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Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President 
for Domestic Policy

David Ellwood, Assistant Secretary
for Planning and Evaluation

Mary Jo Bane, Assistant Secretary
for the Administration for Children and Families

Co-Chairs, Working Group on Welfare Reform,
Family Support and Independence

Washington,

time for final decisions on the broad outlines of the 
Administration's welfare reform plan draws near, I want to convey 
my great hopes that this effort will bring the nation a step closer 
to ending child poverty in America. We can do enormous good for 
poor children, families and the nation under the rubric of welfare 
reform. To realize this potential, however, we must begin to 
tackle the root causes of child and family poverty in America and 
do our utmost to see that the resources committed to welfare reform 
are commensurate with the plan's scope and scale.

25 E Street.
Washington. DC 2000!
Telephone
Tax

The opportunities before us are unmistakable. Elements of the 
current welfare system that discourage work and marriage can be 
changed to reward initiative and facilitate family formation. 
Messages of parental responsibility can be strengthened. Barriers 
to secure employment at family-sustaining wages -- ranging from 
inadequate child care, education and training services to chronic 
job shortages in many communities -- can be substantially reduced, 
if not overcome. We hope the Administration will seize these 
opportunities to chart a bold new course for the nation.

This effort to reform our nation's welfare system should 
reflect our most basic values: the importance of work; the 
responsibility of parents to care and provide for their children; 
the nurturing of hope for a better life among children and parents 
alike; and compassion and a helping hand to those who face personal 
crises or insurmountable barriers to employment. These values -- 
work, responsibility, hope, opportunity and compassion -- must 
provide the basis for a new social contract between government and 
low-income parents, one that challenges all of us to lift our 
sights and rescue our children from the dangers of sustained 
poverty. It is shameful that children are the poorest citizens in 
the richest nation on earth, and our failure to act to end their 
continuing impoverishment now costs us dearly.
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For this new social contract to succeed, government also must 
do its share. In this context, I was deeply troubled by the 
Administration's recent approval of Wisconsin's AFDC waiver request 
--an action that I fear gives legitimacy to the claim that it is 
morally acceptable to cut off basic income support for poor 
children merely because their parents are unable to find work. 
This approach is antithetical to the basic tenets of a new social 
contract for parents on AFDC. Rather than establishing a principle 
of reciprocal obligation in our welfare system, the Wisconsin plan 
signals the state's intention to walk away from families when they 
cannot make it on their own. We fervently hope this action on 
waivers is not an indication that the Administration similarly will 
walk away from the tough decisions and key investments that must be 
made in order for national welfare reform efforts to be successful.

The central premise of this social contract should be that 
every parent, if given the opportunity, has the ability to 
contribute to the care, nurturing and support of children. Parents 
receiving AFDC who can work should be expected and enabled to do 
so, and those who cannot move immediately toward employment should 
work to strengthen their families and communities by participating 
in parent education programs, seeking substance abuse treatment, 
and/or promoting the development of their children through 
involvement in Head Start or similar programs.

Child care - Even under the current system, AFDC child care 
programs are under enormous strain. States are taking or 
considering extraordinary steps to limit access to child care 
assistance, reducing child care help for working poor families in 
order to serve families on AFDC, and purchasing care of frighten­
ingly low or uncertain quality. An infusion of new child care 
funds is essential if parents on AFDC are to increase their 
participation in education, training or work activities and if low- 
income working families teetering on the brink of the welfare 
system are to continue their quest for economic self-sufficiency. 
We will accomplish nothing through welfare reform if we do not at 
the same time nurture our next generation of children and prevent 
their future need for welfare.

Within the broad framework of a new social contract, 
reinvigorated federal leadership and increased investments in a 
number of key areas are crucial to support the work efforts of 
parents receiving AFDC and to fulfill the promise of the 
President's bold welfare reform pledge:

Work incentives - Our welfare system must encourage and 
promote work. The Administration has taken an enormously important 
step in increasing the rewards of work by securing approval for the 
historic expansion of the Earned Income Credit this summer. Now we 
must build upon this progress by lowering the extraordinarily high 
marginal tax rates on earnings (ranging from 70 percent to over 100
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Education and training - Many parents who receive AFDC or pay 
child support need additional skills if they are to avoid the 

Child support
parents.

keep jobs at 
sufficiency, 
through full 
programs,

Every child deserves the support of two 
More vigorous efforts to establish paternity and tougher 

child support enforcement should be central elements of any welfare 
reform plan, sending an unambiguous message of the importance of 
parental responsibility to the well-being of children. We believe 
a federalized, universal system of child support enforcement 
coupled with an assured benefit would best meet children's needs. 
At a minimum, we hope that state demonstrations of child support 
assurance can be structured to build quickly upon successful models 
and enable states meeting established criteria to join the program 
in future years.

Job retention - For millions of parents on AFDC, the key issue 
is not work motivation but job retention. Recent studies show that 
half of all welfare spells now end because parents do find jobs, 
but many families return to AFDC when work or child care arrange­
ments fall apart. Finding ways to keep these parents on the job 
and off the AFDC rolls is one of the greatest challenges of welfare 
reform. We need new mechanisms to offer help in overcoming 
temporary job or family crises that jeopardize the work efforts of 
such parents and to continue the investments in education and 
training that will lead to long-term employment stability. We also 
need to take additional steps to ensure that parents who leave AFDC 
for work get child care assistance beyond the 12 months currently 
available and have access to other follow-up services they need to 
succeed.

percent) imbedded in the current welfare system so that parents on 
AFDC have the same financial incentives to work that other 
Americans enjoy. A long-overdue increase in the minimum wage also 
would bolster the message that this Administration intends to "make 
work pay."

We cannot achieve the fundamental 
goal of "ending welfare as we know it" without creating paid work 
opportunities for parents on AFDC when jobs are not otherwise 
available. Those who are ready and able to work should have access 
to full-time jobs with family-supporting wages. While some say it 
is not possible, given current budget constraints, to create enough 
full-time jobs for all parents who are ready to work, the dignity 
of paid employment is terribly important and we must all work to 

the top of any agenda to strengthen family self- 
Tens of thousands of important jobs can be created 
funding of Head Start, expansion of child care 

and full utilization of the summer food program alone. 
Part-time jobs paying wages at or above the minimum wage represent 
the very least we should do in order to put parents on the road to 
full participation in the economic mainstream.
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endless cycle of brief periods of employment followed by repeat 
welfare spells. Americans have enormous faith in the power of 
education and training to usher in a new era of "high skills, high 
wage" employment for the vast majority of us; improved skills 
surely play a similar role in enabling poor parents to secure 
stable decent-paying jobs. The JOBS program, with its promising 
focus on education and training for those AFDC parents who need 
such services, still is a fledgling effort only recently 
implemented fully in all states. Our next wave of welfare reform 
should build upon the foundation that JOBS provides rather than 
moving -- prematurely and counterproductively -- to dismantle it.

I am deeply concerned about the harmful consequences for 
children on AFDC that likely would result from a dramatic mismatch 
of small welfare reform investments and reform plans of sweeping 
scope and scale. Broad new mandates that spread resources too 
thinly and fail to tackle the central barriers to employment and 
eventual self-sufficiency will not solve our welfare problem. Such 
an approach can only distract us from the more fundamental tasks we 
must undertake -- rewarding work, encouraging family formation, 
reinforcing parental responsibility and creating the stable base of 
jobs that will provide a lasting alternative to welfare and 
poverty.

Serious initiatives in the areas outlined above -- child care, 
work incentives, employment opportunities, job retention, child 
support, and education and training -- require substantial new 
investments by the federal government. While understanding that 
the resources available for welfare reform may be sharply limited, 
I continue to hope that we can achieve significant gains in these 
areas despite difficult budget constraints. It would be a great 
disservice to children on AFDC and the nation as a whole to cling 
to bold, expansive rhetoric and goals for welfare reform while 
failing to marshal the resources necessary to unlock the doors of 
economic opportunity for families on AFDC. It would be an even 
greater disservice to use the rhetoric of self-sufficiency as a 
Trojan horse of punishment by driving parents off welfare rolls 
when no jobs are available.

No one gains when welfare is a way of life. But the need for 
a basic safety net to protect children from severe deprivation will 
not disappear until we address the underlying causes of child 
poverty in America. If we set realistic goals that are consistent 
with the resources at hand, this welfare reform effort can succeed. 
If we merely impose a rigid new set of requirements on families on 
AFDC without providing more effective assistance to overcome their 
barriers to employment, we only will add to the plight of our 
nation's poorest and most vulnerable children.
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Sincerely yours.

l/U
Marian Wright Edelman

bcc: Melanne Verveer
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We look forward to working with the Administration to develop 
a welfare reform plan of which we all can be proud, and remain 
eager to assist you in whatever way we can.

MWE:stb
cc: Donna Shalala

Carol Rasco
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Dear Carol:

Sincerely yours,

Marian Wright Edelman

?£

MWE:stb
Enclosure
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I wanted to be sure that you received a copy of my recent 
letter to the Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and 
Independence co-chairs outlining our hopes and concerns regarding 
the Administration's forthcoming welfare reform proposal.

Ms. Carol H. Rasco
Assistant to the President

for Domestic Policy
Executive Office of the President
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue,
Washington, D.C.

25 E Street, NW
Washington, DC 20001 
Telephone 202 628 8787 
Fax 202 662 5510

As you proceed with internal decisions, I hope that your 
attention will remain focused on interventions that genuinely will 
improve the lives of our poorest children and prevent the present 
as well as future need for welfare. A welfare reform that truly is 
pro-work and pro-family must include an expansion of paid 
employment opportunities and new investments in education, 
training, and child support assurance. I understand that we may 
not be able to do it all now, given current resource constraints, 
but let us be sure that what we are able to do moves us toward the 
goal of eliminating child poverty in America.

Please let me know if we can help in any way. We will be 
working very hard with Black community leaders and child advocates 
across the country to assure a strong voice on the concerns raised 
here.

1!

CDF believes we can do enormous good for poor children and 
families under the rubric of welfare reform. Yet new resources 
will be essential for any constructive reform effort. It is my 
understanding that proposals now under discussion, while setting 
aside substantial amounts for child care, make very limited new 
investments in education, training or paid employment opportuni­
ties, and would be financed almost exclusively by restricting AFDC 
benefits to legal immigrants or reducing other assistance to poor 
families. This approach to welfare reform will make no serious 
dent in our child poverty problem and does not deserve the 
Administration's support.
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Dear Donna:

Sincerely yours,

Lu

Marian Wright Edelman
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MWE:stb
Enclosure

25 E Street. NW 
Washington. DC 20001 
Telephone 202 628 8787 
Fax 202 662 3510

I wanted to be sure that you received a copy of my recent 
letter to the Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and 
Independence co-chairs outlining our hopes and concerns regarding 
the Administration's forthcoming welfare reform proposal.

The Honorable Donna Shalala 
Secretary
U.S. Department of Health and

Human Services
200 Independence Avenue,
Washington, D.C.

As you proceed with internal decisions, I hope that your 
attention will remain focused on interventions that genuinely will 
improve the lives of our poorest children and prevent the present 
as well as future need for welfare. A welfare reform that truly is 
pro-work and pro-family must include an expansion of paid 
employment opportunities and new investments in education, 
training, and child support assurance. I understand that we may 
not be able to do it all now, given current resource constraints, 
but let us be sure that what we are able to do moves us toward the 
goal of eliminating child poverty in America.

Please let me know if we can help in any way. We will be 
working very hard with Black community leaders and child advocates 
across the country to assure a strong voice on the concerns raised 
here.

CDF believes we can do enormous good for poor children and 
families under the rubric of welfare reform. Yet new resources 
will be essential for any constructive reform effort. It is my 
understanding that proposals now under discussion, while setting 
aside substantial amounts for child care, make very limited new 
investments in education, training or paid employment opportuni­
ties, and would be financed almost exclusively by restricting AFDC 
benefits to legal immigrants or reducing other assistance to poor 
families. This approach to welfare reform will make no serious 
dent in our child poverty problem and does not deserve the 
Administration's support.

