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“We need a new approach (o government, a government that offers more
empowerment and less entitlement, More choices for young people in the public schools they
attend. And more chaices for the elderly and people with disabilities and the long-term care
they receive. A govermment that is leaner, not meaner;, o government thai expands
opportunity, nol bureaucracy; A government that understands that jobs must come from
growth in a vibrant and vital system of enterprise. { call this approach a New Covenant, a
solemn agreement between the Peopls and their government based not simply on what each
of us cun 1ake, but what all of us can give.” '

William J. Clinton

Acceptance Speech to the Democratic National Convention
: July 16, 1992

PLEDGING HIMSELF TO THE RENEWAL of an America based on s “New Covenant to
shoulder our common load,” and “make America work again,” William Jefferson Clinton
introduced himself 10 the niation a8 th_e Dlemocratic nominee for Presidend in 1992, His campaign
and the platform ii espoused set out fo restore the basic bargain on which z%zis country was built:
exﬁanding opportunity for all, demanding personal responsibility from all, and a forging civic
community of all. The domestic agenda he put forth spoke to the issues that mattered most to ﬁae‘
gmci’ican people: he promised to reduce an unprecedented rise in crime and violence, to reforma

. broken welfare s;;stcm, t¢ expand access to heaith care, to improve American education at all levels,
apﬁ to enhancs the quality of life for America’s families. And he promised to do all of this while

turning around a stagnant economy and steeamlining the federal government,

Opportunity, Responsibility, Community

Clinton unveiled his domestic, economic, and international vision in a series of three

speeches he gave at Georgetown University in late 1991. In the first, delivered October 23, 1991,
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he spelied out the philosophy that would guide the Cli'ntclm Administration’s domestic agenda with
fhe idea that government must “provide opportunity for everybody, inspire responsibility
throughout our society, and restore a sense of community to this great nation.™ He proposed a
“New Covenant™ to change the relationship between the people and their government by doing
more to address America’s problems but challenging Americans to do more in retum. “There will
never be 3 government program for every problem,” he said. I can promise to do a hundred
different things for you as president. But nene of them will make any difference unless we all do
more as citizens.™

The New Covenant speeches outlined several key initiatives that would come to guide
domestic policy in the White House over the next eight years. On education, Clinton ymmiseéi.
opporturity for all by increasing funding for #chtx;is, erthancing scholarship opportunities, reducing
class size at all levels, and expanding public school choice. In addition, he proposed instituting
“high national standards basod on intemational competition for what everybody needs to know, and
a nalzonal examination system to measure whether they’te iearmng it” “It’s not encugk 10 pul
money into schiools,” he rcasamd, jnstead “we need to challenge [them] to produec and we've gol

to insist on results.™ Stressing both increased investment in schools and increased sta.udards and

accountability, Clinton built upon his theme of mutual obligations and responsibility. His national

service proposal, later embodied in the Americorps pmgram; embodied tis same theme, I would

be “a Peéace Corps for America's cities” that would afford American youth the opportunity to make
meney for eoliege and give back to the community of which they are a part. Its very design
expressed the touchstones of Clinton’s vision of governance: opportunity, responsibility, and

community.

! ‘Ju’ﬁhm 1, Clinton, Specch at Georgetown University, October 23, 1991,
¥ hid.
? hid.



On the issue of erime, Clinton likewise s_trz:ssed mutual obligations between the government
and ﬁ;e American people. While he promisad to invest in crime prevention through community
policing and after-school programs in the inner cities, he also urged a tougher stance on criminals
afler they have offended the law. More police, fewer guns, stricter penalties, and expanded
educational opperiunities for the at-risk population formed the core of Clinton’s New Covenant on
crime. The government accepted more responsibility to prevent and deter arime; citizens would
‘ acce;:;t greater responsibility for their own actions in return

The centerpiece of Clinton’s new social contract was his pledge to reform welfare, His
Administration, he promised, would “do everything we can fo .hclp the §oor ciimb';::ut of poverty;”
but it.-would also “end welfare as we know it” by breaking the cycle of dependency.” ’i‘i}p key 1o his
approach was a retumn to what he descnibed as the original purpose of welfare, to give “temporary
help to people who've fallen on bad times.” Able-bodied welfare recipients, in his vision, would
thus receive benefits for two years only bcfcre‘bcirzg required to make a transition back into the
work force. Government would keep up its end of the bargair; by providing sducation, training, snd
carcer counseling to welfare recipients, tax credits and other incentives for businesses that hire
former welfare recipients, and by “&aﬁdﬁg work pay™ with an Eamned Invome Tax Credit and hi g}m‘
minimum wage.® Clinton swore continued help for “people who can’t héip themselves” but also
made clear that those who get help have responsibilities, too.

To be tuly “pro-work,” Clinton argued further, an AdminiMa& must prove itself equally
“g-am-fami’ly,” by empowering America’s families to meet the challenges presented by the New
Covenant he sought to forge. He envisioned an expanded role for the government in providing

opportunity to families: by lowering the infant mortality rate, reducing teen pregnancy, expanding

* William J. Clinton, Speech to the National Association of Police Officers, August 20, 1992,
* William J. Clinton, Speech at Georgetown University, October 23, 1991
S William J, Clinton, Speech to the Clcvelam'! City Club, May 21 1992,
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- funds for m#iemal é:nd child ﬁcalth COVerage, increasing child immunization programs, protecting
children from violence in thg media, and enhancing the availability of child care for working
mothers and fathers.” Combined, these programs signaled Clinton’s dedication to an aggressive
expansion of the role of government in helping families. At the same iimé, in characternistic fashion,
he promised that these opportunities would require increased responsibilities in retumn.
“Governments don’t raise children; people do,” he said. Collection of child support ;;aymmts
would be enforced to an unprecedented extent, and every parent who attempted to dodge such
responsibility would be caught and punished. Parents would uphold their role in the education and
moral éuidance of their children by ‘taking advantage of new government programs (o provide early
icarning opportunities and to shield children from harmful influences. Clinton called these ideas a
“third way to approach the American family ~ beyond the traditional politics of both parties, beyond
the [Bush] Adniinistration’s cheerleading for family values on the one hand, and on the other hand, ‘.
the old big-government notion that there is a program for every social problem.”

As part of his agenda for American families, Clinton pledged himself to reform the nation’s
health care systern. Particularly, he sought to address the millions of Americans, especially
children, who ha§ been squeezed out of the health care market because of poverty, illness, or
circumstance. In the New Covenant, the government would scek to secure health care for more
Americans than ever before. These new opportunities would be balanced by responsibilities: of the
govmimmt to monitor the de] ive:j; and quallity of health care; of insurance companies to hold down
costs without sacrificing services; of consumers to take a more active role in preventive care for
themselves and their children. Health care rcﬁmn, he argued, “has o be a part of our e:ffcrts‘ to

restore growth, improve education, and manage change in a tough global economy.”

? oid.
* bbid. .
? William 1. Clinton, Speech to Employees of Merck Pharmsceuticals, Sept, 24, 1992, .
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Over the course of his Presidency, Clinton used many phrases o describe his centn;l themé:
“the New Covenant,” “Opportunity, Responsibility, Community,” “the Third Way.” But the core
principle was always the same: a ne;ﬂ political and govemning philosophy based on mutual
| obligation. That principle guided Clinton’s domestic policy throughout his years in office, Tt wag {
progressive roadmap for the future, he explained in the 1595 State of the Union Address, “a new set
of understandings for how we can equip our people to meet the challenges of a new economy, how

we can change the way our governmient works to fit a different time, and, above all, how we can

repair the damaged bonds in cur society and come together behind our economy, our government,

nlG

and curselves,

A Think Tank in the White House: the Qameséic Policy Council

While domestic policy has been an important function for any f’msifiency, Presidents have

© gone about making it in vastly different ways. Early Presidents relied on 2 cabinet system, and the -
executive departments that evolved from it. While most Presidents kept themselves abreast of
policymaking as it developed in the executive departments, and retained ultimate authority in
setting their agenda, the White House remained largely insulated from the process through which
policy details and programs developed. Conferring such diseretion to the cabinet, however, became
less productive as the executive bureaucracies and the interests they served expanded in the
twentieth century. The New Deal expansion in both ﬁié size and scope of the federal government
. brought with it a fundamental change in the nature of the cabinet. Though their role as counselors
to the President continued, the Secretaries — themselves heads of exiremely large institutions - =~
responded increasingly to forces outside the President’s direct control. Qutright conte.ntia;a

between the President and cabinet members has been rare, yet nonetheless recent Presidents have

" 10 Remarks by the President i the State of the Union Address, January 24, 1995,
. s i



done more {o center policymaking in the White House itself, and to rely more heavily on the
departments to implement and monitor the programs that result.

The Johnson White House was the first to include an intemal apparatus for developing
domestic policy.'’ Joseph Califano ~ a key adviser to President Johnson —‘was the first senior White
House aide to §pezz€£ the majority of his time developing domestic policy and 1o organize a staff to
facilitate that activity. Though still informal, this group fashioned itself after the National Sscurity
Council that bad been formed in 1949 to advise Ithe President on foreign affairs and military policy.
Under Johnson's direction, Califanc and his aides began to take on much of the domestic
policymaking that had traditionally fallen to the cabinet. It turned out to be an experiment that
workeé in 1970, Pwszémt Nixon issued an Executive Reorganization Plan that created the Office
. of ?{}izcy Development (OPD) to aziv;sc the President on domestic social and economic issues from
within the walls of the White House.'? Theugh it still lacked a clear mandate, and its influence
depended on the whims of individual prestdents, the Office provided an institutional body for
domestic policymaking in the White House.”? The power of the OPD waxed and waned over the
course of the subsequent four Administrations: it enjoyec? wide discretion and significant influence
uader both Carter and Reagan while its power eclipsed i the Ford and Bush Administations.
‘Pmsidmt Clinton’s vision of policymaking in the White House has been consistent with his
philoséphy of executive action generally. He reorganized the OPD to provide clear lings of
authority for both domestic and economic ;;olicy.

In the 1992 campaign, Clinton repeatedly insisted that “we need an economic security

council simitar to the National Security Council, with responsibility for coordinating our economic

Y pant Weinstzin, Tools and ‘I‘ec!miqucs for Making Policy in the U8, Government (New York: Addison, Wesloy,
Longman, Forthcoming).

2 afomestic Forum Can Sway a Prcszécaa Washingtos Post, August §, 1990.

* paul Weinsiein, Tools and Technigues.

¥ Bradley Pstterson, Jr., The White Hausc S:afi' Inside the West Wing and Beyond. {W&sﬁmgton Bmkmgs
Institution Pzz:sa, 2000) - . 7.
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policy,”® Towards that end, he created the National Economic Council {(NEC) by executive order in
January, 1993.'¢ A derivative of the Office of Policy Development, the NEC assumed
responsibility for formulating economic pnlizﬁy, coordinating its implementation, and reprcscﬁting
the President’s pri{z{iii.;@ {o the other branches of government. Soon thereafier the President iss;ed
another executive order establishing the Domestic Policy Counctl {DPC) a second subsidiary of the
QPD to function similarly to the NEC on issues of social palicy*” In theory, the DPC was chaired
- by the President with the Vice President serving in that capacity during his absence. Its members
included the cabinet Seéreiarics of all miajor domestic agencies — health and human services, labor,
cducation, housing and utban development, and treasury, among others — as well a5 the Atiormey
General, the Director.of the Office of Management and Budget and the heads of 13 other federal
departments.’ 1n practice, however, the Council rarely met and its finction was served by its own
staff of approximately thirty Presidential appointees who specialized in the areas that fell under its
purview: education, wclfafc, crime, children and families, and hexlth care.

