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(1)

WELFARE REFORM: WHAT HAVE WE
LEARNED?

TUESDAY, MARCH 12, 2002

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, DC.
The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:06 a.m., in

room S–215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Max Baucus
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Also present: Senators Grassley, Hatch, Snowe, Rockefeller,
Breaux, and Lincoln.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MONTANA, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning, and welcome to the first Finance
Committee hearing of the year on TANF reauthorization.

Mr. Secretary, we welcome you, and thank you very much for
coming to join us today.

Secretary THOMPSON. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. The 1996 Welfare Reform law was a landmark,

a bold experiment to end a failed system and try something new.
I strongly supported it then, and as we look back, I think it was
the right thing to do.

This year, the TANF law expires and we need to reauthorize it.
That is one of my priorities for the Finance Committee over the
coming months.

I am looking forward to working with my good friend, Senator
Grassley, and the rest of the members of the committee to develop
bipartisan legislation.

I am also looking forward very much to working with Secretary
Thompson and with the administration, and particularly you, Mr.
Secretary, who are really the father of this wonderful change, the
change that has by and large worked pretty well. We want to ex-
plore with you how we can continue to make it work.

There is no one in the administration who is a better representa-
tive to work on these issues than Secretary Thompson. The Sec-
retary has a tremendous amount of experience and expertise in
welfare policy.

As we start down the path toward reauthorization, I would like
to share some of my own views on the TANF program and what
we have learned.

Under welfare reform, millions of Americans left welfare for
work, just as we intended. States have done a remarkable job and
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I am glad we have a State administrator, Robin Arnold-Williams
of Utah, here to testify to that.

We learned that States know something about how to get people
into jobs. Child poverty is also down, despite the fears of the critics.
However, it is not down by as much as the welfare rolls are.

We have learned that getting a job is not always the ticket out
of poverty. That points to one issue I would like to focus on this
year, namely making sure that parents who are working hard to
make ends meet do not have to raise their children in poverty.

There are too many families who have left welfare to go to work
that are just barely getting by, always at risk of falling back into
welfare. A recent study in Montana found that, even though we
have a great record of moving people into jobs, only 10 percent are
economically self-sufficient. We need to do better. Welfare reform
in 1996 was about requiring work; welfare reauthorization in 2002
should be about supporting work.

That could mean a lot of things. As we hear from our witnesses
today, I hope to learn more about what has been important in get-
ting us this far down the road. That will help us make sure we
build on the success to date.

Here are a few things that make sense to me. First, increased
funding for child care. Low-income parents who work must have
the child care they need. If people work at night or on weekends,
child care should be available so they do not have to leave kids at
home alone. Child care must be of high quality.

No parent should have to spend their work day or work night
worrying that their child may not be in good hands. The adminis-
tration’s proposal to increase weekly participation requirements by
33 percent without any new child care funding causes me to be con-
cerned.

Second, extending and improving transitional Medicaid coverage
for those who leave welfare to work. No one should lose their
health care coverage just because they take a job. We need to make
sure that signing up is easy.

Senator Breaux has a good bill on this already and I plan to
work with him on it. While I appreciate that the administration in-
cluded a 1-year extension of TMA in their budget, I believe it is
simply not enough.

Third, let low-income working families keep more of their child
support payments. I know both the administration and Senator
Snowe have proposals there, and I look forward to talking to them
more about it.

These payments can both help the family put food on the table
and improve how a non-custodial father relates to his child. It is
a win-win.

Fourth, I know there is a lot of talk about including marriage
promotion as a part of welfare reauthorization. In my view, we
should proceed with caution. Marriage is a wonderful institution.
I, myself, am happily married. I recommend it. But it is also a per-
sonal decision. It is a private choice. We need to think carefully
about government interference.

Finally, there is one aspect to the President’s reauthorization
proposal that does not make any sense to me, and I am hoping that
the Secretary can clarify it.
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The administration has proposed ending all current TANF waiv-
ers. Montana has designed a very good welfare-to-work program
under our waiver. It has worked well for the State and we want
to improve it, not end it.

I look forward to hearing more from the Secretary about why
State flexibility is put in jeopardy under this proposal.

Before I close, I would like to add that I am very proud of our
work here in the Finance Committee last year to make the ex-
panded Child Tax Credit partially refundable. It will lift as many
as 500,000 in low-income working families out of poverty.

That is the example of what we can achieve when we work to-
gether. Senator Grassley and I, along with the administration and
the House, put that together. And, I might add, Senator Snowe was
a great aid. It is representative of how I would like to see us pro-
ceed as we take up welfare reauthorization.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. We appreciate your joining us here
this morning. We look forward, as I mentioned, to working with
you. I really mean that, and I know you know I mean that. I appre-
ciate it, along with the Ranking Member of the committee, Senator
Grassley, who I know I can speak for, who will say exactly the
same thing.

We want to do this together. I appreciate, again, all that you
have done. You have served our country so well, the State of Wis-
consin so well, and we appreciate all of the years of service that
you have given to the American people.

I would like, now, to turn to Senator Grassley.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM IOWA

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, particularly for
holding this hearing during the month of March, getting a jump-
start on the time that it is going to take to get this legislation
through as the present legislation expires this year.

Obviously, we are proud to have a person like Secretary Thomp-
son in the driver’s seat on this issue for the administration because
he was very integral to the establishment of the existing legislation
of 1996 because of his work as Governor and the trail that he
blazed there for reform within what any Governor and State could
do at that time under more restrictive Federal legislation.

Today’s hearing on welfare reform marks the first hearing on a
very important program, and the first that Congress has held since
the enactment of the sweeping reforms nearly 6 years ago. Those
reforms, as we know, ended a 60-year-old program and ended wel-
fare as we knew it.

States have excelled in transforming welfare into work. Our ex-
pert witnesses will describe how States became laboratories of
change and created modern and very dynamic State work pro-
grams. Today, no two programs look alike or act alike, except in
their pursuit of four over-arching goals set forth in the 1996 legis-
lation.

Teams of leaders around the country have discovered innovative
approaches to creating jobs for low-income workers. As a result,
quality of life for millions of American families has greatly im-
proved.
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Through programs facilitating work and job placement through
these programs, millions of adults are now experiencing the dignity
of holding a job. The personal gains are greater than the financial
ones.

In my State of Iowa, most of my constituents who leave welfare
do so because of increased earnings. But the advantages of work
over welfare are very important to note.

Iowans leaving welfare say that work not only yields financial
gains, but it has also helped improve self-esteem, independence,
and a sense of responsibility. Some say that it even provides new
opportunities to socialize.

What is more, Iowans who leave welfare report that they are bet-
ter parents while employed, and that the families generally get
along better when the parents are employed.

Finding high-quality child care is among the greatest challenges
facing these new working parents. But 91 percent of the parents
in Iowa who leave welfare report being satisfied with the quality
of their child care arrangements.

Economically, welfare-to-work is paying off. The majority of Iowa
families leaving welfare are living above the Federal poverty level,
and many of these same families report that their standard of liv-
ing is better now than while on welfare.

Nationally, child poverty is at an all-time low. I commend the
President for focusing on child well-being by insisting that im-
proved child well-being be added to the over-arching purposes of
new welfare legislation.

It would, however, be naive to say that there is not room for im-
provement. Indeed, much more work can be done to support work-
ing families. Single mothers in particular have proven that they
can excel in the workforce, but many working women have yet to
realize their full earning potential.

I am especially pleased to have our Honorable Secretary here to
talk about both the results of the first years of TANF, as well as
a vision of this next phase. Our goal in reauthorizing the Reform
Act should be to build on the success.

To do this, we must first learn all we can from those who have
delivered results, particularly State officials. In my view, the col-
laboration between the States and our Congress in 1996 was inte-
gral to the successful reform process and we should, again, put our
heads together and work for that common goal.

Given the time constraints of this year, Congress needs to get
right to business. I accept Chairman Baucus’ offer to work together
on legislation. For guidance, in my part of the negotiation I want
to look to the principles set forth by the President and by you, Sec-
retary Thompson, as well as the policies advanced by the Gov-
ernors and other important stakeholders.

For one, we should continue to cultivate a strong work ethic
among our welfare system. We should further encourage State in-
novation in meeting welfare reform goals through continued State
flexibility. We should improve our policies around strengthening
families and providing opportunities for work and education.

Strong families and educational opportunities are important in-
gredients to achieving economic stability because we find in every
analysis and all the statistics of poverty that, however many rea-
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sons there might be in this country for people being in poverty,
there are two that stand out very prominently: one is single par-
enting, and the second one is lack of education attainment.

So, as we work on the institution of marriage and as we work
on people educating themselves and improving their abilities to
earn more, we are going to solve the two basic elements of poverty.

So, I hope to work closely and collaboratively with Senator Bau-
cus so that the Finance Committee can produce strong, bipartisan
products in the coming months and move more people to be inde-
pendent and to be better, productive citizens, to earn more and
have a better quality of life. I am confident that the next phase of
welfare reform can be at least as successful as the first.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator. That was a good
statement.

Mr. Secretary, we now would like to hear from you if you have
some comments you want to make.

STATEMENT OF HON. TOMMY G. THOMPSON, SECRETARY OF
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, WASHINGTON, DC

Secretary THOMPSON. First, let me just start off by thanking you
all. Thank you, Senators Baucus, Grassley, and Rockefeller for
being here and for holding this hearing. Thank you both, Senators
Baucus and Grassley, for your wonderful comments and your spirit
of bipartisanship.

This is a subject that, if we cannot get a bipartisan bill on this
subject, I think we should all decide that maybe we should be doing
something else or do something better.

But I just think that this is one area in which we have got a
great opportunity to develop a bipartisan bill that is going to be
helpful to go to the next plateau to help people. So, I thank you
so very much.

Chairman Baucus, you and I share a love of Harley-Davidson
motorcycles, a fine Wisconsin product, I might add. We also share
a deep concern for helping families go from welfare to work.

Senator Grassley, your support for transforming welfare has
been tremendous and I thank you so very much for it.

Senator Rockefeller, your leadership on this subject is also noted
and very much appreciated.

Over the past 5 years, welfare reform has exceeded our most op-
timistic expectations. The 1996 law dramatically shifted national
welfare policy by promoting work, encouraging personal responsi-
bility, discouraging out-of-wedlock pregnancies, and supporting
marriages.

States were given unprecedented flexibility in the design and im-
plementation of their welfare programs. Families were given the
help they need to transition from welfare to work.

Underlying all of these changes, we restored an essential prin-
ciple that had long been lost, that welfare assistance was designed
to be temporary, to help families in crisis, and that dependence and
poverty were not permanent conditions.

Welfare was fundamentally reformed. As a result, nearly seven
million fewer people are on welfare today than in 1996. There are
2.8 million fewer children are in poverty. Poverty rates for minority
children have decreased dramatically. These things have occurred,
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in large part, because welfare has been transformed and is trans-
forming.

But even with these profound and positive changes, there are
still too many of our fellow citizens who have not begun to realize
a future of hope, too many children who lack essential opportuni-
ties for growth and a good life, too many men and women who re-
main trapped in a web of dependency and despair.

So now it is time for us to take the next bold step in reforming
welfare, and the President’s proposal shows us the way. The Presi-
dent’s priorities include strengthening work requirements, pro-
moting strong families, giving States more flexibility, and showing
compassion to those in need.

These goals have been central to the administration’s proposal
for TANF, child care, and child support. Before outlining how we
are addressing these issues, let me make clear that the news re-
ports last week about a plan to change the minimum wage law
were absolutely incorrect.

President Bush and I will insist that welfare recipients receive
at least the minimum wage for the hours that they work, including
community service jobs.

This is an important principle that I fought for as Governor of
Wisconsin, and one that the President and I remain committed to
today as we continue to reform welfare.

Now let me move on to discuss the TANF program. TANF has
moved millions of people from welfare to work. Employment among
single mothers has grown to unprecedented levels. Child poverty
rates are at their lowest level since 1979. Overall, child poverty
rates declined from 20.5 percent in 1996 to 16.2 percent in 2000.
Yet, as you said, Senator Baucus, much remains to be done.

The States still face many challenges. Our proposal seeks $16.5
billion for block grants to States and tribes, an additional $319 mil-
lion each year for supplemental grants in order for States that
have experienced high population growth and had historically low
funding levels to be able to achieve parity.

At the same time, we will continue the current maintenance of
effort requirements to retain State contributions to assistance for
children and families.

We will reauthorize and improve the $2 billion contingency fund,
and we will restore, over 5 years, the policy permitting the transfer
of up to 10 percent of TANF funds to the social services block
grant.

We will also seek to maximize self-sufficiency through work.
First and foremost, States will be required to engage all TANF
families headed by an adult in activities leading to self-sufficiency.

In addition to the requirement for universal engagement, we will
increase the direct work requirement. Our proposal requires wel-
fare recipients to engage in a 40-hour work week, at least 24 hours
of which must be in direct work, including employment, on-the-job
training, and/or supervised work experience.

We will also allow substance abuse treatment, rehabilitation, or
work-related treatment for up to three months within any 24-
month period. We will also gradually increase the minimum par-
ticipation rate requirements by 5 percentage points each year.
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Also, recognizing the significant barriers that tribes face to self-
sufficiency, HHS will undertake a major new technical assistance
effort for tribal organizations to help them build and administer ef-
fective TANF tribal programs.

Our proposal embraces the needs of families by promoting child
well-being and healthy marriages. To this end, we establish im-
proving the well-being of children as the over-arching purpose of
TANF.

We will target $100 million from the discontinued out-of-wedlock
birth reduction bonus for broad research, evaluation, demonstra-
tion, and technical assistance focused primarily on healthy mar-
riage and family formation activities.

Our new marriage initiative implies no criticism of single par-
ents, who deserve high praise for their dedication to their children.
But the data clearly demonstrates better outcomes for children
whose parents enjoy a healthy marriage.

The negative consequences of out-of-wedlock birth on the mother,
the child, the family, and society are well-documented. Children
living in single-parent households are, on average, five times more
likely to be poor, and two to three times more likely to use drugs,
experience educational, health, and emotional problems, and be vic-
tims of abuse.

Thus, it is simply common sense to redirect our policies to en-
courage the formation and maintenance of healthy marriages, espe-
cially when children are involved.

We will also redirect $100 million from the current law high-per-
formance bonus to establish a competitive matching grant program
for States and tribes to develop innovative approaches to promoting
healthy marriages and reducing out-of-wedlock births. Funds will
be matched dollar-for-dollar, and TANF funds may be used to meet
this matching requirement.

We will reauthorize the abstinence education grant program to
States and territories at $50 million per year.

We will establish new State program integration waivers to per-
mit States to integrate welfare and workforce development pro-
grams in order to improve the effectiveness of these programs.
Broad flexibility to design new strategies and approaches will be
provided as well.

Child support is an equally critical component on the Federal/
State effort to promote family self-sufficiency. For the low-income
families who receive child support, it makes up more than one-
quarter of the family budget.

Welfare reform has made a dramatic difference also in child sup-
port collections. The number of paternities that have been estab-
lished or acknowledged has reached almost 1.6 million. In fiscal
year 2001 alone, a record of nearly $19 billion in child support was
collected, serving an estimated 17.4 million child support cases.

But, as with other areas of welfare reform, more can, and must,
be done. Our proposals are targeted to increase collections to fami-
lies by approximately $1.5 billion over 5 years, beginning in fiscal
year 2005.

Under a similar proposal to increase support that reaches fami-
lies, States would be given the option to adopt simplified distribu-
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tion rules under which all support collected would be able to be
sent to families that have made the transition from welfare.

This proposal would increase collection to families by $810 mil-
lion over 5 years and eliminate the need for States to explain and
support complex distribution systems.

We will also seek to increase the amount of support collected by
adding to our existing cadre of enforcement tools. We would expand
our successful program for denying passports to parents owing
$2,500 in past-due support, and we would ensure that child support
orders are fair to both the custodial parent and family as well as
the non-custodial parent by requiring States to review and adjust
child support orders in TANF cases every 3 years, reinstating a
pre-welfare reform policy.

As to child care, in 1999, 20 million families in the U.S. had one
or more children under the age of 13 with an employed mother; 32
percent of these families were low-income. For a number of rea-
sons, including the high cost of child care, many of these families
have difficulty finding care arrangements that they can afford.

I can tell you from my experience as Governor of Wisconsin, ac-
cess to child care assistance can make a critical difference in help-
ing low-income families to find and retain jobs.

Our proposal includes a total of $4.8 billion for the Child Care
and Development Fund. When combined with TANF and other
Federal funding sources, there are several billion dollars more
money that is available for child care and related services for chil-
dren.

Funding available through our child care programs and TANF
transfers alone will provide child care assistance to an estimated
$2.2 million children in fiscal year 2003. This is a significant in-
crease over the numbers served just a few years ago.

Under the President’s plan, States have significant flexibility to
decide how child care funds will be used and what will be empha-
sized in achieving the overall goals of improving access to care, as
well as the quality of care.

Along with State flexibility, parental choice is still a key element
of a successful child care program. Families must be allowed to
choose the care that best meets their needs, whether with a rel-
ative, a neighbor, child care center, faith-based program, or after-
school program.

Mr. Chairman, the proposal I bring before you today, contains
several essential principles, as well as proposals that flow from
them.

What binds them together, is the desire—on a bipartisan basis,
I might add—to improve the lives of the families protected by
America’s social safety net. I look forward to working with you, Mr.
Chairman, and all members of this committee to that end, and I
know we will be successful.

I now would be happy to answer any questions that you might
have.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Thompson appears in the
appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate that, Mr. Secretary.
I think a question a lot of people have is with the work participa-

tion requirements increased by one-third, from 30 hours to 40
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hours a week, with no additional funding recommended for the pro-
gram overall.

This is a great concern, that there are just insufficient resources
to get people, in fact, working at good-paying jobs. It is going to put
a strain on child care, for example, a strain on other services to
help people either get job training or payments to recipients so
they are getting income or are looking toward a job.

I just do not see how we can get this all put together, how we
can make sure there is more child care available, more people actu-
ally working, and working with good-paying jobs. It is a problem
here with no increase in the recommended funding level here, and
the transitional Medicaid recommendation is only for 1 year.

So I am just curious. How in the world, given the ambitious goals
that the administration is setting, can we achieve them without the
resources?

Secretary THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let
me quickly go through what we are trying to do.

First of all, there is no question that child care is absolutely es-
sential. It is something that I believe passionately about. You have
a limited amount of resources, and you have to put together a
budget, and you have to put together a TANF program, and this
is what we were able to afford.

Now, saying that, is there enough money there? I believe there
is, and I will tell you why. We provide $2.7 billion in mandatory
money and $2.1 billion in discretionary. States are able to move 30
percent of the TANF grant, which is $16.5 billion, or an additional
$5.1 billion. In addition, States can use money from the social serv-
ices block grant fund for child care.

On top of that, under the old law, States have been able to re-
duce their required work participation rates by 1 percent for every
reduction of 1 percent in the caseload.

We have carried that caseload reduction credit over during the
first year of reauthorization. So those States that have reduced
their effective work participation rates to 5 percent will only have
to ensure that 5 percent of their caseloads are in work activities.
Fifty percent of the credit is carried into the second year.

With the reduction of the caseload by 50 percent and only 2.8
million cases left on TANF cash assistance, I think that there is
enough money available to accomplish the objectives of TANF.

The CHAIRMAN. So your point is, with the reduced number of peo-
ple on assistance, essentially that will free up enough dollars to
meet the administration’s recommended higher standards, that is,
the work week plus—there is another one, too. I have forgotten
what it is.

But do you think that is where you make up the difference?
Secretary THOMPSON. Yes, as well as through increased flexi-

bility, the availability for States to move 30 percent of the TANF
dollars into child care, and some money into the social services
block grant.

The CHAIRMAN. That is not new, though, is it?
Secretary THOMPSON. That is not new. But States have a reduc-

tion in the number of cases. States also have 100 percent of the
caseload reduction credit in the first year after reauthorization of
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TANF, and 50 percent of the credit in the second year, which gives
them flexibility.

The CHAIRMAN. This is something we are going to have to ex-
plore to just flesh all of this out.

First, I also want to commend you very much for your very wise
decision, in the beginning of your opening statement, to make it
clear that all of these jobs are going to be at least minimum wage
jobs.

Secretary THOMPSON. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. There was a little dust-up over that, as you

know.
Secretary THOMPSON. I know there was. There should not have

been.
The CHAIRMAN. I also appreciate some emphasis on Indian

tribes. In my State, 50 percent of those on TANF Indians. We have
seven reservations and our total Indian population is much lower,
proportionately.

I urge you just to work hard in that regard, because the demands
are different, the needs are different, the cultures are different, but
the needs are great. I want to work with you on that and just how
we can help get to better administration of this program, frankly,
with tribes.

Secretary THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, we went around the coun-
try and held eight hearings. One of the hearings was held with Na-
tive Americans. One of their requests was for technical assistance
to be able to help set up quality TANF programs on the reserva-
tions. We have put in money in order to accomplish that.

The CHAIRMAN. One final point here. Is there a sort of corrective
compliance plan? Really, the question is, why a penalty on States
for not achieving much higher standards when they have already
done a pretty good job without the same kind of penalty?

I am just concerned that the standards here are so high and,
again, in my judgment, without sufficient resources, that we are
going to start a push on something here that is going to be like get-
ting a round peg into a square hole. Things just are not in sync
here. So why are we going to penalize States for not meeting such
high standards?

Secretary THOMPSON. We really want this to work. We want the
States to take an earnest interest in moving and assisting individ-
uals out of dependency and into employment.

The CHAIRMAN. Also, you characterize it as a corrective compli-
ance plan that the administration may not enforce. It just seems
to be, either we are going to do something or we are not going to
do something.

Secretary THOMPSON. There are a lot of questions about the 40-
hour week. When you look at the caseload reduction credit that we
propose to carry over, in the first year States like Montana that
have reduced their caseloads by 50 percent will only have to really,
ensure that some 5 percent of TANF adults are working. The next
year, they would have to meet 40 percent, the third year 35 per-
cent, the fourth year up to 60 percent.

The CHAIRMAN. My time has expired. We will explore this fur-
ther. I appreciate the thrust of the direction you are going in. But,
again, I am not sure we have the resources to do this.
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Secretary THOMPSON. Thank you. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Grassley?
Senator GRASSLEY. I may have some easy questions for you, but

they are meant to bring out some aspects of the President’s pro-
posal that were meant to take shape, maybe, in the last one, but
have not, so the President has particular emphasis upon them.

The first one I am going to speak about, is the marriage situation
and that part of the program. I would also thank you for your clear
vision that you bring to this year’s welfare reform debate. Your
leadership and expertise is greatly needed, but it builds on what
you have already shown as Governor.

We have to have, as our goal, to build upon successes achieved
thus far after 6 years for our next phase of reform to be equally
as successful, and hopefully even more successful than our first
phase.

So that brings me then to a stronger focus on strengthening fam-
ilies and the new emphasis upon child well-being. These are very
important ingredients of improving the welfare reform measures.

So, could you please elaborate on the family formation part of the
administration’s proposal, describe how this section differs from the
more traditional form of welfare such as job training and cash as-
sistance, and what can families who are in welfare then expect to
gain by participating in the family formation activities once they
seek opportunities to leave welfare through the work program?

Secretary THOMPSON. There are two programs, Senator Grassley.
For the first program, we propose to take the $100 million that was
set aside for reducing illegitimacy and put it into a demonstration
program, so that communities or regions could apply to set up dem-
onstration programs to help couples stay together, or if couples are
contemplating marriage, give them counseling on marriage, give
them counseling on raising children, give them counseling if there
are problems with gambling, alcohol, drug abuse, anger, so that
they are able to establish a healthy marriage.

We do not want to force marriage. We do not want to put people
into abusive situations. Rather, we want to provide counseling to
those individuals who are contemplating marriage or who are mar-
ried but may be having problems. The ultimate good would be to
help maintain that marriage and to make sure that the children
are being taken care of. The well-being of the children is of the ut-
most concern and the priority of this particular provision.

The second program we propose would make $100 million in
grants available which would have to be matched dollar-for-dollar
by the States. These grants would help those States that want
them, to set up counseling programs to help maintain healthy fami-
lies. It will be completely discretionary for the States.

Senator GRASSLEY. I do not disagree with anything you have said
about marriage. I just want to ask you, and anybody else, to not
be defensive about the institution of marriage. I mean, it is a no-
brainer. It has proven its value, not only in American society, but
in most societies as the foundation for our society.

Secretary THOMPSON. I did not think I was defensive at all, sir.
Senator GRASSLEY. No, I do not think you were. That is why I

said I did not disagree. Well, maybe the one part you said about,
you are not going to force anybody into marriage. That is a no-
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brainer, too. I mean, you do not do that if you want marriage to
be successful. The point being, though, by saying that, you might
be a little defensive about marriage, and I think it has proven
itself.

Could I ask you something as it applies particularly to the State
of Iowa, and maybe other States, but other States, I do not know.
That is, the new child support financing changes proposed by the
administration that are aimed at increasing the receipt of child
support payments by families.

I think I understand the importance of that, letting, particularly,
fathers be a participant in the support of the family. But in a State
like Iowa, we do not pass this money through for payments to fami-
lies on welfare. So, how big of an incentive is there for a State to
begin these new practices?

Secretary THOMPSON. It is really going to be up to the States. We
have found, Senator Grassley, in a study that was done in Mil-
waukee, that if the non-custodial parent knows that the money is
going to his or her children, that parent will be more willing to con-
tribute and more apt to make the support payments.

In all of the studies that have been done, we found that if a State
is allowed some additional money to pass through, it will encourage
more child support payments, which will help the family.

Those families that are leaving TANF should be able to get all
of those dollars to really help that family, that person, or a family
succeed. So, there are two things.

While you are still on TANF, this Administration’s proposal al-
lows options for an additional amount of money, up to $100, or $50
above what the State is currently doing, in order to give direct
money to the individual family unit, and once that person leaves
TANF, the option of pass through 100 percent.

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Rockefeller?
Senator ROCKEFELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, you testified here as Governor in 1995.
Secretary THOMPSON. Yes, I did.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. And that was important because 1996

was when we did a lot of this. Actually, I was on the Conference
Committee. I was very proud to be on that.

But you were recognized as a leader on innovation in Wisconsin.
In fact, you sort of did this before everybody else, I think. That is
my memory.

Secretary THOMPSON. That is correct.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. You deserve the rich praise that you have

received for that.
You talk about, and the administration’s program talks about,

the importance of State flexibility, the need for resources, child
care. Now, if you had to review the history of this, do you think
that States have been, by and large, creative, innovative in the way
they have approached it?

Secretary THOMPSON. I think they have, Senator. In fact, I know
they have. The wonderful thing about it is the fact that child pov-
erty has gone down and that people have become independent and
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are able to, lead better lives. They have been able to steer them-
selves towards self-sufficiency and out of poverty.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. So the concept of flexibility rings pretty
well with you.

Secretary THOMPSON. You know it does, Senator.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. Well, I want to know it does. I think it

does with you. I am just trying to figure out the administration on
this. At some point you are Governor Thompson, at some point you
are the messenger for something called the Office of Management
and Budget.

Secretary THOMPSON. The super-god in our society.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. Yes. That is right. The super-god.
I share Max Baucus’ concern on the 40 hours a lot.
Secretary THOMPSON. All right.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. In West Virginia, the average employ-

ment for State employees is around 371⁄2 hours. It is true. These
are Department of Labor figures. The average weekly hours for
non-supervisory jobs, which would certainly be what we are talking
about here, is 34 hours.

Now, one can criticize that or not, but nevertheless, those are the
facts in a State which has a long and struggling, but distinguished,
history.

So when I look at the 40 hours, which is 24 hours of work and
16 hours of ‘‘other activities,’’ I am trying to think of what the con-
sequences are, what the trade-offs are when you add those together
and what happens.

For example, what happens in child care. Mothers get on buses
to go to do what they are going to do. That saves money. They
would not probably be able to do this. Child care, you say, gets an
increase, but half of that child care increase, I think, comes out of
Head Start, which is a part-day—4 hours—and part-year program.
So, is that really an increase in child care?

So I have three questions I have got to ask you. How can States
like West Virginia, which are like most States, 40 to 50 States are
in huge budget surplus, $40 to $50 billion.

Secretary THOMPSON. Deficits.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. We have just passed, not with my vote,

a tax cut bill which will add $86 million over the next 3 years onto
the budget deficit of West Virginia, almost all of which will come
out of Medicaid because that is the way it usually works. That will
be against the wishes of my Governor, but he will have no choice,
as I see it and as he sees it.

So how do the States pay for these additional 10 hours?
Secretary THOMPSON. First of all, I do not know the exact figures

in West Virginia, but I am sure that in West Virginia 45 to 50 per-
cent of the welfare caseload has been reduced. The state is able to
take 100 percent of the caseload reduction credit in the first year.
So, more than likely, in the first year, West Virginia have only 5
to 10 percent of its full caseload that will have to meet the work
requirement. The second year, the state can claim 50 percent of
that credit.

The second thing I would like to point out is that there is com-
plete flexibility for the States to meet the new requirements. What
I think is being missed by a lot of individuals, is that it is impor-
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tant, when you are dealing with welfare cases, to make sure you
monitor those cases and counsel those cases.

We want States to set up a procedure where case managers are
looking at those particular cases and finding out what they are
doing. Beyond the direct work component, they should also help en-
sure that the additional 16 hours are put into activities that will
improve those individuals prospects for good jobs, whether it be job
training, education, or counseling for drug or alcohol abuse or
anger management. So we want a continuum going on with all of
these cases so that they are being taken care of. I understand that
the States are having difficulty. I know that West Virginia has got
a deficit as many States do. But that is why the caseload reduction
credit was used for two years to give States the flexibility to put
this proposal in place by the third year.

I think it is going to be workable and doable, and having every
one of these cases being monitored and counseled is going to be ex-
tremely helpful in assisting them in going from dependence to inde-
pendence, and giving them the opportunity to have some extra help
in order to achieve that.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. Let me absorb that and come back on a

second round, I hope.
Secretary THOMPSON. Sure.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Lincoln?
Senator LINCOLN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for joining us today.
Secretary THOMPSON. Hi, Senator.
Senator LINCOLN. Hi. I am over here at the tail end. I am at the

end of the totem pole down here.
Secretary THOMPSON. Senator, how are you?
Senator LINCOLN. Doing fine, thank you. We are glad you are

here.
I will not elaborate on the questions or the issue, I think, that

Senator Baucus and Senator Rockefeller brought up, but I will re-
inforce. The freeze on the mandatory child care and development
block grant funds over the next 5 years that is in your plan, as well
as increasing the work requirements from 30 to 40 hours a week,
is pretty unbelievable, as a working mom myself, to understand
what is going to be asked of these working moms, particularly in
regard to child care or particularly the lack thereof. So I just would
reiterate that, in terms of what is being asked there, I hope that
we can work through some of those difficulties, because there is no
doubt that, for working mothers, child care is essential. Without
having any more resources towards child care—and I understand
the 30 percent from TANF and the 10 percent from the other block
grant.

Just a couple of quick questions. Your employment credit—and
I have been working with Congressman Levin on an employment
credit as well—we are trying to work with the States and come up
with a solution that is going to work. I would like to give you an
opportunity to describe to us what your employment credit is and
why it is for only 3 months.

Secretary THOMPSON. Employment credit for 3 months.
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Senator LINCOLN. That was my understanding in your plan, that
it was a 3-month period.

Secretary THOMPSON. Well, every State is going to have the dis-
cretion, for 3 months out of a 24-month period, to allow individuals
to get alcohol, drug treatment, intensified job training, and intensi-
fied education.

So that if a person needs that, at the beginning a state can put
the individual into a job training program for up to 3 months which
would count towards the work participation requirement, if a per-
son is working, if that individual needs to leave for a period of
three months in order to get further training, that would still qual-
ify for the job training.

If that person needs some alcohol or drug counseling, which a lot
of individuals do, being able to put that individual into an intensi-
fied drug rehabilitation or alcohol treatment program for 3 months
would still qualify.

Senator LINCOLN. So you would only be able to use 3 months out
of a 24-month period towards that employment credit.

Secretary THOMPSON. You would also still be able to have 16
hours out of every week for job training, job search, alcohol or drug
treatment program, and education.

Senator LINCOLN. Sixteen hours?
Secretary THOMPSON. Out of every week.
Senator LINCOLN. That is a lot to put towards something like

that.
Secretary THOMPSON. Well, yes. But that is part of the 40-hour

work week. 24 hours would be for work and 16 hours could be to-
wards this kind of rehabilitation and treatment.

Senator LINCOLN. Just hearing from our State, though, the de-
scription was that 16 hours was a lot of time to consume in those
types of programs. I was just reading through some of it and I
wanted to make sure that I had that correct.

The other thing that I wanted to bring up, was your proposal
continuing the supplemental grant on TANF. I certainly appreciate
that. In States like Arkansas, it is absolutely essential.

But the $319 million, in the context of the $16.5 billion block
grant, really does not overcome the disparity between States, as we
see it, particularly in States like Arkansas and others.

I mean, do you really feel like that gives us a level playing field?
Secretary THOMPSON. As you know, Supplemental Grants were

phased out after the fourth year in the 1996 TANF law, and we
put it back in for 5 years in our TANF proposal. It is something
that the Governors requested. I believe it is the right thing to do.

Senator LINCOLN. Do you think it is enough, is my question?
Secretary THOMPSON. When you have a war going on, and with

the demands of homeland security, this is the amount of money
that we have. You certainly can make an argument that it could
be more. You certainly could make an argument that the child care
block grant could be increased.

Senator LINCOLN. Well, it is not necessarily more. What I am
getting at, is that the disparity still exists between States.

Secretary THOMPSON. The disparity still exists, but this is money
that the quqlifying States are going to receive. It is what was put
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in the original TANF bill. We think it is certainly equitable, and
we think it is fair.

Senator LINCOLN. And in terms of creating that financial level
playing field, you are confident that it does that?

Secretary THOMPSON. I am confident that it goes towards a fair
field.

Senator LINCOLN. All right. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Snowe?
Senator SNOWE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for initi-

ating these hearings to pave the way for reauthorization of this his-
toric act.

I want to welcome you, Secretary Thompson. You have certainly
been an innovative thinker in this department. Certainly, in your
previous experience as Governor. In fact, I clearly recall how we re-
lied on your guidance in developing the Welfare Reform Act back
in 1996.

Let me begin by exploring the issues of the caseload reduction
credit. I understand from the administration’s proposal that you
will be phasing that out. Is that correct?

Secretary THOMPSON. Yes, that is correct.
Senator SNOWE. And what is the underlying philosophy behind

that? For example, in my State we have had a higher-than-na-
tional-average work participation rate.

But with the increased overall work participation rate under the
administration’s proposal, as well as increased number of hours to
40 hours a week, it really could be very difficult to meet that goal
because of the significant loss of jobs in our States over this last
year.

Secretary THOMPSON. Senator Snowe, the reason that we are
phasing out the caseload reduction credit is that, under TANF one,
for every percent of caseload reduction the credit would increase by
one percent. If the caseload reduction goes down by one percent,
the amount of the 50 percent participation rate would go down by
one percent.

So, most States are now down. My own State of Wisconsin effec-
tively does not have any work requirements whatsoever. Most
States are at 5 percent because they have reduced their caseloads
by 40 to 45 percent. That reduces that 50 percent down to 5 to 10
percent.

So, under our proposal States should be able to use 100 percent
of that credit the first year, because we understand that jobs are
not as plentiful today.

So with 100 percent of that credit in effect, if Maine has reduced
its caseload by 50 percent, your state would be still down at a zero
because it would get the entire credit.

Next year when the work participation percentage goes up to 55
percent, 50 percent of the caseload reduction credit is available, so
your state would be at 25, plus 5, would be 30.

So, we are going to go back to the original intention of making
sure that at least 50 percent of the people, increasing by 5 percent
over the course of the 5 years, are in work activities, and that
States are still working to making sure that caseloads are going

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



17

down. That is why the caseload reduction credit is being phased
out.

Senator SNOWE. I see.
On the issue of child care, because I see that as pivotal to estab-

lishing self-sufficiency——
Secretary THOMPSON. It is.
Senator SNOWE. It is the most important issue. How do you see

that in terms of what you have proposed to Congress in providing
essentially the same funding for child care and incorporating ado-
lescents? As we well know, there are some significant issues with
adolescents, unsupervised during after-school hours.

Has that been incorporated, especially in developing the individ-
ualized plans for families in determining how best to proceed with
their case and their needs?

