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MS. DIANE REHM: From WAMU in Washington, I'm Diane
Rehm. In 1996, President Clinton signed sweeping
legislation designed to end welfare as we know it. No one
would dispute that the bill has indeed created radical
changes, but analysts disagree about the long-term
sustainability of huge drops in the benefit rolls. Today we'll
talk about the success and failure of the reform effort to date.

Joining me: Wendell Primus of the Center for Budget & Policy Priorities; Ron Haskins—he's staff director of
the House Ways & Means Committee's welfare panel; Pam Loprest of the Urban Institute; and Rodney Carroll.
He's chief operating officer of the Welfare to Work Partnership and air hub manager for UPS. Throughout the
hour, we'll take your calls on 1-800-433-8850.

And good morning to all of you.

ALL: Good morning.

MS. REHM: Nice to have you here. Ron Haskins, if I can start with you, please, this past weekend the New
York Times published the results of a study on states and what they're doing with federal welfare funds. I'd
like your reaction to that article. And give us an idea of the major points.

MR. HASKINS: The article in the New York Times by Jason DeParle (sp) primarily claimed that the states
have a lot of extra money, and even in some cases that the states are misusing this money either by not
spending it at all or by actually using it to spend on activities that used to be funded by state funds; so, as we
say, displacing state dollars.

There undoubtedly is some of this going on. Months ago we had a hearing at the Ways & Means Committee
and we invited the Congressional Budget Office to come and tell us about what the states were doing with the
money. They reported to us that at the end of the second year, the states had about $6 billion in surplus that
they had not spent and that if this pattern continued, that at the end of six years they would have about $24
billion.

So we have responded since then by telling the states that they should use this money. Everybody knows and
everybody on this panel is prepared to tell you their wish list of five activities that the states should be
emphasizing more and more. I'll mention just two. One of them, I think—first of all, let me say, there have
been astounding successes here, and we'll have disagreement on the panel on that. Income is up except for a
small group at the bottom, which we can argue about in detail.

If you look at spending data collected by the Census Bureau rather than actual income data, income is up
even among that bottom group. The welfare rolls are way down. Female employment is up more than it has
ever been. In the last four years there was a 40 percent increase in employment by never-married mothers,
exactly the group most likely to be on welfare and stay on welfare. So there's been an enormous success, and
we shouldn't lose sight of that.

But there are things, as with every policy, that we should do, and I'll mention two and other people can chip
in their favorites. One of them is Medicaid. The problem is not the federal statutes. The kids are eligible for
Medicaid. There are more children eligible for Medicaid in the new program. Think of it as kind of Medicaid
Plus. If you're a little—if you're not quite as poor, you're eligible for a new program called CHIP. There are
more children eligible for Medicaid than at any time in the past, and yet the rolls are going down.

MS. REHM: You're saying they're not taking advantage.

MR. HASKINS: They are not. And Wendell and other people here will probably say the states need to be
more aggressive. They need more outreach. They need simplifying and so forth. I assume we'll get into some
of these issues. And then the second issue is this issue of income at the very bottom. There is a group of
mothers at the bottom who are somewhat worse off. In the Census Bureau data, it's about $500, '95 to '97.
But they're actually better off by about $400 if you measure it from '93 to '97.

In any case, their income is either stagnant or down a little bit. So we need to reach out to that group and
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help that group even more. And there are mothers in that group that have a great deal of difficulty because of
personality disorders or because of special problems like transportation, or perhaps they have more than two
children and so forth.

So those two things: Better work on Medicaid to make sure the kids who are eligible actually get the benefits,
and then working more closely and helping more this group of mothers at the bottom.

MS. REHM: Wendell Primus, your own study made some headlines last week. Talk about your findings.

MR. PRIMUS: What we found in our study, Diane, was that mothers at the very bottom, as Ron mentioned,
actually lost income. We're at a very unique point in our history in the sense that states have surpluses, the
federal government has surpluses, and we have almost 4 percent unemployment. Our economy couldn't be
stronger. And we found that from 1993 to 1995, all mothers with children, single mothers with children,
gained ground economically.

The very poorest ones, those below 75 percent of poverty, or about $10,000 for a family of three, actually
gained $1,000 between '93 and '95 on average. Those slightly above that income level gained $2,000. But
between 1995 and 1997, they lost ground. That bottom ground lost $580 on average. And the next group,
their income stagnated, despite this very strong economy. And most of that loss in income was due to the
fact that they weren't getting all of the means-tested assistance to which they're entitled. They weren't
getting food stamps.

