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Dear Colleague:

I have enclosed g copy of a lebter T rvecently received from
the leaders of seversl pro-family organizations outlining their
ochjections to the welfare reform proposal recently reported out
of the Senate Finance Committee,

They are partieularly concermed that the Finance Committae
bill doen nothing to discourage the root cause of welfare
depandoncy: rhe current growth in out-of-wodlook pregnancies.

I agree. The Senate gheuld follow the Houpe's example and
deny cash benefits to women under 18 who have ¢hildrea out-of-
wedlock, The Senate should also include a cap on benefita to
walfare recipients who have additieonal children out-of-wedloek.

I have talked with many of you about welfare reform since I
came Lo the Benate. I have been congistent in my belief that
unless we address the root cauge of welfave depondency--
illegitimacy-~then any aktempt at genulpe reform will £ail and ws
will have wislead the American people.

Xf you have any questions or comments, please call Tom
Roddis or Helde Wood of my staff at 4-3154.

LFP:bw
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June 21, 1995

The Honorable Lauweh Puircloth
United Soates Senate
‘Washington, 13.C. 20510

Dear Senatar Faircloth: )

Ouo behalf of the millions of members of our collectlve nrgantmtions, we befieve that the welfire
bill rovist include the farnily cap, G teen mother “child exclusion,” the Mlegitmacy ratio, &
requireaent that states gct numerical goals for the reductioxn of out-of-wedlock births, and
empiticsl findings detailing the disastrons effects of illgittmacy, We find it very difficult to
support the curren bill, which makes no meaningful attempt to curb the sharp Increase in out-of-
wedloek bivths, and we urge the Senate leadership to respond immedistely to the concerps voiced
by millians of our sonstitusnts.

By allowing factional differences to dominate public pereeption of the debute, we jeopardize awr
oppottunity o claim credit for shared scoamplishments, like ending the entitlement stetus of
welfare, that are already close to fact. 'We alss run a very real risk of ceding the jasue to those
who want no real reform,

Yet, we believe that political unity ix & Pyrrhic victory if applied only to the passage of falled
idess. And we agrea with Senators Faircloth, Santonun, Lot, and Gramon, wha wrots in their
ietrer to the Finance Committee that any attempt et welfare rafom that falls o acknowledge
illegitimacy as one of the key eugines driving welfare dependency will itself prove a fallure.

Out-of-wedlock pregnancy is a strong predictor of poverty, and unwed mothers are far more
ldeely both to wely on government 1o support their children and to spend more years on welfare
once enralied. Meareover, childzen bomn ourside of marmiage sre mose likely to depend on welfxe
and to give hirth to egitimate children when they reech sdulthood. Because Hisgltimacy feods
both poverty and itself, there is no credible reason to believe thar we can reverse the tandem
tends of welfare dependoncy and family breakdovn until we address illegiimacy.

The course of the welfare debate over the last year indicates that =n armazingly broad, bipastisan
coalition, including even Bill Clinton, now agrees that illegitimacy is onc of tha centra) problems
to be addressed iy the wolfare debate. There is loss consensus, of cotirss, on the definidon of the
means (o address that problem -« largely because ne one knows of any government program that
is s likely to reduce iliegitimale prognancies over the long-term a9 terminating cash benefits for
unwed mothers. A major change in the behavior of young men and women will occur orly whe
the prospect of having a child out of wedlock bears such immediats, tangible econormic
cansequences that thost concerna ovorride alf othsr considerations.
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Only by historical accident were unwed mothers -« of any age -- ever included in the AFDC
program. Frances Perkins, President Roosevelt’s Secretary of Labor and chief architect of
welfare policy, opposed extending federal entitlements to unmarricd mothers because she
foresaw that subsidizing illegitimacy would escalate family breakdown. It would be ironic at
best if the current majority in the Scnate were to find themselves to the Jeft of the most liberal
mermber of the Roosevelt Administration because they rejected that intuition, now confirmed by
yeers of sad experience.

By including the femily cap, the 1een mother provision, and the fllegitimacy ratio in the welfare
bill, we have the opportunity to stimulate a discussion of family breakdown in every state.

Failure even to address illegitimaey, by contrast, threatens to place a premium on factional
bickering that will preclhude any meaningful discussion of wclfarc reform this year. And failure
to forge consensus in an-election scason on an issue ag fundamental as welfare reform will almost
[mevitibly undermine confidence that the Republicans deserve to define the future of the welfare
state, much less regain the White House.

Sincerely,

Qaﬂq«f [osen &Mc'ﬁfw&
Gary L. Bauer . Brian Lopina

Family Research Council Christian Coalition

Phyllis Schlafly ) Beverly LaHaye

Eaglc Forum Concamed Women far America
Reverand 1.ouis P. Sheldon Edmund Peterson

Traditional Valucs Coalition Project 21
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SENATOR CHRISTOPHER S. BOND

t

As the mtra-pmy feud continues among Senate Republicans, several moderates
within the caucus are uniquely positionad to develop a centrist, bipartisan coalition in
suppont of 3 real welfare reform measure. Senator Bond can and will play a key role in
this effort for the following reasons:

1) A fimmr Governor of Missourd, Bond is one of only o few Senate
Republicans who can view this jssue from the perspective of a state official who must
actually implement fe:dzml welfare changes. As such, he opposes punitive, conservative
mandates on states; he understands the need to prnmde states with child care resources
15 make work requirements real; and be recognizes that states must have some fiscal
protecrion against future recessions, natural disasters, and other unforeseen

consequences, !
i

In ﬂus emmccﬁan. Bond zontinues 10 have z close relatonship with Gary
Stangler, Governar Carnahan's welfare comtimissioner, who was first hired by then
Governor Bond. ané is serving in his third state administration.

2 Senator Bond also has & proven track ruwerd on welfare reform os the lead
cosponsor of a centrist, bipartisan bill based op the state innavations currently underway
in Tows and Mimuri The Harkin/Bond Welfare to Self-Sufficiency Act: requires
welfare recipients 10 sign individual responsibility agreements that include custorm-
tailored plans to move individuals off weifare as soon as passible; promotes seif-
sufficiency through Pr(mxmns that encourage familiss to work and save; increases faderal
funds available to states for trmnmg and c%u’ld care; rcqzzzms wcn pare:zts 10 li% at hamc

and stay in school without imoesiy gt aJ
amm and improves child szzpport enfomcm:m, mciudmg state mfacam;zz af drm:nx

pmfzssmna! licenses for delinquam parents.

3) Finally, Sanamr Bond has a strong and independent record in the Senale on
bipartisan children’s initiatives that prepare him 10 be a key player in the welfare
reform debate. In 1992, he put politics aside to strike a bipartisan agreement with
Scnator Dodd on the Family and Medical Leave Act, despite strong opposition from
then-President Bush, He also worked closely with Senasors Dodd, Kennedy, Kohl and
others 10 enact the Parents-as-Teachers Act, madelled after a state program in Missouri.
As a member of the Appropriations Commitice, he also has supported increases for

" Head Start, child welfare, and child care. ;
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Wnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510
May 23. 399A] prav 2L
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The President
The White House
wWashington, D.C. 20504

Dear Mr. Eresident:

There has heen much discussion about the need for welfare
reform, We applaud your commitment to this important issue, and
agres thak reforms are negded. Wa share vour commitmaent to finding
long-term solutions o make welfare a temporary helping hand for
the truly nesdy. At the same time, we nmust vemembsr that two-
thirds of welfare reciplents are children. Our challienge in
reforming the system is to find constructive ways Lo Link welfars
to pergonal responsibility and a solid work ethic, while at the
same time protecting its primarvy beneficiaries -- the children.
Clearly, health care reform will be critvical toe the success of our
gfforts to reiorm welfare. : . :

Rt

wWhile sweaping welfare reform has some appeal, we must
procaaed cautiously, with the firm obiectives of budgst neutrality,
and long-Lerm <ost containment; any new program should be financed
out of existing resourses.