' Children's Defense Fun*MJ
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FROM CDF TO

MEMORANDUM

Melanne VerveerTO:

Jim Weill, Cliff Johnson, and David KassFROM:

December 9, 1993DATE:

New Polling Dara on Welfare ReformSUB):

Here are some of the principal points in the poll:

1)

o

o

o

DEC-10-1993 13:30
(

Overwhelming margins were in favor of "providing subsidized child 
care to poor mothers who want to work" and in favor of toughening 
child support enforcement.

This poll was commissioned by a consortium of the Center for Law and Social 
Policy, the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, the Children's Defense Fund, the Joint 
Center for Political Studies, and La Raza.

The public believes that the single best approach to reforming the 
welfare system is "improving and expanding education and job 
training programs." In a list of four approaches, a two year limit 
comes in a weak fourth (9 percent), lagging far behind responses 
that involve teaching and helping people to work (Question #1 la). 
See also Question 10, where, as part of a different list, the two-year 
time limit came in last among six approaches to poverty and 
welfare.

When asked about a hypothetical two year rule, 79% favored 
applying it to able-bodied recipients on a case-by-case basis rather 
than as a hard-and-fast cutoff (#14a). By a more than two-to-one

While the public is convinced that the welfare system is broken (see 
Question #2b) and that recipients' behavior is wrong, the public 
approaches solutions with sophistication and pragmatism. They reject 
overly simplistic solutions:

We are sending you a new poll conducted by Peter Hart Research Associates. 
This poll shows that, while large majorities of the American people want the welfare 
system to get people into work, they do not seek a system operating to cut people off 
welfare. They believe that everyone on welfare must make an effort and take 
responsibility for themselves, but they do not believe that everyone must be self- 
sufficient within two years, or that cutting people off without getting them out of 
poverty is an adequate job.

94562557 P.02
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2)

o

o

o

3)

o

o

Q

86 percent believed a mother working part-time at below poverty 
wages should continue to get welfare (#12c).

54 percent strongly agreed that "many poor children will be hurt by 
a [flat two year] cutoff, through no fault of their own ' (#14e).

margin, people said they supported a hypothetical candidate who 
would require training and then work, rather than a candidate who 
supported cutting off benefits after two years (#15).

The poll found that 83% supported a plan that would require a 
public service job after two years rather than a plan that ended 
benefits and provided no job after two years (#13d).

The poll found that 47% thought that we spend too little on poor 
families with children and 64% thought too little is being spent on 
poor children (#5).

When asked whether they would favor a plan that spent "a lot 
more money in the short run than the current system because of the 
costs of child care, job training, and other programs," 77% said they 
would favor the plan (11b).

When asked whether too much money is spent on the welfare 
system or the money is spent in the wrong way, 85% said the 
money is spent in the wrong way vs. only 4% who said too much is 
spent (#8).

The public believes that welfare reform is about getting people to work, 
not cutting people off of welfare. The polling results suggest that the 
public wants to get recipients off welfare and out of poverty; just getting 
them off welfare but increasing or deepening poverty will not be seen as 
doing the job:

People continue to believe that many welfare recipients "collect benefits 
they are not legally entitled to” (#7) and that poor people have the "wrong 
values" (#3b). The public also believes that the breakdown of families and 
family values is one of the most important causes of poverty (#4). But the 
public will provide assistance if they believe that welfare recipients are 
making some effort at self improvement and self-support:

We have enclosed the poll results. Plans are being made for Geoff Garin of Peter 
Hart Research Associates to brief David Ellwood and other members of the
Administration's welfare reform task force, hopefully, before Christmas. Also, we will 
send Garin's narrative analysis to you as soon as it is ready. In the meantime, please let 
us know if we can provide additional information.

94562557 P.03
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Study #3805B-page 1

/j^raCAN VIEWPOINT

FINAL

DATESAMPLE POINT FORMAREA

I j 1993

[15] [15][14][1ZJ [13]11OJ [11]m[6]

rm casing from Peter War Research, ne national public opinkxi pc&r-Q firn. We are conducting a national suivey and

PERSON TO ASK FOR 

.ASK FOR YOUNGEST

 ASK FOR OlDFST

(REPEAT INTRODUGHCN IF RgSPONDENT IS NOT THE PERSON WHO FIRST ANSWERED THE PHONE.)

1.

[17]ICO

2a.

43 Male
52 Female

[5]

.i
1

interviews: 1020 Raspcndems 
Dates: November 12-15, 1993

!

November

Regjateiw^ . . 
Nee /egfaerBc'

Not sure...

SUJCty #33050 
income Socurtty 
November 1993

PTTER D. HART RESEARCH ASSOCIATES, INC.

I

i
i

AD In aH. do you trtnli things |n the natkr. are generally headed in die nglu direction, ex do you feel that things 
are oft on the wrong track? ;

i

Right diteoton 

Wrong track .
(VOL) 

Not sure ...

fd reaBy appeecrate the chance to your opinions or. some mpeftars issues facing the country today. (CHECK 

BELOW FCR THE CATEGORY OF RESPONDENT YOU ARE SUPPOSED TO ASK FOR, THEN SAY:) Your number was 
selected at random, and r> this ftoueihaid, l am supposed to speak wSh the (youngest/oWest) (man'woman) age is 

or over who 4 at home now

Are you tsurrend/ regjsteretJ to vote in the precinct or eteefion cfisbict where you new live, or haven't you had 

a chance to register yet?

CONTINUE
TMUINAIL

STs IE
] □_ 

[B] t&l

29 [18]
.50
15
6

I
I 
i

TTE
I
!
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Study #3B05a-page 2

i
^fc.

.1

3a.

[25J

3t>.

[26]

4.

!

24
44
28
4

29 

4$

39

42

45

60

46

42

[271

[281

[29] 

[3Q]

R1J 

[3ZJ

[33]

[34J

4

3

3

5

The crirrunai Justfc® system 

The Social Security system 

The tax system .

The edrxafldnai system .. 

The tieaitfi care system .. 

The weSatc system..........

(4-n

18

15

23

18

15

10

16

20

48
33
17
2

Mean

6.1

7.0

6.3

6.7

6.9

7.6

6.9

6.6

Fairty
Weft

19

49

36

34

32

14

(7-5)

32

35

35

33

38

29

36

37

[19]

[20}

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

Not
Sure

2

6

Very
W»a

1

9

3

5

4

2

Not
Sure

1

1
3

1

2

1

2

1

Not That
WeC

31

22

27

28

31

30

Not Weil 
.MAI!

47

14

30

30

30

49

in your view, is tiie protstem cjr continuing poverty mostly a result of government not having the right potoes
or of people not having the tight values?

|
i

tn your opWon, 'yhfch is the Cx 3ger causa of poverty and people bstng poor today-people not doing enough 
to heip themsehss out of pwsrty, or circumstances beyond people's control that cause mem to oe poor?

i
People not dcin^ enough ......................
Oircumsasncas tieyond people's control 

Some of bar yOL)

No: sure ........................
t

■ jcvemmenr not having right potaes 

People not :iaving me rigta values ..
Hath equals ('/OQ ...........................

Not sure........................................... ..

For each of the ioUcwnng, teljme how big a factor it is in causing poverty , on a scale from 1 to 10. A rasing 
of T means the item is not i cause a aty a ‘10* means a is a top cause a poverty, and a -y is somewhere 
in the rrMdJe. Rsmember, you may use any number between 1 and 10, depending on now you feel First, 
{READ fTEM)-how big a cause of poverty is this on a scale from 1 to 10? (ROTATE ITEMS EVERY OTHER 
INTERVIEW. IF ■NOT SUR^’ RECORD A *•.’}

I

I
j 

Poor people tacking modvarion •.................
Aisserx parents not paying eNic support .. 

Increased brvnigta&r» ....................................
 

A shortage of jobs
The wetfare system 

The breakdown of families and -arnHy values ...

Poor people reoeMr g tnadequas education ...

Too many jobs beinq part time x tow wage ....

Fa each Of the I otovlng areas, please tea me now well you feel things are working now in this country-very 
waB. tarty weA rot that wed a not weft at aiL First. (READ ITEM) is this working very wea, talrty wed not that 
wed or not wea at ar? (RCTaTE ORDER.)

I
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Do you think gcvemment te cunenty spending too little, about the rigrt amount, or too mucn on (READ5.

Poor peopie

55 72414

844 2028

8 133]153047

[42]822 664

6a

[43]

60.

[44]

6c.

J451

Spending
TOO

Much

25

3
8
10
18
13
7
5
2

1

33

4
14
42
32
5
3

13
29
30
11
8
5
4

(FORMA)
Poor famfies witi chWren .

[35^»]

[38,40]

[37A1]

.Mot
Sure

8

I
■

7

8100-200 a month ....
82C1-300 a rncrw..........
8301^*00 a mcrnh..........
$401-600 a month..........

$801-8800 a month .... 
$801-81,000 a month .. . 
$1,001-81,500 a month . 
$1,1501-$2,000 a month . 
$2,001 or more a month

Wat sure ..............

ITEM)? (ROTATE FIRST TVO STEMS, THEN ROTATE THRO ANO FOURTH ITEMS.)

SpencSrtg
Too 
Uttte

 38

(FORM 8)
Poor chadren 

Spending
The Right 
Agourt

29

People or wetfare .

Unemptoyed pec-pie 

wetfare taneGts-neany afl, nest but not an. about hart, less than naU, or almost none at alt? 

I

Hearty ak............
Most, iAk not afl . 

 About tisjf

Less ttwn haff ... 
Aimes noneat an 

Na rwe............

I
I

I
I 
1 

How would you comptate tlife sertence: 'A family of three living in my area «s poor »they make lass than 
BLANK ootfare 8 year*? Ha v many dotfare a year would you say? (PROBE:) Just give me your best guess. 
(READ CATEGORIES F N5.CESSARY, SAYING -SOMEWHERE BETWEEN 5,000 AND 10,000 DOLLARS, 

SOMEWHERE BETWEEN 10 000 DOLLARS ANO—

$5.»^$10,000 .........
$10)001-815,000 . ..
$15.0D1-«D,000
$2OjCO1«$2S.0(» •---
$2ti,00 '.-$30,000 ....
Over $30,000 

Not sure .................
1

I
Of the people currently on (fare in the Jntea States, how many would you say deserve to be reoeMng

About how muc i would ya say the average family of three on welfare in your area receives in cash benefits 
and food stamps each mwth? (PROBE;) Just your best guess. (READ CATEGORIES IF NECESSARY.)



94562557 P.07DEC-10-1993 13=33 FROM CDF TO

Study #38053-page 4

6d.

[46]

Osaqree Disagree SureAsrw

45 3S 316 1

47 35 311

40 10 3 [49,52]40 7

953 30 S 3 [50^3]

25 38 21 15 1 [51]

34 32 17 13 [54]4

36 3 [55]44 13 4

47 28 13 2 [56]10

a

[57]

34
59
7

(FORMA)
7. I

[47]

4 [48,55]

4
85
6
5

Stror^jiy Somewhat Somewhat Strongy Not
Agee

For each of the WSowng, tali me < you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly 
disagree with tte s^temery Fast, (READ ITEM), do you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat 
disagree, or strongly disagr-ie? (ROTATE ITEMS.)

I
I

(FORMA)
Many people on welfare would tot >woe*, but cannot find a

....................................1...........................
(FORMS)
Most wetfare mothers wculd take joti if tney could find chia 

care.....................................................    . .................

(FORM A) I
Many working people are just a payciwck away from poverty

The majority of welfare rodpients ne><e» get off of welfare .. .

Weltere provides a crucai! safety net fcr poor cnac'thi, who are 
not responsible tor their txjvery

Many welfare rec^ieras coiiea payn-ents they are not legally' 
enfitfed to ■.........................................

Spends too much money ............

Spends money the wrong way ., , 
NeSter one is a problem  

Net sure

(FORMB)
The majocay of welfare cedpients r>=r re)- get off of welfare ...

