
May 17, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: CAROL RASCO 
BRUCE REED 
KATHI WAY 

SUBJECT, WELFARE REFORM REMAINING ISSUES 

Final decisions arc outstanding on two clements of the welfare reform plan -- family 
caps and 1ime limiting tbe WORK program, The attached memorandum presents the 
pros/cons of each issue. 

Based on OUf conversations with you, we believe the best way to resolve these issues 
is through state flexibility. Throughout the plan, we have been careful to give slate.;;: as many 
options as possible. Therefore, we recommend the following: 

1. Family Caps: We gather from our recent discussions with you that you support 
Jetting states decide for themselves whether to pay additional benefits for additional children 
conceived on welfare. We agree that mnking this a state option is the best course, politically 
and substantively" 

2. Time-Limiting the WORK Program: The toughest challenge is to making sure 
that the WORK program docs not be<;omc a guaranteed job for life. Many Democratic 
.governors have told us that they win be unable to support the Administration's plan unless it 
givcs them some kind of option to prevent people who could be workjng in the private sector 
from remaining on the public WORK program indefinitely. If that!;; what our friends say, it's 
hard to imagine that we can survive Republican attacks on this issue, We will have a tough 
time making the CaSe to the American public that we arc "cnding welfare as we know it" if 
people who could support themselves can stlll stay on the system for life, 

The Mainstream Forum bill puts a three-year lime limit on the WORK program, and 
gives states the option io extend it for a significant percentage of the cascload. We could 
adopt some variant of this option. with a somewhat higher percentage. This approach is 
politicaUy attractive. but it could give states that just wanted to cut their cascloads the power 
to cut off people without regard to circumslancc, 



Alternatively, we could propose a more narrow, targeted state option, which would 
anow states to time limit the WORK program only for people who have significant previous 
work experience and who live in areas of low unemployment where there arc jobs available 
to match lheir skilJs. This approach would dramatically reduce the risk that a state might cut 
off someone wno couldn't make it in the private sector on their own: If they've worked 
before, tbey should be able to work again, and a total of riYe years on assistance (2 in JOBS, 
3 in WORK) is long enough to outlast any business cycle, 

We recommend the sccondt safer option, It provides greater protection and lessens the 
chance tbat this whole question will become a major political iss.ue. The left will not be 
happy with either option, and neither will HHS; they would prefer a WORK program tbat 
goes on forever. But we feel we need some kind of limit both to make the program work 
and to keep the entire welfare reform debate from dwelling on Ihis issue. We also fear that 
without some provision of Our own, we will have a very hard time warding off draconian 
measures from the right 

Next week. we wHJ give you a detailed memo on the politics of welfare reform and 
ideas on how best to start talking about the plan. We arc also preparing a comprehensive 
rollout strategy, 



INSERT PARAGRAPH: 

A modified proposal would allow states the option to design a narrow time-limit on thc 
WORK program that would only apply to participants with significant previous work 
experience in areaS of low unemployment where Ihere acc jobs available to match their skills, 
This approach could be further targeted by requiring states that seck to impose such a limit to 
first demonstrate" high job placement rate from their JOBS and WORK programs. Applying 
the Bmit only to people with sjgnjficant previous work experience substantially reduces the 
likelihood that a slate might cut off someone who simply could not make it in the private 
sector -- although advocates win argue that it still leaves open that possibility. 
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DRAFT May 17, 1994 2:30 pm 

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 	 Mary 10 Bane 
David T, Ellwood 
BlU"" Reed 

SUBJECT: 	 Major Welfare Rcfonn POlicy Issue< 

DATE: 	 May '17, 1994 

Two major policy issues remain to be resolved before th, welfare reform legislation is put 
into fmal fonn, The first is the family cap, The other is whether states should be allowed to 
put time limits on WORK program participation, Both have important policy and political 
ramifications. 

The Family Cap/Child Exclusion 

Ensuring that both parents taU responsibility for the support of their children is a major goal 
of welfare reform. The package includes strong compofl.ents that emphasize the obligations 
of both fathers and mothers, and that send a very slrong message that young people should 
not have cblldren until they are ready and able to care fM them. 

The most controversial element of the parental responsibility package is a possible state 
optiOD to'deny benefit increases when additional children are conceived by parents on 
welfare, The family cap (which c~i1dTen's advocare, are now calling the child exclusion) is 
opposed on several ground I' seen by some lIS penalizing children for the ll'ansgressions 
of the parents. There i lirrle evidence t failing to prnvide a $60 increase in benefit.~ will 
influence bolJavior, The' 
comparable in amount to 
number of states are alrca 

re efit now provided for additional children is 
increased tax deduction provided to working famme~,-
experimenting with the idea, 

And a 

l",v 
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Those who suppon the family A~PtiOn note that workers do not receive a pay raise when 
they have additional children. ~;( argue that sendin;; • strong signal about reSponsible 
childbearing is extremely important. The family cap saVes $220 million over 5 years, money 
which can be spent on child care. 

. ~~"ll'\... 
The ide. of limit· Oenefits for addition.l children is popular with the public and strongly 
supported by tha igbt. It is vehCmently opposed by me traditionalleft, by women's groups, 
by ...ny of the churches and by some elemelllS of me 'ight to life movement. , 

An alternative ro including the family cap option would be to announce at the time of 
introducing welfare reform that the administration would support a limited number of 
adilitional 'Illte demonstrations of family cap approach/:!:. After we had reviewed the results 
of these demonstrations to see whether family caps wert: effective in reducing pregnancies, 
We would then deeide·wheiher [0 make it a state option or mandate a family cap nationwide. 

Limiting Extended Participation in the WORK Prog~,," 

The plan includes a requirement that states operate a WORK program to provide work 
opporrunities through subsidized private or community jc 'Os to those who are unable to fllld 
unsubsidized. jobs within the two year rime limit. In des:gning and explaining the WORK 
program, we need to be able to aIlSW1:r questions o(two sorts: . 

o 	 You mean.you're going to allow people to stay in these guaranteed jobs 

forever? 


o 	 You mean yau'U leave children without any income because their parents 

haven't been able to flnd a private sector job? 


We would like to be able to answer both these questions 1.i,ith a fmn "no. ~ but dOing so 
requires careful structuring of the program. 

The plan contains a number of provisions to ensure that W·ORK positions w.iU not last 
forever. It includes serious sanctions for non-cooperarien, including a six month denial of 
benefits Or subsidized work to a family where an a.dult refuses to' accept a private sector job. 
It also includes a limitation on the amount of time a person can spend in anyone subsidized 
slot, mandatory job search between slots, and a thorough a~sc:ssment after two placements. 
It is structured so that recipients are always bener off takin~ private sector jobs: as in 
private sector jobs, recipients arc not paid if they do not w.)rk, but as long as they are in a 
subsidized job they are denied xhe income suppiement of tho! EITe. These provisions are 

.tOugh enough to have generated serious criticism from children' $. advocates, even from those 
who have come around to accepting the idea of work requitements after two years, 

2 
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The real disagreement at {his point, however. is over whether the WORK program itself 
should be time-limited and families deprived of all benefits after some period of time. The 
Mainstream Porum proposal, for example, limits community service to three years over all, 
with a state option to extend the time limit at stare expense. and also a state option to readmit 
to the work program a limited number of people who hit the time limit. These provisions are 
supported by those who want to provide additional insurance that the work program does not 
become a large guaranteed-for-Ufe job creation program. Some~overnors_would like an 
option to time limit the WORK program. 'j)w<IV-\i< 

The argcment against limiting the WORK program is ba,ticaJly one of fairness to people who 
have been playing by the rules and to their children: pe'JPie who are unable to find private 
sector jobs, or people whose productivity is not high en<,ugh to make them attractive to 
private seCtor employers. People ~efi in the WORK progrllID after several years arc li""ly to 
be among the most vulnerable in the society. since those simply unwilling to take private 
sector jobs will have been sanctioned much earlier .in the: process, WJ:tHe most Americans 
agree that after a certain length of time people should be expected to work for welfare 
benefits. they are rightly reluctant to deny support for the children of parents wbo play by 
the rules but cannor find unsubsid.ized jobs. The specter of homelessness or fOSIer care for 
children when parents are playing by the rules is not co!lsistent with most Americans' basic 
values. ~ 

~ 
A modified proposal would allow states the option of time-limiting the WORK program for I
participants with previous work experience and in areas of very low unemployment. . 
Although such a proposal would reduce some of the criticisms of more general time limits. it ,..I Dr 
remains open to the chafJe that some parents who through no fault of their own were unable ~~ 
to find private sector worK would be denied all benefits for their children, It would also be 
very difficult to specify: work experience and low unemployment could be defined in ways I 
that would encompass most recipients. 

