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NEW JERSEY EXPERIMENT
SHARPLY CUTS ILLEGITIMATE BlRTHS
-AMONG WELFARE MOTHERS

Rabert Rector -
Semor Policy Analyst

Recem evidence from a carefuily rnomtored New Jersey state experiment shows that limiting the
value of welfare benefits can have a dramatic impact in reducing illegitimate births among women
on welfare. In the experimental 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 apphed 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 and Human Services (HHS). In accordance with HHS
guidelines, New Jersey evaluated the effects of the family cap policy with a controlled scientific ex-
periment using random assignment. In the controlled experiment, 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 expenment, mothers in the control group received benefits accordmg 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 birth 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 AFDC mother in New 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. During 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 mgthers in the con-
trol group who were exempt from the cap.

Durmg the ten»munth perlod after August 1993,5.46 percent of AFDC sxngle muthers in the ex-~
perimental group bore children out of wedlock, compared with 6.75 percent of mothers in the con- -
trol group exeinpt from the cap. Thus, welfare mothers under 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 fi gures 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 group 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 probability of out-
of-wedlock births.) After compensating for relevant demographic differences between the control ..
and experimental groups, the New Jersey evaluation found that the family cap actually had resulted
in a 29 percent reduction in illegitimate births arnong New Jersey welfare mothers.

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 mothcrs less prornpt in
notifying the welfare bureaucracy of births.

However, under the fami ly cap AFDC mothers still have a strong ﬁnanmal mcentrve 1o noufy the
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 enroliment in these other welfare
programs. Examination by New Jersey officials of the ten months of data available reveals adrop in
the number of actual births, due to the cap, not merely a delay in birth reporung

The New Jersey family cap was based on the moral principle that the wclfare system should re-
ward respansible rather than irresponsible behavior. Proponents maintained that it i$ both irresponsi-
ble and immoral for unmarried women already on the public dole to have additional children and to
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 the experiment has
caused a surprisingly large drop in illegitimate births, and hence in welfarc dependcncy, enhances
the case for the polrcy

BRI

K : " Adjustment for demographlc differences between the two groups was perfonned by the standard stanstwal
technique of multivariate regressron ana]ysrs
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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVlCES o
WASHINGTON o.Cc. 20201 !

JUN l 0 1998
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

I want to provnde you with some background information regarding recent coverage 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 pohcy has
resulted in an increase in the number of abortions among welfare recipients. The National
Organization for Women (NOW) Legal Defense Fund, the American Civil Liberties Union, the
Catholic Conference of New Jersey, and other groups are concerned about the possible increase in
abortions and have also questioned whether the State of New Jersey is trying to alter the findings.

Back gg- ound

Under 1992 Aid to Families with Dependent Children waivers, the New Jersey Department of
Human Services (DHS) implemetited 2 family cap polidy, which eliminates benefit increases for
-additional children conceived while a 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 rise in the number of abortions
among welfare recipients over the time that the policy has been in-effect. NOW and gthers 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 State has asked Rutgers to revise the report to address

methodological CONCerns. -

HHS Analysis of the Rutgers Evaluation

- HHS shares the State of New 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 of possible 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 regardmg methodologlcal problems Our most 51gmﬁcant
concemns are as follows: :

» - The evaluation may not have sufficiently controlled for factors other than the family.cap
and these other factors may have contributed to the reported increases in abortions. If'the
.group changed its behavior-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 changed over time as individuals entered and exited the welfare rolls.

«  Some of the assumptions made in the evaluation were unrealistic. For example, the
evaluation established a baseline for comparing changes in the number of abortions. This
baselme assumed that, absent the family cap, the number of abortions would have fallen


http:compari.ng

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 of abortions attributable to the
family cap pohcy . :

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 of 2 comprehensive
package of policy changes. This makes it difficult to identify accurately those families
who believed they were affected at any specific 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 durmg 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 drafi of this report supports a fi ndmg that the family cap policy
caused an increase in abort:ons :
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Report Tying-Abolrtion
To Welfare Is Rejected.

New Jersey Officials Question Its Validity

By TAMAR LEWIN

A tearn of Rutgers University re-
" searchers hired by the New lersey

" Eovernment 1o examine the effects of

the state's new wellare palicy found
that it has contribuied to an increase
in abortlons, but the state has reject-
ed the findings,'and asked for revi-
slons of the report. o

In & Decttaber report, commis-
sloned by the State Department of
Human Services and the Federal De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices and obtained by The New York
Times, the Rutgers researchers gald
the wel{are overhaul provision
known as the flamily cap, which was
enacted in 1992 and cuts of( extra
benefits from welfare reciplents who
have additlenal children, has caused
some wamen to abort thelr pregnan-
cles.

“The Family Development Pro-
gram does appear 10 exert a smal)
but nom-rrivial effect oh abortion
rates, adding about 240 aborttons per
year gver what would be expected
due to trend and population composi-
tlon changes,” the report safd. There

' were 31,260 abortions i New Jersey
In 19986,

The Rutpers findings are lkely to
add gew fuel to the nationwide e
bate over welfare because 20 other
states have imposed tamily caps
shmilar to New Jersey's,

. Welfare reciplents generally have
. abortions at & higher rate than other
women: in New Jecsey, in the quar.
ter ending December 153, the abor.
don rate lor' the wélfare population

was 27 per 1,000 compared with 4 per

1,000 far all New Jersey women of
child-bearing age. And although the
abartion rate in Mew Jersey, and
nationwide, declined between 1981
and 1994, the abortton rate among
New Jersey's wellare recipients rose
during the same pericd. By 1996, the
Rutgers repart. found, the gap hed
widened further, with 29 ahortions
per 1,080 women recelving welfare,
cortipared with 3 per 1,600 women Ln
the general population.

But the state has i accepled
those findings, calling the report a
drafi that needs substential revision.

in & May M4 letter 10 the research
team, the Depaniment of Human
Services sald the document showld
be labeted a drafi, criticlfed the
methodology and asked for a re-
working that would explain all the
difficuitles of determining whether it
was the welfare palicy that had
caused the increase Ln abortions. The
fetter also quesiioned the vakdity of
Studying the behavior of the wéllare
population before and after the law
changed, slnce the changes them.

. setves may have aliered that populg.

tion, tausing some recipients to get
pﬁ wellare, and other people to avold
it.