(FORMB)
It's hatoer today than it isad to be f x people tc work their way 
out of poverty.................................... J. ....................................

r
i

Car barely g« by 

ifut sure

Do you think the: people or. welfare generally live fairly contfortably or that they can barely get by? 
I

Cve Wy comfortably 

Which wCKdd you wy s thu. bigger problem with the welfare system tooay~ft spends too much money, it 
spends money n the wrong way, or is neither one a problem?
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(READ;) Now I have si’oe quesccras about posstbie changes in tha wofere system. By wetfare, we mean only
programs irtencfed specticatty tor poor people and poor famiSes-not those for the etoedy or the disaoted. 

I

Sa.

23%

17

14

14

10

7

7

9b.

1

10.

Favor Favor Oppose

19 12 (63)35 30 4

51 14 2 2 1 [54]

3 2 [65J68 21 6

up to the
35BArwftS . . 48 8 7 2 166]

22 167]71 3 3 1

2471 3 1 1 [68]

I

32

52

22

28

29

7

[62]

>

Strengthening famiSes :nd family values.............................................  
 

Helping people get off the welfare rotis and into tne wo«X force 

Making sure poor cfUd:er gat the support they need 

Elmina&ng traud and axise .................................................................
Endtog tor»$-term depettdence on welfare as a way of life..............

Saving taxpayers money by reducing spenosig on wetfare ............

i
Not sure  ........................................................................

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Na
Oppcse Sure

If the government was gotoc jto reform the wetfare system, what wood you say should be its most important 
goat? (PROBE:) What would you most like to see changed about the system? [58-61]

I
I

Make reetpitints more sccountaWe, make sure they are eligible, check, mordor
them, curtai' abuse, make sure money goes to people that really need It

I 
Provide mo a iob training

More restrictions on who gets wetfare, stop making it SO easy to get wetfare

Educate people, more honey tor education

More jobs tre needed, there aren't enough jobs

Mato recipiacts work. r>6 money if they don’t, shouldn't be giving money to

people tna cant -work nd won’t wort________________ ___________________

Don't know no raspoctie

i
I

 Here are some posstofe goals for ratorming the welfare system Which one or two would you say are the 
most important' (ROTATE CRMER SVSRY OTHER INTERVIEW. ACCEPT UP TO TWO RESPONSES.)

i
i

ThetoScwing are some prappsaia related to poverty and welfare. For each one, teli me if you would strongly 
fervor, acmewhst favor, son|ewhat oppose, or strongly oppose the proposal? (ROTATE ORDER EVERY 

OTHER MTEJrnEW.)

|
1

A two-year limit on we&re benefUs .............................

Tougher measures to aktect child srppport from 
absentee fathers............................. t...................................

Guaranteeing that no ore would k%e their heatn 
insurance because they left welfare and got a ]oo .... 

Allowing welfare reeipieiits to earn xfa^aa u 
poverty level without toeing a# their Welfare

Rewiring wetfare reapavts to wort ir return tor their 
welfare checks..................................j..............................

Providing aubtfc&zed chad care to t<xx mothers who 
want to wart......................................................................
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(FOMIA)
11a. WNcn c, !he fOliowilg do yDL � Is U'le sing'.e belt approach to refonning the w8IRlr8 system? (ACCEPT 

ONLYONEfte;pQNSE.) 

I 

tmprow1g and exp.fldlflQ tCSucanort ana }0b ualni:'lg programs 40 (691 

(FORM 8) 

ReQuag �.10 Yak& a public mcviee jOb If they eannoc 
1lnd QCl)llf tirnpklvmint . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

I 
Tougha· measutM 19 alllec:l chid � from 00&entee
flllhan; ,,, poor � . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
l!s'lalng benalls f0r .- fllmiies aner they nave beef'I on weisn 
fer t'WC> • ffJIIJtlS . • • . t • • . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . .

I 
Ncne -� these (V(f ............................. .
Net 3'..19...... • . . . . . . . . . . .................. . 

35 

13 

9 

1 

2 

11a. Which d 1h9 folcwlng do y� � Is 1he single beSt approacn to retomung the wedafe system'? (ACCEPT 
ONLYONeRE$PONS:E.). 

!
I

l,npromgande��andjot)nifungprograms ................ 46 [70)

Req\iMg fvciplEnts t0 take II pubic seMC9 }ob t \t'8'I cannot ffnO QCher' � 32 
Tougher mtesurae to coClec!.chad �from� fathef5 ot poor childten . . 10 

Ending bltlefttS "Ot all tecipl:ah:s atw w,y have boen on welfare for two year'$ . . . . . 9 

None of tt"8e {VOL) ...• ; ..•.•............ , . • . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
I 

Not-... .... ·················································· 2

11b. Sl.lpf:)OSe ii tumH eut !Nit welfn NlfOm1 actually C0SIS a Joe more money in the shon run than the current 
Wllfcn aystvm. beeau9e a 119 costs ot Child care, job ttalning, and Other programs that twip mom peoplG 
10 � wefara. Would VO.lit�°' Ot,,pow such a W9fare rofotm � even lt it cost moo, money In tht
llt'°'1n.-r? i 

�e,/0( pllt'I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . n (71} 
::>ppoee pan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
Not-.· •. : .... ..................... 8 
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. 110. Now, here_. •xne addllloraal p,op015a16 l'IAted to� and w81tcft. For e8Ch one. pleaSe ttl me J you 
WCMd mavY l'Mlr, eamwnat favor, &omewhat �, or &Uort'il'/ 0$)0088 tnt � (ROTAlc 
0RCER EVERY ontER INl;EfME\\'.) 

I 
I

saoc giy1ng _,. money to motN1C1 ,r mev ttave 
8l'ICttlef' cnikhft., 1hew' go on wtdaiv . . . . . . . . . . . .

P� for tr.II� for Wllare � to gee to 
ihei,)Ob& ................. - - t ............. 

ReQU!re faUleC'8 rt c:Nldrlan on weh• 10 wot1< az pubic; 
eervioepbef�OOn:Xr:,tl/Mr��tuppoet .... 

I 

HiM rtie QOYtrMl811l pt<Mde putdo!seMC1J jobG to 
poor peop(t whO Wlr'i b) work l)uS !:811't find prfv& 
atetor j0bS ........• ....... . . -.........

I 

AaiM the� wag, from $4.2� an hQ6 to $5.00 
., rac:,c.,, • o t • • ♦ • O O • t O O f 1 0 i o t � I- 6 • o • O & • o I I 

(FOIIUA) 

SUQngiy Somewhat 
?IS f!:!.91 

48 20 

25 42 

70 21 

5'1 30 

54 21 

� � Not

Oppo§g Oppose � 

17 14 1 C7'2J

1a 12 3 (73J 

3 2 (74} 

6 4 3 (7SJ 

13 10 2 [7&) 

128. $'0Ukt mcdvn WhO haw� children and who atG on welfare De required to WOt1c? {lF YES.:) Should
NV be requirlcl to wen: fu�t:me Of pan ttmt?

(fOJIUA> 

Yet.� Yfork 
Ful time ... 1 . • • • • • • . • • • • • . 17 
Part 1lme . . • . . , . . . . . . . . • . 38 COHTINUE 
.. Cit..,. ho\Q 1

nany 
hOur.t..... 6 

NcS. 9houJd A¥ Worii . . . . . . . $4 sKlP to d12e
NctluN ... � .............. s 

I 
I 
I 

rm 

(ASK ONLY OE RESPONOENTS \'11(0 ANSWE.REO "YES. SHOULD WORK• IN 12L) 
12:l. Af'fd should maM"S who r� prV3Ch0of Childrun and wno we on� be reqund to wCt1< only if� 

cin ss provideci, Cf shoUld t,ty 06 � to won< even if alild oara iS not provided? 
I 

0nly if cf'lild care proYided . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 [783
Even I � 1:31 not 1,11'0Yic:S6d ••. , • • • . • 19 

oaN<X :i;.·� � {h�·o:1�:::: ! 
i 
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12a Should mclhn wno t.ave nt.na ana wno are on wearate be l'9Quited to wct1t? (lF YES:) Shoutd uw, be 
� to wen: u tme 0( p,31't time? 

{f0RM8)

Yee,SboutdW� 
-f!!!..!i!n! , ... ·i. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 

Pa.t time . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Z1 CONT1NUI 
Net an h0w ,,any hOu:rs . . . . . . . 6 

Ni. Should N&ilork . . . . . . . . . . 47 sKlP TO d12.c 
Not8'n .... �- ...... ,....... 6 

(ASK ONLY OF RESPON0el1'$ Wilo AN$WEREO "YES, SHOULD WORK• lN 121.) 
120. Al'lfJ ltl0Uld mcNrs whO :t1t Wants Mes Who � on welfare be required to worx only if Cl'lild cam Is

� °' sbi>uld they btt11'8QU1ttd to WOO<� If child care Is � prwidecl?

(ASKm:RYONE.) 

i 
' 

Only W ctiid Gare providea • • • . • . . . . • • . . Z7 [80] 
Even It c�ia care ra p,oviOed . . . . . . . . . 16 

Nocaullt ...•..................... .t 
Oo noc tti snould � (fl'om Q. 12-) . . 53 

I 
I 

I 
1� Ooyou thtn6c a siogte matherwo,16ng ax a paf1-time, minim� joQ should be pemlitted to receive werare

banab, b • tang • sna .ams las& tnat\ the pcN9fty teYet, or do you think she ShOt..dd not be penni:tl9d to 
oo.a1 

I 
S*4Jld be l)lml4hd ..... . 
Sff\lid not I» � , .. . 
fltqtM9 .......... , .... . 

l 
I 

8$ 
9 
5 

(81) 

(R!A!):) Nowt I hlft a few quatio,11 aboUI two dlffefent wettv• refonn plans.' 

13a. One ..sar. nifllffll �•-�a� timit on wehre benefits. Mer two y� benefits would be 
eocied f0r all able-bodied re�. and the gavemmeoi woo&d net prOVlda a job. Woufd you st.rorw �. 
somewhat te,os·. somewna: pPS)Ole, °' � � sucn a two-v• timir?

' 
I 

��ly fav0r ' .. - - . .. .. . 2S [B2J 
��ll8Wtm favor , .. . .. . .. 30 
��newhal oppose . . . . . . . 24 
��avt oppoge . . . . . . . . . ta 

Not � . . . . . . . , . . . . . 3 

'
i

130. An � waltaa ratem,,►roposat WOU)CS requn � recipients to attend J¢b training� as soon
• thaV an receMng welfa". Mer two years, if they have not found� wetfare � would 
be � to ,Y'Ol't • a o.. �c � jOt). WOUid you strongCy tavor, sotnwthal tavor, somewhat QC)pCIOO.
01 � °""099 this pr(ontal? 

Sttcr�; t.lYor' • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 64 (83) 
Som�- faYOf . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 
Scmw.tlat opp0$i . .. .. .. . . . . . 4 
8"0r,gty oppaee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 

No s:n .... ,............... , 
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Net Positive Comments 87% N® Negative Ccrntnents 11%

penaitred

26 Mos of them don't nave joe skills 3

15 1

12

7

5

[92]

14a.

[93]

12
83
2
1

2

19
79
2

I 
J

i

I
I
I

Makes rsc^jiarts wctk, fain* them to and makes 
them work fix what they get, if they ar<3 able they 
should wort:

Plan gives a chance to te educatec, <3ves them job 23 
training, e ski

Ran gives them a chance to survive gives them a 
chance to get off wettare. an incentf/e to make them 
feel better, more sat wath

Two years is enough tire for people to fine jobs

Teaches people that weTare is not t free ricte. w® 
g® people used to working instead of cwiiecting. 
decrease dependency on welfare !

Government can't guarantee everyone a job. if 3 
they can’t find a job they shouldn 't be

Government wfll be using public funds to 
create jobs, disagree with concept of 
government funding jobs

Why does government have to find them jobs? 1

Welfare recipients should be taught setf- 1
motivatton first. If individuals are not motivated 
to work and get off wetfare. plan w® not work

Don’t know: no response

1

(READ:) Now, I have seme questtow speoficafly about the first proposal that provides for a two-year Smit on warfare 
beoflfts. without any gutfartes of a jcb.