Secretary THOMPSON. There is no question, Senator Snowe.
When I started welfare reform there were four things that we had
to do if we were going to be successful. We had to make sure that
people were covered by health insurance, that they were taken care
of as far as child care, that they had transportation, and, that they
had training. Those are the four cornerstones of a successful wel-
fare program.

We looked at the declining caseload. We level-funded the block
grant at $16.5 billion for each of the next 5 years. We level-funded
the child care fund: $2.7 billion mandatory funding, $2.1 billion in
discretionary funding.

We are keeping the flexibility, which is in TANF one and will
carry over into TANF two, that 30 percent of the TANF block grant
of $16.5 billion could be transferred into child care.

That does not even include any money that the States contribute
towards child care. With the caseload going down from 4.8 million
cases to about 2.4 million cases, we think, even though there is not
an inflation adjustment, there is an adequate amount of money to
do the job for child care.

Senator SNOWE. I appreciate that. I know we are continuing to
look at that issue.

Secretary THOMPSON. I know you are.
Senator SNOWE. It is a difficult one because of the cost of child

care, and also the availability of slots. As we know, there are thou-
sands and thousands across this country who are on waiting lists
because of the unavailability and the unaffordability as well in
terms of child care, especially for newborns, for example.

In Maine, they recently conducted a survey and indicated that 42
percent of those who were on TANF in 1997 were unemployed for
health care reasons or because of the lack of child care and afford-
ability of child care.

That was the second most common reason, second only to health
problems, as to why they currently are unemployed. So, I see that
as pivotal for the future. Certainly, I think, in terms of child care,
it is probably going to get worse rather than better when it comes
to availability and affordability.

Secretary THOMPSON. I understand the argument. I know that
this is really an item of concern of yours, and of many members
of the Senate and of the House. All I can tell you is that we believe
there is adequate funding at the present time. We also are tempo-
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rarily continuing the caseload reduction credit, phased out over 2
years, so that maybe in the third year there could be an increase
in block granting child care. But we think that there is enough
money for the foreseeable future.

Senator SNOWE. Thank you. I applaud your efforts.
Secretary THOMPSON. You certainly can make an argument for

that.
Senator SNOWE. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Mr. Secretary, Senator Lincoln asked a very good question re-

garding allocation. The allocation is based upon AFDC and Wis-
consin gets five times what, say, Louisiana receives per child in
poverty. Montana receives one-half of Wisconsin gets per poor
child. There are supplemental grants, but that does not make up
the difference.

With a new program, is not based solely on welfare checks. We
are talking about families, moms, and we are talking about efforts
to get people working, educated, and so forth.

I mean, just on the face of it, it sounds like the program that you
and I, and all of us are working toward should be based on a State
allocation that is a lot more up-to-date. Does that not, just on the
face of it, make sense?

Secretary THOMPSON. I really am not sure what you are driving
at, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. What I am driving at, is looking at the alloca-
tions.

Secretary THOMPSON. With respect to the allocation, you know as
well as I do that we have been fighting that same fight together
on health disparities and reimbursements for Medicaid and Medi-
care.

The CHAIRMAN. Right. Right.
Secretary THOMPSON. Every time you start talking about alloca-

tion, you take away from somebody else. It is a real conteutious
fight.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, that is true in terms of, each State and
each Senator wants the most that he or she can get for their State
on a subjective basis. But I am looking at it on an objective basis.

Secretary THOMPSON. All right.
The CHAIRMAN. Just, what seems right? What seems fair?
Secretary THOMPSON. I would be more than happy to work with

you, Senator Baucus and Senator Lincoln, on the formulas.
The CHAIRMAN. I am asking you, on the face of it, are the current

allocation formulas not a little out of sync with the objectives we
are trying to reach here?

Secretary THOMPSON. I am not ready to come to that conclusion.
The CHAIRMAN. Why do you not want to jump into this?
Secretary THOMPSON. Because all I want to do is make sure that

we get a good bipartisan bill. I know full well that, no matter
which way I go on that, I cannot win, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I do not know. There are ways you can go.
Secretary THOMPSON. I will work with you, and I certainly want

to.
The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate that.
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One other quick point, then I know Senator Rockefeller wants to
ask a question. It just seems to me that we could be performing
a great service to our country by putting much more emphasis on
child care, both in quantity and quality. It is going to help so much.

I say that, partly because of an experience I had. I was talking
to a young lady who was on welfare. She was determined to get off
welfare. A single mom. Just, in every fiber in her body, she was
not going to be on welfare. It just bothered her so much to ‘‘be on
welfare.’’ So she got a job. It was a minimum wage job in Bozeman,
Montana.

Yet, to make ends meet she has slept on her parents’ sofa, took
her child to child care, and tried every way she could to make ends
meet. But her child care—and I have forgotten the exact percent-
age—was like 30 or 40 percent of her take-home. It was high.

Secretary THOMPSON. Twenty-five to thirty percent.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, in her case it was about that.
Secretary THOMPSON. Could have been.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. It was about that.
She finally had to give up. It just pained her to no end. She could

not make it. It just seems to me, if we had a little more help for
child care, and quality, too—and another huge component of this
is jobs. It is just better-paying jobs and increased minimum wage.
That is going to go further.

So, one of the things that we are talking about here is to get peo-
ple off of welfare so they are working as productive people in our
workforce. I just do not know why the administration is not placing
a greater emphasis on that.

Secretary THOMPSON. Mr. Chairman, you are not going to get an
argument from me. I believe so passionately in child care. When I
was Governor in Wisconsin, we did not have a waiting list in Wis-
consin. Every person in Wisconsin that wants child care is entitled
to it and gets it. We set up a program to accomplish that. This is
something I passionately agree with you on, and I thank you for
your passion on it.

The problem is, when you have a situation where our country is
at war, you have so much money, and you look at what you are
able to do.

That is why we are phasing out the caseload reduction credit
over 2 years to give States a lot of flexibility. Maybe at the end of
2 years we will be able to find some additional money for child
care. But I sincerely agree with you that child care is absolutely
essential to move people from dependency to independence.

The CHAIRMAN. I hear you. But in the State of Montana, your
proposal will bring back waiting lists for child care. It will bring
it back. We are going the wrong direction with the administration’s
proposal. That is the effect of it.

I appreciate that we are all working together.
Secretary THOMPSON. We are all working together. We want to

accomplish the same thing.
The CHAIRMAN. I think we have got spend more time on this.
Secretary THOMPSON. I will look at Montana.
Senator LINCOLN. Look at Arkansas. We have a large waiting list

for child care. A large waiting list.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Rockefeller?
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Senator ROCKEFELLER. Mr. Secretary, these are all the States,
and there are about 30, 40 percent of them—I did not count them—
where they have the inability to pay child care. Their kid is waiting
to get child care.

So the question that I have, and I have to be short because of
the vote—and I agree with you. You keep saying we are fighting
a war overseas, we are trying to secure our homeland as the first
job under the constitution of the government, and you are cash-
strapped. We are all cash-strapped; our State is in debt, our gov-
ernment is in debt.

So, I guess the question I am trying to ask, is if you have got
this problem and you hear from around the table, or at least a lot
of it, that we do not have the money to do the child care and that
West Virginia, in fact, is just about maybe this week to cut child
care because they do not have a choice, why then add on the new
requirements, from a Governor who specialized in flexibility and
letting the States do it in the way they want? Why be so proscrip-
tive by adding on something which almost makes it mandatory? I
understand you phase it in, and all the rest of it. But it is going
to increase child care costs.

All you are hearing around this table is child care, child care,
child care. We cannot do it. Somebody goes off the caseload, but
they have still have got to have child care, and for years to come.
And it is expensive. In fact, it costs as much as a public education
tuition.

So, it is just a question of, why the 40 hours when it is more
than the State workers work? Why demand, be proscriptive, about
putting those 40 hours on?

Secretary THOMPSON. But we are giving the States complete
flexibility in how to set the program up. When I argued for this
program back in 1995 and 1996, I said, set the standards and we
will meet the standards.

All we are doing here is setting the standards, allowing the
States to set up the programs to meet the 40 hours, 24 hours of
which is work, and 16 hours could be used for training programs
and educational programs.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. And mentoring programs.
Secretary THOMPSON. And mentoring programs, which are good.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. Which are good, but cannot be done in

many rural areas because there is nobody to set it up. I am just
saying, I understand the need. There is always sort of the top as-
pect of welfare that speaks to the American people, and I under-
stand that.

But there is also the fact of how people live their lives under wel-
fare, and can they make it. The key to making it, or one of the keys
to making that, is obviously self-esteem, but the other is child care.

What we are doing, is we are, in a sense, against the instincts
of the Governor Thompson that I listened to in 1995. I thought,
creativity, flexibility, we can do it. No, you are not on the child care
waiting list, but my State sure is. There are a whole lot of other
States who are today, before the proscriptive 40 hours is put on.

Actually, I cannot get a question or else I will miss my vote and
I will be impeached.

Secretary THOMPSON. Please do not.
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Senator ROCKEFELLER. Yes. But as we are working this through,
I hope that one of the things that is a fact in this is that you are
setting out a standard. If we kind of come to the common conclu-
sion that we cannot meet that standard and do justice to people
today trying to do the right thing, that we will adjust to that fact.
I sort of have a feeling that it is a little bit what you are saying.

Secretary THOMPSON. I want to work with you, Senator Rocke-
feller. I want to be as flexible as possible, but still accomplish the
objective of moving more people into work. Allowing for single
mothers to be able to have good, comprehensive child care is abso-
lutely essential in order for this program to work.

I want to work with you to do it. I think we have set up a pro-
gram that will accomplish that. You have some questions about it,
and it is my job to convince you. I want to work with you in order
to accomplish it.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Convince me and listen.
Secretary THOMPSON. I always listen to you, Senator. You are my

boss.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. And I have got to go vote. The hearing is

in recess.
[Whereupon, at 11:15 a.m., the hearing was recessed to recon-

vene at 11:27 a.m.]
The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will reconvene.
I apologize to all participating for the inconvenience of that vote.
We now have a panel consisting of Robin Arnold-Williams, who

is the executive director of the Utah Department of Human Serv-
ices. You have been mentioned many times, I might add, all ap-
provingly.

Rodney Carroll, president and CEO of Welfare-To-Work Partner-
ship. He is located here in Washington, DC. Gordon Berlin, senior
chapter president of the Manpower Demonstration Research Cor-
poration, based in New York City.

Ms. Arnold-Williams, why don’t you proceed?

STATEMENT OF ROBIN ARNOLD-WILLIAMS, EXECUTIVE DI-
RECTOR, UTAH DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES, SALT
LAKE CITY, UT

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the committee. I am Robin Arnold-Williams, executive direc-
tor of the Utah Department of Human Services.

Today I am testifying on behalf of the State of Utah and the
American Public Human Services Association, a nonprofit, bipar-
tisan organization representing State and local Human Services
administrators. I thank you for the opportunity to testify today.

Prior to welfare reform, caseloads were soaring and families were
trapped in a pattern of dependency that few believed could be re-
versed. By the mid-1990’s, 48 States, including my own, were oper-
ating their AFDC programs under Federal waiver. Work was the
hallmark of early welfare reform experiments and, by 1996, it be-
came clear that States could achieve success in this area.

States agreed to implement the welfare law with fixed block
grant funding because TANF afforded them tremendous flexibility
to achieve those goals.
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States have achieved unprecedented success. Employment rates
for never-married mothers increased by 40 percent over the past 5
years, reaching an all-time high in 2000.

Sixty percent of TANF mothers who left cash assistance are hold-
ing jobs. The number of children receiving monthly child care sub-
sidies has increased 80 percent, and the number of child support
cases with collections has doubled.

In implementing welfare reforms, States created thousands of
new partnerships with business, communities, tribal governments,
and faith-based providers.

In 1993, we received a Federal AFDC waiver and we have
achieved great success for our families through universal engage-
ment, individualized case assessment, diversion assistance, employ-
ment and training, and ongoing case management.

When the Federal law was enacted, we also implemented a 36-
month time limit. After an initial 44 percent decline, caseloads
began increasing slightly in the fall of 2000 due to the downturn
in our economy. We saw a six percent increase over the last 6
months of 2001.

We use the universal engagement strategy for all clients receiv-
ing assistance, but our ultimate goal for families has been private
sector employment through training, ongoing counseling, and ag-
gressive job search. We have not focused our resources on devel-
oping community work experience programs or community service.

We are particularly proud that, in 1999, Utah received a TANF
high-performance bonus for job placement, and in 2000 we received
a bonus for our ability to retain former TANF clients in employ-
ment.

As Congress considers reauthorization, continued State success is
contingent upon four factors: maintaining flexibility, funding, con-
tinuing the focus on work, and simplifying related programs.

APHSA recommends that Congress set broad goals for the reau-
thorization of welfare reform and afford States the flexibility to de-
vise their own strategies to meet those outcomes.

We oppose changes in the TANF statute that would require
States to abandon their goals or redirect their limited resources to
meet process measures, penalties, or purposes that are inconsistent
with their proven successful welfare reform strategies.

APHSA supports continued Federal investment in the TANF
block grant and allowing for annual inflationary increases. In addi-
tion, we would like to see supplemental grants extended and en-
hanced, full allowable transferability into the child care develop-
ment fund and into SSBG, restoration of SSBG to $2.8 billion, a
revised and adequately funded contingency fund, and no set-asides
in the TANF block grant.

In addition, we enthusiastically support the new flexibility in-
cluded in the President’s welfare reform proposal, such as lifting
the restriction on unobligated TANF funds, excluding child care
and transportation from the definition of assistance, and allowing
the creation of State rainy day funds using unobligated TANF
funds. We would urge this committee to include these provisions in
any reauthorization.

Finally, if Congress mandates new TANF work requirements,
new quality standards, or new eligibility expansion, then Congress
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must address the inevitable corresponding need for increased child
care funding, as we talked about prior.

States have demonstrated that they can devise effective welfare-
to-work strategies. Today, 77 percent of families on cash assistance
are either in unsubsidized employment or looking for it. Only 11
percent are engaged in work-fair activities. We believe that is com-
pelling evidence that States have placed their emphasis on work.

Recent proposals have focused on increasing participation rates,
40-hour work weeks, 24-hour work definitions, the elimination of
Federal waivers, and the caseload reduction credit. We urge mem-
bers of this committee to assess the full impact of these policy
changes on your State programs before acting on them.

We recommend replacing the caseload reduction credit with an
employment credit that provides an incentive for States to place
and retain TANF clients in jobs with earnings, for providing short-
term assistance to clients with earnings, and which values part-
time employment and earnings. We appreciate the efforts of Sen-
ator Lincoln in this area.

With respect to the work participation rates, APHSA supports
the President’s proposal to include two-parent families in the all-
families rate. Furthermore, we believe States should be afforded
additional flexibility in defining work activities so they can place
clients with multiple barriers and meaningful activities. We also
support the continuation of State welfare waivers.

With respect to the increased required hours of work, the new re-
quirement could have unintended effects and increased costs. First,
it is important to note that in 27 States TANF clients no longer
qualify for cash benefits when the work 40 hours per week at the
minimum wage. In 16 States, they lose eligibility after 24 hours of
work at $7 per hour.

So, in short, clients will exit welfare before they can be counted
towards the participation rate. States may have to adjust their eli-
gibility rules in order to keep the family on cash long enough to
count them. In a time-limited TANF program, this would be unfair
to the client and contrary to our mission of moving families off as-
sistance.

With respect to the unique needs of tribal TANF, over the past
year——

The CHAIRMAN. I am going to have to ask you to wrap up.
Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. All right. I will do this real quick.
Again, we have been working with the National Council of Amer-

ican Indians on tribal TANF recommendations. We would encour-
age those.

Also, as well as conflicting Federal program rules, which we have
outlined in a recent document entitled ‘‘Crossroads,’’ that I would
recommend for that.

In the long run, it is not rates, hours, or activities that matter
for the families we serve. Rather, the ultimate goal of welfare re-
form is the transition from cash dependency to job retention and
earnings progression, generating sufficient income to support a
family free from welfare for a lifetime.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. I would be happy to re-
spond to any questions.
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you very much, Ms. Arnold-Wil-
liams. The statements of each of you will be included in the record,
so you need not worry about that.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Arnold-Williams appears in the
appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Carroll?

STATEMENT OF RODNEY CARROLL, PRESIDENT AND CEO,
WELFARE-TO-WORK PARTNERSHIP, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. CARROLL. Thank you. Good morning, Chairman Baucus, Sen-
ator Breaux, and Senator Lincoln. I am delighted to be here.

Thank you for inviting me here today to discuss how the Amer-
ican business community believes we can support the individuals
and families who have moved from welfare to work, and also en-
sure people who work hard and play by the rules get an equal
chance at achieving the American dream.

My name is Rodney Carroll. I am the president and CEO of the
Welfare-To-Work Partnership. I can think of no more noble, patri-
otic, or American cause than taking people from poverty by giving
them a good job.

In 1996, when this Welfare Reform Act was passed, shortly after
the Welfare-To-Work Partnership was established in 1997. It began
with five companies. Those companies are: United Airlines, Mon-
santo, Burger King, Sprint, and also UPS.

It was established also under the direction of then-Governor
Thompson, and also Governor Copper, who has co-chaired our Gov-
ernors Advisory Board. It was also established early on that the
tag or the byline for this partnership would be that it is a smart
solution for business.

Since that time, the partnership has grown significantly, from 5
companies, to now boasting over 20,000 companies throughout the
United States.

Those companies, I believe, have had a significant impact in
changing this welfare population’s landscape. They have created
more than 1.1 million jobs since that time.

It is important also to note that those jobs that I am speaking
of, by and large, average more than 45 percent above minimum
wage, with more than 8 out of 10 having full health care benefits.

I guess another thing is, almost 83 percent have what we call
promotion-track jobs. In other words, even though a person may
come in entry level, they will have the opportunity, if they work
hard or they get education, to advance in the company.

One of the reasons why it is a smart solution for business, is be-
cause we found that hiring people from welfare makes good busi-
ness sense. People transitioning from welfare have had, in some
cases, a 50 percent higher retention rate than other traditional
hires. Once we began to talk to businesses about that, suddenly
they raise their eyebrows because they can see how it could be good
for their bottom line.

In 1999, we applied for and received a competitive grant from the
Department of Labor. Although the issue of welfare reform is a na-
tional issue, I believe it might be solved with local solutions. We
started offices in five cities: New York, L.A., Chicago, New Orleans,
and Miami.
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We started a program that I will just refer to as a BizLink pro-
gram. The objective was to go on the ground, go from grass tops
to grass roots, and really get involved in the local community, with
the local governments, with the local service providers and see if
we can make an impact.

The Department of Labor made it kind of tough on us. They said,
not only do we want you to hire people from welfare, but you have
to hire or get people that we call the hardest to place people. These
are people that have more than one barrier to self-sufficiency.

We did that. The goal was 2,500. We passed 2,500 before the
grant expired, and we did that with about half of the money left
over. I will be more than happy to answer questions on this
BizLink program, if you so desire.

But as I looked at the panel today, I started to think about what
I was going to say, how I was going to say it. I began to think that
we probably need to also hear from someone who really under-
stands and knows what it is like to be on welfare.

You see, although many of us talk to people every day, we read
about them, and all that, but in some cases no one else can better
tell you than a person who has actually experienced that.

When I was 15 years old, I remember growing up in Philadel-
phia. I was in kind of a tough neighborhood. I had a pretty good
childhood, but I found out later on that I was poor. I did not know
I was poor. People told me I was poor. I guess I was poor.

You see, I remember growing up, and for some reason my family
was on welfare. I remember debating back and forth with my sister
who would have to go to the store, because when you went to the
store you had food stamps and you did not want your friends to see
you with the food stamps. Those are the kinds of things you deal
with when you are a teenager.

But I also remember that people in my neighborhood, people that
I looked up to, people in schools, people that were in authority,
they had a low expectation for me. They did not think I was really
going to do anything, except for perhaps get in trouble. As I re-
member looking at what I guess was a script for my life, I did not
like what I was seeing.

People thought that, well, he is probably going to get into trou-
ble. They looked at a database and they looked at the statistics.
The statistics said, well, a person growing up is probably going to
do this, probably going to do that.

I remember feeling not good about that because, you see, I was
determined to do something good with my life. But I was looking
for a chance, an opportunity.

Fortunately, I did get that. Eventually, I got a chance to work
at UPS. Now, when I came to UPS I did not come in in a suit and
tie. I did not even come in full-time. I did not come in with any-
thing other than an opportunity, a chance.

When I got that opportunity and chance, fortunately I was able
to make the best of it. I began to climb the ranks of UPS, going
from loader, to unloader, to supervisor, and so forth and so on, to
the point that, in 1996, I was running the third-largest operation
in the UPS System.

During that time, one of the goals was where we had problems
hiring people. I remembered how I grew up, and I remembered

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



26

that there were people just like me, looking for a chance. We start-
ed what we consider to be one of the best, most innovative welfare-
to-work programs in this country.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Carroll, very much. That is ex-

tremely helpful.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Carroll appears in the appendix.]

STATEMENT OF GORDON BERLIN, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT,
MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORPORATION,
NEW YORK, NY

Mr. BERLIN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to testify about the lessons we have
learned from more than 30 rigorous evaluations of State welfare re-
form programs.

Findings from evaluations of programs like the ones State have
been running since the passage of welfare reform provide reliable
evidence that these programs have played a significant role in rais-
ing employment and earnings and reducing welfare receipt.

Underlying TANF’s success is its focus on private sector work,
the new message that welfare is temporary, and the block grant
structure that makes TANF a flexible funding source, not simply
a program.

But welfare reform’s very success has helped to underscore its
shortcomings as well, bringing into sharper focus two new sets of
problems: the needs of the working poor who have traded a welfare
check for a paycheck but saw little change in their income, and the
needs of the hard-to-employ, with a range of employment barriers
who were left behind by reform.

The key challenge is how to sustain the remarkable gains in em-
ployment and welfare while adapting TANF to this changing con-
text.

In my written remarks, I make four principal points: First, over-
all program effectiveness could be improved by expanding the role
of education and training; second, particular welfare policies can,
indeed, benefit children; third, investments in R&D related to re-
form’s new hard-to-employ and working poor challenge are needed;
and, fourth, the Congress should proceed cautiously in further in-
creasing TANF’s participation requirements, while ending the case-
load reduction credit.

Changing the participation requirement could have the unin-
tended effect of diverting resources, modifying otherwise successful
programs, and increasing costs.

Let me focus in my remaining time on three of these issues.
First, overall program effectiveness could be substantially improved
by modestly expanding the role of work-focused education and
training. The evidence indicates that both Job Search First and
Education First programs are effective, but neither is as effective
as a strategy that combines the two. Unfortunately, the restrictions
TANF places on the use of educational services limit state flexi-
bility to operate such ‘‘mixed-strategy programs.’’

What might Congress do? Allow States to count education, train-
ing, and other services towards TANF’s participation requirements.
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The second point, is that there is now new and powerful evidence
demonstrating that welfare reform can play a vital role in improv-
ing the well-being of children. But success depends on both the
strategy employed and on the age of the child.

Strategies that increase employment and income together, spe-
cifically strategies that supplement the earnings of welfare recipi-
ents who take jobs, can improve the school performance of elemen-
tary school children.

Fortunately, most States have taken steps to boost employment
and income. More than 40 States have revised the rules so that
welfare can be used as a supplement to boost the earnings of the
working poor, along with the EITC and food stamps.

In the long run, however, these earnings supplement strategies
run afoul of welfare’s time limits. Recipients can combine work and
welfare until they reach the time limit, at which point benefits end,
income tumbles, and the prerequisites for benefitting children no
longer exist.

What can Congress do in this area? First, either allow States to
stop the Federal time limit clock when welfare recipients work full-
time, or clarify the definition of non-assistance to include ongoing
cash payments made to supplement the earnings of full-time work-
ers.

Either change would allow States to use Federal TANF dollars
to run two separate programs: a time-limited program for the wel-
fare poor who are not working, and an earnings supplement pro-
gram for the working poor who are.

I said earlier that age of child also matters. This is particularly
true for adolescents. When mothers go to work, adolescents’ school
performance declines somewhat. These teens are less likely to be
supervised, more likely to be caring for younger siblings, and are
more likely to work long hours themselves, all of which appear to
negatively affect their school performance.

Fortunately, these negative effects for adolescents do not trans-
late into higher rates of school drop-out, suspensions, or teenaged
child bearing.

While the effects are small, they bear watching and raise ques-
tions about whether we are doing enough to engage adolescents in
positive after-school experiences and to provide enough child care
to care for their younger siblings.

A related strategy for increasing the income of low-income fami-
lies and benefitting children would be to shore up the new safety
net that you have begun to build around the working poor by mak-
ing the child support and food stamp programs more working poor
friendly, and by sending the message that States should be taking
steps to ensure that workers get the benefits for which they are eli-
gible.

My third point was related to jump-starting a new round of state
innovation by dedicating a pool of R&D dollars states could draw
upon to learn what works for the hard-to-employ with multiple bar-
riers to employment for helping the working poor advance in the
lesor market, and other pressing issues. I provide more information
on these issues in my written statement.

The fourth point, is that while the administration’s bill provides
a constructive framework for addressing many of the most pressing
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issues before you, in one area, participation standards, the admin-
istration’s proposal entails significant risks.

In its attempt to strike a balance between strengthening the
Act’s already strong employment message, while opening the door
to increased use of education and training, the administration pro-
poses to allow limited use of education training services while also
ratcheting up TANF’s participation standards and the weekly
hours of participation required, and also ending the caseload reduc-
tion credit. These last three steps together constitute powerful
medicine for a program that does not appear to be sick.

In my prepared remarks, I ask and answer two key questions:
are the new standards achievable and are the standards likely to
generate more effective State programs?

The short answer to both questions is no. In addition, and most
importantly, the risk of unintended consequences is quite high.

To meet the standard being proposed, the most successful State
welfare programs we have evaluated would have to radically re-
structure their programs. This restructuring could have the unin-
tended effect of distorting priorities, diverting resources, and driv-
ing up costs for child care, and the creation of work experience
slots with the potential consequence of undermining the very suc-
cess we are now celebrating.

Changes in participation standards are needed, the actual par-
ticipation rate of near zero now in place does not send the right
message, but building better information systems and establishing
benchmarks based on actual participation rates, or better yet em-
ployment outcomes would be the best next step.

Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Berlin.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Berlin appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to begin with you, Ms. Arnold-Wil-

liams. I believe it is your view that work participation rates are not
the best measure of program performance, if I understand you cor-
rectly.

You feel that work participation requirements are a bit outmoded
and an incomplete measure of welfare-to-work efforts. I wonder if
you could just talk about that a little bit more. In your experiences
in Utah, what works? You mentioned a couple of changes. I wrote
them down here, about the employment credit, two-parent, and so
forth.

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Right.
The CHAIRMAN. But, again, if you could just flesh that out a little

more why you think that work participation rates are really not
the best measure, just so we can get a better flavor of that.

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. I would be happy to do that. They were
probably the best measure we had in 1996 as we ventured into this
across the country, some States for the first time, in terms of that.
In some States, they may still be.

What APHSA recommends, is that States be allowed to choose.
If they believe that participation rates are still what is most appro-
priate for their State based on, again, 50 very different State pro-
grams out there, and within a State differences based on counties
and localities, but that many of us as States have tried to progress
beyond that to true outcome, what we would consider less process
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and more outcome measures of job placement, retention, and earn-
ings progression, basically, the high-performance bonus criteria
that we have been competing for over the last couple of years.

We believe that that is the next stage of welfare reform, is par-
ticularly retention in jobs, in our economic downturns in our
States. That is raising the bar a lot higher, to have us focus on re-
taining TANF families in employment and earnings progression
within that.

So, we would like to work with the Congress and administration
in structuring something that would have some options in that for
the State to move to more of an outcome focus with respect to chil-
dren and families based on those criteria.

The CHAIRMAN. I do not have a lot of time here, but again, how
do we address retention? Just, more ideas. Talk a little more.

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Right. I think some of those have been
mentioned a lot here. What are the work supports? In our State,
we put a lot of focus on the work supports. In one of those big,
large, square western States, which I know you represent as well,
transportation is one of the most critical supports that we can pro-
vide, right up there with child care, right up there with medical as-
sistance. Transitional medical assistance is a key.

The CHAIRMAN. That is true. We have virtually no public trans-
portation, frankly.

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Right. We do not. We have it in the Cen-
tral Salt Lake area, Wasatch Front. The rest of the State has no
public transit. So, transportation is absolutely critical.

I think it is being very creative about how we package our re-
sources and how we work, actually in a community-by-community
level to provide the right job supports, working with businesses to
figure out what works best to support that employee.

That has become more challenging in a time of economic down-
turn, where the full jobs are not as available, full 40-hour-a-week
jobs are not as available. We have many businesses who are cut-
ting back on hours per employee to avoid layoffs, full layoffs of em-
ployees in terms of that.

So, I think we want to focus more on, what do we do to support
those families and keep them in that work force? Child care, trans-
portation, medical support, food stamps, EITC, all of that package.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Again, I would like both of you, you
and Mr. Carroll, and Mr. Berlin, too, if you would like to, comment
on the point you made. There are not that many people that have
40-hour jobs, even off welfare.

It is very hard to meet the 40-hour requirement when so many
service sector jobs, which are the jobs most likely to be utilized
here, themselves are not 40 hours. They are 20 hours a week, or
35. It just changes so much.

How do we deal with that? The administration says you have got
to have 40 hours. But my off-the-cuff observation is, that is pretty
tough to meet. That is unrealistic, given the jobs that are available
today.

So, your thoughts. Mr. Carroll, why do you not begin?
Mr. CARROLL. Sure. Thank you. Obviously, that is going to be

tough. Certainly, the bar has been raised. However, here is what
I would suggest.
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One of our programs that we have is called the Law Project Pro-
gram. We tell people that have never been in a law firm, or had
an ex offender background, you name it, that we would like you to
be a paralegal. We tell them about what a paralegal makes, and
all that. A paralegal makes about $38,000 a year, on average.

We tell them how you can transition your life. They begin at the
law firm just doing whatever, it could be in the mail room. But
along with that, they go to school to become a paralegal. I am not
sure, because I do not know the plan as well as somebody else
knows it.

So, part of the goal would be not only to work, but they need to
get some type of training and education that is really going to take
them, not out of welfare to work, but out of poverty. How you do
that, is they are going to have to have a skill so businesses are
going to be willing to hire them.

So I think, if we are going to raise that bar, our expectation level
for people trying to transition from welfare, it needs to be higher
as well.

The CHAIRMAN. How do you get more employers to develop these
kinds of programs?

Mr. CARROLL. Well, that is what we specialize in. We go and we
start with the employer. We ask them, do you have a need? If they
say they do have a need, then we start to talk about how, as Ms.
Arnold-Williams said, how we can support them. We say, all right,
we are going to put a person in your job, in your company, and
along with them is going to come a support system.

The CHAIRMAN. What about smaller businesses? A lot of States
do not have a lot of big companies. UPS is virtually everywhere.

Mr. CARROLL. Well, these law firms, a lot of them are only 10,
15 people, 5 people. It all depends. It really has to do with the vi-
sion. Where do you see this going? Once you get that clear, then
I think it becomes clearer how to get there.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Well, my time is up. When the other
Senators ask their questions, I am going to ask you to put your-
self—you made an excellent initial point. We need somebody here
who is on welfare, or off, just to hear firsthand, not secondhand.
So, I am going to ask you to be that person when I come back
around.

Mr. CARROLL. Sure.
The CHAIRMAN. Just put yourself int he shoes of the average,

typical single mom who is just struggling, and talk it through when
we come back around.

Mr. CARROLL. Sure.
The CHAIRMAN. Thanks.
Senator Lincoln?
Senator LINCOLN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Thanks to our panel who is here today to share with us in look-

ing for some of the solutions. Some of the solutions, you have al-
ready found.

Ms. Arnold-Williams, you hit on a point earlier, and I think Sen-
ator Baucus mentioned some of it, too, and I had meant to bring
it with up with Secretary Thompson but did not have time, but we
in Arkansas have a monthly benefit of $170 for a family with an
adult and two children. Once a welfare client in Arkansas is work-
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ing 28 hours at minimum wage, the family no longer qualifies for
TANF.

So if the 40-hour work week is required, the family would be off
of TANF before they could even be counted towards the State’s
work participation rate.

So, the State would disregard the earnings perhaps, but that
would really have somewhat of a perverse effect of making the fam-
ily stay on cash assistance so that they could be counted towards
the State’s work participation rate. That is kind of what you are
saying, right?

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Right.
Senator LINCOLN. Disincentives.
Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. I think that is a fact. I think a good num-

ber of States are in that situation. I think the unintended con-
sequences of that policy choice would be States looking at earned
income disregard, or in States like ours that have chosen a shorter
time limit, maybe going back up to the longer one, which is not the
right answer for anyone.

I think that is why we would like to structure—and again, we
appreciate your leadership on this—some kind of an employment
credit. I think we all agree that the caseload reduction credit is not
probably the right measure in 2002. But if we could count those in-
dividuals for longer than 3 months, for a year even, it would give
credit to what they are doing.

We talked about expectations. We have a universal approach in
Utah, because we believe that if you expect nothing of someone and
say, well, we do not think you can do anything, they will not.

If you say, we believe everyone can do something, they will. But
we need to honor that then. When they step up to the plate and
say, you bet, I am doing it, we want to be able to give full value
to that and credit to that. So, I think a better policy choice is
around the employment credit and how we structure that.

Senator LINCOLN. Well, I want to thank you. Certainly, working
with my colleague on the House side, Congressman Levin, your
group, and others, we are trying to come up with that employment
credit that is going to work, and I think move us more towards the
objectives of what we have intended.

I think perhaps maybe Secretary Thompson and I may have been
talking about different things when we were talking about the
three-month piece there. He may have misunderstood what my
question may have been there.

Mr. Carroll, I want to applaud you. I have been a fan of yours
for quite some time, and what you have done in taking your Wel-
fare-To-Work Partnership and really working through that and
providing the incentive for individuals, as well as businesses.

This is not something that government can do alone. We have to
have a partnership, whether it is our State or Federal Govern-
ments, with the businesses and industries out there, knowing what
they need in their employees, and helping them to locate those em-
ployees, and then providing that kind of assistance and back-up.

The one thing that we talked about earlier, just maybe you might
elaborate on your experience in helping place welfare recipients
into jobs, and how crucial dependable child care is in that vein.
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Mr. CARROLL. Sure. I agree with most everyone here that child
care is probably the single most important reason, and it is cer-
tainly something that we all need to be concerned about.

Chairman Baucus talked about a woman in Montana who, with
every fiber in her body, wanted to be off welfare and got off, but
could not afford the child care. If I were her, I would be thinking,
well, one solution would be to give me a child care subsidy or some-
thing so I could pay for child care, but I would prefer to make
enough money to pay for my own child care.

So when we approach this, I think we have to approach it from
both directions. We may need to have some type of additional sub-
sidy for child care. But again, the long-term goal needs to be that
that woman, and any other person, is able to provide for their own
families. That is what we really want, the dignity that we can pro-
vide for our own family.

Senator LINCOLN. Self-sufficiency.
Mr. CARROLL. Right.
Senator LINCOLN. Mr. Berlin, you mentioned in some of your tes-

timony that satisfying that 40-hour participation rate would re-
quire major increases in child care funding.

One of the other issues that is critical for us in rural States is
transportation, and that has been talked about a lot here. I would
like for you to kind of elaborate on these challenges in rural areas
that are somewhat magnified.

When you talk about child care, you are not just talking about
affording it, you are talking about finding it. We have counties that
do not even have child care. We have got people that live out in
rural areas that do not have any transportation. Much like Mon-
tana and other places, we have very little public transit. You men-
tioned that there is a little bit of a magnification, I guess, in rural
areas.

Mr. BERLIN. The challenge is definitely greater in rural areas. It
is the administrative impracticality of higher participation rates
that concerns me. If somebody is working 30 hours a week, it
means you have to arrange 10 hours of extra activity. The indi-
vidual would have to get from his or her job to that 10 hours of
other activity, and especially in rural areas that extra activity
could be located very far away from the work site.

Even if the bill allowed you to set up 40 hours of education and
training activities, most of those programs do not invoke 40 hours
of activity a week, so again you would have to set up multiple as-
signments with similar transportation challenges and adding to the
state’s participation as a hardance tracking headaches. So then
really what happens, is you end up focusing on keeping people busy
while they are on welfare rather than actually investing in getting
them off of welfare.

