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A Welfare-to-Work Study Finds No Harm to Children

By ROBERT PEAR

Poor children suffer no psychological damage when their

mothers move from welfare to work, as millions of women

have in recent years, a major new study says.

http://www.nytimes.com/2003/03/07/politics/07WELF.html?th
----- - - -

Busting the Insurers 
IN THE 1990s, states such as Wisconsin experimented with welfare reform, driving a national change in policy. In the current decade something similar...

A Reform That Worked 
Lessons From Welfare 
(The Washington Post)     8/06

End Welfare Lite as We Know It 
By DOUGLAS J. BESHAROV    8/l5/06
For now, welfare reform deserves only two cheers. Not bad for a historic change in policy, but not good enough for us to be even close to satisfied.

Re-Reforming Welfare

Ten years later, get-tough work rules get the credit for slashing welfare rolls. But incentives are the untold success story.

By Noah Zatz, NOAH ZATZ is a professor at the UCLA School of Law.
August 23, 2006 

THE SWEEPING welfare reforms of the 1990s had two faces. Unfortunately, only one of them is on display during this week's celebrations of the 10th anniversary of these reforms. 
As policymakers and pundits praise the reforms' successes, they are focusing on one simple idea: work requirements — the mandate that welfare recipients go to work or lose benefits. They're crediting it alone with successfully reforming the system. 

But giving all the credit where at most only half is due misunderstands a decade of change and imparts the wrong lessons about what to do next. Regrettably, Congress and the Bush administration recently have done just that by making work requirements more stringent and rigid while changing little else.
The celebratory mood centers on three facts: welfare caseloads have     plummeted, employment among single mothers has increased sharply and poverty rates are down modestly. Seeing success in these results, many conclude that we need more of a good thing. 
Critics emphasize other issues: the working poor who still struggle, ???????    those who need more help to find jobs ??????? and the growing number who are falling through the cracks into deep poverty.????????   These are valid concerns, but even the successes deserve a second look. 
The banner of "welfare reform" flies over two basic policy techniques. One uses a stick to make it harder to live without a job — that's what work requirements do. The other uses a carrot to make having a job more attractive  ????— "making work pay." ??????
This work-support aspect ?????? of reform includes allowing workers to continue to get some welfare benefits even after they've gotten a job, pouring billions into child-care subsidies for working parents and massively expanding the earned income tax credit, which offers federal cash to supplement the earnings of the working poor. 
These two techniques have different effects. Work requirements and related "get tough" policies have clearly driven many people away from welfare. In one study, Yale economists Hanming Fang and Michael Keane estimated that work requirements caused more than   /half of the welfare caseload decline. The tax credit played a substantial but smaller role.
But there can be a big difference between decreases in welfare use and increases in, for instance, single mothers' employment. Economists' analyses repeatedly have found that the expanded tax credit, not welfare work requirements, made the larger contribution to employment growth. That's because not everyone who left welfare got jobs  [so why did they need welfare?]  and because many single mothers who got jobs hadn't been on welfare.   irrelevant?
Finally, getting a job doesn't always increase disposable income. It can reduce other benefits and increase expenses for transportation and child care. The evaluation firm MDRC found that programs emphasizing work requirements decreased welfare use and increased employment but that the lost benefits roughly canceled out the increased wages.   [but they are WORKING]  Those who left welfare because of work requirements — as opposed to the far larger group who would have left for jobs anyway ???? — were no better off. In contrast, the work-support carrot also increased employment, but incomes went up too. That's because these programs let people combine employment with government support instead of trading one off against the other.
Putting the pieces together, work requirements appear responsible for the worst parts of welfare reform: shredding the safety net for the most vulnerable and leaving them to sink or, at best, tread water in the low-wage labor market.   Oooooooooooo    That may be a victory for those who worship at the altar of "personal responsibility."  But for the working parents who find it a little easier to make ends meet, the credit goes to work supports.
The hints of genius in welfare reform have been policies that let people hold a job and still get the government help they need.   Flaw????      Today, too few are hearing that lesson, let alone heeding it.

----- - - - - - - - 
Welfare Reform Isn't Working

More people are employed, but the goal of preserving families has been a failure.

By Amy L. Wax, AMY L. WAX is a professor at the University of Pennsylvania Law School.
October 22, 2006 

THIS FALL marks the 10th anniversary of Clinton-era welfare reform, which imposed strict work requirements and time limits for receiving some forms of federal relief. 

Have the rules been a success? If the goal is employment, reform has unquestionably triumphed. Many single mothers — the prime recipients under the old Aid to Families with Dependent Children program — have dropped off the rolls entirely. Some states have seen welfare caseloads cut in /half, and significant declines have occurred in virtually every state. 

ADVERTISEMENT

What's more, growing numbers of aid recipients are at work; many states have reached their statutory goal of finding at /least part-time employment for a majority of their recipients.

But although work requirements were the centerpiece of the 1996 statute, its /chief declared goal, as revealed by its preamble, was to reverse the decades-long decline in the nuclear /family. If judged by this objective, welfare reform has been an abysmal failure. Domestic disorder continues to roil the lives of poor women. Among the unskilled, extramarital childbearing is relentlessly on the /rise, and marriage grows less common and less stable. More than one-third of the children of women with a high school degree or less are now born out of wedlock.

Evidence collected by sociologists over decades shows that, by almost every measure, /illegitimate children have worse outcomes than children born into two-parent families. The 70% out-of-wedlock birthrate in the black community has had particularly unfortunate effects. Yet the new welfare rules have failed to improve matters. They have neither reversed nor slowed the proliferation of single-parent families. 

That welfare reform has failed to shore up fractured families should not be surprising. Although the 1996 law abolished the regime of no-strings attached cash grants to single mothers — and although work is now required — the law still effectively /subsidizes single-parent families. 

For one thing, many states continue to reserve the lion's share of their benefits for single mothers and their children. But even where that is not the case, the law still does/ little to discourage single-motherhood. 

Under the 1996 federal law, states can offer generous "income disregards" (which allow women to keep earnings while receiving some aid) as well as an array of in-kind and earmarked benefits and refundable tax credits. All this government help is designed to make up the difference between what a person can earn on her own and what is needed to get by.