This issue is a crucial one for Ule lefl. Even a modified version of time limils on work could 
drive Democrats away from support of the plan.Qn addition. some governors worry about 
the burden that might be placed on their general assistance programs by people deprived of 
o!her be\Jefits aod work oPPOrtUniti~ fl....t J.,.'f L.... /. J. ,k 
Key Decisions 

There are obviously serious policy arguments to suppon either decision on each of these 
issues. One challens, in crafting !his bill is to find a set of policies t:hat do not seriously j)(2-vf 
divide the party. Be>th issues are highly charged politil:ally. They are both touchstone Issues 
for both the liberal aod the conservative wings of the l):mocratic party, but especially for 
left-of-center Democrats. 
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DRAFT 4117/94 2:30 pm 

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT 

From: 
. 

Mary Jo Bane 
David T. ElIw~od 
Bruce Reed 

Re: Side by Side Comparison of Welfare Bill, 

Date: May 17. 1994 

Enclosed is a detailed side by side comparison of four major welfare reform bills. There are 
both more liberal and more conservative bill, than those described here, but these are the 
most important. The beadings are self explanatory except for the Matsui bill which will be 
introduced next week. This is Ilke!y to be supported by a significant number of more liberal 
Democrats wben it is finalized and introduced next week. There is also a proposal put 
forward by the American Public Welfare Association which is fairly similar to ours. 

In many way' the most remarkable thing about 311 these bills is their similarity, Essentially 
all sides agree on an increased emphasis on work. child roppon enforcement. prevention, 
and support for working families. Where there are differences we rend to be in the middle, 
leaning mostly toward the Mainstream Forum. There ""ms to be widespread accepUlnce of 
the idea of time limits, though the Matsui bill rejects specific time limits, and even tltey call 
for half of all JOBS participants to be in a work program. The transitional assistance 
program is very similar across blU," In areas such as child support enforcement and 
prevention, our bill contains most of the elements in oth(l[ bills and morc. Still there are a 
few key differences that you should be aware of which mostly involve tlte WORK program" 

The oature of the work progtaIn. We call for a work-for-wages ronde! as does 
the Mairu;rream Forum. The House Republicans and Matsui biII us. CWEP (though 
for very different reasons). 

Work expectations. Our plan calls for 15 to 35 hours work requirement, 
depending on state benefit t,vels and the decision:, of the state. The Mainstream 
FC?turn and House RepUblican plan require 35 hours work in an cases. The 
Mainstream Forum plan is like1y to be very expensive since they can fOT work. for 
wages with the federal government picking up 80% of the cost of the jobs and wag"". 
In Slate, like Missi;sippi. this will be considerably more money than is now spent on AFDC. 

Ultirrune time limits on the WORK requir<"menL The Mainstream Forum has 
a three year time limit with a state option to extemi. The I-loUse Republicans have a 
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state option to terminate henellts after 3 years. In both cases, apparently the safety net 
cap end for families and children after S years of help. even if there are no jobs 
available. 

Sanctions. Matsui calls for limiting sanctions to ':he adult's portion of <be grant. Our 
bill and the others ultimately put the entire cash gram at risk if persons refuse to 
particlpare in work 

Phase-in. Our phase-in is similar, but slightly slower than the Mainstream 
Forum's. The Republicans phase-in velY rapidly after the year 2000. 

Family caps. Matsui reject..:; f-amily caps, the other bills contain chem. 

Child care for <be working poor. Both th" Mainstream Forum and <be Matsui 
bill provide more than twice as much child care for the working poor as we do. The 
House Republicans provide nco.. 

Financing. The Republicans and MaiOSlrtam Forum use an inunigrant cut off 
for funding. The MatsUi bill has not identified a funding option. 

We have more derailed side by side comparisons if that 'Nould be helpfuL Plea.. understand 
that these comparisons are preiimina!)' as .11 the bills .m changing, and <be Iallll1lalrue is not 
always easy to interpret. We will be updating and improving this chart over th~t few 
days. 



"G5!-tU!t A"U: 5~8~ ...", ti2~t~~~.;1,},,~83 HHS os ASPE .nSF ........ KATHI WAY Il!006/011 

w ,.. • V.I. '~I1.t<. ~ ~ &3 

1..--...1-__-'-____-'--.1..-, 

Iii 



RHS OS ASPE 41SF ~~~ KATRI WAY III 007/011 

D.T, &M.~. ElLWCXlD Pt..(;£ 04 

if 
~ij"
-8 l 

.:11 ~ 
~lg

Iii 
It 
ill 

SI 

[I 
If 

IIII If l
H 

Ifi I' 
HHUil!lit-tIll r'

q.G Jii: i
IS g:i ll!r ~t~l III ··1· i ~ i ,tl' 1i~2 . ~. .1,; 0' I' 

So <I 1:0 

IJ liWHr. " I' :r i-.ll'--I 
~I.~ IIf 

= f· 

mUi~l Ilt-lll~ ...... 

f.
II~e V li·~l I ; : !.~ lit t .f' B f[I . il f' 

I lfO'. ~ 

UtijH it~ f ,. II Ii: 
it jI 4 ~l ..,Il 
Il!!II . 



05/17/94 14:$9 it202 13M 1383 
 HBS OS ASPE 4HF ...... UTHI WAY ~O(lS/Ol1- 135/16/19'4 ;t::l:!:!U 31:'116543423 D. T... Ift.f'(. eu..1\oUJJJ ~ Q::I 

i( 

• 





05/17/84 14;59 'a"%02 690 73$3 HHS OS ASPE .nSF ..~~ KATIU WAi' ~OlO/Ol1(l.o~ .... o ..... ,.;>.........u ."'£.'-'.......... ..,..... , ....... ~._ ,,_ .. , 


ii
~i ifIrTl . 'ilit r-

I'! i'-it ~~I ~!i ,: I; 
[ Ii' ll=jI ( , 

f 
r-

fiIII !i 
1

~I 

f 
f 

J 
if 

I
1'1 ~ a' 

Il-

f'~t f; 
[ 
~ .. ·'h,

I!og~I f!!rIi' 
[ 
II. i~ ff 
Ii -•
i3 B • f1 
!' 1. 

8 

J 



HRS OS ASPE 4!SF ~~~ ~THI WAY 1aI011/011 
D. T. ;1 M. Ii. e:u...~ PAGE sa 

-

IfIIJI If' !l 

-
Hlt Itil 

.ImfHlJ
0 , .0lII: .... ir. s;. ( I 

8 !I' "'. ""Ii ,IJt 
~ 'I . -~ i l t~ I I 1j 

-
i i i f f 

!' f
[I 

!~r' t ilfi,Ii fI'U 
.} 

, JI·' fi 
( 

1J1 
-

itii i [J' i1'·i1 
Is' tIi i 



DRAFT . May 17, 1994 2:30 pm 

MEMORANDUM TO TIlE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Mary Jo Bane 
David T. Ellwood 
Bruce Reed 

SUBJECf: Major Welfare Reform Policy Issues 

DATE: May 17, 1994 

Two major policy issues remain to be resolved before the welfare reform legislation is put 
into final form, The first is the family cap. The other is whether states should be allowed to 
put time limits on WORK program participation, Both have important policy and political 
ramifications. 

The Family Cap/Otild Exclusion 

Ensuring that both parents take responsibility for the support of their children is a major goal 
of welfare reform. The package indl.1des strong components that emphasize the obligations of 
both fathers and mothers. and that send a very strong message 1hat young people should not 
have children until they are ready and able to care for them. 

The most controversial element of the parental responsibility package is a possible state 
option to deny benefit increases when additional children are conceived by parents on welfar~j..~ c,~ 
The family cap (which children's advocates are now calling the child exclusion) is opposed~n 
several grounds~en by some as penalizing children for the transgressions of the 
parents. There ~evidence that failing to provide a $60 increase in benefits will, 
influence behavior. The increased benefit now provided for additional children is comparable 
in amount to the increased tax deduction provided to working famdies, And a number of 
states are already experimenting with the idev ~ l.o.>li'l.~ ~ 4f~4.. 

1 
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Those who support the family cap option note that workers do not receive a pay raise when 
they have additional children. They argue that sending a strong signal about responsible 
childbearing is extremely important The family cap saves 5220 million over 5 years, money 
which can be spent on child care for the working poor. 