In my testimony, I lay out a number of difficulties and problems
that you would confront, and they are all magnified tremendously
in rural areas.

Senator LINCOLN. We appreciate it. This has been an excellent
panel.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Breaux?
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Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank the panel.
I apologize. Previous meetings would not let me be here for the
Secretary. I am sorry I missed him.

I remember when President Clinton proposed the legislation to
end welfare as we know it. There was a real substantial amount
of predictions that it was never going to work and it was going to
cause unbelievable hardship. We could not meet a 50 percent work
requirement.

I think we have done a pretty good job of meeting all of those
requirements. I mean, by any measure, there are 52 to 56 percent,
as the Secretary said, fewer people in welfare, families and individ-
uals. That has been a real success.

I am hearing the same type of concern expressed that we heard
8 years ago, that if you require 70 percent of the welfare caseload
to be engaged in a 40-hour work week, it is going to collapse, the
country is not going to be able to survive, et cetera, et cetera.

It seems that those are the same concerns I heard 8 years ago,
and we have met those standards. It kind of reminds me of the
CAFE standards debate on automobile efficiency. The automobile
industry said, you make us meet these high standards, we are all
going to close and go broke. Yet, they have met them all. We are
looking at the same thing, expanding it again.

Can you comment on why we cannot do more in this area? Be-
cause when we were challenged once, we did it very successfully.

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. I would be happy to take a stab at that
from a State perspective. I think we are saying we can do more.
I think it is probably time to raise the expectations of the States
and of us on our customers.

I think the key to that, and what was key to the 1996 law that
allowed us to not have those very negative outcomes that some pre-
dicted to happen, is that flexibility. Again, I will use my own State.
We have a very individualized approach: universal participation, no
one is exempted. We work one-on-one. Our employment counselors
focus on negotiating a very individualized plan that meets that per-
son’s individual needs, and then they meet the participation re-
quirements.

So, I do not think it is an either/or question. I think it is a ques-
tion of, what should those expectations be? We agree that they
should be higher. But then what are States allowed, in terms of
flexibility, to mix, choose, and match the strategies that will have
us achieve those, again, with positive outcomes for children and
families?

Senator BREAUX. Well, I think that that is important, to consider
where we were 8 years ago when we talked about setting these
numbers and what the outcome ultimately was. Now we are say-
ing, well, can we do better than that? I hear some of the same ar-
guments, that, no, we cannot, that I heard back then, yet we were
able to do it.

One of the big arguments—and I am a big supporter of child
care. You cannot have individuals work if they do not have child
care, the children are not being taken care of. They are going to
end up getting into trouble and end up being a bigger problem than
if we took care of them in the first place.
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I mean, it is incredibly important that we do that. Arguably,
Louisiana is one of the poorer States in the Nation. Maybe it is not
even an argument. Just give us that.

But we checked with the State Department about whether we
had a waiting list for child care, and it came back that, no, we do
not. We do not have a waiting list for child care assistance in what
is arguably the poorest State. What am I missing there, or am I
missing something? Can anybody talk about child care?

Mr. BERLIN. Well, I think it varies by State. I am not sure of all
the specifics in Louisiana, but in some places there are pretty sub-
stantial waiting lists for child care.

I just would make one other point about this, broadly. I think
you are absolutely right to ask why the skepticism now given all
that has been accomplished. Reform was a leap of faith then and
the states succeeded. Why do we think we cannot do it again now?

The reality is that no State actually had to meet the participa-
tion standards that were established in the 1996 Act because case-
loads fell so much. What the administration is proposing to do is
to both raise rates and to phase out the caseload reduction credit
that has reduced the current participation standard facing most
states to near zero.

So what is going to happen in the next 3 or 4 years, is that for
the first time States are going to have to meet rates dramatically
higher than they have been meeting up until now.

Senator BREAUX. Well, it is going to be a lot more difficult. The
easy cases have been solved. What remains in most cases are the
most difficult. If they were not that difficult, they would already
have jobs. They would be in a law firm, they would be driving a
truck, they would be working in a hamburger place, learning a
skill, working their way into a very meaningful occupation. I am
all supportive of that.

So what we have left is some of the most difficult cases, which
are going to require some real challenging, innovative ideas about
how to solve it.

I am a big believer in helping them with medical assistance and
the transitional Medicaid assistance program. Have you all had
problems or seen problems on a State level, Ms. Arnold-Williams,
with regard to continuing updating on their incomes? If someone
is making enough income, or hopefully working for an employer
that provides some health insurance, they do not need to have this
program.

But has there been a burden on the States, in your experience
of other States, being required to constantly update their income
earnings to maintain their eligibility?

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Right. I think, Senator, that would ex-
tend to things like food stamps. There is that whole area of align-
ing the package of programs that support families and employ-
ment, and Medicaid is one. In our State, we had a waiver to have
2 years of transitional Medicaid. We lost that waiver a couple of
years ago.

Senator BREAUX. But you had it going for a while?
Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. We did. Our waiver ran out about a year

ago on that.
Senator BREAUX. We have legislation to give you another year.
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Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Right.
Senator BREAUX. With less regulatory requirements on reporting.
Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. The more simplified, the better, particu-

larly as we move towards higher expectations of number of hours
of week that TANF families are involved in work or other activi-
ties. That is less time they have to be walking into our offices, up-
dating everything or doing that.

In our State, we are actually trying to do as much of that elec-
tronically. We have a new major initiative around that. But I think
it is real important to simplify that, not only for the agency, but
most importantly for the family.

Mr. BERLIN. And similar simplification in the food stamp area
along the lines that we have done in Medicaid would be very help-
ful.

Senator BREAUX. We are going to have them doing more report-
ing than we are going to have them doing work. It is crazy.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Mr. Carroll, just walk us through. Put yourself in the shoes of

that single mom, her life, how she sees it, as if she were here. Un-
fortunately, she is not, but if she were.

Mr. CARROLL. Well, I could think of a number of examples. I
think, obviously, child care, if it is a single mom, one of our con-
cerns would be her children and whether they would be taken care
of. If she had to work on off hours, she would need child care that
would be open at night or on the weekends. Certainly, she would
want safe child care.

The other thing is, she would want to be able to get to and from
wherever her employment was, so transportation could be an issue
as well. Then she would also like to be trained and be able to know
what she is going to do in the job.

I think at some point down the road she would want to be in the
place where she could manage all of that through her own means.
She would want to be able to have a car so she could drive to and
from. She would want to be able to have a system to be able to pay
for child care. Certainly, she would want to be able to advance in
her employment.

So, I guess when we start to talk about the bill and the legisla-
tion, we need to have some process. TANF one was passed, now we
are going to TANF two. We need to have something that says, all
right, what is the road map? Where are we going to end up down
the road? Where are we going to be?

We do not want to be, 5 years from now, saying the child care
subsidy is not enough. We would like to be at the point where we
have the child care necessities, like in Louisiana, that are less be-
cause people have been able to take care of that.

The one thing I think we make a mistake on as a society, is we
do not necessarily know that welfare recipients want what we all
want. They want the dignity that work brings, they want to have
the same lifestyle, they want their children to go to college. They
want everything that we want and they just need some help in get-
ting there.

The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Arnold-Williams, do you want to supplement
that? What do you think?
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Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. I would add, maybe just from the other
end of the harder to serve, and this is an example I have been
using where I go, and I believe I am proud of in our State in terms
of innovation across entities, and that is that recipient who maybe
has a severe substance abuse problem, which we know is true for
many of them.

What we have done—and again, in an individualized approach—
is taken that intercept. We also know that many of those families,
because of that abuse problem, interact with the child welfare sys-
tem. My child protective services investigators know that family as
well, my substance abuse staff know them, and our workforce staff
know them.

So, we have challenged the three systems to come together in
trying to match. They all have different timelines. We talk about
the 60-month time limit, in our State, 36. But in child welfare in
my State, you have 12 months to get your act together or face los-
ing your children permanently.

Substance abuse tended to like to have 18 to 24 months to work
with someone. So, we actually sat the systems down and said, you
cannot do this. We cannot achieve the outcomes for these kids and
this family with you doing that.

So, we adopted the very successful Drug Court model into the
Dependency Court, into our Juvenile Court, to work with these
mothers and these children so that the system is putting every-
thing together. We are shooting on that 12-month time limit, be-
cause that is the shortest, for mom to either get her kids back or
keep her kids, and it is working. It is working tremendously. So
that mom needs the three systems to come together and work to-
gether well and give everything towards that.

But that mom also needs the system to be able to say, I might
know for 12 months the best she is going to do is be in very inten-
sive substance abuse treatment, visit the judge every other week,
not every 6 months or every 3 months in a typical child welfare
case, make sure the kids are in school, work with my child welfare
staff, and work with her employment counselor so at the end of
that drug treatment, it may be 12 months, she is ready to move
into employment.

So I would also say that I think if I were that mom, I would
want my system coming together collaboratively for me. I would
want them to have the flexibility to do that. I would want them to
be able to work very intensively with me up front so that I do
stand a better chance. That may not be 3 months.

One of the things that concerns me a little bit, is assuming you
can do substance abuse treatment in three months, because you
cannot do that.

The CHAIRMAN. That is a good point. Unfortunately, in a lot of
States—and one of them is mine, Montana—the largest law en-
forcement problem is methamphetamine. That is the case in, I
know, most law enforcement jurisdictions.

You know as well as I that methamphetamine is wicked stuff.
When you get on it, it is harder to get off, treatment is harder than
other drugs, cocaine, heroin, et cetera. Unfortunately, in Montana
there are virtually no public drug rehabilitation/substance abuse
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programs. There are some available in the private sector, but they
are very expensive.

There is none, for example, in the penal system. Persons who are
incarcerated do not have any program to help them get off, so when
they get out they are more likely to get back on again.

How many States do have a significant substance abuse program
that works? I am told, like with methamphetamine, to your point,
it takes more than three months. It takes more than 12 months,
in many cases, it is such bad stuff and alters your brain perma-
nently.

Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Yes. Unfortunately, it is a drug of choice
for women, at least from what we see.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Because it helps them lose weight.
The CHAIRMAN. Helps them lose weight. Exactly.
Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Unfortunately, there is that. And do ev-

erything. Be super woman, in terms of that.
The CHAIRMAN. Exactly. Super mom.
Ms. ARNOLD-WILLIAMS. Yes. I should mention how we have fund-

ed many of these drug dependency courts is with our tobacco settle-
ment money. Our legislature chose to put some into that.

Because you are right. The substance abuse block grant that
States get is not sufficient to meet the needs. Even though it is a
block grant, it has many set-asides and earmarks. So one thing
might be allowing some flexibility in how that money is spent to
target on some of these families.

We have been lucky to have our State legislature put State funds
into substance abuse treatment, as well as local funds, but I think
we may be unique in that. I believe you have a very key point
there, that States are not geared up to handle what is coming their
way.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Berlin, do you want to add anything here?
I will give you the opportunity here.

Mr. BERLIN. In reality, what we are seeing is a fundamental
transformation of the welfare system, not just because the welfare
rolls have gone down, but because these agencies now have a whole
new set of responsibilities in two new areas.

First they are becoming rehabilitation agencies for the hard-to-
employ, which requires a completely different set of relationships
with different providers, different thinking about what the right
standards for success are and what would constitute progress in an
individual’s welfare to work plan.

Second, these are also now the agencies responsible for pulling
together the new safety net that we have built around the needs
of the working poor. Instead of having a system that is built solely
around non-work the way the old welfare system was, we have
made welfare temporary, beginning to build a new system of sup-
port around work for the working poor. That, I think, is a much
healthier place to be, and it is where the American public wants
us to be.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, that is a good point. I know that efforts,
at least in my State, that have had some success in stamping out
methamphetamine have to be totally holistic. It is not just law en-
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forcement, not just prevention, not just rehabilitation. It is schools,
churches, the communities.

So, it is zero sum. There is just no escape. I think it is somewhat
similar to the concepts you were making about in terms of work
and helping on a community-based effort to get this done.

Thank you very much, all of you. You have been very helpful.
The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:16 p.m. the hearing was adjourned.]
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TANF REAUTHORIZATION: REQUIRING AND
SUPPORTING WORK

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 10, 2002

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, DC.
The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 9:38 a.m., in

room 215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. James M. Jeffords
presiding.

Also present: Senators Rockefeller, Breaux, Lincoln, and Grass-
ley.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. JEFFORDS, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM VERMONT

Senator JEFFORDS. The hearing will come to order.
Both of my good friends are not able to be here at this moment.

I think Senator Grassley will be here shortly. The Chairman is not
going to be able to be here.

So I want to, first of all, thank the Chairman, who is not present
yet, and also the Republican Leader, for their efforts on having this
hearing.

We have two distinguished members of our country that have
been deeply involved in the welfare reform programs, and I am
pleased to have them here to guide us as we move into the future.

As you know, the administration has made a new proposal which
has caused some concern about those who have been operating
their own plans. Some of the plans have been very successful.

I think we have two Governors here which have done an out-
standing job with respect to preparing people who have difficulties
in getting jobs to be able to participate in our society.

So, I want to say to Governor Engler, who I have worked with
a long time, who has always done an outstanding job, I would ask
you to start.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN ENGLER, GOVERNOR, EAST
LANSING, MI

Governor ENGLER. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, to
you and to the members of the committee, and to the many mem-
bers of the staff who will work on this. We appreciate the oppor-
tunity to come here today to testify on the reauthorization of wel-
fare reform.

I am here today on behalf of the National Governors Association,
and certainly on behalf of the State of Michigan.
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Six years ago, the Governors of America came to the Congress as
a bipartisan group and asked for the opportunity to make broad
changes to a flawed welfare system. That became reality with the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
of 1996.

We are here today to renew that bipartisan Federal/State part-
nership and to give you our recommendations for how we can work
together toward the next stage of welfare reform.

I believe that the Federal legislation succeeded, and frankly suc-
ceeded beyond the expectations of many people who followed this
process. It succeeded because Washington focused on the over-arch-
ing goals and left the strategies and the methods to the States.

States have proven that, given flexibility, they can design a bet-
ter program, deliver better services, and get better outcomes for
families and taxpayers.

Here are just a few examples, Mr. Chairman, of how States rep-
resented on this committee have tailored their programs to promote
self-sufficiency among your constituents.

In Utah, mental health counseling and substance abuse treat-
ment that will lead to self-sufficiency are included in the definition
of work participation.

In Florida, recipients may enroll in remedial education or GED
preparation classes as stand-alone activities. Tennessee provides
cash incentives at various times to former recipients of welfare who
retain employment.

In Iowa, community organizations and local workforce offices can
apply for community self-sufficiency grants to address systemic
barriers, such as improving access to transportation.

In my State of Michigan, our welfare reform and Work First ef-
forts have moved more than 308,000 families from welfare rolls to
payrolls.

I think that we recognize that the job of helping families, all fam-
ilies, obtain long-term self-sufficiency is far from over.

We would urge the committee to build on the success that has
been achieved to reject any proposals that would alter the course
that States have followed in implementing welfare reform.

This morning, I would like to focus briefly on three items: the
proposed increase in work requirements, expansion of qualified ex-
penditures under maintenance of effort rules, and the opportunity
to achieve more success through program alignment.

As States move forward, it is important to maintain work in un-
subsidized private sector employment as a key goal. I think we
need to recognize and reward work at every level at every step in
the process, whether it is a first time, part-time entry-level job or
a position that can lead to a full-time career.

President Bush’s proposal keeps work as a central focus, and I
support his efforts to raise the bar. I look forward, though, to a
final product that recognizes the goal of work, while balancing the
changing mix of our caseloads: current State programs, available
resources, and maximum State flexibility.

Second, I recommend that the definition of qualified State ex-
penditures under maintenance of effort requirements be expanded.
Current Federal law, ironically, actually places more strings on
State maintenance of effort funding than on Federal money.
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Governors support removing the restrictions on State funds so
that the States have at least as much flexibility in the spending of
maintenance of effort funds as they do with TANF dollars.

We have committed, in State after State, funds to low-income
families, though I think that needs to be acknowledged in the proc-
ess. The race to the bottom that dire speculation centered on never
occurred. In fact, it was clearly a race to see how many families
could be moved to self-sufficiency.

A GAO assessment yielded data in Michigan that showed, from
1995 to 2000, that Federal TANF and non-TANF spending on low-
income families increased by 10 percent. During this same time pe-
riod, comparable State spending actually increased by 26 percent.

Third, I would like to focus on what I think is the most innova-
tive idea emerging from this year’s welfare reform debate. The
President called it the super waiver authority. Secretary Thompson
has talked about that a great deal. I would simply call it common
sense.

This would allow States to seek waivers across programs in var-
ious Federal departments. Families who receive cash often get
caught up in some inconsistent and conflicting Federal rules and
policies: food stamps, housing, education and training systems,
workforce systems.

I will just use one example. The food stamp program is one
where I think States need this greater flexibility. We recognize food
stamps are not the jurisdiction of this committee, however, food
stamp benefits are often a key support for families as they move
toward self-sufficiency, and certainly is directly related to contin-
ued success in welfare reform.

Despite the significant progress, rules for administering the food
stamp program remain proscriptive and inflexible. At the same
time, you find States offering many families both food stamp and
WIC programs, and they are both targeted to low-income families.
They do not coordinate. Our hands are tied.

Two examples, are retailer availability and benefits insurance.
The USDA has certified about 1,800 Michigan retailers for WIC,
and over 5,000 Michigan retailers for food stamps. Now, we do not
control that certification. That is what the Federal agencies would
decide.

So if you have got a family that has got a favorite grocery store
for food stamps, they may find in that same store they cannot use
their WIC benefits.

Now, we have moved all of our food stamps to an electronic bene-
fits transfer, or EBT, system. We have this bridge card, with our
Mackinaw Bridge featured on it.

In spite of all of our best efforts, we have not been able—and
these are all multiple road blocks, all at the Federal level—to get
the WIC benefits put on this same card.

So, we have got about 200,000 Michigan women and children
who are still tethered to paper. The retailers still have got to proc-
ess all that paper. Meanwhile, everybody using food stamps alone
has got this card.

The State finds itself operating then two independent benefits
issuance systems and processes, duplicated costs, and here is the
same family getting benefits in both programs. It does not make
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sense, and that is where this common sense waiver or super waiver
would come in.

So we would encourage this committee to provide States the abil-
ity to coordinate programs to allow for seamless delivery of benefits
to those who are eligible.

A number of other programs, obviously, are increasingly inter-
connected, with welfare reform initiatives in States, and not just
the child welfare, but child support, child care, housing, Medicaid,
and the Workforce Investment Act.

There is a lot of recognition in Congress. Some of the public
statements have been marvelous on this point about the need to
take these barriers to coordination down and to have additional au-
thority to coordinate.

I would just say, we look forward to working with the committee
to develop the most effective ways to eliminate barriers to it and
create incentives for greater coordination of related programs, all
with the goal of strengthening families and encouraging work.

And since the focus of this hearing today is on work, I want to
just close by saying that State leaders want to see all adults work-
ing, just as Federal officials do. Give us the tools and we can de-
liver.

Flexibility leading to States’ ability for greater coordination is
right at the top of our list. Greater coordination will ultimately
lead to an improved system of delivering assistance to our citizens,
and that improved system will encourage reward and support work
and working families.

I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify. I would also
like, Mr. Chairman, to submit formally for the record the National
Governors Association policy on welfare reform, as well as the re-
sults from a survey that was taken from many of the States—not
100 percent have responded—discussing the State impact on pro-
posed changes and work requirements. I am sure we will get into
that in a moment.

This has been discussed somewhat in the media, I think maybe
somewhat erroneously. There are concerns, but we think that the
building blocks that are in place and the reauthorization really is
in the great interests of American families, including those who
have not yet gone to work.

So, I thank you and we look forward to renewing our historic bi-
partisan partnership to move to the next stage of welfare reform.
Thank you.

[The information appears in the appendix.]
Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much, Governor, for an excel-

lent statement. I admire you for what you have done and the guid-
ance you have given us.

[The prepared statement of Governor Engler appears in the ap-
pendix.]

Senator JEFFORDS. Our next witness is Governor Dean, who has
been Governor of Vermont since forever.

Governor DEAN. 1991. [Laughter.]
Senator JEFFORDS. 1908.
Governor DEAN. Right.
Senator JEFFORDS. In addition to providing outstanding leader-

ship in my State, he has served as the chair of the National Gov-
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ernors Association and is currently a member of the NGA Execu-
tive Committee and lead Governor on welfare. This last position is
particularly fitting for today.

Governor Dean presided over the Welfare Reform Project, the
Nation’s first State-wide welfare reform demonstration project.
This project helped to lay the foundation for the 1996 TANF initia-
tive.

The Welfare Reform Project and successors’ Reach Out Program
have been very successful in Vermont. Vermont has been a leader
in the area of welfare reform, and has created outstanding pro-
grams—a little bit prejudiced statement here—that support work
and help people to develop the skills that are necessary to move off
the welfare rolls and onto self-sufficiency.

Governor Dean deserves a great deal of credit for this and has
been a true pioneer in the area. Thank you, Governor Dean, for ap-
pearing before us today. It is a great pleasure to have you, and I
look forward to your testimony.

I might also add that it is a pleasure today to have, as I have
already said, Governor Engler. I appreciated very much your testi-
mony, and you have been a great pioneer in this area as well.

Governor Dean?

STATEMENT OF HON. HOWARD DEAN, GOVERNOR,
MONTPELIER, VT

Governor DEAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, let me
extend my thanks to——

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Governor Dean, can I just say, for your
benefit, sir, both of you, I think, have mid-morning planes to catch,
or something. We have got a vote going, so I am going to go vote
now and then come back. Do no take it personally.

Governor DEAN. All right. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me thank, first, John Engler and

say that I concur with everything he said exactly, with one small
exception. I think he might agree with the exception. I would actu-
ally prefer not to have the super waiver. I would actually prefer
that Congress rewrite the law to give us as much flexibility so that
we do not have to go and get waivers.

Governor ENGLER. I would agree with that.
Senator JEFFORDS. No disagreement with that.
Governor DEAN. I think both Republicans and Democrats have

learned a lot out of what we have done. Vermont is actually, as you
may know, the very first State in the country to get waivers to do
the State-wide welfare reform program.

We actually had our waivers pending for the first President Bush
and worked their way through the system, so that President Clin-
ton was able to grant those waivers within 2 weeks of his inau-
guration.

So we started welfare reform, and I think Governor Engler and
Governor Thompson also did, long before the Congress even passed
a bill.

The purpose of my bringing that up, is because welfare reform
has been a bipartisan issue for Governors for a long, long time. We,
as an NGA, worked very, very hard with the Congress during the
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welfare reform debate and got what I think turns out to be a pretty
good bill. It has been incredibly successful.

I think most of the States that have certainly taken an aggres-
sive view towards welfare reform have reduced their welfare case-
loads by between 50 and 65 percent. It has been extraordinary, and
it has worked. Even those individuals who deeply opposed this,
fearing it was going to undermine low-income families, most of
those folks have now said, you know, we were mistaken about this.
This has worked very well.

Today in our State, we have seen very little increase in the rolls,
even though the economy has been in serious disarray for the last
year or so. What that means to me, is we have been extraordinarily
successful, not just in reducing the welfare rolls and getting people
to work, but most importantly, getting people into the private sec-
tor with skills that keep them in the private sector over a period
of time. That is really the goal.

The concerns that I have about the administration’s proposal
have to do with loss of flexibility and a top-down approach. I think
Governor Engler pointed out, and could not have said better, essen-
tially these programs were developed by the States. People in the
States are happy. In our State, we have not seen an increase in the
caseload, despite the downturn in the economy, which means that
we must have done something right.

I would hate to have any proposal come through the Congress
that would tell Michigan that they have to do things the way
Vermont has done them, or tell Vermont that they have to do
things the way that Michigan has done it. Michigan has extraor-
dinary results, too. In fact, I think their caseload has dropped even
more than ours has.

So, our principal argument here, speaking for the NGA, is that
we would like as much flexibility as we possibly could have. Some
of the things that Governor Engler was discussing about the EBT
and the food stamps, lots of States face that.

It is difficult to come before any agency, especially multiple agen-
cies, and ask for waivers. So I would ask, since you have an his-
toric opportunity here and you need to reauthorize the welfare re-
form bill, this is an opportunity to give the States more flexibility.

I know there was an enormous amount of concern in Congress
when this bill was first passed that there was going to be a race
to the bottom. There was a lot of fighting between Democrats and
Republicans at the time this bill was passed, even among the Gov-
ernors, about whether there would be a race to the bottom.

There was a lot of suspicion. We managed to set the suspicion
aside and negotiate and support a common approach. I think the
States have really proved themselves, that Governors, both Repub-
licans and Democrats, are good stewards of their people’s fortunes,
and want these programs to work. They are going to do what it
takes to make them work.

I think what you are going to see today is a bipartisan represen-
tation, both Democrats and Republicans, saying we think we have
earned the trust of Congress by our deeds, and we would like more
flexibility, not less flexibility.

Now, to put on a slightly partisan hat, I am concerned about
what I perceive to be a loss of flexibility in this bill.
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For example, our work requirements are substantially less than
what the Federal Government, or the administration, is now pro-
posing. Why is that? Is it because we do not think people ought to
work? We do think people ought to work.

But what we have concentrated on, is not public sector jobs. If
we can avoid it, we would like to not have to do make-work pro-
grams. They are much more expensive than private sector pro-
grams.

Under the administration’s proposal, in order to meet the re-
quirements, we would be required to create public service jobs and
we would be required to pay for child care, the money which is not
in there. In a rural State, we are going to somehow have to pay
for folks to get to their job opportunities.

We like our program because it allows us to count training as
hours worked, higher education as hours worked, therefore, moving
people, even though it takes a little longer, permanently off the
welfare rolls. The permanence is as testified to by the extraor-
dinary statistics that we have seen in our State, and I suspect a
number of others around the country.

The requirement that 70 percent of the workforce be in work is
a requirement we can work with, but we have to have much more
flexibility about the definitions. If you taken, using the Vermont
example, 50 percent of the welfare load and put them in long-term,
meaningful jobs that have not gone away during the recession, that
means the remaining 50 percent are much, much tougher to place.

There is a much higher rate proportionately now of substance
abusing problems, mental illness, disabilities among the welfare
population because so many of the able-bodied folks that were on
welfare are now in the workforce. That means it is more difficult
to get a high percentage of people into the workforce, especially
into private, non-subsidized jobs than it was previously.

Some of the requirements in the administration’s proposal are
much more onerous than they were. For example, one of the pro-
posals was to move people into work within 60 days, or else.

Well, the problem is, if you go to the unemployment office, most
people who collect unemployment who have been in the workforce
and have skills that we know about take 13 weeks to get placed.
So, there is clearly a disconnect.

I think we are actually, with a 40-hour work week as the admin-
istration proposed, imposing a higher standard on low-income, sin-
gle mothers who are predominantly still the welfare population
than we impose on anybody else.

The average work week in this country for non-supervisory per-
sonnel is about 34 hours, for non-supervisory personnel who are
women, yet we are wanting a 40-hour work week. So, there are
problems with the administration’s proposal.

I am heartened by what I have read and heard about what is
going on in Congress. I think there is a heeding of the Governors’
call for flexibility. I think that, as far as I can tell, in the Senate,
on both the Republican and the Democratic side, there is a willing-
ness to say, yes, the Governors and the States have done a good
job with this.

So my plea today, Mr. Chairman, is that we continue to be al-
lowed not only the same flexibility, but perhaps even more flexi-
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bility. We have proven there is not going to be a race to the bottom.
It does not matter if you are a Republican or Democratic Governor.
Both parties in the gubernatorial State houses around the country
want to do the right thing, and have, I think, provided an exem-
plary record on welfare reform.

We would ask for more flexibility, not less flexibility, more ability
to continue to do what we think is a very good job for our people
and more ability to do what we think the public wants, which is
to move people off of welfare, require work, but meaningful work
in the private sector, and permanent work that does not disappear
when the money runs out because we are all in a budget crisis and
cannot afford make-work programs any more.

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you, Governor, for an excellent state-
ment.

[The prepared statement of Governor Dean appears in the appen-
dix.]

Senator JEFFORDS. I have a vote. I want to stay as long as I can
before I get yanked.

But Governor Engler, how are the budget shortfalls in your State
impacting Michigan’s welfare program?

Governor ENGLER. The real impact on the budgets over on the
Medicaid side, that is the program that is out of control and it is
one of the reasons the Governors Association took the first steps to
establish actually a National Commission on Medicaid Reform, be-
cause something has to give there.

Michigan’s experience, like Governor Dean testified in Vermont,
we have seen a slight increase in caseload, but it is not anything
like we would have experienced under the old system. The old sys-
tem kept setting new highs every time the economy turned down,
then even when it recovered, it never went back to the previous
sort of mid-point.

We currently have around 75,000 or so cases, 77,000 cases, on
public assistance in Michigan. We have had an impact that has
gone up, as I said, slightly, but not dramatically and not beyond
what we had sort of planned for.

One of the ironies, is that this catches us at a point where we
are coming to the end of the authorization of welfare reform. We
had carried significant TANF balances previously, but Governors
across the country were concerned that when it came time for reau-
thorization, that TANF balances would simply be zeroed out. So,
most of us went through those balances as we approached the end
of the period.

I think one of the strengths of the President’s proposal, which
seems to have universal support on this point, is that the States
in the future would have certainty that those balances would not
need to be drawn down, but that money would stay on account.
That actually remedies something that we knew was a weakness
actually five or so years ago when we were passing this.

So I think we would have been in a better position. The whole
idea of TANF was actually to sort of be able to keep some of that
as a rainy day fund. There had been various conversations here in
the past about possibly looking at some of those balances, and I
think we were not certain we could hold them, so we did not retain
them. Then we hit the economy turning down at that point.
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Senator JEFFORDS. Governor Dean, would you comment on that?
I know Vermont is having its troubles, too, as well in that area.

Governor DEAN. Well, as you know, Mr. Chairman, I am a very
tight-fisted conservative when it comes to money. So, we actually
did not spend much of our TANF balance because, although the
legislature wanted to do so, I would not permit them to do it. But
I totally concur with Governor Engler. I think it is very important
that these balances be preserved.

We entered into a contract with the Federal Government, essen-
tially, when the law was passed five years ago. The contract was
that we would manage welfare and they would give us lots of flexi-
bility, and that the TANF grant was to be at our disposal.

I think, in fact, the Federal Government has actually benefitted
from that because the grant has not really risen the way it would
have under the old system. So, the Federal Government saved a lit-
tle bit of money.

I think it would be unfortunate if, for whatever reason, the new
bill were suddenly to say, well, States, you have done a wonderful
job, so therefore we will take all of the money you have set aside,
because, as we know, during the next downturn, we may need that
money.

So, the downturn in the economy has been a problem. I concur
that the most difficult problem we have right now is Medicaid. We
need much more flexibility in Medicaid than we have got in order
to make that work.

It is killing every State in the country. The pharmaceutical
prices are going up at four and five times the rate of inflation. I
think 19 or 20 percent was the national average over the last three
or 4 years in terms of State Medicaid budgets.

But in terms of welfare, it is really under control. We have this
saying in Vermont, Mr. Chairman, as you know you are aware: ‘‘if
it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.’’ Welfare reform has been an enormous
public policy success in this country.

I cannot think of another social innovation in the last decade or
so that has been as successful as changing welfare as we know it.
It really has happened. Enormous numbers of people are now full-
time workers in the private sector. It has been hugely successful.

I would make the argument that, to the extent that you can re-
authorize it pretty much as is, with some of the additional flexi-
bility that Governor Engler has spoken about, that that would be
the best thing Congress could do.

Senator JEFFORDS. Well, thank you. You have the option of leav-
ing. I have got to go vote. They are holding the vote open for me.
Somebody may arrive and ask you a question. But I know you both
have planes to catch, so I do not want to hold you up. You are at
your option, and I will be back as soon as possible.

Governor ENGLER. Thank you.
Governor DEAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Whereupon, at 10:03 a.m. the hearing was recessed to reconvene

at 10:06 a.m.]
Senator ROCKEFELLER. Gentlemen, thank you for your patience.

I just want to say that some of us worked on this together back
in 1996, and that that conference committee was amazing in the
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fact that it came out with, people were tired of the system, we
needed to make a change.

Some voices said, no, you cannot do that. I think the broad per-
ception, certainly on my part, is we have got to try something.
There is a lot of history of my own, going back to the days I was
a VISTA volunteer.

In any event, we had former Governor Thompson, now Secretary
Thompson, here. I can remember him testifying in 1995 on this
subject. He talked at that time and has testified since, and we have
discussed this, about the need for flexibility on the part of States.

He was a champion. He was sort of the guy that was kind of
making it up on the spot and doing a really incredible job with it.
I think the world of him, as I do both of you practical and wonder-
ful Governors.

We have put a lot of resources into it. We put a lot of emphasis
on child care. What I would like to ask each of you, and if this has
been asked before, I cannot help it, I am sorry, because I was car-
rying out a rather boring vote. [Laughter.]

But I have introduced a bill which goes on the premise that 40
hours and 70 percent is a lot to require, particularly of rural
States. We have been trying hard, and we are not anywhere close
to that. But, as importantly, you cannot do this if you work 40
hours and you are doing mentoring, and community this, commu-
nity that.

Let us say you are a single mother, or you were not a single
mother. You would be on a bus going somewhere to get training or
do your work, or whatever. Therefore, particularly if you were a
single mother, and probably in any case, you would need child care.
So we boosted child care by $1 billion.

I cannot think about welfare reform without thinking about in-
creasing child care. So, I would like to ask two questions. One, is
how does a State cope with—and you represent two very different
States, which is perfect, and both totally committed to doing this
in the right way—and I think you have talked about it a little bit,
Governor Dean, the so-called 40-hour problem in a rural State and/
or in an urban State, and with the interplay of that and the need
for child care. Whether you are talking about 26, 30, or 40 hours,
there is a need for child care. You cannot just walk off and leave
the children.

Then my final question would be, Governor Dean, to you. I think
you have already done this, but I have got to hear it with my own
ears. We are a very rural State, too. I do not know how we get to
what is being asked in the President’s bill.

I just do not know how we do it. We have a Governor who wants
to do everything he can, Governor Wise, on that. I just do not know
how we do it. Therefore, the whole question of this in rural States.
Governor Engler, perhaps I will start with you, sir.

Governor ENGLER. Thank you, Senator. A couple of things. The
40-hour and 70 percent. Our goal is 100 percent, not even 70. But
we recognize, it is depending on what, off of what number?

This is rough, but to put this in perspective as to what needs to
be thought about. This is January data. In fact, this is actually a
point in time in January. It has gone up just a slight bit from then.
But at that point, it was about 74,000 cases.
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This is total cases on our Family Independence program, the old
AFDC caseload. Of these 74,000 cases, we had in that group, a
child only in about 21,000 of those cases. So, those would not be
cases that would be counting for work, so you take that down to
about 50,000 families, now.

Of that, we had about 25,000 that were deferred, and some of
those were deferred because there was a very young child. Four-
teen percent had a child under 3 months.

A number were deferred because they were incapacitated. About
5,000 of them, we thought were eligible for SSI. We thought they
would be eventually approved and we thought they would be get-
ting that Federal disability, so they were not on our list.

We had others in homes caring for a disabled child. That is kind
of an interesting category, and it is one, frankly, that we are going
back to look at because that category was large, about 30 percent
of that 25,000.

Then we had 25,000 that were expected to work. Of that, almost
15,000 were, about two-thirds, and one-third were not. So, we
would be pretty close if that is the number to be 70 percent work-
ing. Then we are not far off.

So, this way we have said that there are some definitional issues
that sort of go to the heart of what we are dealing with here. We
would like to see, theoretically, 100 percent of those who are ex-
pected to work be out there working.

Michigan has taken, I think, a similar position to the one that
Governor Dean talked about, where we really had a preference to
place people in private sector jobs. We have tried not to have public
sector or community service jobs because we felt they would last
only as long as the money for that program lasted, and then jobs
would immediately go away.

We also said it was better to work and get work experience than
to go through countless training programs prior to working. We be-
lieve in training, but we would like to see that added to work. That
is what the President is really doing. In the proposal, what they
are trying to do is 40 hours. It is really 24 hours of work, and then
they are saying 16 hours of other activities.