MS. REHM: But why is that? Is it, as Ron Haskins says, that the states have to be more aggressive in
publicizing? Or is it that the states simply are not offering as much as they should be?

MR. PRIMUS: I think it's some of both. I think the states have made it more difficult for these families to
keep getting food stamps. Sometimes it's a lack of information. I think the causes for that decline, if you will,
vary. But it's something that needs to be addressed. And we're not saying welfare reform is a failure. I mean,
the conventional wisdom in this town is it's been a dramatic success. The welfare rolls have been cut in half
since early 1994. And we're basically saying everything isn't as rosy as you'd believe, given the caseload
decline.

MS. REHM: As rosy or simply not very clear to the eye, Pam Loprest?

MS. LOPREST: Well, I think Wendell is right that there's more to it than just saying there's a 50 percent
caseload decline and that's a success. And that certainly is positive, and I think much more than anyone
expected. And as a study that I did at the Urban Institute showed, a lot of the people who left are working.
They do have jobs; much more, I think, than we expected. So there are successes in that respect.

But it's also true that they're not receiving the support benefits, benefits like food stamps and Medicaid that
should help families transition into the workplace.

MS. REHM: And why do you believe that's so?

MS. LOPREST: Well, it's not a decline in eligibility. It's not that there's been a cut in the dollars available. As
Ron said, there's an increase in eligibility for Medicaid, for health insurance for children. What is happening is
that people are not taking these benefits up once they are in the workplace. And this is really a phenomenon
that has occurred for a long time. For low-income families that have not received welfare cash assistance,
many of them have not taken up benefits such as Medicaid and food stamps that they're eligible for as well.

MS. REHM: And I gather the kinds of jobs that they're taking do not offer the kinds of benefits assistance
that you're talking about.

MS. LOPREST: Right. Most of the jobs, about 75 percent of these women do not receive health insurance on
the job. The wages that they're earning are very low, and so food stamps is an important part that can add to
their income a lot. So it's important that they receive these benefits. The point I'm trying to make about why
they might not be receiving them is about work, I think. These families are now working, and it's always been
that low-income families that are working have taken these benefits up less.

MS. REHM: Why?

MS. LOPREST: So perhaps it is about how the programs are organized. Maybe they're not available or
accessible to families that are working. Maybe it's difficult to fill out all the paper work and do all of the
bureaucratic rules that need to be done while you're working. We really—I'm throwing out some ideas here,
but I don't think we really know yet.

MS. REHM: Yeah. So what you're implying, though, is that while they're on welfare, it's pretty clear they go to
one place, they understand exactly what they have to do, and there was a situation in place that helped
them. Now, as they are in these lower-income jobs, receiving no benefits, they'd have to, I presume, take off
work to make sure they get those benefits, go to some other place. Transportation is a problem. Mr. Primus?

MR. PRIMUS: Yes. I mean, picture yourself as a mother with two kids, which is the typical welfare case.
You're working full-time. You have to take one child to the child care center. One child is off to school. And if
you work and have to use public transportation to get to and from work, you know, when do you have time to
go to the welfare office and actually apply? Welfare offices in most cases aren't open in the evenings or on
weekends. And we've just made it very difficult for this mother to get assistance.

MS. REHM: Now, Rodney Carroll, isn't that where your organization, Welfare to Work, comes in, helping
these people, not just women, but these people make that transition from welfare to work?



MR. CARROLL: I guess, you know, the Welfare to Work Partnership is an organization made up of about
12,000 businesses. It began with five and now is at 12,000. And so the Partnership primarily assists
businesses in hiring people from welfare to work. Businesses lately particularly have gone to great lengths in
seeing people make this transition, whether it be to provide transportation, in some cases on-site child care,
even their own financial support as well.

You know, as I listen—and I'm sure we'll get into this a little bit further—but if three years ago someone could
have told me that part of the dialogue now would be, "We have this excess money and we're not necessarily
spending it right," I would have thought that would have been great, because that tells me that we have—you
know, we've gotten to this point.

I think that the Partnership's objective has been to hire and retain welfare recipients. They've hired about
500,000 welfare recipients since we've started. Seventy-seven percent of those companies offer full health
care benefits, 72 percent full-time. When I talk to businesses every day about why they should do that, I
don't talk to them about social responsibility or charity. I tell them how it's good for their bottom line, which is
because—and I tell them that it'll have a higher retention if they have a program that works.

MS. REHM: But isn't that the issue? Isn't retention the issue? And retention is a lot of the problem.