In the case of single-mother families, such a gap is virtually certain to exist. As scholar Charles Murray stated long ago, the mother-child family is not, and will never be, a viable economic unit. A single parent must play two roles — caring for children and earning a living — that wives and husbands traditionally assumed together. As a result, most such families end up poor. 

In replacing "something for nothing" with subsidized work, the new welfare law commits to aiding poor working parents regardless of family form or other aspects of personal conduct. By propping up single parents, the law mutes the moral hazard, but does not abolish it. 

As in the past, a woman can still command public assistance simply by choosing to have a child she knows she cannot support. Similarly, a man can qualify his child for public aid simply by /abandoning it. Under the 1996 law, the public — including those people who avoid government handouts at /great personal sacrifice — are still left paying for others' /failures. In this respect, welfare reform changes little.

The old social rules that once defined out-of-wedlock childbearing as irresponsible — and paternal abandonment as exploitative — are gone, and the change has been cheered on by some left-wing thinkers, who attack the very foundations of the old rules. 

Academics such as Cass Sunstein, Liam Murphy and Thomas Nagel have repeatedly assured us that self-reliance is a cruel hoax.  000000000000     According to these scholars, the economy cannot operate without the government, and we all lean on each other. Taken to its logical conclusion, their argument is that there is no coherent difference between private property and collective resources.   000000    Because no one is entitled to anything, what individuals possess is nothing more than what government allows them to keep. There can thus be no objection to taxing hard-won earnings and transferring them to others.    ty

/Feminists add their voices by asserting that all dependencies are alike, so living on welfare is no worse than relying on a husband's support. And anyway, because child care is a form of work as worthy as any other, they argue, the government should pay single moms to care for their own kids. Finally, left-leaning economists tell us that tax breaks of any kind — including those for the rich and for corporations — are just another form of welfare.  ?????   So in the end, everyone's on the dole.     

Much of this is sheer /sophistry, but no matter. The test of these notions is not logic, but experience. Once the old distinctions collapse and the value of self-reliance goes out the window,  000000000    all bets are off and moral vertigo sets in. If we're all subsidizing each other, it's hard to find a reason to refrain from maximizing our own share. 

Even the most straight-laced among us — such as the Orthodox Jews who live in the New York community of Kiryas Joel and who the New York Times recently reported often live below the poverty line and "rely heavily on public assistance" to support their large families — find it difficult to resist. 

To be sure, it does not help that the very possibility of economic self-sufficiency has been mugged by reality. Stagnant earnings for the unskilled have put married couples under intense economic pressure, with single breadwinners the hardest hit. The desire to shore up traditional families has only increased the willingness across the political spectrum to support workers at public expense.

Subsidized work is here to stay. But Congress' hope that reforming welfare to demand work would reverse family decline was a fantasy because mandated work is a half-measure. Economic outcomes depend critically on interpersonal behavior. Enforcing demands in one realm but not the other has yielded a social universe divided in two. 

There's no question that marriage still protects, as social scientists such as Robert Lerman have shown. Those who live by the old values largely avoid poverty and enhance their children's chances of success. 

In contrast, those who accept our invitation to abandon those values make up an ever-larger presence. Deprived of what money can't buy — attentive residential fathers, stable homes and orderly lives — their children have a harder time competing with the rest of us. Welfare reform does not change that and never will.       aaaaaa    ---------------------------


In California, welfare ain't broke  By Dennis Boyle   The Schwarzenegger administration's latest tinkering is too risky.
In California, welfare ain't broke

The Schwarzenegger administration's latest tinkering is too risky.

By Dennis Boyle, DENNIS BOYLE served as director of Riverside County's Department of Public Social Services from 1996 to 2004 and as the director of the California Department of Social Services from late 2004 through     April 4, 2007 

IN 1987, Riverside County took a bold step toward reforming its welfare program. The county's human services agency, which    I ran from 1996 to 2004, was a leader in changing welfare from a monthly check with    no strings attached to a program that focused on self-sufficiency through employment.
The "work first" philosophy we pioneered was   highly successful, and our approach became a model for sweeping national welfare     reform in 1996. Today, welfare still gives families a monthly check, but it also helps them find jobs and keep them, with the help of services such as child care and transportation assistance. Welfare rolls have been cut nearly in    /half.
But in response to changes last year in the federal welfare law, the Schwarzenegger administration has proposed drastic changes to the CalWORKs program, including cutting aid to thousands of children who already receive a reduced monthly check because their parents are not meeting work requirements, have reached time limits on benefits or are ineligible immigrants. This plan should be rejected. Some history on the success of welfare reform in California can help illustrate why.
Ten years after we started our efforts in Riverside County, then-Gov. Pete Wilson signed California's bipartisan response to the national welfare reform law. The federal law gave states great flexibility in developing their approaches. California's program, known as CalWORKs, let counties develop programs that would meet the needs of their communities while requiring adults to work and preserving a basic level of subsistence for children whose parents — for whatever reasons — could not work. 
Combining stringent employment requirements with support services was successful. The number of California welfare caseloads dropped precipitously; participant earnings grew faster than inflation. Tens of thousands of parents entered the workforce, many for the  /first time. Dollars shifted away from cash assistance and toward services like child care. Overall, CalWORKs has     saved the state General Fund an estimated $9 billion since 1998.
By every measure, CalWORKs is a success. Yet the federal government last June issued new regulations requiring states to focus on process, rules and narrow definitions of "program participation" rather than on helping parents find jobs. The changes also make states more likely to face penalties if they cannot meet these work participation levels. The penalties would pull funds away from the very services that help families find and retain jobs. 
California can increase participation without making drastic changes to CalWORKs. The governor and the Legislature responded to the new federal requirements as part of last year's budget negotiations, enacting thoughtful changes aimed at increasing participation. Indeed, the Schwarzenegger administration's estimates indicate that the state is likely to meet the required work participation rate in 2008 based on the changes already enacted. Counties are especially focused on parents who are participating in CalWORKs for fewer than the required number of hours, as well as those who are not participating at all. 
Against this backdrop, the plan put forth by the Schwarzenegger administration in January for additional changes is particularly unexpected and wholly unnecessary. Currently, families in which parents are no longer eligible for benefits receive a reduced grant to help meet the children's basic needs. The new harsh proposals would terminate this aid to thousands of children whose parents are not participating or who have reached their time limits. 
But studies by the Brookings Institution in 2002 and the University of Washington in 2006, among others, shows that increasing sanctions does   not lead to higher participation. Research on the effects of discontinuing aid to children whose parents do not comply with program requirements indicates that these children suffer greater hardships and that their parents have more difficulty finding jobs. 
The state in 2006 enacted smart policies that could significantly improve an already notable program. Give these changes a chance to work. 
While cutting children off the program might save money in the short term, the cost in the long run is too high. The deeper into poverty people sink, the harder it is to get out. The Schwarzenegger administration's proposals would perpetuate the cycle of welfare dependence, not break it.   #
/California’s Zigzag on Welfare Rules Worries Experts  By ERIK ECKHOLM   The state is embracing a startling reversal in some of its welfare policies that reflects the recession and the state’s financial crisis.
-------------------- - - - - - -  ------------------------------------------------------------------- - - - -- --- - - - -