The DPC advised the President on policy matters, wrote executive ;)rdcrs and mmoraﬁda,
worked with Congress to enact legislation, oversaw policy implementation by executive agencies,
and ceordiﬁaieai media efforts o highiz:ght the Prestdent’s agends.  All of the magjor é@mgstic
in.uitilativw of the Clinton-Gore White House were planned, implamented, and mionitored under the

guspices of the DPC. The chapters that follow outline those initiatives.

Ywiliam J. Clinton, Speech to the Bconomic Ciubs of Detroit, August 21, 1992,
¥ Executive Order 12833, Establishing the Nationa! Ecoromic Councl, Janmary 235, 1993,
W Executive Onder 12859, Eitablishing the Domestic Policy Couneil, August 17,1993,

7



Education

“When I became President in 1992, the education debate in Washington, I felt, was
Jairly stale and predictable, and unfortunately, divided into what I thought were partisan
camps with false choices. On the one side were those, most of them in my party, who
believed that money could solve all the probiems in our schools, and who feared that setting
high standards and holding schools and teachers and siedents accountable to them would
only hold back poor children, especiolly poor mingrity children. On the other side, there
were those, mostly in the other partv, who fundamentolly did not think the public schools
were fixable, and therefore, didn't want 1o spend muchk money rying.  Also they felt
education was a state responsibility, and therefore, should not have a comprehensive
national response. Some of them, you'll remember, even tried to get rid of the Department
of Education.

Vice President Gore and I believed both those positions were wrong. There was
plenty of evidence, even then, that high levels of learning were possible in even the maost
difficsdt social and economic circumstances. The challenge was 1o make the school

transformation going on in some schooly available and active and real in all schools. And

we sought to do it by investing more in our schools and demanding more from our schools.”
President William J. Chinton

Remarks to the Education Writers Association
April 14, 2000

THROUGHGUT THE 19805 AND carly 19905, Washington talked more and did less about

education than almost any aﬂ}er issue. The 1983 report, A Nation at Risk, sounded a national alarm
about education staz_zéards, and many states, especially in the South, responded with dramatic
measures. But for the most pari, Washingion stubbornly refused to step up na!:im_lal investment oi‘
accept a stronger national role in raising ééucation achisvement. -

Bill Clinton, who had made ;zducation Ezi% top priority in Arkansas, had a different viston.
He believed that America’s economic future depended upon a comprehensive national effort to
improve cur schools, Clinton prop:oscé a simple formuia - invest more, demand more - that had
wo::ked in Arkansas and moved beyond the tired ideclogical stalemate in Washington. It has

worked. “The fundamental lesson of the Jast seven years,”™ President Clinton said in April 2000, is



this: “education investment without accountability can be a real waste of money. But accountability
without investment can be a real waste of effort, Neither will work without the other. If we want
students to learn, we should do both.™ Since 1993, investment in education has nearly doubled,
with more of that money reaching the necdiest students than ever before. The national government
launched an unprecedented effort to reduce class size in the early grades, Afterschool assistance
increased five-hundred-fold. With federal help, charter schools grew from one to 1700. The largest
federal investment in college education since the G.1. Bill helped college attendance reach an all-
time high, In' 1995, Congressional Republicans tried to abolish the Department of Education. But
by the end of Clinton’s term, those same Republicans took pains to make sure they spent as much
on education as the Administration,

. Just as important, the standards movement took hold in every state, and nearly every state
. began to measure students against those standards. At the end of Clinton's term, math, reading, and
SAT scores were on the rise, with the greatest improvement coming in poor wrban and rural
districts. The Presidential nominees of both parties in 2000 named education as their number&na
priority. Bill Clinton’s new synthesis on education — increased national investment and a |
naticnwide movement on standards and accountability — had gone from political heresy to accepted
wisdorm in just eight years. When Bill Clinton took office in 1993, he inherited the largest federal
budget deficit in history. As President, he spent much of his tenm making tough choiees 1o restore
fiscal discipline and leave behind the largest budget surplus in history. But 'c;rm az he worked to
put the nation’s fiscal'hausa in order, Clinton insisted on substantial increases in national
investment in sducation, which he saw as just as important 1o our long-term economic and social |

well-being..

' Remarks to the Bducation Writers Association, April 14, 2000,
9
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Investing More: Doubling Federal Investment in America’s Schools

As he promised to do in the 1992 campaign, President Clinton brought federal education
spending to historic highs and took great care to ensure that those investments yielded results.
In 1952, Washington allocated $14.2 billion to elementary, secondary, and vocational education
programs as weil as an additional $12.1 b llion to higher education.” Over the course of President
€Clin££}z§’s tenure in office, however, the amount of federal money devoted to education grew by
unprecedented increments: $6.6 billion added to the budget for elementary, &mnééry, and
vmatéonal education; $4.9 billion for higher education; and nearly $30 billion for student aid.” No
previous Administration had devoted so much federal money to education, let alone in the face of
- such Congressional opposition. But the aggregate spending levels tell only part of the story.,

President Clinton targeted federal money to the neediest districts, reversing Washington’s long
neglect of the nation’s poor urban and rural schools.. ‘ |

The Clinton-Gore Administration dramatically expanded investments in reforms that work: ;
*  Class-Size Reduction Initiative: The President invested $2.3 billion between 1998 and 2000 to

hire 100,000 new teachers for America’s schools. In fiscal vear 2001, moreover, Congress
authorized 21 additional $1.75 billion for the program. Between 1993 and 2000, districts

receiving these funds reduced the average class size from 23 to 18 students in the schools where

new teachers were hired. Reszarch shows that students, particularly in the carly grades, learn
more effectively in smailcr classes and thus the program enlzazzced the quality of education for
millions of students,’

*  After-Schoo! and Summer School Programs: President Clinton's 217 Century Community
Leamning Centers Program provided $600 million in fiscal year 2000 for extended educational
opportunities in the evenings and summiers. An estimated 850,000 students — most of whom
lived in poor urban and rural districts - benefited from the program. For fiscal year 2001,
moreover, the President called on Congress to double that investment, to $1.2 billion.”

? United States, Office of Manzgement and Budget, Budget of the United States Govcmmmi Fiseal Year 2000,
Historica! Tables (Washington: GPO, 1999), p. £1,

TIbid., p. 82.

* U.S. Department of Education, Challenging the Stams Quo: The Education Record, 1993-2000 (Washington, 2000)
* United States, Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the United States Government Fiscal Year 2000,
Appendix {Washington: GPO, 19992). p. 345; Domestic Policy Council, "A Nation | ransformed: Clinton-Gore
Adnunistmtion Accomplishments 1993.2000,” (Washington, October, 200},

10



Charter Schools: The Administration’s Federal Public Charter Schools Program invested $400
million between 1994 and 2000 in public school choice. By the end of the Administretion,
nearly 2000 charter schoo}.s in 32 states and iha District of Columbia had been created with
federat seed money.

Head Start: Between 1593 and 1999 funding for early leaming opportunities and child
development programs in low-income areas increased 90%. Each year, an estimated 880,000
chlldren participated in Head Start and were better prepared for future academic success as a
result.”

Expanding Access to Technology: Qverall investments in educational technology increased
from $23 million in 1993 to $769 million in 2000. President Clinton and Vice President Gore
created the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund to help connect every school to the internet
and to provide wcimoiagy training for teachers. As a result, 95% of public schools were
connected to the internet in 1999, up from just 35% in 1994.%

Title I reform: A 1994 revision of Title I - the program through which schools receive the bulk
of federal aid -~ targeted funds more effectively towards the nation’s neediest districts. Whereas
in 1994, only 79% of the highest-poverty schools received Title I funds, a full 95% reached the
neediest schools in 1999, The Administration thus took pains to drive federal money down to
the schools that most needed it.

Demanding More: Standards and Accountability

If there truly was a “Clinton Revolution™ in education policy, it occurred in the area of

standards and accountability, ¥or too long, Americans had come 1o believe that education was a

. matter of intelligence and circumstance, rather than universal birthright and obligation. As he said

in his 1997 8tate of the Union Address, “we must end the tyranny of low expectations.” Bill

Clinton believed what he had seen in Arkansas — that every child can leamn to high standards. Some |

in his party feared that raising standards would leave some children behind. Clinton argued that any

system that passed students on every year without tcadhing them left millions of children behind,

We needed to invest more in our schools, he said, but that investment would only work if we also

hield schools, teachers, and students aocountable for results.

¢ Domestic Policy Council, “A Nation Transformed.”
* TU.S. Depattment of Education, Challenging the Status Quo.

* Ibid.
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President Clinton sent Congress several measures 1o raise standards and @e
accountability. The Goals 2000: Educate All Americans Act of 1994 was the first national law to
link standards and sccountability to federal education assistance. Under the Act, only states that
implemented standards for all schools within their jurisdiction could gualify. Clinton coupled this
accountability with greater investment, In exchange for agreeing to be held to these new standards,
states would receive more money than ever before through Title I, money that could be used for
'pmfc-ssianai development, curmicnlum design, and textbook purchases as they phased in the new
standards, Qver the course of the next five years, 48 states designed and implemented a standard
carriculum for all their students and by 2001 every state is expected to have adopted such standards,
In 1999, Clinton's ESEA reauthorization plan extended the reach of this bargain. Where Goals
2000 had put academic staﬁdards in place, the 1999 bill mandated that states r&civirxg Title 1 'a;ouid
be held accountable for student progress on tests aligned to those standards. For the first time,
Clinton proposed mzking federal education assistance contingent on results. “1 believe that we must
change the; way we invest our money, (o sup@ﬁ what works and to stop s;up;znﬁing what does not
work,” he said in his 1999 State of the Unien Addrtl‘:ss, He afso proposed putting a qualified teacher
in every classroom, so that all teachers get the training they need snd know ﬁae.szzhjects they teach.
While the 106" Congress failed to reauthorize the ESEA, the Administration’s proposal
transformed the debate. Both parties’ Presidential nominees in 2000 put forward similar ESEA
plans o hold states accountable for closing the education gap.

Congress reflexively m}eicted President Clinton’s 1997 proposal for a voluntary national test,
even though dozens of cities and several states agreed {o sign up for what they saw s an essential
way to know how their students were doing compared with students in other states and other
countries. But two years later, Congress agreed 10 the President’s $134 million Accountability

Fund to turn around failing schools. For the first time, the federal government helped local distriets

12



intervene in low-performing schools, and guaraniced students in those schools the opportunity to

choose another publie school that was not failing.

