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Recent evidence from a carefully monitored New Jersey state experiment sho~s that limiting the 
value of welfare benefits can have a dramatic impact in reducing illegitimate births among women 
on welfare. In the experimentaI program, a four percent reduction in the dollar value of monthly wel
fare benefits was found to cause a 29 percent decrease in future illegitimate births among women 
enrolled in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program. 

In all states-except New Jersey--AFDC mothers who have additional children while on welfare 
receive an automatic increase in welfare benefits. But in 1992, black Democratic Assemblyman 
Wayne Bryant won passage in the New Jersey legislature of an innovative welfare reform known as 
the "family cap." Under the family cap, mothers already enrolled in AFDC no longer receive an 
automatic increase in AFDC benefits after giving birth to additional children. The family cap went 
into effect in October 1992 with a ten-month grace period. Thus the limitation on benefits applied to 
children born after August 1993. 

To launch the program, New Jersey required a waiver from federal regulations, and this was 
granted by the U.S. Department of Health andHuman Services (HHS). In accordance with HHS 
guidelines, New Jersey evaluated the effects of the family cap poli~y wiID.a controlled scientific 'ex
periment using-rancrom assignment: In the controlledexperlInent, AFDC recipients were randomly 
assigned to two different groups: an "experimental" group, which was subject to the family cap 
benefit limitation, and a "control" group that was, exempt from the limitation. This procedure per
mits a scientific evaluation of the behavioral effects of the family cap by comparing the experimen
tal group subject to the cap with the control group exempted from the policy. 

In the New Jersey experiment, mothers in the control group received benefits according to con
ventional welfare policy, with a net increase of $44 in monthly welfare benefits for each additional 
childbirth. By contrast, mothers in the experimental group were subject to the new family cap; they 
did not receive an increase in AFDC benefits when they gave ~irth to additional children. The im
pact of the family cap on the value of welfare benefits for AFDC mothers was quite small. The $44 
benefit increase eliminated by the family cap constituted only 4 percent of the total monthly welfare 
benefits received by the average AFDCmother in Nevi Jersey. ' 
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Despite its modest impact on the dollar value of welfare benefits, the family cap policy was found 
to have a substantial effect in reducing out-of-wedlock births among AFDC recipients. Dm:ing the 
first 10 months after the cap went into effect (from August 1993 to June 1994), births among AFDC 
mothers subject to the family cap were significantly lower than births to AFDC mqthers in the con
trol group who were' exempt ~rom the cap. ," 

During the ten~rn'o~t~ perio~ ,after ~ugust ,1993;:5.4(5 percent of OOC singlemothers':in the ex~
perimenhil group bore child~~n' out 'ofwedlock, compared,:with:.6.75 percent ofmothers in the con- . 

, , ~ , ' ~. '. , 

trol group exempt from the cap. Thus, v.:elfare mothers uQdet: the cap had'nearly. one-fifth fewer ' 
illegitimate births than did welfare mothers in the exempt group. 

The New Jersey evaluation, moreover, indicates that these figures actually underestimateLthe ef
fect of the family cap policy. Although the random assignment of individuals into "experimental" 
and "control" groups eliminated most demographic differences between the two groups, small dif-. 
ferences remained. Differences in former marital status, schooling, ethnicity, and other factors indi
cate that the experimental group (subject to the family cap) was composed of individuals who were 
more likely to have. children out of wedlock than the control group. (For example, mothers in the ex
perimental grQup had a slightly lower education level and included somewhat more black women 
than did the control group-,both of these factors have been found to'increase the probabiHty of out
of-wedlock births.) After compensating for relevant demographic differences between t~e control:, 
and experimental groups, the New Jersey evaluation found that the faniily cap actually had resulted 
in a 29 percent reduction in illegitimate births among New Jersey welfare mothers. 1 , 

Critics of the family cap claim that the policy has not caused an actual reduction in the number of 
illegitimate births but merely a delay in welfare mothers reporting births to the welfare office. The 
critics assert that since mothers subject to the family cap no longer receive higher AFDC benefits 
upon the birth of an additional child, the absence of this reward makes the mothers less prompt in 
notifying the welfare bureaucracy ofbirths. . ' 

" 

However, under the family cap' AFDC mothers still have a strong fi~IDt~iai ince~tive to ~otify th'e 
welfare bureaucracy of any child birth. The family cap limits only AFDC benefits; mothers on 
AFDC in New Jersey and subject to the cap still receive increased Food Stamps and Medicaid bene- ' 
fits for each additional child born. Therefore, each AFDC mother still has the incentive to notify the 
welfare bureaucracy of a child's birth in order to ensure the child's enrollment in these other welfare 
programs. Examination by New Jersey officials of the ten months of data available reveals a drop in 
the number of actual births, due to the cap, not merely a delay in birth reporting. 

The New J~~ey family cap was based on the moral principle that the 'Yelfare system, should re
ward responsible rather than irresponsible behavior. Proponents maintaineifthat it is both irresponsi
ble and immoral for unmarried women already on the public dole to have additional children and ~o 
expect the taxpayers to give increased welfare to'support those children. With the family-cap .. New..... ~-·' 
Jersey proposed to stop rewarding such irresponsible behavior. Few expected the modest limit on 
benefits to result in a significant drop in births to welfare mothers. The fact that ~e exp€?riment has 
caused a surprisingly large drop in illegitimate births, and hence in welfare dependency, enhances 
the case for the policy. 

", 

1, 

, ' . Adjustinent for demographic differences between the two groups was perfo'rmed by the s~d3.rd stati~tic~ , 
, technique of multivariate regression analY,sis. 
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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 


WASHINGTON. D.C. 20201 


JUN .f 0 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
. 	 . 

I want to provide you With some background information regarding recent cover::age in the press 
on the New Jersey family cap policy (see attached Washington Post and New York Times 
articles). According to press accounts,. the findings of an evaluation indicate that the policy has 
resulted in an increase in the number ofabortions among welfare recipients. The National . 
Organization for Women (NOW) Legal Defense Fund, the Arileri.can Civil Libet:ties Uruon; the 
Catholic Conference ofNew Jersey, and other groups are concerned about the possible increase in 
abortions and have also questioned whether the State ofNew Jersey is trying to alter the findings .. 

Background 

Under 1992 Aid to Families with Dependent Children waivers, the New Jersey Department of 

Human Services (DHS) implem.0hted a family cap poli.cy, which eliminates benefit increases for 


, additional children conceived whil"ea family is receiving welfare benefits. The State is continuing' 
the family cap under Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF). A draft Rutgers 
University evaluation of the New Jersey family cap indicates a ri.se in the number of abortions 
among welfare recipients over the time that the policy has been in effect. NOW and qthers who 
have spoken out on the issue speculate that the State is trying to alter the findings. This 
speculation is based on the fact that the S~ate.has asked Rutgers to revise the report to address 
methodological concerns. 

" 
m-is Analysis of the Rutgers Evaluation 

IlliS shares the State ofNew Jersey's concerns about the methodology of the Rutger's study. 
We believe that the evaluation results to date are inconclusive with respect to whether the family 
cap caused an increase in abortions because ofpQssible methodological flaws in the study. Since 
the Department provided a portion of the funds for the evaluation, we have made extensive 
comments to the New Jersey DHS regarding methodological problems. Our most significant 
concerns are as follows: 	 ., .' 

• ' ' The evaluation may not have sufficiently controlled for factors other than the family.cap 
a':1d these other factors m~y have contributed to the reported increases in abortions. If the 
group changed its beh~vior,for reasons.other than the family cap, the results could be ' 
biased. This is particularly· possible in this evaluation because the composition of the 
group studied chariged over time as individuals. entered and exited the welf~e rolls. 

• 	 Some of the assumptions made in the. evaluation were unrealistic. For example, the 
evaluation established a baseline for compari.ng changes in the number of abortions. This 
baseline assumed that, absent the family cap, the number of abortions would have fallen 
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among welfare recipients until eventually they would equal zero within a few years. Any 
abortions above this baseline were assumed to be a result of the family cap policy. This 
unrealistic assumption could lead to overstating the number ofabortions attributable to ttIe 
family cap policy. 

• 	 In general, we feel the authors overstated the strength of their findings and did not discuss 
sufficiently the measurement problems inherent in social science. research. The family cap; 
policy was implemented with a large degree of publicity and as part ofa comprehensive 
package ofpolicy changes. This makes it difficult to identify accurately those families 

. who believed they were affected at any spec,ific time, and to estimate the impacts of each 
policy intervention. Furthermore, it is difficult to identify all the factors that affect 
childbearing decisions or to disentangle precisely how much of an effect is attributable to 
each factor. 

Rutgers is currently revising the evaluation and results. are expected during the month of June. 

The New Jersey DHS is planning to have a panel of researchers review the revised report to 

comment on its methodological soundness. The revised results could show either increased or 


. decreased impact on abortions. There may continue to be disagreement among researchers as to 
whether the current or revised draft of this report supports a firiding that the family cap policy 
caused an increase in abortions. . 

....~'j'
.. orina E: Shalala 

Attachments 
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J!..,.!,.Times; 6-8-98. __ 

; Report Tying Abortion 
TC? ~elfcire Is Rejected, 
New Jersey Officials Question Its Validity 

. 	 I 

By TAMAR J.EWIN laying It's a dralt," said Martha preparing a summary judgment mo those rates mltbi have been without 
A team of Rutgers Ulllversity re DaVIs, a lawyer with the NOW Legal tion In the case, Ms. DaVis ,aid, the the weUare changes, and the sugges

. searchers hired by the New Jersey Defense and Education Fund. one of lawyers asked the state whether the tion that the weUare changes 'may . 
government to examine the effects of the groups challenging the family final report from Rutgers, whJch had have UUSed ihe dlfference. And It 
the stale', new welfare policy fcund cap, "And we think the real reason been Ions scheduled for release In saJd that. the reselLl'dters need not 
that II bas contributed to an Increase for tbelr objections IS concern about December, was available. . redo. the study, but should submit a 
In abortions, but the itate has reject what legISlators will do If they see Alawyer in the Attorney General's revised version making clear the dlf· 
,ed the flndlngs,'and asked for revi- the conclusIonS the Rutgers re- office gave them a copy 01 the De flcultles of determining causaUty_
sions of the report. ' • 	 searchers have drawn." . cember report" which they shared Michael camuso, the lead n!