The idea of limiting benefits for additional children is popular with the public and strongly 
supported by the right and many moderate Democrats. Many governors SUppOtl the option. 
It is vehemently opposed by the traditional left, by women's groups, by many of the chun::hes 
and by some elements of the right to ~ movement. The U.S. Conference of Mayor.s and 

,kmany minority elected offials have e~ed concerns. ~L 

/, lv' , 
An alternative to including the family cap option would be to announce at the time of ~~ ,,\.. 
introducing welfare reform that the administration would support a ltmited number of \ 1,,,~ 
additional state demonstrations of family c~p approach.es. Aftc: w~ had re~'iewed the r~sults \ \-1) 
of these demonstratIOns to see whether fanuly caps were effectIve m reducmg pregnancies, we '\ ~~ 

would then decide whether to make it a state option or mandate a family cap nation\\ride. _____ [\\,0:'<- ~~ 
V ' 
~l\ 

Limiting Extended Participation in the WORK Progrnm 

The plan includes a requirement that states operAte a WORK program to provide work 
opportunities through subsidized private or community jobs to those who are unable to find 
unsubsidized jobs within tbe tv..'o year time limit. In designing and explaining the WORK 
program, we need to be able to answer questions of two sorts: 

o 	 You mean you're going to allow people to stay in these guaranteed jobs 
forever? 

o 	 You mean you'll leave children. without any income because their parents 
haven't been able to find a private sector job? 

We would like to be able to answer both these Questions with a firm "no." but doing so 
requires careful structuring of t.he program. 

Th.e plan contains a number of provisions (0 ensure that WORK positions will not last 
forever. It includes serious sanctions for non~cooperation, including a six month denial of 
benefits or subsidized work to a famdy where an adult rcfuses to accept a private sector job. 
It also includes a hmitation on the amount of time a person can spend in anyone subsidized 
slot, mandatory job search between slots, and a 1horough assessment after two placements. It 
is structurcd so that recipients are always better off taking pnvate sector jobs: .as in private 
sector jobs, recipients are not paid jf they do not work, but as long as they arc' in a subsidized 
job they are denied the income supplement of the Ene. )n snort, anyone who refuses to 
work, refuses to seek or take an unsubsidized job, or who behaves irresponsibly will not have 
additional WORK opportunities. These provisions are tough enough to have generated 
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l serious critiCIsm from children's advocates, even from those whQ are willing to accept work 

requirements after two years, 

The real disagreement at this point, however. is over whether the WORK program itself 
should be time~limited and families deprived of all benefits after some period of time. The 
Mainstream Forum proposal, for example, limits community service to three years overall, 
with a state option to extend the time limit at state expense, and also a state option to readmit 
to the work program a limited number of people who bit the time limit These provisions are 
supported by those who want to provide additional insurance that the work program does not 
become a large guaranteed-for-life job creation program. Some governors, including some 
moderate Democratsjstrong!y support an option to time limit the WORK program. In their 
view tbe rhetoric of l!ending welfare" requires some sort of ultimate end, and they worry 
about the problems of creating an open ended job eomm~erit. 

The argument against limiting the WORK program furtber is basically one of fairness to 
people who have been playing by the rules and to their children: Opeople who are unable to 
find private sector jobs, or people whose productivity is not high enough to make them 
attractive to private sector employers. People len in the WORK program after several years 
are likely to be among the most vulnerable in the society. since those simply unwilling to take 
private sector jobs will have been sanctioned much earlier in the process. While most 
Americans agree that after a certain length of time people should be expected to work for 
welfare benefits. polts show they are reluctant to deny support for the children of parents who 
play by the rules but cannot find unsubsidized jobs. The specter of homelessness or foster 
care for children when parents are playing by the rules is not consistenl with most Americans' 
basic val ues, 

None of us favors a state option which allows an arbitrary cut off of all persons after some 
period, regardless of their economic prospects. The altemative proposal would allow states 10 

design a narrow time-limit on the WORK program that would apply only to participants with 
significant previous work experience in areas of low unemployment~ere Jobs are avadable 
which match their SkillS] lbis approach could be further targetted by requiring states that 
impose such limits to first demonstrate a high placement from their JOBS and WORK _~ 
programs Applymg the !Imit in thiS way ~d"; 1ft reduces the likehhood that persons I ~ 
who could not make It 10 the pdvate sector would be cut off -- though the possIbility rema1Os, ~~ ,. 
and the provision could be loosened Q'sigmficantly as part of the CongreslOnal process ,./ 

This issue IS a crucial one for the left, a matter of princIple. Even a modified versIon of 
time Hmits on work could drive some Democrats away from support of the plan. Some local 
officials worry about the burden that might be placed on their cities by people deprived of 
other benefits and work opportunities. It is also an issue for the right which is why it bai .." 

;to '" 
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DeciSion: WORK time limits 
," 5.;-~,j 

, Allow states to time limit the WORK program for participants with "work 
experience in areas of low unemployment . 

Do not allow states to set fixed time limits on the WORK program. 
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Memo to the President 

From: Leon Panetta 

I understand you have racaived a decision memo on the two 
major issues that need to be rasolved before we introduce our 
welfare proposal: the family cap and time limits on the WORK 
program. This memo reviews the arguments on the second issue and 
recommends that the WORK program not be open ended. 

The Current Proposal 

The plan you are being asked to endorse promises a job to any 
young mother who has been unable to find unsubsidized work at the 
end of two years (and who has not been granted an exemption or 
extension). We are all agreed that such job opportunities should be 
provided; the issue is for how long and under what conditions. 

I was under the impression that a consensus had emerged that 
at the end of some reasonable period of time, such as a year or 
two, individuals in the WORK program would be reassessed and that 
states would have the option to reassign them to a subsidized slot 
or terminate their benefits, depending on such factors as the 
employability of the individual and the state of the local labor 
market. I am now told that the plan includes no such mechanism but 
instead some relatively weak sanctions similar to those in the 
current AFDC system. These would permit states to terminate 
benefits for up to 6 months if participants refused work or didn't 
show up but only if the behavior in question was "without good 
cause, Ii had occurred repeatedly (four times), and a lengthy appeals 
process had been exhausted. Such sanctions are likely to be 
cumbersome and infrequently usedl moreover, because they are only 
temporary, it is possible for someone to refuse to work and still 
continue to receive welfare after a brief hiatus. Those whosa 
performance was minimal but not subject to the temporary sanction 
would continue to have opportunities to work which would also be 
.open ended. 

Arguments against an open-ended WORK program 

There are three arguments against such a plan: 1) it provides 
welfare recipients something not available to ordinary citizens: a 
jOb guarantee; 2) it undermines the normal disciplines of the work 
place because there are few consequences for nonperformance; and 3) 
it will be perceived as another costly entitlement because it is 
far more expensive than the current AFDC system. 

Politically, it will be opposed by moderate Democrats in 
Congress and among the Governors. 



It provides welfare recipients something not available to ordinary 
citizens. 

Much of the current resentment against welfare recipients is 
due to a perception among the public that they are treated more 
generously than ordinary working Americans. Mothers who are working 
at low-paying jobs resent paying taxes so that other mothers can 
stay home with their children. Families who limit the number of 
children they have to the number they can afford to support resent 
paying taxes to pay for children born on welfare. Similarly, those 
who have struggled to find and keep jobs are likely to resent the 
fact that welfare recipients will be guaranteed work regardless of 
their skills or performance. In short, I believe it would be unwise 
to provide an open-ended entitlement to a job among just one group 
of Americans. 

It undermines the normal disciplines in the work place 

. Although it is essential to provide people with job 
opportunities through the WORK program, it is equally important to 
expect something from them in return -- such as regular attendance, 
an effort to perform assigned tasks to the best of their abilities, 
and a cooperative attitude toward other workers and customers ~ 
Employers cannot be expected to keep workers who do not meet these 
expectations and the states cannot be expected to find new jobs for 
them indefinitely. A failure to qrapple adequately with these 
workplace issues will give the entire program a bad name among 
employers, co-workers, and program administrators and ultimately 
undermine its success. I believe that sanctions for nonperformance 
must go beyond temporary denial of an AFDC check after repeated 
instances of inappropriate behavior. Granted that soma children 
could be put at risk if their parents are more strongly sanctioned. 
However, assuming that ~ost welfare recipients want to work and 
will do their best when given the opportunity, the number of 
children involved need not be very large. It would be better to 
devote extra resources to monitoring the well being of such 
children, refering them to the child welfare system or setting up 
a protective payment system if necessary! than to hold the success 
of the entire program hostage to such concerns. Parental 
responsibility should mean making an effort to support your 
children when given the opportunity. 

It creates a program that is even more costly than tha current AFDC 
system. 

Most people, including many in Congress, expect welfare reform 
to cost less than the current system. They may buy the idea that 
some upfront investments are needed to prepare people for work and 
to provide them with an initial job opportunity but they are not 
likely to support a program that entails a costly government
sponsored jobs program that has all the earmarks of a new I 

permanent entitlement. 



• 

Because of the ~ay our current plan is phased in, and because 
it is possible to cap, legislatively, the number of WORK slots in 
line with our somewhat optimistic expectations about the number of 
people who will need them, we have been able to keep the 5 and 10 
year costs of the program within reasonable bounds. However, 
outside analysts and journalists, using different assumptions, will 
almost certainly estimate much higher costs. A reasonable estimate ~, 
of what the program will cost once it is fully phased in is •••••• ~ 
The only way to reduce such long-run costs is aither to be 
extremely optimistic about the success of the JOBS oomponent 
(combined with Health Care Reform and the EITC) or to put some 
limits on the WORK component. 

