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WELFARE REFORM REAUTHORIZATION
PROPOSALS

THURSDAY, APRIL 11, 2002

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.
The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 3:00 p.m., in room
1100 Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Wally Herger [Chair-
man of the Subcommittee] presiding.
[The advisory announcing the hearing follows:]
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ADVISORY

FROM THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: (202) 225-1025
March 28, 2002
No. HR-14

Herger Announces Hearing on Welfare Reform
Reauthorization Proposals

Congressman Wally Herger (R-CA), Chairman, Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources of the Committee on Ways and Means, today announced that the Sub-
committee will hold a hearing on welfare reform reauthorization proposals. The
hearing will take place on Thursday, April 11, 2002, in the main Committee
hearing room 1100 Longworth House Office Building, beginning at 3:00 p.m.

Oral testimony at this hearing will be from both invited and public witnesses. In-
vited witnesses will include representatives of the nation’s governors, State legisla-
tors, and State welfare directors. Also, any individual or organization not scheduled
for an oral appearance may submit a written statement for consideration by the
Committee or for inclusion in the printed record of the hearing.

BACKGROUND:

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(P.L. 104-193), commonly referred to as the 1996 Welfare Reform Law, made dra-
matic changes in the federal-State welfare system designed to aid low-income Amer-
ican families. The law repealed the former Aid to Families with Dependent Children
program, and with it the individual entitlement to cash welfare benefits. In its
place, the 1996 legislation created a new Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) block grant, which provides fixed funding to States to operate programs de-
signed to achieve several purposes: (1) provide assistance to needy families, (2) end
the dependence of needy parents on government benefits by promoting job prepara-
tion, work, and marriage, (3) prevent and reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock
pregnancies, and (4) encourage the formation and maintenance of healthy two-par-
ent families.

National figures point to remarkable progress in combating welfare dependence
and poverty since State and federal welfare reforms were enacted in the mid-1990s.
The number of children living in poverty has dropped by nearly 3 million and the
African-American child poverty rate has fallen to a record low. Welfare case loads
have fallen by 60 percent nationwide, as nearly 3 million families and 9 million re-
cipients have left welfare, and record numbers of current and former welfare recipi-
ents are working.

The TANF program expires on September 30, 2002, requiring Congress to extend
the program this year. In February, President George W. Bush announced his pro-
posal to reauthorize the TANF program and other key features of the 1996 law. The
President’s proposal focuses on increasing participation in work and related activi-
ties by those receiving cash assistance in order to better prepare individuals for suc-
cess after welfare. Recent statistics from the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services reveal that 58 percent of adults on welfare are neither working nor partici-
pating in education and training activities permitted under the 1996 welfare reform
law.

In announcing the hearing, Chairman Herger stated: “The President has offered
a strong proposal to ensure all families who receive welfare benefits gain work expe-
rience and training to prepare themselves for life after welfare. This hearing will
give us the opportunity to hear from the Nation’s Governors, State legislators, State
welfare administrators, and a host of other community voices about what has
worked, the President’s and related proposals, and other ideas for further reform.”



FOCUS OF THE HEARING:

The focus of the hearing is to review welfare reform reauthorization proposals.
DETAILS FOR SUBMISSIONS OF REQUESTS TO BE HEARD:

Requests to be heard at the hearing must be made by telephone to Traci Altman
or Bill Covey at (202) 225-1721 no later than the close of business, Thursday, April
4, 2002. The telephone request should be followed by a formal written request faxed
to Allison Giles, Chief of Staff, Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, 1102 Longworth House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515, at
(202) 225-2610. The staff of the Subcommittee on Human Resources will notify by
telephone those scheduled to appear as soon as possible after the filing deadline.
Any questions concerning a scheduled appearance should be directed to the Sub-
committee on Human Resources staff at (202) 225-1025.

In view of the limited time available to hear witnesses, the Subcommittee
may not be able to accommodate all requests to be heard. Those persons and
organizations not scheduled for an oral appearance are encouraged to submit writ-
ten statements for the record of the hearing. All persons requesting to be heard,
whether they are scheduled for oral testimony or not, will be notified as soon as pos-
sible after the filing deadline.

Witnesses scheduled to present oral testimony are required to summarize briefly
their written statements in no more than five minutes. THE FIVE-MINUTE
RULE WILL BE STRICTLY ENFORCED. The full written statement of each
witness will be included in the printed record, in accordance with House
Rules.

In order to assure the most productive use of the limited amount of time available
to question witnesses, all witnesses scheduled to appear before the Committee are
required to submit 200 copies, along with an IBM compatible 3.5-inch diskette in
WordPerfect or MS Word format, of their prepared statement for review by Members
prior to the hearing. Testimony should arrive at the Subcommittee on Human
Resources office, room B-317 Rayburn House Office Building, no later than
Tuesday, April 9, 2002, in an open and searchable package 48 hours before the
hearing. The U.S. Capitol Police will refuse sealed-packaged deliveries to all House
Office Buildings. Failure to do so may result in the witness being denied the
opportunity to testify in person.

WRITTEN STATEMENTS IN LIEU OF PERSONAL APPEARANCE:

Please Note: Due to the change in House mail policy, any person or organization
wishing to submit a written statement for the printed record of the hearing should
send it electronically to hearingclerks.waysandmeans@mail.house.gov, along with a
fax copy to (202) 225-2610 by the close of business, Tuesday, April 23, 2002. Those
filing written statements who wish to have their statements distributed to the press
and interested public at the hearing should deliver their 200 copies to the Sub-
committee on Human Resources in room B-317 Rayburn House Office Building, in
an open and searchable package 48 hours before the hearing. The U.S. Capitol Po-
lice will refuse sealed-packaged deliveries to all House Office Buildings.

FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS:

Each statement presented for printing to the Committee by a witness, any written statement
or exhibit submitted for the printed record or any written comments in response to a request
for written comments must conform to the guidelines listed below. Any statement or exhibit not
in compliance with these guidelines will not be printed, but will be maintained in the Committee
files for review and use by the Committee.

1. Due to the change in House mail policy, all statements and any accompanying exhibits for
printing must be submitted electronically to hearingclerks.waysandmeans@mail.house.gov, along
with a fax copy to (202) 225-2610, in Word Perfect or MS Word format and MUST NOT exceed
a total of 10 pages including attachments. Witnesses are advised that the Committee will rely
on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing record.

2. Copies of whole documents submitted as exhibit material will not be accepted for printing.
Instead, exhibit material should be referenced and quoted or paraphrased. All exhibit material
not meeting these specifications will be maintained in the Committee files for review and use
by the Committee.

3. Any statements must include a list of all clients, persons, or organizations on whose behalf
the witness appears. A supplemental sheet must accompany each statement listing the name,
company, address, telephone and fax numbers of each witness.
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Note: All Committee advisories and news releases are available on the World
Wide Web at http://waysandmeans.house.gov.

The Committee seeks to make its facilities accessible to persons with disabilities.
If you are in need of special accommodations, please call (202) 225-1721 or (202)
226-3411 TTD/TTY in advance of the event (four business days notice is requested).
Questions with regard to special accommodation needs in general (including avail-
ability of Committee materials in alternative formats) may be directed to the Com-
mittee as noted above.

———

Chairman HERGER. Welcome to our hearing on welfare reform
reauthorization proposals. In this hearing we will hear from both
invited and public witnesses as part of our continuing conversa-
tions about ways to further improve the Nation’s welfare program
during the upcoming reauthorization process.

In the past year, we have reviewed welfare successes, strength-
ening and promoting healthy families, work requirements and time
limits, teen pregnancy prevention, child support, and fatherhood as
well as marriage issues. On February 6th and March 12th of this
year, the full Committee on Ways and Means reviewed the Presi-
dent’s welfare reform proposal. We were honored to have testimony
from the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS), Tommy Thompson, who joins us again today.

At today’s hearing we will receive testimony on the President’s
welfare reform proposal, which I introduced earlier this week along
with other Members of the Subcommittee as H.R. 4090, the Per-
sonal Responsibility Work and Family Promotion Act of 2002. We
will hear a wide range of views from over 40 witnesses rep-
resenting the administration, former welfare recipients, State and
local officials, scholars, program administrators, and advocates for
those affected by the welfare system.

Despite differences on how to further improve the program, all
of those here today recognize we can’t rest on the success of the
1996 welfare reform law, and we shouldn’t go back to the former
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) system that
trapped families and dependents for an average of 13 years. I can’t
imagine anyone here would want to go back to the old days of pro-
viding checks and expecting little of recipients.

The law has achieved truly historic results. Since 1996, nearly 3
million children have been lifted from poverty. Among mothers
most likely to go on welfare, employment rose 40 percent between
1995 and 2000. Welfare case loads fell by 9 million, from 14 million
recipients in 1994 to just 5 million today. What this means is that
single mothers and fathers who used to collect welfare checks every
{non&:h are now collecting a paycheck. They deserve to be congratu-
ated.

The welfare reform bill which we introduced based on the Presi-
dent’s proposal is designed to encourage and support even more
parents in work. In addition, we maintain current high levels of
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and child care
funds and expand State flexibility in spending those funds to help
make these improvements work. I look forward to hearing wit-
nesses’ comments on these and other proposals to reform and im-
prove the welfare system.

Without objection, each Member will have the opportunity to
submit a written statement and have it included in the record at
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this point. Mr. Cardin, would you like to make an opening state-
ment?
[The opening statement of Chairman Herger follows:]

Opening Statement of the Hon. Wally Herger, a Representative in Congress
from the State of California, and Chairman, Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources

Already in the past year we have reviewed welfare success, strengthening and
promoting healthy families, work requirements and time limits, teen pregnancy pre-
vention, child support and fatherhood, as well as marriage issues. This hearing is
part of our continuing conversation about ways to further improve the nation’s wel-
fare program during the upcoming reauthorization process.

On February 6th and March 12th of this year, the Committee on Ways and Means
reviewed the President’s welfare reform proposal with the Secretary of the U.S. De-
partment of Health and Human Services, Tommy Thompson, who joins us again
today.

At today’s hearing we will receive testimony on the President’s welfare reform
proposal, which I introduced earlier this week along with other Republican Members
of the Subcommittee as H.R. 4090, the “Personal Responsibility, Work, and Family
Promotion Act of 2002.” We will hear a wide range of views from over 40 witnesses
representing the Administration, former welfare recipients, State and local officials,
scholars, program administrators, and advocates for those affected by the welfare
system.

Despite differences on how to further improve the program, all of those here today
recognize we can’t rest on the success of the 1996 welfare reform law, and we
shouldn’t go back to the former AFDC system that trapped families in dependence
for an average of 13 years. I can’t imagine anyone here would want to go back to
the old days of providing checks and expecting little of recipients.

This law has achieved truly historic results. Since 1996 nearly 3 million children
have been lifted from poverty. Among mothers most likely to go on welfare, employ-
ment rose 40 percent between 1995 and 2000. At the same time, welfare case loads
fell by 9 million—from 14 million recipients in 1994 to just 5 million today.

What this means is that single mothers and fathers who used to collect a welfare
check every month are now collecting a paycheck. They deserve to be congratulated.

The welfare reform bill, which we introduced based on the President’s proposal,
is designed to encourage and support even more parents in work. In addition we
maintain current high levels of TANF and child care funds, and expand state flexi-
bility in spending those funds, to help make these improvements work.

I look forward to hearing witness comments on these and other proposals to re-
form and improve the welfare system.

Mr. CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to first con-
gratulate you for setting a Committee on Ways and Means record
with having the most witnesses I think we have ever had, particu-
larly on a day that Congress is supposed to be leaving town. Let
me congratulate you on that.

I certainly welcome Secretary Thompson back to the Committee.
I really do congratulate your efforts in working with Republicans
and Democrats in an effort to try and improve health and welfare
policies in this country. You have taken the experiences from your
State and you have brought it here to Washington, and we appre-
ciate the manner in which you have conducted your work.

We now have the administration’s bill that has been filed by Mr.
Herger, as he has indicated—as you have indicated in your opening
statement. Mr. Chairman, I have some concerns, as you know,
about the legislation that you filed. The premise in 1996 was that
if we give the States sufficient resources and flexibility, they will
get the job done. I will be the first to acknowledge there is more
work that needs to be done, but I am surprised that there would
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be so many changes that the administration would request to that
basic fundamental concept of flexibility resources to the States.

Let me explain what I mean. First, we have heard from our
States, and our States tell us that under these new rules, if they
became effective, we would be encouraging more make work or un-
paid work experience. Let me just quote from the people from my
own State of Maryland where they say, in essence, we would re-
place a program geared toward helping leave welfare for work or
leave welfare altogether to one geared toward making those on wel-
fare participate in worklike activities. I think we all can agree that
we want people to leave welfare for real jobs, not makeshift jobs.

Secondly, in 1996, we made it clear that it shouldn’t be one size
fits all, that Washington knows best. Yet in the legislation that you
have filed, Mr. Chairman, you become very prescriptive to the
States as to how they must act in order to comply with the pro-
posed new law.

Third, the President said on numerous occasions that education
is the ticket to success in our society. Vocational education is one
of the keys of a person not only getting a job and succeeding in the
workplace, and yet the legislation that is proposed provides less
flexibility rather than more for the States to tailor their edu-
cational programs to the needs of the people that are on welfare.
I think we can do better than that.

Of course, the Republicans have been very strong about the fact
that we shouldn’t be putting unfunded mandates on the States.
The Governors have spoken. The States have spoken. They have
said that this legislation in and of itself will cost the States an ad-
ditional $15 billion, yet there is no additional funds made available
to the States. That is an unfunded mandate. That is something we
shouldn’t be doing. We should at least be providing the additional
resources that the States will need in carrying out the basic pro-
grams in providing the child care that would be required to meet
these new work requirements.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, let me point out an issue that you know
I feel very strongly about, and that is the matter of discrimination
against legal immigrants. I make no bones about the fact that in
1996 I think Congress made a mistake when it passed discrimina-
tion against legal immigrants. I believe the majority of the Mem-
bers of Congress agree with that statement, and we have taken
measures during the last several years to correct some of those
mistakes. Now it is time for us to act and remove the remainder
of the discrimination against legal immigrants. The bill that you
have filed does not move at all in that direction, and I would hope
as this bill makes it way through the Congress, we will find ways
to allow the States the ability to cover legal immigrants with the
federal TANF funds.

I look forward to hearing from the witnesses today. I look for-
ward to working with you, Mr. Chairman, and you, Mr. Secretary,
so we can craft the bill that we can all be proud of that will con-
tinue the distinguished record we have made over the past 5 years
in moving people off of welfare to work.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Mr. Cardin. Before we move on
to our testimony, I want to remind the witnesses to limit their oral
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statements to 5 minutes. However, without objection, all written
testimony will be made a part of the permanent record.

On our first panel, we are honored to have with us the Honorable
Tommy Thompson, Secretary, Department of Health and Human
Services, who 1s accompanied by the Honorable Wade Horn, Ph.D.,
Assistant Secretary, Administration for Children and Families, De-
partment of Health and Human Services. Gentlemen, it is a pleas-
ure to see both of you here at our Committee again. With that, Sec-
retary Thompson.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. TOMMY G. THOMPSON, SECRETARY,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES; AC-
COMPANIED BY THE HON. WADE HORN, PH.D., ASSISTANT
SECRETARY, ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMI-
LIES

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
thank you so very much for allowing me to testify and for the intro-
duction of this proposal. I appreciate your leadership very much.
Congressman Cardin, it is always a pleasure to work with you on
this particular subject. I admire your passion on it, and I appre-
ciate your comments very much. I'm always delighted to see my
conservative friend, Mr. McDermott, who 1s always here. I enjoy
him very much. Mr. Lewis, thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, let me thank you for your introduction this week
of the Personal Responsibility, Work and Family Promotion Act of
2002. Mr. Chairman, your leadership and that of Representative
Cardin and others on this Subcommittee is helping us continue the
historic work that we began in 1996 both compassionately and ef-
fectively. Your legislation, Mr. Chairman, shares many of the same
goals as the administration’s proposal, such as maintaining the
basic structure of TANF, strengthening the work requirements and
support for two-parent families, and directing increased amounts of
the child support collected to families. I thank you for your fine
work, and I want emphasize up front that we in the administration
are eager to work with you as well as Congressman Cardin and all
the other Members of this Subcommittee.

Over the past 5 years, welfare reform has exceeded our most op-
timistic expectations. The 1996 law dramatically shifted national
welfare policy by promoting work, encouraging personal responsi-
bility, discouraging out-of-wedlock pregnancies, and supporting
marriages. Underlying these changes, we restored an essential
principle that has long been lost: that welfare assistance was de-
signed to be temporary, to help families in crisis, and that depend-
ence and poverty are not permanent conditions.

The results have been extraordinary. Nearly 7 million fewer peo-
ple are on welfare today than in 1996, and 2.8 million fewer chil-
dren are in poverty, and TANF has moved millions of individuals
from welfare to work. Employment among single mothers has
grown to unprecedented levels. Child poverty rates are at their low-
est level since 1979, and overall child poverty rates declined from
20 percent in 1996 to 16 percent in 2000. Yet our work, as all of
us know, while significant, is incomplete.

Recognizing this along with you, our proposal seeks $16.5 billion
for block grants to the States and tribes, an additional $319 million
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each year for supplemental grants for States that have experienced
high population growth and have historically low funding levels. At
the same time, we will continue the current “maintenance-of-effort”
(MOE) requlrements to retain State contributions to assistance for
children and families. We will reauthorize and improve the $2 bil-
lion contingency fund.

In addition to the requirement for universal engagement, we will
increase the direct work requirement. Our proposal requires wel-
fare recipients to engage in a 40-hour work week, only 24 hours of
which must be in direct work, including employment, on-the-job
training and/or supervised work experience. This is an important
step since 40 hours is a normal weekly work period for all Ameri-
cans. We want the men and women who are transitioning from
welfare to understand what will be demanded of them in the real
world.

A full 16 of these 40 hours can be used for training as well as
education, the very things that will equip former welfare recipients
for success in the future. In addition, we will allow substance abuse
treatment, rehabilitation, or work-related training for up to 3
months within any 24-month period. We will also gradually in-
crease minimum participation rate requirements by 5 percent per
year.

The Administration’s plan and yours, Mr. Chairman, both em-
brace the needs of families by promoting child well-being and
healthy marriages. To this end, we have established improving the
well-being of children as the overarching purpose of TANF. Child
support is an equally critical component to federal and State efforts
to promote family self-sufficiency. For the low-income families who
receive child support, it makes up more than a quarter of the fam-
ily budget, and we are increasing the number of individual cases
that we have filed. Last year a record of nearly $19 billion in child
support was collected. With you we are proposing to do even more.
Our proposals are targeted to increase collections to current and
former TANF families by approximately $1.1 billion over 5 years
beginning in fiscal year 2005.

I can tell you from my experience as Governor of Wisconsin, ac-
cess to child care assistance can make a critical difference in help-
ing low-income families to find and retain jobs. We are proposing
a total of $4.8 billion for the Child Care and Development Fund.
When combined with TANF and other federal funding sources,
about $9 billion is available for child care, and that funding is
available through our child care programs as well as the TANF
transfers.

Mr. Chairman, let me also note that in your proposal you seek
to give States the ability to shift up to 50 percent of their TANF
funding into the child care block grant, up from the current 30 per-
cent. This is a valuable innovation that will enhance State flexi-
bility to provide necessary work support and is an improvement
over current law.

Mr. Chairman, my time is up, but I would like to finish up by
telling you that under our plan, States have significant flexibility
to decide how child care funds will be used and what will be em-
phasized in achieving the overall goals of improving access to care
and the quality of care. Of course, the purpose of these programs
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must continue to be met, and that is why, Mr. Chairman, I applaud
you and applaud this Committee. The proposals you have pre-
sented track closely with the principles of the President’s plan.
Congressman Cardin and other Members of this Subcommittee, we
are more than ready to join with you as we craft legislation that
will help those still relying on welfare to fulfill their American
dreams. I look forward to working with all of you on this Com-
mittee to that worthy end, and I will be happy now to answer your
questions.
[The prepared statement of Secretary Thompson follows:]

Statement of the Hon. Tommy G. Thompson, Secretary, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Cardin, and members of the subcommittee, thank you for your
invitation to appear today to discuss the next phase of welfare reform. Because of
the work of welfare reform’s pioneers like the members of this subcommittee, Amer-
ica’s most vulnerable families are succeeding and our mission—to build on the plat-
form of success established by the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA)—is made easier.

PRWORA provided the groundwork in assisting millions of families in moving
from dependence on welfare to the dignity of work and independence. It is supported
by a strong commitment to child care and a strong child support enforcement pro-
gram. I have met with many of you to discuss our accomplishments and the chal-
lenges that remain. I know in many respects we have a shared vision for building
on the tremendous results we have achieved under the Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) program, the Child Care Development Fund and the Child
Support Enforcement Program.

That shared vision took another momentous step closer to reality this week when
Mr. Herger introduced the Personal Responsibility, Work, and Family Promotion
Act of 2002. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take this opportunity to recognize the
leadership you and Mr. Cardin have shown on moving quickly and decisively on wel-
fare reform. I am heartened that legislation supported by members of this sub-
committee shares many of the same broad goals of the Administration’s proposal
such as maintaining the basic structure of TANF, strengthening support for two
parent families and work requirements, and directing to families increased amounts
of the child support collected on their behalf.

As you are aware, President Bush has made a commitment to pursue four impor-
tant goals in welfare reform reauthorization so that our programs can continue to
transform the lives of those striving to become self-sufficient: strengthen work, pro-
mote strong families, give States more flexibility and show compassion to those in
need. These goals formed the guideposts in shaping the Administration’s proposals
for TANF, child care and child support and are thoughtfully incorporated into this
subcommittee’s newly-introduced bill.

I would like to spend my time today sharing information with you on the impor-
tant progress we have made in strengthening families and highlighting the specific
areas the Administration and now this subcommittee have targeted for improve-
ment. I will begin with TANF, the cornerstone of our welfare reform efforts.

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

Since 1996, welfare dependence has plummeted and employment among single
mothers has grown to unprecedented levels. But even with this notable progress,
much remains to be done, and States still face many challenges. Last year, we held
eight listening sessions throughout the country to discuss the TANF program and
understand the new challenges ahead.

During these listening sessions we received a broad range of comments and rec-
ommendations, but several dominant themes emerged:

Not surprisingly, states want funding for TANF to be maintained.

There is broad support for keeping work and the work-first approach at the
core of the program and recipient activity, but states want flexibility to engage
recipients in activities that will complement work and help them achieve self-
sufficiency.

Despite reservations many had five years ago, there is now virtually unani-
mous support for keeping time limits. Both program administrators and recipi-
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ents told us how time limits were important for focusing client and agency ef-
forts on pursuing self-sufficiency.

States told us of the difficulties of administering the various federal welfare
and workforce programs, which have conflicting rules and procedures that seri-
ously inhibit the states’ ability to effectively serve families. They are very inter-
ested in getting some ability to better coordinate these programs.

Finally, states told us they felt the purposes of TANF were generally on tar-
get, but that we should aspire to setting an even higher goal for the program
that recognizes how TANF can truly improve the quality of life for American
{)a{nilies. Some suggested establishing new goals such as improving child well-

eing.

These insights helped shaped the Administration’s focus in approaching reauthor-
ization and clearly have been considered in the shaping of Congressman Herger’s
legislation. Reauthorization of TANF must build on what we have learned and our
success by:

« strengthening the federal-State partnership by maintaining both the federal
ﬁnancia:ll commitment to the program and State flexibility in how the funds
are used;

« asking States to help every family they serve achieve the greatest degree of
self-sufficiency possible through a creative mix of work and additional con-
structive activities;

¢ helping States find effective ways to promote healthy marriages and reduce
out-of-wedlock childbearing by targeting funds to develop innovative ap-
proaches to addressing the formation of strong and stable families;

¢ improving the management and, therefore, the quality of programs and serv-
ices made available to families; and

 allowing States to integrate the various welfare and workforce assistance pro-
grams operating in their States to improve the effectiveness of these pro-
grams.

We are very grateful that these principles are well-reflected in Congressman
Herger’s bill. I would like to highlight just a few of the key provisions that will go
a long way toward improving the effectiveness of the TANF program in helping our
nation’s families.

This far-reaching proposal blends perfectly with the Administration’s priority to
maximize self-sufficiency through work by requiring States to engage all TANF fam-
ilies with an adult in self-sufficiency plans and regularly review case progress. In
addition to the requirement for universal engagement, the bill increases the direct
work requirement. In order for a case to be counted as participating, the individual
must be involved in a full 40 hours per week of simulated work activities. Cases
counted as participating would be required to average at least 24 hours per week
(of their total required 40 hours) in direct work, including employment, on the job
training, and/or supervised work experience. We vigorously support this high stand-
ard so that programs and clients keep focused on self-sufficiency and making
progress toward it.

We note that the bill contains tremendous flexibility for States in deciding how
to apply these participation requirements. When employment is not possible, States
have flexibility to meet the 24 hour work requirement through work activities de-
signed to prepare clients for real jobs. States can exercise great creativity in estab-
lishing constructive activities to address the remaining 16 hours, including struc-
tured activities that involve parents with their children, such as counseling or joint
volunteer activities. Given such flexibility, States should be able to craft activities
that accommodate difficulties families may have in finding child care.

It is extremely encouraging to see that Congressman Herger’s bill also incor-
porates our focus on promoting child well-being and healthy marriages. The bill tar-
gets $100 million for broad research, evaluation, demonstration and technical assist-
ance, focused primarily on healthy marriages and family formation activities. Re-
search shows that both adults and children are better off in two-parent families. It
is no criticism of single parents to acknowledge the better outcomes for children of
married-couple families. Rather it supports the underlying principles to redirect our
policies to encourage healthy marriage especially when children are involved. Along
those lines, the bill also establishes a $100 million competitive matching grant pro-
gram for States and Tribes to develop innovative approaches to promoting healthy
marriages and reducing out-of-wedlock births.

Finally, I would like to mention the establishment of a new State program inte-
gration waiver authority which will permit States to further integrate a broad range
of public assistance and workforce development programs in order to improve the
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effectiveness of these programs. I have always been a strong advocate of State flexi-
bility, and I believe this new waiver authority could revolutionize service delivery
by allowing States to design creative new strategies for assisting families.

I would like to turn now to another program that offers a vital connection to a
family’s ability to achieve self-sufficiency: child support enforcement.

Child Support Enforcement

Child support is a critical component of federal and State efforts to promote fam-
ily self-sufficiency. For the low-income families who receive child support, it makes
up a significant portion of the family budget (26 percent).

PRWORA instituted a number of important child support enforcement measures.
Tools such as increased automation, the National Directory of New Hires and Fed-
eral Case Registry, the passport denial program, the financial institution data
match, and license revocation have made a tremendous difference in improving
State performance and strengthening child support collection efforts. Equally impor-
tant, PRWORA streamlined paternity establishment, particularly voluntary pater-
nity establishment, to encourage fathers to take the first step toward providing their
children with financial and emotional support.

The impact of these changes has been dramatic. The number of paternities estab-
lished or acknowledged has reached almost 1.6 million. Of these, nearly 700,000 pa-
ternities were established through in-hospital acknowledgment programs. In FY
2001, with a case load of 17.4 million cases, a record of nearly $19 billion in child
support was collected.

Like TANF, the approach taken by both this Administration and your sub-
committee is to build on our success in the child support program under PRWORA
by designing legislation that will:

¢ direct more of the support collected to families;
¢ increase child support collections through enhanced enforcement tools; and,
« establish a user fee for families that have never used public assistance in

cases where the State has been successful in collecting support on their be-
half.

Together, we will move the child support program toward a focus on families and
away from the historic purpose of recoupment of federal and State outlays. In fact,
I would be remiss if I did not acknowledge the leadership of this subcommittee in
building a strong child support enforcement program and beginning the dialog on
this next phase of child support reform.

Finally, I would like to turn to child care, a key support service.

Child Care

Parents need access to affordable and safe child care in order to succeed in the
workplace. As a former governor, I know from direct experience that there is a fun-
damental link between child care and running an effective welfare to work program.
The interest in maintaining a strong child care component as part of welfare reform
has been reinforced by the Congress as well.

The President’s budget seeks to continue funding child care at its current histori-
cally high level within the existing flexible framework of the discretionary Child
Care and Development Block Grant and the mandatory Child Care funding as well
as other critical funding sources such as Head Start. The President’s FY 2003 budg-
et includes $2.1 billion for the Child Care and Development Block Grant and $2.7
billion for the mandatory Child Care funding—a total of $4.8 billion for what is re-
ferred to as the Child Care and Development Fund or CCDF. In fact, over the last
decade, federal funding specifically appropriated for child care has tripled—from
$1.6 billion in 1992 to $4.8 billion this year.

But these funds are only part of the picture. Funding for child care also is avail-
able through the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families program, the Social
Services Block Grant, or SSBG, and other sources. Looking at recently available his-
torical data on State and federal dollars associated with CCDF, TANF and SSBG,
we estimate that about $11 billion will be invested in child care through these three
block grants alone.

Funding available through CCDF and TANF transfers will provide child care as-
sistance to an estimated 2.2 million children in FY 2003. This is a significant in-
crease over the number served just a few years ago (in 1998 about 1.5 million chil-
dren received subsidized care) and does not take into account additional children
that will be served by SSBG and TANF direct spending. When these funds are con-
sidered, it is estimated that approximately one-half million additional children will
be served in FY 2003.
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States contribute significant resources to child care as well. In fact, State spend-
ing accounts for about a quarter of total State and federal child care expenditures
under the CCDF. States spent at least an additional $774 million in State TANF
funds for child care in 2000.

Combined these funds support child care services for a significant number of our
nation’s children. In FY2003 funds from CCDF, TANF and SSBG will provide child
care subsidies for an estimated 30 percent of potentially eligible children. When fo-
cusing on children with the greatest financial need, that is those in families below
poverty, the estimated coverage rate grows to 47 percent. And, if you break the
numbers down by age, among poor children three to five years of age the percentage
served is 72 percent. Of course, these estimates do not take into account the com-
plexity of the child care choices made by families. Many families opt to use informal
care arrangements, such as relative care. Still others may adjust their work hours
to match the school day, so that child care is not necessary.

Looking beyond State and federal spending under the block grants, other re-
sources also support child care in the context of early childhood strategies—includ-
ing Head Start, State-funded pre-kindergarten programs, and 21st Century Commu-
nity Learning Centers.

Beyond its commitment to maintaining these funding levels for child care, the Ad-
ministration also is committed to preserving the key aspects of the discretionary and
entitlement child care programs: support for work and job training; healthy develop-
ment and school readiness for children in care; parental choice; and administrative
flexibility for States and Tribes. The major restructuring of the federally-funded
child care programs under PRWORA provides a statutory foundation that remains
an efficient method for distributing child care funds to States, and an effective
mechanism for making these resources available to parents.

It is clear from these significant federal and State funding commitments that we
all recognize the importance of child care. Congressman Herger’s bill goes even fur-
ther by raising from 30% to 50% the amount of TANF funds States may transfer
into their Child Care Development Fund. This proposal to provide greater State
flexibility should there be increased demand for child care spending is an innovative
approach to addressing any potential future child care funding needs and one we
would like to discuss further.

Conclusion

Mr. Chairman, we took a major step forward on welfare reform reauthorization
this week with the introduction of your subcommittee’s legislation. We already have
made great strides in helping our nation’s families, and as President Bush stated,
“The successes of the past few years should not make us complacent. They prove
what is possible when we press forward with bipartisan efforts.” The Administration
has publicly stated its commitment to the next phase of welfare reform and you
have demonstrated yours by holding hearings like today’s and devoting this commit-
tee’s time and energy to quickly moving on welfare reform legislation. We stand
ready to work with you in moving legislation that meets our shared goal of in-
creased successes for America’s neediest families.

Chairman HERGER. I thank you, Mr. Secretary.

I understand that you have to leave in a few minutes, so I would
like to ask you a quick question, and that is if you were Governor
today, would you view the President’s proposal and the Chairman’s
bill as less flexible than current law, and isn’t it true that there
are key aspects of the proposal that are more flexible than current
law?

Mr. THOMPSON. No question about it, Mr. Chairman, and I
would like to quickly point them out, and I would applaud you, if
I was Governor of the State of Wisconsin still, for your leadership
on this particular issue.

Even though the proposal increases the work requirement from
30 hours to 40 hours, 16 hours of activities can be set up com-
pletely the way the States want them. There are no dictates what-
soever from the Federal Government.
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There is a 3-month work exemption in this proposal that is not
in the existing law that allows States to be able to put individuals
into drug rehabilitation, drug treatment, alcoholic counseling,
whatever the case may be. Under current law, the first time a case
is opened, it is counted immediately. Under your proposal and the
President’s proposal, the case opening month is exempted so the
State does not have to count that toward its work participation
rate.

There is no separate two-parent requirement, which is very oner-
ous on States under the existing law. That is no longer the case
in your proposal or in the administration’s proposal.

Partial participation credit is given, while there is no prorated
credit that is given in the existing TANF law. It is given in your
proposal as well as the President’s.

There is a rainy day fund allowed that designates the TANF dol-
lars as obligated rainy day funds, which corrects a big problem.
Under current law States made sure to obligate that money, per-
haps not as wisely as they should have, but States did not want
the Federal Government to take that money away from them.

Limits are lifted on carryover funds, which were limits under the
current TANF law and which are no longer in your proposal. I ap-
plaud you on that.

The superwaiver is the final example of increased State flexi-
bility, for which I think all Governors, especially if I was Governor,
would come and kiss your ring and say thank you. It would give
me the opportunity to put in a superwaiver that would allow me
to put together even a more exciting program back in Wisconsin
when I was Governor.

Chairman HERGER. I am not going to ask you to kiss my ring,
but I do appreciate your comments, and particularly your com-
ments as a former Governor. With that, the gentleman from Mary-
land, the Ranking Member, Mr. Cardin, to inquire.

Mr. CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I find your answer a
little bit difficult to follow in that the Herger bill imposes addi-
tional requirements on the States, additional hours in the work re-
quirement, additional percentages in the work requirement, less
availability of vocational education than in the current law. It
states that it is estimated it would cost an extra $15 billion in
order to comply with the requirements. You mentioned one, for ex-
ample, the extra 16 hours of flexibility under current law doesn’t
even apply to those who have children under the age of 6, whereas
you are applying it now.

So, I don’t think it is quite accurate to say that you are giving
additional flexibility. I think the proof is what the States believe,
and we have gotten surveys, as you know, from a lot of the dif-
ferent States, and many of the States have responded—in fact, al-
most all of the States have responded saying that they would have
to make fundamental changes in their programs.

If you believe the States are responding adequately, why should
we require—41 States have replied already saying they would have
to make a fundamental change in their program. Many of those
States have said it would require them to have a lot more work for
their programs, and you and I agree that workfare should be a
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matter of last resort. We certainly don’t want to encourage
workfare over real jobs in the community.

So, I think we should really look at the specifics, and I do think
we need to sit down with the State administrators, because in the
conversations that I have had, they feel very threatened by many
of the provisions, and sometimes they are a little bit timid in ex-
pressing their views. So, I hope we will have an opportunity to take
a look at this and make sure that we give the flexibility necessary
to the States.

I do want to ask you one question, though, and that is you and
I have talked about the well-being of the child and taking families
out of poverty, and I noticed how the structure of the Herger bill
is. As I told you, I support the Administration’s proposal to make
the well-being of the child the centerpiece of our objective, and you
have certain tools in order to accomplish that. I would ask that we
work together so that poverty reduction can be one of those tools
to advance the well-being of the child, and I would hope that Dr.
Horn would be available to work with us on language that is ac-
ceptable to the administration and accomplishes our objective.

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Cardin. The Chairman asked
me where the differences were in which we allowed for more flexi-
bility. I listed all 10 of those. There are some areas that place more
requirements on States, and you mentioned those. There is more
flexibility than there are requirements, and that is what I want to
point out.

You mentioned one thing that I would have to correct. You indi-
cated that Governors were a little bit bashful about expressing
their opinions. I have never found a Governor that was bashful yet.

Mr. CARDIN. I believe it is State administrators.

Mr. THOMPSON. I haven’t found too many of those that are
bashful either. In regard to welfare of the child and poverty, and
I think there is plenty of room for us to reach an agreement, and
I applaud you for your passion on it. I want to work with you in
coming up with a position on this particular subject so that we can
have a bipartisan bill passed through Congress. There is no ques-
tion that your passion for getting children out of poverty is ex-
tremely good, and I appreciate you for it. I feel the same way, and
I think we have done a good job under TANF on reducing poverty
among children, and I think we have to move to the next step, and
I am going to work with you to accomplish that.

Mr. MCCRERY. [Presiding.] Mr. Secretary, thank you. I know
you have to leave, and I would like to test your diplomatic skills
before you go. Those who are leaving right now are leaving because
we have a vote on the Floor. If you would, Mr. Secretary, since you
were so enthusiastic in your endorsement of the President’s pro-
posal and Mr. Herger’s bill, which makes some modification on the
President’s proposal, and used your experience as a past Governor
to underscore your enthusiasm, we know that we have received let-
ters, and we have seen accounts in the newspapers and in the
media about the Governors—National Governors’ Association
(NGA) and this, that, and the other saying that this bill is inflexi-
ble, it is micromanaging from Washington. It doesn’t give the
States enough flexibility. So, how do you reconcile those sitting
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Governors’ views, at least as expressed in the media, with your en-
thusiasm as a past Governor for the proposal?

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, as a former fellow Governor, I
can understand. States are in very difficult financial shape right
now, and they see this bill passing in Congress this year, and if
they are able to get some more dollars in here, more flexibility, I
would be one of them. When I negotiated the original TANF bill
with the House and the Senate back in 1995 and 1996, when I was
Chairman of the National Governors’ Association, I told the Con-
gress at that time that if we can get level funding at $16.5 billion,
we could do an excellent job. You set the standards, but give us the
flexibility on how to accomplish those standards. We can do that.

That is exactly what this bill does. It is level-funded. It is a com-
mitment for 5 years. We set some high goals, but we allow the
States complete flexibility under those goals to reach those goals,
and that is what States have always asked for, and I know they
can do it. In the meantime they are going to be asking for more,
and I would be one of them if I was still a Governor. Right now
I can assure you in talking with them behind closed doors, they
will be very satisfied with this proposal if it passes.

Mr. MCCRERY. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Very well done, and
we look forward to having you back. Mr. McDermott?

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I thought when you were going to test his
diplomatic skills, you were going to ask me to ask a question.

Mr. MCCRERY. Dr. Horn, are you going to stay?

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, is the Secretary not staying to
answer questions about his testimony?

Mr. MCCRERY. Dr. Horn is going to stay.

Mr. DOGGETT. Well, I am glad to have Dr. Horn, but we only
have one Secretary, and unless this is just a pep rally for the Presi-
dent’s proposal and not an attempt to really try to explore what our
differences are and how we can get them resolved for a bipartisan
proposal, then this is—if that is your goal, I think it has been
achieved. I came to ask the Secretary questions about his testi-
mony, and he is apparently making a speech and walking out.
Doesn’t get us any further coming together on this.

Mr. MCCRERY. The Secretary had other obligations that re-
quired him to be here for only a half hour. He has satisfied his
commitment to us.

Mr. DOGGETT. When were the Members of the Minority advised
that the Secretary wouldn’t answer any questions about his testi-
mony?

Mr. MCCRERY. Your side was advised of the Secretary’s con-
straints, and so if not, then that is somebody’s fault on your side.
Dr. Horn is here, and he would be more than happy to respond to
any questions that you have. Obviously, you don’t want to ask Dr.
Horn any questions.

Mr. DOGGETT. No. I want to go vote.

Mr. MCCRERY. Maybe you can catch him. Dr. Horn, in fact, the
bill as introduced by Mr. Herger does give the States more flexi-
bility in terms of the work requirement than the President’s pro-
posal. That has been, I believe, the one item in the President’s pro-
posal that has received the most attention from the Nation’s Gov-
ernors is the requirement that 70 percent of the case load be re-
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quired to work. Under the Chairman’s proposal, he phases that re-
quirement in over a number of years; isn’t that correct?

Dr. HORN. Yes.

Mr. MCCRERY. By doing that, doesn’t that allow the States
more flexibility and gives them sufficient time to look towards sat-
isfying that strengthened work requirement?

Dr. HORN. We think that both the Chairman’s bill and the ad-
ministration’s proposal both provide for phase-in periods that allow
States to adjust their programs to meet the more challenging work
standards. What Secretary Thompson has done is identify a very
important difficulty in the current law, which is because case loads
have dropped so dramatically, the effective work participation rate
is not 50 percent as you might assume by reading the current law,
but nationally is only 5 percent, so that nationally only 5 percent
of those on TANF currently need to be engaged in sufficient work
activities to qualify towards work participation rate.

There are various ways of fixing that problem. The Administra-
tion’s proposal fixes it by phasing out the case load reduction credit
over 3 years, but implementing a new employment credit. The
Chairman’s bill does the same thing by recalibrating the case load
reduction credit over time. That also would fix the fundamental dif-
ficulty in the current law, which is that given the base year for the
calculation of the case load reduction credit is 1995, effectively the
case load reduction credit, if that is the base year, eviscerates any
meaningful work participation requirement by the States.

So, I think both bills address that issue. Both bills have a phase-
in period so States have time to adjust their programs, 2 years es-
sentially in both cases, to meet the more challenging work stand-
ards.

Mr. MCCRERY. Well, I thank you for addressing that because 1
don’t think that is very well known, and particularly if all one
knows is what he reads in the newspapers sometimes, he doesn’t
realize that even though there is a 50-percent work requirement—
after all, when we came up with the idea for welfare reform and
the framework of welfare reform, one of the underlying principles
was that people ought to work for—in exchange for their benefits.
If they were able to work, then we ought to encourage them to
work and give them the tools to work and help them get to work.
So, we put that 50-percent case load requirement in there.

The practical effect of giving the Governors—and Secretary
Thompson at the time was one of those Governors trying to get as
much as they could—we gave them the most favorable base year
in terms of their case load upon which the case load reduction cred-
it would be based, and the practical effect of giving them that most
favorable base year where they had the highest case load and then
letting them count against that the reduction in the case load to
reduce their work requirement, the practical effect is that a very
low percentage of their current case load around the country is re-
quired to work. The President’s proposal and the Chairman’s pro-
posal attempts to correct that and to go back to the underlying
principle that we ought to get people to work, we ought to teach
them how to have a job, and ultimately to be independent from
government assistance and care for themselves and their families.
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So, I am pleased that the President proposed that correction. I
also think that the Chairman’s modification of that is probably
positive for the States and the Governors and will allow them to
correct their program over time. With that, thank you, Dr. Horn,
and I am going to turn it back over to Chairman Herger so I can
go vote.

Chairman HERGER. [Presiding.] I thank Mr. McCrery for filling
in while we were voting.

Dr. Horn, if you could tell me, I suspect you are aware that back
in 1996 when the welfare reform was first debated, estimates were
floating around by the bill’s opponents that the TANF program was
drastically underfunded to meet the work requirements. Yet ac-
cording to recent reports from the Center on Budget and Policy Pri-
orities, there is still some $7.4 billion in federal TANF funds sitting
in the federal Treasury after 5 years of operating welfare reform.
Nonetheless, we are still seeing some projections about the short-
falls in funding today. How do you respond to those who say we
need billions and billions more in federal spending to meet the
work targets in these proposals?

Dr. HORN. All totaled there will be about $167 billion available
for States over the next 5 years. The block grant, as you know,
both in your bill and the President’s proposal includes the same
amount of money today as in 1996, and yet case loads have been
reduced by 56 percent. To give real numbers to that, 8.6 million
children were on the case loads back in 1996, and today that num-
ber has been dropped to less than 4 million. Yet both your bill and
our proposal suggests that States ought to have the same amount
of money plus be able to use whatever carryover balances they still
have, as you point out $7.4 billion, not just for cash assistance, but
with the flexibility provided under your bill and the President’s
proposal to be able to use $7.4 billion for things other than just di-
rect cash assistance. So, we think with less than half the case load
left, with the same amount of money, with $167 billion available
over the next 5 years, States ought to be able to have sufficient
funds to be able to reorient their systems in such a way that meets
the more challenging work standard.

Now, it is very important to keep in mind, why is it that we want
to set a more challenging work standard? It is not that we are
mean people. It is because what we would like to do is make sure
the State is working with every case, everybody who is still on the
case load, focusing them on the only sure route out of poverty,
which is work. So, the more challenging work standard combined
with the flexibility to have up to 2 days of education and training
combined with the core of work is an attempt by us and by you,
Mr. Chairman, to move as many people as effectively toward self-
sufficiency as possible.

Now, back in 1996, we heard a lot of people saying States
couldn’t do it with the money that was available. Clearly that is
wrong. We are hearing some of the same people say the same thing
about this proposal. It seems to me that the burden of proof ought
to be on them to demonstrate that it is an impossible task, a task
that they suggested was impossible back in 1996, yet not only was
a possible task. We have seen an extraordinary movement away
from the welfare rolls and toward self-sufficiency, as was pointed
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out by the Secretary—the most dramatic drop in child poverty in
a 5-year period in the history of the United States, where African
American child poverty is now the lowest rate ever recorded, and
where Hispanic child poverty has dropped more dramatically than
in any 4-year period that we have seen in our history as a nation.

So, it seems to me that we do have a program that works be-
cause it is oriented toward work, and what we would like to do, as
the Secretary says and as your bill suggests, is set a high, chal-
lenging work standard and work in partnership with States to be
able to move as many people toward self-sufficiency as effectively
as possible.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Dr. Horn. Isn’t it correct that
even though there are some three times more people working today
under the TANF program than there were prior to the 1996 laws,
that there are still approximately 58 percent of those on welfare
who are not doing anything?

Dr. HORN. That is what our latest figures tell us. Only about 34
percent nationwide satisfy the current work participation standard,
and 58 percent, according to our information, are not involved in
any work activities at all.

So, it seems to me we have a long way to go, but it is precisely
why we want to set a more challenging work standard, allowing
States the flexibility to combine work with other kinds of activities,
and in sifting through the universal engagement strategy, that
every case be attended to. We ought not to leave any welfare recipi-
ent behind when it comes to welfare reform. We want to move as
many as possible toward self-sufficiency, and I believe that is what
your bill will do, and we certainly believe that is what the Presi-
dent’s proposal will do.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you very much for your testimony.
We certainly appreciate the Secretary being here. With that, why
don’t we move to our second panel. Our Members of Congress,
please, the Honorable Patsy T. Mink from Hawaii, who will be first
to testify; then the Honorable Marcy Kaptur, who just ran over to
vote; the Honorable Dennis J. Kucinich; the Honorable Barbara
Lee; the Honorable John F. Tierney; and the Honorable Thomas M.
Reynolds. I know that several of our Members are out voting. Mrs.
Mink, would you like to testify?

STATEMENT OF THE HON. PATSY T. MINK, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF HAWAII

Mrs. MINK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
the opportunity that you have given a number of people to come
to express their views. The Administration has presented theirs
today, and it is really geared to performance standards and such
additional requirements.

I come today to appear to this Subcommittee to look at the legis-
lation that I have introduced, H.R. 3113, which currently has 90
cosponsors and has been endorsed by over 80 organizations. This
is really a grassroots effort to try to put together a meaningful re-
authorization concept which is generated primarily by those who
either left welfare and went to work or who are currently recipi-
ents, and it is an expression of the things that they would like to
see changed in order to emphasize not just getting a job, but giving
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the recipients and their families a chance for true economic secu-
rity.

So, I think the number one item which I would like to emphasize
is a proposal in my bill to recognize the importance of education.
To minimize that is to degrade the whole concept we have worked
for since 1996, and that is work counts. It pays for people to go to
work and uplift their families. If all you are doing is getting them
off welfare with a minimum-wage job, with no opportunity of up-
ward mobility, then I think you are sacrificing the ultimate goal,
which should be to allow this family to improve itself, and the best
way, I think everyone agrees, is through education and job train-
ing.

So, it seems to me that this is one improvement that ought to
be incorporated in our legislation to permit education, job training
as work activity so that the individuals that want to go to commu-
nity college or to college or whatever to improve their employment
opportunities will have that option. Currently that is not available
under the current law, and it is not being promoted in the adminis-
tration’s proposal.

The point also is that many of the individuals in welfare are
under huge family difficulties. They have employment barriers.
There are severe illnesses in the family. Some of the individuals
may be mentally and physically disabled. Some of them may be
suffering under drug addiction and require treatment. There are a
wide variety of disabilities that we urgently ask the Committee to
consider so that these individuals are not pushed out to work when
they have these very, very difficult situations.

Child care, as the Secretary testified in our Subcommittee the
other day, is a very important ingredient. Without child care, work
cannot be made a possible alternative, and therefore we urge this
Committee to take a careful look at the child care responsibilities
that the States and the Federal Government have, not just the
funding, but to make sure that child care is quality child care so
that the parents feel when they have their children in a child care
facility, that the child is getting the best possible care that one
would be able to provide a child in that community.

This goes back to the President’s emphasis when we were debat-
ing H.R. 1 when he said, leave no child behind. I believe that same
philosophy ought to adhere in terms of welfare reauthorization.
The child ought to be the primary concern of this Committee and
of the Committee on Education and Workforce; what is in the best
interest of the child. In this sense, the requirement of going to
work for 40 hours is not in the best interest. It seems to me that
child care, after-school care when the children are older are pri-
mary responsibilities before we make work 40 hours the ultimate
requirement of a successful program.

The Administration—everyone that has looked at this bill has
said what a wonderful outcome that we have been able to cut the
rolls. It has been successful in that sense. It has been successful
because we have a work requirement. If they don’t work, they don’t
remain on the rolls. So, I think what we have to look at now is how
can we make the lives of the children and their families better.
Certainly we haven’t taken them out of poverty, and that should
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be a very, very serious concern of this Committee and of my Com-
mittee.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me this opportunity and
ask unanimous consent that my entire statement be placed in the
record.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Mink follows:]

Statement of the Hon. Patsy T. Mink, a Representative in Congress from
the State of Hawaii

Chairman Herger, Ranking Member Cardin, and Members of the Subcommittee
on Human Resources.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today on proposals to reauthorize the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. What we finally decide
will have a tremendous impact on the poorest of our nation’s children and on their
parents who are struggling to improve their family’s condition.

In October 2001, I introduced H.R. 3113, the TANF Reauthorization Act of 2001.
I am delighted to report that the bill currently has 89 sponsors and has been en-
dorsed by 80 organizations, including Business and Professional Women/USA, Cen-
ter for Women Policy Studies, National Association of Commissions for Women, Na-
tional Coalition Against Domestic Violence, National League of Women Voters of the
U.S., and YWCA of the USA, to name just a few. I attach a list of HR 3113’s co-
sponsors and the list of organizations that support HR 3113. I urge the Sub-
committee to seriously consider the provisions of HR 3113 as you begin marking up
a TANF Reauthorization bill.