-- Why welfare reform has failed     l2/6/09.  w post
We all like to imagine that there'll be something to stop our fall if we hit hard times. Mulugeta Yimer, for example, is a 56-year-old Alexandria cabdriver who escaped poverty and persecution in Ethiopia 20 years ago only to be clobbered by the recession. Business is way down, and he's facing possible foreclosure on his home. He says he is averse to government handouts, but when he contemplates what might be in store for his wife, who works part-time at a convenience store, and their two young children, he muses wistfully, "There's always welfare, isn't there?" 
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Reform that falls short
A savings mirage on health care
Why welfare reform fails its recession test
Has Howard Dean lost his mind?
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Actually, no. When President Bill Clinton signed welfare reform into law, he didn't just end welfare as we knew it. For all practical purposes, it turned out, he brought an end to cash help of any kind for families with children in much of the country. While welfare reform was long ago declared a success in some quarters, it was deeply flawed from the beginning. The recession has shown how seriously unprepared it left us for hard times. 
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Conservatives had been attacking the old welfare system for decades, claiming that it fostered dependency. Many liberals found it unsatisfactory as well. Welfare checks weren't big enough to lift families out of poverty, and the system did little to help recipients get or keep jobs. When Republicans gained control of Congress and welfare rolls swelled in the early 1990s, these attacks gained momentum, and in 1996, Clinton ended the legal right to cash assistance and imposed a five-year limit on federally financed help to any given family. 

Welfare reform also provided the states with nearly complete discretion over how to administer benefits. Most states responded with gusto, reducing welfare rolls nationally by two-thirds in just a few years. 

So when the Great Recession came along, the government safety net for families with children was in tatters. The United States was no more prepared for massive unemployment than New Orleans had been prepared for its levees to fail. Some important government programs, including unemployment insurance and food stamps, have started to rise to the challenge and have even begun to lose their stigma among former members of the middle class. Unemployment insurance now covers 57 percent of those who have lost their jobs, as opposed to less than 40 percent before the recession -- although their benefits amount to less half their former wages. Reliance on food stamps has expanded even more dramatically. While the average benefit still isn't enough to meet people's basic nutritional needs, the program now serves 36 million people, double the number when Clinton left office and up by a quarter in the past year. 

By contrast, the caseload for TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, the name we now give welfare) is about 5 million people. This number is up by about 1 million since the beginning of the recession, but it's still just a little over a third of what it was 15 years ago, before welfare reform. 

Why the huge difference between unemployment insurance and food stamp usage and welfare caseloads? People have a legal right to food stamps if they meet the statutory requirements, but since 1996 there has been no legal right to cash assistance. And so welfare, generally speaking, has not cushioned the impact of the recession. 

We can see the results: According to the National Law Center on Homelessness & Poverty, the number of homeless Americans is up by 61 percent since the recession began in December 2007. That figure will only continue to rise. The number of people living in poverty increased by 2.5 million during the first year of the recession, and it has surely risen further in 2009. The government reported recently that nearly 50 million Americans are experiencing what it delicately calls "food insecurity." 

We are among the co-authors of a forthcoming report from the Institute for Policy Studies titled "Battered by the Storm," which documents the government's inadequate response to the human suffering caused by the recession and describes the excruciating choices people now face between feeding their families and paying the rent. 

Both of us were critical of the new approach to welfare when it was enacted in 1996. One of us resigned from the government in protest of the law; the other helped organize opposition to it from within the women's movement. We argued that the low-wage jobs available to former welfare recipients would not pay the bills. We warned that the legislation didn't provide adequate child care for single mothers thrown off welfare. And we cautioned that many welfare recipients faced serious barriers to success in the job market. 

But some advocates of welfare reform seemed to consider poverty a voluntary condition, one curable with a quick kick in the pants and the opportunity to work for minimum wage. There were not enough jobs even then, but, blinded by the economic boom of the 1990s, the authors of TANF seemed to think that the business cycle had been abolished and that prosperity would take us only onward and upward. 

In the rapidly expanding service economy of the 1990s, many former welfare recipients did find jobs, but most did not escape poverty, and a significant number were pushed off the rolls without finding work. Research showed that one in five former recipients ultimately became disconnected from any means of support: They no longer had welfare, but they didn't have jobs. They hadn't married or moved in with a partner or family, and they weren't getting disability benefits. And so, after a decline in the late 1990s, the number of people living in extreme poverty (with an income less than half the poverty line, or below about $9,100 for a family of three) shot up by more than a third, from 12.6 million in 2000 to 17.1 million in 2008. 

In some states TANF virtually disappeared -- perhaps not surprisingly, given the states' new discretion and pressure from Washington to slash the rolls. Nationally, the fraction of poor children getting help plummeted from almost two-thirds to less than a third. A number of states reduced their welfare rolls by 90 percent. 

Perversely, many observers welcomed these huge declines as proof that welfare reform was working. They didn't bother to follow these families as they moved into ever more crowded living situations, pieced together patchworks of part-time jobs or left their children alone while they went to work. 