Fostering Innovation and Encouraging Choice

When President Clinton assumed office, only one state ~ Minnesots —~ had a charter-schaol
law on its books. And even there, only one such school existed in 1992, Charter schools
wpmsmta:f a bold new approach to govemment: flexibility to experiment within the public system, -
in return for meeting specific performance goals or risking being closed, Clinton had long
supporied greater public school choice and expanded it in Arkansas. Charter schm& offered away .
. to give poor parents who could not afford private schoo! more choices within the public system, and
to keep parents inclined to pull their children out of the public sysiem from doing s0. Moreaver,
charter schools were by definition amtzzziabié' for re;suiis, and competition among public schools
could increase accountability in the system.

In the four months that followed his first inauguration, President Clinton advocated charter
schools in et least fifty public statements, Though many powerful interests both in the states and in
Washington mz;timzeé to oppose charter schools, Clinton’s ardent support led to federal legislation
in 1994, Since that time, states have applied for nearly $400 million in seed money to organize
charter schoois. By the time President Clinton left office, 32 stutes and the District of Columbia had
charter school laws and an estimated 250,000 children were attending more than 1,700 charter

schools,

Expanding Access to Higher Education

Like two Presidents he admired, Theodore Roosevell and Woodrow Wilson, Bill Clinton

governed at a time of vast change in the American economy. -As Roosevelt and Wilson presided
13 '



over the seismic, and often difficult, transition from an agricultural to an industrial gconomy,
President Clinton’s tenure coincided with a similar transition, this time to an information economy.

And central to his mission, as to that of his predecessors, was equipping Americans to make that

transition as smoothly and profitably as possible. In an information cconomy, the skills needed for

success are educational in nature.  While a few years of school and a strong back had propelied
many Americans into the middle class throughout the postwar period, the new economy depended
on strong minds, That reality was behind Clinton’s all-out effort to expand college opportunity for
all Americans. As President Clinton gzzé time and again, “what you can earn depends on what you
can leamn.” | |

Clinton set out to make two years of qollcgc as universal as primary and secondary
schooling. magh two programs, the HOPE Scholarships and the Lifetime Learning Tax Credits,
President Clinton provided tuition assistance to over ten million Americans in 1999 atone.’ The

HOPE Scholuarships provided a tax credit of up to $1500 for tuition and fees in each of the first two

“years of coilege, an amount that in 1999 dollars underwrote the cost of most comumunity celleges.

Lifetime Learning Tax Credits in tum provided tax relief on 20% of the first $5,000 of tuition and
fees for each year beyond the first two; after 2003, moreover, the credit will expand to cover
$10,000 of tuition and fees. Combined, these two programs helped to relieve whxai had become a
heavy burden on working families and made it possible for most Americans to afford some
postsecondary education. Other forms of financial aid also received a boost during the Cﬁntoﬁ
years. President Clinton suthorized budget increases in Pell Grants, introduced fower interest rates
and more flexible repayment arrangements on federal student loans, and expanded the Work Study
program fo give 1 million students each year the chance to waork their v}ay through college. In

addition, the Americorps program ;zrevigiéd opportunities for 150,000 Americans to eam money for

® White House, Office of the Press Secretary, “The Clinton-Gore Record: Progress By the Numbers,” Augast, 3000
14 :
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. eollege by devoting two years to commzzaity 2s¢rvice. When éiiéed' together, these programs
doubled the federal investment in higher education to $60 iziiiizm annually, the largest increase since
President Franklin Reosevelt created the G.1, Bill. In 1944,

To make sure that more studenis not only went on {0 college, but did well there, Preéidcnt
Clinton established & mentoring program called GEAR-UP {Gaming Early Awareness and
Readiness for Undergraduate Programs) ihat provided intensive tutoning and ennichment
opportunities to students al Iﬁéh-povmw middle schools. These investments paid off as the
percentage of high school students atiending college upon graduation rose to 67% in 1998, an ali-
time high. The percentage of African American high gcbooi graduates entering college in 1998 was

59%, up from 42% when President Clinton first took office.

Encouraging a Safe and Disciplined Environment in All Schools

" Meaningful investment, sn;ict accoanzai}iiity, and W&ii«imiﬁéé teachers are necessary
conditions for a system of public education fo be effective. But even these produce resulis only
when a school offers a sale, crdcriy; and disciplined leaming environment to its students. In hopes
of guarantecing such an environment in all American schools, President Clinton sought to reduce
violenc*e and drug use in schools and to empower teachers to be effective disciplinarians,

Beginning in 1993 wzth the Safe and Drug Free Schools Act, he invested over §3 billion towards his
goal of eliminating violence and drugs from schools by 2000. Through that Act, a full 97% of
\sehdél districts received funding to implement violence and drug prevention programs.'! The
Administration passed the Gun Free Schools Act of 1994 which allowed schools to implement a

zero tolerance expulsion policy for students caught bringing a gun to school.'* In his second term,

® thid. _
, : United States, Departrment of Educstion, *Challenging the Status Quio: The Educstion Record, 1993-2000," p. 29.
Ibid. .
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moreover, President Clinton created the Safe Schools / Healthy Schools Initiative which encouraged
communities to develop comprehensive educational, mental health, and law enforcement programs
for troubled vouth. The independent National Campaign Against Youth Violence, MOFEsVer, was
established in 1999 under Presidential auspices as a partnership between the federal government and
the private sector to develop sirategies for zé;éressing this problem. Although all these efforts were
not sufficient to prevent a spate of tragic school shootings i the 19905, they did help 1o bring about
the first steady decline in rates of schoot violence in decades: between 1992 and 1997 crimes in”
school declined by 33%."

President Clinton also z;sed the bully pulpit to chalienge communities to take action. He
passed character education legislation, pushed for curfew and truancy codes, and provided
- guidelines for religious expression in public schools. In his 1996 State of the Union Address, he
called on districts to adopt school uniform policies. Many pundits sneered at what they considered,
A “small idea,” but Clinton saw school uniforms as a way to reduce violence and teach “young
people to judge themselves and others based on what's inside 1%&:@ not what's outside them.” He
mentioned school uniforms in forty-six public aiicixlesscs in 1956 alone, and dz'n;cted the Secretary of
‘Bducation to create and distribute a manual on school un form policies to local education agencies.
By the next year, an estimated 25% of public schools had adopted school uniforms or dress codes.™
As Jonathan Alter wrote in Newsweek in 1996 so-called small ideas like school uniforms turn out to
make & greater difference in people’s lives than many of the fruitless big lcgislative debates in

Was&ingmn.’ 5

P hid., p. 25.

" Executive Memaorandum to the Secretary of Education “Schoot Uniforms Manpal Distribution,” February 23, 1996;
United States Departtnent of Bdueation, Educational Resources Information Ceater,

B Sonathan Alter, “The Stcalth Campaign™ Newsweek Marck 1, 1996.
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Crime and Gun Safety:

“The first duty of any government is to try to keep its citizens safe, bui clearly
f00 many Americans are not safe today. We no longer have the freedon from fear for
all our citizens that is essential to security and to prosperity. The past four years have
seen 90,000 murders in this country. Last month in this city, our nation's capital, in
one week 24 murders were committed. When our children must pass through metal
detectors to go to school, or worry that they'll be the victim of random drive-by
shootings when they're playing in the swimming pool in the summertime, when parents
are imprisoned in their own apartments behind locked doors, when we can'’t walk the
streets of our cities without fear, we have lost an essential element of our civilization ...

It's time we put aside the divisions of party and philosophy and put our best
efferts ta work on a crime plan thar wilt help all the American people and go beyond
the cynicism of mere speeches to clear action. ™

‘ President William J. Clinton
Remarks in Anti-Crime Initiative Announcement
August 11, 1993
IN THE THREE DECADES BEFOi{E Biil Clinton took office, the viclent crime rate in Arerica
had more than tripled. Yet even though crime had been a prominent issug as far back as Richard
- Nixon's law-and-order campaign in 1968, the political system had done precious little to respond. |
Most conservatives believed that fighting crime was a local problem, and that the federal
government’s anly*mpcnsc should be to build more prisons and toughen enough penaliies to fill
them. Some iibcmis opposed tough punishment, preferring to spend more to address the root causes
of crime. While crime went up across Ammca, Washington remained trapped in this stale
ideological debate.

Bill Clinton offered a different approach that moved beyond the ideclogical logjam, With
crime at historic highs, he believed we shouldn’t make a “false choice” bctwa;:&xz preventing crime
and punishing criminals. We should do both and then some. This was nothing new for Clinton. As
Attorney General and then Governor in Arkansas, he had sapp;med tough sentences for criminals,

including max»:damry life terms for violent felons, led 8 national effort to create boot camps for
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. young offenders, and carried out the death penalty in a number of high-profile cases. Atthe same
time, however, he increased civil rights protections for criminals and fortified crime prevention
programs in his home siate.

In August 1993, Clinton proposed a “tough and smgrt” bill to fight crime on sl fronts:
tough punishment for serious offenders, prevention programs to steer young people away from
erime, and most important, more police to catch criminals and prevent crime in the first place,
Flanked by police officers in the Rose Garden, the President said, “The first responsibility of

government s to keep its citizens safe”

Putting More Police on the Street with Convmunity Policing

The 1994 crime bill kept every major crime-fighting promise Bill Clinton had made in 1992
—to ban assault weapons, increase crime prevention, unpose a federal death penalty for heinous
crimes, crack down on domestic violence, and more. Clinton’s most important pledge, and the
centerpiece of his new approach to fighting crime, was his plan to help communities put 100,000
more police officers on the beat and engage in community policing. ’

in the three decades before Clinton took office, the violent crime rate had soared 400%. But
the number of police officers in America had gone up only 76%. Clinton pmpasaé' 100,000
additional police officers — nearly a 20% increase - (0 stop criminals from outnumbering the police
any lx}n;gei‘. Just as important, the program was designed {o spur a revelution in poiit;ing, by getting
police officers out from behind their desks and back into walkir;g na beat, where they c&uid getto
know the people they protect and enlist their help in preventing crimes and catching criminals, Thig
new approach not only reduced crime, it made people feel safer, and helped restore a bond of trust

between community and police that is essential to effective law enforcement.
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The crime bill provided $8.8 billion for community policing and the Administration moved

quickly to provide that money to cities and towns. By May 1999 - over a year ahead of schedule

and under-budget - President Clinton anmounced that his goal of funding 100,000 additional police
officers had been met. In his 1999 State of the Union address, moreover, the President called fora
*“21* Century Crime bill” that would add another 50,000 community police officers to the 100,000

already funded in 1924, Congress provided the first funds for this program by passing his budget

for fiscal year 2000."

A modernized and invigorated police force was one of Clinton’s priorities which the 1994

crime bill addressed with great success; reform in the criminal justice system was another, When

- signing the legislation, President Clinton applauded it for “bringing the laws of our land back into

: iint; with the values of our people and beginning to restore the line between right and wrong.”? In

his words, it “puts Government on the side of those who abide by the law, not those who break it.”
The new iaw encouraged states 1o get tough on violent criminals by adopting “truth-in-gentencing™
provigions that reduced their likelihood of being refcascd bcf;.}re serving the majority of their |
sentence. For decades, in an effort (o conserve scarce resources in prisan budgets, states had bez;n
granting sarly parole even to violent offenders. Truth-in-sentencing helped to put an end to this’
practice by mandating that convicts serve at least §5% of their original sentences. To relieve the
overcrowding and remove a major incentive for early parole, the 1994 bill authorized $10 billion
azmuailly for state prison construction. It also imposed mandatory life sentences for aeztai:% violent
felonies and authorized additional federal aid to accommodate the growth in the prison population
that would ensue. Finally, the bill enacted a carefully tailored “three strikes™ law that imposed life

sentences for any criminal convicted of his or her third serious violent offense.