This is an issue very close to my heart. In 1995, I offered the Democratic sub-
stitute to HR 4, an early version of the welfare-to-work legislation, which was ve-
toed by President Clinton. In preparing for the reauthorization of TANF in the 107th
Congress, I incorporated many of the provisions contained in my 1995 substitute to
HR 4 as well as recommendations from grassroots organizations representing the
people most affected by welfare reform in 1996. These organizations held extensive
hearings to identify the barriers that TANF families encounter in making the tran-
sition from welfare to economic security.

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity and Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA), which became law in 1996, has been hailed by many as a success be-
cause of the dramatic decline in the number of persons on welfare rolls in many
states. Many equate the declines in numbers of families receiving benefits with a
corresponding decline in the need for assistance. But we have evidence that many
families have been pushed from the welfare rolls before they were able to ade-
quately provide for their families. Is this our goal—simply to reduce the number of
persons receiving benefits? Or are we trying to help these families find their way
to economic security?

Some 50 percent of former recipients are still living in poverty and 30 percent
have been unable to find jobs. Study after study shows high rates of hardship, rang-
ing from having to forego needed medical care to skipping meals, to being unable
to pay the rent.

I believe our goal in creating a social welfare safety net for families must be, first
and foremost, to ensure the well-being of the children affected. Reducing dependency
is a valid goal, but only if it means that families can move onto true self-sufficiency.
I believe that the best way to achieve these goal is to enable women receiving TANF
to pursue the training and education they need to get good jobs so that they can
leave public assistance permanently, provide economic security for their families,
and set an example of achievement and ambition that their children can emulate.
Are we well-served by pushing a young single mother to accept a low-wage dead-
end job where she will receive minimum wage, inadequate or no benefits, and little
hope for a better future for herself and her children? Or would we be better off giv-
ing that woman an opportunity to earn a college degree, become certified as a nurse
or computer technician, or receive advanced vocational training so that she and her
children can become economically secure?

TANF’s work requirement stresses getting a job, any job, regardless of what it
pays, what benefits it provides, and whether the combination of earnings and bene-
fits are sufficient for a family to survive on.

HR 3113 seeks to:

1. Expand the definition of “work activity” to include
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a. education and job training at all levels (elementary and secondary edu-
cation, literacy training, ESL, GED, high education, and work-study pro-
grams)

b. as well as a parent’s caregiving for a child under the age of six or over
the age of six if ill or disabled or if after school care is not provided,;

2. Stop the 5-year clock from running if the recipient is engaged in an allow-
able work activity, including education and job training;

3. Prohibit full family sanctions that punish whole families when the adult
recipient doesn’t meet a TANF rule. The bill will prohibit full family sanctions,
permitting only an incremental reduction in the family benefit tied to the ben-
efit of the parent found in violation of the rule. This will protect children by
assuring them their safety net even if a mother loses her benefit.

4. Make paternity establishment and child support enforcement vol-
untary, while encouraging cooperation by directing all child support collections
to the family. This provision will restore the constitutional privacy rights of
poor mothers by making the paternity establishment and child support coopera-
tion provisions voluntary for mothers. Current policy requires mothers to dis-
close the identity of biological fathers to welfare agencies even if they do not
want them involved with their children. To enforce these rules against mothers,
TANF requires them to answer intrusive questions that strike at the very heart
of privacy guarantees. Child support enforcement should be available to all
mothers who want fathers to help financially with children. But mothers should
not be compelled to secure child support against their own best judgement.

5. Count treatment for domestic and sexual violence, mental health
problems, and substance abuse as “work activities” and stop the clock
while TANF recipients are undergoing prescribed treament. Approxi-
mately 60% of women on welfare report having been victims of intimate vio-
lence at some point in their adult lives and 30% report abuse within the last
year. HR 3113 promotes the safety interests of families enrolled in TANF by
making various requirements more flexible for families dealing with domestic
violence. The bill builds on the current family violence option, making it a re-
quirement for states.

6. Prohibit states from establishing family “caps” that withhold benefits
from a child born to a mother on welfare; 19 states currently have family caps.
7. Replace the “illegitimacy bonus” with a poverty reduction bonus for
states that lower poverty rates the most;

8. Restore the child care entitlement for TANF families when the parent
enters the labor market or in a work activity leading to participation in the
labor market. Although current law includes sanction protection for recipients
who cannot find quality child care, the reality is that recipients are being forced
to leave their children in unsafe, undesirable child care situations. HR 3113
would ensure that the care needs of children will be met as their mothers move
into the labor market. It stops the 5-year clock when recipients are unable to
work due to lack of suitable child care.

9. Guarantee equal access to TANF regardless of marital or citizen status—
full access to TANF benefits would be restored to legal permanent residents.

10. Enforce anti-discrimination and labor laws, as well as due process
guarantees. This will assure enforcement of the minimum wage, for example.
It also will explicitly require TANF agencies to abide by Title VII and Title IX
prohibitions on sex discrimination, neither of which are signaled in the current
TANF statute.

11. Stop the clock for all TANF families during recession and temporarily
restore TANF eligibility for families who have exceeded their time limit but who
are otherwise eligible (recession equals 5.5% unemployment rate or higher);

12. Provide incentives to states to provide programs to reduce barriers
to employment, to offer job training, and to encourage education; and
13. Stipulate that the statutory purpose and goal of TANF is to reduce
child and family poverty.

These changes will put TANF to work helping mothers parent in dignity and help-
ing children grow up with economic security.

The failure of TANF to count post-secondary education as a work activity is its
biggest hypocrisy and one of the key problems my bill seeks to correct. Research has
long established that women with education beyond high school, especially a college
education, are more likely to earn living wages. Gaining education must be credited
as work and must stop the clock.

It is also hypocritical for us to lavishly praise the middle-class or upper-class
mother who chooses to forgo work outside the home so that she can stay home and
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take care of her young children and treat poor mothers as though they are lazy if
they too want to care for their young children. Young TANF mothers are forced to
leave their children in inadequate child care while they participate in make-work
programs or low-paying jobs. It is extremely difficult for a poor single mother to bal-
ance the demands of work and family. The logistics (and expense) of getting more
than one child to babysitters and school and picking them up can be overwhelming,
especially when one doesn’t have reliable transportation. Unreliable childcare and
what to do when one’s child is sick and cannot go to school are also major crises
for poor working mothers. And now the President wants to require TANF recipi-
ents—even those with preschool-age children—to work a full 40-hour week! Many
of these women lack job skills and must accept irregular shift or part-time work or
must balance two or more part-time jobs while caring for their children.

Perhaps the greatest failing of the current program and the Administration’s pro-
posal is a lack of appreciation of the barriers that some recipients face in making
the transition from welfare to work. We must allow prescribed treatment to count
as work activity for those who are afflicted with a drug or alcohol dependency, se-
vere depression, or other mental illnesses and for women who have been victims of
domestic violence. My bill stops the clock while these TANF mothers are undergoing
treatment. The Administration’s proposal to allow only 3 consecutive months of
treatment for substance abuse (in a 24-month period) to count as a work activity
is clearly inadequate.

Child care is another nagging problem under TANF. Without dependable and ap-
propriate child care there is little hope for a parent to be able to stay employed.
Under the Family Support Act of 1988, child care was an entitlement. TANF re-
pealed the entitlement for individuals, making it even harder for poor mothers to
assure care and supervision to their children while they are away from home meet-
ing their work requirement. To enforce work, there must be quality child care. The
State set aside to improve quality of child care must be increased from 4 percent
to 8 percent.

One of the powerful ideas in the 1996 welfare debate was the strong view that
one of the ways to help children in welfare families is to find their fathers and make
them provide child support. But TANF requires women seeking welfare to disclose
the identities of biological fathers and to help government locate them. It enforces
these requirements with new sanctions reducing family benefits when mothers don’t
comply. These harsh provisions totally disregard a mother’s own best judgment
about what’s best—and safest—for herself and her children. What’s more, TANF
provides that child support money collected by the government stay with the govern-
ment as reimbursement for welfare.

What Congress needs to do is to undo punitive regulation of mothers on welfare.
We need to encourage states to make job training and educational opportunities
available to recipients so that leaving welfare for the labor market means leaving

poverty. We need to make it possible for mothers to seek job training and education,
as well as to keep jobs that pay living wages. We need to treat women on welfare
the same way that we want all women to be treated—with the respect, dignity, and
the rights we all cherish for ourselves.

TANF needs to take into account the many different reasons that people are
forced to turn to welfare. Many poor mothers lack the skills needed to land better-
paying jobs. They need access to training and education. Many cannot afford to be
employed, because they lack child care or can’t find affordable transportation or
aren’t assured crucial benefits such as health care. They need to be protected by all
labor laws, be guaranteed child care, and receive Medicaid benefits for as long as
they are income-eligible. Some mothers suffer from substance abuse or mental
health problems or debilitating illness or domestic violence. These mothers need ac-
cess to treatment, recovery, legal remedies, and skills-building services before enter-
ing the labor market. All children desperately need loving care in the home. Their
mothers need the resources and the flexibility to decide when their children need
a mother’s care.

H.R. 3113 retains the basic structure of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act, including an emphasis on work and a five-year lifetime
limit. The bill has been drafted with careful attention to the challenges that have
prevented welfare recipients from escaping poverty during the last five years under
TANF. The bill directs work efforts to permanent, sustainable, high wage employ-
ment opportunities through education, training and targeting high wage jobs. The
bill also focuses on providing work supports like child care and addressing barriers
to economic self-sufficiency such as domestic violence, mental or physical disability
and substance abuse. Finally, the bill restores full access to qualified immigrants.

I urge my colleague to support the changes to TANF embodied in H.R. 3113.
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Groups That Have Endorsed HR 3113, The TANF Reauthorization Act
(as of 4/5/2002)

1. Acercamiento Hispano/Hispanic Outreach 41. National Association of Commissions for Women
2. African American Women’s Clergy Assn. 42. National Center on Poverty Law
3. American Civil Liberties Union 43. National Coalition Against Domestic Violence
4. Americans for Democratic Action 44, National Coalition of 100 Black Women, Metropolitan At-
lanta Chapter
5. American Friends Service Committee 45. National Council of La Raza
6. Arizona Coalition Against Domestic Violence 46. National Employment Law Project
7. Ayuda Inc. 47. National League of Women Voters of the U.S.
8. Business and Professional Women/USA 48. National Organization for Women
9. California Food Policy Advocates 49. National Urban League
10. California Welfare Justice Coalition 50. National Welfare Rights Union
11. Campaign for America’s Future 51. NETWORK, A National Catholic Social Justice Lobby
12. Center for Battered Women'’s Legal Services at Sanctuary ~ 52. New Directions Center
for Familes
13. Center for Community Change 53. New Mexico Center on Law & Poverty
14. Center for Third World Organizing 54. Nontraditional Employment for Women
15. Center for Women Policy Studies 55. NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund
16. The Center for Women and Families 56. North Carolina Coalition Against Domestic Violence
17. Center on Fathers, Families and Public Policy 57. Ohio Domestic Violence Network
18. Central Conference of American Rabbis 58. Oregon Law Center
19. Chicago Women in Trades 59. Public Justice Center
20. Child Care Action Campaign 60. Research Institute for Independent Living
21. Child Care Law Center 61. RESULTS
22. Choice USA 62. Rural Law Center of NY, Inc.
23. Church Women United 63. Safe Horizon
24. College Opportunity to Prepare for Employment (COPE) 64. Southeast Asia Resource Action Center
25. Communication Workers of America 65. The Miles Foundation
26. Covenant House Washington 66. The Union of American Hebrew Congregations
27. Family Violence Prevention Fund 67. Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations

28. Florida CHAIN (Communications Health Information Ac- 68. United States Student Association
tion Network)

29. Friends Committee on National Legislation (Quaker) 69. Welfare Made A Difference Campaign

30. (GROWL) Grass Roots Organizing for Welfare Leadership 70. Welfare Rights Organizing Coalition

31. Harbor Communities Overcoming Violence (HarborCOV) 71. Welfare-to-work Advocacy Project

32. Harlem Fight Back 72. Wider Opportunities for Women

33. HELP USA 73. Wisconsin Council on Children and Families

34. Human Services Coalition of Dade County, Inc 74. Women and Poverty Public Education Initiative

35. Hunger Action Network of NYS 75. Women's Committee of 100

36. Jewish Family Services 76. Women Employed

37. Jewish Women International 77. Women Empowered Against Violence, Inc. (NEAVE)

38. Los Angeles Coalition to End Hunger & Homelessness 78. Women’s Housing and Economic Development Corpora-

tion (WHEDCO)

39. Mothers on the Move Committee of the Philadelphia Un-  79. Workforce Alliance
employment Project
40. National Association of Service and Conservation Corps 80. YWCA of the USA

Chairman HERGER. Without objection, and I thank the
gentlelady from Hawaii. Now the gentleman from Ohio, Mr.
Kucinich, please.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. KUCINICH. I thank the Chair. We agree that we should
help vulnerable families become economically self-sufficient, but
differ as to how to help them find and maintain a stable living
wage job. Many of us also agree that education and other services
are essential for moving from welfare to work, but we need to make
good on the rhetoric about obtaining skills and pulling oneself up



24

by bootstraps out of poverty instead of restricting the opportunity
to gain skills and education.

The work programs that have been proposed would decrease
State work participation rates to 70 percent and increase the num-
ber of hours of work per week to 40 hours. It would increase the
number of activities that count as work for the first 24 hours,
eliminating many programs that help recipients get ready to work,
like education, training, and rehabilitation. It would encourage the
workfare programs. Finally, these proposals drastically reduce cur-
rent opportunities under the law to pursue education, and limit
education and other activities to a mere 3 months out of 2 years.

The Administration’s proposals as well as H.R. 4090 and H.R.
4092 will not help recipients. I think it will be difficult if not im-
possible for States to implement and could be largely counter-
productive. First, States, service providers and recipients them-
selves have opposed the provisions that encourage workfare pro-
grams. H.R. 4090 limits activities that count as work to 5 activities
from 12 in the current law. It eliminates activities that help ensure
people are able to work and maintain a job. No longer would some-
one be allowed to participate in a program to help him or her over-
come physical, mental, or learning disability or participate in a
training program that would help him or her to find a stable, living
wage job.

States have responded that they need more flexibility. In re-
sponding to the National Governors’ Association survey, Ohio cites
activities such as English as a second language, domestic violence
counseling and support, and substance abuse programs as nec-
essary to help move families off TANF support permanently.

Bills which allow 3 months out of 24 for non-work activities are
wholly inadequate. In my State, Ohio, we would have difficulty pro-
viding non-work activities in a narrow 3-month timeframe. There
are waiting lists for individuals needing vocational education, men-
tal health counseling, or substance abuse treatment. Most voca-
tional educational programs need more than 3 months to complete,
and the 3-month limit is a large restriction on good programs.
Fewer individuals would be able to enroll in programs that would
lead to stable employment.

Instead of limiting opportunities for advancement in self-suffi-
ciency, as H.R. 4090 and H.R. 4092 would, TANF should expand
these opportunities. Research shows with these opportunities, fami-
lies can stay off public assistance permanently. Single female heads
of households with a high school diploma are 60 percent more like-
ly to have jobs and are 95 percent more likely to be employed with
an associate’s degree. An associate’s degree is a mere 2 years, and
that would be a ticket to a good job with more adequate benefits.
Of the top 30 fastest growing occupations, only 5 can be achieved
with short-term training, and these are the least well compensated.
élmost every other job requires an associate’s degree or bachelor’s

egree.

Through TANF reauthorization, we should allow recipients to
pursue education for at least 2 years. We should also lift the State
cap on those pursuing education. Additionally the hard-to-serve
should be given the opportunity to enroll in rehabilitation pro-
grams as a work activity to prepare for a stable job.
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The harsh limitations imposed by the Majority’s bill for the pur-
suit of non-work activities, 16 hours per week and 3 months per
24 months, are a token effort, and they do not have the support
of the States. Many States have experienced workfare programs,
and the experience is not good.

I want to conclude and submit my whole statement for the
record, Mr. Chairman, that through the use of a superwaiver, the
bills under discussion appear to allow the Secretaries to waive legal
requirements, including minimum wage requirements, Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards and
civil rights regulations. There is no language in the bill that would
clearly prohibit waivers of these requirements. Unfortunately, this
would be consistent with the way some States have implemented
past programs. This has the unfortunate effect of making workfare
participants undermine other low-income working people who are
not workfare participants. Thus TANF workfare provisions, unless
they are reformed, create a substandardly compensated workforce
that displaces existing low-wage workers.

I want to thank the Chair for the opportunity. It is my hope that
the problems will be addressed during reauthorization. The TANF
recipients deserve real opportunities beyond 16 hours and 3 month
restrictions on skill-building activities to find stable jobs, and I
hope the reauthorization will make good on these promises.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kucinich follows:]

Statement of the Hon. Dennis J. Kucinich, a Representative in Congress
from the State of Ohio

Since work seems to be at the center of this debate, I am going to limit my testi-
mony to the proposed work programs. We agree that we should help vulnerable fam-
ilies become economically self sufficient, but differ as to how to help them find and
maintain a stable, living wage job. Many of us also agree that education and other
services are essential for moving from welfare to work, but we need to make good
on the rhetoric about obtaining skills and pulling oneself up by their bootstraps out
of poverty, instead of restricting the opportunity to gain skills and education.

The work programs that have been proposed would increase state work participa-
tion rates to 70 percent and increase the number of hours of work per week to 40
hours. It would decrease the number of activities that count as work for the first
24 hours, eliminating many programs that help get recipients ready to work, like
education, training, and rehabilitation. It would encourage workfare programs. Fi-
nally, these proposals drastically reduce current opportunities under the law to pur-
sue education, and limit education and other activities to a mere 3 months out of
two years.

I have grave doubts about the possible success of the type of program that has
been proposed by the Administration, by Mr. Herger in HR 4090, and by Mr.
McKeon in HR 4092. Not only do I think that these proposals will not help recipi-
ents, but I think they will be difficult if not impossible for states to implement and
could be largely counterproductive.

First, states, service providers and recipients themselves have opposed the provi-
sions that encourage workfare programs. HR 4090 limits activities that count as
work to 5 activities, from 12 in the current law. It eliminates activities that help
ensure people are able to work and maintain a job. No longer would someone be
allowed to participate in a program to help him or her overcome a physical, mental
or learning disability, or participate in a training program that would help him or
her to find a stable, living wage job. States have responded that, contrary to the
limitations placed on the definition of work in HR 4090 and HR 4092, they need
more flexibility. In responding to the National Governors Association Survey, Ohio
cites activities such as English-as-a-second language, domestic violence counseling
and support, and substance abuse programs as necessary to help families move off
TANF support permanently.

While Republican bills allow 3 months out of 24 for non-work activities, this is
wholly inadequate. In my state, Joel Potts, the head of the Ohio Department of Jobs
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and Family Services, stated that Ohio would have difficulty providing “non-work”
activities in the narrow 3-month time frame. There are often waiting lists for indi-
viduals needing vocational education, mental health counseling or substance abuse
treatment. Also, most vocational education programs need more than 3 months to
complete, and the 3-month limit is a large restriction on good programs. Potts says
that it would actually be counterproductive because it would mean fewer individuals
would be able to enroll in programs that would lead to stable employment.

Instead of limiting opportunities for advancement and self-sufficiency as
in the Herger/McKeon bills, TANF should expand these opportunities. Re-
search data shows that with these opportunities, families can stay off public assist-
ance permanently. Single female heads of households with a high school diploma are
60 percent more likely to have jobs, and are 95 percent more likely to be employed
with an associate’s degree. An associate’s degree is a mere two years, and that could
be a ticket to a good job with more than adequate benefits. The job market is also
growing in areas that demand more skills, not surprisingly. The US Bureau of
Labor Statistics found that people in jobs requiring the least education will experi-
ence the lowest professional growth, while jobs requiring at least an associate’s de-
gree will experience a job growth rate of 31 percent over the next 10 years. Of the
top 30 fastest growing occupations, only 5 can be achieved with short-term training,
and these are the least well compensated. Almost every other job requires an associ-
ate’s degree or bachelor’s degree.

During TANF reauthorization, we should allow recipients to pursue education for
at least 2 years. We should also lift the state cap on those pursuing education. Addi-
tionally, the hard-to-serve should also be given the opportunity to enroll in rehabili-
tation programs as a work activity to prepare for a stable job. The harsh limitations
imposed by the Republican bills for the pursuit of non-work activities—16 hours per
week, and 3 months per 24 months—are a token effort. Few activities even exist
within these timeframes. These limitations do not have the support of extensive re-
search and data, and they do not have the support of states.

Second, many states have experience with workfare programs, and the experience
is not good. States have tried a variety of programs, but programs have been unsuc-
cessful. Of 43 states that recently responded to a National Governors association
survey, 40 reported that they currently operate a community service or work experi-
ence program (CS/WEP), or both. Some states reported that CS/WEP programs are
simply ineffective for preparing recipients for work in the private sector. Most pro-
grams are operated on a small-scale basis because they are expensive, it is difficult
to hire supervisors and difficult to develop an appropriate work site. The expense
is so great, that if states were forced to implement proposed work provisions, it
would divert resources from other initiatives, and cut off other recipients from des-
perately needed services, like training and child well being. The move towards
workfare would be counterproductive.

Third, there is the question of ensuring that recipients receive the same wage and
workforce protections as other workers. The Administration’s plan specifically
states: “TANF payments to families participating in supervised work experience or
supervised community service are not considered compensation for work performed.
Thus, these payments do not entitle an individual to a salary or to benefits provided
under any other provision of law.”

Through the use of a “super waiver,” the Herger and McKeon bills appear to allow
the Secretaries to waive legal requirements, including minimum wage requirements,
OSHA standards, and civil rights regulations. There is no language in the bill that
would clearly prohibit waivers of these requirements. Unfortunately, this would be
consistent with the ways some states have implemented past programs. This has
the unfortunate effect of making workfare participants undermine other low-income,
working people who are not workfare participants. Thus, TANF workfare provisions,
unless they are reformed, create a substandardly compensated workforce that dis-
places existing, low wage workers.

In the largest WEP program in New York, 30,000 municipal jobs were displaced
with workfare jobs. At least 86 percent of WEP workers that were surveyed reported
doing the same work as municipal employees.! While workfare participants were
doing the exact same work as previous municipal employees, who received benefits,
workfare participants were not considered workers, and did not receive the minimum
wage and other work protections. This should never happen again.

This is unacceptable! The solution is this: Workfare participants are workers, and
they must be guaranteed the higher of the federal minimum wage compensation,
or their state and local minimum wage. Participants must also be guaranteed all

1WEP Work Experience Program: New York City’s Public Sector Sweat Shop Economy, Com-
munity Voices Heard (2000).
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protections laid out in the Fair Labor Standards Act, the Occupational Safety and
Health Act, the Civil Rights Act, the Americans with Disabilities Act and the Age
Discrimination Act and any other federal, state or local worker protection laws. In
previous court cases, it has been decided that volunteers receive such protection,
and they should not be lifted for workfare participants.

Moreover, when New York City WEP workers were sexually harassed, the Depart-
ment of Justice, specifically the US Attorney in NY, sued the city of New York in
May 2001 on their behalf. In bringing that litigation, the DOJ has taken the posi-
tion in court that Title VII, one of the main federal employment laws, covers these
women. Additionally, three different agencies—the Department of Labor, the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, and the Department of Health and Human
Services—have issued guidance stating, in part, that the full range of employment
laws and their relevant legal standards should be applied to workfare participants
just as they would be applied to other workers. New TANF proposals should not
roll back current laws.

Assuming my position has the backing of the previous four federal agencies, states
would face a Catch-22. By paying recipients minimum wage, recipients in some
states working the mandated 24 hours would suddenly be ineligible for TANF. Their
earnings would disqualify them. So, the Herger bill creates an impossible situation.
By mandating a 24-hour workweek, in a workfare program, people who are eligible
for TANF would be made INELIGIBLE if they work the 24 hours. Compliance with
program requirements would actually DISQUALIFY recipients! These provisions
make it impossible for many states to implement this bill.

It is my hope that these serious problems are addressed during reauthorization.
TANTF recipients deserve real opportunities beyond 16-hour and 3-month restrictions
on skill building activities to find stable jobs, and I hope that reauthorization will
make good on these promises.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Mr. Kucinich. Now the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Tierney.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. JOHN F. TIERNEY, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Cardin, and other
members. I want to thank you for giving me the opportunity to ap-
pear before you today to discuss what I think is one of the more
critical but more overlooked issues that we face in the TANF reau-
thorization, and that is the issue of allowing States flexibility
through a continuation of existing State waiver authority.

As you know, one of the cornerstones of the Personal Responsi-
bility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act was to increase the
flexibility given to States in providing benefits through TANF’s
block grant. This flexibility has produced successes beyond what
many of us thought could be envisioned, and the prospect of future
successes appear to be very good. I think we have to recognize that
what allowed for the success and what will continue to allow for
success is for States to continue to have the option to be innovative
and creative in the administration of their welfare programs. After
all, it was States like Massachusetts that implemented welfare re-
form under a 1995 waiver that led the way for other States and
served as a model for some of the federal statutes in the 1996 law.
Indeed, if we look at the national data of moving people off of wel-
fare, many of the States that received waiver authority have been
more successful using their programs to help Americans achieve
independence and self-sufficiency.

Massachusetts has a waiver that is not scheduled to expire until
2005. Using that flexibility in its waiver, Massachusetts has fo-
cused mandatory work activities on families without major identi-
fied barriers to work and has succeeded in moving most of them
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into employment. The current case load is barely half of what it
was before the State welfare program began. However, three-quar-
ters of the people that remain are families with serious barriers to
employment, including their own personal disability, the need to
care for a disabled family member, and the lack of a parent in the
home. The waiver gives Massachusetts the flexibility to design edu-
cation, training, and other services to help these families achieve
economic stability.

We have accomplished a great deal, and yet a great deal remains
to be done. In Massachusetts we have a plan to accomplish our
goals, and we need the flexibility of our waiver to see that plan
through. There are eight other States in a position like Massachu-
setts’, and it seems to be a matter of fairness that the Federal Gov-
ernment live up to its commitment to allow these waivers to con-
tinue until their agreed expiration date. Moreover, Mr. Chairman
and members, I would argue that any reauthorization language
might include a provision that includes States’ ability to renew
th?se waivers if the States’ programs have shown impressive re-
sults.

The Administration’s proposal to eliminate all of these existing
State waivers was disturbing when I read it. However, I was more
than a little pleased when the Secretary of The U.S. Department
of Health and Human Services, Secretary Tommy Thompson, ap-
peared in front of the Committee on Education and Workforce to
testify and asked about this provision by me, and he told me and
the Committee that he was supportive of State waivers. In fact,
Secretary Thompson mentioned that as Governor of Wisconsin he
had used waiver authority to create one of the most heralded pro-
grams in the country. I think he mentioned he thought he used it
better and more often than anybody else. He indicated a willing-
ness to work with us and other members concerning this issue. Ef-
fectively, my interpretation of what the Secretary said was that the
State waiver authority elimination was not central to the Presi-
dent’s plan, and that it was indeed negotiable, and that both he
and the President support State flexibility.

This is a promising start, and I would like the ability to submit
to this Committee the exact language of my colloquy with the Sec-
retary that is yet to be produced, but should be forthcoming in an-
other day or so.

Chairman HERGER. Without objection.

[Excerpts from the Committee on Education and the Workforce
print number 107-54 follows:]

Mr. Tierney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for being
with us today. The Secretary of Massachusetts, as you know, like Wisconsin, was
one of the states that actually implemented welfare reform before the 1996 draft.
They did it under a federal waiver as did your state.

Using the flexibility of the waiver, Massachusetts has focused mandatory work ac-
tivities on families without major barriers, and if I can follow up on that, they have
succeeded to move most of those families on to employment.

In current case loads only half are people that really have serious barriers that
would include disability, taking care of a family member, lack of parent in the
house. The waiver gives Massachusetts the flexibility to design education or training
and other services that help the families choose economic stability. We have shown
some pretty clear successes in Massachusetts. The prospect of future successes was
very encouraging.

Tell me why the administration would in this proposal propose eliminating that
flexibility of TANF?
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Secretary Thompson. Now you are talking about the elimination of the existing
waivers in the states? We discussed it and we debated it back and forth. The only
reason was I think Massachusetts, and I'm not sure about this, I don’t think Massa-
chusetts has much more than a year left out of this waiver.

Mr. Tierney. No, it’s got till 2005. It’s a 10-year waiver.

Secretary Thompson. Okay. Most of the states, Congressman, most of the states
that still have waivers outstanding were going to be finished up a by the year after
the program and that is the reason being. There are very few states like Massachu-
setts that have longer than that.

Mr. Tierney. I know your friend Governor Dukakis speaks very highly of you.

Secretary Thompson. I think he’s a wonderful guy.

Mr. Tierney. Okay, so you must like his state and so I know you wouldn’t want
to penalize it.

Secretary Thompson. I like Governor Dukakis. I love your state. I love all
states.

Mr. Tierney. It seems incredibly unfair for a state that went through the whole
process to achieve the waiver that was 10 years and anticipated being able to reap
that waiver. To now have that ripped out from underneath them. Can we work on
that? Can you do something?

Secretary Thompson. Congressman, it is not the main thing to me. If you want
to work on that, we would love to have you work on it.

Mr. Tierney. Because I think about nine states it would be very important for.

Secretary Thompson. I think you are right.

Mr. Tierney. It seems to me that justice . . .

Secretary Thompson. Just keep the tenth somewhere.

Mr. Tierney. I would appreciate that. I think it is extremely important to Massa-
chusetts. I think you will find a lot of support for much of what has been proposed
here and I think that since it has been so successful, it may make an incredible
difference on that.

That is really the only point I wanted to raise with you and I'm very pleased with
your answer on that.

Secretary Thompson. For somebody who loves waivers and worked with the
waiver system more than any of . . .

Mr. Tierney. Secretary, I don’t want to bring that up because I didn’t want to
sound like a wise guy, but you did work the waiver system.

[Laughter.]

Mr. Tierney. And I still recognize it in Massachusetts.

Secretary Thompson. Thank you.

Mr. Tierney. Thank you. I yield back.

Mr. TIERNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The reauthorization
legislation that you, along with several of your Committee col-
leagues, recently introduced contains the provisions of eliminating
the State waiver authority for existing waivers. Mr. Chairman, I
think in light of Secretary Thompson’s comments on the issue, and
the fact that I suspect that you were trying to trail the President’s
bill and be consistent with that, and hopefully don’t have your own
bias against the waivers, that we could be able to reconsider that
provision and work together with the Secretary, the President, and
this Committee. On Tuesday you received a letter, Mr. Chairman,
from me and 24 other House Members asking that you do just that,
consider maintaining the State waiver authority. A copy of the let-
ter I have here, and I ask that it be submitted also for the record.

Chairman HERGER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515
April 9, 2002
House Committee on Ways and Means
The Honorable Wally Herger, Chairman
Subcommittee on Human Resources
B-317 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-6353

Dear Chairman Herger:

We are writing to express our strong support for including in legislation to reau-
thorize the TANF program a provision that would allow states with pre-existing
waivers to continue and renew them at state option. The waivers recognize the spe-
cial role played in welfare reform by those states that acted prior to the Federal
Government. We note with gratitude the statement in a March 12, 2002 Boston
Globe article that you have indicated that you are open to “examining how well
waivers had worked and [that you] might allow some states to continue operating
under them.”

As you know, the 1996 welfare reform law allowed states that had previously ob-
tained welfare reform waivers to continue implementing their own programs pursu-
ant to those waivers. In many states, innovative programs operated under these
waivers have been successful in educating, training and assisting welfare recipients
in their transition to independence. Particularly given that the purpose of moving
to TANF block grants was to “increase the flexibility of States” in operating benefits
programs for needy families, we should not stifle this innovation and success by
eliminating these waivers.

These waivers have been used in a variety of ways. For instance, in Massachu-
setts, where case loads have declined by more than 50% since implementation of
welfare reform, the waiver has allowed the state to provide exceptions from work
requirements and time limits for the disabled and caretakers of disabled family
members, while affording them equal access to employment preparation programs.
In other states, the waiver has allowed participation in substance abuse treatment
programs to count toward work participation requirements, thereby removing bar-
riers to employment and enabling recipients to move more successfully into the
world of work. There are many other examples that demonstrate the innovative
manner in which the states have been able to successfully reform their own welfare
systems. In fact, this issue is so critical to the states that the National Governors’
Association (NGA) recently adopted a policy position recommending that current
waivers be continued and renewed. As the NGA stated, “Restricting this flexibility
could greatly curtail the progress made in some states’ welfare reform initiatives.”

We agree with the NGA and feel that it is imperative that any reauthorizing leg-
islation allows for the continuation and renewal of pre-existing waivers. It is our
sincere hope that you will consider the clear benefits that can be directly attributed
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to state flexibility in welfare reform. We look forward to working with you on this
important issue.
Sincerely,

John F. Tierney
Ed Bryant

Edward J. Markey
Zach Wamp
Michael Capuano
James P. Moran
Martin T. Meehan
Dennis J. Kucinich
Earl Blumenauer
Bob Clement
James P. McGovern
Robert C. Scott
William Delahunt
Tom Sawyer
Barney Frank
Stephanie Tubbs Jones
Stephen F. Lynch
John M. Spratt
Richard E. Neal
Bart Gordon

Neil Abercrombie
Sherrod Brown
John W. Olver
James E. Clyburn
Rick Boucher

———

Mr. TIERNEY. You will see that it is a bipartisan letter, and it
is from many of the people from States that are affected by that.
It is my hope as the Subcommittee moves forward, that we will be
look to look at this provision and put in the same language that
Senator Rockefeller has in his Senate version of S. 2052 and that
allows States to not only continue through the end of their waiver
period, but to continue that through the end of this authorization
if their programs are being successful.

Congresswoman Roukema and I have today filed a bill that ex-
pands on educational opportunities, expands an increase in the
TANF authorization by the rate of inflation, and provides for these
waivers. I hope, Mr. Chairman, that we can count on you to work
with us and other members of this Committee and members of
those nine total affected States, the Secretary, and the President
to put the waiver flexibility back in as a matter of fairness and a
matter of seeing that this program moves forward with the best
possible results.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Tierney follows:]

Statement of the Hon. John F. Tierney, a Representative in Congress from
the State of Massachusetts

Chairman Herger, Ranking Member Cardin and other Members of the Committee,

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss one of the
most critical and most overlooked issues facing us as we discuss TANF reauthoriza-
tion. This is the issue of allowing state flexibility through continuation of state waiv-
er authority.

As you know, one of the cornerstones of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act was to increase the flexibility given to states in pro-
viding benefits through the TANF block grant. This flexibility has produced suc-
cesses beyond what most of us envisioned, and the prospects for future successes
remain bright. However, we need to recognize that what allowed for this success,
and what will continue to allow for success, is for states to continue to have the
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options to be innovative and creative in the administering of their welfare program.
After all, it was states like Massachusetts who implemented welfare reform under
a 1995 waiver that led the way for other states and served as a model for some of
the federal statutes in the 1996 law. Indeed, if we look at the national data on mov-
ing people off of welfare, many of the states that received waiver authority have
been more successful using their programs to help Americans achieve independence
and self-sufficiency.

Massachusetts has a waiver that is not scheduled to expire until 2005. Using the
flexibility of its waiver, Massachusetts has focused mandatory work activities on
families without major identified barriers to work and has succeeded in moving
most of these families into employment. The current case load is barely half of what
it was before state welfare reform began. However, three-quarters of those remain-
ing are families with serious barriers to employment, including:

¢ Disability
¢ the need to care for a disabled family member
¢ and the lack of a parent in the home.

The waiver gives Massachusetts the flexibility to design education, training and
other services to help these families achieve economic stability.

We have accomplished a great deal, yet much remains to be done. We have a plan
in place to accomplish our goals, and we need the flexibility of our waiver to see
this plan through. There are 8 other states in a position like Massachusetts’, and
it seems to be a matter of fairness that the Federal Government live up to its com-
mitment and allow these waivers to continue until their agreed upon expiration.
Moreover, I would argue that any reauthorization language should include a provi-
sion that allows states to renew their waivers if the states’ programs have shown
impressive results.

The Administration’s proposal to eliminate all existing state waivers was clearly
disturbing. However, I was very pleased that when I questioned Health and Human
Services Secretary Tommy Thompson about this provision at this week’s Education
and the Workforce Committee hearing, he told the Committee that he was very sup-
portive of state waivers.

In fact, Secretary Thompson mentioned that as Governor of Wisconsin, he had
used waiver authority to create one of the most heralded programs in the country.
He indicated a willingness to work with me and other members concerned about
this issue. Effectively, the Secretary said that the state waiver authority elimination
was not an important aspect of the President’s plan, and that it was indeed nego-
tiable, as both he and the President support state flexibility. This is a promising
start.

Mr. Chairman, the reauthorization legislation that you, along with several of your
Committee colleagues, recently introduced contains the provision of eliminating
state waiver authority for existing waivers. In light of Secretary Thompson’s com-
ments on this issue, and the President’s support of state flexibility, I am hopeful
that we can work together and reconsider this provision. On Tuesday, Mr. Chair-
man, you received a letter from me and 24 other House Members asking that you
consider maintaining the state waiver authority, a copy of which I have here and
ask that it be submitted for the record. It is my hope that this Subcommittee will
consider removing this provision while also considering permitting states to renew
their waiver authority upon expiration. Such legislative language can be found in
Senator Rockefeller’s reauthorization bill, S. 2052, and it is my hope that this is the
language that will be used in any House bill that comes to the Floor.

Throughout this debate, there will undoubtedly be disagreements about work re-
quirements, time limits and funding levels. But on this issue of state waiver author-
ity, there appears to be little if any difference of opinion that state flexibility is ad-
vantageous to serving our ultimate goal, which is to move people from dependence
to self-sufficiency. Massachusetts has been operating its program since 1995 and has
been successful at reaching this goal. I respectfully request that this Committee
allow this program, and others like it, to continue, and I stand ready to work with
members to preserve the state waiver authority.

——

Chairman HERGER. I look forward to working with you, Mr.
Tierney, and the Secretary on this issue. We have been made
aware of this dilemma. With that, the time has expired. We move
to the gentleman from New York, Mr. Reynolds.
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STATEMENT OF THE HON. THOMAS M. REYNOLDS, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW
YORK

Mr. REYNOLDS. Good afternoon. I would like to begin by thank-
ing my colleague, Chairman Wally Herger, and Members of the
Subcommittee for allowing me to participate in today’s hearing. I
appreciate the graciousness in allowing me to testify on my bill,
H.R. 844, at this hearing. The task before this panel of reforming
our welfare system is a challenging one, and I have complete con-
fidence that this important work is in good hands.

I also would like to take a moment to welcome State Senator Ray
Meier, who is from my home State of New York, who will be testi-
fying shortly. Senator Meier is currently the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Social Services in the Senate and has had great success
in job creation and getting people to work first in his years of pub-
lic service. He recognizes the freedom and independence that jobs
provide and has seen the satisfaction in people who learn to sup-
port themselves and their families.

As a former county executive, Senator Meier is also in the unique
position of having administered welfare programs at the local level.
He gained statewide recognition for his welfare reform initiatives
to save millions, and I repeat, in New York, millions in taxpayer
dollars and that were later used as a blueprint for statewide re-
form. I am delighted that he has been asked to appear here today
and offer his expertise on the issue.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I appear before you to discuss a re-
lated issue to this discussion. H.R. 844, which would create a Sup-
plemental Security Income (SSI) exclusion for those blind veterans
receiving additional annuity from their State. H.R. 844 will amend
Title XVI of the Social Security Act to provide that annuities paid
by States to blind veterans shall be disregarded in determining
Supplemental Security Income benefits.

After World War I, New York, New dJersey, Pennsylvania, and
Massachusetts wanted to do something to provide extra assistance
to their States’ blind veterans. Since then the legislatures of those
States have provided a yearly annuity to those veterans who sus-
tained a loss of sight resulting from their service in any of our the-
aters of war. Blind veterans in New York receive $1,000, New Jer-
sey $750, Pennsylvania $1,800, and Massachusetts $1,500. Re-
cently New York and New Jersey extended the benefit to eligible
surviving spouses.

These State payments to blind veterans are currently counted as
a form of unearned income, and since current law allows those re-
ceiving SSI only $530 of income per month, these annuities actu-
ally result in an unfair penalty of our blind veterans. Worse, since
the only people being denied the full benefit of this annuity are
those on SSI, we are, in fact, penalizing the poorest blind veterans
in those States. Latest statistics show there are a total of only
5,179 blind veterans living in these four States.

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the cost of this
bill at less than $500,000 per year. Additionally, they estimate the
number of veterans who do not currently qualify for SSI because
of State annuities but who would qualify under this bill would also
be very small.
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I need to point out, however, that this estimated fiscal impact is
misleading since no blind veteran will receive a penny more in SSI
benefits than they are already entitled. The dollar determined by
CBO is merely what the Federal Government has saved because of
the States’ annuity. Had these States not offered these contribu-
tions to these veterans we already would have been spending an
amount equal to the CBO estimate.

This bill only asks for fairness to the blind veterans living in
these four States by disregarding the State annuity as unearned
income and having the Federal Government pay for the full SSI
benefit for which they would normally be entitled.

Additionally, I would like to point out that with the exception of
Pennsylvania, there has only been one increase to the State annu-
ity since World War I, and Pennsylvania has had two increases. It
is difficult for the States to continually increase supplying veteran
annuity for obvious budgetary reasons. Therefore, there should not
be a concern that this exclusion will give States any additional in-
centive to repeatedly increase the amount they give blind veterans.

Mr. Chairman, there have been 46 exclusions made to SSI since
1972. I am here today to request one more. I recently contacted So-
cial Security Administration (SSA) to seek technical comment on
H.R. 844. The only change SSA suggested was clarification that eli-
gibility for the exclusion be based on the State’s determination of
blindness rather than SSA’s. I have no problem making that
change and welcome any other comment from the administration
or this Committee.

These annuities are both well-meaning and well-deserved, bene-
fiting those who gave up their sight in service to their country. At
this time in America’s history it is especially fitting that we work
to improve the lives of those who answer our Nation’s call.

In closing, I believe we need to do everything we can to help this
small group of needy veterans. I am asking the Committee’s help
in achieving that purpose.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Reynolds follows:]

Statement of the Hon. Thomas M. Reynolds, a Representatives in Congress
from the State of New York

Good afternoon. I would like to begin by thanking my colleague, Chairman Wally
Herger for allowing me to participate in today’s hearing. I appreciate his gracious-
ness in letting me testify on my bill, H.R. 844, at this hearing. The task before this
panel of reforming our welfare system is a challenging one, and I have complete con-
fidence that this important work is in good hands.

With that Mr. Chairman, I appear before you today to discuss a related issue—
H.R. 844, which would create a Supplemental Security Income exclusion for those
blind veterans receiving an additional annuity from their state. H.R. 844 will amend
Title XVI of the Social Security Act to provide that annuities paid by States to blind
veterans shall be disregarded in determining SSI benefits.

After World War I, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts
wanted to do something to provide extra assistance to their state’s blind veterans.
Since then, the legislatures of those states have provided a yearly annuity to those
veterans who sustained a loss of sight resulting from their service in any of our the-
atres of war. Blind veterans in New York receive $1000, New Jersey $750, Pennsyl-
vania $1800, and Massachusetts $1500. Recently, New York and New Jersey ex-
tended that benefit to eligible surviving spouses.

These state payments to blind veterans are currently counted as a form of un-
earned income; and, since current law allows those receiving SSI only $530 in in-
come per month, these annuities actually result in an unfair penalty on our blind
veterans.
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Worse, since the only people being denied the full benefit of this annuity are those
on SSI, we are, in fact, penalizing the poorest blind veterans in those states.

Latest statistics show that there are a total of only 5,179 blind veterans living
in these four states. The Congressional Budget Office estimates the cost of this bill
at less than $500,000 per year. Additionally, they estimate the number of veterans
who do not currently qualify for SSI because of the state annuities, but who would
qualify under this bill, to also be very small.

I need to point out, however, that this estimated fiscal impact is misleading, since
no blind veteran would receive a penny more in SSI benefits than they are already
entitled. The dollar amount determined by CBO is merely what the Federal Govern-
ment has saved because of the states annuity. Had these states not offered this gen-
erous contribution to these veterans, we already would have been spending an
amount equal to the CBO estimate.

This bill only asks for fairness for the blind veterans living in these four states,
by disregarding the state annuity as unearned income, and having the Federal Gov-
ernment pay them the full SSI benefit for which they would normally be entitled.

Additionally, I would like to point out that with the exception of Pennsylvania,
there has been only one increase to the state annuities since World War 1. Pennsyl-
vania has had two increases. It is difficult for the states to continually increase the
blind veteran annuity for obvious budgetary reasons. Therefore, there should not be
concern that this exclusion will give the states any additional incentive to repeat-
edly increase the amount they give blind veterans.

Mr. Chairman, there have been 46 exclusions made to SSI since 1972 and I am
here today to request one more. I recently contacted the Social Security Administra-
tion to seek technical comment on H.R. 844. The only change SSA suggested was
a clarification that eligibility for the exclusion be based on the state’s determination
of blindness, rather than the SSA’s. I have no problem making this change and wel-
come any other comment from the Administration, or the committee.

These annuities are both well-meaning and well-deserved, benefiting those who
gave up their sight in service to their country. At this time in America’s history,
it is especially fitting that we work to improve the lives of those who answered our
nation’s call.

In closing, I believe that we need to do everything we can to help this small group
of needy veterans, and I am asking for this committee’s help in achieving this pur-
pose. I look forward to your comments and the committee’s commitment to seeing
this important legislation passed as soon as possible.

Again, thank you for allowing me the opportunity to appear before you today and
I would be happy to answer any questions my colleagues may have.

——

Chairman HERGER. I thank you very much for your testimony,
Mr. Reynolds. With that, the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Levin,
to inquire.

Mr. LEVIN. I just want to say a few words. I wasn’t here for Mr.
Thompson, the Secretary’s statement, because I was at a meeting
with the China Commission. I was hopeful of getting here to be
able to ask him a few questions and as I understand it, he was not
able to stay. I want to say something about the path of welfare re-
form in this Subcommittee and in the Committee.

We worked very hard in 1995 and 1996 to shape welfare reform,
a lot of time, a lot of effort, a lot of disagreements, and then even-
tually some fairly widespread agreement on a bill that was sound
and I think has basically worked, but leaving a lot of challenges
ahead. We should be building on that legislation and we should be
building on it on a bipartisan basis. We should be building on it
on testimony from all of you that doesn’t occur at 3 o’clock or later
than that on a Thursday after we have adjourned this House of
Representatives. The result will be that my colleagues, that most
of us will be leaving for constituent obligations and will be left to
read your testimony later on.

There has been no real effort on a bipartisan basis in this Sub-
committee to try to put together the differences of opinion and the
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similarities. There has been no real such effort, and I deeply regret
it, and I think that it is a serious mistake.

I just want to finish by reiterating, welfare reform has had
enough successes as well as leaving enough challenges that we
should be working together to build on that. Instead, what is going
to happen is this testimony will be given to essentially an empty
House and then we will mark up a bill next week without any ef-
fort to try to work out differences between Democrats and Repub-
licans. That has been the decision of the majority. It is a mistake.
It sells short welfare reform, it sells short the need to build on the
successes and to meet the challenges ahead. I deeply regret it.

Chairman HERGER. I thank the gentleman for his comments. 1
might mention that Secretary Thompson has been here twice be-
fore. He did mention that he did need to leave. Also, this hearing
has been down for the last 2 weeks. We have had a busy schedule.

With that, I would like to notify all our members that there are
expected to be two votes on the Floor. We will go and vote and re-
turn as soon as possible. In the meantime the hearing stands in re-
cess.

[Recess.]

Chairman HERGER. The Subcommittee on Human Resources
will come to order. If we could have everyone take their seats,
please, and with that we will have the gentlelady from Ohio, the
Honorable Marcy Kaptur, testify, please.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. MARCY KAPTUR, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Chairman Herger, very much for this
courtesy, Ranking Member Cardin, Congressman English, and all
the Members of the Subcommittee. Let me just acknowledge in the
audience, citizens of our country who have been so helpful to my
district. Gerry Jensen of Association for Children for Enforcement
of Support, Inc, (ACES), who will be testifying later; Sister Rochelle
Friedman from the Mercy Sisters and McCauley Institute, and Lisa
Hamler Madelski from Second Harvest Food Banks in Ohio.

I know the time is limited, Mr. Chairman, and I very quickly will
go through a few important issues. First of all, as you reauthorize
TANF, thank you for allowing members to testify. We can bring
our experience to bear from our respective regions of the country.
There are three principles I would strongly urge the Committee to
consider as it reauthorizes TANF this year. First of all, in terms
of goals, that family self-sufficiency, not merely case load reduction,
should be a goal of the TANF program. Second, that a strong em-
phasis should be on careers and the development of careers, not job
placement alone. Thirdly, that the issue of supplantation must be
addressed during the reauthorization of the TANF program. The
TANF dollars should not be diverted by State governments for
other purposes.

Very quickly, I am going to go through each issue in a little more
detail, if T might, and offer my strong support for H.R. 3625 and
H.R. 3113, introduced by Representatives Cardin and Mink respec-
tively. Both reauthorization bills deal with one of the issues I want
to talk about, and that is reporting requirements. We will be sub-
mitting for the record the best figures I can provide for the State
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of Ohio detailing federal funds appropriated for the TANF program.
Frankly, next week I am going to be asking the U.S. General Ac-
counting Office to do an audit of the federal TANF dollars that
have been appropriated to the State of Ohio. As the Representative
from the 9th District of Ohio, I cannot ascertain how dollars have
been spent by our State, particularly in our region.

For example, aside from TANF, looking at Welfare-to-Work,
years ago our State should have received $86 million, which it for-
feited to the Federal Government, costing my region $9 million that
could have been spent in important efforts to work with those at-
tempting to move from welfare to work. We have a backlog in Ohio
of over $722 million in unexpended TANF funds, and in terms of
the Workforce Investment Act, which is administered through the
U.S. Department of Labor (DOL), I can tell you that Ohio has
failed to comply with numerous provisions of the program. It is
very difficult to represent a region that has people coming off the
welfare rolls, and has a high unemployment rate, and not be able
to use the dollars that I vote for. Frankly, our State cannot tell me
where the dollars are.

So, my first request would be for very strong reporting require-
ments and that if a State, Mr. Chairman, does not spend its
money, give our region, give our municipalities or our counties the
right to spend the money because the money I vote for does not
come back to my home county and, frankly, I am angry. I am out-
raged about it because we have had lots of shake-outs in the steel
industry and the auto industry. What is happening is absolutely
wrong.

On the education front let me make a strong plea to you to find
ways to permit people to access additional job training. Some of the
requirements that limit job training to a year, and allow only 30
percent of the case load in any given State to access education real-
ly doesn’t work for us in Ohio.

For example, there is a woman in my district who has been
working on her bachelor’s degree for the past 4 years, and due to
family circumstances she applied for cash assistance last year. She
has one semester left before she will receive her bachelor’s degree,
but she has reached the 1-year time limit that she can participate
in educational activities. The time limits that are in the current bill
don’t make sense in terms of what is actually happening on the
ground. So, I would make a plea on the education front.