In a December report, commis JacquellDe Tencza. a spokeSwom with representatives of the catholIC searcher on the $1 mUilon evaluation 
sioned by the State Depanment of an for the State Department of Hu Church and others who oppoSe the project. declined to discuss the spe
Human ServICes and the Federal [)e.. 	 man SerVIces, d~1ed that interpre family cap at a May 12 meeting. Ms. cifics of the December repon or the 
partment of Health and Human Serv. 	 tation. Rather, she said, the state Is Davis saJd the lawyers ~hallenglng re-worklng now \U1der way.
Ices and obtallled by The New York committed to understanding what ef "We have three dlfferent studies of
Times, the RUtgers researchers said 	 fects the family cap has had; and Is the family cap, this pre/post n!
the wel(are overhaul provtslait 	 concerned about the.release of draft 

search, a cost-beneflt analysis, andknown as the family cap, which was 	 findings based on a methodology that Adding new fuel another using an expertmental group
enacted In 1991 and cuts ott extra 	 the state says Is flawed. 

and a control group,". he said. "AU fbenefits from welfare recipients who "this Is just a dralt," she said. to a continuing can say IS that the final repons on alIhave additional children, has caused 	 "Neither of the two clients, us or 
three, which are IIOt that far off, wt1Isome women to abort their pregnan	 Health and Human Services in Wash

cies. 	 �ngton, has approved It, and It's not debate over present the most comprehensive 

"The Family Development p~ final until U's approved. We want to view possible of the effects of the 
gram does appear to exert a small make sure that what we get Is good welfare. family cap." . 
but non-trivial eltect oil abortion social Idence research that Is clear The lawyers challenging the fam

about the effects of the poliCY." Ily cap are convinced that the poUcy rates, adding about 240 abortions per 
year over what would be expected The question of bow welfare recipi the cap had also asked for, and been encourages abortions, both from the 
due to trend and population composi ents' reproductive decisions are af grante.:!, 'permlsSlon to talk to the Rutgers research and from inter
tion changes," the report said. There fected by a family cap, removing any Rulters·researchers. VIews with welfare recipients. 

, were 31,860 abortions In New Jersey financial incentive to have more chil , '~ she $ald, on May 14 - the ."We showed the report to outside 
In 1996. 	 dren, has been one of the most hotly same day the department's letter experts, including statisticians and 

The Rutgers Ilndlngs are likely to argUed Issues in the debate over wei- . went out 10 the researchers - the econom~ts. and they agreed that It 
add new fuel to the nationwide de fare. At~ General's office called to shows that the family cap Is causing 
bate Over welfare because 20 other Some conservatives have argued say'ihat the report was only a draft 'women to have abonlons," sald Len
states have imposed family caps that family caps help discourage IUIlI to withdraw permiSsion to talk to ora Lapidus, legal director of the 
similar to New Jersey's. 	 welfare recipients from haVing more New Jersey A.C.L.U. "In a statethe researchers. 


. Welfare recipients. generally have "this Is a report filed In Decem
babies than they can support, and where there's been this strong effort 
prevent Ions-term welfare dependen. abonlons at a higher rate than other ber, and there was plenty of time for 10 cut back on access on abortion. 


women: In· New Jersey,ln the quar back and forth about the methodolO
cy. But in an unusual political alli there's a real Irony here. ThIs slate 
ter ending December 1991, the abor ance, the Roman catholic O1urch gy before May," Ms. Davts' said. ' now has two chOices, they can back
tion rate lor" the welfare population and conservative O1l1stlan groups "The timing, together with the fact pedal and try to change the study. Or 

joined with advocates for the poor towas 27 per 1,000 compared with 4 per 	 that this was in no way labeled a with the Governor leadinJ:, they can 
1,000 lor aU New Jersey women of 	 draft, ,as an earlier interim repon take the high road and reconSider theargue against family caps, on the 


ground that they would encourage 
chUd-bearing age. And although the 	 had been, lead us to conclude that policy."
abortion and increase chUd povertyabortion rate in New Jersey, and 	 something else was going on here." by forcing welfare families to stretchnationwide, declined between 1991 	 Ms. Tencm sald there were notheir meager· benefits. to<> far.and 1996, the abortiOn rate among 	 political machinations involved: disNew Jersey's family cap went into New Jersey's welfare recipients rose 	 cussions of the methodology hadeffect in 1993, under a Federal waivduring the same period. By 1996, the 	 gone on since the report was 1iIed,er allowing the state to conductRutgers report. found,' the gap had 	 she said, and the May 14 letter only welfare experiments. Two years latwidened further, with 19 abortions 	 renected continuing discussions. Ander, the Federal welfare overhaul bill per 1,000 women receiving welfare, 	 she said that the lawyer for the Atopened the way for any $tate to adopt compared with 3per 1,000 women in 	 lomey General's office who gave outsuch a polley, and family caps arethe general population. 	 the report was simply unaware thaI now in "effect in 20 other states.

But the State has not accepted 	 II was a draft. "The Rutgers findings have very 
those findings, calling the report a 	 "It was an oversight, and It shouldserious ImplicationS for children indral! that needs substantial reVision. 	 not have been released," Ms. Tencm every state that has instituted a famIn a May 14 letter to the research 	 saJd. "This Is very complicated, very Ily cap," sald Regina Purcell. ateam, the Depanment of Human 	 Important . social science research, spokeswoman for the Catholic ConServices sald the document should 	 and there are many serious concerns ference of Nevi Jersey. "It's Impor·be labeled a draft, criticized the 	 about methodology .. W~'re not confitant to 'remember not only the nummethodology and asked for a re	 dent that there Is lOy methodology .ber of babies that were aborted due working that would explain all the 	 that would result in establishing ato the lamlly cap, but also the numdifficulties 01 determining whether It 	 cause-and~tfect relationship. That'sber of children born who were denied was the welfare policy that had 	 one thing we've learned through this assistance. As of December, morecaused the increase in abonlons. The 	 process."than 25,000 children in New iersey . letter also questioned the validity 01 	 The letter questioned . the reohad been denied cash assistance bestudying the behavior of the welfare 	 searchers' use 01 trends in abonioncause of the family cap." population before and after the law· 	 and birth rates to estimate whatLast year, Ms. Davis's group,changed, since the cbanges them

, along wlth,the American Civil Liber. selves may have altered th'at popula. 
ties Union of New Jersey and GIbtion, causing some reclplenls 10 gel 
bons Del Deo, a New Jersey lawall wellare, and other people to avoid 

it, 	 firm, filed suit charging that the fam

Ily cap violated the state constitution
BUI the lawyers challenging the 


family cap provision contend that the 
 by interlerlng with women's rep~ 


slale's response rellects political 
 duc!ive rights and treated children 

dllferently depending on their birth 
problems, not methodological ones. 

. "We think this Is a tina! report that status . 

the state is trying to cover up by 
 In late February, in the. course of 
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NJ. Study I ,inks 
Abortion Rise 
To Welfare,Cap 
ByJonml IiAvzJL.Unl 
IV~" PM &GfflVriur 

Welfcwe 
cbildcap 
boosts 
abortions 

TRENTON. N.J. (AP) - Are· 
se.arch study bas concluded that 
NewJeneyls policy ofholding wel
fare benefits level when recipients 
have additional children bas con
aibqted '" an increase in abor
~. ~ , 

~d critics of the policy say , 
state officials. who commissioned 
the study. are now trying to play it 
down because they don't like the 
results. ' 

The $1 million study by Rutgers 
University was commissioned by 
the state Department of Hwnan 
Services and the federal Depart
ment of Health and Hwnan Ser
vices. Researchers were asked to 
examine the effects of New Jer
sey's Mfamlly cap," which WIis the 
fll'St of il$ kind in the nation when 

,it was enacted in 1992. 
, 1Wenty other states have since 
instituted family caps similar to, 
New Jersey's, and the Rutgers re

, port is likely to fan die.flre of 
debate over welfare refonn. 

The December 1997 report. ob· 
tained }'t!Sterday by the Associated 
Press. said the new welfare policy 
Mdoes appear to exert a small but 
non-trivial effect on abortion 
!'lites." The researchers estimated 
that the nwnberofabortions in the 
state was about 240 higher per 
year thanit would have been' with· 
out the welfare change. , 

·W., wth concerned that this 
law could" cause an increase in 
abortioos." Marie Tasy, a spokes· 
woman for New Jersey Right to 
f,.ife said: "If the Rutgers study is 
accurate, our fears have been con, 
finned." 

StP.te officials have rejected the 
report's findirigs, declaring ita 
• d!'lln." and asking for a revision. 