* United States, Office of Management snd Budget, Budget of the United States Government Flscal Year 2000,
Historical Tables (Washington: GPO, 1999), .

19

.....



The enhanced punishments embedded in the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement
Act‘ were part of a balanced approach fowards combating crime. A substantial portion of the new
money allocated 1o states went not to prison construction but to community investment: youth
employment training, gang prevention inifiatives, substance abuse treatment, and urban recreation
programs, Penalties for committing crimes increased in the Clinton years, yet 5o too did the
resources available for crime prevention and deterrence, The administration won enormous
increases in sfier-school funding to give young people a safe altemative to the streets. The crime
bill funded state efforts to build altemative punishment facilities for youthful offenders, as Clinton
himself had done to great effect in Arkansas. Tt also established an innovative “drug court” |
initiative to provide judicial supervision and substance abuse treatment for drug offenders at-risk of
becoming carcer crinunals, Federal funding fmm the crime bill helped to dramaticaily expand the

number of drug courts from a dozen in 1994 to over 400 six years later.

Keepz’ng Guns Quf of the Wrong Hands

Bill Clipton had 2 simple formula for mducing crime: more cops, fewer guns. In the years
leading up to President Clinton’s inaugaration, the total number of gun crimes had reached its
highest point in two decades: in 1992 gunfire wounded or killed over 100 Americans each day.>
Striking as these statistics were, Washington had met this national crisis not with éeseisive action ‘bzzi,
with partisan gridlock aver gun safet&.. Led by the National Rifle Association, these opponents of
gun safety mounted an aggressive and largely succcs;ﬁii public campaign against the numerous gun

initiatives that were infroduced in the 101% and 102" sessions of Congress. But one of these

3Remarks by the President on Signing the Vioknt Crime Control snd Law Enforcement Act, September 13, 1994,
Y Centess for Disease Contro! and Prevention's Hational Center for Health Statistics, National Vital Statistics Reports,
Vol 48, Ho. 11, July 24,2000,
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measures, nicknamed the Brady bill, caught the eye of the national press and became a major issu§
in the 1992 campaigm

Named afler White House Press Secretary James Brady, who in 1981 had been paralyzed by
s gunshot wound during the assassination attemipt on President Reagan, the Brady bill was first .
intreduced in February, 1987 by Representative Ed Feighan of Ohio: It proposed a n;iandatow five-
day waiting period for handgun purchases and required criminal background checks for all
prospective gen owners. Although the bill was a compromise between the hard-liners on both sides
of the gun issue, Congrcssionai' Republicans blocked action for five years by painting itass threat
to Second Amegdment rights. The issue came to a head in the 1992 campaign when Eiii Clinton
challenged his opponent, President Busly tosignit.* After a furious batile, Clinton was'able to steer
the bill through Ceﬁgrcss and sign it into law in November 1993. Seven years later, the benefits of |
this groundbreaking Iegisiéiiozz were clear; the FBI reported 1n 2000 that the law prevented over
611,000 felons, fugitives, and stalkers from obtaining firearms nationwide. Countless lives had
been saved and crimes prevented by keeping these guns out of the wrong hands.

Among the provisions of the 1994 %:rimc bill, its ban on nineteen military-style assault
weapons was perhaps the most contentious in Congress. The gun lobby organized formidable
opposition to if on the grounds that such a ban would infringe upon the rights of sportsmen and
tumters. With overwhelming sapg:xy;z from the public and from law enforcement, who were tired of
being outgunned by eriminals, the President pushed shead in Congress by arguing that ase;aaiz
weapons were used only to hunt people and that banning them posed no threat to Second
Amendment freedoms or sportsmen’s rights. In the end, his argument won out when Congress |

1

passed the bill in August 1994 with the assault weapons ban intact and four years later President

* “Ihe Campaign, Issue by Issue,” The New York Times, November {, 1992,
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Clinton extended it to im:ludgs’ dozens of other “modified semiautomatic assault rifles.;” To further
strengthen the Brady Law, in 199§, President Clinton directed the Attorney General and the
Secretary of the ’Z‘::easziry to devise strategies for applying a waiting period and background téhecks
to firearms purchases made at gun shows.® That same year, he announced the launch of the
Natinnal‘lnsmm Criminal Background Check System {NICS). By giving local gun dealers and law
enforcement access to a national database of criminal records, the systens enhanced the
effectiveness of the Brady law by performing fast and accurate background checks on prospective
gun buyers. To date, NICS has conducted over 17.5 million background checks and prevented sales |
to nearly 306,0(%0 fugitives, felons, domestic abusers, and other prohibited buyers.

| One of the more disturbing crime patterns during the carly 1990s was the rise in gun
violence perpetrated by and agai;:zsz youths. According to i?ac Centers for Disgase Cantrol, gun-
related crimes wounded or killed seventeen young Americans, on average, each day between 1990
and 1995.7 To reverse this trend, President Clinton signed the 1994 Youth Handgun Safety Act
" which banned children under the age of 18 from using or possessing handguns and made selling
guns to rinors a federal offense. Two years later, he launched the Youth Crime Gun Interdiction _
Initiative (YCGII) as a pilot program in seventeen cities. The YCGII supported the Youth Handgun
Safety Act by providing teckmkigy and assistance to local enforcement agencies to facilitate the
process of z;'acizzg guns used in crimes back 1o their point of purchase. In so doing, it allowed the
authorities to identify, investigate, and prosecute corrupt gun dealers and illegal gun traffickers who

supplied weapons used by young people to commit crimes. Since 1996, YOG has helped increase

*Executive Memorandum, *On the Importation of Modified Semiautomatic Assault-type Riftes,” for the Secretary of
the Treasury, November 15, 1997,

*Executive Memorandum “On Preventing Firearms Sales to Prohibited Purchasm, for the Secretary of the Trcasury
snd the Attomey Genersl, November 6, 1998,

? United Smts, Centers for Diseast Control snd Provention, Division of Viokence Prevention,
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the number of annual crime gun traées comciucted by ATF with local police dt:parunent% o ov;:;t
200,000, nearly four times the aumbér of trams conducted in'1993.%

Because the guns used in youth crime so often t;eiong to their law-abiding parents, as was
the case in many of the tragic school shco;.ings of the 19903, President Clinton acted to make
federal law enforcement a model by issuing an executive memorandum in 1997 that required child
safety locks 1o be issued for all guns used by officers of the federal government.” In order to build
on the Administration's success in keeping guns out of the wrong hands and a 16% increase in
federal gun prosecutions since 1992, President Clinton called at the end of his term for the largest
National Gun Enforcement Initiative in hismriy to help crack down o‘n gun criminals. The
President's initiative would mean the largest expansion of the Burcau of Alcohol, Tobaceo, and
Firearms ever and the first state and local guni prosecution program o be administered by the Justice
Department. | } | |

President Clinton capped off his efforts to reduce gun violence in March 2000 when he
announced a landmark agreement with Smiﬁ; and Wesson, As the largest handgun manufacturer in
the nation, Smith and Wesson stood in_a unique position to affect industry grécﬁces. Although the
gun lobby and much of the gun industry rebetled against it, the Smith and Wesson Agfeement
pointed towards a fundamental change in the ways guns are manufactured, marketed, and sold in
America to help prevent accidental shootings and to ensure that they do not fall into the hands of

children and oriminalg.

* United States, Buresu of Alcobol, Tobaocn, anzi Fzrcatms, “‘I‘hc Youth Crime Gun Inzmixcﬁw Initiative in 27
Comanunitics,” Febraary, 1992,
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Taﬁﬁg Action Against Youth Violence

The tragic shooting in April 1999 that took 15 lives at Columbine High Schoal in Littleton,
Colorado shook the nation. In response, the President proposed the most ambitious gun legislation
in three decades — to close the gun show loophole, require mandatory child safety jocks, and take
other steps to keep guns away from criminals and children, The Senate passed key provision§
contained in the President’s package in May 1999, after Vice Prestdent Gore cast a dramatic tie-
breaking vote 10 close the gun show loophole.

But the President recognized that the Columbine tragedy was not just about cagy access to
guns. Using a signature method of executive leadership that had proven ¢ffective for him in the
past, President Clinton hosted a White House strategy session on youth violence in May, 1999,

. WiththeF 1rst Lady, and Vice-President and Mrs. Gore, the President invited teachers, community
ieaders, law enforcement officials, gun manufacturers, and representatives of the entertainment
industry to Washington to develop a unified public-private strategy to combat youth violence.'®
The strategy session represented a culmination of the Administration’s effort to reduce viclence
involving youths, an endeavor that over the years brought executive leadership to a range of
domestic policies: alternative sentencing, gun safety, support for school uniforms and juvenile
curfews; and the proposed Anti-Gang and Youth Crime Control Act of 1996. With support from
community leaders andlthc private scotor, President Clinton sought to use the strategy session to
build on progress Afmzica had already made: an over 40% decréase between 1993 and 1998 in

violence both by and against juveniles aged 1210 17. He challenged gun manufacturers to reform

SExcentive Memorandum “On Child Safety Lock Devices for the Heads of Exegutive Departments and Agencies,”
March 3, 1997,

¥ WH, Office of Press Secretary, “President and Mrs. Clinton, ‘W:c President and Mrs, Gore Host Strategy Session on

Children, Violence, and Responsibility,” May 10, 1999,
" Federa Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics, "America’s Children: Koy National Indicaters of Well
Being 2000," {Washington, 2000}
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their business practices, entertainment executives o take responsibility for their products, and
Congress 1o pass legislation to kezp fircarms away from children.

To advance this wide-ranging, national ::ru;actc to cﬁd youth violence, the President helped
launch two efforts, the National Campaign Against Youth Violence, which organized a $1 million
campaign in fifieen cities to create public-private coalitions f;)r youth violence prevention, and the
White House Cczunéil on Youth Violence, which for the first time coordinated the efforts of
executive agencies across the sdministration. Clinton also asked the Federal Trade Commission in
May 1999 to study whether the movie, music, and video game industries wers marketing violence
to children. The groundbreaking FTC study, announced in Septerber 2000, revealed conclusive
evidence that the entertainment industry had aggressively marketed violent entertainment to

- children that its &m rating systems decrned inappropriate for young ‘;mdim. In response to the
study, Vice President Gore, Senator Joseph Lieberman, President Clinton, and the First Lady all

called on the entertainment industry to cease such marketing immediately.

Conclusion .

The best measure of the Clinton-Gore Administration’s crime sfrategy Is its results. The
overall crime rate declined sight years in a row ~ the longest sustained decline ever recorded. The
violent cﬁme; rate fell 30%, to the towest level in over two decades. The murder rate hit a 33-year
low. In 1999, 8,227 fewer people were murdered than in 1992, a nearly 35% decrease. The number
of law enforcement officers feloniously killed in the line of duty in 1999 was the lowest in 35 years,
Gun crime declined 40%. The number of juvenile homicide nf‘fm&m dropped 57%. Domestic
violence declined 23%. Even after record declines, those rates were too high. Late in his term,

President Clinton proposed additional measures to make America “the safest big country on earth.” ‘
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Congress did not enact evmyth;ng ke sought, but he succeeded in ensuring, as he had promised in
signing the 1994 crime bill, that crime could no longer be used as a partisan issue.