But the lawyers challenging the
famlly cap provision contend that the
state’s response reflects political
problems, not methodologlcal ones,
© *"We think thi$ is 4 tinal report that
the state is trying to cover up by

saylng t's a draf,” sald Maﬂha
Davis, a lawyer with the NOW Legal
Detense and Education Fand, one of

. the groups challenging the family

cap, “And we think the real reason
for their objectlons is concern about
what legisiators wili do if they see
the conclusions the Ruigers re-
searchers have drawn.” .
Jacgueline Tenctn, a spokeswom-

" an for the State Department of Hu-

man Services, denled that interpre-
tallon. Rather, she sald, the state Is
committed ta understanding what ef-
focts the family cap has had, and Is
concemed ahout the release of draft
findings besed on A methodology that
the state says is flawed.

"This is just a draf,” she sald
“Neither of the two clients, us or
Henlth and Human Services n Wash-
ington, has approved it, and It's not
fina] untll it's approved. We want to
make fure that what we get is good
soclal scicnce research that is clear
about the eflects of the policy.”™

The question of bow welfare recipl-
ents' reproductive decislons are af-
tected by afamily cap, removing any
financlal incentive to have more chil-
dren, has been one af the most hotly

argued lsyes in the debate over wel- -

fare.

Some conservatives have argued
that family caps help discourage
weltare reciplents from having more
bables than they can support, and
prevent long-term well are dependen-
¢y. But in an unusual palltical alli-
ance, the Roman Catholic Church

and conservative Christlan groups

jolned with advocates for the poor to
argue agalnsi famlly caps, on the
grioumd that they would encourage
#bortien and Increase child poverty
by forclng welfere familtes to seretch
their meager benefits too far.

New Jersey's tamlly cap went Into
effect in 1993, under a Federal walv-
er allowing thé state to oonduct
wellare experiments. Two years lat-
e, the Federal welfare overhaul bill
opened the way for any state 10 adopt
such a policy, and {amliy caps are
mow Ineffect In 20 other states.

“The Rutgers findings have very
serious implications for children in
every state that has lastinued afam-
ily cap,” sald Regina Purcell, a
spokeswamen for the Catholic Con-
ference of New Jersey. "It's tmpor-
tant {0 remember oot only the num-

-ber of bables that were aborted due

W the famlily cap, but also the num-
ber of chitdren born whao were denled
assistance. As of December, more
than 25,000 children in New Jersey
had been denied ¢ash assistance be-
cause of the lamily cap.”

Last year, Ms. Davis’s group,
along with the American Civil Liber-
tles Unlon of New Jersey and Gib-
bons Del Deg, 3 New Jersey law
firm, ftled suit charging that the Lam-
Iy cup violated the state constitution
by interfering with wotmen's repro-
ductive rights and treated children
ditferently depending on thelr blrth
status. -

In Tate February, ln the course of

Tepa. a summary judgment me-
fiohplr:-l:;fe cnse, M, Davis sald, the
lawyers asked the siate whether the
final report from Rutgers, which had
been long scheduled for release ln
December, was available, .

A inwyer Ln the Attorney General's
office geve them z copy of the De-
cember report, which they shared
with representatives of the Catholic
Church and others who oppest the
frmily cap at o May 12 metting. Ms,
Davis said the lawyers challenglng

Adding new fuel
to a continuing
debate over
welfare.

the cap had aiso asked for, and been
granted, permission (o tatk to the
Rutgers researchers.

. By, she sald, on May 14 — the
sam¢ day the department’s leter
went oul to the researchers — the
Attapney General's office called 10
say that the report was only & draft
any! to withdraw permission to telk to

the researchers. .

“This is a report fifed in Decem-
ber, and there was pletity of time for
back and forth about the methodalo-
gy before May" Ms. Davis said.’
“The timing, together with the fact
thet this was (1 no way labeled a
dratt, as an eariier interim report
had been, lead us to conclude that
something else was going on here.”

Ms. Tencra sald there were id
political machinations lnvalved: dis-
eussions of the methadology had
gone on stnce the report was filed,
she sald, and the May 14 letter only
reflected confinuing discussions, And
she gald that the lawyer for the At
tormey General's office who gave out
the report was simply unaware that
It was & draft, .

Jt was an gverstght, and It should
not have been released.” Ms. Tencta
said. “This Is very complicated, very

important social sclence research,
and there are many cerlous concerns
about methodology. We're not confi-
dent that there is any methodology
that would result in establishing a
cause-and-effect relationship. That's
one thing we've learned through this
process.” -

The letrer questioned ‘the re-
searchers* use of (rends In abertion
and birth rates o estimate what

those rates might have been without
the welfare changes, uid the sugpes-
thon that the wellare changes tmay -
have cauied the difference. And i
sald that. the researchers need not
reda the study, but should submilt a
revised version making clesr the dif-
ficuldes of determintng causalicy.

Micheel Campsso, the lead re-
starcher oo the §1 million evaluation
project, declined to discuss the spe-
citics of the Becember repart or the
pe-working now under way.

“We have three diferent studles of
the family cap, this pre/pos{ e
search, & cost-benefit analysis, and
anather using an experimental group
and a control group,”-he sald. “Al )
can 3ay is that the final reports on all
three, which are not that far off, will
present the most comprehensive
view passible of the effects of the
famlly cap.” .

The lawyers challenging the fam-
iy cap are convinced that the policy
encourages abortions, both from the
Rutgers research and from inter-
views with welfare reciplents.

“We showed the report Io cutside
exparts, including statisticlens end
economilsts, and they agreed that &
shows that the farnily cap 1s causing
‘women to have abottions,” sald Len-
ora Lapidus, legal director of the
New Jersey ACLE. “ln a state
where there's been this strang effort
to cut back on access on abortion,
there's a real lrony here, This state
now has two chalces, they can back-
pedal and try to change the study. Gr
with the Governor |eading, they can
take the high road and reconsider the
policy.'” .
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NJ. Study Links

because they don't Eke the conchisions the
rmrdﬁsmup:gh.'midmﬂnm

But 2 New Jersey Department of Huin

achocates” conchusions. Jacqueline Tencza said.
“We have a kot of concerns aboist the way the
nurnber was detived because there were a lot of
changes in the caseload during the period they
were studying.”