Having said that, we believe the following core principles
should serve az the starting peint for any comprehensive welfare
reform plan:

. TIME LIMITS: The establishment of benefic limitations is
escential. In addition, an outer limit must not begome an
automatisc entitlemsnt. Many recipients have the smployment
history, education and family circumstances to exit the
systenm in far less than Lwe yvears. Caseworkers should ser
realistic, enforceable time limits based upon eagh
individual's capaebilities,

. EMPLOYMENT ASBISTANCE: Individuals should be provided
enployment assigtance such as job readiness. edueation and
skillas training., and job search and placsment, to ensure &
smooth transition from waelfare to work. States should he
ancouraged Lo consslidate and goordinate employment
assistance and training programs. utilize sanctiocns and
incentives in meeting individual emplovment goals and have
vhe flexibility o develop wvoucher systems, time-~limited
subsidies and tax incentivas Lo enoourage privabe employment.

- COMMUNITY SERVICE JOBS: Public sector jobs are ao substitule
for private sector enployvment, and shounld be of limited scope
and duration. States should be sncouraged to experiment with
such programs and develeop reliable data on their costs and
efficacy bhefore we embark on a broad new federal prograns.
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. SCGCTIAL CONTRALTS: Reogipt of welfare benefits should be
contingent upon complianue with individualized social
contractg which will outline the staps esazh family will take
o become selfi-sufficient. Provisions of the contract might
include suceessziul completion of education or Lraining
programs, treatment for alcohol or drug abuse, or programs Lo
strengthen parenting skills.

. TARGETED BENEFI?TH: Individueals should have acoess Lo
gervices which are talleorsd te their needs. Education,
training and support services should be carefully targstsd o
rhope mogt likely toe benefit, as nmeasursd by their pobkasntizal
for diminished reliance on public assistance.

* DISCOTRAGING EARLY PARENTHOOD: While we do not believe women
have children solely for the extra public aszistance, the
current .welfare system dees nobbing te discourage young
pecplie from becoming parents bsfore they are emotiopally and

financially ready. We should encourage only those programs
that have a proven brack record of Ffostering responsibiliby
and postponing early parenthood, Teenage parents should be

gncouraged to reamaln asf home with their families, or to live
in an aiternative resldence with a responsible adulr whe will
lend styrucbture Lo theiy lives.

. CHILD CARE: The avallabiliny of affordable, quality ang
daependable c¢hild care is an sssential element in any welfare
reform proposal which seeks to move individuals inte the
workferee. Avallability may be sexpanded by savings achieved
through a more consolidated and cohesive approach toe the
existing fedsrally supported child care and tax credit
Prograns . :

* THPROVELD CASE MANAGCEMERT: Investment should be made in the
professional development of gocial services cass managers,
gince they will be critical bo the successful targeting of

gcarce regources. Where possible, a single case manager
should oversees all social services, and serve as an advocate
for the ¢lient. To facilitate program coeordination and

effecrive service-delivery, eligibi%iuy criteria for federal
inoome sacurity programs should be standardized.

- PATERNITY ESTABLISHHENT AND BUPPORT: Patarniby establishment
is c¢ritical to the leng-term finanglal and smotional well-
baing of the child, and should wccur as <lese Lo the time of
bBirth as possible. A combination of incentives and sanctions
should be used to establish paternity and Lo ensure paternal
support through childhecd and adeolescencs.

t

3
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. UNLAWFUL ALIENS: Current law regarding eligibilivy
recuirements for unlawful aliens for all public aszsistancs
programs should be enforced. In evaluating eligibilicy

requiranents, only aliensg lawfully residing ia the United
States should be considered.

. FRAUD AND ABUSE: Frauwd and asbuse of federally funded
programs should resull in seriocus civil and/or criminal
penaltises, with possible loss of future eligibility.

In closing, we look forward to working with vou and hops
that, together, we can improve the lives of those who are truly in
need, while doing a better job of allocating scarce rescurges.

L]

Sincerely,

i

Christopher $. Bond ('P Se A
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The Honorable {Scaator's name} ' Y

United States Scnate
Washington, DC 20510

H

H

Dear {Senator's name),

Thank you for your thoughtful letter on welfare reform. Fixing our broken system isn't a
Democratic probiem or a Republican problem - #'s an Amcrican problem.

My Administration's proposal for welfare reform, introduced recently in the Senate as

S. 2224, the Work and Responsibility Aet of 1994, is based on many of the same ¢ore
principles which you outlined in your letier. Most important, | share with you a desire to
reward and encourage work ~ which gives hope, structure and meaning to our fives.

A two-year time limit on benefits will help to ensure that everyone who can work, does
work. Most recipients are able to leave welfare long before the two year Himit is up, and our
plan supports and encourages them to do so. Our plan will change the culture of the welfare
office so that, from the very first day, the new system will focus on achicving self-
sufficiency through work. Each adult recipient will sign a personal responsibility agreement
argd develop an employability plan, similar to the social contract which you discuss, outlining
the steps they must ke to move into the werkfarce as quickly as possible ~ from upfroat job
search to skills training if necessary.

2
H
¥

As you know, to prevent welfare dependency in the first place, teenagers must get the
message to stay in school and postponc pregnancy. The Work and Regponsibility Act
mcludes many of the ideas you outline in your letter, including carly paternity establishment
and requirements for teen mothers to live at home or with a responsible adult in order 1o
receive beuefits. We also propose a national campaign against teen pregoancy and the
toughest child support enforcement measures his country has ever had,

Of course, your call to combat fraud and abusc of the system is essentisl; we must make sure
that every scarce resource is used productively. Our plan will cstablish state tracking
svstems, a national public assistance clearinghouse and tough sanctions for anyone who
refuses 10 follow the nudes.

As we make these bold changes, we must give ourselves a chance {0 jcarn and the states a
chance to succeed. That is why our plan scnds a clear message to young people that we are
ending weifare as we know it and starfing with recipients rbom after December 31, 1971,
States that wish to move faster will be free to do so. !
Finally, if we are going to cnd welfarc dependency, we must fix the misguided incentives that
encourage people to stay there. The Earned Income Tax Credit is a giant step in that
dircction.  As you point oul, health care reform is abselately critical to the success of our



cfforts to refors welfare. ;

I took forward to working together 1o pass legislation that remains true to the core values we
share: work, family, opportenity and responsibility. The current welfare system is decricd by
Aaxpayers but hated most by the very people who must tum to it for assistance. In the
bipartisan spirit of your letter, let's work together to fix il

+

Sincerely,

[
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CHANGING AMERICA: TEE FIRST BUNDRED DAXS

WELFARE REFORM:
DEMCCRAT RAMBLINGS, REPUBLICAR RESULTS

FYebruary 1%, 15355

Yosterdsy, ik Gephardt and the Democrat Governors held a news
aonfarence attacking the Republicans' welfare veform proposal,
Pemograts are opposed to our plan becsuss they axe opposed Lo any
weifare vefor at all.