With the recession that began at the end of 2001, thousands of women who'd been removed from the rolls found themselves without jobs or welfare. Beverly Ransom, for example -- a Miami welfare reform "success story" -- had found well-paying work in the catering business, until the recession took her job away and left her without employment prospects and unable to pay rent for herself and her two children on the meager assistance available to her. She eventually found help from a community organization fighting for welfare rights. 

If 2001 and the months thereafter revealed holes in the safety net, the current crisis shows even more vividly that TANF is essentially irrelevant in large parts of the country. If the real purpose of welfare reform was simply to reduce the rolls, it's been a smashing success. Some states have been more responsive to economic conditions, but they are the exception. Even now, in the face of high unemployment, caseloads in many states are tiny. At the end of last year, Wyoming had 281 families on its rolls -- about 550 people. Idaho had 1,600 families, Oklahoma had 8,639, and Arkansas had 8,664. The share of poor families receiving TANF was 4 percent in Wyoming, 5 percent in Idaho, 9 percent in Illinois, 9 percent in Louisiana and 9 percent in Texas. Caseloads fell in 20 states during 2008. 

Benefits are tiny, too, with 30 states paying a maximum benefit that's less than 30 percent of the federal poverty line. Mississippi skimps by offering its TANF recipients $170 a month for a family of three, about 9 percent of the poverty line and barely enough to cover the utility bills. 

Nationwide, there has been no increase in federal welfare funding since the 1996 law was enacted, so thanks to inflation, the value of that funding has eroded by about a third. There is an emergency fund for TANF in the stimulus package Congress passed in February, but little of it has been spent, primarily because it requires a match that fiscally strapped states are unable to put on the table. 

Most states in effect adopted a welfare policy of ignoring the recession. Fourteen of 24 states that responded to an Urban Institute survey this fall said they had not changed any of their TANF policies or practices in response to higher unemployment. 

There are two techniques that allowed states to radically reduce welfare rolls over the past decade, and they are being used to keep the rolls down now, even as need escalates. The first is to shut the front door almost completely through a process called "diversion" -- essentially telling someone: "You look able-bodied. Go out and look for a job." The Urban Institute's analysis showed that 42 states have rules that discourage enrollment, such as requiring an extensive job search, even when there are obviously no jobs to be found. For a person without a car or access to public transportation, a requirement to apply for dozens of jobs before an application for welfare will even be considered, as some states and counties mandate, can be a deal-breaker. 

In some states, according to Kaaryn Gustafson of the University of Connecticut law school, "applying for welfare is a lot like being booked for a crime." There may be a mug shot, fingerprinting and lengthy interrogations as to the true paternity of one's children. Word gets around, and, even in the face of destitution, many people will not undergo such indignities. 

The other technique for keeping the rolls down is to staff the back door with the equivalent of a nightclub bouncer. The practice is called "sanctioning" -- kicking people off the rolls because they were late to a work assignment (no excuses accepted, whether for sick children, late buses or car trouble) or didn't show up for an appointment at the welfare office (no dispensation for failure to receive notice of an appointment or inability to understand English). In some states multiple infractions of this sort can result in lifetime disqualification. 

It's time to acknowledge that America's 1996 experiment with welfare reform was based on reckless assumptions about the economy, as well as a callous disregard for the realities of sustaining a family. We need a massive emergency relief package not only to fund new jobs but to repair the grievous holes in our national safety net. Fifty million people need help now -- not in three months or six months, but today. 

Peter Edelman is a professor at Georgetown Law Center and served as an assistant secretary of Health and Human Services in the Clinton administration. Barbara Ehrenreich's most recent book is "Bright-Sided: How the Relentless Promotion of Positive Thinking Has Undermined America." They are among the co-authors of "Battered by the Storm," a report to be released Monday by the Institute for Policy Studies. 
$69 million in California welfare money drawn out of state
------------------------- - - - -
Welfare reform worked    By Peter H. Schuck and Ron Haskins 

The primary election campaign has intensified a justified concern about inequality in America: People at the top are rising much faster than... 

------- - By Peter H. Schuck and Ron Haskins 

February 28, 2012

The primary election campaign has intensified a justified concern about inequality in America: People at the top are rising much faster than everyone else. Even low-income Americans consider relatively high levels of inequality acceptable if they have a decent opportunity to improve their condition. But because they may work fewer hours and at stagnant wages, their gains are very limited.

Among the poor, surprisingly, never-married mothers have gained the most in recent decades. Their story shows the best way to reduce poverty and inequality: by encouraging individuals to work more and by supplementing their earnings with tax credits, child-care subsidies and other benefits for low-income working parents.

Until the mid-1990s, never-married mothers seldom worked outside the home, had poverty rates of over 60% and were at least five times more likely than married-couple families to be poor. Then in 1996, congressional Republicans and President Clinton collaborated on a welfare reform law requiring adults on welfare, including never-married mothers, to work.

When Clinton signed the law, many of his strongest political supporters reviled him for entering into "a pact with the devil." They predicted that poor women and their children deprived of welfare would die in the streets. Any employment gains, they insisted, would vanish in the first economic downturn.

The data refute these dire predictions. In fact, according to Census Bureau data, between 1996 and 2000, the percentage of never-married mothers in jobs increased by about a third (to 66%), while the poverty rate for these mothers and their children declined by about a third (to 40%). For the poorest of the poor, this large an improvement based on their own efforts was unprecedented. Since then, two recessions have reduced these gains somewhat; their employment rate is down to 58.7% (still better than for women generally) and their poverty rate is up to 49.3%.

Yet even in the worst recession since the Depression, more are employed and they are less poor than they were before the 1996 law. In fact, researchers Bruce Meyer of the University of Chicago and James Sullivan of Notre Dame have found that if all the work-based benefits given to low-income workers were included — such benefits are mostly ignored by the official poverty measure — the incomes of these mothers and children would be even higher and their poverty rate even lower.

The reasons for this policy success are clear, suggesting some lessons for the future. The 1996 law created strong incentives, both positive and negative, for the most uneducated, untrained and unpromising welfare recipients to join the workforce. As shown by their high employment rates, poor mothers responded to these incentives even more resourcefully than most policymakers had expected despite their often chaotic domestic circumstances. The federal law meshed well with many experimental state and local welfare-to-work programs, helping states pay for job search and readiness, health insurance, child care and other vital work support services.