Now, again, it gets to the definition. If the definitions are as
flexible as we understand they will, then that will include helping
with learning child care, well baby care, home ownership respon-
sibilities, some training. If that is a broad definition, then you see
it is not so onerous.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. But they are still gone from the home.
Governor ENGLER. Not necessarily. Some of those could be

conducted——
Senator ROCKEFELLER. But in the great majority of cases, would

they not be gone from the home during that 16 hours?
Governor ENGLER. They could, but their child could come with

them. Let us say it is a child care type of program. They would
bring their children with them. So the family might be together,
but not in the home.

Again, our reading of this, at least, assuming that it is expansive
and that we get the flexibility that I testified on on the mainte-
nance of effort so we can spend maintenance of effort dollars on the
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same thing we spend TANF dollars on, we could address some of
that.

Today, you have got a 30-hours of work requirement, arguably,
which I think is 20 hours of on-the-job work and 10 hours of other
activities. So, you are seeing that 20 hours raised up to 24, and the
other activities raised from 10 to 16 hours.

I think the point you made is a valid one in terms of distances,
that it is hard. Governor Dean made the point that the Federal
Government’s own Bureau of Labor Statistics show that the aver-
age job is no more than 34 hours a week. So, there are some defini-
tional issues there.

I am not troubled by the goal. I also want to know what the pen-
alties are. In other words, if that is the goal and I do not meet it,
and there are no penalties, then I am going to do everything I can
to meet it, but I realize my program is not devastated if I do not.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Governor, I need to go to Governor Dean.
When you say there are definitional issues, I think that is what

makes me so incredibly nervous. I think in welfare reform, where
you have a lot of gray areas, you are asking for an awful lot of
trouble. I agree with you, they can take their children when they
go to a child care event.

But in all of those instances where it is not a child care event
or they cannot take their children, it is some kind of another event,
the child is home and the child care money is not there. I do not
know how you take it up, under any definition, to 40 without the
child care. I just do not understand that.

Governor Dean?
Governor DEAN. Let me be fairly blunt. I had not heard, until the

reauthorization came along, of one complaint from any Republican
or Democratic Governor about the way welfare reform was work-
ing. I said this to the Chairman before he had to go and vote.

My credentials are fairly good. We were the first State in the
country to get waivers to do this for the whole State. We moved
welfare to work before it became a Congressional issue. We have
a program people like.

The proof of the pudding is that our caseload has dropped a little
more than 50 percent. It has not gone up, except perhaps an infini-
tesimal amount, during the recession. That means that all of the
people that were moved off welfare into work were required to do
that and they have not come back onto the welfare rolls when the
recession occurred.

Why? Because we were able to give them training counting to-
wards the work requirement. For example, to become LPNs. We
have a terrible nursing shortage, which Senator Jeffords has spent
some time working on. People who get LPNs do not drift back into
the welfare system when the recession comes.

So the point that I am trying to make here, is this has been an
incredibly successful reform, probably the most successful piece of
social legislation, I think, in the last 10 years. It has worked. I will,
with some bravado, I suppose, say I think the States led the effort.
Governor Engler was also a pioneer, as was Governor Thompson,
in this area.

We have a saying in Vermont, ‘‘if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.’’ I
mean, the best thing, in my view, that you could do is simply reau-
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thorize the welfare reform bill as is, without taking away the
States’ flexibility to make this work.

Our people at home are not complaining about people who sit
around doing nothing on welfare because, as we have moved most
of the welfare load in this country to productive private sector
work, the folks that remain, to a larger and larger degree, have
many, many more barriers to work. So, we need the flexibility that
we have in the current law that was passed by this Congress and
this Senate. We do not want the kind of restrictions that we are
going to have.

Child care is an enormous problem for us. There is not money
for child care. I do not know how to answer your question. It can-
not be answered.

The 40-hour work week, in fact, proposes a higher burden on sin-
gle, low-income mothers than it does on the average working per-
son in the country who, in a non-supervisory job, works about a 34-
hour work week.

The 70 percent rule. I totally agree with Governor Engler, our
goal is to get everybody working. But 24 percent of the people on
our welfare rolls now, because we have moved so many of the
healthy people into work, are disabled people. They may never be
able to work in the definitions that we have of work.

We want to move those people towards work. We put those peo-
ple in vocational rehabilitation programs that count towards the
work requirement. It takes 12 months to place the average disabled
person on the welfare rolls in a job.

Now, it is a wonderful thing. I am glad that we have to do those
things. I am glad that we have the bill. I am glad that we have
required work. It has worked out very, very well and it has, I
think, shown the naysayers of 5 years ago that this could work
without really hurting poor people. In fact, I think it has helped
poor people a great deal.

But if you start taking away the States’ flexibility, you are going
to start taking away our success. Transportation in a rural State,
Senator Grassley, is an enormous problem, as you well know.

I do not know how we would come up with the money to move
people from their work experience now to some of the other activi-
ties that we would have to move them to, because certainly the
States’ budgets, as you know well, are not in very good shape these
days.

So, my urging would be, I think we have proved there is not
going to be a race to the bottom and that Republican Governors
and Democratic Governors alike care deeply about our people,
whether they are rich, middle class, or poor, and want to do the
right thing for our people. I would just urge you to give us as much
flexibility as you possibly can. I would much prefer reenacting the
bill that has already been passed than jacking up the require-
ments, because I think we are going to end up in a dance.

If there are no penalties, we get around somehow requirements
that are too rigid to work, or we are going to end up totally chang-
ing the system and forcing our States to create make-work jobs so
that we can meet the quotas from the Federal Government instead
of doing what we have done so successfully from Michigan, to Wis-
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consin, to Vermont, which is move people into meaningful, long-
term, private sector, unsubsidized work.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. I thank you both. I particularly note, too,
your statement about the double effect on single mothers. If we try
to expand this without child care, it is devastating for single moth-
ers.

Governor DEAN. I mean, if we are trying to leave no child behind,
we should not be leaving the child behind by forcing the mom out
of the house for an additional 16 hours with no supervision. If we
do not have child care money, we cannot provide the supervision.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Senator Grassley?
Senator GRASSLEY. Obviously, the discussion we just had be-

tween Senator Rockefeller and each of you is kind of core to one
or two of the most controversial issues that we are going to have
to deal with in reauthorization. So, I do not want you to repeat
things that you said to him, but I would like to follow up.

Probably, Governor Dean, you just answered my first question.
But you just said greater flexibility, or the amount of flexibility, is
the key.

Can I interpret from your answers to Senator Rockefeller for
each of you that it is not the 40-hour requirement in and of itself
that you object to, that there might not be an objection to that if
there is enough flexibility and if there is enough money. If I am
wrong, just start out by saying I am wrong, then answer the ques-
tion.

Governor ENGLER. No, I think you are right. I think you are
right. I think we would have a slightly different take on that.
There is no question it is working. There is no question in my mind
that the States have every incentive to help families go to work.
We save half the money, so we are very passionate about that.

We believe that the idea of some credit for those who have gone
to work has made some sense, and there is some effort to retain
aspects of that, which we appreciate.

We spend on child care, just to address that, in 1994, we may
have been spending $90 million or so. We are up to $450 million
today. We have moved a lot of our TANF money there, we have
moved other State funds there. It still is not really enough. The
point is made on that very well.

There are things that we can do in the way of services. This is
why this survey got so misunderstood. The Governors were asked,
what does this mean? Governors were reacting without having a
bill. But we were saying, if you have got the same dollars and now
you have got to provide additional hours of service and program-
ming, how do you do that? The answer was, it will not work. Some-
thing will have to give.

That is what the survey was really saying. But if we turned this
around and we said, look, the goal is to get everybody working, and
at the same time, we would like to wrap around other services to
help strengthen these families, whether that is strengthening the
marriage, if you have got a man and a woman in that home, or if
it is strengthening and reducing the incidence of child neglect or
abuse, if you could try to deal with that.

There is a whole host of things that these families need. These
are very needy families. I have got examples of an Arabic-speaking
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mom who has got six kids, and the father is employed in this
household, but they are still on public assistance because of the
limitation on education and language.

Another moved from Wisconsin. They moved away from Governor
Thompson’s former State. But they have got two kids. She left to
escape abuse, used all her money up to buy the bus tickets to come
to Michigan. They are at a rescue mission. They are homeless.
Well, they need employment, housing, and child care all at once,
and she wants to work and needs transportation to boot. So, that
is a whole multiple set of problems.

Trying to get that woman working 24 hours a week—I can see
how we can give her 16 hours of services and training, but 24
hours a week? That is a tough thing.

Governor Dean is right. The Governors all say the maximum
amount of flexibility. We will do the best job we can. Then the
question is, if somebody falls short out there—and this 70 percent
is in 5 years. It is not right now.

I mean, we all solidly support reauthorization as quickly as we
can get it, and with some of the securities that are in the bill. But
in 5 years if we do not get to the 70 percent, what is our penalty?
Do we lose $100 million and then we are less able to do the things
we need to do?

Senators, I am supposed to go to Senator Byrd’s committee. I
suspect he does not tolerate somebody being late very well either,
if I could be excused. I am reluctant to leave Governor Dean here
all by himself, but I must do so. [Laughter.]

But we are on very fine points here, I believe. I believe there is
fundamental agreement that this has worked well for America and
needs to continue, and we look forward to working with you. We
think there is a bipartisan answer here.

Senator GRASSLEY. Would you like to respond along the ques-
tions that I asked?

Governor DEAN. I think that I agree with Senator Rockefeller.
Definitions make me very nervous, because then rules get written
in a department that may or may not be in keeping with what you
had in mind in the Congress when you wrote the bill.

Again, I would make the pitch, leave it the way it is. It is work-
ing great. When this was done, the reason I did welfare reform
early in our State, is because I was responding to the public who
was outraged by able-bodied people being on welfare. I think that
is why a lot of the Governors of both parties did it.

I am not hearing complaints like that now because there are not
a lot of able-bodied people. We have reduced our rolls a little over
50 percent. That means the proportion of people who are left on the
welfare rolls is a much higher proportion of people, for example,
who are disabled.

Twenty-four percent of all of our people on the welfare rolls in
our State now have disabilities. I do not know how we are going
to get those people out of the house for 40 hours a week. There is
an additional percentage that are caring for disabled children or
adults in their home. I am not sure how we are going to get those
people out of the house for 40 hours.
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I agree that we want people to work in meaningful full-time em-
ployment, but I think we have to be practical about how we are
going to make this happen.

I think every Governor wants to even shift more people out of the
welfare rolls and into the work rolls. I did welfare reform, not just
because people were outraged about able-bodied people on welfare.
I did it because I thought it made families stronger.

I believe that if a child grows up in a household where somebody
is working, they grow up with an entire different ethos about what
it means to contribute to society. So, I wanted children to grow up
in households where somebody was contributing in the workplace.

I am afraid that if we push the envelope so much that we, for
whatever reason, make the system so rigid that we now have to
comply with Federal mandates about 70 percent have to do this or
that, all the States are going to end up doing is playing a game
in terms of how we satisfy the bureaucrats in Washington. But
then what are we going to do to really do the job we are doing?

I am not going to be too verbose, but I have got a lot of testimony
here which I will submit about what we are doing now in terms
of our strategy to move people into long-term permanent employ-
ment. Most of our folks, which I think is consistent with what you
are going to see in the survey, that the President’s proposal for the
70/40 does not work. We would have to fundamentally change our
programs and focus resources on making work to meet the require-
ments, therefore taking resources away from things like additional
education and job training, which gets people into the permanent
workforce, which is really what I think our goal is.

Senator GRASSLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator JEFFORDS. I have no further questions, and I thank you.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. I would like to ask one more, if I could.

I apologize to my colleagues.
It is a fact, and one can, I guess, talk about, people did not un-

derstand questionnaires, and all the rest of it. But I suspect what
happened, is the Governors got those questionnaires and did not sit
down and fill them out, but gave them to their so-called HHS sec-
retaries.

Governor DEAN. Right.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. They know exactly what they are talking

about, and exactly what works and does not work in their State.
You do have, of the 38 surveyed, 21 Republican Governors having
real problems with it, 15 Democrat Governors having real prob-
lems, and two independent Governors having real problems with it.

One cannot sort of walk away from the fact of that very, very
powerful statement. I also want to say that it is so easy to say that
while we have 24 hours of work, or whatever, and we are just going
to add on 16 hours of community work, community involvement,
mentoring, or child care something, or job training something, but
if you are from a rural State and if you are from an urban State
where getting across town can often be almost as difficult as in a
rural State, that is still 40 hours. The administration’s representa-
tive on this says 40 hours. You said they do not understand what
our bill means. Well, we do understand what it means. We do un-
derstand it means 40 hours away from the home, except in some
cases where there might be mentoring in the home.
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I doubt that would be many, because you are not going to have
mentorers going out to little hollows in West Virginia. It is going
to be the other way. People are going to go to the mentors, commu-
nity service, or whatever it is. So, it is 40 hours. You cannot get
away from that, 40 hours, under any definition that you try to put
forward.

So if you cannot get away from the 40 hours, then there is no
possibility, particularly for single mothers, if you are getting away
from the whole child care function. That is mathematical. It is clin-
ical. It is not astrological. It is just pure fact. I would like you to
sort of agree with mr, Governor Dean. [Laughter.]

Governor DEAN. Yes, Senator.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. But I am serious.
Governor DEAN. No, it is.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. This is at the heart of it.
Governor DEAN. I was surprised by the administration’s proposal

because we are not hearing a lot of complaints in either
Democratic- or Republican-run States that this is a big issue. We
think it works pretty well right now. Each State has kind of crafted
their own proposal around the Federal law.

This has been an enormous success. Welfare reform has been an
enormous success. It did put an end to a system that I believe was
undermining families by making them overly dependent on the
government.

But on the other hand—and I feel a little funny saying this be-
cause this was actually a cry that was begun by the conservatives,
and I think they were right about it—there is value having parents
being in the house. For single moms, it is much tougher for parents
to be in the house.

So even if you said 40 hours, and we will give you all the money
you want for child care—this gets back to Senator Grassley’s ques-
tion—I am not sure it serves us well to tell single mothers that you
are going to spend more time out of the house than the average
woman that works in the United States of America today.

You are going to see less of your children, even though you do
not even have a significant other to help parent the children than
two-parent families are going to see. These kids are in more trouble
than kids who grow up in two-parent families. We know that.

So what we are essentially doing, no matter what we call this
extra 16 hours, is taking parents out of the house for additional
time. Now, some of these parents may not be great parents, but I
think we have got to assume that most of them are. It is always
better to have a parent in the home with the child for some of the
time.

Should we undo welfare reform? Absolutely not. It is really im-
portant, in my view, for a kid to grow up in a house where the par-
ent is making a contribution to society if they are at all able to do
so because it makes a stronger family and the kids have a great
role model.

But should we demand that they do more than every other par-
ent? I think we are going to get in trouble with the kids. We are
already seeing an explosion of all kinds of problems, like youth vio-
lence, teen pregnancy, substance abuse, and so forth.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



56

That happens because kids are unattended. They are unattended
after school, they are unattended in the evenings. We have got to
be careful. This is like every other good piece of legislation: there
is a balance to be had here. I just do not want to see the balance
upset after the program has worked so well for 5 years.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Thank you, Governor, very, very much.
I failed to recognize, for reasons which are absolutely beyond my

imagination, the great Senator from the State of Arkansas, Senator
Lincoln.

Senator LINCOLN. Is it my turn?
Senator ROCKEFELLER. Yes, ma’am.
Senator LINCOLN. Great.
Well, I want to welcome you, Governor, to the committee. I thank

the Chairman for calling this very important hearing today.
Just, your last words, I would like to echo. It is so important that

we get this right. We have made great strides. We have worked
hard. I was on the conference committee for welfare reform in 1996
when I was in the House, and we had so many objectives and ideas
of how we really wanted to make welfare-to-work effective and to
make it successful.

To some degree, we have. I know in Arkansas, our welfare rolls
have dropped 43 percent. Some of that is attributable, certainly, to
the 2-year lifetime limit. But certainly, in the efforts to try and use
the flexibility that was given to States to be able to do more in get-
ting people into a self-competence and independence that would
really work. So, we appreciate you being here. As I have said be-
fore, it is absolutely critical that we move forward with this round
on welfare reform and not backwards.

About a week ago when I was home in our State during the work
period, I spent a part of the day with a welfare mom. I started the
morning with her in getting one of her children on the bus to
school, and the other two in a subsidized taxi service to child care.

I went with her to the nonprofit training program in Pine Bluff,
Arkansas, where she had finished her GED and was working on an
8-week training program, which they have the option of going to-
wards manufacturing or health care.

It is a successful program. It is successfully moving welfare bene-
ficiaries from cash assistance into paying jobs, and hopefully into
higher-paying jobs. I think one of the statements from one of the
program directors really sums up the issue the best in reference to
requiring the 40 hours of work.

She said, if these people could get a job and keep it, they would
not be coming to us. They need that program and the other pro-
grams that provide the welfare clients the tools and the resources
to move towards that self-sufficiency.

I can certainly say, from my experience with that mother, as well
as the other 24 single moms that were in this program, they des-
perately want to be off of welfare. They desperately want their chil-
dren to be proud of what they can accomplish, and they want that
self-sufficiency. They are willing to work towards it.

But I also know that 80 percent of those single moms already
had jobs waiting on them when they came out of that program. The
problem is, when they lose their benefits for transportation and
child care, in an area like Pine Bluff, Arkansas, where it is not only
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the cost that is an issue, but the accessibility of child care, and par-
ticularly the accessibility of transportation, where they are going
into the workforce, more than likely they are going to get the last-
shift job in the manufacturing area or in the health care arena.

There is no public transportation in rural America. What little
public transportation is there stops at 5:00 p.m. So, they do not
have the access to those wrap-around services and those barriers
that they have. It is essential that we continue the flexibility with
the States to be able to provide that.

One of the things that I have introduced in this debate on wel-
fare reform is the Making Work Pay Act, which rewards the States
for moving people not only into jobs, but with a bonus for moving
them into higher-paying jobs.

These are individuals who have the desire, they just need to be
able to get their feet planted in a way that they can continue up
that ladder. Without a doubt, the majority of these people are sin-
gle moms. When you talk about a 40-hour work week, the only jobs
out there today that average a 40-hour work week are heavy manu-
facturing, predominantly done by men.

These women are going to be put in a position and asked to do
something that, one, they do not have probably the physical capa-
bility of doing, but two, as you have mentioned, in terms of leaving
their children all day, 5, 6 days a week, is something that is just
unbelievable to ask of them.

As a working mom myself, being in that home with that welfare
mom, it is no different for her. She cried when she left her children
at day care. It does not matter what socioeconomic group you come
from, you are still a mom. You still know when you leave that child
in that day care that there is going to be separation anxiety.

You are going off to a job, whether it is being a Senator or
whether it is working in manufacturing or as a certified nursing
assistant in a nursing home, that you want that child cared for and
you want them to know that they are loved.

So, I just want to compliment you on what you have done in your
State. If there is anything that you can recommend in terms of
changes to work requirements in the administration’s plans, per-
haps some kind of flexibility or anything that you have seen that
might be deterred or would be deterred from what the administra-
tion’s plan has in allowing your State to continue to serve the pop-
ulation that you are, and how you are serving them.

Governor DEAN. Thank you, Senator. I think the only rec-
ommendation I would have, and I will say this for the third time,
is ‘‘if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.’’ Just reauthorize what you have
got and give us more flexibility to do the things we are doing. I
think the States have succeeded.

I cannot think of a State that is a gross value in welfare reform.
I think the worst fears of the Democrats have not been proven, and
the worst fears of the Republicans have not been proven. I think
the Governors in both parties have done a good job with this. I
think they have stood up for their people and they have required
work, which is very, very important.

Senator LINCOLN. Absolutely.
Governor DEAN. I do not hear any complaint, any ground swell

from the States or the public, that we need to suddenly change the
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welfare reform bill in some drastic way. The States have a lot of
flexibility in this bill, partly because we all, to be honest with you,
did it before the Congress did, a lot of us, and, therefore, that flexi-
bility was recognized and allowed us to continue our programs.

As Governor Engler, I think, agreed to, while he did not put it
in his original testimony, I would get rid of the need to even come
for waivers and just allow us to do as much as we can within the
context and the framework of the old bill. So if you really want my
advice, for better or for worse, just reauthorize it for another five
years.

Of course, I would be remiss if I did not say, and give us an infla-
tionary increase. [Laughter.] But I understand that you all have
the same problems we do, and I will not beat you up for that.

Mr. Chairman, I also, unfortunately, have an engagement and I
wonder if I might be excused as well. But I will stay if there are
further questions.

Senator GRASSLEY. Governors ordinarily do not have to ask to be
excused, they just get up and leave whenever they want. [Laugh-
ter.]

We are very glad that you were here. I hope that you would join
me in just appreciating so much what Senator Lincoln said. It is
interesting to me sometimes. Men ask questions about issues like
this, and it all has to do with policy and trying to figure out hours,
matching money, and child care, and this, that, and the other
thing.

Then when you, Senator Lincoln, ask a question as a working
mother, there is sort of a whole other dimension that comes
through in the emotion in your voice which is not at all senti-
mental, it is utterly, absolutely real and very powerful. I know Gov-
ernor Dean agrees with me.

Senator GRASSLEY. Before the Governor goes. I will not ask a
question, but just a commentary. Because you have spoken so high-
ly of what we have already done and that it is working, I only want
to challenge you to this extent. We have been very successful.

But I do have a pie chart in front of me about people engaged
in activity. This would be for the year 2000. We have ‘‘Unsub-
sidized Work,’’ 24.2 percent. Obviously, we are helping those people
and have been very successful with that. ‘‘Other Activities,’’ 15.7
percent. But ‘‘No Reported Activities’’ was 60.1 percent.

It seems to me that reauthorization, as you suggest, just the way
it is, is a sense of saying that we really are not concerned about
the 60.1 percent having the same success as the 24, or the partial
success of the 15.7. I do not disagree with you on the fact that
these may be more problem individuals.

But it seems to me, our challenge is to build on the success. Even
though we have to take into consideration problems for others that
have no reported activity, it is our challenge to find out, what we
can do for those people, albeit it harder to do, maybe even cost
more money, as we have done for other people? Because we are not
going to be able to help everybody equally. Maybe we are not going
to be able to help some people at all.

But the success you talk about of the program ought to be bene-
ficial to as many people as we can. That 60.1 percent is still a large
segment of the people that we need to be looking at and trying to
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help, because moving people from the fringe of society where they
were for six decades under the old welfare program to the center
of society where they rub elbows with people that are working, and
the work ethic in this country is so strong, that if we want people
to progress up the economic ladder they have to be moved from the
fringe. We still have 60 percent on the fringe. We are not going to
get all 60 percent to the middle of society.

But do not forget, when we deal with disabled people, we have
lots of programs for disabled people. I am not talking about people
that are on welfare, but people that are disabled, whether it be
mental or physical.

We go to great extents of promoting sheltered workshops, be-
cause we feel that for those people to be productive is a very good
goal of society and they ought to be rewarded the same way.

The people that are here on welfare, some of them do not have
those problems. We ought to be as concerned about them as we are
on the people, for instance, in sheltered workshops.

Governor DEAN. I would largely agree with you. I think that,
given the various points of view on the committee and what I at
least perceive to be relatively small differences, at least based on
what has been said here, I do not have a big doubt that this com-
mittee can come before the Senate as a whole with a welfare bill
that is bipartisanly crafted and makes sense.

I agree, we should not take the position that we are going to rest
on our laurels. Although the 60 percent is really 60 percent of a
much smaller number than it was 5 years ago, I do not think we
can take the position that, all right, we are going top there.

But I just want to make sure that, whatever we do and whatever
does come out of the Congress, allows (a) States to have a lot of
flexibility and creativity in terms of dealing with this, and (b) that
we not push so hard that we end up undermining the program’s
successes, which have been really extraordinary.

Senator GRASSLEY. Well, I am glad to hear what you just said.
That does modify what you did say about just reauthorization.

Governor DEAN. Right. Thank you very much.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. Thank you very much, Governor. Thank

you.
We have our next panel. GAO needs to testify first, so if I could

ask Cynthia Fagnoni to come forward. Then, second, will be Catho-
lic Charities. I would ask Arlene McNamee to come up. Then Law-
rence Mead, a professor at NYU; and Steve Savner, who is senior
staff attorney, Workforce Development and Welfare Reform, Center
for Law and Social Policy here in the District; and Wendy Ardagna,
who is director of government and community relations for Save-
A-Lot, Limited in Illinois.

Then, as I indicated, we need to start with Cynthia.

STATEMENT OF CYNTHIA FAGNONI, DIRECTOR, EDUCATION,
WORKFORCE AND INCOME SECURITY, U.S. GENERAL AC-
COUNTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. FAGNONI. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee. I am pleased to be here today to discuss how States use
welfare dollars to provide work support services to welfare recipi-
ents and other low-income families.
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Today I want to highlight the key findings from our review of
State welfare spending and the number of people receiving benefits
and services. Much attention has been focused on the dramatic
caseload declines that have occurred as States implemented work-
focused reforms during a period of strong economic growth.

This decline has also focused attention on how these former wel-
fare recipients are faring. Studies at the State and national level
have generally shown a majority of former welfare recipients were
employed at some point after leaving welfare.

However, a significant proportion of those who leave welfare re-
turn at some point, more than 20 percent according to one national
survey. In addition, many former recipients work at low-wage jobs,
and even with some government supports, have income at or below
the Federal poverty level.

Our work shows that the declining caseloads were accompanied
by an equally dramatic decline in Federal and State spending for
cash assistance, and an increase in spending for services.

In fiscal year 1995, spending on cash assistance was about 70
percent of total welfare spending, in contrast to about 40 percent
in the year 2000.

In fiscal year 1995, no State spent more than 50 percent of its
welfare dollars on services or benefits other than monthly cash
payments. In fiscal year 2000, in contrast, 26 States used more
than 50 percent of their welfare dollars on non-cash services.

This shift in spending reflects a key feature of welfare reform, in-
creased spending on work supports and other services for families
receiving welfare, former welfare families, and other low-income
families.

For example, officials in the five States we visited said their
States are providing employment and support services to more wel-
fare families under their current TANF programs than they were
under pre-reform programs.

These services include intensive case management to address
and assess barriers to work and support services such as sub-
sidized child care, transportation, and short-term loans for work-re-
lated supplies.

Services that help a family find and maintain a job can be sub-
stantial. For example, in 22 states we reviewed, the average
monthly child care subsidy came to $499. The average monthly
cash benefit was $407.

Some States also provide services to low-income families who are
not on welfare, including those who have recently transitioned from
welfare to work. Most of the States we surveyed used Federal
TANF and State funds to provide child care subsidies to the low-
income population. States help low-income families in other ways,
also.

For example, Wisconsin uses its funds to provide low-income
families with employment, education, and training services. Penn-
sylvania uses its funds to provide job retention and advancement
services to persons not receiving cash assistance. These services are
designed to help families stay off welfare.

Some States provide other services aimed at educating and pro-
tecting children and strengthening families. For example, in Or-
ange County, California, the county uses TANF dollars to help fund
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after-school activities, literacy programs, domestic violence services,
and substance abuse prevention programs.

While providing work supports and other services for families
who are not receiving cash assistance is an important feature of
welfare reform, this information is not captured in reported TANF
caseload data.

In our recent study, in addition to the approximately 1.8 million
families counted in the TANF caseload for 25 surveyed States, we
estimate that at least another approximately 830,000 families were
receiving services who were not included in the reported TANF
caseload.

This means that at least 46 percent more families than were re-
ported in the TANF caseload data received a service funded in part
with Federal or State welfare funds. In fact, in two States, Indiana
and Wisconsin, we estimated that about 100 percent more families
received services.

I would like to close by noting that, while the goals and target
populations of welfare-funded benefits and services have changed
and broadened, the key measure of the number of people served re-
mains focused solely on families receiving monthly cash assistance.

Although this measure provides important information for ad-
ministrators and policymakers, it does not provide a complete pic-
ture of the number of people receiving benefits or services funded
at least in part with TANF funds.

But, while a more complete accounting of people receiving serv-
ices is important to understanding how States are using TANF
funds to meet program goals, requiring States to provide additional
information has raised some concerns among several State officials.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this concludes my
prepared statement. I would be happy to answer any questions you
may have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Fagnoni appears in the appen-
dix.]

Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much.
Senator Rockefeller, do you have any questions?
Senator ROCKEFELLER. No, I do not have a question at this point.

But could you verify something for me? It is not quite fair, because
Senator Grassley has left.

But when he was talking about the 60 percent of TANF families
that are engaged in some work and activities, 60 percent that we
need to get to, that includes the ‘‘some work and activities,’’ but not
as much as the 30 hours that are needed.

In other words, it was not, in my view, quite an accurate ac-
counting of what makes up that 60 percent.

Ms. FAGNONI. Not knowing exactly, I cannot confirm. But if that
60 percent is based on the Federal reporting, what is allowed under
Federal reporting requirements, then it is possible that some of
those individuals could be in certain kinds of activities that may
or may not be counted in the Federal definition.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. If you were working 15 hours, it would
not count?

Ms. FAGNONI. Or even certain types of activities that may be con-
sidered by the State to be important, such as substance abuse and
things like that. There may be services people are being required
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to receive, but may not be captured in that data that he has pro-
vided.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Is it also true—and then this is my final
question. I apologize. I know it is true in my State, but as a whole,
to put child care in perspective, the cost of child care in West Vir-
ginia is greater than going to a public or private university for 4
years over the comparable period of 4 years.

Ms. FAGNONI. I do not have data on that.
Senator ROCKEFELLER. It is an interesting perspective. I would

be interested, if you can find it.
Ms. FAGNONI. Well, as you can see from the data I did cite, in

some cases the States are providing a family with more money per
month for the child care than they are in the cash assistance.

Senator JEFFORDS. Any further questions? Yes. Please proceed.
Senator LINCOLN. I would like to ask just one question of Ms.

Fagnoni. You did mention that there was a decrease on caseloads,
while the expenditures for the work support services for the non-
cash recipients has increased.

I think certainly the demonstration there is that, although the
cash caseloads have decreased, people moving off that cash assist-
ance still need the support services, like transportation and child
care.

As I mentioned earlier, I have got a bill, the Making Work Pay
Act, that would allow the States to count the work activity of per-
sons who only receive work support services towards their work
participation rate, and measures the State performance along the
entire continuum.

Is that going to be helpful in terms of what you have talked
about, diminishing that cash assistance? You mentioned the $400,
on average. Ours is $170, in Arkansas, in terms of cash assistance.

Once you take away that little cash assistance that is there and
then you get into the workforce on a minimum wage job, then all
of a sudden you lose some of those benefits in terms of the support
services.

I mean, unless they can count, I think, some of the work activity,
we are certainly not going to be able to make the work hours that
are in the administration’s package.

Ms. FAGNONI. Well, certainly what our data show is that—and
it is consistent with what you heard from the Governors—that
while the amount of money States have needed to spend for cash
assistance has declined, and that is with the combination of Fed-
eral and State funds, States have used that block grant and their
own funds, the maintenance of effort funds, to find other ways to
help support people who either have been on welfare and moved
off, or who are at risk of moving onto welfare because of the nature
of their, perhaps, tenuous attachment to the workforce.

So I think States will tell you that they need to be able to keep
that flexibility to serve a broader range of people. Unfortunately,
in the official data one sees on welfare, those numbers of people
served are not captured in those figures. The numbers that are
captured are only the group of people who are receiving cash each
month.

Senator LINCOLN. Thanks.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator JEFFORDS. I think we will just go down the line. You
have a statement I believe you have been anxious to deliver, so
please proceed. Then we will move down the line, then come back
for questioning.

STATEMENT OF ARLENE McNAMEE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
CATHOLIC SOCIAL SERVICES, FALL RIVER, MA

Ms. MCNAMEE. Thank you, Senator.
I am Arlene McNamee, and I serve as executive director of

Catholic Social Services in Fall River, Massachusetts.
I am here to talk to you today because of ‘‘Lisa,’’ a 29-year-old

mother of four. Lisa has been participating in a marine hazardous
waste vocational educational program that will certify her to work
in the environment industry. Upon completion of this 12-month
program, Lisa will be able to earn at least $17 an hour, with bene-
fits.

Under the proposals to increase the work requirement, Lisa will
not be able to participate in this program. The work is dangerous,
as it involves exposure to hazardous material. Lisa is willing to ac-
cept this challenge because it will allow her to move off TANF and
out of poverty for the first time in her life.

If Lisa is willing to do what it takes to pursue this training in
order to provide a better life for her family, why should the Federal
law prohibit Massachusetts from helping her?

As someone who works on a daily basis with families struggling
to move to self-sufficiency, I believe the proposals to increase work
requirements, however well intended, are inflexible, unpractical,
and unfair.

The current proposals would require TANF recipients to work 40-
hours per week, even if the parent has children under the age of
six. It prohibits States from counting education and training to-
ward the first 24 hours of weekly requirements.

It requires mothers to work full-time within 60 days of receiving
their first welfare check, and penalizes States unless 70 percent of
the mothers on welfare meet the requirements by 2007.

The proposed work increases are inflexible and would cripple the
best welfare-to-work programs. Case workers would become glori-
fied time keepers, tracking the most detailed information about
exact hours performed in specified activities every week.

For mothers who cannot secure at least 24 hours of unsubsidized
employment, States will need to create work fair programs instead
of preparation for real jobs. States already have the flexibility to
create work fair programs, yet most have chosen not to do so.

If States do not believe mandatory work fair is the best way to
help their clients, why should Congress effectively require them to
do so?

Consider the case of ‘‘Joan,’’ a divorced mother of five children
who has been working as an assembly line worker for the past 3
months at $6.25 an hour. She was sanctioned off TANF when she
missed her appointment with her welfare worker. While Joan had
been faithful in the past, her current boss is not as tolerant to let
her leave work or to expand her lunch hour to keep these appoint-
ments.
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If State workers are required to track all recipients and assure
that they meet the new requirements, working moms will be re-
quired to have even more frequent meetings with case workers,
thereby making the task of holding down a job much more difficult.

Lat week, Joan’s hours were reduced from 30 to 20 hours a week,
a reduction totally out of her control and that of her case worker.
Yet, under the proposals to increase work requirements, Joan’s 20
hours of work would no longer count towards the State’s work par-
ticipation rate.

This is why we foresee that many States may require women like
Joan to hold more than one job to ensure that they meet the 24-
hour work requirement every week.

Consider the case of three families who arrived at ‘‘Donovan
House,’’ our transitional housing program for homeless women and
children, on Christmas Eve. One week after arriving, all the
women applied for child care assistance.

Their experience was typical. It took 3 months for the State to
determine their eligibility. How were these women supposed to
begin work within 60 days of receiving assistance if they have no-
where to put their children?

Under the current law, States like Massachusetts can allow
mothers like Lisa to participate in vocational education full-time
for up to 12 months. Given the value of education and training in
helping workers move out of poverty, States should continue to
have this flexibility.

A 40-hour work week is no longer the standard. The Bureau of
Labor Statistics shows that the average number of hours worked
per week in the service industry in the retail sector were 32.7 and
29, respectively. My full-time employees work 35 hours a week.

It is fundamentally unfair to our poorest parents in our society
to meet standards that other workers are not expected to achieve.

Rather than forcing States to adopt new and impractical work re-
quirements, Congress should stay focused on helping families to get
off and stay off of welfare.

The lack of affordable quality child care is perhaps the biggest
obstacle in getting and keeping jobs. There are not enough funds
to serve all those who are eligible. Congress should increase the
CCDBG budget by at least $1 billion each year, and target addi-
tional funds to improve the quality of child care.

Families leaving welfare for work are eligible for up to 1 year of
Medicaid, and often these families do not get their coverage for
which they are entitled to. We endorse Senate Bill 1269, the legis-
lation introduced by Senators Breaux and Chafee, to reauthorize
and approve the transitional Medicaid program.

Almost two-thirds of families leaving TANF do not receive food
stamps. To address this, States should automatically enroll families
in food stamp programs for a full year when they leave welfare.

Legal immigrants who have been severed and barred from receiv-
ing benefits, we should encourage and we should allow the States
to allow them to provide benefits to the immigrants. They con-
tribute a great deal to our economy and to society.

Lastly, we would like to support the administration’s call for fo-
cusing on prompting child well-being as a purpose of TANF. As
part of promoting child well-being, we urge Congress to eliminate
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the family cap option that allows States to restrict or deny cash as-
sistance when a TANF family size increases due to the birth of an
additional child.

Denying benefits to a family based on the birth of an additional
child sends the wrong message about how the government places
value on human life and punishes all the children in the family.

