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MS. Gr/iNN; _ Good 'afternoon, everyone. ~'To' finish the 
briefing on welfare reform we have Secretary of Health anQ Human 
Services DOnna Shalala'~nd Aasistant to the President for Policy
Planning Bruce Reed. 

SECRE'IARY' SHAIAIA: Thank you very much. I think the 
President outlined his reasons for signing the bill brilliantly. Let, 
me "talk a little about the reasons why't:H!I Pre.sident vetoed earlier 
b~lls and what we·va gained, what the policy gains have been in this 
bill. 

First, Medicaid is a stand~alone entitlement program. 
Uo longer is it linked -- it's not linked to welfare, and tho 
Medicaid program is allowed 'to continue. We would still like some 
reforms in that Medicaid program t but the important thing is that 
W"elfare recipients will 'not be losing their Medicaid, and Medicaid 
will continue for mll1~on$ of 'poor Americans who need health care. 

second, there's $4 billion more for child care in this 
blll, ar:d we were able to restore the health alld safety standards for 
the child oare system in this country, which were abSOlutely 
criticaL Tn'ere was an attempt by the Republicans to remove them. 

Third, there is no food stamp block grant. The food 
sta~p program stays intact. There'a no ceiling limit on it. The 
President did outline that we have 6o~e concerns about the way the 
cuts were taken, end we!ll be looking at those as we do our detailed 
analysis. ~ 

Fourth,"there's no child welf~re block grant. The child 
welfare services, which'have been tho most sensitive kind of services 
in this country, ~o littit them in any way -- these are the servic~$ 
that cover fost~r care, i~doption services, 21 statea are already 
under sone court order. I The Republicans originally wanted to curb 
those services, put caps on it, block 9rant it. We said not a 
chanco. These are the most vulnerable c~ildren in our SOCiety and 
you have to back llway from those p'ropcsllls., 

Thare are ~reater protections in this bill for disabled 
children. There is ft doubling of the contingency fund to protect
against eco:iomic downtu~ns: It;s now $;( billion, instead of $1 
billion, which is what they had in pr~vijus bills. ThAt's extremely 
important. I 

For those thAt believe that we ought to continue to 
€ttitlern0nt, the contingency fund becomes critical. That's what is 
taken up and used if there is an econon:i:: downturn in a state. If a 
state goes into an economic downturn, 'th$ people that need help are 
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Q What does that bring the total to of child care for 
the six- years? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Fourtee~ billion dollars. 

Q And the lOth thing -- one other qJostion, guys•. 
will that lOth thing that you named -- you listed -- .the unmarried 
teen moms 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Remember, ona of the original bills 

Q What's the provision.now? 

SECRETARY SHAt4LA:. Unmarried teen morna will be able to 
finish high school. They'll qet support while they're finishing high 
school as opposed to b~ing cut off fro1t'. any kind of aid. . 

Q Is that required or is it up to the states - ­

MR: REED~ When the House Republicans:put forward their 
bill early last year, they included a provieion that would have 
required overy state to ban every teen mather from receiving 
assistance just becaUse they were poor, yaunq end un~~rried as the 
President said. 

Q It wasn't in the bill th~t went to the Presioent 
the firs~ time wao it? 

MR. RBED: lto, no. That·s sontQthin9 that was in the 
original House bill and the President singled that out in his 1995 
State of the Union. We had 6 hard-fouqht battla which we won early 
on, and it's not included in the final bill. 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Remember for many of us, it's the 
imprave:nent since our first d.isc·J.$sions with the Republicano. 
Dragging then originally into getting child support into the bil_l 
became very important. They d.id not have it in their original bill; 
we insisted on it. Child oupport enforcement for the first ~ine wil~ 
have the na~ional di~ension to it, which means we'll be able ~c track 
people down successfully across state li~es. 

Q Secretary Shalala, you never said whother you liked 
the bill in response to the last ~estion. And! also, you have 
liberal Democrats like Charlie Rangel going to the floor saying my 
President will boldly throw 1 million children into the street. How 
do you react to those eorte of co~ente? 

SECRETARY SHAtALA: Well, 1irst. 1 hope tha~ the 
governors intend to prove Charlie. my goed friend Charlie Brown 
Charlie Rangel ~- Charlie Rangel wrong. And it's the way theylre 
going to manage this pr<>gralt. ., 

second. l:do think it's a good welfare bill. There are 
part& of it that ·the Presiciont outlin~d that are outside the welfare 
bill that we have deep'lillnd serioulS concerns about that include the 
immigration provisions and the nutrition provisions and, hopefully, 
we'll be able to make siqnifieant strides in getting improvements,
over our concerns. 

Q Willlyou outline what it is e>::act::..y about the 
nutrition provisions that are objected t~? 

SECR~ARY lSHALALA: The President outlined the'shelter 
allow~nce as one example. For people that -- for low income people 
working people in sene cases, who have very high shelter costs having 
their calc'.llation fOr food stamps based on taking into account "­
certain a~our.t of their shelter costs, the issue is ~~ it's over 50 
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monitor what's happening very carefully. We will b~ able to tell 
whether states'are add~nq additional money. We will know how many 
atates are moving people into job$ and whether they're staying in 
those jobs. so we will have information, hopefully state by state, 
that will tell us what's happen~ng and be able to report to the 
President and report to Congress about what's going to happen. 

The inportant thing about this bill, and-every piece of 
research ~as told us, that the states must have a stake in the 
outcome, They must he a full partner. The more they're involved .in 
it, the ~ore likely you are to get success in terms of state 
programs. That's what the MORe told us in their research, and so we 
have moved dramatically to' give the states the aut::'ority to design 
thel~ own programs. 

Q Will the bi:l change an}thing that's happenina in 
the many states with waivers? Are they exettpt -- in addition to 
being eXEUf.pt from the ·...ork requirements in the bill, are they exempt 
from any ether provisions? 

SECRETARY SHALALAI Well, the states w~ll be able to - ­
we have tc go back and look at this very carefvlly.. I think that . 
t~ey will be able to take their waivers, look at the new bill, and be 
able to shape what their overall program -- and remembar, Bone of our 
waivers are for one county. They will have a lot more flexibility i~· 
terms of statewide programs now, in terms of expanding SClT.e cf those 
county activities. And so I do expect G?me changes in the s':at:es. 

Q will they be forced to change,~nythinq> ~houqh, or 

SECRETARY SHALALA: T~e bill basically allows them to 
keep their waivers and to work with the rest of the bill. So to the 
extent that they're forced·to it, is -- : think the answer is, there 
is no fcrc~n9, but there are mere opportunities in the new bill that 
they will want to take advantage of. And I think that1a the best way 
to charact~rize it. 

Q -- follow up to that, What's the fate of the 
Kisconsin waiver? 

SECRETARY :SHALAtA: Well, Wisconsin now has -- I can't 
talk. ahout Wisconsin. 'You're going to .have to answ(!r·1-fis{;onsin. I'm 
recused. Go ahead. I'm qoinq to Wisconsin ~~ 

MR. R-~D: When this bill becomes law, Wisconsin should 
be able to do the welf~re reform plan that they submitted to us. 

Q In other words, the President wil1.tak~ no action 
on the pending w~ivar ~6quest? What 1 s the - ­

I 

Q Ie it moot 


~. REED: Yes, I think itls essentially moot. 

Q Bruce, when will -- the 'President said he'd he 
sending le~islation up Ito fix some of tr.e ho1e~, the probl~~s,he saw 
with the b~ll, notably .the itt~i9rants who will not get Med~oa~d and 
other proposals, When iwill tha~ ~egisla~ion be:readyr When ara yeu 
planning to send -- ,

! 
SECR~TARY SHALALA: He·is -_·you know, we just analyzed 

this bill for the President. We just get:. it, and he told us to get 
to work, So, ....'e'll let yo~ -­

MR. REED: : think that the prospects of enac~ing ~ha~ 
legim:a!:icn :..n this Congress are not ve.ry good given the 
c"ircumstances we've r'...n in'Co in the last several weeks. 

MORE 
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Q But from your own starting point -­

MR. l'<EED: Our own starting point was, 1. think -­

SECRETARY SHAlALA: Deficit-neut:r-al, basical.1y. 

',' MR. REED: The President's 1996 welfare reform'plan 
g.ave~ $42 billion combined-. 

Q No, I mean your o..n starting point when -­

HR. REEDl In 19947 

Q Yes. 

MR. REED: Which was deficit -­

SECRETARY SHALALA: Which was defic1t-neutr~1, 
basically. Let me also point 'out that the President'has laid out a 
series of gains for the low income people in this country. From food 
stamps to Ryan White, to protections in the Medicare-program, we have 
a superb reoord in this administration. For a generation of 
vUlnerah14 Amerieans, this is tha most important step we can take -­
to mov~ from the status quo, to ~ove people from dependenoy on the 
welfare system to a job. And I support the President in his 
dscision. 

Q secretary Shala1a, can you talk about the 
suffioiency of the $2 billion contlngenc? fund?" If we had A serious 
national downturn -­

SECRETARY SHALALA: If we have a serious national 
downt'.lrn, we need to go -back to Congress and make changes. Everybody 
knows that. The Republicans know that. We know that. The Fed junt 
put out tI. report in Cleveland pointing out". the ilT,portance. of the 
economic stabilizing effect of federal money. If you don't, 
recessions go deeper and broader in states. And the business 
community oould hardly be taxed to pull the~ out. And everybody will 
be cla~¢r1ng back for more resources in the contingency fund. And 
that, I think, everybody has conceded. 

MR. REED: But also, savinq the food stamp program has 
an even greater stabilization effect. Food Stamps is much more 
responsive to econo~ic downturns than the current AFOC program. 

THE PRESS:, Thank you. 

END 3:34 P.M. EDT 
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THE: WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 2B, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR 	 HAROLD ICKES 
GEORGESTEPHANOPOULOS 
RAHM EMANUEL 
BARRY TOIV 
MARK GEARAN 
GIl';NY TERZANO 
BRUCE REED 

FRO~l: PHIL CAPLAN 

SUBJECT: Secretary Shalala's Press Conference Tomorrow 
. 	 --.." 

Attached is material I received yesterday from Kevin Thurm regarding Secretary Shalalals 
press ;:;onference tomorrow (12/29) on the HHS analysIs of the GOP orphanage proposal. The 
event is scheduled for 10:30 am. 