I

ff there were a wo-ysar ftri cn warfare benefits, would you favor a hard-and-fast cutoff for all able-bodied 
recipients after two years, or 30 you think the limit should be applied on a case-by-case

i4ard-and-fas cutoff 
tlase-byoss basis 

?4et sure.................

i
i

13c Why do you fMi that way about this proposal? (PROBE) What are some of the things you partlcuiarty Ske 
or dteSce about this propose

13d Which one ef ttiase two apprsacbes to warfare reform would you say is hetter-1) after two years, bentftts 
would be endec for aS abte-bodied recipients, ana the government would not provide any job; or, 2) after two 
years, weCare rodpieras whp lave na found other emptoymant would be required to work at a public service 
job?

i
Cutting off benefits Brfer two years......................

Requiring radptente 10 work at pubfic service job
Both tfie same (VOL) .........................................
Neith»f (VOL)
Not sura ,,. ,
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14b. 
i 

For aacti d the f0Mowlng caeas. p.- tel ffl9 if the cutarr &h0u6d � to lhls perscn after t'fwO years on
......_ « f _, m:epd«l 51»..dd bt med9 il-.1N8 caae. F"ll'C, �EA0 ff'EM), should N twc>year ll'M appy 
.i 1hie oest. Of irnould 1hll l>e an� (ROTATE OR0!R ON eviRY OlMER IN'TaMEW,) 

I 

A mother with � Chllo/,_. . . . . . . . . . . , . . . ..... 
Somaar-. Wft0 hell� fl:,- many years and ls on 
W1lla'e b 1he ffl"'Jt tlrM . . . . . . . ... , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
A 188n1Qt fflCllhiar who has r)Clt complatld ligt1 schoOf ... 
S0me0nt wt"0-1\• in IWl •� Where 1he �mtft 
raa 1s rnara 11a1 _, �- , •.••.•...•..••••••.... 
Scml0ne who II In• JC)tMra� program i:-.t stil l'Mdl at 
ttw .... erw:n s,ada leY'l8t ••••.•.••••••..•.••••...•.• 
A mc:ittw on WMare � wcr,tt pert mne Ii a 1cw wage job 

21 

36 
43 

36 

41 
18 

Make 
Exoegtp) 

72 

56 

Not 
ill 

7 

6 
7 

8 

6 
5 

(14] 

l9SJ 
ll6J 

(WJ 

(98'J 
[99) 

In one Ynian a' 1hl � I.wt, able-Coded rtldpia,11 Who readwd the limit would� their ben9fla a1d 
WOUid not be aJWec:tto �awtbntfcrthe !'-l thrW y.ars under art; Clfcunstanoes. Would you 2fthi8 
plM Is too tw1i\ too--� Oil� ngnt? 

Ted...,..,_ ......•..... ,,, 
Tod.--- ... ..... .... . 

51 [100]
3 

��light ............. . 42 

M .. ue ............... . 4 

14d. How marP/ ct thu people wh� l0u 1t'8ir � �ds uncser 1his plan do you thalk wil be able to ftnd )ob&­
nawtf II at therl\ ffl08t � � II. 90mt i:.A not molt. a ontt a fM? 

Ne.tf all. fAd )obi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 [101) 
UC. but not • Will find jets . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3' 
Sone but l'1Clt 1'D5f will 9nd jOb8 • . . . .. • . . 38 
Only a #av ri fftJ jobs . . . . . .. . • .. , . . . . , s 

Not 9ute •• , � ••••• , • • . . • • • . . • . . • . . . • 4 
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14e.

Aoree

3454 7 [Itei4 1

33 1930 16 2

21 23 27 26 3

23 32 23 15 1105]7
J

29 29 22 17 3 (icq

29 31 22 13 3 (107]

26 23 16 4

33 23 11 4

Finallyt !‘m gang to read yoa two statements that mtghi be made by people running for public office. Based15.

etee.

[108]

[109]

64 [110]
31
2
3

[103]

[104]

31

29

Strongiy Somewhat Somewhat Suongy Not 
Disagree Disagree Sure

!

just on these saioments, tel me which cancAdale you would be more likely to vote for.

Cantfldate A butieves the test way to get people otf the wetfare coOs is to require people to get the eduction 
and training th»/ need, and then to require those who are employ able to taxe jobs. Abie-bodied adute should 
support their ctiiWren, and th» gcwemmert should help them meet their ob&gabons.

Candidate B believes the tea way to get people off the welfare roiis is to cut off benefits after two years, so 
tha reopterts wW have tc j.o out and find jobs and Support themsetves. The government should not 
guarantee jobs for wetfare -edpients at taxpayer expense because it does not guarantee a job for anybody

*____ I ..... . .__

Many poor children wfll!» hurt by t» cutoff, through no 
fani at their own I.............................

I 
A twoyw finrr* is too rigid because some poor people 
need moretrme than otrws to beccina saif-sufSoent .. 

!fs not fair to cut off berets without guaranteeing a job

More chadren would be paced in toil ar care tf wetfare 

for their famStes Is enctei........... .... j,...........................

 Witft the eeondfliy in trojtote the wa/ h is, this is a bad 
time to start cunlng famitas off frcxr wetfare 

There aren't enough jobs tot ai» the ptcpie who will be 
cut off under the tw&yeif limit... i...............................

I 
 The limit wM just increase crime and usorder in poor 

neighbortiaads, without reafly schrirg the wetfare 
probtem........................................... ,...........................

More families with chtfcjen wW be horietess
I

Here are some <»ncems people hare regartSng a two-year 6m4 on wetfare benefits. For each one, tea me 
if you strongly agree, somewhat a^ee, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree with the concern (READ 
FIRST fTEM) Co you strtrgiy agree, somewha agree, somewhat tfisagree. or strongly disagree with this 
concern?

For wwen caneJdaie woUc you most Ckeiy vote-Candidate A or Candtoaie B? 
J

Candidate A/Require training and work ....
Candldrlie B/Ouf Off benefits........................

N«toer(VOL)................................................
Not Sure..........................................................

I
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. fAC'n.W.S: Now I am uar� to • �"JU a tew q,..wstlOns for •iStiCaJ purposes ON(. 

F1&. Didyoohsppentovcteinil81992pnssidlcllialeleclicn? 

F1b. 

0, �- ASK:) Fa whon" dd Y04I � eusn. the Rep rf)llcan, Bia artcn. 1he Oomoc::rat, 0( Ross 
PGl'Q. tr'8 lndepsndanr? 

voceo 'Cf George� . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 [111] 
V� � IHI C1nton . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 
Vo&ee it° "°81 Pera . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 S 

OU°lel�(VOL} ........... . 
Too YCILWlg (VOi.} • . .. . .. .. . . . • .. • 1 
Net SU,l{retused/didn't VOfft . . . • . . . . 16 

I 

Aegadl1:91 d hi>N Y0tJ may � �. ho.¥� yw <:1eSCnbe y04Jt OV«ell point d view il'I terms ct 1h8 
poldmf pania&? Would Yoi., r,ay ycu are � OQmoejMie, ltanlng 0effioaatic, oompletely lndependanl, 
ieltw,g Republian, or mos��? 

I 
Mu�aly D•m0cu111e . . . . . . . . . 
L '. e� D81'nOC111UC ....... .
Cof\plltlltf � .... . 
��ing� .......•. 
M< ... f>/ Repubic:a,, . . . . . . . .. . 
Nc�Sl,d .........•......• 

25 
11 
so 
12 
19 
3 

[112] 

In politics�- do you ge�rauy considet yol.M'Self to be lcbecal. modQrma, 0t �e?

lJ)ec"8I .. J ••.•••.•••.•••.•••• ' • • • . 20 (1131 
�. ! . ..•.•.................. ,1 
�VE •.•.....•.•.••......... 32 

Nctsunt •.•.....•. , ..........•.•. 7 

F3. Whal i5 the last grade you ·:O npleted in &QlOO(? (00 NOT READ CHOICES.) 

nome high nchoot or leSS . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 
liign $ChOOI � .• • • • • . • . • • . .•...• 
tkwne � ip. no dlgfBG •...•........... 
Voc:auonal ts� 2-year oo1ega ........•.. 
,�_.�sdegree .......... . 
1'°"9JadUII• ,va1c or degrN ...........•.. 

Nataure ...... ......... , ........ , .. 

8 
34 
al 
8 
18 
12 

(1141 
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F4.

8

50-54 

and over 

*

I

Fl

[117][116]

1118]

[119]

F8

[WJ»

(ASK OF AU WOMEN.)
F6. i

8
8
11
11
11
10

7
7
7
19
1

29
21
2

1
23

1
1
1

53
27
2
12
4
2

&
11
6
7
8
31

44
55

1

(ASK EVERYONE.}
F7.

Kow aid are you? (IF REH>S3j, ASK) Wen, can you 5b« rte which age group you belong to? Are you in 
tf<e age gro«« 13 to 24, 2S t> 29.30 W 34, 35 to 39, 40 to 44. 45 to 49, 50 to 54, 55 to 59. 60 to 64. or 65 and 

wer?

18-24 
2S-29 
W 
354Se 

i 40-44

Fanr»ef/ranchfii- . 
hfcxnemaker . ..
Retire©...............
Student ............
Other
Not sure/retused 

Wort: outside the home..........
Do rxX work oussirta the tone 

Na sure*rei'-jS4-0 .................

I
i
i
L .. ..

What type of work does the i&ad d the household usually de? What is the job cased? (BE SURE TO 
CLASSIFY PRC®ERLY. WRfTE JOB DESCRIFT1ON IN SPACE BEuOW. IF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD IS 

UNEMPLOYED. GST USUjKA OCCUPATION.)

None .).................

Not sur-j/retused 

65-59 
6C-64 

; Refuse 

i

Do you have aiy ohiWrer Mo iw ar heme with you?

Yea. heye cTAX'en ar home.................
No, do not nays chskaen at home . . . . 
Not suie/ 'etusad .

•I
I
i
I

In what reJgior were you taught up?
i

Protest art 
Qctxtfd . 
Jewish I, 
Other J..

High-tevei praieseionai . .: 
MSddto^evei potessionai 

Executive, maiager--------
Sales, propriety...............
Witte cotar worker --------
Sfcflec laborer...................

Semi- and unskUted laborer

I
i

* a a. a — “ * ■ —1 — ]

Oo you work outside the inahie or not?

I

I
I



DEC-10-1993 13=37 FROM CDF TO 94562557 P. 17

Study #38068~peg* U

Are you whta, Stade Hspaic. Asan. or scmathing Gtse?F9.

P21J

F10.

[122]
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33
10
4

6
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Haw you Or ary or® In your mmedisid femfly weKSre benefits?

I

Family was poor............
Family tas worksig class 

Famfly was midete dass 
Famfly was weiMo-do . .

Not: tue/retused..........

i
l 
i

Yes, iy ve recetved ..
No, tiff/e not received 
Not u|n......................

Less tfan $10,000 ------------------
Bstwer-fi $10,000 and SSJ.OOO , 

bowsm $20,000 and $30,000 . 
Bdwwfli $30,000 ano $40 000 . 
Between $40,000 and $50,000 . 
Between $50,000 and $75,000 .
More twi $75,000 

Not rare/refueed ...................

White...................
Black ..................
Hispanic
Asian

Other...................
Not surafrefused 

20
7S
2

When you wers> growtoe >*outd you say ydur family was pour, working dass, middle class, or weiModo?

 21 [125]
 44
 31

3
1

I
If you fwdet? together the yuaiy Income of an the members of your family who were iMng a home las year, 
would the total l» less than $10,000, oeween $10,000 and $20,000, between $20,000 and $30,000, between 
$30,000 Wfi $41,000, betwesr $40,000 ana $50,000. between $50,000 and $75,000, or would the total be more 

than that?