Thank you.
Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Ms. McNamee appears in the appen-

dix.]
Senator JEFFORDS. Mr. Savner?

STATEMENT OF STEVE SAVNER, SENIOR STAFF ATTORNEY,
WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AND WELFARE REFORM, CEN-
TER FOR LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. SAVNER. Thank you, Senator.
My name is Steve Savner. I am from the Center for Law and So-

cial Policy, an organization here in Washington. We do a fair
amount of work on welfare reform, workforce development.

We provide technical assistance to State organizations, and low-
income groups, and we have a fair amount of opportunity to go out
and look at programs, see how they are working, as well as to look
at research. Those are the activities that really guide the testimony
that I am going to provide, and the recommendations that we have
been making.

As both Governor Dean and as Governor Engler said at the out-
set, a fair amount of progress has been made over the last several
years in transforming welfare, getting welfare systems more fo-
cused on work. As a result of that, very large numbers of low-in-
come parents have moved into the workforce.

There are two identifiable challenges that we ought to be think-
ing about in terms of the next stage of welfare reform and where
we go from here.

Those are, first, there are many people who are working at low-
wage jobs intermittently, and we need to focus on improving their
skills and helping people get better jobs than the ones they have
been able to get.

Second, both Governors mentioned that we have a lot of people
on welfare currently who have barriers to employment who face
many challenges. We need to do better and work harder with those
families so they can prepare for and succeed in stable employment.

I think it is unfortunate that the administration’s proposal,
would not be helpful in meeting either of these new challenges, and
frankly I think it is both an unwise and unworkable program.

Governor Dean and Governor Engler, that both made clear that
neither of them wanted to be told what the other State was doing
was what they should do. The administration proposal actually
does more than that and would tell both Governor Dean and Gov-
ernor Engler that they have got to run programs that no State cur-
rently has chosen to run.

Every State would have to run a program that no State has cur-
rently chosen to run, given the flexibility that they have got. There
is no support and no basis for those kinds of requirements. They
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run counter to the accomplishments of the States. They run
counter to the research.

The inflexibility of requiring 24 hours in these limited direct
work activities would make it harder to help people get skills to get
better jobs, would make it harder to provide barrier removal serv-
ices to help people get treatment that they need if they face bar-
riers to employment. So, it is very difficult to see, any respect, in
which this program is going to help.

In response to the question that Senator Grassley raised, could
we not meet the 40 hours if we had more money and more flexi-
bility. I think the question is, why are we talking about 40 hours?
What is the evidence that the 30 hours that is currently required
is not adequate?

There does not seem to be any evidence, again, as Governor Dean
mentioned, that the States or anybody else is complaining that 30
hours is not enough. I think Senator Grassley did raise a fair point,
and we do need to think about making sure that everybody is en-
gaged and doing something that is useful and designed to help
them move to self-sufficiency. But neither the 70 percent participa-
tion rate or the 40 hour requirement are going to be very effective
strategies at moving that agenda.

The proposals that we do put forward are along the lines of what
Governor Dean and Governor Engler proposed, which is that our
proposals suggest that States need more flexibility and more re-
sources to meet the challenges ahead.

Specifically, first, we ought to look for ways to allow States to
focus on employment outcomes. We have got to think about ways
to say, participation rates are not the be all and end all, employ-
ment outcomes are the be all and end all.

We should have in the new legislation an option for States who
want to use employment outcomes rather than participation rates
to measure and judge their programs. That ought to be an option.

We think that there ought to be greater flexibility to provide edu-
cation and training, to count activities like mental health treat-
ment, substance abuse treatment. Those kinds of activities are
what are needed to meet the challenges that are ahead, and those
kinds of activities ought to be countable. There ought to be incen-
tives for States to use those.

We should eliminate the caseload reduction credit and replace it
with an employment credit. Senator Lincoln mentioned that there
is a bill; the language is also in Senator Rockefeller’s. We should
not reward States simply because the caseload goes down. We
should reward States because they get people jobs.

Finally, we are urging that there be funding included in the new
legislation for transitional jobs programs. These are a new set of
innovative programs that are modeled loosely on former supported
work programs. They offer paid work experience for individuals
with substantial barriers to employment, and couple that paid
work experience with services, basic education, ESL, mental health
counseling. We think they are a very innovative model, but they
are not cheap.

They are not for everyone, and we are certainly not suggesting
that everybody be in a government work program. But much can
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be done to help those with barriers to employment in good-quality,
subsidized job programs that offer services.

Thank you very much.
Senator JEFFORDS. Oh, very excellent timing. Congratulations.

[Laughter.]
[The prepared statement of Mr. Savner appears in the appendix.]
Senator JEFFORDS. Ms. Ardagna?

STATEMENT OF WENDY ARDAGNA, DIRECTOR OF GOVERN-
MENT AND COMMUNITY RELATIONS, SAFE-A-LOT, LTD.,
LINDENHURST, IL

Ms. ARDAGNA. Senator Jeffords, Senator Lincoln, I am Wendy
Ardagna. Senator Rockefeller says it beautifully in Italian. You can
use Ardagna.

I appreciate being invited to join the committee today to give an
employer’s perspective on welfare reform. I am pleased to be here
on behalf of the Welfare-to-Work Partnership in my company,
Save-A-Lot, Limited, to discuss the importance of work in a range
of valuable work supports for individuals moving from welfare de-
pendence to self-sufficiency.

Representing the partnership and Save-A-Lot, Limited, I hope to
deliver practical and useful testimony today. I also bring a reality
check, if you will, from the front lines of hiring from a business
fully engaged in welfare-to-work hiring in some of America’s most
challenged neighborhoods.

Save-A-Lot locates where many companies will not or cannot,
both rural and urban. We have seen a definite increase in our hir-
ing and revenues since 9/11, as well as during our Nation’s eco-
nomic downturn.

I am proud of the fact that Save-A-Lot loans me to the partner-
ship, and I thank all involved for the opportunity. As an executive
on loan, I can continue the work of applying legislation and policy
to the lives of Americans.

Please allow me to provide a brief background. The Welfare-to-
Work Partnership was created to energize the business community
around welfare-to-work. At its launch in May of 1997, the partner-
ship had just five founding companies: United Airlines, Burger
King, United Parcel Service, Sprint, and Monsanto. It has grown
to more than 20,000 businesses of all sizes, sectors, and industries.
By last year, we had hired more than 1.1 million people from the
welfare rolls.

In 2000, the partnership has salvaged a new program called the
BusLink Network with the help of a generous competitive grant
from the Department of Labor. I had the opportunity to administer
and execute that program in the five cities for 7 months.

The goal of BusLink was to engage, or is to engage and support
employers, particularly small- and mid-sized businesses, to hire
and retain individuals moving from welfare-to-work and other pop-
ulations who were deemed the hardest to place.

BusLink now operates in five cities: Chicago, Los Angeles,
Miami, New Orleans, and New York, where it has successfully
placed more than 2,500 former welfare recipients and other needy
individuals.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00077 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



68

On average, BusLink graduates earn $8 an hour and have excel-
lent job retention rates. As I say in the business world, we actually
beat our numbers. We committed to hiring 2,300 persons and we
hired 2,500, even with the New York office briefly down. We did
not use all of our money from the Department of Labor and we
have continued our work.

There is some background on us. Now I would like to provide
some comments regarding work requirements and work supports,
as was requested.

With regard to work requirements, our goal as employers is to
ensure that every American who wishes to work has the oppor-
tunity to hold a full-time job that enables them to support a family.

However, we must be cognizant of the fact that employers across
the Nation define full-time work in different ways. For example,
Save-A-Lot considers most employees working between 34 and 38
hours a week in the stores to be a full-time employee, but at UPS
full-time work is 40 hours; TJ Maax, 36 hours a week. According
to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, usual full-time work hours are
between 35 and 44 hours.

Therefore, from a business perspective it is important to empha-
size that employing individuals full-time, each company needs to
define that. Otherwise, a tight definition could remove the flexi-
bility employers now have to find their own workplace policies.

From a practical standpoint, I would like to share a few other ob-
servations about realistic challenges in defining full-time work.
Many employees hired off of public assistance begin on a part-time
basis.

Most businesses are unwilling to fully invest in a person until
they have proven themselves. Full-time work is usually a form of
promotion after a person displays a certain level of commitment to
working. This must be considered, please, when setting a standard
of work requirements.

With regard to work-related training and education, I would also
like to recognize the crucial importance of education and training
if we are to build on the progress made under welfare reform to
date.

In my personal view, this is especially true now that many of the
people who remain on welfare do face multiple barriers to success.
I am really glad or relieved that a lot of the members of this com-
mittee have experience with, or knowledge of, health care. I am
also echoing, in part, Governor Dean’s comments. My experience
can validate other testimony.

Many of the job applicants are struggling. Many of the job appli-
cants out there now are struggling with undiagnosed disabilities,
health issues and cognitive skill deficits. These areas must be dealt
with before individuals reach the workplace, and sometimes after
they reach the workplace, in order for them to succeed.

There have been many instances where a full-time employee is
ready to advance or move from part-time to full-time and they lack
the basic skills and they are dealing with the barriers I spoke of.

Allowing time for work-related activities and job training, sub-
stance abuse treatment, and education would be valuable in help-
ing address and overcome these barriers.
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As employers, we also hope Congress will recognize the impor-
tance of letting each business define work-related training as it
sees fit and ensuring that it qualifies any revised definitions of al-
lowable activities. Remedial skills also must be included in the
training.

Am I done? [Laughter.]
Senator JEFFORDS. Yes, you are done.
Ms. ARDAGNA. Well, I thank you for the opportunity to testify.
Senator JEFFORDS. Thank you very much. Excellent statement.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Ardagna appears in the appen-

dix.]
Senator JEFFORDS. Mr. Mead?

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE MEAD, PROFESSOR, NEW YORK
UNIVERSITY, NEW YORK, NY

Professor MEAD. My name is Lawrence Mead. I am a professor
at New York University and a long-time researcher on work and
welfare reform.

The main point I want to make is that the success of welfare re-
form does not necessarily mean that welfare has truly been re-
formed. The welfare rolls have fallen, but much of that is due to
changed social expectations, a very good economy, the rise of the
Earned Income Tax Credit, and a number of other factors.

The role of welfare reform, in the sense of changing welfare, is
actually less clear. Something is going on, but how much is going
on is doubtful.

We do not have good data on this. The TANF reporting does not
cover all of the recipients. We do not know what they are all doing.
As Senator Grassley has mentioned, about 60 percent of the recipi-
ents appear not to be satisfying the current definition of work ac-
tivity.

So the extent of activity and involvement in welfare reform by
the recipients is actually fairly limited. The extent to which welfare
has truly been reformed to incorporate work into the welfare mis-
sion is unclear. There appears to be a vast difference among the
States in this respect.

In some cases that I know well, like Wisconsin, it is clear that
welfare has been totally rebuilt around employment, and that also
seems to be the case in Michigan. In New York, it is much less
clear. There is much more resistance to change. In other States,
there has been even less change.

So the fact that the caseload is falling should not persuade us
that welfare reform is actually a reality on the ground. It is decep-
tive. Governors and mayors are taking credit for welfare reform,
but they have not necessarily done the hard work of changing the
system. That means the politics and the administration involved in
actually crafting new welfare institutions.

Now, for these reasons I think much of what the administration
proposes is a good idea. I think the 24-hour work requirement is
a way of insisting on some actual work activity from people on wel-
fare. That strikes me as constructive. The same for the full engage-
ment requirement, the idea of having everybody do something, ev-
eryone being involved in the program.
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The research indicates clearly there has to be a definite require-
ment. You have to do something. You have to be in the program.
The 24 hours, it seems to me, is a reasonable requirement. It is not
all public sector employment. It can be private. You can argue
about how much credit States should get for private sector place-
ment. It might be more than 3 months.

I am more doubtful about the 40 hours. I think that is probably
excessive. Thirty-five hours is probably realistic. Also, the 70 per-
cent work participation standards; that is probably excessive. The
50 percent that we have now is probably realistic.

We should not focus so much on getting a few people up to what
seem like normal working hours. We should focus instead on get-
ting something, some activity, from the bulk of the caseload. So,
the focus ought to be on the full engagement and on the 24 hours
and not necessarily on the 40 hours or the 70 percent.

I also want to mention some other constraints on participation
that the administration has not addressed. One of these is the
question of sanctions. The administration allows States to persist
in partial sanctions, but that has allowed a large part of the case-
load, especially in New York and California, to continue on welfare
while essentially ignoring the work requirements.

The adult’s portion of the grant is eliminated, but cash for the
children continues, and they keep all the non-cash benefits. In a
State like California, that is substantial. There is a lot of money
there. The adults are not accountable at all. That has to end, it
seems to me, to have a serious work requirement in these States.
So, institute a full family sanction.

We also ought to address the child-only cases. They are now a
third of the caseload. There are a bunch of subgroups within the
child-only. Some of them we clearly would not want to have a work
requirement for, but some of them we might. I think it is time to
see that the child-only category has become an escape hatch, a way
in which some elements are escaping the work test.

I would also do more to build up child support enforcement. The
administration has proposed funding State pass-throughs of child
support. That is a good idea. But we also need to expand child sup-
port enforcement programs where we actually induct fathers into
mandatory work programs that are sort of like welfare-to-work pro-
grams for welfare mothers, but focused on getting the fathers to
pay.

There are some evaluations that suggest that these programs
have promise. I would not say they are ready for prime time, I
would not yet mandate them, but we should fund further develop-
ment at the State level.

In my testimony, I go into a number of other issues relating to
food stamps, the Earned Income Tax Credit, and the management
provisions of the administration’s proposal. I think there should be
performance measures. They should be drafted by Washington.

States should have a choice as to the goals, but they should be
accountable for some definite set of outputs that we can track.
There should be better reporting focused on participation in the
programs covering all of the clients, not simply those that are
meeting work activity standards.
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So the point is, let us not be complacent. Yes, indeed, welfare re-
form is a huge success. But the reasons for this are not completely
clear. Welfare reform is clearly doing something right. But the ex-
tent of actual reform around the country is uneven, and we need
to address that.

[The prepared statement of Professor Mead appears in the ap-
pendix.]

Senator JEFFORDS. Well, thank you all for very helpful state-
ments.

I would like to try to focus in on some of the areas of critical
need in this Nation, as well as in the area which we are referring
to today. The first one, is the availability of child care.

One of the great failings of this Nation is to provide, as every
other industrialized Nation does, quality child care for at least the
3-year-olds on up. Every Nation has made it a part of their edu-
cational system and funded that.

We have listened to just a couple of remarks about it indicating
that it is a serious problem. How big a problem is it, and how much
would it help to make sure that there was available quality child
care?

Mr. Savner?
Mr. SAVNER. I think it is huge need. Right now, I think we heard

this briefly a moment ago, in 2000, more Federal TANF dollars
were spent for subsidized child care than were spent for cash as-
sistance.

So, clearly the States have recognized and have moved pretty
dramatically to use not only the child care development funds that
are made available, but actually more Federal TANF dollars than
child care development funds for child care.

So, clearly, there is a pressing need. If we want to do more, if
we want to help more low-wage working families with the supports
that they need, if we want to work with the unengaged people on
welfare right now, we need substantially more child care funding
in the child care development fund block grant so that those funds
are safe, that they can be targeted toward child care.

I know there is legislation from committee members that would
add funding there, and I think it is of the highest order of mag-
nitude in terms of a priority.

Senator JEFFORDS. Anyone else?
Ms. ARDAGNA. Senator, with regard to child care in the work-

place, that is one of the greatest reasons that people are absent
from work, is child care issues. To Senator Lincoln’s earlier point,
transportation as well, the combination of child care and transpor-
tation. From a business standpoint, that is what keeps people from
work too often.

Senator JEFFORDS. Mr. Mead?
Professor MEAD. I question this. The fact is, although there is a

lot of money for child care, many people leaving welfare do not
even claim the transitional child care that they are offered. They
simply leave. They make informal arrangements to take care of
their children.

That has been true as long as we have been studying this ques-
tion. Child care is vastly exaggerated as a barrier to people leaving
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welfare. It is true that you have to have it, but supply is available.
People arrange it.

Lack of child care usually is not the reason that people fail to
participate in work programs. They may say it is child care, but is
it really due to that or is it due to the fact that they really do not
have their lives together? Child care is a factor, but it is not usu-
ally a barrier as far as I have seen. I have not seen any research
that documents that there is a barrier.

People have been saying that child care has been a barrier for
as long as this subject has been on the agenda, for 20 years, at
least. Yet, somehow it never actually proves to be a barrier.

I think child care is an issue in a different way. The quality of
care, and its availability in a simple manner to the bulk of the pop-
ulation is, indeed, an issue. That is something that I think does de-
serve attention.

You can talk about constructing a child care system that covers
the entire low-wage working population. A number of States are
trying to do that. I think that is worthwhile, but it does cost
money. But we should not imagine that lack of care is a barrier to
people leaving welfare for work. I do not know of any evidence for
this.

Senator JEFFORDS. Ms. McNamee?
Ms. MCNAMEE. I disagree with Mr. Mead, I think, on his first as-

sumption that people are offered child care, because we find that
is not necessarily the fact, that frequently clients that are
transitioning into self-support are not told of the types of assist-
ance that is available to them in terms of extension of food stamps
or Medicaid, and child care being one of those categories.

Certainly with the folks that we work with, we find that the lack
of access to child care, and quality child care, is a huge issue. Also,
the availability of child care through non-traditional hours, mean-
ing a lot of the folks that come into the workforce for the first time
are offered either second- or third-shift jobs.

Day care centers do not typically stay open beyond 5:00, and in
many cases the kids are sitting in front of homes at quarter to 5:00
when moms have not even returned from home yet.

So, I disagree. Child care is a huge issue. I think it is one of the
major issues in getting folks back to work and having them sustain
work, and child care, which can deal even with children that are
ill. Not that I believe that children that are ill should be put in
child care, but if that is one of the criteria, it is extremely nec-
essary.

Senator ROCKEFELLER. Anyone else?
[No response.]
Senator ROCKEFELLER. I defer to my companion here.
Senator BREAUX. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I thank the panel.

I apologize for not being here earlier. I was chairing the Aging
Committee hearing on long-term care for seniors.

I take it that all of you have made comments in your prepared
statement about the administration’s proposal on the work require-
ments. I note that in discussing the administration’s plan, that Sec-
retary Thompson says, look, it is not that big of a deal. We are
talking about going from 20 hours to 24 hours, 16 hours would be
other activities, which should be encouraged.
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Why is his elaboration on how that would work not one that you
all would agree with? It is 20 hours now, you are going to 24. No
big deal. Sixteen of it can be other activities. We ought to be able
to meet that. We ought to be requiring people to work and not just
to not work. What are your comments?

Mr. SAVNER. I think it is a pretty big deal. I think, first of all,
right now the rules are that for women with preschool children,
kids under 6, they can satisfy the requirement for 20 hours a week.
This would eliminate that option for those States that choose it. It
is a State option, it is not a mandate.

I think the bigger issue, is in going from 24 to 30 or 40 hours,
we are requiring a lot more activity, we are requiring a lot more
expense for child care. There is no evidence or research that requir-
ing more than 30 hours is really important. Most States right now
have the option to require more. They do not choose to. That is
more than the standard work week, as we have heard from several
witnesses.

So, the issue is, if we are going to spend more money on having
people in activities and paying child care for people, there ought to
be a good reason for it because there are lots of uses for that
money. There is child care that is needed, there are work supports.

So why should we invest more in going from 30 to 40 hours with-
out pretty strong evidence that that is an important improvement
in the programs that we have got? There is simply no evidence of
that.

A number of States are running programs that offer education
and training, require work, and have people engaged in a variety
of activities in the range of 30 hours, and some require 35 hours.
I think the biggest issue, is that it will be more money. There is
just nothing to suggest that it is an effective use of very limited
resources.

Senator BREAUX. Well, Secretary Thompson would probably
argue that, look, because of the caseload work reduction credit that
you get, we are really not making that many people work the re-
quired number of hours. I think his point is that you have a State
where you have a 50 percent requirement to be working.

If you reduce the number of welfare cases by 45 percent, you
have only got a work requirement for 5 percent of the people. That
is hardly what we should be trying to reach out to in terms of a
program that is going to move people into work. Because of the
caseload work reduction credit, you could end up with only 5 per-
cent of the people having to meet the work requirements. That is
not what we intended.

What is your comment on that?
Mr. SAVNER. That is a fair question. In my testimony earlier, I

indicated that we did support getting rid of the caseload reduction
credit. It is not the right approach that we should be taking. We
should not be rewarding States against the work requirements sim-
ply because the caseloads are down.

On the other hand, I also testified that the initiatives that are
in both Senator Lincoln’s bill and Senator Rockefeller’s bill would
put in place of the caseload reduction credit a credit that would re-
ward States when they move people into jobs. That, it seems to me,
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seems to send a right signal to make sure that we are getting the
right results.

Five percent is not an adequate measure of State activity. It
should be more than that. Fifty percent is certainly a very reason-
able figure. That is what is in the law right now. We will get back
to approaching that if we substitute an employment credit for the
caseload reduction credit. We will come much closer to real, effec-
tive participation rates of 50 percent.

What I have been told and have seen in States, and by many re-
searchers, is that if we had real rates that approach 50 percent, in
order to meet those rates States will, in fact, have to engage vir-
tually everyone. They will work with everyone to meet a real 50
percent rate. That, it seems to me, to be a legitimate goal.

Senator BREAUX. From Louisiana’s standpoint, we have a lot
fewer people on welfare because we have a 24-month time limit. So,
we knocked that work requirement in the head by just terminating
people because they only could be on the program for 24 months,
then they were off.

So, we have got this great caseload work reduction credit, so the
work requirement was not nearly as effective as it probably should
have been.

Mr. Mead, do you have a comment?
Professor MEAD. Yes. I think the caseload fall credit is actually

in the background here. The combination of the caseload fall and
the credit has, as you pointed out, freed States from actually hav-
ing to meet the participation standards in the old law.

That has allowed them to do the things that we know from re-
search are counterproductive. That is, not to require universal en-
gagement and also not to require actual work. A lot of them have
pursued education and training programs that sound very nice, feel
very good, but we know from the research they have less effect on
people in actually going to work in available jobs.

What I see the administration trying to do, is re-center welfare
reform on the two key activities that are really necessary for re-
sults, once you get away from the somewhat unreal atmosphere of
the last 5 years. That is, first, to have high participation, to require
that people actually be in the program. That is what engagement
is all about. The second, is to acquire actual work.

That is what their two central recommendations do. They are
saying, yes, let us get rid of the credit, so you have to have partici-
pation of, they would say, 70 percent, I would settle for 50. But it
is going to real, now. There is going to be no escaping through the
caseload fall credit.

Then within that, you have to have actual work. If we do that,
we then are doing the things that we know from the research are
actually effective.

Senator BREAUX. Well, what areas of work-related activities that
are now credited as work would you want to take out of that cat-
egory?

Professor MEAD. Well, what the administration has really done,
is taken the current definition of work activities, which requires
mostly actual work but allows some training, and split it in two.

They say there are the 24 hours that you have to have actual
work, private or public, and then there are the other 16 hours
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where they would allow a wider range of activities than is now al-
lowed under current work activities.

I think that is a reasonable way to do it. I do not know if that
is essential. What is important, is to have some actual work. You
actually have to be in a job and do something, because that is what
we know has motivating effects on people to go out and get off wel-
fare.

If you do not do that, you are not actually impacting the case-
load. We should not be deceived by the fortunate events of the last
5 years to think that we have actually reformed welfare so that it
has the desirable shape we want it to have.

Senator BREAUX. Ms. McNamee?
Ms. MCNAMEE. Senator, we should be looking at moving people

out of welfare, not just to have a job, but to have a job that will
be sustained through their life. I think we all know—and most of
us this room have been educated—that education and training is
a critical part in keeping people out of poverty.

To limit the access to that from requiring 24 hours of work to a
single mom who may have four kids, and then putting 16 hours of
activity—which in this particular case I would hope would be edu-
cation—onto that is almost an impossible task. It is dooming some-
one to failure. Something is going to give here, and it is not going
to be anything that we particularly like.

To minimize the benefit of education and training in this arena,
I think, is really very short-sighted. Many of these folks come into
the workplace and do not have many skills.

Many suffer from some really very serious learning disabilities or
other kinds of issues that create problems for them in obtaining
and sustaining meaningful work, and they need job training and
education to help us get them into a stable workforce, one that will
have longevity, one that will see them sustain their rolls.

I also agree with you, that I think the 24-month limit has had
people come off of welfare. We have folks living in endless motels
who were welfare recipients who literally work to pay their rent in
staying in the motel and have no excess money. They do not qual-
ify. They are sleeping in cars.

So, I think the number is a little skewed without the proper re-
search being put in place as to what happened to those folks that
did not sustain a long-term job. They really are very marginal jobs,
minimal rates to start with. They come in and out of that market
rather quickly. They are working.

In my testimony, I had cited a woman who had exactly that.
They work for periods of time. They are the first to be let go. They
are the most dispensable in the market, and thereby become the
homeless the quickest.

Senator BREAUX. Both of you make good points on this. This is
not an easy solution. There is a real good argument that, for people
who have not been in the workforce at all, that it is important to
get them out there into the workforce to becoming more key to re-
sponsibility, reporting to work, whether it is at a flipping ham-
burgers job or it is at Goodwill Industries selling clothes, or sorting
facilities.

To get them into the concept of, maybe for the first time in their
lives, of coming to work on time, reporting on time, and having
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that life experience which is incredibly important, but at the same
time, there is a legitimate argument for spending a little bit more
on training and education so that the person can get into the work-
force with something that will be with them longer than a tem-
porary job flipping burgers, sorting clothes, or bagging groceries. I
have sort of done most of those myself, at one point.

So, both points here have some legitimate value about, how do
we get people into the mainstream of society and into the workforce
in something that can be there for a long period of time.

Anybody else have another comment?
Mr. SAVNER. Just on the last point that Mr. Mead made around

research. I think what you were just saying really fits the descrip-
tion of the program that was run in Portland, Oregon during the
late 1990’s and in the national evaluation of welfare-to-work strate-
gies. That Portland program had the highest impact in terms of
employment and earnings, and it was just what you described.

It was a program that included access to education and training,
intensive job search, helping people get jobs. It did not include a
large public works program, a workfare program, but it was not a
one-size-fits-all. It offered a range of things. Case workers got peo-
ple into the appropriate services.

In that kind of a model where they got credit for any kind of ac-
tivity as long as there was activity leading to work, they had in-
credibly powerful impacts on those clients. That is what we ought
to be looking for as a modeling, and modeling Federal policy so that
States can run those types of programs.

Senator BREAUX. Well, the concept of what assistance is all about
has certainly changed. Pre-TANF, we really focused on how much
you can give a person a check for, and they became dependent. It
was a vicious cycle. Parents had children, when they were on wel-
fare, the children were on welfare, the grandchildren were on wel-
fare. We never broke the cycle.

In Louisiana, for instance, we have a very small, small amount,
$240 a month in cash assistance for a family of three. That is a
26 percent increase since 2001. It used to be $190, which is hardly
enough to buy groceries.

But we are spending over two-thirds of the money we get on non-
cash assistance. We can go up to $500 a month, I think, on trans-
portation expenses, and $600 a month for child care.

So the emphasis now is totally different from what it used to be.
We are emphasizing transportation to get them to work, we are
emphasizing child care so they can work and someone takes care
of the children, and it is a stipend, almost, in terms of cash assist-
ance, $240 a month in my State, which has the highest percentage
of poverty of any State in the Nation.

So the whole focus has changed. I think we have done some ter-
rific things in this program. I do not want to change it so dramati-
cally that it becomes less of a success than I think it can be.

So, we are working on trying to deal with these work require-
ments. That is not the only thing. There are a lot of other things:
transportation, child care, education and training, as well as 24
hours versus 30 hours, versus 40 hours, which is sort of the way
the debate is going right now. We hope to improve that.
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I thank all of you for being with us. I apologize for not being here
sooner.

I will go ahead and recess the committee at this point. Thank
you.

[Whereupon, at 11:35 a.m. the hearing was adjourned.]
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TANF REAUTHORIZATION: BUILDING
STRONGER FAMILIES

THURSDAY, MAY 16, 2002

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, DC.
The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:39 a.m., in

room 215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Max Baucus
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Also present: Senators Lincoln, Grassley, and Hatch.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MONTANA, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The CHAIRMAN. The hearing will come to order.
This is our third full committee hearing on the reauthorization

of the landmark 1996 welfare reform law.
As I have said before, the 1996 welfare reform law was an exper-

iment. The old system had failed and we tried something new. I
strongly supported the bill and, as we have reviewed the results
thus far, I am glad I did.

Now it is time to start building on that success. Today we are
talking about how to strengthen families. In the end, welfare re-
form should be about creating more opportunities for children in
low-income families. We want them to have a chance to live the
American dream, too. Part of that is doing all we can to make sure
that they grow up in supportive, living homes.

We have learned something in the last few years about moving
mothers from welfare to work. The welfare case load is down by
half. Hundreds of thousands of mothers have exchanged a welfare
check for a paycheck. But we know less about the most effective
ways to promote stronger families. There are a lot of perspectives,
and we will hear many of them today.

So to start things off, I would like to share some of my thoughts.
The administration has proposed grants to promote marriage. We
need to be cautious here. I am from Montana. In my State, we do
not think the government has much business getting into your life.
To me, like most Montanans, marriage is a personal, a private
choice. I recommend it. It is not something the government should
interfere with.

That said, the committee will listen to what Dr. Horn has to say.
We will also listen to Commissioner Hendrick’s description of what
Oklahoma does to promote marriage.

In return, I hope that they will listen to other perspectives as
well, such as those represented by the rest of our witnesses. This
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is really an opportunity and it is a challenge for people here who
have strongly-held views to step back and not form judgments.

Listen. Listen to what the other side has to say. Listen carefully.
Look for opportunities. Look for ways to work with someone who
has a different perspective because this, otherwise, gets too emo-
tional. We are trying to find solutions here. This is not an oppor-
tunity to score debating points.

I believe Dr. Sawhill is right to point out the importance of re-
ducing teen pregnancies. Even with the recent decline in teen birth
rates, we still must do better with prevention.

A teenager who has a child often drops out of school, and is less
likely to form a stable, long-term relationship with the father of the
child. This combination is a recipe for poverty. I also think that
changing the rules for child support so that more of a father’s pay-
ment gets to his child is smart. I am glad that Vicki Turetsky is
here to talk about that. I also thank Senator Snowe for her impor-
tant legislation in this area.

I am glad to welcome another Montanan, Kate Kahan, a witness
here today. From her work with low-income mothers, she can pro-
vide us with a good, solid reality check.

There are still too many women suffering from domestic violence
in this country. We need to be careful that policies intended to pro-
mote marriage do not result in more women and children becoming
victims of batterers.

It is easy to say that we should promote marriage. It is a won-
derful institution. But when legislating in this area, Congress must
proceed with care.

I welcome our witnesses for an important discussion on this, and
I especially welcome Ms. Kahan, who has come all the way from
my State of Montana to be here today. I am glad she could be here.

Senator Grassley?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM IOWA

Senator GRASSLEY. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding
what hearings you have on this subject of TANF reauthorization.
It will probably be one of the next big items that we deal with in
this committee, now that we are dealing with trade promotion au-
thority. I thank you very much for your interest in this.

In my view, today’s hearing on family formation policies high-
lights issues that are just as important to welfare reform as pro-
posed new work requirements or other aspects of this bill.

The President deserves high praise for his proposal to promote
child well-being and healthy marriages in the welfare reauthoriza-
tion. I am pleased that this committee will consider the President’s
ideas in this area.

Now, it would be very naive to suggest that there is a simple so-
lution to improving and strengthening families. That said, though,
we do know with great certainty that strengthening families holds
great promise for our children. Today’s hearing deserves close at-
tention.

Discussion about family issues can become mere ideological argu-
ments, if we let them. But in my view, child well-being should not
be a political issue. Our focus should be on helping children and
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families. Today’s hearing can help dialogue by highlighting com-
mon ground.

There may be differences of opinion about approaches, but there
is an enormous body of nonpartisan research that informs us about
the needs of children and families.

For example, children growing up without a married mother and
father are more likely to fail in school, struggle with emotional
problems, and to abuse drugs. Children from homes without mar-
ried mothers and fathers are about twice as likely to drop out of
school. Over 50 percent of these children are more likely to have
a child themselves as a teenager, and 50 percent are more likely
to use and abuse controlled substances.

While a marriage license will not guarantee a child’s success in
life, it does give parents an insurance policy of sorts to provide sta-
bility and opportunity for those children.

Take it from someone like me, who has helped raise five chil-
dren. While I cannot pretend to have done even half of the hard
work that it takes to raise a child, my wife Barbara and I agree
that the job is made easier when two grownups are in charge of
nurturing, disciplining, and providing a family.

From my experience, I would agree with President Bush that sin-
gle moms have the toughest job in the world, especially young,
unwed teenaged mothers.

If the government can help young mothers afford food, transpor-
tation and child care, I see no reason why the government should
not reach out and help couples who are struggling to stay together.

Fostering strong family relationships and encouraging families to
stay together are noble causes that none of us should apologize for,
and that ought to be included in America’s welfare system.

Each of today’s expert witnesses illustrates the importance of the
home to the health and well-being of each child. I urge my col-
leagues to remain very open to, and interested in, these rec-
ommendations. We can, and must, do better than the status quo.

Teen pregnancy prevention is also a key component of this de-
bate. The economic disadvantages that single parents face, particu-
larly teen parents, are passed on to their children.

Nearly 8 out of 10 unwed mothers end up on welfare; 65 percent
of the families start by a teen mother who is poor. The ideas under
discussion today are deeply relevant to the welfare debate.

The 1996 reform law reflected the importance of strong families,
as well as the importance of reducing out-of-wedlock and teenaged
births.

As we reauthorize the act, let us work together to enhance State
efforts to promote healthy marriages and reduce teen pregnancy.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator.
Let us start with our guests here this morning. We are very hon-

ored to have three very distinguished members of the U.S. Senate
who have worked very hard to contribute a lot to their States and
our country, and I deeply appreciate your points of view. They cer-
tainly add to our legislation.

We will begin left to right. We will start with you, Senator Dodd.
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STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER DODD, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM CONNECTICUT

Senator DODD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Senator
Grassley. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you this
morning. I think it is a wonderful subject of a hearing, Building
Stronger Families. You are going to hear a lot of testimony on var-
ious elements on how you might strengthen families.

The CHAIRMAN. You do not have larger numbers, do you?
Senator DODD. These are on wait lists.
Senator GRASSLEY. We cannot read them.
The CHAIRMAN. We cannot read them.
Senator DODD. Well, that is because you are aging up there.

[Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. I know. That is true. That is right.
Senator DODD. That is another hearing.
The CHAIRMAN. Another hearing.
Senator DODD. I will share with you these numbers on child care

waiting lists in a minute so that you can look at them.
But one of the elements—and there are so many facets of this—

but obviously the success of any society depends upon the most
fundamental cellular structure of it, and that is, of course, the fam-
ily.

Having a hearing talking about how to build stronger families,
I think, is very, very worthwhile, particularly in light of some of
the incredible pressures the family faces today. It is stunning, the
amount of burdens that a family has to meet if they are going to
succeed. It is extremely hard.

I think the fact that this committee recognizes the difficulties
and the burdens in trying to keep a family together, particularly
when there are tremendous economic pressures, is good. Any sur-
vey done of what causes families to fall apart, invariably, the list
is topped by economics, tragically.

So I would like to talk, if I could, briefly, Mr. Chairman, about
one aspect about how to keep families together, particularly as you
talk about welfare reform, a bill that will be moving through the
Congress fairly soon.

Because an awful lot of these families are working poor families,
I want to focus on them. One of the major issues for them is, as
working parents, where are their children every day? Who is
watching the children because they cannot because they are work-
ing?

One of the things we have tried to do over the last number of
years that I think has been very healthy, is to get away with this
debate between those people who can and make a tremendous sac-
rifice to have one parent at home, where there are intact families,
to be with their children as they are growing up and those who
cannot. Too often, we allow that debate to divide families when we
should not at all.

So there have been a number of provisions that have come out
of this committee providing tax incentives and the like to support
those families who make the difficult choice, as many do, to forego
the economics, the additional income coming in, to be with their
children. I support wholeheartedly those efforts.
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For many families, as you pointed out already, and Senator
Grassley has, whether you are a single parent or you are two par-
ents living right on the edge, the luxury of one staying at home just
is not there.