If you have any comments or edits, or if you need any more information, please call me on 6­
2572 or Kevin directly at 690·6133. 

Thank you. 
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NOTE TO KEVIN THURM --­

Here are several items for White House clearance. They include a press 
release; statement; questions and answers; and charts prepared by ASPE. 
The charts will be included in the p~ess packet. 

I've also enclosed some generic talking points on welfare reform. Mark 
Gearan and "Ginny Tarzana ok'd an carlier dr~ft. but there have been some 
minor modifications. 

Thanks -­

Melissa 



V.S. O£PARTM('HT OF HCALTH AND HUNAN S£RVICES 

2nd Revised DRAfT Contact: HUS Press Office 
(202) 690-6343 

G.O.P. PLAN LEAVES POOR CHILDRBH AND STATES WITHOUT SUPPORT; 
SHALALA CONTRASTS KOVIB FANTlIBY WITH REAL DlPAC'rS alii CHILDRBH 

The welfare refo~ plan proposed by Republican members of 

the House of Representatives would deny federal welfare benefits 

to millions of children without providing states nearly enough 

money to provide for the children" in residential or foster .care 

settings, HHS Secretary Donna E. Shalala charqed today. 

In denying welfare benefits, the proposed HPersonal 

Responsibility Act" suggests orphanages or other residential care 

for children whose families could nQ longer support them. But 

according to an HHS analysis, the proposal would provide only a 

small fraction of the costs of carrying out such a plan~ 

The MRS analysis finds that the proposal would result in 

some 5 million to 6.7 million children being dropped from the 

rolls of the Aid to Families with Oependent Children program. 

But funds to be provided to states in place of AFDC would provide 

only enough money for some lB,DOO placements in residential care. 

or 135 t OOO placements in foster care. 

tiThe Republican plan is a cruel 'fraud whose human 

consequences would fallon children, and whose financial 

consequences would fallon state taxpayers and private 

charities," Secretary Shalala said~ 

- MORE ­
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"This plan would prohibit federal assistance to millions of 

Children, whether or not their mothers are willing to work," 

secretary Shalala said. "And while the plan casually suggests 

orphanages as one solution, the level of federal funding provided 

would only be sufficient to provide residential care to less than 

one percent ot the affected children. For the children 

themselves, and for state treasuries as wel1~ the cost of this 

plan in human and financial terms would be unprecedented. If 

States would be left with two stark choices, Shalala said: 

use state revenues to provide some sort of'residential carej or 

aba~don their traditional responsibility for poor children and 

hope that private charities or other families members eould take 

up the slack. 

The HHS analysis shows that some 644,000 children receiving 
AFDC in 1993 were born to unmarried mothers under is years old~ 
Another 1.3 million ~ere born to AFOC mothers aqed 18-20. The 
Republican plan would require states to deny benafits to children 
of unmarried mothers under 18, and would permit states to deny 
benefits for children of those 18-20. 

At the same tiDe, federal funds returned to the states under 
the Republican plan would total $646 million~ But this amount. 
would be sufficient to pay for only 17,710 spaces in residential 
care, o~ 134.690 provisions for foster care.' 

When fully implemented, some 5 million children would lose 
benefits if states only denied benefits to those born to mothers 
under IS, and set a 5-year time limit on benefits, as mandated by 
the Republican plan, the HHS analysis found. If all states opted 
further to deny benefits to children of IS to 20-year-olds, and 
opted to put a 2-year time limit on benefits, the number of 
children losing AFDC assistance would be 6~7 million~ The 
analysis also accounts for other requirements in the Republican 
plan, including paternity establishment and limits on benefits 
for child=en born to a family already receiving welfare. 

- MORE ­
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Residential care costs an average $100 per day, or $36,500 

per year; and foster care costs are about $400 per month, or 

$4,800 per year, according to the Child Welfare League of 

America. 


secretary Shalala said the "fantasy of the movie Boys' Town 
must be contrasted with the reality of orphanages and state 
budgets. 

"The real issue here is not whether orphanages or group 
ho~es can be loving and compassionate facilities. The issue is 
what actually happens to millions of real-life children who would 
he cut from welfare rolls, with no Father Flanagan in sight and 
no money to pay for the real c~sts of child rearing.", 

As an example, Shalala cited the state of Nebraska l wher.e 
the real Boys' Town is located. In that state I between 18,000 
and 24,000 children would be denied AFDC payments under the 
Republican plan. Yet the federal assistance to provide other 
forms of care for these children would be enough to provide only 
40 spaces in residential settings, or 320 placements in foster 
care. 

In particular, she said, the amount would be enough to pay 
for only 30 slots at the real Boys' Town, where costs per child 
are $49,000 per year. 

1## 
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Good morning. This evening, incoming Speaker, Newt Gingrich 

will introduce the 1938 covie "Boys Town,1 on TNT. 

It's a story about life in a Nebraska orphanage. 

congressman Gingrich advised the Clinton Administration to 

watch this movie as an example of his new model for welfare 

reform -- removing millions of poor children from their homes and 

the care of their parents, and placing them in orphanages. 

I could also suggest some movies that show the downside of• 

orphanage life. 

1'm talking about Oliver 'twist. 

And Nicholas Nickleby. 

And Annie. 

But I'm sure the incoming Speaker would agree that this 

debate is not about dueling videos. 

It is about the right way to reform welfare. 

It is about protecting and fostering the' well-being of 

children. 



And it is about making sure this country continues to stand 

~p for family values and parental responsibility~ 

Orphanages have had a place in American life -- and there 

are countless staries of young men and women who were saved by 

the anchor of a place to call home and caregivers who guided them 

to adulthood. 

But, Boys Town is a model of a long-gone era. 

It was the fulfillment of one man's dream~ 

It was never seen as a solution to welfare. 

It does not advocate taking children away from their mothers 

just because theytre poor. 

And there~s one more thing. 

Boys Town was a Hollywood movie. 

The reality is, when fully implemented, the Republicans I 

Personal Responsibility Act would prohibit benefits to 5 to 6.7 

million children, whether or not their mothers are willing to 

work. 
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That's as many as 70 percent of all children on AFDC. 

And what will happen to these children? 

The Personal Responsibility Act would not only leave them in 

poverty. but even suggests sending them off to orphanages. 

But let's take a closer look at the economics of this 

option. 

"First of all, the average annual Federal cost of caring for 

a child on AFDe is roughly $lOOO dollars, while, according to the 

Child Welfare League, the average annual cost of orphahage care 

is $36,500 dollars. 

Even if we ignore the human costs for a moment, the 

financial savings from the Republican pl~n returned to the states 

would only fund about 18,000 orphanage slots for the entire 

nation -- all fifty states: 

So, what will happen to the other 5 or 6 million childr~n 

who will be without family support or Father Flanagan? 

Let's look at Nebraska. for example -- the home of Boys 

Town: 
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Currently there are 32,000 children on AFDC in the state. 

The Federal AFDC payment per child is $750 a year. 

Under the most restrictive provisions of the personal 

Responsibility Act, 24,000 children would no longer be eligible 

for AFDC. 

But the savings accrued from denying the~ benefits would 

only pay for 40 orphanage slots. 

What would happen to the other 23,960 children -- many of 

them infants who require extra? 

There are several things that could happen. 

First, states could pick up the bill -- that's $36$500 per 

child for orphanage care ... 

... a huge cost shift to states .. 

They could try to expand the already strapped foster care 

system -- but even foster care, at $4800 per child, costs 4 times 

as much as the Federal share of AFDC. 
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Or ... the governor and the statets citizens could hope and 

pray that private charities or childrents other relatives~rise to 

meet the demand. 

And if they can·t ... we can expect to see countless young 

mothers and ·their children relegated to 1ives of poverty, quite 

possibly on the streets -- homeless and' without any hope for the 

future. 

That is not a Hollywood movie. 

Thatls reality. 

And it's not a pretty picture. 

We have to ask ourselves is that the kind of America we 

want as we enter 1995? 

Do· we want an America that takes children away from their 

mothers just because they happen to be poor? 

Do we want: an Alnerica that doesn't attempt to get fathers to 

live up to their rasponsibilities as parents -- and simply rips 

kids frorr. their homes? 
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Do we want: an America that says to states and families - ­


you're on your own -- go fend for yourselves? 


don't think so. 

So, I urge all who will watch this ~ovie tonight, to keep in 

mind that orphanages are no solution to the welfare crisis. 

Last year l Presider.~ Clinton proposed a better idea - ­

reform the badly broken welfare system in a way that rewards the 

basic values of work. family and responsibility. 

Make its central focus helping people move from welfare to 

work as quickly as possible, so that they can suppor~ themselves 

and their families. 

Require that people on welfare will have to get off of it 

and go to work after a specified period of ti~e. 

Begin a national cam~aign against teen pregnancy, and 

tougher enforcement of our child support laws. 

In 1995, we reust redouble our efforts -- and, as the 

President has said, we must begin to engage every citiZen in the 

earnest work to fix our broken welfare system. 
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None of us has all the answers -- but all of us are the 

answer. 

BOys Town is a great movie. I like itt but after the movie, 

let's sit down together and get the job done. 

Happy New Year. 



DRAFT 

Q'e and Ala for Orphanage Press Conference 	 Draft #3 

I) 	 Ir. recent days, the Republicans have been saying that 
o:::phanages will on.iy be used for abused children - ~ and that 
they really are a humane alternative for the children of dru9~ 
addicted mothers, for example. . Why are you so opposed to 
orphanages? 

A.} 	 We are not ac all opposed to residential care for children who 
really need it -- and Eor SOme children, it may be the most 
appropriate form of care, at least for a short period of time. 
But the Republican bill would deny aid to the children of ~ 
unmarried teenagers -- even if they're doing a good job as 
parenes _. for their entire childhood. That is not good 
policy -- it's extreme. mean-spirited and wrong. 

2) 	 would President Clinton veto a GOP bill that calls for cutting 
off aid to young mothers who may be forced to put their babies 
~n orphanages? 

A.l 	 r do~lt think it will ceme to that. I think many members of 
Congress ur.derstand that there is no substitute for the family 
and the likelihood that many young mothers would rather face 
hardship than give up their children. I think many lawmakers 
will embrace our philosophy which calls for requiring teen 
mothers to live with a responsible adult and finish school in 
order to be eligible for benefits. 

3. i House Republicans say that their plan. by denying aid to 
unma~ried ~eenagers, will reduce out-of-wedlock births. Have 
ycu Made that assumption in your c~lculations? 