But groups that are challen8tng 
the cap in coUrt say the report was 
not labeled a draft when it was ills· 
aibuted to them' in February as 
partoftheir preparations for trial, 

·We think this is a final report 
, that the state is trying to cover up 

by saying it's a draft," Martha Da· 
vis. a lawyer with the National 
Organization for Women's Legal 
Defense and Education Fund. said 
in yesterday's editions of the New 
York Times. "And we think the real 
reason for their objections is con· 
cern about what legislators wiU do 
if they see the conel usions the Rut· 
gers researchers have drawn," 

Miss Davis' group, along with 
the American Civil Liberties 
Union of New Jersey, sued the 
state ~ year, charging that the 
family cap violated the state con· 
stirution by interfering with wom
en's reproductive rights and treat
ing children differently depending 
on their birth status, 
, Other opponents to, the cap in
clude the Roman Catholic Church 
and conservative Christian groups 
that believe the, cap encourages
abortions. ., 

State official.s say theirconcems 
are methodological, not political, 

USA TOdav'; 6-9-98 

WELFARE AND ABORnON: ~ additional ald to 
wettare redplelils WbO bIIVe more dIIldren - 8 pouey III 
ded III 20 states - could In<:reaSe aboT1ions. 8 eontrover· 
$1al New Ieme)' report SI\YS- The PrelIminarY ftndIn8 by re
searcb.erS ~ Rutgers UaJven;Ity. dlsputed by state oftl.dalS. 
poses 8 pol.enllal dilemma for lawma.kers who voted for the 
'1amIIy cap" poIky. The tmpad on abortions was sIlgII.t: an 
esttmated 240 more per 'year; New .Jersey bad aboUt 32.000 
In 1996. But It c;ould prompt abortion foes to seek repeal of 
\lie provls\OD III states !bat8dop!ed It under the 1996 federal 
welfare reform laW. - RIchard Wolt 
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In~pact of thc'Nc,v J~rscy Family Cap on AFDC Births 


' .. , New preiiminary research findings do not support the c<;>nteiltion that the "'famiiycap" 
policy--denying AFDC cash benefits to additional children born to mothers receiving 

, welfare--has an effect on the number ofAFDC births. At least that was the case in New 
Jersey between August 1993 and july 1994--the firstU month period that afamily's 
welfare grant would no longer increase if the mother ha9another child, A new study that 
examines the impact of the New Jersey family cap indicates no difference in the 
percentage of births ~o AFDC mothers who were subject to the family cap versus those" 
who were not. New Jersey, one of eight states with a family cap, is the best state to study 
the impact of the family cap on AFDG births because it has had this policy in effect the 
10ngGst (since October 1992). ' ' ' 

• 	 The preliminary findings indicate .that between August 1993 and July 1994, 6.9 percent of' 
AFDC mothers subject to the family cap gave birth to an additional child, whereas 6.7 

'percent of 'AFDC mo\hers not subject to the family dp gave birth to an additionai' child. 
This small difference, is statistically insignificant. The results of this study were based on 
a comparison of two groups of AFDG mothers that through a random assignment were 
either subject to 'the family cap or not. ," 	 " , , 

• 	 The new estimates are m~ch more accurate :and complete, albeit still prelimillary, {han 
those made previously, These estimates are based on work completed by Rutgers 
University, tlH~ official evaluator of New Jersey's state-based v,lelfare reform waiver 
demonstration .. Due to the national significance of the family cap issue, the state applied , . 	 . 

for, and was awarded, funds by the Department of Health and HUI'nan Services to provide, 
preliminary estimates of the effects of the family cap. This is the first set'of analyses 
conducted for this study.. A more complete set of analyses will be conducted and' firidings 
made available over the course of this summer•. 

.~ 	 An 'unpublished, but widely publicized, study of the impactof the New Jttrsey family cap 
conducted last year which examined births toAFDC mothers subject to the cap versus' 
births to AFDC mothers not subject to the family cap over the same time period (August 
1993-July 1994) found a significant reduction' in the percentage of additional births to' 
AFDC mothers. Rutgers University r,esearchers' assessment is that the primary reason for 
the difference between the earlier 'study and t)1eir ()wn is that lengthy reponing'delays of 
births caused the data used ii1 the earlier analysis to be incomplete. [11 comrast, by the 
ti'me Rutg'ers University conducted the same type of analysis, the .data captured' all births' 
,and is complete, . 

• 	 The earlier study lent support [0 the idea that' a family cap would l'c~uc~ additional births 
to AFDC mothers, While still prelinlinary, these new estimates provided by Ru'tgers " 
U nivers it y about the ill1[JaCloft[w r;,ul1i Iy cap 011 additional bin ils to A FDe tIlOllle IS arc 
the best available and couilter earlier findings, More extensive a1];llys'ls over a IUllger lill1e 

period is needed before (1I1ydef\nifc conclusions ab9ut [he impact [he ramily cap should 
be 'draw!}. ',' . 
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Comparison of Additional Bi~t,hsto Mothers who Received AFDC in New Jersey 
, D'uring Some or All of the Period of August 1993 - July 1994 ' 

AFDC Mothers AFDC, Mothers 
, , 

Subject to Not Subject to 
.. 

, ' 

" Family Cap Family Cap 
' ' ' . 

" , 

Percentage with abirth in the period 
August, 1993 through July, 1994: 6.9% 

,,' 
' ' 9. 7% ' 

. , ~< ~. 

Number'in sanlple ", 2,999 1,429 
, 

* Whl'le the family cap went into effect throughout New Jersey on' October 1, 1992" ' 
the first births whiCh would potentially be affected by this provision would :' 
not have occurred until August' 1993; or 10 months after the effective date: This table 

repr~ents AFDCcases that were active as. of October 1992.","', : , " 
. ,~ ," 

SOURCE: Rutger:5 University, Analysis of New Jersey AFDC caseload data. 
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J I ,14.1995 

I''Rudc1f M~ Ph.D. 
, A ss:istmJt ,DIrector 
Di~ ofFan'JiIY Development 
Office of .P1mmmg 'and"Qperatioru 
~PfaZa'· 
Bliilldins 6 

'Trento~ N1 08645-0116 


#-. ' 
, :Dear. Dr. Myers: 

. ~ 8 followop to my·'earlier con'l!Spocdcn~ I Would' to ~ E:ie Evaluation. 

Team"! findiDgsi.n light of·~ 'anaJ.YS.:S in May tmd J . 1m.- My focm here 'Will 

be ~ Ott thet~ sample '~ i.e.., cases, sclec::tI:d ~ ra~ .frmn the AFOC ' 

essdoad as of Odnber 1, 1992. For a one yest post-program' following 1he 

impl~n or the Family Cap policy {August 1993- July 1994} the births of 3,.21S 

experl.merd.a.l group'women and 1..605 comroI group 'womei1 aua;bzed. Restdts from 'our 

~uem arWyses Confirm those in our carlierfiamogsllid ~ be ~ as fotkJws: 


. . 'I, 	 . 

" • ' From Auaust 1993 th:rcuab July 1994·~ is, astBtisticaIly siFificmt
diffetence ~ the·hU1h ~ in the, . and ~1 if'oUps. We 

, find,. 6.9% rafc fat women iDbj.cct to the .Cap and a 6.7% r&te fur 
tbs:r.Je in tile am:tml grotrp.. 

ThLs ~.~when ooo.troIs fur prc-~ogra:l'l1 di:fii::s:onocs m. bi:rt:b..-I 
and.tbe .'m4 l¥C of the mothc:rs are·cmp!o . 

• 	 , The ~ iB TMintained when dt:her '~$ or log:isiie ~Qtl 
~; arecmployeti . 

It ~ our'~ th1I1 the primary I"ftl!lSOn {or: diff'ercIK:e ~ our 
finding!;. and ~ of em-lier ~ condoci:.c:q.on the FWlllly Cap in New 

. 	 .' . 

p.01JUN-14-1995 ,17:15 
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~ Is th3t kcgthy ~ deIsy$ of bi:rW' , 'c:liems ~in p,mmp1ete , 
datt awilahlC to eadicrresearch dforts. ii' " , 	 I 

.. 	 Our tlndb'&5 ~bc~aspreii~'iMsmuCh as,(ll only one full 
year of posl-plOgram data was &Vailabte, and (2, data an DeW appJiCadoti case:s 
(N ... 4.500) Were too ~ teind... in, ' 'analyses. , 
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TO: ' , ?JAR~ JOBANE 401-'4678 

D.l\VIDELLWOOD 690-7383,' 

BllUCE REED " ,4SG-:7028 

E~J:...Y BROMBERG '401'-4678, '[' 


.. ANN ROSEWATER '4014618 ' 
'wENDELJ.; PRIMUS ~~-6562 

KATHy WAY: ~. ' , 456-702,8 

SUSAN BROPHY, ' ' , 456.;6220 


. PAUL CAREY . '456-260.4' 

"" " . ,. ,,' 

, i, .J~NET MURGUIA' 456-6221 

'lSAsELLSA WHILL, : , 395-5730 


, .fE,RE:M:Y BEN~MiI ,456-7028 

, AVIS T.AVEtLE ' '690~S6'i3 ' 


i ' 	 MELISsA SkOLFIELD" ' 690..5673 ' 

JdHN MONAHAN ',: " , " 690-5672' 
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FROM:' HiislASL STAFF (Jim Hickman 6~1627)' r, 

IlATE:, ',October 25, 1994 
! ' 

, 	 , 

G (inclQdillg ,~over) , 
, ' , 

',·NQTE: WELFARE REFORM: ' 'Letter to Sec. s'haJaIa frCtm40"HoUSe:M~bers 
j" reqnesting, that HHS~Qt 'grant ,anyfUrthe~ ,', 
: ' , ' waivers 'whic,h ,contain' famHy : cap' 

proposals in::Ught ,of Beno y~ S1u:da/4,', ' 
" . .' , , ',' . ~ , 

I 
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.qcongrt51' of tUt ,lHnittb .tatt~ 
, '. "OUSt of l\eprtJ£ntatibes, " 

iilbn,;binufon•• 1a€20S \ 5 

'. october 18, i994 

The.Honoliable . DOnna Shalala . 
Secretary ~f Health and Human Services.· ..··', .';' ..• 
U.S. 'OcpilrtIr\ent'9f Healthiind Human Services 

200 Indep~dence Avenue ' 

Washingto~, DC, 2020l· . 


Dear ~adam Secretary: 
" ' 

. . " We~re writi~g to request that the Departtnent of Health and Hiunan 
, Services (HfIS) not grant further waivers' for s~ate programs that denyAFOC' 

benefits tOfhildreri born while their mothers ,are on AF,DC. ' . 