Finally, let me just say that in terms of supplantation of a State,
and this is where I think the audit is important in a State like
Ohio, even though the welfare rolls are going down, what we are
finding is a corresponding increase in our food banks and our feed-
ing kitchens. For example, in one of our food banks last year we
averaged 50 families per week. This year we are averaging 250
families per week. In fact, I had to be involved in a special food
drive in my district over Christmas and the New Year’s trying to
collect food because we just have too many people falling between
the cracks.

So, I would just urge you to take a look at this issue where
States might be using the dollars for other purposes. In fact, there
was one story that said in one of our counties that somebody
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bought an ambulance or police car with TANF dollars. We should
not allow States to divert TANF dollars for other purposes.

So, that is essentially the recommendations that I can offer in 5
minutes. If you have any questions, I would be more than happy
to answer them, and I commend Congressman Cardin for his great
leadership on this Committee along with the Chairman in trying
to do what is right in all regions of this country. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Kaptur follows:]

Statement of the Hon. Marcy Kaptur, a Representative in Congress from
the State of Ohio

Introduction

Chairman Herger, thank you for the opportunity to speak before the Sub-
committee this afternoon. Reauthorization of the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF) program is one of the most important pieces of legislation that will
come before Congress this session.

In 1996 the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA) significantly changed federal welfare policy. During the past five years
we have heard success stories about the program and there has been evidence to
substantiate needed change in various aspects of the program. During reauthoriza-
tion of TANF I hope that the program will be strengthened.

As Representative of Ohio’s 9th District, I wish to share with the Subcommittee
my concerns regarding two important issues. First, the need for adequate reporting
requirements for states. Second, the importance of access to education and training
programs for welfare recipients and individuals attempting to leave the welfare
rolls.

Reporting Requirements

Currently, states are required under law to report information about their pro-
grams in biennial TANF state plans and annual reports to document accurately in-
formation regarding individuals and families receiving assistance. However, com-
prehensive information on state program rules is not required, nor is information
on individuals after they leave the welfare rolls.

For the past few months I have attempted to review comprehensive information
to document how TANF dollars that I have voted for constituents in my district to
receive are being spent in the state of Ohio. However, I have been told that reports
of this nature do not exist. I have also questioned how citizens in my state are
faring after they leave the welfare rolls. However, I have been told that reports of
this nature do not exist. I am aware of the statistics that report families on assist-
ance in Ohio fell 59 percent from 1994 through mid 2001, more than the national
average of 53 percent. However, this data does not tell me how TANF dollars are
being spent in the state of Ohio and how constituents in my district are faring after
they leave the welfare rolls. Are welfare recipients getting good jobs? Are they es-
caping poverty? Unfortunately, we do not know the answers to these questions. The
1996 welfare law concentrated on case load reduction. In turn, the case loads have
successfully dropped across the country. Unfortunately, we have neglected to ques-
tion how people leaving the welfare rolls are faring.

I support the state reporting requirements that are proposed in Congressman
Benjamin Cardin and Congresswoman Patsy Mink’s bills to reauthorize the TANF
program. The lack of detailed reporting requirements over the past five years has
been a major barrier. Adequate state reporting requirements will allow states to
serve citizens better and allow Congress to implement consistent public policy.

In 1996 the emphasis of federal welfare policy was shifted to a “work first ap-
proach,” making it difficult for welfare recipients to pursue a post-secondary edu-
cation. Currently, TANF provides limited access to postsecondary education opportu-
nities. TANF law allows welfare recipients to participate in up to 12 months of voca-
tional training and many post-secondary programs directly related to employment
to count toward the work requirement. However, only 30% of a state’s welfare case
load can be engaged in education and training programs at any given time.

Education and Training

Education and training programs are essential to lifting welfare recipients out of
poverty and into livable wage jobs. Expanded education opportunities could enable
TANTF recipients to prepare for and find better paying and more stable jobs. Unem-
ployment is at its highest rate in seven years and mass layoffs affected more than
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2.5 million persons in 2001. In my home state of Ohio almost 26,000 jobs have been
lost since January 2001. Skills training and continuing education are crucial links
to good jobs that lead to self-sufficiency. Census data consistently show that people
with higher educational attainment have higher median earnings, and several stud-
ies show that individuals with higher skills earn more and work more overtime.

According to a 2001 survey by the US Chamber of Commerce’s Center for Work-
force Preparation, two-thirds of employers report severe conditions when trying to
hire qualified workers and one third say applicants are poorly skilled or have the
wrong skills for available jobs. Ninety-four percent of Americans support expanding
job training programs, according to a joint survey on poverty in America released
in April 2001 by National Public Radio, the Kaiser Family Foundation, and the
John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University.

Congress should increase access to post-secondary education. The limit on the
number of months an individual may participate in post-secondary education should
be expanded, and a range of education and training activities, including post sec-
ondary education, should count as work activities so recipients who need training
are not restricted from receiving it. I support the language that addresses the need
to expand access of post-secondary education to welfare recipients in Congressman
Cardin and Congresswoman Mink’s TANF reauthorization bills.

Mr. Chairman. Thank you again for the opportunity to testify before the Sub-
committee. I am hopeful that during the next few months members will actively
participate in a open dialogue on important issues that must be raised during reau-
thorization of the TANF program, and produce a final bill that will strengthen our
nation’s welfare policy.

Chairman HERGER. I thank the gentlelady for her testimony.
With that I will turn to the Ranking Member, Mr. Cardin.

Mr. CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Marcy, thank you for
your comments. I think you are right on target. First, we need to
have more information than we have today, and you are right on
target there.

I appreciate your underscoring the importance of training and
good jobs for people so they can move up the career ladder, reduc-
ing poverty, and supplanting of funds. That is one of the issues
that we haven’t talked much about in this Committee, and I think
you are absolutely right. It has been rough for the States, but it
has been particularly rough for poverty programs as we have seen
a lot of the federal funds being supplanted and the local funds
being supplanted.

So, I congratulate you on the issues that you have raised, but we
would be well-served if we respond to each of those points. I think
the administration’s proposal to each one of these areas could use
improvement, and I very much appreciate your leadership and your
testimony.

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member
Cardin. Let me just mention that the supplantation issue in a
State like Ohio, some dollars were diverted to Head Start, but then
TANF rules were imposed on Head Start and certain program
characteristics were altered in Head Start, and then if that TANF
money is withdrawn because TANF is a temporary program, Head
Start a permanent program, we run into some problems there. So,
I think you have to really look at how this TANF program is affect-
ing other aspects of federal programs that are assisting our States.

I did forget to mention one point, and that is in the housing
arena. As you look at TANF, I would strongly recommend as a
Member of the Subcommittee on Housing and Urban Development
Appropriation that you look at treating housing provided with
TANF and State maintenance of effort funds in the same manner
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as other work supports are provided, such as child care. I am very
worried and I am sure other members have testified about our
worry about child care dollars and what is happening at the State
levels, and the maintenance of child care assistance even to people
who have moved into the workforce in these $6 an hour jobs, with-
out the child care they can’t stay in the workforce.

I would hope that and I know this Committee is capable of call-
ing the States to a very high effort so we are not having more and
more people coming into our food banks but they are actually able
to be in the workforce and in our colleges and universities gaining
career skills that will last a lifetime.

Chairman HERGER. I thank the gentlelady from Ohio, Ms. Kap-
tur.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you so much.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you very much for your very good
testimony and all the members that have testified. With that we
will call our next panel, panel 3, the Honorable Raymond Meier,
New York State Senator, on behalf of the National Conference of
State Legislatures (NCSL), and to introduce our next panelist, I
turn to my colleague from Maryland, Mr. Cardin.

Mr. CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a real pleasure to
welcome my Mayor to the Committee on Ways and Means, Martin
O’Malley. Martin, the dynamic Mayor of Baltimore City, has done
a superb job in a rather short period of time in restoring a lot of
confidence in city government.

Mr. Chairman, let me just tell you about one of his programs in
CitiStat. I have had a chance to watch it where he brings agency
heads in and goes over on a very regular basis how public funds
are being spent and whether we were achieving the objectives that
are set out. I can tell you that in Baltimore City’s case every dollar
of federal funds that are received are being carefully watched and
carefully used, and that is why it is always a pleasure to support
my Mayor’s request for additional federal funds. It is nice to have
you here, Mr. Mayor.

Mr. OMALLEY. Thank you very much, Congressman, Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you. With that, we ask Senator
Meier to testify, please.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. RAYMOND MEIER, SENATOR, AND
CHAIR, COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SERVICES, NEW YORK SEN-
ATE, ALBANY, NEW YORK; AND CHAIR, HUMAN SERVICES
COMMITTEE, AND CO-CHAIR, TASK FORCE ON WELFARE RE-
FORM REAUTHORIZATION, NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF
STATE LEGISLATURES

Mr. MEIER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, distin-
guished Members of the Subcommittee, for giving me the oppor-
tunity to testify.

The 1996 Welfare Reform Act was clearly one of the most signifi-
cant pieces of legislation in the last 50 years. It dramatically
changed the lives of people on welfare. The difference quite clearly
was the emphasis on work and moving people to independence.
One of the keys to this was we worked as your partners in the
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States, and we are here today to ask to continue that partnership
on the same cooperative basis.

We find much of this very encouraging, Mr. Chairman, in your
proposal, full funding, continuance of supplemental grants, observ-
ance of State flexibility, no mandates, no earmarks. We are par-
ticularly heartened that you have approached differently the two-
parent work rule.

Having said all of that, let me address some concerns that we
have, and we do have some concerns with the work participation
changes. Let me hasten to add that we understand work is the
foundation of the success of welfare reform and we want to con-
tinue that, but let me give you some specifics.

First, we believe the 58-percent figure, 58 percent on public as-
sistance not performing any work at all, is an incorrect figure. The
federal statistics undercount those who are engaged in meaningful
and real activity. English as a second language classes, basic lit-
eracy classes, job search—none of those things count. In New York
if you pull out the people who are legally exempt because of hard-
ship, count the folks who are in real activity such as the one I men-
tioned or in work or in some combination, we are at 70 percent.

Secondly, current law and the proposed law does not give us
credit for the people we divert, for the people we keep off the wel-
fare rolls. I can tell you about a lady I met 10 years ago, when I
was a county executive, who said to me—a public assistance recipi-
ent—“You know, I came to you people and all I needed was a car
that ran and decent child care for my daughter and instead you put
me on welfare.” The current TANF legislation permits us to ad-
dress those concerns without making her a part of the case load to
make sure she is never on it.

The more stringent work requirements, the 70 percent, the 40
hours broken down into 24 and 16 coupled with a restrictive defini-
tion of work I believe causes some concern that we need to think
about. I believe it could drain TANF dollars away from programs
that are designed to move and keep people in work, in private sec-
tor unsubsidized employment, real jobs.

In New York we use TANF to fund an Invest Program, we call
it. It is an on-the-job training kind of program. We use the earned
income tax credit (EITC) on a State level to reward work. We use
child support and transportation to make work possible. If the new
rules, which are somewhat inflexible in terms of how work is de-
fined, come into place, we could have a diversion of this money
away from subsidizing folks who are working, making work profit-
able and desirable for them, and we could particularly have a di-
version away from the child support necessary to support that kind
of work.

Now, ironically one of the things I have done as Chairman of the
Senate Committee on Social Services is to oppose schemes that
would drain hundreds of millions of TANF dollars to create sub-
sidized public employment or, as I prefer to call it, Son of Com-
prehensive Employment Training Program, and I don’t think any
of us, Mr. Chairman and members, want to go back to those thrill-
ing days of yesteryear.

One of the other things I would point out, one of the problems
with the split before 24 and 16, you have got to get the 24 hours
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of strictly defined work before you can get credit for anything. We
have some people who need basic English facility, who need some
things before they can do anything at all.

Mr. Chairman, in your very excellent article in the Washington
Times, you mentioned the case of a heroic young woman named
Pang, who worked part-time as a seamstress. If part-time was 20
hours, that 20 hours wouldn’t have counted because she couldn’t
hit 24, and therefore the time that she spent as a Laotian doing
theh very difficult work of learning English wouldn’t have counted
either.

We are not saying that people should not be required to perform
something when they are receiving benefits. What we are saying is
this. We have been your partners, trust us. The way this system
works, it is block granted, the money is limited and the time is lim-
ited. It is not to our advantage to pad these rolls. If the rolls grow,
if the economy goes down, we will take the hit. We want to work
with you as your partners. All we ask for is some flexibility to de-
cide on a case-by-case basis what should be moved up front to en-
able people to receive sustained employment, the kinds of employ-
ment where they can move on to economic productivity. I would be
happy when the Chair is ready to receive questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Meier follows:]

Statement of the Hon. Raymond Meier, Chair, Committee on Social Serv-
ices, New York State Senate; Chair, Human Services Committee, and Co-
Chair, Task Force on Welfare Reform Reauthorization, National Con-
ference of State Legislatures

Chairman Herger, Ranking Member Cardin and Members of the Human Re-
sources Subcommittee, I am Senator Ray Meier of New York. I chair the Committee
on Social Services in the New York State Senate. I am testifying here today on be-
half of the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), where I serve as the
Chair of the Human Services Committee as well as co-chair NCSL’s Task Force on
Welfare Reform Reauthorization. NCSL is the bipartisan organization that serves
the legislators and staff of the states, commonwealths and territories.

Mr. Chairman, as key stakeholders in welfare reform, state legislators are review-
ing your efforts to reauthorize the historic 1996 welfare reform law very closely.
NCSL supported the law in 1996. Enacting and implementing welfare reform was
accomplished in partnership with state government; our hope is that reauthoriza-
tion will continue this partnership built on flexibility, not mandates. State legisla-
tors are responsible for writing, financing and implementing laws governing the
TANF program in their states, for overseeing the programs in their states, and for
appropriating TANF and Maintenance of Effort (MOE) funds. Our choices and suc-
cesses offer the Federal Government a chance to learn what really works to help
struggling families, just as the Federal Government drew on state efforts to reform
welfare in crafting the 1996 law.

Last year, NCSL created a task force on welfare reauthorization that I co-chair
with Assemblywoman Dion Aroner of California. This bipartisan group of 36 legisla-
tors and staff developed NCSL’s positions that were adopted by NCSL’s Executive
Committee at its February meeting. We have learned a great deal about the suc-
cesses and remaining challenges of welfare reform and the creativity and enthu-
siasm of government, for-profit, not-for profit and faith-based and community orga-
nizations in serving these families. Federal law should help foster this creativity
and not stifle this enthusiasm.

As states have transformed the nation’s welfare system to better serve local needs
and different populations, our nation’s state legislatures have made different
choices. States have crafted different approaches that respond better to local econo-
mies. Many states further devolved policymaking responsibility to localities, as my
own state of New York did. State legislatures’ diverse policy choices and funding de-
cisions mean that any further changes in the program may impact states in dif-
ferent ways.

Like you, I work in an environment where bipartisan compromise is necessary be-
cause control of the chambers is divided by party. Like the U.S., the state of New
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York has urban and rural areas that have unique sets of needs. My own district,
which includes large rural areas, is vastly different from New York City. The most
exciting thing about TANF is that we can tailor our programs to best serve the
needs of very different places. The Federal Government devolved policymaking au-
thority to the states. In New York, we have taken this policy even further by giving
some policymaking authority to our 58 counties so they can tailor programs even
further to local needs.

As the County Executive of Oneida County ten years ago, I was involved in wel-
fare reform before the passage of the federal welfare reform law in 1996. I instituted
a program with federal and state waivers requiring and supporting work and elimi-
nating barriers to employment by welfare recipients. I have furthered these efforts
in the state legislature as chairman of the Senate Social Services Committee. A job
provides freedom, independence and the ability to support oneself and one’s family.
Welfare reform has made employment possible for millions of families and helped
give people the freedom to make a better life for themselves.

Our work is not done. While case loads have declined dramatically, many families
struggle with barriers to self-sufficiency. Mental illness, substance abuse, physical
challenges, low literacy, limited English proficiency, domestic violence, and learning
disabilities are among the challenges faced by our clients, especially long-term re-
cipients. Given the declining economy and the impact of the tragic events of Sep-
tember 11th on industries that have traditionally hired former welfare recipients,
special attention is needed to ensure that there are no adverse unintended con-
sequences in reauthorization. State legislators also believe that welfare reform is an
ongoing process of sustaining the work effort of former welfare recipients. This in-
cludes services that support job placement, retention and advancement to prevent
welfare recidivism and improve the lives of children and families. Our work has also
focused on welfare prevention strategies including teen pregnancy prevention, non-
custodial parents and fatherhood programs, promoting marriage and other family
formation strategies.

I participated in the listening sessions held by HHS to hear the views of state
policymakers. I appreciated the sincere effort the Administration made to listen to
our experience in the states. The President’s welfare reform proposal reflects an ef-
fort to resolve many issues that were raised by state legislators in these sessions
and will increase state flexibility. Unfortunately, less attention has been paid to
these helpful provisions because the proposal also adds new requirements with no
additional funding, resulting in less flexibility for the states. In particular, the
President’s work rates proposal will force states to concentrate their efforts on those
receiving cash assistance. This will force states to reallocate TANF funding away
from creative and innovative services to fund these new efforts, and will exacerbate
the difficulties states face in providing child care to those on welfare and poor work-
ing families including former welfare recipients since no new child care funds are
included.

FUNDING

States and territories have used the flexibility in the TANF program to fund serv-
ices such as expanded child care, substance abuse treatment, pre-kindergarten
classes, training to help parents get better jobs and after school programs aimed at
reducing teen pregnancy. In FY2000, only 50% of TANF was spent on cash assist-
ance. 20% was spent on child care and the remainder was spent on other services.

The TANF program today serves a very different population than the AFDC pro-
gram at its inception in the 1930s. People accessing our services are no longer wid-
ows and most children on welfare are not orphans. Most women work outside the
home and our economy has changed the type of job opportunities available to low-
skilled workers. The case load for cash assistance has declined nearly 60% nation-
ally since passage of PRWORA; however, as we provide increasing support to ensure
job retention and advancement as well as services for children and families, the
total casia load receiving services has increased. This is why continued full funding
is critical.

We appreciate that both the Administration’s proposal and your own legislation,
Chairman Herger, do not cut the block grant but maintain the commitment to fully
funding the block grant. We also appreciate that the TANF supplemental grants are
continued and that the contingency fund, which provides federal cost sharing in an
economic downturn is reinstated. However, the contingency fund should have a less
restrictive trigger mechanism and less complicated requirements for state participa-
tion than the contingency fund in the 1996 law. I urge you to construct the reconcili-
ation and maintenance of effort provisions so that needy states can have greater ac-
cess to the fund.
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FINANCIAL FLEXIBILITY

In addition, the administration’s proposal continues the financial flexibility of the
block grant structure. We are pleased that the Administration rejected pressures to
earmark the block grant. NCSL will oppose any effort to earmark the TANF block
grant as a limitation on critical flexibility and antithetical to the notion of devolu-
tion. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of provisions included in the President’s
proposal and your legislation that would enhance the financial flexibility for the
TANF program. These items reflect concerns raised in the listening sessions by my-
self and my colleagues in the nation’s state legislatures. First, restrictions are lifted
from TANF that is carried-over from the previous fiscal year so it can be spent as
flexibly as current year TANF, not limited to funding only time-limited assistance
for basic needs. The administration promotes changes so states get “credit” for rainy
day funds when we appropriate the funds for that purpose and your legislation mir-
rors this. Currently, states are discouraged from maintaining their own contingency
funds because such funds remain in the federal treasury and are considered unobli-
gated, thus making it appear that those funds are not needed or not allocated for
any purpose. We appreciate your recognition that state rainy day TANF funds as
a legitimate use of TANF block grant funds is consistent with state budgeting prin-
ciples. We especially appreciate that the current artificial distinction on the treat-
ment of child care and work supports for the employed and unemployed is removed
in the President’s proposal. Currently, time limits are triggered for the unemployed
using these services while they search for a job.

WORK

Mr. Chairman, state legislators believe strongly in the value of work. In fact,
states changed their welfare programs into programs that require and support work
using waivers before the Federal Government acted. 48 states operated their welfare
programs under these waivers before 1996. The rigid rules of the old AFDC program
actually prevented programs from implementing strategies to help welfare recipi-
ents become self-sufficient. For every dollar earned, welfare recipients lost a dollar
in benefits. Poor people can do the math. If we make it advantageous to go to work
and provide support to those confronting tough challenges, parents will work. We
supported the federal bill in 1996 because we recognized that the old system had
trapped too many families in poverty by not having any expectation that individuals
work or make themselves ready to work.

States are strongly committed to the work first focus of TANF. Federal con-
straints will compromise our ability to allocate our resources to best serve individual
recipients. Major changes in the current requirements could upend state spending
decisions. We have learned that different strategies are needed for clients who have
very different barriers to work. We also believe that part-time employment with
some support is better than no employment, and feel that states should be able to
count all recipient work effort. We value job retention and advancement efforts.
These supports are critical for long-term self-sufficiency and truly represent the next
phase of welfare reform. States are best suited to decide what work activities a re-
cipient can perform. We know we must work quickly to get recipients into the work-
{’orcefAfter all, TANF is a time limited program, with a 60 month lifetime limit on

enefits.

In my own state of New York, labor participation rose in the years following wel-
fare reform with the largest increases occurring in groups most likely to use welfare;
for example, single mothers. Between 1994 and 2000, work rates for never-married
single mothers increased from 40.6% to 60.8%, an increase of 50% in just five years.

Mr. Chairman, we have targeted TANF resources toward supporting families who
are in the workforce. New York provides a package of work supports that include
child care subsidies, EITC, Child Health Plus, Medicaid, housing and transportation
along with administrative changes that increased child support collections. New
York has a very generous state earned income credit. The average state and federal
credit was $1,849, for the most recent year in which statistics are available.

Mr. Chairman, New York’s combined impact of increased supports make a dif-
ference. For a working mother with two children holding down a $6 an hour job,
food stamps and the EITC boost her income well above what she’d get in welfare
and move her above the federal poverty level. And, if we give her help with her child
care bills and get her the child support she is due, this will further boost her family
income. Unfortunately, with higher work participation rates and an increase from
30 to 40 hours per week, the New York legislature will be forced to reallocate funds
from these supports. States like mine are facing our own budget deficits—in fact,
45 states and the District of Columbia have budget shortfalls—and cannot make up
the difference with state funds.
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Mr. Chairman, it is very misleading to think that because of the case load reduc-
tion credit, states are not requiring recipients to undertake productive activities.
The current case load dropped dramatically, 63% in New York, from January 1995
through December 2001. This was beyond our wildest expectation. No one predicted
so many families would leave public assistance. Many are still receiving TANF fund-
ed service but are no longer receiving cash. The so-called “effective” work rate
doesn’t reflect state efforts at putting people to work at all. It has been a long-
standing policy of NCSL to support a measure that gives us credit for putting people
to work or keeping them from going on welfare in the first place. We have supported
giving credit to the states for case load reduction and are intrigued by your proposal
that would maintain the case load reduction credit, but change the baseline year.
We will need to examine the implications further. However, if the case load reduc-
tion were to be removed or limited, an employment credit would more accurately
reflect the accomplishments of the TANF program.

Federal statistics about the number of recipients receiving cash who are working
under-represent the number of mothers and fathers actively engaged in preparing
themselves for life without cash assistance. Under current rules the Federal Govern-
ment does not collect this information. Half of the states don’t report activities that
don’t count under the federal definition of activities that count toward the work par-
ticipation rate, including job preparation. Activities that represent critical steps to
self-sufficiency, such as drug treatment, do not count. In New York, about 50% of
adults receiving TANF cash assistance are either in a work training activity or ac-
tual employment. If exempt adults are removed from the equation, then 70% of non-
exempt adults receiving cash assistance are engaged in some level of training or em-
ployment. The remainder are mostly in the process of being assessed and assigned
to work activities or sanctioned for noncompliance.

Unless they work for the full 30 hours, recipient work efforts cannot be included
under current rules. If we value part time work, all hours worked should count. If
a recipient who never worked or a victim whose batterer had prevented her from
working outside the home is able to work 15-20 hours a week, that’s a success to
be built on. They also miss the families we have exempted from work—notably par-
ents caring for a disabled child—and it’s worth noting that these families are at
high risk of divorce and dissolution, contrary to our shared goal of promoting mar-
riage and family formation. In New York state, 26% of the adults exempted were
exempt due to caretaker status of a child under 12 months or as a caretaker of an
incapacitated individual; 33% were exempt due to long-term disability which could
make them SSI eligible; and 28% were exempt because of short-term disability.

Current law and the President’s proposal don’t give us credit for those we help
who never touch cash assistance and are diverted from the welfare system. I am
proud of our TANF funded Wheels to Work Program that helps families with their
transportation needs without making them go on welfare. Let me give you an exam-
ple of how it helped one individual, a grandmother in the rural part of Dutchess
County raising her deceased daughters’ three kids. She has an $8 an hour job at
Wal-Mart. To get to work, she had to spend $8 on taxi fare each way—in other
words, two hours of her earnings every day were consumed by transportation. Our
Wheels for Work program helped her buy a car. Now that’s an example of how we
can wisely use our TANF resources to give an individual the freedom to make a bet-
ter life for themselves and avoid cash assistance. I would hate to see innovations
like these stifled.

As T said before, the TANF program has given each state the freedom to respond
to its own unique set of needs and circumstances. What troubles state legislators
about the President’s plan is not that it focuses on work—Iet me repeat that state
welfare programs have honored and rewarded work—but that it will force states to
establish community work programs for those on the rolls at the expense of those
who have Ieft or have never been on the rolls. If new and inflexible work require-
ments are added to the program, states, constrained by the fixed sum of money
available from the block grant and their own economic difficulties, will be forced to
cut back on other TANF funded programs that support work. Programs that could
be cut include programs like our INVEST program which provides on-the-job train-
ing help for employers hiring welfare recipients and programs that prevent welfare
dependency in the first place, such as after school programs to prevent teen preg-
nancy. Instead, states will have to fund an administration structure to create slots
and monitor activities to meet the work participation rates. To do otherwise would
leave states vulnerable to substantial fiscal penalties—losing 5% of TANF block
grant, backfilling this penalty with state dollars and an increase in 5% for the state
maintenance of effort requirement.

While my state has experience with workfare program, few other states have cho-
sen this approach. We have permitted each county to make their own decision—and
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while workfare is used in some locations, notably New York City, this has not prov-
en to be a useful strategy in more suburban and rural counties. My own attitude
is that everyone who is able should give some work effort back to the community
while they are receiving public assistance. Still, a welfare recipient who we require
to perform public service such as cleaning public parks is still on welfare. If our
goals are personal and economic independence, then the place to find them is where
Americans have historically found them, in private sector employment. The majority
of states have focused on getting welfare recipients into unsubsidized jobs in the pri-
vate sector—a proven strategy to increase earnings, promote family stability and
end the cycle of dependence. States have succeeded with this strategy, and I am
puzzled that Congress and the Administration seem to be considering making it dif-
ficult for states to continue this success.

Another troubling feature is that job search and vocational education would not
count for the first 24 hours of the work requirement as they do under current law.
Job search, often through job clubs, has been an effective means of ensuring place-
ment in the private sector. The focus on work should not come at the exclusion of
necessary basic or vocational education including English as a Second Language
that would enhance skills, job retention and earnings. NCSL has always urged the
Federal Government to leave the decision on when and how education should count
for each client up to the states, similar to other TANF benefit and services deci-
sions. The current policy that limits the amount of time and caps the number of
clients engaged in vocational education does not take into account state decision-
making. We should have the ability to count educational activities if we choose to
include them in our range of job preparation efforts. Both job search and vocational
education should continue to count as work.

We strongly support the Administration’s proposal to eliminate the two-parent
work participation rate and have all families count in one consistent work participa-
tion requirement, which will help strengthen families and remove a barrier to mar-
riage.

We appreciate that your legislation and the Administration’s proposal attempt to
give states more flexibility in counting employability services such as job search,
mental health treatment, treatment for substance abuse and education both for 3
months towards the 40 hour work requirement and towards 16 of the 40 hours of
the work requirements thereafter. Unfortunately, the work rates overall are less
flexible, but recognizing the value of treatment and employment preparation by
counting such activity for the work rate, even if in a limited manner, is a positive
step. However, since 24 hours of work are required in order for any of the 16 hour
activities to count, this is hardly flexible.

In addition, the 24 hour work requirement represents a four hour increase for
parents with children under 6 who are required to meet 20 hours under current law.
Child care is most expensive for these families with young children and under cur-
rent law, we cannot compel a parent with a child under six to work without child
care assistance.

Finally, it is not clear to us why an increase in the requirement from 30 to 40
hours is necessary. The jobs most readily available to low-skilled workers don’t offer
40 hours a week of work, or the hours worked may vary from one week to the next.
Hotel workers, for example, found their hours cut back after September 11th. In ad-
dition, the Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that the workweek for production or
nonsupervisory workers on private payrolls has consistently averaged 34-35 hours
over the last decade.

The work requirements will have a different impact on each state because each
state sets its own welfare benefit level and eligibility requirements. In fact, under
current state law, welfare recipients working at minimum wage at 40 hours a week
would be ineligible for cash assistance in 27 states. In 5 states, a recipient working
24 hours a week would make too much to qualify for cash.

CHILD CARE

Increased funding for child care is essential to the continued success of
TANF. Mothers and fathers cannot work without safe, reliable child care. In addi-
tion to using all of our CCDF dollars, states are currently spending 20% of our
TANF funds on child care, yet we still struggle with deciding whether the poor fami-
lies who have never been on TANF or poor families who are moving off cash assist-
ance or low income poor families who never received welfare but are a crisis away
should receive subsidies. By the way, that TANF spending funds more child care
than the entire value of the federal Child Care Development Fund.

New York’s CCDF funds, even when augmented by TANF transfers, only reach
12% of the eligible case load. If, as the administration proposes, states are faced
with more parents having to work more hours a week, and no new funds are pro-
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vided, the situation will only get worse. There is simply no way to continue our
progress without increased funding for child care. In New York, TANF transfers to
child care are more than the value of the federal block grant and these funds mean
76,000 additional subsidies annually.

Mr. Chairman, we strongly support an increase in the mandatory funding of the
Child Care Development Fund. I believe that this is a critical support for these fam-
ilies—families on welfare meeting work requirements, families leaving welfare for
work and working poor families.

FAMILY FORMATION AND MARRIAGE

While marriage is an issue that transcends discussion of the reauthorization of
the TANF program, promoting the formation of stable families is part of ensuring
that the cycle of dependency on government programs is broken. Marriage provides
important benefits, including economic ones, for adults and children. Government
policy should be to support healthy marriages, and, perhaps as critically, not to set
up barriers to marriage. While we have made great progress has been in reducing
dependence on welfare, state legislators recognize that much remains to be done in
addressing the underlying causes of poverty. That includes strengthening two-par-
ent families. State legislators also recognize that not everyone will choose to marry
or choose to stay married.

State legislators believe that any federal discussion of the issue of marriage must
be based on the following principles:

¢ NCSL recognizes that efforts to salvage some relationships may not be appro-
priate and there needs to be special awareness of the prevalence of domestic
violence, family violence and abuse. Therefore, NCSL supports the family vio-
lence option;

¢ Marital status must never be a condition of receiving TANF benefits or serv-
ices. Because people approaching human services agencies are in a vulnerable
position, great care must be taken to respect personal decisions;

¢ Efforts to encourage marriage should respect cultural differences and should
be conducted in culturally sensitive ways;

¢ States must have maximum flexibility as they utilize a range of approaches
to promote marriage, especially within the finite resources of the TANF block
grant. Marriage laws have been the purview of state government, not the
Federal Government;

¢ A central focus of these efforts must be child well-being. NCSL supports ef-
forts to assist parents with parenting skills, even in the absence of marriage,
so the children involved have a stable support system, and

¢ Rules for the TANF program and other federal programs must be examined
to ensure that they do not penalize couples that choose to marry.

The Federal Government should consider existing efforts and how those efforts
might be strengthened. States are already working to promote marriage outside the
TANF program. Some examples of actions states have taken include establishing fa-
therhood programs, providing incentives for marriage education including reduced
fees for marriage licenses, enacting earned income tax credits without penalizing
marital status, enacting family law related to both marriage and divorce and cre-
ating programs to sustain the marriages of parents of children with disabilities with
respite care services. State legislators urge federal policymakers to affirm the value
of these efforts.

Mr. Chairman, NCSL supports the President’s proposal to use the funds in the
current out-of-wedlock bonus fund to create a technical assistance and demonstra-
tion fund for states to implement marriage and family formation initiatives includ-
ing out of wedlock pregnancy prevention. We also support the creation of a fund to
expand the ability of states to create new programs in this area. NCSL opposes any
efforts to earmark the TANF block grant for the purpose of family formation or mar-
riage. We strongly urge the Federal Government to provide more technical assist-
ance to states on this topic. We appreciate that you have made it simpler for states
to use maintenance of effort funds for services states provide under purposes three
and four of the TANF program, promoting marriage and family formation and pre-
venting out-of-wedlock births.

TEEN PREGNANCY

Teen pregnancy has declined, but it still must be a focus of efforts to reduce out-
of-wedlock child bearing. NCSL believes that this national problem deserves our full
and continued attention. We have found through our research that teen mothers
and fathers have worse future outcomes including educational attainment and in-
come than other teens. Over time, we believe, teen parents have much more dif-
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ficulty remaining self-sufficient and are more vulnerable to economic shifts in the
labor market.

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT/NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS

Child support enforcement is a critical component of welfare reform and these
payments represent an important part of family income. Child support payments
can make the difference in a working family living in or moving out of poverty.
State legislators have been at the forefront of innovative efforts to improve child
support including establishment of orders, collection, enforcement and work with
noncustodial parents. We are concerned, however, about unfunded mandates and
preemption of state law in any new federal child support law.

Mr. Chairman, NCSL strongly supports the creation of options for states to pass
through child support directly to families without having to reimburse the Federal
Government. Thank you for addressing this issue in your bill. Currently federal law
requires that state pay not only the state share of collected child support, but reim-
burse the Federal Government for their share if the state chooses to pass through
support to families. NCSL strongly supports a change in federal law that eliminates
the requirement that states reimburse the Federal Government if the state chooses
to pass-through child support to families. This will also strengthen the relationship
between fathers, mothers, and their children. It may also lead to reconciliation and/
or marriage. Noncustodial parent programs, especially fatherhood programs, are
also critical to this effort. We reiterate our concern that as states update their child
support legislation, technical assistance is needed to assist the states as they come
into compliance with federal goals.

LEGAL Immigrants and refugees

Mr. Chairman, I urge you to reconsider the 1996 provisions that deny eligibility
for legal immigrants and certain refugees to the TANF program and to create a
state option to provide TANF funded services to these families. The 1996 welfare
law eliminated most of the federal safety net that serves legal immigrants and con-
sequently shifted these costs to states. 23 states including New York provide assist-
ance to those families using state funds. Unfortunately, by barring these families
from TANF, legal immigrants cannot even access TANF funded services that could
make it possible for them to improve their ability to work such as job training and
ESL. While some benefits have been restored to some immigrants, much more
should be done. The President listened to state lawmakers’ concerns on this issue
and has proposed restoration of food stamp benefits to legal immigrants. There
should be a state option to provide TANF to legal immigrants as well.

WELFARE WAIVERS

NCSL strongly believes that states need flexibility for further innovation. State
legislators would prefer to have options, rather than waivers, for policy changes.
NCSL strongly believes that states must be able to continue current federal waivers
and receive new federal waivers for welfare reform.

Program coordination remains a barrier to state innovation. I was very pleased
to hear the President propose a “super waiver” process for demonstration programs
that could cut across programs and federal departments. It is very important that
we work closely together on the details of this proposal.

SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

Social Services Block Grant (SSBG or Title XX) funds are a vital part of the deliv-
ery of community and home-based services to the most vulnerable segments of soci-
ety including the disabled, elderly, and children in need of protective services. NCSL
urges the Federal Government to fund the SSBG at the level agreed to as part of
the enactment of the 1996 welfare reform act, $2.8 billion. New York transfers more
from TANF into SSBG than the amount of its SSBG allotment. It is critical that
the amount states can transfer from their TANF grants to the SSBG remains at
least 10% and is not reduced. If New York can only transfer 4.25% of its TANF
grant into the SSBG, that would mean:

¢ 21,000 fewer children in subsidized day care;

¢ 70,000 fewer adults helped in adult protective services; and

¢ 138,000 cases in the child protective services system that would have case-
work disrupted or delayed.

States use their SSBG funds to provide protective services for children and adults,
adult day care, meal preparation and delivery for the elderly, counseling services,
and serve the disabled in their homes, rather than in institutions. Further reduc-
tions in funding for this grant would mean programmatic losses and service reduc-
tions.



49

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my testimony, I would be very happy to respond
to any questions that you and the members of the subcommittee have at this time.

———

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Senator Meier. Now, Mayor
O’Malley.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. MARTIN O’'MALLEY, MAYOR, BALTI-
MORE, MARYLAND, AND CHAIRMAN, TASK FORCE ON TANF
REAUTHORIZATION, U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

Mr. OMALLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Good
afternoon. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to join you
here on this very, very important issue critical to America’s cities
and America’s families, including many in my own City of Balti-
more.

My name is Martin O’Malley. As you have been told, I am the
Mayor of the City of Baltimore testifying today on behalf of the
U.S. Conference of Mayors in my capacity as Chairman of the Con-
ference of Mayors Task Force on TANF Reauthorization. I am sup-
ported by our Assistant Executive Director, Ms. Crystal Swann,
seated directly behind me.

The U.S. Conference represents Mayors on both sides of the po-
litical aisle, and regardless of party this is an issue about which
we care very deeply. Cities have made great progress in reducing
our welfare case load since 1996. Child poverty recorded its great-
est 5-year drop in 30 years. The percentage of people on welfare fell
to its lowest level in 35 years, but if you look at the recent turn
of events, the number of children now with an unemployed parent
rose sharply in 2000, when single moms suffered a 25-percent jump
in unemployment.

Whatever progress we have made, it is very fragile progress and
it is very incomplete progress, but in the past 5 years we have
learned about some things that work and things that don’t. We
now know of course people with a degree or skills are more likely
to escape poverty, and among parents who left Welfare-to-Work
and are now unemployed, it is the lack of child care that was the
leading reason for their job loss.

Baltimore’s Congressman Ben Cardin introduced a bill that ad-
dresses one of these critical needs by increasing Child Care and
Development Block Grant (CCDBG) funding to $11.5 billion. I sup-
port that and thank him for his leadership on this issue in Con-
gress, as he was a leader in our State.

Local welfare offices play a critical role in determining whether
families who leave welfare actually receive the support they need.
Local offices have to create one-stop centers providing referrals for
a range of services, including child care, health care, and transpor-
tation. They would work better by combining TANF and workforce
investment funding.

This year we have an opportunity to work together to accomplish
some tremendous things in this reauthorization at all levels of gov-
ernment.

I would like to focus today in my testimony on three primary ob-
jectives: Opportunity, accountability, and outcome. It is my per-
sonal view that some time limits in work participation rate require-
ments are critical to continued success. In my own State of Mary-
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land, since 1995, Baltimore has gone from representing 43 percent
of the State’s welfare case load to now, though unfortunately, rep-
resenting 63 percent even as the number of cases in our city drop
by more than half.

We have changed expectations, but those reforms have resulted
in a welfare system that is increasingly concentrating poverty in
America’s cities. This shift has left us with an enormous task in
lifting residents in America’s poorest, most violent, and blighted
communities. In our cities, even in places like the rest of Maryland
where the welfare rolls have dropped by more than three-quarters,
the goal of self-sufficiency is not being met. No one with a family
can be self-sufficient on a minimum wage income. We can’t ask em-
ployers to hire these Americans without some assurance that they
have had significant skills training.

The TANF should provide funding for transitional community
service jobs. One possible means to accomplish this through fed-
eral-local partnership, funding entry level jobs in cities, should help
low income fathers find jobs by extending access to TANF employ-
ment services and eliminate provisions that bar two-parent fami-
lies from participating.

Given the great need to invest in training and to address other
skills needs for Americans, it is encouraging that there is a broad
consensus to preserve TANF funding at the current level, but there
has to be greater accountability for how those funds are spent. I
would like to use a few examples of my own State to illustrate
what I mean.

As of last year, since the passage of the 1996 welfare reform leg-
islation, 150,000 clients left the welfare rolls. There were 77,000
welfare recipients in Maryland compared to 227,000 in 1995.

That case load reduction resulted in $530 million in welfare re-
form savings in State and federal funds, which once solely made di-
rect cash payments to Maryland’s families in need. Half, or $265
million, of these savings are federal TANF funds, provided specifi-
cally to needy families.

Of this $530 million in savings, only $200 million has been rein-
vested in breaking the cycle of poverty. Ninety million dollars was
shifted to a dedicated purpose fund in the event of an economic
downturn. This year most of that rainy day fund was raided, or ap-
propriated, shall we say more politely, to plug gaps in the State
general fund.

Far worse, $210 million, or only 40 percent, of these funds have
been diverted entirely from the mission of welfare reform: Sup-
porting poor families and helping them become self-sufficient.

Our State, like other States, instead substituted welfare savings
to make foster care payments that used to be funded by general
funds, child welfare services, and Maryland Department of Human
Resources programs, all that were once funded by State dollars.

I would like to conclude, I see my time is up. It is extremely im-
portant as you look at this that we end supplanting at the State
level, that we continue to provide flexibility but also increase ac-
countability and, additionally, that you allow local governments to
directly access these. This is where we are on the hook, where we
have a political stake in the outcomes to make sure that these dol-
lars go to improving people’s lot in life, helping them escape pov-
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erty, these dollars should be used for families that are facing tough
times, not for Governors who are facing tough choices. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. O’Malley follows:]

Statement of the Hon. Martin O’Malley, Mayor, Baltimore, Maryland, on
behalf of the U.S. Conference of Mayors

Good Afternoon, Mr. Chairman, Congressman Cardin and Members of the Sub-
committee. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to testify before you today on
an issue critical to America’s cities and America’s families—including many in my
city, Baltimore.

I am Martin O’Malley, Mayor of Baltimore. I am testifying today on behalf of The
United States Conference of Mayors in my capacity as Chairman of the Conference
of Mayors Task Force on TANF Reauthorization.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors represents mayors on both sides of the political
aisle. And regardless of party, this is an issue about which we care deeply. Cities
have made great progress in reducing our welfare case loads since 1996. Child pov-
erty recorded its greatest 5-year drop in 30 years. The percentage of people on wel-
fare fell to its lowest level in 35 years. These are indisputably good things.

In the past five years, we’ve learned what works and what doesn’t. For example,
education and training and access to child care are major factors in how people fare
after welfare.

« People with a degree or skill are more likely to escape poverty.
¢ And among parents who left welfare for work, and are now unemployed, lack
of child care was the leading reason for their job loss.

Baltimore’s Congressman Ben Cardin introduced a bill that addresses one of these
critical needs by increasing Child Care and Development Block Grant funding to
$11.5 billion.

Welfare offices play a critical role in determining whether families leaving welfare
actually receive the support they need.

¢ They must one-stop centers providing referrals for a range of services includ-
ing child care, health care and transportation. And they would work better
by combining TANF and Workforce Investment Act funding.

This year, we have an opportunity to work together—on all levels of govern-
ment—to complete the job we have begun: moving more families from welfare to
work, and more working poor families to a better, more self-sufficient life.

My testimony today will focus on three primary objectives that are critical in
TANF reauthorization: opportunity, accountability and outcomes.

Opportunity

My personal view is that time limits and work participation rate requirements are
critical to the continued success of welfare reform. But while they have changed ex-
pectations, these reforms have resulted in a welfare system that is increasingly con-
centrated in America’s cities. In my own state of Maryland, since 1995, Baltimore
has gone from representing 43% of the State’s welfare case load to 63%—even as
the number of cases in our city dropped by more than half.

This shift has left us with the enormous task of lifting the residents of America’s
poorest, most violent and blighted communities—communities that were allowed to,
or even hastened into, decay by decades of well-intended but misguided government
policy on the federal, state and local level.

Given government’s culpability, we have a special, moral responsibility to invest
in returning these areas to decent standard of living. Many of the pathologies that
affect cities, like teenage pregnancy, addiction, violence and generations of grinding
poverty, were enabled by policies that shredded the social compact in America’s cit-
ies—in the apt phrase of former Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan, we “defined devi-
ancy down.”

In our inner cities, and even in places like the rest of Maryland’s counties where
the welfare rolls have dropped by more than three-quarters, the goal of self-suffi-
ciency in the current law is not being met. Without work supports such as childcare,
transportation, food stamps, housing supports, and Medicaid, many people who are
working, and working hard, would not be making it.

No one with a family can be self-sufficient in a minimum wage job. And many
of those who still remain on the welfare roles are, in fact, only qualified to work
in minimum wage jobs. They are the hardest to help. Many have multiple barriers
to employment. Many are high school dropouts with no GEDs. Many are non-
English speaking. Many often have multiple problems like substance abuse and
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mental illness. Many are severely learning-disabled. And many have no work his-
tory.

If you were an employer, would you hire them without the assurance that they
have had significant skills training? TANF should:

¢ Provide funding for transitional community service jobs. One possible means
to accomplish this is through a federal/local partnership funding entry-level
jobs in cities to improve the quality of life in troubled neighborhoods—a dou-
ble benefit, providing local employment and enhanced local services, like sani-
tation and community development.

* Help low-income fathers find jobs by extending access to TANF employment
services.

¢ Eliminate provisions that bar two-parent families from participating.

Additionally, we should expand the earned income tax credit and eliminate the
existing marriage penalty in the effective program.

Accountability

Given the great need to invest in training and addressing other critical needs for
those Americans who remain on our welfare rolls five years after the beginning of
reform, it is encouraging that there is broad consensus to preserve TANF funding
at its current level. The President is providing strong leadership in this regard.

But there must be greater accountability for how this funding is spent. Sadly, far
too many states are using TANF funds to supplant state funds in their budgets. We
support some level of flexibility to ensure that the wide range of issues we face can
be met, but stricter controls must be put in place to remind governors that the Con-
gress appropriated these funds for families facing hard times, not politicians facing
hard choices.

Let me use the example of my own state to illustrate what I mean:

* As of last year, since the passage of the 1996 welfare reform legislation,
150,589 clients left the welfare rolls. There were 77,298 welfare recipients in
Maryland compared to 227,887 in 1995.

« This case load reduction has resulted in $530 million in welfare reform sav-
ings in State and federal funds, which once solely made payments to Mary-
land’s families in need. Half—or $265 million—of these savings are federal
Temporary Assistance For Needy Families (TANF) funds, provided specifi-
cally to aid needy families.

» Of this $530 million in savings, $200 million has been reinvested in breaking
the cycle of poverty and dependence by providing employment opportunities,
supporting local welfare-to-work efforts and subsidizing child care for working
mothers.

* $90 million was shifted to a “dedicated purpose fund” in the event of an eco-
nomic downturn. This year, most of this rainy day fund was raided to plug
a gap in the State general fund—to dodge difficult budget choices, not to help
struggling families. There is about $11 million left.

* However, $210 million—or 40%—of these funds have been diverted entirely
from the mission of welfare reform: supporting poor families and helping
them become self-sufficient.

¢ The Governor substituted welfare savings to make Foster Care Payments,
and to fund Child Welfare Services and other DHR programs. While these are
TANF eligible programs, they always have been funded in addition to not in-
stead of welfare-to-work programs. By diverting welfare savings from their in-
tended purpose, the State is able to shift $210 million in State General
Funds, formerly used for foster care and child welfare, into purposes unre-
lated to helping poor families.

* As a result—despite $530 million in savings that could and should be dedi-
cated to helping poor families—we are spending much less, not more, to sup-
port low-income families in their efforts to become self-sufficient.

e Much of the $210 million that has been diverted from welfare reform is being
spent in large part on construction projects around the state. And the divi-
dend from welfare reform’s success is not being reinvested in the human cap-
ital that remains.

I know that Maryland is not alone in these budgetary shenanigans. Very simply,
the TANF funds that the Congress has appropriated are not being spent in the
manner the Congress intended. And they are badly needed for that purpose—pro-
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viding opportunity and increasing self-sufficiency. If nothing else is changed from
the 1996 law, please clamp down on this abuse.

One possible solution, given the increasing concentration of welfare recipients in
America’s cities, is to provide TANF funding directly to cities. Send the resources
to where they are needed and hold us accountable for getting people to work.

Outcomes

Finally, our calls for compassion can’t be an excuse not to demand results. Mayors
are as guilty of this offense as anyone, but it extends to all levels of government.
Adlai Stephenson once said, “Bad administration will kill good policy every time.”
It’s not enough to say you care, you have to prove it through your actions.

Just as accountability must be increased for state governments concerning how
TANF dollars are spent, we support increasing accountability for local government.
What gets measured gets done. We must remain focused on results.

Given the importance and difficulty of what we are trying to accomplish, it is un-
conscionable that we do not better track outcomes—outcomes like employment, ris-
ing income levels, and each generation improving on their parent’s life. This is the
American Dream, yet it does not seem available for children growing up in neigh-
borhoods where poverty is an expectation and upward mobility virtually unknown.

In Baltimore, every other week, we are tracking indicators ranging from social
services, to job training and placement, to clients served at our one-stop centers.
We'’re not yet where we need to be. I don’t know that anyone is.

Traditionally, human services agencies have been reluctant to measure outcomes
because the work they do is so difficult. But we must take responsibility for helping
people change their circumstance. The only way I know is to relentlessly track re-
sults and manage based on quality information. Jack Maple, the inventor of
Comstat once told me that everything can be statted.

I don’t have all the answers, but I do know if we are not wed to what has failed
in the past, and we are not afraid of what real information might tell us, we can
do a better job for the people we serve.

To do so:

« We must end supplanting at the state level.

¢ We must continue providing flexibility for state—and additionally local—gov-
ernments to serve the people they know best.

¢« We must think creatively about how we get people into jobs, and how we en-
gage the private sector—whether with subsidies or training.

¢ We must help people get past that first entry-level job.

¢ And we can’t forget fathers.

Thank you for allowing me to testify here today. This is critical to America’s cit-
ies. I will be glad to answer any questions.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Mayor O’Malley, and I thank
you, Senator Meier. With that, we will turn to questions. The gen-
tleman from Michigan, Mr. Camp.

Mr. CAMP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mayor O’Malley, I appre-
ciate your testimony and certainly for the record you have laid out
in terms of reducing child poverty and other positive things that
have happened as a result of welfare reform. I know that one of
your calls is for more money to be spent on child care, and I don’t
know if you were present when the Secretary testified that over the
next 5 years we are going to have $167 billion in federal funds on
TANF and child care dollars available.

So, it is a significant investment in these programs, and child
care funding has tripled since welfare reform began, and yet there
is a perception here that there is no rational basis for the amount
of child care funds people have come before this Committee and re-
quested. I note that your testimony initially was that it was essen-
tial that $20 billion be spent on child care and now I know your
testimony today is that $11 billion would be appropriate, and I just
think that we have to be careful that there is some rational basis
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for the numbers that are thrown around here. I guess I would just
ask for your quick comment on that if I could. Which is it?