MR. CARROLL: We would have thought that. I think that's one of the great mysteries that we've found is not
true. In our cases, we've found that most companies, just about all of them, have experienced a higher
retention rate with hiring welfare recipients than traditional workers; in some cases, 50 percent higher. Once I
say that—and we have documents to back those findings, of course—I have businesses' attention, you know,
because when you start talking retention, you're now talking to the bottom line. But I say they'll be retained if
what they're offering makes sense and is something that a person that was on welfare could use.

For example, I talk to them why they should have health benefits. I say, "You need to offer health benefits,
because most welfare recipients," as Mr. Primus says, "have two children. They need benefits. You need to
offer a pretty good wage. You need to have"—83 percent of these companies have what we call promotion
track jobs, because there's also a thought that they come in on the entry level and they're going to be entry
level for the rest of their life. And that's not attractive to me. That's not attractive to a person on welfare. But
once I say, you know, "You have this; you may have to do some training or some seniority may be involved,
but you have the opportunity to advance."

MS. REHM: Rodney Carroll is chief operating officer for Welfare to Work Partnership. And we're going to take
just a short break here. When we come back, we'll open the phones for your calls, 1-800-433-8850. Stay with
us.

(Announcements.)

MS. REHM: As we talk about welfare reform and the poorest of the poor, I'd certainly be interested in your
comments and questions. Do join us, 1-800-433-8850.

I must say, as I hear all of you talk about the surpluses that states have and yet this problem, this significant
problem with the poorest of the poor, I'm baffled, Mr. Primus. What do you think is going on?

MR. PRIMUS: Well, I think it's unfortunate. I don't think the states are being as creative as they could be.
Clearly some states and some localities have done some interesting programs, and a few are doing something
on the male side of the equation. Most of the states eliminated the $50 pass-through, which means that when
a low-income dad pays $200 to his child and the mother is still on welfare, not a single dime of that actually
benefits the child.

And I think if we're going to—I believe in the activity that as a society, low-income dads who don't live with
their children should pay child support. But when they pay, those children should be better off. And yet the
states haven't been very creative in encouraging these fathers to get into the labor force and pay child
support.

MS. REHM: Pam Loprest, is this an effort, as you see it, to simply get people off welfare? I mean, if you say
that the states had these kinds of surpluses and if, as Mr. Primus says, the states have not been as creative
as perhaps they should in trying to ensure that the benefits that these people are entitled to get to them,
what's happening here? Are the states deliberately withholding? What's happening?

MS. LOPREST: Well, I don't think we can say the states are deliberately withholding benefits from people. I
think we have to remember, and put it in perspective, who the people that are leaving welfare are, what their
experience is. Many of them, they're single mothers with children, many of them without any work experience
and have been on welfare for a very long time. When I look at their experience once they enter the labor
force in this very good market, it is true that they're not getting very good jobs. The jobs are low-wage.

MS. REHM: What kinds of jobs?

MS. LOPREST: The jobs pay on average—in 1997 they were paying $6.60 an hour.

MS. REHM: Which puts them below the poverty line.

MS. LOPREST: Yeah. When they have the earned-income tax credit and you add that in, they are doing
better. But the point that I want to make is that many of these women that are getting these jobs look
exactly like a large group of families with children that have not been on welfare. There's a large group of
working poor in this country that are working in low-wage jobs. It's not to say that that isn't an issue. It's



certainly an issue. But it's a much bigger problem, I think, than whether welfare reform has been a success
or not. It's a problem of low-wage workers and how do you get work support programs to work. I think it's a
new issue in a sense, because we have focused a lot on women on welfare. And I think we're just beginning,
as Wendell said—

MS. REHM: To understand—

MS. LOPREST: —how to help low-wage workers.

MS. REHM: —the broader issue.

MR. HASKINS: Let me say something very quickly here. We've missed a huge piece of this puzzle. Everyone
talks about the welfare revolution—much stronger requirements, five-year time limits, you have to work,
sanctions if you don't, and so forth. But meanwhile, we have had a second revolution in this country since the
mid 1980s. I call it the work support revolution. And what has happened is that the federal government,
largely on a bipartisan basis, has created a safety net for workers, for people who work.

In the past—if we had the same laws today that we had in 1984 and we had the same number of people
working, these low-income families that we're talking about here, and we had the same federal laws as we
did in '84, we would support them to the tune of $6 billion. You know how much we're actually going to spend
this year? Close to $80 billion. And the reason is that we have Medicaid coverages. We have food stamp
coverages. Most of these families are eligible for between $1,500 and $2,000 in food stamps, 100 percent
federal benefit, so the states don't have motivation not to give food stamps. And we have a huge
earned-income tax credit. Families can get up to $4,000 in cash from the federal government, plus we have
lots of day care assistance.