Most politicians did not cave in to the intentionally inflammatory "dying in the streets" rhetoric; instead, they figured that the program could hardly be worse than the status quo of welfare dependency and that many of the poorest of the poor would end up better off. Both Congress and the states resisted the temptation to cut and run once the recipients' situations improved; the governments largely maintained their efforts over time, mindful of how fragile these gains could be. Knowing the failures of many earlier welfare-to-work programs designed to reduce welfare dependency, government tried something new and stuck with it. Even today, virtually every state still runs a strong welfare-to-work program, in part because the programs are relatively inexpensive.

The gains from the 1996 welfare reform and other work-related subsidies are certainly no cause for smugness. Even after 15 years, the law's incentives have not yet lifted all mothers and their children out of poverty — not by a long shot. After all, many who have benefited from the program are stuck in low-wage jobs, and others still don't work at all. Many are so disabled that no program or personal desire to work will enable them to hold decently paying jobs. Still, the never-married mothers — and single mothers more generally — have clearly improved their and their children's living standards and prospects, and interview studies show that they express pride in these gains and in their status as workers. Over time, they may be able to progress further as they accumulate job skills, experience and work habits, and as the economy improves.

Entrenched, multi-generational poverty is arguably America's greatest domestic enemy today. Our first priority should be figuring out how to reduce it permanently by increasing work and human capital among the poor. Welfare reform shows what is possible. This is not only just; it is also the only enduring way to reduce poverty and inequality.

Peter H. Schuck is a professor at Yale Law School. Ron Haskins is a senior fellow and co-director of the Center on Children and Families at the Brookings Institution

---------------------------------- - - - -
Welfare Limits Left Poor Adrift as Recession Hit   By JASON DePARLE 

In Arizona and other states, some recipients of the Clinton-era Temporary Assistance for Needy Families have taken desperate measures to make ends meet.   4/l2

---------------------- - - -

/ Goldberg: Is disability the new welfare?
Jonah Goldberg 




Story | April 2, 2013

... wants to disprove the claim. In an illuminating ... been applying for disabilities every month (while ... only 150,000 new jobs every month). The answers fall on ... calls the "Vast Disability Industrial Complex ... taking the place of welfare for those who feel ...    4/l3

/ Danes Rethink a Welfare State Ample to a Fault    By SUZANNE DALEY 

With little fuss or political protest - or notice abroad - Denmark has been at work overhauling entitlements, trying to prod Danes into working more or longer or both.

-------------------------------------------------- - - - - 

Social spending in Asia          poorly written
Widefare

Asia’s emerging welfare states spread themselves thinly

Jul 6th 2013 | HONG KONG |From the print edition 

THE welfare states pioneered in Europe and America are not universally admired in Asia. In 2001 Singapore’s then prime minister argued that handouts would result in a “crutch mentality, which will lead to indolence, dependence and abuse”.
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To ward off social ills, the region has tended to rely instead on youthful populations, bountiful growth and dutiful families. Yet as Asian countries have grown richer, older and less autocratic, their governments have responded to a rising demand from citizens for welfare, including pensions, health insurance and anti-poverty schemes, such as subsidised food, public works and even cash handouts. 
d   The Asian Development Bank      has tried to summarise their efforts in a single indicator, the social-protection index, published this week. The index shows both the breadth of coverage (the percentage of potential beneficiaries actually covered) and the depth (the amount of spending per beneficiary, expressed as a percentage of the country’s GDP per person).

True to their tradition of self-reliance, many Asian countries lean heavily towards 

1  social insurance, which ties benefits to contributions [by whom?], rather than 

2   social assistance, which ties benefits to circumstances. 

In South Korea, for example, the mix is about 80% insurance to 20% assistance, according to the index. In Singapore, nine-tenths of the government’s efforts consist of contributions to the country’s Central Provident Fund, a compulsory saving scheme from which Singaporeans can draw for housing, health care and retirement.

But a number of countries are also experimenting with 
3?     cash transfers.    In 2009 Thailand’s Chek Chuay Chaat scheme handed out 2,000 baht ($65) to registered workers earning less than 15,000 baht a month, to help them weather the global financial crisis. And in South Asia, social insurance is far less dominant.   @@@  That may reflect the limited reach and credibility of South Asian states, which find it difficult to collect and track contributions, especially if people doubt the state’s capacity to provide promised benefits. Many governments find it easier just to hand out cheap grain, or to pay the poor to dig ditches or lay roads. India is a case in point.

Prosperous Japan is the only country that protects its people both well and widely, according to the index. In Singapore, now richer than Japan, social protection is spread broadly but thinly, the index shows. The same is true of most of South-East Asia’s poorer countries, where the welfare state is still embryonic. Malaysia, however, has achieved depth (spending 27% of per-person GDP on each beneficiary) without breadth (its efforts reached only 14% of potential beneficiaries for the year the index was calculated).  [ah ha]    Pakistan, where social-protection spending   [ d ?]  helps the non-poor more than the poor, has also prized depth over breadth. India, on the other hand, has achieved neither.  #  
/also on sig.  hard:  Taxing hard-up Americans at 95% - The Economist
www.economist.com/...americas...taxing-hard-up-americans/comments‎

Cached
Sep 7, 2013 - [inline|iid=43675]AFTER her son was born in 2008, Melissa Devilma—homeless, jobless and alone—needed help. The welfare system ...
------------------ - - - -
/ Work-for-Welfare Gains Foothold in Hungary   NYT Now    By RICK LYMAN 9:21 AM ET

Under the right-wing rule of Prime Minister Viktor Orban, the unemployed must work to get more public assistance.

/ Court Strikes Down Drug Tests for Florida Welfare Applicants    By LIZETTE ALVAREZ 

A federal appeals court rejected the law as an unreasonable search because it applied to all applicants for benefits regardless of whether there was cause for suspicion.
/ https://www.google.com/?gws_rd=ssl#q=welfare+rolls+dropped 

/ Picking Up the Tab for Low Wages    By THE EDITORIAL BOARD   A business model based on inadequate pay has essentially turned public aid into corporate welfare.

