will spend part of
his or her youth in a broken home, or a “single-parent home” is
the best way to describe it. In a few homes there has been a death
in the famni y. But that is most unusual; typicaliy the family has
either not formed or has divided for nther reasons. Only a minori-
ty, 40 percent, of American children will live their first 18 years
with their two natural parents.

So, it presents itself as a national problem to devise a means by
which we can ensure that sur children are raised with the levels of
well-being that we would expect for ourselves and, for the most
part, #xperience ourselves. This is not the case now.

W find that for the first time in our Listory the group in our
population that has the highest rates of poverty are the children. A
child of six or under is nearly seven times more likely to be poor
than a person 65 or older. The absolute numbers ané the percent-
ages are horrendous. There were some 12 million children living in
povertv, last year nearly 13 percent of all American children under
18. The American Public Welfare Aseociation p.esented a study to
us last week—which has the rather striking title “One Child in
Four,” which is the proportion of children wto are born irto pover-
ty today. Over time, in the course of the 18 years of childhood and

oung adulthood, the number of children living in poverty is very
Kjgh indeed, higher than any other industrialized nation. We can
look on these matters very usefully to our neighbor Canada, which
has the same economy as jurs and many of the same traditions,
and the same patterns ot jovernmen! as ours, yet they have no
groblem approaching it. You know, they have their difficulties, too,

ut nothing of the order of mass poverty in children that we have.

The President has asked us to address the reform of our nation’s
welfare system. He raised it in his State of the Union message in
1986, a year age. and in his 1987 message last week returned to it
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and said he would be sending Congress a message. And we await
that with considerable antici&al;i:m.

I have recently spoken to les Hobbs at the White House, the
President’s Special Assistant for Domestic Policy, and our Subcom-
mittee will be hearing testimony from the Administration in the
coming weeks.

At today’s hearing, we will hear from a variety of persons who
are responsible as public officials for our welfare g;:gmms, with
groups such as the National Urban League which been inter-

in these matters for a very long while; the National Gover-
nors’ Association; the U.S. Conference of Mayors; and the National
Association of Counties, among other distinguished witnesses.

I have a statement which I would place in the record at this
point. But I call your particular attention, if I may do, to a very
fire editorial which appeared as the lead editional in the Washing-
ton Post on Friday. Referring to ~ur hearings, the editors say that
these hearings do indeed seem to provide the prospect that we can
find common ground, a perspective about not seeking any longer to
reform welfare but to replace welfare with a system ~f child sup-
port, and to do 80 in terms that conservatives, as we would think of
ourselves, and liberals, as we would think of ourselves, can come
together in this matter, in the name of the children.

I would note in particular the proposition that the United States
doesn’'t have any children to waste—not that we ever really did.
But I don’t thini it has impressed itself on our awareness that 15

ears , for the first time in our history, ine birthrate in the

nited States dropped below the replacement level. We have been
running for 15 years well below the rates of birth that would main-
tain a stable population over time. And while there is a long phase-
in of this kind of demographic change, when it hits you it has al-
ready happened.

We face the prospect in the generation ahead that we might find
ourselves with a workforce much smaller than we have had in the
past, while at the sam= time we will need to look after a retired
population much larger than we have ever known. We will need all
the skills and all the abilities and all the energies possible, and we
are simply not going to find them if wc allow half of our children
to rrow up in circumstances where at one time or another they are
seriously in difficulty and at any given moment, such as now, a
fifth of them are living in poverty.

Now, enough of my remarks. I would like first of all to thank the
Committee staff, everybody here, for having put together a number
of documents. There is a brief description of present-law welfare
programs for families, which is available. It is a good, handy com-
pen lium of all of these matters.

1 . suld ncte that this is a Monday morning, not a convenient
time for hearings, and it is especially gracious of the elected offi-
cials who have come from long distances to represent their organi-
zations.

I would recall that last week, when we began this series of hear-
ings, iL was also a snowy, difficult morning in Washington. But Mr.
Dole, who is our raaking member, the Republican leader, was here,
and our Chairman Mr. Bentsen was here. And I suspect before the
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morning is over we may see some other members of our subcom-
mittee.

But in the interest of some order and because we have the High-
way Bill on the floor at 2:00—I am going to ask if our first three
witnesses could kecp their comments to 15 minutes, and of course
everything will be made a matter of the record, and thereafter, we
will keep it to 10, but with a liberal understarding that pobody is
going to be cut short.

Whereupon, the Honorable Michael Castle, Governor of Dela-
ware and Chairman of the National Governors Association Task
Force on Welfare Prevention and the Committee on Human Re-
sources.

Governor, we welcome you to the Finance Committee, and we
are looking forward to your testimony, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL CASTLE, GOVERNOR OF DELA-
WARE AND CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION
TASK FORCE ON WELFARE PREVENTION AND COMMITTEE ON
HUMAN RESOURCES

Gove-nor CAsTLE. Thank you very much, Senator.

I am very pleased to be here. It is, believe it or not, Lincoln’s
Birthaay in Delaware today. I don’t think Abraham Lincoln, were
he alive, would understand that. And we understand that problem,
and the problem of Mondays. But I am very pleased to have the
opportunity to be here.

Let me particularly thank you and the staff personally for your
interest and work on this. In your own case, of course, it has been
an abiding interest of I guess 25 yeare or so, that you have been
worried about this problem, prebably for half or more of the life of
welfare in this country, and we certain'y appreciate that.

Preliminarily, before striking off into the area of welfare, I
would like to say that, as one Governcr, and I think I probably
speak for all of the Governors, although I have not consulted with
them, that we all know, of course, that welfare is sort of the last
thingthatyougetto.lthinkallofusarespendingalotofour
time and attention on the other things that one worries about
before we worry about the actual breakdown of welfare and the

1cepts of what we should do in welfare.

For instance, in the area of prevention, we in Delaware and in
the National Governors Association have started something called
“Focus on the First 60 Months,” which is a little bit of a misnomer
because it starts with the time of pregnancy and goes through the
first five years. Essentially, we are looking at all of the best state
practices to see what we can put together in order to prevent some
of the problems that can lead to more difficulties later on, such as
the medical problems—we are starting m.dical centers in Deig-
ware, 18 an example—nutritional problems, lack of education prob-
lems—that is, with either pre-kindergartens or daycares, or otker
structured types of existences—to make sure that those young
people who don’t seem to have any advocates at all out there are
going to have some support. And perhaps we can prevent a lot of
the problems thet we sev later on as {ar as welfare is concerned.
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Education is a matter that concerns ell Governors. Sometimes
educators fgty, “Why are you getting involved in education?” Well,
in Delaware we pay for 70 percent of it, local schoo: districts or
not, 80 we are vitally interested in getting involved. It i8 our feeling
that, if we can prevent dropouts at a very early age, if we can en-
courage people in pre-kindergarten levels and kindergarten levels
to “get up to speed” if you will, then perhaps we can help keep
them in school, so that they do not drop out, and, again, perhaps
prevent the problems later on before we have to address welfare.

And then, I guess the whole area of jobs and economic develop-
mentisamatterofeoncemtoallofustoday.Wehavel;ajn%pened
to have had some good fortune i Delaware with that, it is
amazing to see the correlation between the welfare rolls and unem-
ployment. As empioyment goes up and as unemployment goes
down, the welfare rolls seem to change dramatically. I think we
have the second-lowest unemployment; in November we will prob-
ably be in the bottom-10 in the country for this year. And that has
been a terrific advantage to us in getting rid of some of the prob-
}ems th:t have existec out there, to give people that opportunity
or wor

I cannot emphasize that enough, because I think nothing we
have ever done in terms of dealing with welfare, until 1987 when
perhaps we have a chance to do something more, has ever worked
as well as a economic-development jobs-oriented economy, if
we can possibly have that.

Now, having said that, it seems to me that the time has come in
our country when we really do have the opportunity tc do some-
thing about this. I look at White House and the Senate and the
House, and I look at the Governors’ offices and the counties and
the towns, and at the different groups that exist in our society who
have looked at this problem, and I see the opportunity for change.

I read the Washington Post editorial on Friday, I read Time
Magazine from last we2k, which cited some of your work and some
of Governor Dukakis's work, and other things which are going on.
You roally begin to realize that we have now an opportunity that
we have never had before. It crosses party lines, it is the public and
private sector, it crosses philosophies, and I think everyone realizes
that there is sort of a merging of interest.

And that is probably more important than anything we will dis-
cuse today, the fact that we are all discussing these thi and
nobody is saying, “I am philosophically opposed to that.” I think it
is someiiing we really want to keep our eye on, because I know,
amongst the Governors, it goes across all 50 states and all political
ramifications, and everyone seems to be pulling together.

In the various groups that you indicated I am involved with, the
Welfare Prevention Task Force and the Human Resources Commit-
tee of the Governors, we are working very hard, 28 you know, be-
cause I know you have been inforr ed of this, to come down to
Washington in about th-ee weeks or 8o to adopt a new policy for
welfare that will incorporate many of the things that I am going to
discuss here today, whica will be the hallmark, really, of what we
are going to do in those three days that we spend in Washington at
that time of the year when the Governors descend on Washington
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and try to tell Congress what to do for the rest of the year. And we
look forward to that a great deal.

Now, having said that, let me just turn to the question of wel-
fare. I think a lot of us have realized that human capital is perhaps
the single most important substance that we have in this country
in oider to really help people, and we really need to do more with
it.

We have a goal in the National Governors Association to help
our citizens benefit from prosperity by giving them the skills to
participate in it, which has been lacking, rather than simpl%suboi-
dizing unfulfilled lives, which is what welfare has dore. Welfare
lrieformisanintegmlpartofanyeﬂ'orttogivemllvaluetothose
ves.

I would say that all Governors are involved in welfare reform.
We want to improve our states’ economies and we need those
people in order to do that, we v-ant to solve the perplexing social
problems that go with welfare, and that is agreed to by practically
everybody, and of course we want to ultimately reduce the cost of
state government—I say “ultimately” because I am well aware of
the fact that initially we may need to spend more money to save
more money, to save money at the other end of it.

In February 1986 tne Governors offered to work with the White
House in this area. I was offered the opportunity to chair a task
force o eight Governors to develop a comprehersive policy on wel-
fare re. ‘'m, and to reflect the best thinking and practices which
exist in tne states today, and try from that to put together a design
i'q.ri ‘;1 welfare system which would foster self-sufficiency and indi-
vidual pride.

I think it is important, first, to look at the basic principles that
we had agreed on just this last November:

First, a flexible state-designed work program which accommo-
dates remedial education, training, job placement, and experience.

Second, a requirement that all recipients of cash assistance with
children age three or more participate in a work program.

Third, - binding contractural agreement between the recipient
and the government, which lays out mutual obligations—the client
to strive for self-sufficiency and the government to provide ade-
quate support services for a designated period of time as the client
moves toward economic independence.

Fourth, an enhanced case-management system at the ~entral
point of intake and assessment of a client’s needs, resources, and
the steps necessary to move the client toward self-sufficiency.

And fifth, movement toward a cash-assistance program which
would ultimately be a state-specific family living standard devel-
oped according to a nationally-prescribed methodology and paid, as
a minimum, at a nationally-prescribed percentage of that state’s
family living standard.

Let me say that that last is the least weil-formed of the concepts
and is something that all of us are wrestling witb at this time, in-
cluding the Senate, I know, because it is a very difficult orea.

The effect of all of these changes we think would be to do some
of the following:
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To combine the state’s ability to provide programs that work at
the local level, wil the Federal Government’s responsibility to set
the national standards;

The changes will reflect the importance of eliminating the causes
of welfare .n providing each citizen with an opportunity to partici-
g:tf fully in the commuxity and develop to his or her full poten-

Recognize the differences in the AFDC population by focusing on
individualized plans for achieving self-sufficiency through case
management; and finally,

Place a high value on work among clients and on government’s

ility to remove the disincentives to work which curre=tly
mar the welfare

We believe, obviously, that we need a comprehensive approach,
and we are convinced that the very best welfare reform strategy is
the elimination of the root cause of welfare dependency.

I believe, and I think the Governors all believe, that there are
five underlying assumptions of the Governors’ Welfare - Reform
Strategy that we also must pay attention to:

First, we must reduce the incidence of poverty and its debilitat-
ing effects on children and their families. t is a given.

we may have to invest more money up front, but we be-
lieve that the States and the Federal Government can, over time,
reduce public expenditures for welfare by targeting resources on
programs which reduce the need of children and their families to
resort to the welfare system.

We believe that investment in human potential and spirit is the
most critical piece of a good economic development strategy.

We believe that our public w:lfare policy should advance the
basic societal value that able-bodied individuals should support
themselves and their children through their own efforts.

And we must embrace the notion of a social contract which em-
bodies the principle that responsibility for reducing dependency
flows in two directions—the individual to strive for self-sufficiency,
and the society to remove the barriers ‘o that achievement

Finally, we need a support system to help implement this work
system, if it is really going to be able to be put together.

We must strengthen the child-support enforcement efforts in our
states. I know that is a matter of grave concern to you.

In Delaware, for example, we have consistently increased our
child-mtlfport collections over the past five years {g the extent that,
currently, child-support reimburses AFDC at a rate of 12-15 per-
cent. We have done this through the use of wage attachments, tax
intercepts, and improved automation coordination with motor vehi-
cle, vital statistics, the welfare office, and the Department of Labor.

We must provide sufficient quality daycare to support our work-
ing families. We must provide prenatal and primary health care
for our children. And we must create incentives for people to work,
such as extending Medicaid coverage to AFDC families for some
period of time following their return tv the work force, or in some
part for some tYieriod of time, ii’ you will.

The whole theory behind all of this is that work must be better
than welfare. We can talk about it all we want, but, unless we
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programs better than welfare, then ultimately we
succeed in what we want to do.
me just say finally that the Governors are looking just
this. While we are concerned about the issue of welfare and
the things we need to do, we also must w aoout the issues that
lead to 1t—the teen issue, the hol and drug abuse
which causes a lot of this lem, the school dropouts, the adult
dxlllgerac{, the mtl:l:my’ whictlL: have talkﬂ.: about, and %li of the
erent things that go into that mix, so that we can perhaps pre-
ve'llxvgathisb:fho;ewegettothewachmlbed:lement%git q
t is t we are going ing in ruary and again in
July. We hope to come here as much as possible, a8 much as you
are willing to hear us, and to tell you our different thoughts as we
advance further along this stage.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Governor Castle, that was wonderfully posi-
tive and forthcoming testimony, a statement that the Governors
are engaged and are going to be down here in two weeks time, you
say, with a specific national program. I would like to hear more
about that in a moment.

Let me first welcome my good friend and colleague, Senator

Would you like to make an oﬁ:lning statement, Senator?
Senator DURENBERGER. Just hriefly, Mr. Chairman.
I thank you very much. I have heard Governor Castle before; he
is always enthusiastic.
Are you still in your first term, Mike?
Governor Casrix. Yes, I am, my first term. Two more years to

go.
Senator DurENBERGER. The Chairman is abeolutely ;{fht'

The Chairman of this subcommittee knows almost all there is to
know about this subject. but I find him a constant learner.

If there is anybody in America who is sensitive to this, it is Pat
Moynihan. When he compliments you he means it. We have had
experience together on a number of subcommittees now and in a
number of environments. What I am particularly delighted about
with my colleague from New York is that he doesn’t know it all.
And if I have to go into a minority status, it is kind of nice to have
asou' ﬁtgf‘tnl'ath:hixfg:iew' he is probabl, of are th

me e that he is y not aware of are the
issues of the New Federalism—because when he was reduced to mi-
nority status in 1981, if he reacted half-way the way I have reacted
this time, he wasn’t paying a lot of attention to what was going on
around him. But in 1981 we were exploring a New Federalism, be-
cause we had a new President. And not only did we have a new
President, we had a new President who had been a Governor for
eight years and who was practicing in the seventh largest nation in
the world, California. He was practicing a sort of anti-federalism, if
you will, at the time that cooperative federalism in America was
starting to bear fruit—1966 to 1974.

President Keagan came to office as a devolutionist of responsibil-
ity with the concomitant pledge to bring the resources to the state
and local level as well.

We, “we” meaning the Republicans, I guess, at that time had &
somewhat difficult time dealing with the issue of responsibility,
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particularly for welfare. And in part it was a matte' of having

some difficulty in deﬁni.ng what we meant by “welfare” and/or
“income maintenance” or however we chose to define it.

