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~ (FORM A)
11a  Which o the following do You hink Is the Singie bast approach 10 refOMg the wetare system? (ACCEPT
ONLY ONE RESFOINSE)
Improveng anc eg:ning educion arkd ob rRiNkg programs 40 [69]
Ramxigmmakeawbﬁcmpbﬂﬂwcama
mdomafsnplwme‘m ................ , :
Tougha maasures 10 caled chilkd supPot from atxseruee
fatrers A pooc Chadffen . ... ... .o 13
mmhﬂmmwrmbemmwm
TOT WO BRI . .. ittt in e c ottt 9
None -dthess (VOL ......... ... ..ot 1
Natsie...... l ............................. 2
(FOoRM B)
11a. Which of the folowing do yaL think i3 the single best approaeh to reforming the weifare systiem? (ACCEPT
ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)
!
|
IMmprovemy and oxpanding ads:ation and OB TRINING TOGTAMS . ... ............ % [0}

Requiing reciplents 1o take 1 DUBEC servics job ¢ thay canhot o other empoymem 32
Tougher measuras to cofac: chid suEPon from atsenee fathers of poor children .. 10

Ending benafis “or aKl reciptan's =itar they have boen on wakare for wWo years . . . . . 9
NGNE O GBIV 16 g8 o orors o b Bt Bridan i STt B A et Talh e 1
N e S I N 2

115, Suppose it tums out Na welfare feform achually costs 2 Kt mome mongy in the short run than the curent
weltare system, because of §ha costs of child care, [ob tralning, and cther programs that halp Mo Peopd
10 leave welfara me:‘fwaopmwammmmdummmmm
shoa run?
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. 11e Now, hare are sxme addiiicnal propesais related 10 poverty and waitare. For each ONne, please ok me i you
would shrongly favor, somaewhat favar, SoMmewhdl opEose, of SUONGlY oppose the propesa? (ROTATE
ORDER EVERY OTHER INTERVIEW.)

I

, Swongly Somewhat Somewhat Suongly Not
, Eaver Eavex Opposp  Qppasé Sum
Stop gving @8 MuNEy to IMOthers if they have

ancther child after Doy coon w9 .. ... ... .. .. 48 20 17 14 1 7

Pwmmbrmqu&w

Y IR S R e S 25 42 18 12 3

Require fathers of chidnat on weiaid to work & pubic

8sarvice jobs if they 9o nXX pay ther ¢rdd suppoat . . . . 70 as 3 4 2 (74}
f

Have the goveTrmert piovide pubk;: service jobe 10
pOGY People who wart £ work Bu a't find private-

SOCoT IObE . . . . . ok e Y [ E e el o s7 <) 6 4 3 9
Hmmmwagamazxanmtossoo
SN OO 7. it ol e ol = T S 54 21 13 10 2 (78]

122 Mnmmmmwwwmmmmmmﬁamoem@mtom (IF YES:) Should
they be required] 10 work fuiltme or pait tme?

Yes, Should ¥/ork
FOlime g5 a2 gt I 7 ™
Pastme .. 5. 0% dvaire . ras 38 CONTINUE
A&t sure how many howrs . . . . . 5
“"Re. Shoad RXWork ... ... B S -4 R (e XX {7
NOLBUI - .0 . oo Lt o (]

(FORM A) !

(ASK ONLY OF RESPONDENTS WEHO ANSWERED "ES, SHOULD WORK" IN 122.)

2. And should mahers who Rave preschact childien &nd Whno are on waitare be required to work enly i chad
care 15 rovidaxi, or shoulid ey bé eQuUiad t¢ work aven it Child oare is not providad?

Orly i child caro provided . ... . . ... % (8
Evenlq'o!dwonotwovidw ......... 19
NOUSUB . oo 5

oonavwmuwmafmoma) 40
i
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(FORM B) _
128 Should mathars who have e and who are on welfare be required o work? (IF YES:) Should they be
required to won: tull time of pan timea?

Yes, Should Work

_Fuitme .. ... YRR R 14 79]
PRt B0 . 4o et Ars Ao 1A 27 CONTINGE

NOL SUr® how TarW NOWS . . . .. .. 6

No, Shoud No: VIorK .. ........ a7 SRIB 18 a32c
NotSuare- . L. .5 ol i 6

(FORM B) f

{ASK ONLY OF RESPONDENTS WHO ANSWERED “YES, SHOULD WORK" IN 12a)

120, AnO should mehers who (B8 infats anc who ae on wetfare be required to work only # child care is
Provided, or Shixild they be raQquikec 1© work even if child care Is not provided?