, '. i' , ,.'.. .. . . ,- . '.. 
. We sp"(mglyoppo~e "family cap'l progi'il~s~ aJ:td beli~ve dicta. iti the 

·-Nmth,Circuifs teceI)t ,opinion iI:t lkm v. Shalala'affirms our position that 
current law does not provide the Secretarv,discretion, to grant waivers for 

. . '. . , ~ . .' 

, ~uch 'progr~s, " 
, . . i '" " , .',' " . " .'. . '.: ,', . '. 

, ", .A1~dugh B.eno. v~ShaJa,l_adeals specifically: with'3 "\1ork incentive" " '.' 
'waiver' program" the court's' opinion in. this case highlights four key aspects ~f .' 
current lawiwebelieve have direct bearing. on and ex.plicitly deny;the" . ".' , 

.Sedetary'~· ~utho.dty to grant family 'cap waivers: '. ". ..•.. ..' ..." 
, '. ,', • I , ' 

. .First,: and most important the court"affiTmp.d thflt Section 1315(a) , , 
authoTi~es' t~e.· Secretary to .approve \vaivers, only for those progT(1.1TlS whi'h~ 
in her judgement, '~are likely to assist iit promoting, the objectives of the, ' 

. A;FDC progr~m.". This objective, putlined !rf'12 U.S.c. 601, .is ,~o protect needy 
, childten;' At; you know, however; "family c~p'· waivers' are,. designed ~ . '.' '. 

enable state~ to deny assistance to children born while their mpthersareon' 
AFDC.Although the goal of such programs, may be to create an incentive for 
women not ~o have children until they can supportthem, the direct effect of 
"family. caps!' that are less than 1:00 percent effective is 'to .take Ht!~ded help 

. away from ,Booi' childr~n.· We do I).ot believe there is any \vay that such . 
programs cah be const~ued as being consistent ,with the goal pf protecting 
Il\:edy childr-~n, Indeed, we find it difficult to im,agine a program more 

" incQDsistent!with thls goal; or,more 'certai,n ofharming poor children.. 
'.,' ' )' , . , ' , ' 

I' 
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The Honqrable J.:)onna Shalala' 

, October 18, 1994 ' 

Pagel \,' " 


", I , 
\ 

( , , ' I , " ," " ' " 

, , , Sec~nd, the court, affirmed that' ' :Section 1315(a) requires that waivers 'be, " 
cc17lsidered'in light of and be supported' by' the re!eTlant evidence., In the case' 
of family, ~ap waivers, this involves,three issues:' evide,m.:e regarding the basic 

, premiseuI)d~rlying"family capsh(thatbEmefltsba~ed 0::' fa.i~.i!y siZe ' " 
ellcourage iwomento have more babies);eyidence about the effectivEm.ess of ' 

"family c:~p Iprograni5,J.npre~enting pregnancies; and; evidence about th~.:_ ' 
impact of~~nefit cu~,on pOor children. Waivers for fainily' cap programs, ,are " 

,not supported by the evideJ;'l.ce in any of these three are~~ ~ available ,.' 
, evidence,r$kesdear, that increased AFDe beriefits,dQtJ.ot encoutage'women' 

to haveadGiitionalchildren (and, therefore, that ,the basic premise underlying 
, family' caps, is irtilcc:urale),' that f~muycap programs haYe,1ittle impact on the 
number of childrenbom on AFOC, . and' that even small reductiOns in AFDC 

"benefits 'ta~se ir.re'parablehar~ to low~income ch.ild.reri~ , 
. I .." . . .. , ,. , .".... . 
, . 'Thirq, the courl, affirmed ,that Sectian1315(a) authorizes the Secretary· t~: 

, grant rpaivefsonly f~'f tho.sesttite pT.oject~ that ha17e research 0;' . ,,' '.'., .. ," 
..... demonstration value, In other words, the couit affirmed that waivers should 

not be gra~t¢d for programs designed to' enab1e'states to save. money or evade 
. fed~ial requirement~; but only for programs 'clearly ~esigried to yield :.. 

" ' 'inf0tmatioxtjabout,effective ways of dealing with-the problemsof~DC. . 
. recipients',. Accql'ciing to· the. co~t, thi~' m~a,n:i that waiver ,programs 'must .. 
~avea meth~dologi¢alIy defensipledesign! .. with the requisite control groups, . 

. da.ta. collectiqn, and rationale that signify a legitimate eXperimental project. 
. / . FariUly cap programs which deny increased benefitsac~6ss the board, ' ' 

,maintain no ,controlgroups~and advance no experimental goal are not . 
"experiments" 'aridcaririot 'possi~ly~ervc ::iny valid: experiIl1emal.purpose.. 

, :.' " .' f ' ' " ' , " ',,'" '," ,,,' ,':, ',' ,. ' ',' ",' 
. ...•.. Finally, th~c:ourt affirrne4 .that ~315(a~ waivers must be ,~si.deied, I 

wit,hinthe cQhtext uf Sectto~211 o/the HHS Appropriations "A,ct, q,ndtltat ' , 
S.ection21 r}rohibitsthe SecretaryJrom spe7Zding federal money on' projects 
that pose a d,imger to~umanr(jsp.a,!ch 's~Jbje'ts without thei~ informed., .', 

'consent. .Fam~l~r c~pprograms -~ which not 0I1lY pose a dapger;-toevery child 
born whiletlWir mother is'on AFDC;b~tby defizijtion predudeariy type ,of , 
infClrmed con~cnt .;.-aie dearly the,types' of prograrrts, towhkh this restriction', '. 
applies. ' '\ . ., . 

I' 
,', • \ "" J,'. ' _', .' ".., • • 

,'Ifrs ourunderstandirtg that HHS is currently r~vie~ing family cap . 
, waiver applic~tions from several states. Gi:ven'the issues raise,din this letter, 
we strongly hope that you will give serious ~onSiderati.on to our request. and'· 

.. ',ensure that thE:!se and pther future family cap waivers are:,not granted. 
, , ' 

. 
j,
i .. ,Sincerely, 
i 
I , 

, ,i 
I 'PRESERVA~ION ¢HOTOCOPY 
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" 
STATEMENT FOR CONGRESSMAN FLOYD H. FLAKE 

BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS & MEANS 
JULY 27" 1994 

GOOD MORNING MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE. 

MR. CHAIRMAN,' AS WE MOVE FORWARD IN THE WELFARE REFORM DEBATE 

WHICH HAS GENERATED MISTRUST AND UNREALIZED' EXPECTATIONS AMONG 

MILLIONS OF AMERICANS, .WE MUST CONFRONT THE MANY ISSUES THAT 

UNDERLIE THIS DEBATE WITH COMPASSION AND HUMILITY. WE MUST FOCUS 

OUR LIMITED RESOURCES ON POLICIES WITH THE GREATEST POTENTIAL OF 

TRANSFERRING WELFARE FROM A CONSTANT CONDITION, TO A BRIDGE OF SELF

SUFFICIENCY. THEREFORE, ON JUNE 8, 1994, I INTRODUCED, H.R. 4546, 

THE FAMILY INVESTMENT AND SELF SUFFICIENCY ACT OF 1994 (FISSA). 

THIS LEGISLATION RECONCILES THE REALITIES OF WELFARE WITH THE 

DIFFICULT FACTS OF MAINSTREAM ECONOMICS AND THE WORKPLACE. 

MY PROPOSAL ATTEMPTS TO REMOVE THE .BARRIERS THAT PUT OUR 

CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM AT ODDS WITH CORE AMERICAN VALUES SUCH AS 

RESPONSIBILITY AND PERSONAL INVESTMENT. I BELIEVE THAT WE SHOULD 

PROMOTE REAL OPPORTUNITY FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS WHILE AT THE SAME 

TIME RECOGNIZE THE GOVERNMENT'S ROLE IN ASSISTING THOSE AMERICANS 

WHO ARE WILLING TO HELP THEMSELVES. MY LEGISLATION INCLUDES 

PROVISIONS FOCUSED ON ESTA.:E?LISHING A NEW PARTNERSHIP OF MUTUAL 

RESPONSIBILITY. HISTORICALLY, WELFARE HAS DISCOURAGED SAVINGS AND 

ENTERPRISE. IN TURN, THESE RULES HAVE PREVENTED GENERATIONS OF 

WELFARE RECIPIENTS FROM BREAKING THE CYCLE OF POVERTY. UNDER 

FISSA, RECIPIENTS WILL BE ABLE' TO INVEST IN QUALIFIED ASSET 

ACCOUNTS AND MICRO-ENTERPRISE ACCOUNTS SO THAT THEY CAN DEVELOP THE 

FINANCIAL BASE FOR ECONOMIC VIABILITY. 



I. 


THIS BILL REMOVES THE RESTRICTIONS ON ASSET ACCUMULATION BY 

WELFARE RECIPIENTS BY RAISJ;NG THE AFDC SAVINGS LIMIT ABOVE THE 

.CURRENT $1, 000 CEILING FOR INDIVIDUALS SAVING FOR EDUCATION, 

EMPLOYMENT TRAINING, IMPROVING JOB SKILLS, STARTING A NEW BUSINESS, 

PURCHASING A NEW HOME OR MOVING EXPENSES FOR A NEW HOME .. THE NEW 

LIMIT WOULD BE $10, 000. A QUALIFIED ASSET ACCOUNT WOULD BE AN 

INTEREST BEARING, TAX-BENEFITED ACCOUNT WHOSE DEPOSITS WOULD BE 

MATCHED ON A SLIDING SCALE BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. FUNDS FROM 

THESE ACCOUNTS COULD BE WITHDRAWN WITHOUT PENALTY ONLY FOR THE 

STATED PURPOSES. 