F11 b. Have yOu or anyone In yota immediae family ever received food stamps?

Yea. «/e received............... 25 [124]
No, r^e not received.......... 73

Not sura  2

I
I
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(Scene: Elsinore. Enter CLAUDIUS, the King, and GERTRUDE, the 
Queen.)

KING: Wife, your face is sickled o’er with sadness. Be 
you still bestooped by the death of your husband, my 
brother, once the king, who died during his nap when I 
swear I was in town looking at some oxen?

QUEEN: Beloved brother-in-law and husband, if I am 
sickled o’er, it is my son Hamlet whom I am sickled o’er 
o’er. He doth so deeply mope!

king: Manic-depression, thy name is Hamlet!
QUEEN: In my chamber short seconds ago, he stabbed 

Polonius through a curtain and Polonius is no more.
king: You know what this means, my queen?
queen: Indeed, m’lord. We’ll need a new curtain. 

(GERTRUDE Exits. Enter LAERTES.)
king: Hail, Laertes, fresh from apothecary class! Have 

you the unction I asked you should concoct for our 
Hamlet, so sorely vexed?

laertes: Indeed, m’lord. Enmixed in this chalice of 
mineral water, ’twill make Hamlet ne’er feel major bipo­
lar swings again! Nor with good fortune, any swing at 
all. ’Tis titled “Prozachery,” after my lab partner, Zach 
Fortinbras who studies to be a golf pro. But hark, here 
is Hamlet now!

HAMLET: Oh, that this too too solid flesh would melt, 
thaw and resolve itself into a dew, or that the Everlasting 
had not fixed his canon ’gainst—how now!

laertes: Salutations, Hamlet. Hey, nice doublet. 
Prithee, have some Poland Spring and so elate thy spirit.

HAMLET: Ha, Laertes, that is a good one! My spirit is as 
dead as he whom I slipped it to through the curtain. 
Still, this bubbly froth could hardly hurt it. (Drinks 
deeply.) Now, where was I? Oh, yes—too too solid flesh, 
blah-dee-blah, blah, blah. That it should come to this: 
so excellent a king but two months dead, and now his 
widow serves the funeral meats at her wedding to his 
brother!... (Suddenly softening.) Of course, ’tis a conser­
vation of resources devoudy to be wished! And on 
deeper thought—and methinks I’ve ne’er had deeper 
thoughts than these—I would not want mother to be 
alone the rest of her life in a country as prone to denial 
as this one. If marry again she must, how deft that she 
marry my father’s brother, so alike my father in size and 
beard and last name! (Drinks again.) Hey, and speaking 
of too too solid, Mother and Father’s relationship could 
not have been all that healthy if again so quickly she 
could rebetroth herself. There’s something dysfunc­

tional in the state of Denmark. Methinks the end of my 
parents’ marriage is the result of people who did not 
own their anger but who let their anger own them. Boy, 
it’s a nice temperature today! (Drinks again.) How won­
drous this quaff be! Hey, Laertes, man, I thank you for 
this juice and beg you give me more.

KING: (Darkly.) Yes, Laertes, let us to the apothecary 
table and make new, more potent ones.
(They exit as OPHELIA enters.)

hamlet: This castle wants but a little light ... and 
maychance some prettily colored throw rugs.

OPHELIA: (Singing eerily.) “Father’s by the willow, its 
hoar leaves crying on his eyes ...”

hamlet: Ophelia, sing thee another song! Dost thou 
know “Love That Month of May!”? Or sing ye about 
what fair flowers are there entwined in your hair.

ophella: Soon they will be dead, along with the per­
son in whose aforementioned hair they are entwined.

HAMLET: Life, Ophelia, as now I see it, is all about 
integration. Do not project your feeling states, but sit 
with your pain, and in the wake cometh joy. Think not 
of the sky as spotted with cloud but as partly sunny. As 
’tis, your grief is riven off from your integrated self and 
that can only mean you’re heading for a shame-spiral 
which will set your life at no more than a pin’s fee.

Ophelia: He who buys my life by a pin’s fee will by 
that same fee be gouged, if value be his aim.

hamlet: o.K., o.K., I share your internalized anger. 
But if my experience may but guide you, take one of 
these pills every three hours in a cup of wine and flights 
of angels will follow you about all day long, humming 
the most enjoyable little tune in your ear. I beg you take 
this advice to heed: get thee to a pharmacy! Take my 
arm, I pray you, and let me hie you there. (Exeunt.)

By Paul Offner

t last, we seem to be moving toward a consensus 
on welfare reform. Many in Congress, on both 
sides, strongly support the proposition that the 
nation’s main welfare program, Aid to Families

with Dependent Children (afdc), should be converted 
into a program emphasizing work. The catch, of course, 
is that it’s expensive. Including day care and the other 
needed services, it costs at least $5,000 per year to edu­
cate or train a welfare mother, not counting the cash 
payments she receives. Just putting her to work costs
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o here’s the danger. Congress will pass some 
great-sounding welfare reform plan, but without 
adequate funding. The states will not be able to 
provide the needed training and work slots, and 

for most recipients nothing will change. In short order, 
the critics will be saying that the 1994 initiative was a 
failure, just like earlier ones. And that will undermine 
any future efforts at real welfare reform.

Half-measures are, after all, the norm with this sub­
ject. When the Family Support Act was passed five years 
ago, for instance, Congress said that adult welfare recip­
ients had to work or participate in job training, and 
those who didn’t would be sanctioned. Unfortunately, 
however, only about one-sixth of the necessary slots 
were funded. The law gave priority to volunteers, and in 
most places that’s all there was room for. So those who 
wanted to sit at home watching television were free to 
do so. A study conducted by Rockefeller University 
researchers a year ago found that the Family Support 
Act was failing to change “the welfare culture.” Surprise.

And it’s not purely a matter of money. Many critics 
doubt we could create all the jobs needed to put welfare 
recipients to work even if the funds were there. Accord­
ing to one estimate, for instance, the Clinton work-after- 
two-years proposal would require 1.2 million to 1.5 mil­
lion public service jobs. That’s twice the number of jobs 
funded by the Comprehensive Employment and Train­
ing Act of 1973 (CETA), our last effort to create jobs for 
the unemployed. And that experience provides little 
room for optimism—ceta was terminated in 1981 amid 
a flurry of charges that it led to leaf-raking and scandal.

Of course, attitudes have shifted. Twelve years ago, 
President Ronald Reagan led the fight against CETA out 
of an instinctive revulsion for public jobs programs. 
Today, by contrast, 162 Republican House members— 
all but thirteen—are supporting a bill calling for even 
more public jobs than the Clinton plan does (it 
extends the work requirement for welfare mothers to 
non-custodial fathers of AFDC children). Whether these 
members of Congress would continue to support, and 
fund, a large national public jobs program if it started 
attracting the kinds of criticism that were leveled at 
CETA twelve years ago remains to be seen, of course. 
Most of the forty welfare experts convened by Douglas 
Besharov at the American Enterprise Institute three 
weeks ago doubted the feasibility of such a large public 
jobs initiative.

In a few places around the country, there have been 
welfare reform demonstration projects that have 
achieved the goal of universal participation. It has made 
all the difference. In Ohio, for instance, the state 

ne possibility is to phase in the new program. 
Thus, both the Clintonites and the House 
Republicans would limit the reform program 
to welfare applicants, i.e., to those coming onto 

the rolls. Sadly, this doesn’t help much because welfare 
recipients are constantly moving on and off the rolls. 
Suppose the program starts in October 1994 (as in the 
Republican House bill), and is limited to those applying 
after that time. Even if we exempt those who cannot 
work or who have very young children, there would be 
1 million eligibles in 1995, 2.3 million in 1996 and 
2.7 million in 1997. At $4,000 to $5,000 per person, the 
costs add up quickly.

Or the program could be phased in by area. Congress 
could limit the new program to five to ten states with 
the understanding that other states would be brought 
in as funds become available. The only problem is that 
it would be hard for Clinton to claim that he had 
changed welfare as we know it when he runs for re­
election in 1996. In addition, the average member of 
Congress is not likely to support this approach unless 
his state is in the group guaranteed funding at the out­
set. So there would be great pressure to add states as 
quickly as possible, and in no time at all the demand for 
resources would exceed the supply.

The only way to solve this problem is for Congress 
and the president to agree to target their efforts. Maybe 
five years from now the budget picture will have 
improved, and a broader reform initiative can be put in 
place. But for now let’s do something that is consistent 
with available resources.

For instance, Congress could target teenage parents 
on AFDC. This is where, after all, the whole cycle of wel­
fare dependency begins. Here’s a possible reform pack­
age: teenage mothers would have to live with their fam­
ilies to receive AFDC (they could not move out and get 
their own apartments), and they would have to stay in 
school until graduation or until they reached the age of

$4,000 a year for day care, transportation and supervi­
sion. And there are 5 million AFDC families. Meanwhile, 
the federal government is running a massive deficit. 
Few people favor raising taxes to fund welfare reform, 
and after repeated efforts at deficit reduction, there are 
a few easy spending cuts that haven’t already been 
reserved for other purposes—funding health care 
reform, for instance.

!

started the Learning, Earning and Parenting (LEAP) 
program in 1989, requiring teenage AFDC mothers to 
stay in school. Since there are only 20,000 of these teen 
welfare mothers, the state could afford to provide all of 
them with necessary support services. So the element of 
uncertainty is eliminated—if you’re a teen parent on 
AFDC in Ohio, you’re in LEAP. If you don’t attend school, 
your grant is reduced. If you show up regularly, you 
receive a bonus. A recent evaluation by the Manpower 
Demonstration Research Corporation found significant 
increases in school enrollment. Similarly, mdrc’s evalua­
tion of the GAIN program in Riverside, California, shows 
relatively large earnings increases and welfare savings in 
a work program in which the participation requirement 
applies to everyone.

So here’s the quandary. Welfare reform is not likely 
to succeed unless all members of the target group are 
required to participate. Unfortunately, that’s expensive, 
and at the present time we’re short on money. And 
even if we had the money, it’s not clear we know how to 
create all the needed jobs. So what do we do?

/

I

I
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Paul Offner is a legislative aide to Senator Daniel 
Patrick Moynihan. The views expressed here are his 
own.

hould I snore, please don’t hesitate to 
wake me up,” shouted Lady Caroline Cox, 
of the British House of Lords, as we bed­
ded down for the night inside the Russian 

cargo plane carrying us from Switzerland to Armenia.
Not to worry. The engine noise inside the cavernous 
hull drowned out all other sounds. We stretched out on 
top of boxes of powdered baby formula—and awoke six 

20. Those who didn’t would lose part of their afdc 
checks. After receiving their degrees, or reaching 20, 
they would be offered work, but not welfare. Finally, 
teen parents would go to the front of the queue for the 
purposes of determining paternity and obtaining child 
support orders.

Since there are only about 400,000 teen .AFDC moth­
ers, the cost of these changes would be modest (about 
$500 million a year). But it would be a sound invest­
ment. Teenage girls contemplating motherhood and 
welfare would know that they would have to live at 
home, stay in school and go to work after graduation. 
And it would be a sure thing.

What would prevent young women from waiting 
until they are 20 to get pregnant and go on welfare? 
Nothing. But even this would be an improvement. For 
one thing, women of 20 are much more likely to have 
graduated from high school. It is the teen mothers who 
are most at risk of being permanently trapped in 
poverty. And by concentrating our efforts on this one 
group, we maximize our chances of reducing long-term 
welfare dependency.

The particulars of such a plan can be debated, of 
course (if the funds are available, it might make sense 
to target mothers up to age 25, for instance). But what 
matters is that there be a plan, and that it be realistic. 
While there is great enthusiasm in Congress for carry­
ing out comprehensive reforms right away, we would be 
better off passing something more limited that has a 
real chance of working. There have already been too 
many failures in the war against poverty. Showing tax­
payers that real improvements are possible is the most 
important contribution any of us could make to the 
long-term cause of rescuing the underclass.

hours later in the freezing dawn at the airport in Yere- 
van, the capital of Armenia.