Thig i3 the first of many wvolleys the bDemocrats wizi lab in
opposition to welfare reform. They talk alout wanting to refom
woelfarg as we knew it, yet they do nothing. ‘

In fact, Clinton's FY 96 budget contains sbsolutely no walifsre
refarm joitistive, . ' )

The Democyats went to defaend the failed starus o, This is
unacceptabla. Once elscted, Clinton 100X & year and half to come
upr with a plan thet would have espandsd the cuxzent sysbem by
sreating new entitliement programs. It 4id nothing tu addrosa
1llegivimacy and oxcopred a subntantial mmber of welfare
rasipiants frow work requivrements -- wille promising other
reciplents a govermsent—sponsored iob for iife. According Lo the
Congressional Budgat 0ffice, hins plan would have increasned
govermment spanding by P14.3 bililon over five years,

Republicans' Personal Responsibility Act focuses the debate on
one of thig country's most troublesome problems: illasgitimacy.
Today, one out of 3 children in the U.5. is bBorn out of wedlock,
The Republican plan would end the destructive myth Xept slive by
the ailed welfare system: rhat an uvnmarried, tesnage mother cam
find security and {ndepsndence In the welfare state. House
Republicana have deglgned a welfare reform bill that will require
work, recduce illegitimacy, ewpand flexibility for stabes, and
save money.

The Governors aye the only ones who have been able to make
welfare veform work. Republican Governors have s proven track
record of providing the best sclivtions To the wellare <risgisy in
America: '

Wisconsin Sov. Témmy Thampson has introduced a mumber of
innovarive programs that have reduced state welfare rolls by 23
percant, saving texpavers 516 miilion per menth. ' In 1988, he
began Learnfare, which dlscourages truancy and prowstos
edocation, In 1992, nis Parental and Family Respongibility
Initiative removed dlgincentivas to marriage and dlgcsuraged
children £from having children, This year. he launched Worxk Not
woelfare, requiring sble-bodied reciplents to work for cash
benellits. .

Michigan Gov. John Bngler offers welfare recipients incentives 2o
work and requires them to sign a "Soclal Contract™ agresing {0
work, recelve Job training or volunteer at least ZQ yours per
week. In just two years, the plan has helped nearly 50,000
walfare clients achieve indepondence, amd welifare caseloads have

E
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fallen to their lowest level in 7 years, saving taxpayers $100
million.

Massachusetta Gov. Bill Weld signed leglslation last year to
strengthen child support collection, ‘which i3 expected to save
$102 million in AFDC and Medicaid expenses and enable an
estimated 7,000 families to discontinue the AFDC program.

Tha Republican approach at both the state and national level is
to provida the needy with a helping hand == not a handout. As
Oklahoma Rep. J.C. Watls has said, "We can no longer measure
compaggion in this country by how many pecple are on welfare. Wa
need to measure campassion by how many people are not on welfare
because we've halped them climb the ladder to success.®

The Democrats are wrong in their approach -~ more correctly,
their non-approach -- to reforming welfare. And the American

pecple know 1t,

{eng}

U #256 PR3
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Prepared Remarks by
Congressman E. Clay Shaw
Chadrman, Subcommittee on Human Resources
of the Commitiee on Ways and Means

. The U.§. Chamber of Commerce
Pebrusxy 9, 1985

LA

j
‘ ;
Good morning. :
f
Let me thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to come
here teday to speak about a very important subjesct.

That subject is the complete overhaul of our nation’s broken
downt, failed welfare systen. ‘

When Republicans atoaﬁ on the steps of the Capitol on September
z7th last yvear, we made a oontract with the American people. Ve
said that if the people made us the majerity party in the House
of Reprasentatives, we would bring te the floor of the House
within one handred days ten major billg teo get Amzr;ca back on
‘track.

"I am here today to say that pur contract will ke honored. Our
word will be kept. -

On Monday next week, the Human Resources Subcommittes of the ways
and Means Committee will begin to pass & bill that fundamentally
changes welfare in the United States. The Eccnomic and
Educatiocnal Opportunities Committee, the Agriculrure Committee,
and cther committees are also hard at work on their parts of the
Contract with America bill. \

The Pill we will consider Monday will mark an end to a welfare
state that has failed.

The welfar& state failed because for taw many years, Congress
souated compassion with woney.

It f£ailed because Congress uquated solutions with ovne-size-fitsa~
all bursauceratic remedies.

And it failed because Congress was afraid vo make the tough
decisions that must be made if we are going to really help the
beneficiaries of the current welfare system, as well as the
taxpayers without whom noc system of help could be possible.

i

4
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Some have asked why I chose the United States Chamber of (ommerce
ap the place to make this speech. et me explain.

I believe the American people are the most compagsionate people
on earth. Ho one opens their hearts, their wallets, and their
ninds to the needs of the poor more :han the people of this great
country.

Tell the American people that there ig a gocial need that must be
met, and the Amarican people will rush to meet it. That is true
for all Americans, from the poorest taxpayar who hag a little to
give to the richest who has much.

But after thirty years of spending five trillion tax dellars on
social programg, can you blame the American people when they agk
if the money they have spent on welfare has done any good?

I am here at the Chamber because if we are to f£ix welfare, we
mugt realize that every American, rich or pocr, hag & stake .in
this debate. The Chamber of (ommerce does recognize that. You
have been meeting regularly o come up with gelutions to the
welfare problem. I salute your efforts and tharnk you for your
ideag. .

#
For in the end, there can be no golution to welfare unless you
the taxpayer are willing to care and to contribute.

We need you to care about the plight of the welfare mother, the
needs of welfare children, and the conditiens of our troubled
towne and ¢ztias where poverty and walfare are tee often the
rule.

And because you do care, 'I know that you will answer the call of
Dur nation‘s needy.

And make no mistake - as we move forward to overhaul welfara,
without the taxpayer, no solution will be possible, Without
support from you and tens of millions of working Americang like
yourselves, welfare will remain a problem that never gets solved,

That is why your suppert is so important. That is why your 1&&39“
are needed. That ig why I am with you today.

Before next week is through, we will have passed a bill in
subcommittes thar improves the lives of walfare beneficiaries by
helping them rediscover the dignity of work and the strangth of
the family. .
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- Our bill is based on three major principles:

One - Republicans want to make able-bodied people find dignity
through work if they are able to work and receive welfare
benefits. Our proposal will require 2% of recipients to work in
1986, increasing to a maximum of 20% by 2003 and thereafter..
After two years on welfave, and less time than that at the option
of the states, all recipients will ke obligated to participate in
a work program,

Similarly, our bill stops welfare from being a lifeleng program.
After five years on welfare, the average family will have
received $60, 000 in government welfare benefits. The Republican
bill will cut off cash benefits to anyone whe has spent more than
five years on welfars. We will continue to provide Food Stamps
;nd Medicaid, but we believe we can no longer provide cash
oraver.

There must be a date ceriain when the aid staris to diminish. we

say five years is enough.

The second principle we want to undergcore is the need for psople
to take psrsonal respeasibility for their decisions and actions,
eapecially as they relate to their Families. Republicang want
pecple to find the great strength that ¢an only derive from a
loving, united family.

There are pyrovisions in this BilZ that are controversial because
Republicans are not afraid to deal directly with some of
welfare’s most vexing problems. No problem ig greater than
teenage pregnancy and illesgitimacy. '

Single, teenage mothers who have children while on welfare are
chaining themecelves and their babies to an endless life of
poverty, pasged from ene generation te the next. For too long,
the government has added to the problem by paving people whose
actions are self-desrructive.

If the American people believe - and they do ~ that it is wrong
for unmarried teenagers to have children, then is it not also
wrong for unmarried teenagers gpn welfare to have children? Why
then does our welfare system today pay unmarried teenagers on

. welfare for having a child?

Te underscoye the need for pecple to face the consegquences of
their actions and to take persconal responsibilicy for their
decigions, our bill stops giving taxpayer-provided, AFDC cash
benefits to peopie whose actions are pelf.destructive. We will
¢ontinue to provide the mothexrs and their families with food
stamps and medical care, kut we will stop providing cash-
inducements to teenagers who have c¢hildren they know they can not -
afford to raise.