Mr. OMALLEY. I would be happy either with $20 billion or
$11.5 billion, Congressman.

Mr. CAMP. Did you say $11.5 million?

Mr. OMALLEY. Billion.

Mr. CAMP. All right.

Mr. OMALLEY. While that is nice, $167 million is a fraction of
what is needed. The people who lose their jobs after getting out of
welfare and going to work always cite child care as the biggest im-
pediment for them continuing in the workplace.

I mean, we are asking moms to choose between whether they
want to keep their job or whether they want to keep their kids, and
I think that the dollars spent on investing—I mean look at all of
the dollars that have gone into TANF, all of the savings that have
been supplanted by States. If a fraction of those were directed by
this Congress to go into child care, I think those would be dollars
well spent. If only you were to stop half of the supplanting the
States do and start directing those things to care, I think it would
be a benefit to the economy of this country. I think it would be a
huge benefit to the workforce, which would help businesses in this
country, and I don’t know the rational basis for it but I don’t un-
derstand the rational basis for allowing Governors to use TANF
savings as a slush fund so that they don’t have to make

Mr. CAMP. One of the things that we are hoping to do, as you
asked for, is to have greater flexibility and have the ability, where
necessary, in certain States to transfer TANF funds to the child
care block grant and have a little greater flexibility there.

I appreciate your testimony whether it is $11 billion or $20 bil-
lion, but we don’t have those kinds of options. It is important to
have really some idea as to why the Conference of Mayors would
have such a disparity in terms of the numbers they are asking for
when they come before this Committee, and that is just a point
that I think is a concern to us because none of the dollars come
here unless we take it from other people and I think we want to
make sure that we exercise that responsibility very, very carefully.
So, I appreciate what you are doing and all the testimony you gave
today. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OMALLEY. Thank you.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Mr. Camp. Now we turn to the
gentleman from Maryland, Mr. Cardin, to inquire.

Mr. CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me try to first re-
spond to Mr. Camp if I might. I don’t think the Conference of May-
ors, or NCSL or National Governors are asking for any greater
share of the federal pie for poverty programs than we are currently
spending. If you add up all the additional funds, it still will be a
percentage of the federal budget, will probably decline.

In regards to child care let me just try to help you again. We cur-
rently spend $4.5 billion a year in the federal program, which
meets about 18 percent of federal eligible in child care. We can do
the arithmetic and I would be the first to acknowledge that we can-
not afford to get up to 100 percent in a short period of time. It is
going to take us time to get up there. So, every dollar we can get
into child care will be spent by our States and local governments
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to make available child care to people who currently cannot afford
it.

Last, let me say there has been a survey that we will hear from
later that the additional requirements on the States brought about
by the administration’s bill would cost about $7.5 billion more in
child care to implement. So, using any of those rationalizations, we
can come up with a figure I think that we all could agree upon
should be added to the current dollars made available by the Fed-
eral Government for child care.

Senator Meier, let me thank you very much for your testimony.
Some of my finest moments were in NCSL, including testifying be-
fore Congress as representing NCSL. So, it is a pleasure to have
you here. I want to just underscore the point you made and make
sure I say it correctly. It seems to me that New York currently has
70 percent of its case load in activities that I think any rational
person would say is on a path to self-sufficiency, but yet you would
not meet the 70 percent test that is in the administration’s pro-
posal. Am I correct in that?

Mr. MEIER. Statewide we would not presently meet the test
under the proposal.

Mr. CARDIN. That is what concerns me. I agree with you, this
is a partnership, this is trust, this is flexibility to States and fund-
ing to States and New York is doing it right if you have 70 percent
of your case load in activities that will lead to self-sufficiency. We
shouldn’t be telling you to do it differently, and that I guess is my
major concern, and I very much appreciate having the specifics
from one particular State.

Mr. Mayor, I agree with your point about the shifting of funds.
I saw what the Maryland General Assembly did in this past ses-
sion in the Maryland legislation. The Governor has been pretty
supportive of poverty programs, but not this year. It was a tough
year. We found that without additional requirements that our
States are likely to shift to more popular programs, and if we are
going to break the cycle of poverty, if we are going to break the
welfare cycle, it seems to me we have to really break the poverty
cycle in our cities and that is what I guess concerns me. You have
the highest proportion of welfare recipients but you have also have
the poverty, and if we can break the poverty cycle, if we can get
people into real jobs, it seems to me that is our best hope for our
urban centers, and I would like to work with you to see how we
can make sure the money gets to our cities. I am concerned that
in many cases the cities are being short-changed on the dollars
that are being made available.

Mr. OMALLEY. Sadly, Congressman, as you know from your ex-
perience with our State budget, when the supplanting happens un-
fortunately the savings that the Congress intended would go to
help families get out of poverty are instead becoming suburban rep-
arations. They fall to the bottom line. They get spread around like
so much political capital around the State at the end of the day,
and it is really sad. I think if there were direct funding to cities
where the local governments and the people who they work for ac-
tually have the political stake in the effective and proper use of
those funds, for jobs skills training, I think that the Federal Gov-
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ernment would get a much better bang for their dollar than mak-
ing it easier on State budgets.

Mr. CARDIN. Senator Meier, I just want to see how great the
risk is that you mentioned that you could be taking money that you
currently use for English language programs or for job training
programs and using them for subsidized employment or job fair
type programs, which I know New York has resisted. Every State
has resisted. Under these guidelines as proposed by the adminis-
tration is that a real risk?

Mr. MEIER. I think it is, but let me emphasize, I believe, as I
think most people do, that everybody receiving benefits ought to do
something, but we think that, for example, the task of learning
English is work. We are not talking about having people to go to
school interminably. We are talking about people receiving some
services that they need to work through some basic barriers to em-
ployment, literacy, English proficiency, perhaps some degree of vo-
cational training, and we think that then, as I said, leads to private
sector employment. People on welfare should be given the oppor-
tunity to reach independence the same way everyone else in Amer-
ica does it, which is in the private sector economy, not on a created
make-work kind of government job.

Mr. CARDIN. Thank you.

Chairman HERGER. Again, I thank you but I might mention be-
fore I recognize the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. English,
that the 16 hours after the 24 would be at the discretion of the
States to be able to determine. So, you would have the opportunity
to determine whether or not English as a second language would
count in your work. So, with that, I turn to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, Mr. English, to inquire.

Mr. ENGLISH. I want to thank the Chairman, and I particularly
want to thank you, Senator Meier, for taking the time to appear
here. As someone who worked as a staffer for the Pennsylvania
Senate, I am very well aware of the level of professionalism and
seriousness in your State legislature and particularly in your State
Senate. So, we are grateful to you for bringing your expertise here
and for your coming here as an advocate of State flexibility.

On that point, some proposals, for example Mr. Cardin’s bill,
seek in one respect to tie States’ hands in enforcing sanctions, re-
quiring lengthy conciliation and notification processes enforced
under federal law before anyone can be subjected to sanctions for
refusing to work, among other things. What do you make of such
proposals, and what effect do you think they would have on States’
abilities to operate welfare programs that are focused on getting
people into work?

Mr. MEIER. Congressman, thank you for that question. I think
one of the great geniuses of welfare reform was it started with the
most basic principle of American government, federalism. We are
a country that has a vast array of differences and different types
of communities, and so forth, and States know best what is going
to work in terms of whether it is the sanction process or any other
element of how they structure this welfare program.

My own experience in New York has been that the sanction proc-
ess generally fairly observes the rights of public assistance recipi-
ents. If I might briefly respond to Ranking Member Cardin’s point,
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the problem, Mr. Cardin, is not the split or the discretion we get
in 16. It is that if someone who lacks English or basic skills can’t
even get up to 24 hours in part-time employment, then none of it
counts and that would be the problem, sir, with, for example, the
young woman in the article that you authored. If because of a lack
of English she couldn’t even get 20 hours, none of it would work.
We are not asking to say let her do nothing. We are saying give
us some flexibility in how to structure it into up front things like
basic English proficiency.

Mr. ENGLISH. Reclaiming my time. Senator Meier, could you
give us a sense of where NCSL bounces when it comes to lengthy
conciliation requirements built in as a prerequisite to taking some-
one out of a—well, cutting off someone’s benefits or putting them
in a work program?

Mr. MEIER. The NCSL comes down on the side of federalism,
Congressman, and believes those matters are best left up to indi-
vidual States addressing the particular characters of their own
States and communities.

Mr. ENGLISH. Very good. Senator, on another point, quoting
your testimony, there should be a State option to provide TANF to
legal immigrants as well. We have looked at this issue a couple of
times since 1996. We have liberalized benefits in a couple of areas,
but I find there continues considerable resistance to the notion of
providing transfer payments, cash payments to non-citizens. Can
you give us some hypotheticals of where you think States should
be allowed to use TANF benefits to support non-citizens?

Mr. MEIER. Well, Congressman, what we are talking about is
the area of legal immigrants, people who have played by the rules,
obeyed the law. We might want to look at some inquiries to make
sure that this is not someone who has come here for the sole pur-
pose of qualifying for public assistance benefits. I would think you
would find that it is arduous enough to get here that you wouldn’t
find too many people who would do that kind of drill, but if they
have played by the rules and come here we want to encourage
them to participate in American society. If they play by the rules
with everyone else, I don’t see why they shouldn’t qualify at State
option for the benefits.

Mr. ENGLISH. I am not sure I agree but I appreciate your testi-
mony, and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, and again we thank you, Sen-
ator Meier, for your fine testimony.

Mr. MEIER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members.

Chairman HERGER. You are welcome. Before we move to panel
4, we have the Honorable Barbara Lee, Congresswoman from Cali-
fornia, to testify.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. BARBARA LEE, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Ms. LEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Good afternoon.

Chairman HERGER. Good afternoon.

Ms. LEE. I want to thank you and our Ranking Member, Mr.
Cardin, and the Subcommittee Members for this opportunity to ad-
dress the Subcommittee on the issue of welfare reform reauthoriza-
tion proposals.
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Now unfortunately, or fortunately, I have some personal experi-
ence with this issue. If we allow women access to education and
child care, they can do anything, anything that they set their
minds to do, even be elected to the U.S. Congress.

I want to focus on three important issues surrounding welfare re-
form, access to education and child care, and comprehensive sex
education. We all agree that education is the key to success in this
country.

Just last year, for example, a huge bipartisan majority worked
together to pass a major piece of legislation better known as the
Leave No Child Behind law. Now I want to also leave No Public
Assistance Recipient Behind either. We must allow them to receive
their General Equivalency Diploma, attend a technical school, or
enroll in a community college or a 4-year college or a university.

Now, we all know that people with higher education have higher
incomes. Full-time workers with master’s degrees earn over $4,500
a month on average and those with a bachelor’s degree earn over
$3,700 a month. However, high school graduates bring home com-
parably less, only about $2,200 a month. Now, those without a di-
ploma earn on the average a paltry $1,700. When you factor in pay-
ing for rent, especially in high cost areas such as northern Cali-
fornia, transportation, groceries, and child care, that $1,700 a
month really becomes zero.

Now, I believe that the administration’s welfare reform plan
makes it significantly harder for parents transitioning off of wel-
fare to get that needed education to get a good paying job which
not only lifts their family out of poverty but also contributes to the
economy. Instead of allowing parents to finish high school, it is my
understanding that the administration’s plan actually eliminates
the current law’s ability to count high school attendance for drop-
outs over age 20.

So, instead of making it easier for parents to prepare themselves
for better jobs, the administration’s plan eliminates the current
law’s ability to count up to a year of full-time education or training.

Now, this goes in the wrong direction. We continue to pass legis-
lation in Congress to make it easier for parents to save for college
and have tax credits to use for college expenses, but then we single
out poor mothers by taking away the few means that they have to
attend college or finish high school. Congress must continue and
expand the credits available for education in any welfare reform
legislation.

Also, I believe that education should be counted as work. We
should not kick someone off of welfare if they are in college. This
is really counterproductive.

Child care is absolutely essential to any successful welfare re-
form program. The extremely high cost of child care and the dif-
ficulty parents have in finding child care are two of the most press-
ing issues and challenges facing parents transitioning off of welfare
to work. We cannot expect a mother to lose all of her benefits and
take a job for $5.15 an hour if her child has nowhere to go that
is safe and affordable.

Again, low income parents are hardest hit. Poor families spend
over 35 percent of their income on child care while non-poor fami-
lies only spend about 10 percent, according to Congressional Re-
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search Service, and this is assuming of course that child care is
available. Many low income parents have to work off hours, are far
from home and cannot even access this care, let alone afford it.

So, we must increase discretionary funds for the Child Care and
Development Fund and entitlement funding so that we may adjust
for inflation and enact necessary changes to serve more families in
need and to ensure quality child care. We must maintain the cur-
rent programs’ flexibility and ensure that all child care accounts
are fully funded.

Finally, I want to touch just briefly on the issue of the absti-
nence-only program that was established under the 1996 Act, and
I was in the California Senate at that time serving on the con-
ference Committee on welfare reform. We actually, 1 believe, are
the only State not to take these funds, in part because of our man-
date in teaching comprehensive AIDS education.

I believe this is a misguided program and really prohibits the
teaching of comprehensive sex education. We cannot prevent un-
wanted teen pregnancies, HIV and AIDS and other sexually trans-
mitted infections unless our schools are allowed to talk about con-
traception as well as abstinence.

No studies have shown that abstinence-only programs are suc-
cessful. So, I ask this Committee to consider really President
Bush’s call to defund unproven programs, and this is one that real-
ly should be defunded.

So, I have introduced H.R. 3469, the Family Life Education Act,
which would provide $100 million to teach comprehensive sex edu-
cation.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, once again thank you for allowing me the
opportunity to be here. I believe that Congress must stop punishing
women and children solely because they are poor. The majority of
women on welfare want to work. I know that. Welfare reform
should have as a goal access to education, to good paying jobs, and
to the reduction of poverty. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Lee follows:]

Statement of the Hon. Barbara Lee, a Representative in Congress from the
State of California

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Cardin, and subcommittee members, thank you
for this opportunity to address the subcommittee on the issue of welfare reform re-
authorization proposals.

Unfortunately, or fortunately, I have personal experience with this issue. If we
allow women access to education and child care, they can do anything they set their
minds to—even be elected to the United States Congress.

I want to focus on three important issues surrounding welfare reform: access to
education and child care, and comprehensive sex education.

Education is the key to success in this country. Just last year, a huge bipartisan
majority worked together to pass the Leave No Child Behind law. I want to leave
no welfare recipient behind. We must allow them to receive their GED, attend a
technical school, or enroll in a community college or four-year college or university.

We all know that people with higher education have higher incomes. Full-time
workers with master’s degrees earn over $4,500/month on average and those with
a bachelor’s degree earn over $3,700/month. However, high school graduates bring
home comparably less—only about $2,200/month. Those without a diploma earn on
average a paltry $1,700/month.

When you factor in paying for rent (especially in high-cost areas such as the Bay
Area), transportation, groceries, and child care, that %1700/m0nth quickly becomes
0

i—Iowever, the Bush/Herger welfare reform plan makes it significantly harder for
a parent transitioning off of welfare to get that needed education to get a good-pay-
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ing job, which not only lifts their family out of poverty but also contributes to the
economy.

Instead of allowing parents to finish high school, the Bush/Herger plan actually
eliminates the current law’s ability to count high school attendance for dropouts
over age 20.

Instead of making it easier for parents to prepare themselves for better jobs, the
Bush/Herger plan eliminates the current law’s ability to count up to a year of full-
time education or training.

This goes in the wrong direction. We continue to pass legislation in Congress to
make it easier for parents to save for college and have tax credits to use for college
expenses. But then we single out poor mothers by taking away the few means they
have to attend college or finish high school. Congress must continue and expand the
credits available for education in any welfare reauthorization legislation.

Education should be counted as work. We should not kick someone off welfare if
they are in college.

Child care is absolutely essential to any successful welfare reform. The extremely
high cost of care and the difficulty parents have in finding care are two of the most
pressing issues and challenges facing parents transitioning off of welfare to work.
We cannot expect a mother to lose all of her benefits and take a job for $5.15 if
her child has nowhere to go that is safe and affordable.

Again, low-income parents are hardest hit. Poor families spend over 35% of their
iCnl%%me on child care while non-poor families only spend about 10%, according to

And this is assuming that care is available. Many low-income parents have to
work off-hours, or far from home, and cannot even access this care, let alone afford
it.

We must increase discretionary funds for the Child Care and Development Fund
and entitlement funding so that we may adjust for inflation and enact necessary
changes to serve more families in need and to ensure quality child care. We must
maintain the current programs’ flexibility and ensure that all child care accounts
are fully funded.

Finally, I want to touch on the issue of the abstinence-only program that was es-
tablished under the 1996 Act. This misguided program prohibits the teaching of
comprehensive sex education if states take the funds. My state of California, in fact,
is the only state to not take these funds, in part because of our mandate of teaching
comprehensive AIDS education. We cannot prevent unwanted teen pregnancies,
HIV/AIDS, and other STIs unless our schools are allowed to talk about contracep-
tion.

No studies have shown abstinence-only programs to be successful. I ask that this
committee consider President Bush’s call to de-fund unproven programs. The absti-
nence-only program clearly fails the Bush criteria to show proven results. I have in-
troduced legislation, H.R. 3469, the Family Life Education Act, which would provide
$100 million to teach comprehensive sex education. Reducing the number of un-
wanted teen pregnancies will surely reduce the number of mothers who turn to the
welfare rolls.

In short, Congress needs to stop punishing women and children solely because
they are poor. Everyone deserves the same access to the American dream—an edu-
cation, a good job, enough to eat, and a home. Welfare reform should have as a goal
access to education leading to good paying jobs and the reduction of poverty.

Thank you.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Ms. Lee. We appreciate your
testimony, and with that if we could hear from our panel 4 please,
if there aren’t any questions.

Ms. LEE. Thank you.

Chairman HERGER. Panel 4, Robin Arnold-Williams, Executive
Director, Utah Department of Human Services, on behalf of the
American Public Human Services Association; Lawrence Mead,
Professor of Politics, New York University; Robert Rector, Senior
Policy Analyst, Heritage Foundation; Wendell Primus, Director of
Income Security Center on Budget and Policy Priorities; Jason
Turner, Director, Center of Self-Sufficiency, Milwaukee, Wisconsin;
and Ray Scheppach, Executive Director, National Governors’ Asso-
ciation. Ms. Williams.
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STATEMENT OF ROBIN ARNOLD-WILLIAMS, EXECUTIVE DI-
RECTOR, UTAH DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES, ON BE-
HALF OF THE STATE OF UTAH, AND AMERICAN PUBLIC
HUMAN SERVICES ASSOCIATION

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to
testify today on behalf of the State of Utah.

Chairman HERGER. If you could turn your microphone on,
please, the switch in there.

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Is it on now? There. Okay.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you.

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to
testify today on behalf of the State of Utah and the American Pub-
lic Human Services Association (APHSA).

Prior to welfare reform, families were trapped in a pattern of de-
pendency that few believed could be reversed. By the mid-1990s, 48
States, including mine, were operating our programs under waiver
with work as a central focus and with great success.

In 1996, States and Congress struck a new bipartisan deal to ex-
pand upon this success. We were challenged to achieve new goals
like mandatory work participation requirements and lifetime time
limits within fixed federal funding and in return were given tre-
mendous flexibility in how to choose to achieve those goals. We
have reached unprecedented success, as evidenced by 1 million
former welfare recipients moving into private sector employment,
escalating child support collections, and declining poverty.

In Utah we have maintained a consistent focus on increasing
family income through employment and child support. Our strate-
gies include universal participation, individualized case assessment
and employment planning, diversion, and ongoing case manage-
ment.

On behalf of APHSA, I express our enthusiastic support for many
of the proposals made by the President and provided for in Chair-
man Herger’s bill, specifically full TANF funding and supplemental
grants, removing restrictions on unobligated funds, expanding flexi-
bility in the State maintenance of effort requirement, excluding
child care and transportation from the definition of assistance,
State rainy day funds, continuing and expanding transferability op-
tions and funding research and demonstration related to marriage
and family formation, and renewal of abstinence education efforts.

As you consider reauthorization, continued success will be contin-
gent on four factors. First, maintaining and enhancing flexibility,
and we urge you to reject any changes requiring States to abandon
their goals and meet process measures, penalties, or purposes that
are inconsistent with our successful strategies. Second, maintaining
federal and State financial investments in TANF and related pro-
grams, including allowing for inflationary increases, full restoration
of Social Services Block Grant Program funding, and transferability
options. Third, maintaining the work focus.

We have demonstrated that we can make work, work. We believe
it is important to raise the bar of expectations in the next phase
of welfare reform, but we urge a focus on broad outcomes. Work
rates may have been the most appropriate success measure in
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1996, but today they are an incomplete measure of State efforts
and client success.

I am troubled by recent national data showing such large por-
tions of our case loads participating. This may not truly provide the
complete picture of actual participation by our TANF families. Pol-
icy decisions regarding participation rates, hours of work, and
countable activities must not divert attention from maintaining our
clear focus on the goal of unsubsidized private sector employment.

Speaking on behalf of a large Western State with significant
rural areas, tribal populations, and encountering our fifth consecu-
tive month of negative job growth, we are concerned about the sig-
nificant challenges that we may face in meeting the 24-hour work
requirement. We are also concerned about the 3-month limit on in-
tensive substance abuse and other therapeutic efforts.

Fourth, simplifying and aligning federal program rules and re-
strictions that impede our ability to deliver critical services to fami-
lies in need. We are supportive of any options to allow States to
align these programs and are excited about the possibilities of the
program integration waivers.

I want to turn my attention to two additional areas that are crit-
ical. Now is the ideal time to address child welfare issues related
to the TANF program, and we appreciate Chairman Herger ad-
dressing it in his bill. To sustain and grow our progress in assisting
children who have been abused or neglected and their families,
States are requesting greater flexibility within the entitlement
structure while maintaining State accountability and statutory pro-
tections for children. We need to address the look back provision,
increase flexibility in the funding, and reauthorization and expan-
sion of the IV-E waivers, which Chairman Herger has addressed
very well in his bill, and we thank you for that.

The last area is child support, where we do support efforts put
forth again by the Chairman that would give States the option to
simplify their distribution systems and pass their moral support to
families with the Federal Government sharing in these costs.
Thank you again for the opportunity to testify, and I would be
happy to respond to any questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Arnold-Williams follows:]

Statement of Robin Arnold-Williams, Executive Director, Utah Department
of Human Services, on behalf of the State of Utah, and American Public
Human Services Association

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee. I am Robin Ar-
nold-Williams, Executive Director of the Utah Department of Human Services.
Today I am testifying on behalf of the state of Utah and on behalf of the American
Public Human Services Association (APHSA), a nonprofit, bipartisan organization
representing state and local human service professionals for more than 70 years.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify today on the reauthorization of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.

The National Welfare Reform Success

It is important to note that prior to the enactment of welfare reform, AFDC case
loads were soaring and families were trapped in a pattern of dependency that few
believed could be reversed. Despite poor family outcomes, for decades rigid federal
rules prevented state administrators from implementing innovative approaches to
help families in need. Under AFDC, states could give families little more than a
check to help them provide for their children. Families faced a financial cliff if they
moved from welfare-to-work because federal rules discouraged work.
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In an attempt to break free from federal restrictions, by the mid-1990s, 48 states,
including my own, were operating their AFDC programs under federal waiver dem-
onstration programs. Work was the hallmark of early welfare reform experiments,
and by 1996 it became clear that states were in a better position than the Federal
Government to achieve success in this area. Under the federal welfare reform law
of 1996, states were challenged to achieve new goals under the Temporary Assist-
ance for Needy Families Program—Ilike mandatory work participation requirements
and lifetime time limits—with fixed federal funding in a block grant. States accept-
ed the challenge of meeting these new goals within the funding parameters, because
the new law also afforded them tremendous flexibility to achieve those goals.

States have achieved unprecedented success in implementing welfare reform, such
as increased private-sector employment, decreased dependency on cash benefits, ex-
panded child care services, escalating child support collections, and declining pov-
erty. For example, employment rates for never-married mothers increased by 40
percent over the past five years, reaching an all-time high in 2000. Sixty-six percent
of TANF mothers are working for 30 hours a week in private-sector employment
and an additional 12 percent of them are actively looking for work. Sixty percent
of the TANF mothers who left cash assistance are holding jobs. And to support those
families with work, between 1996 and 1999 there was an 80 percent increase in the
number of children receiving a monthly child care subsidy. Paternity establishment
has exceeded all expectations and the number of child support cases with collections
has doubled since 1996.

The flexibility afforded to states spawned innovation at the local level as well;
new partnerships were forged with businesses, community agencies, tribal govern-
ments, and faith-based providers to support welfare families in their transition from
welfare to work. In 1996, Congress may have envisioned 50 different state TANF
programs, but in fact today there are thousands of partnerships in thousands of
communities sharing in the implementation of the welfare law.

Utah’s Success

In 1993, Utah received a federal waiver to launch its welfare reform program that
was designed to increase income through earnings and child support. Utah’s strat-
egy is a departure from AFDC; the focus is placed on universal engagement in ac-
tivities leading to employment, a self-sufficiency plan, and full-family case closure
for nonparticipation. Utah achieved great success in moving families off of welfare
and into work through an individualized case assessment, diversion assistance, em-
ployment and training, on-going case management and aggressive child support col-
lection efforts. When the federal welfare law was enacted, Utah implemented a 36-
month lifetime time limit with extensions for those who are medically unable to
work; victims of domestic violence; parents caring for the medical needs of a depend-
ent; or unable to complete education or training programs due to state inability to
deliver needed services. Month to month extensions are also granted for those em-
ployed at least part-time.

Since 1996, Utah’s welfare case load has declined 44 percent to a low of 7,990 in
June 2001. case loads began increasing slightly in fall 2001 due to the recent eco-
nomic downturn. The January 2002 case load stood at 8656—an 8.3 percent increase
over the June 2001 level. But the true success of our program cannot be captured
in case load statistics or work participation rates. Utah’s success is best measured
by the number of TANF families who entered employment. We are particularly
proud of the fact that in FY 2000, Utah received a federal High Performance Bonus
for job placement and in FY 2001, received a second High Performance Bonus award
for our ability to retain our former TANF clients in employment. Utah has a uni-
versal engagement strategy for all clients receiving assistance, but our ultimate goal
has been private-sector employment through training, on-going counseling, and ag-
gressive job search. We have not focused our resources on developing community
work experience programs or community service.

Pending Reauthorization Proposals

First, on behalf of APHSA I would like to express our support for many of the
President’s welfare reform proposal outlined in the document, “Working Towards
Independence.” Specifically, APHSA is grateful for the President’s bold leadership
in maintaining the present level of TANF block grant funding, and for his recogni-
tion of the demands on high poverty and high population growth states by restoring
the TANF supplemental grants. Between 1990 and 2000, Utah was the fourth fast-
est growing state in the country and we appreciate the recognition of the impact
this growth has on service needs. In addition, we enthusiastically support other fi-
nancing measures included in the president’s proposal, such as;

¢ continuing and improving the TANF contingency fund;
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removing the restriction on unobligated TANF funds;

excluding child care and transportation from the definition of assistance;
creating state “rainy day funds” using unobligated TANF funds;

continuing the transfer of 30 percent of TANF funds to the Child Care Devel-
opment Fund; and

¢ restoring the full transfer authority into the Social Services Block Grant.
APHSA urges the immediate restoration of transfer authority of up to 10 per-
cent of TANF funds and a funding level of $2.8 billion annually, as provided
in the original 1996 welfare law.

e o o o

These provisions will dramatically increase state and local flexibility in the ad-
ministration of the TANF program and we urge this subcommittee and Congress to
include these provisions in TANF reauthorization legislation.

We understand that there were pressures to include earmarks in the TANF block
grant for various initiatives and we are grateful to the President for proposing a
block grant free from any so-called “set-asides” that would restrict state and local
flexibility.

We strongly support the President’s proposal to eliminate the Two-Parent Family
Work Participation rate. We recognize that Congress may act to eliminate the case
load reduction credit and therefore, we support the President’s proposal to phase-
out the credit over time. We support the President’s proposal to continue state au-
thority to exempt up to 20 percent of their TANF case load from the lifetime time
limit on federal cash assistance payments.

We support the President’s proposal to provide technical assistance to the tribes
who currently operate Tribal TANF programs as well as assistance to those tribes
interested in administering their own programs.

We support the President’s focus on child well-being and the reauthorization of
the Abstinence Education Program. We believe the proposal to fund research, dem-
onstration and technical assistance programs related to marriage and family forma-
tion is superior to a federal mandate on states to spend a certain percentage of the
TANF block grant on such efforts. In my state of Utah, we have engaged commu-
nity, business and religious leaders for several years in an effort to strengthen mar-
riage and prevent family disintegration. These efforts, in my view, are most effective
when government is one of many partners in a community-wide effort to invest in
and support families.

With respect to child support enforcement, we support proposals, such as those
put forth by the President, that would give states the option to simply their child
support distribution systems and passthrough more support to families, with the
Federal Government sharing in these costs.

The President’s proposal also included recommendations to improve the federal
Food Stamp Program. We support efforts to simplify program administration; allow
families to own a vehicle; restore benefits to non-citizens and eliminate the cost-neu-
trality criterion on state Electronic Benefit Transfer Programs.

We are supportive of the President’s objective to provide states with greater flexi-
bility to manage federal programs together to better serve families. The Program
Integration waivers have the potential to move performance goals from process
measures to outcome measures. We are anxious to learn more details about eligible
programs and the waiver administration, particularly the rules pertaining to cost
neutrality—a criterion that in previous years, proved to be a serious obstacle to
waiver implementation.

Finally, with respect to the work proposals contained in the President’s reauthor-
ization plan, we support maintaining work as the primary focus of the TANF pro-
gram. Work is the centerpiece of state welfare reform efforts across this country as
it was the hallmark of the early welfare reform demonstrations of the early 1990s.
We support the objective to set new effort to improve state performance with respect
to work. And we look forward to working with the Administration and Congress to
setnew outcomes for the TANF program that would enhance, rather than refocus
state efforts in this area.

Principles of Reauthorization

As Congress considers reauthorization of welfare reform, continued state success
is contingent upon four factors: (1) maintaining and enhancing the flexibility of the
TANTF block grant; (2) maintaining an adequate level of federal support for the block
grant and related programs; (3) maintaining work as a key focus of welfare reform
and, (4) simplifying and aligning federal program rules and goals.

Maintaining and Enhancing Flexibility. States are afforded great flexibility to
design TANF programs that meet their individual goals and respect the diversity
of each state and its citizenry. Over the past five years, we have learned that the
TANTF case load is both dynamic and diverse. Private-sector employment should con-
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tinue to be the goal of the TANF program participants. States also need continued
flexibility to design programs and innovative approaches to meet the changing needs
of the families served by their programs. In addition to work, TANF programs pro-
vide support to fragile families struggling to support their children; promote family
well-being; provide child care services and early childhood development programs;
improve parenting skills and support and preserve families; extend employment and
training opportunities to noncustodial parents; support two-parent families; prevent
teen pregnancy; and provide services to youths to prevent intergenerational depend-
ence on government assistance. All of these TANF investments are critical to ensure
the continued success of welfare reform.

There is broad agreement that welfare reform has been a success, and we urge
Congress to continue to support that success. States have committed TANF re-
sources in support of their state priorities and in compliance with federal goals and
objectives. And thousands of community partnerships are involved in the implemen-
tation of those priorities. APHSA urges Congress to reject any changes in the TANF
statute that would require states to abandon their goals and redirect their limited
TANF resources to meet process measures, penalties, or purposes that are incon-
sistent with states’ successful welfare reform strategies. We urge Congress to set
broad goals for the reauthorization of welfare reform and afford states with the
flexibility to devise their own strategies to meet those outcomes.

We ask the Subcommittee to minimize the burden placed on states to report un-
necessary and costly data reporting requirements. The information technology
changes and increased administrative costs associated with such requirement could
be better expended on provided services to families in need.

Maintaining Adequate TANF and Related Program Funding. After an ini-
tial start-up transition period from the check-writing focus of AFDC to the work-
focused TANF program, the majority of states are allocating their full TANF block
grant this year and spending prior year dollars as well. According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, current TANF expenditures exceed the authorized level of
funding by $2 billion. APHSA supports maintaining the federal commitment to the
TANF block grant and allowing for annual inflationary increases in the program in
order to sustain services to low-income working families.

Maintaining the Work Focus. Long before Congress mandated work from wel-
fare clients, states were implementing successful waiver demonstration projects
with work as the focus. States have demonstrated that they could devise effective
TANF strategies that moved more families from welfare-to-work than ever before
in our nation’s history. This record of success should offer Congress adequate evi-
dence that states are focused on employment. And for those who are left on the cash
assistance case load, according to the most recent federal data, 77 percent of the
families that count toward the participation rates are either in unsubsidized em-
ployment or looking for it. Only 11 percent are engaged in workfare activities. The
data provide compelling evidence that states have placed their emphasis on “real”
work.

Recent Senate and administration proposals have placed a renewed focus on
TANF work participation rates, hours, and definitions. We urge this subcommittee
to look at the welfare-to-work effort more broadly. TANF work participation rates
only represent a very small part of the welfare-to-work story. The work participation
rates only measure the number of families receiving cash assistance who are en-
gaged in at least 30 hours of work activities. And in a time-limited welfare system,
the families represented in the work rates are an ever-shrinking number.

The work participation rates do not include the thousands of families who receive
TANF-funded child care or transportation that allows them to keep their private-
sector jobs. The current rates do not include the TANF mother who works 29 hours
or fewer in a private-sector job. Mothers, who hold private jobs and received short-
term TANF assistance, such as car repair or assistance in paying their rent or utili-
ties, are not included in the work rates. Nor are the hundreds of thousands of moth-
ers who no longer receive cash assistance because they are earning a paycheck in
the private sector.

Work rates may have been an appropriate measure when welfare reform was en-
acted in 1996, but today they are an outmoded and incomplete measure of state wel-
fare-to-work efforts. APHSA recommends that states be afforded the option to
choose between the process measures of participation rates and the high perform-
ance bonus outcome measures of job placement, retention, and earnings progression.
At the very least, reauthorization legislation should place as much emphasis on the
placement and retention of TANF clients in unsubsidized employment as it places
on the work activity of those receiving cash.

The following proposed changes may require states to restructure their TANF
strategies—eliminating the case load reduction credit, increasing work participation
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rates, increasing required work hours to 40 per week, restricting work activities for
24 of the 40 hours, and eliminating federal waivers. States are in the process of
evaluating the full effect of these potential changes on their programs. We urge the
members of this subcommittee to reach out to your states to determine the full im-
pact of such policy changes.

With respect to the case load reduction credit, we recognize that Congress may
not continue to allow states to be credited for a case load decline based on 1995
data. However, if it is eliminated we recommend phasing out the case load credit
and replacing it with an employment credit. The new credit would provide an incen-
tive for states to place and retain TANF clients in jobs with earnings; additional
credit should be earned for providing short-term assistance to clients with earnings
as well as for clients in part-time employment with earnings. As the case load re-
duction credit is phased out over time, the improved employment credit would be
phased in.

With respect to work participation rates, APHSA supports the president’s pro-
posal to include two-parent TANF families in the all families rate. And we also be-
lieve that TANF mothers, who have multiple barriers to overcome such as mental
health, substance abuse, or learning disabilities, may need additional time to enter
the workforce. States should be afforded additional flexibility in defining work ac-
tivities so that they can place these clients in meaningful activities that increase
the likelihood of long-term success in the workforce. In this respect, APHSA also
supports continuing state welfare waivers.

With respect to increasing required hours of work to 40, the new requirement
would have unintended effects and increased costs. First, it is important to note that
in 27 states, TANF clients no longer qualify for cash benefits when they work 40
hours per week at the minimum wage. In 16 states, clients lose eligibility after 24
hours of work at $7 per hour. In short, clients will exit welfare before they can be
counted toward the participation rate. For example, if a TANF client loses eligibility
when she works 28 hours at the minimum wage, the state would have to adjust eli-
gibility rules in order to keep the family on cash long enough to count them. In a
time-limited TANF program, this would be unfair to the client and contrary to our
mission of moving families off assistance.

According to federal data, in FY 2000, TANF clients worked an average of 29
hours per week in all federal work categories. Increasing the number of required
hours and work rates will increase the costs of child care and may require one or
more additional child care arrangements. It may be necessary to either significantly
increase TANF block grant funding or child care funding to support the new work
requirements.

In states experiencing an economic slowdown and in rural or tribal areas, signifi-
cant challenges may arise in implementing the proposed 24-hour requirement. Utah,
for example, does not have the community worksite infrastructure to place families
in the strict work activities as proposed. We are concerned that our employment
counselors, who work to negotiate individualized employment plans, would shift to
worksite development and monitoring.

When considering changes to the work rates, we urge you to consider the poten-
tial impact on the millions of families served with TANF funds. States may be re-
quired to redirect program resources or face substantial financial penalties. States
lose 5 percent of their block grant and must appropriate the equivalent amount of
state funds to their program and the state maintenance-of-effort (MOE) requirement
is increased by 5 percent. While there is an existing corrective compliance plan that
might mitigate the financial penalty, the broader public message will be that the
welfare reform program is a failure.

In the long run, neither rates, hours, nor activities matter for the families we
serve. Rather, the ultimate goal of welfare reform is the transition from cash de-
pendency to job retention and earnings progression—generating sufficient income to
support a family free from welfare for a lifetime.

Over the past year, APHSA has worked with the National Council of American
Indians to develop joint recommendations for tribal TANF reauthorization. States
and tribal governments share the goal of expanding employment and economic op-
portunities for tribal TANF families. We have endorsed direct and enhanced funding
for tribes; new funding for technical assistance, infrastructure improvement, re-
search, and program evaluation; access to contingency funds and performance bo-
nuses; economic development assistance; and a strengthened partnership between
federal,lstate, and tribal governments. We urge this subcommittee to consider these
proposals.

Simplifying and Aligning Federal Program Rules and Goals. Conflicting
federal program rules, restrictions, and requirements impede state administrators’
ability to deliver critical services to families in need. For example, TANF program
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goals and objectives conflict with Food Stamp Program rules. Rigid eligibility re-
quirements prescribed in the Workforce Investment Act and the Welfare-to-Work
Program do not afford states with the opportunity to structure a continuum of em-
ployment and training services. As states move TANF clients from cash assistance,
the resources to operate their child support program decrease significantly. Current
federal funding for child welfare services creates perverse incentives to remove chil-
dren from their homes rather than keep families together. Last year, APHSA pub-
lished Crossroads: New Directions in Social Policy, setting forth an agenda for the
reform of a wide range of federal human service programs. We commend this docu-
ment to your attention and urge consideration of our recommendations.

Child Care

Since the passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act (PRWORA) in 1996, we have seen a dramatic increase in the number of
families and children served as evidenced by the unprecedented growth in child care
expenditures. Between 1996 and 1999, there was an 80% increase in the number
of children receiving a monthly child care subsidy.

States have programmed every dollar available for child care. The child care story
is a CCDF and TANF story. Since Fiscal Year (FY) 1997, we have doubled spending
on child care. In FY 2000, states expended over $9 billion in combined federal and
state dollars on child care. This includes $7 billion from the Child Care and Devel-
opment Fund (CCDF) and TANF dollars transferred, plus $2 billion in direct TANF
spending. States have increased TANF spending on child care from $189 million in
FY 1997 to $4.3 billion in FY 2000. TANF funds spent on child care exceeded the
entire federal portion of the CCDF allocation in FY 2000.

Under CCDF, states have met or exceeded the 100% maintenance-of-effort re-
quirement each year. States have drawn down all matching funds and have obli-
gated all mandatory and discretionary funds.

The simplicity introduced with the Child Care and Development Block Grant has
greatly contributed to state child care successes.

APHSA supports the need for flexibility in the CCDF that permits states to design
child care plans that balance the expansion of services and new quality of care ini-
tiatives. To that end, state administrators oppose creating new mandatory set-asides
of funding and increasing current ones. CCDBG was created in part to simplify
what was a myriad of child care programs with little flexibility. We have dem-
onstrated that we can achieve much more under the current program. Let us not
move backwards by adding more strings to the program and impeding states’ abili-
ties to meet parental needs in a changing employment environment.

APHSA also advocates flexibility in programming by transferring funds to CCDF.
We support permitting states to transfer up to 10% of their TANF block grant to
the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG), a key source of funding for child care.
APHSA also backs the preservation of state authority to transfer up to 30% of the
TANTF block grant into CCDF and the ability to spend TANF funds directly on child
care.

APHSA believes that the funding currently in the system should remain in the
system. States are concerned that increased TANF case loads during the current
economic recession may reduce the amount of TANF funds available for child care.
In addition, if Congress mandates new TANF work requirements, then federal child
care funding must increase as well. We need $4 billion in addition to the CCDF
funding to maintain our current investment. If Congress wants states to increase
quality and increase access, then additional funds will also be needed.

APHSA supports maintaining the state’s option to draw down these funds by a
matching fund formula to make unmatched dollars available to other states at the
close of a fiscal year. APHSA calls for a statutory change to allow donated funds
from private sources to count toward maintenance of effort when funds benefit the
donors’ facility or use.

States continue to have strong concerns about using 85% of the state median in-
come as an eligibility standard. Federal funding has not been provided in order to
furnish child care services to this population deemed federally eligible. In light of
the fixed funding available for child care, we believe strongly that program eligi-
bility be determined at state and local levels.

Demand for different types of child care is growing as well. We need more funding
to help increase access and quality within nontraditional hours for child care. We
also need additional resources to create greater access and quality for children with
special needs who require child care. Expanded access and quality require financial
investment. In a block grant, reaching a balance between these objectives must be
accomplished at the state and local levels. We oppose increasing or expanding qual-
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ity set-asides before we have agreed that we have sufficient resources to expand ac-
cess to all families in need of such support.

Finally, with respect to child care data reporting requirements, the system must
be simplified. The aggregate data collection report asks elements repetitive of other
required reports and should be eliminated. The case-level data collection report
needs to be amended to contain elements that actually inform programming needs.
States should also be allowed the option of requiring a social security number for
receipt of benefits under CCDF to increase the ability to offer cross-programming
opportunities.

Child Welfare

APHSA believes that now is the ideal time to address child welfare issues related
to the TANF program. To meet current challenges, additional requirements posed
by the Adoption and Safe Families Act, increased expectations of state performance,
and to sustain and expand the significant progress that has been made in assisting
children who have been abused or neglected and their families, states will require
greater flexibility in using current funding or increased resources in the form of new
federal investments, and an increased capacity to get the job done. APHSA supports
increased flexibility within the entitlement structure, with additional federal invest-
ments, while maintaining state accountability and the statutory protections for chil-
dren. Our recommendations for child welfare reform at this time consist of three
specific points, (1) Fixing the AFDC “Look Back, ” (2) Reauthorization of the Title
IV-E Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Program and (3) Increased flexibility in
Title IV-E funding.

APHSA believes that income eligibility as a criterion to determine who among the
children placed in foster care or subsidized adoption is eligible for federally reim-
bursed foster care and adoption assistance under Title IV-E should be eliminated.
Under the welfare reform law, states are required to “look back” to old AFDC rules
in effect on July 16, 1996, to determine Title IV-E eligibility. Not only is this ad-
ministratively burdensome, but as the law does not allow the income standards in
effect on July 16, 1996 to grow with inflation, eligibility for federal reimbursement
will continue to decrease over time, resulting in a loss of federal funding to states.
It is only reasonable that federal funds be provided for the care of all children in
foster care.

In order to maintain needed flexibility in child welfare, the current Title IV-E
Child Welfare Demonstration Waiver program, which expires this fiscal year, must
be expanded and made more flexible. The National Council of State Human Service
Administrators (NCSHSA) recently reaffirmed earlier policy stating that substantial
modifications should be made to the Title IV-E waiver process to allow more flexi-
bility, a broader scope, and to foster system change in child welfare. Specifically, the
program should be reauthorized for five years with additional state flexibility in-
cluding expanding the limited number of waivers and the number of states that may
conduct waivers on the same topic.

APHSA believes that states should be allowed to use Title IV-E funds for services
other than foster care maintenance payments, such as front end, reunification, or
post-adoption services for children who come to the attention of the child welfare
system. Title IV-E should be amended to give states the option to redirect federal
revenue for Title IV-E maintenance payments into their Title IV-B programs,
thereby providing states with the flexibility to reinvest federal revenue into other
child welfare services whenever foster care is reduced, while maintaining account-
ability for outcomes. If states had up-front funding to reinvest foster care expendi-
tures in the kinds of services that reduce the need for foster care, better outcomes
could be achieved while allowing more efficient use of current resources.

Child Support

States have shown remarkable achievement in implementing the child support
provisions contained in the Welfare Reform Act. The percentage of child support
cases with orders that had collections increased from 34 percent in 1995 to 68 per-
cent in 2000. Total paternities established and acknowledged increased from
931,000 in 1995 to 1.556 million in 2000.

We believe that child support should be included in TANF reauthorization discus-
sions in light of the key role that child support plays in promoting self-sufficiency.
The current system for distributing child support arrears collected on behalf of fami-
lies that have left welfare is complicated and confusing. The assignment and dis-
tribution of arrears depends on what year the arrears accrued, whether the family
was on welfare, and by what method the arrears were collected. If a family never
received TANF, AFDC, or Medicaid, all of the child support collected by the state
child support agency, including arrearages, goes to the family. While a family is re-



69

ceiving TANF benefits, the state can keep any child support it collects, regardless
of how it is collected, to reimburse itself for the family’s benefits.

For families that formerly received public assistance, the rules are more complex.
For former recipients of public assistance, welfare reform legislation created a more
“family friendly” distribution policy. In general, once a family leaves TANF, if the
state collects child support for the family, the state must give the family any current
child support as well as arrearages that have built up after the family left TANF
and any arrearages that built up before the family received TANF before it reim-
burses 1tself for assistance costs.

States have spent many resources programming computers to keep track of the
many “buckets” of support, determining whether an arrearage accrued before assist-
ance, during assistance, or after assistance; whether it is permanently assigned,
never assigned, temporarily assigned, conditionally assigned, unassigned during as-
sistance, or unassigned before assistance; and whether it was collected by the tax
refund intercept program, by levy of a bank account, or by other methods. Many
state personnel believe that the complexity of the system contributes to more errors
and creates more difficulty in explaining payments to clients.

The complicated distribution system is a burden on state child support programs.
Staff has spent considerable resources programming computer systems to properly
distribute child support. Maintaining these systems requires continued staff re-
sources. In addition, families find the current distribution system hard to under-
stand. The fact that an arrearage payment goes to the state rather than the family
just because it was collected through the tax intercept program does not make intu-
itive sense, and states must devote staff to answer questions related to the current
distribution rules. Such complexity adds to the sense of arbitrariness of the program
and reduces public support for it.

We support proposals, such as those put forth by the President, that would give
states the option to simply their child support distribution systems and passthrough
more support to families, with the Federal Government sharing in these costs.

Concluding Comments

In order to achieve program outcomes, inspire state innovation, and leverage
scarce program resources, funding streams should be flexible, program eligibility
and federal funding restrictions should be simplified and the values underpinning
the programs should be aligned as well. In the end, the success of human service
programs will be measured by the health and well-being of America’s children, fami-
lies, and adult; by their reduced dependence on government assistance; and by self-
sufficiency for generations to come.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. I would be happy to respond to any ques-
tions you may have.

———

Chairman HERGER. Thank you very much, Ms. Williams. Now
Mr. Mead to testify.

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE M. MEAD, PROFESSOR OF
POLITICS, NEW YORK UNIVERSITY, NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Mr. MEAD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I broadly support the ad-
ministration’s proposals and your own bill. The main resistance to
this comes from Governors and States who say that welfare reform
is working. If it isn’t broke let us not fix it. So, they say we
shouldn’t impose the sort of mandates which appear to come from
the President’s proposals.

Now, they are assuming that welfare reform has already been
implemented, that it is a going concern, and I think we ought to
question that. I think it is partially implemented. It is clear from
the numbers showing that only about a third of the clients are sat-
isfying the current work requirements that we have got a long
ways to go before these become a reality for the case load as a
whole.

So, the Governors are wrapping themselves in the case load fall
and saying it is a big success, and they are doing it. Well, I think
they are doing part of it. In part, welfare reform is driven by a
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change in expectations, and by a good economy. We are not exactly
sure how far welfare has changed on the ground, and we have to
be sure that we push that purpose forward.

As T see it, the administration’s proposals are primarily designed
to complete the implementation of TANF so that we do in fact en-
force work on the case load as a whole, something we simply have
not done to date. We are kidding ourselves if we think the case
load fall indicates a full implementation of reform.

The way I see these proposals, they are an attempt to recenter
the reform effort on the two essentials that we know from research
are really critical to generating effects. The first is to enforce par-
ticipation. You can’t benefit from a program if you are not in the
program. So, we have to have mandatory participation, and that is
what the full engagement requirement is about.

I think it is a little vague in the President’s proposal. We need
to specify what this means, how it is going to be measured, how
it is going to be enforced, but the idea is critical.

The second thing that is critical is the 24-hour work require-
ment. We have to require that people actually enter into jobs. It
is jobs and not education and training that have been shown to
have the largest effects on the client’s earning and employment.
The fact that all of us in this room did well in school and we got
ahead that way doesn’t mean that everybody on welfare can do the
same thing. We have to recognize that for most recipients the most
important step forward is to get a job. It doesn’t mean they
shouldn’t go to school at some point, but the first thing they need
is a work history.

So, the full engagement requirement and the 24-hour work re-
quirement strike me as well justified. I think one might argue for
an element of job search in the 24 hours, because government jobs
as such don’t provide for job search in the private sector. That is
something we do want to include. We are mistaking the real pur-
pose of the 24 hours if we think it is just to buildup public jobs.

The real point of this is to require States to get serious about
placing people in the private sector. That would be the real effect,
and that has been the effect in the localities which have taken this
most seriously, in particular Wisconsin and New York.

On the other hand, I think the 40-hour overall activity require-
ment is probably too ambitious. That is probably more than we can
really achieve. The 30 and 35 hours that we now have is probably
more realistic.

I also think the 70-percent participation level is probably too am-
bitious. That too is probably more than we can probably achieve on
a routine basis. Those provisions I take to be less critical. The key
is not so much that we obtain an extreme participation or an ex-
treme of hours. It is rather that we get everyone on welfare doing
something consistently, that we build work into the welfare mis-
sion.

A couple of things that Congress should address is full family
sanctions. Many recipients escape the work test, particularly in
New York and California. This matter should be addressed. Con-
gress should insist on a full family sanction. We should look at the
child-only cases which have risen to be a third of the case load.
Some element of that, I suspect, involves evasion of the work test.
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We need some more analysis of the nature of that group and which
elements of it might well be subjected to the work test.

Another question is child support enforcement programs. We
should continue development of mandatory work programs for fa-
thers such as Parents Fair Share or Wisconsin’s Children First.
These programs are not ready for prime time and should not be
mandated. They should be developed in the same manner as the
marriage and unwed pregnancy programs recommended by the ad-
ministration.