/ Mississippi Fights to Control Its Child Welfare System   By EMILY PALMER and CAMPBELL ROBERTSON   After failing to comply with a 2004 lawsuit, the state faces becoming the first to have its child welfare system put in receivership and an outside group hired to run it.   l/l6

/ https://www.google.com/?gws_rd=ssl#q=Welfare+and+the+Politics+of+Poverty+ 
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20 Years Later, Welfare Overhaul Resonates for Families and Candidates 
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Political Rifts Over Bill Clinton’s Welfare Law Resurface as Aid Shrinks 
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Kristof: Why I Was Wrong About Welfare Reform 
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Republicans and welfare

Ryan’s ramble

The Speaker launches a Republican anti-poverty agenda

Jun 11th 2016 | WASHINGTON, DC | From the print edition
 

PAUL RYAN, the Republican Speaker of the House of Representatives, is known for his love of detailed policy. Donald Trump, his party’s presumptive nominee for president, does not share this fondness. So it was fitting that on June 7th, while Mr Trump was busy fighting—or basking in—the scandal over his latest remarks on race, Mr Ryan was launching a policy paper. The report, on poverty and welfare, was somewhat overshadowed by the Speaker using the question-and-answer session to wade into the row about Mr Trump’s pronouncements. But there is time for wonkery yet: the paper is the first of six which will form a new agenda for Republicans, dubbed “A Better Way”. The policies are supposed to be implemented if the party takes back the White House, though how much of it Mr Trump supports is anyone’s guess.

The paper has three notable themes. The first is simplification. Mr Ryan sees the welfare system as a sprawling mess. More than 80 federal welfare programmes sit atop one another, with little attention paid to their compatibility, and without government agencies much co-operating in their administration. Each programme—be it food stamps, housing subsidies, or Medicare—has its own eligibility rules. As low-earners’ incomes increase, benefits are withdrawn in a hodgepodge fashion. As a result, the marginal tax rate, including both taxes and withdrawn benefits, jumps around erratically. Sometimes it exceeds 100%, meaning workers are better-off earning less. Mr Ryan wants to consolidate the programmes. Such a simplification—and a reduction in marginal tax rates—would be welcome.

The second theme is value for money. The paper complains that not enough programmes are rigorously evaluated, and calls for the government to open up its data to researchers. It also notes that states can simply shift claimants towards federally-funded programmes (such as disability benefits) rather than helping them find work. Mr Ryan wants to fix this, perhaps by gradually reducing the share of the bill the federal government foots for any given individual, the longer they stay on the welfare-rolls.

The third—and probably the most divisive—idea is to ramp up work requirements. In 1996, welfare reform under President Bill Clinton and the Republican Speaker, Newt Gingrich, required states to ensure that sufficient numbers of their cash welfare recipients were in work, training and the like. Mr Ryan suggests expanding that to cover housing subsidies, too.

The left will see this as an attempt to unpick yet another part of the safety net. Under the 1996 reform, one way states could satisfy work requirements was by shrinking their welfare-rolls, whether or not those who lost their benefits found a job. Unsurprisingly, cash welfare became much harder to come by. In 1996, Temporary Assistance for Needy Families—as cash-welfare is called—benefitted 68 families for every 100 families in poverty, according to the Centre for Budget and Policy Priorities, a left-leaning think-tank. Today, the figure is just 26.

Mr Ryan also bemoans the numbers of adults without dependents who claim food stamps (or, more formally, “Supplemental Nutrition Assistance”) without working or preparing to work. This is a red herring. The 1996 reforms already bar able-bodied adults without children from receiving food stamps while unemployed for more than three months in any three-year period. True, this rule was mostly suspended during the recession. But work requirements are now back in force in more than 40 states. There is little more Republicans could do on this front.

One part of the plan will please Democrats: Mr Ryan wants to expand the Earned Income Tax Credit, a wage top-up for low earners (though he also complains about high rate of erroneous payments, which reached 27% in 2014). That is unlikely to be enough to placate the left, though: Elizabeth Warren, a Democratic senator, dismissed the paper as “an agenda for creating poverty”. Don’t expect another bipartisan welfare deal. Despite the two men’s differences, Mr Ryan must pin all his hopes on Mr Trump.   Ag:  didn’t say that much
/ John Kasich: Welfare Is Broken



In 1996, I joined a bipartisan coalition to break the cycle of dependency among the poor. Why didn’t it work? 

-------------------------------------------------------- - - - - - 
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No money no love | The Economist
www.economist.com/.../21705386-row-over-bill-clintons...   Cached    The Economist

Loading...

No money no love. A row over Bill Clinton's landmark welfare reform highlights how much deprivation survived it. Aug 20th 2016 | BALTIMORE AND ...

DANIELLE HUGHES wanted to graduate from high school. But after gangsters shot up her family home in New York, her mother ordered her to grab her baby son and flee. Now living with relatives in Baltimore, the 21-year-old single mother has no qualifications, no stable job and, having unsuccessfully sought government aid while interning as a receptionist, no prospect of a steady income. “I feel like I have lived through so much already,” she says. She has applied for a job as a cashier, but, in a city where the unemployment rate among blacks is twice that among whites, is not optimistic. “Sometimes you feel like giving up.”

A dismal feature of this year’s election season is how little either of the main candidates has raised the endemic poverty that underlies such tough stories. Almost 15% of Americans are poor, including one in five children, and almost one in three households headed by a woman. That represents a level of deprivation, which rises and falls with the economy but has never dipped into single figures, higher than that of almost any other developed country.

Donald Trump’s views on poverty alleviation are hazy; he is against teenage mothers getting welfare, “unless they jump through some pretty small hoops”. Hillary Clinton’s reticence on the issue is more telling, given her zeal for social policy. It reflects the complexity of the problem, the partisanship surrounding it and the degree to which both are exacerbated by a festering row over the merits of America’s last major welfare reform, which was signed into law by her husband 20 years ago on August 22nd 1996. 
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The reform made a huge change to how America treats poverty, which liberals still decry. In search of hard-edged credentials, Bill Clinton had promised to make a life on dole less commodious for the nearly 14m single mothers and their children then surviving on handouts. “Make welfare a second chance, not a way of life,” was his slogan. Yet the bill concocted by Republicans in Congress was tougher than he wanted. It replaced an open-ended promise of federal support for needy women and children with a stricter regime, which capped the largesse, henceforth known as Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), at $16.5 billion a year, and put the states in charge of it. It also made TANF payments conditional on the recipient trying to find work; and it decreed that no one could receive them for more than five years in total.