In pressing the President to get more involved in the issue, there
was an unfortunate meeting in December 1981 that was sort of pre-
planned, I think, with a bunch of reporters, at which the President
spoke. The only quote that came out of that meeting was some-
tggng like, “Vote with your feet.” It was a very unfortunate state-
ment, because I am not sure it totally reflected the President’s
view. But that stimulated a lot of activity in 1982,

I participated in that activity, and some of the people on this list
also participated in that activity, and some of the people who are
here today represent organizations that participated.

What I found as the m line, when we got down to trying to
implement a New Federalism and got beyond the budgetary side of
it, was that our greatest problem was the acknowl ment of re-
sporsibilities by the national government. And we this con-
stant conflict that was best represented by this particular incident.
The only time I can recall, up until recently, that the President
called me out of breakfast was after I spoke to the National Asso-
ciation of Counties ol;p in Baltimore. And the only thing that the
reporter lifted out of that speech of mine was that I sounded as
though I was chmacterizi.nsnthe President’'s New Federalism as a
“figleaf.” The President didn’t like that, because he had to go to

timore that day to address the counties.

So I said, “Please read my h.” He read it, and then I
checked with him later. He still thought I had said the wrong

thing

The egroblem was that I said that the prevalent notion among the
anti-federalists was that, in the period of the 1960’s and the 1970's,
a growing national ernment with its growing sense of power
sought to consume the responsibilities of state 1d local govern-
ments by using the income tax mandate. I said tuat is sort of a fig
leaf for what I perceived to be the reality, and the reality is the
problem of capacity.

If you look into the 1960’s, the capacity of the state and local gov-
ernment and the needs of particularly J‘i'sadvantaged people in our
socim were limited. They were in part limited by lack of profes-
sionalism in legislatures, they were limited by the power of the
rural legislators, they were limited by a ‘otal reliance on the prop-

rg'n , and so forth.

d so one of our problems in coming to gripe with the issue of
reforming the welfare system, it seems to me, has always been our
inability to acknowledge national responsibility, ard the capacities
of state and local government to help us meet those needs.

So I think things are different y, in terms of capacities; but I
don’t think the reeponsibilities have changed. I think it is still a
national responsibility that as a nation we use the national govern-
ment to deliver on a commitment to guarantee the people of this
country access to a minimum economic level to have their needs
met.

So, it is in that context of defining that particular responsibhility
that I come to the work that you have set out for us during the
course of this day, by acknowledging it up front. T hope that the
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rest of us will make that acknowledgement, too, so we can go from
there to defining where is drugs, and where is the homeless, and
where is literacy and illiteracy, and all the rest of those issuss.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Governor, I think you would agree. And I
think the issue that Senator Durenberyer has raised about a na-
tional responsibility is in place in the Social Securitr Act that we
adopted 52 years ago. It is working wonderfully well for our aged
ard our disabled. It is not working well for our children.

Well, let us see if it can’t be done. We have made the
commitment, but we haven’t found the means.

Now, sir, can I just say two quick things?

Governor CASTLE. Please.

Senator MOYNIHAN. First, I very much agree with your thought
that there is a kind of une:rected, perhaps, but noneiheless wel-
come, coming together of different strands of thought on this sub-
ject and areas of interest at the national level, the State level, the
City level. Congress, the Governors, and the Mayors seem to agree
that sorr- thing must be done.

I don’ know if you have run into the term when, about a month
ago, we had something happen called “syzygy,”” which is when the
earth and the moon and :he sun were aligned, and it caused all
sorts of ruckus along the Eastern Shore of land and Delaware,
I'm sure. But there is this harmony that doesn’t happen often, and
when it does it has consequences.

I wanted to just elin;glhasize what you said, that you find that in
Delaware the best predicter of the incidence of welfare dependency
is the rate of unemployment, Governor. If I can just cite the unpub-
lished work of Professor David Elwood from ard’s Kennedy
School of Government. Over the last 20 years he has done a corre-
lation. He can now predict the welfare incidence by a simple for-
mula using a combination of simglae wage rate data end unempl-~y-
ment rates. Elementally, when jobs go up, welfare dependency goes
down. And it is the fact that in the particular types of jobs that
you describe, they are scarcer.

The rise in welfare dependency in the last four years has been
more associated with unemployment than with the changing
family structure. Changes in family st=ct.ire have followed a more
ste&zllline, while the unemployment rate hrs fluctuated more dra-
matically.

I waat tc thank you particularly for your reference to the issue
of fparental support. You cbviously are working . it. Would you do
a favor for this committee and let us know a little bit more in writ-
ing about what Delaware’s experience has been? I don’t think it
was within your testimony, sir. I think you described it from your
own experience.

Governor CASTLE. Well, let me tell you what we heve been doing
in the wnole child-support area, if that is the question.

First of all, we have a very good and :maginative Secretary of
Health and Social Servicss, and the program falls under his m
diction. He has really come to grips with this. We have, I think,
seven Deputy Attornev Generals in a rather small state who are
assigned to the arca of working in the courts on the collection of
support.

nator MOYNIHAN. Seven?
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Governor CastiLe. Yes, seven, which is a substantial number.
Five years ago there were none, and today we are dealing with a
number of lawyers who are helping with this.

Secondly, we put in a computer system. I have toured this a
couple of times. So, we have put in a computer system that can
bring in all kinds of information to check who people are, and
where they are living, their employment circumstance, and a lot of
information that is plugged into that—all the way from mc or ve-
hicle information to home ownership or rental information.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Do you use the Social Security information
that is available?

Governor CASTLE. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Which we first mude available in about 1950.

Governor CasTLE. Yes, we are using Social Security information.
It is very up to date, and it is very hel because you can recall
the history of somebody very quickly by just plugging it in, and
putting it on a screen and going from there.

We are doing what we believe we need to do in welfare. We are
doi.ni a lot more individual case studies. We are bringing the
people in and really ing to them about w 1at the problems are,
and where the father may be, or whatever the circumstances may
be, to really identify where that individual is.

And then we are going into the courts with the idea of enforcing
it.

Also, in our legislature, as we need it, we are passing different
standards, different measures. Each dwl'%ar now we are updating
what we are doing, as we leain about different probleras. But there
is a definite focus on this, and it really cuts into some of your wel-
fare payments. It is a significant program.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Did you say it is now 15 percent of your—

Governor CasTLE. Yes, that is being recovered now.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And I think the law specifically is that a
mother accepting AFDC benefits consigns her familci support to the
state, which keeps it all, except for the first $50 each month, which
is on to the mother.

ernor CastLE. That is correct.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Could I ask you this? Perhaps you wouldn’t
want to offer any offhand remarks, but to the degree that you have
a child-su'pport system, you have parents in touch with their chil-
dren, don't you?

Governor CastLE. That is correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And you can show up. I would think this
might be thought of not just as a punishment visited by the state
on an erring parent, but as saying, “Come on, now, these are your
children. You have to support them. They are your children, and
thﬂ;y?ought to know that you know that.” Isn’t there something in

£

Governor CastLe. Well, I think it is very vital. I think it is very
important in these kinds of systems to e early identification of
paternity, and siart to get the father, who is usually the absent
parent, involved as early as g:ssible, both in the upbringing of the
child for support and in the finuncial support, which is needed.

I tLink often, from what I have discovered just because years ego
I was a lawyer and did this kind of work in family court for private
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clients, people would go to the age of six or seven, and then they
would start to realize the need for support. By then, the father was
80 removed from the situation that it was very hard to bring him
into the parental situation.

I think if you start at an eariier age, you can do that. But I also
would go further than that. I think we have a duty as elected offi-
cials to go out into the society and try to deal with the societal, if
you will, or the community problems, to deal with the social lead-
ers, the church leaders, the educators, and various people, in stress-
ing the importance of the family situation. I don’t think it is some-

i overnment can regulate and put into effect with statutes;
but timk its leaders, we can go out and deal with the community
and suggest the importance of it, and deal with all of the communi-
ty groups who do that.

I haven't done that as much as I would like to do. And frankly,
in the next two years, I hope to do that a lot more: to have meet-
ings in my office, to go out into the different parts of the communi-
ti where these problems exist in the greatest abundance, often in
the minority community, and talk to people about some of these
changes.

I think it is necessary that we do that, too, as well as some of the
economic things and the programmatic changes that we are all
talking about now, which are so important.

Senator MoYNWHAN. That is your idea of a social contract.

Governor CastiLE. Exactly.

Senator MoYNIHAN. That society has the right to say, “This is
what we expect of our members,” and individuals have the right to
know what society expects of them. And we have elections to
decide whether everybody is in accord.

Could I ask, Gnvernor, if you could just be a little more specific
about your plans for three weeks from now? That is very important
to this committee.

As we understand it, you are returning to Washington with a set
of proposals, and we are not going to even think about addressing
legislation in this committee until we have those proposals. Can
you tell us what the current status is? Your arrangements and
your preparations?

Governor CasTLE. Sure. We have sent out, Senator, to all of the
Governors a &mposed Policy on Welfare Reform. As you can see, it
is in my hands here.

Serx:i%tor MoyNIHAN. Could you let that be made part of our
record?

Governor CAsTLE. I am not sure if I can cr not. We will try to,
sir, but it is fairly confidential, in terms of what we are doing. But
we will see if we can get clearance hers; and if we can, we will
make it part of the record.

_Senator MoYNIHAN. NBC News may get it, and it will be on tele-
vision.

Governor CasTtLE. Well, I am not worried about that. I am not
worried about any of that in particular.

But in any event, we have sent it out, and we have approximate-
ly 15 Gov.rnors looking at this now. We will have all of the Gover-
nors look at it.

s
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We will adopt this policy, we think, in lieu of the existing wel-
fare policies. We will have three hours to look at it on one day, and
we will adopt it on the Tuesday, which is something like the
twenty-second or twentg-third of February, at which point we will
be ready to share it with the world.

It really incorporates a lot of what I discussed here today; it dis-
cusses prevention and various things. I won't go through all of the
details of it.

In addition to that, we have sort of a strategic plan, which is:
How do you put some of these things into effect? That is, in the
states, in the Cougress, in the various stages that we need to do,
that will go along with this. This will be what we want to do, and
:lhen we will have a strategic plan that will discuss how to go about

oing it.

Obviously, coming before your committee, discussing it with the
White House, and all the various step that we need to take.

So that is what our strategy is. And then, we hope in the course
of the next year to constantly go back to this to see what else we
can do to refine it and to make it better.

Senator MoYNTHAN. All right. Then we have a date on the
twenty-second or the twenty-third?

Governor CAsTLE. I believe that is correct.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Well, let us just agree right now. You are
going to have your final document, and we will see that you have a
chance to come here informally to the committee, to share with us
the Governors’ recommendations. We very rr ich look forward to
this, Governor. The sun and the moon and the earth are in a cer-
tain phase here, and with luck we may be able to do something for
the children. And they are fortunate in the State of Delaware to
have such a chief executive, that is so very clear.

We thank é'ou very much.

Governor CAsTLE. Thank you, sir.

Let me just stess, finally, that this is the key focus of the Gover-
nors this year. Governor Clinton has adopted this whole business of
removing the barriers and worrying about welfare reform. It is the
key focus of what all of the Governors are goinfl to be doing this
year. So, there is a t deal of focus in those three days that we
are here, and we look forward to working wich you.

Senator MOYNIHAN. That is the most important statement we
have heard in these hearings so far. We t you very much.

Governor CASTLE. Thank you, Senator. I appreciate the opportu-
nity to be here.

nator MoYNTHAN. Well, that is an important statement that
we have just had.

Yes, we have a hearing on February twenty-three, so we will
look forward to hearing from the Governors.

And now I have the pleasure of calling the Honorable Arthur
Holland to the witness table. Mr. Mayor?

The Mayor of Trenton, New Jersex, is Chairman of the Mayors
Advisory goa.rd of the United States ‘onference of Mayors.

You are representing the Mayor’s Conference, and I believe you
have an associate with you, and we welcome you both here.

[Governor Castle’s prepared testimony follows:]
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Good Morning Senators. 1'm Governor Mike Castle of Delaware and 1t's a
pleasure to be here today as (hairman of both the Committee on Hman Resources
and of the Welfare Prevention Task Force of the National Governor's
Association to talk with you about welfare reform.

Economic development and Aserica’'s place in a global economy is on
everyons's agenda this year. Like wost current Governors, I spend a
considerable amount of my time on my state's economic developaent efforts. A
sound economy is essential to the well-being of Delawareans, not only because
it provides jobs and the opportunity to improve their lives, but because it
provides the state with the revenues it needs to implesent valuable programs.

Any discussion of economic development inevitably gets around to the
question of capital. Is the capital needed for economic expansior available?
Do we need to establish some sort of venture capital fund? How much ..11 i:

cost?

The answers to those questions vary from state to state, but there is one

kind of capital all of us have 1n rich supply, and that is humen capital.

Too often, however, we fail to develop that capital. While this nation
has enjoyed phenomensl job growth in recent years compared with other
developed nations, many Asericans are being left further and further behind 1n
their economic standard of living--at a time when opportunities abound.
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The facts are well-known:

Changes in many traditional American industries are causing permanent

Job dislocations for up to two million workers each year.

About eight million working Americans are living in poverty because
they don't earn enough to pay their own living exper<es,

Another twelve million Asericans are on welfare and as many as one

- half of these people are the "hard-core* unemployed, people who have
baen out of work for so long that they lack even basic work skills.

o And two amillion more people must be included amcng the ranks of the
hard-core unemployed--those wt.> are not on welfare, either because

they are not eligible, refuse assistance, or have medical probleas.

Taken together, well in excess of twenty million of our citizens are
unable to participate in any weaningful way in our economy. That is a
tremendous waste of lives--and of human capital.

And it is for us to help our citizens benefit from prosperity by giving
them the skills to participate in 1t rather than simply subsidizing
unfulfilled lives. Welfare reform is an integral part c® any effort to give

full va:ue to those lives,

« 198



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

193

Every Governor 1s involved in welfare reform to some degree, whether the
rationale 1s improvirg the state's economy, solving a perplexing social

problem or reducing the cost of state government--or all three.

But since President Reagan mede it a top priority 1n his 1986 State of the
Union message, we have been working together to achieve real gains by creating
a system that not only supports people, but helps thes regain the pride ad
dignity that go with independence.

Since the spring of 1986, I have chaired a task force of eight Governors
to develop, on behalf of all the Governors, a comprehensive policy on welfare
reform which would reflect the best thinking and practice in the states about
how to design a welfare system which would foster self-sufficiency and

individual pride.

The first part of this effort was to learn what individual states are
doing to change traditional income security programs to make them reflect the
need to help people get off welfare. In the process, we leamned that the
states, which have long claimed to be the 'aboratories -f democracy, are
living up to the claim in the area of welfare. Virtually every state has
found better ways to help people get off welfare and find weeaningful
employment,

Late last year in Little Rock, the sembers of the Welfare Prevention Task
Force reviewed what we had learned since the spring and approved a mmber of
basic principles for a proposed National Governors® Association welfaie reform

policy. While only our task force Governors have approved these principies
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and they do not yet constitute Association po'icy, they are now being
incorporated iato a policy statement for the Governors to consider at our

winter meeting later in this month.
The key components of our proposal include:

4] A flexible, state-designed work program which accommodates remedial

education, training, job placesent and experience;

[ A requresent that all recipients of cash assistance with children

age 3 or more participate in » work program;

o A binding contractual agreesent between the recipient and the
government which lays out mutual obligations--the client to strive
for self-sufficiency and the goveriment to provide adequate support
services for a designated period of time as the client moves towards

economic i1ndependence ;

o An enhanced case management system at the central point of intake and
assessment of a client's needs, resources and the steps necessaty to

®ove the client towards self-sufficiency, and

0  Movement towards s cash assistance program which would ultimatel,; he
3 state-specific family living standard developed according to a
nationally-prescribed methodology and paid, as a minimm, at a
nationally-prescribed percentage of that state's family living

standard.
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Our proposal focuses on poor children and their families and reflects our
belief that this is the group most in need of a new approach to assistance.
Together these components represent a much improved approach to welfare, one
that combines the unique abilities of the states to provide programs that work
in the individua' state and the federal government’'s responsibility to set
national standards. They reflect the importance of eliminating the caus:s of
welfare and providing each citizen with an opportuni’y to participate fully 1n
the community and develop to his or her full potential. They recogmze the
differences in the ADTC population by iocusing on individualized plans for
achieving self-sufficiency through case managei.cnt. They place a high value on
work among clients and on governments' responsibility to remove the

disincentives to work which currently mar the welfare system.