There are some other areas I recommend we look at. Work test
and food stamps, work thresholds of some kind for EITC which
would make the program more effective. We should also look ahead
to management questions.

The Administration proposed performance measures. They would
have them, however, be developed by the States. I would have
them developed by the Federal Government but then offer the
States a range of goals that they can choose from. These measures
could be more reliably used for keeping the States accountable if
they were developed in Washington.

Program integration, the super waiver. The caution I have about
that is that it might cause serious problems with the implementa-
tion of TANF as has already happened due to the Workforce In-
vestment Act. Thank you, Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Mead follows:]

Statement of Lawrence M. Mead, Professor of Politics, New York
University, New York, New York

I am a Professor of Politics at New York University, currently on sabbatical at
Princeton. I am a longtime student of welfare reform and the author of several
books on the subject.! I have just finished a book on welfare reform in Wisconsin.
I appreciate this chance to testify on the reauthorization of Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF).

The Success and Future of Reform

Welfare reform is unquestionably a success. Welfare rolls have plummeted while
work levels among the poor have soared and poverty has fallen, among other good
effects. The achievement is mostly due to social policy, although good economic con-
ditions helped. The key policies were (1) stronger work requirements, coupled with
(2) generous funding for the EITC, child care, and other support services. The re-
sults refute those who say the poor face too many “barriers” to work, but also those
who think welfare can never succeed. Mostly, welfare reform is the achievement of
a new, less permissive aid system. Support is still being given to needy families, but
many more adults have to function in return.

I fear that reauthorization will get bogged down in issues going back to the cre-
ation of TANF in the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act (PRWORA) of 1996. Clear problems in the old law should be fixed, but reauthor-
ization should not seek to restore entitlement, end the time limits, undo “work
first,” or restore coverage for aliens. The main purpose of PRWORA was to end the
old system. The agenda now should be more constructive. We should ask how to re-
build welfare around work—on the other side of entitlement.

Alone of the American states, Wisconsin has totally redesigned welfare. This state
asked, not just how to change AFDC, but what an ideal work-based aid system
would be. Congress and other states should now ask that same question.

My recommendation is to continue down the road we are on: (1) strengthen work
requirements further, and (2) provide additional income and supports to low-income
working families, especially but not only those that have left welfare.

1Lawrence M. Mead, Beyond Entitlement: The Social Obligations of Citizenship (New York:
Free Press, 1986); idem, The New Politics of Poverty: The Nonworking Poor in America (New
York: Basic Books, 1992); idem, The New Paternalism: Supervisory Approaches to Poverty
(Washington, DC: Brookings, 1997).
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A secondary goal should be to improve the performance of state governments as
the chief implementers of reform. TANF banked heavily on the idea that states
could innovate in welfare and then carry out their decisions. In fact, TANF imple-
mentation has gone smoothly chiefly in states with strong good-government tradi-
tions—not only Wisconsin, but Michigan, Minnesota, and Oregon, to name a few.
Many urban states that traditionally had large case loads, such as California, Mas-
sachusetts, or New York, have been seriously divided about how to reform welfare.
And many states, especially in the South, have encountered serious administrative
problems.

Although the main goal of reauthorization is to fine-tune national policy, Congress
should do this in ways that promote a fuller implementation of reform at the state
level. The best ways to do that are (1) to set strong enough work standards so that
the more hesitant urban states have to accept a serious work test, and (2) to set
ongoing performance standards that will promote better state programs over time.
While state choice is an integral part of TANF, the nation has an interest that
states choose some clear goals for their programs and then work to achieve these.

Most of what the Administration has proposed for reauthorization would advance
these ends. Wade Horn, Ron Haskins, and the other drafters are highly qualified.
The plan is well judged overall, although I would change some details. I will com-
{)nent only on the work and management provisions, which are the areas I know

est.

Work Provisions

Full engagement

The Administration would require that all recipients be fully engaged in construc-
tive activities within 60 days of going on aid. I support this. The essence of effective
reform programs is that recipients must participate. To demand universal engage-
ment is a way to obtain this. Otherwise, recipients and their families cannot obtain
the benefits that, on average, participation brings. And the more conflicted urban
states can continue to avoid a full reckoning with the work test.

However, the proposal does not clearly define what full engagement means. The
idea that recipients must be in activities or “in the process of being assessed or as-
signed” within 60 days looks like a loophole. What actually will be demanded of
states? How will engagement be measured and enforced? These details must be
nailed down in the law or regulations, or this requirement will remain a platitude.

Case load fall credit

TANF demanded that states raise the share of their cases where adults were in
work activities by increments, until 50 percent were so engaged by 2002. But the
law also allowed states to count against those targets any percent by which their
case loads have fallen since 1995. Because the fall was unexpectedly great, it
knocked the bottom out of the new work standards. This freed the big urban states
from serious pressure to build the work mission into welfare. In 1999, for example,
states were supposed to have 35 percent of their cases working, but the case load
fall credit cut the standards that most states actually faced to trivial levels—in 23
cases to zero. Virtually all states met these lowered standards, but 23 failed to reach
the original 35 percent.2

The Administration proposes to withdraw this credit over two years. Some con-
servatives argue that the credit should be kept or, perhaps, benchmarked on case
loads later than 1995. In their view, driving the case load down is equivalent to en-
forcing work on the rolls. But to do this does not force states truly to reform welfare
itself. Withdrawing the credit would do more to accomplish that than anything else.
This is the most important single change that reauthorization must make.

Work participation rates

The Administration also recommends that the work participation levels required
of states be raised from the 50 percent required in 2002 to 70 percent by 2007. This
strikes me as too ambitious, especially if it is combined with an end to the case load
fall credit. In effect, the Administration would require that the single-parent case
load work at close to the levels TANF mandated for two-parent cases—standards
the states had great difficulty meeting.

The Administration’s proposals as a whole are bound to have a strong diversion
effect, causing a further deflation of the case load. This means that the remaining

2U.S. Administration for Children and Families, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) Program: Third Annual Report to Congress, August 2000 (Washington, DC: U.S. Admin-
istration for Children and Families, August 2000), table 3:1.




73

recipients are bound to be the less employable. Wisconsin’s W—2 program has been
able to achieve very high work rates among the least employable clients, but only
through intense case management and lavish support services. Most other states do
not yet have administration of this quality. It may be best to keep the current 50
percent standard but make it real by ending the case load fall credit.

Some also object that the Administration has not provided the funding needed to
realize the higher level, particularly for child care. Here I am less doubtful. The Ad-
ministration has kept TANF block grant and child care funding at roughly constant
levels in nominal terms. While that is a fall in real terms, one might have expected
cuts, given the drastic fall in the case loads. And Congress should remember that
much of the transitional child care offered by states to families leaving welfare has
not been claimed. Many people are making informal arrangements for their children
rather than claiming care from government. The need and cost of child care may
fv_vell have been overestimated, as it has been throughout the history of welfare re-
orm.

Work levels

Compared to TANF 1996, the Administration would be more definite about work
for part of a recipient’s activities, but less definite about work for the rest of the
time. Twenty-four hours of effort in actual work or community service would be ex-
pected. That level strikes me as reasonable and practicable for most recipients.

Some have objected that the new rule would force localities to create community
jobs on a large scale. I doubt that. The real purpose is to make the states get serious
about placing recipients in private jobs. Public jobs operate as a backstop for that
effort. Recipients take job search more seriously if they know they will be going to
work in some job in any event. To date, New York City and Wisconsin are the only
localities that have created public positions on a large scale. In both cases, the work-
enforcing effect has been considerable.

A fairer criticism of public employment is that it makes no provision, by itself,
for job search to get a real job outside government. The Administration’s plan allows
localities to place recipients in remedial activities for three months before the work
norm kicks in, and this time might be used for job search. Congress might stipulate,
as well, that public employment positions allow for 6 hours a week of private-sector
job search, provided it was supervised as closely as the work assignment.

How does one achieve public jobs for meaningful hours in low-benefit states? Com-
munity service typically requires that one “work off” one’s benefits at an hourly rate.
With a low grant, only a few hours of work would suffice to defray the grant each
month, at least if one pays the minimum wage. To require more hours would effec-
tively raise the grant. Congress may have to stipulate a form of work experience
where there is no correspondence between the grant and hours worked.

Activity levels

In addition to 24 hours of work, the Administration would demand 40 hours a
week in total activity. While this effort would be more loosely defined than the work
activities, this level strikes me as unrealistic. Very few recipients participate in pro-
grams at this level, even in Wisconsin, with its intense administration. In practice,
many recipients would be exempted. I would accept 30 or 35 hours, the current
standard.

It is more important to achieve high participation for limited hours than to
achieve lower participation for more hours. The former does the most to transform
the culture of welfare, so that work is universally expected.

Additional Steps

I would take these additional steps, not mentioned by the Administration, either
to strengthen work requirements or to build up support for low-income working fam-
ilies. I realize that not all of these recommendations fall under the purview of this
committee.

Full-family sanctions

TANF allows states to reduce the grant only partially if an adult refuses to co-
operate with the work test. In states with high benefits but partial sanctions, nota-
bly California and New York, thousands of cases have come to subsist on the rolls
indefinitely in sanctioned status.

This seems to happen in many cases because, with a partial sanction, recipients
fail to grasp that there is a work test. When they fail to show up for work assign-
ments, their grants are reduced, but they think their benefits have just been recal-
culated. Other recipients know about the work test and choose not to comply, but
realize they can still stay on welfare. They can give up their own share of the cash
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grant, but keep the children’s share and all in-kind benefits, and henceforth be free
of the work test.

The culture of welfare cannot truly be changed until the right to do this is ended.
Only then will many recipients take the work requirement seriously. Congress
should mandate that families get no cash grant at all unless the adults comply with
t}ﬁe work test. Grants are already closed for many other reasons; they should be for
this one.

Child-only cases

These are cases where the children but not the caretaker is on the grant. They
have grown rapidly to comprise a third of the TANF case load, yet are exempt from
the work test. Some of this relative growth is due to the departure of regular cases
from the rolls. Yet child only cases, like weak sanctions, seem to have become a
major loop-hole that undercuts work enforcement.

While the problem is little-analyzed, the child-only cases appear to fall into sev-
eral groups. In one type, the mother is too impaired to function, often due to sub-
stance abuse, so a grandmother takes over the children and is given aid. Or the
mother transfers the children to a relative in order to avoid the work test, then re-
ceives support from this relative informally. The mother may be an alien, legal or
illegal, while the child is native-born and thus a citizen. Or she may be on SSI or
Disability Insurance, so that TANF for the children operates as a kind of caretaker
supplement.

The idea that only the children receive support in these cases is a fiction. Con-
gress should find a way to bring at least some of these groups under the work test,
perhaps by putting the caretakers on the grant. A lesser reform would be to include
these cases in the denominator for the work participation rate calculation.

Child support enforcement

The Administration would help fund higher pass throughs of child support to wel-
fare families. This is desirable. The 100-percent pass through in Wisconsin has been
shown to have positive effects on collections and on the involvement of absent fa-
thers in the legal economy. Unless absent fathers see their payments going to their
f@&lilies and not to the state, solutions to the child support dilemma will be impos-
sible.

The proposals, however, do little more to improve payment of child support. The
Administration proposes to fund the development of marriage and unwed pregnancy
programs. I think Congress should also fund further development of child support
enforcement programs. Low-income fathers who have failed to pay their child sup-
port judgments are referred to these work programs. They either have to pay up
or participate regularly, on pain of going to jail. The goal is to raise collections and
also work levels for the fathers, much as welfare work programs have raised em-
ployment for welfare mothers.

Two such programs have been evaluated—Parents’ Fair Share, which was a na-
tional demonstration, and Children First in Wisconsin. Both programs showed a
power to raise fathers’ payment of child support. Both “smoked out” hidden earnings
and forced the fathers to pay up. Neither, however, showed clear impacts on the em-
ployment or earnings of the fathers.3 It may be too soon to mandate such programs,
but states should get federal funding to develop them further.

Alternatively, one could set definite performance standards for child support en-
forcement. Currently, states receive financial incentives to do better in child sup-
port, but they face no definite standards, despite substantial federal funding. Just
as states have to achieve specified participation levels in welfare work programs,
so they might have to achieve support payment in some percentage of child support
cases where the family was on welfare. This might well cause them to implement
enforcement programs.

The Food Stamp work test

Work standards in Food Stamps are more lenient than in TANF. Adult recipients
without children under 6 are supposed to work or participate for at least 30 hours
a week. Yet the rules are not well enforced in most place, in part because TANF’s
work tests take precedence for families subject to both programs. The Food Stamp
Employment and Training program (FSET) is supposed to enforce the work rules,
but it seems to exist more on paper than in reality. Often, eligibles are required

3Fred Doolittle, Virginia Knox, Cynthia Miller, and Sharon Rowser, Building Opportunities,
Enforcing Obligations: Implementation and Interim Impacts of Parents’ Fair Share (New York:
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, December 1998); Ron Blasco, Children First
Program: Final Evaluation Report (Madison: Department of Workforce Development, November
2000).
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to do little more than sign up for possible work with the Job Service. PRWORA
made no important change other than to limit nonworking single people to three
months on the rolls at a time.

Now that Food Stamp rolls are much larger than TANF, enforcing these require-
ments should get more attention. Work enforcement should probably be less strin-
gent than in welfare work programs, since many families that draw Food Stamps
are already working, at least to some extent. Congress in the past has treated Food
Stamps as an entitlement, not to be conditioned seriously on the behavior of claim-
ants.

Congress needs to reconsider the standard. The work tests should become real for
at least part of the Food Stamp case load, especially principal earners in two-parent
families. And FSET should become more like a real program, with an administrative
presence of its own.

Work thresholds for EITC

One reason why welfare leavers often remain poor is that they do not work steady
hours once off TANF. This means they do not reap all the benefit they could from
the Earned Income Tax Credit and other work supports. EITC currently subsidizes
low earnings regardless of the number of working hours. However, the most success-
ful work incentive programs, such as the Minnesota Family Investment Plan, re-
quired that recipients work at least 30 hours to get any benefits.4

If such a threshold were attached to EITC, the result might be more working
hours and higher incomes from both wages and wage subsidies. The threshold
should probably be lower than in welfare work programs like MFIP, perhaps 20
hours rather than 30. This minimum might apply, not to the existing benefit, but
to the enhancements which Congress may consider, or to state tax credits. It might
have to be run through the welfare system, which is more able to track working
hours, than the tax system, which runs the existing EITC.

Management

The administration has suggested some changes in the management of welfare re-
form where I have different views. These matters are especially critical for improv-
ing TANF in the states that have faced administrative difficulties, especially in the
South. A paternalistic structure that promotes work must be maintained even after
families have left cash welfare. Congress should also look ahead and ask how to
fund lan((il manage welfare when that task can no longer be associated with clear
case loads.

Performance standards

The Administration proposes to hold states accountable by expecting them to
manage their programs using performance measures. But it would let them define
those measures. I find this unrealistic. Unless Washington creates the measures,
they will not be comparable across the country, nor they be clearly enough meas-
ured. It will then be impossible to hold the states accountable. States should have
choice about the specific goals of TANF, but the way to assure this is to have mul-
tiple measures. These could cover employment outcomes, such as job entries, wages,
or job retention, but also poverty reduction, nonmarital births, and perhaps other
outcomes. States could choose which goals to emphasize, but then they would be se-
riously accountable for results.

The JOBS programs never had performance measures other than participation
rates. While TANF has the measures used to award its unwed pregnancy and high-
performance bonuses, these apply only to the states that apply for the bonuses. It
is time to define comprehensive performance measures for TANF, applying to all
states, even if this requires a regulatory process following reauthorization.

Program integration

The Administration proposes to create a new waiver process under which states
could combine the administration of a wide range of social programs. The integra-
tion could go far beyond what was previously allowed under TANF or the Workforce
Investment Act (WIA). Critics fear that this would allow states to apply full-family
sanctions or time limits to Food Stamps or Medicaid, programs that PRWORA left
as entitlements.

4Virginia Knox, Cynthia Miller, and Lisa A. Gennetian, Reforming Welfare and Rewarding
Work: A Summary of the Final Report on the Minnesota Family Investment Program (New
York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, 2000); Gordon L. Berlin, “Welfare that
Works: Lessons from Three Experiments that Fight Dependency and Poverty by Rewarding
Work,” The American Prospect, June 19—July 3, 2000, p. 7.
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My question rather is about the administrative implications. Even the program
reorganization permitted under PRWORA has created serious implementation prob-
lems for TANF. Many states have turned over the administration of welfare work
requirements to the WIA agencies, either the Job Service or the voluntary training
programs previously run under the Job Training Partnership Act. That change has
worked well in a few states. But in most, it has created serious confusion, to the
detriment of TANF.5

Historically, the WIA agencies have served welfare recipients poorly. The Job
Service and JTPA are accustomed to serving voluntary jobseekers, so they usually
do not understand the role of enforcing work required by welfare reform. They are
also unaccustomed to providing the complex support services that recipients often
require in order to work. In short, they are unwilling to be paternalistic. In an era
of declining welfare case loads, to turn welfare work over to WIA can look like an
administrative economy. But it has seldom worked, simply because the WIA agen-
cies are ill-suited to the welfare mission.

The TANF mission is demanding enough for the agencies already involved. This
suggests that, at least for the immediate future, program integration should go no
further than welfare and WIA. If the “superwaiver” is enacted, states that seek to
combine a wider range of agencies should have to demonstrate that they have al-
ready handled TANF-WIA integration well.

Paternalism

It is too easy to think the welfare task is over once families have left cash aid.
But we find that many have trouble working, or working consistently, off welfare,
much as they did on the rolls. This is why, as many experts are saying, welfare
needs to provide services to promote job retention and advancement for former wel-
fare families after they are on the job.

I would go further. The most effective welfare work programs are those that com-
bine generous benefits with close staff oversight of clients. Some structure like that
is probably still necessary to achieve steady work after families have left cash aid.
Staffs must still be available to people to work out problems that may block them
working. And to be effective, they must still possess the capacity to influence behav-
ior. They might speak for the administrative work tests that clients would still have
to satisfy in Food Stamps or other non-cash benefits. Or they might persuade fami-
lies to satisfy the hours thresholds that might be attached to EITC.

In the New Hope project in Milwaukee, a generous package of benefits—jobs,
child and health care, and a poverty-level income—was offered to clients provided
they worked 30 hours a week. Program staff helped recipients work out practical
problems about participating, such as child care. They also actively persuaded peo-
ple to put in the 30 hours so that they could claim the benefits. This combination
of “help and hassle” was warmly appreciated by most of the recipients.®

New Hope is a model for the welfare administration of the future. I find it un-
likely that WIA or other non-welfare agencies are willing or able to perform these
functions. This is another reason for caution about program integration.

Beyond caseloads

We are accustomed to thinking of welfare as a case load, and welfare reform as
a reduction in case loads. But the very success of reform has tended to merge the
welfare population with the broader low-income population, most of which is em-
ployed. The major point of reform was to achieve this, but it has made managing
welfare in the old way outdated.

We now have legions of welfare leavers who are working and no longer on cash
aid, but who continue to receive subsidized child care, Food Stamps, or Medicaid.
This has made them less distinct from the higher-income population, which also is
employed but occasionally dependent on Unemployment Insurance or other social
insurance benefits.

Even within welfare, case loads do not indicate the size of the task as well as they
once did. Formerly, many cases stayed continually on TANF for years. Today, short-
term receipt is more usual. Large numbers of families cycle rapidly on and off the
program. The rolls in a given month only suggest the broader population that may
draw aid at some point in a year. And many families who have left cash aid con-
tinue to look to TANF agencies for short-term help of various sorts, not only bene-

5] base this on the examination of case studies of TANF implementation in 24 states. Most
of these studies were done as part of the Assessing the New Federalism project at the Urban
Institute or the State Capacity Study at the Rockefeller Institute of Government.

6Thomas Brock, Fred Doolittle, Veronica Fellerath, and Michael Wiseman, Creating New
Hope: Implementation of a Program to Reduce Poverty and Reform Welfare (New York: Man-
power Demonstration Research Corporation, October 1997), chap. 7.
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fits. Accordingly, administrators say that their work loads have dropped much less
than case loads.

One practical result is that it is no longer sufficient to fund welfare in terms of
case loads. The low numbers that some states today have on TANF do not begin
to account for their actual responsibilities. In extreme cases like Wisconsin, the
near-extinction of traditional welfare has led to a funding crisis. Spending on cash
benefits has plummeted, while subsidized child care has soared. But some counties
no longer receive from the state the administrative funding they say they to con-
tinue to serve the families who look to them.

The time is coming when welfare funding must be based more on populations
than case loads. Welfare is changing from a system that serves “cases” to one that
seeks to maintain an entirely low-income community in work. The correct model is
not traditional welfare but an HMO, where a provider gives health care to an entire
population on an as-needed basis. Funding is based on capitation fees for the popu-
lation rather than the number of patients served actively at a given tim

This suggests that TANF allocations among the states should eventually be shift-
ed from their current basis in historic AFDC spending patterns to a basis in relative
needy populations. The basis for funding ought to be not how many people a state
has or once had on welfare but how many it has in principle agreed to serve by the
way it sets its eligibility for cash aid or other benefits.

A focus on populations also reinforces the need for national performance meas-
ures. As case loads drop, mere reduction in dependency ceases to be a reasonable
criterion for success in welfare. We must instead ask how well welfare functions to
achieve a range of outcomes for the population as a whole—not only lower depend-
ency but higher employment and earnings, lower unwed pregnancy and poverty, and
S0 on.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Mr. Mead. Mr. Rector to testify.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT RECTOR, SENIOR RESEARCH
FELLOW, HERITAGE FOUNDATION

Mr. RECTOR. Thank you, Congressman. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to come here and speak today. The first point I would like
to make today is to say again that we cannot emphasize too much
what a remarkable success welfare reform has been to this point.
If we look at the chart that we just put up here, the chart shows
black child poverty from 1970 to the present. As we can see, black
child poverty was either constant or rising slightly right up until
the mid-1990s, and then suddenly we have a one-third drop. Black
child poverty is now at the lowest point in U.S. history. While a
good economy helped there, it is quite clear that the predominant
factor is welfare reform. There are few successes of that magnitude
in the history of government policy in the post-war period.

The second point I would emphasize today is that we always
must remember that the welfare system is predominantly federal.
In the United States today, we spend $430 billion on means tested
aid. Seventy-five percent of that expenditure is federal. When you
take Medicaid out of the mix, it is an 85-percent federal contribu-
tion. When you hear State official after State official saying do not
have this work requirement, do not have that requirement, I would
suggest that you ask these officials how much of this welfare cost
they would like to pay at the State and local level. The answer will
be as little as possible. As long as States are asking you to pay 85
percent of means tested assistance costs in the United States, then
it is the primary responsibility of the Federal Government to insist,
in detail, that this money is spent appropriately and spent to pro-
mote the primary purposes of the act, reduce poverty, to increase
employment, and to strengthen marriage.
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Third point—the key to success in welfare so far, has been strong
federal work requirements that motivated the States to change
what they had been doing in the past and to bring the case loads
down. These strong federal work requirements were strenuously
opposed by most State and local groups, including the National
Governors’ Association back in 1996. They lobbied against them
from dawn to dusk through the entire process. They were wrong
then, and they are wrong now. We need to renew these strong fed-
eral requirements and intensify them, as your bill does, Congress-
man Herger.

Fourth point—you have heard a lot of rhetoric in the last few
weeks about how strong work requirements cost more than the sta-
tus quo. This was also said in 1996 over and over and over again.
It was a mantra. Work requirements cost more. You cannot require
work unless you put in vast amounts of money. It was wrong then;
it is wrong now. The central problem with these arguments is that
they are based on the assumption of a static case load. If the case
load is static, then, in fact, work requirements do cost more. The
overwhelming rule that we have learned in the last 5 years is that
good work requirements dramatically reduce the case load, thereby
freeing funds which can be used for daycare and ancillary social
services.

Fifth, I would like to commend the Congressman for retaining
and updating the primary goal of case load reduction. I believe that
is a very positive step.

Sixth and finally, I would like to also reemphasize the point that
Mr. Mead just made, that it is very important in this system to
have a national requirement of full check sanctions. Close to half
of the TANF case load are now in States where if the recipient ada-
mantly refuses to participate in all required activities, they con-
tinue to receive the bulk of their assistance, indefinitely. That is an
abuse of taxpayer funds, and it is an abuse of the recipient as well
who is being allowed to fritter away their lives away in a very un-
productive way. We need to have a clear provision assuring that if
the person does not perform the required activities, if they consist-
ently and over time fail to perform required activities, that the en-
tire TANF check will be sanctioned. I think it should be a forgiving
system that allows the individual to get back on once they enter
into compliance and are participating constructively. The notion of
allowing hundreds of thousands of individuals to continue to re-
ceive checks when they have consistently refused to take steps to-
ward self-sufficiency benefits no one. I thank you very much for the
opportunity to testify today.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rector follows:]

Statement of Robert Rector, Senior Research Fellow, Heritage Foundation

The Good News about Welfare Reform

Six years ago this month, President Bill Clinton signed legislation overhauling
part of the nation’s welfare system. The Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (P.L. 104-193) replaced the failed social program
known as Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) with a new program
called Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF). The reform legislation had
three goals: 1) to reduce welfare dependence and increase employment; 2) to reduce
child poverty; and 3) to reduce illegitimacy and strengthen marriage.
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At the time of its enactment, liberal groups passionately denounced the welfare
reform legislation, predicting that it would result in substantial increases in pov-
erty, hunger, and other social ills. Contrary to these alarming forecasts, welfare re-
form has been effective in meeting each of its goals.

¢ Overall poverty, child poverty, and black child poverty have all
dropped substantially. Although liberals predicted that welfare reform
would push an additional 2.6 million persons into poverty, there are 4.2 mil-
lion fewer people living in poverty today than there were in 1996, according
to the most common Census Bureau figures.

¢ Some 2.3 million fewer children live in poverty today than in 1996.

¢ Decreases in poverty have been greatest among black children. In
fact, today the poverty rate for black children is at the lowest point in U.S.
history. There are 1.1 million fewer black children in poverty today than
there were in the mid-1990s.

« Conventional figures exaggerate the poverty rate. The poverty rate is
even lower when the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and non-cash welfare
benefits, such as Food Stamps and public housing, are counted as income in
determining poverty. This more accurate assessment shows that the overall
poverty rate in 1999 was 8.8 percent down from 10.2 percent in 1996.

* Hunger among children has been almost cut in half. According to the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), there are nearly 2 million fewer
hungry children today than at the time welfare reform was enacted.

* Welfare case loads have been cut nearly in half and employment of
the most disadvantaged single mothers has increased from 50 percent
to 100 percent.

¢ The explosive growth of out-of-wedlock childbearing has come to a
virtual halt. The share of children living in single-mother families has fallen,
and the share living in married couple families has increased, especially
among black families.

Some attribute these positive trends to the strong economy in the late 1990s. Al-
though a strong economy contributed to some of these trends, most of the positive
changes greatly exceed similar trends that occurred in prior economic expansions.
The difference this time is welfare reform.

Welfare reform has substantially reduced welfare’s rewards to non-work, but
much more remains to be done. When TANF is re-authorized next year, federal
work requirements should be strengthened to ensure that states require all able-
bodied parents to engage in a supervised job search, community service work, or
skills training as a condition of receiving aid. Even more important, Congress must
recognize that the most effective way to reduce child poverty and increase child
well-being is to increase the number of stable, productive marriages. In the future
Congress must take active steps to reduce welfare dependence by rebuilding and
strengthening marriage.

PREDICTIONS OF SOCIAL DISASTER DUE TO WELFARE REFORM

Five years ago, when the welfare reform legislation was signed into law, Senator
Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY) proclaimed the new law to be “the most brutal act
of social policy since reconstruction.”! He predicted, “Those involved will take this
disgrace to their graves.” 2

Marian Wright Edelman, President of the Children’s Defense Fund, declared the
new reform law an “outrage . . . that will hurt and impoverish millions of American
children.” The reform, she said, “will leave a moral blot on [Clinton’s] presidency
and on our nation that will never be forgotten.”3

The Children’s Defense Fund predicted that the reform law would increase “child
poverty nationwide by 12 percent . . . make children hungrier . . . [and] reduce the
incomes of one-fifth of all families with children in the nation.” 4

The Urban Institute issued a widely cited report predicting that the new law
would push 2.6 million people, including 1.1 million children, into poverty. In addi-

1Cited in Arianna Huffington, “Where Liberals Fear to Tread,” August 26, 1996, at
www.arianaonline.com [ columns / files | 082696.html

2 Cited in The Wall Street Journal, “Welfare as They Know It,” August 29, 2001, p.A14.

3 Children’s Defense Fund, “Edelman Decries President’s Betrayal of Promise ‘Not to Hurt
Children,” July 31, 1996.

4 Children’s Defense Fund, “How the Welfare Bill Profoundly Harms Children,” July 31, 1996.



80

tion, the study announced the new law would cause one-tenth of all American fami-
lies, including 8 million families with children, to lose income.?

The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities asserted the new law would increase
the number of children who are poor and “make many children who are already
poor poorer still . . . No piece of legislation in U.S. history has increased the sever-
ity of poverty so sharply [as the welfare reform will].” ¢

Patricia Ireland, president of the National Organization for Women, stated that
the new welfare law “places 12.8 million people on welfare at risk of sinking further
into poverty and homelessness.” 7

Peter Edelman, the husband of Marian Wright Edelman and then Assistant Sec-
retary for Planning and Evaluation at the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices, resigned from the Clinton Administration in protest over the signing of the new
welfare law. In an article entitled “The Worst Thing Bill Clinton Has Done,”
Edelman dubbed the new law “awful” policy that would do “serious injury to Amer-
ican children.”8

Peter Edelman believed the reform law would not merely throw millions into pov-
erty, but also would actively worsen virtually every existing social problem. He stat-
ed, “[t]here will be more malnutrition and more crime, increased infant mortality,
and increased drug and alcohol abuse. There will be increased family violence and
abuse against children and women.” According to Edelman, the bill would fail even
in the simple task of “effectively” promoting work because “there simply are not
enough jobs now.”?

WHAT ACTUALLY HAPPENED

In the half-decade since the welfare reform law was enacted, social conditions
have changed in exactly the opposite direction from that predicted by liberal policy
organizations. As noted above, overall poverty, child poverty, black child poverty,
poverty of single mothers, and child hunger have substantially declined. Employ-
ment of single mothers increased dramatically and welfare rolls plummeted. The
share of children living in single-mother families fell, and more important, the share
of children living in married couple families grew, especially among black families.10

Reform opponents would like to credit many of these positive changes to a “good
economy.” However, according to their predictions in 1996 and 1997, liberals ex-
pected the welfare reform law to have disastrous results during good economic
times. They expected reform to increase poverty substantially even during periods
of economic growth; if a recession did occur, they expected that far greater increases
in poverty than those mentioned above would follow. Thus, it is disingenuous for
opponents to argue in retrospect that the good economy was responsible for the frus-
tration of pessimistic forecasts since the predicted dire outcomes were expected to
occur even in a strong economy.

Less Poverty

Since the enactment of welfare reform in 1996, the conventional poverty rate has
fallen from 13.7 percent in 1996 to 11.8 percent in 1999. Liberals predicted that wel-
fare reform would push an additional 2.6 million people into poverty, but there are
actually 4.2 million fewer people living in poverty today than there were when the
welfare reform law was enacted.1t

5Cited in “Urban Institute Study Confirms that Welfare Bills Would Increase Child Poverty,”
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, July 26, 1996

6David A. Super, Sharon Parrott, Susan Steinmetz, and Cindy Mann, “The New Welfare
Law,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, August 13, 1996.

7Quoted in Lisa Bennet-Haigney, “Welfare Bill Further Endangers Domestic Violence Sur-
vivor,” National NOW Times, January 1997.

8Peter Edelman, “The Worst Thing Bill Clinton Has Done,” The Atlantic Monthly, Vol. 279,
No. 3 (March 1997), pp. 43-58.

9Ibid.

10The beginning of welfare reformactually occurred in stages during the mid-1990s; therefore
it is somewhat arbitrary to assign a single date to mark the start of reform. During 1993 and
1994, some states experimented with workfare programs using federal waivers. In January
1995, Republicans took control of both houses in Congress and many states began implementing
reforms in anticipation of the federal legislation that was finally enacted in August 1996. Over-
all, the onset of reform could be said to have occurred over a three-year period from 1994
through 1996; thus, some of the positive changes from welfare reform may predate the actual
signing of the bill in 1996.

117U.S. Bureau of the Census, Poverty in the United States 1999: Current Population Reports
Series P60-210, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 2000). p. B2.
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When the Earned Income Tax Credit and non-cash welfare benefits, such as Food
Stamps and public housing, are counted in determining poverty, the poverty rate
in 1999 was even lower: 8.8 percent, down from 10.2 percent in 1996.12

Less Child Poverty

The conventional child poverty rate has fallen from 20.5 percent in 1996 to 16.9
percent in 1999. In 1996, there were 14.4 million children in poverty compared with
12.1 million in 1999. Though liberals predicted that welfare reform would throw
more than 1 million additional children into poverty, there are actually some 2.3
million fewer children living in poverty today than there were when welfare reform
was enacted.!3 (See Chart 1.)
®
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The child poverty rate is even lower when the EITC and non-cash welfare bene-
fits, such as Food Stamps and public housing, are counted as income; the 1999 child
poverty rate in this more accurate assessment was 11.2 percent, down from 14 per-
cent in 1996.14

Less Black Child Poverty

According to the Census Bureau, the decreases in poverty have been the greatest
among black children. Today, the poverty rate for black children has fallen to the
lowest point in U.S. history. The conventional black child poverty rate has fallen by
one-third, from around 43.8 percent in the mid-1990s to 33.1 percent in 1999. There
are 1.1 million fewer black children in poverty today than there were in the mid-
1990s.15

When the EITC and non-cash welfare benefits, such as Food Stamps and public
housing, are counted as income, the black child poverty rate is even lower. Accord-
ing to this more accurate measure, the black child poverty rate in 1999 was 21.6
percent, down from 31.1 percent in the mid-1990s. (See Chart 2.)

12The U.S. Census Bureau defines a family as poor if its annual “income” falls below specified
poverty income thresholds. For example, the poverty income threshold for a family of four in
1999 was $17,029. The conventional or most common poverty measure counts most cash as in-
come but excludes welfare benefits, such as the Earned Income Tax Credit, Food Stamps, and
public housing. When these benefits are counted, the number of persons deemed poor drops sub-
stantially. Poverty figures including EITC and non-cash aid are from U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Poverty in the United States 1999, p. 29, and Poverty in the United States 1996, Current Popu-
lation Reports Series P60-198 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1997), p. 25.
The figures use income definition 14.

13U.S. Bureau of the Census, Poverty in the United States 1999, p. B2.

14Poverty figures including EITC and non-cash aid are from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Pov-
erty in the United States 1999, p. 29, and Poverty in the United States 1996, p. 25. The figures
in the text use income definition 14.

151U.S. Bureau of the Census, Poverty in the United States 1999, p. B-9.
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Less Poverty Among single Mothers

Like the rate for black children, the poverty rate for children living with single
mothers also is at its lowest point in U.S. history. The rate fell from 44 percent in
the mid-1990s to 35.7 percent in 1999. There are 700,000 fewer single mothers liv-
ing in poverty today than there were in the mid-1990s.16

When the EITC and non-cash welfare benefits, such as Food Stamps and public
housing, are counted as income, the poverty rate for single mothers is substantially
lower. According to this more accurate measure, the poverty rate for single mother
families was 25.7 in 1999, down from 34.4 percent in the mid-1990s.

Decrease in the “Severity of Poverty”

Liberals, like those at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, predicted that
welfare reform would increase “the severity of poverty.” Specifically, it would in-
crease the so-called poverty gap for families with children by over $4 billion.17 (The
poverty gap is the measure of total income that is needed to lift the income of all
poor families exactly to the poverty line.) In reality, the poverty gap for families
with children has decreased by $4.5 billion.18

Similarly, the number of children living in “deep poverty” has declined appre-
ciably. (Families in “deep poverty” have incomes that is less than half the poverty
income level.) In 1996, there were 6.3 million children living in deep poverty; by
1999, the number had fallen to 4.9 million.1®

Dramatic Reduction in Child Hunger

The number of children who are “hungry” has been cut nearly in half since the
enactment of welfare reform, according to the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The
USDA reports that in 1996, 4.4 million children were hungry; by 1999, the number
had fallen to 2.6 million.2° Thus, there are nearly 2 million fewer hungry children
today than at the time welfare reform was enacted. (See Chart 3.)

16 Ibid., p. B-12.

17 Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, “Urban Institute Study Confirms That Welfare Bills
Would Increase Child Poverty.”

18U.S. Bureau of the Census, Poverty in the United States 1996, p. 21, and Poverty in the
United States 1999, p. 23. Confusingly, the average poverty gap per poor family has actually
increased by $428 per year. Ironically, this is largely a result of the substantial reduction in
the number of poor families. If the typical family exiting from poverty historically tended to
have a higher income than those remaining in poverty, then as the number of poor families
shrinks, the average income of those who are still in poverty may actually appear to decrease,
since it is the relatively poorer families which remain within the poverty group. This statistical
mirage of declining income of the poor can occur even if everyone’s income is rising.

197.S. Bureau of the Census, Poverty in the United States 1996, p. 2, and Poverty in the
United States 1999, p. 2.

20The figures reflect the number of children living in households that were “food insecure
with hunger:” See Margaret Andrews, Mark Nord, Gary Bickel, and Steven Carlson, Household
Food Security in the United States, 1999, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research
Service, 2000, p. 3.
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Plummeting Welfare Dependence

The designers of welfare reform were concerned that prolonged welfare depend-
ence had negative effects on the development of children. Their goal was to disrupt
inter-generational dependence by moving families with children off the welfare rolls
through increased work and marriage. Since the enactment of welfare reform, wel-
fare dependence has been cut nearly in half. The case load in the former AFDC pro-
gram (now TANF) fell from 4.3 million families in August 1996 to 2.2 million in
June 2000. (See Chart 4.)

Contrary to conventional wisdom, the decline in welfare dependence has been
greatest among the most disadvantaged and least employable single mothers—the
group with the greatest tendency toward long-term dependence. Specifically, de-
pendence has fallen most sharply among young never-married mothers who have
low levels of education and young children.2! This is dramatic confirmation that
welfare reform is affecting the whole welfare case load, not merely the most employ-
able mothers.

21June E. O'Neill, and M. Anne Hill, “Gaining Ground? Measuring the Impact of Welfare Re-
form on Welfare and Work,” Manhattan Institute Civic Report No. 17, July 2001, pp. 8, 9.



84

U.S. Families on AFDC/TANF and Ecanomic Canditions,
January 1950 to June 2000

Increased Employment

Since the mid-1990s, the employment rate of single mothers has increased dra-
matically. Again, contrary to conventional wisdom, employment has increased most
rapidly among the most disadvantaged, least employable groups:

¢ Employment of never-married mothers has increased nearly 50 percent.

+ Employment of single mothers who are high school dropouts has risen by two-
thirds.

+ Employment of young single mothers (ages 18 to 24) has nearly doubled.22

Thus, against conventional wisdom, the effects of welfare reform have been the
greatest among the most disadvantaged single parents—those with the greatest bar-
riers to self-sufficiency. Both decreases in dependence and increases in employment
have been most dramatic among those who have the greatest tendency to long-term
dependence, that is, among the younger never-married mothers with little edu-
cation.

A Halt in the Rise of Out-of-Wedlock Childbearing

Since the beginning of the War on Poverty, the illegitimacy rate (the percentage
of births outside of marriage) increased enormously. For nearly three decades, out-
of-wedlock births as a share of all births rose steadily at a rate of almost one per-
centage point per year. Overall, out-of-wedlock births rose from 7.7 percent of all
births in 1965 to an astonishing 32.6 percent in 1994. However, in the mid-1990s,
the relentless 30-year rise in illegitimacy came to an abrupt halt. For the past five
years, the out-of-wedlock birth rate has remained essentially flat. (See Chart 5.)

22]bid., pp. 10-14.



85

Out-of-Wedlock Births as a Percentage of All Births:
1940-1999

Riack™ *

.
i

&0

0

Among blacks, the out-of-wedlock birth rate actually fell from 70.4 percent in 1994

to 68.8 percent in 1999. Among whites, the rate rose slightly, from 25.5 percent to
26.7 percent, but the rate of increase was far slower than it had been in the period
prior to welfare reform.

A Shift Toward Marriage

Throughout the War on Poverty period, marriage eroded. However, since the wel-
fare reform was enacted, this negative trend has begun to reverse. The share of chil-
dren living with single mothers has declined while the share living with married
couples has increased.

This change is most pronounced among blacks. Between 1994 and 1999, the share
of black children living with single mothers fell from 47.1 percent to 43.1 percent,
while the share living with married couples rose from 34.8 percent to 38.9 percent.
Similar though smaller shifts occurred among Hispanics.23

23 Allen Dupree and Wendell Primus, “Declining Share of Children Lived With Single Mothers
in the Late 1990’s,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, June 15, 2001, p. 7.
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While these changes are small, they do represent a distinct reversal of the pre-
vailing negative trends of the past four decades. If these shifts toward marriage are
harbingers of future social trends, they are the most positive and significant news
in all of welfare reform.

WHO GETS THE CREDIT? THE GOOD ECONOMY VERSUS WELFARE RE-
FORM

Some would argue that the positive effects noted above are the product of the ro-
bust economy during the 1990s, rather than the results of welfare reform. However,
the evidence supporting an economic interpretation of these changes is not strong.

Chart 4 shows the AFDC case load from 1950 to 2000. On the chart, periods of
economic recession are shaded while periods of economic growth are shown in white.
Historically, periods of economic growth have not resulted in lower welfare case
loads. The chart shows eight periods of economic expansion prior to the 1990s, yet
none of these periods of growth led to a significant drop in AFDC case load. Indeed,
during two previous economic expansions (the late 1960s and the early 1970s), the
welfare case load grew substantially. Only during the expansion of the 1990s does
the case load drop appreciably. How was the economic expansion of the 1990s dif-
ferent from the eight prior expansions? The answer is welfare reform.

Another way to disentangle the effects of welfare policies and economic factors on
declining case loads is to examine the differences in state performance. The rate of
case load decline varies enormously among the 50 states. If improving economic con-
ditions were the main factor driving case loads down, then the variation in state
reduction rates should be linked to variation in state economic conditions. On the
other hand, if welfare polices are the key factor behind falling dependence, then the
differences in reduction rates should be linked to specific state welfare policies.

In a 1999 Heritage Foundation study, “The Determinants of Welfare case load De-
cline,” the author examined the impact of economic factors and welfare policies on
falling case loads in the states.24 This analysis showed that differences in state wel-
fare reform policies were highly successful in explaining the rapid rates of case load
decline. By contrast, the relative vigor of state economies, as measured by unem-
ployment rates, changes in unemployment, or state job growth, had no statistically
significant effect on case load decline.

A recent paper by Dr. June O’Neill, former Director of the Congressional Budget
Office, reaches similar conclusions. Dr. O’Neill examined changes in welfare case
load and employment from 1983 to 1999. Her analysis shows that in the period after
the enactment of welfare reform, policy changes accounted for roughly three-quar-
ters of the increase in employment and decrease in dependence. By contrast, eco-
nomic conditions explained only about one-quarter of the changes in employment
and dependence.2> Substantial employment increases, in turn, have led to large
drops in child poverty.

Overall, it is true that the health of the U.S. economy has been a positive back-
ground factor contributing to the changes in welfare dependence, employment, and
poverty. It is very unlikely, for example, that dramatic drops in dependence and in-
creases in employment would have occurred during a recession. However, it is also
certain that good economic conditions alone would not have produced the striking
changes that occurred in the late 1990s. It is only when welfare reform was coupled
with a growing economy that these dramatic positive changes occurred.

Out-of-Wedlock Child-Bearing and the Economy

Out-of wedlock child-bearing and marriage rates have never been correlated to pe-
riods of economic growth. Efforts to link the positive changes in these areas to
growth in the economy are without any basis in fact. The onset of welfare reform
is the only plausible explanation for the shifts in these social trends. Welfare reform
affected out-of-wedlock childbearing and marriage in two ways.

First, even before the passage of the law, the public debate about welfare reform
sent a strong symbolic message that, in the future, welfare would be time-limited
and that single mothers would be expected to work and be self-reliant. This message
communicated to potential single mothers that the welfare system would be less
supportive of out-of-wedlock child-bearing and that raising a child outside of mar-
riage would be more challenging in the future. The reduction in out-of-wedlock
births was, at least in part, a response to this message.

24Robert E. Rector and Sarah E. Youssef, “The Determinants of Welfare case load Decline,”
Heritage Foundation Center for Data Analysis Report CDA99-04, May 11, 1999.

25(’Neill and Hill, “Gaining Ground? Measuring the Impact of Welfare Reform on Welfare
and Work,” Table 4, p. 22.
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Second, reform indirectly reduced welfare’s disincentives to marriage. Traditional
welfare stood as an economic alternative to marriage, and mothers on welfare faced
very stiff financial penalties if they did marry. As women leave AFDC/TANF due
to welfare reform, fewer are affected by welfare’s financial penalties against mar-
riage. In addition, some women may rely on husbands to provide income that is no
longer available from welfare. Thus, as the number of women on welfare shrinks,
marriage and cohabitation rates among low-income individuals can be expected to
rise.

What Will Happen During a Recession?

There is considerable concern over what will happen to welfare case loads and
poverty during the current economic slowdown . . . No one at present can answer
these questions, but a reasonable guess is that welfare case loads and poverty will
rise during the slowdown, though not as steeply as they did in prior slowdowns.

Throughout the slowdown or recession, TANF will provide support to parents
without jobs.26 Welfare reform was not designed to kick single mothers off welfare
and abandon them if they cannot find a private-sector job. If the number of avail-
able jobs shrinks during the recession, mothers should be welcomed back onto the
TANF rolls. However, while on TANF, all parents should be required to perform
community service work, training, or supervised job search. Such performance re-
quirements will increase the incentive to re-enter the labor market and will reduce
the length of future stays on welfare.

The re-entry into TANF of large numbers of former recipients may seem to con-
flict with strict time limits on the receipt of TANF benefits. However, federal and
most state time limits have sufficient loopholes that time limits should not serve
as an obstacle to receipt of benefits in most cases. Under no circumstances should
a state deny TANF benefits to a parent who genuinely cannot find private-sector
employment.

LOOKING TO THE FUTURE

The trends of the past five years have led some of the strongest critics of welfare
reform to reconsider their opposition, at least in part. In 1996, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Human Services Policy, Wendell Primus, also resigned from the Clin-
ton Administration to protest the President’s signing of the welfare reform legisla-
tion, predicting that the new law would throw millions of children into poverty.

As Director of Income Security at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, Pri-
mus has spent the past five years analyzing the effects of welfare reform. The evi-
dence has tempered his earlier pessimism. He recently stated,

In many ways welfare reform is working better than I thought it would. The sky
isn’t falling anymore. Whatever we have been doing over the last five years, we
ought to keep going.27

Wendell Primus is correct. When Congress reauthorizes the TANF program next
year, it should push forward boldly to further promote the three explicit goals of
the 1996 reform:

¢ To reduce dependence and increase employment;
¢ To reduce child poverty; and
¢ To reduce illegitimacy and strengthen marriage.

These three goals are linked synergistically. Work requirements in welfare will re-
duce dependence and increase employment, which in turn will reduce poverty. As
fewer women depend on welfare in the future, marriage rates may well rise. In-
creasing marriage, in turn, is the most effective means of reducing poverty.

Next Steps in Reform

When Congress re-authorizes the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families pro-
grams in 2002, it should take the following specific steps.

1. Strengthen federal work requirements. Currently, about half of the 2 mil-
lion mothers on TANF are idle on the rolls and are not engaged in constructive ac-
tivities leading to self-sufficiency. This is unacceptable. Existing federal work re-
quirements must be greatly strengthened so that all able-bodied parents are en-
gaged continuously in supervised job search, community service work, or training.

In addition, some states still provide federal welfare as an unconditional entitle-
ment; recipients who refuse to perform required activities continue to receive most

26 A recession is two successive quarters of negative economic growth in which the Gross
Nationl Product actually shrinks. A slow down is a period of little or no economic growth. The
U.S. economy is currently in slow down rather than a full fledged recession.

27 Quoted in Blaine Harden, “Two Parent Families Rise after Change in Welfare Laws,” The
New York Times, August 12, 2001, Section 1, p. 1.
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benefits. In re-authorizing the TANF program, Congress should ensure that the law
will prohibit federal funds from being misused in this manner in the future.

2. Strengthen marriage. As Charts 6 and 7 show, the poverty rate of single-
parent families is about five times higher than among married couple families. The
most effective way to reduce child poverty and increase child well-being is to in-
crease the number of stable, productive marriages. This can be accomplished in
three ways.

First, the substantial penalties against marriage in the overall welfare system
should be reduced. As it is currently structured, welfare rewards illegitimacy and
wages war against marriage. That war must cease.28

Second, the government should educate young men and women on the benefits
of marriage in life.

Third, programs should provide couples with the skills needed to reduce conflict
and physical abuse and to increase satisfaction and longevity in a marital relation-
ship.

The 1996 TANF law established the formal goals of reducing out-of-wedlock child-
bearing and increasing marriage, but despite nearly $100 billion in TANF spending
over the last five years, the states have spent virtually nothing on specific pro-mar-
riage programs. The slowdown in the growth of illegitimacy and the increases in
marriage have occurred as the incidental by-product of work-related reforms and not
as the result of positive pro-marriage initiatives by the states. The current neglect
of marriage is scandalous and deeply injurious to the well-being of children. In fu-
ture years, 5 percent to 10 percent of federal TANF funds should be earmarked for
pro-marriage initiatives.

28 While it is widely accepted that welfare is biased against marriage, relatively few under-
stand how this bias operates. Many erroneously believe that welfare programs have eligibility
criteria that directly exclude married couples. This is not true. Nevertheless, welfare programs
do penalize marriage and reward single parenthood because of the inherent design of all means-
tested programs. In a means-tested program, the benefits are reduced as non-welfare income
rises. Thus, under any means-tested system, a mother will receive greater benefits if she re-
mains single than if she is married to a working husband. Welfare not only serves as a sub-
stitute for a husband, it actually penalizes marriage because a low-income couple will experience
a significant drop in combined income if they marry.

