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MS. GLYHN: _ Good ‘afterncon, everyone. ‘To finish the
briefing on walfare reform we have Secretary of Health and Hunan
Services Donne Shalals and asaistant to the President for Polioy
Flarming Bruse Raed.

SECRETARY BHALALA: 7Thank you very much, I think the
President outlined his reasons for slgning the bill brilliantzy. et
me-talk & iittle about the resconsg why the Prasident vetosd earlisy
b:lls and what we've gained, what the polioy gains have been in this
Bi11. -

First, Medicald is a stand~alons entltlement program.
No longer is it linked ~~ it's not linked to walfare, and the
Medicaid program is allowed to sontinue. We would still like some
reforms in that Medicald program, but the important thing {s that
welfsre recipients will not be losing their Medicaid, and Hedicaid
will continue for miilions of ‘poor Anmerisans who ne&d health care,

gsacond, there’s %4 billion more for ¢hild care in this
Bill, and we were able to restere the health and salety standayds for
the child care sysaten in this country, which were absclutely
oritical. There was an attempt by the Republicans to remove then,

Third, there ims ne £004 stamp blosk grant. The fosd
stanp progran stays lntact. There's ne zeiling limie op jt. Ths

- Preaident Ald outlineg that we have scome goncsrns zbout the way the

cuts were taken, and we'll be jocking at those am we do ocur detalled
analysis. '

Fourth, - theére's no c¢hild welfara blisck grant. The child
welfare services, whlch have been the most gensitive Rind of services
i thip country, to limit them in any way -~ these ave the services
that ¢over foster gare, ladoption mervices,. 21 statea sYe already
under sone court ordar.| The Republicang originmlly wanted te curd
thosa services, put caps on it, bBlock grant it. We said not a
¢chance. These are the moﬁt vaulnershle childven in our society and
you have £o back away :xom those yregasals.

Thare are greater protections in this bill fcr disabled
enildren, Thers is a doubling uf the centingency fund ¢o protect
againgt economic downturns. It's now $7 killlon, instead of $1
Billion, which ig what they had in previaus Bills. That's extromely
important. ]

£

for theose that believe that we oughi to continue te
gntitlement, the contingency fund becowes critical. That's what is
tzkan up and used 1f thare is an economis downturn in & state. If &
state goes inte an evonomic downturn, the people that nesad help ars
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¢ What doss that bring the total te of child care for -
the six vears? . R

SECRETARY SHALALA: Fourteen hillion deliars. -

And the 10th thing -~ one stbar guestion, guys,
Will that loth thing that you named -« you listed -~ the unmarried
teen nomg ~-~

BECRETARY SHRLALA: Remember, one of the original bills

& What's the provision now?

SECRETARY SHALAYTA:. Unmarried teen moms will be able to
finish hiqh school, They'll get support while theyire finlshing high
school as oppesed Lo belng out off from any Xind of aid.

Q s that raquired or is it up to tha ptatas --

" KEED: When the House Repuhliaans~p&t forward their
1ill early 1ast year, they included a provision that would hava
reguired every state to ban every teen mothey from recelving
assistance jusat because they were poor, younyg and ummarrisd. as the
President said.

4] 1t wasn't in fhe bill tha® went ¢ the President
the first tine was iv?

BR. REEDR: Hg, no. That's soméebhing that was in the
original Hous2 bill and the President singled that out in his 1995
state of the Unian. We had & hard-fought battlie which we won narly
en, and it'e net included in the final bill.

SECRETARY SHALALA: Remember for many of us, it's the
improvement sinee our firvet discussions with the Republicans.
Dragging ther originally into getting child support into the khill
became very Iimportant, They 4id not have it in their eriginal bill:
we insisted on it., Child support enforcement for the first time will
have tng national dimension to it, which means we'l)l he able —o track
pecple down successfully across state lines. .

Q Secratary Bnalala, you never said whether vou liked
the bill in response to the lagt guestion. And, alse, vou have
liberal Derccrans like Charlie Rangel going te the Ilour saving =y
President will boldly 4hrow 1 nmililon children ints the streeh. How
da you react te these sorts of compents?

SECRETARY SMHALALA: Well, Jirst, I hopé that the
governcrs intend to prove Charile, my good friend fharlle Brown ww
Charlie Rangel ~~ Charllie Rangel wrong. And ltfs the way theyirs
going to nanage this prbgr&m, o

second, I .do think it’a a good welfare bill., There are
parts of it that the Prasident outlined that are outside the welfare
pill that we have daep jand sérious concerns sbout that includs the
imﬁzgration provisions land the putrition provisions and, hopefully,
we*ll be able to make signiiicant strides in getting improvenents
GVer QU COnNCerns. :

¢ Will lyou outline what it is exsctly ahout the
mnutrition provizions tqat are objected ta?

SECRETAR?iSH&L&L&: The President csutlined tha shelter
allowance as one exsmple. For people that -- for low incomns peppie
working people in sone cases, whe have very high shelter costs having
thelr caloulstion for food stamps baged on taking into account &
partain amount of their shelfer oosts, the issue i <« itis over sg
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monitor what'e happening very carefully. ®We will be able to tell
whether states are adding sddivionsl monsy. We will know how many
states are moving pecple into dobs and whether they're staying in
those jobs. 8o we will have inforxmation, nopefully state by state,
that will tell us what'g happening sand bs akle to report to the
Prosident and repert to Congress about ¥hat's going o happen.

The important thing about this bill, and'eééry piece of -
ressarch has toid us, that the stabss must bave 8 gtake in thse

cutcome. They must be & full pariner. The more they'ze involved in .

%+, the more likely you ars ¢ gel succsss in terms of state
prograns. That's what the MDRC iold ue jin thaly research, and so we
have noved dramaticslily fo give the states the authority o desicgn
thelr own programs,

] wiil the Biil ehange anvihing that’s happening in
tha many states with walvers? Are they exenpt -~ in addition to
being exempt from the work rsgquirements in the blll, are they exempt
from any cther provisions? -

SECRETARY SHALALA: HWell, the states will be able to —=
we have to go back and look at this wvery varefully. I think that .
they will ke akle to take thelr walvers, look at the new Lill, andé he
alsle to shape what their overall program ~- and remembar, seme of our

waivers are for one county. They will have a lot nore flexibility in’

terms of statewide programs now, in terms of expanding some of those
county activities. And so I do expent eme ¢changes in the states.

o] Will they be forced to change snything, though, or

SECRETARY SHALALA: The biil basically allsws them to
keep their waivers and to werk with the rest of the bill. So to the
extent that they're forced to t, is -~ I think the answer is, thers
is ne forcing, but there are noye cgpaxtaniti@& in the new bill thax
they will want to iake a&vant&ge of, And I think that's ths best way
to characterize it. - .

g - folicw up to that, What's the fate of the
Hisponsin waliver? ©

. SECRPTARY SHALBLA: ¥ell, Wisconsin now has ~- I can't
talk about Wiscensin., You're goling o have to answey Wiscoasin., I'm
recused. €o ahead. I'm goling to Wisconsin »~ .

MR. REED:; Wnen this bill becores lsw, Wisconsin should
e able to gdo the welfare reform plan that they submitted %o us,

e} In other words, the President will. take ne action
oy the peanding walver gaq&gst? What'g the -«

"
'

t
Q . Is it moot --
MR. REED:  Yes, I think lt!s essentially noot.

o Bruce, when will -- the Presldent said he'd be
sending legislation up te fix some of the holes, the problems he saw
with the bill, notably the immigrants wbo will not get Medicaid and
other proposals, When will that 1egi$la*iwn be ready? When are you
planning te send -- t ) *

SECRETARY SHALELA: He-is -« vy know, we lust analyzed
thiz bill for the Prasident. We just goi it, and he ©0ld us to gat
te work. 8560, wa'll let you --

‘vz, REED: I think that the prospects of enasting that

lagisnlation in this Congress are nobt very good glven the
dircumstances we've yun into in the last several weeks,

HORE
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Q But from your own starting pelnt w-

MR. REED: Our suwn starting poeint was, I think --

SECRETARY SHALALA: Deficit-neutzral, basicaily.

MR. REED: The President's 1996 welfare reform plan

gsaved §42 billion combined.

o No, I mean your own starting peint when --

HR. REED: iIn 19947
) Yos.