The current plan will not be politically viable* 

The Mainstream Forum, as you know, has proposed a three year 
limit on their community service jobs program with an option for 
states to extend the program at state expense or to allow 
extensions for some individuals. The House Republicans have 
proposed a similar limit, although they are now being severly 
criticized by the far right for being "too soft." The following 
governors are also in favor of such limits: •.•.•.• ~ ••. *~ 

Our proposal is likely to be debated for up to a year before 
it is enacted. Virtually everyone predicts that the debate will 
move rightward over this period, Although the liberal wing of the 
party will criticize us for having moved the debate in this 
direction, I do not think we can prevent such criticism or buy much 
support by softening our proposal. I do think you want to enter 
1995 with a Bound proposal that keeps your reputation as a New 
Democrat intact. An unlimited work program with only limited 
sanctions for less than responsible behavior does not square
comfortably with that objective, 

Alternatives to the Current Plan 

If you agree with the above, then I recommend that you direct 
the group working on the plan to consider one of the following: 

- A proposal similar to the Mainstream Forum's. 

- A proposal that would allow states to develop criteria under 
which cash benefits could be terminated for employable individuals 
who don' t perform in their jobs or who fail to take existing 
private sector jobs, 

- A proposal that would create a work for wages jobs program 
under DOL auspices with a fixed number of slots. It would be open 
to all parents, whether on welfare or not, although welfare 
recipients vho had reached the two-year limit, UI exhaustees, and 
dislocated workers with SUbstantial job tenure could be given 
priority. 



• • 

I would be happy to discuss these issues with you further. 
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TH E: WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

May 20,1994

I 
'UM FOR CAROL RASCO 

JOHN PODESTA 

Jennifer o'conno{)flJ() . 
Secretary Shalal,', Jmo IQ the President on Welfare Reform 

· 
is memo to the President on welfare refotnl which Secretary Shaliia just sent 
over, Hr. ff said that the Secretary would like him to see it as soon as possible and they 

i .sked 

I have 
to get it 
timeline 

I, 
w . expedite it to him as quickly as we can. 

y rculated it to the twO of you and Christine, Plea,S' let me know if you want me 
0 a )'one else, if you need any furtherassismnce from me, and whal you think the 
ill e so I can let them know. 

,cc: ' e Varney 

P.RESERVA1" ON PHOTOCOPY 
, ,. ",-,J ".' " ",' " "'-". .,'~.,..' 



THtSECAETARV OF HEALTH AND HVMAN SERVicES 
w",.w,,,,,'l1C»f, l:U'. tOlIU 

" \ , MEl\'IORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT, 

FROM: Donna E. Sbalal~ 7 ~ 
SI.J : ·Time-Limiting the WORI<:Prognun 

DATE: May 20. 1994 

I am to exp.... my velY srrong vicw that you sbould not pul time·llmitatiOllll on rhe 
WORK . Doing so would viola~ the fundamental value. underpinning your welfare,

refonn p 1. SUch limitations would endanger already wlncrable children. and 81iena~ 


many p g .ive friends and • signltlcant number of lending Democrnllc members of 

Congres. ou should tIlSMiss any compromise on this issue. 


Values 
Wolra~ f< . is about wade 8J!d rcsponsibillly. It is a very simple contract, if you talre 
responsi iii for yourself. if you arc willing to work 10 support your family, then we will 
support au efforts. If you are not wlllilig to bc1p yourself, then you muat face the 
conscqu . The plan iru::ludes seVCR sanctions for people who refuse to play by the rules. 
People ho fuse to take respOll5iblllty, people who refuse to work to support their 
ehildren piC who tum down private sector job offers mould b. penalized. BUI for 
those oi who do everything we ask. jf they tty to fmd • private job and fall, then we 
bave an bl arion to help--net with welfare beyond two years. but with a work opportunity. 
Any tr limits (or' stale options for such limits) will inevitably send the message: "Even 
rhough ou e done everything we asked, even though you played by the rule•• even though 
you hav' rurned down any private sector Job offer, and even rhougb yw are willing to 
work 'at a s idlzed job <bat carries tID ElTC and tbU& pays 40% Ie'" than any private Se<:tor 
jOb; we not bc1p you. The safety net is ended. " 

Howe possibly explain such a position, such values? Whal do we say to the mother 
who US moSI of bet WORK time. found a private sectOr Job, worked hard for a year, 
and wa laid off? Me she and her family essentially left with 1lJ) safety net? Do the 
child o roster care? 0- the family bocoma homel••s?· What 60 we say to the 
mother limited ability wbo can't quite ntake it in an IIllSIibsid!zed job, but who is 
willing her best each day?' .' . 

i 

1 



I 
,vitbBut a safety net. , 

tic 

hUdrenVuln.ertjllle 
reason we would aUow some SOIt of ultimate Ilmit on WORK is that we fcar 

that pea Je 
Pre,um ly 

ho could get an unsubsidized job are somehow taking advantage of the system. 
Critics ill ay, "Other people don't have a guaranteed job." To them our ans)Vet will be: 

norare th 
 people required to work for 40% less than private sector jobs, or ,limited to no 

months in any one job. Or forced to 1Il!dergo intensive job search evIllY 12 
·.months. 
more n 

'. ~ 

Who wi 1 r ch 2 or 3 ycars in Ibis WORK program? People wbo are lazy imd unwilling to 
support jbe4)selves? ThaI bardly .eems likely given that if they fail to cooperate or refuse an 
unsubsi ize job they will be santtioned and ultimately refused support. Rather it is likely Ie 
be peop e 0 really cannot fUld a job. They may be people who are JUS! barely able to bold 
thems.l es their family togethet--people who are only wortb $2 per hour to employers. 
These families al greatest risk in our society. Judy Gueron of MDRe described 
citizens h went through the Supported Work program and did not get unsubsidlzed jobs 

,lhis wa : ese, were gaud people who really tried, and wilh ongoing support they could 
and did. But when the program culled, even with all the efforts made to help them 

y simply could not make it entirely on their own." Thus for some, • WORK 
a kind of sbeltered workshop. ' 

We hav c fted. flrst-rale welfare reform proposal which combines powerful economic 
incentiv s ( TC and health care), training, time limits, and work to clearly Implement your 

u . e will not succeed in getting every welfare recipient to work. in 2 years or even 
,I Bane and David EUwaud', recently publlsbed book IIbows that 31 jf, of young 

enter MDe have total welfare time of 10 years or more today. Even if we cut 
10%--8 tnJly extraordinary t'eat--slgnlficant nwnbers of American children could 

Tens of thousands of American chUdren. perhaps Iumd1'eds of 
uld be affected. 

' 

ltions 
have a WeIUlre reform plan that a broad spectrum of the pobUc and lhe 
my can support. You hit exactly the right tcne in tlte State Qf the Union 

rk and responsibility. Get the values straight. The left and religious 
are wary, but willing 10 listen. They are akeady concerned about the ract that 
.ally cutting off famUl.. where a parent is nol wOling to wor:k.. Setting ultimate 

who are willing to play by our very strict rules is likely to drive liberals and 
tljauqptful moderates away completely. We don't see how the House WaYi aud Means 

e will ever accept u1timete time Ilmitiltlons on the WORK program. Senaior 
iudlcated in the clearest possible terms thaI he strongly rejects any n~on that 

simply b. cut off at some point. 
, 

, 'to craft Bome sort of compl'Ollli$e. Ultimete limits'CouId only he Imposed on 
of people or in certsin typeS Of circumslances. But if we occepl the princip,le 

cple esn race an ultimate Ilmit regardless of their gaud efforts, how do we stop 

2 
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the m en 
states to cut 
we resp nd 
and low 
compr 

A Matt 
'This see 
Our me 
work an 
ccono 

0 


m when othe!1i want to add just a few more people in that group? If we allow 
If those with significant work experience in low unemployment arens. how do 
those who want to define significant work experience as ever having had a Job 

ploymont as state unemployment below the national average? If we 
• where wlll the plan be when the political dust settle.? 

Principle 

ne place where we ought to stand on principle. Welfare reform is about values. 


g i is powerful in ils simplicity. It is a message of hope and oppotlWlity linked 10 
ibility, Our message combines clear value" rugh expectations, and powerful 

'entlv•• , However, it could all be lost 'if we simply walk away from vulnerable 
families. II 
legi.l,ti 
rejected. Si 
should a so 

Id become a message of punishment and despair. We should be clear that 
t does not expect work and responsibility of families should be strongly 
Harty any bill which abandons families that do work and do take responsibility 
strongly rejected.