The sharp drop in crime in the 1990s defied all the experts, whe had predicted sharp
ncreases as the juvenile population increased. More important, it produced a palpable drop in fear.
Cities from New York to New Orleans felt safe agatn. Businesses sprang up in neighbarhoods that
l}ad been combat zones wherf the decade began, In 1982, sociologists George Kelling and James ().
Wilson wrote a famous article called “Broken Windows,” describing the downward spiral a
community took when crime and disorder reigned.'’ By the end of the 1990s, that phenomenon was
working in reverse: in neighborhood after neighborhood, law and order were restored, jobs,
busi{zc;sses; and hope :etumwd, and entire communities that had been written off eight years before

had turned into safe, thriving places for families to live,

2 James Q. Wilson and George L. Kelling, “Broken Windows: The Police and Neighborhood Safety,” The Atlantic
Monthly, March 1982, _
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Welfare Reform -

“Welfare should be a second chance, not a way of life. In a Clinton administration
we 're going to put an end to welfare as we know it. [ want to erase the stigma of welfare for
good by restoring a simple, dignified principle: no one who can work can stay on welfare
forever.”

William J. Clinton

Remarks at Georgetown University
QOctober 23, 1991

BY THE EARLY 1990s, no program was & greater symbol of government’s failure to meet
Americans’ needs or reflect their values than the old welfare system. When Bill Clinton took office
in 1993, the welfare rolls had soared 29% in the past four years, to a record 14 million people. That
ycar, nearly a third of American babics were born outside marriage, a five-fold im;reasc in three
decades.' Experts wﬁtching those rising trends predicted that there was no end in sight. Just as
troubling, a welfart; s\ys,tem that had begun with the best intentions was undermining the values that
had always been central to the promise of American life. Instead of encouraging work, it penalized
mothers who went to work. Instead of demanding responsibility, it enabled fathers to walk away
from their children. Instead of promoting family and recognizing that every child needs and
deserves the love and support of two parents, it discouraged famiii@ from staying together, Across
racial, class, and party lines; Americans had come to despise the old welfare system — and the
people who hated welfare most were the ones trapped on it

Bili Clinton s.et out to end the old welfare system, which was based on d‘wdmcc, and
replace it with & system based on work, He believed that we could only make good on our best
, intentions as a nation if we chose policies that reinforced our values instead of undermining them,

mnd xeught to bring all our citizens into the mainstream of Amenican life instead of leaving them
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isolated at the margins. As a candidate and s President, he set forth & new social coutfaai that
expanded opportunity, but demandéd responsibility in return, by rewarding and requining work,
“Fromt now on,” he said, “our nation's answer 10 this great social challenge will no longer be a
never-ending cycle of welfare, it will be the dignity, the power, and the ethic of work.™

In 1994, afier a iong batile with Ccngreés, the President was able to enact a sweeping,
bipartisan law that fulfilled his promise to end welfare as we know it. The new law invested more
* in expanding opportunity to help people leave welfare, with mri:re money for chiizi care, increased
requirements and incentives for child support geiiection, and substantial bonuses for states that
succeeded in moving people from welfare to work. But it demanded more responsibility in retum,
requiring everyons {0 work within two years. The law guaranteed families food stamps and health
care, but said no one can receive federal cagh assistance forever. The new law held states to & new
standard as well, with significant penalties i they failed (o increase the number of people working
every year. |

These changes were controversial, to say the least, Three Administration staffers resigned in

protest; one sold the Atlantic Monthly a cover story on welfare reform entitled “The Worst Thing

Bill Clinton Has Done.” One national columnist wrote that giving the President a second term fo
restore the bill's cuts in immigrant benefits was like giving Jack the Ripper & scholarship to medical
school.* ‘

But in 2000 the law seemed to have done a lot more for people on welfare than for those
xcritics. The welfare rolls had been cut by more than haii} m the longest, sharpest dechine i welfare

dependency in history. More important, those still on welfare were five times more likely to be

 Centers for Disease Controf and Prevention, “Nonmarital Childbearing in dye United States, 1940-1999," National
Vita] Statistics Reports 48 no. 16 {Washington, October 1§, 2000).

Remarks o6 Signing the Personal Responsibibity and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, August 22, 1996,
? Peter Edelman, “The Worst Thing Bill Clintos Has Done,” The Atlantic Monthly (March, 1997).
“ David Broder, “Vhe Convention vs. the Reality,” Washington Post August 29, 1996,
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working than when President Clinton took office in 1993. Teen birth rates went down eight years in |
arow, Out-of-wedlock births leveled off for the first time in decades. The abortion rate was the -
Towest ever recorded. At Clinton's insistence, significant immigrant benefits were restored. At the
end of the Fresident's term, therefore, there remained much more to do, but the most ambitious

social policy experiment of our ime had already proven a success,

The New Bargain: Rewarding and Requiring Work

In the 1970s and “80s, welfare reform efforts fell short either because they relied on culting
. ‘benefits instead of helping people go to work, or because they provided benefits without insisting
that peaple go to work in return. Clinton offered a new approach designed to get the incentives and
the values right: rewarding work by making a job pay better than welfare, but at the same time
requiring all who can work to do so. He believed that neither approach could work without the
other. To break the cycle of welfare dcpcndafmy, America had to do both.

. In izis'iéﬁ?, economic plan, Clinton proposed a dramatic increase in the Eamned Income Tax
" Credit (EITC) to make work pay. -He had promised in 1992 10 make sure that no one who works
full-time with a child at home should have to raise that child in poverty. In August 1993, he signed
into law an expansion of the EITC that would provide significant tax relief to 15 million working
famnilies, many of them former welfare recipients. The BITC increase effectively tumed a $4.25 per
hour minimum wage job into one worth $6 per hour. A stgdy conducted by the Coun;;il of
Economic Advisers reporied that in 1998, the BITC lifted 4.1 million Americans out of poverty —
double the number in 1993 — and plaved an important role in increasing labor force participation
among single mothers.® In 1995, Clinton proposed another step to reward work over welfare, by

ruising the minimum wage, which had slipped to a 40-year-low in real terms. A year later,
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Congress went along, and sent him legislation to raise the minimum wage to $5.15 per hour. He
proposed an additional increase of $1 over two years in 1999, and nearly reached bipartisan
agreement for it in 2000.%

At the same time, Clinton sought the most sweeping overhaul in the 60-year history of
welfare, to get the system out of the business of writing people checks and into the business of
finding people jobs. Scon afier taking office he appointed an administration task force to draft
welfare reform Jegislation based on what he had proposed in the carmpaign. In June 1994, Clinton
sent Congress a bill that included time limits, work requirements, and tough child support
enforcement provisions. But the 103" Congress, mired in a bitter battle over health care, never took -
up the measure.

When Republicans swept the 1994 elections, welfare reform was a central plank in their
“Contract with America.” The conservative agenda borrowed some aspects from Clinton’s proposal
—such as work requirersents and time limits — but included many extremist measures as well:
cutting off benefits to unwed teen mothcm, putting poor children in orphanages, block granting the
food stamp program, and repealing increases in the EITC, Instead of sticking to the central
challenge of welfare reform — rewarding and requiring work — the Contract With America swapped
the ;:;ﬁt:}mdad mandates of the old welfare systers for a new set of heavy-handed conservative
mandates even more certain to fail,

From the outset, Clinton adopted a two-part strategy to steer the welfare reform debate back
to the center. First, he reached out to Re_publicans whase interest in welfare reform was not about ©
ideclogy but about what would work. In January 1995, he invited governors and members of

Congress fom both parties to a welfare reform summit at Blair House. Republican goverors such

* Couneil of Economic Advisers, “Good News for Working Families: Expansions in the Barned Income Tax Credit and
the Minimum Wage" {Washington, 19983, _
* Letter by the President to Congressional Leadors o Minimum Wage Lagistation, November 4, 1999,
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as Tommy Thompson of Wisconsin — like his Democratic counterparts Tom Carper of Delaware
and Lawton Chiles of Florida — believed state flexibility, not new federal mandates, was the key to
reform. Modernte Republicans in Congress like Clay Shaw of Florida and Mike Castvle of Delaware
wanted a welfare reform bill that would work and that the President would sign into law, QOver the
next 18 months, Clinton would make the most of those divisions in Republican ranks to fashion an
acceptable bipartisan compromise. |
The mﬁ part of the President’s strategy was to use every available executive power to
reform welfare. After Republicans took over the Congress, Clinton stepped up his use of executive
action on several froots as a way to make progress with or without Congressional help. The
executive actions he took on welfare served the additional purpose of shaping the welfare reform
debate and increasing pressure on Congress to act.
As a former govcmof, Clinton knew that with the help of walvers from the federsl
government, states could launch ambitious welfare reform experiments. Shortly after he took
office, he encouraged the nation’s governors to ask for waivers, even {or expeniments with which he
might not necessarily sgree. Bold, pérsistent experimentation is “the real genius of the federal
system,” he told the nation’s governors in 1993.7 From 1993 10 1996, at the President’s insisténce,
the Administration granted over 80 welfare reform waivers to 43 states - more weliare waivers than
had been granted under all previous administrations combined. Many of those experiments
provided lessons that proved valuable in shaping the 1996 welfare reform law. Indeed, several
states with far-reaching waivers achisved the most dramatic early success in camrying out the 1996
law.
Early in 1995, Clinton also began miaking use of executive orders to aceclerate the pace of

welfare reform and child support enforcement. In February 1995, he signed an executive order to

T Remarks o the National Governors Associstion, February 2, 1993
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increase child support collections from federal cmp!oyces,.’. Over the next 18 months, he would
tssue half a dozen more executive orders and presidential memoranda on welfare reform and child
support. in May 1996, h;t; directed the Secretary of Health and Human Services to require mothers
under the age of 18 to stay in school or lose their welfare benefits.” In June of that year, he issued
another directive to iize Secretaries of HHS and Labor on child support. % A month later, he
directed HHS to require certain welfare recipients to go 1o work within two years as a condition of
* public assistance.!’ In each of these areas — t;ndcrgge mothers, child support enforcement, work
requirements — the President was sble to achie;.fc through executive action a significant amount of
what he wanted Congress to ensct in legistation. As Republicans debated whether to send the
President a bill he could sign, his actions sent a powerful signal to Congressional Jeaders that the
Administration was determined to reform wclfare'with or without their help. |

Both prongs of the sirategy worked. Almost iﬁlmcdiafely, divisions surfaced in the
Republican ranks. In deference 1o Republican governors and state }Ecxibiiity, the first bill House
Republicans offered in subéornmittee in early 1995 was a block grant with virtually no work
requirements. The Administration criticized it as “weak on work.” House Republicans
strengthened the nontinal requirements, but filed to include funds for ehild care or job placement,
and left in t;onsarvazivc mandates to pumish unwgé teen mothers. The Administration dismissed that
bill as ‘wwk‘ezx work and tough on children.” House Democrats showed un;}receﬁentcd unity
behind a bill with tough work requirements but ample work funding. Even though welfare reform
was the most prominent and popular of the ten planks in the Contract with America, it was the last

one House Republicans were able to pass, just barely meeting their deadline of the first 100 days.