MR. REED: Which was deficit --

SECRETARY SHALALA: Which was geficit-neutysl,
pasically., Let me alsc peint out that the President has lald out a
series of gaing ror the low Income pecple in thig cduntry. From food
atamps to Ryan White, ¢ provectione in the Medicare program, wa huxve
& superb record in this sdministration. ¥Por a generation of
vulnerable Americans, this is tha most important step we can taka -~
to move from the status gue, to nove penplie Irom depsndancy on the

welfara aysten € & dob. And I sopport the President in his

decision.

-

] Secretary Shalala, can you taik about the
sufficiency of the 52 pillion contingensy Fund?.. If we had s sericus

national downturn --

. SECRETARY SHALALA: If we bhave a serlious national
downtorn, we need to 9o bhackx te Jongress and make ghanges. Everybosgdy
knows that. The Republicans know that. ®We knoew that. The Fed ust

put out & repoirt in Clevelsnd pointing cut tha luportance of the

2

econcnic staklliizing affect of fedaral money. If you don't,
recessiong go deeper and broader in states. And the business

compunity oould hardiy bs taxed to pull them out.

And everybody will -

ke olanaring back for more resources in the contingsnay fund. And

that, I think, everybody has concedad.

MR, REED: But alse, saving the food stamp program has
an even greater stabilization effect. Feod Stamps is much more
responsive to sconomlc downturns than the gurrent AFDC program.

THE PRESS:, Thank vou.

END

3:34 P.M. EDT

.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

December 28, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR  HAROLD ICKES
GEORGE STEPHANOPOULOS
RAHM EMANUEL
BARRY TOIV
MARK GEARAN
GINNY TERZANO
BRUCE REED

FROM: PHIL CAPLAN

SUBJECT:  Secretary Shalala’s Press Cenfere_gii Tomorrow

Antached 1s material 1 roceived vesterday from Kevin Thunm regarding Secretary Shalala's
press conference tomorrow (12729} on the HHS analysis of the GOP orphanage proposal. The
event is scheduled for 10:30 am.

If vou have any comuments or edits, or if yvou 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 Heuse clearance. They include a press
release; statement; guestions and answers; and charts prepared by ASPE.
The charts will be included in the press packet.

. I've also enclosed some generic talking points on welfare reform. Mark
Gearan and Ginny Terzano ok'd an sarliisr drafy, hut there have besn come

minoyr mogifications.
Thanks --

Melissa
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.8 BEPARTMENMT OF MEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

2rid Revised DRAFT Contact: HHS Press Qffice
(202) 6390~6343

G.0.P. PLAN LEAVES8 POOR CHILDREN AND B8TATES WITHOUT BUPPORT;
SEALALA CONTRASTS MOVIE FPANTASY WITE REAL IMPACTE ON CHILDREN

€

The welfare reforz plan proposed by Republican members of
the House of Representatives would deny federal welfare benefits
to millions of children without providing states nearly encugh
money to provide for the children in residential or foster care
settings, HHS Secretary Doenna E. Shalala charged today.

In denying welfare benefits, the proposed "Personal
Responsibility Act" suggests orphanages or other residential care
for children whose families could no longer support thgm. But
according to an HHS analysis, the proposal would provide only a
small fraction of the costs of carrving out such a plan.

The HHS 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 Dependent Children program.

But funds to be provided to states in place &f AFDC would provide
enly enough money for some 18,000 placements in residential care,
0y 135,000 placements in foster clare, ,

"The Republican plan 1is a ¢ruel fraud whose human
consequences would fall on children, and whose financial
consequences would fall on state taxpayers gnd private

charities," Secretary Shalala said.

- MORE -



#This plan would prohibit federal assistance to millions of
childrern, 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 sﬁfficiant to provide residential care t¢ less than
one percent of the affected children. 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, $ha1&la.said:
use state revenues to provide some sort of residential care, or
abandon their tra@itional responsibility for poor children and

hope that private charities or other families members could take

up the slack.

The HHS analysis shows that scme 644,000 children receiving
AFDC in 1993 were horn to unmarried mothers under 18 years old.
Another 1.2 million were born to AFDC mothers aged 18-20. The
Republican plan would regquire states to deny benefits to c¢hildren
of unmarried mothers under 18, and would permit states to deny
benefits for children of those 18-20.

At the game time, federal funds returned to the states under
the Republican plan would total $646 million. But this amount
would be sufficient Lo pay for only 17,710 spaces in residential
care, oy 134,6%0 provisions for foster care.

when fully implemented, some 5 million children would loge
bensfits 1f states only denied benefits to those born t¢ mothers
under 18, and set a S~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 18 to 20-year-olds, and
opted te put a 2-vear btime limit on benefits, Lhe number of
children losing AFDC assistance would be 6.7 million. fThe
analysls also accounts for cther regulrements in the Republican
plan, including paternity establishment and limits on benefirs
for children born to a family already receiving welfare.

- MORE -~



Residential care costs an average $100 per day, or $36,500
per vear; 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 Bpys' Town
must be contrasted with the reality of orphanages and atate

budgets.

*The real issue here is not whether orphanages or group
homes can be loving and compassionate facilities. The issue is
what actually happens to milliens of real-life children who would
be cut from welfare rells, with no Father Flanagan in sight and
no money to pay for the real costs of «hild rearing."

As an example, Shalala cited the state of Nebraska, where
the real Boys® Town is located. In that state, between 18,000
and 24,000 children would be denied AFDC payments under the
Republican plan. Yet the faderal assistance to provide other
forms of care for these children would be enough to provide only
40 spaces in residential settings, or 220 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.

#is
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Donna E: Shalala
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Press Conference
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Gaod morning. This evening, incoming Speaker, Newt Gingrich

will introduce the 1938 movie "Boys Town® on TNT.
It*s a story abeout life in a MNebraska 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 honmes and

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

I could also suggest some movies that show the downside of

orphanage life.

I'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 dualing videos.

It ig about the right wvay to reform welfare.

It is about protecting and festering the wall-being of

children.
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And it is about making sure this country continues to stand

up for family valuss and parental responsibility.
Orphanages have had 2 place in American life -- and there

are countless stories of younyg men and women who were saved by

the anchor of a place to vall home and caregivers who guided then

to adulthood.
But, Boys Town is a model of a long~gone eia,
It was the fulfillment of one man'g dream.
It was never seen as a solution to welfare.

It does not advocate taking children away from their mothers

tust Qemau&& they're poor,
And there's one more thing.
Boys Town was a Hollywood movie.
The reslity is, when fully implemented, ?he Republicans'

Personal Responsibility Azt would prohibit benefits to 8 to 6.7

million children, whsther ot net their mothers are willing to

work.



That's as nany asg 70 percent of all children on AFDC.
And what will happen to these children?

The Personal Responsibility Act would not only leave thenm 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 AFDC is roughly $1000 dollars, while, according to the
Chiid Welfare Leagus, the average annual cost of orphanage care

is 36,500 dellars.

Even if we ignore the human costs for a moment, the
financial savings from the Republican plan returned to the states
wauld only fund about 18,0040 orphanage slots for the entire

nation ~- all fifty states!

So, what will happen to the other % or 6 million children

who will be without family support or Father Flanagan?

let*s look at Nabraska, for example -- the home of Boys

Town:



Currently there are 12,000 children on AFDC in the state.

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

Under the most restrictive provisions of the Personal
Responsibility Act, 24,000 children would no longer be eligibla

far APDC.

But the savings accrued from denying them benefits would

only pay for 44 orphanage slots.

What would happen to the other 23,%60 chlldren -~ many of

them infants who reguire extra?
There are several things that could happen.

First, statas could pick up the bill -~ that's $36,580 per

child for orphanage care...
...a huge cost shift to states. .
They c¢ould try to expand the already strappéd foster care

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

T as much as ﬁﬁa Federal share of AFDC.



Or...the governor and the state's citizens could hope and

pray that private charities or children's other relatives rise to

neet the demand.

And if they can't...we can expect to see countless young

mothers and thelr 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 it's net a2 pretty picture.

He

want as

Do’

mothers

Do

live up

have to ask ocursselwes -- is that the Xind of America we

wi enter 18457

we want an America that takes children away from their

-~ just because they happen to be poor?

we want an Amgrica that dossn't attempt to get fathers to

ro their responsibilities as parents -- and simply rips

kKids from their homes?



Do we want an America that says to states and familles «-

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

I don't think so.