A spokesman for the ledetal Deportment of
Mealth and Hurman Services said the report was
a draft “that s stll being worked on” Its
$250.000 cost waa pard by HHS and the Katser
Foundation. o : _
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Welfare
child cap

-boosts

abortions

TRENTON, NJ. (AP) — A re-
search study bas concluded that

. Newhmﬂmeliq of holding wel-

fare henehis level when recipients
have additiona) children has con-
n.'l;)‘SEd jo an increase in abor-
tons'*

And critics of the policy say

state officials, who commissioned
the study, are Row trying to play it
down because they don't like the

results.
The §) million study by Rﬁfm
University was commissioned by
the state Deparement of Human
Services and the federal Depeart-
ment of Health and Human Ser-
vices. Researchers were asked o
examine the effects of New Jer-
seys “family ¢ap,” which wiis the
first of its kind in the nation when
it was enacted in 1952,

. Twenty other states have since
instituted Family caps similar to
New Jersey's, and the Rustgers re-

" port is likely to fan the fire of

debate over welfare reform.

‘The Becember 1997 report, ob-
fained yesterday by the Associated
Press, zaid the aew welfare policy
“does appear to exart a small but
non-irivial effect on abortion
rates” ‘The researchers estimated
that the number of abortions in the
state was about 240 higher per
year than it woaid have been with-
out the welfare change.,

“W¢ wdte concerned that this
law could cause an increase in
sbortions,” Marie Tasy, a spokes-
woman for New Jersey Right 1o
Life said. “If the Rutgers study is
sccurate, our fears have been con;
firmed**

State officials have rejected the
reports findings, deciaring it a
“draft” and asking for a revision.

But groups that are challenging
the cap in cotrt say the repart was
nat labeled & draft when it was dis-
tributad to them in February as
partof their preparations fer trial.

“We think this is & final report

© that the state 15 trying 1o cover up

by saying it's a draft,” Martha Da-
vis, o lawyer with the Nationa!
Organization for Women's Legal
Defense and Education Fund, said
in yesterday's editons of the New
York Times. "And we think the reai
reason for their objections is con-
cern about what legislators will do
if they see the conclusions the Rut.
gers researchers have drawn”
Miss Davis' group, along with
the American Civil Liberties
Union of New Jersey, sued the
state last year, charging that the
famlly cap viotated the state con-
stitution by interfering with wom-
en'’s reproductive rights and treat-
ing children differently depending
on their birth status.
- (rnher opponents to, the cap in-

* clude the Roman Catholic Church

and conservative Christian groups
that believe the cap encourages
abortions, -

Stele officials ay their concerns
are methodological, not politizal,

USA Today; 6-%-98

D ABORTION: Decying additional akd to
mmwmmemmchudm—a pollcy to
effect in 20 states «— could ncrease abortions, & controver-
ﬂalNewkmeymmmThcpmmninarymmsbyre—
searchers at Rutgers University, disputed by state umdah.m
poses a potential dilernma for tlawmakers who volad fof the
~{amily cap” policy. ‘The, mpact on shortions was sllzht: &
estunaled 240 mone per year; New Jersey bad about 32, /
# 1996. Bul ¥ could prompt abortion foes to seek repeal of
mepmdslﬂnm'musmmmfzdilunderthclwﬁtm&rﬁ
welfare reform iaw. . . ~— Rlchard Wo
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‘New Research Finidings
- \ ~.on tlhe ) : -
Impact of the New Jersey Family Cap on AFDC Births

New preliminary rescarch ﬁndings do not support the éQnteti'lidn that the “family cap”
policy--denying AFDC cash benefits to additional children born to mothers receiving

. welfare--has an effect on the number of AFDC births, At least that was the case in New
. Jersey between August-1993 and July 1994--the first 12 month period that a family’s

welfare grant would ne longer increase if the mother had another child, A new study that
cxamines the impact of the New Jersey family cap indicates no difference in the

percentage of births 10 AFDC mothers who were subject to the family cap versus those .
who were not. New fersey, one of eight states with a family cap, is the best state to study
the impact of the family cap on AFDC births because it has had this policy m effect the
1ongcst {since October 1992) :

The preliminary ﬁndiﬁgs indicatc that between August 1993 and July 1994, 6.9 percent of
AFDC mothers subject to the family cap gave birth to an additional child, whercas 6.7

‘pércent of AFDC mothers not subject to the family cap gave birth (o an addluondl' child. .

This smal} difference is statisticatly insignificant. The results of this study were based on
a comparison of twa groups of AFDC. mothers that through a random assignment were
enhcr SUb_]CCl to the famil y: cap or not. '

The new estimates are much more accura[cfalld complete, albeit sufl preliminary, than
those made previously. “These estimates are based on work completed by Rutgers
University, the official evaluator of New Jersey’s state-based welfare reform waive
demonstration. " Due Lo the national significance of the family cap issue, the state applicd
for, and was awarded, funds by the Department of Health and Human Services to provide
preliminary estimates of the effects of the family cap. This ts the first serof analyses
conducted for this study. "A more complete set of analyses witl be conducted and' fmdmgs‘
made’ available over the course of this summer.

An ‘unpubiished, but widely pub]icizcd, sita'dy of the impact of the New Jersey family cap' ,
conducted Tast year which examined births to AFDC 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 researchers’ assessment is that-the primary reason for
the difference berween the earlier study and thelr own is that lengthy teporting delays of -
births caused he data used in the earlier analysw to be incomplete. In contras(. by the
time Ruigers Unwersuy conducu,d LllL sdme type of analysis, the dala capwred al} hluhs
and is complete : ‘ :

The cartier study ' lent support to the. idea that a family cap would rc_dut:;: additional births
to AFDC mothers. While still preliminary, these new estimaies provided by Rutgers
University about the impact ol the family cap o additional births 1o AFDC mothers arc
the best avatlable and coutuer garlier findings. More extensive analysis aver 2 longer e
period 15 needed before ,mv definite LOHL{USIOH\ abom the m\pu,l of the [am]l)- cap shouwdd
be druwwin : '



. Comparlson of Add:t:onal Blrtlls to Mothers who Reccwed AFDC in New Jerscy
Durmg Some or All of the I’enod of August 1993 - July 1994