For example, the typical single mother on TANF receives a combined welfare package of var-
ious means-tested aid benefits worth about $14,000 per year. Suppose this typical single mother
receives welfare benefits worth $14,000 per year while the father of her children has a low-wage
job paying $15,000 per year. If the mother and father remain unmarried, they will have a com-
bined income of $29,000 ($14,000 from welfare and $15,000 from earnings). However, if the cou-
ple marries, the father’s earnings will be counted against the mother’s welfare eligibility. Wel-
fare benefits will be eliminated or cut dramatically and the couple’s combined income will fall
substantially. Thus, means-tested welfare programs do not penalize marriage per se, but instead
implicitly penalize marriage to an employed man with earnings. Nonetheless, the practical effect
is to significantly discourage marriage among low-income couples. This anti-marriage discrimi-
nation is inherent in all means-tested aid programs, including TANF, Food Stamps, public hous-
ing, Medicaid, and the Women Infants and Children (WIC) food program.
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CONCLUSION

More than 20 years ago, President Jimmy Carter stated, “the welfare system is
anti-work, anti-family, inequitable in its treatment of the poor and wasteful of the
taxpayers’ dollars.” 29 President Carter was correct in his assessment.

The 1996 welfare reform began necessary changes to the disastrous old welfare
system. The rewards to non-work in the TANF program have been substantially re-
duced. But much more remains to be done. When Congress re-authorizes TANF next
year, it should ensure that, in the future, all able-bodied welfare recipients are re-
qlaired to work or undertake other constructive activities as a condition of receiving
aid.

But increasing work is not enough. Each year, one-third of all children are born
outside of wedlock; this means that one child is born to an unmarried mother every
25 seconds. This collapse of marriage is the principal cause of child poverty and wel-
fare dependence. In addition, children in these families are more likely to become
involved in crime, to have emotional and behavioral problems, to be physically
abused, to fail in school, to abuse drugs, and to end up on welfare as adults.

Despite these harsh facts, the anti-marriage effects of welfare, which President
Carter noted over two decades ago, are largely intact. The current indifference and
hostility to marriage in the welfare system is a national disgrace. In reauthorizing
TANF, Congress must make the rebuilding of marriage its top priority. The restora-
tion of marriage in American society is truly the next frontier of welfare reform.

Members of The Heritage Foundation staff testify as individuals discussing their
own independent research. The views expressed are their own, and do not reflect
an institutional position for The Heritage Foundation or its board of trustees.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Mr. Rector. Now to testify, Mr.
Primus.

STATEMENT OF WENDELL PRIMUS, DIRECTOR, INCOME
SECURITY, CENTER ON BUDGET AND POLICY PRIORITIES

Mr. PRIMUS. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. What all Members of
this Subcommittee want is to have both parents of the children
who receive welfare to be working in the labor force and not in
make-work pay jobs.

Chairman HERGER. If you could speak directly into the micro-
phone, please.

Mr. PRIMUS. Is it on now?

Chairman HERGER. Yes.

Mr. PRIMUS. By that criteria, I would have to judge Mr.
Cardin’s bill vastly superior to that of the administration’s pro-
posal. Here is why. The Administration’s proposal restricts State
flexibility in how to achieve employment gains. Except for a 3-
month period, only individuals who are in non-subsidized work or
in work experience programs count toward meeting the 70-percent
work requirement. The Administration’s proposal is a Washington-
knows-best Welfare-to-Work model which would force many States
to adopt a New York City style approach. There is no evidence that
suggests this particular Welfare-to-Work model emphasizing work
experience is better than any other State’s model. The proposal
does not provide any increased funds for childfare or in the TANF
block grant. In fact, in real terms, the moneys are cut.

The best way to describe the administration’s proposal is that it
is an unfunded mandate upon States. Forty-one out of the forty-
seven States that have responded to the NGA survey of States sug-

29 Quoted in Roger A. Freeman, Does America Neglect Its Poor? Stanford, Cal.: The Hoover
Institution, 1987), p. 12.
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gests they would have to make fundamental changes to their pro-
grams to meet these new requirements. In a press release issued
by Secretary Thompson, the administration insisted that all
workfare recipients would not be required to work at below the
minimum wage. However, Mr. Chairman, your bill still retains the
24-hour requirement. It was not changed. Therefore, it will be very
hard for States like Louisiana to achieve these work requirements
without waivers.

In a study released yesterday, the Center on Law and Social Pol-
icy indicated that meeting these requirements would cost $15 bil-
lion, about 26 percent of the TANF and child care block grants in
2007. States are already spending above their annual TANF
grants.

In sharp contrast, the Cardin bill would achieve additional em-
ployment gains because it increases State flexibility, especially
with respect to education and training. It provides real increases
in child care of $9 billion and adjusts the TANF block grant for in-
flation. It only rewards State efforts when mothers leave welfare
rolls for work, and something that I think you would be very con-
cerned about, Mr. Chairman, it allows immigrants to be served
with federal TANF dollars. This means that immigrants would be
subject to the work requirements. Under the administration’s ap-
proach, immigrants cannot be served and there is no incentive for
States to move them into the labor force.

Despite what I have said thus far about work, the most far-
reaching and possibly the worst part of the administration’s bill is
the extraordinary waiver authority. This proposal would abrogate
your role as elected Members of Congress and our system of gov-
ernance. This is a wholesale grant of authority from this Com-
mittee and the Congress to the executive branch of government.
This would allow, for example, the transfer of funds between pro-
grams, from the TANF program to the education programs, and
change the appropriation authority of Congress. This would allow
child support and child welfare programs to be block-granted. It
would allow the Secretary to waive the requirement that all moth-
ers receiving welfare cooperate with child support and would allow
the minimum wage laws not to apply to work experience programs.

The language in H.R. 4090 is far too broad. If the issue is flexi-
bility, change the rules that unduly restrict the ability of States to
properly and efficiently administer these programs. All the Mem-
bers of this Committee want effective government. You should be
able to do this in a manner other than throwing up your arms and
letting unelected officials make these decisions for you.

On child support, as you all realize, the distribution rules are
way too complex. You produced a good bipartisan bill in late 2000.
You passed it on the House Floor by a vote of 405 to 18. There is
no reason why you should not return to those provisions.

Let me add one thought about promoting marriage. I think the
approach that is in your bill, Mr. Chairman, is too narrow and in-
flexible. If you want strong families, I think you also need to be
concerned about childbearing among teens. It makes no sense to
cut DOL programs that help males get jobs at the same time you
are providing marriage skill training. My final point, Mr. Chair-
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man, is I hope that this Committee could write a bipartisan bill in
the House.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Primus follows:]

Statement of Wendell Primus, Director of Income Security, Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee, for the opportunity
to testify before you today. I am Wendell Primus, Director of Income Security for
the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. The Center is a non-profit institute that
conducts research and analysis on policy issues affecting low-and moderate-income
families at both the state and federal levels. We receive no government funding.

My testimony will briefly review the experience of welfare reform over the last
six years, then analyze the Chairman’s TANF reauthorization bill in light of what
research and state experience have shown to be effective in moving families from
welfare-to-work. Finally, I will outline a work-focused alternative plan that would
allow states to address some of the remaining challenges of welfare reform by build-
ing on current successful state-based approaches.

The Experience of the First Six Years of Welfare Reform

Nearly six years ago, Congress passed legislation that dramatically altered the
basic safety net for low-income families with children. The Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children (AFDC) program, which had existed for 60 years, was dismantled,
and a new block grant—Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)—was put
in its place.

States used their block funds to design programs that capitalized on the strong
economy and moved welfare recipients into private-sector jobs. As cash assistance
case loads tumbled and the economy surged, employment rates among single moth-
ers rose significantly, continuing a upward trend that began in 1993. While clearly
playing a role, the law’s work requirements were not the only factor in this increase.
States were able to use TANF funds to create an expanded system of supports for
low-income working families. In addition to helping families leave welfare, these
supports, including child care, transportation assistance, and state earned income
tax credits, have helped low-wage workers avoid going on to welfare in the first
place. Besides TANF, other federal programs, including Medicaid, the Earned In-
come Tax Credit, and the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG)—all
expanded in the 1990s—are part of this work support system.

The extent to which TANF has been transformed into a work support system is
reflected in state spending patterns and the number of families served in TANF that
do not receive welfare. Fewer than 4 out of every 10 TANF dollars are now spent
on cash assistance.! The largest share of the remaining dollars is spent on child care
and other work supports. It is important to note that the work support system fund-
ed by TANF extends beyond welfare recipients to low-income families who have left
welfare and those who have never received welfare. Unfortunately, there is no offi-
cial count of the number of families who receive TANF-funded work supports out-
side of the welfare system. However, recent GAO data suggest that at least 1 mil-
lion non-welfare families—and quite likely many more—receive work supports fund-
ed in part with TANF.2 Thus, the number of non-welfare families receiving TANF-
funded work supports is likely as large, if not substantially larger, than the number
of families receiving cash assistance who are subject to TANF work requirements.3

1Center on Budget and Policy Priorities analysis of fiscal year 2001 data reported by states
to the Department of Human Services.

2U.S. General Accounting Office, Welfare Reform: States Provide TANF-Funded Services to
Many Low-Income Families Who Do Not Receive Cash Assistance, March 15, 2002, http:/
www.house.gov/cardin/GAO TANF.pdf. GAO counted the number of non-welfare families in a
single TANF-funded program in 22 states (generally the TANF-funded program with the most
participants) and the number of non-welfare families in more than a single program in three
states. This count yielded approximately 830,000 non-welfare families who received TANF-fund-
ed services. GAO noted that this is a substantial underestimate of the number of families receiv-
ing TANF-funded services. If the count were extended to all 50 states, included participants in
MOE-funded separate state programs, and encompassed more than a s1ng1e program from each
state, the number would easily exceed one million families. For a further discussion of these
pomts see Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, TANF’s “Uncounted” Cases: At Least One
Million Families Receiving Services in TANF-Funded Programs Not Included in TANF case
load, April 2002.

30f the roughly 2.1 million TANF cash assistance cases, about 1.3 million include adults who
are subject to federal work requlrements More than a third of the cash assistance case load
(about 700,000 cases) is composed of “child-only” cases that are not subject to federal work re-
quirements. Approximately 8-9 percent of the remaining cases (roughly 110,000 to 130,000
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While states have made substantial progress on the employment front in the last
few years, the reduction in poverty has been much more modest than the reduction
in TANF case loads or the increase in families with earnings. Trends in the “child
poverty gap” provide strong evidence that this is due in part to the large reductions
in the amount of cash assistance and food stamp received by eligible families. (The
child poverty gap, which many analysts consider the single best measure of child
poverty, is the total amount by which the incomes of all poor children fall below
the poverty line.)

Before counting means-tested programs, the child poverty gap declined substan-
tially between 1995 and 2000, just as it had between 1993 and 1995. The drop in
the child poverty gap, as measured before means-tested benefits are counted, pri-
marily reflects the effect of the economy in reducing child poverty through increases
in employment and earnings among parents. But when the benefits of means-tested
programs (and federal tax policy) are taken into account, the picture changes.

Child Poverty Gap Statistics
(in billions of 2000 dollars)

Change Change
1993 | 1995 | 2000 | 1993 1995 | 1995-2000

Before Means-Tested Benefits and Taxes $87.9 | $75.5 | $52.4 $-12.4 $-23.1

After Means-Tested Benefits and
Taxes $33.1| $25.7| $22.1 $-7.4 $-3.6

While the gap—still shrunk—by $3.6 billion between 1995 and 2000—this was
much more modest than the $7.4 billion drop that occurred between 1993 and 1995,
even though pre-transfer poverty fell nearly twice as much during the later time pe-
riod.# These data strongly support the conclusion that poverty could have fallen at
a faster rate between 1995 and 2000 if declines in the numbers of children receiving
means-tested benefits had not been as sharp.

There appears to be broad bipartisan consensus in Washington and among states
that an important goal of the next five years of welfare reform is to enhance child
well-being, which includes reducing the extent and depth of poverty among families
with children. Meeting this goal will require moving beyond welfare reform’s initial
focus on case load decline—a move that many states are already in the process of
making. In addition, most agree that further progress on this goal will require ad-
dressing the following challenges:

e Helping TANF Recipients Who Have Severe “Barriers” to Employment that
Impede Their Progress in Moving toward Self-sufficiency: While there are sig-
nificantly fewer families on welfare, a recent General Accounting Office study
found that 38 percent of them have a severe physical or mental health im-
pairment. Studies have found that these and other barriers—including domes-
tic violence, lack of stable housing, and having a disabled child—significantly
reduce the likelihood of working. In order to make these families part of wel-
fare reform’s success, we need to be realistic about what it is going to take
to get them from where they are today to where they need to be, and ensure
that states have the resources and flexibility to work with them intensively
towards that goal.

* Doing More to Help Recipients Find Better-paying and More Secure Jobs that
Can Support a Family: TANF recipients typically end up in low-paying jobs—
most earn less than $8.00 an hour and many earn significantly less than that.
Data from studies of parents who left welfare for work show that median
quarterly earnings for families that left TANF and were working were typi-
cally between $2,000 and $2,500, roughly 33 percent below the poverty level
for a family of three.> Earnings do grow after leaving welfare, but they still
remain quite low even years later. A Wisconsin study that tracked welfare

cases) are families who are not subject to federal work requirements because they include a
child under age 1. Thus, slightly less than 1.3 million TANF families are subject to the federal
work requirements.

4 Center on Budget and Policy Priorities analysis of Current Population Survey data.

5Elise Richer, Steve Savner, and Mark Greenberg, Frequently Asked Questions about Working
Welfare Leavers, Center for Law and Social Policy, December 2001.
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leavers in that state found that nearly 60 percent had below-poverty-level in-
comes even three years after leaving welfare.®

¢ Strengthening Families: Several “family formation” trends have taken a posi-
tive turn in recent years. The teen birth rate has fallen significantly since the
early 1990s. The share of children, particularly low-income children, living in
two-parent families increased while the share living in single-parent families
fell. The number of paternities established soared in the 1990s and amount
of child support collected in the federal-state child support system increased
dramatically. While these statistics are heartening, there is further progress
to be made on all of these fronts.

States have begun to fine-tune their TANF programs to address these issues, but
much more could be done to improve outcomes for families in these areas. TANF
reauthorization should address these challenges by building on current effective
state strategies where they exist, and supporting research and demonstrations to
develop a knowledge base on which to build future successful programs.

The Work Provisions in H.R. 4090

H.R. 4090 includes a far-reaching set of changes to the work provisions in the
TANF law. The most significant changes are to TANF’s participation rate structure
under which states must place a certain percentage of families in federally-author-
ized work activities or face fiscal penalties. The proposed legislation makes the fol-
lowing changes to the participation rate structure.

« States would have to place 70 percent of TANF families in specified work ac-
tivities by fiscal year 2007, up from 50 percent in the current fiscal year.

¢ The current case load reduction credit—which reduces state participation
rates by 1 percentage point for each 1 percentage point reduction in case
loads since 1995—would be replaced with a “rolling” credit. Instead of being
based on the reduction in case loads since 1995, a state’s participation rate
would be determined each fiscal year based on the percentage reduction in
the state’s case load in the three preceding fiscal years.

¢ To count fully toward the rate, families with children age 1 or older would
have to participate in work activities for 40 hours a week. This change would
double the number of hours required for parents with children under age 6
and increase by 10 hours a week the number of hours required for other fami-
lies.

¢ The work activities that count toward the first 24 hours of the work require-
ment would be narrowed to paid work (unsubsidized and subsidized employ-
ment, and on-the-job training) and unpaid work (work experience programs
and supervised community service). States would be able to count families
placed in substance abuse, rehabilitative activities, work-related training, and
job search or job readiness assistance, but for no more than three consecutive
months in any 24-month period.

Instead of addressing the remaining challenges by building on current state strat-
egies to help families overcome barriers to employment and find better jobs, the pro-
posed legislation would curtail state flexibility and effectively require all states to
adopt a federally proscribed welfare-to-work program structure. States would be
forced to restructure their current programs and abandon many of the successful
strategies they currently use to help parents prepare for, find, and retain employ-
ment in favor of more costly programs. Such a change might be warranted if states
had clearly failed to implement effective welfare-to-work programs over the past few
years, or if there were research evidence showing that the proposed approach was
more effective at addressing current welfare reform challenges than existing state
approaches. There is, however, no evidence to support either of these conclusions;
indeed, there is evidence to suggest that the proposed approach could be less effec-
tive than other state-based approaches.

The reformulated case load reduction credit is likely to give states little help to-
ward meeting the work participation requirements. Under H.R. 4090, states would
only get credit toward their work participation rates if the overall case load fell over
the previous three-year period. While no one can predict case load levels with cer-
tainty, the rapid case load decline that occurred in the mid 1990s appeared to be
leveling off even before the recession and in 2001, 34 states saw their case loads
increase. It should be noted that when a state’s cash assistance case load remains
steady, this does not mean that families are not moving from welfare-to-work. It

6 Maria Cancian, Robert Haveman, Daniel R. Meyer, and Barbara Wolfe, Before and After
TANF: The Economic Well-Being of Women Leaving Welfare, May 2000.
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simply means that the number of families who have fallen on hard times and need
help, at least temporarily, is about the same as the number of recipients who were
able to leave welfare, often because they found jobs.

The Proposed Participation Rate Structure Would Limit State Flexibility

Under H.R. 4090, states would be required to place a substantially increased pro-
portion of their case loads in a very narrow set of work activities or be subject to
fiscal penalties. Two activities, job search and vocational education, that currently
count toward the rate would not count at all toward the 24-hour requirement. For
recipients who do not already have an unsubsidized job, they could only be counted
toward a state’s work participation rate if they worked in a subsidized job or partici-
pated in work experience, supervised community service, or on-the-job training pro-
grams for 24 hours each week. Families would have to be placed in one of these
activities even if the state does not believe this would be the best approach to help-
ing them succeed in the labor market.

Some may argue that because participation rates remain below 100 percent,
states will continue to have the flexibility to structure different activities for a sig-
nificant share of its TANF recipients. This is incorrect. While the participation rate
that states will be required to meet is less than 100 percent, to achieve a participa-
tion rate in the 60 to 70 percent range, they will need to impose the federally-man-
dated work requirements on nearly 100 percent of families. This is the case for two
reasons. First, some parents will not be able to meet the hourly requirements for
a particular week because of personal family circumstances, including illness or hav-
ing to care for an ill child.” Second, even in well-run programs, a significant number
of recipients are not in activities at any given time because they are waiting for a
program to begin a new session, are between work activities or assignments, or they
cannot begin a work activity until child care is in place. Researchers have recog-
nized that in order to attain any given participation rate, a state must actively seek
to attain participation for a considerably larger group of families.8

The proposed legislation would allow states to count families placed in substance
abuse, rehabilitative activities, work-related education or training, and job search
and job readiness activities for three consecutive months in any 24 month period.
It also would allow states to define what counts toward work for the final 16 hours
of the 40 hour work requirement. As a practical matter, however, these provisions
provide almost no new flexibility for states.

Under current law, states actually have considerable flexibility to place partici-
pants in the types of activities that the proposed legislation would now limit to
three months. While some of these activities do not currently count toward the work
participation rates (except in several states with waivers that the proposed legisla-
tion would rescind), states have generally achieved actual participation rates that
are substantially higher than the required federal standard. This is due in large
part to the current law’s case load reduction credit that lower the rates states must
meet based on the decline in case loads since 1995. As a result, states have been
able to place recipients in activities that do not count toward the federal rate with-
out having to be concerned that they would fail to meet the required standard.
Many states have used this flexibility to place participants in barrier-removal activi-
ties that have not necessarily been limited to three months, while maintaining their
otherwise vigorous and intensive efforts to move recipients to work.

By increasing the overall rates and modifying the case load reduction credit in a
manner that would likely limit the extent to which it reduces states’ effective rates
over time, the proposed legislation would eliminate this flexibility that currently ex-
ists.

7The proposal does allow for very limited “leave” for recipients. While months have an aver-
age of 4.33 weeks in them, the proposal would provide full credit to a state for a family in which
a parent participated in countable activities for 160 hours in the month—the equivalent of four,
40 hour weeks, rather than 4.33, 40 hour weeks. Thus, in an average month, a parent could
“miss” up to 13 hours of required activities and still count fully toward the state’s work rates.
It appears that if the hours were missed in direct work activities, however, the state could lose
all credit for the family toward the work participation requirements. The proposal requires, “at
least 24 hours per week in a month” of participation in direct work activities which would ap-
pear to mean that if a parent were scheduled to participate in work experience (a direct work
activity) 24 hours each week and missed two days in a particular week because her child was
sick, she would need meet the requirement that she participate 24 hours each week in direct
work activities and the state would not be able to count her toward the work participation re-
quirements.

8 Gayle Hamilton and Susan Scrivener, Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, Pro-
moting Participation: How to Increase Involvement in Welfare-to-Work Activities, September
1999.
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Similarly, allowing states to define work activities that count toward the final 16
hours of a 40-hour requirement is not an enhancement to the flexibility states have
under the current work participation requirements. For families with children age
1 to 6, the federally-mandated work requirement is 20 hours but states are free (and
many do) require participation in state-approved activities—activities which may
differ from the work activities under current federal law—for additional hours each
week. Since the proposed legislation would require an additional 20 hours of work
for these families, it can only be characterized as limiting state flexibility for them,
regardless of whether states are able to define allowable work activities for 16 of
the new hours.

For families with school-age children who are currently subject to a 30-hour re-
quirement, the proposed legislation would allow states to count a broader range of
activities toward hours 25 through 30 of the work requirement than is currently al-
lowed. This is a very limited enhancement of flexibility, however, given that the
plan would also narrow substantially what counts toward the first 24 hours of the
work requirement. In addition to prohibiting vocational education, job readiness,
and job search from counting toward the first 24 hours, the plan would not allow
other educational activities and job skills training—which currently can count for
10 of the required 30 hours—to count until the 24 hour requirement in direct work
activities is satisfied.

Moreover, regardless of the child’s age, in order to meet the 24-hour requirement,
states will likely have to place families in the narrower set of paid and unpaid work
activities for more than 24 hours. This is because a state gets no credit for an indi-
vidual participating in the work activities prescribed by the proposed legislation for
23 hours or less, even if they are in other activities for 16 hours. To avoid the poten-
tial risk of not getting any credit for a family, states are likely to schedule partici-
pan‘lc{s in the narrower set of activities for significantly more than 24 hours each
week.

Finally, many states—particularly those with low cash benefit levels—will have
difficulty meeting the work requirements while complying with the federal legal re-
quirement that recipients not be required to work at an effective wage below the
minimum wage. Many TANF recipients receive only partial benefits because they
have other forms of income (including Social Security benefits) while many families
in low-benefit states receive cash assistance benefits that are below $200 per month.
The Herger bill makes no exception to the requirement that families participate in
paid or unpaid work for 24 hours each month for families in which such a require-
ment would mean that they were working at below the minimum wage.®

States would be Forced to Abandon their Own Successful Approaches

Under the proposal, all states would face sharply increased work participation
rate requirements that would require them to focus on meeting these requirements
to avoid fiscal penalties. Families that are not able to find unsubsidized employ-
ment, would have to be placed in subsidized work, work experience, supervised com-
munity service, and on-the-job training. Only a few states and localities have wel-
fare-to-work programs that place a substantial number of parents in these activities
and only about 7 percent of TANF recipients nationally who are not working partici-
pate in one of these narrow activities.l0 As a consequence, most states would have
to reconstruct their work programs, jettisoning current employment initiatives in
favor of the narrow set of activities that would meet the new prescriptive federal
requirements.!1

9There is also no mechanism to reduce the number of required hours by any child support
paid to the state by a non-custodial parent of a child receiving TANF assistance. In these cases,
even if the state retains the child support to reimburse itself for the assistance provided to the
child, the custodial parent would be required to work off the entire TANF grant, rather than
the amount of the grant less the among of child support received. In effect, the custodial parent
would be forced to work off the non-custodial parent’s child support payment.

10U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of Planning, Research and Evalua-
tion, Average Monthly Number of Adults with Hours of Participation by Work Activity as a Per-
cent of the Total Number of Adults, Fiscal Year 2000, Table 6C, http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/pro-
grams/opre/particip/.

11 Nationally, in fiscal year 2000, about 21 percent of TANF recipients subject to the work re-
quirements satisfied those requirements by working in an unsubsidized job. An additional 7 per-
cent of TANF recipients worked in unsubsidized jobs but worked fewer hours than required to
satisfy current law work requirements. Even assuming that 28 percent of recipients can be
counted toward the work participation requirements in H.R. 4090 because they are combining
work and welfare, states would have to achieve a very large increase in the proportion of recipi-
ents participating in subsidized employment, work experience programs, and supervised commu-
nity service programs to achieve the proposed participation rate standards. (It is also important
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Instead of large-scale subsidized work or work experience programs, most states
operate welfare-to-work programs that are focused on placing participants in unsub-
sidized private-sector employment. These programs generally require participants to
conduct an intensive job search often in conjunction with “soft-skills” training and
other job readiness activities. In keeping with recent research findings discussed
below on the effectiveness of what is commonly referred to as a “mixed strategy”
approach, a growing number of states are modifying their programs to combine an
overall work emphasis with opportunities for pre-employment training and targeted
vocational education. While work experience is often a component in these types of
programs, it is typically used on a case-by-case basis, rather than as a one-size-fits-
all activity for every participant who does not immediately find unsubsidized em-
ployment.

While evaluation studies that cover all 50 states and compare the effectiveness
of all of the varying work program approaches are not available, the data that is
available generally finds that states using strategies quite different from the par-
ticular program model the proposed legislation would mandate have been successful
in helping large numbers of parents move from welfare-to-work. In fact, many states
utilizing very different approaches have achieved rates of case load reduction and
employment that equal or exceed national averages.

There is some evidence to suggest that the model mandated by the proposed legis-
lation could be less effective than other state approaches. Washington State’s recent
decision to discontinue its work experience program is instructive on this point. The
state’s decision was based in part on results from a recent evaluation of the state’s
TANF program which found that work experience had no positive impact on partici-
pant earnings, while other activities—including jobs skills training, a paid transi-
tional jobs program, and pre-employment training—all had positive impacts on
earnings.’2 The pre-employment training program had the strongest earnings im-
pacts, increasing quarterly earnings by $864. The work experience program did ap-
pear to increase employment rates somewhat, but other activities, including job
skills training increased employment by a greater amount.

Of the programs evaluated in Washington State, only the work experience pro-
gram and the paid transitional jobs program would appear to count toward the first
24 hours the proposed work rates.13 Since the paid transitional jobs program is too
expensive to operate on the large scale that would be required to meet the proposed
rates, Washington State would have little choice but to resurrect a work experience
program that it had previously discontinued because of poor results.

The model that would be dictated by the proposed legislation also runs counter
to the growing state interest in tailoring work activities more closely to the needs
of individual parents rather than being limited to a narrow set of work activities
countable toward the work participation requirements. States want to move their
work programs in this direction in part because of the substantial evidence that now
exists about the extent of barriers to employment among the remaining TANF case
load. By narrowing what counts toward meeting work requirements and diverting
funding to that very limited set of activities, the proposed legislation will make it
more difficult for states to invest in benefits and services that address the signifi-
cant challenges that remain—helping the harder-to-employ move from welfare-to-
work and helping recipients with persistently low wages qualify for higher-paying
jobs. In fact, in February the National Governors’ Association passed on a bipartisan
basis a welfare reform policy that called on Congress to allow states to count a
broader range of activities toward the work participation requirements.14

The Proposed Legislation Would Mandate an Approach that Runs Counter to Two
Decades of Welfare Reform Research

The legislation would mandate an approach that falls outside of the mainstream
of current state welfare-to-work approaches despite a lack of research evidence indi-
cating that it would be more effective than other work programs that are evaluated
over the last two decades. The clearest finding from this extensive body of research
is that providing a range of employment and training services is the most effective

to note that many of those currently combining work and welfare do not participation in work
activities for a total of 40 hours each week and, thus, would not be countable toward the pro-
posed requirement.)

12 Marieka Klawitter, Effects of WorkFirst Activities on Employment and Earnings, University
of Washington, September 2001.

13Washington State also places a substantial number of families in “community service”, but
this activity was not evaluated and appears to be defined in broader fashion than would be al-
lowable under H.R. 4090.

14 National Governors’ Association, HR-36, Welfare Reform Policy.
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welfare-to-work strategy, rather than the one-size-fits-all model that the H.R. 4090
would impose on states. The single most effective program in the recently completed
11-program National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work Strategies (NEWWS)—a pro-
gram that operated in Portland, Oregon in the mid-1990s—did not have a large-
scale work experience component. Instead, the Portland program emphasized mov-
ing participants quickly into private sector jobs, while allowing for varied initial ac-
tivities and establishing performance standards that encouraged case managers to
help participants find jobs that paid well above the minimum wage and offered bet-
ter long-term career opportunities.!® Participants were more likely to find better-
paying jobs that were full-time and provided employer-based health insurance than
welfare participants in a control group.

Similarly, none of the programs that have been shown to measurably increase
child well-being included work experience as a significant program component. Per-
haps the most notable example is the Minnesota Family Investment Program
(MFIP) demonstration, which increased child well-being (as measured by school per-
formance and behavior), in addition to having strong positive impacts on employ-
ment, poverty, and marriage rates. MFIP achieved these outcomes despite placing
fewer participants in work experience than in any other program component.1®¢ Min-
nesota has since adopted a statewide TANF program modeled on this demonstration
program. Program administrators have said that the change proposed by the Ad-
ministration would force them to shift away from this program model in spite of its
unprecedented success.

Sweeping New Waiver Authority Is the Wrong Mechanism for Assuring
Adequate State Flexibility

The Herger bill would allow the Secretaries of HHS and the Department of Labor
to waive any program rule in any program operated through their agencies, with
the exception of Medicaid (though it appears that states could seek waivers of
SCHIP rules). A companion TANF reauthorization bill introduced by Rep. McKeon
(R—-CA), chairman of the subcommittee on 21st Century Competitives of the House
Education and Workforce Committee (which has joint jurisdiction over some parts
of the TANF program) also would include programs under the Secretary of Edu-
cation in this “super waiver” proposal. Programs that could be affected include un-
employment insurance, student loans and aid programs, federal support for K-12
education, job corps, head start, the public health service, and family planning pro-
grams. Some have cited this so-called super-waiver proposal as the answer to ques-
tions raised about the significant restraint on state flexibility included in the work-
related sections of the proposal. (While the current proposal is limited to programs
in these agencies, the Administration’s original proposal was broader and House
leaders have indicated that programs in other agencies will be added to the super-
waiver proposal by other House committees.)

The super-waiver proposal does not limit the number of states that can be granted
particular types of waivers nor does it impose any significant limitations on the
types of rules states can apply to have waived, except that a waiver must not result
in higher federal costs than would be incurred under standard federal law. This is
in contrast to most current waiver provisions. For example, the Workforce Invest-
ment Act allows states to apply for waivers but prohibits waivers of federal worker
protection and minimum wage laws. Moreover, unlike past waiver policies which al-
lowed states to operate demonstration projects to test the efficacy of new initiatives
or alternative approaches, there would be no requirement that these waivers have
a research objective or even be subject to an independent evaluation. Rather than
being designed to encourage states to test new approaches, this waiver policy simply
would allow waivers of any program rule a state did not like.

The following are just some examples of the kinds of waivers which the Secre-
taries of these agencies would have authority to approve:

15Fewer than 15 percent of participants participated in work experience in the Portland pro-
gram. Significantly more participants were placed in basic education, vocational education, and
job search. Susan Scrivener, Gayle Hamilton, et al., Manpower Demonstration Research Cor-
poration, Implementation, Participation Patterns, Costs, and Two-Year Impacts of the Portland
(Oregon) Welfare-to-Work Program, May 1998. The Portland program only used work experience
on a individualized basis and program staff custom-designed positions based on participant’s
skills and interests.

16 Qver a 36-month period, less than six percent of longer-term recipients and about two per-
cent of shorter-term recipients (new applicants when the program began) participated in on-the-
job training or work experience. As in Portland, substantially more clients were placed in job
search, vocational education, and other educational activities. Cynthia Miller, et al., Manpower
Demonstration Research Corporation, Reforming Welfare and Rewarding Work: Final Report on
the Minnesota Family Investment Program, September 2000.
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¢ The Secretary of the Department of Education could waive any rules related
to federal education funding, including formulas that direct resources to low-
income children.

¢ The Secretary of HHS could approve a state waiver in which key federal
TANF program rules are eliminated—including the maintenance-of-effort re-
quirement, data reporting standards, or the requirement that states not sanc-
tion a parent that could not meet work requirements due to a lack of child
care.

« HHS also could approve a waiver in which a state would be permitted to di-
vert all of the resources it now devotes to activities to ensure that child care
providers offer safe, high-quality care to other purposes. As child care budgets
tighten due to heightened work requirements and frozen funding, states may
be tempted to ignore the importance of the quality of child care services and
wish to focus solely on placing as many children as possible in child care pro-
grams. Basic health and safety protections now required under federal law
also could be waived.

* Waivers that transfer substantial resources from activities permissible under
one program to entirely different programs also would be permissible. For ex-
ample, the Secretaries of these agencies could approve waivers in which fed-
eral TANF funds are shifted to provide student aid to middle-income college
students, to augment federal funding for public education, or employment and
training programs for higher-income laid-off workers.

¢ The Herger bill also would appear to allow the Secretaries to waive other
independent statutory and regulatory requirements applicable to programs
within their jurisdiction, including minimum wage requirements, OS
standards, and civil rights regulations. At a minimum, there is no language
in the bill that would clearly prohibit waivers of these requirements. There
also is little question that the Secretaries would be able to waive certain pro-
gram-specific civil rights protections that provide greater protections than
general civil rights law or that clarify the applicability of civil rights rules to
specific programs. This would include section 188 of WIA which contains
equal opportunity and nondiscrimination protections specific to WIA and
408(c) of TANF which provides that the Americans with Disabilities Act and
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 apply to TANF.

If programs under the jurisdiction of other agencies, the problems only compound.
If programs under the Departments of Agriculture and Housing are included, for ex-
ample, a state could apply for waivers that could dramatically reorder federal fund-
ing priorities involving billions of dollars and cutting across multiple programs.

The only statutory limitation, other than cost-neutrality, on these Secretaries’ au-
thority to approve waivers is that the state applying must show that the waiver
would further the purposes of all of the programs involved. This language is so
vague that a Secretary could determine that any state proposal met this test.

In short, this broad new waiver authority would mean that if a state and the ad-
ministration agree that they do not approve of a statutory provision in TANF, public
health programs, child care programs, education and training programs, or any
other program within the jurisdictions of HHS and DolL, they can effectively exercise
line-item veto power and have that rule waived. This would eliminate any assurance
that Congress could establish any national standard or requirement in programs
within HHS or DoL. If enacted, this waiver authority would represent an unprece-
dented abrogation of Congressional authority to establish funding priorities, set
funding levels, and legislate program parameters. In transferring such authority to
the Executive branch, this provision would allow any Administration to make, in
conjunction with a state, unilateral policy decisions that Congress never would have
agreed to within the legislative process.

Such broad waiver authority is not needed and could be very damaging. If there
are particular areas within a program in which there is consensus that states
should have more flexibility in establishing rules, those areas should be addressed
in a targeted manner. For example, if there is consensus that states should have
more latitude in the way they design their welfare-to-work programs, then the
TANF statute should provide that flexibility. Similarly, if there are particular areas
in which states should have more flexibility to align WIA and TANF rules, those
areas should be identified and the statutes altered to provide that flexibility.

It also should be noted that the Herger bill would terminate welfare-related waiv-
er programs currently operating in some 10 states. These waivers were granted
prior to the enactment of TANF and states with such waivers were allowed to con-
tinue those programs, even if they conflicted with federal TANF rules, under the
1996 welfare law. It seems odd that while seeking to provide the Administration
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and states with new ways to seek very broad waivers, that the bill would terminate
those waivers already in place.

The Herger bill also would appear to allow the Secretaries to waive other inde-
pendent statutory and regulatory requirements applicable to programs within their
jurisdiction, including minimum wage requirements, OSHA standards, and civil
rights regulations. At a minimum, there is no language in the bill that would clearly
prohibit waivers of these requirements. There also is little question that the Secre-
taries would be able to waive certain program-specific civil rights protections that
provide greater protections than general civil rights law or that clarify the applica-
bility of civil rights rules to specific programs. This would include section 188 of
WIA which contains equal opportunity and nondiscrimination protections specific to
WIA and 408(c) of TANF which provides that the Americans with Disabilities Act
and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 apply to TANF.

The Child Support and Family Formation Provisions of the Administra-
tion’s Plan

The proposed legislation makes several changes in the areas of child support and
family formation.

¢ For current and former welfare recipients, states would be given a new option
and new incentives to direct child support payments currently retained by
states and the Federal Government to families. (Collections on behalf of cur-
rent and former welfare recipients are often retained by the Federal Govern-
ment and states as reimbursement for welfare costs.)

¢ The “illegitimacy reduction bonus” would be replaced with a “Healthy Mar-
riage Promotion” competitive matching grant program. States would be able
to use federal TANF funds to meet the state match requirement.

* An additional $100 million is diverted from the high performance bonus for
use by the Secretary to fund further marriage promotion research, demonstra-
tions, and technical assistance.

¢ The fourth purpose of TANF would be changed from “encourag[ing] the for-
mation and maintenance of two-parent families” to “encouragling] the forma-
tion and maintenance of healthy, 2-parent married families, and
encourag[ing] responsible fatherhood.” States would be required to establish
annual, specific plans and numerical performance goals to improve outcomes
with respect to this purpose and the other three purposes of TANF.

Child Support Provisions are More Modest than Earlier House-Passed Legislation

There is strong evidence that non-custodial parents are more likely to pay child
support if they know that the support goes to their children. Research has shown
that when child support is passed through to families receiving welfare, the child
support paid by noncustodial parents increases, welfare receipt declines, and chil-
dren’s financial well-being improves.17

The Herger bill includes two provisions that would help states to implement poli-
cies that increase the extent to which child support goes directly to children. The
first provision would provide states with an option to direct delinquent child support
payments collected by intercepting noncustodial parents’ federal tax refund checks
to the children of former welfare recipients. The second provision would help states
to implement or enhance policies that direct a portion of child support payments col-
lected from noncustodial parents of children currently receiving TANF to their chil-
dren. Under current law, states and the Federal Government generally retain child
payments made by noncustodial parents of children receiving TANF. While states
already have the flexibility to pass through child support, if they exercise this op-
tion, they must still send the Federal Government its portion of any child support
collected making it an expensive option to take. The Herger bill would help states
pay for the costs of providing up to the greater of $100 per month or $50 more than
the current state “pass through” to families that receive TANF.

These provisions, while positive, are far more modest, than child support legisla-
tion sponsored by Representatives Nancy Johnson and Ben Cardin that passed the
House of Representatives in 2000 with overwhelming bipartisan support.

* Within five years of enactment, the Johnson-Cardin bill would have required
all states to direct intercepted federal tax refunds to former welfare recipients

17Vicki Turetsky, Reauthorization Issues: Child Support Distribution, Fact Sheet: “Early Find-
ings from Wlsconsm Experiment to Get More Child Support to Famlhes Center for Law and
Social Polic; February 2002, http://www. clasp org/pubs/childenforce/
Early%QOFmdmgs%20from%20W1scons1n%2OW pdf
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who are owed past-due child support. A uniform national rule is preferable
to a state option in this area for two reasons. It is more equitable than a state
option—whether a child receives support should not depend on her or his
state of residence. It also makes more sense given the additional complexities
that would result in the interstate distribution of child support if states had
varying rules in this area.

¢ The Johnson-Cardin legislation would have limited the requirement that fam-
ilies applying for welfare sign over to the state their right to collect unpaid
child support that was owed to them before they applied for welfare. (The re-
quirement that families turn over the support owed to them while receiving
welfare is retained in both bills). The Herger bill leaves this requirement in
place. The Johnson-Cardin approach recognizes that families who hold off
from applying for welfare should not be penalizing by having to turn over
child support that was owed to them before applying for welfare.

¢ The Johnson-Cardin bill placed a substantially higher limit on the amount of
child support that states could pass through to current TANF families with
financial support. Under the Johnson-Cardin bill, the Federal Government
would help pay for the costs of providing up to $400 in child support to a fam-
ily with one child receiving TANF. Johnson-Cardin also is more advantageous
than the Administration’s plan for states that had previously implemented a
child support pass-through policy.18

Family Formation

There is substantial interest in developing programs that further reduce nonmar-
ital births, foster and strengthen healthy two-parent families, and increase the pro-
portion of children cared for by both parents. However, very little is known about
what kinds of policies and programs could produce desirable results in these areas.
(One exception is teenage pregnancy reduction, where a growing body of research
points to successful strategies.) 19

Unfortunately, both the Healthy Marriage Promotion competitive matching grant
program and the additional research and demonstration funding proposed in H.R.
4090 are so narrowly focused that little would be learned about effective strategies
for strengthening and improving child well-being under this proposal. In both cases,
the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) would be required to fund
a narrow set projects including marriage promotion activities such as pro-marriage
advertising campaigns, pre-marital education classes, marital counseling, and rela-
tionship strengthening.

Efforts to reduce teen pregnancy are notably absent from the list of projects that
can be funded with these resources, despite research indicating that reducing teen
pregnancy can be an effective means to reducing the number of children living in
single-parent families. Also absent from the list of allowable uses of these funds are
efforts to foster the involvement of noncustodial parents in the lives of their chil-
dren, or to enhance the ability of noncustodial parents to pay child support could
not be supported with these resources.2® Because we know so little about what
works in these areas, states should be allowed to use these funds to conduct a wide
range of research and demonstrations that could reasonably be expected to have
positive impacts on family formation.

Finally, there are two troubling aspects of the funding mechanism for these ef-
forts. While we support eliminating the “illegitimacy bonus” which appears to have
rewarded states that experienced falling nonmarital births unrelated to state efforts
in this area, the high performance bonus should not be cut by 50 percent to fund

18 Currently, a number of states do pass through some child support—often $50—to families
receiving TANF cash assistance. H.R. 4090 impacts these states differently from those that do
not currently pass through any child support collections. In the states that currently pass-
through child support, federal help would only be available in meeting the costs of increasing
the pass-through above its current level. For example, if a state already had a $50 pass-through
the plan would share in the costs of increasing the pass-through to $100, but not in the costs
associated with the first $50 of the pass-through.

19 See Isabel Sawhill, What Can be Done to Reduce Teen Pregnancy and Out-of-Wedlock
Births?, The Brookings Institution, October 2001.

20 Some of these activities could be funded through the fatherhood initiative included in the
proposal. However, fatherhood funds cannot be used to fund employment services and the initia-
tive is only authorized rather than actually being funded. In order to fund fatherhood projects
outlined in this part of the Herger bill, the Appropriations Committee would have to appropriate
resources for it. Moreover, the proposal would only authorize $20 million in funding annually
for the fatherhood initiative, far less than the up to $300 million per year in federal TANF funds
that could be spent on the marriage-related projects.
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these efforts. The TANF program includes many fiscal penalty provisions, but the
high performance bonus is the only TANF provision that rewards states for achiev-
ing better employment outcomes and increasing access to work supports. In addi-
tion, states should not be permitted to use federal TANF funds as the state match
for the Healthy Marriage Promotion competitive matching grant program. If the
Congress decides that additional resources should be allocated to such marriage-re-
lated proposals, states should be required to contribute new resources, rather than
taking funds from existing TANF efforts, to participate in a competitive matching
program for which they are receiving additional federal funds.

The Fiscal Implications of H.R. 4090

Despite increasing the participation rates that states must meet and hourly re-
quirements that families must meet, while also requiring states to place substan-
tially more parents in more expensive subsidized jobs or work experience programs,
H.R. 4090 would freeze both TANF and child care funding for five years at the FY
2002 level. Even without the far more costly work participation requirements on
states in H.R. 4090, freezing TANF and child care funding for five years would itself
mffean that most states would be unable to maintain their current welfare reform
efforts.

The 1996 law based each state’s TANF block grant level on its historical AFDC
spending. Funding was not indexed for inflation. Data from the Treasury Depart-
ment show that in FY 2001, states spent $18.5 billion a year on TANF—$2 billion
more than the annual block grant level. States have been able to do this because
they can tap unspent funds from the early years of the TANF program. Those funds,
however, are dwindling quickly. Many states either have few remaining reserves of
unspent funds from prior years or will be without any significant reserves at some
point in the next couple of years. If funding remains frozen, many states will have
to cut TANF services significantly, including supports for working poor families with
children. Adding to this problem, the $16.5 billion will purchase less in services and
benefits with each passing year, due to inflation. Since 1997, the block grant has
lost 11.5 percent of its value—five more years of funding at the current level would
mean that it would fall 22 percent below its value in 1997.

If the child care block grant is frozen, it would lose nearly 12 percent of its value
by FY 2007 due to inflation. The cost of child care is comprised primarily of the sal-
aries of child care workers. States will not be able to freeze the salaries of these
workers for the next five years and, thus, as the cost of child care rises, states will
be unable to maintain their current service levels without devoting increased state
resources to child care or using larger amounts of TANF funds for child care, leav-
ing even less in TANF for other purposes. It is likely that most states would be
forced either to reduce the number of children served or increase the costs borne
by low-income families by reducing the value of the subsidy. Thus, while most ana-
lysts agree that there remains large numbers of low-income families who need child
care assistance in order to afford quality, stable child care, funding would be falling
and states would not be able to maintain even their current child care programs.

The Herger bill includes a provision which would allow states to transfer up to
50 percent of its TANF funds to the child care block grant. Under current law,
states can transfer up to 30 percent of TANF funds to the child care block grant
but can spend an unlimited amount of TANF funds directly on child care. In fact,
under current law, a state could choose to spend its entire TANF block grant on
child care assistance. Thus, increasing the amount that can be transferred to the
child care block grant provides no additional resources for child care.

New Work Requirements Would Be Costly

Under the proposed legislation, states would face a five-year freeze on TANF and
child care block grant funding at the same time that the new federally-mandated
work program structure substantially increased their work program and child care
costs. An analysis by the Center for Law and Social policy of the Administration’s
work participation proposal—a proposal very similar to that in the Herger bill—esti-
mates that states would need to spend an additional $15 billion between 2003 and
2007 to meet the Administration’s work requirements. This figure includes $7 bil-
lion in additional work program costs and $8 billion in additional child care costs.2!

States would face this combination of decreased “real” funding for TANF and child
care and increased work program and child care costs at the very time their re-

21 Mark Greenberg, et al., At What Price? A Cost Analysis of the Administration’s Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Work Participation Proposal, Center on Law and Social
Policy, April 2002.



103

serves of unspent TANF funds from the program’s early years were running out.
Taken together, these factors would likely force most states to cut spending on
TANF-funded programs that support low-income working families who do not re-
ceive cash assistance, since the bulk of state TANF spending outside of the tradi-
tional welfare system is dedicated to providing supports to these families.

If states are forced to scale back supports such as child care for low-income work-
ing families, programs designed to help welfare recipients find and retain jobs may
be much less successful. If a parent finds a job and leaves welfare but does not have
access to child care, transportation or wage supplements—supports that states now
fund with TANF and child care block grant funds—the parent is less likely to retain
the job and remain off welfare.

Bill Would be Especially Problematic for States With Low TANF Funding Levels

The fiscal implications of H.R. 4090 would be especially problematic in the large
number of states with very low TANF block grant allocations relative to their needy
populations. In fiscal year 2001, eight states received less than $600 in block grant
funding per-poor child—the national average is about $1200 per-poor child—and an-
other 13 states received less than $900 per-poor child. (These figures include addi-
tional TANF funds provided in “supplemental grants”—designed in part to provide
additional funding for underfunded states). These underfunded states would likely
have even greater difficulty than most states in summoning the resources necessary
to create large subsidized job or work experience programs.

Bill Also Would Weaken the Maintenance-of-Effort Requirement

In addition to freezing federal funding, the Herger bill would weaken the current
maintenance-of-effort requirement (MOE) which requires states to spend a certain
level of their own resources in order to be eligible for the TANF block grant. Under
current law, only state spending on needy families can count toward the mainte-
nance-of-effort requirement. The Herger bill would allow state spending on activities
related to reducing nonmarital pregnancies or promoting marriage that are not tar-
geted on low-income families to be counted toward the MOE requirement. States al-
ready have the ability to spend federal TANF funds on pregnancy prevention and
marriage-related programs for non-needy families. Thus, there are ample resources
available if states are interested in funding such efforts. The practical effect of the
Herger proposal will be that states will be able to count spending on efforts they
are already making that serve these purposes and then reduce the amount of re-
sources they spend on TANF-related programs.

For example, suppose a state has been operating for the past five years a medi-
ation program through its court system to try to reduce divorce rates and the pro-
gram is available to all couples contemplating divorce. This program was estab-
lished without any consideration of the TANF statute. Under the Herger bill, the
state could now count the entire cost of this program toward its maintenance-of-ef-
fort requirement, enabling it to withdraw state resources it currently spends on low-
income programs to meet the MOE requirement.

Strengthening Work and Families: An Alternative to the Chairman’s Plan

There is a better alternative to mandating a top-down approach that would force
states to replace their current work programs with more costly and less effective
programs that could, in some cases, become “make-work” programs. A better and
equally work-focused alternative plan would push states to address the remaining
challenges of welfare reform by drawing on lessons from the extensive base of wel-
fare reform research and building on current successful state-based approaches.

Reward States for Putting Parents in Jobs: The case load reduction credit should
be replaced with a mechanism that gives states credit toward the work rates when
a family leaves welfare for work. The case load credit wrongly rewards states for
case load decline, even if it is achieved in the absence of work. Instead, states
should get credit based on the number of families that leave welfare for work. This
approach would send a far more positive signal to states—it would recognize that
states should be rewarded for their programs’ successes, namely, the families that
have left welfare for work. To provide an additional incentive to keep families em-
ployed after they leave welfare, states should continue to get credit for families for
six to 12 months after they leave if employment is maintained. States also should
get “extra credit” for placing families in higher-paying jobs.

Increase States’ Ability to Focus on Helping Parents Find Better-Paying, More Se-
cure Jobs: Additional steps need to be taken to help families get better jobs. States
should be given broader flexibility to allow parents to participate in vocational edu-
cational programs that could help recipients improve their skills and secure more
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stable employment. In addition to the NEWWS evaluation findings, there is growing
evidence that carefully designed educational programs can have a substantial im-
pact on earnings. Maine’s Parents-as-Scholars program, which allows participation
in vocational education, including post-secondary education, for more than 12
months, is one example. Wage rates for Parents-as-Scholars participants jumped by
nearly 50 percent—from about $8.00 an hour prior to entering to program to nearly
$12.00 an hour after program completion.22 In spite of its proven success, Maine is
not able to use federal TANF dollars to operate the Parents-as-Scholars program be-
cause participants would not count toward TANF work rates given the current 12-
month limitation on vocational education.

Help Parents with Work Barriers Succeed in the Labor Market: States need more
flexibility and support in working with families with barriers to employment. States
should be encouraged—not discouraged—to identify parents that have significant
barriers to employment and work with those parents to overcome those conditions
and move toward employment. At the very least, states should be allowed to count
families that they place in barrier-removal activities toward the work participation
requirements without any arbitrary limits. As noted above, the proposal to allow
certain barrier removal activities to count for three consecutive months in any 24-
month period is not a significant improvement on current policy.