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

mind that orphanagesg are no solution to the welfare crisis.

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 responsibhility.

Make its central focus helping people nove from welfare to
work as quickly as possible, so that they can support themselves

and their families.

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

and go to work after & specified period of time.

Beglin a national cawmpalign against teen pregnancy, and

tougher enforcement of our child support laws.

I 199%, we must redouble our efforts - and, as the
President has sald, we must hegin to engage every oitizen in the

earnest work to fix our broken welfare systam.



None of us has all the answers -~ but all of us are the

answer.

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

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

Happy New Year.



DRAFT

Q's and A’'s for Orphanage Fress Conference Draft #3

EI’

In recent days, the Republicans have been saying that
crphanages will only be used for abused children -« and that
they really are a humane alternative for the children of drug-
addicted methers, for example.  Why are you s0 opposed to
arohanages?

We ars not at all opposed 1o residential care for children who
really need it -~ and for some children, it may be the most
appropriate form of cares, at least for a short pericd of time.
" Buf the Republican bill would deny aid to the children of all

unmarried teenagers -- sven if they're deing a good job as
parents -- for their entire childhoceod. That is not good
policy -- ib’s extreme, mean-spirited and wrong.

Would President Clinton veto a GOP bill that calls for cutting
off aid to young mothers who may be forced to put their bablaes
in orphanages?

I don’t think it will ceme to that. I think many members of
Congress understand Lhat 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 c¢alls for reqguiring teen
morhers Lo live with a responsible adult and finish school in
order te be eligible for henefits.

House Republicans say that their plan, by denying aid to
unmarried teenagers, will reduce cut-of-wedlock births. Have
you made that assumption in your calculationg?

No, for twe reasons. First, because the Republican plan would
deny assistance to the children of unmarried teenagers Lor
phely entire lives -- and includes a lifetime ban on aid for
chousands of children who are already born. In other words,
a 1%-year-old girl wicth a two-year-old son will be ineligible
for assistance for the next 18 years undey theiy hill -« even
if she works for an extended period of time before she applies
For assistance., 50 thelr bill’s primavy effect would pe o
penalize large numbers of vyoung wmothers who are already
struggling to make it -- not to reduce cut-cf-wedlock pirths.

Saecond, it's difficulc to predict what would happen to the
race of our-of-wediock births if young girls wers denied
ASSLELANCE . Most social scientists would tvell you rhat
teenagers have hables for reasons totally unrelaced to AFDC
benefits, so the effect is likely to be negligible.
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We certainly agree that teenage pregnancy 18 a huge problem
and it will take nothing less than a comprehensive plan to
address it., and whether or not yvou believe thar the welfare
system is part of the problem, everyons agrees that ir sust be
changed to become part of the scolution. There is no simple
answer, but I don't think the public supports the notion of
denying all support to babies born to young mothers, many of
whom are already poor. ,

]

£

Under the Republican pill, though, a3 teenage girl and her
child could receive assistance 1if she married the child'sg
father. Don’t you think this is a worthy goal?

It's certainly a worthy goal, and T agree that children are
better off with two parents. Howeveyr, I believe we need a
more comprehensive approach designed to promote parental
responsibility and support working families -- including
stronger efforts to establish paternity, better child supporc
collecrions, family-friendly tax provisions, requirements-that
teenagers live at home and stay in school and abstinence-hased
programs Lo prevent teen pragnancy in the first place.

The Child Welfare League estimates that 2§ percent of poox
children affected by the Republican plan would end up in
orphanages. Do,you agree with that figure?

I wouldn't want to speculate on what the right number ig.
However, our analvsis clearly shows that the federal Funding
available would be sufficient only for residential care For
less than one pexcent of the ghildren. That's an unbelievable
gap between resgurces and need -- and state taxpayers are
going to pay the price one way or the other.

Many Republicans argue that the extended families of children
cut off from AFDC will take them in. Do you think this is
likely?

I think it°8 impossible o predict what 3 poor mother or hey
family would deo, particularly if faced with the knowledge that
a chiid will be ineligible for assistcance for his entire
childheod, Many of these young mothers may not have families
to turn te, or their relatives may be just as needy as they
are. But with a ban on federal assistance, sach governor is
going to have toe face a tough choice between abandoning
chousands of poor children or raising state taxes Lo pay for
care,
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Boes the President favor the concept Qf block-granting fcad

. programs to the states as the GOP proposes?

I think President Clinton is geoing into this welfare reform
debate with an open mind. The idea of block grants to states
may have somg antractive elements but there are also serious
drawbacks to block-granting food programs, particularly in
terms of the hunger safety net and the fiscal situation of
states during a recession.

would the President go along with a 12% overall reduction of
funding for those programs the GUOP wants rolled into the block
grants? ,

I chink the President will take a8 good lock 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 administyative papershuffling and increase
efficiency in the programs. But again, we need to evaluate
these proposals in terms of their real effects -- particularly
on states.

Stares have & wide range in the amount of AFDC payments made
to reclipients but the food stamp beneflit is constant from
state Lo stats. Does the administration believe that the foed
stamp program should be protected in welfare reform

discussions?

The food\stamp program was founded on the federal government’s
commitment to &nsuV1ng thar families do not go hungry in this,

the richest navion in the world, This administration believes
in preserving the founding principle behind the food stamp
program and cur concept of welfare reform must respect that

principle.

Senaror Nancy Kassebaum believes the federal government should
turn over to the states all responsibility for welfars
programs. Is that a position President Clinten could embrace
as a former governor?

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, i1t is an idea that cannot be embraced without
fully exploring all the rawifications for the federal
government, the states and the recipients.



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

The waivers we have granted reflect this president’s
commitment to allowing states the flexibility to experiment
with various approcaches 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.

President Clinton introduced his welfare. reform bill last
spring but hasn‘t said a word about it since then. Is he
backing away from his own bill or does the administration plan
to reintroduce the WRA?

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
preventicn, and eliminaticn 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.

With the administration making an ‘cbvious effort to reposition
itself, is it 1likely that we will see changes in the
President’s prescription for welfare reform?

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 pecple
who administer -the welfare system and most importantly, the
recipients themselves. But our principles haven’t changed.
We believe that there are sclutions to teen pregnancy, welfare
dependency, and child support enfeorcement to which both the
political parties and the overwhelming majority of Americans

can agree.
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When and where ig the Bresident's Welfare Reform Conference
arngd who will attend?

The date and pime for the bipartisen working session have not

pean set, but I expact the list of attendees to includa
members of Congress, governcrs, and local officials, I agree
with the President that this session should be the firsy step
in an honsst dialogue aboutr our country’s broken welfare
gystem and what we must do to fix it.

wWhat does the adwinistration hope to accomplish avr the
confersnce Prealideny Clinton has called for next month? Ig
this a signal that the administration is prepared oo
compromise? ’

Tnig meeting is the fir step in bringing leaders together
from arpund the ceumCVy aqd across party lines to look for
commen ground on the problems and solutions to welfare reform.
We don’t expect to reach consensus on legislation at this
gsesgion, but our hope i3 that the bipartisan atmosphere will
lead te an honest debate about how to fix a welfare system
that all Americans agree neads fundamental change.

Wasn't this conference called by President Clinton just to get
him back into the welfare reform picture?

Few, if any members of Congress have track records as long as
President Clinton’s on the issue of welfare reform, and he has
never dbeen on the sidelines of this debate, We introduced a.
comprehensive and realistic bill this year to reform the
walfare system., The president is committed to a vigorous
effore to forge a basic wellare reform proposal that both
parties can embrace. The American people want theilr elected
officials to put aside thelr partisan differences and work in
news ways o solve thelir problems. We think this meeting can
bagin to do just thac.

House Republicans appear pretty unified behind thﬁlr welfare
reform grapﬁsai Is the administration hep;ng that you can at
least slow it down and make some changes in the Senabte?

I think your premise is wrong. Many members of the Republican
parcy have begun O express thelr concernsg about some of the
more extreme provisions of their proposal. We believe that

. rhey will be open to many of the elements of the wmove faly and

thoughtful approach we have advocated. 1 hope discussions of
this importance will be governed by good policy not politics,
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The Republican’s welifare reform plan purports Lo save $40B
over five yaars while the President’s plan spends about 3108
Do you think taxpayvers and members of Congress will favor =z
plan that spends over a plan that saves?