02/08/88 18:138 202 880 6382 DHHS/ASPE/RSP @ oos

© FEE-@S-1998 Q@28 FROM . Q- - SEHERE2 P25

It is time for society ro send a signal to our Lteensgera. We
nust say STOP. Do not sleep with someone and expsct the
taxpayers o bail you out if you have a child. Your behavior is
harmful to yourself and your children. Single tsenagers must
reflect carefully. Above all, they must find relationships that
nuzrture the wonderful strength that can only come from & 1cvzng,
unitad family. Anything else is self-destructive.

On this point, another important word must be said.

There are many in cur nation today whose difficult plights are
made worse becauss of the irresponeible, immoral, and illegal
bahavior of these sround them.

To those dads and mems who skip out on their childyen, leaving a
single«~parent, often the mother, behind to make ends meet - we
have a pimple message - you can run but you can’'t hide.

Dur Pill will help states track down deadbeat parernts and make
thege characters pay their child support:

Ofren, child support can make the difference between a single
parent who can provide for themselves and theiy children, and a
single parent whe is forced onto welfare. Every time a parant
leaves a child behind, they break a little piece of that child’'s
heart. They ¢ause that child damage that many times <an never be
repaired.

If our bill can accomplish anything, we hope it will send a
signal that there is no greater instirution of hope, love,
strength, and opportunity in America than the traditional
Amegrican family.

And if parents walk away from their familisg, the Republican bill
will be a powerfyl devige put inte the hands of the states so
they can find thege parents and make them pay their due,

The third principle iw returning power, . flexibility, and funding
to the states where they are in a better position to help those
in need.

We want to move welfare solutions closer t people’s homes and
communities, saving taxpayers money as we take out the federal
middleman.

I don't need o tell the Chamber abour redundant, bureaucratice,
fedaral regulations that de more harm than good. But 4id you
know that there are curvently 338 overlapping federal welfare
programs that represent a rigid, categorical, bureaucratic,
solution to our nation's welfare problem?
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The welfare problems of the South Bronx are not tha same ag the
welfare problems of South Dakota - and neither are their
solutions.

That is why the Ways and Means bill will aiiminaté»nsarly fifry
of these programs and replace them with three block grants to-the
states. We will also end the entitlement status of AFDC.

The Governors have told us that they can accomplish more with
less money from Waghington if we would enly get off their backs
and aliow them to design and implement their own welfare
proposals. The Governers are right. .

Our bill creates a formula that provides level funding of welfare
for five years at 1994 levels. Many Governors are pleased with
this level of funding and so am I. The Governors will be able to
do more with less, and the taxpayers will save $14 billiion from
the three block grants undeyr jurisdiction of the Ways and Means
Committee.

As we turn power over te the states, much has been said about the
so-called "strings attached” isgus. Some Sovernors have asked
for block grants from the federal government that come with no
"gtrings.” , \

As I have said before and say again today, this we can not do.

As your slected repregentatives in Waghington., you have gent us
here to be stewards of your federal tax dollaxg. We simply can
not. fulfill our role as stewards by signing a blank check to
anyone, even to ocur nation’'sg Governors.

in return for restoring power and flexibility 26 tha states, some
strings will remain attached.

Let mg speak to one or two of the most lmportant.

Speaker Gingrich asked us recently %o rethink the Contract
provision which called for terminating most welfare payments to
legal immigrants,

Tegaiher with cther members of the Ways and Means Committes, as
well as with many other members of the House, I met with the
Speaker saveral times to discuss this issue.

The Speaker’s concern was to provide flexibility to the states
most impacted by legal immigration and to ensure that hardship
immigration cases were not subjscted to unfair regulations.

But a fundamaental igsue remains. .
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When immigrants come te America, we welcome them onto oub ghores
and hope they have come here to enjoy our liberties and freedoms.
Our nation offers immigrants an.incredible opportunity: come to
the nation with the most individual freedom of any nation on
sarth and join an economy that has produced a net increase of 54
million jobs since 1560. In return, we ask two things: first,
obey our laws; second, become a citizen before using welfare.
This -ig Republican policy. It is supported by the Amsrican
‘people. It is clear. It is faiy. We intend to pass it.

Republicang continue to believe that immigrants should not come
to this countyry to receive welfare. In the case ¢f some legal
immigrants, they themgselves are hard at work, but they take
advantags of our system by sending for thelr family to legally
come to America, and then the family winds up galng en public
agsistance.

This is wrong and our bill will stop it. Our bill will cut off
most welfare benefits for most legal immigrants. Those aged 75
and clder will continue to rveceive welfare and sc teo will
legally recognized refugees, .

Let us now turn our attention to the Supplemental Security Income
program, one of the nation’s most abused welfare programs.

I said earlier that the American people are the most
compassionate in the worid and wiil pay the price for a program
that works.

But the American people are alse wise and they know that when you
give out cheeks to the needy, some pretend that they are needy so
vhey can defraud the system and steal from you, me, and the
legitimate welfare beneficiary.

Nowhere is this more true than in the Supplemental Security
Income program, $8§I. Under welfare teday, we pay ¢ash to
children who are taught to act, quore, age inappropriate,
unguote, in order to collect a check. There are documented cases
in which children are coached by their parents how to act up in
school and are sncouraged to f£ail classes so they can gqualify for
thia program.

Just last month, the Baltimore fun published a superb series .
about the 8] program. They told us about a Louisiana woeman who
¢ollected nine SS8I checks - for herself, her common law husband,
and all seven of her c¢hildrer. Her take was $46,716 in tax-free
inrome per year. There appavently was nothing wrong with these
children. But there is something wrong with parents like this.
We will tighten up the S8 law to stop the fraud,

In addition, alecoholics and‘drug addicts currently gualify for
S81 payments.
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In this regard, there ¢an be no clsarer case that shows the
tarrible, perverse incentives of cur welfare systenm today. In
effect, we say to addicts: "Drink or drug yourself inte a stupor
50 you can’t work. Then the government will take tax money and
give you a guaranteed incoma of over 5480 per month and medicaid
coverage., Take that cash and buy yourself more booze or drugs.®
This is a3 horrible policy. Our bill will stop it.

Our bill will protect the needy on S5, but we will cut off those
who do not deserve to qualify for this important program.

Changing a system as large and as important as welfare will
inavitably lead to some disagreements. Even among our good
friends, the Coverncrs, thsre may still be some differences of
opinion.

Nevertheless, when our bill is passed, Republicans pelieve desply
that lifa in America will be changed for the betster. Life for the
welfare beneficiary and lite for the raxpayer. :

Much lixe tough-love, our kill facés’weifﬁre’s nost Giffieulc
propleams directly and sends a powerful sigmal that the government
can not and will not sclve everyone’'s problems.

Republicane believe in individcal liberty, freedom,
respensibility and opportunity. Our current welfare system
systematically destroys thesge virtues.

Wwelfare as it stands today has bacome a orusl hoax that too often
hurts its supposed beneficiaries, It has destroyed
reaponsibilivy, diminished personal dignity, and created ecancmic
ﬁ;s*ﬁtentzves that baz people from success.

In our system today, orime runs rampant, fathers run away. and
leaders run from real solutions.

Republicans want welfare beneficiaries 1o have bettey lives; we
want our fellow Americans on welfaye to redisgover dignity by
joining the mainstream of raxpaying werking Americans. We want
to end the c¢ycle of welfare dependency that is c¢rippling our
cities and our citizens. And we want taxpayers to know their
money is being put 1o gosd use.

our three principles ~ work, personal r&span&;bzl;ty, arcl state
control - are the keys to anlockmng the welfare prison that has
kept our fellow citizens trapped.