I CONTEND THAT ASSET BUILDING REPRESENTS A PROPER SHIFT 

IN OUR WELFARE POLICY FROM SPENDING AND CONSUMPTION, TO 

A POLICY BASED ON SAVINGS AND INVESTMENT. MORE 

IMPORTANTLY, THIS LEGISLATION ALLOWS THE GOVERNMENT TO 

BECOME A PARTNER RATHER THAN AN OBSTACLE TO HELPING 

WELFARE RECIPIENTS PARTICIPATE IN THE AMERICAN DREAM. 

THE OVERLOOKED. ELEMENT IN THE WELFARE REFORM DEBATE IS 

THE PEOPLE WHO STILL BELIEVE IN THE AMERICAN DREAM, THOSE 

WHO ARE READY TO SAVE AND INVEST THEIR OWN TIME AND 

EFFORT AND RESOURCES TO PURSUE EDUCATION, TO WORK, AND 

EVEN. SOMETIMES TO CREATE THEIR OWN JOBS. HISTORICALLY, 

THE UNITED STATES ANTI POVERTY EFFORTS HAVE FOCUSED ON 

INCOME DEPENDENCE AND SOCIAL SERVICE PROVISIONS. 



HOWEVER, MY PROPOSED ASSET-BASED WELFARE REFORM PROVISION 

OFFERS THE POSSIBILITY, FOR THE FIRST TIME IN A CENTURY, 

TO ADD A SUBSTANTIAL DEVELOPMENT COMPONENT. THE ASSET 

ACCOUNT IS DESIGNED TO ENCOURAGE, ENABLE, AND FACILITATE 

LOW-INCOME PEOPLE MOVING INTO THE MAINSTREAM ECONOMY AS 

MARKETABLE EMPLOYEES AND ENTREPRENEURS. I BELIEVE THAT 

ASSET-BASED REFORMS ARE AN INVESTMENT LIKELY TO PRODUCE 

RETURNS TO WELFARE RECIPIENTS, OUR GOVERNMENT, AND THE 

GENERAL PUBLIC WELL IN EXCESS OF THEIR COST. 

II. 

TO FURTHER UNDERSCORE THE THEME OF REAL OPPORTUNITY, MY 
. . 

PROPOSAL WOULD EXTEND COVERAGE TO ALL NEEDY TWO-PARENT FAMILIES. 

THIS PROVISION ELIMINATES THE CURRENT MARRIAGE PENALTY. 

PRESENTLY, AFDC ONLY COVERS FAMILIES WHERE BOTH PARENTS 

ARE IN THE HOME IF: ONE PARENT IS INCAPACITATED, THE 

PARENT WHO IS THE PRINCIPLE EARNER WORKS LESS THAN 100 

HOURS A MONTH AND HAS A PRIOR WORK EXPERIENCE. THIS 

ANTI-FAMILY RULE PENALIZING .A FAMILY FOR HAVING TWO 

PARENTS IN THE HOME AND IS CONTRADICTORY TO SELF

SUFFICIENCY AND RESPONSIBILITY. THE SYSTEM SHOULD 

PROVIDE COVERAGE FOR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN BASED ON NEED 

WITHOUT REGARD TO WHETHER BOTH PARENTS ARE' IN THE HOME. 



ALSO, MY PROPOSAL EXTENDS THE CURRENT $30 AND 1/3 INCOME 

DISREGARD TO STEPPARENTS WHO MARRY WELFARE RECIPIENTS 

PRESENTLY ONLY AVAILABLE TO BIOLOGICAL PARENTS. CURRENT 

AFDC RULES HAVE NO PROVISION FOR DEDUCTIONS OF AMOUNTS 

SPENT ON CHILD CARE OR FOR A GENERAL INCOME DISREGARD IN 

CONSIDERING THE EARNED INCOME OF A STEPPARENT FROM WHOM 

INCOME' IS CALCULATED WHEN DETERMINING AFDC BENEFITS. 

WHEN CALCULATING AFDC ELIGIBILITY, THE STATE ALLOWS THE 

STEPPARENT A DEDUCTION EQUAL TO THE AMOUNT OF THE STATE 

STANDARD OF NEED FOR THAT INDIVIDUAL AND HIS OR HER 

DEPENDENTS WHO ARE NOT RECEIVING ASSISTANCE. THIS POLICY 

HAS THE EFFECT OF FORCING A STEPPARENT TO CHOOSE BETWEEN 

LEAVING THE HOUSEHOLD OR BEING PLUNGED INTO POVERTY WHEN 

CHOOSING TO CARE FOR CHILDREN FOR WHOM, THEY ARE NOT 

LEGALLY RESPONSIBLE. 

III. 

ADDITIONALLY, FISSA PERMITS STATES WHO DESIRE TO CREATE AN 

ADEQUATE SUPPORT MECHANISM FOR FAMILIES ATTEMPTING TO WORK THEIR 

WAY OFF WELFARE. TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE BENEFITS WOULD BE 

EXTENDED FOR EMPLOYED FORMER WELFARE RECIPIENTS FROM 12 MONTHS'TO 

24 MONTHS AFTER THEIR CASH ASSISTANCE ENDS. MANY PEOPLE DONI T 

REALIZE THAT MOST STUDIES CONCLUDE THAT ONLY 1/2 OF RECIPIENTS EXIT 

WELFARE WITHIN 12 MONTHS COMPARED TO MORE THAN 2/3 WITHIN 24 

MONTHS. 



THIS ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE IS AN EXAMPLE OF HOW TO MAKE 

WELFARE A TRANSITIONAL BRIDGE RATHER THAN A PERMANENT 

CONDITION. IF OUR GOAL IS TRULY TO ASSIST WELFARE 

RECIPIENTS ENTER THE WORKFORCE, THEN WE ,MUST CONSIDER 

CHILD CARE AS AN IMPORTANT TOOL FOR ACCOMPLISHING THIS 

OBJECTIVE. 

IN ADDITION, MY LEGISLATION ADDRESSES THE ISSUE THAT 

CHILDREN BORN INTO PQVERTY ARE MORE LIKELY TO HAVE HEALTH 

PROBLEMS WHEN THEY ARE YOUNG. THEREFORE, I HAVE INCLUDED 

A CHILD IMMUNIZATION PROVISION WHICH ALLOWS A STATE AN 

OPTION TO DENY THE FAMILY PORTION OF AFDC BENEFITS TO ANY 

FAMILY WHICH DOES NOT BRING ITS CHILD INTO COMPLIANCE 

WITH HH~ IMMUNIZATION REQUIREMENTS. HOWEVER, I INCLUDED 

A SAFEGUARD PROVISION FOR FAMILIES WHO FAIL TO COMPLY DUE 

TO LACK OF ACCESS TO AVAILABLE HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS. 

OUR GOAL' IS TO SAVE MONEY THROUGH PREVENTION ON THE FRONT 

END BY AVOIDING SERIOUS AND COSTLY MEDICAL PROBLEMS IN 

THE FUTURE. WE ARE ENSURING THE SAFETY AND WELL BEING 

OF CHILDREN EVEN IN THE EVENT OF NON-COMPLIANCE BY THEIR 

PARENTS. 

./ 




· . 

CONCLUSION: 


WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT HAS FAILED. 11 INSTEAD OF BEING A 

WAY STATION FOR MANY PEOPLE I IT HAS BECOME A STIFLING WAY OF LIFE. II 

THEREFORE, OUR EFFORTS SHOULD BE FOCUSED ON CHANGING THE LIFESTYLES 

AND ECONOMIC WELL- BEING OF WELFARE RECIPIENTS. IN MY CONGRESSIONAL 

DISTRICT AND ACROSS THE NATION, WELFARE REFORM HAS BEEN A MAJOR 

ISSUE. WE MUST SEIZE THIS OPPORTUNITY AND OUTPOURING OF PUBLIC 

WILL TO TAKE BOLD AND AGGRESSIVE ACTIONS IN ADDRESSING THE WELFARE 

ISSUE. 



MEMORANDUM 


TO: FLOYD H. FLAKE 


FROM: IRVING DANIELS 


RE: ADDENDUM TO TESTIMONY FOR WELFARE HEARING 

(FAMILY CAPS) 


DATE: JULY 27, 1994 


H.R. 4546, THE FAMILY INVESTMENT AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT OF 

1994 (FISSA) WILL INCLUDE A FAMILY CAP PROVISION. STATES WILL 

HAVE THE OPTION TO DENY ADDITIONAL CASH BENEFITS TO MOTHERS WHO 

GIVE BIRTH TO CHILDREN WITHIN A 10 MONTH PERIOD OF RECEIVING 

ASSISTANCE. THIS APPROACH IS CONSISTENT WITH THE RULES OF THE 

WORKPLACE; WORKING FAMILIES DO NOT RECEIVE RAISES AT WORK WHEN THEY 

HAVE ADDITIONAL CHILDREN. IMPOSING IIFAMILY CAPSII DEMANDS A LEVEL 

OF RESPONSIBILITY OF THE RECIPIENT. WE ARE ASKING NO MORE OF 

RECIPIENTS THAN WE ASK OF WORKING CITIZENS. 

THE INTENT OF THIS PROVISION IS NOT TO PUNISH FAMILIES. WE 

WANT RECIPIENTS TO UPHOLD THEIR END OF THE CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENT 

WHILE RECEIVING WELFARE BY NOT INCREASING THEIR FINANCIAL BURDENS . 

. FISSA WILL CONTINUE TO PROVIDE CHILDREN WITH HEALTH CARE AND FOOD 

STAMPS, BUT WILL DENY THE PARENT THE INCREMENTAL CASH ASSISTANCE 

FOR HAVING ADDITIONAL CHILDREN. 
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Ccntact:; DaviQ Siegal 
(orrlce)--(202) 401-9215 

(Bcma)--(70J) 642-GSQ2 

welfare dBmon.~rat1on program for W1s~cns1n knoWn as the AFDC 


Benef·!t Cap\(ABC) OGmons:tration· Project.. 