So when two parents have to work, or one parent does, then how
do we—that is, those in the public sector, if you will, at every level
of government—try to support that effort? That is what I would
like to briefly talk about here this morning.

As you know, Senators Snowe, myself, Senator Jeffords, Senator
Breaux, Senator Rockefeller, Senator DeWine, Senator Reed, Sen-
ator Harkin, Senator Collins, Senator Clinton, have all introduced
a piece of legislation that I have authored called S. 2117, the Ac-
cess to High-Quality Child Care Act.

Recall, I know both of you will, the efforts that Senator Hatch
and I made now almost two decades ago to pass the child care and
development block grant, going back into the mid-1980’s.

This bill is divided equally between members of this committee
and the Health, Education, Labor, & Pensions Committee. We
thought it was important, since both committees have jurisdiction,
to talk about some ideas, Mr. Chairman, on how we might build
stronger families as we talk about welfare reform, extending work
hours, to assist those families in providing the child care needs.

All of us have spent a lot of time, I am sure, in a bipartisan fash-
ion trying to identify the current problems with the child care sys-
tem. In a bipartisan manner, as I mentioned, we have worked to
propose ways to improve the system while also recognizing that we
need to expand assistance among working poor families, families
just above the poverty line who are struggling every single day to
make ends meet.

They are not on welfare. They are working, but they are earning
low wages, living paycheck to paycheck. Only 1 out of 7 eligible
children, Mr. Chairman, receive any kind of child care assistance
at all. It is better to receive assistance than not, obviously.

But the current system, with low State reimbursement rates—
that is, low subsidies compared to the actual cost of care in any
given community—and the high co-payments relative to income
leave many, many parents with too little choices among child care
providers.

If we really do care about the environment children are in, then
I think we need to do better. That is the reason that so many of
us, in a bipartisan way, have introduced the piece of legislation I
have talked about.

As you all know all too well, child care in too many communities
is not affordable at all, and in too many more it is not available,
or even worse, of questionable quality.

About 14 million children under the age of six are in some type
of child care arrangement every single day in this country. Four-
teen million under the age of six. This includes about six million
infants who are in some sort of non-parental custodial environ-
ment.

The cost of the average care runs between $4,000 and $10,000
per child, per year. In this city, it is around $10,000. In more rural
areas or poorer areas of the country, that number is closer to
$4,000.
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Every week, about seven million children go home alone after
school every day when the school bell rings. Some are as young as
six or 7 years of age. I am concerned, as you think about whether
to increase the work requirements from 30 to 40 hours, whether
more children will go home alone. As you know, most elementary
school children are only in school for about 30 hours a week. Many
communities report shortages in the availability of after-school
care. Nearly 20 States, Mr. Chairman, currently have waiting
lists—and that is what this chart is to identify here—for child care
assistance. But every State has difficulty meeting child care needs.
No State serves every eligible child. A number of States, including
my own of Connecticut, do not authorize the use of waiting lists.
So the fact that not every State is referenced here, these are the
only States that keep waiting lists so we have some idea of what
the numbers are. I know you are having a hard time reading it.

Just to give you some of the larger numbers, in California, the
waiting list for child care assistance is 280,000 children; Florida,
46,000; Alabama, 5,000; North Carolina, 25,000; Texas, almost
37,000. This is every day, children who would otherwise qualify for
some kind of help the parents need in order for those children to
get some child care assistance and get off waiting lists. Many drop
off. Many do not even list themselves any longer as trying. So,
these numbers are the ones that are still hoping that they may
qualify for some assistance.

A report recently done by the Urban Institute, which I have with
me here, Mr. Chairman, describes in detail the difficulties eligible
families face in accessing and retaining child care assistance. Too
many States do not do outreach to eligible families to let them
know about the availability of child care assistance. Too often,
there is no coordination between local TANF and child care offices.

Case workers give no information about child care or quality, or,
equally frustrating, wrong information in many instances.

Parents have to take time off from work, as you would expect,
often repeatedly, to physically go to the TANF agency or child care
agency, or both, to fill out the paperwork. Many have to wait all
day to see a case worker, and then have to come back the next day,
all time taken away from work or applying for work, or in some
job training program.

Parents who do not bring the right paperwork experience addi-
tional delays and frustration. In one State, parents are required to
provide eight different pieces of documentation to qualify for assist-
ance.

As if qualifying for assistance is hard enough, the recertification
process what is needed every few months or in some States once
a month to keep child care assistance is equally daunting. More in-
person visits requiring parents, again, to take off time from work,
often requiring parents to show the very same documentation yet
again to hold onto the child care assistance they need.

It is no wonder that failure to recertify is the biggest reason that
parents lose child care assistance. While on paper it looks like par-
ents transitioning from welfare to work are guaranteed child care
assistance, in practice, retaining child care assistance is anything
but a guarantee.
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In fact, in reading the Urban report it is a miracle. It is amazing
that a program designed to help the working poor—and again, we
are talking about working poor here—requires parents to take time
off from work so often to retain their child care assistance.

Our bill that I mentioned already strengthens the coordination
between TANF and the child care offices. We simplify the recertifi-
cation process. We encourage States to find ways to make the proc-
ess of obtaining and retaining child care assistance more in synch
with the needs of low-wage workers.

For the hearing record, I would ask, Mr. Chairman, that a copy
of the chart here—again, if you think the waiting list chart was
hard to see, I cannot even see this one that is in front of me here.
But just to give you an idea, this is the kind of chart you may have
seen a few years ago before child care assistance was consolidated
into a single block grant, but this one is from an Urban Institute
report that came out last month that shows you the easier scenario
of qualifying for child care or recertifing for child care, and the
harder scenario assistance to get. All these little bullets are the
steps that a parent must take in order to get child care assistance.

I will send a copy up to the desk before it goes in the record, just
so you have a chance to take a look at it.

[The information appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. We will get it. Thank you very much.
Senator DODD. But it is just to give you some idea. This is not

the exception. This is what happens in too many jurisdictions.
At any rate, Mr. Chairman, in recent weeks I have listened to

members on both this committee, and others, talk about child care.
What I have heard, is that members want to make sure that what-
ever the work requirements are under the welfare reform package,
that sufficient child care funds will be available to meet those
rates.

I commend this committee, I commend you on your statement
this morning, and Senator Grassley, and applaud your efforts in
this regard. I totally agree with you. At the same time, meeting the
needs of those required to work under welfare reform is only part
of the picture. When Senator Snowe and I first began outlining the
principles behind our legislation, we agreed on four basic points.

One, that whatever the work rates are agreed to under welfare
reform, there must be sufficient child care funds to help parents re-
quired to work.

Two, that we need to maintain our commitment to helping those
who are transitioning from welfare to work.

Three, that given the large number of working poor families
struggling to pay child care costs, we need to continue expanding
assistance to the working poor.

Last, given the numbers of hours every day, every week that
children are spending in child care, we need to improve the quality
of child care.

In many ways, I would like to make point number four point
number one, because too often that comes at the tail end. We talk
about availability, we talk about cost, and the one element that
pays the price in the end is quality.

And again, Mr. Chairman, I am sure you have been by and vis-
ited. You have seen the anecdotal evidence. Every one of us have.
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In too many instances, the quality of this care is a disgrace, to put
it mildly. To see what children are spending hours in every day,
and then you need only to listen, as we recently have, to people
who are teachers of these children coming out of this kind of envi-
ronment, what they are going through.

In March, the Health Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee
heard from a young woman in Maine, Sheila Merkinson, who
works in an insurance company and earns $18,000 a year and is
eligible for child care assistance, but is on a waiting list.

In the meantime, she pays half of her income each week for child
care so that her 2-year-old gets the care he needs. She also has told
us that she is only able to do that because she and her child live
with her grandmother.

At a joint hearing just a few weeks ago between the Children’s
Subcommittee and Family Policy Subcommittee chaired by Senator
Breaux, we heard from another parent, Vicki Flamand from Flor-
ida, who was lucky to receive child care assistance for 2 years. But
on March 1 of this year, although she was only earning $13,000 a
year, her 2-year transitional child care assistance ended.

She was told that she would now have to add her name to the
bottom of Florida’s regular child care waiting list of 47,000 chil-
dren. Her case worker told her to go back on welfare, exactly the
opposite thing we want people to be doing. But she does not want
to do that. She wants to continue working.

If the goal of TANF is to gear parents up to work, then we ought
not pull the rug out from under them while they are working and
force them to go back into a situation we are trying to shut down.

An equally compelling challenge for both of the committees is the
quality of child care, as I have mentioned already. About 14 million
children under six years of age are in some type of child care ar-
rangement.

A recent survey, Mr. Chairman—and this is worth noting—found
that 46 percent of kindergarten teachers report that at least half
of their students enter kindergarten not ready to learn. This has
been a problem, but it is far greater now in the wake of Federal
education reforms.

The education bill that passed Congress just a few months ago
requires schools to test every child every year from the third to the
eighth grades, and the results of those tests will be used to hold
schools accountable as to whether or not they can even stay open.

If we expect children to be on par by the third grade, then we
need to look at how they start school. The learning gap does not
begin in kindergarten, we just notice it in kindergarten. If we are
serious about education reform, then we need to look at the child
care settings the children are in and to figure out how to strength-
en them if we can.

This bill that we have introduced helps States start to address
that issue by improving the quality of child care, whatever the set-
ting may be.

Briefly, and I will end here, we set aside 5 percent of the block
grant to work in partnership with States to increase provider reim-
bursement rates for child care. Higher rates will enable parents to
have real choices among child care providers.
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We also set aside 5 percent of the block grant to work in partner-
ship with the States to promote child care workforce development.

These funds will go towards helping States improve child care
provider compensation and benefits, offer training in partnership
with community colleges, resource and referral organizations,
scholarships for training in early childhood development, training
for providers, caring for children with special needs, and the like.
It is a disaster today. They make about $15,000 a year as a child
care worker. You get CPR training, and that is about it. Then, of
course, children are spending a lot of hours in these tough settings.

So, Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the hearing on building strong-
er families. We think a very important element in that is going to
be having a very important child care element to it.

We do not have a number, by the way, in this bill. We have
asked the Congressional Budget Office, based on what we had in
the bill here, to provide us some numbers, so we want to work with
them to come back with some specific dollars.

But it is not going to be just enough to write a check on the child
care issue. We have also got to focus on how those dollars are going
to be used to maximize—and that is why we have the 5 percent
set-asides in both the areas I have mentioned—and focus specifi-
cally on the quality, by Senator Snowe and the other members that
I have mentioned that worked so hard to fashion a bill here that
we would hope would become a part of the welfare reform package
when it goes up.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very, very much, Senator. You have
dedicated much of your Senate career toward helping children. It
is noted, it is appreciated, and we all benefit from it. Thank you
very, very much for that very thorough statement.

Senator DODD. Thank you. Thank you, Senator Baucus.
[The prepared statement of Senator Dodd appears in the appen-

dix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Santorum?

STATEMENT OF HON. RICK SANTORUM, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
PENNSYLVANIA

Senator SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Sen-
ator Grassley.

What I would like to talk about is sort of where we come on the
issue of marriage, families, and welfare, and hopefully where we
are going.

Where we came from in 1996 when many of us here were work-
ing as Governors, and we were working as Senators on this legisla-
tion, was that welfare created a disincentive for marriage. We pe-
nalized people for staying married. We penalized fathers for stick-
ing around.

A lot of States, through the encouragement of the 1996 law, have
gone about stopping that penalty. That is a good step. We are now
neutral toward marriage in our welfare laws.

The question is whether we should stay neutral or whether we
should do something that is more positive in encouraging marriage.

Well, what is the case for being positive? Senator Grassley laid
out a very long litany of statistics which are very, very telling.
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I do not know of one statistical piece of evidence that shows that
marriage is a negative for children. Not one. I am not aware of
anything. The numbers are higher for poverty, higher for welfare
dependency, higher for doing poorly in school, higher for drugs,
higher for crime, higher for out-of-wedlock births, higher for domes-
tic violence for the woman, higher for child abuse.

Every statistic that I am aware of—and I would be anxious to
hear if there is one on the other side—says that marriage is better
for children, every one, and usually by a very large margin.

So the question I have is, why are we neutral on this issue if we
care about children? Why are the laws of the Federal Government,
when it comes to poor children, neutral as to how we encourage
mothers and fathers to marry—in many cases, it is some encour-
agement to marry and in many cases it is some encouragement to
stay together—when we see the profound impact on children and
the well-being of children?

I think a very good goal, and I think it is sort of an unstated one
but I think it is an important goal of welfare reform, should be the
well-being of children.

We talk about day care, and that is certainly an element of well-
being. But I think there has got to be a broader picture than what
to do with children between the hours that mom works.

There has got to be a broader picture of what we are doing to
provide a nurturing environment for children 24 hours a day, not
just the hours where mother happens to be at work.

So what I think many of us have advocated here, is we need to
have some sort of incentives for the States to be laboratories of ex-
periment to see what we can do to encourage strong, stable mar-
riages because strong, stable marriages result in stronger, more
stable children. The numbers are overwhelming.

Now, the question is, what do we do about that? How does the
Federal Government, in its infinite wisdom, do that? I think what
the President has proposed is something that is pretty reasonable.
That is, let us go out there and let the States fund organizations,
many of whom are out there already, trying to promote fatherhood.

I know Senator Bayh, former Governor Bayh, was very, very ac-
tive in Indiana in organizations like that, promoting responsible fa-
therhood, promoting pre-marriage counseling, promoting counseling
teens before they are even sexually active about the importance of
marriage and the importance of families.

There are lots of programs out there—that hopefully will not
drive some who seem to have a problem with this crazy—that may
or may not work, but I do not understand what the hesitancy is
of letting the Governors fund organizations that may promote
something that is clearly a good to children.

So what the President has proposed is a very modest amount of
money, $300 million, to go out and see what, in fact, can work on
a local level to encourage something which is a clearly identifiable
good to children.

I would like to enter into the record a Washington Post editorial
from April 5, ‘‘The Less Marriage Problem.’’ I would like to quote
just the last few lines. It says, ‘‘But imaginative State programs
may be worth a try, particularly if conducted rigorously enough to
evaluate results.
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‘‘Right now, we really do not know what it takes to build positive
relationships among high-risk couples, and this is something that
does need new research,’ says Christian Moore, president of the
nonpartisan research group Child Trends, who believes that small
State programs could yield useful models.’’

The final statement of the Washington Post is, ‘‘What, beyond
tired ideology, is the argument against that?’’

The CHAIRMAN. The article will be included in the record.
[The article appears in the appendix.]
Senator SANTORUM. Thank you.
I agree with you, Mr. Chairman. I think we have to be cautious.

I would posit to the committee that I think what the President has
put forward is a very cautious approach. It does not say, we are
going to come in, we know what is best, and we are going to force
A, B, and C to do certain things with respect to family.

What it does say, is we know the benefits of marriage. We should
be looking at how we can be a positive influence through the Gov-
ernors, through the States, and through nonprofit organizations in
promoting stable families, and thereby stable children.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator. Appreciate that.
[The prepared statement of Senator Santorum appears in the ap-

pendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bayh?

STATEMENT OF HON. EVAN BAYH, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
INDIANA

Senator BAYH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for your
courtesy today. I hope you will express that to Senator Grassley as
well. I appreciate very much your work, your interest, and your
consideration on this very important issue.

I am pleased to have been joined by two of our colleagues who
have already had a chance to appear before this committee. As you
noted, Chris Dodd has been one of the foremost champions of child
care throughout his career in the Senate.

Senator Santorum did not note for the record, but he has had,
since the first welfare reform bill was enacted, I think, 10 welfare
recipients go to work in his office and make the transition from
welfare to a paying job. So, he has experienced firsthand many of
the hurdles that they have to overcome. I think it is important to
know that.

My colleague, Senator Carper, we are going to hear from in just
a moment, was one of foremost experts among the National Gov-
ernors Association on the subject of welfare reform. I am pleased
to have been joined by him in the legislation I will be discussing.

Wade Horn, whom the committee will hear from shortly, Senator
Santorum mentioned, is one of the foremost experts in family for-
mation, and particularly the subject of fatherhood. I have been
pleased to work with Wade over the years and appreciate his lead-
ership.

Elizabeth Sawhill, on teen pregnancy. I have been pleased to
work with her and look forward to having the benefit of her testi-
mony as well.
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Mr. Chairman, we had the privilege of introducing yesterday our
Work and Family Act. It was co-sponsored by nine of our col-
leagues, including five former Governors, two former first ladies of
States, one former insurance commissioner, and one former State
attorney general.

So, the nine of us have a great deal of experience at the State
and local levels in terms of how to get things done and actually im-
plement Federal statutes.

Let me just discuss the broad outlines of our proposal for the
benefit of the committee, Mr. Chairman. Five years ago, as you
noted in your opening statement, America made an historic com-
mitment to ending welfare as we then knew it and making a tran-
sition from a system that too often promoted or encouraged depend-
ency to one that encouraged and promoted independence and self-
sufficiency, away from a system that focused solely upon income
maintenance and instead toward a system that promoted income
generation and building a stable financial foundation for families.

In essence, Mr. Chairman, we built a system that sought to offer
opportunity for every American that was willing to work hard, play
by the rules, and wanted to get ahead in exchange for personal re-
sponsibility from every American to make the most of that oppor-
tunity.

Today, Senator Carper, I, and the other co-sponsors of the Work
and Family Act propose to build upon that historic progress by
combining the best ideas of both the left and the right.

We are committed to a system that emphasizes work and per-
sonal responsibility as the best avenues to building strong families
and creating independence and self-sufficiency, while at the same
time understanding the essential role that adequate resources, as
Senator Dodd was mentioning, and flexibility for States are essen-
tial to ensuring the practicality of the system, and, most impor-
tantly, Mr. Chairman, of ensuring that the goals that we inscribe
on paper here in Washington can, in fact, be translated into results
in States and local communities where the hard work really needs
to take place. So, it needs to be a balance, Mr. Chairman, in com-
bining the best ideas of both.

Specifically, we embraced the notion of increasing the work par-
ticipation rates from the current 50 percent to 70 percent, as has
been proposed by the President and embraced by some others here
in the U.S. Senate.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, currently, for many States—per-
haps most States—the work participation rate is effectively zero
because of the credit that is given for caseload reductions.

caseloads have gone down so substantial in recent years that it
has removed the job placement requirements for most States. We
believe that States should have at least some incentive, some re-
quirement, for taking people from welfare and transitioning them
into work, where that is possible.

We seek to make this practical and workable, Mr. Chairman, by
providing a job placement credit so that States are incented to ac-
tually place people into jobs and not simply get them off of the
rolls.

We provide a credit for placing noncustodial parents into jobs.
This is very important, and deals with the so-called ‘‘dead broke
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dad’’ syndrome, where many single fathers out there have brought
children into the world, but because of a lack of education, a lack
of employment prospects, are incapable of paying their child sup-
port.

We think States should deserve credit for placing those noncusto-
dial parents into jobs so they can begin to pay their child support
and create a stronger family in so doing.

We provide a bonus credit for placing welfare recipients in good-
paying jobs. We think States should have an incentive to do that.
We also provide an incentive by giving States a bonus that have
a particularly good track record in increasing their child support
payment records.

We also, Mr. Chairman, embraced the concept of a full work
week, which for most Americans means 40 hours of either work or
work-related activities. I know that this is controversial in some
quarters. We think it is important to, again, strike the appropriate
balance. We think the 40-hour requirement should be retained, Mr.
Chairman, to keep faith with, particularly, lower income working
Americans.

Lower income. Not the rich, not the fortunate, but lower income
working Americans who get up every day, go to work, sometimes
hold not one, but two jobs, go to school at night, try to find child
care for their children, try and find transportation to get to a job.

They work hard to keep their necks above the water line, to
make ends meet. It is not easy for them and we think that, just
as they put in at least 40 hours or more to stay independent, the
people on the system should put in the same 40 hours in an at-
tempt to become independent. We think that that is a matter of
fairness for everyone involved.

But at the same time, Mr. Chairman, we think that the flexi-
bility needs to be built into the system to make this requirement
practical. We retain the provision in current law; the President
does not. We think it is appropriate the we do, that would provide
an exception for every family with a child under 6 years of age.

In every family with a child under 6 years of age, the recipient
would be held to only a 20-hour a week requirement. That is cur-
rent law, Mr. Chairman. We propose to retain that.

Also current law that we propose to retain, that the administra-
tion proposes to reduce, is the provision that would allow the first
year, or full 12 months, of vocational education to count toward the
work requirement. We think that is an important bridge from work
into self-sufficiency by providing people with the education, the vo-
cational training necessary to become employed.

And, Mr. Chairman, we propose to build upon that by allowing
individuals an additional 12 months, a fully 24 months where they
are working toward a degree in a vocational program. We think
that is an appropriate allowance to make.

We also provide a credit to States for part-time jobs where there
is a full 24 hours of actual work, not just work-related activities.

Just quickly, a couple of other items, Mr. Chairman. In terms of
resources, this is an important commitment that we must make.
The work participation rates, the hours of work or work-related ac-
tivities every week, must go hand-in-hand with the resources nec-
essary to make those requirements practical and achievable.
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We provide for an additional $8 billion of child care support to
address the concerns related by Senator Dodd, and an additional
$2.5 billion of SSBG block grant money, which many States use to
provide child care.

We also provide for some transitional Medicaid assistance, which
we think is another major hurdle that many recipients need to
overcome, and the resources should be there to address that.

In the teen pregnancy area, we set a very ambitious goal of re-
ducing teen pregnancy rates by 25 percent over the next 10 years.
We provide $100 million to accomplish this; $50 million on a for-
mula basis to States, $50 million as an incentive to States that can
reduce their teen pregnancy rates by up to 2.5 percent during a
year.

This will deal with the root causes of poverty which we so often
neglect to deal with the manifestations of the root causes, and will
be good for mothers and their children, good for taxpayers, and
good for dealing with the social consequences of teen pregnancy.

Two quick points in conclusion. First, the fatherhood point which,
as Senator Santorum has mentioned, I have had the privilege of
working on for quite some time.

Colleagues, I think this is very much a women’s rights issue. The
first wave of welfare reform dealt with custodial parents, about 97
or 98 percent of whom are women.

We basically said, look, we are going to provide you with an op-
portunity, but we want you to make the most of that opportunity
by being responsible, by getting an education, going to work, hav-
ing your children vaccinated, and so forth, and there will be con-
sequences if you do not.

What about the men? What about the men who brought these
children into the world and, all too often, have walked away leav-
ing the women and the taxpayers to pick up the pieces and the
bills? Should we not require them to be just as responsible as the
mothers have been required to be? I think we must.

So we have provisions in this bill to reach out to these men to
insist that they, too, get an education, that they, too, take a job
when it is available, and they begin to pay their child support and
fulfill their financial responsibilities to their children.

In conclusion, colleagues, I would just say once again, we have
an historic opportunity to build on the progress that we previously
made. I think about history, particularly back in the 1930’s, when,
during the depths of the Great Depression, more Americans than
ever in our national experience relied upon public support to make
ends meet.

The architect of what we now know as the modern social safety
net in our country, Franklin Roosevelt, used to regularly say words
to the effect that the best social program is a good job. He was
right then and it is still true today. The principles that we imbed
in the Work and Family Act seem to take more families from de-
pendence to independence by emphasizing that principle.

I thank you for your courtesy, and we look forward to working
with the committee on this important subject.

Senator GRASSLEY. Before I call on Senator Carper, I thank both
of you for spending time with me in my office to explain your bipar-
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tisan program on TANF review. I appreciate very much your com-
ments for today.

[The prepared statement of Senator Bayh appears in the appen-
dix.]

Senator GRASSLEY. Senator Carper?

STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS CARPER, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
DELAWARE

Senator CARPER. Senator Grassley, I would just say thank you to
you and your staff for your willingness, along with a number of
other members of this committee and their staffs, for meeting with
Senator Bayh and myself.

When he was Governor of Indiana, his State was one of the lead-
ers at the forefront of welfare reform, along with Governor Tommy
Thompson up in Wisconsin.

Thinking back to the days when we were Governors, it was about
6 years ago today that I sat at this table with John Engler, who
was lead Republican Governor on welfare reform. I was lead Demo-
crat Governor on welfare reform. We were here to report on what
the Governors had unanimously agreed. We agreed that we ought
to change. Welfare was broke, and we ought to fix it.

We came to the old President and said, these are the principles
that we think should underlie welfare reform. We laid them out
that day, and later that year, you endorsed, voted for, and put in
place Federal welfare reform law that just changed the system and
really changed the landscape.

I just want to take a minute and look back to what you did in
1996. There was a lot of attention in 1996 on time limits. We actu-
ally established, under Federal law, 5-year time limits, and said
States could change those time limits if they wanted to and make
them shorter, but they could not make them longer.

Other changes that were adopted were equally important. What
you did, is you changed the incentives that existed in 1996 and the
years leading up to 1996. Previously, the incentives were for really
discouraging work, discouraging men from taking responsibility for
the children that they have fathered.

Just think of this. If you went to work off of welfare before 1996,
what did you gain? You gained the right to pay taxes, State income
taxes, Federal income taxes, Social Security taxes. You lost your
health care, you lost your cash assistance, you may lose your food
stamps, you may lose your assisted housing, and you ended up hav-
ing to figure out how to pay for child care, how to pay for a way
to get to work.

What you did in 1996, is you decided to take a chance on the
States, that the States would not get involved in a race to the bot-
tom, but they would actually put the interests of children and fami-
lies ahead of their own financial interests within those States.

You block granted the money that had previously come as an en-
titlement and you said to the States, we are going to give you some
flexibility to use that money.

You can use that money for cash assistance, if you want to. You
can use some of that money for child care, if you want to. You can
use some of that money for health care if you want to, for transpor-
tation. You gave us that kind of flexibility. The last President said,
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go out there and experiment boldly. We had the opportunity to
work within a waiver system.

You also established a rainy day fund and said, by the way, if
we run into economic hard times, a lot more people end up on wel-
fare than we anticipate, States run out of the block grant alloca-
tion, we are going to have a rainy day fund that you can access in
order to help get you through a tough time limit.

But as Senator Bayh said, most of our focus in 1996, and frankly
in the last 6 years, has been on women, on mothers. If you do not
go to work, we will sanction you, we will punish you. If you do not
show up for your job training or your family planning classes, we
are going to sanction you and we will take away your welfare bene-
fits. For the most part, the guys who help bring these children into
the world have gotten away Scott-free.

We changed a number of things with respect to current law in
the proposal that Senator Bayh, I, and others are introducing and
co-sponsoring. We build on what is good, and there is a lot of good
in the current law.

But I like to say, if it is not perfect, make it better. The current
law is not perfect, and we ought to make it better. I do not want
to go back and repeat everything that Senator Bayh has said, but
I do want to underline a couple of things that I think deserve spe-
cial attention.

In the 8 years that I served as Governor of Delaware, my experi-
ence says that there are four critical factors that determine wheth-
er or not a person is going to make that transition from welfare to
work.

Number one, there has got to be a job. Number two, there has
got to be a way to get to the job. Number three, there has got to
be child care. Number four, there has got to be health care.

If you do not have a job, if you do not have a way to get to the
job, if you do not have child care for your kids, and if you do not
have health care for your family, that person is not going to make
a successful long-term transition from welfare to work, in many in-
stances.

We have seen, from Senator Dodd, the waiting lists in States
around the country waiting for child care. These are families that
are eligible, by income, for child care. They are not getting it. When
that happens, a lot of people who otherwise would be going to work
and supporting their families are not going to do that.

There is quite a hue and cry over whether or not we ought to
have a 30-hour work requirement, whether it should be 34 hours,
37 hours, 40 hours. In the end, I predict that what will drive the
work requirement will be how much money we are willing to allo-
cate for child care.

The legislation that Senator Bayh and propose says if we do not
provide the reasonable, adequate amount of child care assistance,
we will not trigger the full 40-hour requirement for work.

We need to set the standard high. By the same token, we need
to provide the resources. A big part of those resources are child
care.

Let me mention maybe two other points, then I will stop. I am
going to talk about Delaware. It is what I know best, because I
worked as a Governor for the last 8 years.
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The law that you passed in 1996 said that States have to have
some percentage of their welfare caseload doing a work-like activ-
ity. You actually spelled out what those work-like activities could
be. It could mean unsubsidized private sector work, subsidized pri-
vate sector work, public sector work.

But you really spelled out a list of a number of activities that
counted as work. You said at the beginning we had to have 35 per-
cent of our welfare case load in one of those work-like activities.

Over time, that 35 percent has grown to 50 percent. In Delaware,
you also said that States could offset that work participation rate
requirement by a drop-off in the welfare caseload.

In Delaware, we have seen our welfare caseload drop since 1996
by about 50, 55 percent. That 55 percent drop-off in the welfare
caseload completely wipes out any requirement that we have for
work participation rates. We have, effectively, a zero work partici-
pation rate requirement in Delaware. The same is true in more
than a dozen other States.

We propose, as does the President, that the work participation
rate should gradually ratchet up from 50 percent to 70 percent. We
further propose that States should not simply be able to eliminate
their work participation rate by seeing people time off or drop off
of welfare rolls. But we would focus the incentives just a little bit
differently.

What we suggest, and I am going to reiterate because I think
this is important, States would be able to meet the work participa-
tion rate through an employment credit. The employment credits
grow from moving a person off of welfare into a job.

Not somebody that drops off of a welfare roll, not somebody who
times off, not somebody who is sanctioned out, but somebody who
goes from welfare to work. The employment credit would kick in
for that person.

If they go into a job that is better paying than not, then that
State would get an extra bonus with respect to their employment
credit.

We also incent certain other kinds of behavior through our em-
ployment credit for noncustodial parents who actually go to work
and pay child support, for those who are taking advantage of post-
secondary education, they can receive some credit toward their
work participation rate there. But we incent, in our proposal, the
kind of behavior that I think we would all agree is positive and is
likely to lead to long-term independence.

The last thing I want to mention, if I could, is the rainy day
fund. We call what you adopted in 1996 a rainy day fund. It is real-
ly a rainy 60-day fund. If we really had a full-fledged recession and
the monies could be accessed, could be tapped, they would not last
much more than 60 days. I think I sat here at this table and said,
this is a good 60-rainy day fund.

If you look at the recession we are just coming out of, the rainy
day fund was tapped by one State, but only by one State. It is not
because they did not need to tap it in some other States.

The trigger needs to be changed. If we are going to have a rainy
day fund, we have got to have a trigger that would enable States
to access that fund if they truly need to access it, and we simply
cannot do so.
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In closing, thank you very, very much for giving us a chance to
be here. If you look at all the stuff from Senator Dodd, Senator
Santorum, Senator Bayh, myself, and the witnesses that will fol-
low, a lot of the media will focus on where we disagree.

There is a whole lot that we agree on. We agree on this focus on
Work First. We agree that families ought to be better when people
go to work, and we need to provide the supports for families to be
better off. We need to continue to provide great flexibilities for the
States.

We have had the opportunity to work with colleagues, with then-
Governor Tommy Thompson. You will not find a better person on
these issues. Wade Horn, who is going to follow us, is just terrific
as a point person at the White House.

Ron Haskins, who worked a lot in the Ways and Means Com-
mittee during welfare reform, is, I think, detailed from the Brook-
ings Institute over to the White House now to work on this.

We ought to be able to work these issues out. There are some
people who say, let us just simply reauthorize TANF. Let us just
reauthorize the current law and go forward as it is for a while
longer. I think that is a bad idea. This is not a system that is bro-
ken, but this is a system that is not perfect. This is a welfare pro-
gram in our country that can be made better, and by golly, we
ought to do it.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Senator Carper appears in the ap-

pendix.]
Senator GRASSLEY. I thank you, Senator Carper.
Senator Bayh, before Senator Hatch goes, since he is one of the

people that are part of the task force working on welfare reform
within the Finance Committee, did you have anything you wanted
to say?

Senator HATCH. I just appreciate hearing both of you. I am sorry
I could not be here the whole time because of the Judiciary Com-
mittee mark-up. But we are very interested in what you have to
say.

I am pleased that there are so many overlapping areas where we
can, perhaps, have instant agreement and then work on the others.
I am going to be very interested in working with everybody.

I cannot be here for Mr. Horn’s comments, but I am certainly
going to read them. I feel I know what he is going to say, anyway.

But this is important. We have just got to do the job here.
Senator GRASSLEY. We are in the middle of a vote. The second

set of bells has rung. So, I was going to introduce Mr. Horn, but
I think we better just have a lull in the committee meeting so we
can all go vote now.

[Whereupon, at 11:32 a.m. the hearing was recessed to reconvene
at 11:35 a.m.]

Senator LINCOLN. I will call the committee back to order, since
I have already voted, and we can continue our hearing.

I want to thank the Chairman, myself, for calling this very im-
portant hearing. I did so on the floor right before I cast my vote
and returned over here to be a part of this hearing.

I am certainly very proud to be a part of the tripartisan agree-
ment on welfare reauthorization that I and five of my other col-
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leagues here from the Senate Finance Committee have put to-
gether.

We have come up with a list of principles that we really believe
should be a focus of welfare reauthorization this year. Many of us
draw on the experiences we had as conferees in the 1996 welfare
reform package that we worked on.

One of the principles is the goal of promoting healthy and stable
marriages. I think we can all agree that children who grow up in
healthy, stable homes with two parents fare much better in the
world, and our communities are better off for it as well.

But even though I think two-parent families are best, I do want
to applaud the work of single parents. Having siblings myself who
have been single parents, and having many of my close friends who
are single parents, it is an unbelievable job.

I cannot imagine, myself, trying to juggle my work and parenting
responsibilities as a single mom. Daily, and every moment of each
day, I suppose, I count my blessings for having such a wonderful
spouse and partner in parenting our children.

I think, each time that I do that, I try to recognize the unbeliev-
able challenges and barriers that single parents do face, and I
think that is very important for all of us to remember in our com-
munities.

I would like to add a few caveats, I think, about promoting mar-
riage. When I spent a morning during our last break with welfare
mothers back home in Arkansas, I observed that marrying a low-
income, unmarried mother to her child’s father will not automati-
cally move her family out of poverty. We have to remember that.
Just automatically creating marriage does not achieve the goals of
what we want to do in welfare reform.

Very often, the father of her children, perhaps, has low skills or
low training as well, just as she may have, and it is not going to
create just the perfect match or the perfect mix for creating a
healthy marriage or a healthy family, or taking those individuals
out of poverty.

I certainly want to reiterate that I do not support forcing women
to stay in abusive relationships. I think that is something critical
that we have tried to address in the principles that we have
brought about in our welfare reform package by the tripartisan
group that has put together some of these principles on welfare re-
form.

That type of a relationship is not healthy for her, it is not
healthy for the children, it is not healthy for the community, it is
not healthy for the future. So, I am certainly pleased that we are
here today to talk about promoting healthy marriages.

But I also want us to recognize that there are certain situations
that we want to prevent, that we also want to steer ourselves away
from, and we want to remember the danger that they can present
to our communities, to our family, and to our children.

So, I would again like to thank the Chairman for his leadership
on this issue. I apologize that I missed my colleagues who testified
as witnesses in the first panel, but I am delighted to be here to
welcome Hon. Wade Horn, who is the Assistant Secretary of HHS.
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Mr. Horn, we welcome you to the committee and appreciate both
your work in this area, and your testimony and work with us
today. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF HON. WADE HORN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR THE ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES,
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, WASH-
INGTON, DC

Mr. HORN. Well, thank you very much, Madam Chairwoman. It
is a great privilege and honor to be here today to discuss healthy
marriage and family formation in the context of the next phase of
welfare reform.

I think we can all agree that, together, we have exceeded the
most optimistic expectations for welfare reform by assisting mil-
lions of families in moving from dependency on welfare to inde-
pendence through work.

I am confident that, by focusing on critical issues like family for-
mation and healthy marriages that directly impact child well-being,
our work will lead to even better outcomes for vulnerable children.

Promoting healthy marriage is not a new issue to the welfare
discussion. In the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996, three of the four original goals of TANF
directly or indirectly concerned promoting marriage.

Despite this, the focus of Federal attention and States’ activities
has emphasized the goals associated with work and, until recently,
largely neglected the family formation goals contained in the 1996
law.

It is time now to step back and focus on what still needs to be
done. The concerns that motivated the Congress to include TANF
goals related to the importance of families in 1996 remain critical
as we contemplate reauthorization today.