The time has come to say that the federal welfare state has
fallen and it can not get up. For the sake of the beneficiarics
and for the gake of the texpayers, it must be replaced.
Baginning ¥Meonday next week, we will replace it.

Thank you very much. ‘ o
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STATEMENT TO THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE LasH

on the Welfare and Medicaid Responsibility Exchange Act of 1995 (8. 767) Wil
by Senator Nangy Landon RKagsebsum
April 27,1995

Mr. Chairmean, {am here today to discuss the “Welfare and Medicaid Responsibility
xchange Aot of 1995," which [ introduced carlier this month with my colleague Senator
Brown. The basic principle embudicd in both this and our sarlier proposal is that true
reform will cecur only when there is a clear delineation of responsibilitics beteen the
federal and state governmenis. '

Our legislation shiftg tn the siares responsibility for the nation's 1acgest welfare
programs--Aid to Families with Tiependent Children (AFDC). Supplenental Food
Propram for Women, Infants and Children {WI(T), food stamps, and the AFDC postion of
Madicaid. In exchange, the federal government will assume responsibility for that pondon
of the Medicaid program designed o provide acute care and fong-term care 1o elderly and
disabled Amcricans.

Currently, the averlapping regulation and dual administration of the A¥IDU and
Medicaid programs. i particular, has resulted in o significant lack of accountability. In
contrast, this legislation makes ¢ clogr-cut decision about who will run the welfare
programs, who will finance thew, who will make key decisions, and who will be
responsible for the onrcomes. c

This lepislation will allow hoth the states and the federal govemuent to build a more
eohesive safety net for the populations each sgcior iS serving, At the end of a five-ycar
transition period during which the states will he freed from the vast mjority of restrictive
federal regulations, the states will have complete antonomy for desiyning wellare and
racedical programs for low-income individugls-~ without federal mandates, byt with their
pwil money at stake.

The federal government will be able to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
the Supplemental Security Income (881 Medicaid programe-s program which now
consumes 70 percent of Medicaid costs yel serves only 30 percent ol the Medicald
population-by better coordinating chroni¢ cars services for elderly and dissbled Medicaid
recipients, by promoting supetiam, and by allewing these individuals to have & broader
choice of private health plans. To reduce the rehance on Medicaid, the revised legislation
alse includes tax incersivas for the puisliase of prrvate long-tenme-care insaurance and long-
term care services, and smndards for long-term care insurance. These provisions are
similar to those contained in legisiation which was introduced carlior this year by Senator
Lohen, : :
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Statement of Senstoe Tom Hzri
Finsnce Compsitiee Hesring on Welfare Reform
April 27, 199%

Mr. Chaimuan, thank you for the opportoity 10 testify at thig importas hearing on weifse refoon |
kave hewn working actively on this iswe for several years.  Whils 1 dont begin o compare o the gt
experience sod kpowiedge of Senaty Moyrdhar, my many meetings with weifyre recipiedts, ase mansgers,
risiness sepresentaiives, sdvocutes and other experty in Iowa sod elsewhers have Iad me o2 mumber of
conclupions abost welfire mfiym.  These conclugions shald te belpful as we onaft major changes 10 what is
c&wlyzmmymagm I'd likz o go over jus 2 fow with the Commsinee s moming.

Concinsion numiber one « Weifire muw be chenged from 2 haod ouf 1o s Jand up. de
beoefits must b conditoned oo 3 sigesd contract between e recipiemt and e state wich oxlines the stepe the
recipient will ke to beoorue seifsufficiont and 3 date by which they will b off of welfare. Responaibility
should et on day ons aod oontisned Teceipt of teoefits is conditioned oo compliunce with the contract’s
requiremests.  Froz the begisning, every reciviey mug do something (i will movs the off of welfire and
into seifmfficiancy,

Cooclusion namber two - We Sive 0 saks work may oove (han @eifioy ot movide recipiesss with
the toolg aod inpentives o become seieuifica.  The oy wey o= will oyly redxe weifore comts cver the loeg
un is 10 get recipients {0 jobs gt Uvesble wages with e shills they meed 10 Deoomne seifsufficies aod wvy off
weifare. ‘That means peoviding work Incemtives thar allow welfare recipiensy W koep tome of Wil They et
when they wizk and slow ther o swve more, Too often 3 seemingly miner wduck sesds famities back ooty
the welfare rofls, ke s dead car bttery. 1t also toeazs aaistieg thews with child o and e oduewtien, job
traizing wixd other skills they meod © becorye good workens  Welfirs reforms soccess thowld e menssnd e
m&ﬁmmwmnmmwmmmmtmmmwﬁ
nﬁaency o dependence 3 indepenience.

Coochusion wumber tiree -~ Onsgize-Gsall dost work, And [ omsn i i ws of individuals
avd fates. A coosive-fite il two yesr tipw Hmit oo benefity fs woworkalie and, | believe, w0 fidersd. If pot in
Pz, it will bosome 3 aonimans,  The Hodte stoudd be et oo the individes! clresatunces of the faedly.
Maay shoaid reqoire much less thag o veos. Also, wates seed much preater Saghility to degign systens
that 5t their usinoe croumsmoces  What wodky In New Hampoon, ows sy m0t work in New Yook city.
However, I telieve we must be cwrefil © meixsin 3 baefc mutional frameswneX that aemwres thst chiiden ae
protected | and dernxzcds responsibility from sl ciplans Wadm‘twmathmmm
isdocing svermen for 50 variedes of the zume.

MWW-WMWMmkWWKWmBmm ‘
weify reforw,  Fosinecses most gt inecbved {8 job croion and megrosing  proguens B provids recipients
with oo dle’joly tining. And we K eacourge, with the heip of extreprennu, the crestion. of micr
erterprions ~ soll bosioenes operstad by recipients,

 Concingiity nxmbar Bvs — Weiftre refivan should be dipwrtizen,  Neither poity bas & comew oo e
market of pood idems Wemme¢mwmmmamm@zm

npproaek. with brows sappext.

In sddition, we oSt Q0 womething o combat the unsceptebis mmmmwm
Botween 1086 and 1901, the rute of binths 1o iwenagers ingremsed by [1.9%, from 502 o 621 binds per 1,00
females, Even more alarming is the fact that most of thess wemagers @ wameored,

WQ@ah;mam@m mamats who do e pey child sppor.  Fach year, billions goes
anpaid Lot there be no mistske abot it the cuidren we the onts Wit pey the price whan parets am frum
their obligarions,
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Today, Seraiey Kit Bond (R-Missourl) and | are {troducing logisturion, *Welfare w Seif
At of 199" that [ delleve mrety these tems. v atiached 3 summary of our Bil) for the Committer's
, :

The legistation is modeled fasgely o the lows welfare reform program which begam October 1, 1993,
WWWW&W&M%&MM %Mmmwmngxwym
MWW

. mm&mmmmmwmmwmm:mm
32.8% w wn 82% increase.