The powdered milk was part of the nearly thirty tons 
of aid (food, medicine and clothes) that Lady Cox and 
Christian Solidarity International, a Swiss charity orga­
nization, were delivering to the people of Armenia and 
especially of Nagorno-Karabakh. It was the ninth such 
charter-flight.

Although it declared independence in 1991 and has 
its own Parliament and flag and national anthem, and 
even a border crossing station, Nagorno-Karabakh has 
not been recognized by any country—not even by 
Armenia, to which it would ultimately like to be 
attached. And there is little reason to believe that the 
five-year-old bloody conflict between the Armenians, 
Azeris and Karabakhs, which has cost an estimated 
15,000 lives, is coming to an end. This ethnic conflict 
was probably unavoidable: Josef Stalin declared in 1923 
that this small territory—approximately the size of 
Delaware—was to be an enclave inside the Azeri Social­
ist Soviet Republic, even though two-thirds of its 
200,000 inhabitants were Armenian (Christians) and 
one-third were Azeris (Turkish by culture, Muslim by­
religion).

“S

o there it was, separated from the Armenian 
motherland by a corridor four miles wide at its 
narrowest, but ruled from the Azeri capital of 
Baku. According to Zori Balayan, one of the lead­

ers of the Karabakh independence movement, during
Soviet times children here had no books in Armenian; 
people in Nagorno-Karabakh could not listen to Arme­
nian radio or T.v. and were subject to a mixture of Russi­
fication and Azerization. Not surprisingly, the Armeni­
ans—whose appearance in Asia Minor, according to the 
Greek historian Herodotus, dates back to the twelfth 
century B.c.—were not happy with this arrangement.

In the end of 1987, encouraged by perestroika, the 
Armenians started raising their voices: deputies from 
Karabakh demanded that their district be attached to 
Armenia proper. At the end of February 1988 1 million 
people were in the streets of Yerevan. The next day, in 
the Azeri towns of Sumgait and Baku, groups of Azeris 
carried out pogroms against Armenians living there: 
hundreds died, thousands were injured and some 
150,000 escaped to Armenia. A double exodus fol­
lowed: Azeris fled from Stepanakert, the capital of 
Nagorno-Karabakh, and Armenians from the neighbor­
ing former capital of Shusha, where Azeris were pre­
dominant. The hostility turned into a civil war, fueled 
by the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991. When the Rus­
sian troops withdrew from the region, Azeris and 
Karabakhs started facing each other direcdy—using 
military hardware left by the Red Army.

In May 1992 the Karabakh forces took Shusha and 
then the border town of Lachin, thus hooking up 
Nagorno-Karabakh with Armenia through a corridor 
several miles wide. The next year they recaptured almost 
all of Nagorno-Karabakh and then doubled the territory 
under their control by invading Azerbaijan proper. As of
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From: Bob Greenstein

Re: Welfare Reform Financing Options

Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities

The attached short memo describes a particularly disturbing welfare reform 
financing option now under consideration. I can't believe this is the type of action 
any of you would want to take.

George Stephanopoulos
Gene Sperling
Melanne Verveer
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Families at Very Low Income Levels Affected

FINANCING WELFARE REFORM:
SHOULD HOUSING SUBSIDIES BE COUNTED AS INCOME 

IN THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM?

Center on Budget
AND POLICY PRIORITIES

During the past week, we have reanalyzed this proposal, using Census data from 
the American Housing Survey and USDA food stamp data. We have found similar 
results to the USDA study. About two million households would have their food 
stamps terminated or cut. Close to 85 percent of the affected households would be 
elderly people or families with children. (When the disabled are added in, the 
proportion approaches 90 percent.) Moreover, these households are quite poor. About 
three of every five families with children whose food stamps would be cut have cash 
incomes below half of the poverty line. And because of the way this proposal would work, 
an even larger share of the benefit cut would come from families below half of the 
poverty line.

This same proposal was the subject of a study conducted by USDA in 1980 and 
1981. The USDA report, written by a highly respected analyst who is now at CBO, 
concluded that counting housing assistance as income when determining food stamp 
eligibility and benefit levels could force low-income families to choose between living in 
decent housing and eating an adequate diet. The USDA report also found that most of 
those whose benefits would be cut would be elderly people and single mothers with 
children who have very low cash incomes. In addition, the study explained that 
attempting to place a dollar value on the housing assistance received by low-income 
households would be complicated, costly, and almost impossible to do accurately or 
equitably.

777 north Capitol Street, FIE, Suite 705, Washington, DC 20002 Tel: 202-408-1080 Fax: 202-408-1056

If this proposal were adopted, the result would likely be the largest food stamp 
benefit cut in the program's history, larger than any of the food stamp benefit cut 
proposals enacted — or even proposed — under Ronald Reagan and rivaled only by 
some of the benefit cut proposals advanced by Jesse Helms in the early 1980s and 
rejected on a bipartisan basis. The Reagan Administration considered this proposal but 
rejected it.

One of the suggested welfare reform financing options is to cut food stamp 
benefits substantially for households that live in public or subsidized housing. This 
would be done by assigning a dollar value to the housing subsidy and counring it as 
income when determining food stamp eligibility and benefit levels.
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Also of concern, the amount of "income" attributed to households living in 
deteriorating public housing in crime-ridden neighborhoods could exceed what almost 
anyone would pay to live in such units.

Some of the same geographic areas that are likely to be affected most heavily by 
the Administration's proposed low-income energy assistance cut would be hit hardest 
by this proposal. In addition, a significant number of low-income elderly Social Security 
beneficiaries in high-rental cost areas would be terminated entirely from the food stamp 
program.

This proposal presents some serious equity issues. Two households with 
identical cash incomes to buy food would get radically different food stamp benefit 
levels depending on whether they lived in a high rental cost area like California, Boston, 
New York, or various other major metropolitan areas or in a lower-cost area like the 
rural South.

In addition, the food stamp program already distinguishes between households 
that receive no housing subsidy and spend a substantial portion of their income on 
housing costs and households that do get a housing subsidy and spend a smaller 
proportion of income on housing. Those spending a low proportion of income on 
housing get little or no food stamp shelter deduction — and hence get a significantly 
smaller food stamp benefit than those with high housing cost burdens.

The effects would be sharpest in high rent areas such as California and various 
major metropolitan areas in the northern part of the United States. Under this proposal, 
the higher the prevailing rental costs in an area, the greater the food stamp cuts would 
be. For example, an AFDC family of three in San Francisco living in Section 8 housing 
would have its food stamps slashed 95 percent, while an AFDC family living in Section 8 
housing in Sacramento would lose 58 percent of its food stamps. An AFDC family of 
three living in Section 8 housing in Boston would lose two-thirds of its food stamps. In 
New York City, such a family would lose half of its food stamp benefit.

The response from proponents of the proposal will be that since these households 
pay less in rent due to their receipt of housing benefits, they need less in food stamps. 
This argument misses several points. First, when a public housing authority pays a 
landlord $250 a month to subsidize a family's rent, this does not provide the family with 
$250 more for food and other necessities. Many families in subsidized housing do not 
pay substantially less for housing than they paid before they began receiving a housing 
benefit; part of what housing assistance does is to enable these families to move to 
better quality housing that they previously could not afford. Being able to move out of 
substandard housing or out of a drug-infested neighborhood to better quality housing 
helps a family, but it doesn't necessarily provide substantial new cash income for 
purchasing food and meeting other necessities.
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The bottom line is that the proposal would almost surely lead more low-income 
families and elderly people to run out of food before the end of the month and 
experience hunger. Recent studies have found a significant incidence of hunger among 
low-income children and elderly people. This proposal would exacerbate these 
problems.

Furthermore, low-income households that benefit from other federal, state, or 
local forms of housing aid — like the mortgage interest deduction, a state or local 
homestead exemption, the low-income housing tax credit, etc. — would not have their 
food stamp benefits reduced; only recipients of Section 8 or public housing would. This 
is of particular concern. Homeowner tax credits, exemptions, and deductions benefit a 
disproportionate share of poor white households (the percentage of poor whites who are 
homeowners is nearly double the percentage of poor blacks who own homes), while 
public and Section 8 housing benefit a disproportionate share of poor black households. 
As a result, this proposal would create some inequities along racial lines.

Exacerbating this problem, the proposal would cause much larger food stamp 
reductions in urban than rural areas, because rental values are higher in urban areas. 
This adds to the racial imbalance of the proposal since the ratio of the number of black 
poor to the number of white poor is substantially higher in urban than rural areas. In 
short, the proposal would affect blacks disproportionately, hitting the black poor 
considerably harder than the white poor.

It would seem odd if an Administration that one year ago called for passage of 
the Mickey Leland Child Hunger Prevention Act — and ended up getting only about 
one-third of it — would now propose a deep food stamp cut that was larger than the 
sum of all of the food stamp benefit improvement provisions it secured last year.

Lastly, this proposal could undercut one of the Clinton Administration's central 
housing and anti-poverty policies — encouraging poor families to use housing benefits 
they receive to move out of dangerous, high-poverty, inner-city areas with bad schools, 
widespread crime, and few jobs to more stable areas with better job and education 
opportunities. Since rents are higher in the more desirable areas, families that use a 
Section 8 certificate to move to a better area would have their food stamps cut more 
than families that receive a certificate but stay in impacted inner-city neighborhoods. 
This could discourage poor families from moving out of slum areas.
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One of the suggested welfare reform financing options is to cut food stamp 
benefit& substantially for hou.sehold..5 that live in public or sub!idized hou�ing. Th.Ls 
would be done by assigning a dollar value to the housing subsidy and counting it as 
income when determining food stamp eligibility and benefit levels. 

If this proposal were adopted, the result would likely be the largest food stamp 
benefit cut in the progtam's history, larger Hum ony of the food stomp benefit cut 
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families at Very Low Income Levels Affected

During the past wee1<1 we have reanalyzed this proposal, using Census data from 
the American Housing Survey and USDA food stamp dilta.. We hilvc found simil.lr 
re�ults to the USDA study About two million households would have their food 
stamps terminated or cut. Close to 85 percent of the affected households would be 
elderly people or families with children. (When the disabled are added in, the 
proportion approaches 90 percent.) Moreover, these households are quite poor. About 
three of every five families with children whos� food st"mpt. would b'1 cut havQ cash 
incomes below half of tlte poverty line. And because of the way this proposal would work, 
an even larger share of the benefit cut would come from families below half of the 
poverty line. 

777 North Capitol Street, NE, Suite 705. Washington. DC 20002 Tel: 202·408·1080 Pax: 202·408·1056 
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The effects would be sharpest in high rent areas such as California and various 
major metropolitan areas in the northern part of the United States. Under this proposal, 
the higher the prevailing rental costs in an area, the greater the food stamp cuts would 
be. For example, an AFDC family of three in San Francisco living in Section 8 housing 
would have its food stamps slashed 95 percent, while an AFDC family living in Section 8 
housing in Sacramento (Rep. Bob Mnt:sui's district) would lose 58 percent of its food 
stamps. An AFDC family of three living in Section 8 housing in Boston would lose 
two-thirds ot its tood stamps. 1n New York City, such a family would lose half of its 
food stamp benefit. 

Some of the s.unc geographic areas that arQ likQly to be affected most heavily by 
the Administration's proposed low-income energy assistance cut would be hit hardest 
by this proposal. In addition, a significant number of low-income elderly Social Security 
beneficiaries in high-rental cost areas would be terminated entirely from the food stamp 
program. 

The response from proponents of the proposal will be that since these households 
pay less in rent due to their receipt of housing benefits, they need less in food stamps. 
This argument misses several points. First, when a public housing authority pays a 
landlord $250 a month to subsidize a family's rent, this does not provide the family with 
$250 more for food and other necessities. Many families in subsidizQd hot.19ing do not 
pay substantially less for housing than they paid before they began receiving a housing 
benefit; part of what housing assistance does is to enable these famillE:!� to muve tu 
better quality housing that they previously could not afford. Being able to move out of 
substandard housing or out of a drug-infested neighborhood to better quality housing 
hclpr, a family, but it doesn't necessarily provide substantial new cash income for 
purchasing food and meeting other necessities. 