A.) No, for two ~easans. First"because the Republican plan would 
deny assistance to the children Qf unmarried teenagers for 
chei.r entire lives and includes a lifetime ban on aid foru 

thousands of children who are already born. In other words. 
a 19~year~old girl with a two~year~old son will be ineligible 
for assistance for the next 16 years under their bill - - even 
if she works for an extended period of time before she applies 
for: assista!1ce, So their bill's primary effect· would be to 
penalize large numbers of yeung mothers who are already 
str,..;ggling to r.1ake it -- not to reduce out-of-wedlock births. 

Second, it'S dif:icult to predict what WQuid happen to the 
race of out -of -wedlock bi::'c.hs if young girls were denied 
assistance. Host social scientists would tell you r:hat. 
teenagers have babies for reasons totally unrelated to AFDC 
benefits, so the effect is likely to be negligible. 

http:bi::'c.hs


We cert.ainly agree that teenage pregnancy is a huge problem 
and it will take nothing less than a comprehensive plan to 
address it, And whether or not you believe that the welfare 
system is part of the problem, everyone agrees that it must be 
changed to become part of the solution. There is no simple 
answer, but r don't think the public supports the notion of 
denying all support to babies born to young mothers, many of 
whom are already po.or. 

4,} 	 Under the Republican bill, though, a teenage girl and her 
child could receive assistance if she married the child's 
father, Don't you think this is a worthy goal? 

A.~ 	 It's certainly a worthy goal. and I agree that children are 
better off with two parents. However. I believe we need a 
more comprehensive approach designed to promote parental 
responsibility and s'.lpport working fal1ilies including 
stro~ger efforts to es~ablish paternity, better child suppo~t 
collections,. family-friendly tax provisions, requirements ·that 
teenagers live at home and stay in school and abstinence-based 
programs to prevent teen pregnancy in the first place. 

5,) 	 The Child Welfare League estimates that 25 percent of poo.r 
children affected by the Republican plan would end up in 
orphanages. DO,You agree with that figure? 

A.) 	 I wouldn't wane to speculate 0:: ....hat the right number is. 
However, our analysis clearly shows that the federal funding 
available would be sufficient only for residential care for 
less cnan one nercent of. the children. That's an unbelievable 
gap be::ween resOurces and need - - a.nd state taxpayers are 
going to pay the p=ice one way 0= the other. 

6.1 	 Many Republicans argue that the extended families of children 
cut off from AFDC w~l: take the~ i~. Do you think this is 
likely? 

A.) 	 I think it's impossible to predict what a poor mother or her 
family would CO, particularly i:: faced with the knowledge that 
a child will be i!1eligible f.or assistance for his entire 
child::'ood, Many of these young mothers may nc'.:. have famil s 
to turn to, or their relatives may be JUSt as needy as they 
are. But with a ban on federal assistance, each governor is 
goi:1g to have to face a tough choice betwee:: abandoning 
thousands of poor child::en or raising state taxes to pay for 
care. 



7.i 	 Does the President favor the concept of block-granting food 
,prog~ams to the states as the GOP proposes? 

A.) 	 I thi~k President Clinton is going into this welfare reform 
debate with an open mind. The idea of block grants to states 
may have some attrac:ive elements, but there are also serious 
drawbacks to block-granting food programs, particula!:'ly in 
terms of the hu~ger safety net and the fiscal situation of 
states during a recession. 

8./ 	 Would the President go along with a 12% overall reduction of 
funding for those programs the GOP wants rolled into the block 
grants? 

A.l 	 I think the President will take a good look at what is being 
proposed and evaluate each idea on its own merits. HHS has 
already proposed some streamlining and consolidations that 
will cut down on administrative papershuffling and increase 
efficiency in the programs. But again, we need to evaluate 
these proposals in terms of their real effects -- particularly 
on states. 

9,) 	 States have a wide range in the amount of AFDC payments made 
to recipients ~ut the food stamp benefit is constant from 
sca'te to state. Does the administration believe that the food 
stamp program should be protected in welfare reform 
discussions? 

A. ) The r'ood stamp program was founded on the federal government's 
commi tme'nt to ensuring that families do not go hungry in this, 
the richest nation in the world. This administration believes 
in preserving the founding principle behind the food stamp 
program 'and our concept of welfare reform must respect that 
principle. 

10.) 	Senator Nancy Kassebaum believes the federal governrr,ent should 
turn over to the states all responsibility for welfare 
programs. Is that a position President Clinton could embrace 
as a forme:: governor? 

A.I 	 Some programs such as food stamps and Medicaid have been good 
federal-state partnerships. While there may be some merits to 
making states totally responsible for social service needs of 
their residents, it is an idea that cannot be embraced without 
fully exploring all ~he ramifications for the federal 
government. the states and the recipients. 



11.) 	 President Clinton says HHS has granted more welfare waivers 
than the two previous administrations combined. If waivers 
continue at this pace, 'will it be necessary to do national 
welfare reform legislation? 

A.J 	 The waivers we have granted reflect this president's 
commitment- to allowing states the flexibility to experiment 
with various approaches for welfare reform based on their 
individual differences. A national welfare reform plan would 
still allow each state great flexibility in designing its 
approach, but would be overlaid with a federal framework that 
provides a basic structure and system of protections against 
changing circumstances for both the states and their 
recipients. 

12.) 	 President Clinton introduced his welfare reform bill last 
spring but hasn't said a wora about it since then. Is he 
backing away from his own bill or does the administration plan 
to reintroduce the WRA? 

A.J 	 We introduced a good, strong, centrist bill this year that was 
based on the President's fundamental principles and lifetime 
work on this subject -- work requirements, time limits, the 
toughest possible child support enforcement, teen pregnancy 
prevention, and eliminati'on of fraud and abuse. We'll put our 
ideas before the new Congress, and so will others. The 
Clinton administration -is committed to working across party 
lines and listening to leaders 'at all levels of government to 
produce real, lasting reform. 

13.l 	With the administration making an'obvious effort to reposition 
itself, is it likely that we will see changes in the 
President's prescription for welfare reform? 

A.J 	 If there are changes made in what this administration proposes 
for welfare reform, they will reflect the many conversations 
we have had with state and local elected officials, the people 
who administer-the welfare system and most importantly, the 
recipients themselves. But our principles haven't changed. 
He believe that there are solutions to teen pregnancy, welfare 
dependency, and child support enforcement to which both the 
political parties and the overwhelming majority of Americans 
can agree. 



14.) 	When' and where is the President:' s Welfare Reform Conference 
and who will attend? 

A.) 	 The date and time for the bipartisan working session have not 
been set, but I expect the list of attendees to include 
members of Congress. governors, and local officials, I agree 
with the President that this session should be the first step 
in an honest dialogue about our country's broken welfare 
system and what we must do to fix it. 

15.) 	What does the administration hope to accomplish at the 
conference President Clinto:1 has called for next month? Is 
this a signal that the administration is prepared to 
compromise? 

A.; 	 This meeting is the firs~ step i~ ·bringing leaders toge:her 
from around the cou;::t~y a:ld across party lines ~o look for 
common ground on the problems and solutions to welfare reform. 
We don't expect to reach CO:lsensus on legislation at this 
session, but our hope is that the bipartisan atmosphere will 
lead to an honest debate about how to fix a welfare system 
that all Americans agree needs fundamental change. 

16.) 	 W':;iI:;n1 t chis conference ca,lled by President Clinton just to get: 
him back into the welfare reform picture? 

, A.) 	 Few, if any members of Congress have track records as long as 
President Clinton's on the iss'J.e of welfare reform, and he has 
never been on the sideJ. ines of tbis debate. We introduced a 
comprehensive and realis::ic bill this yea.r ~o reform the 
welfare system. The president is committ.ed t.o a vigorous 
effort to forge a basic welfare reform proposal that beth 
parties can ew~race. ~he AT.e~ica~ people want their elected 
officials to put aside ~heir partisan di:ferences and work in 
news ways to solve their problems, We think this meeting can 
begin to do just thac. 

).1,) 	 House Republicans appear pret~y unified behind their .....elfare 
reform proposal. Is the admi~istration hoping that you can at 
least slow it down and make some changes in the Senate? 

A" j 	 I think your premise is wrong. Many members of the Republ ican 
party have begun to express their concerns about some of the 
more extreme provisions of their proposal. We believe chat 
they will be open to many of ~he elements of the more fair and 
thoughtful approach we have advocated" I hope discussions of 
this importance will be goveY:led by good policy not politics. 

http:committ.ed


16.} 	 The Republican's welfare reform plan purports to save $40B 
over five years while :he President's plan spends about $10B, 
Do you think taxpayers a~d w.embers of Congress will favor a 
plan that spends over a plan that saves? 

A.} 	 All of the welfare refor~ proposals save ~oney in some places 
and cost money in others, and we re~ain committed to a welfare 
reform bill that is budgetwneutral. But simply shifting costs 
to states, as the House Republican bill does, is not t:he 
solution. 

19.) 	Leon Panetta has said that any welfare reform proposal uworth 
it S salt:" rr,ust save money. In light of this statement f wi:lJ 

you be chang':'ng the :inancing provisions of your original 
legislative pla~? 

A.} 	 The Clinton Administyat~o~ recognizes the need to reform the 
welfare system in a ma:1ner that is both far-reaching and 
fiscally sound. We are committed to working with Congress to 
create a plan that is budge't neutral". 

2C-.) 	 The CBO recently reported that the Work and Responsibility Act 
of :994 would spend more and save less money tha~ the Cl':'nton 
Administratior. estimated in its own calculations. How do you 
respond to this analysis? 

A.J 	 Our welfare reform legislation proposed unprecedented changes 
in the welfare system. including a two-year time limit on cash 
benefits, and some disagreement abou: cost estimates is to be 
expected. Traditionally, CEO has been very conservative about 
predicting the savings that wi-I: come from changing behavior 
with new incentives to re....·arri work a::d responsibility, and 
their assumptions will also be used :0 score other welfare 
reform plans, We .remain committee. to pass=--ng welfare reform 
legislation that is meaningful. bold and budget-neutral, 

21.) 	 Since the coSts of AFDC are split about 50/50 with the states, 
won't state governments reap substantial savings under the 
Republican plan? And wo~'t those savings be available to fund 
orphanages or foster care placements? 