So there are a tremendous array of programs out there that help working low-income families. And what you
said a minute ago, it reminded me; Jesse Jackson often makes this point. I've heard him three times in the
last two weeks; you know, work is up but poverty is up too. He's wrong. Poverty is not just down; it's way
down, especially if you consider these other work support benefits. Poverty is down 25 percent just in the first
three years of this recovery.

MS. REHM: Mr. Primus.

MR. PRIMUS: Well, Ron is right about one thing, that we have improved benefits for the working poor. But
he's wrong about another thing, and that is that one measure of child poverty, the poverty gap, the amount
by which children fall below the poverty threshold, that didn't change a bit between 1995 and 1997. The
poverty rate of children declined a little bit. But we're in a very strong economy. It should have declined a lot.
And I think we need to do better on making sure that families get this assistance. If they're not getting
Medicaid and they're still eligible—I mean, most kids below about 185 percent of poverty today should be
getting Medicaid, and we know that they're not.

MR. HASKINS: Can I respond, since he said that's wrong? Let's make this clear to your readers.

MS. REHM: Listeners.

MR. HASKINS: Listeners. Poverty is down. If you include these benefits that I just talked about, the
earned-income credit, still using Census Bureau data, poverty is down—'93 to '97, during this recovery, it is
down 25 percent. That's a huge decline.

MS. REHM: Okay, but—

MR. HASKINS: Let me add this. What Wendell is talking about is that, again, we go back to the point we
made before. At the very bottom, he's talking about half of the poverty line. We have not made as much
progress because we had this group at the bottom who are not working. That is the issue. To get all these
wonderful benefits, they have to work. And this group at the bottom works erratically. They leave the work
force or they don't work. So that is the big problem.

MS. REHM: They are not getting the kind of Medicaid benefits that Mr. Primus is talking about.

MR. HASKINS: They're eligible for it, but they don't get it. But the big benefits like earned-income credit,
which can get them $4,000, they're not eligible for, because they're working.

MS. REHM: They're working.

MR. HASKINS: Right.

MS. REHM: Mr. Primus.

MR. PRIMUS: I'd just make one additional point, and it is that these benefits that we've legislated in the last
few years, I think, also ought to take a good part of the credit for that caseload decline. It wasn't all the
welfare reform that made these caseloads decline. It was the strong economy. It was also the fact that we
had a very generous earned-income tax credit now. But I think we can, as a country, we can still do better. I
mean, the fact that we have 11 million children in poverty in this country, even when you count food stamps
and school lunch and the earned-income tax credit, I think is wrong.

MS. LOPREST: I think that we—coming back to welfare for a moment, we're talking here about the poorest
of the poor. One of the issues for the future, not for people who have already left welfare, is that those who
remain on may be less able to work, less job-ready, have more barriers and more problems to work. And
there may be a recession down the road.



MS. REHM: You're talking about problems going to work. Such as?

MS. LOPREST: Well, many of the women that are still on welfare now that have not yet left have children
with disabilities or with sicknesses. They themselves have illnesses, whether it be mental or physical illness.
There's problems of domestic violence. There's problems with just very low educational levels and low
experience, not to mention, of course, the needs for child care and transportation.

But I'm talking about barriers that may make it much harder for them to move into the workplace than those
that have already moved in. And it's a question for the future, when time limits hit, when people meet their
time limits, or if there's a recession. I think we still need to keep our eye on what's going to happen to that
group.

MS. REHM: Well, and then the question becomes, can you realistically get everyone off welfare? Is it
possible? Mr. Primus?

MR. PRIMUS: No, I don't think it is. And I think the issue is what—you know, are we improving child
well-being as a result of welfare reform? And I'll concede that, yes, we have more people, more mothers
going to work. But if we're really going to reduce child poverty, we need income from the mother in the form
of work. We need income from that dad, hopefully living with the child, but if he's not, income from the dad
that actually increases the welfare, the income of those children.

And I think we have to recognize that for many parents, they're not going to be able to earn enough to get
themselves and their children out of poverty, that government assistance in some form, whether as an
earning subsidy, as food stamps, as child care, as health insurance, those children are going to need to get
assistance. And if we have all three sources of income, then we have a much better shot at making sure we
have fewer poor children in poverty.