* Smmwmmmwmwmm,éxmmd&m oY)
declined by shout 8% from 373,75 w $343.21. et

* mmmmm«mm@mmmm’mmumm
mmwmmmmmumm&wum monthe &ring the o0
three years,

towrk {s sppropriately spending more on educstion and truining sctvition, and chid cRre in rcogeition.
a2 thewe are ooy imvestoenss et will promote selfaudficieocy and redoos cowts i the long s,

The certerpioos of oo NI ix the Fundly overoment Program wiich rquites 33 3 coedition: of seceiving
welfiwe recipients the negotistics aod signing of individnaloed contractx which octline the swps exch Sfly will
takn to move off of welfwe and (oo seifauBicient employmere  The contracts are Hndiog md inciode s time
limit for weifare berwfits gnd nequires responsitility from dey ome. Refusing i gign 8 commact o Siling © weet
the terns of the contract & Ay Ume will lead o termisiios of benefits

The Weitus © Seif-Suffidecy A provides sistes with 3 sevies of policy oovicns Ougt Semator fiond
and [ believe sre pecessary. Ono propesal algo otv md mpe by bock g G fxds ooty ose to edmixiser
welfire programs, & moomgoendation of e HES lopectar Geoersi. Ouy Ml does aaf Nock grant e besefit
paymens of these prOgIRos, presoving an importis proection for vanerstle chikiven nd asmoing stie and
local taxpryers arent” stuck with greater costs in troes of eooneEnic downmume

I belisve the Bakin-Bond Wll couiziee (e clements v sucoessfl, dipwrtism welfion reform snd we
ook Rewand 1 working with this Conuninee mmwasmydmmwmmwmm

wyem  Thank yoo.
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S.---, Welfare to Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995
A Bipartisan Approach to Welfare Reform

Sponsored by Senater Tom Harkin (D-1A)
and Senator Kit Bond {R-MO)

 The Welfare to Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995 is a common-sense, bipartisan
plan that transforms welfare. [t changes today’s failed dependency-inducing system
to one that demands responsibility from day one on the part of welfare recipients
and provides them the helping hand they neesd to get off welfare and become self-
sufficient. Unlike other reform plans it does not apply a one-size fits-all two year
time limit, but sets individualized time limits (most of which should be well under
two years) based on the particular circumstances of each family. It makes work
more financially attractive than welfare by expanding work incentives. This plan
also emphasizes moving recipients Into private sector jobs, not government jobs
created solely for placement purposes.

The legislation also provides much greater flexibility to the states so they can
design welfare programs to fit their unique characteristics. It eliminates federal
bureaucracy and red tape by consolidating the administrarive costs of major welfare
programs into a block grant, while maintaining uniform federal eligibility criteria for
benehits.

In addition, the Welfare 1o Self-Sufficiency Act combats the unacceptable rise
in teenage pregnancy by demanding responsibility from teens and providing them
positive incentives, but without reasures that primarily punish children who bear no
responsibility for the conditions surrounding their birth. It also fundamentally
overhanls our failed child suppoert enforcement system. cracking down on deadbeat
parents that escape their responsibilities by moving across state lines and failing to
fulfill their obligations to their chiidren.

The bill is paid for by reforming and ending the rapid growth in federal
payments 1o statos for the administration of welfare programs, requiring sponsors of
immigrants to take greater financial responsibility for ensuring that immigrants don’t
fall onto welfare rolls and through other savings achisved in related welfare

programs.

Title I -- Family Investment Agreement

The centerpiece of the legislation js the Family Investment Program which
requires AFDC families to negotiate and sign individualized Family Investment
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Agreements in order to receive benefits. This ugicement is a contract between the
state and family which outlines the steps each individual family must take to
become sclf-sufficient and move off of welfare. The cantract would outline
activities such as job training, education, job search and work that family would
have to participate in. States wouid have to provide necessary services, including
child care, to keep their end of the contract, Unlike other proposals which set a
one-size-fits-all two vear time limit, this plan provides for time lirnits that will vary
from family 1o family based on the unique circumstances of each family. In fowa,
where this plan has been put into effect, most contracts contain tirne limits shorter
than two years. ’

Families who refuse to négotiate and sign a coniract or fail at any time during
the.contract to meet the obligations outlined in the individual agreement would enter
a limited benefit plan that leads to the termination of welfare benefits. Under the
limited plan, families would continee {0 receive full benefits for three months, for
the next three months benefits would be reduced to the children’s portion of their
benetits and benefits would be completely cut off ar the end of this six month
period. These families would be ineligible for AFDC benefits for six additional
months.

Title T -- Increasing Work and Sclf-Sufficiency

The bill promotes work in private sector jobs that are needed to enabie a
family to become self-sufficient. Suates would be given the option of providing the
following incentives that will encourage families to work and save:

*  The disregard for work expenses could be increased from $90 a.month to
20% of gross earnings.

¥ Under current law, an individual has a 12 month work transition period,
During the first 4 months, $30 per month plus 1/3 of gross eamings arc
disregarded. For the following § months $30 is disregarded. The bill permits
state to distegard 50% of gross earnings until a family has reached self-

sufficiency.

*#  The resource limitation for families applying for AFDC could be increased
from $1000 to $2000. To encourage saving by AFDC families, the resource
fimitation for recipients already on public assistance could be increased from
$1000 to $3000. In order to assure more seliable transportation to and from
work, recipients could be allowed to own a car worth $3,000, rather than the

cugrent limit of $1,500.
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*  Families are also encouraged to save and plan for long-term expenses such as
starting a small business, buying a first home or for job training or education
programs. AFDC familics could be allowed to save up to $10,000 for these
purposes. Training programs for small business development are also
included.

* At state option, earnings of teen-age members of the household would no
longer be counted in determining 2 family’s elizibility Yor AFDC,

* In order to prumoie private sector job opportunitics for welfare recipients,
states would also be given the option to implement wage supplementation
programs in which employers conld add the value of AFDC and foed stamp
benefits to the wages eamned by AFDC eligible workers.

Title III -« Improving State Flexibility

‘To help states implement education and training prugruns for welfare
recipients, the federal contribution for the JOBS program is increased. This
enhanced match is provided for funds that a state spends over their 1995 level.

States need imore flexibility 1o design welfare programs that meet the
individual characteristics of each state. The waiver authorization of the 1988
Family Support Act was a good start. However, too often the waiver process has
been cumbersome and time~consurning.

To provide states with added flexibility, the bill authorizes several policy
options which will not require federal waivers. The bill provides these additional
state options: -

* Provides for the equivalent treaiment of stepparent and parent income; and

* To make children healthier, requiring AFDC parents to have their chiidren
eceive appropriate preventive health care, including timely imrmunization.

In addition, considerable federal red tape would be cut by block granting the
administrative costs associated with AFDC. Food Stamps and Medicaid. Payments
to states would be frozen at the 1995 Jevel. The HHS Inspector General has reported
that such an approach would save approximately $8 billion over 5 years.

Title IV -- Combatting Tvenage Pregnancy

The rapid increase in out-of-wedlock hirths to young women must be
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addressed in a logical manner. We must educate teenagers about the problems of
becoming parents at an early age, stabilize young families, and require teen age
parents to finish high school. The bill auacks teen pregnancy on 3 number of

fromts. ,
* Continues the state option requiring minor parents to live with their parents or
another responsible adult.

* | Provides a state option that requires lespage parenis to stay in school,

* Authorizes an additionat $100 million for Title X Pamily Planning Grants
largeted at combatting teen pregnancy.

Titié ¥ - Improving Child Support Coltection

Many families are forced onto the welfare rolls when an absent parent refuses
to meet child support obligations. Only one-third of court ordered child support is
paid today. This bill strengthens child support enforcement by referdng collection
of certain delinquent child support orders to the Iniernal Revenue Service. Cases in
whichi less than S0% of ordered child support was collected by the state. within a
year {mostly involving out of state parents) would be referred to the IRS for
collection. The TRS would be able to garnish wages of the deadbeat pareats o
recover ordered payments.

To encourage additional improvements in the collection of child support, the
bill provides several new state options.

* States may.revoke the drivers, professional and occupational licenses of
delinquent parents.

* States may release the names of del mquﬁm parents to the news media for
publication.