A.I 	 The states'will save soree mcney' under some provisions of the 
Republican plan, but :hose ar.10'..lnts wi:l be relatively small - ­
certainly too small ::'0 pay ~or all of the residential care 
that could be needed. And'wh:.le our analysis looked only at 
&the federal resources to be tran5fe~red ~o the states, it's 
worth 'noting that we also did not a'Cterr,pt to account for other 
provisions that: would rep::esent a cost-shift like 
red'J.ctions in federal funding for nutrition programs. 

The point here is that each governor is going to face a tough 
c:-.cice betwee::' abandoning thousands of poor '. children or 
raisi::.g the necessary revenue to pay for care, 
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22, I 	 Do you oppose orphanages, or do you believe they are 
appropriate for some childref'~? 

(A to come from ACF) 

23.) 	 How did you arrive at the figure of $100'0 for the average 
federal share of AFDC per child? 

(A to corr,e frc-r.t ASPE) 



Welfare Reform Working Group 
Talking Points: OVERALL I'L,\N 
REDRAFT: December 22, 1994 

'" believe we must end welfare as we. know it, because the current welfare system is a bad deal 
for the taxpayers. who pay the bills and for the families who are trapped on it The American 
people deserve a government that honors their vatues and spends their money judiciously, and 
a country that rewards people who work hard and play by the rules." ' 
President Clinton, 12/8/94 

The President's commitment to welfare I'cform l"i part of his longstanding commitment to 
the middJe class values of work. responsibility and family. While governor of Arkansas, 
President Clinton worked closely with elected officials from both parties to pass the Family 
Support Act. As President, he has given more than 20 states the fleXIbility to reform welfare 
at the local level and introduced the most comprehensive welfare reform legislation. ever 
proposed. 

Now he's invited the country's bipartt~lO leadership to come together to forge a national 
Consensus on welfare reform w~ and restore American "'alues to a badly broken welfare 
system. Americans have asked their elected officials to put aside politics as usual and begin 
earnest work to solve our nation's problems _. and welfare reform is at the top of our agenda. 
People want their leaders to stop the panis..1Jl bickering. come logether. and roll up their s.leeves 
and get to work. 

The President is fighting to reward work and rcsponsibiJity in every government program. 
The Earned Income Tax Credit had already bccn signed into Jaw, cutting taxes for 15 million 
working Americans and creating an incentIve to work and stay off welfare, A~ a next step, the 
Middle Class Bill of Rights will reduce taxes for millions more Americans who work hard to 
save money, raise their children and train for a better economic future. The welfare system, 
like the tax system, must be changed to reward work and rcsponsibility, 

Welfare refonn mus1 ensure that taxpayers' moncy is well spen(. The federal governmcm 
should help young mothers and their children escape wclfare. hut it shouldn't support long-term 
dependency. That is why the Presidl!'nt would invest in education and training; not orphanages; 
devote more resources to child support cnforccmcnl, no! less; put a two year time limit on 
welfare benefits; require work for those \ .... /)0 arc able to work: and moum a new t:ffort to tight 
welfare fraud. The American people deservc a government that honors their values, spends their 
money wisely, and rewards people who work hard and play by the rules, 

Welfare reform should give single p'ln~l1ts a chance at the middle class., Work is still the 
best social program ever invented, .and anYl>llC who can work should do so, But if you're going 
to require work. there has to be a job there, along with the requirement fhat people on welfare 
will have to get off it and go to work 3ft.:r ,1 specified ))Crioo of time. There also has to be 
support for people who are working and raising their chiltJren ~ like education. training and child 
care. 



\Velfare f-cfonn must strengthen families, because there is no substitute for caring families 
when it comes to teacbing children the value of work and responsibility~ We need to launch 
a national campaign against teen pregnancy. aI1d make it clear that no-one should get pregnant 
or father a child if they're not preparoo to take responsibility for that child's future. Teenagers 
who do have a child must be required to live at home with their parents. finish high school, 
work and pay child support, but they must also get the help they need to become good role 
models for their children. Arbitrarily denying aid to young mothers and putting their children 
in orphanages will weaken families, not strengthen them. 

; 



CHILDREN AFFECTED BY THE PERSON~L RESPONSIBILITY ACT, 1993 

~~~~ 

Number 01 

AFDC Children 

STATE Born When 
Their M othel'$ 

were <: 18 
Alabama 12,000 
Alaska 1,000 

Arizona 9,000 

Arkansas 6,000 
California 64,000 
C~lo;ad-o- - I 6,000 
Conneticu! 10,000 
Delaware 2,000 
~~~~------------- -

Dis!. 01 Col. 5,000 
Flodda 40,000 

Georgia. 26,000 
--------­

Hawaii 1,000 

[Idaho 1,000 
(illinois 43,000' 

!Ifldiana 12,000 

110'lla 3,000 
------

Konsas. 4,000 

Kentucky 9,000 

louisiana 19,000 

Maine 2,000 

:.taryland . 14,000 

t.tassacnuset1s 11,000 

Michigan 39,000 

t,J,inf19S01a 1,000 
:,4ississippi 13,000 

Federal DoHars Federal AFDC Number of Total 
Per AFDC ChJld Dollar AFOC ChIldren Number of 

Born When Olfferenoo Born When Children 
iheir Molhets From Their Mothers Eliminated 

were < 18 Current Law were 1e..20 Least Restrictive 
480 5,6S0,000 ,8,000 59,000 

1580 1,745.000 2,000 7,000 
1020 8,957,000 20,000 61,000 
540 3,243,000 11,000 31.000 
ISIO 118,909,000 155,000 872,000 

800 4,508,000 12,000 40,000 
1100 10,507,000 19,000 SO,OOO 

900 1,961,000 4,000 iO,OOO 
990 4,461,000 6,000 35,000 
740 29,760,000 73,000 246,000 

780 20,666,000 46,000 128,000 

1130 2,227,000 4,000 16,000 

1000 618,000 2,000 4,000 

790 34,353,Qoo 95,000 3!S2,OOO 
700 8,606,000 25,QOO 71,000 
1,110 4,714,000 9,000 31,000 

------ ­

870 3,059,000 8,000 29,000 

830 7,359,000 \ 7,000 75,000 
500 9,795,000 36,000 129,000 

1240 '2,538,000 5,000 19,000 

910 13,049,000 29,000 78,000 
16BO 18,117,000 31,000 105,000 

10.10 39,300,000 72,000 290,000 

1260 9,158,000 15,000 51,000 
410 5,170,000 24,000 85,000 

Total 

Number of 

Children 
ElIminated 

Most Restrictive 

73,000 

11,000 

85,000 

41,000 

1,212,000 

50,000 

81,000 

14,000 

39,000 

326,000 
190,000 

26,000 I 
6,000 

401,000 

96,000 
, 43,000 

. 39,000 

99,000 

, 51 ,000 
30,000 

109,000 

146,000 

364,000 

80,000 

100,000 

1 
NumbOr of 

orphtlnnge 

slots 

ISO 

50 
250 I 

90 

3,200 

~20 

290 
50 

120 

820 
570 

60 

20 
940 
240 
ISO 

aD 
- - - ---­

200 
270 
10 

300 
510 

1,OBO 

250 

140 

, ~ 
~ 'i 



Number 01 

AFOC Children 

STATE 80rn When 

Their MolhQ:fS 

1--. were.:: 18 
-----

MOP(Nla 1;000 
NebraS¥.8 2,000 
Nevada 2,000 
---­

~~w Hampshire 1,000 
Nnw Jersey 20,000 

~~Y! Mexico ],000 

NrNl York 49,000 
North Carolina 22,000 
North Dakota 1.000 
fal,lo 26,000 
Ioklahoma 5,000 
IOr9(lOn 4,000 

Pennsylvania 32,000 
Rhode island 3,000 
---­

South Carolina 10,000 
South Dakota 1,000 
Teflf'j0Ssee 16,000 
Texas 37,000 

-----. 

Utah 2,000 
----­

Vermont 1,000 
v~-ginia 12,000 

Wo.shington 8,000 
West Virginia 3,000 
WIsconsin 12,000 

Nyoming 400 

otal 544,000 

Federal Dollars Federal AFDe 

Per AFOC Child Dollar 
Born When OUfercnce 

Their Mathers From 

were.:: 18 Current Law 

2390 1,339,000 

750 1,548,000 
----­

640 1.331,000 

3310 1,859,000 

1070 20,923,000 

HMO 2,949,000 

1190 58,233,000 

880 19,310,000 

mo 796,000 

1060 21,113,000 

970 5,166,000 

1930 7,326,000 

930 29,500,000 

950 , 2,525,000 

640 8,490,000 

830 637,000 

570 9,193.,000 

680 25,028,000 

1620 2,467,COO 
1840 1,061,000 

790 9,275,000 

1450 11,281,COO 

1030 3.118,000 

1390 16,698,000 

1540 599,000 

tOOO 646.505,000 

· .. 
" Number of Total Tot~l 

AFOC Children Number of Number of 
BornWhon Children Children Number of 

TheIr Mothers Ellm!nated Eliminated orphnnage 
were 18-20 least RC$trlctive Mosl Restrictive slots 

----­
3,000 MOO 12,000 40 
5,000 18,000 24,000 40 
4,QC{) 12,000 16,000 40 
~,OOO 6,000 9,000 50 

46,000 153,000 18S,000 570 
8,000 22,000 31,000 eo 

105,000 334,000 515,000 1,/JOO 
< 45,000 121,000 163,000 530 

2,000 6,000 8,000 20 
70,000 290,000 365,000 760 
12,000 44,000 57,000 140 

9,000 28,000 41,000 200 
66,000 245,000 315,000 810 

6,000 22,000 29,000 70 
19,000 62,000 82,000 160 

2,000 7,000 10,000 20 
31,000 100,000 139,000 260 
74.000 265,000 335,000 690 

, 
4,COO 11,000 19,000 70 
2,000 7,COO 11,000 $0 

22,COO 73,000 93,000 250 
19,000 74,000 116,000 310 
1,000 32,000 44,000 90 

21,000 81,000 1n,ooo 460 
1,000 4,000 5,000 20 

1,342,000 5,011,000 6,688,000. 17,710 

Numbol'$ might not add due to rounding 
Totallneludes U,S. territories 



U.S. TOTAL 


NUMBER OF AFDC CHILDREN 
BORN TO UNMARRIED MOTHERS 
UNDER 18 

FEDERAL SHARE OF AFDC PER CHILD 

BORN TO UNMARRIED MOTHERS 

UNDER 18 

MINIMUM NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
DENIED BENEFITS. * 

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
DENIED BENEFITS. * 

NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS 
FUNDED 

, 
'Based on 1993 data. Assumes full effects Qf implementation of PRA (2001). 