All of the welfare reform proposals save money in some places
ang cost money in others, and we remsin committed to a welfare
reform bill that is budgev-neutral. But simply shifting costs
to states, as the House Republican bill does, is not the
solution.

Lecon Panetta has said that any welfare reform proposal "worth
ib's galt" must save money. In light of this statement, will
you be changing the financing provisions of your original
legislative plan?

The Clinton Administration recognizes the negd to reform the
welfare system in a manner that is both far-reaching and
fiscally sound., We are committed to working with Congress to
create a plan that is budget neutral.

The CBO recently reported that the Work and Responsibility Act
of 1954 would spend more and save less money than the Clinton
administration estimated in i3S own calculaticns. How do you
respond to this analysis?

Our welfare reform legislation proposed unprecedented changes
in the welfare system, ingluding a two-vaayr time limit on cash
benefits, and some disagreement abouf COSI estimates is o be
expected. Traditionaslly, CBO has been very conservative aboul
predicting the savings that will come from changing behavior
with new incentives to reward work and responsibility, and
their assumptions will alse be used To score other wsliare
reform plang. We remain committed to passing welfare reform
legislation that is meaningful, bold and budgst-neutral.

Since the costs of ATDC are splic about 50/50 with the states,

won' L snate governments reap substantial savings under the

Republican plan? And won't those savings beg availlable to fund
yphanages or fostér care placements? .

The states will save some money under some provisions of the
Republican plan, but thosa amounts will be relatively small --
certainly too small o pay for all of the residentilal care
that could be needed. And while cur analysis looked only at
suhe federal resources o be transierred to the states, it's
worth noting that we also did not attempt £o account for other
provisions that would represent a cost-shift -~ like
reductions in federal funding for nugrition programs.

The peoing here is rthat each governor is going to face a tough
cholice beoween abandoning thousands of poor  ohdldren or
ralging the necessary revenue to pay for care.
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22.) Do vyou oeppose orphanagss, or do you believe they are
appropriate for some children?

(A to come from ACF)

o

23.) How did you arrive at the figure of §1000 for the averasge
federal share of AFDC per c¢hild?

{4 vo come from ASPE)]



Welfare Reform Working Group ‘ % ﬁ
Talking Points: OVERALL PLAN ¥
REDRAFT: December 22, 1994

“I believe we must end welfare as we know it, because the current welfare syster is a bad deal
for the taxpayers who pay the Inlls and for the families who are trapped on i, The American
people deserve a government that honors their values and spends their money judictousty, 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 reform is part of his longstanding commitment 1o
the middle class values of work, responsibility and family. While governor of Arkansas,
President Clinton worked closely with clected officials from both parties to pass the Family
Support Act. As President, he has given more than 20 siates 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 bipartisan leadership to come together to forge a national
consensus op welfare reform - aad restore American values (¢ a badly broken wellare
systemn. 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 s at the top of our agenda.
People want their leaders ¢ stop the partisan bickering, come together, and roll up their sleeves
and get to work.

The President is fighting to reward work and responsibility in every government program.
The Earned Income Tax Credit had alrcady been signed into law, cutting taxes for 15 million
working Americans and Creating an incentive to work and stay off welfare. As & next step, the
Middle Class Bill of Rights will reduce taxes for millioas maore Amencans who work hard 10
save money, raise their children and train for a better economic future. The welfare system,
like the tax systiem, must be changed o reward work and responsibility. :

Welfare reform must ensure that taxpayers’ money is well spent, The federal government
should help young mothers and their ¢hildren escape welfare, but it shouldn't support long-term
dependency. That is why the Preswdent would invest in education and training, not orphasages;
devote more resources to child suppont enforcement, not less; put 2 two year tme lonit on
welfare benefits; requive work for those who are able o work: and mount a new effort to fight
welfare fraud. The American people deserve 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 parents a chance at the middie class, Work is still the
best social program ever invented, and anyone 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 that people on welfare
will have 10 get off it and go 1o work after a specified period of time. There also has to be
support for people who are working and raising their children - like education, training and child
care,



Welfare reform st strengthen families, becaose there is no substitute for caring families
when it comes to teaching children the value of work and responsibility. We need to faunch
a national campaign against teen pregnancy, and make it clear that no-one should get pregnant
or father a child if they're not prepared to take vesponsibility for that child’s future. Teenagers
who do have a ¢hild 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. Arbitranly denying aid to young mothers and putting their children

in orphanages will weaken families, not strengthen them.



CHILDREN AFFECTED BY THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT, 1983

) MNumber of Faderal Dollars Fedarel AFDO Number of Total Total
AFDC Children Far AFQC Qhltd Dellar AFDC Chitdren Mumber of Number of
BTATE Born When Born When Gliterency Born When Children Children Number of
Their Mothers Their Molhers From Their Mothers Eliminated Ellminatad orphanage
werg « 18 were < 18 Current Luw weare 18-20 Least Restrictive Most Resirlctive slots
Alabarma 12,0600 480 8,650,000 18,000 £8,000 73,000 150
Alaska 1 D00 1580 1,745,000 2,000 7,000 11,000 50
ATOAHN 9 000 1020 8,857,000 20,000 81,000 85,000 280
Arkansas 6 000 540 3,245,000 11,000 31,000 41,000 a0
California HERLEY 1810 116,808,000 155,000 872,000 1,212,000 3,200
folorade 6,000 800 4,508,000 12,000 40,000 56,000 120
Conneticut 13,000 1100 10,807,000 19,000 60,000 81,000 280
[Delaware 2,000 200 1,861,000 4,000 10,000 14,000 50
iDist. of Col. 5,000 990 4,461,000 8,000 35,000 39,000 120
Florida 40,000 740 29,760,000 73,000 248,000 326,000 82a
Georgia |, 26,000 T80 20,666 000 46,000 128,000 150,000 570
Hawaii 1,060 1530 2227 000 4,000 16,000 26,000 80
ldaho 1,000 FOO0 618,000 2,000 4,006 6,000 20
inois 43,000 T 34,353,000 95,000 352 000 401,000 840
ladiana £2,000 706 8,608,000 25,000 71,008 88,004 240
lova 3,000 1410 A 014,000 8,000 31,0060 43,008 130
Kansas 4,600 276G 3,059,000 8000 29,000 39,008 8o
Kentucky 9,600 330 7,389,000 (XRE Y 76 000 98,000 08
Louisiana 19,000 504 8,795,000 365,000 129,000 151,000 2
lidaine 2,000 1240 2,538,000 $.000 19,000 30,000 70
H.‘Aaryiand . 14,000 10 13,049,000 28,600 78,000 103,000 3605
Bf.tassachusens 11,000 FGED 18,717,000 31,000 108,000 148 OO 510
Bmicmgan 39,006 10 39,300,000 7,000 290,000 F64 000 1,080
fAnNesota 7 000 1260 $,158006G 15,000 51,000 HO,000 254
fuississippi 13,000 510 5,170,000 24 000 /5 000 100,000 140

D
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MNumber of Fagernl Doliars Federal AFDO Numbear of Toial Totat
AFDEC Children Per AFDO Chitd Bollar AFDC Children Number of Number of
STATE Borm When Born When Bitference Born When Childron Children Number of
Tiseir Mathers Thair Mothers From Thelr Mothers Elminated Elminsted srphinage
wers < |8 ware < 18 Current Law were 1820 Least Hestriciive Muost Regirictive sis
Momena 1,000 3390 1,338,000 3.000 8,000 12,000 40
Mehraska 2000 T50 1,548,000 £.000 18,000 24,000 a3
Mevada 2,000 a0 1,331,000 4000 12,000 16,000 40
Mo Harppshire 1,006 KETLE 3,852,000 2,000 £,000 8,000 B0
New Jersey 24,000 1070 2,523,000 46,000 153,000 188,000 570
New Mexico 3,000 1040 2,849 000 & 000 22,006 24,000 80
b York 44 00 1190 58,233,000 {085,000 334,000 515,000 1,600
jrionh Carcling 22,000 830 39,210,000 45,000 321,000 163,000 B30
fnonh Dakata 1,000 1370 796,000 2,000 6,000 8,000 20
1onio 26,000 1060 27.773.000 70,000 260,000 365,000 760
ICxlahoma 5,600 970 5,166,000 12,000 44,000 7,600 140
Wregon 4,000 1930 7,326,000 8,000 28,000 41,000 200
[Pennsyivania 32,000 930 £9,500,000 86,000 248,000 315,000 816
Rrode igiang 3,000 950 2,528 000 5,000 2080 28,000 70
South Qarclina 10,008 fa0 8,450,000 19,400 62,000 82 000 180
South Dakots 1,000 830 637,000 2000 7.000 10,000 20
Tenmmsnoe 16,000 570 8,493,000 31,000 166,006 138,000 250
Texas 37000 680 25 028 000 74,000 265,000 335,000 680
ftitan 2.000 1620 2,467 000 4,000 14,000 15,000 E5)]
Vermiont 1,606 §840 1,061,006 2.600 7,000 11,0800 30
Brginia 12,3060 THG 8,275,000 22,000 73,000 83,000 250
Washingion 8,000 1450 11,261,000 8000 74,000 118,000 310
Wiest Virginia 3,000 1030 3,118,000 7,000 32,000 44 000 &)
Wisconsin 12,000 1390 16,698,000 27,000 81,000 111,000 460
Wyaming 400 154D 543 OO0 1,000 4,000 5,000 20
Total £44,000 1606 848,505,000 1,342 060 5,011,600 6,688,000 12,710