"AFDC Mothors

Subject to

ATDC Mothers

"~ Not Subject to

| Percentage with'a birth in the period
August, 1993 through July, 1994

| Number'in sample °

. Family Cap a

6.9%

2,999

+ Family Cap
C6.T% -

1420

K Wlulc the family cap went into effect throughout New chsey on: October 1 1992
. the first births which would poteutnlly be affected by this provision would . :
not have occurred until August 1993, or 10 months after the effective date. ‘__I‘lus table

repres'(;nts_-AFDC'caseé-that were active as of October 1992 -

'SOURCE: Ruf’gers University, Aﬁalyéis of New Je'r'sey AFDC. caseload data.
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‘Washington, D.C.- 20201 .
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. DATE: ‘..:Octaber 25, 1994
PAGES 6 {Lchuqug 'cmcr)

‘NOTE:  WELFARE REFORM:  Letter to Sec. Shalala from 40 House Members
S o o requesting .that. HHS pot grant amy further
... waivers  which conﬁam family - a"‘p'
. proposals in’ ].ight,p_f Beno v: Skalala .~
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‘Bauge of Representatives
. Eﬁaﬁbmgmn,:ﬁff. 20515

. October 18, 1994

| The Honorable Donna Shalala
Secretary of Health and Human Services - )
uUs. Department of Health and Humnan Services
- 200 Independence Avenue
- Washmgtoﬁ DC 20201

| 'Dear Madam Secretary

| We dre wntmg to request that the Department of Health and Hurnan
_ Servxces (HHS) not grant further waivers for state prograsis that deny APDC -
, 'beneflts to ch.lldren born while theu mothers are on AFDC

: ‘ .‘ We ch-nngly oppose fan-uly cap programs, and beheve dlcta in the :
~Ninth Circuit’s recent opinion in Beno v. Shalala affirms our pos:tmn that
. currént law does not prov1de the Secretarv discretion to grant wawers for
- such programs : T

‘ Although B_em v, ﬁha_z;]_a, deals specxf.u:ally wuh a "work mcentwe ‘
‘waiver program, the court’s opinion in this case highlights four key aspects of.

current law 'we believe have direct bearmg on and explicitly deny the .
_ Seuetary 3 aull'u:mty to grant famity cap wazvers :

F1rst and ‘most 1mporta.nt the court aﬁtrmrd thar Gechon 131::(:7)
authorizes t?[te Secretary to. approve waivers. only for those programs whzch
in her. ]udgemenf “are likely to assist in promoting the ob]ectwes of the .
~ AFDC progmm . This objective, vatlined in 42 U.S.C, 601, is to protect needy
~ children. A$ you know, however, “family cap” waivers are. deszgned to .
enable states to deny assistance to children born while their mothers are on’
AFDC.  Although the goal of such programs, may be to create an incentive for
women not to have children until they can support them, the direct effect of
- “family caps” that are less than 100 percent effective is fo take needed help
L away from pooy children. We do not believe there is any way that such
programs cah be construed as being consistent with the goal of protecting
needy children. Indeed, we find it d1ff1cult to imagine a program more
L LD.GQQS.L&LQ_I ‘'with this goal ot more certam of harrmng poor children.
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|

. Secénd Ihe court aﬁinned thet Section 1315(a) reqmres that wmvers be :
considered ‘in Izght of and be suppotted by the:relevant evidence. . In the case

-~ of family cap waivers, this involves three issues: evidence regardmg the basic

- premise underlying “family caps” (that benefits based ox family size |

. encourage women to have more babies); evidence about the effectiveness of * -
- family cap \programs in preventing pregnandies; and, evidence about the.,
imnpact of benef:t cuts on poor children. Waivers for family cap programs are
“not supported by the evidence in any of these three areas. The available =
“evidence miakes clear that increased AFDC benefits do not encourage women
to have additional children (and, therefore, that the basic premise underlying’”
family caps is inaccurate), that famiily cap programs have little impact on the
number of chlldren borri on AFDC, and that even small reductions in AFDC
beneﬁts cause 1rreparable harm to Iow-mcome duld.ren

7

Tl'urd the court ajﬁrmed that Sectmlsl.ﬁ(a) authorizes the Se(:retary to
gmnt waivers only for thosc state projects that have research or’ =
demonstraﬂon value. In other words, the court aff:rmed that wazvexs should
not be granted for programs designed to enable states to save money. or evade
* federal requirements, but only for programs clearly designed to yield '
information jabout effective ways of dealing with the problems of AFDC .
‘recipients; Accnrdmg to the court, this means that waiver programs must B
. have a methbdologcally defensible design, with the requisite control groups,. -
data collection, and rationale that signify a legitimate experimental project. . ‘
Family cap programs which deny increased benefits across the board,

maintain no ¢ontrol groups, and advance no expenmental goal are not -
expenments" 'and cannot possﬂ:ly servc any val;d expenmental purpose

Fmally, the cowt mjﬁnned that 2315(4::} waivers must be tons.dpred
w:thm the context uf Section 211 of the HHS ApproprzatzonS Act, and that |
Section 211 ﬁrahtbzts the Secretary from: spending federal money on projects
that ‘pose a danger to human research subjects without their, mformed :
consent, Family cap programs - which not only pose a danger.to every child
born while th,eu' mether {s on AFDC, but by definition preclude any type.of -
informed congent -- are ;learly the t'ypes of programs to wiich this restncnon-. -

apphef- } ;

Ttis our understandmg that HHS is currently revxewmg farmly cap
wazver applications from several states. Given'the issues raised in this letter,
we strongly hope that you will give serious considération to our request, and -
ensure that th_ef-e and other future family cap waivers are not granted. -

L . Sincerely,
P
]
|
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STATEMENT FOR CONGRESSMAN FLOYD H. FLAKE
JULY 27, 1994

GCOD MORNING MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE.

" MR. CHAIRMAN, AS WE MOVE FORWARD IN THE WELFARE REFCRM DEBATE .

WHICH HAS GENERATED MISTRUST AND UNREALIZED'EXPECTATIONS AMONG
MILLICNS OF AMERICANS, WE MUST CONFRONT THE MANY ISSUES THAT
UNDERLIE THIS DEBATE WITE COMPASSION AND HUMILITY. WE MUST FOCUS
OUR LIMITED RESOURCES ON POLICIES WITH THE GREATEST POTENTIAL OCF
TRANSFERRING WELFARE FROM A CONSTANT CONDITION TO A BRIDGE OF SELF-
SUFFICIENCY. THEREFCRE, ON JUNE 8, 1994, I INTRODUCED, H.R. 4546,
THE FAMILY IﬁVESTMENT 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 PROPCSAL ATTEMETS TO REMOVE THE BARRIERS THAT PUT OUR
CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM AT QODDS 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

WﬁO ARE .WILLING TO HELP THEMSELVES; MY LEGISLATION INCLUDES
PROVISIONS FOCUSED ON ESTABLISHING 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 ECCONOMIC VIABILITY.

BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS & MEANS f&ﬂu'



TEIS BILL REMOVES THE RESTRICTIONS ON ASSET ACCUMULATION BY
WELFARE RECIPIENTS BY RAISING THE AFDC SAVINGS LIMIT ABOVE THE
.CURRENT $1,000 CEILING FOR INDIVIDUALS SAVING FOR EDUCATICN,
EMPLOYMENT TRAINING, IMPROVING JCB SKILLS, STARTING A NEW BUSINESS,
PURCHASING A NEW HOME OR MCVING EXPENSES FOR A NEW HOME. . THE NEW
LIMIT WOQULD 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 FRCM
THESE ACCOUNTS COULD BE WITHbRAWN WITHOUT PENALTY ONLY FOR THE

STATED PURPOSES.

I CONTEND THAT ASSET EUILDING REPRESENTS A PﬁOPER SHIFT
INlOUR WELFARE PQLICY FROM SPENDING AND CONSUMPTION, TO
A POLICYI-BASED ON SAVINGS AND INVESTMENT. MORE
IMPORTANTLY, THIS LEGISLATION ALLOWS THE GOVERNMENT TO
BECCME 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 PECPLE WHO STILL BELIEVE IN THE AMERICAN DREAM, THOSE
WHC ARE READY TO SAVE AND INVEST THEIR OWN TIME AND
EFFORT AND RESQURCES TO PURSUE EDUCATION, TO WCRK, AND
EVEN‘SdMETIMES TC CREATE THEIR OWN JOBS. HISTORICALLY,
THE UNITED STATES ANTI POVERTY EFFORTS HAVE FCCUSED 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 IS5 DESIGNED TO ENCOURAGE, ENABLE, AND FACILITATE
LOW-INCOME PEOPLE MOVING INTO THE MAINSTREAM ECONCMY AS
MARKETABLE EMFLOYEES AND ENTREPRENEURSE., I BELIEVE THAT
ASSET-BASED REFORMS AkE AN INVESTMENT LIKELY TO PRODUCE
RETURNS TO WELFARE RECIPIENTS, OUR GOVERNMENT, AND THE

GENERAL PUBLIC WELL IN EXCESS QOF THEIR COST.

IT.
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 BCTH PARENTS
ARE IN THE HOME IF: ONE PARENT IS INCAPACITATED, THE
PARENT WHO IS THE PRINCIPLE EARNER WORKS LESS THAN 100
HGURS A MONTH AND HhS A PRIOR WORK EXPEQIENCE. THIS
ANTI—FAMIL? RULE PENALIZING A FAMILY FOR HAVING TWO
PARENTS IN THE HOME AND IS CONTRADICTORY TO SELF-
SUFFICIENCY AND RESPONSIBILITY. THE SYSTEM SﬁOULD
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 $3¢ AND 1/3 INCOME
DISREGARD TO STEPEARENTS 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 DETERM.INING. AFDC BENEFITS.
WHEN CALCULATING AFDC ELIGIBILITY, THE STATE ALLOWS THE
STEPPARENT A DEDIUCTION EQUAL TO THE AMOUNT OF THE S’fATE
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 PLUNGEb INTO POVERTY WHEN
CHOOSING TO CARE FOR CHILDREN FOR WHOM, THEY ARE NOT

L

LEGALLY RESFONSIBLE.

ITI.

ADDI‘TIONALLY, FISSA PIERMI’I‘S STATES WHO DESIRE. TC 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 RECIPIEN'TiS FROM 12 MONTHS TO
24 MONTHS AFTER THEIR CASH ASSISTANCE ENDS. MANY PEOPLE DON'T
REALIZE THAT MOST STUDIES CONCLUDE THAT ONLY 1/2 OF RECIPIENTS EXIT
WELFARE WITHIN 12 MONTHS COMPARED TO MORE THAN 2/3 lWITHIN 24

MONTHS ,



THIS ADDITIONAL ASSISTANCE IS AN EXAMPLE OF HOW TO MAKE
WELFARE A TRANSITIONAL BRIDGE RATHER THAN A PERMANENT
CONDITION. IF OUﬁ. 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 ADDITICN, MY LEGISLATICN ADDRESSES THE ISSUE THAT
CHILDREN BORN INTO POVERTY ARE MORé 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 NCT BRING ITS CHILD INTC COMPLIANCE
WITH HHS IMMUNIZATION REQUIREMENTS. HOWEVER, I INCLUDED
A SAFEGUARD PROVISION FOR FAMILIES WHO FAIL TO COMPLY DUE

TC LACK OF ACCESS TO AVAILABLE HEALTH CARE PROVIDERS.

OUR GOAL IS TO SAVE MONEY THROUGH PREVENTION ON THE FRONT
ENﬁ BY AVOIDING SERIOUS AND COSTLY MEDICAL PROBLEMS IN
THE FUTURE. WE ARE ENSURING TﬁE SAFETY AND WELL BEING
OF CHILDREN EVEN IN THE EVENT.OF NON-COMPLIANCE BY THEIR

PARENTS.




CONCLUSION:

WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT HAS FAILED. "INSTEAD OF BEING A
WAY STATION FOR MANY PEOPLE, IT HAS BECOME A STiFLING WAY OF LIFE."
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.