644,000 


$1,000 

5,011,000 

6,688,000 

17,710. 



CALIFORNIA 


NUMBER OF AFDC CHILDREN 
BORN TO UNMARRIED MOTHERS 
UNDER 18 

FEDERAL SHARE OF AFDC PER CHILD 

BORN TO UNMARRIED MOTHERS 

UNDER 18 

MINIMUM NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
DENIED BENEFITS. * 

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
DENIED BENEFITS. * 

NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS 
FUNDED 

, Based on 1993 data. Assumes full eHeets of implementation of PRA (2001). 

64,000 


$1,810 . 

872,000 

1,212,000 

3,200 



. . 


GEORGIA 


NUMBER OF AFDC CHILDREN 
BORN TO UNMARRIED MOTHERS 
UNDER 18 

FEDERAL SHARE OF AFDC PER CHILD 
BORNTO UNMARRIED MOTHERS 
UNDER 18 

MINIMUM NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
DENIED BENEFITS. * 

MAXIMUM NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
DENIED BENEFITS. * 

NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS 
FUNDED 

Based on 1993 data. Assumes full effects of implementation of PRA (2001). 

. 26,000 


$780 

128,000 


190,000 


570 



NEW YORK 


NUMBER OF AFDC CHILDREN 
BORN TO UNMARRIED MOTHERS 
UNDER 18 49,000 

FEDERAL SHARE OF AFDC PER CHILD 
BORN TO UNMARRIED MOTHERS 
UNDER 18 $1,190 

MINIMUM NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
DENIED BENEFITS.* 334,000 

MAXIMUN NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
DENIED BENEFITS.* . 515,000 

NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS 
FUNDED 1,600 

• Based on 1993 data. Assumes full effects of implementation of PRA (2001) 



HHS ~rnwg) 

u.s. DEPARTMENT 0' HEALTH AND HUMAN 5£RVIC£S 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE contact: HHS Press Office 
Thursday, Dec. 29# 1994 (202) 690-6343 

GOP PLA!/ LEAVES POOR CIULDRBli AlII) STATHS 1Il:'rlIOll'l' SUPPOIlT; 

SIIALALA CON'1'lU\STS KCVIl! J'lIN'l'ASY 1I'I'rlI RBAL:oIPAC'l'B O!f CIIILDRBli 


The welfare reform plan proposed by Republican members of the 

House of Representatives would deny federal welfare benefits to 

millions of children without providing states nearly enough money to 

provide for the children in residential or foster care settings, HHS 

Secretary Donna E. Shalala charged today~ 

In'denying welfare benefits~ the Republican proposal suggests 

orphanages or other residential care for children whose families 

could no longer support them. But according to an HHS analysis, the 

proposal would provide only a small fraction Qf the costs of 

carrying out such a plan. 

The HHS analysis finds that the proposal would result in some 5 

million children being dropped from the rolls of the Aid to Families 

with Dependent Children program. But funds to be provided to states 

in place of AFDC would only provide enough money for fewer than 

9,000 placements in residential care, or about 61,000 placemants in 

foster care. 

"The Republican plan is a cruel hoax whose human consequences 

would fallon children, and whose financial consequences would fall 

on state taxpayers and private charities," Secretary Shalala said. 

- MORE ­
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"The solution to the welfare crisis is not to send children to 

orphanages, it's to send their parents to work,· Shalala said~ Sbe 

said the Republican plan would prohibit federal assistance to 

millions of children, whether or not their mothers are willinq to 

work. 

nAnd while the plan casually suqqests orphanaqes as one 

solution, the level of federal funding provided would only be 

sufficient to provide residential care to less than one percent of 

the affected children," she said. "For the children themselves, and 

for state treasuries as well, the cost of this plan in human and 

financial terms would be unprecedented." 

states would be left with two stark choices, Shalala said: use 

state revenues to provide some sort of residential or other care, or 

hope that private charities or other family members eould take up 

the slack. 

The HHS analysis found that, if the proposal were fully in 
place and implemented today, some 5 million children would be denied 
benefits. The benefits would be denied as a result of the 
proposal's requirement that states exclude coveraqe for children 
born to mothers under 18, as veIl as requirements for a five-year 
time limit on benefits, for paternity establishment, and for limits 
on benefits for children born to a family already receiving welfare. 

At the same time, federal funds returned to the states under 
the Republican plan would total $293 million. But this amount would 
be sufficient to pay tor only 8,029 spaces in residential care, or 
61,055 provisions for foster care. 

The amount of tunding returned to states is determined by a 
formula in the proposal, which involves the number of children 
denied benefits because of the aqe ot the mother, as well as other 
age- and year-related factors. The MRS analysis shows that some 
650,000 children receiving AFOC in 1993 were born to unmarried 
mothers under 18 years old. 
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In addition, the proposal would permit states to deny benefits 
to children born to mothers aged 18-20, and would permit a 2-year 
time limit on benefits. If all states adopted these options, the 
total number of children to lose benefits would be about 6.9 
million. The amount of funding which states would receive in this 
circumstance would total about $1.1 billion, enough to fund only 
29,616 spaces in residential care, or 225,200 provisions for foster 
care. 

Residential care costs an average $100 per day, or $36,500 per
yearj and foster care costs are about $400 per aonth, or $4,800 per 
year, accordinq to the Child Welfare League ot America~ 

secretary Shalala said the "fantasy of the movie Boys Town must 
be contrasted with the reality of orphanages and state budgets. 

"The real issue here is not whether orphanages or group ho~es 
can be loving and compassionate facilities~ The issue is what 
actually happens to millions of real-Ilfe children who would be cut 
from welfare rolls, with no Father Flanagan in sight and no money to 
pay for the real costs of child rearing." 

As an example, shalala cited the state of Nebraska, where the 
real Boys Town is located. In that state, some 19 , 000 children 
would be denied AFDC payments under the Republican plan. Yet the 
federal assistance to provide other forms of care for these children 
would be enough to provide only 16 spaces in residential settings, 
or 122 placements in foster care~ 

11# 



NUMBER OF eMfLOREN DENlEO BENEFITS 

UNDER THE REPUBLICAN WELFARE PLAN 
AND THE NUMseR OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS FUNDED 

STATE 

Alabama 
, 

laska I 
Ar:ZOna 
IMam... , 

alifornia 

Colorado " 
Conneticul " 
De!aware 

~Dist 01 Col. 

Florida , 

roeomia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

Illinois 

ItndiaM 
~owa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Marvland 

MassaChusetts 
, 

lMichiQan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Total Mlnlm\lm ' FedMaI 

Number of Numb.rot SavIng> 

"FOC Children R&tumed 10 
, 

Children Donled 88f1etlt.· Stotu 
99,000 , 58,000 2,977,000 

24,000 B,ooo 424,000 

137,000 54,000 3,goo,OOO 

51,000 27,000 1,009,000 

1,812.000 1,024,000 64,152,000 

62,000 31,000 2,002,000 

110.000 60,000 4,152,01)) 

23,000 11.000 ' 1,095.000 

46,000 3B,OOO 1,651,000 

489.000 258,000 12,409,000 

281,000 122,000 7,143.000 

39,000 19,000 662,000 

14,000 5,000 427,000 

463.000 362,000 11.821,000 

143,000 77,000 . 3,548,000 

66,000 32,000 1,832,000 

59.000 ' 27,01)) l,oao,OOO 
151,000 81,000 2,985,000 

, 

, 

190,000 134,000 2.470,000 ' 

45,000 21,000 1,144.000 

150,000 ' 90,000 4,855,000 

207,000 108,000 6.471,000 

447,000 279,000 16,670,000 

126,000 60,000 3,541,000 

124.000 88,000 1,983.000 

176,000 94,000 4,406,000 

Numbor of 
Fed....lly Funded 

Orphanage 

Slote..• 
B2 

12 
log 

sO 
1,158 

57 
11. 

30 

51 

340 
196 
2. 

12 
324 

97 

50 
30 

B2 

68 
31 

133 

232 
457 

100 

54 
121 

(continued) 



NUMBER OF CHILDREN DENIED BENEFITS 

UNDER THE REP\JOLICAN WELFARE PLAN 
AND THE NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS FUNDED (continued) 

, Totul Minimum Federal !, 
STATE Numb.rot Number of Saving. 

, 
, i , , AFDC , 

Chlldnln Retumed to , , 
Chlldren Oonled Sotlofita· , Stat.. 

Montana 23.000 7.000 749.000 

;Nebraska 32,000 19,000 584.000 

INevada 24,000 13.000 561,000 

!N<:w Hampshire 19.000 7.000 720.000 

New Jersey , 244.000 160,000 8,616.000 

New Mexico , 58.000 25.000 1.2t2,000 
New York 741,000 349,000 27.116,000 

North Carotina 227.000 133.0CXl 9,332,000 

North Dakota , 12,000 5,000 410.000 

Ohio , 483,000 279,000 10.647,000 

Oklahoma , 90,000 45,000 1.554,000 
OfeQon 79,000 33.000 3.124.000 

Pennsylvania , 418,000 252.000 12,616.000 

Rhode Is;and , 42,000 23.000 1,095,000 

Soufu Carolina 109.000 61,000 2.416.000 

,South Dakota 15,000 7.000 305.000 

annessee , 199,000 \01.000 3,122,000 

~xas 541,000 288.000 11,331,000 

l1U<n 36.000 11,000 949,000 : 

[yermont 16,000 e.oOO 529.000 
, 

V:~ginia 134J)OO 79,000 2.350.000 

tv'Vashington 
, 

191,000 75.000 5.497,000 

lWest VIrginia 75,000 3<3.000 1,788,000 
fWisconsin 166,000 87,000 5,481,000 

pw-yoming 11.000 '.000 218.000 
ola! i 9.702.000 5,339.000 293,068,000 

Number of 
FGi16raUy FUMhtd 
Orph~ 

Slota...• 
21 

16 

15 

20 

236 

33 
143 

256 
11 

292 

43 

102 

346 
30 
00 
8 

86 

310 

26 
14 

64 
151 
49 

176 
6 

8,029 

Numbers might not add p-reelsely due to rounding 

Totel includes U.S. territorles 

Baaed on 1993 data. AtuuJmos full .ffecta of PRA 1mplementatlon • 
.. Assumes the requirement. thOl would M mandotory under tho 

proposal: stales must d8ny AFDC 10 chlJdNfl bom to unmarried 

women under 8ge 18; <leny AFOC to children bom atte, tho 
APOC CIll:H~ opened: dony AFOC to children 10r whOm patamlty 

hos no! boon established; and dony MOe att.r. maximum 

of eo months of AFOe ~P', A..umN no elate ,dopt. 
mOffl restrIctive aptlona-. 