While our proposed policy focuses on repairing the current system for poor
families and their children, Governors have also become convinced that the
very best welfare reform strategy is the elimination of the root causes of
welfare dependency. Our task force concluded that states must invest more
heavily and systematically in prevention and early intervention strategies to
eradicate or ameliorate problems before they demand the drastic and expensive

solutions associated with our current welfare system.

Our Task Force hes begun to draft a strategic plan for welfare prevention,
the goals, objectives and strategies of which flow from five 1mportant

planning assumptions:

o We must reduce the incidencas of poverty and its debilitating effects

on children and their families.
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We may have to invest more money up front but we believe that the

states and the federal government can, over time, reduce public

expenditures for welfare by targeting resources on programs which

teduce the need of children and their families to resort to the

welfare systea.

We believe that investment in human potential and spirit 1s the most

critical piece of a good economic development strategy.

We believed that our public welfare policy should advance the basic

societal value that able-bodied individual should support *hemselves

and their children through their own efforts.

We must embrace the notion of a social contract which embodies the

principle that msponsibility for reducing dependency flows 1n two

directions-~the individual to strive for self-sufficiency and the

society to remove the barriers to that achievement.

To further

these planning goals, our strategic plan focuses on

strengthening child support enforcement efforts in our states, providing

sufficient quaiity day care to support our working fasilies, and providing

prenatal and primary health care for our children as well as looking at a

variety of ways to create incentives for people to work such as extending

Medicaid coverage to AFDC families for some period of time following their

return to the work force,

O
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In August, Governor Bill Clinton, accepting the chairmanshin of the
National Governmors' Association, arnouncc? his desire to build on and expand
the work of the welfare prevention tash force by focusing on four of the
specific picgrammatic objectives from the strategic plan and organizing
Governors to begin to implement plans to accomplish those objectives--a road
test of the Governors' strategic planning approach. The four new task forces
are ‘ocused on gubernatorial leadership in devel wing state action plans to
combat the problems associated with teen pregnancy, alcohol and drug abuse,
school dropouts and adults with poor literacy skills.

One additional project I would like tc mention is my Committee's "'Focus on
the First Sixty Months--a two-year project designed to elicit and share with
our fellow Governors information on best state practices in an array of early
childhood issues including health, preschool education and child welfare
services. Last year we osted a national conference around these issues and
thiz year we will produce a resource manusl describing best state practices
and an implementation strategies manual to assist Governors interested 1n

refocusing resou ces arwund key prevention initiatives for children.

All of our work reinforces our belief that there are key points in a
person’'s life where effective intervention can drasstically alter an
individusl's or a family's direction towards health and independence. We must
vegin with our cnildren, we must attend to the problems of our troubled
adolescents and we must provide every incentive for our adult citizens to be

productive and independent.
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The nation's Governors are organized for action. We welcome the national
debate on how best to make America work and to move closer to our shared ideal

of a nation of opportunity for every citizen.

Thank you.
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Statement by Senator George J. Mitchell
Subcommittee on Social Security cnd Family Policy
Welfare: Reform or Replaccment?

February 2, 1987

Mr. Chairman, T commend you for your prompt attention to the
issue of welfare reform. You and I have worked together in
the past to show our support for the WIN program in the face
of attempts to eliminate the only federal program in current
law that is designed to educate and train welfare recipients

to become permanently self-sufficient.

I look forward to working with you in the 100th Congress to
reform existing welfare programs and develop new brograms
which will succeed in protecting the most vulnerable in our
society while encouraging all persons who are able to work

to do so.

As the Chairman of the Health Subcommittee I am particularly
interested in provisions included in a number of welfare
reform proposals which address the issue of health coverage

for welfare recipients and their children.
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Many poor persons in our nation do not have access to health
care. Too often, when a welfare recipient does find a
low~paying job, health insurance is not included as a
benefit. This is particularly true of part-time employment

and many jobs at the minimum wage.

This often places a mother in a position of choosing betlween
a job which might provide enough to support her family, and
health insurance for herself and her children. This is an

unfair choice for anyone to be expected to make.

The federal government currently spends about $116 billion
dollars on welfare ro2lated programs. We cannot continuc to
spend precious dollars on programs which are not working. I
look forward to working with members of this subccmmittre to
carefully examine the proposals before us and to devisc a
viable solution to the existing crisis in i1ncome secuiity

programs.
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STATEMENT OF HON. ARTHUR HOLLAND, MAYOR OF TRENTON,
NJ, AND CHAIRMAN, U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS ADVISORY
BCARD, ACCOMPANIED BY LAURA WAXMAN, ASSISTANT EXEC-
UTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Mayor HoLLAND. This is Laura Waxinan, the Assistant Executive

Director of the U.S. Conference of Mayors.
_ Senator MOYNIHAN. Ms. Waxman, we welcome you to these hear-

mﬁ's. WaxMAN. Thank you.
Senator MOoYNIHAN. Mr. Mayor, it is very good of you to come
down from Trenton so early on a Monday morning, and we look

forward to your statement, sir.
Mayor HoLLAND. It is very of you to receive us.
I speak, of course, on of the U.S. Conference of Mayors. I

would note as has just been indicated by the previous witness that
our welfare system is badly in need of reform.

We are concerned, however, that it will be difficult to achieve
positive reform given the problems of the federal budget and the
need for deficit reduction.

In 1965, the Conference of Mayors called for a national minimum
benefit for public assistance grants. In 1967 we reaffirmed this and
called for incentives in the system that would encourage recipierits
to work. From 1970 to 1975 we called for a complete overhaul of
the system—four times, through our polici:)rocess.

While the political and budget climate have changed dramatical-
ly since the Seventies, the need for welfare reform has not.

Early in his first term, President Reagan proposed his New Fed-
eralism initiatives. Of course there was a reference to that during
the discussion when the Governor was speaking and Senator
Durenberger was here. For the first time, the notion of trading
Medicaid for AFDC and food stamps was proposed. The Conference
of Mayors and other state and local government organizations op-

this approach, because it has long been our ;;)sition that
income-support programs are the responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

At our National Urban Conference on Federalism held in No-
vember 1981, the mayors said, “While the funding of income securi-
ty programs should become primarily a federal responsibility, state
and local goverments should maintain some involvement in the ad-
ministration of income security programs to ensure that they are
respo;s&i:e to locally identified needs.” And this remains our posi-
tion y.

I think it is important to note that, regardless of what is seid at
the federal or state levels or what programs are adopied, the
people about whom we are speaking live in our cities.

e issue of state and local government administration is an im-
gg:ttant one. Our governments are closest to the people and can

respond to their needs. Caseworkers can look at the various
problems clients face, and pull together the different federal, state,
and local resources available to respond to them. As we all know,
the Federal Government is best at writing checks. I don’t mean
that in a smart-alecky way. In New Jersey, for example, tomorrow,
we are having a state-wide rally. Mayors are coming from all over
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the state to the capital to discuss our present budget crisis. We
simply do not have the resources, given onr state system, insofar as
taxation is concerned.

The Federal Government, regardless o, ./hether there is welfare
reform enact(: should assure that there is a national minimum
benefit level for AFDC. AFDC is the federal response to the nation-
al p of poverty. Citizens acroes this nation should be treated
equi tl.ﬁ under it.

And the Federal Government should remove the disincentives to
recipients that punish them for working and trying to become self-
snﬂ*cient. The ibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 changed
AFDC in ways that made welfare more profitable than work for
many recipients. Because of increased benefit penalties for earned
income, many employed AFDC mothers could secure more cash for
their families by quitting work and going on public assistance full
time, and receive the added advantage of Medicaid in the process.

While subsequent iegislative c es by Congress have partially
restored AFDC work-disregards, work incentives are still less today
than they were in 1981, and incentives to obtain additional income
remain inadequate.

This leads us to workfare. Workfare as a punitive program can
do more harm than . Workfare jobs which are not properly su-
pervised and do not lead anywhere do little to encourage or enable
a recipient to become self-sufficient.

Workfare participants often are denied the status of regular em-
ployees, not provided standard benefits or full worker protections,
and in some cases are not riid at rates commensurate with the
work performed.

Workfare also does not save money, as has been suggested, be-
cause of the costs associated with operating it. Every objective eval-
uation of the program that has bean conducted has concluded that
it costs at least as much and sometimes much more to administer
than it saves as the result of grant terminations of non-complying
recipients.

But voluntary employment and training programs for welfare re-
cipients can be successful. One of the best examples is the Employ-
ment and Training Choices, “ET” Program in Massachusetts.
Using a combination of funds from the work incentive program,
the Job Training Partnership Act, and the State Government, tens
of thousa.ids of welfare recipients have obtained full or part-time
jobs since October 1983. These families chose a paycheck over a
welfare check, and in the grocess they saved the taxpayers over
$60 million in welfare benefits and brought the state’s welfare case
load to its lowest level in 12 years.

But “ET” should not be confused with workfare. It provides sup-
port services such as daycare and transportation, it provides career
planning, education, and training, on-the-job training, and job de-
velopmer:t and placement services. Governor Kane of New Jersey
proposed recently a similar pr(?ram.

It is important to understand why “ET” has worked and welfare
generally has not: It is voluntary. The Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts has been willinfa:o spend some money on it—$40 million,
including federal funds, last year. This, of course, represents an up-
front investment that the Commonwealth expects will be returned.
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The program also has been operating in a positive economic cli-
mate, where unemployment has been low and is decreasing. It is
unlikely, however, that it would be as successful if unemployment
were higher, the supportive services weren’t available, or it was
mandatory.

Unfort. 1ately, it is very unlikely that we will soon see a reorder-
ing of our system which appropriately places the financial responsi-
bility for income security programs at the federal level. In the
meantime, it is important that we do not compromise our princi-
ples, that we do not start making swaps, known also as “devolu-
tion.”

For the last several years, cities have had to fend off Administra-
tion proposals to end or cut back urban grograms in the name of
“federal deficit reduction,” programs such as community develop-
ment, employment and training. Unfortunately, many of the ef-
forts to reduce and eliminate these programs have been successful.
Now are we at the point where we will be asked to give up what is
left of these pro%ra.ms in the name of welfare reform?

For example, I have always given top priority to daycare centers.
I think this reflects, Senator, your Zailosophy, that if a mother
wants to work, she will be a better mother because of that opportu-
nity. In many cases that mother may not be literate, and, there-
fore, the child will be given a head start opportunity. And obvious-
ly, to the extent that she earns, she will reduce her reliance on
public assistance.

Let us not lose sight of the fact that these are programs that di-
rectly attack the root causes of our welfare problem. They provide
jobs, they provide services, they provide opportunities for personal
economic independence that would simply not exist otherwise.

We should concentrate now on improvements in the current
system. We should establish a national minimum benefit level. We
should remove provisions which serve as a disincentive to work.
We should assure that adequate employment and training assist-
ance, along with necessary support services such as childcare, are
available to welfare recipients, so that they will have a better
chance at economic independence.

Senator, as your subcommittee continues its discussions of wel-
fare, we in the Conference will be reviewing our positions over the
years. We¢ would apireciate the opportunity to work with you as
we develop what we hope will be as close to the ideal system as can
be established in our country.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Well, Mr. Mayor, we thank you very much.

The only thing I would take exception with in your remarks is
that I don’t know that we are ever going to get close to an ideal

m. I don’t know what an ideal system is. But we are going to
o better by the children than we are now doing.

Let me go directly to a question that Senator Bradle{ asks that I
put to you. Senator Bradley has to be in New Jersey this morning.
He sends his regrets that he is not here.

Mayor HoLLAND. We are very proud of the Senator.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I will bet you are, and so are we. We have
him on the Finance Committee, and it has made us all realize we
still have something of a reputation left.
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He asks: “Mr. Mayor, you see firsthand in Trenton the myriad of
problems facing welfare recipients. How important is the provision
of child care in any effort to help welfare recigieents escape the wel-
fare trap? Should child care for poor families imarily financed
at the federal level?”’ Just answer that in any order you will.

Mayor HoLLAND. Let me first describe the setting of those wel-
fare recipients, 8o far as our city is concerned.

Trenton is one of thirteen municipalities in the County of
Mercer. We are less than a third of the population. But 93 percent
of the county’s AFDC cases are in Trenton, constituting one-quar-
ter of our tion.

Senator MoyNIHAN. A third of the population?

Mayor HoLLAND. We are less than a third of the population.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And almost all of the ADC?

Mayor HoLLAND. Yes, 93 percent of the county’s ADC cases, one-
parent families.

Senator MOYNIHAN. A quarter of our population?

Mayor HoLLAND. Approximately a quarter. We are approximate-
ﬁy 100,000 population, and they constitute over 20,000 of our resi-
ents.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Can I just interject to say that in our first
hearing we talked about the problems of the existing system, that
first gfall there is always a heavy marginal rate of tax on earn-
ings. If you start out with a grant, you are always taking a third or
a out, or the whole thing out.

Lastly, we said that we could never find the political support for
this program, as witness the decline in benefits over the last 15
years,

And I might say that New Jersey is not at the top of the iist in
this regard. Since 1970, as you would know, Mr. Mayor, the real
value of benefits to children under AFDC, Title IV of the Social Se-
curity Act, has dropped 51 percent, has been cut in half,

f.Itdhayor HoLLanD. That is a staggering statistic. I was not aware
of that.

Senator MoYyNHAN. Well, in the average-state, benefits have de-
clined 33 percent—clearly, this system doesn’t protect children.
Nobody else has lost a penny in the Social Security System since
lﬁ"{ﬂ(‘)i,rén terms of the value of benefits. Benefits go up, but not for
c n,

Mayor HoLLAND. You asked specifically about Trenton, and it is
prob;li)ly an atypical situation as far as the tax structure is con-
cerned.

New Jersey ranks annually as one of the top three richest states
in the nation on a per capita income basis. It is always Alaska,
Connecticut, or New Jersey. And yet we have almost no income at
the local level except for real estate tax. And of course, as we are
built up, given even moderate inflation——

q Senator MoyNIHAN. You used to have revenue sharing. and you
on’t now.

Mayor HoLLAND. Well, yes. We lost $1,300,000 by the - /ay, which
helped us with our overall budget. And that is a serious loss. It was
one of the reasons we are in crisis in New Jersey now and having
this mass rally tomorrow.
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We would ideally, of course—I think everybody would—like to
see as close as possible a relationship in every way between the
local government and those who are to be served by the local gov-
ernment. But so far as funding is concerned, absent a major move
on the of the state government which I think the present New
Federalism calls for, and given the federal cutback, we simply can’t
and don’t have the capacity to fund the needs locally.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Listen, let me make one statement, if I may.
Whatever else this committee does, it is not going to get into the
business of saying, “We have a great solution to this problem: let
the mayors do it.” We are perfectly aware—we are not “perfectly”
anything, but we are much aware of the gituation of Trenton.

ould you say that again? A quarter of the population of the
capital of New Jersey is on welfare?
yor HoLLAND. Yes. And Senator, it is probably greater in
Newark, which is the central city for Essex County, in Camden for
Camden County, Patterson, Jersey City, Elizabeth and all the old
central cities. This most urban state of ours with about 49 so-called
“urban-aid communities,” it can be said they all have a similar sit-
uation.

Senator MoyNIHAN. And New Je is not unique in that
regard; it is just unique in howurbani;?itis.

And here dyou have a situation, Mr. Mayor, where first of all you
see the incidence of welfare dependency is not just random through
the society; you have a third of the population of your county—

Mayor HoLLAND. Less than a third, or almost all.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Almost all. .

Mayor HoLLAND. And then, over 20 percent of our citizens are
senior citizens, but they don’t have the kind of purchasing power
with which to attract the kinds of quality stores you need as a tax
base and a service center downtown.

Senator MGYNIHAN. And the children growmg up in such a set-
ting have to get ed in the process, don't you tgm' k?

Mayor HoLLAND. The youngsters have problems in school, they
make it difficult to keep the rate of rehabilition of housing ahead
of the rate of destruction—we have five children, so I have found
that difficult in our own family.