MS. REHM: All right, let's open the phones, 1-800-433-8850. I'll look forward to hearing your questions and
comments. And first to Cincinnati, Ohio. Good morning, Jean.

CALLER: Good morning. I want to thank you so much for having this program. I'm very concerned with the
poor. And as a former aid-to-dependent-children worker at the welfare department—I worked there 20
years—I saw first-hand the very good and well-intentioned people who truly needed help. And now, as a
great-grandmother, I see my granddaughter struggling. And when I heard it was part of your program,
why—you know, what's the problem that they can't help?

And I know first-hand; with this one case of my granddaughter, she applied over a month ago and still hasn't
got any help. And she and her husband have a one-year-old baby. Both were employed, but both have no
health care. And I think, to the one person who thinks it's fairly easy and things are pretty rosy for the poor
right now, I would say, as a person who was poor myself when I was first married, it was no problem then
because there was health care. Now, I didn't have to work with our one-year-old. My husband did. But he had
health care, health insurance. I think that's one of the really great problems.

And one of the big problems, finally, with her trying to get help, of course, was to get down there when she
got to her appointment, with all of her—(inaudible)—that both I, having worked there, could think of and she
could, she needed one more, which was the medical information from the doctor that her husband, in trying
to get extra work, had gone out of town to do it and the driver had fallen asleep and he was in a car wreck.

MS. REHM: Yeah, it sounds as though it all becomes extremely complicated, Pam Loprest.

MS. LOPREST: Well, I think what the caller is talking about is exactly what we were saying about you can be
eligible for benefits but it still can be difficult to get them. Another thing is that when we see people moving
from welfare to work, we see a huge drop-off in the receipt of these benefits, and some of it could be people
not knowing that they're eligible for them as well. But the bureaucratic problems of what one needs to get
these is difficult.

MS. REHM: What about that in terms of businesses? You talk about 12,000 businesses, Rodney Carroll, who
are making themselves open to this welfare to work. To what extent do the businesses take it upon
themselves to ensure that these women know what they're doing and can get access?

MR. CARROLL: Well, you know, we had a conference earlier this week that President Clinton attended, and
part of his delivery talked about people that have come off not receiving food stamps greater than the drop of
the rolls. And I was surprised to hear that, to be honest with you. Since that time, we began to put together
something that's going to go out to the 12,000 businesses to educate the businesses on who's eligible, who's
not.

You see, as a business person myself, I would have no problem sitting down and talking to someone and
saying, "You know, you're still eligible to receive food stamps because this is what you make," because my
interest is having this person retained and being employed. So part of it has to be education. I'm sure
businesses are willing to assist.

MS. REHM: And at 24 before the hour, you're listening to the Diane Rehm Show. And a caller in Lansing,
Michigan. Good morning, Joyce. Thanks for joining us.

CALLER: I'm a case worker in the County Department of Social Services office. I don't see these people doing
very well. And I think these businesses that your one caller is talking about, I think they're not doing what
he's saying. I'm not seeing them doing what he's saying they're doing. I have a case in front of me right now
of a woman, a single mother with two kids. Neither one of the fathers pay child support. The department and



of a woman, a single mother with two kids. Neither one of the fathers pay child support. The department and
the friend of the court is not going after it. And I can't make them. She's making $6 an hour. She's working at
one of these businesses that are supposed to be helping people that he's talking about. They only employ her
part-time, just short of 40 hours a week, so they don't have to pay her any kind of benefits.

MS. REHM: Right.

CALLER: They charge her. They automatically deduct from her paycheck $6 a week to cover the rental of her
apron. And they won't allow her to wash it herself. They force her to do this. She can't—they wouldn't allow
her—she can't go get her food stamps because the food stamp office is open during work hours, and they
wouldn't allow her to have time off to go get them.

MS. REHM: Ron Haskins, you're hearing this. And I'm just wondering what your reaction is.

MR. HASKINS: My first reaction is that the food stamp office in that county is different than a lot of food
stamp offices in the country. In fact—

MS. REHM: But this is real.

CALLER: No, this is real. This food stamp office isn't any different than the rest of them.

MR. HASKINS: No, that's—

CALLER: We're open—

MR. HASKINS: Wait. The caller is absolutely wrong about that.

CALLER: We're open—

MR. HASKINS: There are a number of states—now, she just said she couldn't go at night because she had to
work during the day. There are a number of states that are developing a system where almost all the income
verification for food stamps is done on the phone and by mail. That is an example of the kind of reforms that
the states are now engaging in, both with food stamps and with Medicaid, to make it easier for what they call
the customer.