"-This Is the minimum number of child,.n whO would bo 


denied benefits. 6esbd on upHOM. available to the &tales. 

DS many os 6.7 mUllon children could be denied blm~It•• 

··"Number 01 orphanage slot, calculatK ualng $36.500 -Ihe ."rage 
yenrly cos1 per child tor In.mutional car.. 
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More than 5,000,000 children 
lose benefits under the 
Republican welfare plan 

, 

Fewer than 9,000 orphanage slots 
could be funded from federal 

savings given to states 

"What happens to the other children?" 



Minimum number of children 
denied AFDC benefits* 19,000 

Orphanage slots that 
could be funded from 
federal savings 16 

• Based on 1993 data Assumes full effects of Implementation af Republican welfare plan. ....·l'tIw. 



Minimum number of children 
denied AFDC benefits* 1024,000 

Orphanage slots that 
could be funded from 
federal savings 1,758 

• Based on 1993 data, Assumes fuD effects of implementation of RepubDcan welfare plan, 
~-



, 


Minimum number of children 
denied AFDC benefits* 122,000 

Orphanage slots that 
could be funded from 

. federal savings 196 

• Based on 1993 data Assumes full effects of implementation of RepubUcan welfare plan. -



• 


• 


Minimum number of children 
denied AFDC benefits* 349,000 

Orphanage slots that 
could be funded from 
federal savings 743 

• Based on 1993 dala Assumes fuN effects of implemenfal/on of Republican welfare pion. -.....,.. 
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Cruel Reality Belies Orphanage Fantasy 


H
Ouse speaker-elect Newt Gingrich <R..Ga.} 
may rowe been miscast as the host of TNT's 
screening ot the classic:: movie "Boys Town." 

Uthe network executives wanted someone with 
expemnce, they should have asked Sen. Ben 
NightJrorse Campbel1 (ll-U>lo.). 

"'Boys Townw has become Gingrich's favorite fairy 
tate ever since he suggested reviving orphanages as 
a means of reforming tire welfare system. QunpbeIJ 
spent three yt.al'$ in orphanages as a child, an ordeal 
that he says has little mcommon wjth the celluloid 
version. 

"The German$ have an old saying, 'He who laughs 
at scars has never felt wounds,' .. Campbell told us. 
"And 1can tell you that Newt bas never felt the 
emotional wounds you get in an otphanage.­

Campbell was placed in his fitst orpbMage in 
1938, the same year "Boys Town~ was filmed. 
Rather than heartwarming, his experience highlights 
the harsh realities that Hoilywood left on the <:Utting 
room900r. 

The Colorado Democrat recalls a place where 
children scrounged (or food, received hMsh 
punishment from their superiors by day and ran 
from semal molesters in tIa: bathroom at rught. He 
said he wouJd like to clear up Gingrich's apparent 
belief that living in an orphanage is"akin to 
dormitory life at Emory University, only for the 
loddle.." 

CampbeU and Gingrlen were each born to difficult 
circumstances. Campbell had an aloobolic father who 
spent time in jail, and a mother -who suffered from a 
ferrible cast: of tubercuioais. Gingrich was born to a 
single-parent home because his ~gemother 
divorced bet heavy-drinking. ph~a.bus.i~ 
husband. 

The bond bel:lVten tile senator and the 
speaker-lCl"beends there. Gingrich's mother 
remarried when he was 3 yean old. giving Gingrich a 
Stable family structure. CampbeU, however. was 
taken to an orphanage at the aie of 5 with }us sister. 
"My mother simply couldn't take care of us bea.use 
she was in and out of the hospitai and dad was aff 
drinJcing: Campbell said, 

Campbell was 50 frightened when w.s mother took 
him to the orphanage that he jumped out of a WIndow 

and hid in the trunk cla car. His mothu found him 
beeause she could hear his sobs, "J ean remember 
,.,..mlog out that I would be good." Campbell told 
our associate Ed Henry. '1 associated being 
abandoned with being bad--tl1at I must have been 
bad or they woWdn't bave left me there," 

Sometimes one of the older children in the 
orphanage would receive a box of oranges from a 
dlstant relative. "'They"d peel 'em and throw the 
peelings on the ground,'" said Campbell. ., can 
remember more than once, kids coming 
along-including me-and eating the peelings 
because we were hungry," 

More than anything. however, CampbeU hungered 
tor a family. Boys and girla were segregated at the 
orphanage, so Campbell'& contact with his s.isW' 'IJIU 

limited to an oa:asionaJ pasing g)ance in the: hallway. 
He can't remember his father ever viaiting him. and 
onJy recently did he find out why his mother made 
the 5()'nule trip only a few times, 

When Campbell ran for the Senate. he agyeod to 
the release of various documents to the press, 
including orphanage records he had never seen, 
CampheH was shocked to read the iettet'S his mother 
wrote to the orphanage. 

"They were absolutely heart~g," he 
reca11ed. "She was so poor that she couldn't affurrl to 
come see us beeause [transportation) cost $5..-

WbiIe Campbell credi..his tougb childhood with 
giving him the will to rise to the Senate. his sister 
wasn't as lucky. She never got her1iie on track and 
died.at the age- of 44 from" combination of sleeping 
pills and alcohol 

Even though she didn't leave a note, Campbell 
believes it was a suicide because she bad tried to kill 
herself once before, "Her reaction to the days in the 
orphimage [wasl to kind of uumbIe tmder the 
stresses of tife: Campbell said, 

Campbell wants Gingrich t() know that the mms in 
hi!. orphanage were not like Father Flanagan in "'Boys 
Town." 

'"They did the bestllu!y rouId," Campbel1 said. "But 
when you compare an orphanage to any kind of a 
borne life-whether it's a solid home or even a 
s~ent home that's got a little bit of 
trOlJble-honte$ are better,~ 
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Good morning. This evening, incoming Speaker, Newt Gingrich 
will introduce the 1938 movie "Boys Town" on TNT. It's a story 
about life in a Nebraska orphanage almost 60 years ago. 

Congressman Gingrich advised the Clinton Administration to 
watch this movie as an example of his new model for welfare 
reform -- removing millions of poor children from their homes and 
the care of their parents, and placing them in orphanaqes. 

I could suggest some other·movies that showcase orphanages. 
These movies show orphanages to be big, impersonal, bureaucratic 
warehouses -- places that we decided against years ago -- and for 
good reason. r;m talking about movies like Oliver Twist. And 
Nicholas Nickleby. And Annie. 

But Ilm sure the incoming Speaker would agree that this 
debate is not about dueling videos. It is about the right way to 
reform welfare. It is about protecting and fostering the well­
being of children. And it is about making sure this country' 
continues to stand up for family values and parental 
responsibility. 

orphanages once had a place in American life -- and there 
are countless stories of young men and women who were saved by 
the anchor of a place to call home and caregivers who guided them 
to adulthood. 

But. the Boys Town of the 1938 movie is a model of a long­
gone era. It was never intended as a solution to welfare~ It 
does not advocate taKing children away from their mothers just
because they're poor. And there's one more thing. Boys Town was 
a Hol,lywood movie. 

The reality is, when fully implemented, the Republicans' 
welfare plan would cut off benefits to at least 5 million 
children, whether or not their mothers are willing to work~ 
That's more than half of all children on AFDC. 

And what will happen to these children? The Republican plan 
would not only leave them in poverty, but even suggests sending 
them off to orphanages. 

But let's take a closer look at the economics of this 
option. 

First of all, the average federal grant for each AFDC 
recipient is roughly $1000 dollars. Butt according to the Child 
Welfare League, the average annual cost of orphanage care is 
$36,500 dollars. 
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The federal savings from the Republican plan returned to the 
states could only fund fewer than 9,000 orphanage slots for the 
entire nation -- all fifty states! 

so, what will happen to the other 5 million children who 
will be without family support or Father Flanagan? 

Let's look at Nebraska, for example -- the home of Boys
Town: Currently there are 32,000 children on AFoe in the state. 
Under the Republican plan, at· least-19,OOO children would no 
longer be eligible for AFDC. But the Federal savings accrued 
from denying them benefits -- that would be returned to 
Nebraska -- would only pay for 16 orphanage slots. 

What would happen to the other 18.984 children -- many of 
them infants who require extra care? 

There are several things that could happen. 

First, states could pic~ up the bill -- that's $36,500 per 
child for orphanage care~ .. a huge cost shift to states. 

They could try to expand the already strapped foster care 
system -- but even foster care, at $4800 per child t costs 4 times 
as much as the average federal grant for AFDC. 

Or ... the governor and the state's citizens could hope and 
pray that private charities or children·s other relatives rise to 
meet the demand~ 

And if they can1t •.. we can expect to see countless young 
mothers and their children relegated to lives of poverty, quite 
possibly on the streets -- homeless and without any hope for the 
future. 

That is not a Hollywood movie. 

That's reality. 

And itts not a pretty picture. 

We have to ask ourselves -- is that the kind of America we 
want as we enter 19951 

Do we want an America that takes children away from their 
mothers just because they happen to be poor? 

00 we want an America that doesnft attempt to get fathers to 
live up to their responsibilities as parents -- and simply rips 
kids from their homes? 
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00 we want an America that says to states and families -­
you're on your own -- go fend for yourselves? 

don't think so. 

The solution to the welfare crlS~S is not to send children 
to orphanages ... it's to send their parents to work. 

Last year! president Clinton proposed a better idea 
reform the badly broken welfare system in·a ·way that- rewards the 
basic values of work, family and responsibility. 

Make its central focus helping people move from welfare to 
work as quickly as pOSSible, so that they can support themselves 
and their families. 

Require that people on welfare will have to get off of it 
and go to work after a specified period of time. 

Begin a national campaign against teen pregnancy, and 
tougher enforcement of our child support laws~ 

In 1995, we must redouble our efforts -- and, as the 
President has said, we must begin to engage every citizen in the 
earnest work to fix our broken welfare system. 