Senator MoYNIHAN. It is hard with three to do a lot.

Mayor HoLLAND. And the children might get addicted, might get
involved in crime, and so0 on. It makes it very difficult for the cities
to renew themselves, unless there is a sharing of the burden of
housing of the poor, in accordas..e with good zoning and planning.

As it is now, we—least rescur eful, and once the greatest sources
of strength—are being asked to carry the test burden. The
poor are really the nation’s, the states’ and the counties’ poor, but
thg;er live in our cities, and we doa't have the re:ources.

nator MOYNIHAN. And you have a situation where half or 20
percent of your population is—

Mayor HoLLAND. Over 20 percent is senior citizens.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I8 senior citizens, and presumably for the
most part retired, and a quarter are dependent on welfare. The
half in between, you have to take out of their real estate the capac-
ity to maintain the rest of the arrangements. You don’t do that,
can’t get there. And that is why. It has nothing to do with you; you
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don't have anything to do with it. You describe New Jersey as the
third richest?

Mayor HoLLAND. Each year it is either Alaska, New Jersey, or
Connecticut. I think we are number two this year. We have 567
municipalities, but about 50 of them are in dire straits.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Right. Here we are, two nations—to use Dis-
raeli’s old term—two nations right there in New Jersey. You have
the second-highest per capita income in the nation, and since 1970
the real value of benefits to children from child support through
the Social Security program has dropped 51Nf:roent.

May I ask you just a hypothetical, Mr. ior? If in 1970 some-
one had come along in Trenton or Newark, wherever you like, and
said, “I've got a plan; I would like to cut the provision for children
in half,” people would have thought that was just cruel and outra-
geous, would they not?

Mayor HOLLAND. Yes.

Senator MoyNTHAN. Yet it happened, but no one noticed.

Mayor HoLLAND. We have to keep in mind also that, since 1981,
key urban programs generally in the nation have decreased from
about $30 billion to about $9 billion, and it was through these vari-
ous kinds of support, sometimes channeled through the state, that
we were able to survive, But I have been predicting in my State of
the City messages since around 1971 when I came back to office
that, unless there was tax reform, or unless there was an accord-
ance with good zoning and planning as sharing of the burden of
housing of the poor, the time would come when a number of
mayors would go into the state %gvemment and say to the Gover-
nor and legislative leadership, “Take our cities; we can no longer
operate them effectively.” That time has come.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And if we are ging to design a real response
to the Trentons of this nation, of which there are many, we cer-
tainly can’t do it by saying, “Well, then, why don’t you carry even
more of the burden wu now have?” That just won’t do.

Mayor HoLLarMD. We need help.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, listen—you have spoken very well, and
you are going to stay in touch with us. You are going to see what
;he Governors propose on February 22, and we are going to hear

rom you.

Can we have an understanding that the Conference of Mayors
will be represented, or be around here? We are going to have a
hearing on the twenty-third of February. 1 see Ms. Waxman is
taking notes, as a good associate from the headquarters would do.
And we will expect you, Mr. Mayor, if you can do it, and if not,
your representative or whomever you work out, to let us know
your reaction to the Governors’ proposals.

We understand your situation. I wrote the Presidential message
that proposed revenue-sharing, and revenuesharing that would
g:?is directly through to municipalities such as Trenton, and we

something very specific in mind. We said that you can’t run a
federal system—the great genius in the federal system, its great re-
source, are persons such as yourself, who will spend half of a pro-
fessional lifetime trying to make your city work. But you have got
to have resources to work with.

1
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Revenue-sharing was not just a transfer program; it was an idea
in federalism. The idea was to provide federal assistance to the
local governments, give them the resources to work, and let the lo-
calities handle these important matters in the way they see fit.

Here is Mr. Mitchell. Senator Mitchell, we have just had some
excellent testimony from Mayor Holland from Trenton, New
Jersey, who is speaking to us on behalf of the U.S. Conference of
Mayors. Trenton, you might be interested to know and we just
learned, has less than a third of the population of the county in
which it is loceted—Trenton, of course, is the capital—less than a
third of the pcpulation but has 93 percent of the County’s welfare
recipients.

yor Holland. Or ADC cases.

Senator MoyNIHAN. AFDC, okay. A quarter of the population of
the City of Trenton.

Senator Mitchell, would you like to make an opening statement?

Senator MrrcHELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have an opening
statement that I will ask be placed in the record. I will just say
that I commend you for your attention to this issue, for your lead-
ership, and I look forward to working with you and the other mem-
bers of the committee to see if we can make some important
changes in what is a very significant area of public policy.

Senator MoyNHAN. Well, we have been getting some very good
sense of that. Governor Castle of Delaware, who was testifying just
before Mayor Holland of New Jersey, and the National Governors
Association have made welfare reform their principal concern for
1987. They will have for us, on February 22, their proposals. We
will have a hearing on February 23 to receive them, and we have
just asked Mayor Holland if he or his representative won’t be
there, too.

I see we welcome Senator Wallop of Wyoming. Would you like to
offer some remarks, sir?

Senator WaLLop. No, sir. I will watch the progress from way
down here.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We can just sort of see you there. {Laughter.)

Senator WaLLoP. I know you are up there, because I can hear
you.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Well, from Wyoming, you are used to open
spaces. [Laughter.)

Senator WaLLop. I got it.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Mayor, we thank you very much, and
we thank Ms. Waxman for appearing.

Mayor Holland. Senat ir, thank you.

I would like to take thLis opportunity to thank you and commend
you, because I have been around long enough to know what you
have been doing over the years for our government.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Thank you, sir, you are very generous.

Now, the final elected official to speak to us this morning—we
are having a real parade of Federalism—is the Honorable Ann
‘l‘(linger,,? who is the Supervisor of Merced—in Spanish is it

me
Ms. KLINGER. Yes.
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Senator MoYNIHAN. Yes. From Merced County, California, the
Honorable Ann Klinger, who is Fourth Vice President of the Na-
tional Association of Counties.

We are very pleased that you could come all the way across the
country, snowbound, to Washington to speak to us. And we wel-
come you.

[Mayor Holland’s written prepared testimony follows:]
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SENATOR MOYNIHAN AND MEMBERS UF THE COMMITTEE, I AM ARTHUR J.
HOLLAND, CHAIRMAN OF THE ADVISORY BOARD OF THE u.S. CONFERENCE OF
MAYORS. WE APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU THIS
MORNING. OUR WELFARE SYSTEM IS BADLY IN NEED OF REFOKM. WE ARE
CONCERNED, HOWEVER, THAT WILL BE DIFFICULTY TO ACHIEVE POSITIVE
REFORM, GIVEN THE PROBLEMS OF THE FEDERAL BUDGET AND THE NEED FOR
DEFICIT REDUCTION.

IN 1965 THE CONFERENCE OF MAYORS CALLED FOR A NATIONAL
MINIMUM BENEFIT FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE GRANTS. IN 1967 WE
RCAFFIRMED THIS AND CALLED FOR INCENTIVES IN THE SYSTEM THAT WOULD
ENCOURAGE RECIPIENTS TO WORK. FROM 1970 TO 1975 WE CALLED FOR A
COMPLETE OVERMAUL OF THF SYSTEM FOUR TIMES THROUGH OUR POLICY
PROCESS. WHILE THE POLITICAL AND BUDGET CLIMATE HAVE CHANGED
DRAMATICALLY SINCE THE 70'S, THE NEED FOR WELFARE REFORM HAS NOT.

EARLY IN HIS FIRST TERM, PRESIDENT REAGAN PROPOSED HIS NFW
FEDERALISM INITIATIVES. FOR THE FIRST TIME THE NOTION OF TRADING
MEDICAID FOR AFDC AND FOOD STAMPS WAS PROPOSED. THE CONFERENCE OF

MAYORS AND OTHER STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATIONS OPPOSED
THIS A7PROACH BECAUSE IT HAS LONG BEEN OUR POSITION THAT INCOME
SUPPORT PROGRAMS ARE THFE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.
AT OUR NATIONAL URBAN CONFERENCE ON FEDERALISM, HELD IN NOVEMBER,
1981, THE MAYORS SAID: “WHILE THE FUNDING OF INCOME SECURITY
PROGRAMS SHOULD BECOME PRIMARILY A FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY, STATE
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS SHOULD MAINTAIN SOME INVOLVEMENT IN THE
ADMINISTRATION OF INCOME SECURITY PROGRAMS TO INSURE THAT THEY ARE
RESPONSIVE TO LOCALLY IDENTIFIED NEEDS." THIS REMAINS OUR
POSITION TODAY.

216
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




-11

-2

THE ISSUE OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT AODMINISTRATION IS AN

’ IMPORTANT ONE. OUR GOVERNMENTS ARE CLOSEST TD THE PEOPLE AND CAN
BEST RESPOND TD THEIR NEEDS. CASE WORKERS CAN LDDK AT THE VARIOUS
PROBLEMS CLIENTS FACE AND PULL TOGETHER THE OIFFERENT, FEDERAL,
STATE ANO LOCAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO RESPOND TD THEM. AS WE ALL
KNOW, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IS BEST AT WRITING CHECKS.

THE FEOERAL GOVERNMENT, REGAROLESS OF WHETHER THERE IS
WELFARE REFORM ENACTED, SHOULD ASSURE THAT THERE IS A NATIDNAL
MINIMUM BENEFIT LEVEL FOR AFOC. AFOC IS A FEDERAL RESPONSE TO THE
NATIONAL PROBLEM OF POVERTY. CITIZENS ACROSS THIS NATION ShOULD
BE TREATED EQUITABLY UNDER IT.

AND THE FEOERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD REMOVE THE OISINCENTIVES TO
RECIPIENTS THAT PUNISH THEM FOR WORKING ANO TRYING TD BECOME SELF-
SUFFICIENT. THE OMNIBUS BUOGET RECONCILIATION ACT DF 1981 CHANGED
AFOC IN WAYS THAT MADE WELFARE MORE PROFITABLE THAN WORK FDR MANY
RECIPIENTS. BECAUSE OF INCREASED BENEFIT PTNALTIES FOR EARNED
INCOME, MANY EMPLOYED AFDC MOTHERS COULD SECURE MORE CASH FOR
THEIR FAMILIES BY QUITTING WORK AND GOING ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
FULL=-TIME -- AND RECEIVE THE AODED AOVANTAGE OF MEDICAID IN THE
PROCESS. WHILE SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATIVE CHANGES PY CONGRESS HAVE
PARTIALLY RESTOREDO AFOC WORK DISREGARDS, WORK IKCENTIVES ARE STILL
LESS TODAY THAN THEY WERE IN 1981, AND IHCENTIVES TO OBTAIN ‘
AODITIONAL INCOME REMAIN INAGCEQUATE.

THIS LEADS US TO WORKFARE. WORKFARE AS A PUNITIVE PR'IGRAM
CAN DD MORE HARM THAN GOOD. WORKFARE JOBS WHICH ARE NOT PROPERLY
SUPERVISED AND 00 NOT LEAD ANYWHERE 00 LITTLE TO ENCOURAGE OR
ENABLE A RECIPIENT TO BECOME SELF-SUFFICIENT. WORKFARE
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PARTICIPANTS OFTEN ARE DENIED THE STATUS OF REGULAR EMPLOYEES, NOT
PROVIOED STANDARD BENEFITS OR FULL WORKE" FROTECTIONS, AND IN SOME
CASES ARE NOT PAID AT RATES COMMENSURATE WITH THE WORK PERFORMED.

WORKFARE ALSO DOES NOT SAVE MONEY, AS HAS BEEN SUGGESTED,
BECAUSE OF THE CO0STS ASSOCIATED WITH OPERATING IT, EVERY
OBJECTIVE EVALUATION OF THE PROGRAM THAT HAS BEEN CONOUCTED HAS
CONCLUDED THAT IT COSTS AT LEAST AS MUCH -- AND SOMETIMES MUCH
MORE -- TO ADMINISTER THAN IT SAVES AS A RESULT OF GRANT
TERMINATIONS OF NON-COMPLYING RECIPIENTS.

BUT YL LUNTARY EMPLOV.ENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS FOR WELFARE
RECIPIENTS CAN BE SUCCESSFUL., ONE OF THE BEST EXAMPLE IS THE
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING CHOICES ("ET") PROGRAM IN MASSACHUSETTS,
USING A COMBINATION OF FUNDS FROM THE WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM,THE
JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT AND THE STATE GOVERNMENT, TENS OF
THOUSANDS OF WELFARE RECIPIENTS HAVE OBTAINED FULL- OR PART-TIME
JOBS SINCE OCTOBER, 1983, THESE FAMILIES CHOSE A PAYCHECK OVER A
WELFARE CHECK -~ AND IN THE PROCESS SAVED TAXPAYERS OVER $60
MILLION TN WELFARE BENEFITS AKD BROUGHT THE STATE'S WELFARE
CASELOAD TO ITS LOWEST LEVEL IN TWELVE YEARS. BUT "ET" SHOULD
NOT BE CONFUSED WITH WORKFARE. IT PROVIDES SUPPORT SERVICES SUCH
AS DAY CARE AND TRANSPORTATION, IT PROVIDES CAREER PLANNING,
EOUCATION AND TRAINING, ON-THE-JOB TRAINING, AND JOB DEVELOPMENT

AND PLACEMENT SETVICES.

IT IS IMPORT/NT TO-UNDERSTAND WHY "ET"™ HAS WORKED AND
WORKFARE GENERALLY HAS NOT. IT IS VOLUNTARY. THE COMMONWEALTH OF
MASSACHUSETTS HAS BEEN WILLING TO SPEND SOME MONEY ON IT -- $40
MILLION (INCLUDING FEDERAL FUNDS) THIS YEAR. THIS, OF COURSE,
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REPRESENTS AN UP FRONT INVESTMENT THAT THE COMMONWEALTH fFX» CTS
WILL BE RETURNED. THE PROGRAM ALSD HAS BEEN OPERATING IN A
POSITIVE ECONOMIC CLIMATE WHERE UNEMPLDYMENT HAS BEEN LOW AND
DECREASING. IT IS UNLIKELY, HOWEVER, THAT IT wOULD BE AS
SUCCESSFUL IF UNEMPLOYMENT WERE HIGMER, THE SUPPORTIVE SERVICES
WEREN' AVAILABLE, OR IT WAS MANDATORY.

UNFORTUNATELY IT IS VERY UNLIKELY THAT WE WILL SOON SEE A
REORDERING OF OUR SYSTEM WHICH APPROPRIATELY PLACES THE FINANCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY FOR INCOME SECURITY PROGRAMS AT THE FEDERAL LEVEL.
IN THE MEANTIME, IT IS IMPORTANT THAT WE DO NOT COMPROMISE OUR
PRINCIPLES, THAT WE DD NOT START MAKING "SWAPS,."

FOR THE LAST SEVERAL YEARS CITIES HAVE HAD TO FEND OFF
ADMINISTRATION PROPOSALS TD END DR CUT BACK URBAN PROGRAMS IN THE
NAME OF FEDERAL DEFICIT REDUCTION -- PROGRAMS SUCH AS COMMUN:TY
DEVELOPMENT, EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING. UNFORTUNATELY MANY OF THE
EFFORTS TD REDUCE AND ELIMINATE THESE PROGRAMS HAVE BEEN
SUCCESSFUL. NOW ARE WE AT THE PDINT WHERE Wi WILL BE ASKED TO
GIVE UP WHAT IS LEFT OF THESE PROGRAMS N THE NAME OF WELFARE
REFORM?

AND LET'S NOT LOSE SIGHT OF THE FACT THAT THESE ARE PROGRAMS
THAT DIRECTLY ATTACK THE ROOT CAUSES OF DUR WELFARE PROBLEM. THEY
PROVIDE JOBS, THEY PROV:DE SERVICES, THEY PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES
FOR PERSONAL ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE THAT WOULD SIMPLY NPT EXIST
OTHERWISE.
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WE SHOULD CONCENTRATE NOW ON IMPROVEMENTS IN THE CURRENT
SYSTEM: WE SHOULD ESTABLISH A NATIOMAL MINIMUM BENEFIT LEVEL. WE

SHOULD REMOVE PROVISIONS WHICH SERVE AS A DISINCENTIVE TO WORK.
WE SHOULD ASSURE THAT ADEQUATE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ASSISTANCE,
ALONG WITH NECESSARY SUPPORT SERVICES SUCH AS CHILD CARE, ARE
AVAILABLE TO WELFARE RECIPIENTS SO THAT THEY WILL HAVE A BETTER
CHANCE AT ECONOMIC INDEPENDENCE.