MS. REHM: Joyce—

MR. HASKINS: And evidently Joyce is in an office that isn't doing this yet.

CALLER: I'm in a state that's not doing that. We're whole states. They have to come in every three months
for a food stamp review, and they have to do it face to face.

MR. HASKINS: They shouldn't have to. That policy should change.

CALLER: We also have a policy that we won't mail them their food stamps. We make them come in here to
get them. And this is a Republican-controlled governor.

MS. REHM: This is tough.

CALLER: This is how we're reducing our food stamp numbers, by making it impossible for them to get them.

MS. REHM: Do you agree with that, Mr. Primus?

MR. PRIMUS: Yes. I mean, I think—I mean, the evidence is that we know 40 percent, or roughly around
there, of the working poor get food stamps. And I think individual offices or individual states may vary in how
they've sometimes made it difficult. And we know from national data, 88 out of 100 poor children got food
stamps three or four years ago. Now we think only about 70 out of 100 poor children get it. So there's been a
dramatic decline. And I think the caller is right.

CALLER: The decline—

MR. HASKINS: Wait, wait. Hold it. The reason that they're not getting it is because that's roughly the
proportion of additional working families. Working families, as Pam's data shows, have always been less likely
to get food stamps than people on welfare. And that is the kind of problem that we have to address. That's
what we're talking about here. The states have to learn to make these systems more user-friendly.

MS. REHM: Who's going to make the states do that?

MR. HASKINS: The states are doing it already.

MS. REHM: Well—

MR. HASKINS: Many states are doing experiments. They've gotten exemptions from the federal government
to change the rules. There are states that you don't have to—you go in the first time, and after that you
never have to go in again. You can send in your information and you can deal with the applicants by phone.

MS. REHM: Well, Joyce, it sounds as though what they're saying is "We hope that that's going to happen in
Michigan." Thanks for your call this morning. And in just a couple of minutes, we'll take more of your
questions, comments—1-800-433-8850. Stay with us.

(Announcements.)

MS. REHM: And if you've just joined us, we're talking about welfare reform, how it's been activated by the



states and to what extent the states are really informing the poorest of the poor about the benefits that are
available to them and trying, as our panelists continue to state, trying to get those states to move forward
more quickly.

Let's take a caller from South Bend, Indiana. Good morning, Sandy. Thanks for joining us.

CALLER: Good morning. Welcome back.

MS. REHM: Thank you.

CALLER: This may be outdated. I'm not sure. My experience as a therapist was in New York State a couple of
years ago, and I originally called on the subject of impediments. I remember one of the things that was going
on there then was that you would be called or you would get a letter saying when your appointment was to
come in and apply. And if you didn't show up at that time on that day, you were just assumed not to be
interested. And that certainly made it difficult for some of my clients, who were working and their jobs
wouldn't allow them to take time off at that moment.

MS. REHM: Rodney Carroll.

MR. CARROLL: Sure, I'd like to answer that. Yeah, I know that the states are changing and things are
changing. Let me tell you what some of the businesses are doing; for example, UPS. UPS, because they have
hired almost 25,000 people from welfare to work, now has case workers and officers at the UPS site. So now
the person, while they're on the job, during their lunch break or a break, can go right in, fill out paper work,
have an interview, whatever the process is that needs to happen.

And also I'd like to address something from the last caller just briefly. Joyce talked about businesses. And the
businesses I'm talking about are from the Welfare to Work Partnership businesses. If she has access to the
Web—and hopefully she's still listening—at www.welfaretowork.org, she could click on whatever town or city
she's nearby and the Welfare to Work Partnership businesses will come up. And as I said, they offer health
care benefits. They offer about a $17,000-a-year salary on average and transportation. Those are the kind of
things that I think she (would probably find?).

MS. REHM: And more and more companies, one would hope, might become involved.

MR. CARROLL: Well, I get calls every day from companies looking for workers.

MS. REHM: Good. All right, let's go to Baltimore, Maryland. Good morning, Eric.

CALLER: Good morning. I want to say I enjoy your show, Diane.

MS. REHM: Thank you.

CALLER: You've already talked a little bit about what I wanted to bring up, which is having businesses have a
little bit more responsibility for making sure that the working poor that they hire, people that are coming off
of welfare, having the businesses have some of that responsibility to make sure that they continue getting the
benefits. You touched upon it briefly, but if the panel could comment on some of the ways that that might
work.