Numbers might not add due to rounding

Total Inciudes 1.8, terriloriss




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 : n

3

| 0‘94/7’

644,000

$1,000
5,011,000
6,688,000

17,710

*Based on 1093 data. Assumes full etfects of %mplen%emaiim of PRA (2001).



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 effects 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
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 jull eflects 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

FEDERAL SHARE OF AFDC PER CHILD
BORN TO UNMARRIED MOTHERS
UNDER 18 |

MINIMUM NUMBER OF CHILDREN
DENIED BENEFITS.*

MAXIMUN NUMBER OF CHILDREN
DENIED BENEFITS.*

NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS
FUNDED

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

49,000

$1,190
334,000
515,000

1,600
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.3 DEFARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVIUES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: HHS Press Office
Thursday, Dec. 2%, 1594 (202) 6%0-6343

GOP PLAXK LEAVES POOR CHILDREN ARD STATRE WITHOUT BUPPORT:
SHALALA CONTRABTH MOVIE FANRTABY WITH REAL JEPACTS O CHILDRER

The welfare reform plan proposed by Republican members of the
House of Representatives would deny federal welfare benefits to
milliong of c¢hildren without preoviding 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 prapésal suggests
orphanages or other residential care for children whose families
could no longer suppert them. But according to an HHS analysis, the
proposal would provide only a small fraction of the costs of
caryrying out such & plan.

The HHS analysis finds that the proposal would result in some S
million children being dropped from the rolls of the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children program. But fundse teo be provided to states
in place of AFDC would only provide enocugh money for fewer than
5,000 placements in residential care, or about 61,800 placements in
fester care.

“The Republican plan is a cruel hoax whose huban conseguences
would £all on children, and whose financial consegquences would fall

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

~ MORE ~



nThe golution to the welfare crisis is not te send children to
orphanages, it's to send their parents to work,* Shalala said. Sha
said the Republican plan would prohibit federal assistance to
millions of children, whether or not their mothers are willing to
work.

"snd while the plan casually suggests orphanages as one
solution, the level of federal funding provided would only be
sufficient to provide residential care t¢ less than one parcent of
the affected children," ghe 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 cholces, Shalala gaid: use
state revenues to provide some sort of residential or gther care, or
hope that private charities or other family members could take up
the slack.

The HHS analysis found that, if the proposal were fully in
place and jimplemernted 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 coverage for children
born to mothers under 18, as well as requirements for a five-yoar
time limit on benefits, for paternity establishment, and for limits
on benefitg for children korn to a fampily already receiving welfave.

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

The amount of funding returned to states is determined by a
formula in the proposal, which involves the number of children
denied benefits because of the age of the mother, as well as cther
age~ and year-related factoers. The HHS analysis shows that sone

650,000 ¢hildren receiving AFDC in 1993 were born to unmarried
mothers under 18 years old.

- MORE =



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
year; and foster ¢are c¢costs are about $400 per month, or $4,800 per
yeay, according to the Child Welfare league of America,

Secretary Shalala said the "fantasy of the wovie Boys Tgwn must
be contrasted with the reality ¢f orphanages and state budgets.

*The real issue here is not whether orphanageg or group homes
can be loving and compassionate facilities. The issue 18 what
actually happens to millions ¢f real-life children who would be cut
from welfare rells, with no Father Flanagan in sight and no money to
pay for the real cogts of child rearing.”

As an examplie, Shalala ¢ited the state of Nebraskasa, where the
raal Boys Town is located., 1In that state, some 19,000 ¢hildren
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 15 spaces in residential settings,
or 122 placements in foster care.

144



NUMBER OF CHILDREN DENIED BENEFITS
UNDER THE REPUBLICAN WELFARE PLAN
AND THE NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS FUNDED

AU e
Total Minimme - Fodoral Numbor of
STATE Number of Humbiar of Savingn Fadorally Punded
AFQIC Chlldron _Returned 1o Orphanage
Children Donled Benutlie* States Hiotares

Alabama 243000 58,000 Z877.000 82
Alasks 24,000 8,000 424,000 12
Arizona 137,000 54,000 A,686,000 109
Jarkansas 51,000 27,000 1,068,000 30
iCalifornia 3,812,000 1,024,000 64,152,000 1,758
Colorato 82,000 37,600 2,082 600 5¥
onneticus 110,000 50,000 4,152 000 114
Deolaware 23,008 11000 + 1,685,000 30
Dist. 0! Col. 48,000 38,000 1,851,000 54
Fiorida 459,000 248,000 12,408,000 340
KEeorgia 281,000 122,000 7,143,000 196
Pawail 38000 19,000 852,000 24
fdaho 14,000 5,000 427 00D 12
liinois 483,000 362,000 11,521,000 324
Endiane 143,000 77.000 3,548,000 97
‘Dwa £8,000 32,000 1,832,000 58
Kansas 58,000 27000 1,088,000 30
Hentucky 151,000 81,000 2,585 000 82
Lotlisiana 190,000 134,000 2,470,000 &8
{Maine 45,000 21,000 1,144,000 3
IMaryiang 150,000 90,000 4,855,000 133
[&assachusens 2037 000 108,200 8471 X 232
ichigan 447 D00 275,000 18,670,000 457
Minresota 126,000 60,004 3,641,000 104
Pississippi 124,000 82,00 1,883,000 54
[Missour 176,000 84,000 4,406,000 121

{vantinued)




NUMBER OF CHILDREN DENIED BENEFITS
UNDER THE REPUBLICAN WELFARE PLAN
AND THE NUMBER OF ORPHANAGE SLOTS FUNDED (continued)

i
Totat

mimum *Federal Rumber of
STATE Nurmber of Rumbar of Savinge Fodorally Funded
AFDC Chidren Raturned o Orphansgs
Children Danted Banefits* States Slotgr*s

Plontana 23,000 7,000 743,000 21
Nebraska 32,000 19,000 584,000 16
INevads 24,000 13,000 561,000 15
ii‘éew Harmpshire 19,600 7,000 TE0.000 20
iNew Jorsey 244,000 160,000 8,676,000 238
iNow Mexico 58,000 25,000 1,212,000 33
New York 741,000 349,000 27,116,000 743
INorth Carolina 227 000 133,000 §,332,000 256
Narth Dakote 12,000 5,000 410,000 11
[Ohio 483 000 279,000 10,647,000 202
Oxlahcma 90,000 45,000 1,554,000 43
Gregon 75,000 33,000 3,724,000 102
Fennsylvania 438,000 252,000 $2.616,000 348
Rhode isiand 42,000 23,000 1,085,000 30
Souwh Garalina 109,000 61,000 2,416,000 &6
Kousth Dakota 15,000 7.000 305000 8
Tannessee 186, 0500 11,000 3,122000 &6
Texas 541,000 208,000 11,331,008 30
fLhan 36,000 11,000 849,000 26
Vermont 18,000 §.000 529,04 14
Virginia 134,000 79,000 2,350,000 64
Washington 191,000 75,000 5,487,000 181
\Wast Virginia 75,000 38,000 1,788,000 49
Wisocongin 166,000 87000 5,481,000 178
Paryoming 11,000 4£.000 218,000 £

otal 8,702,000 5,339,000 293,088,000 8,028

Numbers might not add procisely das to rounding
Total includes 3.8, territarios

Based on 1993 data. Asaumes fult sffects of PRA implementstion.
*Agsurnes the cotquirsments that would be mandatory undor the

proposal; slatag must deny AFDC to chiidesn bom to unmarried

woman under rge 18; deny AFDRC fo children born after the

AFBC case spenad: dony AFRC to chdran tor wham patamity

has no! boan established: sang deny AFDD slter 2 maximum

of 80 moanihs of AFDC raceipl. Assumes no alate gdopts
muoea restrlctive options,
*This Is the minimum number of chlldren who would be

daenied bonafila . Based on eplions svalsbis to tha atateys,

ns emany o3 5.7 miliion children could be denled banatits,
=s»pumber of arphansge slofs caiculated using 336,500 - the average
yenrly cost per chiid for institutional care.