1 APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY SEFORE YOU THIS
MORNING AND WILL BE HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS YOU MIGHT HAVE.

4
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STATEMENT OF ANN KLINGER, SUPERVISOR, MERCED COUNTY,
CA, AND FOURTH VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
COUNTIES

Ms. KLiNGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Members of the subcommittee, on behalf of the National Associa-
tion of Counties, thank you for the opportunity to speak to you
today about welfare reform.

As you know, counties play a significant role in delivering
human services. Counties in 13 states, including some of the more
populous states such as California, New York, Ohio, and New
Jersey, pay for a portion of the administrative costs and/or benefits
costs, the actual cash grant, for AFDC. At least 28 states have gen-
eral assistance programs where, in many instances, county budgets
fully fund the program. Almost every county participates in some
portion of the network of welfare social services and employment
programs by providing its own tax dollars.

We used to have revenue-sharing to assist with that. As an aside,
Mr. Chairman, I will say I appreciate all of your efforts in urging
its reauthorization last year.

Because of our participation, we are very aware of the patchwork
of uncoordinated programs and the burdensome paperwork for
both our county workers and our clients. NACo has long called for
taking interim steps to reform the current system, with the ulti-
mate goal of completely replacing it with a comprehensive system.
The new system would provide employment opportunities at ade-
quate wages for those people who are able to work, and a simplified
income assistance program for our county residents who are unable
to work—in short, z}fiobs system instead of a welfare system.

NACo drafted welfare proposals in 1976 and 1977. During the fall
of 1977, we had hundre& of county officials here in Washington.
They attended a welfare rally at the Mayflower Hotel and on the
steps of the Capitol. And Mr. Chairman, as a first-year freshman
senator you spoke to our group then, and during that talk you re-
called that you predicted in July 1970 that, if welfare reform were
not enacted that year, it would not become law in that decade.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. By God, there is an institutional memory.
[Laughter.]

Ms. KunGer. You asked us to prove your prophecy wrong. We
worked with you, and though your 1970 prediction came true, we
felt the need for reform reqrired our continued effort. In fact, I
brought with me today a September 1977 County Mews, where
counties were still rallying for welfare reform, and Mr. Moynihan’s
picture is on the back, speaking to us again on that subject. We do
appreciate our long relationship and are hopeful that we are going
to see some true reform, some true replacement.

We revised and expanded our proposals in 1981, and we current-
ly have a welfare and work task force that is going to be meeting
again this weekend. They will be meeting Friday, Saturday and
Sunday here in Washington and again at our legislative conference
in March. While many of the recommendations we made 10 years
ago are still appropriate, we are reshaping them to fit the political
and fiscal realities of today.
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As an elected official, I am wery well aware of the national statis-
tics that this subcommittee described in your earlier hearing. It is
a national tragedy that one of every four children is born into pov-
erty. It is a national concern that 60 percent of all childrer can

expect at some point to live in a single- nt family, a factor
which dramatwaﬂ; increases the nskn:}gfa.lm? into poverty.

It is also a national concern that are millions of the work-
ing poor who cannot lift themselves out of poverty, even though
they have full-time jobs.

et,aometimesthesenationalstatistieaarenotasgowerﬁﬂ
unless they are broken down to the local level, where there are
real children and the families who want to work. They come to us,
the elected and appcinted county officials, for help.

My home county of Merced is located in the San Joaquin valley,
the heartland of state. We have a population of about 160,000,
and we are one of the top agricultural counties in the nation. As in
other counties, the farm crisis has hurt Merced. Our unemploy-
ment rate has been in double di?ts for more than four and it
is almost 14 percent currently. It peaked at close to nt in
the early 1980’s, in one particular month of February. But this is
our annual average statistic, so we have peak months much higher
than this. Because of this, we have 19 percent of our residents oo
AFDC, food stamps, or Medicaid. Now, that is an unduplicated
count that I am giving ';ou.

Senator MOYNIHAN. You mean there is no double-counting there?

Ms. Kungez. That is my understanding of our statistics, that we
have worked this out as an unduplicated count.

Our caseload growth has skyrocketed between 1980 and 1985. It
m by overt'46 percent, compared to California’s overall increase
of 9.9 percen .

Now, we recognize that this is due in part to the secondary mi-
gration to our county of about 9500 Southeast Asian refugees, most
of whey: arrived in 1981 and 1983. You heard me correctly, Sena-
tor—out or a tion of 160,000 peoﬁe. are ﬁrimnri.ly the
Hmong. Now, Hmong are a wonderful people, but they are
from a pre-literate culture, with no written language until about 30
’ years ago, and they have a tradition of farming that is completely
|

different from our own: havi igs root for banaua roots in the
mountains of Laos is quite different from modern agribusiness
practices in my home county, to put it mildly. They now make
up—that is, the Hmong—32 percent of our total %‘gﬁrg_m
And if you deal only with the AFDC-U program, only the U
caseloads, they make up 50 percent of that.

Now, there are about 25 states that have AFDC-U, and I would
| like to make a plea for some immediate relief in the hundred-hour
| rule for those who are on AFDC-U. If they work 100 hours in aﬁx:ﬁ'
| month at the minimum wage of $3.35, they are deemed to have
| employment. Well, you can’t support a family of six, seven, or
| eigrht, or even four, on that. But that forces them off, and it makes
some people reluctant to accept help. .

Senator MOYNIHAN. That is a dead drop, too, isn’t it? Am I right?
Yes. You go 101 hours, and, bang, you are off.

Ms. Kunaer. Correct. That also means that they lose any Medic-
aid benefits, in certain circumstances.
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Nearly 92 percent of our AFDC family group caseloads have the

rzgale absel}t. The mgtgsers in 46 pert:ehlg of that easeloadgo are 3fndt§;

years of age, an rcent in this particular category
overall heads of househol%i do not have a high school d . They
are not prepared. They are not job-ready, even if we a job for
them, with our high unemployment rate.

Finally, 22 percent of our cases on AFDC family groups stay on
welfare than a year. Another 22 percent stay one to two years,
23 percent for three to four years, and the remaining 33 percent
are on for five ye&.s or longer.

Now, with bipartisan support in the State of California, our state

legislature last year enacted a new reform p. for welfare. It
was gigned by the Governor, and we call it GAIN—Greater Ave-
nues for Independence.

We are excited about our GAIN program in Merced County. We
expect it to be approved about April 1. A few counties have it un-
derway. No county has had it underway, obviously, for very long,
since 1t was simply assigned last fall; but the essential philosophy
of the Merced County plan is that people do not come to our
human services agencies for a handout; rather, they will come as a
participant with us to develop skills to make them more competi-
tive in our local economy.

Now, for some clients we know this is goinght: be a long-term
vcocess. But when new businesses develop within the county, we
will work with thos2 businesses and develop prime source contracts
to make slots available for our human services clients.

We know, in our farm economy, that we must have economic de-
velopment to provide the jobs needsd to get that unemployment
rate down. We are redefining public assistance. No longer 1s it a
reactive program that maintains people by providing cash and
other resources to allow them just to get by. The system in Merced
County and in the rest of California is becoming pro-active, a pro-
active system that will promote self-suificiency with an array of
services.

As we wcre developing our new GAIN p that we hope to
enact on April 1, we dlﬂf a survey of those wﬂo are on , and
this is what we found out:

Overall, across all of the AFDC categories, 40 percent do not
Ex‘ﬁi:h high tl:c!xool education, 34 per%ehnt—&l rceeg::i—éio ﬂ:{; have

as their language. The y n as a
Second Language. lEQI'txl:ea-'Kird identified themselves as han‘v;ng no job
skills. And of course, with our Hmong population, that is even
higher. Two-thirds need transportation to get to a job, if they have
one, and 76 percent say they need childcare if they are to work.

For the record I have attached an outline of NACo’s 1981 and
1976 proposals, so I won'’t talk about those at length. However, I do
want to describe our general position on how counties view both
their role and the Federal Government’s as we restructure the

m.
I am confident that together we are going to restructure this

system.
First, our system should have uniforra standards of eligibility
across p. , and should provide benefits that are adjusted for

state and local differences in costs of living. This approach would

223



.
ke

218

be similar to the family living standard outlined in the American
Pubhc Welfare Association’s tter of Commitment” report. Such
an approach would be fair to the client needing assistance and, by
reducing federal regulations, would allow county caseworkers to
spend more time with tke client. In other words, instead of paper-
work, we would actually be working with the recipients to be sure
thexrneedumbemgmet,nottheneedsofsometochnwalregula
tnoneltheratthe state level or herein W
caseworkers have complained that the current blizzard of
federaf regulations has changed the relatioaships between them
and their clients, sort of setting up the premise that someone is
choo;l%'wbepoor,andwe know that almost all of the peopie who
can want to work.

Second, federal s must recognize that many states and
counties are initi innovative reform programs of their
own, such as California. F\ legislation shouldprovndeman

mum administrative flexibility and fiscal incentives to encourage
those states and counties to continue to develop programs that link
welfare and employment and training services, and in some in-
stances education for those people who have not had that opportu-

. is designing pe:
R e et *“'md.mi“ tin "l..mfi’:? °“"°“Ji{t.,“°““1 X
ve a policy posis on c ncy con
i look closely at suppol?gf an approach

mmilartotheonawehavem This contract
will make clear and client what is expected
OfIm e m enstmg hild

proved ¢.aforcement child-sup;
also critical to encouraging family reeponsibility. g?rt we under-

atandthatoomecountxumayneedtoworkhardermooechng
su but it is not an easy ﬁb
ut let me tell you about Merced County’s experience with this;
1tmoneofsueeeu.Formrydollarmveated,we get a $5-return.
We have 7000 active cases currently on the books, that are open,
and how do we achieve this kind of success rate? Well, vigorous en-
forcemant. But we have coupled that with a data system
that works, that has given us the tools to do the j
Finally, while we believe that counties should aﬂoven flexibility
mrespondmgtothelrumqueclmmmnces,we e that
Eﬁpwerty is a national responsibility, requmngnatlonal
and resources. National policy must recognize that coun-
hessuchummemmqumd:ﬁerent of resources to serve
that other such laced Poklclam“ mmadiht?
recognize ps as workers require dif-
ferentsemcea mﬁ!wthmrcucuvmtaneeo
I see the red ligh! is on, so I will stop there.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Are you finished?
Ms. Kranazz. I have a couple of more comments I would like to

Senator MOYNIHAN. M. Klinger, you came here from California.
[Leughter.]




219

As an elected official from a county with a farm economy, I
would like to add a personal plea that farm closures receive the
same attention as plant closures, as we move and take a look at

4 as we work together on economic development in our com-
for & payoff in the Totiaee voece s thay e paes and children now
or a in years, 80 can be where want to
be instead of on the welfare rolls.
I thank you for this opportunity to testify. I would be happy to
y questions which you may have.
IMommw.Wethanktyout?lr' 'of , explicit tes-
timony. It is very, very important to this member committee.
Senator Mitchell?

Senator MrrcaELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Klinger, I was interested in your brief comment on Medicaid.
One of the problems, of course, is that when persons on AFDC
leavethattheyloaetheirMedieaidcoverage,apdthatcreatesare-

I certainly have testified previously on behalf of NACo before
congressional committees concerning the unemployed and haviag
some kind of health insurance for the unemployed. This is an issue
of great concern, and especially of great concern in view of the new
lege_limﬁonmmweuunderthelmmipation Bill.

Senator Well, attached to your statement is a summa-
ry of welfare-reform recommendations by your organization in 1976
and 1981. I was especially interested in the Medicaid provision,
which says, and I quote, ‘Current platform supports national
health care financing of basic health coverage financed by a na-
tional tax system.”

Are you able now to explain that? And if not, could you do so in
writing to the committee, please?

Ms. Kuncer. I would be happy to provide it in writing to the
committee. That is part of our 1986 platform. Since we have such
an active committee, I want to be sure that you have the very
latest thoughts of the National Association of Counties in that

; it is such an imv;ortant issue.

tor MrrcHeLL. Well, 1 would appreciate it if you would do
that. Determine first if this is still the organization’s position and,
if’ s0, explain it in some detail; and, if not, tell us what the organi-
zation’s current position is in that regard.

Ms. Kunazer. I would be delighted to do that.

[The information follows:]
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HEALTH AND EDUCATION

heaith departments

and development of the heakh and mental heakh anpects
dwmmmmmmm
feed 10: welfare. edh air qualicy.
mzﬂmﬂuﬂu

Counties further secoghjze the inadequacies of person.

a1 heakh services and health care delivery md'ﬂveﬂver
these muamers 2 grem deal of study and evalusion. Since
people and health services, or their lack. meey a2 the loca.
level, there should be 2 significant county role in any
federal progeams thee are enaced. Counties have an addi.
tional concern 10 be invoived in any nmional health legisha-
ton. since they must provide heakh prosection coverage
for over wo million covary emplovees plus their fami-

financial resources who are current withowt heakh in.
surance Counties also provide specialized services no.
fener iy availsble, train heakth manpower for their owT.
nstianions, and serve the general public and privase sec-
w0rs.

These scuse and long-term instiastional services. as wel
24 the broad range of public health services. arean impor-
tant elemer £ in our heskh care 7 1d public health symem.
responsible 10 elecsed oficials and ukimasely 10 the entire
eleciorme. Since they provide a service r9 those 100 poos
00 sick. and 100 rural, 10 those who cannot find care
mmmuumwaumm

52 NATIONAL HEALTH CARE AND HEALTH
INSURANCE PROGRAMS

Comprehensive heakh benefies mux be made available
10 the whole population, regardiess of residence or socio-

program should , persenal heakth
services, including prevensne, ambutasory, men-
tal, denaal, resorative care, with empha-

prescription, 3
sis on “wellnexs care” in sddition 10 “sicness care ~ Need-
dmmMMMnM“m
tha quality is d and wame. d_plication,
mdtedwemmmed.

uxwdmnmmm
must fomer, encourage, and provide ancentives
btdnhwlim:nukulle\tldhahhmmal
mnmmmmvehﬂbmw

hospicals,
Aem-lmmnlhahh programs for the eldert:: maernal

and child heakh programs. ambulaxory car2 centers.
vices. dental care, mental heakh care services 1 the men-
ally retarded and developmentally disabled. a. ~ohol and
drug abuse. family planning. rehabilixive servi oo, educa-
uon services. prescription services. and home trzakh care.
mmldhedu:blomhekdedmdod\u
funds to plen, 0p and for these
sen-imnenkhummemeofpmummo\h«
heakth planning and service delivery agencies could be the
first seep soward providing the needed heakh ca-e delivery
mechanisms a the local level

sent an importnt and service component
overall hesih care, disease prevendon. and health pe
uon swem. In prnership with the sme and federal

improved
tions will improve the heakh of our
NACo asks for legistaive review by the Congress of each:
program periodically 10 assure that the iment of the pro-
gram is being carned out This revien should gve full
considerauon 10 the views expressed by each level of
govemment.

trsining and use of allied heakh and other prafessional
heakh personnel in providing health care.
Mmmdmummbhdmm
imporance and manv
in this area. A nawonal heakh insunnce proa.ram will
increase the demand for shilied medical manpawer The
cost of operaung these medical educaiton programs
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vice deliven. A ssem © contan spending
apphed 1o Medend. Medicare. and all ather
pavers. Measures 1o cu federal spending alone would shif
mwd\ebalm tax, rather than reduce sotl

ouglt to be
third-pam

therein reducing the quain
and awm o care where kocalives are unable 10
accept that added burden.