Boys Town is a great movie. I like it, but after the movie I 

let's sit down together and get the job done. 

As I said before, the solution to the welfare crisis is not 
to send children to orphanages ••• it'g to send their parents to 
work. 

Thank you. 
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The Personal Responsibility Act 


104th Congress H.R.1st Session ­

IN THE ROUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

House Republicans will introduce the following bill 

A BILL 

T • ......, .. u...Al:oericu familr. redooe ~. eo...... _ ~ 


aod redo .. ...u.:. depend__~ 


1 &. it mtJChd by f.ll.l Smo.tt and HUIU. of &:p"",I.ta#uu of tJI.t Ufl.1W 

2 3kMf of~ itt COftgI'Ut Q,U~ 

3 SEcrION 1. SHORT TlTLL 

• 'I'hls Act ...,. be .i<ed .. '1"h. Personal Responsilillty _­

5 SEC. 1. TABLE or CON'TE.NTS. 

6 The tabie ot coot.ectll for t.!U.t A!:t n u foOowt: 

T1Tt.Jt l-REPO~O tLLEGfT'D4.A.CT 
.s..:. 100, s.e- 01_ ~ 
s.e. lOt. ~"~GU'DCtor~ddid:NDwt:w:.~iI_-"'" 

http:tLLEGfT'D4.A.CT
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SEC. toa. GRANTS TO STATES FOR ASS1S1'ANCE TO CHILDREN BORN 

2 OUT·Of'.WEDLOCJt 


3 
 (&) lJ< G.'"ERAL.-Titl, !\' of the Social Seeuril)' Act (42 U.S.C. SOl 

4 et 1iOQ.) ia amended by ~ after part B the foil....." 
S "PART C-GRANTS FOR ASSISTANCE TO CIllLDRE:-I BGR." OUT· 

6 Of·WEDLOCK 


7 
 "SEC. HO. PURPOSE. 

8 (a) IN GE.!\eJU.L,-Tbe purpose of tbi.s pan. is to i'T'tJlt & qualified 

9 State the t:iexilii.Iity and re:oourees necessary to provide such servlees and ac· 

10 tivities as the StIlte deems appropriate to diseouragt out:-of·wedloci births 

II and care for children born out-of·~ock. 

12 'To) QCAl...I.F"J:£D STArt DEn!."ED.~F()r purposes of this p.art. the 

13 i.el"m "quaJi5ed State' me.&.O.S 11 SLate whieh­

14 "(l) has II. plan apPf'1.",OO under seeti{)n 402~ and 

)5 "(2) W Ofrtified tl} the Sec."1:!'t8J'y that. ­

16 "(Aj the ~"ttIents ma.de ttl the StAte u.odu this part will be 

17 used by the State ill ~ with thls part; and 

18 "(B) not I,.. !roque.!!, th&n eft.,. 2 ,....... the State will 

19 audit the expenditures of the amounts: pald to the State under this 

:;0 part. 

21 "SEC•••1. USE OF' GRANT FUNDS, 

{a; L... G&...."l:iUl..,-E.xoept as provided in subsection (b). eac.b qua!i6~ 

:J State that receives pact funds under thls p8Jt shall use such funds­

24 "U) to ~ or expand programs to reduce out-of·wedlock 

2S p~ 

26 "(2) to promot.e adoptWJQ; 

27 "(3) III esUlhlish and .pera'" orp~ 
l.! "(4) .. estabIi:!h and 0\1<"'" dcsdy IlUpervioed nsid••tial group 

:!9 homes for Q~ mothef5c. Of 

JO "(5) in AllY wa.o.ner !.bat the State deems appropriate to a.ceom.. 

31 pIiah the purpooe .r thii ~ 

32 "(b) PRoIIIBITIOt-'S ON t:s:& or Fn.'Ds.­
33 "{I) So ISDrnDt:.u. i'a\:.a::-IS.-A qualified State !.hat rect!lVffi 

34 grant taodJ onder this p&n WAll oot. direct.I;y or inriirectJy, use !Nth 

35 funds for pn:rridi.ag payments \0 /LA individual Vlho is the parent or • 
J6 child born OU1.()f,wedlock and such child if the pa.M!ot 8Jld the child 

J1 li~ 

38 "(AI to IL ho~oid beaded by neb p&l"ento 

39 "(9) in the bou~b.old of Ii relative; Qr 

40 "tel U1 AllY other et>ovention.iLI residential or ccmmum1;y aet­

'1 

http:pn:rridi.ag
http:REPUB.OO
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"(I) lJ.; GE....'ER,U.. -The DUmber of excluded ehild.re.n tor , . . 

2 

3 

a StAt.l!! ror a fisca.I yt'At' shall ~ 

"m fer fuca.! reM 1996 • .r;ero; 
~4­

4 "(ID tor fiseaI,...,. 1997, 50 pe....., ot t.bt! ....lhlr 
5 ..._ Dumber ot base ,...,. ...Jude<! ohildm! (oa de­

6 5.000: I.n cllust (ill) who wert under ~ 1 durine the 

7 base year (as defined in clause (ill)); 

8 "rm) for fiseaJ )'Ur 1998, the sum ot­

9 "ju) the monthly avef'1lle number of bese year 

10 extruded eh.ildren who were under I.I"! 1 du.ri.og the 

11 base yeu-. and 

11 "(I:b) 50 percent of the monthly ave~e num­

I) ber o( base year excluded eh.iIdren who wen QV!!1 

I. Afl' 1 and under age 2 during the base y'W''''. 

15 "!f\J for fiscal year 1999, the sum 0(­

16 "(u) the monthly a~ m:unber or base )1!At 

17 ~ ehildrea wbo ~ UDder age 2' 4urinc the­

IS """YW; and 
19 "(bbl 50 percent of the mont.bly a~ muD­

20 her of b8.ae year e:lcludOO. children who wen: O'ftr 

21 &It 2 ud under are 3 ~ the base year; 

"(\'l for fi.sc4! year :WOO, the sum 0(­

"(UI the monthly e:\'!:~ tromber of base year 

24 

2S 

26 

eJChtded children wbo ~re under • 3 du.rinc the-you; and 

"M) 50 peroebt ot the monthly a~ DUIXl'­

27 bet or base year excluded clilldren who were over 
28 ... 3 and uodu "i' • during t.bt! _ )'W; and 

29 

30 ber 

"(VI) (or 6ieal ye&l1 ..tt.er fiscal year 2000. a num­

_rnWoed by t.bt! Soerttary "'"'" • lormula 

31 wbD­

12 "(u.t takes into II.('.OOUnt t.hange3 in O'Ut-of-W\1d­

33 loci: bl1'tb "" I.t!5 III PrtYi0U3 yura, Sut.e incentives 
3<1 to (:IOQtmQt prtlfp'U:ll ~ to f"f.doce illqitima\.e 

35 birtha, and other !ado,. _ rd...., by th. 

36 ~~~.a.nd 

37 "f'bOl d.oes oot remlt in .a. payment to any 

38 9ta~ u~r thit feCti.Otl for AnY fiacal ~ thAt ex­
39 CtJeda: ~ payment made \() the StAte under this geO­

<0 tioo for fixaJ )'t6r 2000. 
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I "([)) The._ moDthly ...,w of bose ,... ... 

2 eluded ohildreo (as defined in cia_ (ii) of ..~ 

3 (en ill the State whO' ftt'e under. 1 during the but 

4 7""" (u defined in _ (iii) of ~ (e)) lID! 

S the number of parents ~udoo in mnneetion with such 

6 chlldrett 

7 "(Ul) Tbe Dumber of months (in whole or in part) 

8 by which !.he date: of the eaa.ctment of the Ptrsooal. Re­

9 sponsibJity Act of 1995 preeene:s or ~ October 1, 

10 1995 


II "(I\)iaa) If the dAte of the en&etment or the Per­


sooAl El.espoll$ibility Art of 1995 p.....-d.. Ocwber 1. 

!3 1995, 1; or 

14 "(bb) 1! the date: oC the enactment of the Pe~ollB.l 

IS El.esponsibility Art or 1995 su~ Ocwbe, 1, 1995, 

16 -1,", 


17 (h) S'l'unT.-Not Ir.tu tbt.o O<lobe, 1, 1998. IUId Dot Ir.Ier tbt.o 0cto­


IB ber 1 or each of the :3 imt.oediat.eiy trueeed.iJlr years., the Comptroller General 


19 of the Unued SLaUS w.u S'Ubm..it to'the Congress a report on how SUlte5 


20 ha~ expended f\.Dds pf"O'tlded uDder pa.rt C of title rv of the Soci.al Security 


21 Act. the eft'eet or such e.xpeoditut'eS on the ~·beine' or mcthera and c.hil­


dreci., IlDd wbeLhel" there l.s endeoo:! that ilIe(ritimacy Ml.tes ba~ eh.a.nqed 5..'i 

23 as resuJt of thl' implemeuta1100 o( sueh perl.. Arly sud:! report may ad.ress 

24 such relAted tnAt:t.er.'l115 the Comptroller deems appropri.a.te to ~e. 

2S SEC. 10i. REMOVAL or BARRIERS TO IN'T"ER£T'H.NIC ADOPTION. 

26 (a) ,:"""",oa -The eoDrr- tIadI that- /' 

27 (1) .outy 500,000 ebil<lno .... in fMer "'"' in tb.f\Jaited 

2B 814"", L 
29 (2) Wl.J or tbauaa.ads of dWdftn in !0IS1.er can AJ'e waiting for,­
30 mop1io", /' 


31 (3) 2 ,...,. lID! amoot.ba ia th, ~I~ of time thAt dill· 


32 d.reD wait to br adopted.: 


33 (4) eblkl wtJt:&.n! fltt'lX'leS \baWd work to elim.inAte !'ILcial. ethnic, 


34 ADd DAdofsal 0. d.iacrimma.tiw" Uld biu in adoption and taster care 


35 f"tI!t"DiuDa:tt.. tder:Uoa. and ptt.Oe.lDtct ~res; and 


36 (5) ~. emlu~. and ~ot et'fo-l1S are n~ed to recruit par~ 


37 eot&. CroUl ~ ta.er and ('UJture., for ehi1dre:n needi,Qg f.:m.er ea.re or 


38 adoptift puan:a" 


39 (b) Po'1uoos -Tht P'U1"'pOIIlt or this MCtloo is to: dec:reaae the iength 


40 of time tAB ~ -.it l4 tit adopted LOd to prew:nt ~tiou in
, 

41 the: plecemeat of c:b.ild.tul 00 tilt buit of race, dOT. OJ' bAtioaa1 oriJin,. 


http:appropri.a.te
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Pre&6 Secretary 

Embargoed for Release 
Until 10,06 A.M. 
Saturday, December 10, 1994 

December 8, 1994 

RADIO ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT TO THE NATION 

The oval Office 

THE PRESIDENT: Good morning. Earlier this week, 1 
signed the GATT agreement, the moat far_reaching international trade 
pact in our history. And this weekend in Miami, we in the United 
States are hosting the Summit of the Americas l where the leaders of 
34 countries have gathered to promote trade in our own hemisphere. 