* Executive Order 12953, Actions Required of All Executive Agencies to Faciitate Child Support Payment Collections,
Fcbmzy 2, 1995,
¥ Bxecutive Memorardurm, On the Wc&f‘arc fnitiative for Teen Parents, for the Secretary of Health snd Human Services,
May 19, 1996, .
¥ Bxccutive Memorandum, On the Child Support hsitiative, June 1§, §996,
UExcoutive Memarandum, On the Work Requirements Iuitiative, July 16, 1996.
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In the Senate, moderate Republicans wanted no part of the House-pussed bill. Senate
Majority Leader Bob Dole failed in several attempts to unite his caucus, and was unablé to bring &
bill to the Senate floor until September 1995, By overwhelming bipartisan majorities, Senate
Democrats and Republican moderates voted down conservative mandates that had been pillars of
the House bi;i, including the cutoff of benefits to unwed teen mothers and a mandatory family cap
denying additional benefits to children bom to mothers on welfare. As the President had insisted,

. the Senate added more money for child care, a maintenance-of-effort requirement for staie funding,
and a work-bonus fund for states that cL_id the most to place psople in jobs, The President said he
would be willing to sign the Senate bill, which then passed by a vote of 78-21."

Once Congress and the Administration became mired in a bitter budget battle that led to
Congress shutting down the governroent, however, it would take almost an;tlier year to reconcile _
differences betwreen the House and Senate welfare bills in a form the President could a;ccept.
Congress sent Clinton an unaceeptable version of welfare reform as part of 3 larger reconciliation
bill that ended the guarantee of Medicaid and food stamps for poor children and made deep cuts in
M&dics;re to pay for a tax cut for the wealthy. After Clinton vetoed that bill, Republicans senthim a
stand-alone bill with exactly the same welfare provisiohs, including the food stamp block grant,
deep cuts in help for disabled children, and insufficient funds to move people from welfare to work.
Clinton vetoed it again in January 1996. |

 Throughout the spring, the Administration worked with govemnors and moderates in both
parties to produce a bipartisan bill that could be signed info Iaw, Republican leaders tried to foree si
third Presidential veto by proposing a bill that wm;id have block granted Medicaid as well as
AFDC. Butin June, a large group of House Republican freshmen and Republican governors forced

the lcadership to drop the Medicaid “poison pill.” House and Senate conferees produced a new bijl

1.5, Senate, 104* Congress 2™ Session, Roll Calf Vote 262, August 1, 1996,
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in late July 1995, which included most of the improvements the President had sought on wcifarc
reform, but contained deep, exiraneous cuts in legal immigrant benefits that had nothing to do with
welfare reform.  After a vigorous internal debate, the President decided to sign the bill, “ﬁc
legiglation . . . is far from perfect,” he said. “But on balance, this bill is a real sfep forward for aur
country, our values and for péaple who are on welfare.”"’

The final bill was a far cry from the vicious measures House conservatives had called for in
early 1995, and from the mean-spinited welfare provisions President Clinton vetoed twice in the
midst of the government shutdown. It lived up to his bold campaign promise to end welfare as we
know it through work requirements and time limits to make sure those who get help must go to
work within two years. At the same time, if gave states strong new incentives, flexibility, and

“gesources to move people from welfare to work. As the President had insisted, the bill included an
additional $4 billion for child care — a 70% increase. 1t included 2 $1 billion work performance
bonus to reward states for mecting the goé%s of the law by helping people find and imep jobs, Itput
in place tough new ;séaiié support enforcement provisions to hold absent parents, mostly fathers,
responsible for their children. Tt dropped deep cuts Republicans had sought in foster care and help
for disabled children. Most imponan!; it guaranteed heaith care for people making the transition
from welfare to work, and kept in place the nutritional safety net of food jstémps and school lunches
for poor children.

The President signed the Bill into law on August 22, 1996, “Today, we are ending welfare .

as Q& know it,” he said. “But I hope this day will be remembered not for what it ended, but for

what it began « a new day that offers hope, honors responsibility, rewards work, and

" Remarks on Signing the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppoertunity Reconcilistion Act, August22, 1996.
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changes the terms of the debate so that no one in America ever feels again the need to eriticize

people who are poor an welfare ™'

Moving Millions from Welfare to Work

When he signed the bill, the President challenged all who supported welfare reform to live
up to their responsibility to make it work. He began with the private sector. “Every employer in
this coun%rsr that ever made a disparaging remark aboui the welfare system needs to think about
whether he or she should now hire somebody lfmm welfare and help them go to work,” he said. In
his 1997 gtaj;;a of the Union Address, Clinton announced the Welfare-to-Work Partnership, an
onprecedented public-private effort led by Eli Sepal to encourage companies to hire ﬁeOpIe off
welfare. The Partnership grew from five companies in January 1997 to over 20,000 at the end of
* the Administm;ion, By August 2000, businesses in the Partnership had hired an estimated 1.1
million people off welfare — and reported higher retention rates for former welfare recipients than
* for uther new hires. In May 1997, \ficc President Gore created amﬁ;cz successful paﬁmxﬁhﬁp, the
‘Wel fiaré&mWork Coalition to Sustain Success, a coalition of national civic, service, and faii!z»bzé@zi
groups committed to helping former welfare recipients succeed in the workforce,

The Pregident challenged the fedeml government, as the nation’s largest employer, {o meet ‘
its responsibilities as well, and set 2 goal of hiring 10;0(}(} people off welfare by the year 2000,
Under the Vice President’s leadership, federal agencies met that goal five times over, hiring nearly
50,000 welfare recipients.

In 1597, the President was also determined to make sure Congress lived up to its
responsibility to restore benefits to legal immigrants and take othier measures to ensure that welfare

reform would work. The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 and the Noncitizen Benefit Clarification and

" Ibid. |
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Other Technical Amendments Act of 1998 invested $11.5 billion to restore disability and health
benefits to 380,000 legal imi‘grm& who were in ﬁzi‘s country before welfare reform became law. '3
The Agricultural Research Act of 1898 restored Food Swm;::s for 225,000 legal immigrant children,
senior cmzcns and people with disabilities.'

The Administration pressed several initiatives to help recipients make it in the workplace.
The Balanced Budget Act enacted the central welfare reform pledge of the President’s 1996
campaign, a $3 billion pfegrazit 1o help states and local communities move iang~i¢m welfare -
recipients and certain nor-custodial parents into jobs. It also put in place the President’s Welfare-
to-Work Tax Credit to give busincsses a new incentive to hire and retain people off welfare. Many |
welfare recipients snd other hard-pressed families lived in neighborhoods with few jobs. So the
Administeation secured nearly 200,000 housi?z 2 vouchers to help them move where jobs were, and g
8750 million, five-year program in the 1997 highway bill to fund van pools and ;st}wr fransportation
measures to help former welfare recipients and other low-income families get to wotk.

At the same time, the Administration pursued an aggressive “empowerment” agenda to
expand public and private investment in depressed inner-ity and rural areas. In 1993, the President
proposed and Congress adopted & plan to create 105 Empowerment Zones and Enterprise
Communities that qualified for lax incentivc% for private sector job creation in retum for developing
a comprehensive plan to attract business. The President also kept his campaign pledge to create e
ﬁaii:;gzwida network of 100 community development banks, and signed reforms in the Cominunity
Reinvestment Act that steered over $1 trillion in new investment to poor areas.!’ The

Administration helped cities clean up abandoned urban areas called “brownfields” to make more

HR. 4558, P.L. 105-306, The Noneitizen Benefit Clarification and Otiser Technical Amendments Act of 1398,
Qotober 28, 1996,
*‘ ns 1150, P.L. 105-185, The Agricultural Research and Bducation Extension Act of 1998, June 23, 1998,

" White House Office of the Press Secretary, “President Clinton's FY2001 Budget and Now Opportunity Agenda
Expands the Administration’s Commitment 10 New Markets and Bringing People into the Economic Mainstream,™
Jansary 13, 2000 ‘
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room for economic development. In 1998, the President kept another campaign promise by signing -
legislation to establish Individual Development Accounts {IDAs), which empower low-income
families to save for a first home, post-secondary education, or & new business,

America’s cities enjoved a remarkable turnaround in the *90s, In May 1992, the nation had
watéhed South Central Los Agngeles erupt in riots over the Rodney King verdict and widespread
economic despair, Eight years later, citics‘wcre better off than they had ever been, with crime
down, employment and work participation up, and a flood of new investment.

The all-out national effort to move people from welfare to work produced staggering results.

In the first year after the welfare law was signed, the welfare rolls dropped almost as much as they
had over the 60-year history of AFDC combined. By 2000, the welfare rolls had falfen to 5.8
million people - nearly a 60 percent drop since Clinton took office, and the fewest people on
welfare since 1968. The percentage of Americans on welfare reached the lowest level since 1963 -
2.1 percent.'® A 1999 study by the Council of Economic Advisers concluded that welfare reform
was the single most important factor contributing to this i}iswric decline. Of the caseload reduction
from 1996 1o 1998, the CEA fmmd‘.that appf;}xz’matcly one-third was due to federal and tate paolicy
changes resulting from welfare reform and about'l 0 percent due to the strong economy.

i?c;sple were not just leaving welfare; they were going to work. More than 1.2 million
welfare recipients nationwide went to work in the one-year period between October 1998 and
September 1999, States reported that nearly 80 percent of those who got jobs were still working
three months Tater, with an average cami;zgs increase of 31 percent. Every state subject to them met
the welfare law’s overall work requirements. By 1999, the percentage of welfare recipients
working had increased to neardy five times its 1993 level, from 7 percent to 33 percént. Census

Bureau data showed that between 1992 and 2000, the employment rate of people who had been on

9 (1.5, Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Childees and Familics, 2000, '
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welfare the previous year doubled.'® A study in Minnesota even found that welfare reform had

increased marriage rates and marital stability among low-income families. |
In the process, welfare reform shattered several stereotypes about people on welfare. For

years, the old system had written off millions of recipients as unwilling or unable to work, Welfare

reform showed that that the system was broken, not the people. Under a new regime that rewarded

and required work, welfare recipients rushed to work in record numbers. Employers who had long
© shunned those with welfare bslckgmnnds tooi; a second look, hiring people off welfare and giving
them extra help on the job. In the process, many businesses discovered that former welfare
recipients who received mentoring and training turned out 1o be even better workers than new hires
who hdd not been on welfare. Two thirds of employers in the Welfare-to-Work Partnership |
. reported that people hired off welfare staysd on tilc job as fong or longer than ﬁ’zmr other workers.