" . 
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20-May-1994 06:42pm 

Jennifer M. O'Connor 

Carol H. Rasco 

Economic and Domestic Policy 


Laurie L. Labuda 

John Podesta 


~eQ, 	 Sbala.l.A'1iI ,memo 

istine via Laurie 

niter 


d iT. 	with Sharon in Podesta's office when I got back from 
g late this afternoon and·she had not Seen the memo, said 

u qave it directly to John ... anyway, she made a copy of 

ad. I have to tell you that my honest advice to them was 

y in no way should feel they have to qet the memo to the 

tin California •••• the President won't be makinq any 

s before he is back in DC ••• and I can't imagine why he 

ve to see this mamo in California. I can only surmise 
aw the packet the President has with him that was sant on 

. per the President's request and called his friend Kevin 
dad the President needed somethlnq stronger from Donna 
is th~ standard procedure.around here I put a memo along 

ce and Kathi on top ot the packet we sent in trom HHS and 
yway, we try to operate honestly at ope and before any 
is issued by the President we will make sure he is aware 

trongly held views of'an agency and its Secretary. 

'... PRESERVATION PHOTOCOPY 



E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E N T 

10-May-1994 06:01pm 

'1'0: 	 Carol H. Rasco 

FROM: 	 Bruce N. Reed 
Domestic Policy Council 

CC: 	 Kathryn J. Way 

SUBJECT: 	 RE: welfare and the President 

Here are Kathi and my thoughts: 

The major issues to discuss on Thursday are: 

1. State option to limit additional benefits for additional 
children: The President has told us repeatedly that he's for 
giving states the option to do this. He should announce that to 
them as well. 

2. Whether people who work part-time can continue to collect 
welfare indefinitely: This issue is about whether people in 
high-benefit states who work part-time should be able to keep 
getting a supplementary welfare check forever, or whether we 
should encourage people who are working to at some point support 
themselves by working full-time (as the EITe was designed to 
encourage them to do). HHS wants a complicated rule that says 
that anyone who works 30 hours a week can continue to collect 
benefits, while anyone with a child under 6 need only work 20~ but 
states have the option to extend the 20-hour rule as well~ We 
prefer a simpler rule of 30 hours a week with a state option to 
make it 20 hours. We think this is better policy~ it will 
encourage more people to leave welfare altogether, and it is much 
easier for the President to defend politically. We raised this 
issue in passing with him on two previous occasions, and both 
times he seemed to agree with us on the simpler option. But as 
you can see~ we could use up our entire time just explaining the 
issue. 

3. Perhaps the most important unresolved issue is whether to give 
states the option to put some kind of time limit on the WORK 
program~ Several Democratic governors (Bayh, Miller, and others) 
have said they can't support the President's plan unless .it 
includes some kind of provision that allows them to say that this 
isn't a guaranteed-job~for-life program~ We feel that it would be 
a serious political liability not" to have a carefully drawn state 
option that gives states with low unemployment some flexibility on 
this issue. We have developed a proposal that would al~ow states 



• 


to submit a plan that would enable them to limit time in the WORK 
program to 3 years for people who had a previous work history, 
lived in an economy with low unemployment, AND went through a 
serious skills assessment that determined whether or not they had 
the skills to get the kind of jobs available in that economy. 
This is consistent with the compromise we discussed at those 
Cabinet mtgs. HHS recognizes that not having such a provision 1s 
a serious political problem, but they oppose any such provision 
anyway~ Our advice to the President would be to instruct us to 
draw up a carefully targeted provision that defuses the issue 
without putting many people at risk. 

That's about it. He can always say nice things about the people 
involved (you might remind him that he got a copy of Mary Jo and 
David's book, but then again, we don't want their heads to swell 
any more than necessary). He can talk about how much he wants to 
get out there and promote this issue. He can put in a plug for a 
serious national campaign on teen pregnancy. 

We leave it to you whether it's better for him to reserve judgment 
on the two complicated issues -- part-time work and time limiting 
the work program -- until after the meeting when he's had a chance 
to think about it~ Our only caution would be for him to 
understand that the reason welve held the line on these issues is 
that we think there would be serious political consequences from 
doing what HHS wants. 

We'll be at HHS from 1:30 to 9:30 tomorrow morning if you need us. 
Thanks. 
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E X E CUT I V E OFFICE o F THE PRE SID E N T 


lO-May-1994 11:14am 

Isabel SawhillTO: 

Bruce N. Reed 

Domestic Policy Council 


FROM: 

SUBJECT: RE: Director update 

Belle - 

I
Thanks for coming last night, and for your detailed comments an 

the spebs. I agree with you that the #1 political and substantive,
flaw in the current proposal is that it does not leave the states 
the op-e:ion of limiting WORK experience in some way.

, 

I know Leon feels strongly about this f as you and I do, and'r 
hope he will argue forcefully in the upcoming rntg with the 
President (now scheduled for Thursday) that some kind of limit on 
WORK is' a political and practical imperative. Here are the best 
arguments, as I see them: 

1. The IlaWyerS tell us that the option Lean in1tially favored~ an 
individual reassessment after 2 years 1n WORK, would not fly in 
the co~rts hie it gives caseworkers too much discretion. They say 
we need, objective criteria for whatever limit we impose. I don't 
know whether this is true or not, but there are probably enough 
courts 

,
Ithat think as Michael Wald does, so perhaps we shou1d 

concede the point and develop objective criteria. 
I 

Kat~i is writing up a state option that will say the fo11owing: 
States have the option of submitting a p1an to limit experience in 
the WORK program to 3 years. The plan must take into account the,
following criteria: 1) low unemployment in the affected area(s); 
2) Si.gn'ificant previous work history by the affeoted individuals; 
and 3) :an individual employability assessment to determine whether 
there a.re jobs available in the local area suitable to the 
individual's skills, whether others in the WORK program with 
S1mila1 ski1l levels are finding unSUbSidize~ work, etc~ 

Such an option is not very different from Leon t S original 
proposal I but it might have enough objective criteria to pass 
a court test. We would be interested in guidance from you and 
Richar~ on the specific criteria. . 

,,, 
2. The ,political arguments for a state option to limit WORK are 
obvious. First, several Democratic governors have told us that 
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, 

this is, a bottom line for whether they' 11 support our plan or not. 
If our ,Democratic friends say that, imagine what our Republican 
opponents will say. Second. Congress is sure to pass some kind of 
ultimat:e limit, and the question is whether we define it carefully 
and make it a non-issue. or leave it to them to do an 
across-~he-board cutoff_ The Mainstream Forum has a 3-year limit 
with a state option to extend. The GOP bill has a state option to 
cut offl everybody after 3 years. Why should we spend the next 
year and, a half defending people'S right to a guaranteed job for 
life wh~n we know Congress and bipartisan governors will insist on 
a limit?, As Gena once saId, that might some people feel better in 
the short run, but it would put more people at risk in the end. 
We can survive whatever Tommy Thompson says about our plan, but we 
can't survive attacks from the Democratic governors we count as 
friends l• 

3. Your policy arguments are also compelling? A WORK without end 
program will have no discipline~ will attract more people than it 
deters, and be quickly discredited. 

But perhaps the most compelling argument Leon can make is the 
political one: our plan won't survive in Congress or with 
governo~s unless it has some state flexibility to limit WORK down 
the road. 

i
The other major issues likely to come up on Thursday are: 

I
1. State option to ·limit additional benefits for additional 
childre~: 11m pretty sure Clinton will support this on the 
grounds:of state flexib1lity~ 

2. part~time work: I'm not as sanguine as you are about the 30 
hours with 20 hours for children under 6 with state option to go 
furtherJ I still think that these policies over time will move 
more mo~hers from full-time to half-time than they do from no-time 
to part~time (see this morning's Wall St Journal story on the 
EITC). IThis particular variant is complicated (now we I 11 have to 
keep track of the child's birthdate as well as the mother's) and 
at cross-purposes with our, other efforts to discourage additional 
young children. We much prefer setting the standard at 30 and 
letting !states choose to lower it to 20* That's 5impler~ and puts,
the decision in their court. 

I3. Timing of introduction 
, 

I 


4. Any financing issues Leon wants to raise 

I
can't think of any other major issues to raise. Do you have any 

others? Let me know. 
I 



, 
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TALKING POINTS: WELFARE REFORM 

Time 	limits on WORK 

• 	 currlntlY, there is no time limit. {There are some sanctions for failure to 
take' a job and for poor performance but they are relatively weak and likely 
to b& infrequently imposed.) 

I 
This is a misto.J<e. both politically and substantively. 

• 	 sevlral Democratic governors have said that they could not support a plan 
with'out limits. The Mainstream Forum has a three year limit with a state 
option to extend. The House Republican bill also has a state option to 
imp6se a three year limit. We can't p.ass welfare reform withQut the support 
of tbe GoveJOors and moderate Democrats in Congress. 