This summit of the Americas, and CATT, and everything 
we've done to expand international trade is really about opening up 
foreign markets to America~8 goods and serviceut BO that we can 
create high-wage jobs and new opportunities for our people here at 
home. 

MORE 
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But despite all the progreu& we've mode, despite ~ho 
fact that we have over 5 million new jobs in the la~t 22 months, the 
biggest expansion of trade in history, we've had mote new 
construction jobs this year than in the leat nine years combined, ane 
we¥ve had a year of manufacturing job growth for the first time in a 
decade. In spite of all that, millions of hardworking people are 
still out there killing themselves, working longer hours for lower 
pay, paying more for health care -- or losing their health coverage 
than ever before. More and more Americans, even in this recovery I 
are worried that they could 10S8 their job or their benefits at any 
time. 

There's less disposable income for most working 
Americans than thera WaR just a decade ago. Many people,can~t even 
image being able to afford a vacation anymore, let alone send their 
children to college. And 11m talking about hardworking Americans, 
who play by the rules1 they're tired of watching their earnings 
benefit people who don't. 

There's no greater gap between mainstream American 
values and modern government than we find in the welfare system. Thf 
welf~re system was set up for all tho right reasons -- to help peoplt 
who had fallen on hard times temporarily. to give them a hand up for 
a little while so they could put their lives b~ck in order and move 
on. And it still works that way for an awful lot of people. 

But for millionB and millions of people, the system is 
broken badly, and it undermines the very values -- work, family and 
responsibility __ that people need to put themselves back on track. 
The people who are stuck On welfare permanently will be the first to 
tell you that if we're going to fix it# we have to return to those 
values, and we have to put them front and center. People who have 
workad their way off of welfare, after being afraid they'd be on it 
forever, will be tho 5~ronge.t in saying, we've got to put work, 
family and responaibility back into the sy&tem~ 

We have to change welfare so that it drives people 
toward the freedom of work. not the confines of depondence. Work ~s 
still the best aocial program ever invented. Work gives hope and 
structure and meaning to people's lives. And we won't have ended 

MORE 
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welfare as we know it. until its central fOCUB is to move peopIe off 
welfare and into a job &0 that they can support themselves and ~heir 
families. 

We have to change welfare to thAt it strengthens 
families and not weaken them. ~here is no substitute -- none -- for 
the loving devotion and equally loving discipline of caring parents. 
Governments don#t raise children, parents do. There's some people 
out there who arque that we should let smne Bort of bi91 new 
institution take parenta~ place, that we should even take children 
away from parents 4S we cut them off welfare, even if their doing a 
good job as parenta, and put the children in orphanages. Well those 
people are dead wrong_ We need less governmental interference in 
family life. not more. 

We have to change the welfare ayatem so that it demahda 
the same responsibility already shouldered by millions and millions 
of Americans who already get up every day go to work and struggle to 
make ends meet and raise their children. Anyone who can work should 
do no. Anyone who brings a child into this world ought to take 
responsibility for that child. And no one -- no one __ should get 
pregnant or father a child who isn't prepared to raise the child. 
love the child and take financial and personal responsibility for th£ 
child's future. 

That's why welfare reform must include a national 
campaign against teen pregnancy# and the toughest possible 
enforcement of our child support laws, along ~ith the requirement 
that people on welfare will have to get off of it and go to work 
after a specified period of time. It al50 means that if you're goin~ 
to require that. there has to be a job there for them, and support 
for people who ere working to raise their children in the proper way. 

I've worked on this welfare reform issue for 14 years; 
since I first became Governor of my state. I'va worked with other 
Governor$, with members of congress from both parties. but most 
importantly, with people on welfare and people who've worked their 
way off of it. : know that most people out there on welfare don't 
like it a bit. would give anything to get off, and really want to be 
good. hardworking citizens and euccessful parent$. 

There are a lot of ideas out there for reforming welfarE 
__ some are really good. and some are just political attention 
getters. Since: became President. I've worked hard on this. I've 
already introdyced welfare reform legislation in the last se$sion of 
Conycess. We've also given 20 states relief from cumbersome federal 
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bureaucracy rules. so thdt they can puraue welfare reform on t~eir 
o~n. We've done that for ,more states than the previous two 
administrations combined. 

Thare's still aome di&dgreement about what we ought to 
do, but everybody agress that the system is badly broken and needs to 
be fixed. It's a bad deal for the taxpayers who pay the bills, and 
it's a worse deal for the families who are permanently stuck on it. 

Two days a90~ after meeting with governors from both the 
Democratic and Republican Parties. I announced that we're going to 
host a national, bipartisan working session on welfare reform at the 
White House in January. I call for this session as a first step in 
an honest and forthright discussion about America's welfare system 
and how to fix it. It's not going to be eaBy, but our rasponsibility 
to the American people is to put aside partisan differences# and to 
turn our full attention to the problems at hand. The American people 
deserve a qovernment that honors their values and spends their money 
wisely. and a country that rewards people who work hard and play by 
the rules; working together, that's what we can give them. 

Thanks for listening. 

END 
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FACTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM 

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDe) 


Benefits 

• 	 AFDC benefit levels range from $120 per month for a family 
of three in Mississippi to $923 per month in Alaska, with 
the median state paying $367 in AFDC benefits (January 1993 
figures). Food stamp benefits fall as AFDC benefits 
increase, however, offsetting to some degree the disparity 
in AFDC benefit levels among the different states. 

• 	 AFDC benefit levels have declined by 42 percent in the last 
two decades. The average monthly benefit for a mother and 
two children with no earnings has shrunk in constant 1992 
dollars from $690 in 1972 to $399 in 1992, a 42 percent 
decline. 

• 	 This decline has been partly offset by an increase in food 

stamp benefits, such that the combination of AFDC and food 

stamps for a mother and two children with no earnings has 

declined by 26 percent between 1972 and 1992. 


• 	 In all 50 states, AFDC benefits are below the Census 

Bureau's poverty threshold I varying from 13 percent of the 

threshold in Mississippi to 79 percent in Alaska (median of 

39 percent). 


Caseloads 

• 	 The nu~ber of persons rec61v1ng AFDC each year has increased 
significantly between 1975 and 1993# 1n 1975, 11.1 million 
individuals received benefits, and in 1993 f 14.1 million 
persons received AFDC {up from 12.6 million in 1991}. Over 
the same period. the average size of AFDC families has 
fallen, from 3.2 persons in 1975 to 2.9 persons in 1993. 

• 	 Recipiency rates, defined as the total number of AFDC 
recipients divided by the state population, have not 
followed a uniform trend among all statQs. While rates in 
some states increased substantially between 1975 and 1992, 
22 states experienced a decline in monthly recipiency rates 
over that time period. 
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• 	 TWo thirds of AFDC recipients are children. In March 1993, 
AFOC provided benefits to 9.7 million children~ 

Expenditures 

• 	 Despite the increase in the number of recipients over the 
time period, benefit expenditures have remained relatively 
constant in real te~s between 1975 ($21.3 billion) and 1992 
($22.5 billion). Real spending on AFOC apart from AFOC-UP 
has actually fallen sinC9" 1975, from $20.3 billion in 1975 
to $20.1 billion in 1992~ 

• 	 Contrary to the general conception, not all states have 
experienced an increase in total AFDC expenditures~ While 
the national average between 1985 and 1992 was a 17 percent 
increase, state-by-state figures varied from an increase of 
184 percent in Arizona to a decrease of 38 percent in 
Wisconsin. 

• 	 The share of federal spending devoted to AFDC has declined 
from 1.5 percent in 1975 to 1.1 percent in 1992. 

Recipient Characteristics 

• 	 Thirty-four percent of AFDC recipients in 1992 ware white, 
39 percent were Black and 19 percent Hispanic, as compared 
to 1973, when 3B percent of AFDC recipients were white, 45.8 
percent Black and 13.4 percent Hispanic. 

• 	 Only 22 percent of AFDe families reported any non-AFDe 
income in 1992. 

• 	 Forty percent of female welfare recipients gave birth to 
their first child before the age of 19. Just over half had 
a high school degree when they entered the AFDC program, and 
49 percent had not worked in the 12 months prior t~ entry. 

The JOBS Progra.m 

• 	 Overall 16 percent of adult non-exempt AFDC recipients 
nationwide were enrolled in the JOBS program in 1992. Only 
Indiana, Maine~ Maryland and Guam failed to reach the i1 
percent participation rate mandated in the Family Support 
Act for fiscal year 1992. 

• 	 Fiscal year 1992 federal funding for the JOBS program was 
capped at $1 billion. However, state spending was only 
sufficient to draw down two-thirds of the available federal 
funding for fiscal year 1992, and only 11 states claimed 
their full allocation of federal funds. Only 19 states 
intended to spend enough to claim their full allocation in 
fiscal year 1993. 
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Otber Facts 

Living Arrangements of Children 

• 	 While the total child population in the United States was 
approximately the same in 1960 as in 1991 t the percent of 
children living with a single parent increased from 9 
percent to 26 percent~ The majority of children born today
will spend some time in a single-parent family. 

Labor Force Participation ot Women 

• 	 The percent of women who work in the wage labor market has 
increased dramatically in recent decades. Between 1950 and 
1992, the labor force participation of women with children 
under age 6 increased from 14 percent to 58 percent. 

Child Poverty 

• 	 In 1992, 22 percent of children lived in poverty~ Among 
children in female-headed families, the rate was 54 percent; 
among children in families with a ~le present, the rate was 
II percent. 

Child support Enforcement 

• 	 In families with children with an absent father in 1989, 58 
percent had a child support order in place, 37 percent 
received some payment, and 26 percent received the full 
payment. 

III 