Families with barriers would also be helped by improvements in sanction policies.
A growing number of rigorous studies conducted by or for states have found that
sanctioned families are more likely to have serious barriers to employment than
families that leave for other reasons. A pre-sanction review process—in which fami-
lies are contacted prior to the sanction, screened and assessed for barriers that may
have hindered families ability to meet work requirements, and provided with serv-
ices to address any barriers identified—would help improve compliance with work
rules and ensure that participants are receiving the right types of employment serv-
ices.

Provide Additional State Flexibility to Make Work Pay: One of the most important
research findings from the past few years pertains to the importance of earnings
supplement policies in “making work pay.” Since the early 1990’s, nearly all states
have adopted policies that allow families to keep a share of their welfare benefits
as a wage supplement. These supplements remain quite modest—in the most states
they are eliminated before a family’s earnings reach 75 percent of the poverty line—
but help ensure that a family is actually better off by working. Unfortunately, such
supplements count against the federal time limit even though families must be
working to receive them. This helps explain an unanticipated finding from states
that have studied the effects of their time limit policies—that a majority of families
who are terminated due to time limits are working prior to their termination. The
families terminated due to time limits in these states tend to have lower wages,
educational levels, and higher poverty rates than families leaving welfare for other
reasons. States that decide to provide wage supplements to working families like
these should be able to do so without applying the federal time limit.

Extend Work-Based Reforms to Low-Income Fathers: While TANF has helped
boost employment rates for single mothers, more needs to be done to improve em-
ployment outcomes for disadvantaged fathers. The employment rates and labor force
participation of young black men with a high school degree or less actually fell in
the 1990s, even as employment outcomes for young black women improved.23 The
Federal Government should provide states with incentives to extend employment
services and other necessary services to low-income fathers. States can currently
serve low-income non-custodial parents with TANF funds, but existing programs are
limited. States should be allowed to count low-income fathers of TANF children to-
ward their TANF work rates if the fathers are receiving TANF-funded employment
services. This would provide states with an incentive to extend TANF-funded em-
ployment services to more low-income fathers. States also should be given one-time
federal grants to develop programmatic recommendations to extend employment
services to low-income fathers and enhance program coordination among programs
that work with low-income fathers, including child support, employment, and crimi-
nal justice programs.

Allow States to Bring Legal Immigrant Families into their TANF Work Programs:
States should also be allowed to bring recent legal immigrant families into their fed-
erally-funded TANF work programs. About one in four low-wage workers with chil-

22Rebekah J. Smith, Luisa S. Duprez, and Sandra S. Butler, Parents as Scholars: Education
Works, March 2001.

23 Paul Offner and Harry Holzer, Left Behind in the Labor Market: Recent Employment Trends
Among Young Black Men, Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy, The Brookings Institution,
April 2002.
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dren is a immigrant and most of the children in these families are U.S. citizens.
A significant share of these low-wage legal immigrant workers are excluded from
the federally-funded TANF program because they have lived in the United States
for less than five years.2¢ In fact, recent legal immigrants are the only significant
group of low-wage workers that states are prohibited from serving (aside from fami-
lies that have received welfare for more than 60 months, but states have flexibility
to provide hardship exemptions to families after 60 months).

Legal immigrant families are not only ineligible for TANF-funded cash assistance,
but also for TANF-funded work supports and services such as child care, transpor-
tation, job training, and English-language instruction. Opponents of state flexibility
to serve legal immigrants claim that a five-year eligibility ban is needed to prevent
welfare dependency among legal immigrants. However, TANF already provides
ample safeguards against welfare dependency, including mandatory work require-
ments and a five-year limit on assistance. These restrictions apply regardless of im-
migration status. It isn’t clear why a complete eligibility ban—a drastic additional
protection against dependency that does not apply to long-term immigrants or to
citizens—is necessary for legal immigrants during their first five years in the
United States. The Administration also suggests that an eligibility ban is necessary
because benefits may induce legal immigrant to migrate to the United States for
welfare benefits—the so-called “magnet effect”—even though recent social science
research finds no evidence to support the magnet effect hypothesis2> and some of
the staunchest proponents of immigrant restrictions agree there is no magnet ef-
fect.26

Provide Adequate Funding for States to Operate Effective Work Programs: Finally,
if states are to maintain their existing work support system, expand services to
more low-income fathers, and make further progress on the challenges that remain,
they will need to have an adequate long-term funding base. The TANF block grant
should be adjusted to keep pace with inflation. Funding for the Child Care and De-
velopment Block Grant also should be increased so states can provide subsidies to
a greater portion of eligible families.

Two final issues that arise from the current-law funding structure also need to
be addressed. As discussed above, large number of states have very low TANF block
grant allocations relative to their needy populations. Reauthorization legislation
should allocate additional funding beyond the level currently provided in the supple-
mental grants—and in H.R. 4090 which would freeze the supplemental grants at
their current level—to increase funding levels in these underfunded states. The
TANF program also lacks an adequate mechanism for providing states with addi-
tional resources for recessions. H.R. 4090 would reauthorize the current contingency
fund, but far more substantial modifications are needed than are included in the
bill to ensure that states have adequate resources during a downturn.

Thank you for inviting me to testify today. TANF reauthorization represents an
opportunity to build on the successes of the last six years to ensure that poor fami-
lies with children can succeed in the labor market. Reauthorization legislation
should take a work-focused approach that recognizes both the strengths of current
state welfare-to-work efforts, addresses those areas in which more could be done to
help parents overcome barriers and find jobs that can support their families, and
provides the resources necessary for states to operate effective programs.

——

Chairman HERGER. Thank you very much, Mr. Primus. That is
our goal and hopefully when it finally comes up, we end up that
way. Mr. Turner, now we turn to you to testify. Mr. Turner.

24 According to the Urban Institute, some 3 million legal immigrants—about one-third of all
legal permanent residents in the country—have been in the United States for five years or less.

25 See Neeraj Kaushal, New Immigrants’ Location Choices: Magnets without Welfare, CUNY
Graduate Center Working Paper (2002); Madeline Zavodny, Welfare and the Location Choices
of New Immigrants, Economic Review, Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas (1997); and Madeline
Zavodny, Determinants of Recent Immigrants’ Locational Choices, Federal Reserve Bank of At-
lanta, Working Paper 98-3 (1998).

26 See Comments of U.S. Representative Tom Tancredo and Comments of Daniel Stein, Execu-
tive Director of the Federation for Immigration Reform, transcript from Brookings Institution
forum on legal immigrants and welfare, February 22, 2002, http:/www.brookings.edu/
dybdocroot/comm/transcripts/20020228.htm.
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STATEMENT OF JASON A. TURNER, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR
SELF-SUFFICIENCY, MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN

Mr. TURNER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chair-
man, there has been much discussion this afternoon on the relative
roles of the various levels of government in welfare reform. I have
had the privilege and honor working as the Federal Director of the
Aid to Families with Dependant Children program in the first
Bush Administration at HHS, then as a State official leading the
planning group that led to recommendations that became—that
Governor Thompson made into many of his reforms. Finally, I had
the honor of working for Mayor Giuliani as a local official as the
Commissioner of the Human Resources Administration, and in that
role managed about 7 percent of the national welfare case load. As
an official of these three levels of government, I would like to say,
Mr. Chairman, that your bill and the President’s bill contains ob-
jectives which can be met in every State.

Moreover, I could meet these objectives in New York City with
less money than has been in the current TANF program because
of the very significant case load reductions that have been
achieved, freeing up lots of money that used to be spent on cash
benefits for services.

Finally, as a State and Local Administrator, I wish to make it
clear that strong national work requirements are successful for
local administrators to have the authority to move forward and get
the kinds of cooperation and support they need at the State and
local level for strong programs.

Surprisingly, given the goals of TANF, the proportion of adults
who are actually engaged in constructive activities leading to em-
ployment is very low, as Mr. Mead said in his own testimony. For
example, excluding those who are working in a job while they are
also receiving welfare, only one in five welfare recipients are doing
any constructive activity, let alone sufficient activity that is going
to lead them into employment. Your bill, which requires a combina-
tion of 24 hours of work-like activity and 16 hours of very flexible
activity, strikes the right balance between mandates for actual
work-like employment activity and a level of effort by the indi-
vidual recipient, on the one hand, and a State ability to design its
own program, on the other.

I want to also reiterate what some of my colleagues have said as
it relates to the ability to draw in under the existing federal rules
people that are sitting out and staying at home and not doing any
kind of work activity or any other activity.

In New York City, as a commissioner, I had at any given time
between 37,000 and 45,000 individuals, adults, who had been asked
to come in and participate in a work program who refused to do
so and continued to receive almost all of their benefits while they
sat at home. There is very little I can do as a commissioner, or any
commissioner can do, under circumstances in which federal law
permits almost all of the money that goes through the welfare pro-
gram to continue to go to individuals who are not willing to help
themselves. What we need is what is called the full check sanction
that connects the benefit, the welfare benefit with the obligation to
go into a work assignment, much the way in a real job when you
do not show up to work, you do not get paid, and that helps you
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show up to work. We have to move away from a work suggestion
program into a work requirement program.

Finally, I would like to say there is plenty of money in this bill
for child care and other requirements that are necessary in order
for us to have a successful program that moves large numbers of
individuals into employment. Lastly—I will save my last comment
for the question-and-answer period. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Turner follows:]

Statement of Jason A. Turner, Director, Center for Self-Sufficiency,
Milwaukee, Wisconsin

Greetings to Members of the Committee:
Thank you for this opportunity to testify.

SUMMARY POINTS OF TESTIMONY
In the discussion below we will make three arguments as follows:

¢ The reauthorized bill should include strengthened work requirements. These
requirements are essential to transforming the meaning of welfare away from
a cash entitlement, and to maximizing the rate of movement into and up
within the private labor force. The work requirement rates in current law are
obsolete and have been overtaken by events. The President’s proposal, as
modified by Chairman Herger’s Personal Responsibility, Work, and Family
Promotion Act of 2002, sets us in the right direction.

¢ Many state programs are unable to engage individuals in constructive activi-
ties because adults under current law can ignore the requirement to partici-
pate and continue to receive most of their welfare benefits. This undermines
the ability of these programs to reach out and bring in those most in need
of the services. The solution is to assure that the entire welfare check is made
contingent upon acceptance of the obligation to participate in constructive ac-
tivities (full check sanction), much the way a wage is contingent upon show-
ing up to work.

¢ The budget for the reauthorized TANF program can be reduced by ten per-
cent without adversely affecting any essential aspect of the program, includ-
ing the provision of child care for working families, and would in many re-
spects result in improvements in the effectiveness of the service delivery sys-
tem.

WORK REQUIREMENTS NEED TO BE STRENGTHENED

The TANF program has been extraordinarily successful at reducing the case load
and moving individuals into employment, as we have seen above. State programs
have achieved this by instituting good up-front job search programs in what is
termed as a “Work First” approach. Experimental research over the past decade and
a half, influential among the drafters of the current law, had revealed that edu-
cation and training alone is less effective at helping individuals succeed in the pri-
vate labor market than early entry into employment if feasible, where on-the-job
learning can help individuals move up the employment ladder faster than holding
them out of the labor market for classroom instruction. Most often actual work can
be combined with education and training in a more effective combination than ei-
ther one alone.

From this “Work First” orientation, our experience has shown further that for
those unable to find immediate private employment, either full or part time, the
next best alternative usually includes some work experience as a core part, although
not the only part, of an overall schedule and effort resulting in employment. This
is especially true for those without extensive prior work history.

There are two key components which together influence the effectiveness of wel-
fare-to-work programs under TANF. One component is the number of hours of activ-
ity required of a participant, which is a measure of his or her effort. The second
is the overall proportion of individuals engaged in such activities, which is a meas-
ure of the breadth and reach of the program. Both components, the intensity and
the breadth of program participation, are important to the overall effectiveness of
the program. The authors of the current TANF program clearly intended that both
program intensity and program breadth be the focus, and they did so by setting
meaningful levels of weekly work requirements (measured in hours), and participa-
tion rates (measured by the proportion of adults actually engaged in the activity).
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Surprisingly, given the goals of TANF, the proportion of adults engaged in con-
structive activities leading to employment, is quite low, once those who are already
employed while on welfare are excluded. Although over 40 percent of the adult case
load in the average state is involved in some required activity, nearly 70 percent
of these are in unsubsidized employment; i.e., they are collecting welfare while
working at a regular job. This is, of course, good as far as it goes. But for the re-
mainder, i.e. those not working and still receiving benefits, current law has done
little to encourage states to constructively engage this group. For example, excluding
those who are working in a job at the same time they are receiving welfare benefits,
of the rest only on in five adults are doing any constructive activity leading to
work.t

In order for the TANF program to make significant continued progress at helping
adult recipients achieve financial independence, it will have to find ways to get
states to engage a far larger proportion of the adult population than is being served
under the current program. A major management commitment is necessary to
mount a large and ongoing program for a high proportion of recipients, and al-
though the policy makers who drafted the TANF program may have anticipated
that most recipients would be involved in welfare-to-work activities, implementation
by states has simply not produced this result.

The President’s TANF reauthorization proposal, Working Toward Independence,
(as modified by Chairman Herger’s bill), moves us in the right direction toward the
next level of reform by focusing state programs on increasing the level of effort
made by individuals in the program, and by increasing the program’s breadth and
reach. It does this while retaining the state operational flexibility inherent in the
TANF program.

The President’s plan as modified by Chairman Herger (hereafter PRWFPA 2002),
sets a 40 hour week as the standard for welfare-to-work activity, which is an in-
crease from 30 hours per week under current law (or 20 for single parents of chil-
dren under 6). The 40 hour week is comparable to the time commitment necessary
in a full-time job. Unlike current law, however, which measures only participant
time spent in work-like activities such as subsidized employment and work experi-
ence, the President’s plan divides required activity into two parts—work-like activ-
ity for 24 hours per week (i.e. three-day equivalent) and state-flexible activity for
the other 16 hours. This is intended to give states the flexibility they need to blend
other program components into the week to maximize its effectiveness, such as edu-
cation, training, substance abuse treatment, and job search.

In addition to moving to a higher level of participant weekly commitment, the
PRWFPA 2002 bill intends to increase the proportion of individuals actually en-
gaged in welfare-to-work activities by increasing the state required participation
rate to 70% from its current 50%, while making certain adjustments (the case load
reduction credits) to make it easier for states to achieve.

Are the state work requirements as outlined in the President’s plan realistic and
achievable for the majority of states? Absolutely!

States have already shown from the current legislation that they are capable of
designing programs to meet federal performance targets when challenged to do so.
The President’s plan sets important targets, but leaves the bulk of the operational
decision-making to state policy makers.

Both former Governor Thompson of Wisconsin and Mayor Giuliani of New York
City have designed and operated large-scale welfare-to-work programs as originally
envisioned by the authors of PWRORA, and as likely to be achieved in practice
under the President’s bill (with certain suggested modifications). Both Wisconsin
and New York share the aspiration to run full-week programs with high levels of
required participation. Some of the practical fundamentals of operating such pro-
grams are outlined below:

Welfare-to-work programs should constitute genuine practice for private employ-
ment.

¢ The program should operate on a standard full-time workweek which con-
forms to the expectations of private employment. This allows participants to
practice organizing their lives around a realistic work schedule of eight hour
work days and five day work weeks;

* Real work should be made part of the weekly activity. The pride and satisfac-
tion of successfully mastering work tasks often results in a big psychological
lift and translates into confidence in the search for private employment;

1HHS, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Program, Third Annual Report to Congress;
August 2000.
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¢ Work assignments must include close supervision and regular feedback.
Those who lack work histories are often not familiar with workplace norms
of professionalism and conduct, and frequently find it difficult to submit or
supervisory authority or get along with co-workers. Good supervisors who
agree to make part of their task the acculturation of participants play a large
role in the success of their charges.

¢ There must be swift consequences for non-attendance without cause. The no-
tion of such consequences can be a new and ultimately constructive experi-
ence for those used to being involved in a bureaucratic welfare system in
which not much changes. Thus, the importance of reliability must be taught,
and for this to occur benefits must be closely tied to attendance.

High levels of required and ongoing participation best allows for the goal of replac-
ing cash assistance with work. Welfare-to-work activities which become part of an
ongoing obligation as a condition of receipt of welfare, allow for an ever-present op-
tion for those rotating in and out of the labor market. It can operate much like an
accordion, expanding and contracting to accommodate those out of the labor force,
while keeping work habits and skills in good repair.

Required ongoing participant activity probably exerts its greatest net case load im-
pact at the time of enrollment. Where participation in welfare-to-work programs has
been required of applicants who do not find private employment within a certain
period of time, the number of actual slots used by participants is almost always far
fewer than anticipated. Fewer slots are necessary because individuals who know
they must engage in work in exchange for benefits frequently elect not to enroll in
the program in the first place. Instead, they find immediate employment or increase
their hours in existing part-time employment.

Universal work programs require work slots for individuals of all capabilities.
Having a near-universal expectation of work helps change the culture of the system
and channels the energy of recipients in a constructive direction away from attempt-
ing to qualify for exemptions.

Sanction policies play a large role in achieving high levels of participation. High
non-participation rates are a feature of most mandatory programs. In Wisconsin,
where the Wisconsin Works program pays cash benefits only to those who first par-
ticipate in work activities, compliance by definition is high. However, in states like
New York that do not use a version of full-check sanction for non-participation, a
large }{{roportion of families may accept a lower TANF payment rather than engage
in work.

High turnover rates present management problems but lower the number of re-
quired work slots. The high turnover rate has at least two causes. One cause is that
those who reliably participate in their work assignments, even for short periods,
find they can obtain private employment. Fully half of all individuals who partici-
pated in New York’s work experience program for any period during the first quar-
ter of 2000 found employment the same calendar year. In addition, normal case load
dynamics in which recipients leave the rolls further increases turnover. The high
work experience turnover rate means that far fewer actual slots are needed to run
a universal program than would otherwise be required.

In conclusion, managing a large-scale welfare-to-work program is both practical
and necessary to achieving true welfare reform. The President’s plan, with modifica-
tions, sets us in the right direction.

THE CURRENT LAW DOES NOT PROVIDE ADEQUATE INCENTIVE FOR
RECIPIENTS TO ENGAGE IN WELFARE-TO-WORK ACTIVITIES

Under the goals and objectives laid out in the President’s and Chairman’s bill
which would result in near-universal engagement in constructive activities by adults
on welfare, there will come a point beyond which states will be unable to make
progress under provisions of current federal law. The reason for this is that there
is currently no federal requirement that cash benefits be connected to an obligation
to participate. Only a small portion of the overall cash benefit is affected by non-
participation in about half the country. As a result, individuals who refuse offers
to participate cannot be induced to enroll and remain outside the ability of states
to help them move to self-sufficiency.

As an example from New York City, as of December 2001, there were literally no
more individuals left that the welfare agency had not called into its welfare-to-work
program. Yet tens of thousands of individuals were at home having refused to co-
operate, and were therefore outside the ability of the program to help.

It is essential that a true work program include a connection between the receipt
of benefits and positive participation. Those without a work history need to practice
work-like habits such as routine and reliability. The connection between benefits
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and work effort is an essential part of the learning process. If we don’t have it,
states are running a voluntary program without the name. The solution is to adopt
a version of a full check sanction for non-participation.

A TEN PERCENT REDUCTION IN THE BUDGET ALLOCATED TO THE TANF
BLOCK GRANT CAN EASILY BE ACCOMMODATED WITHOUT CON-
STRAINING THE PROGRAM’S EFFECTIVENESS

There is far more money available for welfare-to-work expenditures than ever be-
fore because about half of the prior expenditures on benefits are no longer required
as a result of case load reductions. This of course is a good development overall, and
accommodates increased spending per remaining adult recipient, as well as permit-
ting more funds to be dedicated to child care for working families, and other such
supports.

However, we may be reaching a point where the plentiful availability of resources
may begin to be counterproductive. The excess liquidity in the TANF system can
result in programs being less efficient and effective than they otherwise might be
if careful use of resources remains a budget necessity. For example, in New York
City we now spend about ten times the amount per remaining recipient on welfare-
to-work services (of all kinds, including child care and substance abuse treatment)
as compared to prior to the passage of TANF, even though case loads are about 60%
lower (not ten times lower). This anomaly occurs because benefit payments rep-
resented the overwhelming proportion of total welfare spending in the pre-TANF
era.

The significant increase in available funds has resulted in enormous pressure for
states to find ways to spend or obligate funds. In a ten-state study published about
six months ago, the General Accounting Office found that of ten states studied, five
had used between fifteen and twenty five percent of their TANF funds to supplant
state spending.2 Moreover, even with the pressure to expend funds, as recently as
the first half of fiscal 2001 states as a group were spending at a rate equal to only
91% of their available block and supplemental TANF grants3 (states have now
caught up and are spending at a rate slightly higher than that available through
annual grants).4

Another way to see the increase in available resources as a result of the case load
decline is to consider that from FY 1998 to FY2001, spending on cash assistance
declined from 61% of total TANF expenditures to 38%. As a result, significant
amounts of funds have been freed up for other uses. However, even counting all the
2001 spending on basic TANF related functions—i.e. for cash assistance; for welfare
and working family child care; for education, training and work experience; for state
supplements to the EITC; for computers and administration; and for all other direct
work supports—there still remained 23% of the TANF block grant which was avail-
able and re-programmed for other uses, according to calculations made by the Cen-
ter for Budget and Policy Priorities.5

The result of excess liquidity in the TANF program means, for a state and local
administrator, pressure to spend money in ways they might not otherwise deem
wise. Some state and local administrators have had difficulty extracting the best
value from employment and training vendors.

As of the end of the last fiscal year 7.4 billion dollars in federal funds remained
as unobligated or unliquidated from the TANF block grant, or an accumulation rate
of about 1.5 billion per year (unliquidated funds may have been committed, see foot-
note). A ten percent reduction would take out about 1.7 billion dollars per year in
the amount of federal funds otherwise available, or an amount not much greater
than the excess which has accumulated each year.6

Nor is there a shortage of child care funding. For FY 2002 the total federal share
of child care funds through the CCDF, TANF and SSBG equals a very generous $8.7

2GAO-01-828, Welfare Revorm—Challenges in Maintaining a federal-State Fiscal Partner-
ship; 9/01; p.13.

3 Analysis of TANF Spending through the Middle of Federal Fiscal Year 2001; Center on Budg-
et and Policy Priorities; 9/01; p.13.

4TANF Spending in Federal Fiscal Year 2001; Center on Budget and Policy Priorities; 3/27/
02; p.6.
5TANF Spending in Federal Fiscal Year 2001; Center on Budget and Policy Priorities; 3/27/

; p-2.

6Not all the funds designated as unliquidated are available for reprogramming. As the term
is used by states, unliquidated funds may mean funds committed (e.g. per a contract) but not
yet spent, or it may mean funds designated for future use by the state or its counties, but not
yet programmed. Of the $7.4 billion in federal funds not used by states and accumulated as of
the end of the fiscal year, states characterized $4.9 billion of that amount as unliquidated.
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billion. To this add the state shares under TANF and CCDF for a combined total
of $11.7 billion. This amount does not account for children being cared for while par-
ticipating in Head Start (another $6.5 billion)?

But even these figures underestimate the amount of federal resources devoted to
supporting children in care arrangements. The dependent care tax credit subsidizes
child care in an amount in excess of $2.6 billion (1998) per year.8 Moreover the two
largest tax programs which help support children, the Earned Income Tax Credit
and the Child Tax Credit, dwarf all other programs combined. The refundable EITC,
originally conceived as one way to help low-income working families better manage
the expenses of working (including the expense of child care), contributes over $30
billion to families per year. Finally, the child tax credit contributes over $20 billion
to families.

The two systems, the direct subsidy system and the tax system, work together,
with welfare parents and entry level employed adults relying more on direct sub-
sidies, and low and middle income working families utilizing the tax subsidies to
a greater extent.

Thirty-two states have no waiting lists for CCDF child care. Of those remaining
that do, these states tend to have state criteria which extends eligibility way up into
the middle class (e.g. California with a maximum income limit of $35,100, New Jer-
sey at $36,570 and No. Carolina at $34,224).2 For those well into the middle class,
states may wish to assure parents are utilizing the tax subsidy system while reserv-
ing its direct subsidies for its lower income families.

Finally, experience shows that child care waiting lists, particularly in large cities,
are not always accurate. Maintaining lists is often complicated and bureaucratic.
When New York City carefully went through its extensive waiting list, it found far
fewer families actually needing child care than was implied by the size of the list.
Reasons for this included the following:

¢ Many families on the waiting list or receiving child care subsidies no longer
needed them because the child was no longer living with the family.

¢ Some previously eligible for care for reasons of work or program participation
were no longer engaged in the activity which provided their eligibility.

¢ Some families were receiving one kind of child care subsidy, but were looking
for another kind of care, e.g. a particular center.

¢ Some families had placed their names several times on one or more lists.

¢ Child care vendors receiving fixed amounts to make available a certain num-
bers of slots had turnover vacancies unknown and not listed in the city inven-
tory, thereby undercounting the amount of child care available and paid for.

In conclusion, the tremendous success of PWRORA at helping families achieve
self-sufficiency has reduced the level of state and local funds necessary to provide
benefit payments. The federal taxpayer should participate in at least some of this
success in the form of reduced contributions to the TANF block grant.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Mr. Turner. Now we will turn
to questioning, and the gentleman from Pennsylvania will inquire.

Mr. ENGLISH. I want to thank all of you for testifying. This is
really an extraordinary panel and one which distills a great deal
of experience and, I think, a very broad perspective across the po-
litical spectrum.

Starting with you, Mr. Turner, I am struck by the emphasis in
your testimony on the importance of full check sanctions. Now in
your practical experience, what kind of impact has full check sanc-
tions had on welfare rolls?

Mr. TURNER. Well, thank you for asking that question. In Wis-
consin, where Governor Thompson instituted a program in which
the only way to get benefits was to participate in a constructive ac-
tivity, what we found was that many individuals seeing that by en-
rolling in the Wisconsin work program, they would be participating
in what amounted to a full work week, ended up making the deci-

7Source: HHS.
8 Source: 2000 Green Book.
9 Information based on state child care plans submitted to and compiled by HHS, 3/19/02.
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sion themselves to go right into private employment. Much of the
constructive case load reduction activity and increases in employ-
ment had to do with people making their own decisions to go right
to work.

In fact, it is almost always easier to help someone get a job be-
fore they enter the welfare system than it is once they become de-
pendent for an extended period of time. So, having the full check
sanction provision, a provision that can enforce, require, and make
constructive activity an integral part of being on welfare, that is an
essential aspect of an effective program which will continue to
move people to employment.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Primus, you are here testifying today as an
advocate of State flexibility, which I find refreshing. Let me just
say, you have always been a very principal advocate on these
issues. From the standpoint of State flexibility, very briefly, do you
feel that full check sanction is something that intrudes on State
flexibility?

Mr. PRIMUS. In our comments to the administration about wel-
fare reform, we did not suggest that the ability of States to do full
sanctions be taken away or limited. However, mandatory full check
sanctions would be an intrusion on State flexibility. What we were
primarily concerned about is that recipients understand the re-
quirements that are expected of them and know why they are being
sanctioned. That is why we basically advocated for something that
was being done by Governor Sundquist, a former Member of this
Committee, and by no means a liberal, and would mandate other
States follow what is a very good conciliation process in the State
of Tennessee.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Rector, I know your foundation has done a
great deal of research on this subject. Looking from a broader per-
spective, have you seen evidence that full check sanction works sig-
nificantly in providing incentives that reduce the rolls and bring
people back into the workforce?

Mr. RECTOR. Yes. Full check sanction is the strongest variable
that you can find in determining the level of case load reduction
in a State. A State that has a full check sanction system will have
a rate of case load reduction three times higher than the States
that do not. What you are finding is an increasing share of the na-
tional TANF case load is now clustered in the 12 or so States that
do not have a full check sanction because they simply have people
sitting there doing nothing. Those 12 States now comprise over half
of the TANF case load.

Now a critic would say, well, of course, you can get greater case
load reduction when you throw people off the rolls. That is not
what a sanction does. What a full check sanction does is it commu-
nicates that this a real work requirement, it is not a work sugges-
tion. This is for real. The recipient does have to come in to the wel-
fare office. I sat in welfare offices in many different States, and be-
fore the 1996 reform, and before full check sanction, the typical ex-
perience would be that you would send out letter after letter after
letter asking people to come in and engage in job search, in train-
ing, anything, and they would never respond. Once you have a full
check sanction in place, then you get their attention, then they
come in. Then you are simulating a real work environment. This
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is actually—and I don’t mean this facetiously—this is the most
compassionate thing to do, because creating a pseudo reality where
they continue to get payments even if they are not behaving in a
constructive manner only delays their path toward self-sufficiency.

Mr. ENGLISH. Finally, Mr. Mead, I read your testimony as also
being supportive of this kind of a policy. What has your research
found? What can you add, listening to the testimony of some of the
other panelists?

Mr. MEAD. I did an analysis like the one Bob Rector described.
Actually, I used some of his data to do it and introduced additional
variables. I also found that the full check sanction was a very pow-
erful determinant of the rate of case load fall for a State in the re-
cent period. That was not true earlier when sanctions were not as
strong. Under TANTF, it is very clear that the sanction power is a
major determinant of whether States are driving the rolls down.

I also would concur in the idea that often recipients misunder-
stand a partial sanction. They do not understand what is occurring.
They often think their grant has simply been recalculated. They do
not understand that they are violating an obligation. When you
turn off the entire grant, they call up their case worker and ask
what is going on, and then they find out. Then some leave. So, it
gets the message across.

Chairman HERGER. The gentleman’s time has expired. Now the
gentleman from Maryland, Mr. Cardin, to inquire.

Mr. CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Williams, I appre-
ciate in your written statement pointing out the fact that the Con-
gressional Budget Office has indicated that TANF expenditures
have exceeded authorized funding levels by $2 billion. You cite that
in support of the provision that is in my bill that allows for an an-
nual inflationary increase, and I appreciate that.

I notice also in your testimony you point out the concern on the
case load credit and would ask us to move toward an employment
credit and other things you are suggesting in the legislation. So,
Mr. Chairman, we now have the American Public Human Services
Association, the Conference of Mayors, NCSL, NGA, all asking that
we make changes in the legislation that has been filed. I hope we
will listen to their concerns because these are the people that have
to implement the laws that we are going to be passing here. They
all disagree with Mr. Turner in his assessment that not only is ev-
erything fine but the funding could actually be reduced. I think
that is something that we need to really take into consideration.

Mr. Rector, I very much appreciate your direct justification for
federal mandates and regulations since it is our money. It is a very
direct point and one that has been rejected by the Bush adminis-
tration and been rejected by both the Republicans and Democrats
here in our commitment to give the States the flexibility that they
need in order to accomplish the objective.

I think Democrats and Republicans both trust the States to do
the right thing, which leads me to a question to Mr. Primus, and
that is that Secretary Thompson testified earlier today in response
to a question from the Chair that the Administration’s bill gives
additional flexibility to the States, that they have more opportuni-
ties and less restrictions than under current law. Do you agree
with that assessment?
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Mr. PRIMUS. No, I do not agree at all with that assessment. I
think I heard Secretary Thompson many times and when he talks
about increased flexibility, he is really talking about the last 16
hours. For a mother to count at all in terms of meeting the 70-per-
cent requirement, as you know, a mother can only be engaged in
a very narrow and a more narrow set of activities than under cur-
rent law. Yet, there is one 3-month stint when basically anything
the State does would count, assuming again the recipient is en-
gaged in something that is at least 24 hours, but beyond that, this
is clearly reduced flexibility.

Mr. CARDIN. There has also been testimony that—certainly
NCSL pointed out that they are concerned that the requirements
in the administration’s bill is going to require States to divert
funds from programs such as English proficiencies or classroom vo-
cational education, which now will not count toward the work re-
quirement, but also from daycare for government workfare type
jobs. There has been some testimony that that is more important
to a person succeeding in the workplace to have that job, be it a
subsidized public job, rather than getting the vocational training or
the English proficiencies or the other services or job search that
currently count toward the work participation requirements. Do
you have a view on that?

Mr. PRIMUS. I can submit for the record a recent study done in
the State of Washington which shows that paid work experience
ranked last in terms of moving recipients into unsubsidized jobs in
the private sector. Job search and other Welfare-to-Work models
fared much better than the work experience model in terms of mov-
ing recipients into work.

[The study follows:]

September 2001

This report uses results from the WorkFirst Study (WFS). The sample of 3000
families was drawn from the statewide list of adults receiving welfare assistance in
March 1999. Respondents completed a telephone survey that gathered information
on work, education, family, and economic well-being.

This report estimates the impact of job preparation activities in WorkFirst on em-
ployment and earnings in early 2000. For this report, only adult women in one-par-
ent families are included in the analysis.

The impact of the job Search Workshop, Work Experience, Job Skills Training,
Pre-Employment Training, and Community jobs were estimated using multivariate
analysis.

Employment information came from state Unemployment Insurance files. State
administrative files provided information on client activities. Personal and family
characteristics were gathered from the WFS telephone survey.

FINDINGS

¢ About a third of respondents were referred to Job Search, half were referred
to the job Search Workshop, 17 percent were referred to Work Experience and
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less than 10 percent were referred to Community Jobs, Pre-Employment
Training, and Job Skills Training.

¢ About half of those referred completed each of the activities, with the excep-
tion of job Search and the Job Search Workshop which had much higher com-
pletion rates.

¢ Each of the activities had positive effects on employment or earnings or both.

¢ The Job Search Workshop, Community Jobs, Work Experience, and Job Skills
Training increased the chances of employment. Job Search by itself may also
have increased employment though the evidence is weaker.

¢ Average earnings increased for people who completed Community Jobs, Pre-
Employment Training, and perhaps job Skills Training

WorkFirst Activities
This report estimates the effects of selected WorkFirst job preparation activities
on employment and earnings in later quarters.
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We chose six activities, Job Search, Job Search Workshop, Work Experience, Job
Skills Training, Pre-Employment Training, and Community Jobs because they focus
on job readiness and were used by enough WFS respondents to adequately assess
their impact. The activities ranged from a 1-week workshop (the Job Search Work-

shop) to a 9-month intensive work program (Community Jobs).
Figure 1 shows the percentage of WFS respondents referred to and completing

each of the activities prior to January 2000.
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About a third of respondents were referred to Job Search, half were referred to
the job Search Workshop, 17 percent were referred to Work Experience and less
than 10 percent were referred to Community Jobs, Pre-Employment Training, and
Job Skills Training.
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About half of those referred completed each of the activities, with the exception
of job Search and the Job Search Workshop which had much higher completion
rates.

Effects of WorkFirst Activities

We used multivariate analysis to account for the selection of clients into activities
based on their jobreadiness, the effects of multiple activities, and changes in the ef-
fects of activities over time.” The analysis controls for differences in past employ-
ment and earnings, demographic and personal characteristics, length of time on wel-
fare, participation in other activities, and geographic location.

Table 2 shows the estimated impact of activities completed in the last 3 quarters
1999 (“recent” activities) as well as the impact of all WorkFirst activities completed
prior to January 2000. The impacts show the estimated change in employment and
earnings in the first quarter of 2000 attributable to completing the activity. Impacts
in bold are statistically discernable from no change (p<.10).

TABLE 2: EFFECTS OF WORKFIRST ACTIVITIES ON EMPLOYMENT AND
BARNINGS M 157 QUARTER OF 2000

Regent Activities Only Resent and Clder Activities l
WorkFirst Activity Employment Wages Employment Wages |

s (sigpif )| Coeff. {signif )| % pls.  (signif)| Coelf.  (signif.} ’
Job Search Workshop 4% Q07 1§ 79 085 13% 001 1% 324 €03
Job Search Cnly 689 614 1S 186 09 15% 0.00 53187 013
Work Experience 3% 004 }§ 45 083 13% GL2 1% 228 020
Jab Skills Training 30% 000 |8 4856 020 7% 0.00 18522 004
PreEmployment Training 9% 037 | $ 884 (001 7% 043 | $831 000
gommu‘nity Jobs 33% 001 18782 005 30% 000 1S704 008
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The Job Search Workshop, Community Jobs, Work Experience, and Job
Skills Training increased the chances of employment. Job Search alone
may also have increased employment, though evidence of that effect is weaker.
There is some evidence that the effects of the job Search Workshop, Job Search
alone, and Work Experience may be underestimated.

Average earnings increased for people who completed Community Jobs, Pre-Em-
ployment Training, and perhaps job Skills Training and the Job Search Workshop.

Effects of Activities on Employment

Figure 2 shows the estimated employment rate and impact of each activity. The
characteristics of clients who completed each activity were used to estimate employ-
ment rates with and without completion of the activity.

Jol Seareh

Job Srarch Workshop

Work Expricace

The Job Search Workshop, Job Search alone, and Pre-Employment Train-
ing drew clients who were more job-ready. About half of those clients would
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have been employed in absence of those activities and the activities had small, if
any, effects on the chances of employment.

Community Jobs, Work Experience, and Job Skills Training, all drew cli-
ents who were less job-ready. Without the activity, the employment rate for cli-
ents would have been about a third for clients for jobs Skills Training and Work
Experience and only 14 percent for Community jobs clients. Job Skills Training and
Community jobs both increased employment rates by about 30 percentage points;
Work Experience increased employment by less (13 percentage points).

Effects of Activities on Quarterly Earnings

Figure 3 shows similar comparisons for Earnings. Clients in Pre-Employment
Training had the highest expected wages ($1845 for the quarter) and Community
jobs clients had the lowest ($1040).

Averags Tariogs Tor tuane
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Completing Community jobs added an estimated $792 to quarterly earnings, Pre-
Employment Training added $864. Job Skills Training added $456, though its effect
was only statistically significant when older activities were included. The Job
Search Workshop, Job Search only, and Work Experience did not increase earnings
significantly.

Mr. PRIMUS. I want to add just one other thing on the question
you asked a minute ago and that is your bill also provides the flexi-
bility to serve immigrant families. Your proposal also allows States
to stop the clock so that it gives the flexibility for mothers who are
working 30 hours a week and who receive a small welfare check
to continue that welfare check and help them escape poverty. So,
there are many other reasons besides the one I noted where your
bill gives more flexibility than the administration’s bill.

Mr. CARDIN. I thank you, and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you.

Mr. MEAD. I wanted to add one comment, if I might, on this last
point.

Chairman HERGER. Matter of fact, I would like to ask you a
question, and why don’t you at the same time make that comment
if you like. On page three of your testimony, Mr. Mead, you made
a statement, “Congress should remember that much of the transi-
tional child care offered by States to families leaving welfare has
not been claimed.” I would like to ask you what you meant by that
and then you are certainly welcome to respond.

Mr. MEAD. What I meant is that people leaving welfare rolls are
entitled to have at least a year of transitional child care. Yet, many
do not claim that benefit, as they also do not claim food stamps,



118

Medicaid, and so on. The fact that they do not claim it should
cause us to question those who say that lack of child care is the
main reason why people have trouble taking jobs, keeping jobs, and
so on. It looks as if the clients typically can arrange child care in-
formally, and they do not need the government subsidy. Also until
very recently, the amount of money the States had to spend for
TANF was more than they needed. Recently they have begun to ac-
celerate their spending, but it is questionable to me, in light of the
backlog which many States had, to say that funding is inadequate.
The extent of actual need for care is in fact in doubt. You can
spend a lot of money in child care if you specify that it is, “high
quality child care,” and you insist that it have all those attributes.
The child care we have is sufficient for people to go to work. So,
the idea that there is a shortage, that we need to spend more on
this, has to be questioned.

The other point I wanted to make, that it is unfair to assess
work experience jobs simply on whether they produce measurable
transitions into jobs. For that, some other activities like job search
would be more effective. The real purpose of government jobs is not
to generate job entries by themselves. It is rather to generate di-
version, that is, to cause people who would go on welfare to ques-
tion that and go out and get a job, as Jason Turner has said. The
purpose of public jobs is more to act as an enforcement device. It
is to cause more people to go out and get their own jobs off welfare
than would be the case if you did not have that requirement. What
it does is certify that you cannot escape work by failing to find a
job in the private sector. You are going to go to work in some job,
in any event.

So, the evaluation findings that say this is less effective than
some other things are really not conclusive. It is not so much the
effect on case load that counts but the effect off case load, the effect
it produces on the entire environment surrounding peoples’ expec-
tation about welfare and employment.

Chairman HERGER. I want to thank each of you for your out-
standing testimony and, without objection, the report named by
Mr. Primus will be made part of the record. Again, thank you, gen-
tlemen, for your testimonies.

With that, we would like to call on panel 5 to come forward,
please. Mary-Louise Kurey, National Speaker, Author, and Spokes-
woman, Project Reality. Isabel Sawhill, a Senior Fellow at the
Brookings Institute. David Levy, President, Children’s Rights
Council. John Crouch, Executive Director, Americans for Divorce
Reform. Geraldine Jensen, President, Association for Children for
Enforcement of Support, Incorporated. Finally, Stuart Miller, Sen-
ior Lfegislative Analyst, American Fathers Coalition. Ms. Kurey will
testify.

STATEMENT OF MARY-LOUISE KUREY, NATIONAL SPEAKER,
AUTHOR, AND SPOKESWOMAN, PROJECT REALITY, GOLF, IL-
LINOIS

Ms. KUREY. Thank you. I am here today to share with you from
personal experiences the outstanding success of abstinence edu-
cation programs across the country. It has been my privilege to
speak with more than 125,000 teens and young adults in 19 States
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about postponing sexual activity until marriage and making a new
beginning for those who have been sexually active. From African
American students in the Washington, DC, public schools to Native
American teens in Pine Ridge, South Dakota, I have been honored
to address young people from a wide variety of socioeconomic, reli-
gious, and ethnic backgrounds, from diverse family and cultural ex-
periences. I also serve as a spokeswoman for Project Reality, an ab-
stinence education organization serving public schools nationally
with an emphasis in Chicago and the State of Illinois, and also
work with many abstinence programs across the country, including
the Best Friends Program. Abstinence education works, and it is a
crucial component of achieving the goals of the TANF block grant
in the 1996 Welfare Reform Act. It is critical to reauthorize Title
V funding for abstinence education programs at current levels
while keeping the current definition of abstinence that was signed
into law by President Clinton in 1996. These programs make a real
difference in the lives of American teens. Studies show since the re-
lease of abstinence funding, teen sexual activity has decreased.

According to a report by the Centers for Disease Control put out
in 1998, the majority of high school students are virgins and this
percentage is increasing. Of teens who have been sexually active,
approximately 25 percent are currently abstinent and 93 percent of
teens say that teens should be given a strong message that absti-
nence is the best choice. That last statistic coming from the Na-
tional Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy.

Abstinence education goes beyond realistic into reality. During
my presentations I have seen young men stand up in front of hun-
dreds of their classmates and yell, yeah, virgin and proud. I saw
a young woman stand up in front of her classmates and say I have
done things I regret but today I am making a new beginning. Once
when I was signing T-shirts and baseball caps after a presentation,
a young man asked me to write virgin and studly on the back of
his T-shirt. Over a year later I returned to that area and when stu-
dents saw his picture in my book, they said he is still wearing that
T-shirt, and he is in college now.

It shows that these programs have a lasting effect, not only on
the participants, but on the students who they may associate with
as well. In seventh grade I attended a school that was rampant
with teen sexual activity and drug use. My locker was next to a
locker of a student who sold cocaine. That year I made the commit-
ment that I would not have sex until I was married, and here I am
27 years old, a former Miss Wisconsin, Miss America finalist, and
I am a virgin. Choosing abstinence is the best choice that I have
ever made in my life. It is very empowering for a young woman in
today’s sex-saturated society. I was not always so outspoken. In
high school many of my friends were sexually active, and I felt this
was none of my business.

In addition, they were using condoms so I thought, okay, they
are safe. Then at age 15 one of my friends got pregnant while en-
gaging in so-called safe sex with her boyfriend. No one had told us
the medical facts that had been published in the New England
Journal of Medicine that year. Fourteen to seventeen percent of
couples who use condoms to avoid pregnancy get pregnant within
12 months. I saw my friend’s life transform from a college-bound,
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carefree teenager to a single mother living from one welfare check
to the next.

Teens today are also denied information about sexually trans-
mitted diseases. Last year a report was released by the National
Institute of Health, titled Scientific Evidence on Condom Effective-
ness for Sexually Transmitted Disease Prevention. This report indi-
cates that condoms provide no protection against diseases passed
through skin contact, including human papilloma virus, the most
prevalent sexually transmitted disease (STD) in the United States,
which infects more than 5 million Americans each year and is the
leading cause of cervical cancer. This disease takes more women’s
lives every year than HIV and yet it has only been cited three
times by the media since its release in July 2001. Why isn’t this
information being made available? Abstinence programs give young
people this vital information, providing the whole picture about the
limits of safe sex, built on the fundamental truth that abstinence
is the only 100 percent effective way to avoid out-of-wedlock preg-
nancies, STDs, and emotional scars.

Teens whom adults say are going to do it anyway, in my experi-
ence, need the abstinence message even more because I have
learned that the primary causes of teens’ sexual activity are not
uncontrollable urges, but these teens usually searching for some-
thing, love, acceptance, identity, manliness, or purpose to their
lives. Abstinence education goes to the heart of these issues, ad-
dressing identity, self-esteem, healthy relationships, character, and
creating a positive vision for the future. Thank you very much for
this opportunity to testify and I welcome any questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Kurey follows:]

Statement of Mary-Louise Kurey, National Spokeswoman, Best Friends
Foundation, and Spokesperson, Project Reality, Golf, Illinois

Chairman Herger, Congressman Cardin, and Members of the Subcommittee on
Human Resources of the House Committee on Ways and Means:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today on the reauthorization
of welfare reform, specifically as it relates to Title V funding for abstinence pro-
grams. It has been my privilege to speak with more than 125,000 teens and young
adults across the United States about postponing sexual activity until marriage and
“making a new beginning” for those who have been sexually active. From African-
American students in the Washington, D.C. public schools to Native-American teens
in Pine Ridge, South Dakota; from Hmong adolescents in the Milwaukee Public
Schools to Caucasian and Hispanic teens at a youth rally in Little Rock, Arkansas,
I’'ve been honored to address young people from a wide variety of socioeconomic, reli-
gious, and ethnic backgrounds, from diverse family and cultural experiences.

I have also spoken about this issue on many TV and radio programs, including
“Politically Incorrect with Bill Maher,” “Sally Jessy Raphael” and “Life on the Rock.”
My newly-published book for teens is Standing With Courage: Confronting Tough
Decisions about Sex.

I serve as a spokeswoman for Project Reality, an abstinence education organiza-
tion serving public schools nationally, with an emphasis in Chicago and the State
of Illinois. Project Reality recently launched its new curriculum Game Plan fea-
turing former NBA athlete A.C. Green. I have also worked with many other absti-
nence organizations across the county, bringing this message of hope and encourage-
ment to youth in 19 states and the District of Columbia.

Every day, I battle on the front lines of the war against teen pregnancy, sexually
transmitted diseases, the emotional and psychological trauma that stem from teen
sexual activity, and the feelings of hopelessness and indifference that pervade the
lives of so many of America’s youth.
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Abstinence Education Works

Abstinence education works, and is a crucial component of achieving the goals of
the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant in the 1996 Wel-
fare Reform Act. In particular, abstinence is the only 100% effective way to prevent
out-of-wedlock pregnancies, sexually transmitted diseases, and the other negative
individual and societal consequences that arise from premarital sex. Adolescents
who are emotionally as well as physically healthy are far more able to function as
they mature and to benefit from employment opportunities at every level. Undoubt-
edly, they are also able to benefit far more from the education process, whether it
would be at the secondary or college level.

Abstinence education provides teenagers and others with critical information and
encouragement that helps them to wait for marriage. The reauthorization of the
funding for abstinence programs in the 1996 Welfare Reform Act will be instru-
mental in furthering these educational efforts. This will help make a real difference
in the lives of individual American teenagers today. Long-term, the continued adop-
tion of abstinence until marriage will be a core element that benefits society by sup-
porting and encouraging the formation and maintenance of healthy two-parent fami-
lies.

The New Sexual Revolution

In spite of the sex-saturated culture we live in today, studies show most teens in
the United States are choosing abstinence. When I was in high school, most Amer-
ican teens were sexually active. Today, the reverse is true.

¢ The majority of high school students are virgins, and this percentage is in-
creasing. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (1998). Youth Risk Be-
havior Surveillance-United States, 1997. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Re-
port, 47(SS-3).

Among teens who have been sexually active, many have chosen to embrace a “sec-
ondary virginity” and refrain from subsequent sexual activity:

¢ Of teens who are sexually experienced—have had intercourse at least one
time—approximately 25% are currently abstinent (which means they've had
no sexual involvement within the prior three months). Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention. (1998). Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance-United
States, 1997. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, 47(SS-3).

Perhaps most telling is that American teens today want to hear that they are
“worth waiting for”:

¢ 93% of teens feel that teens should be given a strong message that abstinence
is the best choice. National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy. The Cau-
tious Generation? Teens Tell Us about Sex, Virginity and “The Talk.” April 27,
2000
During my presentations, I have seen young men spontaneously stand up in front
of hundreds of their classmates and yell, “Virgin and proud!” I've seen young women
say to their peers, “I've done things that I regret, but today I'm making a new begin-
ning.”
A New Sexual Revolution is sweeping the country. The abstinence movement is
not being led by adults, but by young people. They are searching for truth and
meaning in all aspects of their lives, including relationships and sexuality.

Abstinence, Marriage and Welfare

Teens who choose abstinence until marriage understand that this isn’t about say-
ing no to sex. Abstinence is not a “Just say no” message. It’s about teens saying
“YES”: “Yes” to their future, “yes” to their dreams, “yes” to making a difference in
the world, “yes” to becoming the best people they can be, and “yes” to a joyful, last-
ing marriage.

The divorce rate in the U.S. today is approximately 50%. But studies show that
the divorce rate is significantly less for marriages between two virgins as well as
among marriages between secondary virgins—individuals who were initially sexu-
ally-active with others but practiced abstinence until marriage with the person who
ultimately became their spouse.

Abstinence builds a firm foundation for a successful marriage. It is a critical in-
gredient for increasing the number of happy families in America, and reducing the
number of women and children living on welfare.
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The Promise of One

My grandfather used to say, “Every child is born into the world with a message—
a light—clutched in his hand. But if that child is lost, then that message, that light,
is lost to the world forever.”

I firmly believe that every teen and young adult has something special to bring
to the world. But too often in our society, young people are prevented from fulfilling
their potential by the serious consequences of teen sexual activity. I've witnessed
first-hand in the lives of close friends the devastating and permanent consequences
of premarital sex.

Their experiences reflect the “silent suffering” of my generation:

¢ Most teens who have been sexually-active regret that choice. National Cam-
paign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy. Not Just Another Thing to Do: Teens Talk
about Sex, Regret, and the Influence of their Parents. June 30, 2000.

* 1 out of 5 sexually-active teen girls in the U.S. gets pregnant. Alan
Guttmacher Institute. Teenage Pregnancy: Overall Trends and State-by-State
Information, 1999.

¢ 3 million teens contract a sexually transmitted disease in the U.S. each year.
American Social Health Association. Sexually Transmitted Disease in Amer-
ica: How Many Cases and at What Cost? Menlo Park, Calif.: Kaiser Family
Foundation; 1998.