NACo declares the 1swe af indigent heakh care costs 1o
be u wp-poorn heakh care nsue taang counoes wda
Gmpntmmknuhwxnmulhendrolem
our ) heakh i sysiem. Therefore, the na-
wnmmrdlmaMdd\em
bilicies of counties in assuring the positive health status of
theic cizenry:

'notdernheu'ul\ responshe 10 the complewe heakh
uremec:fdﬂnmmtm NACo beheves tha 2

5.2.4 Utilization and Review of Health Services—
NACo endorses utilization. evalustion. and revrew mecha-
nisms for al| health services a the local level. The concept
of peer review is endorsed with the provision tha all
mechanisms are 10 be subjecsed 10 periodic sudh and
review: Local elecsed officials must be invoved in the eval-
uason effort

5.2.5 Nadonal Finsncing for Health Care—All fed-
eral heakh care programs mus be adequasely funded and
mux not increase the burden on the local tax base for

0
pwmdaxmadlenlmanephemmmcummm
those communiues most in need of pubixc secror assis-
ance

NaCo supports efforts to consirain the raie of gronth of
nauonal heakh care expendsures through 2 process of
financing reform. As heakh care costs conunue o escalare.
reform of Medicare and Medicad becomes increasngh
imporant 10 all levels of govemment Measures to reform
these programs should be achieved in the conewt of
reforming the entire ssiem of financing health care ser-

heakh care financing must be based
mxheulolmgprmq)ls.

A. The financing mechanism must be a broad-hased
nation] tx symem. Deliveny of care should not be perme-
ted 1o reflect the wideh vanving capacicies of Jocal econo
mies w finance health care services. Access 10 basic care
should not be a function of the local ecoaomy of income.
This position is based upon three obsenanons (1) Medic:
ad plans vary from stac 10 sme Thus, the medically
indagent in one ame are commonhy denied ser.
vices aailable tothose in other staes, (‘)mpm‘nde
and fund heakh services for those withow heakh insur.
ance: Medicnd programs wiuch provide fewer senices
place a gremer workload on county health agencies and
hospitals. and (3) those ssmes which require count sup-
port in \tedscaid funding increase the burden on counn
revenues.

B.Thepmpwnm\uptm'idumwlredbaskle\tld
coverage to all residens of the United States.

The benefit package should contan 3 basic level of
mtumbgﬂnkdenlptmmmmmnm
sase and local elecred officials. Seme and Jocal govern-
ments may add additional services financed br sume or
bdmm“umemmmwmnbumm
ties for the cox of care 10 specialy cases, such as aliens,

C. The financing method must be x 2 level of spending
mponsht 10 heakh needs and 10 the rase of inflation,

D. The federal program muw pav for
ambulzory care. as well as for insunutionalized rexment
of iliness. There must be no economic deserrent to earh
detecuion and wreaument of heakth conditions There
should be an emphasis on relativeh lom-cost ambulatory
and home care services. raher than high-cost insututional
care

E. There must be effeane cost conirol with & least
three elements (1) resource allocanon and planning. (2)
predetermined budgets appropriae 10 Jocal conditions
and (3) reasonable controls on capias expansion

1986-1987
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E A smem of effective qualin: control shoukd ensure

b mmm“dmnm
peer review:

G. There should be incentives for client and prewider

& of mpatient eare Or un the musbeT of VPR ICTX vinkts
Howevez, 10 promote patient responaihiliny. Careful anen-
mwuwnwwmu::
0 financielly pasticipme, 0 means. in
delivery of sheir heakth care.

H. Relnbussement principles should reflect the widely
varving conditions uader which difierent nypes and sizes
of providers aperme. County and other local povernment.
opermed hospicals, clinics. and nursing homes must re-
cenve adequae reimbursenent for the higher costs -
curred in treating the ofien more seriousty if) patient wich
mukiple problems, including the medically indusent. the
mentally ifl, and those sulfiering from alcoholism and drug
shuse. and in providing needed services which are ofien
unzailable in other instinutions.

in
L Incenives should be mcluded 10 improve facibues
and heakh dedivery srmems. and 10 allow: mukiple npes of
swems. 10 assure free choice of akemnaine care

K. Providers should be reimbursed for the com of med-
scal audits. wilizanon review. and other quantiey and quali-
© cuntrol coms of the program.

L. Aprogram should include a continuing. imegral role
for navonal

mmmhnu‘mmm
grams for mmmumﬁ

conunue tw develop or refine their of assunng
access 10 health care for the populations for whom financ.
msmh-mdmywﬂmummwm

RroNg COUNtY JOVETIMMEnt as an essential component and
parmer in the effective operaion of the nations health
care delivery amem.

Local governments which are closest (o the people. and
therefore, providers of last ruor;énun be assured an

where x is assured that the following
prnciples will be dand have been adhered 1 in the
implementation of the present block grants.

© Programs within block gramnts should be controtled b
elected county, stxe and ey officuals ensurable directv 1o
the uxpavers

© Federal block grant propogals must be developed in
cloce consukauon with local government officials.

© Federal block grant funds for health programs should
be allocaed directly to general purpose iocal govern-
ments where an exisung deliven sysiem 1s in place

© Block grant allocations should use current formulas
for distribution of funds or reflect subsae arpeung re-

s o plan jointh w3th couney
afficials and 10 publish for review and comments said plan
for expendiwre and. where direc funding i not avaitable.
¥ ps through maximum dollars 10 local povernments
for s debr ™ and kife-susamning programs.

d;ﬂ::mummmmnduim

emments.

© Sease and local government taw's and procedures gov-
eming spending should apph 10 block granes.

© Audts should be compauble wath local procedures.

© Emphass should be on savings 1o taxpavers, and not
just shiking costs from federal (0 Jocal txxpavers, and the
low: income population of this countr: should not hear a
disproportionase share of federal reductions in spending
for block gram programs.

5.2.6 Disease Prevention and Health Promotion—

mprant functions of local heakth departmens. which
are crtical 10 the achievement of natonal public heakh
goals. However. adequase federal and suse assistance in
financing and monitonng these activities is essenal. 0
assure that afl geographcal areas are covered and 10 evalu-
ae the effecuveness of current funding levels. NACo sup-
ports block grants and grant consolidation 1o obviate
multi-funding for health programs. Such block grants
must contain a v mandmed and Deparument of
Health and Human Services-enforced pass-through of
funds from the sie level (0 those counties that meer
approved heakh standards.

B permit ealuxion of these programs.
necessan unmwlenbn sysems tha do not
place an unreasonable adminisicaive burden on local
governments must also be established in conpunction with
their implementation.

5.2.7 Health Informstion and Communicstion—
NACo supports heakth educauon 10 provde information
and communicae with the pablic and the providers of
heakh care senvices for the proper uulizanon of heakh
service; Communun: health education programs should
be coordinaied wath health services being provided and
with existing school health programs

5.2.8 Rural Hev.lth Care—A special nanonal program
must be designed 1o provade toal comprehensive health
care services In rura! areas. NACo sdvocates the prov<on
of health care sen ices 10 be made available to all resiaents
of evenn counn 1n the Unned Sues. especiath in rural
areas as well as i 1aner cives
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Senator MrrcuzLL. Thank , Ms. Klinger. And thank you, Mr.
) you yo

Senator MOYNIHAN. Yes, indeed.

When you say “a social contract,” which is s phrase we have
been hearing so often, and which Lawrence Meade examines in his
recent book, “Beyond Entitlement”, you are not talking about some
Rousseau-like expression of the general world, but cg_t;u are talking
aboufamxlt a document that your county sits down and draws up with a

y.
Ms. KLINGER. It is a paper with words on it, language that means
something both to our de ent and to the person who signs it.
It is a contract between them, what that n will do within the
kind of timeline, and we e them to it. We are going to
do our part, and we expect them to do their part.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Governor Castle was testifying earlier on
behalf of the Governors Association in the sense that people and .
society alike have a right to say what they expect. The people have
:p:‘;:?ﬁt toCoktI:lO: whgl;t that is. An:)if eoul%f a:ﬁuallyhlb;lr;g it down to

cs. u usa one ese things?

Ms. KLINGER. {owould be dmted to.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I mean, really, I want to see one of those
contracts.

Ms. Kuingzr. I would be delighted.

Senator MoyNIHAN. All right.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Thergher thing I have observed is that prob-
lem of the marginal tax rate in our present welfare system. We
have had that hundred-nour rule since 1971. You work one hour
extra, you earn $4.12 extra, and you lose medical insurance for
your entire family, you lose economic cash t'myments. What that -
waeans is that you have a 100% tax rate at margin payments.

Ms. Klinger, I hear two other important points. One is the impor-
tance of distinguishing between different types of persons who re-
ceive qublic assistance. For some of them, your 22 percent who stay
on welfare less than one year, this is a form of unepmloyment in-
surance. It is income insurance, and there is nothing the matter
with these folks except that they didn’t get hired that year, that
plant—that “factory in t'.e field” if I remember from the book in
the 1930’s—just clceed on them.

But there are le who will be on welfare for five years or
more. Obviously, it’s less troublesome to aseist that group who are
just out of funds for the moment and looking for work and will find
it. It is a different lem for those who are stuck.

The first thing I hear, though—and I think I would ask Senator
Mitchell if he wouldn’t agree—we just heard from the Mayor of
Trenton, New Jersey, a state that he reported has the secon 'hfﬂl,:-
est per capita income in the country, and a quarter of the popula-
tion of the state capitol is on . The value of AFDC benefits
has dropped £1 percent in real value in the last 16 years. And I
hear that San Joaquin Valley in Merced County, which has got to
be one of the tichezzz'ricu.ltural communities in the world——

Ms. Kuinger. Indeed.

Senator MoYNIHAN. But 19 feroent of your population receive
AFDC, food stampes, or Medicaid.




Ms. Kuinger. That is right.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Clearly, you just don’t have to look to the
Appalachias of the country. When the AFDC %r:gram was enacted
in 1935, the ical recipient was seen to a West Virginia
miner’s widow. And that might have been the case then, but now
you go to one of the richest states in the Union, to the capitol with
such a population of dependent people, or to the richest agricultur-
al county with the same thing.

So we are not looking at just one groug of people who are set
apart; this is a nationwide question, isn’t it

Ms. KuiNgER. It is. In the San Joaquin Valley there s.re some
counties that also have farming as their main economy but that
may be a little more diversified; but those counties are in ‘he same
straits as we are when it comes to welfare costs. We may have had
the impact hit us a little earlier than some of them, but we predict-
ed their impact strictly based upon increased welfare caseloads,
and it is happening to Fresno County, to Stanislaue County. This
fear they are laﬁmg off hundreds of workers. Their cost of the

ocal share of welfare costs is high enough that their discretionary
revenues are having to be spent for that, and they are, having to
lay off workers.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And there you get an impact fro.. “evenue-
sbarinf(and like that.

Ms. KLInGER. Yes.

I have one more statistic, Sunator, Mr. Chairman, that I would
like to tell eiou about. If just one-third of all of our families who are
unemployed were empicyed full-time each month at the minimum
wage of ¥3.35 an hour—I am talking about AFDC~U now—it would
bring in $2,694,548 of earned income after all exemptions and disre-
gards, and these would go to those families, rep welfare cash
assistance to the same fumilies. That is just a third of all of our
families who are on AFDC-U. We are talking about dollars here
that have great signi ce at the state, national, and local levels.
We must get the 100 hour rule changed.

Senator MOYNIHAN. I heard.

Can I just make one last comment? This goes to the whole seem-
ing ofportum'ty we have this year, in this Congress and with your
task force, the Governors’ and the President’s proposals, Mr. Ford’s
committee on the House side whick is y actively i !duu—mf,
and we are doing it here on the Finance Committee with Mr. Dole
as our rank.in{)zember, and we have a very enthusiastic group.

I would go back to that 1970 occasion to which you referred in
your remarks, and I remember it very well. We had a ¥uara.nmd
income in our hands—we had it in our hands. And the fact that it
had gotten that close persuaded a great many people that, “My
God, the country is going in the most extraordinary direction.
There is no need to settle for this proposal. We will get something
even better next time.”

I remember going down to a meeting at the Mayflower Hotel in
1970. There was a group, the National Urban Coalition, and they
were being told, you know, “Don’t settle for what you have got;
something even better is coming.” And I said, “Oh, no, that is not
the way of the world. We have a certain conjunction of the cosmos,
of the earth and the moon here, and don’t turn it down.” I said, “If
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we don’t get welfare reform in this year, we will not get it in this
decade.” And we didn’t. What we got instead was a one-third re-
duction nationwide in the level of benefits for children. I hope we
don’t make that mistake again. I hope we are as lucky to get that
close, and if we are that close I hope we: “go for it,” as they say in
foothall.

Thank you so much, Ms. Klinger. Thank NACo. We are much in
your debt, and we will hear from you about your task force.

Ms. KLINGER. Indeed.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And Senator Mitchell had a similar question
on Medicaid, and I know you will want to answer that one.

Ms. Kuinger. We will certainly get that one answered, and we
will see that you have a copy of the contracts, and we will keep the
committee and yourself as up to date as we can as we implement
GAIN in California.

Senator MoYNTHAN. We thank you so much.

We now move to the second group in our hearing, and we look
forward to expert testimony from some very interesting scholars
and representatives of groure who are very much concerued with
these matters.

Our first witness will be Dr. Douglas Glasgow, who is Vice Presi-
dent of the National Urban League, a distinguished organization
based in New York City.

Dr. Glasgow, we welcome you. As I said at the outset of the hear-
ing, we will now go to a 10-minute ruling in order that everybody
can be heard and can be questioned.

Dr. Glasgow, good morning.

[Ms. Klinger’s written prepared testimony follows:]
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MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THF® SUBCOMMITTEE, I AM ANN
KL NGER, SUPERVISOR IN MERCED COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, AND FOURTH VICE
PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES (NACo). THANK
YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK WITH YOU TODAY ABOUT WELFARE
REFORM.

COUNTIES PT.Y A SIGNIFICANT ROLE 1IN DELIVERING K MAN

SERVICES. COUNTIES 1IN 13 STATES, INCLUDING SOME OF THZ MORE
PUPL JUS STATES SUCH AS CALIFORNIA, NEW YORK, OHIO AND NEW
JERSEY, PAY FOR A PORTION OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE AND/OR BENEFITS
COSTS OF AFDC. AT LEAST 28 STATES HAVE GENERAL ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS WHERE, IN MANY CASES, COUNTY BUDGETS FULLY FUND THE
PROGRAM. AIMOST EVERY COUNTY PARTICIPATES IN SOME PORTION OF THE
NETWORK OF WELFARE SOCIAL SERVICES AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS BY
PROVIDING ITS OWN TAX DOLLARS.

BECAUSE OF OUR PARTICIPATION, WE ARE VERY AWARE OF THE
PATCHWORK OF UNCOORD.NATED PROGRAMS AND THE BURDENSOME PAPERWORK
FOR BOTH OUR COUNTY WORKERS AND THE CLIENTS. NACo HAS LONG
CALLED FOR TAKING INTERIM STEPS T» REFORM THE CURRENT SYSTEM WITH
THE ULTIMATE GOAL OF COMPLETELY REPLACING IT WITH A COMPREHENSIVE
S5x3TEM. THE NEW SYSTEM VCULD PROVIDE EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNIIISS AT
ADEQUATE WAGES' FOR THCSEZ PECPLI WHO ARE ABLE TO WORK, AND A
SIMPLIFIED INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FOR OUR COUNTY RESIDENTS WHO
ARE UNABLE TO WORK
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NACo DRAFTED WELFARE FROPOSALS IN 1976 AND 1977. DURING
THE FALL OF 1977, HUNDRELS OF COUNTY OFFICIALS ATTENDED A WELFARE
REFORM RALLY AT THE MAYFLOWER HOTEL AND ON THE STEPS OF THE
CAPITOL. AND MR. CHAIRMAN, AS A FIRST YEAR FRESHMAN SENATOR, YOU
SPOKE TO OUR GROUP. DURING THAT TALX YOU RECALLED THAT YOU
PREDICTED IN JULY 1970 THAT I7 WELFARE REFORM WERE NOT ENACTED
THAT YEAR, IT WOULD NOT BECOME LAW IN THAT DECADE. BUT, YOU
ASKED OUR GROUP AT THE MAYFLOWER TO "PROVE YOUR PROPHECY WRONG."
WE WORKED WITH YOU AND THOUGH YOUR 1970 PREDICTION BECAME TRUE,
WE FELT THE NELD FOR REFORM REQUIRFD Odn CONTINUED EZFORT. .

WE REVISED AND EXPANDED OUR PROPOSALS IN 1981 AND CURRENTLY
HAVE A WELFARE D WORK TASK FORCE WHICH WILL BE MEETING AGAIN
THIS WEEKEND. WHILE MANY OF THP RECOMMENDATIONS WE MADE 10 YEARS
AGO ARE STILL APPROPRIATE, WE ARE RESHAPING THEM TO FPIT THE
POLITICAL AND FISCAL REALITIES OF TODAY.