The empirical literature is quite clear that healthy marriages
convey a multitude of benefits for children and adults. Because
healthy marriages are so strongly correlated with child well-being,
we ought to establish a clear mechanism for promoting healthy
marriages as part of welfare reform reauthorization.

Before describing, how the administration proposes building such
a mechanism, let me make clear what promoting marriage should
not be about, and is not about under our proposal.

First, promoting healthy marriage is not about forcing anyone to
get married. The government should not, and will not, get into the
business of ordering people to marry.

Second, promoting healthy marriages cannot, intentionally or
otherwise, result in policies that force people to enter into or re-
main in abusive relationships. We must be clear on the distinction
between the benefits of a healthy marriage and the consequences
of an unhealthy one.

Finally, and critical to the welfare reform discussion, healthy
marriage does not mean withdrawing supports and services from
single-parent families. Promoting healthy marriages and sup-
porting single parents are not, and must not, be mutually exclu-
sive. Rather, together they are part of an integrated effort to pro-
mote child well-being.
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That being said, what is supporting healthy marriage about?
First, it is about securing an environment that fosters child well-
being. Our proposal would accomplish this task in several ways.

We would establish improving the well-being of children as the
over-arching goal of TANF and clarify that the fourth goal of TANF
is to encourage the formation and maintenance of healthy two-par-
ent married households and responsible fatherhood.

Second, it is about government striving to remove disincentives
to marriage. In our proposal, we seek to remove disincentives to
marriage under the welfare system that punish, rather than sup-
port, low-income couples who choose to marry.

We would, for example, require States to describe in their TANF
plans efforts to provide equitable treatment for two-parent married
households. We also would remove the current disincentive to equi-
table treatment of two-parent families by eliminating the separate
two-parent work participation rate.

Finally, it is about providing funds dedicated to supporting ac-
tivities that promote healthy marriage and family formation ef-
forts. While acknowledging that there is much to learn about effec-
tive strategies for promoting healthy marriage, government ought
not to be paralyzed by a lack of perfect knowledge. Indeed, there
is much we do know now.

For example, recent research is debunking the myth that low-in-
come inner city men and women who have children out of wedlock
are not linked romantically and have no interest in marriage. A re-
cent study by researchers at Princeton and Columbia Universities
revealed that at the time of an out-of-wedlock birth, 80 percent of
these unmarried urban couples were involved in an exclusive ro-
mantic relationship, and half believed that their chances of
marrying each other were certain or near certain.

We also know that premarital and marital education services
work. Research tells us that the level and frequency of conflict in
marriages that last 25 years or more is actually the same as those
that end in divorce.

The difference is not the frequency of conflict, it is how the cou-
ple manages the conflict. Those couples that either avoid conflict or
escalate it, unfortunately sometimes even to the point of violence,
those are the marriages that are both unhealthy and unstable.

The good news is, we can teach conflict resolution, problem-solv-
ing, negotiation, and listening skills. We may not be able to save
every marriage, but we can save many and help many start off on
the right foot.

Together, we should support efforts to implement what we do
know works, while continuing to build on this knowledge base.
Therefore, our proposal requests funding for States to develop and
implement innovative programs to support healthy marriage and
family formation activities: $100 million from the proposed elimi-
nation of the Illegitimacy Reduction Bonus, which would be re-
placed with a broad research, evaluation, demonstration, and tech-
nical assistance fund, and another $100 million from the current
High Performance Bonus to establish a competitive matching grant
program for States and tribes.

I would like to close with a personal perspective. I am a child
clinical psychologist and I have devoted my professional life to pro-
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moting child well-being. Healthy marriages are important for many
reasons, but most importantly, they are good for children. Enhanc-
ing child well-being is the bottom line for measuring the success of
welfare reform. Indeed, it is the bottom line for measuring our suc-
cess as a society.

I thank you for this opportunity to appear before you today and
would be pleased to answer any questions you might have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Horn appears in the appendix.]
Senator LINCOLN. Thank you, Mr. Horn. I agree with you, it is

definitely a measure of the success in our society.
I do have a couple of questions, and I will start with those. I am

sure others will join us, perhaps.
Mr. Horn, I have said that I, too, recognize the importance of sta-

ble and healthy marriages, and they are absolutely essential and
they are an enormous part of creating healthy young adults in our
community and contributors in our community. They are certainly
important as it relates to child well-being at early ages.

A couple of questions in regard to that. If you could, describe to
me how you and the administration will assure that none of the
funding for the marriage promotion will go to keeping women in
abusive relationships. Are there safeguards there? Are there assur-
ances that we have?

Mr. HORN. As you know, our proposal is about promoting healthy
marriages. It is not about simply moving marriage rates. So, we
are not about simply encouraging marriage, per se, but healthy
marriages.

In the proposals that either communities, States, or local govern-
ments would send in response to a grant announcement that would
be a consequence of this proposal, they would have to demonstrate
to us how it is that they would be moving couples towards healthy
marriages and avoiding unhealthy ones, or how it is that they are
helping couples who are already married develop the skills nec-
essary to have healthy marriages.

One example is premarital education. One of the things we know
about premarital education is that not only does it help couples
who are contemplating marriage build a set of skills, like problem-
solving skills, negotiation skills, listening skills, and so forth that
can help them in sustaining and forming a healthy marriage, but
that it also diverts at least 10 to 15 percent of couples away from
marriage, because, during the course of premarital counseling/pre-
marital education, you find that some couples are completely un-
prepared for marriage, or you might find that there is violence in
the dating relationship.

There is absolutely zero evidence to suggest that the cure for vio-
lence in the dating relationship is marriage. All that marriage
when there is violence in the dating relationship does is increase
the opportunity for more violence.

One of the good things about premarital education, one of the
very optimistic things about premarital education, is that it gives
us an opportunity before the couple gets married to assess whether,
in fact, there are unhealthy interactions, including violence, that
would lead us to want to divert this couple away from marriage in
order to reduce, if not eliminate completely, hopefully, the risk of
violence in that relationship.
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So we think, by emphasizing healthy marriage and by empha-
sizing the skills necessary to form and sustain healthy marriages
and putting the onus on those who applied for these funds to dem-
onstrate how they would service that goal, that we would have a
very, very strong safeguard against inadvertently increasing the
possibility of violence.

In fact, some have asked me whether it would be possible, under
the administration’s proposal, simply to use the money to decrease
disincentives for marriage.Our initial answer is no.

Since there is no guarantee that if you simply reduce disincen-
tives for marriage, that as you lower the bar and people are more
likely to jump over it, you are not, in fact, encouraging only couples
who are going to have healthy marriages go over that bar and get
married.

So, yes, a State could come in with a proposal to use some of this
money to decrease disincentives, but they would have to combine
it with some kind of program over-arching it that would help those
couples that then do move on towards marriage form and sustain
healthy marriages. So, we actually think this proposal would be a
very strong preventative measure against domestic violence.

Senator LINCOLN. Well, there is no doubt that communication is
a key element in making any relationship work, whether it be mar-
riage, a friendship, or mother/daughter, or what have you. I think
developing and helping to build those communication skills is an
absolutely critical part of successful marriages.

Are you proposing to propose guidelines or definitions of what
abusive may be in terms of being able to recognize in this coun-
seling and in these programs that the States are going to present,
how they judge these individuals in terms of their marriage coun-
seling and where they are going, or where they have been, or what
characteristics they exhibit?

Mr. HORN. While, clearly, since we are still in the proposal stage
and do not have a law or a pot of money that would then drive the
development of a request for proposals, some of the details are not
completely set in stone.

But, it is our intention that whatever request for proposals would
result from this kind of initiative would require that the applicants
demonstrate, first of all, a sensitivity towards the issues of domes-
tic violence and, second, a plan to do the kinds of things that you
indicate, that is, to assess in the couples that they work with
whether violence is present, and then have an intervention strat-
egy for those couples where there is violence present to ensure that
violence is eliminated by whatever means.

As a psychologist, I know that one of the worst things that you
could possibly do for a child is have the child live in a home where
there is violence.

Senator LINCOLN. Or verbal abuse.
Mr. HORN. That is right. So what we are trying to do, is to help

couples who have an aspiration. Remember, our proposal is not
about saying to somebody, you have to get married, you must get
married, the only way to do this is to get married. It starts with
the decision already having been made.

That is, we are talking about couples who have already chosen
marriage for themselves, either they are married or they said they
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want to move towards marriage. It is at that point that we join
with that couple and we say, here are some services that are avail-
able to you that can help you attain the goal that you have set for
yourselves: a healthy marriage.

In the process, there ought to be mechanisms—and the applica-
tions will have to demonstrate what those mechanisms are—to as-
sess for the presence of violence and to deal with violence in appro-
priate ways.

Senator LINCOLN. Well, you mentioned that the administration’s
plan calls for the development of programs for States. Are we ask-
ing them to reinvent the wheel, to create government as a coun-
selor, in a way? I mean, to me there seem to be many, many pro-
grams that exist through nonprofits, through obviously for-profit,
through the psychology and psychiatry industry, as well as through
faith-based groups and others for counseling.

I mean, when you say ‘‘develop programs,’’ are you asking the
States to develop their own program of counseling or were you talk-
ing about developing a program where they outsource the resources
or the individuals that are going to provide the kind of counseling
that you are talking about? I mean, that seems to be a very sophis-
ticated thing, I think, and very intricate and time-consuming. Is
that kind of where you are going with that?

Mr. HORN. These are demonstration funds. So what we want to
do is to encourage innovative thinking on the part of States and
local governments, as well as community-based and faith-based or-
ganizations, to come up with innovative ideas about how it is they
can help those couples who choose marriage for themselves develop
a set of skills necessary to form and sustain healthy marriages. I
think there are lots of different ways that people can proceed with
that.

So, we do not envision that this is going to be some new, great
expansion of government and that there is going to be government
counseling services and premarital education services, although a
State could propose something that would incorporate some mix.
You are quite right. There are lots of programs out there now, and
they are growing rapidly, that deal with things like premarital edu-
cation, deal with things like marriage enrichment, marriage edu-
cation, marriage counseling, and so forth.

Senator LINCOLN. Most religious institutions, before you engage
in marriage, require counseling.

Mr. HORN. That is right. And a big part of what we are saying
is, those are services that are known to, and accessible by, more
affluent couples. What we would like to do is ensure that for lower
income couples who may not either know about those services, or
those services are not accessible to them because of cost, we make
those services known and accessible to them as well.

There is a good deal of research that suggests that these kinds
of marriage education services can be helpful to couples.

Senator LINCOLN. Oh, absolutely.
Mr. HORN. We ought to not hold that a secret to low-income cou-

ples or make it inaccessible or unattainable to them, but rather to
make sure that, on a voluntary basis, they are able to access those
services as readily as more affluent couples.
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Senator LINCOLN. You mentioned in your testimony, and I am
not sure about the principles or proposals. In your proposal, are
they allowed to count the hours of marriage counseling towards
their work credit?

Mr. HORN. They could count it, under our proposal, towards the
16 hours of other meaningful activities.

Senator LINCOLN. The 16 hours. That is right.
And you talk about the 40 hours. So for a married couple, the

incentive is that they only have to reach the 40 hours collectively.
Is that correct?

Mr. HORN. That is correct.
Senator LINCOLN. Right.
And yet, in your plan you move, in my opinion, backwards from

current law, where a single mother with a child that is six or under
does not have to meet the current 30 hours, but has to meet a less-
er number of hours.

Now, in the administration’s proposal, if you are a single mother
and you have a child that is one or younger, you do not have to
meet the 40 hours, but if you have a child that is one or older you
have to meet the 40 hours.

So you are saying to a couple that, collectively, you only have to
meet 40 hours, but to a single mom who has a 2-year-old and a 4-
year-old, you have to meet the 40 hours?

Mr. HORN. Well, first of all, it is important to keep in mind that
the administration’s proposal includes for the first time the rec-
ommendation that we have an over-arching purpose of TANF to be
the improvement of child well-being, which opens up a variety of
activities that, heretofore, do not count anywhere in the welfare
system towards anything.

So for the 16 hours of meaningful other activities, because we
now have this over-arching purpose to improve the well-being of
children, for the very first time you can count things such as volun-
teering at your child’s Head Start program, volunteering at your
child’s child care program, going to a literacy program at your local
library with your child, going to a youth-serving organization joint-
ly with your child, participating with that, going to parenting edu-
cation services.

So we would anticipate that, for a lot of families where they have
children younger than the age of six, while our proposal would re-
quire a core of 24 hours of work, the remaining 16 hours could very
easily be done in joint activities with one child in service of the im-
provement of child well-being and the maximization of child devel-
opment.

That is very different than today. Today, none of those things
would count towards anything. We would hope that States would
be creative in the ways that they would implement those 16 hours.

Senator LINCOLN. Well, I hope they would be, too. As I said,
when I traveled with the welfare mothers during my last break,
every one of them had children under the age of six and all of them
had more than one child. Transportation was an enormous barrier.
None of them had individual transportation. Public transportation
quit at 5:00 in the afternoon.

So, most of them had jobs lined up after they complete their GED
and their track training for health care or manufacturing, yet they
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were only going to get a late-shift job. So, they are going to be re-
quired to work 24 hours, 16 additional hours without any form of
transportation, basically, or minimal transportation.

They are going to have minimal transportation, but it is going to
be difficult. More than likely, they are not going to be able to ac-
cess the child care they need because it is going to be after 5:00,
and they are going to have more than one child.

So I hope that as we look through this and work through these
details together we can really take into consideration that there is
not a one-size-fits-all, and that many regions of our Nation do have
single parents with multiple barriers that are extremely difficult.

These are individuals who desperately want to become inde-
pendent and they want to create a sense of self-sufficiency and
pride, not only for themselves, but for their children as well.

Many of them are single mothers with children under the age of
six who perhaps would desperately like to be in a good, positive
marriage, and hopefully will. But we have got to get their feet
squarely planted on the ground and being productive. So, in think-
ing of that, I hope we can remember some of those details as well.

Mr. HORN. And it is important to remember that, under the
President’s proposal only around 2 percent of the funds would, in
fact, be dedicated towards the healthy marriage initiatives.

Ninety-eight percent of all of the money would continue to go to-
wards work supports, education and training, and child care for
those families who are on TANF, have recently left TANF, or are
in danger of falling onto welfare.

Senator LINCOLN. Right.
Mr. HORN. So we think that it would be an incorrect way of per-

ceiving our proposal to suggest that the healthy marriage initiative
is our prime proposal for dealing with moving people from welfare
to self-sufficiency. It represents only around 2 percent of the total
dollars.

Again, it is because we know that there are low-income couples
who are, in fact, married, that we want to make sure that they
have the same access to the kinds of educational skills-building
programs that more affluent couples have access to, so they can at-
tain what they aspire for themselves, a healthy marriage.

Senator LINCOLN. Well, I do not disagree. I think counseling, and
certainly marriage preparation, is an absolutely vital part of any
marriage or sustainable relationship, and that is important.

But I hope we will not try to reinvent the wheel for very con-
structive programs that already exist through our faith-based and
counseling services that are out there through our mental health
departments and other things.

But the other thing is, when we talk about 98 percent of the
package going towards support services, I would just say that only
20 percent of the people in my State of Arkansas that are eligible
for child care are receiving it.

So even with 98 percent of the dollars that you dedicated going
to those support services, I do not think it is anywhere going to be
near enough to what we really want to do in making effective get-
ting people into self-sustaining and productive jobs that are going
to be progressive in keeping them off of that cycle of poverty.
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I hope you will also look at that, because really providing those
support services to the multiple-barrier people is going to be abso-
lutely essential.

I have just one last thing that I would like to mention. Having
heard from the Nation’s Governors, as I know everybody has—they
have been in town several times talking to us about welfare reform,
and the welfare directors also—that the administration’s plan
would limit the State flexibility.

You may want to talk on that. They seem to be very pleased with
the current work requirements and the flexibility that they have
had since 1996 which has allowed them to try to successfully ad-
dress the unique needs of each State.

As I have mentioned in ours, Arkansas, transportation and child
care are absolutely critical to us in rural communities that we are
trying to serve and to these single parents that are the hardest to
serve and the next level of welfare client that we are really trying
to get off the rolls.

So maybe you would like to define some of the additional con-
structive activity. You have mentioned some of it. There may be
more that you would like to talk about. Tell us how it really gives
the States the flexibility that they seem to be concerned about.

Mr. HORN. In our proposal we do a number of things that in-
crease State flexibility. Let me go through some of them with you.
First of all, our proposal says that right now, under current law,
if you have carry-over funds from 1 year to another, the only way
that you can use those carry-over funds is for cash assistance.

You cannot use them for services, you cannot use them for child
care, you cannot use them for transportation subsidies. Any carry-
over balances must be used for direct cash assistance.

Our proposal says that is crazy. What we ought to do, is allow
States who have carry-over balances to use them in any way they
want, including work supports. So our proposal suggests that
States ought to be allowed to do that.

The second thing is when States put money aside for so-called
‘‘rainy day’’ funds, right now under current law they are counted
as non-obligated, which gives the impression to a lot of people that
the States do not need those funds because they are unobligated.

But, in fact, what the States are doing, which is allowed under
the law, is putting some money aside in case there is an economic
downturn or some additional needs in the future, and they can
draw down those funds.

Our proposal says States can count those as obligated, not as un-
obligated, to make it clear that they are funds that they need, not
funds that are unneeded.

Our proposal also gives total flexibility to States in defining what
would be in each welfare recipient’s self-sufficiency plan.

Under our proposal, every welfare recipient should have a plan
that says this is how we are going to help move you towards your
maximum degree of self-sufficiency. It is surprising to a lot of peo-
ple that right now there is no requirement for a plan.

So we say there has to be what we call the universal engagement
strategy. Everybody is supposed to have a plan. What we give,
however, is 100 percent flexibility to the States in defining what
the elements of that plan ought to be.
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Then when it comes to the 24/16 mix, the 24-hour core work re-
quirement and the 16 hours of other meaningful activities which
you asked about, we give the States near total flexibility in defin-
ing what those other 16 hours are.

What we hope they will do is use those 16 hours to provide addi-
tional education and job training experiences, so that we can help
folks not just get their first job, which sometimes is unfortunately
at low wages and sometimes not a full work week. Rather, what
States can do is help them get their next job by building on a core
work experience, but then help them develop skills through train-
ing and education so that they can move towards a better-paying
job and a job that is not in a part-time work sector, but a full-time
work sector.

They also can, as I mentioned earlier, use the flexibility of those
16 hours to integrate into them joint parent/child activities and
parenting education.

They can do marriage education activities, if that is what they
are interested in. They can do joint parent/child activities, as I
mentioned before, volunteering at a Head Start program, volun-
teering at a school. These are all things that cannot count now.

Senator LINCOLN. It could.
Mr. HORN. Cannot now, but will in the future.
Senator LINCOLN. Right. But could.
Mr. HORN. That is right.
Senator LINCOLN. If they are accepted.
Mr. HORN. If they are accepted. If the proposal is accepted. In

addition, for the first time we allow up to 3 months of substance
abuse intervention to count towards the core work experience.
Right now, zero substance abuse intervention can count towards
the core work experience. Not one minute of substance abuse treat-
ment right now can count towards the current 20-hour week work
requirement, or even towards the 30 hours, but certainly not for
the 20. What we say is that for 3 months, all 24 hours of that, if
they are in substance abuse intervention for 24 hours a week for
3 months in any 24-month period, you can count that towards the
core work requirement.

So we think our proposal actually provides a great deal more
flexibility in a variety of different areas for States. This is the kind
of proposal where you have got to get past the newspaper head-
lines. If you only look at the newspaper headlines and say that
they want to go to a 70 percent work participation rate and do a
40-hour work week, and that is all you hear about our proposal, it
sounds like mission impossible.

But when you start to understand all the details of our proposal,
where we give all the additional flexibility, then you start to see
that, yes, this is a more challenging standard. It was meant to be.
But it is not an impossible standard.

We have worked with a number of States who came to us and
said that we really think this is going to be difficult to meet. Then
we sat down and worked through all of the details of it. You know
what? At the other end, they say that this is not so impossible. Ac-
tually, it looks like we can meet this. So we think there is a lot
of flexibility built into this proposal.
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Senator LINCOLN. When you say flexibility, say, for instance, you
allow 3 months out of the 24 to go towards substance abuse. I do
not know, but most of the studies I have read or seen indicated
that 6 months was really almost a minimum in terms of substance
abuse in terms of need and follow-up.

I do not know. But in some of those areas, at least two of the
the State directors I spoke to said that three was somewhat unreal-
istic in being able to complete a substance abuse program.

But what I would like to just ask is that, in conclusion, when you
say that through the President’s plan States determine what they
want the self-sufficiency activities to be, so we can speculate, as
you have, about what programs would be allowed or what States
would have, but we really have no way of knowing if the State leg-
islatures—and I am assuming that is where it would have to go
through—would allow the kind of coaching and volunteering as all
allowable activities.

Is that correct? So, you are leaving it up to the States. You are
saying these are great things that you could use, but we want you
to make those choices and we are not going to give you any waivers
on the guidelines we have put on these. Right?

Mr. HORN. It seems we are being criticized now for being both
too prescriptive and not prescriptive enough with States. We think
that when States take a look at the proposal and they talk with
their State TANF directors and they work through what they need
to do to meet what we admit is a more challenging standard, but
a standard we think will move more people towards self-sufficiency,
they will not make those kinds of choices. They will provide for the
kinds of flexibility in the other 16 hours of work.

Let me just say one last thing about substance abuse treatment.
Our proposal does not suggest that three months of substance
abuse treatment is going to cure people of their substance abuse
problem. I am a psychologist. I know that substance abuse is a
chronic, recurring condition in far too many people.

But the 3 months does help to stabilize the individual who may
have a substance abuse problem, and then you start to mix other
productive activities with the treatment program.

The worst thing you can do in substance abuse intervention is to
let people just sit around at home and obsess about their substance
abuse problem. You want to get them into productive activities that
keep them occupied in positive ways.

So you could envision very easily a full-time treatment program
for 3 months that would stabilize the individual. That person would
then get involved in a core work experience, but the other 16 hours
of meaningful activities could be continued participation in the sub-
stance abuse program.

So what you do is start to move towards this mix of substance
abuse intervention and continued treatment with other kinds of ac-
tivities, including work, which can be a very, very important part
of a substance abuse treatment program.

Senator LINCOLN. Well, thank you. I appreciate very much your
being here before the committee today. I do not know that others
are going to return for questions, and we will probably move to the
other panel.
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But we do want to thank you, Mr. Horn, and we look forward to
working with you as we work through a comprehensive package in
coming up with a compromise that is going to be good for the coun-
try.

Mr. HORN. It is my pleasure being here.
Senator LINCOLN. Thank you very much. We will just move for-

ward.
We would certainly like to, on behalf of the committee, welcome

our next panel. We have joining us Dr. Isabel Sawhill, who is presi-
dent of that National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy in
Washington; Howard Hendrick, who is the secretary of Health and
Human Services and the executive director of the Oklahoma De-
partment of Health and Human Services from Oklahoma City, our
neighbor there in Oklahoma. Welcome.

Kate Kahan, director of Working for Equality and Economic Lib-
eration from Missoula, Montana. Great.

And Vicki Turetsky, senior staff attorney, Center for Law and
Social Policy. Welcome.

We will just begin with Dr. Sawhill.

STATEMENT OF DR. ISABEL SAWHILL, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
CAMPAIGN TO PREVENT TEEN PREGNANCY, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. SAWHILL. Thank you very much, Senator Lincoln. I really ap-
preciate the opportunity to be here today.

Let me begin with what I believe is a point of wide consensus,
and that is that one goal of welfare reform should be to reduce out-
of-wedlock births and ensure that as many children as possible are
born into and grow up in two-parent married families.

Almost everyone agrees that children will be better off if we
achieve that goal. Not only will children be better off, but poverty
and welfare dependency would shrink.

The question is, what is the best way to get from here to there?
At the National Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy, we support
the overall objective of more children growing up in two-parent
families, but we believe that one of the best ways to achieve that
goal is to make sure that as many young women as possible delay
pregnancy and childbearing until they are old enough to marry and
old enough to be good parents.

Right now, although only 30 percent of all nonmarital births are
to teens, about half of first nonmarital births are to teens. Let me
repeat that statistic, because I feel it is so important for your com-
mittee to understand. Half of all first births to unmarried women
are to teenagers who probably are not mature enough yet to be
married.

So unwed childbearing typically begins in the teenaged years,
and having had their first baby as a teen, many of these young
women go on to have additional children outside of marriage.

In fact, one reason that they do so, is because once you have had
a baby outside of marriage your chances of finishing your edu-
cation, as well as your chances of every marrying, plummet. We
have good research on that.

Of course, some teen mothers do end up getting married, but
those marriages are highly unstable. Divorce rates for those who
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marry in their teen years are fully twice as high as divorce rates
for those who marry in their mid-20’s.

So encouraging marriage may be a good idea, but it is not likely
to be successful by itself unless we also make strong progress on
reducing early unwed childbearing.

Let me emphasize that if we are successful in reducing teen
pregnancy rates, we will have fewer abortions, less welfare depend-
ency, and fewer poor children. The numbers are laid out quite
starkly in Figure 2 of my prepared testimony, which I hope will be
part of the record.

The good news, is that we have had a lot of success on this front
in recent years. Teen pregnancy rates have declined sharply since
the early 1990’s. As you will see in Figure 1 in my prepared testi-
mony, this has contributed substantially to a leveling off in the pro-
portion of children born to unmarried parents: specifically as a di-
rect result of the decline in teen pregnancy during the 1990’s,
about 40,000 fewer children are now born outside of marriage every
year. We need to build on that success.

More specifically, the National Campaign to Prevent Teen Preg-
nancy believes Congress could usefully take the following steps.
First, make sure that teen pregnancy prevention is prominently
mentioned in key parts of the law as a worthwhile objective and
a permissible use of funds.

Second, provide more funding for teen pregnancy prevention pro-
grams, especially for programs that have proven effective. We now
have strong research showing that many teen pregnancy preven-
tion programs are effective and that this is an extremely cost-effec-
tive use of government funds. For every dollar invested in an effec-
tive program, the taxpayer is likely to save $8 in lower costs for
welfare and other forms of assistance.

Third, we hope Congress will support a national resource center
to collect and disseminate research and best practices to States and
communities and to work with the entertainment media to imbed
more constructive messages, including an abstinence first message,
into popular television shows and the magazines that teens watch
and read in large numbers.

Many of these ideas, I might add, are included in the Bayh-Car-
per bill, and I hope this committee will take a close look at their
very constructive efforts in this direction.

I thank you very much for the opportunity of being here on be-
half of myself, on behalf of former Governor Tom Kane, the chair
of the National Campaign, Sarah Brown, our executive director,
and everyone else associated with our effort to reduce teen preg-
nancy rates by one-third over a decade.

Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, thank you, Dr. Sawhill. You have done a

lot of work in this area and you are well-recognized. Your rec-
ommendations are very well received.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Sawhill appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. I apologize to the witnesses for the coming and

going of Senators. I am managing a bill on the floor of the Senate
at the moment, and it is just a bit difficult to be two places at once.

However, I want you to know that your testimony is still well re-
ceived. It is in the record. Our staffs work very hard in digesting
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it. So I just want you to know that it may look like you are getting
short shrift, and I apologize for some of the people coming and
going, but there is no diminution in the value of your testimony
and I want to thank you very much.

I would like, now, to turn to Ms. Kahan, partly because she is
from my State of Montana, and also because she does just a great
job.

If you could proceed, Ms. Kahan.

STATEMENT OF KATE KAHAN, DIRECTOR, WORKING FOR
EQUALITY AND ECONOMIC LIBERATION, MISSOULA, MT

Ms. KAHAN. Thank you, Senator Baucus. I appreciate your efforts
in this welfare reform process, and the efforts of the Finance Com-
mittee.

I am the executive director for WEEL, Working for Equality and
Economic Liberation, a Montana-based organization focused on
poverty issues.

WEEL works with people in poverty across Montana in the west-
ern region and nationally, and I am here today with one of our Na-
tional allies, the National Campaign for Jobs and Income Support.

WEEL has been a strong presence in the national arena sur-
rounding welfare reauthorization, specifically utilizing the State ex-
perience with welfare reform to contribute information, lessons
learned, and model policy to the national debate.

The testimony I offer you today comes from experience, both my
own experience living in poverty and receiving welfare and the ex-
perience of the many low- and no-income families we work with
across the country.

When I first applied for welfare at 6 months pregnant, with little
to no job experience, I was denied assistance due to the fact that
I had $7 too much in my bank account.

I married the father of my child, and even married with two in-
comes, we were poor. My family still qualified for food stamps and
Medicaid. After a year of being belittled, manipulated, harassed,
physically assaulted and verbally abused, I fled a violent home.

The day my ex-husband hit me and shoved me across the room
while holding our son, I left and never went back. I wanted my son
to grow up in a healthy and safe home so he could thrive. I did not
want him to witness violence and despair every day of his life.

I began receiving welfare and going to college. While in college,
I had a work study job in a field I knew I wanted to pursue em-
ployment in after completing my degree.

The education and experience I gained ultimately helped me
move out of poverty. Marriage was not the solution to my poverty,
or my son’s poverty. If I had not left that violent home, I can as-
sure you, I would not be here today. I would have died.

This story is reflective of many other women on welfare today.
Half of WEEL’s advocacy calls which are specifically focused on
welfare are domestic violence related. Welfare offices are focused on
caseload reduction and keeping people off of the welfare rolls, and
that puts women attempting to leave violent homes in a situation
no one should ever have to face.

Women facing violence should never have to make the choice be-
tween the security of food on the table for their children and con-
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tinued violence. Far too many women in poverty are facing this
devastating situation. National statistics reflect Montana’s experi-
ence. As many as 60 percent of women on welfare have experienced
domestic violence in their adult life.

Marriage promotion will not help these women in crisis leave. It
will only serve as yet another barrier to leaving and that will not,
under any circumstances, solve the poverty they face.

Similarly, diverting welfare funds away from direct assistance for
families into marriage promotion classes in high schools, absti-
nence-only education, divorce and premarital counseling, et cetera
will not reduce poverty or ensure healthy families. Such efforts
merely sidestep the very real and complex issues surrounding pov-
erty in our country.

For example, along with the rise in domestic violence, Montana,
one of the many rural States represented on this committee, also
has a child poverty rate of 21 percent and the fastest growing pov-
erty rate in the country.

Our wages are 48th in the Nation, and we have the highest num-
ber of people working more than one job to make ends meet in the
country. People are working two and three jobs, and they are still
poor.

Marriage is not the solution to poverty in Montana. Women are
facing domestic violence at alarming rates, and wages are so low
in Montana that two-parent households are just as poor as single-
parent households.

Nationally, the situation is similar. Forty percent of women on
TANF are or have been married, and 40 percent of children in pov-
erty are in two-parent families.

These factors point out that there is no cookie-cutter approach to
welfare reform and building stronger and healthy families.

It is time to move beyond over-simplified Band-Aid approaches to
welfare reform like marriage promotion and increase work hours
for families in need, and start focusing on families strengthening
by ensuring reasonable work participation goals rather than divert-
ing resources to keep families busy, supporting the work families
are engaged in with supports like child care, housing, Medicaid,
and child support receipt, and protection from domestic violence. In
addition, the time clock must be suspended when families are doing
what they are supposed to.

When I was on welfare doing everything I was supposed to and
then some, every time I met with my case worker he asked me if
I could afford to be more poor this month than next because my
time clock was ticking. The result was more discouragement than
encouragement to continue meeting my requirements. Time clocks
are counterproductive and must be stopped when families are
working to meet their requirements for assistance.

These are the measures that will provide needed assistance and
support for families working to move out of poverty. Poverty is
complex. Welfare reform must include policies that address that
fact to strengthen families. Polling data shows that the American
public is in favor of such supportive policies.

A recent poll conducted by the National Campaign for Jobs and
Income Support found that 62 percent of Americans surveyed cited
work supports for people moving from welfare to good jobs as a top
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priority for Congress and reauthorizing TANF. In contrast, merely
5 percent cited marriage promotion as a priority.

Similar findings have been reported in many other studies and
show that the American public supports access to education and
training, adequate income supports, and poverty reduction rather
than legislating marriage.

Coming from a rural State, one that has recently experienced a
dramatic rise in our welfare rolls after a drastic drop in 1996, it
is clear that we need to take a more comprehensive approach to
welfare reform, one that will support families to move out of pov-
erty rather than encourage low-wage employment that keeps peo-
ple coming back to welfare to make ends meet.

TANF reauthorization is the perfect opportunity to create policy
that addresses this dynamic by ensuring that families have access
to quality education and training programs, support while engaged
in such programs, options to secure child care for their young chil-
dren, including caring for their own kids, and proven paths to jobs
that pay well. Such measures will build stronger and healthy fami-
lies.

States need support to address the needs of their poor citizens,
not a boost in bureaucracy and over-simplified approaches like
marriage promotion. Policies must ensure families have options
and protections when leaving violent homes, and approach family
strengthening through actual poverty reduction measures that
have been proven to work rather than involving government in our
private lives through economically coerced marriage.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Kahan appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Ms. Kahan. Very, very

much. That was extremely articulate.
One question I have, is in your work, particularly addressing

low-income women facing domestic violence, when you are coun-
seling them and helping, is there any effort to try to encourage
marriage at all or deal with marriage, or is that just not really a
large part of the complex components that you are working with at
that time?

I mean, we all agree that a happy marriage is a desirable goal.
We all agree that a very unhealthy marriage, where there is spous-
al abuse, is to be avoided and stopped. But the question is, to what
degree is there a marriage component, or marriage encouragement
in your work?

Ms. KAHAN. In my work specifically?
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Ms. KAHAN. We really work with people who are in direct crisis,

so we help them problem-solve their immediate crisis and do not
generally get into the area of whether or not people are or should
be married at all. In fact, we just help folks get through their im-
mediate situation so they can move on and get the supports that
they need to move out of poverty.

The CHAIRMAN. One question I have—and I am unfortunately
going to have to leave very soon to go back to the floor—is the
question of whether counseling involvement is voluntary or wheth-
er there is some coercion or requirement.
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I would say, Mr. Hendrick, I guess in Oklahoma you have a prob-
lem. Could you address the degree to which any of the marriage
encouragement is either mandatory or whether there is peer pres-
sure to join, or whether the social workers or whoever is working
the program tends to encourage? How do you encourage marriage
without requiring it?

Mr. HENDRICK. Well, I will go through this maybe a little bit
more, but let me answer your question specifically. Right now, we
are just in the capacity building stage in terms of trying to get peo-
ple to the place where we have talent out there to help people
know what to do. We do work very closely with the Oklahoma Coa-
lition Against Domestic Violence as part of the training that we are
involved with.

But I do not know that we really know specifically the answer
to your question, except for the fact that all of the training that we
presently provide is voluntary. I do know that.

In terms of coercing people, nobody is going to be coerced to get
married or encouraged to get married beyond making their own
reasonable decision. It is just a matter of giving them the tools to
be able to make better choices, is really what we are trying to do,
and educate them about what is involved with a marriage, and
those kinds of things.

The CHAIRMAN. What do you say to the Minnesota program that
is called MFIP or something like that? My understanding, and it
is just secondhand, they feel that the House bill will require Min-
nesota to give up its program, that there is too much of a manda-
tory requirement in the House bill compared to the Minnesota pro-
gram. Does that ring a bell with that?

Mr. HENDRICK. I am not familiar with that program, so I do not
know.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Sawhill, can you address that?
Dr. SAWHILL. Yes. The program in Minnesota has, as a result of

the flexibility that was provided to the State under waivers, and
in the 1996 law, been able to experiment with some efforts to move
people into work, allow them to keep collecting benefits and allow
two parents, in particular, to benefit from the system.

The results from the experiments that have been done in Min-
nesota under waivers show that the program, by improving the in-
comes of families that were working, have reduced the extent to
which married couples broke up, and also encouraged marriage a
little bit amongst single women. The effects were small in the lat-
ter case. The main effect was to stabilize already married families.

The CHAIRMAN. But it was somewhat income-related.
Dr. SAWHILL. It was somewhat income-related. That is correct.
Ms. TURETSKY. Senator Baucus, what the Minnesota MFIP pro-

gram found, as Dr. Sawhill said, is that by actually increasing the
income of families, not just putting them to work but increasing
the family income of long-term TANF families, the State was able
to find in families a dramatic decline in domestic violence and in-
creased marriage rates, decreased divorce rates, increased marital
stability, and improved outcomes for children, like education. Real-
ly, there were a number of benefits to the family that came from
simply raising the income of the family.