Daniel Patrick Moynihan, a Democratic senator, predicted the reform would lead to half a million children in New York “sleeping on grates”. Instead, it led to a huge drop in TANF claimants—their number fell by 66% in the first post-reform decade—which appeared, in the early years of the new regime, during which poverty fell, to come with no social cost and considerable gains. At a time of thrumming growth, most former claimants found jobs. This enabled them to enjoy both the dignity of work and a simultaneous increase in subsidies for low-paid work, including tax credits, which last year were worth around $70 billion. For those unable to work, there was increasingly little cash available. Adjusted for inflation, spending on TANF has declined by a third—to $11.1 billion in 2015 and, because some states divert it to other needs, such as child-care services, less than half of that was actually handed out. A big expansion in non-cash benefits, such as food stamps and housing vouchers, was meant to cover the shortfall.

The reform still looks broadly positive. Fewer Americans are dependent on TANF than ever; yet, even in the pits of the 2007-09 recession, the poverty rate did not surpass a recent high of 15.1%, recorded in 1993. But the fact that it has not increased the share of people in poverty is not much to shout about. And in the tougher economic conditions of the past decade, shortcomings have been evident in the welfare system at every level.
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One concerns the quality of the jobs former claimants find themselves in. It was envisaged that, energised by honest toil, they would steadily climb the income scale.  aaaaaa  Yet the failures of the reform to provide the guaranteed public-sector jobs Mr Clinton had originally promised, and of the states to provide much useful training,  aaaa  have made that hard. A shift to low-grade services jobs across the labour market has done worse damage; the result is millions are stuck round about the poverty line. And for the minority who do prosper, high marginal tax rates, occasioned by the too-sudden withdrawal of tax credits and other in-work benefits, are a disincentive to progress. A single parent with children, climbing from the federal poverty threshold of $11,770 a year, could pay an effective tax rate of 60%. Factor in child care and other costs and she may see no gains from doing more or better-paid work at all.

A more worrying contention is that dwindling payments have fuelled the creation of a new cash-poor underclass. Estimates by two scholars of poverty, Kathryn Edin and Luke Shaefer, suggested that, as a direct consequence of the two-decades-old reform, in 2011 there were 1.5m households, with 3m children, surviving on cash incomes of no more than $2 per person, per day—the World Bank’s global definition of poverty. A book published last September in which they advanced this thesis (“$2.00 a day: Living on Almost Nothing in America”) has been influential, especially on the left. While campaigning for the Democratic primaries in April, Mrs Clinton felt compelled to soften her erstwhile support for her husband’s reform, suggesting it was time “to take a hard look” at its legacy.

Other wonks—on the right but also including former members of the Clinton administration—take issue with the claims made by Ms Edin and Mr Shaefer. A forthcoming paper by Scott Winship of the Manhattan Institute, a think-tank, argues that, after factoring in non-cash benefits and underreported income, a sunnier picture emerges. The only groups he finds to be worse off than they were in 1996, including childless households, were unaffected by the reform. Meanwhile, he argues that “children, in particular those in single-mother families—are significantly less likely to be poor today than they were before.” As for Ms Edin’s and Mr Shaefer’s most emotive claim, he says, “no one in America lives on $2 a day.”



Household income inequality: ladders to climb

Mr Winship is right that consumption is a better measure of poverty than income, and that there is scant evidence the reform increased the ranks of the poor. Yet cash is important; without the means to pay a phone bill or a haircut, no one, however well-nourished and sheltered, is liable to kick on. It is hard not to conclude that, even allowing for underreporting, the reform has denied too many poor Americans such means; between 1993 and 2013 the percentage of households on food stamps who had no cash income more than doubled.

Instead of quibbling over the past, it would be better to ponder what America should do to cut poverty—and here there is more agreement, or at least potential for compromise. Concerned Republicans such as Paul Ryan, the Speaker of the House, argue for work-requirements to be extended to food stamps and other benefits. The record suggests that is a good idea; especially if, as Democrats want, in-work benefits such as tax credits are also boosted. But the safety-net for the least capable needs strengthening.   aaaaa   That should include giving them more cash, by increasing TANF or limiting the ability of states to plunder it.

If Mrs Clinton, the favourite to win in November, could strike such a compromise, she would emulate the best of her husband’s reform. If not, the debate over its merits may continue, for another decade or so, without easing the wretchedness of millions of American lives.     #
--------------------------------------- - - -  

Didn’t mention blks

[image: image15.jpg]HOW WORKFARE AFFECTS YOUR CHANCES

Proportion of claimants on the scheme who ™
ended up with a job

Only 25% of those who completed 13
weeks UNPAID work then found a job

0 10% 10% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Finished workfare placement





/ Why Medicaid Work Requirements Won't Work 
By JARED BERNSTEIN and BEN SPIELBERG 

Paul Ryan's bid to win conservative votes for his health care plan would make it harder for some people to hold jobs.
/ l/l8:  
	



	To Get Medicaid in Kentucky, Many Will Have to Work. Advocates for the Poor Are Horrified.   By ABBY GOODNOUGH  Led by the state’s Republican governor, the plan calls for many Medicaid recipients ages 19-64 to work at least 20 hours a week, beginning in July.
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Just keep us alive
Covid-19 has pushed governments to find new ways to help the poor
Even some of the least developed countries are experimenting
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Feb 4th 2022

KAMPALA, NEW DELHI AND SÃO PAULO

Fradia bulage, a school nurse in Kampala, Uganda’s capital, says the 100,000 shillings ($29) the government gave her last year through a scheme to help the country’s poorest 500,000 households was not nearly enough. The one-off payment amounted to about a week of her pre-pandemic salary. Her school, like all Uganda’s, had been closed for the best part of two years, due to covid-19 lockdowns, and reopened only last month. Strapped for cash, she stopped paying utility bills. Instead of turning on the tap she bought water by the jerrycan; for light she relied on candles. Her mother, who lives in a village, sent cassava in the hope of saving Ms Bulage’s household from hunger.