Some of the things that occurred to me are to perhaps give the businesses that do that some benefits, making
them perhaps more liable by perhaps auditing them, seeing if there's people that are below the poverty level,
and exacting fines or something like that. I understand that it would be something that's difficult. It would
have to be coordinated through the federal government, state governments, and the businesses themselves.
But I don't see this being a simple answer anyway.

MS. REHM: Sure. Rodney Carroll.

MR. CARROLL: Sure. You know, there's the tax credit, the—(inaudible). And we find that a lot of the
businesses are not even taking advantage of the tax credit. They're in it because they need workers and they
like the pool of workers that they're getting as far as the Partnership. So there are some incentives.

As far as helping them, I think once the businesses are educated—now, again, I think that we need to
understand that corporate America and businesses by and large are not—they don't have the knowledge that
this panel has as far as what people are eligible for or not. And once they become (knowledgeable), I think
they'll be more than happy to lend a hand as far as keeping their workers and getting what they should get.

MR. PRIMUS: I think businesses could do a couple of things. One is really help their employees get child care
and make that transition between work and child care easier. The other thing they could do is make sure that
the earned-income credit, which is this thing we've been talking about—it's almost up to $4,000 per
year—they could actually have their workers receive that in their paycheck, which the worker so desires. Most
people get the earned-income tax credit in March or April after they file their tax return.

MS. REHM: I see.

MR. PRIMUS: But they could actually get it in the paycheck.

MR. CARROLL: Absolutely.

MS. REHM: Do you see some businesses moving in that direction or not yet?

MR. PRIMUS: Very little; I mean, very, very small percentage.



MS. REHM: Okay. Mr. Haskins, let's assume that we might eventually be left with just a very, very small pool
of the so-called hard to place. What's the best approach, in your view, to helping those people who cannot or,
for some reason, will not help themselves?

MR. HASKINS: First of all, the basic answer is there will always be a need for welfare, including cash
welfare, for people who cannot support themselves through work. There will always be a group of people like
that. And that is, in fact, the kind of system we have. When the five-year time limit was enacted, a 20
percent exemption was included. So the states can exempt 20 percent of their caseload from the five-year
time limit.

In addition to that, we've been talking about all this money the states have. They can use part of that money,
the state money that they have to put up to match the federal money, to support these families after five
years. So we should always be able to support those families on welfare. But I would urge the states—and
some states are very concerned about this—that even these families meet requirements, that they have to
work at their child's school, that they have to volunteer somewhere, that they must do something in exchange
for their public benefits.

MS. REHM: Mr. Primus, what do you think of that?

MR. PRIMUS: Well, I think—I mean, Ron is correct. There are some people that are going to need to have
welfare assistance, for whatever reason. The thing that I would point out is that our welfare benefits, the cash
benefits, are somewhere between 25 and 30 percent of poverty. I mean, you cannot live on welfare if you're
one of these persons that is just unable to work and make it.

MS. REHM: So what do you do about that?

MR. PRIMUS: Well, I think, you know, we've had a gradual erosion of welfare benefits in this country. It's
been cut in well over half since the early '70s. The states could start to increase welfare grants right now. A
few have, but not very many. And, you know, they could try to make the system work better for these
families that are unable to work. And, you know, sometimes it's a case of substance abuse treatment, making
sure that those families get treatment. Lots of times there's waiting lines, et cetera. I mean, we can do a lot
more than what we are right now. And the states have the money.

MS. REHM: All right. The money is precisely what—(audio break)—use of those monies. Mr. Haskins?

MR. HASKINS: It's extremely complicated, because there's more than one pot. But let me say this. The
states have dramatic flexibility in how they spend the money. Both the block grant of federal dollars, $16.5
billion a year that the federal government gives to the states, and an amount equal to approximately 80
percent of that, so somewhere around $13 billion, $14 billion of their own money that they also have dramatic
flexibility over—child care, job training, transportation. Almost anything that relates to work or to helping
families maintain themselves in the workforce or to form two-parent families are legitimate expenditures of
both pots of money. So there's dramatic flexibility.

MS. REHM: Are you concerned, Mr. Primus, about those pots of money and how they might be used?

MR. PRIMUS: Well, Ron is correct. There's lots of flexibility. I worry there's too much flexibility.

MS. REHM: Exactly.

MR. PRIMUS: And as the Jason DeParle New York Times story indicated, there are governors. I mean, they
quoted the governor of Minnesota that said, you know, "What I'm here about is to take that federal dollars
and replace state dollars." And, you know, there's also an example of trying to use those dollars to give a
middle-class tax break.