* Provides several new options 1o impruve the process for establishment of
paternity.
Title VI - i‘manm:zg

‘The Welfare to Self Sufficiency Act would be paid for thmugh savmgs
achieved in three major areas:

* Welface payments to immigrants would be reduced by requiring the sponsors

P18
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of these individuals to take greater responsibility for assuring that they don't
become dependent on Federal assistance. The incomg of sponsors would be
counted as available 0 the immagrant for purposes of determining eligibility
for Food Stamps. $8I, AFDC and Medicaid vniil the jmmigrant becomes &
U.8. citizen. Exceptions are made far non-¢itizens who are American .
veterans and those who have paid taxes for five or more years.

* Payments to states for the administration of the AFDC, Food Stamps and
Medicaid programs would be block granted and frezen at 1995 levels.

* Payments from the AFDC Emergency Assistance program would be capped.
This program has experienced rapid growth and has been used for purposes

beyond that originally intended.
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PENNSYLVANIS ARMED 5t s
AGRICULTURE |
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Senator Rick Santorum (R-PA) -

before the Senate Finance Committee = - e
" Hearing on Welfare Reform e
Thursday - Aprii 27, 1995

Mr. Chairman and members of the commines, I would first ike to thank you for thzc
opportunity to appear before you today. Having served on the House Ways & Medns - -7
Committee before my election to the-Senate, | can appreciate the enormity of the fask befm you
as you complete your formal hearings on welfare and begin to chart 2 legislative path fetrefcnn
As you prepare for that activity in the wesks and months abead, 1 woald lxke to sha:e vmh yau
the benefit of my axpezze:zce over the last two years.

During the 103sd Congrees, [ served as the ranking Repuhlican on the’ Kumazz Rmms
Subcomumittee on Ways & Means, and in that capacity, | spent a good deal of time, research, and
sommittee actvity on welfare reform policies. In early spring of 1993;1 coordinated and chaired
the Housz Rapubhz:an Task Force on Welfare Reform. At that time, 1 brought together tnembers
that shared previous welfare reform experienice or a desire to exaruze this issue. Over an eight
month petiod, the task foree underiook an extensive examination of the weifare system as a
whole. The product that emerged Fom the welfare task force became the House Republican
platforrn on welfare reform. Introduced in November, 1993, that bill, HR 3500, becarme the basis
for welfare reform discussions and a model for later initiatives including President Clinton's bill
in the sumumer of 1994 and the Mainstream Democrat Forwn's proposal in spring of 1994,
Ultimately, this dovument served ay the foundotion for the reform proposal that has recemly
emerged from the House of Representatives -~ HR 4, the Personal Responsibility. Act. !t is i%ze
foundation of HR 4 that I would iike to:-focus my comments on foday.

The focus.of my tesﬁmczzy s‘crcmié not exciude a greater discussion of jobs,’ txmamg ami
education, child care, nutrition, child sapport and patemity sstwilishireent, or any of :he raltitnde
of issues that are interconnected under the heas:i;z;g of weifare. Being mindful of the ime
constraints taday and in view of other witnesses, | will Jeave those issues for the guestion and
answer period or even later committee interaction, While the larger issuss'of jurisdiction are still
being decided, | will continue to be invelved in discussions over muition 85 3 member of the
Agriculture Committee, and given my House buckground, invoived to the larger extent in'the -
formation of the Senate welfare proposal.. Additionally, I plan on being activeonthe floér
during the consideration of welfare and will pursue amendments depe:zding on the fmus of the
final product.

I fes} it is beneficial if we first gxamine G cusrent peresptions of HR 4. To date, the
political debate has excluded any extensive discussion on the core of the "Contract with
America” proposal and instead has ceptered on the so called "punitive” m of the bill. The
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curvent political debatc has overshadowed s discussion of very fundamental witcy options that °
exist in HR 4 and that are facing Congress in the arcas of work, benefit eriteria and eligibility.

T'd like to challenge each member of this comminee to take 2 hard Jook at the specifics of the
Personal Responsibility Act. Those that have used "kids” as s political tool in this debate
ontinue to do a disservice to the very people they seek 1o "protect”. Those that would charge
that the House bill is punitive and destructive to our children reflects not only an ignorance of the
details of the proposal but also a convenient excuse o avoid choices on & new direction for
welfare reform as well as 2 naivete of the present day reaities of our children and irmer cities.

I watched with interest President Clinton's news conference last week in which he spent a
. considerable amount of time talking ubout welfare reform and, in particular, the House activity
on the Personal Responsibility Act. While the President's message was charged with very
negative rhetoric an his perceived impact of HR 4, I found many of his stafements interesting in

light of my experience with the Adminustration propossl. What most caughz my attention was
his remark that be wants a bill:

"similar to the one he proposed last yews, which would | ung}a}sc time Limits

and work requirements, but also increased federal furding for welfare

recipients’ job training”. (4/18/95 press conference)

- A closer look at HR 4 reveals the very two-yeer time Jimitation that the President spoke
about in his address, Under HK 4, adults receiving cash beuefits are required to work or
participate in s State-designed program after 2 years (o7 shorter at 2 stale’s option). Second, a
theee year limitation is placed on a beneficiary sctually being in work. This work requirement is
" the same as originally Taid out in HR 3500, This work requirement is also the sarne as wes

originally proposed by the President in his campaign and later in his legislation. Likewise, most
_major welfare reform proposals also contain the two-year limitation on beneficiaries.

In wake of the House action, maembers of this committee and the Senate as a4 whole nesd
to face the reality of the current beneficiary and cost statistics on &ll areas of welfare and begin to
meake decisions on those programs. In my discussions on welfare 1 have not found anyone
unwilling to reform the system. And while the discussions and rhesoric have esvalated during e
last two election cycles, it is only recently that we have seen the will from Congress, and
spcctﬁcaiiy the House, 10 move forward in advam:mg reform pwposais aﬁd © izfanor a
commitment 1o reform the current system, : e

Iha fecus Q!_i work has:bcen seemningly lost in the debase until the President's remarks last
week. I strongly suggest that apy proposal that might emerge from this committee must algo
tionor that vommiunent to work - for without that basic concept, all ather refofm iz hollow.
Consider & young woman ] et last year at 2 town meeting in Yerona, Pennsylvania who toid me
about her experience on welfare. She bad been recently divorced with two children. . With little

recourse, she entered the welfare syster and began to draw benefits. While on the program, she -

took advantage of the availability of job training and education, and after 18 monthsin the
systemn, took & job at a local manufecturing plant. Today she continues to hold her job and is
supporting her family. She vicwed the welfare system as an opportunity to pull her family out of
their unfortunate circumstances and take responsibility for her own life. Sheis an example of 2

2
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welfare mother success story that we must foree the system to replicote. Anything short of this
standard of "work™ does not attack the cyclical nature of the system and perpetuates further
dependency on welfare. Anything short of addressing thas concept falls well shott of the mark
for "ending welfare as we know it".

There are two very specitic provisions that { claim origiual vwnership to sad that
strongly recommend to this comminee for inglusion in any welfare reform product - -
fundsmentally change the direction.of the 887 program, and eliminate welfare eligibility for legal
noncitizens in this country. Both provisions are currently contained in HR 4 and have evoived
from extensive policy discussions out of the 1993 Republican Welfm Task Ft)r(:e

. Current perception is that the. moverrient to ban assistance to legal noncifizens was bom ‘
out of = desire to save billions of dollars for the sake of welfare reform. To the contrary, the - -
proposal for eliminating assistance to legal noncitizens was developed first on the'basis of poh;:y
after examining the growth in programs as & result of legal noncitizen corollment and the

contributing factors as to why those numbers were growing,

What was originally found in 1993 was that legal "sponsored” immigrants in paztacular
were qualifying for welfare in significant umbers.  What was even more tfoubling, however, is
that the area of "sponsored immigration” is an expedited classification of immigration based:
solely on the basis of the income history of the sponsor and the semmitment of that Sponsor 10
provide financial assistance to the immigrant. Under current law, a sponsor’s ingome history and
ability to provide is extensively reviewed priot to granting the immigration application request -
and the sponsar's income is "deemed" cligible o that immigrant for the minimum of a Sve-year
period so that they will not become a "public charge”. However, the statistics and popidation
trends have shown that just the opposite is happening almost immediately following the decmi;ng

period.