In addition, the food stamp program already distinguishes between households 
that receive no housing subsidy and spend a substantial portion of their income on 
housing costs and hou,gholds that do gQt a housing !.ubsidy and spend t1 �ma11Pr 
proportion of income on housing. Those spending a low proportion of income on 
housing get little or no food stamp shE:!lt�r <l�ductiun - ct.nd hence gel a significantly 
smaller food stamp benefit than those with high housing cost burdens. 

This proposal pt'1scmts some serious P.qt1ity i�q111��- Twn hnnsehold.; with 
identical cash incomes to buy food would get radically different food stamp benefit 
levels depending on whether they lived in a high n�utctl l:uol Meil like Callfornia, Doston, 
New York, or various other major metropolitan areas or in a lower-cost area like the 
rural South. 

Also of concern, the amount of "income" attributed to households living in 
deteriorating public hum.ing in criuu,:-riudett m�i�hl.,u.rhoods could exceed what almost 
anyone would pay to live in such units. 

2 
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Racial Implications
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further more, low-income households that benefit from other federal, state, or 
local forms of housing aid — like the mortgage interest deduction, a state or local 
homestead exemption, the low-income housing tax credit, etc. — would not have their 
food stamp benefits reduced; only recipients of Section 8 or public housing would. This 
is of particular concern. Homeowner tax credits, exemptions, and deductions benefit a 
disproportionate share of poor white households (the percentage of poor whites who are 
homeowners is nearly double the percentage of poor blacks who own homes), while 
public and Section 8 housing benefit a disproportionate share of poor black households. 
As a result, this proposal would create some inequities along racial lines.

It would seem odd if an Administration that one year ago called for passage of 
the Mickey Leland Child Hunger Prevention Act — and ended up getting only about 
one-third of it — would now propose a deep food stamp cut that was larger than the 
sum of all of the food stamp benefit improvement provisions it secured last year.

Exacerbating this problem, the proposal would cause much larger food stamp 
reductions in urban than rural areas, because rental values are higher in urban areas. 
This adds to the racial imbalance of the proposal since the ratio of the number of black 
poor to the number of white poor is substantially higher in urban than rural areas. In 
short, the proposal would affect blacks disproportionately, hitting the black poor 
considerably harder than the white poor.

The bottom line is that the proposal would almost surely lead more low-income 
families and elderly people to run out of food before the end of the month and 
experience hunger. Recent studies have found a significant incidence of hunger among 
low-income children and elderly people. This proposal would exacerbate these 
problems.

Lastly, this proposal could undercut one of the Clinton Administration's central 
housing and anti-poverty policies encouraging poor families to use housing benefits 
they receive to move out of dangerous, high-poverty, inner-city areas with bad schools, 
widespread crime, and few jobs to more stable areas with better job and education 
opportunities. Since rents are higher in the more desirable areas, families that use a 
Section. 8 certificate to move to a better area would have their food stamps cut more 
than families that receive a certificate but stay in impacted inner-city neighborhoods. 
This could discourage poor families from moving out of slum areas.
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Serious Substantive and Political Problems in One of the Potential 
Welfare Reform Financing Mechanisms

But now that I'm into this work, I am very troubled by the principal options 
under consideration. I fear they would cause serious problems, both substantively 
and politically. Some options, such as the option to count these benefits as part of 
adjusted gross income, would have disturbing and far-reaching effects.

In addition, these options would raise marginal tax rates on many working 
poor families to punishing levels that would be likely to discourage work, a matter 
likely to spark criticism by Administration foes. Also, these options are quite 
complex to administer; they would increase the administrative costs borne by state 
welfare agencies, while being likely to drive up error rates in the income tax system.

For example, counting food stamps as part of adjusted gross income would 
result in a substantial EITC cut for several million working poor families and thereby 
require the President to abandon his goal that if a family works full time, it shouldn't 
be poor. Furthermore, under such an approach, a significant number of low-income 
working families would have the EITC increase they are set to receive as a result of 
last year's reconciliation act canceled out entirely. And some low-income working 
families would not only have their EITC increase canceled (and in some cases, be 
subject to a net EITC cut), but would be hit with an increase in their income taxes on 
top of that. This would undermine the President's statement that only the top 1.2 
percent of Americans are subject to an income tax increase.

David Ellwood and Wendell Primus have asked me to review and work on 
some welfare reform financing options they are putting together to "coordinate tax 
and transfer mechanisms," including an option to count food stamps, AFDC, and SSI 
as part of adjusted gross income. I've appreciated this opportunity to help.

George Stephanopoulos, White House 
Gene Sperling, White House
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Tax filing also would become more complex for low-income working families, 
causing many more than at present to have to pay commercial tax preparers.

David Ellwood
Wendell Primus

There could be unintended side effects on the health care reform plan, as well. 
Under the health care plan, the amount that a working poor family would be charged 
for health insurance premiums depends on the family's adjusted gross income. 
Counting benefits such as food stamps as part of adjusted gross income would raise 
AGI — and thereby increase the amounts that millions of working poor and near­
poor families would have to pay for their premiums under the Administration's plan.

The issues raised in the memo do not mean that no viable savings options can 
be developed in this area. As noted at the end of the memo, I think several 
alternative options are worth exploring, and I know David and Wendell are working 
hard on the knotty problems raised here. But the principal options now on the table 
appear deeply flawed.

I have shared these concerns with David and Wendell (as well as serious 
concerns on several other "tax/transfer coordination mechanisms" they are 
examining) and wanted to share them with you also. I'm enclosing a memo on these 
issues.
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Problems With The ProposalI.

TAXING MEANS-TESTED BENEFITS AND
OTHER TAX/TRANSFER COORDINATION MECHANISMS

The Administration's EITC proposals, enacted last summer, were carefully 
designed to achieve this goal. This were fashioned so that full-time minimum wage 
earnings — plus the EITC and food stamps — would bring a family of four to the 
poverty line.

Counting food stamps as part of adjusted gross income would, however, 
undermine this achievement. It would reduce the EITC for full-time minimum wage 
families that receive food stamps.

Under the tax code, EITC benefits are reduced $21 for each $100 by which a 
family's wages and taxable unearned income exceed $11,000. If food stamps are 
counted as part of adjusted gross income, a full-time working parent who is paid at 
or near the minimum wage, and who earns between $8,500 and $11,000, will be 
considered to have income exceeding $11,000. As a result, the parent's EITC will be 
lowered. One consequence is that contrary to the President's pledge, a family of four 
with a full-time minimum wage worker would be pushed below the poverty line.

As a number of you will recall, the Administration's EITC proposal was based 
on the assumption that the minimum wage would be indexed for inflation from its 
1992 level and would equal $4.50 an hour in 1994 dollars. This hasn't been done, and 
as a result, we're still a bit short of the President's goal (a fact we've all soft-

The Welfare Reform Task Force is looking at an option to count food stamps, 
AFDC and SSI as part of adjusted gross income for income tax purposes. This option 
poses some serious problems.

In his maiden address to Congress on February 17, 1993, President Clinton 
pledged to secure policy changes ensuring that if a parent worked full-time, his or 
her family would not be poor. "The new direction I propose," the President declared, 
"will make this solemn, simple commitment: by expanding the refundable earned 
income tax credit, we will make history; we will reward the work of millions of 
working poor Americans by realizing the principle that if you work 40 hours a week 
and you've got a child in the house, you will no longer be in poverty."
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To make matters worse, this problem is only the tip of the iceberg; other 
problems posed by the proposal to count food stamps and other benefits as part of 
adjusted gross income go deeper. For example, under this proposal, a number of 
low-income working families would receive a net EITC decrease when both the EITC 
expansions and the welfare reform bill provisions were considered. Last summer's 
reconciliation act increased the maximum EITC for families with one child by only 
$200. Counting food stamps as part of AGI would reduce the EITC by more than 
$200 for a significant number of low-income working families with one child.

During last year's budget debate, the Administration repeatedly said that its 
EITC increase was set at the level needed to bring full-time working families out of 
poverty. It would be embarrassing for the Administration to advance a proposal 
now that effectively says "Whoops, we didn't mean it. We're going to withdraw 
some of the EITC increase and walk away from the President's goal that if you work 
full time, you shouldn't be poor."

In addition, some families would not only have their EITC reduced but would 
be saddled with an income tax increase on top of that. A family of three with one 
child and with earnings between about $12,250 and $15,000 would face both a net 
EITC cut and an income tax increase, if it received food stamps.

pedalled). To enlarge this problem substantially by taking back part of the EITC 
increase won last year — and thereby eroding one of the President's top policy 
accomplishments of 1993 — would be unwise from both a substantive and a political 
standpoint, in my view.

I would think this would pose some political problems. Last week, in his State 
of the Union address, the President stressed that only the top 1.2 percent of taxpayers 
will face an income tax increase, while much larger numbers of working families will 
get a tax break due to the EITC expansion. This should be a winning theme for the 
Administration and its Congressional supporters this year and for several years to 
come. In fact, I understand you are planning an event in April at which the 
President would urge eligible working families to file for the EITC, with the event 
choreographed to call attention to the President's role in winning a tax cut for 
millions of hard-pressed working families. The proposal to count food stamps and 
other benefits as part of adjusted gross income would muddy this message and 
compromise it. I believe that unveiling a welfare proposal which seeks to pay for 
increased costs in the welfare system by canceling a portion of the EITC increase for 
a sizable number of working families — and which results in a net EITC cut and an 
income tax increase for some families that work for low wages and don't get AFDC 
benefits — would be a political mistake.
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It's worth noting that the Administration's health care plan would already 
raise the marginal tax rates facing these low-income working families, because the 
low-income premium subsidy would decline with each additional dollar earned. If 
the health care reform provisions are taken into account as well, some of these 
working poor families could face marginal tax rates that approach 75 percent.

At present, many working poor families face a 31.65 percent marginal tax 
rate — for each additional dollar they earn, their food stamp benefits are reduced 24 
cents and they pay 7.65 cents in payroll taxes. Families that become subject to both 
the federal income tax and EITC benefit reductions would lose another 31 cents to 36 
cents for each additional dollar earned. (In many states, they also would become 
subject to state income taxes. Most states use the federal definition of adjusted gross 
income; since AGI would now include food stamp benefits, many families that didn't 
owe state income tax before would now have to start paying it. That would raise 
their marginal tax rate further.)

There are two reasons that counting food stamps and other benefits as part of 
adjusted gross income (AGI) causes marginal tax rates to rise. First, many working 
poor families whose earnings are too low to owe federal income tax would, when 
their food stamps and other benefits were counted as part of AGI, be considered to 
have adjusted gross income above the income tax threshold. As a result, they would 
have to start paying 15 cents in income tax for each additional dollar earned.

Second, as noted above, counting food stamps as part of AGI would move 
some families into the part of the EITC structure where EITC benefits decline with 
each additional dollar earned. For families with two children, this would cause an 
additional loss of 21 cents for each additional dollar earned. For families with one 
child, it causes a loss of 16 cents for each additional dollar earned.

The increases in marginal tax rates caused by the health care plan are modest 
enough to be manageable. So is the small marginal tax rate increase reflected in last 
summer's EITC changes. But to add large, additional increases in marginal tax rates 
on top of these other increases would raise marginal tax rates too high. It would

This option also has other liabilities. One is that it would discourage work by 
raising marginal tax rates to excessive levels. (As used here, marginal tax rates refer 
to the portion of each additional dollar earned that the government takes away 
through a tax increase or a benefit reduction.) For some working poor families, the 
marginal tax rate would more than double under this proposal and be raised to the 
70 to 75 percent range. In other words, 70 to 75 percent of the additional earnings a 
family received from working harder would effectively be taxed away.
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The proposal would add substantial new complexity to the tax system. The 
IRS rules on what constitutes a "tax filing unit" differ from the food stamp rules on 
what constitutes a "food stamp household" and the AFDC rules on what constitutes 
an "AFDC family." The members of a food stamp household or AFDC family are not 
always synonymous with the members of a tax filing unit. As a result, under this 
proposal, a tax filer would need to know the amount of AFDC and food stamp 
benefits provided during the tax year on behalf of each person who is a member of 
the tax filing unit.

subject the Administration to criticism that it was penalizing work while claiming to 
encourage it.