Still, Ms Bulage is luckier than many Ugandans. Barbra Nakyeyune, who runs a liquor shop nearby, was badly hit by the dusk-to-dawn curfew under covid, so she too registered for the handout. “But we never got any money,” Ms Nakyeyune says. “Not even a message apologising.” She was afraid she wouldn’t be able to afford the fees for her children’s education when schools reopened.
Then:  Login (economist.com)
Utterly amazing:  no tradval: resp, WORK, sterilization 
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By David Firestone
Mr. Firestone is a member of the editorial board.

Sign up for the Opinion Today newsletter  Get expert analysis of the news and a guide to the big ideas shaping the world every weekday morning. Get it sent to your inbox.
Seen from outside Washington, the debt ceiling battle might seem like an abstract argument between the political parties over federal spending and deficits. But for millions of low-income Americans who depend on the federal government for health care and basic nutrition, the debate is about their very lives. That’s because Republicans have singled them out, yet again, as a prime target in this year’s extortion scheme.

The bill that Speaker Kevin McCarthy muscled through the House last month would impose tough new work requirements on Medicaid, food stamps (now known as the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, or SNAP) and welfare for needy families. The demands would effectively cut off health care for 1.7 million low-income people and cut off food stamps for 275,000 people. House Republicans say that if their demands are not met, they will refuse to raise the debt ceiling, plunging the country into an unprecedented default and almost certainly creating a recession.

It’s not that there is some crisis or scandal gripping those federal programs; Republicans are making these demands simply because the debt ceiling gives them the opportunity to do so. And they are going after the same group of people their party has demonized for decades.

“I don’t think hard-working Americans should be paying for all the social services for people who could make a broader contribution and instead are couch potatoes,” said Representative Matt Gaetz of Florida. (His deep concern about excessive spending didn’t stop him from requesting a $141.5 million earmark for a helicopter training hangar at Naval Air Station Whiting Field in his district.)

“Couch potatoes” isn’t that far from the “welfare queen” myth conjured by Ronald Reagan or Newt Gingrich’s 1994 claim that a system of orphanages was necessary because low-income babies were being dropped off balconies or showing up in dumpsters. None of these slurs had any significant basis in reality, and all were intended to whip up fears among members of the white middle class that they were being played for fools by people of color who were lazily living it up on taxpayer dollars and ignoring their family responsibilities.

But these largely racist attacks, very much including the one now on the table, persistently ignore the little-mentioned fact that a vast majority of the people receiving these benefits are already working or are unable to work. In 2021, 61 percent of the 25 million people on Medicaid were working in full- or part-time jobs. The rest were retired or disabled or taking care of small children or in school. Similarly, most food-stamp recipients work, and able-bodied adults younger than 50 are required to work in order to get more than three months of benefits in three years, unless they are taking care of children.

The existing work requirements don’t get discussed by the drill sergeants who want to whip the vast army of couch potatoes into shape; they want more people to work and to work longer hours. Mr. McCarthy’s bill would require adults 50 to 55 to work at least 20 hours a week to receive food stamps, no matter that people in that age bracket often find high barriers to employment.

The bill would also require many adults 19 to 55 to work 80 hours a month to receive federally subsidized health coverage from Medicaid. (States could pick up the cost of those who are cut off, but many would not.) As the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities notes, this requirement would particularly hurt low-income beneficiaries in states that expanded Medicaid under the Affordable Care Act and seems designed as a backdoor way of undermining the expansion. Republicans couldn’t repeal the act through the front door, so they are using the leverage provided by the debt ceiling to try to achieve their ideological aim. It’s yet another illustration of why the ceiling needs to be abolished.

It’s been clear for years that these kinds of work requirements don’t actually put people back to work; they just pry people away from the benefits they need. In 2018, Arkansas became the first state to impose very similar work requirements on Medicaid, before a federal judge ended the experiment the next year. A study in The New England Journal of Medicine found that 13 percent of Medicaid recipients there lost their health coverage — about 17,000 people — but that there was no significant change in employment.
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Continue reading the main story
One of the reasons for this phenomenon is that it’s very difficult for the subjects of these cruel experiments to report their employment or their search for a job to the state. Many people in Arkansas didn’t know about the work requirements or didn’t understand the rules or lacked internet access, the study found. But since the goal of Republicans is cutting spending, not putting people back to work, the burdensome rules do save billions through human suffering. The Congressional Budget Office estimated that the work requirements in the McCarthy bill, which the speaker said on Tuesday were a “red line” for his caucus, would save $120 billion over 10 years.

Once President Biden made the unfortunate decision to negotiate on the debt ceiling with the House hostage takers, the work requirements were on the table, and the president has not been clear about his intentions. On Sunday he told reporters that he had voted for work requirements currently in the law, apparently referring to cash welfare, and was waiting to see what the Republican proposals were. That was not exactly a comforting sign, particularly because the proposals are quite clear, though he did suggest that Medicaid changes were off the table. After progressives raised concerns, he issued a tweet on Monday condemning the harsher requirements for food benefits.

But with the default clock ticking and lives on the line, Mr. Biden needs to do more than send out a tweet. The most important thing the White House could do right now is say explicitly that using the debt ceiling as a cudgel to change federal safety net policy is unacceptable and inappropriate and will not be the subject of negotiation. Mr. McCarthy shouldn’t be the only one at the table with red lines, particularly when the health of millions of people is at stake.

More on the debt ceiling talks
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A House Republican bill is the G.O.P.’s opening bid in talks, and a nonstarter for Democrats.
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Congress Is Running Out of Days to Act on the Debt Ceiling
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Appeals Court Rejects Trump Medicaid Work Requirements in Arkansas

Feb. 14, 2020
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Why are so many Britons not working? (economist.com)   9/23
/ Welfare Is What’s Eating the Budget - WSJ    by phil gram

/is birth control ever required for those on welfare   is sterilization?
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