· · 
• 	 _S.utu.mmljv~ly, it won't wQrk. Without any discipline in the system, there 

will he lots of cases of people being paid for doing very little. Welfare 
recipients with guaranteed jobs won't have much incentive to perform well 
or move off the program. Employers will be hard to recruit. Casaloads will 
grow, 

It isb '! fair. Playing by the rules means taking an unsubsidized job as soon • · 

as one is available. Over a five year period, economies improve and young 
people have opportunities to prepare for and move to where the jobs are. 
Anyone who is genuinely not employable will be put into the exempt 
catJgorv l"Jobs-prep"l..r.eaale not on welfare don't have guaranteed jobs. 
They 	will resent the idea of a guarantee for this reason. 

I 
Other 	Options 

I• 	 Reassessment. Our original compromise- n to do a reassessment at the end 
of 2 years ~~ was a great idea but because it provides a lot of discretion to 
caseworkefs, it might run into problems in the courts. 

i 	 . 

• 	 _E$t~b!ish criteria/safeguards. In response we could set objective criteria 
(e.g

l 
, loca! unemployment rate. work experience) for terminating people, 

and'/or provide enough procedural safeguards to satisfy the courts. 

I• 	 State OOlion. Give states the option to set a hard time limit or to develop 
their own objective criteria. 



• 	 Do outside of AFDC. Set up a WORK program as a capped entitlement 
under DOL auspices (fewer legal prOblems here), make it available to a wider 
grou'p (e.g., the fathers of children on welfarel, guarantee former welfare 
recipients an initial slot but n01 a guaranteed job for life. 

Other 	Inues in Brief 

• EaJilv Cap. Should it be a state option? 

• 	 Ear~baCk policy. Should people who have exhausted their 2 years be 
permitted 10 earn one month of additional AFOC for every four months 
worRed (up to some limit)? WOUldn't it be better to provide some sort of 
emergency assistance to those who really need it but not have it be viewed 
as aM entitlement? 

• 	 PllrtJlime work. Should those working 30 hours a week (or 20 hours at 
state option) be able to stay on welfare indefinitely? Wouldn't it be better to 
supplement their earnings with an EITC if they can't find full-time work? Or 
hav~ this policy apply only to those with very young children? (Note: using 
AFDC as the means to supplement people's earnings means that levels of 
assistance will continue to depend heavily on state of residence.) 

• Malbh rates. Whatever the size of our investment, shouldn't the federal 
share of program costs decline over time in order to give the states an 
incentive to get people off of the program? What better way is there to ,
enco,urage good performance? 

, 

• Program priorities. As we scrub the numbers, additional trade-offs will need 
to be made between different parts of the program. As this exercise moves 
forward. how much emphasis should be given to the various pieces 
(prevention, transitional assistance, WORK. working poor child care, two 
pare~t families, demos, improving 90v't assistance;? 

• 	 Tfmin.,g. We can meet a June 7 target for submission if we have received 
the whole bill for clearance by May 16. Otherwise, it will not be possible to 
do a Icomplete review and clearance process. 
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ME.'\IOl:lANDUM TO TIlE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Mary Jo Bane 
David T, Ellwood 
Bruce Reed 

Major Welfare Refurm Policy Issues 

DATE; May 18, 1994 

I 

Two major policy issues remain to be resolved before the welfare reform legislation is put 
into final form, The first is the famHy cap. The other is whether states should be allowed to 
put time limits on WORK program participation, Both have important policy and po1i1ical 
ramifications. 

I 
Th. Family Cap/ODld Klt<lusion 

Ensuring lat both parents take responsibility for the SU~)port of their children is a major goal 
of welfard reform., The package indudes strOng components that emphasize the obligations of 

I
both fath~rs and mothers. and that send a very strong rtessage that young people should not 
have chitdren until they are ready and able to care for them. , I 
The mosticontroversial element of the parental responsibility package is a possible state 
option to Ideny beneflt increases when addltlonal thildrtlR are conceived by parents on welfare~ 
The family cap (which children's advocates ate now calling the child exclusion) is opposed by 
some on several grounds" It is seen by some as penalj2:ing children for the transgressions of 
the parents. There is as yet little evidence tbat failing 10 provide a $60 increase in benefits 
VJiU inflWmce beh!tVior. The intreased benefit now prcvided for additional children is 
comparable in amount to the increased tax deduction provided to working families. And a 
number ~f s~ates are already o!xperimenting with the idll& under waivers granted earlier, 

I 
Those who support the family cap option note that workers do not receive a pay raise when 
they bav~ additional cltitdren. T~ey argue that sending a strong signal about responsible 
childbearing is extremely important. The family cap slIves $220 million over 5 yeats, money 
which cab be spent on child care for the working: poor. 
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The idea of limiting benefits for additional children is popular with the public and strongly 
supported by the right and many moderate Democtats. Many governors support the option. 
It is vehetriendy opposed by the traditional left, by 'WOmen', groups, by many 'Of the churches 
and by sonie elements of the right to life movement. TIle US. Conference of Mayors and 
many m)n~rity e1ected officials have expressed concerns, 

An alternative to induding the family c::ap option would be to announce at the time of 
introducing welfare reform that th~ administration wouk support a limited number of 
additional state demonstrations of family cap approaches. After we ha.d reviewed the results 
or these detnonstrations to sec whether family caps were effective in reducing pregnancies, we 
would then

l 
decide whether to make it a state option or mandate it family cap nationwide. 
I 

Limi~ne Ld Partidpalion in the WORK Program 

The plan iJc1udes a requirement that states opetate a WORK program to provide wotk 
OoPportunitibs through subsidized private or community j.)bs to those who are Wlable to find 
unsubsidizJd jobs within the two year time limit" In d~tgnint and explaining the WORK 
program. J e need to be able to answer questions of two SClJ1S: 

o 	 yol mean you're going to allow people to stay III these guaranteed jobs 
I

forever? 

o 	 Yol mean you'll leave children without any inco.Tlc because their parents 

hav~'t been able to find a prlvate sector job? 


, 

i 


We would like to be able to answer both these quesriom: with a firm "no," but doing so 
requires caieful structuring of the ptosram, 

I 
The plan contains a number of provisions to ensure that WORK positions will not last 
forever. It!indudes serious sanctions fOor lio),}-cooperation. inch.lding a six month denial of 
benefits or ,'subsidized work to a family where an adult Iefuses to accept a private sector job. 
It also includes a limitation on the amount of time a person can spend in anyone subsidized 
slot, mandatory job search betWeen slots. and a thorough assessment after two placements. It 
is structurea 50' that recipients are always better off taking private sector jobs: as in private 
sector jobs; recipients. are not patd if they do not workt :,lut as long as they an in a. subsidized 
job they are denied the income supplement of the EITC, In short. anyone who refuses to 
work, refuses to seek or take an unsubsidized job, or wbo behaves irresponsibly will not have 
additional WORK opportunities, These provisions are b)Ugh enough to have generated, 
serious criticism from children'S advocates. even from those who are willing to accept work 

, ,
requuements after two years.

i, 
The re~l disagreemenr at this pail'll, however. is over wt:ether the WORK program itself 
should be time-limited and families deprived of all benEfits after some period of time. The 
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Mainstream Forum proposal. for exampJe. limits community service to three years overall. 
with a stat~ option to extend the time limit lit state e;.;pel'l5e. and also a state option 10 readmit 
to the work program a limited number of people who hit the time limit These provisions are , , 

supported by those who want to provide additional insurance that the work program does lior 
become a tiuge guaranteed~for-tife job creation program, Some governors, including some 
moderate J:?emocrats strongly support an -option to time I imit the: WORK program, In their 
view the rHetoric of "ending welfare" requires some sort of ultimate end, and they wony 
about the problems of c.reating an open ended job commitment, 

The argumLt against limiting the WORK program further is basicaUy one of fairness to 
people whJ have been playing by the f\lles and to their .:hildren: people who are unable to 
find priva~ sector jobs, or people whose productivity is not high enough to make them 
attractive t6 private sector employers. People left in the WORK program after several years 
are likely th he among the most vulnerable in the society. since those simply unwilling to take 
private sedor jobs will have been sanctioned much earli::r in the proc~s, While most 
Americans lag:ee that after a certain length of'time peep'le should be expected to work for 
welfare beriefits. polls show they ...te reluctant to deny support for the chiJdren of parents who 
play by th~ rules bur cannot find un subsidized jobs. Th,~ specter of homelessness or foster 
care fOT children when parents are playi!lg by the rules is not consistent with most Americans' 
basic valueS, , 

l
None of us favors a state option which allows an arbitrary cut off of a.U persons after some 
period. regardless of their economic prospects. The aiternative proposal would allow states to 
design a narrow time~limit on the WORK program that would apply only to participants with 
significant previous work experience in areas of low UDt:mployment where jobs are availabie 
which Mat~b their skills. This approach could be furth,~r targeted by requiring states that 
impose such limits to first demonstrate a high placemen.': from their JOBS and WORK 
programs. iApplYlng the limit in thIS way reduces the li:.:clihooa that persons who could not 
make it in the private sector would be eut off ~~ though the possibility remains. and the 
provision cou] d be loosened significantly as pan of the Congressional process, 

I 
This issue is a crucial one for the left, a matter of prine] pie. Even a modified version of 
time limits Ion work could drive some Democrats away :from support of the plan. Some local 
officials wJrry about the burden that might be placed 011 their cities by people deprived of 
other benefits and work. opportunities. It is also an issue for the right which believes public 
support. ev~ in the form of work. must have limits .. 