I don't know whether all states could accomplish this task by January 31. (I 
doubt anyone in the Administration yet knows the answer to this question either.) 
Whether states could perform this task depends largely on the capabilities of state 
automated data processing systems and the extent to which states do or can 
computerize the necessary data.

The proposal to count food stamps and other benefits as part of adjusted gross 
income also would cause many low-income working families to pay more for their 
health care coverage than the Administration has said they would pay. Under the 
Administration's health care plan, the amount that a low-income family would pay as 
its share of health care premium costs would depend on the family's adjusted gross 
income. If AGI is boosted by counting food stamps as part of it, the premium costs 
that millions of low-income working families have to pay will rise as well.

Providing this information to tax filers would not be easy. Each year between 
December 31 and January 31, every state would have to print and mail large volumes 
of W-2 type forms showing the amount of AFDC and food stamp benefits provided 
during the year on behalf of each food stamp household member and each AFDC 
family member. Since AFDC families and food stamp households often change 
composition during the year, the state would have to prorate each month's benefits 
among the individuals who were in the AFDC family or food stamp household in 
that month and then add up the benefits that each individual had received during the 
year as a whole.
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One thing that is certain is that performing these tasks would entail added 
administrative costs at the state level. I would expect that states would loudly insist 
that the federal government bear 100 percent of these added costs.

Other complexities also would arise. During the course of a year, the 
composition of many low-income families changes. As a result, the W-2 type forms 
for some individuals would be sent to the wrong tax filer. If a child lived with a 
low-income single mother for four months — and received AFDC and food stamps 
during that time — but then moved in with the child's father and received no further 
benefits, the mother would receive the W-2 form for the child. The father would 
presumably claim the child as a dependent on his tax return. But it's unclear 
whether he would ever get the W-2 form for this child.

A related issue involves the effect of the proposal on marriage penalties. 
While I haven't looked into this issue in any detail, there is likely to be a problem 
here. If a prospective marriage partner has to pay taxes on the benefits received 
earlier in the year by his potential spouse and her children, he might be discouraged 
from entering into the marriage, at least until the end of the year. (If children were 
born during the interim, they would be born out-of-wedlock.)

This proposal also might deter a substantial number of poor families from 
applying for basic means-tested assistance during times when they needed it, because 
the families feared having to pay taxes on these benefits at the end of the year. 
Studies indicate that after the enactment of legislation in the 1980s which required 
that unemployment insurance be counted as taxable income, the proportion of 
eligible households applying for unemployment benefits declined. A decrease in 
participation rates is of less concern in a non-means tested program that does not 
serve a primarily low-income clientele, but would be of greater concern in means- 
tested programs targeted on families in need.

A likely result of this process would be a significant increase in tax filing 
errors. Furthermore, low-income families would almost surely be driven to 
commercial preparers in larger numbers than at present. Meanwhile, the fees that 
commercial preparers charge low-income families would rise to reflect the added 
complexity of tax preparation for these families.
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Let's assume, nevertheless, that a significant portion of the discrepancy is real 
and an EITC abuse problem exists. The data we currently have do not tell us the 
cause of such a problem. If there is significant abuse, we don't yet know its source 
or what type of families are responsible for it.

The argument has been made that a proposal such as this may be needed to 
curb EITC abuse. If there is EITC abuse, it should be dealt with. But this proposal is 
not the answer to this problem. It also is unclear whether an abuse problem exists on 
a significant scale.

On the question of whether there is an abuse problem, all that we currently 
know is that the number of head-of-household tax filers who receive the EITC is 
larger than it looks like it should be, based on Census data. But we don't know what 
this discrepancy between the number of families receiving the EITC and the number 
that appear to be eligible, based on Census data, really means or whether it signals 
something is wrong on a large scale.

The Census data are based on the income of families, not of tax filing units. 
Because the IRS definition of tax filing unit and the Census definition of family differ 
substantially, it is hard to match up these data. Adding to this problem, the Census 
Bureau measures total money income, while IRS secures data on adjusted gross 
income. AGI excludes various forms of income that the Census Bureau counts, such 
as AFDC, SSI, most Social Security payments, child support, and the like. These 
differences in the definitions of a filing unit and of what constitutes income make it 
difficult to know how much of the discrepancy between estimates based on Census 
data and the actual number of EITC filers reflects problems with the data, rather than 
an abuse problem. For example, the number of tax filers who claim head-of- 
household filing status is substantially larger than the Census data indicate it should 
be at higher income levels as well (although the discrepancy is somewhat greater at the 
lower income levels). This strongly suggests that a substantial part of the apparent 
discrepancy is due to the lack of comparability between the income tax system and 
the Census data, rather than to EITC abuse.

Adding to this dilemma, the Census data used in these comparisons appear to 
leave out a few categories of families with children that are eligible for the EITC, 
such as families that have a child over 17 who is disabled. Without going into the 
details, there are technical problems with the data that may be responsible for some 
of the apparent discrepancy. These are among the unanswered questions about these 
data.
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A second argument sometimes advanced for this proposal is that it would 
recapture a portion of the benefits provided to households that received benefits for a 
few months of the year while their incomes were low but that had relatively high 
incomes for the year as a whole. Households whose principal wage-earner was 
unemployed for part of the year would be affected most.

This makes proposals to tax food stamp, AFDC and SSI benefits especially 
problematic. If there is an abuse problem caused principally by families at higher 
income levels that receive no food stamps or AFDC, this proposal would do little to 
curb this abuse but would lower the living standards of many poor and near-poor 
working families. Until we know the nature and source of any abuse problem, we 
cannot design an appropriate remedy for it. Advancing a "remedy" like taxation of 
benefits to deal with a potential EITC abuse problem entails using a shotgun 
approach that is likely to injure many more of the innocent than of the guilty. As 
noted above, large numbers of hard-working two-parent families that don't get AFDC 
and are not guilty of any abuse — but that rely on food stamps to help make ends 
meet — would be hit by the taxation-of-benefits proposal (and by most alternative 
proposals under examination).

One hypothesis that has been mentioned in some Administration meetings is 
that some single parents may be receiving AFDC and food stamps for themselves 
and their children, while having a live-in boyfriend who claims the children for EITC 
purposes. Perhaps this is occurring. But we currently have no evidence of it. 
(Moreover, this would require the boyfriend to claim the children as his foster 
children on his tax return. I think it is unlikely that is occurring on a large scale, 
especially since many of these families would be likely to fear it could jeopardize 
their continued receipt of AFDC.)

Furthermore, if the number of families receiving the EITC is excessive, this 
problem could also be due to other factors. Some middle-class families may be 
underreporting their income to lower their income tax liability — and qualifying for 
the EITC as a result. Or some married families in which the husband and wife have 
different last names could be illegally filing as two heads-of-household, with the 
result that one or both have incomes that fall in the EITC range. The bottom line is 
that we neither know the extent to which an EITC abuse problem exists or what is 
causing such a problem.

There may be merit in pursuing this issue. But the proposal to count food 
stamps and other benefits as part of adjusted gross income reduces EITC benefits and 
raises taxes on many families that work year-round, earn their income steadily
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IV. What to Do?

At the present time, I can think of two options that may warrant exploration:
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All of this doesn't mean that no viable options can be developed in this area. 
It may yet be possible to do so. But doing this will be a stiff challenge.

Recovering a portion of AFDC, SSI, and food stamp benefits provided 
during the year to tax filers whose annual income exceeds 150 percent 
of the poverty line (the level used as the cut-off for the low-income 

throughout the year, and have annual income below the poverty line (or below the 
food stamp income limits). Here, too, counting food stamps and other benefits as 
part of adjusted gross income represents a shotgun approach that claims large 
numbers of the innocent among its victims.

I've also looked at some of the other options under consideration to 
"coordinate taxes and benefits," such as proposals to use the tax system to recover a 
portion of the food stamp, AFDC, and SSI benefits provided to households whose 
adjusted gross income plus their benefits exceeds the income tax threshold (or under 
an alternative approach, exceeds 130 percent of the poverty line). These options pose 
quite serious problems as well. They would raise marginal tax rates on some 
households to 80 percent or more, reduce benefits for many working households who 
have quite low incomes and are committing no abuse — the type of households the 
Administration has said it wants to help — and complicate tax filing even more than 
the option discussed in the preceding pages. These options essentially constitute a 
back-door way to reduce the EITC for these families, since EITC reduction would be 
the most common way of collecting a portion of the food stamp and other benefits 
the family received during the year. These options also might result in some elderly 
and disabled SSI recipients having to pay back part of their benefits at tax time. I've 
written a memo for Wendell and David outlining what I believe to be the flaws with 
these options.

Counting AFDC and SSI cash assistance — but not food stamps and 
non-cash benefits — as taxable income, and doing so in a way that does 
not affect EITC benefit calculations. This would mean some families 
still faced an increase in their income taxes, although that occurrence 
would largely be limited to families that were on welfare part of the 
year; it would not affect poor families that worked throughout the year 
and received no AFDC benefits, but relied on food stamps to help make 
ends meet. Hence, it would not compromise the President's goal of 
ensuring that full-time working families were raised to the poverty line.
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subsidies in the health care reform plan). This would target the 
provision on those who received benefits during part of the year but 
had relatively high annual incomes. It would avoid making low-income 
working families whose incomes are low enough to qualify for food 
stamps year round pay back some of their food stamp benefits, with the 
collection made by cutting their EITC.

To proceed in looking for viable options, two issues first need to be addressed. 
One is to ascertain the extent — and the causes — of any EITC abuse problem that 
may exist so that appropriate remedies can be designed to address the problem. The 
second is to learn what options can be administered by states and the IRS, and to 
determine how much lead-time would be required to put complicated new tax and 
benefit tracking procedures of this nature into place.

These options would ease some of the problems outlined here, although 
significant problems would remain. These options also would save less money than 
the option to count food stamps and other benefits as part of adjusted gross income. 
It's unlikely a sound option can be developed that yields big savings in this area.
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Dear Bill, 

If the reports were not so persistent regarding cuts to means-tested programs 
for the poor, I would not be writing. Like you, I am deeply interested in 
reform of the welfare system, with the emphasis -- which you have 
championed -- plar.ed upon moving those who can from welfare to work. 
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The sad tum of events appears to be Unit tho5e charged with developing plan, 
for reform now find themselves turning to programs for other poor families 
to find necessary fur,ding. Refuaees are singled out. hut they are not the only 
ones who seem to be falli11i outside a ReZlg1tncsque "truly needy" category. 
We hear of cuts reminiscent of the early 80s and envision driving millions 
more people into dec�.r desperation. The ar2ument that funds are merely 
beii11 shifted into job training and support services falten on the reality that 
money will go from poor families to non-poor providers. 

We all rccosniie the constraint, of debt and deficit and the vRrinu." items 
•ta1cen off the table" in one way or imotl1er. We abo recognize that whatever
your administration brines to Congress will likely be only the startlng point
from which Congress will make things worse. not �tter

My strona recommendations are: ( 1) scale back the cost of lhc plan as far as 
possible, focusing on critical gro11(l�; (2) avoid deep cuts in means-tested 
progr.unlj Llaat will only worsen poverty; and (3) protect those willina to work 
but unable to find jobs, no matter how long it takes. 

Only you can protect the poorest Americans and set a positive tone to the 
national debate that values work and rejects bigotry �ud punitive measures. 

Thank you for your continuing Jeadrship on welfare reform. My best to 
Hillary. Hope to see you l>uth soon. 

Sincerely yours, 

Fred l<Ammer, SJ 
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This chart replaces the one at the top of page 8.
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