""The Numbers Don't Add Up"”

More than 5,000,000 children
lose benefits under the
Republican welfare plan

Y Fewer than 9,000 orphanage slots
could be funded from federdl
savings given o states

"What happens to the other children?”

AR POITTE




NEBRASKA

Minimum number of children
denied AFDC benefits® 19.000

Orphanage slots that
could be funded from
federal savings | 16

* Based on 993 dato Assumes Ul gffects of implemeniction of Repubtiican welfare plan,

Lt il




CALIFORNIA

Minimum number of children
denied AFDC benefits® 1,024,000

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

“ Based on 93 dato Assumes fudl effects of implemeniction of Republicon welfare plon.

Rl LY




GEORGIA

Minimmum number of children
denied AFDC benefifs” 122,000

Orphanage slots that
could be funded from
- federal savings 196

« Based on 1993 data Assumes full effects of implementation of Republican welfore plan. _—




Minimum number of children
denied AFDC benefits® 349,000

Orphanage slots that
could be funded from
federal savings 743

* Bused on 1993 data Assumes fulf effects of implementation of Republicon welfare plon. -




] JACK ANDERSON and MICHAEL BINSTEIN I

Waah. Post) 12-35-%4

Cruel Reality Belies Orphanage Fantasy

auye speakerelect Newt Gingrich (K-4a.)

may have heen miscast as the host of TNT's

sereening of the classic movie "Boys Town,”
if the netwerk sxecutives wanted someone with
experience, they should have asked Sen. Ben
Nighthorse Camphed] (-Calo.L

“Boys Town™ has bevome Gingrick's favonte fary

tale pver since he suggested reviving orphanages as
a means of reforming the wetfare system, Campbell
spent three yesrs in orphanages as a ¢hild, an ordes)
that he seys has Hitle i corgnon with the celluloid
versing,

“The Germans have an old saying, ‘He who laughs

2t scars hag never it wounds,” " Campbel! told us.
*And | can ted you that Newt has aaver felt the
emotional wounds vou get in an orphanage ™

Campbell wag placed in his first orphanage in
1438, the same year “Boys Town”™ was Simed,
Rather than heartwarming, his sxperience highlights
the harsh realities that Hollywood left on the cutting
room foor,

The Colorade Democrat recalls a place where
chitdren scrounged for food, received harsh
punishment from their superiors by day and ran
irom sexual molesters in the hathroom at ndght. He
said he would like to clear up Gingrich's apparent
belief that tiving in an orphanage is “akin to
dormitory e at Emory Usniversity, only for the

i : y N

Campbell and Gmgrich were each bomn to difficult
drcumstances. Campbell had 4 aloobolic father whoe
spent time in jail, and a mother who suffered froma
reeribie case of tuberculosis. Gingrich wasdomtos
single-parent home hegause his tecnage mother
divorced ber heavy-drinking, physically abusive
hushand,

The band between the senator and the
speaker-to-be ends there, Gingrich's muother
remarried whes e was 3 years oid, giving Gingrich »
stabde famify structure, Camphell, however, was
taken {0 an orphanage 2t the age of 5 wath his sister.
“My mother sitnply couldn’t take care of us becanse
she wag in and out of the hospital and dad was off
drinkisig,” Campbell said.

Campbell was so frightesed when his mother ook
him to the orphanage that be jJumped out of 2 window

and fad in the tnunk of 5 car. His mother found ham
because she could hear his sobs, “T can remember
screaming out that | would be goed,” Campbell told
our associate B¢ Henry. 1 associated being
abandoned with being bad--that T must have been
bad or they wouldn't have left e there.”

Sometimes one of the oldey cldldren in the
orphanage would receive 3 box of cranges from a2
distant relative, “They'd peel 'em and throw the
peelings on the ground,” said Campbell. I ean
remember more than onge, kids coming
along-w-including me-—and esting the peelings
because we were hungry”

More than anything, however, Campbedl hungered
for a family, Boys and girls were segregated at the
orphanage, s¢ Campbell’s contact with his sister was
limited to an nocasiona! passing glance in the hallway,
He can't remernber his {ather ever visiting bim, and
only recently did he find out why his mother made
the Simile trip only a few times,

When Campbell ran for the Senate, he agreed to
the release of various documents to the press,
including orphanage records he had never seen,
Camphel was shocked to read the letiers his mother
wrole io the orphanage.

“They were abssiutely heart-wrenching,” he
recalled, *She was so poor that she couldn't afford to
come see us because [transportation] cost $5."

While Campbell credits s tough childhood with
giving him the will to rise 1o the Senate, his sister
wasn't as lucky. She never gol her e on track and
died at the age of 44 from a combination of sleeping
pifls and alcobol.

Even though she didn™t leave 2 note, Campbeil
believes it was 4 suicide because she had tried to kill
herself once before. “Her reaction to the days in the
orphasage [was] to idnd of crumble under the
stregges of bfe,” Campbeldl said,

Campbeil wants Gingrich 1o know that the nuns i
?ﬁmﬁwgewm ot Like Father Flanagan m *Boys

own”

“They did the best they could,” Campbel said, *But
when you cosspare an orphanage o any kind of 2
home Tfe—whether it's 2 yolid home or even s
single-parent home that’s got 4 bittle bit of
trouble-homes are better.”
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Good wmorning. This evening, incoming Speaker, Newt Gingrich
will introduce the 1838 movie "Boys Town" on TNT. 1It's a story
about life in a Nebraska orphanage almost 60 years ago.

Congressman Gingrich advised the Clinton Administration te
watrh this movie ag an exanmple of his new model for welfare
reform -~ removing millions of poor children from thelr homes and
the care of theiy parents, and placing them in orphanages.

I could suggest some other.movies that showcase orphanages.
These movies show corphanages to be big, impersonal, bureaucratic
warehouses -~ places that we decided against years ago -~ and for
good reason. I'm talking abont movies like Oliver Twist. And
Kicholas Nickleby. And Annie.

But I'm sure the inconring Speaker would aygree that this
debate is not about dueling videos. It is about the right way to
reform welfare. It is about preotecting and fostering the well-
being of children. And it is about making sure this country
continues to stand up for family values and parental
regponsibility.

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

But, the Boys Town of the 1338 movie is a model of a long-
gone era. 1t was never intended as a solution to welfare. It
does not advocate taking children away from their mothers just
becauge they've poor. And there's one more thing. Boys Town was
a Hollywood movie.

The reality is, when folly implemented, the Republicans’®
welfare plan would cut off bkenefits to at least 8 million
children, whether or not their mothers are willing to work.
That's more than half of all ehildren 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 ¢loser iock at the economics of this
vption.

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

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

Let's look at Nebraska, for exasple -~ tha home of Boys
Towri: Curyently there are 32,000 children on AFDC in the state.
Under the Republican plan, at least-19%,000 childeen would no
longer be eligible for AFDC, But the Federal savings accerued
from denying them benefits ~- that would be returned to
Nebragka -« would only pay for 1€ 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 pick up the bill ~~ that's $36,500 per
¢hild for orphanage care...a huge cost shift to states. ’

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

Cr...the governor and the state's citizens could hope and
pray that private charities or children’s other relatives rise to
neet the demand.

And if they can't...we can expect to see countless young
mothers and their children relegated to lives of poverty, guite
pessibly on the streets ~-~ homeless and without any hope for the
future.

That is not a Hollywood movie.

That's reality.

And it's not a pretty picture.

¥e have Lo ask ourselves -- is that the Xind of Anerica we
want as we gnter 19957

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

Do we want an America that doesn't attempt to get fathers to
live up to their responsibilities as parents -- and simply rips
kids from their homes?