AS AN ELECTED OFFICIAL, I AM VERY WELL AWARE OF THE
NATIONAL STATISTICS THAT THIS SUBCOMMITTEE DESCRIBED IN ITS
EARLIER HEARING. IT IS A NATIONAL TRAGEDY THAT ONE OF EVERY FOUR
CHILDREN ARE BORN INTO POVERTY. IT IS A NATIONAL CONCERN THAT 60
PERCENT OF ALL CHILDREN CAN EXPECT AT SOME POINT TO LIVE IN a
SINGLE P2ARENT FAMILY--A FACTOR WHICH DRAMATICALLY INCREASES THE
RISK OF FALLING INTO POVERTY. IT IS ALSO A NATIONAL CONCERN THAT
THERE ARE MILLIONS OF THE ‘WORKING POOR' WHO CANNOT LIFT
THEMSELVES OUT OF POVERTY EVEN THOUGH THEY HAVE FULL TIME JOBS.

O
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YET, SOMETIMES THESE NATIONAL STATISTICS ARE NOT AS
POWERFUL UNLESS THEY ARE BROKEN DOWN TO THE LOCAL LEVEL, WHERE
THERE ARE REAL CHILDREN AND FAMILIES WHO WANT TO WORK. THEY COME
TO ELECTED AND APPOINTED COUNTY OFFICIALS FOR HELP.

MY HOME COUNTY OF MERCED IS LOCATED 1N THE SAN JOAQUIN
VALLEY, THE HEARTLAND OF THE STATE. WE HAVE A POPULATION OF
160,000 AND ARE ONE OF THE TOP AGRICULTURAL COUNTIES IN THE
NATION. AS IN OTHER COUNTIES, THE FARM CRISIS HAS HURT MERCED.
OUR UNEMPLOYMENT RATE HAS BEEN IN DOUBLE DIGI'TS FOR FOUR YEARS
AND IS CURRENTLY AT 13.8 PERCENT. BECAUSE OF THIS, 19 PERCENT OF

OUR COUNTY RESIDENTS RECEIVE AFDC, FOOD STAMPS OR MEDICAID.

OUR CASELOAD GROWTH SKYROCKETED BETWEEN 1980 AND 1985,
GROWING BY OVER 46 PERCENT COMPARED TO CALIFORNIZL'S OVERALL
INCREASE OF 9.9 PERCENT. THIS IS DUE IN PART TO THE MIGRATION TO
OUR COUNTY OF ABOUT 9,500 SOUTHEAST ASIAN REFUGEES, PRIMARILY
HMONG. THE HMONG ART PRELITERATE, WITH NO WRITTEN LANGUAGE
UNTIL 30 YEARS AGO AND HAVE A TRADITION OF FARMING COMPLETELY
DIFFERENT FROM OUR OWN. THEY NOW MAKE UP 32 PERCENT OF OUR AFDC
AND 50 PERCENT OF OUR AFDC-UP CASELOADS.

IN NEARLY 92 PERCENT CF OUR AFCC CASELOAD, THE MALE IS
ABSENT. THE MCTHERS IN 46 PERCENT OF CUR CASELOAD ARE UNDER 29
YEARS OF AGE AND 38 PERCENT OF THE OVERALL HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS DO
NOT HAVE A HIGHSCHOOL DESREE. FINALLY, 22 PERCENT OF OUR CASES
STAY ON WELFARE LESS THAN ONE YEAR; ANOTHER 22 PERCENT STAY ONE
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TO TWO YEARS; 23 PERCENT THREE TO FOUR YEARS, AND THE REMAINING
33 PERCENT ARE ON FIVE YEARS OR LONGER.

WE ARE EXCITED ABOUT OUR GREATER AVENUES FOR INDEPENDENCE
(GAIN) PLAN IN MERCED COUNTY WHICH WE EXPECT WILL BE APPROVED BY
APRIL 1. THE ESSENTIAL PHILOSOPHY OF OUR PLAN IS THAT PEOPLE DO
NOT COME TO OUR HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY FOR A "HAND OUT," RATHER,
THEY WILL COME AS A PARTICIPANT WITH US TO DEVELOP SKILLS TO MAKE
THEM MORE COMPETITIVE IN OUR LOCAL ECONOMY.

FOR SOME CLIENTS, THIS WILL BE A LONG TERM PROCESS. BUT,
WHEN NEW BUSINESS IS DEVELOPED WITHIN THE COUNTY. WE WILL WORK
WITH THOSE BUSINESSES AND DEVELOP PRIME SOURCE CONTRACTS TO MAKE
SLOTS AVAILABLE FOR OUR HUMAN SERVICES CLIENTS.

WE ARE REDEFINING "PUBLIC ASSISTANCE." NO LONGER IS IT A
REACTIVE PROGRAM THAT MAINTAINS PEOPLE BY DPROVILING CASH AND
OTHER RESOURCES TO ALLOW THEM TO JUST GET BY. THE SYSTEM IN
MERCED COUNTY AND THE REST OF CALIFCRNIA IS BECOMING A PRO-ACTIVE
SYSTEM PROMOTING SELF-SUFFICIENCY WiTH AN ARRAY OF SERVICES.

FOR THE RECORD, I HAVE ATTACHED AN OUTLINE OF NACo'S 1981
AND 1977 2 OSALS, SO I WON'T TALK ABOUT THOSE AT LENGTH.
HOWEVER, \WT TC DESCRIBE OUR GENERAL POSITIONS ON HOW
COUNTTES EIR ROLE AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT'S 1IN RE-
STRUCTURING Th. SYSTEM.
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FIRST, OUR SYSTEM SHOULD HAVE UNIFORM STANDARDS OF
ELIGIBILITY ACROSS PROGRAMS AND SHOULD PROVIDE BENEFITS THAT ARE
ADJUSTED FOR STATE AND LOCAL DIFFERENCES IN COSTS OF LIVING.
THIS APPROACH WOULD BE SIMILAR TO THE FAMILY LIVING STANDARD
OUTLINED IN THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION'S "MATTER OF
COMMITMENT" REPORT. SUCH AN APPROACH WOULD BE FAIR TO THE CLIENT
NEEDING ASSISTANCE AND, BY REDUCING FEDERAL REGULATIONS WOULD
ALLOW COUNTY CASEWORKERS TO SPEND MORE TIME WITH THE CLIENT
INSTEMD OF PAPERWORK. MANV CASEWORKERS COMPL: ~~° THAT THE CURRENT
BLI2ZZARD OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS HAS CHANGED THE RELATIONSHIPS
BETWEEN THEM AND THE CLIENTS. IT HAS CHANGED FROM A CLIMATE OF
TRUST AND COOPERATION IN FINDING AVENUES TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY TO A
SERIES OF FORMS WHICH IN EFFECT ARE BASED ON A PREMISE THAT THE
CLTENT CHOOSES TO BE POOR AND INTENDS TO DEFRAUD THE COUNTY
AGENCY.

SECOND, FEDERAL PROPOSALS MUST RECOGNIZE THAT MANY STATES
AND COUNTIZS ARE ALREADY INITIATING INNOVATIVE REFORM PROGRAMS OF
THEIR OWN. FEDERAL LEGISLATION SHOULD PROVIDE MAXIMUM
ADMINISTRATIVE FLEXIBILITY AND FISCAL INCENTIVES TO ENCOURAGE
THOSE STATES AND COUNTIES TO CONTINUE TO DEVELCP PROGRAMS THAT
LINK WELFARE AND EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICES.

TWIRD, WE AGREEZ THAT THE PRIMARY RESPCNSIBILITY FCR
SUPPORTING CHILDREN RESTS WITH THE FAMILY. ONE APPROACH IS
DESIGNING PERFORMANCE CONTRACTS WITH CLIENTS. WHILE NACo

CURRENTLY HAS NO POLICY POSITION ON MANDATING CLIENT-AGENCY
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CONTRACTS, I BELIEVE OUR TASK FORCE WILL LOOK CLOSELY AT
SUPPORTING AN APPROACH SIMILAR TO THE ONE WE HAVE IN CALIFORNIA
UNDER 'GAIN'. THIS CUNTRACT WILL MAKE CLEAR TO BOTH THE
CASEWORKER AND CLIENT WHAT IS EXPECTED OF THEM TO MAKE THEM
INDEPUNDENT AGAIN. IMPROVED ENFORCEMENT OF THE EXISTING CHILD
SUPPORT PROGRAM IS ALSO CRITICAL TO ENCOURAGING FAMILY
RESPONSIBILITY. TO BE HONEST WITH YOU, MANY COUNTIES DO NEED TO
WORK HARDER IN COLLECTING SUPPORT, BUT ITS NOT AN EASY JOB.
MOREOVER, THE ADMINISTRATION'S BUDGET PROPOSAL WHICH WOULD
ELIMINATE INCENTIVE PAYMENTS TO MANY COUNTIES IS A STEP 1IN
EXACTLY THE WRONG DIRECTION.

FINALLY, WHILE WE BELIEVE THAT COUNTIES SHOULD BE GIVEN
FLEXIBILITY IN RESPONDING TO THEIR UNIQUE CIRCUMSTANCES, WE ALSO
BELIEVE THAT FIGHTING POVERTY IS A NATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY
REQUIRING NATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND RESOURCES. NATIONAL POLICY
MUST RECOGNIZE THAT COUNTIES SUCH AS MINE MAY REQUIRE DIFFERENT
TYPES OF RESOURCES TO SERVE LONG-TERM CLIENTS SUCH AS OUR HMONG
REFUGEES. POLICIES MUST ALSO RECOSNIZE THAT OTHER GROUPS SUCH AS
DISPLACED WORKERS REQUIRE DIFFERENT SERVICES TAILORED TO THEIR
CIRCUMSTANCES.

THANK YOU TCR THIS OPPORTUNITY T0 TESTIFY. I WOULD BE
HAPPY TO ANSWEP ANY CUESTICNS VOU MAY HAVE.
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Summary of NACo

1976 and 1981 Welfare Reform Recommendations

PV13Y

Uniform eligibility; benefits adjusted
for regional living costs

75% federal funding for benefits and
administration and 90% for fraud
detection

In general, revise earned income and
work expense deductions to provide
strongsr work incentives and lessen
4dmninistretive burden

Eliminate error rate fiscal sanctions
and develop incentives to enhance
quality control

Repeal mandated monthly reporting and
retrospective budgeting

Food Stamps

"Cash out"” program

Ertablish single eligibility and
benefit determination for AFDC and
Food Stamps

Continue 100% federal funding of
benefits and increase administrative
funding to 100%

Establish direct federal issuance
of food stamps

Replace error rate fiscal sanctions
Wwith incentives for Juality control
ennancement

1976
Sanme

same ‘

same |

No position

No position
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Simplify sanctions on clients

1986 NACo Platform Employment
Section 2.2 and Human Services
Section 5.3.3 support WIN and
call for expansion and increased
local flexibility

Sucplemental
Security Income

Uniform eligibility and benefits
adjusted for regional differences

Full federal assumption of costs
with increased banefits so state
supplementation is unnecessary

Provide eligibility for residents
of public mental, medical and
residential facilities

Common applications for SSI, Medicaid
and Title xx

No¢ pasition

No position

Current Platform supports national
health care financing of basic
Realth coverage financed by
National tax system.

Genera. Assistance

Calls for federally financed
assistance

Permit broader eligibility under SSI

No position

75% federal
funding for
mandat~d
services

100% faderal
funding for
costs of
blind,
disabled and
persons over
age 65

No position

e

',




1981 4976
Sociali Services
Cost of living increases Same

for Title XX Social Services
Block Grant

Federal funding should be based on No pesition
an entitlement concept to snsure
services to all eligible persons

€hild Care

Expand Earned Income Tax Credit No position
and day care tax credit for low
income persons

Job Training for recipients with No position
young children must include child

care outside the Title XX

appropriation

variety of child care situations No position
with flexible hours provided to
working parents

Careful and regular monitoring of No position
state and local licensing

Child Support
Retain 75 percent administrative No position

match (in 1986 was 68 percent)

Supports intercept of parents No position
federal income tax returns
(passed in 1984 amendments)

Teen Pregnancy

Reduce pregnanc.es through sex No position
| education and birth control
‘ information as well as opportunities
for pregnant g:rls <o finish ailzn
‘ school
\
|
|
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198) 1976
Ixansportation
No position No position
1986 NACo Platform Employment
Section 2.7.A calls for increased
federal allocation to account for the

true transpnrtation needs because it is
a costly barrier to employment

Client/Agency Contracts

Nc position No position

Extended Health Care
No position No position
Nage Subsidies )
- No position No position

1986 NACO Platform Employment Section 2.9
states it is appropriate o provide
federal support for participants in
employment and training programs in

the form of wages. Supports phased
system of direct wage subsidy in private
sector, associated with a conditional
hiring pledge

Iax Incentives
No positicn No position
1986 NACO Platform Employment Sectioh 2.15
supports employer tax incentives for
retraining workers

Mininum Wage
No position No position
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1981 1976

No specific recommendations No position

1986 NACo Platfors Health and Education
Section 4.12.3 calls for adequate
funding of education for unemployed
and high school dropouts and supports
compensatory and early childhood
education

Minimus Eenefit Floor

Uniform standard of eligibility and Sanme
benefits adjusted to reflect regional

cost of living. wages and payments/

work subsidies to working poor should

be at an adequate level so there is no
disincentive to work .

No position No position

leng Term Jeform
Work Security for
Employable

Rersons
Full range of jcb development Recommenda-
and job creation, skills training tion is
work experience ciordinated with similar except
economic development. Financed no mention of
wholly by federal government. day care

Income assistance during

training or unemployment. Should
provide for child care costs.
Where work security employment is
necessary, jobs shall be federally
financed. Local government should
be primarily responsible for job
development and training.
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STATEMENT OF DR. DOUGLAS G. GLASGOW, VICE PRESIDENT,
WASHINGTON OPERATIONS, NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, INC.

Dr. GLasgow. Thank you, Senator, and distinguished members of
this subcommittee. We are really pleased to be here, in part be-
cause of a long-tarm working relationship with the chair of this
committee, and also because of the importance of this particular
issue, Social Welfare Reform.

Mr. Chairman, as Vice President for Washingtor Operations of
the National Urban League, I am pleased to provide a special type
of testimony, not from the basis of elected officials but from that of
community-based organizations that work with the problems of the
seriously unem those in poverty.

The Nati rban League, as you know, was founded in 1910
as a nonprofit organization and has, over the years, consistently
worked with those who have been the disadvantaged. We have an
extensive history of involvement in the areas of social welfare.
Through our ongoing work within communities we have obtained
first-hand experience at identifying and meeting the social service
needs %gﬁmuﬂy poor individuals and families.

In 1965 the Urban League, along with the Child Study Associa-
tion and the Family Service Association of America, conducted a

special nationwide demonstration p called Project Enable,
which utilized parent education and di ion groups as well as
fiommunity organizations to improve the conditions of poor fami-
es.
From 1972 to 1975, the Urban conducted a research dem-

onstration program entitled, Work Evaluation—Work Adjustment,
which examined whether conventional rehabilitation techniques
could be used to mitigate social barriers to employment for socially

dlsadvantgad persons.

Since 1975, when the Urban League published its views on re-
forming the social welfare m in a special paper, “Income
Maintenance, the National U League Position,” we have advo-
cated for a public assistance system that is adequate, equitable, and
has some universal asrcts

However, until such a system is in place, income maintenance
and all social welfare programs must be made as effective as possi-
ble {or the populations they do serve. Simply cutting budgets is not
a solution.

In 1982, 16 Urban League affiliates, in conjunction with other
geographically close affiliates, conducted public i that as-
sessed the im of AFDC program cuts implemented ugh the
Omnibus Bu Reconciliation Act of 1981. These hearings high-
lighted the problems encountered by AFDC recipients in seeking
economic independence through employment, especially in the
areas of securing health and child care.

The National Urban League continues its dynamic involvement
in the formulation of policies and pnfmma that impact upon the
needs of this country as a whole, and particularly upon our con-
stituency who are disproportionately and unempl .