D ···IKey eC:ISJOns 

i , 
There are obviously serious policy arguments to support either decision on each of these 
issues. One challenge in crafting this biU is to find a S(,t of policies that do not seriously 
divide the party M.1lty on the left are deeply conc.rnEd already. Another issue concerns the 
question of: where to position the bill we introduce iniri.1Uy. Traditionally welfare reforms 
move to the right as they go through Congress, Both i,sues are highly charged politically, 

i 

3 
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, 


i 

They are both touchstone issues for both the liberal and the conservative wings of the 
Democrati~ party. hut especially for left~of~cenler Democrats, 

I 

Decision: Family Cap 

IncJlde a famHy cap state option in the welfare reform proposal. , 

Do ~ot include a family cap option; authorize adliitional demonstrations and 
await results. 

I 
Decision: WORK time limits 

"1' 'h ODV "-' , '.L ' 'fiA11 I .l'\.A program UJ! parnClpants WlUl StgOl )cantow states to orne lmll t e W 

work experience in areas of low unemployment 


i 
Do ~ot allow states to set fixed time limits on till! WORK program, 

4 
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From: 

Rei 

Date: 

MEMORANDUM 10 THE PRESIDENT 

Mary Jo Bane 
David T. Ellwood 
Bruce Reed 

Side by Side Comparison of Welfare Bilh: 

May 18, 1994 

Enclosed is,' detailed ,ide by side compariSQrl of four major welfare reform bills. There are 
bolll more liberal and more conservative bills than !hose described here, but !hese are !he 
mo,t important. The beadings are self explanatory except for the Matsui bill which will be 
introduced bext weeK. This is likely to be supported by a significant number of more liberal 
Democrats when it is finalized and introduced next wee!:. There is also a proposal PUt 
forward by illl' American Public Welfare Association wl:ich is fairly similar to ours. 

In many ways !he most remarkable thing about all these bills is !heir similarity. Essentially 
all sides agree on an increased emphasis on work, chUd support enforcement, prevemion, 
and support: Cor working families. Where there are diff""nc.. we tend to be in tbe middle, 
leaning moStly lowaod the Mainstream Forum. There SCems to be widespread acceptance of 
the idea of iime limits, though !he Matsui bill rejects 'p<:cific time limits, and even !hey call 
for half of aU JOBS participants to be in a work program. The transitional assistance 
program is very similar across bills. In areas suen as cUJd support: enforcement and 
prevention. ~ur bill contains most of the elements in oth,;:r bins and more. Still there are a 
few key differences that you shoul4 be aware of which mostly involve the WORK program. 

The narote of !he work program. We eaU for a work-for-wages model as does 
!he Mainstream Forum. The House Republicans and Mal,ui bill us. CWEP (though 
for v~ry different reasons), 

I Work expectations. Our plan calls for IS to 3S hours work requlremenr. 
depending on state benefit levels and the decisions of !he state. The Mainstream 
Forutn and House Republican plan require 35 hours work in all cases. The 
Marnj,rream Forum plan is likely to be very expel1Sive ,ince Illey call for work for 
wages: with me federal government picking up '80 % of the cost of the jobs and wages. 
This will be considerably more money than is now spent on AFDC in most states. 

Ultimate time: limits on the WORK requm:ment. The Mainstream Forum has 
a tJuee year time limit wirh a state option to extend. The House Republicans have a 
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,tate option to terminate """ortIS .fier 3 y ...... h both cases, apparenlly the safety net 
can!end for families and children after 5 years of help, even if lher. are IlO job. 
av.ilable. 

San~tions. MatsUi calls for limiting sancrions to the adult's portion of the grant. Our 
bill 'and the others ultimately put !he entire cash grant at risk if persons refuse to 
participate in work, 

I Phase-in, Our phase-in is similar, but ,ltlhtly ,lower than the Mainstream 
Forum's. The Republicans phase-in very rapidly after the year 2000. 

Family cap •. Matsui rejects family caps, the other bills contain them. 

Child care for the working poor, Both the Mainstream Forum and the Matsui 
bill provide more than twice as much child care for the working poor as we do. The 
HouSe Republicans provide none, 

I Financing, The Republicans and Mainstrtam Forwn use an immigrant cut off 
for funding. The MatsUi bill has nO! identified a funding oprion, 

We have ml", detailed side by 'i~ comparisons if that would be helpful. Please understand 
that the .. comparisons are prelimimlIY as all the bills art: changing, and the langoagoe is not 
always easy to interpret, We will be updating and ilnpmving this chan Qver the next few 
days. 
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~Drefl May 18, 1994 
.l! 

Sid. By Side Comparison of Welf"", Reform Bills 

... ... 
Administratwn Matsui Mainstream Forum House RepubliC4U!l.L I I. . ------ ... 

~n and PnmW ReJponslbilify 

~$.!:afe option (\1' family cap 
pretlancy including national goals. 
-national C:llJl'lpaigo to provent teen -corumunitr based, -natJotUll c.smpaign to teaeb fisk! of 

c{l:tnfRoonsivc teen teen ,,"gnaner 
pt-ogrnms in $Chools. nationwide -3tate's encoorlged 10 provide 
inf(lfmationd clearinghol1se 

!lUppottlpregnancy pnM;nlioo 
demou.strations adtquate family planning.OO 

otmhanccd rftJXIftsible family education 
y:".u;wg tv. AriA: a.m1 oon-A..r-uG wnG.urred tUtu!y <:4p 
1ftos 
<COl'l'lltUlnlt}' 00=. oompreben:cive 
tnn mppof1lpregnancy pn:t'i:ntiM 
Uemonsirntl0nY 
.-siGle optton or family cap'! 

-iJMcntlf under ]8 must live III 
hortIC Ot with adult. 
,o(ltr'prebensive' case manag~ment 
...equimment to Shy in sc:hool with 
J.(Ulclions and optional bonuses 
-time clock starts when turn 18 

-paTents: uoOOf 18 musllive at 
home or with adult. 
-comprehenID'C Qase 
managt~ 

-requirr~nl to BUry in p;hcol 
wilt. S8DCtiOfU .ud bonuses 

------ 

-pefellilf under 18 mu£.l live .. t 
boone or with adult. 
-compreheosive casu maasgemcnt 
-requiremoe.nt to Ef~)' in school with 
sanotioDi und bonUlle50 
-unclear when elook ataIIS" 

•tate opbon tor equal .support of 
tWO parent fsmiJica 

requirement of equal supp<>11 of 
two pan::nt f,llrnilics 

... .. ---- 

requirement of equal support of 
m.arried two panml families 

.. 

• 1 • 


. 

·00 benefits for pcrsotU 

U1'lder 18 urucU' stille pGS:SCs 

law explicidy allowhig them. 
-panmtli undet 18 mU31 'i~ 
III home or with .adult 
-benefits linked to school 
atttlnlknCfl at .state nptlon - .. . . ----- 