¢ 1 out of 4 sexually-active American teens has—or will contract—an STD. Alan
Guttmacher Institute. Sex and America’s Teenagers, 1994.

“Safe” Sex: Pregnancy and Disease

In 7th grade, I attended a public school rampant with drinking, drug use and sex-
ual activity. My locker was next to the locker of a student who sold cocaine. I experi-
enced tremendous peer pressure to use drugs, drink, and become sexually active.

That year, I made the commitment to not use drugs, drink underage, smoke, or
have sex outside of marriage. And today, I am grateful to be able to tell you that
I have stayed true to each one of those commitments, while enjoying a healthy and
fulfilling life—including an active social life. I'm 27 years old, a former Miss Wis-
consin, and a virgin. Choosing abstinence until marriage is the best choice I've ever
made, and continue to make, in my life.

The tremendous benefits I have received from abstinence go far beyond avoiding
negative consequences. I've gained courage, self-respect, integrity, personal strength,
character, and a happy and active dating life. This choice is the essence of who I
am, and its rewards far outweigh its sacrifices.

But I wasn’t always so outspoken about the benefits of abstinence. In high school,
many of my friends were sexually active, but I felt that this was none of my busi-
ness. “Who am I to tell them what to do?” I thought.

Then at age 15, one of my friends got pregnant while engaging in so-called “safe”
sex with her boyfriend. No one had told us the medical facts that had been pub-
lished in the New England Journal of Medicine that year:

e 14-17% of couples who use condoms to avoid pregnancy get pregnant within
12 months. Mishell, D.R. (1989). “Contraception.” New England Journal of
Medicine, 320(12), 777-7817.

I saw my friend transform from a college-bound, carefree teenager to a single
mother living from one welfare check to the next. Today, my friend can barely make
ends meet, and her life is filled with regrets. “I love my little girl,” she told me.
“But I wonder what my life would be like today if I had waited.”

In college, a close friend suffered from a nervous breakdown. In her room in the
mental health unit at Sacred Heart Hospital in Eau Claire, Wisconsin, she told me
that her eating disorder and her mental collapse were the result of an abortion she
was pressured into three years earlier. “Every night as I lie in bed, I hear that little
baby’s voice crying out to me,” she said through her tears. These are the faces be-
hind the statistics of teen pregnancy.

As teens, we also hadn’t been informed about the ineffectiveness of condoms
against certain prevalent diseases:

¢ Condoms provide no protection against diseases passed through skin contact,
including Human Papilloma Virus, the most prevalent STD in the United
States, which infects more than 5 million Americans each year and is the
leading cause of cervical cancer. National Institute of Allergy and Infectious
Diseases, National Institutes of Health, Department of Health and Human
Services. Scientific Evidence on Condom Effectiveness for Sexually Trans-
mitted Disease (STD) Prevention, 2001.
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Teens still suffer from this lack of information. After a presentation at a school
in a small town, a freshman girl approached me, choking back tears. “I'm a virgin,
but I have genital herpes,” she confided. “No one told me that you can get it just
by touch.” Because she didn’t have intercourse, she thought that she was “safe.” She
was unaware that some of the most common sexually transmitted diseases like her-
pes and HPV are passed through skin contact, which is how she contracted genital
herpes. She said to me, “I'd be doing what you're doing if I could. But I can’t. So
I want you to tell my story wherever you go, so that others don’t make the same
mistake I did.”

I often think about what would have happened if these young women had been
given the complete facts before they engaged in premarital sex or other supposedly
“safe” behaviors. Even if some of them would have made the same choices, shouldn’t
they have been told the complete truth?

Their experiences compel me to speak out so that others don’t suffer the same
pain and regret.

Giving the Facts; Opening Communication

Abstinence programs give young people the whole picture about the limits of
“safe” sex, built upon this fundamental truth:

* Abstinence is the only 100% effective way to avoid out-of-wedlock pregnancy,
sexually transmitted diseases, and emotional scars from premarital sex.

Effective abstinence programs also foster more open communication about the
true issues behind sexuality and relationships. In my work, I have received ques-
tions on a wide range of issues, from how to say no to sex to why condoms are inef-
fective against genital herpes. Because of my openness in discussing abstinence,
teens and college students respond with their personal stories and questions relat-
ing to issues such as sexual abuse, sexually transmitted diseases, unhealthy rela-
tionships, and emotional and psychological trauma from premarital sex.

The Far-Reaching Causes of Teen Sexual Activity

I have learned that the primary causes of teen sexual activity aren’t raging hor-
mones or uncontrollable urges, as the media frequently portrays. Teens who are sex-
ually active are usually searching for something—love, acceptance, identity, manli-
ness, or a purpose to their lives.

One young woman told me, “Guys are my life. I know who I am based on how
much they like me.”

A teen mother confided, “I wanted to get pregnant, because then I thought I'd be
somebody, and there would always be someone there to love me.”

Abstinence goes to the heart of these issues, addressing identity, self-esteem,
healthy relationships, character, and creating a positive vision for the future.

This is why programs like Project Reality’s Game Plan are so successful.

Game Plan, an eight-unit sports-themed abstinence program, helps teens to make
healthy choices by addressing issues like peer pressure, self-worth, dating, drug and
alcohol use, sexually transmitted diseases, marriage, and goal-setting in the context
of creating a “game plan” for life. Students are taught that their choices today can
have significant implications for their future, particularly as to whether and to what
extent they will accomplish their goals and dreams in life. Game Plan replaces
neediness with empowerment. Programs such as Game Plan arm students with life
skills, courage and character, and give them the strength to make the right choices
and make a positive difference in the world.

Premarital Sex: A Gateway to Other High-Risk Behaviors

The complex motivations for teen sexual activity are manifested in the link be-
tween sex and other high-risk behaviors:

« Teens who are sexually-active are more likely to participate in other high-risk
behaviors, like drug use, alcohol abuse, tobacco use and violence. Whitaker
DJ, Miller KS, Clark LF. “Reconceptualizing adolescent sexual behavior: Be-
yond did they or didn’t they?” Family Planning Perspectives. 2000;32:111-117.

Conversely, teens who are abstinent are less likely to engage in these high-risk
behaviors. Abstinence is a key link to combating the high-risk behaviors that plague
our country’s teens.

After one presentation, a high school junior told me, “I've had sex with a lot of
guys. But I've always been drunk, so I didn’t think it mattered.” She said, “Now
I realize I gave each of them a beautiful part of myself. I'm not going to drink any-
more, so I'm in control. 'm going to make a new beginning.”
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Abstinence and the Beauty of Sex

Abstinence is not a rejection of sexuality as something bad. Rather, abstinence af-
firms that sexuality is something beautiful and precious, so beautiful that it is
worth saving for the person who makes the public commitment to love you uncondi-
tionally for a lifetime in marriage.

The abstinence approach recognizes that human sexuality is not merely some-
thing physical, but involves a person emotionally, psychologically, spiritually, and
socially. Abstinence treats sex for what it is—part of the entire person. It is a holis-
tic approach to human sexuality.

Making a New Beginning

Although the majority of American teens are virgins, many are not, and most of
these non-virgins are dealing with regrets. (National Campaign to Prevent Teen
Pregnancy. Not Just Another Thing to Do: Teens Talk about Sex, Regret, and the
Influence of their Parents. June 30, 2000.) These students frequently appear to be
the most resistant to the abstinence message, and many adults describe them as
being teens who will “do it anyway.” In truth, these are young people crying out
for help, and they are the ones most in need of the abstinence message.

During one presentation, a young woman sitting in the front row glared at me
with her arms crossed. When I told the students at the beginning that I was there
to share the facts with them but I couldn’t tell them what to do, she called out,
“That’s right!” But when I began to speak about the emotional consequences of pre-
marital sex, she started to cry. At the end of my presentation, she hugged me and
thanked me for helping her “to take back her virginity.”

A young man approached me after one of my presentations for a program for trou-
bled high school students. He said to me, “Your talk made me look at my life again.
I need to stop having sex. I need to wait until marriage starting today.”

I've seen countless teens and young adults turn their lives around and embrace
a secondary virginity. Regardless of their past choices, they need to know that their
sexuality is still a beautiful gift, and that they are not trapped by the past. It’s
never too late to make a new beginning.

A Message Desperately Needed

The empowering message of abstinence until marriage is not just for teens and
young adults who are virgins; it is a message for all singles, regardless of past
choices. Abstinence not only prevents teen pregnancy, sexually transmitted diseases,
and the emotional trauma that comes with premarital sex. Abstinence also gives
young people greater self-worth, courage, and the life skills they need to succeed.

Abstinence programs don’t ask, “What’s merely good enough for America’s youth?”
But instead, “What is the best we can give them?”

Your support for these programs will continue a message that is desperately need-
ed. Your vote says to our youth, “Yes, I believe that you are worth waiting for, and
that you can choose the best in your life.”

Let’s fan the flames of the New Sexual Revolution by giving teens and young
adults the facts and the relationship skills they need to be abstinent until marriage.
Their futures hold tremendous promise. In doing so, we empower all of America’s
youth to live free of regrets and bring their special light to the world.

Conclusion

Your reauthorization of the funding for abstinence programs under the 1996 Wel-
fare Reform Act will play a critical role in ensuring the continued education and
encouragement of the youth of America to remain abstinent until marriage, attain
self-sufficiency, and make a positive contribution to our society. The continued adop-
tion of abstinence until marriage will serve as a critical means of helping to reduce
out-of-wedlock pregnancy, sexually transmitted diseases, and the other negative in-
dividual and societal consequences of premarital sex. It will also be a critical ele-
ment that benefits society in the long run by helping to encourage the formation
and maintenance of healthy marriages and two-parent families. Please let me know
if you would like any further information about any of the points raised in my testi-
mony today or if you have any other questions about this important issue.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Ms. Kurey. Ms. Sawhill to tes-
tify.



125

STATEMENT OF ISABEL V. SAWHILL, SENIOR FELLOW, BROOK-
INGS INSTITUTION, AND PRESIDENT, NATIONAL CAMPAIGN
TO PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY

Ms. SAWHILL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appre-
ciate the opportunity to testify. I think that welfare reform has
been far more successful than many people anticipated back in
1996 and that we should build on that success. In our work at the
Brookings Institution where we have been reviewing the research
and information available for about the past year, I have become
convinced of the importance of four priorities.

One is continuing to move people into unsubsidized jobs and giv-
ing States the incentives they need to remain focused on that par-
ticular goal. The second is supporting working families in helping
them move up the ladder. Third is breaking the cycle of poverty by
investing in child care and early childhood education. The fourth
is increasing the proportion of children being born and raised in
married parent families. Due to the limited amount of time, I am
going to focus on that last point, and I would like to make six
points about that.

First, half of first non-marital births are to teenagers. Also,
roughly half of mothers on welfare had their first baby as a teen-
ager.

Second, marriage is an important goal, but not so much for teen-
agers. Teenage marriages are twice as likely to end in divorce as
other marriages. So, if we care about child well-being, the key be-
havior is not just marriage but childbearing outside of marriage.

Third, the reduction in teen pregnancy and birth rates in the
1990s has contributed substantially to the leveling off of non-mar-
ital childbearing. I have a chart in my prepared testimony, which
I hope can become part of the record, that shows this relationship
quite dramatically.

Chairman HERGER. Without objection.

Ms. SAWHILL. I think we should build on that success.

Fourth, effective programs for preventing teen pregnancy have
been identified. Funds are needed so that good programs can be
replicated in more places around the country. In my travels to local
communities in this country, what I hear more often than anything
else is the need for resources to do some things that we know are
working.

Fifth, in light of all of the above, I urge Congress to make reduc-
ing teenage pregnancy a purpose of the law. This will signal in an
important way, I think, to the States that Congress cares about
this objective. I have been very impressed, as have many others,
about the extent to which the language in the 1996 law about ob-
jectives signaled very much to the States and to the country what
they should be focusing on. They have been very responsive to
those purposes.

Six, I urge that any family formation fund include in addition to
encouraging marriage and supporting fathers preventing teen preg-
nancy as a worthwhile and permissible activity. Let me stop there
for now, and I hope to be able to have more conversation with you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Sawhill follows:]
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Statement of Isabel V. Sawhill, Senior Fellow, Brookings Institution, and
President, National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy

Chairman Herger, Ranking Member Cardin, and Members of the Committee:

I am pleased to have the opportunity to testify today on proposals to reauthorize
the 1996 welfare reform law. I serve as a Co-Director of the Brookings Institution’s
Welfare Reform and Beyond Initiative, and as part of that effort we have carefully
reviewed and synthesized a very large volume of research, have talked with many
state and local officials as well as other interested “stakeholders,” and have done
some analysis of different proposals to encourage work or strengthen families. I also
serve (part-time and on a volunteer basis) as President of the National Campaign
to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, a nongovernmental organization chaired by former Gov-
ernor Tom Kean. I should emphasize, however, that my testimony today reflects my
own views and not the views of any organization with which I am affiliated.

Our work at Brookings has convinced me that welfare reform has been much
more successful than many people anticipated. Some of this success is the result of
the robust economy that prevailed in the late 1990s and to the expansion of work
supports such as the Earned Income Tax Credit. But much of the success we have
had in reducing case loads, increasing employment among single mothers, and low-
ering child poverty must be attributed to the 1996 law. In reauthorizing the law,
I believe we can build on that success. In doing so, I want to suggest that Congress
give particular attention to the following: keeping the focus on moving people into
unsubsidized jobs rather than placing them in government-funded work slots, mak-
ing work pay, breaking the cycle of poverty by investing in child care and early
childhood education, and increasing the proportion of children being born to, and
raised by, two-parent, married families. Since my time is limited, and these are
large topics, I will focus the remainder of my testimony on the last objective.

Strategies for Reducing the Growth of Single Parent Families

Most people would agree that the ultimate goal is to increase the number of chil-
dren growing up with two involved parents. Three strategies for doing so are cur-
rently under discussion: reducing divorce (or improving relationships) by providing
marriage counseling or education to existing couples or those contemplating mar-
riage, helping unwed fathers to support their children and/or to marry their child’s
mother, and reducing out-of-wedlock childbearing, especially among teens. These
agendas are not necessarily mutually exclusive, but they involve different strategies
and different target groups (the already married or about-to-be married, the unmar-
ried who have children, and the unmarried who don’t have children). In what fol-
lows, I want to argue that marriage is a good thing but that preventing early child-
bearing among those who are young and unmarried but at high risk of becoming
unwed mothers and ending up on welfare is likely to be a particularly effective
strategy for achieving this goal. (Note that roughly half of all mothers on welfare
had their first baby as an unmarried teenager.)

Reducing divorce rates can contribute to fewer children being raised in single par-
ent families. However, after increasing sharply in the 1960s and 1970s, divorce
rates have leveled off or even declined modestly since the early 1980s. Moreover,
children in divorced families more often retain a relationship with both parents, are
more likely to receive support from a nonresident father, are less likely to need, and
receive, welfare or other government assistance, and are generally much better off
than those born to never-married mothers. Finally, virtually all of the increase in
child poverty between 1980 and 1996 was related to the increase in nonmarital
childbearing over this period, not to greater divorce. In short, efforts to strengthen
marriages in ways that reduce the likelihood of divorce should be welcomed but di-
vorce rates, though high, are not the crux of the problem and thus arguably should
not be the focus of any new effort.

The much bigger problem is too many unmarried women having babies. Most of
these women are very young when they have their first child. While only 30 percent
of all nonmarital births are to women under the age of 20, half of first nonmarital
births are to teenagers and most of the rest are to women in their early twenties.lil
So, the pattern typically begins in the teenage years or just beyond, but once begun
often leads to additional births outside of marriage. There are two solutions to this
problem. One is to encourage these young women to marry the fathers of their chil-
dren (assuming the fathers are willing). The other is to get them to delay child-
bearing until they are older and married.

1 National Center for Health Statistics, “Births: Final Data for 1999,” National Vital Statistics
Report 49-1 (Hyattsville, MD: National Center for Health Statistics, 2001) 44.



127

As Chart 1 shows, most women eventually do marry (90 percent by age 45). The
problem is one of timing. Up until their mid-twenties, more women have had babies
than have ever been married. But after that age, the reverse is true: the number
of women who have ever married exceeds the number who have ever had a child.
So those calling for more marriage are really calling for earlier marriages. The
drawback of this solution is that it requires reversing a strong and generally
healthy trend toward later age at first marriage among both men and women. Be-
tween 1960 and 1999, age at first marriage increased from 20 to 25 for women and
from 23 to 27 for men. Age at first marriage is one of the strongest predictors of
marital stability and this trend toward later marriage is a very important—probably
the single most important—reason for recent declines in the incidence of divorce.
One recent study by Tim Heaton at Brigham Young University based on data from
the National Survey of Family Growth finds that all of the decline in divorce rates
since 1975 is related to the increase in age at first marriage.liil Not only is this trend
good for marriage, it is good for children as well. Younger mothers often lack the
maturity, patience, and education that have been shown to produce better outcomes
for children.

The argument will be made that in earlier times it was common for women to
marry young. But our economy now demands much more education than in earlier
periods and provides women as well as men an opportunity to pursue both edu-
cation and a career beyond high school. To be sure, some women may want to forego
such opportunities in order to become full-time wives and mothers at an early age;
but a social policy that actively encourages such early marriage would be incon-
sistent with one that also sees investments in education and in stable long-term
marriages as socially beneficial.

Perhaps what is really intended by marriage advocates is not a set of policies that
would encourage earlier marriages across the board but only in cases where a
woman is already pregnant or has had a child. Such “shotgun” or “after-the-fact”
marriages to the biological father were common in the past but have virtually dis-
appeared in recent years. Their modern counterpart is what is often called fragile
family initiatives—efforts to work with young couples, many of whom are roman-
tically involved or cohabiting at the time of the baby’s birth, to help them form more
stable ties and where appropriate, marry. These efforts often involve education,
training, counseling, and peer support for the fathers. An evaluation of one such ef-
fort, Parents Fair Share, produced somewhat disappointing results.[iil But it would
be premature to write off such efforts. About two-fifths of all out-of-wedlock births
are to cohabiting couples and cohabitation seems to be rapidly replacing marriage
as a preferred living arrangement among the younger generation. These cohabiting
families are much less stable than married families. Less than half of them stay
together for five years or more.[iV] Whether such couples can be persuaded to marry
and whether these marriages would endure if they did is not entirely clear, but
some research suggests that marriages preceded by cohabitation are less stable than
those that are not.I In the meantime, any program that provides special supports,
such as education and training, to unwed parents, whether mothers or fathers, runs
the risk of rewarding a behavior that society presumably would like to discourage.

Many unwed mothers cohabit not with the biological father of their children but
with another man and some of these relationships may also end in marriage. But,
surprising as it may seem, such stepfamilies seem to be no better for children than
being raised in a single parent home.

More importantly, once a woman has had a child outside of marriage, her chances
of marrying plummet. Daniel Lichter of the Ohio State University finds that the
likelihood that a woman of a given age, race, and socioeconomic status will be mar-
ried is almost 40% lower for those who first had a child out of wedlock (and 51%
lower if we exclude women who marry the biological father within the first 6
months after the birth). By age 35, only 70 percent of all unwed mothers are mar-
ried in contrast to 88 percent among those who have not had a child. He compares
women who had a premarital pregnancy terminated by a miscarriage to those who

i1 Tim Heaton, “Factors Contributing to Increasing Marital Stability in the United States”
Brigham Young University, July 2000, 12-13.

[iiil Virginia Knox and Cindy Redcross, Parenting and Providing: The Impact of Parents’ Fair
Shar;z on Paternal Involvement (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation,
2000).

[Vl Elizabeth Terry-Humen, Jennifer Manlove and Kristin A. Moore, “Births Outside of Mar-
riage: Perceptions vs. Reality,” Child Trends Research Brief (April 2001) 4.

M The National Marriage Project, “Social Indicators of Marital Health and Wellbeing,” The
State of Our Unions 2001 (Piscataway, NJ: Rutgers University, 2001) 24.
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carried to term, and finds that these differences in marriage rates persist.lVil This
suggests that having a baby out of wedlock causes women to marry less rather than
simply reflecting the pre-existing characteristics of this group of women. The rea-
sons unwed mothers are less likely to marry are unclear. They may be less desirable
marriage partners, may be less likely to spend time at work or in school where they
can meet marriageable men, or may simply lose interest in marriage once they have
children. Moreover, having had one child out of wedlock, they appear to be relatively
uninhibited about having additional children in the same way. In short, early
unwed childbearing leads to less marriage and more illegitimacy. Thus, one clear
strategy for bringing back marriage is to prevent the initial birth that makes a sin-
gle woman less marriageable throughout her adult years. Most young women aspire
to marry and publicizing their much reduced chances of marrying once they have
a baby might make them think twice about becoming unwed mothers.

Not only are unwed mothers less likely to marry than those without children but
when they do marry, they do not marry as well. Their partners are more likely to
be high school dropouts or unemployed than the partners of women who have simi-
larly disadvantaged backgrounds but no children. Although marriage improves on
unwed mothers’ chances of escaping from poverty, it does not offset the negative ef-
fects associated with an unwed birth, according to Daniel Lichter and his col-
leagues.[vill

My conclusion is that efforts to promote marriage and reduce divorce hold little
promise for curbing the growth of single parent families and that what is needed
instead is a serious effort to reduce early, out-of-wedlock childbearing. Moreover, as
I will argue shortly, unlike encouraging marriage, this is something we actually
know how to do. And finally, although some of what needs to be done is controver-
sial, it is no more so than the promarriage agenda that some now tout. According
to the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, the American public is
not in favor of the government developing programs that encourage people to get
and stay married. Indeed, 79% prefer that the government “stay out” of such activi-
ties. Only 18% favor the idea. The group most in favor of this agenda is highly com-
mitted white evangelicals but only 35% of this subgroup favors government involve-
ment in encouraging marriage while 60% remain opposed.

Let me be clear that I am not arguing against marriage as a social goal. I am
arguing that the most effective and least controversial way to accomplish this goal
is to insure that more young women reach the normal age of marriage having fin-
ished school, established themselves in the workplace, and done both without having
borne a child. The chances that they will then have children within marriage, that
the marriage will be a lasting one, and that their children will receive good par-
enting will be much greater. The chances of achieving this goal will be enhanced
if the message young people receive from society is not just that delaying parent-
hood is important, but also that children belong within marriage. As Wade Horn
notes, too many teen pregnancy prevention programs have left the impression that
it’s fine to have a baby without being married as long as you wait until you're age
20.viil But of course there is nothing magic about leaving the teen years. What
needs to be stressed instead is accomplishing various life tasks, such as completing
one’s education and finding a lifetime partner before becoming a parent. Young peo-
ple accomplish these tasks at different ages but few are ready before their early
twenties at best.

None of this is meant to imply that it is not worthwhile to use the bully pulpit
to restore a marriage culture, provide pre-marital education and counseling, and en-
gage faith-based communities, schools, and parents in sending different messages to
young people about the benefits of marriage. In addition, attention should be given
to some of the financial disincentives to marriage, especially in low-income commu-
nities. Congress acted in 2001 to reduce the marriage penalty in the tax code, in-
cluding the large marriage penalty associated with the EITC. And many states have
liberalized welfare eligibility standards for two parent families. More could be done
but any meaningful reduction of marriage penalties in income-tested programs car-
ries enormous budgetary costs and is unlikely to have more than small effects on
behavior. So, without a strong effort to prevent early childbearing, I very much

Vil Daniel T. Lichter and Deborah Roempke Graefe, “Finding a Mate? The Marital and Cohabi-
tation Histories of Unwed Mothers,” Out of Wedlock: Trends, Causes and Consequences of Non-
mariial Fertility, eds. Lawrence L. Wu and Barbara Wolfe (New York: Russell Sage Foundation,
2001) 329.

Vil Daniel T. Lichter, Deborah Roempke Graefe and J. Brian Brown, “Is Marriage a Panacea?
Union Formation Among Economically-Disadvantaged Unwed Mothers,” The Ohio State Univer-
sity, April 2001, 18-19.

viil Wade F. Horn, “Confronting the ‘M’ Word,” American Experiment Quarterly 4 (2001): 85
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doubt that these efforts alone will significantly reduce the growth of single parent
families and improve economic and social environments for children.

Reducing Early Childbearing

After climbing steadily at almost 1 percentage point per year for over twenty
years, the proportion of all children born outside of marriage (“the nonmarital birth
ratio”) leveled off after 1994. Much of the good news is related to a decline since
1991 in the teenage birth rate. (Almost four out of every five teen births is out-of-
wedlock.). In fact, as Chart 2 shows, if there had been no decline in the teen birth
rate, the nonmarital birth ratio would have continued to climb in the late 1990s,
albeit not as rapidly as in the prior decade. More specifically, if teen birth rates had
held at the levels reached in the early 1990s, by 1999 the nonmarital birth ratio
would have been more than a percentage point higher. This suggests that a focus
on teenagers (although not to the exclusion of women in their early twenties who
also contribute disproportionately to these trends) has a major role to play in reduc-
ing both out-of-wedlock childbearing and the growth of single parent families.

This conclusion is reinforced when one recalls that teens who avoid a first non-
marital birth are more likely to marry and less likely to have additional children
outside of marriage. These indirect effects are not included in Chart 2, but as noted
above, they are likely to be substantial.

Since the decline in the teenage birth rate has contributed significantly to the lev-
eling off of the nonmarital birth ratio, it is worth asking what caused the decline
and whether further steps can be taken to lower the rate (and ratio) further.

Teen births are down because teen pregnancies are down. (The difference between
them depends on how many teens have an abortion, and after increasing in the dec-
ade immediately following Roe v. Wade, abortion rates for teens, as for all women,
have now leveled off or declined.) The decline in teen pregnancy rates has been driv-
en, in turn, by both declining rates of sexual activity among teens and better contra-
ception. Proponents of abstinence like to think that the former has been most impor-
tant while proponents of birth control give greater weight to changes in contracep-
tive behavior. With existing data, it’s not possible to determine the precise role of
each, but almost everyone agrees that both have played a role.[X] That said, there
is a growing public consensus that abstinence is preferable, especially for school-age
youth, but that contraception should be available. Polling by the National Campaign
to Prevent Teen Pregnancy has consistently found majority support for this view
with 73 percent of adults agreeing with the proposition that teens should not be sex-
ually active but that teens who are should have access to contraception. Support for
this moderate position has increased 14 percent since 1996.X]

These data on reduced sexual activity suggest that the emphasis on abstinence,
including new funding for abstinence education in the 1996 welfare reform bill, is
working to reduce teen pregnancies and out-of-wedlock births. Yet evaluations of ab-
stinence education programs have thus far failed to show much evidence of success.
My conclusion is that new messages about abstinence are having an impact but less
because they are embedded in so-called “abstinence only” education programs and
more because they have infected the entire culture including traditional sex edu-
cation programs, the media, faith-based efforts, and the way in which parents com-
municate with their children. The abstinence message is no longer the exclusive
province of a small band of conservative activists; it is now being promoted by many
organized groups (including the National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy) and
is widely endorsed by most ordinary Americans including parents, teachers, many
political leaders, and to a lesser degree, by teens themselves. This shift in both atti-
tudes and behavior during the 1990s is significant and has clearly contributed to
the decline in teen and out of wedlock childbearing.[x

Other factors that may have played a role include fear of AIDS and other sexually
transmitted diseases in combination with more, or more effective, sex education pro-
grams (discussed in more detail below). Finally, welfare reform itself in combination
with a strong economy may have had an impact. Although the decline in teen preg-
nancy and birth rates predates welfare reform, most of the decline prior to 1996 was
the result of a drop in second or higher order births to teens who were already
mothers and appears to have been caused by the availability for the first time of
longer-lasting, more effective forms of contraception such as Depo Provera. These

[ix] Christine Flanigan, What’s Behind the Good News (Washington: The National Campaign
to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, 2001) 7.

[XIThe National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, With One Voice (Washington: The Na-
tional Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, 2001) 5.

X1 Leighton Ku, Freya L. Sonenstein, Laura D. Lindberg, Carolyn H. Bradner, Scott Boggess,
and Joseph H. Pleck, “Understanding Changes in Sexual Activity among Young Metropolitan
Men: 1979-1995,” Family Planning Perspectives Vol. 30 (November-December 1998).
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methods are not widely used but have caught on particularly among the subgroup
of young women who have already had a baby. It was not until the latter half of
the 1990s that first births to teens began to decline significantly.lxil Whether this
decline in first births is the result of welfare reform or not is uncertain; but it needs
to be emphasized that the 1996 law sent a new message not only to young women
but also to young men. The message to young women was financial support for you
and your baby is going to be time limited and require that you work. The message
to young men was if you father a child, you will be responsible for its support. And
several studies have found that tougher child support enforcement reduces out-of-
wedlock childbearing.[Xiil Thus, the evidence is at least consistent with the view that
welfare reform has played a role in producing the observed trends.

Building on Success

Other data reinforces the view that welfare reform may be affecting family forma-
tion. Not only has the teen birth rate declined and the nonmarital birth ratio leveled
off, but in the late 1990s the proportion of children living in a single parent family
stabilized or even declined modestly for the first time in many decades.XV] This re-
versal of trend was most notable for low-income families, and those with less edu-
cation or very young children, just as one would expect if welfare reform were the
cause. Looking at data for 1997 and 1999, for example, Gregory Acs and Sandi Nel-
son of the Urban Institute find that the share of families composed of single moth-
ers living independently declined almost 3 percentage points more among families
in the bottom income quartile than among those in the second quartile.xV]

Changes in such behaviors as divorce and out-of-wedlock childbearing are likely
to respond only slowly to a shift in the policy environment and it would be pre-
mature to attribute all or even most of these changes to the 1996 law. But it would
also be wrong, in my view, to say that it has not had an effect simply because eval-
uations of some of the specific provisions such as family caps or the illegitimacy
bonus or abstinence education programs have not shown clear impacts.xil Arguably,
much more important than any of these are new messages about time limits, about
work, and about abstinence. Young women who decide to have children outside of
marriage now know that they will receive much more limited assistance from the
government and that they will be expected to become self-supporting. Young men
are getting the message that if you father a child you will be expected to pay child
support. Teenagers who choose to remain abstinent now feel much more support
from program operators, advocates, and peers. If I am right about this, then one
important recommendation for policy makers is that they maintain the current
thrust of the law. However, programmatic micromanagement of various family be-
haviors at the federal level is another matter. Detailed prescriptions about how
funds can be used at the local level are likely to be neither effective nor widely sup-
ported. Broader messages about work, about family formation, about abstinence,
and about the need for fathers to support their children should be sufficient.

The main actors in this story are not the Federal Government but states, commu-
nities, and nonprofit (including faith-based) organizations. And what they need are
resources, technical assistance, and information about what might work to reduce
early childbearing outside of marriage and slow the growth of single parent families.
Current efforts are fragmented, underfunded, and often ineffective. For all of the
reasons stated earlier, the focus needs to be on reaching young people before they
have children. The high-risk group includes not only teenagers but also those in
their early twenties. But attitudes about sex, relationships, and marriage are
formed at an early age and the intense interest in them that develops during the
adolescent years produces an especially receptive audience at this time.

The good news is that in the past five years, research on teen pregnancy preven-
tion programs has found a number that work. Douglas Kirby’s review, Emerging
Answers, published in the summer of 2001, identifies several rigorously evaluated

i1 The National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, Just the Facts (Washington: The Na-
tional Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, 2000) 100-102.

il Irwin Garfinkel, Theresa Heintze, and Chien-Chung Huang, “Child Support Enforcement:
Incentives and Well-Being,” The Incentives of Government Programs and the Well-Being of Fami-
lies, eds. Bruce Meyer and Greg Duncan (Chicago: Joint Center for Poverty Research, 2000) 10.

xivIRichard Bavier, “Recent Increases in the Share of Young Children Living with Married
Mothers,” Washington: Office of Management and Budget, September 2001, 3.

] Gregory Acs and Sandi Nelson, “‘Honey, I'm Home.” Changes in Living Arrangements in
the Late 1990s,” New Federalism Urban Institute Policy Brief B-38 (June 2001) 5.

il Charles Murray, “Family Formation,” New World of Welfare eds. Rebecca Blank and Ron
Haskins (Washington: Brookings Press, 2001) 145.
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programs that have reduced teen pregnancy rates by as much as one half.[xViill Some
effective programs involve teens in community service or afterschool activities with
adult supervision and counseling. Others focus more on sex education but not nec-
essarily just on teaching reproductive biology. The most effective sex education pro-
grams provide clear messages about the importance of abstaining from sex or using
contraception, teach teens how to deal with peer pressure, and provide practice in
communicating and negotiating with partners. This research needs to be aggres-
sively disseminated so that local efforts are based on more informed judgments. And
since there are a variety of different approaches that can be effective, communities
should be allowed to choose from among them based on their own needs and values.
Simultaneously, much more emphasis needs to be placed on the potential of sophis-
ticated media campaigns to change the wider culture. Such campaigns have been
used to effectively change a variety of health behaviors in the past but their full
potential has not been tapped in this arena.lxviiil Some nonprofit groups, such as the
National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy and the National Fatherhood Initia-
tive, are working in partnership with the media to embed new messages into the
television shows most often watched by teens. And many states are using the absti-
nence education funds from the welfare reform bill for public service announce-
ments, but additional resources, including some that could be used to design and
implement a national effort, are needed.

Conclusion

The goal of increasing marriage, is, in my view, entirely laudable. However, it
needs to be reconciled with other goals, such as supporting children who are already
born. One extreme option would be to eliminate benefits entirely for those living in
single parent families or for young women who bear a child out of wedlock. A softer
version of this would be to earmark some portion of existing government benefits
for those who are married or to carve out a portion of the welfare dollars that go
to the states for marriage education or other pro-marriage activities.

These policies would come on top of the reforms instituted in 1996 which sent a
strong message that women who bear a child outside marriage will no longer be
able to raise that child without working and that the men who father such children
will have to contribute to their support. The early indications are that these mes-
sages may be having an effect: teen birth rates have fallen, the share of children
born out of wedlock has leveled off, and the share of young children living in mar-
ried families have all increased in the late 1990s.

These developments suggest that current policies may be working, and given time
for new social norms to evolve, will have larger effects. Pushing pro-marriage poli-
cies to the next level could upset the fragile political coalition supporting current
reforms. Liberal advocates argue that such proposals effectively divert resources
away from helping single parents raise their children. Whatever mistakes the par-
ents may have made, few people want to deprive their children of assistance as a
consequence.

The key behavior here is not marriage per se but childbearing outside of mar-
riage. Divorce rates may be high but they are not increasing and have played no
role in the growth of single parent families for several decades. Virtually all of that
growth, and the associated growth in child poverty in the 1980s and early 1990s,
was caused by increased childbearing among young, single women. Moreover, half
of that childbearing begins in the teenage years and most of the rest of it takes
place among women in their early twenties. Once such women have had a child
their odds of ever getting married plummet. In fact, having established a single par-
ent household, these women often go on to have a second or third child, often with
different fathers. Many point to the shortage of “marriageable men”—that is, men
with good job prospects—in the communities where these women live; but there is
a shortage of “marriageable women” as well. Most men are going to think twice
about taking on the burden of supporting someone else’s child.

There are only two solutions to the problem of childbearing outside of marriage.
One is to encourage young women to marry very young, say in their teens or their
early twenties at the latest, before they start having children. The other is to per-
suade them to delay childbearing until they are in their mid-twenties. Although
commonplace as recently as the 1950s, early marriage is no longer a sensible strat-
egy in an economy where decent jobs increasingly require a high level of education

xviil Douglas Kirby, Emerging Answers (Washington: The National Campaign to Prevent Teen
Pregnancy, 2001).

il Leslie B. Snyder, “How Effective Are Mediated Health Campaigns?” Public Communica-
tion Campaign, eds. Ronald E. Rice and Charles K. Atkin (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publica-
tions, 2000).
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and young people need to spend the first few years out of school getting established
in the job market. Moreover, teen marriages are twice as likely to end in divorce
as marriages among adult women in their mid-twenties.xXI So if we want to encour-
age marriage, prevent divorce, and ensure that more children grow up with married
parents, we must first insure that more women reach adulthood before they have
children. It is a necessary if not sufficient condition for success. It implies redou-
bling efforts to prevent teen pregnancy. These efforts have now been carefully evalu-
ated and many of them appear to be quite effective.

So-called fatherhood programs which work directly with young men may also help
but so far such efforts do not have a solid track record of success and send the
wrong message if resources are targeted only on men who have already fathered a
child out of wedlock. A far more promising strategy is to focus on young men and
women who have not yet had a baby, to convince them there is much to lose if they
enter parenthood prematurely, and much to gain if they wait until they are married.

Chart 1: Marital Status and Presence of Children by Age of Mother
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Chart X: Contribution of Teen Birth Rate to OWB Ratio
Soure: Brookings aralysis of data from the Mational Certer for Health Statistics,
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Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Ms. Sawhill. Mr. Levy.

STATEMENT OF DAVID L. LEVY, J.D., PRESIDENT, CHILDREN’S
RIGHTS COUNCIL

Mr. LEVY. Greetings, Chairman Herger and Mr. English. I am
David L. Levy, President of the Children’s Rights Council (CRC),
an international child advocacy group with chapters in 32 States,
Europe, Asia, and Africa. Our advisers include Dear Abby, Eliza-
beth Kubler-Ross, and Senators Fred Thompson, Bob Graham, and
Debbie Stabenow. I would get in real trouble, though, if I said I
necessarily speak for them on every point I make.

We were delighted that in 1996 Chairman Clay Shaw adopted
CRC’s suggestion that family formation and family preservation be
the fourth goal of welfare reform. We have been surprised why
States are having such difficulty in reaching those goals. The CRC
always thought it would be fairly easy to take publicly-available
recognized data on the increases in marriages or decreases from
year to year, increases in divorces from year to year as an indica-
tion of whether the States’ family formulation and preservation
policies were working. Policies such as reducing teen pregnancy,
premarital counseling, compatibility testing, parenting education,
all of these contribute to States being able to meet those goals.

We also favor co-parenting in divorce. The National Center for
Health Statistics found that States with the highest amount of co-
parenting, shared parenting, joint custody, all meaning the same
thing subsequently have the lowest divorce rate. Apparently know-
ing that you can’t “X” your “ex” out of your life sends a signal to
other parents perhaps to re-look at possibly staying married.

We thank four Governors for taking the lead signing laws that
say a judge should first consider joint custody or co-parenting. They
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are President Bush, when he was Governor of Texas; Tommy
Thompson, when he was Governor of Wisconsin; Governor Keating
of Oklahoma; Governor Angus King of Maine.

Another point, access funds—visitation funds. Most divorced par-
ents have done everything Congress has asked them to do. They
completed their education, they got married, they raised their kids
before they got divorced or divorce was asked of them. Not only fa-
thers but 3 million non-custodial mothers in this country. They de-
serve our support even though there are some bad apples who are
clouding the picture. We need to help those good parents who are
doing what we have asked of them. We urge Congress to help
them. Children’s Rights Council was a catalyst behind the $3 mil-
lion in demonstration grants for access funding in the 1988 Family
Support Act. In 1996 there was an increase of $10 million a year
in access funds for the States to share in. We need that—it is work-
ing well, but there are millions of kids who cannot get to see a par-
ent because $10 million a year cannot go very far for these pro-
grams which strengthen families and reduce poverty. More money
is available, however.

The Violence Against Women Act has appropriated $15 million
for supervised visitation and supervised transfers of children, ad-
ministered by the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ), to help vic-
tims of domestic violence, and we support that. Seventy-five per-
cent of parents who use these transfer of children sites on the
weekend are there for other reasons like communication problems.
The CRC uses churches—the faith-based community—to help bring
about these child transfer and parent supervisions. We also ask
Congress to provide that nonprofits, whose mission statement is to
increase contact of children between two non-custodial parents, get
more funding from the States because those hundreds of groups
can do the job better and cheaper than many groups now per-
forming them.

I would like to introduce Mr. Lonnie Perrin, who is running a
Children’s Rights Council Safe Haven Transfer at his church, Anti-
och Baptist Church in Clinton, Maryland. Mr. Perrin is a former
football player with the Denver Broncos, Chicago Bears, and Wash-
ington Redskins. If I may, Mr. Perrin.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Levy follows:]

Statement of David L. Levy, J.D., President, Children’s Rights Council

Dear Chairman Thomas and Members of the Committee:
I would like to refer to two topics.

1. FAMILY FORMATION AND FAMILY PRESERVATION.

We were grateful that Chairman Clay Shaw adopted the suggestion of associates
of the Children’s Rights Council in 1996 to “encourage family formation and family
preservation.” as the fourth goal of welfare reform. The Children’s Rights Council
(CRC) always thought the states could use publicly available data, such as the in-
crease or decline in the number of marriages and divorces in their states, from one
year to the next, to show whether their family formation and family preservation
policies were working.

Programs that will help increase the rate for marriage and staying mar-
ried include parenting education, pre-marital counseling, teenagers speaking at
schools as to why it would have been better for them—and other young people, to
wait until they graduate from school and get married, before they have children—
and other programs states are operating.

In divorce, strong co-parenting or joint custody laws will help, such as those
signed into law by President Bush in 1995 when he was Texas Governor, Secretary
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Tommy Thompson when he was Wisconsin governor, Gov. Frank Keating of Okla-
homa, and Maine Gov. Angus King.

The National Center for Health Statistics (Vol. 43, No. 9. 1995), found that the
states with the highest amount of shared parenting have the lowest divorce rates
in subsequent years. It appears that if moms and dads realize they cannot “x” their
“ex” 01cllt of their lives when they have children, they are less likely to get di-
vorced.

Children and their parents who are never married, separated or divorced are not
living under one roof, but still constitute a family. They also need more co-par-
enting. States should document whether family formation and family pres-
fll.'vation policies are working through increases in marriage and decline in

ivorces.

2. INCREASE ACCESS (VISITATION) FUNDS.

We urge Congress to increase the access/visitation grants from the $10
million a year in the 1996 Welfare Reform law to $40 million a year in the
Reauthorization. These grants are designed to connect children to their non-custo-
dial parents, through such programs as mediation, counseling, and establishing Safe
Haven Transfer and Supervised Access Sites. Each state receives at least $100,000
under this grant each year, but it is not enough to assist the millions of children
who have problems getting to see their parents through interference by a parent,
court or legislative inaction.

CRC operates 18 transfer and supervised sites in six states (MD, MA, CT, NC,
OH, IL) and DC. About 40 percent of parents who use these sites are never-married,
and to our surprise, about 35 percent are mothers who do not have primary
care of their children.

The money is available. Just this spring, the Justice Department, under VAWA
grants, is offering $15 million to states to protect victims of domestic violence
through transfer and supervised sites. While such protections are needed, most chil-
dren and parents who use neutral drop off and pick up sites are not domestic vio-
lence abusers—at least 75 percent of parents are there for other reasons, sometimes
only because of the communication breakdown by parents who need a neutral site
to transfer their children from one parent to another for the weekend.

We invite Members of Congress and staff to view a brand new site CRC has
just opened at Faith Tabernacle Church to serve Wards 7 and 8, the most
disadvantaged area of Washington, D.C.

In addition to increased funding, we urge that Congress ask the states to provide
at least 25 percent of the funds “to various non-profit organizations whose mission
statement is to provide greater contact between children and their non-custodial
parents.” Many non-profits can provide these services at much lower cost
than many current grantees, because we know the field from long experi-
ence.

We also urge evaluations of these programs by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, which has no money set aside for evaluations of these access
grants in the 1996 law.

Note: Most fathers have done what Congress has asked them to do: They com-
pleted their education, and got married before they had children. And most parents
support their children. It is time to do right by these dads—and the 3 million
non-custodial moms in America, and not penalize them because of the non-
supporting bad apples. Federal Child Support Commissioner Sherri Heller said
publicly said that HHS will do more for these parents, and we urge Congress to do
more, also, by increasing the access funding and other measures.

Thank you.

——

STATEMENT OF LONNIE PERRIN, COORDINATOR, ANTIOCH
BAPTIST CHURCH, CLINTON, MARYLAND

Mr. PERRIN. As Mr. Levy said, my name is Lonnie Perrin. I am
the coordinator of the access and visitation program at Antioch
Baptist Church in Clinton, Maryland. Many non-custodial parents
do not have access to their children and are not aware that access
services are available. We have noticed in the year that we have
run the program at Antioch Baptist Church, that we have been
able to reunite the child and the parent, get the parents to under-
stand what their role and responsibility is in the child’s life. I have
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been involved with families and fathers in the metropolitan area
for the past 10 years, and I have noticed that access to the child
is the key to the father’s involvement in the child’s life. So, often
when you have a young man who is not paying child support, that
young man ties child support into access. Sometimes the mother is
not providing access because the father is not paying child support
or the non-custodial parent is not paying child support. So, in a lot
of cases, access ties into a lot of different things that are involved
in the child’s life. I just want to end by saying I would hope that
this Committee would consider expanding funding for access and
visitation programs so that we will be able to provide this service
to more people, get the word out and reunite non-custodial parents
with their children. Thank you.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you very much. The gentleman’s
time has expired, but Mr. Perrin, thank you very much for your in-
volvement in the community with your church and to help those fa-
thers be able to be more involved with the children.

Mr. LEVY. May I ask that report showing the decrease in divorce
in the States with substantial joint custody be made part of the
record?

[The report follows:]

DIVORCE RATE IS PROJECTED TO DROP

The Children’s Rights Council, a national child advocacy group, predicts, based on
current trends, that the divorce rate in the U.S. will be reduced by 5 percent to 10
percent within the next 20 years.

CRC’s report will be released at a press conference Friday, September 24, 9 a.m.
at CRC’s 12th national conference at Holiday Inn Hotel and Suites, 625 First Street,
Historic District, Alexandria.

The divorce rate, which has dipped slightly in the past few years from its high
of 50 percent of all marriages, will drop further because of the rapid rise of joint
custody (shared parenting), and the greater involvement of fathers in their chil-
dren’s lives.

Data from the Census Bureau and the National Center for Health Statistics
shows that states with the greatest amount of physical joint custody in 1989 and
1990 had the lowest divorce rate in subsequent years 1991 through 1995. Data is
only available for 19 states.

“If a parent knows that he or she will have to interact with the child’s other par-
ent while the child is growing up, there is less incentive to divorce,” said David L.
Levy, Esquire, President of the Children’s Rights Council.

The states with the over-all highest amount of physical joint custody and highest
decline in the divorce rate are Kansas and Connecticut, but Idaho, Illinois, Mon-
tana, Alaska, Rhode Island and Wyoming, also scored well in at least one of the two
categories.

“More children growing up with 2 parents means a greater likelihood that chil-
dren will do better academically, and be less likely to get involved with crime, delin-
quency and drugs,” said John Guidubaldi, E.D., a former president of the National
Association of School Psychologists.
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Figure 1
STATES WITH THE HIGHEST AMOUNT OF STATES WITH THE HIGHEST DECLINE IN
PHYSICAL JOINT CUSTODY THE DIVORCE RATE
1. Montana 1. Alaska
2. Kansas 2. Kansas
3. Connecticut 3. Connecticut
4. Idaho 4. Nlinois
5. Rhode Island 5. (tie) Wyoming
6. Alaska 5. Montana
7. Vermont 7. (tie) Michigan
8. Ilinois 7. Oregon
9. Wyoming 7. Idaho
10. Missouri 7. Utah
11. Oregon 11. Nebraska
12. Michigan 12. (tie) Rhode Island
13. Virginia 12. Tennessee
14. Pennsylvania 14. (tie) New Hampshire
15. Utah 14. Alabama
16. Tennessee 16. Pennsylvania
17. Alabama 17. (tie) Vermont
18. New Hampshire 17. Missouri
19. Nebraska 19. Virginia

Note: Data is only available from the Census Bureau and the National Center for Health Statistics for
these 19 States.

Further note: The District of Columbia has a relatively new (1996), strong joint custody law, for which
data is not yet available. There are weak joint custody laws in both Maryland and Virginia.

——

Chairman HERGER. Without objection. Thank you, Mr. Levy.
Now Mr. Crouch to testify.

STATEMENT OF JOHN CROUCH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
AMERICANS FOR DIVORCE REFORM, ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA

Mr. CROUCH. Good evening, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the op-
portunity to speak to you today about marriage education. My
name is John Crouch, and I am a divorce lawyer in Arlington, Vir-
ginia. It is that experience which motivates me to be involved in
the marriage movement.

I am the Director of Americans for Divorce Reform, a small all-
volunteer organization that supports a variety of measures to re-
duce divorce and improve marriage. We work with people around
the country who get in touch with us because they want to do
something about divorce.

As a divorce lawyer I have witnessed and participated in many
of my profession’s attempts to improve the divorce process. Our
ideal of the good divorce faces many obstacles that are deeply root-
ed in our culture, our legal system, and in human nature. For most
families, easy divorce is a destructive and disastrous myth. Once
they begin the process, they learn too late there is not enough
money, not enough of the children’s time to go around. The same
thing happens when unwed parents split up. I have come to believe
that the most effective way to minimize the damage of divorce is
not to improve divorce, but reduce it. We must do what we can to
improve it, but marriage education provides a new and better hope
for sustaining marriages.

Marriage education is a proven success. It is no untried experi-
ment. The leading programs have been around for decades, like the
Maryland-based Relationship Enhancement curriculum, or the
Florida-based PAIRS program which has been adapted by the
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American Bar Association for use in the public schools. The PREP
program from the University of Denver has been used in the public
sector for years. It is taught in the Army and has also been taught
since 1994 by Chesterfield County, Virginia’s public mental health
center.

These programs and their results are described in my written
materials at smartmarriages.com. There is abundant evidence of
how marriage education programs strengthen marriages and re-
duce divorce. I ask that my written materials with those citations
be entered in the record.

Chairman HERGER. Without objection.

Mr. CROUCH. Marriage education does not come from think
tanks or politicians. It comes from social workers, educators, psy-
chologists, chaplains, pastors, and lay volunteers who are out there
working with couples. They have joined the marriage movement in
response to experience, not theory. Some of us come to it from our
work with families and children of divorce in the court system. We
have resolved to go upstream and try to prevent the incurable suf-
fering we deal with every day.

Marriage education is a poverty prevention program, so it should
be open to all without means testing. All children are put at risk
by divorce and illegitimacy. Statistics on poverty and other effects
of divorce can be found on Americans for Divorce Reform’s Web
site, divorcereform.org.

Marriage education is not marriage promotion, but that too is ap-
propriate, for people who have already assumed the burdens of
marriage by having a child together. Generally, it is very wise to
delay marriage until you are prepared for all the responsibilities of
parenthood, but it is tragically frivolous to continue that policy
when you already have a child to raise together.

Marriage education is fiscally responsible. It can be provided
very simply and inexpensively, as the Chesterfield County program
shows. Curriculum development and instructor accreditation are al-
ready being done, so government does not need to replicate that
work, nor politicize it.

Divorce and illegitimacy cause a lot of government spending and
major government involvement in families’ lives. Government al-
ready provides parenting classes, divorce classes, sex education,
family life education, and the only thin