In a recent article for The State of Black America 1987, a report
which we issue annually, the noted scholar Dr. Billingsley captured
the very essence of welfare reform and its relati ip to poverty
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and employment issues, when he wrote that, “No single, complex
public action would do more to strengthen families than a national
commitment to full-time, adequately paid, career-oriented jobs for

le-bodied man, woman an uth. A not
only. provides, the meat of meeting the instrumental ooadsof e
family but also a means of instilling pride, self-reliance, and a
sense of importance as w2ll.”

Contrary to the spirit of the 1960’s when poverty, ially
Black rty.mnotjustapublicissuebutanationalpoﬂg‘ r1-
ority, decade of the 1980’s is characterized by lideabasedpon
distortions and cCisinformation on the causes and realities of in-
g:iduals :;ld families who live without sufficient income to keep
m out A

In a nation such as ours, with its resources and technological ad-
vancement, it is totally unacceptable that our national leadership
tolerates a national poverty rate of 14 t and identifies eco-
nomic recovery with a national unemp trataof’lpereent.
What used to be labeled “recession- unemployment” is now
described as “full employment.” A national poverty rate of14€er-
cent in 1985 translated into over 33 mill’on people who lived below
the federal poverty level, a rise of 4 million since 1980, with more
than one in every five American children being poor.

Contrary to public perception and public idea, the “feminization
of poverty” argument, which has been offered as an explanation
forincxwedpoverthisnctassolidasitwotndappear. in
family composition have not been the primary cause, as you noted
earlier, Senator, of the increase in since the late 1970's.
Among the conclusions from a recent Democratic staff study pre-
m the Joirt Economic Committee of the U.S. Congress, we

The post-1979 increase in poverty has been largely the result of
weak economic performance—especially high levels of long-term
unemployment and falling wageo—a.ndy changes in social welfare

poliCy;
Thegreatutincreasesinqovertyd ing this period were for per-
sons living in married-couple families. Persons in married-couple
households account for 44.9 percent of the increase in poverty since
1979; while persons in single-parent female-headed families account
for 81.6 percent of new poverty over the same period.
Highlighting these conclusions is not meant to deter the concern
must exist and the actions that must be taken to address the
levels of poverty among single female-headed households, as
cne-third of all persons living in female-headed families are
compared to 9.3 percent of persons in other families. Rather,
data serve to restore proper dimension and avoid distortion
the causes of poverty in order to formulate more enlightened
decisions about what courses of action are neceesary to
poverty in this country.
plications of high rates of unemployment become more
m when we examine their human and social stress costs.
For example, we know that each 1-percent rise in unemployment
produces a 5.7 percent increase in homicides, a 4.1 percent increase
1n suicides, a 4 percent increase in prison admissions, and a 1.9 per-
cent increase in the overall mortality rate.

g§Rise
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unsettling.

While our national leadership boasts of creating some three mil-
lion jobs over the course of the year, it failed to note the growth in
part-time positions and the destruction of high-paying manufactur-
:lngjobs and their replacement by low-paying retail and service in-

Accordmg’ to the findings of a recent study prepared, again, for
theJointnmnomicCommitteeofCongreas,oFtheSmiiﬁg;nnew
jobs created between 1979 and 1984, 58 percent paid annual wages
of less than $7000, supporting the conclusion that the net additions
to employment being generated in the U.S. since the late 1970’s
have i onately and increasingly concentrated at the
lower wage end of the spectrum.

Given these negative changes in the job market, it is no small
wonder thn;tf in the current economy, even if one works, there is no
guarantee of escape from poverty.

We feel that poverty and unemployment have had a special
im upon Black Americans, and while national unemployment

rates are unacceptably high in the country as a whole,

the di ortionate impect on Black is devastating
Black Americans remain di ionately foor and W

tionately unemployed. In 1 than 3 t of Black

Amerwamwmpoor,whemBiackswerestill three times

more li thanWhiteutobebelowthemrtylevel,andabout
one-half of Black children were poor. For B workers, unemploy-
ment remained at Depression-level rates of 15 percent.

We cculd go on endlessly, however I will submit most of that
data in our full testimony.
Iwmﬂdliketozﬁxeatatthiapointthattheremustbespecial-
ized strategies for u‘c’i:l}aur:er::floymentandpovertyaswebegin

i of orm.

In the last year we have witnessed renewed interest and debate
onwhatcmraeofactionwouldbestredueepovertyandunemgl;y—
ment. Much of the discussion and proposed remedies have been
within the framework of welfare reform, which in reality is family
and individual income reform.

For the past seven years, the Administration’s notion of welfare
reform has served as the vehicle for program cutbacks, and policies
ghu:t_ promote maximum opportunity for securing jobs have been all

ignored.

We would suggest that, as we to carve a more humane
and effective system of social welfare, three basic principles must
umggugde: objecti ust be to strengthen the famil

primary ve m n the y.
Second, wherever possible, earned income through viable employ-
ment must be secured to ensure the capacity for families to effec-

tively icipate in society.
1 wiﬁa;)?:cl‘:de on this note, Mr. Chairniun—
) Senator MoYNIHAN. You didn’t get to the third; you are on page

)
Dr. GLasgow. Well, I realize I am not from California. [Laugh-

ter.)
So I was trying to do it as expeditiously as possible.
Senator MOYNIHAN. Go aheas.edl
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Dr. GLasgow. I appreciate that allowance.

The third, of course, 18 a system of social welfare benefits that
m be economically just and promotes the strengthening of the

y.

I would like to suggest t..at in the days ahead, as we talk about
welfare reform and talk about work amongst the poor, particularly
those famiiies most oppressed by poverty, that we have within our
constellation of providers a new instrument of strength, the com-
munity-based organization.

1 would encourage us to give increased consideration as we frame
reform programs and begin to develop legislation, to the important
role of these organizations—which a.e based in the community and
represent institutions with long histories of working with the
pofgr——that they be involved intensely in the programs of welfare
reform.

Mr. Chairman, I conclude at this pnint by saying that existing
Foverty and unemployment rates to: the nation and icularly
or Black Americans stand today still, at intolerable levels. This
nation at the federal, state, loca. and private levels possesses the
kniwledge and the resources to eliminate the daily tragedies expe-
rienced by millions of Americans who suffer from poverty and un-
~mployment.

e National Urban League is pre %0 work with you, as we
have in the past, in structuring a fundame .‘ally important new
and rich system of social welfare in the dayr . ead.

Thank you.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We thank you, Dr. Glasgow, for a very schol-
arly paper and a well-researched one. Your reputation precedes
you, as you know.

I particularly thank you for your refsrence to Bluestone— that is
B};ai;ry”Bluestone—and Harrison, “The Great American Job Ma-
chine.

Dr. GLascow. Yea.

Senator Moyn:HAN. I don’t know how we missad it. I must get
two copies, one for the Joint Economic Committee.

Your point here is an absolutely essential one, in my view and
obviously in yours, that the great determinant of the question of
child support and family income is first and foremost a function of
the levels of employment in the economy and the levels of wages
and income.

I mentioned earlier to you—I don’t know whether you have seen
the work that David Elwood has done.

Dr. GLascow. Yes, I have.

Senator MoYNIHAN. He started a new curve—just two items in
the equaticn, the unemployment rate and then the median hourly
earnings, predict the welfare rate as if it were a fixed line. And it
is going up of late because unemployment is going up, and the
median hourly earnings have not gone up.

Now, I don’t want to tell you something you have been telling
other ple for a long time, but the average hcurly earnings in
manufacturing have gone up 18 cents in the last 18 years, when
adjusted for :..flation. So a person wk: would manage to put a half
a century in a factory, at that rate, wculd look forward to increas-
ing income by 50 cents an liour in the course of a lifetime.
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Oh, here is “The Great American Job Machine,” right there.
There is exactly your curve right here, the lines right here for the
last few years, and it reflects the econoz:!.

And a similar condition is true for median family ip~-me. In real
terms, median family income has been nearly flat foi .. years now.
We are at 1985 and were exactly where we were in 1970. That is 16
{eatis We reaked in 1973, and have not since approached that

evel.

Dr. GLasgow. That is correct.

Senator MOYNIHAN. What do you think about this—well, you
mentioned community organizations. I find in most of the testimo-
ny this notion of a social contract. Now, if K:u are g:ing to have a
serious proposition, then you are going to have to have somethi
on the ground to follow up with, aren’t you. You just can’t
these forms from Trenton or Washington and say, “Fill this out
and send it back.” You have to have somebody to follow up.

Dr. GLasGow. Senator, I think that community-based organiza-
tions provide an additional resource in the community; first, they
have ties to the local population, particularly dpoor pulations, and
an ability to find them through outreach and perform diagnostics.
They have long-term association with such populations.

As we Jook at the historical relationship between federa., state,
and community based organizations in the early period of the Six-
ties, community based organizations often were viewed as protago-
nists, somewhat. As the Seventies became more in vogue, they
began to find ways of complementing each other. I think we are at
the point now where community based organizations truly repre-
sent a u{:)ttentiall very strong resource in addressing the needs of
p?;':_ic ly the long-term and most seriously debilitated poor pop-
ulations.

Senator MoyNiHAN. And there is such a thing as the long-term
debilitated population, as the reference that Ms. Klinger %ave of
Merced County in the San Joaquim Vailey, where about 30 per-
cent-odd of the AFDC recipients are going {0 be on welfare for five
years or more. Now. those people have problems that require more
than a jcb market.

Dr. GLasgow. Correct.

Senator MoYNIHAN. We are learning to d’'saggregate this popula-
tion, aren’t we?

Dr. GrLasgow. Certainly.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And the U:ban League has been working at
these things since 1910. How many local chapters do you have?

Dr. GLascow. We have 113 affiliates today in 34 different states.

Senator MoYNIHAN. A hundred thirteen affiliates in 34 different
states? That is an organizatiun that has been around for three gen-
erations and will be around for three more, I hope, but maybe with
less to do toward the end.

Dr. GLasgow. Yes.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Dr. Glasgew, we thank you very much.

Dr. GLasgow. ] want to t ou very much, Senator.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And we will stay in touch.

Dr. GLasgow. May I provide you with a copy of the report which
provided much of this information? This is the 1987 Status of Black
America report.
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Senator MOYNIHAN. That will be made part of the record and

;nllﬂ;b: printed in the transcript of these hearings. We thank you
or t.

Dr. GLascow. Thank you, I appreciate it.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I particularly thank you for bringing this
data. We need data.

Now we are going to hear from an unusually productive and ad-
mirable citizen, the Reverend J. Bryan Hehir, who is the Secretary
of the Department of Social Development and World Peace of the
United States Catholic Conference. '

Father Hehir, we welcome you to this second day of hearings and
the new Committee on Social Security and Family Policy. We, at
long last now in the Senate. have a committee that addresses itself
to that general notion and what. after all, the Social Security Act
was about. And of course. our committee has the jurisdiction over
such matters.

You have brought a companion, and I would welcome her.

[Dr. Glasgow’s written testimony follows:]
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Douglas G, Glos?
Vice President for Washingtan Operations
dational Urban League, Inc.

Befare the

Subcommi ttee on Social Security and
Family Polic

SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

w

an

Welform Reform or Replacement

Room SD-215
DIRKSEN SENATE OFFICE BUILDING
February 2, 1987

Mr. Chairman and member of th!s ccrmittee, as Vice President
far washingtan Operatians of the National Urban League (NUL), I
am pleased ta present testimany taday an an issue that {s af
criticdl concern ta the Natianal Urban League (NUL); namely, the
assaciation hetween poverty, employment and training, and the
resurgent call far refarm of thls natlan’s saclial welfare system.

The National Urban League was founded in 1510 as a non-profit
community service organizatian committed to securing full and
equal apportunity for minorities and the poor. Through its
afflliate network., the Urban League Is represented in 34 states
and 113 cities (iacluding the District of Columbia). Over one
million persons are served every year b’ the Urbhan League Movement
through I1ts comprehensive array of P-ojects, rrograms, and
{nitiatives that address such needs ¢s emplsvment training,
adalescent pregnanzy, health, housing. education, and community
crime prevention,
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Historical Back9round

The Natlonal Urban League has an extensive historv of involve-
ment in the area of social welfare. Through our ongoing work
within communities we have obtained first hand experience at
ldentifying and meeting the soclal service needs of primarily poor
Indlviduals ond families, particularly in areas related to employ-
ment training and placement. In 1965, the Urban League, along with
the Child Study Association and the Family Service Association of
America, conducted a special nationwide demonstration program
called "Project Enable” which utilized parent education and dis-
cussion groups as well as community organization to improve con-
ditiens for poor families. Many of these families were participants
In tre Ald to Families with Depenaent Children (AFDC) program.
"Project Enable” resuited In the development of new manpower
recnL-ces, petter delivery of services to poor familtes ana positive
attitudinal and tenuvioral chonges on the part of community
{nstitutions as well as participants.

From 1972-1975, the Urhan League conducted O research aemon-
stration program entitled “work Evaluotion - wora Adjustment”,
whicn examined whether conventional rehabilitation techniques could
be used to mitigate social barriers to employment for socially
disoavantaged persons. The program assisted primarily mothers in
developing ond maintaining opportune employment behavior, and
assisted employers .- changing their attitude toward this populgtion.

Since 1875, when the NUL published its views on reforming the

soclal welfare system In a special paper (lncome Mointenance, The
Hotional Urban League Pgsition, July 1975), the WUL rus advocated for
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a public assistance system that is adequate, eduitable ang
universal, However, until such a system Is in place, income
malntenance and other soclal welfare programs must be made as
effective as passible for the populations they dq serve. Simply
cutting program budgets is not the solution. In 1982, sixteen
Urban League affillates. In conjunction with other geographically
close affillates, conducted public hearings that assessed the
Impact of AFDC program cuts implemented through the omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA). More than 300 witnesses re-
presenting a cross-sertion of AFDC recipients, human service providers,
grass-root organlzations, and community groups Presented sobering
testimony to the tremendous hardshlp imposed upon 1nnocent people
by misgulded cuts In AFDC. These hearings highlighted the problems
encountered by AFDC reciplents In seeking economic 1ndependence
through employment, especlally In the areas of securing heqlth

¢.ad child care,

The National Urban League continues 1ts dynamic {rvolvement in
the formulation of policies anad programs that impact upon the needs
of this country as a whole, and particulorly on our constitusncy
who ore disproportionately poor ond unemployed.

POVERTY AND UNEMPLOYMENT: A NATIOMAL OVERVIEW

A Natter of [ncome
In o recent orticle for The State of Black Americg 1987

report, the noted educotor ond scholor, Dr. Andrew Billingsley,
coptured the very essence of welfore reform and 1ts relotionsnip
to poverty ond employment {ssues when he wrote thot:
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Na single, complex public gctian wauld

da more ta strengthen families than a

natianal commitment to full-time, ade-

quately paid, career-ariented jab far

every able-badied mgn., woman and yauth.

A meaningful {ob nat only pravides the

means af meeting the Instrumental needs

af the family but glso 0 means af ins-

tilling pride, self-relionce, and a sense

of impartance os well. 1/
Since {ts faunding, the Natianal Urban League has historically peen
cancerned with caring for the total family, and has lang recagnized
the impartant cannectian between edual access ta incame thraugh
emplavment far gll wha are able and want ta wark Qs the primary
means far purchasing thase basic necessities such as faad, hausing,
tealth care, ond educatian, thereby enhancing individual and
family sacial welfare.

Cantrary ta the spirit of the 1960’s when “..,paverty,
especially black paverty, was nat just a public issue but a
natianal palicy priarity”, 2/ the decade af the 1980s is charac-
terized by palicies based an aistartians and disinfarmatian an
the causes and the realities aof individuals ond families wha live
without sufficient income ta keep them aut of paverty, Yet, far
the milllans of Americans who suffer c¢ally fraom the depri.atian
and intense stress af unemplayment and paverty, there {S na daubt
and na distartion abaut its reglities: withaut the necessary
income with which ta purchase basic necessities, individuals and
familles must simp'y 9o withaut adeduate faad, shelter, health
care and educatian. Survival becames a dally Gnd haurly task.
The developmentgl impact an children wha camprise the largest
single graup living in paverty In this cauntry taday, 3/ is @

national disgrace. Far milllans af {ndividugcis and families,
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unemployment and poverty meon being uprooted and locked out from
full participation In America’s economic mainstream.
Interpreting the Mumbers
In a nation such as ours, with its resources and technological

advancement, it is totally u