Onty if chiid case providad ., , . ... ...... 2r  [80)
Even K child care not provided . ... ... .. 16
NOE B 1.« £ 553 et - hmmn f e Tkt T 4
ooru:wmﬁcwo«(mo.wa). . 63

i

(ASK EVERYQNE.)
12¢c. Do you think 8 singte mather workmg & a pai-time, minimum-wages job should be permilted to réceve woltiare
banafiEx, for a8 .ong as sha axms lass N the poverty level of 4o you think she showuld Nt De peaniied 0

<o 807
Sticuld be permagee . ... .. 8 [81)
Shcuid NGt e permitted | 9
NQtsue .. ........ 5

(READx) Noa.lhweafewqm@qnabommmmwemruﬂompum

132 One welare ey proposal acas a two-year Mt on welfare benefits. ARer two years, benafits would be
ended for all abe-badied realpiarts, and the govemmarn would Nt rovide a fob. Wauld you strongty favor,
somewihiat favo, samewhe SEpose, o Strongly cEposs SUCh a two-yesr limi?

Srongly favor ... 3 @B
upm PEVOCra 15 ca o o 30
Sonewhmopeass . .. ... . 4
Hrongly eppose ... ... 18
NOUSIOTT, Wy s e s 3

13b. An aharemivo wetiare raform;£«oposal wouks fequine wetiare recipients 1o attend Job raning SESTIoNS as SOoN
as thoy San receiving wetkeas. After two years, if thay have not found empidyTrest, welfars recipwents wouic
be requirad 10 \vork & 3 oL DiC 8Brvice job. Would you siongly favor, Somewhd favor, somewnat Qppass.

or SToNgly 0ppase this prepasal?
Syeeglyfavar L. 64 (s3]
Sommhar favor ... ... ........ 28
Somawhatoppase . ... ... ... .. 4
STongly oppose . . ... ... ....... 3
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14,
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For each of the followiy ca8a3, please tell Me 4 the autaft should apply to this parsen ater two years on
weifare, or § an xcapdon st.dd D9 mady in this case. Frs, (READ ITEM), shaudd the two-ysar Emit apply
In thig casg, or thould this e an excaption? (ROTATE ORDER ON EVERY OTHER INTERVIEW.)

1

Apply Make Not

' Limt  Ercegion  Sure
Anmmmndn.idﬂ:;rm.... ............... 21 4 7 (941
mmmammmyasmsm
wollaroforthe et 8o . .. ... ... ... 38 59 6 tes)
A 96naQ0 mothar who has rot compisted high schodl . 43 50 7 [®6]
mmmmmmwmmmmmm
AT TR AN N pecet. . ... ... ... k-3 56 8 (97)
mmbmammwgpmgzmwammm
thosoventhgaddievel . .......................... 41 R 6 58]
Ammwﬂmmmmmnmaawjob 18 77 5 (98]

i One VEraion o the two-yaar ik, able-budied MCipiants who reachad tha mt would Kse their benefs anc
wouid nat be afiowed t0 recudva wedare for the Next three yeers undef any chasTsiancas. Would you say this
ptanismmm.tmbmm aor abowut rgnT?

TeIsh .. .....aan. .. . 51 {100}

Too eniem ... ...... ... .. 3

Aboutoght ... .. ..., ... 7]
Netsurg, . ........... ... 4

How many of the peopie wha (oes ther welam benafits undar this plan do you think will be able 1o find jobs—
nearty all of thern, most bue hce all, Some but Not Moet, or only 3 few?