"We remain committed to ....erki:n.CJ with etatas eo they receive 

exPed.itious and careful review or tlleir welfore waiver proposals," 

&roadnax said.. 

Undor .ABC, Wisconein will net provide, except under certaiJ't 

conditions, any additional bQnQfits to Q~i6tin9 Aid to Pami1ies with 

Dependent Children cases due to the birth of a child when the ~irth 

ooc:u.re more than 10 calenc;lar month~ aftor illlplomont.ation of t:hCl 

Hew AFDC: Cilses viII receive no ClQc:1itional benefitf;;; 'When the 


birth occurs ~r~ than 10 ealQnoa~ .on~s. after both the 


reappllca~1on for AlDe penefits. How*y~r, 4QQition~1 chilaren vill 

remain QllqiblQ for Medieaidbenet1ts and food s~amps. 

All hYDe ~eo1pients will Pe off••ed £amil~ plaftfting services 

anl1.1nstruc;;tion5 on parenting .kills • 

. n St:'a1!e ., f'lexibil i t.y and. testing differunt .p}ilro~ches to 
. en9QYJ;i}9f;l,;~Sponsibility continue to be factors in our review of 
proposcCl s~attit c!amonst..r:atlons,tt slSid Mary:Ie Ba.:ne,·a85is~ant. 
SQCreta.ry" fot" Children and falDilies. "I look rorvara to reviewing' 
t.he r.Sults of this demonstration.~ 

'The demonctratioD will be implemented state....ide no earliQ~ than 
.. Jan •.1, 199'. and no later than ~&n. 1, 199&. ~ rigorous evaluation 

is required. 

#fif 

http:SQCreta.ry
http:ooc:u.re
http:erki:n.CJ
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legal Defense and Education Fund 
99 HUDSON STREET. NEW YORK. NY 10013 • (212) 925-6635 • FAX: (212) 226· 1066 

This facsimile is intended only for the use of the addressee 
named herein and may contain legally privi1eqed and confidential 
information. If you are not the intended recipient of this 
facsimile, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, 
distribution, or copying of this facsimile is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this facsimile in error, please
immediately notify us by telephone and return the oriqina1
facsimile to us at the address above via the united states Postal 
service•. We will reimburse you any costs you incur in notifyinq 
us and returninq the facsimile to us. Thank you. 

To: Bruce Reed Date: 4-15-94 

From: Kathleen Lyon Page 1 of 4 
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April 15, 1994 

President William 1. Clinton 
1600 PennSylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear President Clinton: 

As national, state and local organizations, we are united in our efforts to promote the 
health and welfare of America's families. We have been following the ~urrent welfare 
reform debate, and we are writing to express our concern about the harmful impact of the 
CHILD EXCLUSION proposal contained in the Administration's most ,recent draft plan 
(Possible Elements in the Welfare Reform Proposals, March 22, 1994, at p. 13) These 
provisions, similar to ones already adopted on an experimental basis in several states, deny 
AFDC benefits to any child conceived and born after the family enrolls in the AFDC 
program. 

Our principal concern is that child exclusion plans hurt the children of already 
impoverished families. By completely cutting off benefits for any child Conceived while a 
family is on AFDC, the administration will punish innocent children and their siblings in 
families struggling to stretch meager resources just to provide the necessities for their 
children. 

Second, years of social science scholarship, some of it authored by high-ranking 
officials in your own administration, make it clear that people make childbearing decisions 
for complex and varied reasons. The promise of a tiny incremental gain in welfare benefits 
is not an inducement to have additional children: In fact, the increased costs of another child 
are not nearly offset by the additional benefits. ' 

Third, the Administration's support tor child exclusion plans contravenes all of your 
other policies and legislative initiatives to promote "healthy children, healthy families." We 
applaud your advocacy of increased funding for Head Start and the Women, Infants and 
Children program, to name just two. However, proposing this particular welfare "reform" 
of excluding poor infants from basic subsistence coverage while supporting other programs 
for children is, at best, counter-productive. 

Finally, any short-term fiscal saving to be gained from the exclusion of children from 
the welfare program will be more than outpaced by the long-term social 90sts of further 
impoverishing children and families already in distress. 

When you ran for President, you promised to be a champion for America's children. 
We urge you to provide that leadership now by eliminating the child exclusion from your 
Administration's welfare reform plan. Lest there be any misunderstanding, we believe that 
proposing a child exclusion as a "state option" is not an acceptable compromise. We view a 
state option as an open invitation to the states to deprive children of subsistence benefits. 
This approach is not a compromise, but rather a failure of the Administration's promise to 
America's children. ' , 

We would be happy to work with you to fulfill that promise. Toward that end, a 
delegation of our organizations hereby requests a meeting with you, Mr. President. Thank 
you for your swift attention to our request and to the matter of child exclUsion. 
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CLASP (Center for Law and Social Policy) 
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Center for Women Policy Studies 


Child Welfare League of America 


Family Service America. 


Feminist Majority 


Institute of Sisters of Mercy of the Americas, Leadership Team 


Lutheran Office for Govermnental Affairs, ELCA 


Legal Services of New Jersey 
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National Black Women's Health Project 


National Council of Churches 


National Council of Jewish Women 


NOW (National Organization for Women) 


National Women's Law Center 
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Planned Parenthood Federation of America 


Puerto Rican ugal Defense & Education Fund 


Unitarian Universalist Association (D.C. office) 


United Church of Christ, Office for . Church in Society 


Women of Reform Judaism 


Women's Legal Defense Fund 
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April 15, 1994 

President William J. Clinton 

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 

Washington, D.C. 20500 


Dear President Clinton: 

As national, state and lOCal organizations, we are united in our efforts to promote the 
health and welfare of America's families. We have been following the current welfare 
reform debate, and we are writing to express our concern about the hannful impact of the . 
CHILD EXCLUSION proposal contained in' the Administration's most recent draft plan 
(Possible Elements in the Welfare Reform Proposals, March 22, 1994, at p. 13) These 
provisions, similar to ones already adopted on an experimental basis in several states, deny 
AFDC benefits to any child conceived and born after the family enrolls in the AFDC 
program. 

Our principal concern is that child exclusion plans hurt the children of already 
impoverished families. By completely cutting off benefits for any child conceived while a 
family is on AFDC, the administration will punish innocent children and their siblings in 
families struggling to stretch meager resources just to provide the necessities for their 
children. 

Second, years of social science scholarship, some of it author~ by high-ranking 
. officials in your own administration, make it clear that people make childbearing decisions' 

for complex and varied reasons. The promise of a tiny incremental gain in welfare benefits 
is not an inducement to have additional children. In fact, the increased costs of another child 
are not nearly offset by the additional be~efits. 

Third, the Administration's support for child ,exClusion plans contravenes all of your 
other policies and legislative initiatives to promote "healthy children,' healthy families." We 
applaud your-advocacy of increased funding for Head' Start and the Women, Infants and 
Children program, to name just two. However, proposing this particular welfare "reform" 
of excluding poor infants from basic subsistence coverage while. supporting other programs 
for children is, at best, counter-productive. ' 

I 

Finally, any short-term fiscal saving to be gained from the exclusion of children from 
the welfare program will be more than outpaced by the long,..term social costs of further 
impoverishing children and families already in distress. 

When you ran for President, you promised to be a champion for America's children . 
. We urge you to provide that leadership now by eliminating the child exclusion from your 
Administration's welfare reform plan. Lesfthere be any misunderstanding, we believe that 
proposing a child exclusion as a Itstate optionlt is not an acceptable compromise. We view a 
state option as an open invitation to the states to deprive children of subsistence benefits. 
This approach is not a compromise, but rather a failure of the Administration's promise to 
America's children. ' 

We would be happy to work with you to fulfill that promise. :Toward that end, a 
delegation of our organizations hereby requests a meeting with you., Mr. President. Thank 
you for your swift attention to our request and to the matter of child exclusion. 
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Shalala doubts welfare caps' value 

But she backs waivers allowing states to test new programs 

By KAREN J. COHEN ':;' f, 0l~ 
States News Service J"-":I '1 

Washington, D.C•.;,..:. Capping 
welfare .payments for women 
who get pregnant while on public 
assistance - as has been consid
ered in Wisconsin - probably 
would not reduce welfare rolls, 
Donna E. Shalala said Monday. 

But the secretary of the De
partment of Health and Human 
Services also said states should 
not be barred from trying such an 
approach. 

"I think we ought to find out 
whether it makes a difference," 
she said. "Do 1 think it is going to 
make a difference? The answer is 
no." 

There is not enough research 
to show whether such an ap
proach would have an impact, 
she said. 

"That is one of the reasons we 
are allowing a couple of states to 
experiment with that, because 
we don't know if it changes be

~:IL.J~t~ 

havior," she said. 
Shalala .is.scheduled to attend. 

. the grand opening of M,llwau-· 
kee's Sixteenth 
Street: Commu
nity Health 
Center's new 
$2 million ad· 
dition Tuesday. 
The ceremony' 
is set for 10 
a.m. at the 
center, 1032 S. 
16th St. 

Because of 
ethics laws, 
Shalala said he 
could not dls- Shalala: Willing 

cuss or make to experiment . 

decisions on 

Wisconsin waivers or applica

tions because she remains formal

ly attached to the University of 

Wisconsin. 


She said she could not talk 
about Gov. Tommy G. Thomp
son's proposal, similar to one in 

New Jersey, th.at would prOm(·bi.t 
peopl~ .9n Aid. to Farrtili~s} ith. 
Dependent Children from ret. iv
ing higher benefits for children 
conceived while the recipient was 
on welfare. 

Democrats in Wisconsin's Leg
Islature killed Thompson's pro
posal last week by bottling it up 
in committee. 