Many inhosc busginesses then decided to provide the same exira help te all cmpleyec:s

. Making Responsibility the Law of the Land ‘

In Clinton’s view, welfare reform wasn’t just about asking mothers to go to work. It was
also about demanding that absent fathers Hve up to their responsibilities to their children.
“Governments don't raise children, people do,” he said in 1993, “And even people who aren't
around cught to do their part to raise the children they bring into this world."™® -As President, he
proposed the n;ast sweeping child support enforcement measures ever enacted,

- When Bill Clinton took office, only 18% of children who were owed support were actually
getting it. Fathers failed to acknowledge paternity for 56% of the babies born cutside marriage '

Millions of absent parents, mostly fathers, were able to escape paying child support by simply

» Gfﬁczz of Management and Budget, Census Cusrent Papulation Survey Data {Washinton, 2000}
® Remarks to the National Governors Association, February 2, 1993,
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changing jobs or moving across state lines. “If we value responsibility, we can’t ignore the 33:4

billion in child support absen_t parents ought 1o be paying,” £h§ President declared in his 1994 Stale
of the Union Address. “People whc; bring children into this world cannot and must not walk awéy

. from them.”

The President’s 1993 economic plan included a little-noticed provision to require hospitals

to give new {athers the opporiunity 1o acknowledge paiami}y when their child was born. In its 1994
welfare reform bill, the Administration propesed a comprehensive, nationwide crackdown on child
support collections. Over the next two years, the President ’sigmd a series of executive orders to
increase child support collections and keep pressure on Congress to do the same. At the President’s
insistence, (Zr;nbgrcss‘adopmé the Adminisiméion‘s entire child support package as part of the 1996
welfare reform 2aw “The Zaw strengthened the ccilcctzon system by ensuring that parents who owe
chxld support have their wages gamished, their bank accounts seized, their federal loans denied, and

.their tax refunds withheld. The law also required states to make it possible to deny drivers® and
professional licenses to deadbeat parents.

Gv:_:r the course of Clinton’s tenure, child support collections doubl'o;d from $8 biilicm’in

1992 to nearly $16 billion in 1999, Not only did collections rise, but the number of families that
;a'em actually receiving child support also increased. In 1999, the number of child support cases
;aritl) collections rose to 6,1 million, more than double the 2.8 million in 1992. The new coilection
system enacted in 1996 has already located over 3.5 million delinquent parents. Over $1.3 iﬁ Hion
xa;fas collected from federal income tax refunds in 1998, double the amount since 1992, In addition,
a new program established in 1999 that matches records of parents who owe child suﬁpoﬂ with
multi-state financial institutions has already identified nearly 900,000 delinguent parents with

accounts valued at $3 biﬁiar{._ In June 1998, the President signed into law tougher penalties for .

15, Department of Health and Human Services, Child Support Enforcement FY 1999 Preliminary Data Report
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parents who repeatedly fail to support children living in another state or who fles across state lines,
The nmbcr of fathers taking responsibility for their children by establishing paternity tripled in the
six years following 1992, to a record 1.5 million in 1999.2

The Administration took (;nthsr steps 1o encourage parental responsibility as well. In his
1995 State of the Union, the President called f(;r a national campaign to reduce teen pregnancy.
This led to the creation of a non-profit organization called the National Campaign to Prevent Teen
Pregnancy that worked with state and loca! governments, the media, faith-?zas;ad groups, parents,
and teens themselves towards the goal of reducing teen pregnancy by one-third before 2{3{}5. The
new welfare faw required unwed minor mothers o stay in school az_z_d live cither with & parent or in
an adult-supervised “s&eﬁémamcc’ home™ with other young mothers, and provided $50 million 2
year for abstinence education. |

Teen birth rates declined nationwide by 20 percznt from 1991 to 1999, to the lowest levelon
record since tracking began 60 years ago. Younger and older teens, mamed and unmarried teens, afl
states and all ethnic and racial groups made progress. In addition, teen pregnancy rates reached the
lowest rate since 1976, the year such data was first collected. Nationwide, the 1999 birthrate for
unmarried women was 6 percent lower than its high in 1994, and 3 percent lower than in 1992,
Abortions also declined, to the lowest rate ever recorded.

In 1960, about ono baby in 20 was bom outside marriage. By 1992, the illegitimacy ratio
had grown to 30% - and many experts predicted that it would keep rising to ss high as 50%. But
afier going up for more than three decades, births outside marriage leveled off in the mid-1990s. In

1995, the out-of-wedlock birth rate declined for the first time i 19 years.

ington, 2000).
M
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A New Beginning

Right ﬁ{;wn to the end of his {erm, President Clinton kept fighting for mﬁi‘; measures to help
poor familics iRl themselves into the economic mainstream and to strengthen the new social
contract he helned forge over his eight years, He lefl an ambitious agenda for future, more
productive Congresses to enact: dramatic expansions in child care and health care for working
families; another increase in the Eamed Income Tax Credit and the minimum wage; additional steps
to help ensure faimess for legal immigrants and hold states accountable for providing health and
nulritional assisiance; a plan to require low-income fathers to go ta work {0 pay child support, and
~ help them become more involved in their children’s iives; increased funding for tra:zs;:{}fiaziazz to

work ~ including a pz;opcsai to help familics save for a car; and more.

The results o‘f what he did accomplish speak for themselves. On Clinton’s watch, poverty
fell to a 20-year low. The welfare rolls were cut in half, millions of parents moved into the
workforce, and those still on welfare were five times more iikely to work. Teen births and abortions
went down, while & record number of single mothers were able to enter the workforce,

The success of welfare reform changed the politics <;f fighting poverty. “Afler I signmy

name to this bill, welfare will no longer be a political issue,” he said in 1996, “The two parties
canmnot attack each other over it, Politicians cannot attack poor people over it. 'E’:iaem are no ‘
encrusted habits, systems and failures that can be laid at the foot of someone else.”™ In state after
state, even many conservatives stopped resenting the welfare system and joined in support of child
i;am and other measures to help those leaving welfare to succeed,

Bui the most lasting impact of Clinton”s reforms will be the new bargain he put in place for
the nation’s poor; more oppoﬁwﬁty\ for ihxese willing to take more responsibility, Government will

no fonger write off entire communities and generations as unwilling or unable to work. Children
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will no longer grow up; in poor neighborhoods where ‘no one works, and no work is expected.
Fewer children will grow up without financial and emotional support from their fathers. “We're
| going to take this historic chance 1o try to recreate the nation’s social bargain with the poor,” he said
when he signed the welfare law. “We're going to try to change the parameters of the debate. We're
going to make it all new again and see if we can't ereate a system of ingentives which reinforce
work and family and independence.”
In the process, Clinton helped restore confidence that we as a nation could solve our most
enduring social problems. When he took office, experts across the spectrum considered welfare
. dependency, illegitimacy, and urban decay to be permanent, growing parts of the social landscape,
The American people had lost faith in the liberal answers of the *60s and the conservative answers
of the '80s alike. ‘The welfare S};Sm itself had become a powerful symbol of government’s
inability to seiv;e probiems or reflect basic values.
Clinton’s new synthesis proved that government nitiative can help solve problems 30 long
as it promotes the core vaiucs that most Americans share. That new synthesis grex:'idas a
philosophical basis for activist government — to help people help themselves - that could pﬁ;}ve as

n

enduring in this century as the New Deal was in the last.

g emarks oo Signing the Personz! Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, August 22, 1996,
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Health Care

To 21* Century America, et us pledge these things: Every child will begin school
ready to learn and graduate ready 10 succeed. Every family will be able 10 succeed at home
and at work, and no child will be raised in poverty. We will meet the challenge of the aging
of America. We will gssure quality, affordable health care, at last, for all Americans. ..

These arc great goals, worthy of a great nation, We will not reach them all this
year. Not even in this decade. But we will reach them. -
President William J. Clinton

State of the Union Address
January 27, 2000

THE GOAL BILL CLINTON articulated in the fall of 1992 was simpile: to assure that A;ﬁericaas
had a better, more accessible, more affordable system of insurance and health care. Despite
learning - the hard way ~ that accomplishing this all at once would not possible, he strove in each
and e%réry year of his Administeation to move towards thiis vision, with numerous, significant
.aecomplis}mcms to his credit. America emerged from the Clinton years with the number of
.uninsured citizens declining, health status and longevity at record levels, a more efficient and
financially strong Medicare program, a new emphasis on pati-:;nts’ rights and quality improvements,

and a renewed faith in public and private programs to provide for basic health care needs.

The Health Security Act of 1993

From the first month of his administration, President Clinton honored his campaign pledge
to develop a comprehensive proposal to reform the inequitable, expensive, and too often
inaccessible health care system. He requested that First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton lead this

historic effort. In s September 1993 address to Congress, the President unveiled the Health Security



Act, a detailed plan to retain the “personal choice, private care, private insﬁranw, ard private
management” of the current system but “puf a lid on costs, require imgc reforms, {and] to
facilitate partnerships between business, government, and health care providers,” 10 improve
quality, and cofistrain cost growth in the public and private sectors. '

The ﬁea!th Security Act would have guaranieed Iaccess to private heaith insurance through
employers. Small employers would have access o lower insurance costs, more choices, and hig‘n&}r
gualily services by joining purchasing coalitions. To ensure affordability, the plan would have
provided billions of dollars in subsidies to small. businesses and low-income workers. In addition, -
the Health Security Act proposed improvements to Medicare, the nation’s long-term care system, as
well as ;éubiic health programs. |

The inizia!x reception to the Health Security Act, bolstered by the compeliing testitnony on its -
behalf by the First Lady, was positive. Many members of Congress and a diverse variety of -
consumer, provider, and business groups indicated that it created a strong foundation for long-
overdue reform. However, the magnitude of the reform and the necessary complexity to achieve it
made il extremely vulnerable to cnticism. This came from well-funded opponents, a growing

. public skepticism of the government, and an increasingly partisan Congress which had only recently
emerged from bitter, divisive battles over budget and trade bills. - In the end, this opposition doomed
the Health Security Act. Notwithstanding this outcome, the legislation served to frame debates
about the reforms nesded to improve the nation’s health delivery system for Clinton’s entire

Admunistration and after.

! Remarks by the President to s Joint Session of Congress, September 19, 1993,
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Expanding Health Coverage, Step by Step

The failure to enact the Health Security Act diminished neither the problem of the uninsured
nor the President’s commitment to addressing it. At the end of 1994, President Clinton sent a letter
to Speaker a;‘;‘ the House Newt Gingrich stating, “1 remain firmly committed to providing insurance
coverage for every American and containing bealth care costs for-families, businesses, and Federal,
State, and local governments. In the upcoming session of Congress, we ¢an and should work

together 1o take the first steps toward ﬁchicving these goals.™

Beginning with his successiul
opposition to Republican efforts in 1995 to reduce Medicaid spending and coverage, the President
set & course to expanding access to health care step by step, beginning with those who most needed
assistance: children, the poor, people between jobs, people with disabilities, and the near-elderly.
Weaving a web of protection for those most likely to go without it would mmpiish one of the
major priorities within the Health Security Act.