Do we want an America that says to states and families -«
you'lre on youy own -- o fend for yourselves?

I don't think so.

The sclution to the welfare crisis is not to send children
to orphanages...it's to send their parents to work.

Last year, President Clinton proposed a better jdea --
refoym the badly broken welfare system in.a way that rewards the
Pasic values of work, family and responsibility.

Make its central focus helping pecple move from welfare to
work as guickly as possible, s0 that they can support themselves
and their families.

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

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

In 1998, we must redouble ocuy efforts -~ and, as thas
President has said, we must begin to engage every citizen in the
sarnest work to fix our broken welfare system.

Boys Tewn is a great movie. I like it, but after the movie,
let*s sit down together and get the job done.

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

Thank you.
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The Personal Responsibility Act

104th Congress
1st Session : H* R*

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

House Republicans will introduce the foliowing biil

A BILL

To remtore the Amencan fansily, reduoe ilegitizacy, control welfare gpending
and reduce welfare dependence.

Be it enoctad by the Semate and Hawr of Representatiosr of the Uniled
Stter of Americn in Congress ausembled
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited 88 “The Personal Responsibility ActL”
SEC. L. TABLY, OF CONTENTS.

The table of conszam {or this Act is as {ollows:
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SEC. (38, GRANTS TO STATES FOR ASSISTANCE TO CHILDHAEN BORN
OUT-OF-WEDLOCK.

{8} IN Gezerar~Title IV of the Social Security &2t {42 US.C. 80}
£t 56¢.) i3 amendad by loserting sRer part B the foilowing:

“PART C-GRANTS FOR ASSIBSTANCE TO CHILDREN BORN QUT-
OF WEDLOCK
*SEC, 340. PURPOSE.

{8) In GeExgRal~~The purpose of thiy part s © grant & qualified
Stais the Sexibiity and resouroes oecessary 1o provide such serviess acd ac.
tivities 13 the State deems apprepriate 1o discourage out-of-wediock births
and care for chidren bors out-of-wediock.

“foy Quatsrten STATE DEFNED . --For purposss of this parr the
term ‘qualified State’ mesns a State whichew

“{1} has & plan approved under seetion 402, and
“42} has certified w the Secretary thatw

“(A) the psyments made w the Stare upder this par will be
used by the Stste in scoordanee with this puart; sod

“{B} not less Sequeatly than every 2 years, the Siuste will
audit the expenditures of the amounes paid 1o the State under this
par.

“SEC. 441, USE OF GRANT FUNDS,

{a} 1N GENERAL ~Exoept a5 provided in subsectios (h), each gesified

S:ase that receives prant funds under this pary shall use such fuads.

11} 1w eswshlish or expand programs 10 reduce out-of-wedlock
preguanties;

"(2) to promote adoption;

*(3) 1o ewiablish nnd gperate orphansges;

“{43 w suablish and cpernie cosely supervised residestial group
bomes for unwed motbers; or

“{5 in sy smanper thal the Siate deems aAppropriaie 10 soosm.
plish the purpose of thu part
“{b) PROEIBITIONS ON USE OF FTNDA

*{1} No INDIVIDCaL PavuesTs —A gualified State st roveves
grant funde onder Uas part shall oot directly or indirecty, use suth
fands for providiog payments 10 an individual whe is the parent of 2
child born mut-obwedlock and such child o the parent and the ehiid

Liveee
“{4) o & housebold beaded by much parent;
*{B) in the houssbold of s relatve or
“(C3 2 sny other covventional residential or community set-
ting.
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1 #{3} 1N GENERAL. --The sumber of excinded children for
2 s State for & fises! yesr shall b
3 *{1} for Giscal year 1995, ro;
4 “{11) for fiscal year 1987, 50 percent of the monthly
5 aversge gumber of base yesr exchuded children (aa de-
6 fined o cause (i) who were under age I during the
4 base year (es defined in clauge (i)}
8 “(YI15 for fisenl year 1938, the sum ofwm
9 “isa) the monthly average number of base year
10 szituded childres who were under age 1 duning the
1 bage vear and
i “fbhi 50 percent of the monthiy gverage mucy-
i3 ber of hase vear exriuded children why wers over
4 age | and under age 2 during the base year
15 “(IT} for fiscnl year 1999, the sum ofmm
16 “(an) the monthly aversge pumdber of hage vear
i7 seludad children who were under sge £ during the
18 bage year, and
1% “{bb} 50 percent of the monthly average yam-
20 ber of base year excluded children who were over
2 age 2 and nnder apge 3 during the base vear
n “£¥} for fiscal yesr 2000, the gum of—
] “{as} the monthly sversge pumber of base year
24 exchuded children whe were under sge 3 during the
L bese years and
26 “{bb} 50 persant of the monthly aversge mum-
I ber of base year exciuded thildren whe were over
8 sg= 3 and under age 4 during the base year; and
29 V1) for Secal yearn after Sacxl vear 2000, & nag-
30 ber determined by the Secretary using s formula
k} which—
»n “{ax} 1akes inw account changes in out-of-wad-
33 lock birth rates 10 prewons years, State ineeatives
M % sontunue progrums designed w reduoe dlepgitimate
35 birtha, aod other factory deemed relevant by the
36 Becretary, and
37 b)) does uot revult in 2 pavment to Aoy
38 Shate upder thn section for any Seeml yenr that ex-
™ 39 creds the payment made 16 the State voder this sen
LY twe for facal vesr 2000,

Sapemoar 23 1994
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“{I1} The average monthly gomber of base year ex-
chuded children (a5 defined i clsuse {3} of subparagraph
{Cy) 1 the Sate who were under age 1 duning the base
year {88 defined in clause {iil} of subparagraph {C}) and
the nomber of parents exeluded in eonnection with soch
chiidrea.
{111y The pumber of mounths {in whbole or in part)
by which the date of the epactzaent of the Personal Re
sponsibility Aet of 1985 precedes or sucseeds Octaber I,
15845
“{IWas) If the dae of the easrtment of the Per-
sanal Pesponsiiity Aet of 1388 precedes Ociober 1,
1885 lLor
“fhb) 1f the dawe of the enartment of the Persoanl
Responsibility Act of 1898 succeeds Octoher 1, 1995,
3 e
b Srupr-Not Ister than Qctober 1, 1898, and pot later than Octo-
ber 1 of eanh of the 3 immedistaly suceeding years, the Comptroller General
of the United States shall submit t0 the Coagress o report on how States
bave expended fhands provided uader part C of dtle IV of the Social Security
Azt the effoct of such expenditures on the well-being of mothera angd chil-
drea, and wheiher there is evidence that llegitimaey rates have changed as
as result of the implementation of such part. Any soch report may adress
guth related matters as the Comptroller deems appropriate w examige,
SEC. 109, REMOVAL OF BARRIERS TO IRTERETHNIC ARDOPTION,
{a) PINOINGE «The Congress finds thatw.

(1) nearty 500,000 children are in foster care in the-United
Srates;

{2) woa of thoussnads of children in foster vare‘are waitiag for
sdoption; v

{3) 2 yeurs and 8 montha i the aa&ga'?wg&c{ﬁmmz&zﬁ-
dren wait to e sdopted:

(4} chid weifare apenses should work o eliminate ranial, ethaie,
and pational erigis discrimination and biss in sdoption and foster care
recroitent, selectiot. and pisosment procedures and

{51 artyee. presuve. and diligent 20Torts are peeded W recroit par-
ents, {rom every ear and culture, for children needing fister care o
adopuve parenm. .

(b) Pumross - The purpose of this section is 10 decrense the length
of time that children wait 10 be adopied and o prevent diserimination in
the plscement of ehildren ot the basis of race, color, or pational ongin.
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RADIC ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT 20 THE KATION .

e oA -

The Dval Office

:38 P.M. ES5T

THE PRESIDERT: Cood morning. Earlier thig week, I
signed the GATT agreement, the most far.reaching international trads
pact in our history. And this weskend in Miami, we in the United
States are hosting the Summit of the Americas, where the leaders of
34 esuntries have gathered to promote trade in sur own hemisphere.

This Summit of the Amexicas, and GATT, and everything
we’ve done to expsnd international trade ie really about opening up
foreign markets to America‘s (oods and services, so that we can
crente high-wage jobs and new opportunitiesz for ocur people hers at
nome.