Eleven other states besides 
Wisconsin have received waivers 
to experiment with reform pro
posals. Wisconsin has a waiver 
for its demonstration plan that 
ends benefits after two years. 

The waivers are aimed at find
ing out what works, Shalala said. 

Most welfare mothers have 
about the same. number of chil
dren as do women not on wel
fare, and the key to long-term 
welfare reform is support bene
fits, Shalala said. 

President 'ClInton's proposal to 
alter welfare, slated to be submit
ted to Congress later this spring, 

"---. -----_. 

would limit benefits to two years 
but provide continued health Care 
and child care to those who find lwork. 

"The problem is not getting 
>4 

people off welfare," she said. 
"Seventy percent of people who 
get on welfare get off in two 
years. It is staying off welfare .. 
And that is because your child 
care falls apart or you don't have 
health care." 

Both state 'and federal welfare 
reform proposals signal a change 
in philosophy about public assis
tance, Shalala said. 

"That has been building over: a 
period of time," she said. "The 
fundamental premise is we ought 
not to have a welfare system, we 
ought to have a transition system 
to work." 

"We understand that people's 
lives fall apart and they end up on 
welfare. But it ought to be for a 
short period of time as they pre
pare to go to work," Shalala said. 
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irths"to!'N..J.weJfure'tti~nl$}d;J?()I)'.·,,··
~ ' .. 
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;her:yIWetzstein 
'SHfN~TON TIMES ..• 

ewer babies were born in New' .•.. 

;ey tnthefirst thr~e ·months.,!,;. 
 .;~t92'
:mtroversial Welfare program . 

','igned··to'discourage,?ut,.of", "'EJ 1&93Hock.births:·· •. . " . I ..• .. ' '., " 

lToponents' ,of' the famH~': cap' ., 

re ,em:jluragedby the. lower 


<;' 
th numbers: '. '.. ". 

Dp~ol'!enis, w~o .. ca~l.thecaJ)a ..'... 

tlild exclilsioni~' saY.lt s·tooearly. 

drawcoriCiusions. and that,the. 

ogram's'grea'test'achlevement'js," 

p.enalize poor mothers aridtl1eiio~.> ' .. 


!wbabies, " .: ... .. ' ..,'" , ',:-... 
A 'familyeap.is in amajorWeV' 


lre reform bill to.. be. unveiled: to:: ;' 

ay 'by House ~n'd$eriateRepublh . 
 i..ans, ·le'ci'by Rep. James:M.''ThJent; . 

1iss6uriRepti~licitfl:·.·.·, •", 

'The New JerseV'program,wr:it

en by.state,Assembly'maI)Wayne· . 

kY{li!t. do.e~ .~ot,inereas~ .Aidto.' 

.~amilies· ,With 'Dependent .Chik 

jren b.enefitsfor women who have ··fIIe 

additjonarchilqr'en~ In dle p~st.·a . . .... . . .. . ....: ' . . .•..
.j.·.l " 

m?ther, o~' AFDC. typi~nr;,:~e: .. ; ·.J.U~~Ic't:;·. a:l.~g~l .. AetenS:e .otgani~ .uted for, tom(lt:r~w 1n.New,Je~~e)'." 

c~1Ved all extra $~.Ii!- month f()r: ":~,zaPO!:l}l1 Wa~.h!ngton,,:. ,: c.'.. <'., .l\1.1fqael.~ ..~~aC), ,a..lo~gtun,e.

~~othe.r. baby. .,'. .;:.i " ':"Ttll~ ;,proves thtltd~s.meentlVes'';': r,Je\~ccJe~se;.,~el.ra.r~ po,l~s};p,an~.

" " Th, encourag~,welfar.~ mothers., and; iiit:entives: work'l':Said Sam·. ner;\\:hOl~ fl.ntshl~g~ 1hr,ee~m()nd) , 


to.wot'ktO.SUPP9tt their.chilar~n. ',,' ,BrUneni,.executiVedi~eetor:of:the. ····fello\"ship,:;at·t~e,;qm'~et,~foJ::~: La\\': , '';, 


thf!.,s~at~.ha~c~angf!d itsD.1lesre~· ."AIl}eripan ':Legl1>~ad:ve ,':E.~c~ange .:.ar~tSi)c~tll ~9li~r: i!l :~Vash~Ilgto1!~':, 

~ardm.g)nco~e.:,. .... ".' ..' '; , ..,.. :,:. ,CQuneilJ~C). '.'. ':: .... '. •. ~~~d :aIlY;' fof)~h~slons::abou,t,t~e '.' 

, : Typ,lca)ly, AFDC checks arere~. ".>,T.tteIristitlJ.tefor.Justic~;.ALEC: .prpgrams' ,efflq1cy ...~re,prem~~;· 
~uced'Sl.for each $lof,J::eponedarida.no~h~r.welfa~reforfu:group .. ture.< . ," '" ....' ". .' 
,meome~ Unqe,r t~e new .. r~l~s.. . tlaveasl{edtojoin,tliedefense iJl a'. '.:;J\F'D~ mothers., not ,realizing'.. 
:many'\\'orldng .weiflit'e mothers .. : la\\is:liWfilt!d,ilgW,tls(the,pJ;ognlnl,' ~11~;irbatJ'ieslireieligib,le for:Med~: 
'are allowed to 'I$eep;abOut ,$290'of ,. ,by,tl1~. teg~J;~etVi~~s<..of:Ne",. Jer~ . 'lC8,lQ '~t: f~~d "staml's'.z,na}·,;:,del,ay.;', ' '.. " 

' 

wagesplus the full'AFPCctieck.. .. sey a,ni;J,otl1ergro.~psL: ';i, " .:r.ep~r:tlllg: tllrthsJor;mon,th~. t~us., .. 1'" 
'Rut8ers University" is man, : ,~ The plaintiffswarit.,to:block!the. 's~ew,"gth~,n)Jmbers.hesal~,-· .:"
itqring-: and evaluating 'New.: Jer; ,,)tate.lI'Qm~mplemei)ting.the.':f~iIh<. .'Me?i~ .~t.t~n t~()n ~n!'~hiH;:ap~ay .: 
sey's five-yeatexp~rimellt; which' 'il:(Cap:al:idJore~ihe,p,~; I)~p~ri~.::hilVE!cai1s·e.d,SOine~y..~men.to.'a\;oia .:. _ ," ';: 
'i?egan,tn A~gust; '.: .', ;, ':;" , ':',~el1t~fHeaJth:and\'~~p:ll!m:~er-,,~l"ha"lng>chllqr.en:,~':lf',·~~whent.be. I :. 

.B~twe~I\.:t\ugust •.. and. October, " VI(:es·"tp.:revoke th~ "'",ai"er:"'iL "::m~9Iil,moyes::on. the..effect . may':'
·the state f)epartmentof'Human granted NewJerseY to'conducttneidissipate::"Mr.Laraeysaid.The :.'i 

Services lie,P9rted3;6SS bit;ths tQ' pro~ram.' c..' .•.. .:::.;. ,ec:onpmi~s.;ofthecap,,~~$aid:t:n~Y •. 
MOe Il1othe~s.' ,'.. . ... ,. "<I;-egaJServlceS~Ul"t'pape~s ar-not,be enougJjtopel"su~de.~'omen
. ·,That ;wasa :.drop df 365.births.: '. giJe'!that~'the. ~.hild;·exdusio·nc) nOl,tohi3"epapies: .•....•. ...., ..... 
from tne s~Ple;pen~9i~1~9.2; even~-;~tlarq:i~,i~~O~~l'lt·Jllf~n.t~ctiilgren1?}· ,'; , ':M?~e~.lriport.,.~~.he,~aid,th~~al?:. .'. ..' , 
though. the aveJ:age. ·numberof ..cuttu:~;Qft":resources\for"thejr'., ;~\'a,~lntend~~to 1Dduc~.nev.·motll·'· '.. ' 

,~~~~t~,t::~~~~;,g:~vv.~r.~·anti~,":,·:':~~~i:&~S;~;~:;;¥~;J~r§~~t~~~;i";:~~~::~W~f::~ih~~~~Il~:;~~~;~~":~ee_s':·I·::·;:.·.~: .. :.:~'.: 
."T.-I:te.19~r,bmh'num1>en~aren:tt·/.:'~9tht:I"15~,;:ovt:I';(wlhCh.~;these;·(i;hik,'J:·;;v' ~'lJr(flot::saymg:l t!iet~capJ'.won·r ,1 it·,,:' '.:;. " . 

·~~6~~~~Q:~t:~fJ":9tnfr:tmt~~~~JQr.~~;:~~a:~WJ,jl~~}~1:~rt~fR~;;r~;~~~J~~~:~.~t~~n~:~~g{~;'~~~Y;~t!;4~~~[;:jf;;~~X 
VlcepreSld~mt of the.lnstnute,for meetmg.'on -the' lawsUlt . is, sehed" 
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ffpayments for ne~b~h~· Scl}oolofS~cial Wo~k.. . ". ~. Thecap';'don'friieari athing:;';. 
. '. M~while; ~relinunary data; they'll jllst get pregnant anyway. 