I think we've got to make sure—and I think there is a loophole in the law right now that we need to
strengthen—to make sure that this money is really aimed at poor families and that it doesn't filter into the
middle class. Politicians don't get a lot of credit for addressing problems of the poor. This money was
intended there, and we've got to make sure it stays there and addresses the problems of low-income families.

MS. REHM: And right now you do not believe that there are enough perhaps restrictions on the way
governors can use those monies?

MR. PRIMUS: This gets pretty technical. But to make it very simple, there are restrictions on—it used to be
that under the AFDC program, the states spent about half the money and the feds had about half the money.
And we put restrictions on the state side of this equation. We haven't put the same restrictions on the federal
side. And that, I think, is something that ought to be addressed in legislation.

MS. REHM: Ron Haskins.

MR. HASKINS: I agree with that. I would point out that none of us, including Wendell himself, anticipated
this problem. We were very careful about state dollars. And the way we did it was we said that they had to
maintain their spending in other programs. And their spending, to count toward the state spending, had to be
above that amount. We call that a hold-harmless provision. We don't have something like that for the federal
dollars. And now, with this huge surplus of federal dollars that nobody anticipated, we probably need
something like Wendell described.

MS. REHM: And at seven minutes before the hour, you're listening to the Diane Rehm Show. And a caller in
San Antonio, Texas. Good morning, Evelyn.



CALLER: Good morning. I'd like to say thank you for having me, and I do enjoy your show.

MS. REHM: I'm glad.

CALLER: I'm glad for this forum. Being a mother of four and working towards my degree, a single mother of
four—and, yes, my children are from all the same father; however, he does not support them. It has been a
nightmare. I have been in the system, and I am one who is off now only because I had to be.

Addressing the woman on the panel, what she said about barriers and the poorest of the poor, those barriers,
most of the barriers that she mentioned, like child care and just, you know, low wages, the whole list, aside
from disability, are barriers that definitely can be remedied if the money that we're talking about that the
federal government or a section of legislation isn't regulated to use towards, that money needs to go to
remedy those barriers.

They are easily remedied, because, while on welfare, you are allowed to work, you do get child care
assistance. I did receive earned-income credit. However, the child care assistance—I did receive that when
my children were in child care. Still, first of all, in the state of Texas, a mother with four children, and no child
support from her ex-husband, only gets $295 per month and cash assistance. How in the world can anyone
survive on that?

MS. REHM: Pam.

MS. LOPREST: Well, I think the caller is pointing out several important points; that the benefits on welfare
are relatively low, and so when you leave welfare to work, it doesn't really take that high a level of wage and
wage support to be doing better. But also, the point about some of these barriers being remedied—I don't
know if they're easily remedied, but certainly remedied; Wendell mentioned substance abuse treatment and
the intensive training and child care provisions.

Partly some of the reason there is such a big surplus is people have left the rolls in this good economy fairly
quickly, without large expenditures (in her case?). Ongoing money will be going to child care and work
support. But now states can send relatively higher amounts per case on welfare to help those with things like
substance abuse treatment and other help.

MR. PRIMUS: I think your study, Pam, found that only 20 percent of the mothers that left welfare within the
first three months were actually getting child care assistance. I mean, that's a very low percentage. Surely we
can do better than that.

MS. REHM: Well, the question becomes what new specific policies would you like to see in place, Mr. Primus,
in order to improve the system?

MR. PRIMUS: I guess I would like to see some bonuses go to states that have the highest percentage of the
working poor getting food stamps and Medicaid. I would also like to have a federal requirement that the
states pass through or disregard more of the child support that is collected. I mean, I think it's frustrating. I
keep listening to a lot of women saying, you know, "I don't get child support." Yet we spend $3 billion trying
to collect child support. That system has got to work better, and we've got to do something to make sure that
when the dads who do pay, it actually gets to the mother. So those are two things that I would do.

MS. REHM: Do you see any indication that those things may come about, those changes?

MR. PRIMUS: Yes. I think there's—I mean, I talk to conservatives, and, you know, I normally put it in tax
terms. I mean, it's a 100 percent tax. I mean, if you pay and none of it gets through to the child, that's the
same thing as having a 100 percent tax.

MS. REHM: Wendell Primus of the Center for Budget & Policy Priorities, Ron Haskins of the House Ways &
Means Committee's welfare panel, Pam Loprest—she's senior research associate at the Urban Institute—and
Rodney Carroll, chief operating officer at the Welfare to Work Partnership and air hub manager for UPS.
Thank you all so much. It was a pleasure to talk with you.
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