The CHAIRMAN. I’ll bet there are. It stands to reason.
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Ms. TURETSKY. Common sense.
The CHAIRMAN. One question, is the degree to which television

ads really help. My father told me when I was growing up, do not
believe everything you read, and only half of what you hear. But
the basic point is, there are a lot of TV ads to discourage alcohol
consumption by teenaged that just are not working.

Studies show there is virtually no correlation. Some are kind of
pointing the finger of blame. Some say that the agencies are too in-
volved in it, so the ads are not very good, or whatnot.

But I am just curious the degree to which ads really effectively
do discourage teenaged pregnancy or help encourage marriage. The
question is, do people not kind of decide their own lifestyle inde-
pendent of what they see on television? Maybe what else they see
on television encourages bad lifestyles. Your thoughts?

Dr. SAWHILL. If I may speak to that. There actually is a broader
set of studies on the extent to which public service announcements
or ads have reduced risky behaviors. They show a fair amount of
success in this country with those efforts, unlike the case that you
cited.

But I also want to make an important distinction between public
service-oriented ads that try to prevent risky behaviors, and
imbedding new messages into entertainment program. At the Na-
tional Campaign to Prevent Teen Pregnancy we have had quite a
lot of success in partnering with television producers, writers, and
people who create content for the magazines that teens read. By
doing that, we have been able to get new messages into these wide-
ly-used media and to reach millions of teenagers, literally, with, I
hope, some good effects.

We are working with General Mills right now. The CEO of Gen-
eral Mills is on our board. We are working with their marketing
department to do some new studies of exactly how effective these
approaches are.

But the preliminary evidence is quite encouraging, and if I may
say one more thing, just last week we launched a new interactive
quiz for teenagers in America which will help them to personalize
the risk of early pregnancy. So far, over 40,000 teens around the
country have logged on and taken our quiz.

The CHAIRMAN. So this is an interactive quiz on the Internet.
Dr. SAWHILL. This is an interactive quiz on the Internet. This is

a whole new way of reaching teenagers. I think of this as the sex
education of the 21st century.

The CHAIRMAN. That is an interesting idea. That is a very inter-
esting idea.

Ms. KAHAN. If I may, can I comment real quickly?
The CHAIRMAN. Very briefly. I have got to run.
Ms. KAHAN. All right. Very briefly. I just listened to NPR this

morning and heard this report about the anti-drug campaign, that
there were a couple of hundred million dollars put into it.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Right.
Ms. KAHAN. In fact, it was actually the nonprofit ‘‘This is your

brain on drugs’’ message that was much more far-reaching and had
a much better impact. I think it is really important to remember
that this block grant for our TANF is not that large, and it is really
important to put the resources into direct service and help people
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meet their needs, and stabilize the income, like Vicki was saying
earlier.

The CHAIRMAN. I deeply regret I have to leave. Senator Lincoln
is going to be here very, very shortly, so until then we will just
have to recess until she arrives. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m. the hearing was recessed to reconvene
at 12:45 p.m.]

Senator LINCOLN. I will call the committee back to order. Thank
you very much for your patience. We do apologize. We have all
been stretched pretty thin on the floor and elsewhere across the
Capitol.

Mr. Hendrick, if you would like to present your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HOWARD HENDRICK, SECRETARY FOR
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES AND EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
OF OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES, OKLA-
HOMA CITY, OK

Mr. HENDRICK. Thank you, Senator Lincoln. Thank you for the
privilege of appearing today to share the genesis and status of
Oklahoma’s strategy to strengthen marriages and reduce divorce.

In Oklahoma, we are spending TANF funds for this purpose be-
cause the research clearly shows that child well-being is enhanced
when children are reared in two-parent families where parents
have a low-conflict marriage.

In 1998, Governor Frank Keating asked economists from the
University of Oklahoma and Oklahoma State University to conduct
a joint study on what Oklahoma needed to do to be a more pros-
perous State. He got the usual economic analysis related to tax
issues and regulatory reform, but there were some surprising re-
sults.

The economists also found certain social indicators hurting Okla-
homa’s economy. They mentioned Oklahoma’s high divorce rate
and high rates of out-of-wedlock births. One OSU economist wrote
in an editorial, ‘‘Oklahoma’s high divorce rate and low per capita
income are interrelated. They hold hands. They push and pull each
other. There is no faster way for a married woman with children
to become poor than to suddenly become a single mom.’’

The study promoted Governor Keating to unveil a strong social
agenda in his second inaugural and in his 1999 State of the State
Address in which he said, ‘‘There is something wrong with a good
people and a good society where it is easier to get a marriage li-
cense than it is to get a fishing license, and it is easier to get out
of a marriage with children than to get out of a Tupperware con-
tract. We have to take significant steps to change our culture of di-
vorce.’’

Governor Keating followed up. He hosted the Nation’s first Gov-
ernor and First Lady’s Conference on Marriage in March of 1999.
Based on the information learned there, Oklahoma’s marriage ini-
tiative was launched.

The Governor took key steps to ensure that the goal of reducing
divorce and strengthening marriage was more than simply a polit-
ical statement. He took the bold step of setting a specific measur-
able goal to reduce divorce in Oklahoma by one-third by 2010.
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He committed to a broad public involvement through multi-sector
strategy, requested and secured an allocation of significant TANF
funding, provided ongoing leadership, operational management,
and education to keep marriages in the public agenda, and com-
mitted to delivering meaningful and relevant services that provide
couples with the skills needed to form and sustain healthy relation-
ships.

After the 1999 Governor and First Lady’s Conference on Mar-
riage, several sectors were identified as necessary to the develop-
ment of a strategy for improving marriage and reducing divorce.
The strategies identified were religious, business, education, gov-
ernment, legal, media, and providers.

The religious community focused primarily on the need for pre-
marital counseling. To date, over 800 ministers have signed a com-
mitment that they will uphold certain minimum standards for the
marrying of couples in their religious institutions.

Those standards include requesting a four- to six-month prepara-
tion period, conducting four to six marriage preparation sessions
during the preparation period, encouraging the spiritual formation
of the couple, and encouraging the training of mentoring couples to
assist younger couples during the first years of marriage.

Other sectors took on other initiatives with varying degrees of
success. Over time, a consensus was developed that research
should play a more prominent role in the development of the strat-
egy.

It was believed that we would benefit from a panel of researchers
who had already reviewed the literature, evaluated curriculum,
studied data, and knew the subject from a research perspective.

For a subject about which most of us has an opinion or an anec-
dote from personal experience, it is remarkable how much is
known, but unused, in understanding how to make better marriage
choices, to strengthen existing marriages, to cope with stress, re-
duce conflict, and avoid divorce.

As our results to confront this problem have matured, and they
are still very young, we resolve to hold ourselves to some fairly
high standards for our work. First, we agreed to measure the effec-
tiveness of our combined efforts in improving marriage and reduc-
ing divorce.

The way we chose to measure our effectiveness is to construct a
baseline of the current attitudes toward, and demographic charac-
teristics of, marriage, divorce, and family formation in Oklahoma.

We intend to measure these factors over time to determine
whether we are, in fact, being effective. In partnership with the
Oklahoma State University’s Bureau for Social Research, the first
comprehensive, state-of-the-art State-wide survey on marriage was
designed and completed.

This survey consisted of 123 questions delivered in an approxi-
mately 15-minute phone interview with Oklahoma households,
with a margin of error of plus or minus 3 percent.

To ensure that the data were representative of low-income fami-
lies, additional interviews were completed with State Medicaid cli-
ents. Residents of neighboring States were also surveyed to form a
comparison group. So, we did make some calls into Arkansas.
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It will provide a baseline for long-term evaluation. The survey
had four major themes: one, provide reliable demographic data on
marriage, divorce, patterns of cohabitation, and intent to marry or
remarry; two, learn Oklahomans’ attitudes about intimate relation-
ships, marriage, family, and divorce; three, obtain qualitative infor-
mation on couples’ relationships and assess the knowledge and ac-
ceptance of preventive education.

The full survey report will be released in late June or early July,
but preliminary findings indicate a large majority of Oklahoma
adults, 82 percent, feel a statewide initiative to promote marriage
and reduce divorce would be a good or very good idea.

A majority of currently married or romantically involved Oklaho-
mans, 65 percent, said they would consider relationship education
to strengthen their relationships. Actually, the numbers were much
higher among younger Oklahomans. Over two-thirds of Oklahoma
adults, 69 percent, think divorce is a very serious national problem.

One of the challenges that seemed apparent from the very begin-
ning was the lack of access to marital education with a curriculum
that had been thoroughly researched and the efficacy of which was
documented.

Our research of marriage education materials led us to conclude
that marriage is a skill-based relationship with certain core values.
To deliver relationship education services to couples, both married
and unmarried, we needed a curriculum that was skill-based and
research-based.

We believe that marriage success can be learned and that there
are tools available to help couples communicate effectively, resolve
conflict constructively, and handle other problems that, if un-
checked, can lead to divorce.

We selected the Prevention and Relationship Enhancement Pro-
gram as the State’s curriculum. It is a curriculum that has been
used in the U.S. military for many years. It can be tailored to a
variety of constituencies, with long-term efficacy. The 12 hours of
education has been validated in a variety of research settings.

We are presently in the training stage of implementing the serv-
ice delivery system. These skills are beginning to be offered in
workshops throughout Oklahoma. The training includes identifying
substance abuse, and presentations by the Oklahoma Coalition
Against Domestic Violence. The ultimate goal is to have services
available in all 77 counties.

Oklahoma has demonstrated an ability to implement welfare re-
form. We have received two TANF bonuses for our efforts. We be-
lieve that the strategy to strengthen marriages and reduce divorce,
will strengthen Oklahoma’s families, help couples form and sustain
healthy marriages, and based on what we have learned so far, we
continue to support the use of TANF funds to fund activities that
do strengthen families by growing healthy marriage.

Senator LINCOLN. Thank you, Mr. Hendrick.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Hendrick appears in the appen-

dix.]
Senator LINCOLN. Ms. Turetsky?
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STATEMENT OF VICKI TURETSKY, SENIOR STAFF ATTORNEY,
CENTER FOR LAW AND SOCIAL POLICY, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. TURETSKY. Senator Lincoln, thank you for attending the
hearing. My name is Vicki Turetsky. I am a senior staff attorney
at the Center for Law and Social Policy. My testimony today will
focus on child support distribution rules.

CLASP strongly supports the legislation introduced by Senator
Snowe and included in the tripartisan recommendations made to
the Senate Finance Committee.

Senator Snowe’s child support distribution provision should be
included intact in the TANF reauthorization legislation. I want to
thank Senator Snowe for her commitment in getting these child
support changes into the law. The Snowe legislation is one of the
most important TANF reauthorization proposals on the table, and
it has the wide support of both States and advocates.

In 2000, the House passed distribution legislation 405 to 18.
Moms and dads say that the current law is disrespectful, unfair,
and impossible to understand.

Senator Snowe’s bill will strengthen families and improve child
well-being by increasing the income of families who have left
TANF, by encouraging low-income fathers who live apart from
their children to remain involved, and avoid going into the under-
ground economy, by letting the fathers of TANF and former TANF
children use their own money to help directly support their chil-
dren above board and not under the table so the fathers’ payments
make a different to children.

Under the current law, when fathers of TANF and former TANF
children pay child support, their children often do not see the
money. When families go on welfare, they are required to turn over
to the State their rights to child support. They have to turn over
the right to support, both for the period that they are on welfare
and also from the time before they went on welfare.

When the State collects the money, it is kept by the State to re-
imburse welfare costs and then the child support becomes revenues
to the State and Federal Government, which the States then usu-
ally use to fund their TANF MOE costs or their State child support
program.

Even after families leave welfare, much of the child support that
is collected for families is kept by the State. In fact, the govern-
ment keeps more support from families who have left welfare than
families who are currently on welfare.

The State keeps about half of the back payments collected on be-
half of former welfare families. This is the money that is collected
through the tax refunds of non-custodial parents.

The idea behind Senator Snowe’s legislation is pretty straight-
forward. Families, not the government, should get the money paid
by fathers to support their kids. Since the 1996 law was enacted,
we have been having a dialogue among States and advocates, and
there is now a general consensus about this approach that the child
support program should be a program that can do all it can to sup-
port families and should move away from the AFDC cost recovery
role.
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Senator Snowe’s legislation is a State options bill. It is a flexible,
but complete, set of options that allow States to choose whether,
how, and when to pay child support to families.

These are tough times for State legislative budgets, but it is im-
portant to put the Federal authority and funding flexibility into
place now so that when States are ready fiscally they can move
ahead.

The legislation would allow the State to pay all of the child sup-
port to families, or some of the money to families, or keep its cur-
rent policies. It would allow a State to split the costs of the TANF
pass-through with the Federal Government.

If a State decides to put in a dollar for this program and pass
money through to families, then the Federal Government would
put in its dollar. It would give States funding flexibility to use
TANF or MOE funds to help fill that hole in State revenues that
will result when States move towards more distribution to families.
It would give a State flexibility to move ahead now.

Included in the Snowe provisions are very important measures
that will help families for several reasons. First of all, child support
is an important source of family income when families live apart
(and effective enforcement is linked to declines in out-of-wedlock
teen birth rates and divorce rates.]

Next to the mother’s earnings, child support is the second-largest
source of income for low-income families that get child support. For
families who are below the poverty line who get child support but
do not get welfare assistance, child support is 35 percent of the
family’s budget. It is the family’s paycheck and it is the child sup-
port that, for families, is the money that they live on.

Single parents who receive regular child support payments are
more likely to find work faster, hold jobs longer, and return to wel-
fare less often. Increasing child support payments can also increase
paternal involvement and improve child outcomes.

Children who receive child support are more likely to do better
in school, have better health outcomes, and stay out of the juvenile
justice system. But in a number of studies, mothers and fathers of
children receiving TANF assistance say that the child support dis-
tribution rules undermine their ability to work together and often
drive fathers into the underground economy.

Because of these distribution rules, mothers and fathers some-
times agree to under-the-table payments that bypass the child sup-
port system just so fathers can help out financially with the kids.

Let me give you an example, if I can take the time. I am speak-
ing from personal experience here as a teen mom and as a low-in-
come mom for a number of years before I went back to school.

Sometimes my kid’s father paid child support, sometimes he did
not. There was a time when he paid $25 extra to us so that my
son could participate in school band and rent a saxophone.

If I had been on welfare at that time, it would have been illegal
for my kid’s father to pay that $25 extra to rent an instrument.
That was money that would have had to have gone to the State.

The research in this area is pretty clear that when money is
passed through to families, fathers pay more support. Both Wis-
consin and Vermont child support pass-through demonstrations
have found this in early findings. The Wisconsin demonstration

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00129 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6601 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



120

also found that fathers were substantially less likely to work in the
underground economy.

The Wisconsin data also says that for some subgroups, there was
less serious conflict between the parents, families were able to se-
cure better child care arrangements, children had fewer health
problems, and teenagers did better in school and stayed out of trou-
ble more. That is because of this connection between child support
payments and father involvement, and having more money in the
household.

Wisconsin research found that there was no difference in overall
government cost by implementing a full pass-through. The cost of
passing through child support were offset by more support paid by
fathers and less welfare used by mothers.

The current rules are extremely complex. States would like to
move forward, in many cases. We are using 6 to 8 percent of child
support program costs to maintain this complicated distribution
system.

A number of States—about 20 percent, according to the Inspector
General’s Office—are having difficulty implementing the rules that
are on the books now and are having audit problems and are
threatened with potential lawsuits.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Turetsky appears in the appen-

dix.]
Senator LINCOLN. Thank you. We appreciate all of your testi-

mony.
Ms. Turetsky, I think you are right. Just as communication is es-

sential in building a strong marriage and the connections that we
make there, the incentive to pay child support for noncustodial par-
ents, when they see the money going directly to their children, is
tremendous.

But it also helps them rebuild their relationships with their chil-
dren, with the mother of their children, maybe even a few of the
mother-in-laws along the way that have been financially respon-
sible for those children.

So I think there are certainly more things that we get out of that
other than just simplifying the system, as well, but we do build on
all of these relationships that we hope to build on.

You had mentioned, I think, some concern about the prospect of
HHS’s proposal to use child support funds to finance the marriage
demonstration program.

Ms. TURETSKY. Yes.
Senator LINCOLN. Do you have anything to add to that, or would

you like to expand on that any?
Ms. TURETSKY. Yes. Thank you.
I am unclear about the status of this proposal. It was reported

in the Washington Post and by the AP. But HHS documents that
were circulated to potential vendors for research and evaluation in-
dicated a plan to initiate 15 marriage waivers using child support
funds under the Section 1115 waiver statue.

This proposal raises serious legal concerns because there does
not appear to be statutory authority in the child support program
to fund marriage programs.
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The waiver plan also raises serious questions about the role of
the executive branch in redirecting funds that were intended for
one purpose, child support enforcement, to use it for another pur-
pose, which is marriage.

It is particularly troubling, given the fact that Congress is right
now having this discussion about whether to appropriate funds for
marriage demonstrations. From the documents, it appears that
HHS plans to move ahead and redirect these funds from child sup-
port before Congress has made the basic decision about whether to
put Federal money into marriage programs or not.

This redirection raises a troubling analogy to the super-waiver
proposal by the administration which would allow the executive
branch, in States and Federal Government, to move money around
from program to program without congressional approval, or, real-
ly, oversight.

Senator LINCOLN. I think the other thing that is important to
point out there, is that in talking about the pass-through, we do
not in any way diminish the enforcement.

We want to still ensure that the enforcement mechanisms are all
still there in order to ensure that the noncustodial parent is finan-
cially playing a role. We want to do everything that we can to en-
sure that that happens. So, I do not think enforcement should be
lessened at all.

Just briefly, I would like to touch on some of the comments, and
hopefully you will go further into some of the issues. Dr. Sawhill,
I want to thank you for explaining so clearly the linkage between
teenage pregnancy and welfare dependency. I think that is so im-
portant. For myself, even in my own personal experiences, I can re-
member when our schools were being combined.

I was in the fifth grade, and my mother was very involved in
making sure that the combination of schools was going success-
fully. She was signing up a young girl in the elementary school
where I was going to school.

The mother had brought the daughter in, and she said, well, that
is great, you are going to be in the fifth grade with my daughter,
and that will be great. She said, all you have to do is tell me your
teacher from last year, then I will know where to put you, because
they had given us a list. She said, well, I stayed out last year to
have a baby. It is amazing.

When we look at the concerns that we have about the sociological
and psychologist aspects in young teen women about what giving
birth is, it is in many instances just a single avenue that they have
to be able to show that they have something to give.

There is one something that they actually have a capability of
that perhaps others do not. It is so critical, in terms of dealing with
that issue, that we look at the counseling needs and the edu-
cational needs of the young women out there that are going
through many of those things.

Again, from the experiences that I can reflect on as a young teen-
aged woman growing up in a very rural, poor area of the country,
there is a lot to be done there.

You note that preventing teen pregnancy may be more important
than promoting marriage to achieving the goals of producing stable
families. Obviously, when we talk about that it is very important
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that we have those education components and that there are a
multitude of things being done there.

Obviously, promoting stable marriages and two-parent families is
very important as well. Mr. Hendrick, you have done an excellent
job in your public service in Oklahoma, and I commend your State
for providing relationship and marriage education workshops that
do help to strengthen that.

But I would like, if either of you all have a comment to make,
really, on not whether it is better to focus on reducing teen preg-
nancy, but the absolute, I think, essential factor that one or the
other, perhaps, is not going to do it all, and in terms of welfare de-
pendency, how we get away from that. You may have some other
comments in terms of that.

But, in my opinion, dealing with teen pregnancy is an absolutely
critical component if we are going to look further into creating sta-
ble marriages.

Dr. SAWHILL. I would suggest that probably neither one of us is
suggesting that the objectives of the other is not important and
that we do not all need to be working together on this.

I think my concern would be that the resources be there so that
we can work on both. In the bill that appears to be the one that
the House favors, it is not clear that the resource are going to be
there in terms of achieving the family formation goals that I think
we all support.

I am very concerned because we have very effective programs
now, and as a result we have made progress in reducing teen preg-
nancy. But I hear continually, and our staff hears continually from
people in the field or at the community level that what they lack
is the resources to implement and go to scale with these effective
programs. We need those resources.

Senator LINCOLN. You could almost say that teen pregnancy pre-
vention is the first line of defense for marriage promotion.

Dr. SAWHILL. Well, it is. One size does not fit all. If we are talk-
ing about a couple that is already in their 20’s and they are mar-
ried, then clearly what you want to do is help them, if they are
having trouble, to keep that marriage together.

But if you are talking about a 16-year-old, what you really want
to do is prevent that young person from either becoming pregnant
or fathering a child outside of marriage.

You probably do not want to say to these 16-year-olds, it is time
to get married, because in our society nowadays you need more
education and you need to be older. We know that those young
marriages are highly unstable.

The biggest predictor of divorce rates, by the way, is age at first
marriage. Now, there are going to be many young people who get
married at a young age for whom marriage will work out, but the
risk is much higher if you are very young when they first get mar-
ried.

Senator LINCOLN. Thank you.
Mr. HENDRICK. I might just add, I do not think I disagree with

what Dr. Sawhill said, except I might just supplement that by say-
ing that I have heard a lot of concerns today about child care and
marriage, and a lot of things that are frankly very encouraging to
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me that I think we do need to, as you said, look at all of these
things together.

There is a very thoughtful piece, actually, that was written by
Ms. Turetsky’s comrade at the same facility where she works. It’s
called ‘‘Marriage Plus,’’ by Theodore Ohms. I will not read the
whole thing to you. I will try to make it available to the staff here.

But I thought maybe the last two paragraphs really are very tell-
ing in terms of putting together all of these ideas that people are
talking about to try to make the whole package work.

I appreciate the Chairman’s comments earlier about the same
thing, that everybody needs to take a step back and look at the
whole issue, the role for marriage and the role for child care, and
all these things that handily tie together.

She writes, ‘‘Ironically, in the midst of the furor about govern-
ment’s role in marriage, it is worth noting that the Federal Govern-
ment recently has begun to shirk a major responsibility, counting
the number of marriages and divorces in the United States. Since
budget cuts in 1995, the government has been unable to report on
marriage and divorce rates in States, or for the Nation as a whole.

For the first time in the history of the Census, Americans were
not asked to give their marital status in the 2000 survey. What
kind of pro-marriage message from the government is that?

If liberals and conservatives are serious about strengthening
families for the sake of helping children, liberals ought to acknowl-
edge that noncoercive, and egalitarian approaches to bolstering
marriage are sound policy, and conservatives, meanwhile, should
admit that much of what it takes to make marriage work for the
benefit of spouses and children is not just moral, but economic.’’

That is a very fair, balanced approach to both sides.
Senator LINCOLN. Absolutely.
Ms. TURETSKY. And I would like to add that we would like to see

one fund broadened, the Family Formation Fund broadened to in-
clude teen pregnancy prevention and out-of-wedlock births that
work as well as marriage.

Also, work around low-income fathers. It is clear that new spend-
ing on marriage is not going to work if some low-income fathers are
not in a position to get married.

If they are unemployed, if they are incarcerated, if they have
substance abuse problems, they cannot offer a child a stable envi-
ronment in or out of marriage. So, we need to focus some money
on research demonstrations, particularly that will help low-income
fathers stabilize their lives and get into employment.

We are troubled by the amount of the resources that the admin-
istration is putting into the marriage fund. Again, it is an issue of
resources. We would like to see that money used for research rath-
er than funding programs before we know what would work and
what the proper role of government ought to be.

Senator LINCOLN. Well, without a doubt, welfare reform at this
stage of the game is going to be a very difficult and complicated
issue for us because, as you all have seen and heard, there are
many, many complicated components, and certainly many different
scenarios that exist out there, those with multiple barriers to try
and overcome being some of our most difficult cases now that we
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deal with in trying to get off of welfare and into a life of self-suffi-
ciency and self-esteem.

I hope that you all will remain engaged with us as we go through
this debate because we will certainly need your expertise and your
input as we continue to work towards something that is going to
be productive for all citizens, children, mothers, fathers alike across
this country.

So thank you for your patience in our scheduling, which, as I
know, has been a nightmare. We appreciate very much you coming
before the committee, and we hope that you will stay in contact
with us as we continue the debate.

The committee is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 1:14 p.m. the hearing was concluded.]
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM CHAIRMAN BAUCUS

Question: Dr. Horn, I’m glad you say that the Administration is not interested in
forcing people to get married. However, I’m concerned that under the House bill lan-
guage there is no requirement that participating in the marriage promotion program
be voluntary. I think it needs to be made clear that these are totally voluntary ac-
tivities, if we fund any of these programs. For one thing, I don’t think anyone forced
to go to a course would have the right attitude. But more importantly we don’t want
a victim of domestic violence who goes to ask for financial help so she can leave
her abuser to be told she has to attend a ‘‘divorce prevention’’ class with him. Don’t
you agree, Dr. Horn, that these should be totally voluntary activities?

Answer: I agree that marriage programs and activities such as pre-marital edu-
cation, marital enrichment and divorce prevention services should be voluntary. The
choice to marry and who to marry is—and ought to remain—a private decision. Pro-
moting healthy marriages is not about forcing anyone to get or stay married and
government should not get in the business of telling people whether or who to
marry. And as I’ve often said, promoting healthy marriages cannot result in policies
that force people to enter into, or remain in, abusive relationships. Healthy mar-
riages are good for children and adults, but abusive marriages are not good for any-
one, least of all children. That’s why the emphasis of the President’s proposal is on
promoting healthy marriages that provide a strong and stable environment for rais-
ing children, not marriage for the sake of marriage.

At the same time, we expect that some components of an integrated, healthy mar-
riage effort will entail broad public outreach and information dissemination to ex-
plain the benefits of marriage and enhance skills that improve a couple’s ability to
deal with conflict and succeed in marriage. With this information, clients can then
freely choose whether they want available services as well as the types of services
into which they may want to enroll. We also want States to examine policies that
may punish, rather than support, low-income couples who choose to marry. By re-
moving disincentives for marriage, states would provide more equitable treatment
for two-parent married families than may currently exist.

Question: Dr. Horn, I’m puzzled by what I think are some contradictions in the
Administration’s proposals. You say that you want to promote marriage. There is
a widely known welfare reform program which actually was found to result in more
couples staying together and more single mothers getting married—Minnesota’s
MFIP (‘‘em-fip’’). It also appeared to reduce domestic violence. It’s just one study but
it was rigorously evaluated by MDRC. Yet the House bill language for the ‘‘healthy
marriage promotion’’ grants—which we assume the Administration supports—does
not appear to allow for funding for demonstrations along the lines of MFIP. Why
not follow up on it?

To go further, according to Governor Ventura, your reauthorization proposal
would cripple MFIP and require the state to ‘‘focus on make-work activities.’’ How
does ‘‘crippling’’ the one broad welfare reform which has actually been found to pro-
mote family stability make sense?

Answer: With respect to Minnesota’s MFIP program, I would respond with three
points:

First, the tremendous success we’ve had in engaging clients in work grew out of
over twenty years of innovation, research and learning about participation require-
ments, training and work supports. Minnesota’s MFIP program is a perfect example
of good research of a work and work support demonstration. While the positive mar-
riage results were certainly encouraging, they were largely an unexpected and unin-
tended outcome. Indeed, MFIP was neither designed to be a marriage promotion
program nor did it include any marriage promotion activities.

For the most part, we don’t need demonstration authority for States to do MFIP-
like programs. States already have the flexibility under TANF to continue or design
such programs for themselves. For example, MFIP eliminated the AFDC ‘‘100 hour’’
and ‘‘work history’’ rules that limited availability of aid for some young married cou-
ples and cut off aid as soon as the principal earner in a two-parent family worked
more than half time. In addition, for both single-parent and two-parent families,
MFIP was much more generous in the treatment of earnings compared to AFDC.
All these things can be done under TANF without waivers or special demonstra-
tions. Indeed, with one exception, the significant features of MFIP have been widely
adopted.

The one exception is that Minnesota ‘‘cashed out’’ food stamps and added the
value of the food stamp benefit to the MFIP grant. The Administration’s proposal,
however, includes cross-program waiver authority which would enable States to de-
velop comprehensive and integrated programs for low-income families. It is designed
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precisely to address the needs of those states that can make the case for imitating
Minnesota in this respect or have other program integration ideas.

Second, we fully intend to follow up on the results of MFIP. The positive effects
on family stability discovered in the original MDRC evaluation were limited to fami-
lies already receiving welfare at the time the project was initiated. MDRC didn’t
study the effects on new applicants because they were unable to locate enough peo-
ple to support a reliable comparison group. We’ve funded a follow-up study that uses
state divorce and marriage records to find out whether the effects discovered in the
original report endure and if what was found for on-going recipients shows up for
new cases as well. When this follow-up study is completed, we will disseminate this
information to the states.

Finally, the proposed marriage promotion funds devoted to research, demonstra-
tion and technical assistance are intended to support activities and programs spe-
cifically designed to achieve healthy marriage and family formation outcomes. What
we’ve heard from States is that the modest investment they have made to date in
marriage and family formation does not reflect disagreement with or a lack of inter-
est in these goals. It is more a matter of inadequate knowledge about effective ways
to promote healthy marriages. Separate marriage promotion funds are thus needed
to encourage State innovation, evaluation and the sharing of effective practices.

With respect to Governor Ventura’s comments, I think he has it wrong on two
counts.

First, Minnesota decided not to continue the MFIP program as evaluated by
MDRC years before President Bush advanced his TANF re-authorization proposals.
In 1998, Minnesota implemented a modified version of MFIP called MFIP-S. The
new program has slightly less generous work incentives, more rigorous sanctions for
noncompliance with work rules, and places much more emphasis on work-first. Em-
phasizing work as the ticket to all other benefits is what the Administration’s legis-
lative proposal is all about.

Second, MFIP raised the rate that recipients moved into actual work. Both now
and under the President’s reauthorization proposal, participation in unsubsidized
employment counts as satisfying the participation requirement. What we want to
see is more engagement among those who aren’t working. For some, the first step
toward unsubsidized work is to gain work experience in a welfare employment pro-
gram. The message of MFIP and the Administration’s proposal is simple: Self-suffi-
ciency is about getting to work.

Question: Dr. Horn, in your statement you were quite clear that you do not want
marriage promotion efforts to lead to more domestic violence. When I review the
House bill language, however, I see no requirement at all that recipients of the mar-
riage promotion grants address domestic violence in their programs. Would you sup-
port adding such a requirement?

There’s also no requirement that programs consult or collaborate with local do-
mestic violence prevention groups. Would you support adding such a requirement?
That would help make your stated commitment to prevent domestic violence more
real.

Answer: As you noted, in my testimony before the Committee—indeed, in all my
public comments—I have emphasized that promoting healthy marriages cannot, in-
tentionally or unintentionally, result in policies or practices that force people to
enter into or remain in abusive relationships. In announcing and awarding research,
evaluation, demonstration and technical assistance funds that promote healthy mar-
riage and family formation activities, we will ensure that similar assurances are in-
cluded. Also, pre-marital and marital education programs are designed to help cou-
ples constructively deal with conflict, thereby reducing domestic violence and break-
up.

Moreover, the marriage promotion grants proposed by the President do not affect
the Family Violence Option under TANF, a provision that requires States to screen
all clients for domestic violence and to provide counseling and supportive services
and waive any program requirements to victims of domestic violence and their fami-
lies. Nearly all States have adopted this provision and are already screening for and
providing services to victims of domestic violence. These TANF provisions, in com-
bination with assurances through the grant-making process that our healthy mar-
riage demonstration projects delineate how they intend to address domestic violence,
will ensure that this set of issues is addressed in all of our TANF-funded marriage
promotion activities.

Question: Dr. Horn, I am troubled by reports of a proposal under consideration
at HHS to promote marriage in the child support program. Our child support en-
forcement program is under financial pressure in many states. I understand the Ad-
ministration believes marriage promotion is important. But I don’t see why we
should divert child support money to marriage promotion. I also don’t see how you
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can do this, absent a clear congressional authorization. What is the status of this
proposal? Will you seek congressional approval for it?

Answer: You express concern that HHS may seek to divert funds from child sup-
port collections to promote marriage. Both Secretary Thompson and I are strong
supporters of the child support program. Indeed, the Secretary has directed staff to
launch a major effort to increase collections. Given our strong commitment to ensur-
ing parental support for children, we would not divert funds being used for child
support enforcement to marriage promotion activities.

Some States, however, may be interested in pursuing policies that could reduce
the growing need for child support enforcement activities. Section 1115 waivers have
been used over the years to promote a variety of state innovations not only in Child
Support Enforcement, but also Medicaid and Temporary Assistance for Needy Fami-
lies. Some of these State initiatives have focused on prevention strategies. If we re-
ceive any Child Support Enforcement waiver requests concerning this issue we will
carefully consider whether each meets the criteria in the law before approving or
otherwise acting on them.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00271 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



262

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00272 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



263

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00273 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



264

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00274 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



265

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00275 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



266

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00276 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



267

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00277 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



268

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00278 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



269

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00279 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



270

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00280 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



271

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00281 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



272

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00282 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



273

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00283 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



274

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00284 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



275

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00285 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



276

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00286 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



277

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00287 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



278

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00288 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



279

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00289 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



280

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00290 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



281

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00291 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



282

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00292 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



283

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00293 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



284

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00294 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



285

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00295 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



286

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00296 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



287

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00297 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



288

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00298 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



289

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00299 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



290

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00300 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



291

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00301 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



292

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00302 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



293

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00303 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



294

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00304 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



295

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00305 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



296

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00306 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



297

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00307 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



298

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00308 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



299

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00309 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



300

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00310 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



301

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00311 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



302

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00312 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



303

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00313 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



304

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00314 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



305

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00315 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



306

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00316 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



307

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00317 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



308

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00318 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



309

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00319 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



310

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00320 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



311

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00321 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



312

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00322 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



313

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00323 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



314

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00324 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



315

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00325 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



316

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00326 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



317

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00327 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



318

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00328 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



319

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00329 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



320

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00330 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



321

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00331 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



322

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00332 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



323

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00333 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



324

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00334 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



325

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00335 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



326

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00336 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



327

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00337 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



328

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00338 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



329

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00339 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



330

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00340 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



331

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00341 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



332

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00342 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



333

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00343 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



334

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00344 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



335

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00345 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



336

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00346 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



337

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00347 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



338

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00348 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



339

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00349 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



340

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00350 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



341

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00351 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



342

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00352 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



343

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00353 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



344

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00354 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



345

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00355 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



346

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00356 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



347

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00357 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



348

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00358 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



349

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00359 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



350

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00360 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



351

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00361 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



352

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00362 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



353

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00363 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



354

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00364 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



355

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00365 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



356

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00366 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



357

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00367 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



358

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00368 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



359

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00369 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



360

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00370 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



361

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00371 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



362

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00372 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



363

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00373 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



364

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00374 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



365

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00375 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



366

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00376 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



367

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00377 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



368

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00378 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



369

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00379 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



370

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00380 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



371

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00381 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



372

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00382 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



373

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00383 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



374

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00384 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



375

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00385 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



376

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00386 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



377

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00387 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



378

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00388 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



379

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00389 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



380

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00390 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



381

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00391 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



382

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00392 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



383

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00393 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



384

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00394 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



385

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00395 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



386

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00396 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



387

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00397 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



388

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00398 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



389

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00399 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



390

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00400 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



391

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00401 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



392

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00402 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



393

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00403 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



394

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00404 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



395

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00405 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



396

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00406 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



397

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00407 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



398

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00408 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



399

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00409 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



400

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00410 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



401

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00411 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



402

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00412 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



403

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00413 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



404

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00414 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



405

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00415 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



406

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00416 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



407

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00417 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



408

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00418 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



409

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00419 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



410

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00420 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



411

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00421 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



412

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00422 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



413

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00423 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



414

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00424 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



415

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00425 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



416

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00426 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



417

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00427 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



418

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00428 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



419

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00429 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



420

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00430 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



421

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00431 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



422

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00432 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



423

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00433 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



424

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00434 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



425

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00435 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



426

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00436 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



427

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00437 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



428

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00438 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



429

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00439 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



430

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00440 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



431

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00441 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



432

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00442 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



433

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00443 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



434

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00444 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6621 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2



435

Æ

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:03 Sep 20, 2002 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00445 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 5011 80476.000 SFINANC2 PsN: SFINANC2