MORE



But despite all the progress we've made, despite the
fact that we have sver % million new jobs in the last 22 months, the
biggest axg&ns;an of trade in hzatory, we’ve had mole new
gonstruction jobs this year than in the lzst nine years camb;nad, ang
we've had a year of manufacturing ijob growth for the first time in 2
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 theix haalth coverage
than ever before. More and more Americans, even in this recovery,
are worrisd that they could lose their job or their benefits at any
time.

There's less disposable income for most working
Americang than there was 3just & decade ago. Many psople.can’t aven
image being able to sfford a vacation anymorse, let alonse eend thair
children to college. And I’'m talking sbout hardworking Americans,
who play by the rules; thsy’re tired of watching thelr sarnings
benefit people who don’t.

There's no grseater gap betwaen mainstream American
vaiuas and medarn govermmant than we find in the welfars avstem. The
welfare system was set up for all the right reasons .- to halp peopls
who had fallen on hard times temporarily. to give them 2 hand up for
a2 little while so they could put their lives back in ordar and move
en. And it still works that way for &n awful lot of psopls.

But for millions and millions of people, the system is
broken badly, and it undermines the very values -- work, family and
responslibility -. that paople need to put themselves back on track.
The peocple who are stuck on welfare permanently will be the firat o
tell you that if we’re going to fix it, we have to return to those
valugs, and we have to put them front and center. Psople who have
worked theilr way off of welfare, after being afraid they’'d be on it
forever., will be the strongest in saying, we’ve got to put work,
family and responsibility back into the system.

We have to change welfare so that it drives people
toward the freedom of work. not the <¢enfines of depondence. Work 1is
still the best social program ever invented. WwWork gives hope and
structure and meaning to people's lives. BAnd we won't have ended

HORE
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wolfare as we know it, until its central focus is to move people off
walfare and into & job so that they <can support themselves and their
families. ot

e have to¢ change welfare to that it strangthens
families &nd not weakan them. There is no substituts .- none .. for
the loving devotion and equally loving discipline of caring parents.
Govarnments don’t rajise children, parents do. There’'s some people
sut there who argue that we should let aome sort of big, now
institution take parents’ plsce, that we should even take childran
away from parents as we cut them off welfare, sven if their doing &
good job as parents, and put the children in crphanages. Well those
people are dead wrong. We need less governmental interference in
family life, not more.

wWe have to change the welfare systom so that it demands
the same responsibility already shouldersd by millions and millions
of Americans who aslreasdy get up every day go to work and struggle to
make ends meet and raise their children. Anyone who comn work ghould
do so. Anyone who brings a2 child into this world ought to take
responsibility for that child. And no one -~ no one -- ghould get
pregnant or fsther a child who isn’t prepared to ralse the child,
love the child and take financial and personal responsibility for the
ehlld's future.

That ‘s why welfare reform must include o national
campaign against teen pregnancy, and the toughest pessible
enforcement of our c¢hild support laws, along with the reguirement
that people on welfare will have to get off of it and go to work
after a specified period of time. 1L zlso means that if you're geing
to require that, there has to bes & job there for them, and support
for people who &re working to raise their children in the proper way.

1‘ve worked on this welfare reform ilssue for 14 yeamrs,
since I first bscame Governor of my state. 1°ve worked with other
GCovernorse ., with membere of Congress from both partiss, bubt most
importantly, with people on welfare and people who've worked their
way off of it. I know that most people ocut there on welfare don't
like it 2 bit, would give anything to get off, and really want tc be
good, hardworking citizens and successful parents.

There are a2 lot of ideas out there for reforming welfare
-« SOme are really good, and soms are just political attention
getters. BSince @ bpoame President, 1’'ve worksd hard on this. 1 ve
already introduced welfare reform legislation in the last session of
Congress. We‘ve also given 20 states relief from cumbersome federal

MORE
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bureaucracy rules, so that they can pursue welfare xaf&rm on th&;r
own. We'va done that for more states than the pravzaaa two
administrations combined.

There’s still some disagreement aboul what we ought to
do, but everybody agrees that the system is badly broken and nseeds to
be figxed. It’'s 2 bad deal for the tazpayers who pay the bills, and
it’s a worse deal for the families who are permanently stuck on it.

Two days ago. after meeting with governors from both the
Democratic and Republican Parties, @ announced that we’'re going o
host & national, bipartisan working session on welfare reform at the
wWhite House in January. I call for this session as a first step in
an henest and forthright discussion about America’s welfare system
and how to fix it. It’'s not going to be emsy, but our responsibility
to the American people is to put aside partisan differences, and to
turn our full attention to the problems at hand. The aAmerican people
daeserve s govarnment that honors their wvalues and spends thely monsy
wisaly, and » country that rewards people who work hard and play by
the rules; working together, that’s what we can give them.

Thanks for listening.

ERD
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PACTE RELATED T0 WELFARE REFORM
Aid to Families with Dspendent Cchildren (AFDC)

Benafits

AFDC benefit levels range from $120 per month for a family
of three in Mississippl 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 sowe degree the disparity
in AFDC bensfit 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 gonstant 1992
dollars £rom $69%0 in 1972 to $399 in 18%2, 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 betwesan 13972 and 1932.

In all 50 states, AFDC benefits are below the Census
Bureau's poverty threshesld, varying from 13 percent of the
threshold in Mississippi to 79 percent in Alaska (wmedian of
39 perceni).

Cagzeloadsy

.

The number of persons receiving AFDC each year has increased
significantly between 1975 and 1993. 1In 1973, 11.1 million
individuals received benefits, and in 1993, 14.1 million
persons received AFDC (up from 12,6 million in 1831i}. Over
the same peried, the average size of AFDC families has
fallien, 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
foellowed a uniform trend among all states. While rates in
some states increased substantially between 1975 and 1992,
22 states experienced a decline in monthly recipiency ratas
over that time period.

- More =



Two thirds of AFDC recipients are children. In March 1993,
AFDC provided benefits te 9.7 million children.

Bxpenditures

Despite the increase in the number of recipients over the
time period, bensafit expenditures have remained relatively
constant in real terms between 1975 {$21.3 billion) and 1992
{$22.5 billion}. Real spending on AFDC apart from AFDC-UP
has actually fallen since 1975, from $20.3 billion in 19875
to $26.1 killion in 1992.

Contrary to the general conception, not all states have
gxperienced 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 Arizonz %o a decrease aof 18 percent in
Hisconsin,

The share of federal spending devotad to AFDC has declined
from 1.5 percent in 1375 to 1.1 percent in 1892.

Recipient Characteristics

Thirty-four percent of AFDC recipients in 1992 were white,
39 percent were Black and 15 percent Hispanic, as compared
to 1973, when 38 percent of AFDC recipients were white, 45.8
percent Black and 13.4 percent Hispanic.

only 22 percent of AFDC families yeported any non-afpe
income in 1892.

' Forty percent of female welfare recipients gave birth to

their first child before the age of 1%, Just over half had
a high school degree when they entered the A¥DC program, and
49 percent had not worked in the 12 months prior to eniry.

The JOBS Progran

Overall 16 percent of adult non-exempt AFDC reciplients
nationwide were enrolled in the JOBS program in 1982. Only
Indiiana, Maine, Maryland and Guam failed to reach the 11
percent participation rate mandated in the Family Support
aAct for fiscal year 1992,

Fiscal year 19%2 federal funding for the JOBS program was
capped at 51 billicn. However, state spending was only
sufficient to draw down two~thirds of the available federal
funding for fiscal year 1892, and only 11 states claimed
their full allocatlon of federal fumis. Only 19 states
intended to spend enough to c¢laip their full allocation in
fiscal year 19%3.

- More -



Other Facts

Living Arrangements of Children

&

. While the total child population in the United States was

approximately the same in 1960 as in 19291, the percent of
children living with a single parent increased from 9
percent to 26 percent. The majority of children born today
will spend sone time in a single-parent family.

Labor Force Participation of Women

L

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

Chiid Povertily

»

in 1992, 22 percent of children lived in poverty. Anmong
children in female-headed families, the rate was 54 percent;
amony children in families with a male present, the rate was
il percent.

Child Support Enforcement

In families with children with an absent father in 1989, &8
percent had a child support order in place, 37 percent
received some payment, and 26 percent recelived the full

payment.

44