I
Nearly allwigtndjobs . ... . ............. 3
Mestoutnotafiwvil find jods . ... ..., ..... 4
Some buin Do WS jObs ... ... ... 3
Onyafewwilifindjbs ......... R 16
NOtSue ., .i....0.... , P AlrEr pamn 4

|
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. FAGTUALS: Now | am (aing t0 85k 3G 8 few quesions for SEiStical PUTpases onl.
Fia Drd you happen to vote in e 1992 presidantial election?
(F "YES, ASK:] For whom dd you vare—Caarge Busi, the Republican, Bill Claton, the Caematrat, of Ross

Perce, the Indep sndest?
Vatec e George Besh ... .. .. ... 30 [119)
Vated ‘ox 8 C&eon . .. . .. S 38
Valeo M Ross Perot . .. ..., ... ... .. 15
Othe candidare (VO ........... .
Tooyoung (VOLU) ............... 1
Not suesirafusedq/dicnt vets . . .. .. R [

Fib.  Regardass of how vou may D3 TBGISIAred, how would you 08300 your Gverat poat ¢f view m terms of tha
oolcaipamias? Would you say you @re mostly Damocratic, kaning Demoatic, compistely Independery,

fsaning Republkan, or MESy Republican?
Mogtly Dsmocsxtie . .. ... . 2 1
Lesning Damocraue ... ... .. 1
Compigtely IndegerdaT . . ... S0
Ledning Republcan , .. ... .. 12
Mastly Rapublican . ... ... ... 9
NG S0 1,5, Lee o aoiie 580 ve e 3

Lmeta!: ................... ey 100 {113)
MOTORIY), =r. % =L BT L N T ey 41
COMSRIVEVE . .. ... ... .. 32
NOUSUIBISL . B L W, P LA moan | 7

Some high schoolardess . .. ...... .. ceaw 8 (114]
Highsehcalgisouate ........... ....... 34
lomecollece, nodeg=e ................ 20
Vocational iaming, 2-yearoolege . ........ 8
year Ws 0Ogee .. ......... 18
Postgradu@work ordegree . . . ... ........ 12

Not swa .

............................
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3 CENTER ON BUDGET
M AND POLICY PRIORITIES

FINANCING WELTARL RE'ORM:
SHOULD HOUSING SUBSIDIES BE COUNTED AS INCOME
IN THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM?

One of the suggested welfare reform financing options is to cut tood stamp
benefits substantially for households that live in public or subsidized housing. This
would be done by assigning a do.lar value to the housing subsidy and counting it as
income when determining food stamp eligibility and benetit levels.

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

This same proposal was the subject of a study conducted by USDA in 198C and
1981. The USDA report, written by a highly respectad 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 adcquate dict. The USDA rcport 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 ircomes. 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
cquitably.

Families at Very Low Income Levels Affected

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 disablec 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.

777 North Capitol Street. NE, Suite 705. Washington. DC 20802 Tel: 202-408-1080 Fax: 202-408-1056
...“’ .
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The effects would be sharpest in high rent arcas 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 Matsui’s district) swould 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.

Somc 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.

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 morc 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 focd 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 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 gel a significantly
smaller food stamp benefit than those with high housing cost burdens.

This proposal presents some serious aquity 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 Calilornia, Boston,
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 Lving in
deteriorating public housing in crime-ridden neighborhoods could exceed what almost
anyone would pay to live in such units.
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Catholic February 25, 1994
Charities

USA President William Jeffcrson Clinton
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear Bill,
Rev. Freg Kammer, )
Piestdent:
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 -- placed upon moving those who can from welfare to work.

The sad turn of events appears to be that those charged with developing plans
for reform now find themselves turning to programs for other poor families
to find nccessary funding. Refugees are singled aut, but they are not the only
ones who seem to be falling outside a Reagancsque "truly needy” category.
We hear of cuts reminiscent of the early 80s and envision driving millions
more people into deeper desperation. The argument that funds arc merely
being shifted into job training and support services falters on the reality that
money will go from poor families to non-poor providers.

We all rccognize the constraints of debt and deficit and the various items
"taken off the table” in one way or anotticr. We also recognizc that whatever
your administration brings to Congress will likely be only the starting point
from which Congress will make things worse, nat hetter

My strong recommendations are: (1) scale back the cost of the plan as far as
possible, focusing on critical groups; (2) avoid deep cuts in means-tested
programs that will only worsen poverty; and (3) protect those willing to work
but unable to find jobs, no matter how long it takes.

Only you can protcct thc poorest Americans and set a positive tone to the
national debate that values work and rejects bigotry und punitive mecasures.

Thank you for your continuing leadrship on welfare refarm. My best to

Hillary. Hope to see you buth soon.
MKy
Sreere .
Sode 200 Sincerely yours,
Headu
Vg
2
hory
(AL9) 191360 Fred Kammer, SJ

fat
(7(3; 4%-16%