ollow stale.1 10 pay <lQuple• 
who amrry SO'* of AFDe 
benefit 

http:planning.OO
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AdminiSitalioo Mal:mi MaiItS'lreem Forum House Republicans £!lI" 
~~~-

Paternity 
establi$hment 
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,• Streugthen 

EnIof1)Cmem.., 
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'"< 
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'" Ii! Innovative 
programs 

~ 
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~ 
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-financial lncenlivC!! for unh·ers.al 
paternity estllblishmenl 
·sirnpliflC~d administtnhve 
proceduT~ 

-:strict cooperation requiIemcnt$ tbr 
Moe 
·staws required to eSfaMish 
paternity 'within t year 

"'«ntr.tt state registries 
·f«lernl crea,ingholJ:!le 
-W-4 reporting 
-itrc~tben lRS mIt 
-:rimplir~d 'Wage withhaldiflt\ 
-stren&then i:n1etS1ale p~cs 
-guideline! commission 
-reguituly update Awards 

-trainmg and wurl: pfogrnnn for 
oon-cus:tooial pa~l'lh 
-child IFCpport assurance 
dcmonsttllliON 

~-~ 

~WnpJified adminishative 
".....dm~ 
-ttflct eoopention re'luiremenl$ 

for M"[)C 

-pedonnanec irx:entivcs for 

Mates to esttblish p4tcmit~" 


ItiMI)' to be similar to 
adminictralionJ 

-simplified administrative
pmc<du,,,, 
-strict cooperation requitcmcnts for 
MDC 
-perfonnanee tnc1:ntives f-or stain 
10 elitablish paternity. 

-ccntral $1ate rcgislriel1 
-federal cleati.oghouse 
·W-4 reporting 
-strenglllCD IRS rok: 
-simplified wage ....·ithOOlding 
-sttenglben lniershl.le porocOOW'"eJIi 
-guideline. commiuion 

·AFOC denied at sftarply 
reduced until patesnity 
establi8h~ 

~ ~ 

~expend federal parent 
l/.'1COtor lIefVicti 
~\v·" rcporlinS 
..mroplified ....age withholding 
-strenglben interstate 
procedures 

-child support aSwt8nce ~lflliniDg snd work programs. for -lrojniJlS and v.-otk programs 
demonstrefinns non-eulitodial parents for ooc-<.;llSlodial parflna 

'" 
~ 
~ 

- 2 ~ 

, ~.. 
~ ,'" 
'"Q 

http:lniershl.le
http:unh�ers.al
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Administration Matsui~ Mainslream Fonun 

Transitional 
Program 

~ -~ 
;:! 
,,, 

~~....., Time~imil:<! 
~ 

~ 


~ .., 
Wurk Program o "' 

"' III 

" 
~ " 
~ 

m " m 
N 

Overa-I! LimitsN " 
tl on Wort 

Participatiun 

., 
~N 

~ '" 
a 
~ , 
~ , ~ ., 
Q 

Enhanced JOBS program 
-employability plan 
·-high participation 
-~up-froDt job s:t-eRh 
~4rainiog and etiuc:afloa closely 

tinted to pl&t:"ement 
·-worlttu support 10 help people 

sta.y in _iob$ 

'2 Years (though stateS' Rlliy require 
WQrk e.ttrlier with the enhanced 
JOHR program) 

Wurk f01 wngelf model 
--IS to 35 hOUTS. work reql.lu-ed 
-ernpbl9l$is on prl""le sector jobs 
--RITe nol provided 
·-Supplemental oonetf\ j( earnings 

less th:tn AFDC 
-12 IbUnlh limit on each 

pla'l:4ernenl 
··job Jielrch required flfter eat<h 

placement 
-sizable sane1ions ror privat.e 

sector job re:f'us2ll, quits, etc, 
~ 

- lOb of eligibiiity if refuu. private 
job uffer Of fail 10 perform 
adequlh:ty 
~ olher ute uptiGw1 

~ ~ ~ 

Trmritiond Anlstmce and Welk 

~~~ ~~ 

HOllse Republicanll 

Enhllo;;«{ JOBS program 
-employability pbn 
-higb plnicipafiofl 
-up-front Job &eoll.f'Qh 
~.trnining aod edOO$tion 

e!oM:ly linked to 
plecemen\ 

Enhanced JORS program 
.·employability plnn 
--high p1Irlic;ipatw1'l 
-~!ome JOBS funds, rescT\'d 

fat placement and retention 

Enhanced. mOTe flcKible JOBS 
program 
-cmplo}'ability plan 
-high participation 
--up-front job sellrch 
--job duTetoprnent activitie!l 
--explicit opliooll to COIlt{aet (iU. 

JOBS program 8clivitfes 

Nu linllits, but lil.lfI~ required to Up 10 2 Years Up In 2 years (with sl81e 
baVIl: at least 112 ()f JOBS opti(lD (If I year for the jut> 
par1i<:ipanls in I public or ready} 
prh'atc seetor work pr0i!fBm 

Nol clearly spelled out 
-- Probably work (If welfar<: 

(eWEr') in tfIO!t C8$C3 

-Only adult'!> poltiOll of gmnt 
10114 for fllil1.Jl'e to W(lflc; 

~ 

WMk for wages model 
··lO hOUTS required 
--S hOUri job se1Ifch required 
·~EITC nut PfUvided 
---si:ublc saoolioox fOT private 

snllor job refusal, quit., etc. 

Primarily WOTk (OT W<lrue 
-3$ h~ n--ork required 
·-lfiuhlc saue:liunlf fOt: 

pri'\'ate .ttC1M job refusal. 
quiu, ele. 

-----~ ~ 

Non< :\ yur maximuID with sCale option Sl.~ npt~n 10 limit work 10 
to extend in .!Ome Q.I~. No 3 ynTs. No benefits 
oooefiu afterwards. afterwards. 

~~ 
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Administretron 

-iU or di$lbled 
-eaTing f(!t disabled I)hiId 
-c:bild under , year once, ) months 

subuqueuU)' 
>completing OED. &uboo1-to~""'Ork, 

worklrnmy 

Persons born after 1971, l,I.ifb; 3l4ie 
option for r,$IM pbase-in. 

~improved &soot rulu. IDAs,. 
mWTOeDterprise 
"'State option fur more liberal 

earnings di~rds 

~ 

Matsui 

·at Of di$&bted 
~arinB fQf diabled child 
~hild uuder ') ycars 

Nooe li$!ed 

- requirement of mme llbe-ral 
eanlings disreS8nb 

Mainstreem FtHW'l\ 

..,ill ur disabled 
-carmg fill disabled child 
..cruld under 6 mcmths once, J 

months: Wb.Hlqucntly 
->:ompleling GEO, WQrl(/study 

Pef$tlM born after 1971, and soinS 
down by one }'tar eacb yeflr after 
1997. Stafe opliun fur faster pba~-
in 

-improved nue' rules, IDAs, 
m.i<;rilt6rerpJisc 
~¥i~iu upi;';'" f ... - ;;';,i'::: 1i~r=;! 

tOrmnglt disregards 

Houp:! Republicam 

-ill or diRblcd 
-caring for disabled child 
"'Vhild under 6 months once, 

1 IllOOlbs subsequeplly 

-J 
New appli~nts Initially. 

graduttUy reaehitl8 90% of 

entire cuS'Cload in 2002 
 I 

I 

-impro\'ed asset ~eti, IDA&, 
mlcroenlbfprililC 
_..t.t.. ,.,Al ........ 1"....1' mom 
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AdmitristnUinn Mlltsui. Mainsirenm Forum l-iu\Ue RcpublicalU l 
Sappott for Wo-rldn, fI'ilmiUu 

-none 

Ta);: Credit 

Eflmed Income ..-stnltegies 10. eOCOIlToge odwuced -oone 4rUonnatioll on EITC provided 1.0 

payments eoll welfare recipients 

..;tale option to provide advance 


paymenls through welfare uffice 


Child Care for ~$SOO million more mfedctal -52 billion mor(:' in fede:rnl ·S2 hillion mort: in foo(lu:1 dQlllIn -no provision 
Woridug PO(W doUan by FYl999 dulLlr!l by FY 1999 by FY 1m 

Health -exisling tmnsitional bcnefl\S ~Kpanded Il'nusitiunal benefit$ -e'Xpanded Inmsilional b~Deftls ~o pro'Yirion J' 
Covcrllge ·be.lth re-fonn nd higher income thrc;tbQld 

~-------------~------------~ Rem\'cl:Ulq c.v~mment A"b~ 

-<H>., -#OO'lC .,implif"roaCion ~i:nIer.tgCooy Yf.;~«1 t..v..,;! 

eiig"biJityl 

Simplify -numerous $iruptif~Atlnn$ 

-iDleragency waiv& boMd -interageoc) waiver hoard 

ImJXove 
 -enhanced cooniilllliion among -enham:ed ooormlUluon among 

coordination 
 ptogrums, inciudiog one-stop programs, inc4uding oos.-stop 

~restmctnred l.}WIJiI}' contInl s)'stem -none -ml!>tomcs bllsed per(of(U4rw.:e 


Perfom:mncc 

Modif)' 

-outcomes baaed petformnnce measures 
Mea~"""~1---- _ j .".,,"""" ---I 

,-.....,..,~federnl clearingbouse$ for -tmpro\'ed compulcr verific:lttwl'. .,tud}' idea of required WICR""". 
Fraud/Abuse beocficiarieJ. ch,ld support oroet:f. of So.:i81 Secarit)· number 

new hire .. 
w"""""l 
·EST expansions for welfare aP9liurrts 

·fedetal registfY of persons -EST demooStlations 
oollo!H:1i:ng welfare in IIny state and 

t""" ..-ma'o"" I-improved "_",, nnr"..,•• 
methods 

-EST expansions 
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