Legal S~rvict!;; ~'i~~ true intent is' Jor elg~t mo~tl!s.sh~wa 13 per(;ent : They'll ju.st taRe the food stamps. . 
AI ~op.l,ilaD.oncontrol. ' ... ; ...... ,.,":' 

·... Tl\~'i:;ap's real·world impactre,. 
.' Crystal Grier. ··'maina unknoWn, despite'the early 
~t coliectswel-' figure!\showing a 13 percel1tdrop 

in births to welfare mothers. .'. 
as born after a " .' "I. don't understand, WhYtliey.. 
in experiment giveybu money fOMileandootfor. 
cap'~ went intoanotlier;' said Joyi~s,' who is re
... ' . . . " .' . turning to school .to get her' high . 

that a welfare schoolequiva.,lency degree. . \ . 
lot increased'if' "It's a terrible policy," said ','. form; sa1(l•. F!alli\. ~mbro~e,a~sls- MQthersIHealthy B~bies prqgram. ' 
)therchild. . . 'former welfare mother 1ra,cey, .ta!lt adm~mstrll.tlvesupervisor ... Ma.1'!ypoorwomen'haye.low~s~lf"· 
II thatbirths.to . Powell" ,whose 2:~aN)ld~'Ju.st" wlt~ili,~9i?1den County,Board of este.e,mand sex "maktls them'f~l .' 
,ave droppedari' made it" under .the deadlint!. "The .S9c~al ServIces.. Th'c!ate. 1!078 ba- • desirable. it, $akes them fee. spe
ent..But.thepol"' 
ildered' and an
10' idr~"yfeei 
fathomable ,and' 
I. • 
;' said she J.mew 
lut after getting 
;ided to havethe 

gainstmY 'faith:' 

the ~p is equally 

;e' 'of l1aving more" 
cari't get rio more 
d as. shec:tlddled 

i stop NewJersey~s 

·"a sham," said Da
iior attorney wi,th 

~,pageA9' . 
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systemis suppos~d to help people" . bleshav,El b.~ne~cluded m Cam- cial:' she said; "Also; in,the His
who cannot take ,care of their fam",' den County,·he .sald. \ .' panic community: the male dOrrii-. 
ilies," said Ms:. Powell, who·re..AtOurLadyofLourde~Medi~l· nates; I(he's' not going to use a'· 
cently married and ,ill working to. Cent~rioneofCamden'~twoma~or co~dom.he doesn·tuseOit,"·. 
eXtricate hedamHyfrom.welfare. ',hospitals,' "our data 1S; ~~0~~1J'.· DI1.!8 use is'rampantin Camden, 
"MotherSwant. to.~taY hOWe with abo~talOperge~tde~feas~mnew '~and whe,nyou:re half~high." .' 

. their baQies. And there aren't any " . patient ~dI;\11SSlOns; .. llaldI?eb things happen, .said one, w~lfare. 

. jobs.'~ . . .. Bobs; dIrector .of sOC181servlces'inother.,who admitted thllt one of . 

... ··~'No ~ne.issayiri~ ~elfaremo!l:1, ',at. the hospitll!'s . Osb,oljl H~t~her chil.dreIHvas ~onceived.dtirin.g. 
. ~rs can .~. have familIes.. .. 'We re . C~nter. ~b<llJt:!)o p~rcent ~f I.Mter. ,a one-rugl)t s~and; "He told. me hIS 
Just:~ymg the.state~onl pay for ... mty patients are on Me~~d, the. name;. but I'v'eneverseen him. 

,u" IS how' sta.t~·Assen:tb~yman. 
,Wayne BlYa!1~. Camden Dem<r. 
. crat.has e~plamed thewelf~rer~.. 
forms he wrotE.!. . .' : .' '.' 

.' . Before the,ca~!:a ,motller o.n 
[lte.. "" .... ,' AFPCcould receIve $;02 more.a. 
I .thtlC~ty, .H)"year-,:. mo~th ..for.as~con4 child and$?4 i
~h ,~at m her liar, .mQre ~ month forsupsequentchil .. " 
.nslvely, w~tching dren~., ...... '. ' , . 
ld son. Kashah, .'Under the reform' expenment. 
" . "'. . :.MissGrier.Joy,iusandothermoth-. 

caP. which affects CountY' Family Developmentand . . . 

.ceAug.1.1993, is Job Resource Center. AIlother 657 ' . 

[love any' financial . pers<?nsare in' job, ttruning, more . 

)m~n on welfare to than 600 are in . college. aqd 1,698'. . 

.' ',' ,.,. ; .at;eg~t$lg equivalency diplomas, 

·o-reform. 'propos~ the a:~ency 'said. ..... . . •. ," 

le:Clinton admini,s-:, BuUt's notlikelythatmotners 

inake,a cap astate • msituations like Miss Grier's will . 

IUse~epublicans~. find work: .', .......,. ",; ".•. 

Ameiica..cwelfare"·...We·re visiting Crystal because ' 

i~an~tip.n~l policy. .' sh7.ririssed.her ,postPartuIn:.ap-,~. 

19 opposltion to the pomtment; and her· children, at . 

•0 calle!! the "child '. home are behind on their im'muni....' 
~lServices of.New'zations;· 5aid~lenda A.. Radical; . 
other. groups4ll"e . supervisor, of camden's Healthy 

Mo!hers/H~lthyBabiespiogram; .. 
whicheontacts 1.000 'wQmenwit,h' . 
high-risk prt:!~ancies' each year. 
""She can'tget to the clinic with .' 

'. 	 the five, children:' Miss Riidical ... 
said./ildding shekriows of. many
women in siinilar situations; ." .', ': 
,': An' offiEialevaluationiofthe . 
. state's welfare reform.Will be con
ductedby the Rutgers University . ' " ,,' '. ., 

.... ,., 

. averagedeClinembirths;tm,s~don, and Medicaid-aoo figure out the .' 
a rate per l;OOO,;said Jac.Queline, rest:' sald Kathryn Bla:cksh~r, ~ ., . 

.. ThnCZli. spokeswoman at the ,N~w f longtime welfare mother and come 
J~rseyDe~en!ofHumanSer- :munity leader;at the Chelton 'Iei"
vIces;. The declitie. occurred .,even 1race' public. housing complex. . 
as the AFDCc:aseload. rose. fX:O?1! WhywolJ.'itheca~de~erbirths?
about 1~8.g~ m 1992 to l22,700 m .•'. "Well. if you; ·areusing , dr;ugs, 
1993; she saul.. .', you don·t use condoins during

In Camden. about 80 children a sexi"said Carmt!nJ;)elyalle,an out-. 
, montha~e .exduded un~er tll.e ~~-:r'each workE!f' with the Healthy 

.~lfar~ system's health msurance. again:' she sai~. .: .... . . . 
: shesatd.. :.' ; .•. :. . .' '. ..' OtherwoIfien.get pregnant

..' The de.c~e m:births cou\d !,e'while' "tricking:', or prostituting.
related to the cap, Ms. Bokas ~d. themselves the mother added 

. but in her e.stimatio~ "behavior, speakiitg o~ t1~ecoridition Of confi: 
ha! not beenchan~ed. " ....'. 'dentiality. '''Those ,babies' are 
'Oneh?rtdred pe.rcent of thes~ called.'tnckbabies:andtfi.ere are 

pregtl~(;les;are. stIli (u~pl&l11~d, .. 'alotofthem; w,ith yo\lngg'irlssen~
she. saId.. '., " . ' ' ..:. ..., th elves for drugs or 

.At St. John'sPrenatal Clinic m .mg " ...ems " .. ' .' . 
'c8mderi.,"fewer'w()Jnen are'com- money. ..• ", .,' : 

~f.three ~ersons in. ,: ,ers whose. newborns ~~e'l'!ot'eli- •. ' ing i~,pregnant:~srud a spokeswO- ,,;rhe., ho~~mg. here 'i~' horren ... 
~ ls.on AId tq Fam~;,~.lble. fOr'.AfDC :are~':Ippo~~ to. man. but we still see the steady dous" Ms. Delvalle'noted.':Rentis . 
pendent Chlldren fmd Jobsto support tl)elr famillesirepeattlfs." ... , . : ' .. ' .'. '.' .sh· k i,' . 
g .entered the sy's.. ·.TheY,Would b~ ,allowed, to keep a " ,Some welfar~ motheJ;s '- par_$450 to.~500fora. ac .. '.' 
gave birth to her sizable portion -cas Inuch as $200 ticulady young ones-.:.. see the cap . Ifa ,woman andher chIldren get . 
,,' '. a.mOrltlt ;.;..:,. of )heir .paycheck~ as a !1ecessarych~ge.· ,:' evicted: a!1d become. h()m~les.s, 
Kashah, can't,tie . wlthoutlosinganyoftheirwelfare,'~Fromwhat I've seen"] think they.can b9unce from relatIve to 

DC underthe cap, b~nefits. ....• • '.' th~ welfarecapis the bestthing: It' ~elatiye; or they,.m~ye~~ up~tay~ •. 
are eligible for .'The statEl sweett!ned the offer makes me think, tllat now. is the mg:Wlth a m.ale. fpend :who sees. 

e and food stamps. withT,:,ndin~'for childcare,trans-: ; tif!1e .t,o'bettermysel!:~ThYlrPeneysex .as a perfectly reason~blee~.. 
go through (Kash~...portat1ona.n~()ther,cos~stogt!t.the.~aldJna statement m J,ulyjnsup: change for room and,board• saId . 
Ifor money;'Joyitis ,wel~a~e. reClplenta' ~Ufh s~tl~o,l.·' 'p0I1, of !he cap. Miss Pettey, 19, has the Qutreacllworker. .,. 
anted to have a sis~.· eqUlvalency .degree,. Job. trammg . two children, one of whom· was' ., ", . " ,or mydl!ughter.'" and-job sear~h skills: "'.' ,:' , born after the cap went fito effect ....If. they're stayingw,it~ a guy 
:he extra$~ in t~e. . I!1~mdel'!, 'nearly 900 ~lfare' '. and is cUJ;r'~ntlygoingforher.high·.aml.~e wan~s to sleep, ~~th her, 
,S ~'hard:'~~e;sald" rec,lpl~nts' have.entereq the. work., . school eqUivalency degree.. .;sh~snQ~· gomgto,~ay· 110 ,. add,ed 
[l·t· thmklt would fOrce . m . the past 20 months; ac~' . ,But. ,veteran' welfare mothers .MIchele ~atts. another 'outreach 

'. . cording:todata from the Caniden ; are more cyniCal: . worker ;Wlt~ HealthY.Moth,erst 
. Healthy BabIes. " . 
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