MEMOCRANDUM

TO: FLOYD H. FLAKE
FROM: IRVING DANIELS

RE: ADDENDUM TO TESTIMONY FOR WELFARE HEARING
(FAMILY CAPS) :

DATE: JULY 27, 1934
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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
ASSTSTANCE. THIS APPROACH IS CONSISTENT WITH THE RULES OF THE
WORKPLACE; WORKING FAMILIES DO NOT RECEIVE RAISES AT WORK WHEN THEY
HAVE ADDITIONAL CHILDREN. IMPOSING "FAMILY CAPS" 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 FINANCTIAL BURDENS.
. FISSA WILL CONTINUE TO PROVIDE CHILDREN WITH HEALTH CARE AND FOOD
STAMPS, BUT WILL DENY THE PARENT THE INCREMENTAL CASH ASSISTANCE

FOR HAVING ADDITTIONAL CHILDREN.
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TMENT OF MEALTHM anwd WHUM GERYICES

FOE IMMEDTATE RELEASE Contact: David Siegel
Friday, June 24, 15954 (Ortica}~~-{202) QQ1~8215
{Home)--{703) 642-8802

Btary Walter D. Drouodnax today approved a

wvelfara damcondtrarion progranm for Wisconein known as the AFDC
Benefit Cap(ABC) Dcmonstration'prujecf.

"We remain committed te vorking with states so they receive
expeditious and caretul revieﬁ of thelr welfare waiver proposals,"”
Broadnay said. _

Undoy ABRC, Wiscbnain will not previda, except under certain
condliions, any additional banefita to existing Ald to Families with
Dependent Children casegs due to the birth of a child when ths birth
scoure more than 10 calendar months after inplementation of the
da;mpnstz:atlo‘n .

Naw AFDC cases will recelve no addiiicnal benefits when-the
birth occurs more than 10 ealemdar menths. arter both the

implementation date eof the demonctration and the application ox

. reapplication for AFDC bepefits. However, additional children will

zemain eligible for Medicaid benerits and food stamps.

All AFDC recipients will bo offered family plamming services

and instructions on parenting skills.

‘wstate flexibility and testing differvnt approaches to
encourage responsibility continue to be factors in oyr yeview of
propescd state demonstratlons," said Hary Je Bane, assiatant

- gecyetary for children and families, "I look forward to reviewing

the results of this demonstratien.®

‘The demonstration will be implemented statewide ne earlier than

‘t.Jan.‘l. 199%, and no later than Jan. 1, 1996. A rigorous evalﬁatiop
. is required.
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| legal Defense and €ducation Fund

99 HUDSCN STREET « NEW YORK, NY 10013 « (212) 925-6535 » FAX: {212} 224-1066

This facsimjle is intended only for the use of the addressee
named herein and may contain legally privileged and confidential
information. If you are not the intended recipient of this
facsimile, you are hereby notified that any disseminaticn,
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 original
tfacsimile to us at the address above via the United States Postal
Service. We will reimburse you any costs you incur in notifying
us and returning 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 J. Clinton
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear President Clinton:

As national, state and focal orgamzatlons, 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 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 aiready
impoverished families. By completely cutting off benefils 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 te provide the necessities for their
children.

Second, years of social science scholarship, some of it suthored 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 for child exclusion plans contravenes ait 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-termn fiscal saving to be gained from the exclusion of children from
the welfare program will be more than outpaced by the long-term soc1al costs of further
impoverishing children-and families already in distress.

When you ran for President, you promised to be a champjon 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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NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund
ACLU (American Civil Liberties Union)

Advocates for Youth (formerly The Center for Population Options)
Catholics for Free Choice
Center for Advancement of Public Po]iéy
CLASP (Center for Law and Social Policy)
~ Center for Reproductive Law and Policy
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 Governmental Affairs, ELCA
Legal Services of New Jersey
NARAL (National Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action League)

National Black Women’s Health Project

National Council of Churches

National Council of Jewish Woinien

NOW (National Organization for Women)

National Women’s Law Center

NETWORK: A National Cathelic Social Justice Lobby
Planned Parenthood Federation of America
Puerto Rican Legal 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

(list in formation)
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April 15, 1994

President William J, Clinton , .
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue o I
Washington, D.C. 20500 : Co ‘

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 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 concelved and born after the family enrolls in the AFDC
program. . :

Our pr1n01pal concern is that h11d cxclusmn 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 necessmes for their
chlldren , _ :

, Seck)nd, 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 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. suppomng other programs
for children 1s, at best counter—productlve : ,

|

Finally, any short-term ﬁsca] 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. 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 Admlmstratlon $ 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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But she backs waivers aIlowmg states to tes new programs

By KAREN J. COHEN - fy 7’%
States News Service

" 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 trymg such an
appreach.

“I thmlc we ought to fmd out

whether it makes a difference,”

she said. “Do I think it is golng to
make a difference? The answer is

n

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 dont know if it changes be-

k. tL, Qs\;hw-«{.

Shalala said he

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

- the grand openlng of - Mllwau--

kee's Slxteenth -
Street Commu-
nity Health
Center’'s new
$2 million . ad-
dition Tuesday.
The ceremony
is set for 10
a.m. at the
center, 1032 8.
16th St.

Because of
ethics . laws,

could -not dis- Shalala: Willing
cuss or make toexpariment
decisicns on

Wisconsin walvers 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 similer to one in

people on Aid to Families ith
Dependent Children from redeiv-
ing higher benefits for children
conceived while the recipient was
on welfare.

Democrats in Wisconsin's Leg-
islature killed Thompsoun's pro-

New Jersey, that would proEblt

posal last week by bottling it up

in committee.

Elever: other states besides
Wisconsin have received waivers
to experiment with reform pro-
posals. Wisconsin has a waiver

for its demonstration plan that -

ends benefits aftet two years.

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

Most welfare mothers have

ahout 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 propoml to

alter welfare, slated to be submit-

ted to Congress later this spring,

would fimit benefits to two years -

. but provide continued health care

and child care to those who find
work.

“The problem is not getiing
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 ass:s-
tance, Shalala said.

“That has been building over.a
period of time,” she said. “The
fundamental premise is we ought
not to have & welfare system, we
ought to have a transition system
1o work.”

“We understand that penples
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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ewer babies were born n New T

sey in the first three months of ...

:untmvers:al welfare program
igned o dtscourage out-of ,
ftock births.

oponents -of “the farmtg. cap..:'_; :
re ‘encouraged by the lower

th nambers.

nild exclision,” say.it's 100 early.

draw conclusions, and that.the I
ogram’s gréalest! ‘dchievement i&. y

penalize poor mothers and thear
w-babies, .