When the Administration sat down with Congressional leaders to negotiate a balanced
budget in 1997, the President made children’s health insurance a top p:igt*it}f. At his ingistence; the
Baimc;oﬁ Budget Act of 1997 established the Stete Children’s Health Insurance Pmé:mn (CHIP)

.. which provided states with $48 billion aver 10 years to subsidize affordable, meaningful health
insurance for chikiren whose .famiiies had too méz:ix'income 1o quslify for Medicaid buf too little to
afford private insurance. After 1997, the President focused on legislation and admunistrative actions
to expand CHIP: he directed al! federal agencies with programs for children to help ieieazify‘azzé
enroll uninsured children; helped finance a national hotline for parents interested in insuring their

children; developed private partnerships to promote the program on shopping bags and in schools;

and enacted legislation to allow uninsured children to be enrolled at schools and other sites. > By

* Letter to the Honorable Newt Gingrich from President Clinton, December 27, 1994, |
3 Executive Memorandum oo Children’s Health Insurance Quireach, February 18, 199%; Executive Memorandum on
School-Based Health Insurance Outreach for Childran, Qotober 12, 1999,
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2000, all fifty states had implemented CHIP and extended coverage to 2.5 million children.! Duein
no small part 1o these and other efforts, the number of uninsured children in America began to
decline during President Clinton’s tenure,’ |

The Aén;inistmﬁon also worked with Congress to create new Medicaid options for other
vuinerable populations. In 1999, working wi;h Senators Kennedy of Massachusetts and Jeffords of
Vermont, the President allowed people with disabilities to retain their Medicaid and Medicare
COVErage when they return {6 work, ci'iminazirzg the unfair chi;ice, between a job and health care,
This g;aod health policy was also good economic policy since it unleashed the potential of people
with severe disabilities, three-fourths of whom were unemployed prior (o passage of this legislation.
The Administration also extended Medicaid coverage options to: uninsured women screened for
breast cancer through Cﬁn{és for Disease Control programs; fastar children: twao-parent Jow-
income working familics; people leaving welfare for work; and other low-income ;:opu%aiians
Mugh Medicaid demonstration waivers. Finally, the Administration launched aggressive efforts
o ensure that wcifam reform would not have an unintended effect on people still eligible for
Medicaid.

These initiatives were not nearly as comprehensive as the Health Security Act, but did
accomplish two goals, First, they helped reverse —for the first time since {987 —the rising nwmnber
of uninsured. Millions of children and other vulnerable people benefited from these policies,
méixiing them to igad healthicr, more pm&ctim lives. Second, the Administration proved that
expanding health insurance was not a new “third rail” of politics that some claimed it was after the
Health Security Act. These accomplisﬁmcnts lay the gmundwc;rk for bipartisan support for other .
incrementé} proposals such as a Ma‘iicarc buy-in for pcoplc‘ ages 55 to 65; extending CHIP to

parents; and creating new options for affordable health insurance for workers in small businesses.

* Remuarks by the President on Children’s Heslth Insurance, September 28, 2000,
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Reforming the Insurance Market and Assuring Patient Protections

Expanding health insurance coverage was one objective within the Health Security Act that
came to guide later policy initiatives in the Clinton Administration; reforming the insnrance market
to protect patients better was another. The Health Security Act had proposed statutory protections
against all discriminatory practices, from limiting access to insurance to violations of the privacy of
medical records by insurance companies. iis Emme&iaze aim was to end insurance underwriting
discnimination based on age, gender, occupation or “preexisting conditions,”  As health care costs
soared in the 1980s and 19903, more and more insurance companies began explicitly or impiicitiy -
. through excessive premiums — denying coverage iogp;}ficants with medical conditici;s that
pm;;isted their enrollment. In hig 1995 State of the Union Address, sho&ly after Congress failed o
enact on the Health Sccurity Act, the President stated, “Let us at least pass meaniagful insurance
reform so that no American risks losing coverage for facing skyrocicci%ng prices. That nobody loses
their coverage because they face high prices or unavailable insurance, when they change jobs and

lose & job, or a family member geté sick.”

The Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA), sponsored by

Senators Kennedy of Massachuseits and Kassebaum of Kansas achicved President Clinton’s goul,

It prevented insuréncg companies from denying coverage to individuals on the basis of a preexisting
condition and required them to scli coverage without regard to a customer’s health risk status or
genetic information.® In addition, it allowed most workers with insurance to switch jobs without
fear of being discriminated against by the new insureil at the new job, It also required izxs;zmcs

mm?anics to sell policies to small businesses, and thus provided easier access to health coverage

3 Remarks by the Presiderd on Children’s Health Lasurance, September 29, 2000.
8. 9735, P.L. 104-191, Hesalth Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1956, Septcmbc: 3 1996,
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for the nearly 10 million Americans who worked in family-owned businesses.” Complemented by
many state-based rating reforms, HIPAA assured greater access to more affordzble msumzcc to
countless Americans, inchiding many who could not previously aceess msmw 81 any price. It
also gave the Administration authority o dcnge%o;:z national standards for electronic record-keeping,
reducing waste and inefficiency within the insurance industry, Finally, it provided new suthority to
the President to issue and finalize landmark privacy regulations that strictly Hmited the use and
release of medical records.

Later that same year the President, with the strong support from his mental health advisor
Tipper Gore, enacted the Mental Health Parity Act® This legislation prohii::itod differential benefits
for mental and physical health services.  The President later directed the ;()fﬁcc: of Personnel
Management to ensure that a1l benefits for employees in the Federal Employes Health Benefits
Program meet a pure mental health parity standard.

Also in 1996, Clinton created i}}* executive order the ;’fcsid%;t’s Advisory Commission on
Consumer Protection and Quality in the Health Care Industry,” Composed of a broad ammay of
health care praciitioncrs, experts, and public ofﬁcials, the bipartisan Commission gathered to advise
the President on “measures necessary to promote and assure health care quality and value, and |
protect consumers and workers in the heal;h care system.“m After deliberating for thirteen months,
the Quality Commission issued recommendations that would come to frame the health care debate
for three subsequent years. The patients’ bill of rights it proposed required insurance companies 1o

_guarantes the following: treatment by medical specialists rather thao general practitioners when

needed, expanded access to emergency services, continuity of care protections, and an unbiased,

? Ibid.
' H R. 3666, P.L. 104.204, Septomber 26, 1996.
¥ Exsoutive Order 13017, Advisory Commission on Consumer Protection anzi Cuality in the Health Care Industry,
ﬁcptcmbcr 3, 1996,
® Toid.
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cxpediiicus' appeals process for complaints."! From its release in October 1997, President Clinton
became an enthusiastic advocate of the Commission's report and its recommendations on both A
assuring and improving quality. Shortly after receiving it, he issued an executive memorandum that
amended health plans for all federal employees to include a p.at‘zmis’ bill of rights."? Through this
act alone, the President extended patient protections to the 85 million people covered by federal
health care plans.'’ |

The Commission’s consumer rights recommendations surfaced again two years later in an
Administration-backed bill in Congress. The bipartisan Norwood-Dingell Patient’s Bill of Rights
. Act of 1999 proposed a national gnaranice of health care patient protection ag developed by the
President’s Advisory Commission along with grcaze% accountability provisions. Buoyed by wide
* popular support, the measure avmmalfy passed the House by an overwhelming bipartisan margin.
The Senate Republican leadership bowed to industry pressure and refused to even allow the
measure, which had majority support, to receive an up-or-down vote. But the President’s efforts
were not in vain: the Patients’ Bill of Rights became 8 major issue in the 2000 election and public
support for it continued to grow; as the 107™ Congress began its work, it appeared likely that a new

vcrsioa‘af the Norwood-Dingell bill would be proposed and eventually passed.

Strengthening and Modern &iﬁg Medicare

As President Clinton said at the commemoration of its 30™ anniversary, Medicare has
become “a part of the fabric of our daily lives.”'*  Since its creation, Medicare has vontributed to

reduced poverty among the elderly, longer life spans, and greater access (¢ health services,

" Domestic Policy Council, “The [mpact of the Health Security Act on Subsequent Health Care Achizvements,”
Naovember 6, 2000, '
2 Executive Memorandure, “The Healih Care Consumers Bifl of Rights and Responsibilities,” November 20, 1997.
2 Domestic Policy Council, “Health Care Accomplishments,” November, 2000,

M Remarks by the President on the 30™ Anniversary of Medieare, July 25, 1995,
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Protecting, preserving an:i M&ning Medicare was a centerpiece of Clinton’s Presidency,
‘When he took office in 1993, Medicare's trust fund was projected to expire in 1999, When he left
office eight years later, Medicare’s trust fund was expected to stay solvent through 2025 - the bw’
prognosis it had in decades. This transfénnazion resulted from dramatic payment system reforms, a
crackdown on fraud, program management improvements, and the sirz;ng economy inspired by
President Clinton’s fiscal discipline.

In addition to strengthening its financial status, the Administration improved Medicare’s
preventive benefits, managed care options, gnd cost sharing. In 1997, 1999, and 2600, the President
worked with Congress to add a battery of preventive tests to Medicare to help detect and treat

. disease sarlier, which in turn improved people's health and reduced health care costs, He also
worked to increase the mamber and types of managed care plans participating in Medicare,

- This success in improving Medicare was complemented by the President’s focus on an
impending challenge: the retirement of the baby boom generation, Medicare enroliment was
expecied to double by 2035, placing a-greal strain an future workers to support this program. In
199;}’, ihe President supported the creation of 2 Medicare Commission o develap a plan to address
its long-term challenge, When the Commission failed to report out mmendaﬁozzs m 1999, the
President developed a plan of his own, Clinton’s pian would have made Medicare more
;:ompetiiiva and ef‘ﬁei&ﬁ, add resources to address its future financial shorifall, and add 2 long-
overdue, voluntary prescription drug benefit. His prescription drug benefit was modeled on the best
private sector plan, delivered through pharmaceutical benefit managers, while coveting all needed
drugs prescribed by physicians. The President also endorsed Vice President Gore’s proposal to
protect Medicare’s trust fund by putting it in a “lock box™ that would prevent its surplus from being
used for tax cuts or other programs. Although only certsin elements of the plan were enacted

during the Clinton Adminisiration, many of the President’s ideas on making Medicare more
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Clinton Administration, many of the President’s ideas on making Medicare more competitive and
efficient gained broad bipartisan ét:;z’pcn, making it likely that some would get enacted in

subsequent years,

Improving Long-Term Care

At the end of Clinton’s term, an'additional ¢hallenge resulting from the retirement of the
baby boom:gmcraiion was the strain it will put on long-term care systems, Recognizing this, the
President crafied & ruulti-faceted initiative in 1998 to strengthen both formal and informal long-term
care providers. Several of its clements were enacted during the Administration: the Long-term Care
Security Act which allowed Federal employees to purchase private long-term care insurance; a new
state “Caregivers™ program in the Older Americaz%s Act to provide respite, educational and other
support services for families Mﬁg for elderly relatives; and significant funding to improve the ..
quality of care for nursing home residents.'” The tong-term care initiative also included 2 $3,000 -
tax credit far people with long-term care needs or their family mgivm which, wiile not enacted
during the Clinton Adxﬁinistration, gained strong bipartisan support, |

The Clinton-Gore Adminisiration took additional strides to promote long-term care in home
and community settings. In addifion to sup;‘)orting a revision'to th? Americans with Disabilities Act
to promote health services in alternative settings, the Administration created, through regulation and
legislation, new Medicaid options for people with disabilities; won grants to promote community-

- based care; and approved over 200 home and community-based waivers nationwide. Together,
these efforts helped hundreds of thousands of people receive critical health care services at home

rather than requiring them to cater ntrsing homes.
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