A family capisina majcr wel »
ire reform bill 10.be. unveiled:to-

ay by House arid Senate Republi-;- 4

ans.ied'by Rep.James M. Ta.lent
lissouri Republican. -

~The New Jersey- progrém. wnt- \ SR
en by stdte. Assemblyman Wayne .
ryant, does not increase Aid to. -

“amilies- With Dependen! Chil-~
iren benefits for women who have
additional ‘children: In the past, ‘a

mother; on” AFDC typically ‘re-.

ceived an-extra 554 a momh for
anuther baby L R TR

B ) encourage - welfare mothers :

10 work ¢ support their children,: :
the state has changed its rules rew
‘gardmg income. ;

- Typically, AF‘DC éhecks dre re-

duced S3 for each $1 of Teported
mceme. Under the-new rules,

man} workmg we!fare mothers
avé allowed to-keep:about $200-of -
vuages plus the full AFDC check. .
Rutgers University is mon:.
itoring and-evalusting. New: Jer: .
sey’'s five-vear expenment wh:ch
began in August. '
.Betweery:
the state
Services yéported 3,655 births to’
AFDC muthers S
That was a ‘drop: of; 65 bll’ths‘

5,000,

The Iower. bmh numbers aren
conciuswe ‘Bur they-are veryve
encouraging” said - Clint Bohck

vice premdent of the lnst:mle for :

"-' Since New Jarsey pd:an exparimental wettare re{onn |
|, policy, which’ doez nat incréase Aid to Families: with- - . .

’ Dependem ‘Children cash-grants for weilfare, families: who have - ‘

" agdiuonal chilgren'after ALigust-1993, more people lave been . (o 1993

Dk adoad 1o the ruiis but 1ewer babies, have been born. -

.| Nuimber. pf babies-born to AFDC
' |-'| mothersiin New JQI’EBY%."- T
Oppanerts, who call the cap a I IR B e |

CKING NEW'."JERSEY'S
TRA ‘ARE BIRTH RATE

2 Nismbér-of AFDC
!amilies ln New Jeraey

Sowt

Jusnce. a legal defense Qrgam- .,
\z_amm in Washingtan... "¢ :
- This. proves that dlsmcemwes

and incentivés” waork; Yisaid Sam -

. Brunell), executive d:recror ‘of the -

“American- Leglslatwe Exchange |
7 Colneil /ALEC). .. '
7 The Institute: for Jusnce ALEC

" and another welfare-refonn group; ’

Have'asked to Join: the defense ina

~lawsuit filed. against the program:

.‘byithe Legal:Services. of New Jer- B
. sey and.other groyps: -

state from. xmplemennng the fam:
" ily'cap and-force the 1.5- Depart--
ment of: Hea!th and Human Ser-

August and 0ct0ber o )
1 gramed New Jersey to con duct the_

) ‘propram:

" gue sthat” “the -chiild; exclusion:’

from the same; permd in 1992, even’-.. harms innocent mfant children b
though. the .average: number of B : 1 '
families on AFDC grew by about;-

'meetmg on the lawsmt 1s sched o G5

B e "._ . mwammgtnnTm‘ -

“uted for tomorrcm i Neu Jersey L
Michael C."Laracy. a longtime -

'New-Jersey welfare’ ‘policy, plan-. -~
" ner whois finishing a three-month
“feHowship-at-the:Centeér-for: Law: -7
"and:Social Policy in: Washmgtcm

programs efﬁcac; are prema
. ture. ‘ ;
AFDC mothers.-nm reahzmg

,the:r babies -are ehg:ble for: Med-’
" leaid or food” stamips. may, delay

.- reporting births, for. ‘manths.. thu L
E skewmg the. numbers, he said..~

- " Media‘atiention on'the-cap may -
‘have caused some women 1o:avoid -
aving’ children. ‘but-.2when theI
‘media ‘moves.ton, the effect may -

_ dlssmate MK Larac; “said. The '
* economicsiol the cap, hesaid. ‘™ay

The plaintiffs want;ito-block: the

-Legal Ser\uces coun papers ar- .
nm ‘to'have babies.

: Mareimportam he said, the cap
W as intended to: mduce new math- :
‘efsitoget, ans ‘but. evidencé' does
Pileid Isl'wn.-. that has lﬁgpened

jsoly ‘
I.awyers yesterday sand & status

CPRESERVATI ON. - PHE TSGR -

said any.. conclusions..about-the . " | -

- not be enough 16 persuade women .
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qu

no cash
ff payments for new btrths

Al

-Crystal Grier -
1t collects wel-

as.born after a

i experiment.
cap" went into

thnt a welfare :

10t increased if’
sther child..
v that'births.t_q

ave dropped. an -
" system is supposed to-help people,
who cannot take care of their fam:’
ilies” said “Ms.. Powell, who' re-.
cently married and.is workmg to-
extricate her famity- from welfare.. -
. “Mother's want to.stay home with -
. their babies. And there aren't any -

ent, But.the pol-
ildéred ‘and an-
1c alreadyfeel
fathomable and
; said she knew
mt after getting

;ided to have the.

g"airtst Ty faith;*

the capis eﬁually

s€ of having more*

can't get no mote

d as_she cuddled-

ﬂI&

sh sat in her par:
nsively, watching
id son' :Kashah :

>t‘ three persons in
s 15 on Aid to Fam-.
pendent Children

2 entered the sys- -

gave birth to her

"Kashah can’t be

DC under the cap,
are eligible' for
e and food stamps.

or Ty daughter
‘he extra $64 in the
s “hard,” she.said,

't think it would |-

cap, which affects
ce Aug. 1, 1993, is
nove any financial
ymen on welfa’re to

'e-reform propos-

& Clinton admmis-'__i
make.a cap a state

mse Republzcans .
America™welfare |
ita nat:onal policy.”
18 opposition to the

;o called the “child

il Services of New |-

other groups-have
1stop New Jersey's

“a sharmn," said Da-

or atturney w:th

DA page A9

1 the c.tty, 16~}'ear-"

-~ Legal Servnces "Its tme mtent is
. po%%latmn control”. -, ‘
" e ¢ap's real- wurld |mpact Te: ..

'mains unknown, despite-the early

in births to welfare mothers.

school- eqmvalency degree.

“It's a-terrible policy,’ satd

~former- welfare mother Tracey.
Powell, whose 2'year-old: “just.’

made 1t” under the deadline. “The -
- bies. have been excluded in Cam-

':Jobsn o )
. -*Noonéis saymg we]fare ‘moth-
1 QTS cant have families. ... We're

i just saymg the state won’t pay for
- welfare system’s health msurance,

it” is how. state - -Agsemblyman
- Wayne Bryant, "Camden -Demo-

“crat, has explained the welfare re..
: related to'the cap,’ Ms. Bokas said

' fnrms he wrote.

. Before the cap, a rnorher on
- AFDC could receive $102 more B
- month:for a-second child and $64
‘mote a month for subsequent chﬂ -

. dren,
Under the reform expertment

b MISS Grier, Joyius and other tmoth- .
” erg whose newborns aré not eli-
< gible for  AFDC are supposed to .
find jobs-to support their families. ...
They._ would be allowed tokeep a -
‘sizable poftion — as much as $200 .

a month — of their paychecks

benefits.

“The state. sweetened the offer
.- with fundmg for child care, trans- .
g0 through [Kash-.
| for money,” Joyius
anted to have a sig-

portation and other Lcoststo getthe

welfare recipient a- high school:”
equivalency- degree, ]Db tratnmg- .

and-job search skills,
In Camden, nearly 900 welfare

. DETSONS aré in job. tratning, more

than 600 are in college, and 1,608 . - ;
are getting equivalency r.hplomas, .

the agency said. -

find work.”

-home are behind-on their immuni-

-supervisor of Camden's Healthy

Mothers/Healthy Babxes program;,

which contacis 1,000 women with.

-high-risk pregnancies each year. -
_ " “She can't_get to thé clinic with . [
‘| the five. children,”” Miss Radical

said, addmg she lmows of many .

‘women in sunilar sitiations, -

An’ official eva]uanon of . ‘the -

- state’s welfare reform will be con-

) ducted by the Rutgers Umversnty ‘

ARt "“"“"‘“ﬁ‘é“gﬁi"ﬁv%«\t DHOTOCOF’Y -

Fondd

figures showing a 13 pércentdrop .

. “T_don’t underatand why ‘they .
give you foney for. one-andnot-for -
‘anothier]” safd Joyius, who is re-

' 1993, she said.
. turning to school to get her hzgh C

- form; said Frank Ambrose, asgis-

“with the Camderi County Board of

. .hospttals.' “our’ data is.showing .
abouta 10 percent decreaseinnéw.

.* 4t .the. hospital's Osborn. Health

- Camden, “fewef women are com-
Cing in pregnam" 5aid a spokeswo-

_ - a8 & necessary chang e
* without losing & any of thetr welfare . )
* the welfare cap is the best thing: It}

- time to'better- myself " Toyva: Pettey
’ said jn a statement in July'in sup--

_ - and is currently going for her. htgh
.rectptents have ‘entered the work - :
force in the past 20 months; ac- .
cording to-data from the Camden :.
County Family Developriént and-
Job Resource Center. Another 657 .-

‘Butit’s not’ hkely that mothers '
in situations ltke Miss Gners wtll .

“We're vtsttmg Crystal because'
_she rissed her postpartum. .ap-,
-pointment; and. her children- at .

zauons.” said Glenda A. Radical; -

School of Socml Work _ L Thg cap "don t thean a mmg
Meanwhile, 'preliminary data - they'll just get pregnant anyway
forexghtmonthsshowaﬂ percent " They'll just take the food stamps

 average decline in births, based on | and Medicaid and figure out the -

‘a rate per 1,000,.said' Jacqueline, I rest,” said Kathryn Blackshear, &
. Tencza, s$pokeswoman at the New | lungtlme welfare mother and com-
Jersey Department of Human Ser- - munity leader-at the Chelton Ter--
vices: The decline occurred even | race public housing complex. .
‘as the AFDC céseload rose, from |~ Why won't the capdeter births?
about- 118 000 i 1992 tO 122 700 i ll’l . “WQ][ lf ygu .are us[ng dmgs, o
- you dont use condoms during -
sex;said Carmen Delvalle, an out-.
~reach. worker with the Healthy
MotherslHealthy Babies program.:
tant . administrative supervisor - Many poor womenhave low self-’

In Carnden, about 80 chlldren a
~month are excluded under. the re-

Social Services. To'date, 1,078 ba- desirable, it.makes them feel spe-
jctal” she sajd. ,“Also, in- the His-
panic ‘community, the male domii- .
natés: 1f he's nat. going to use a-

condom, he doesn’t use it.” -

Drug useis rampant in Camden,

“and when you're half:high

‘den County; he said.”
At Qur Lady of Lourdes Medlcal
Center; onie of Camden's two major

patient admissions” said Deb

' Bokas; direétor of socual services mother.who admitted that one of -

- her children was concetved durmg
.a one-night stand, “He told me his’
'name. but I've: never seen’ hlm,
again, 'she said. - ‘
Other women get pregnant
while “tricking”. of prostituting
themselves .the mother added,
speaking on the condition of conft-
‘dentiality. "Those ,bables are
called ‘trick’ bables, .and there are
-alotof them, with young: girls sell-
ing themselves for drugs or
money .

_*Center. About 90 percent of mater:
ity patients are on Medicaid, the.

she said. -
. The decline m bu-ths could be.

-but .in her estimation “behavmr
has not beeti changed.”
“One-hundred percent of thege
pregnanctes are stlll unplanned"
she said. :
At 5t John’s Prenatal Chmc in-

"The housmg here ls hnrren--
dous,” Ms. Delvalle noted. “Rentis .
Some welfare. methers won par- $450 to §500 for, a'shack.

—_ . 1f a woman and her ch:ldren get .
txcularly young ones — sec the cap_ evicted ; arid become. homeless.

man, “but we still see the ste.ady
.repeaters" o

unom +,
What I've seen, 1 think, relative; or they may end up stay- .

ma
kes me thigl that nowis the ‘sex as.a perfectly reasonable ex- -
change for room and . board, said

‘port of the ¢ap. Miss Pettey, 19, hag 'the outreach worker

two” children, one of whom was-

born efter the cap went into effect, “If they' re staymg wtth a guy

schoal eguivalency degree, . 'she’s’'not - poing - to say no,’ *added
But. ev?eteran wilfarg: mothers Michele’ Watts, -another ‘cutréach
wz ) worker with Healthy Mothers!
Healthy Babies

esteemn and séx “makes them Teel .- . '

things "happen, said. one welfare,' o

they’ can bounce from rélative’'to

ing with a male “friend” whosees_ -

and he wants to. sleep with her, "
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