Social Secusity Comﬁssiozsef Shirley Chater testified menﬁy befm‘e the Senatc
Judiciary Commitiee that growth in legal noncitizens recerving SSI slone has reached 738,000 in
1994, In looking et trends over the past several years, Commissioner Chater al$o testified that
the rolls in this program have increased 12% over the last five years. [n 1993, when we first -
looked at the growth in these programs, we ssw il Sven moere severe insrease in beneficiories in
the years preceding Commissioner Chater's figures «- from 110,000 | m 1982 o ov'cr 650,000 in
1989. .

While the factors behind the fise are varied, several very ¢lear recognitions can be made, *
First, the "sponsor” arrangement for immigration and finsocial suppont critesia is pon-binding
and ugenforceable. In turn, the number of roncitizens applying for welfare following the
deaming period is dlmmning. Last year, the Honorable Barbara Jordan in her study on
immigration policy testified before my Ways & Moans Subtommittee on this very subject.
Second, abuse has been exposed in several immigrant communities where beneficiaries are
iltegally qualifying for the program, We also reveived extended testhuony oo this last year in
Ways & Means.

In 1993, through the committes and with the belp of many in this room, we were able 1o

R
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increase the deeming period from three o five years. Around that same Gme, § promd the
following options in the House Republican welfare reforn bill:
* crourage oaturalization foljowing the five-year deeming period by alicwzng
an additional vear for citizenship {the one~year is based on national averages);
* strengthen the sponsorship arrangement by mszsﬁng on the financial commitment
of the sponsor; :
* oliminate federal assistance for legel nezzcmmas ,
(:cfugm asylws, and elderly over 75 years are e;xemp’}

Any ﬁmdamemai change in the direction of a social program or imumigration pohcy will
be controversial, and | challenge you fo examine the basis of the policy behind the proposel
changes. As 2 first generation Itallan Amnerican, [ can speak-directly to the opportunities that
exist in Aurerica and the sacrifices that are made so that children can grow up in a free scciety.
can go to college, pursue their dreams, and maybe even one day serve in the United States
Senate. I can speak wo the imporiance of heritage and culture, and as one of the originators of the
policy, 1 can as forcefully speak to the changes that are needed in providing welfare assistance.

A Philadelphia Inguirer articlo just this week touched on the contraversial nature of these
changes. While the article may have accurately captured the current debate and reaction to the
sroposed changes, it excludes a discussion on the policy itself and the infent behind those
changes. For an American citizen bringing people into this country under an expeited class of
immigration and pledging financial support for that person, is it 100 much to ask that the
individual actually hopor that coounitment?

The extent to which these proposals have gained acceptance in the last two years proves
our discussion extends beyond the perception of "imymigrant beshing” to beiug suore of 2
justifiable policy option, Sinee the time that ] first proposed changes to assistance for legal
poncitizens, very similar langueye has been inciuded in the mejor welfare reform proposals
before Caﬁgmss President Clinton, in preseating his Work and Responsibility Act in 1994,
included provisions which denied welfare assistance beyond the five-year deeming period to that
of ten years. Likewise, the Mainstream Democrat Forum proposal contained the fotal hanon
assistagce to welfare recipients. And as we have seep now in the Conizact with America,
proposal, the biil denies assistance in seloutel areas of welfare assistance mchzdmg food vt:zznps,
AFDC, Mcaxd, 8SI, and Title XX block grant services, _

Again, these are provisions thar are grounded in solid policy discusgion and
determination. These are also provisions which would ineur significant savings in the systemn,
totaling over $21 billion over a five-year period. During the course of the task force discussions,
pmom were wnunua}iy sent 1o the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) for review and
scoring. It was much later, following the initial decision on the policy, that the CBO numbers
were obtained and the significant amount of sevings were realized. In many respects, the
numbers only confirmed what our statistics had yielded.

My background and work in the S81 programs have paralleled that on legal noncitizens.
Along with the growth in the nonciiizen beneficiaries, S8I programs asa whole have experienced
the largest growth and cost of any area of welfare. Those increases have ovcurred in the SSI
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children's program, the Jegal ooncilizen area, the program [ur drug addicts and aiwhvhcs, and
have mvnived pmbiems with widespread fraud and abuse.

In March, 1 had the opportunity to testify before Senator S*mpson ‘and the Social Sscurity
and Family Policy Subcommittee on these programs. During that testimony, I made ‘several
‘recommendations and-suggestions for reform that ! fee! are fundumental o any pmpeml put
forward by the Senate. - These changes speak to what must oceur in welfare refor dnd are policy
options that reflect targeting our federal resourcas 1o those most in need, espex:;ally in view of

Szmc 1950, we have seen an obvious and encrmous gmwzh in the nambe: of ..
beneficiaries and amount of fedzral dollars spent in this program - the number of children oa
SST reached 683,000 in 1993 while the amount of spending was $24 billion, And Whllc this is
clearly the major catalyst in the growth and costs of the program as 3 whole, an alartmng and
controversial ancillary effoct has been the amoun: of fraud and abuse within the z:h;ldms
program itself — specifically with regard to the definition of "disability”,

Under the beneficiary cfitenia for disability that now exists for children, or individualized
functional assessments (IFAs), we continue 1o see instances of fraed and abuse in the program
that has not only drained resources, but has created a present day perception of the program that
is far from positive. While some dispute the validity and very existence of the fraud and abuse,
their lack of recognition of these happenings serves only as @ means for hindering federal
assistance to those at the fundamental core of the disability prcgzam ztself those with severs
memtal and physical disabilities. ‘

In legislation last year (HR 4419); I proposed replacing the cash program with one of 3
"voucher” system for treabment. . This was done as a means to eliminate some of the finsncial
incentive associated with the program, wnd to meve toward targeted assistancs to the individual

“need” of the beneficiary and to more direct veaiment of the specific disability itself. The Social
Security Indzpenden’: Agency Act contained language from Ways & Means commissioning a
study of the "voucher” idea. That study is enge,,a? thtough the ‘ia:,wnal Comman on
Childbood Disability. :

The approach that has evelved into the Personal Res;-omsz%zihty Actin the m of $81 and
children suggests the following: L
* eligibility under the IFA criteria would be efiminated;
* at least once every 3 years, SSA will conduct continuing disability ze?lews (CDRs);
* target resources and increased benefits w the seversly disabled; 7,
* children made ineligible by IFA elimination may reapply for SST mw:age, under
other d;sa'adzty eriteria. ;-

While some have perceived these changes as dracofian, [ think the proposal deserves 2
hard and thorough look, especially in view of the factors discussed previously which are driving
the growth and costs of the programs. [ recommend this approach to the committes, and [ wili
pursus a sirnilar approach to that taken in HR 4,
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Since 1985, the number of addicted SSI reciptents rose Fom 53,000 to 300,600 in 1993,
In most cases, the lack of treatment or direct lack of oversight by S8A has led to more and mere
beneficiaries and fewer if any recoveries (Corumn, Chater testimony, 2/93). In my legislation last
year, | established guidelines and requirements for testing and monitering, and iroposed
sanctions for non-compliance. My bill also set changes in the structure and designation of
representative payecs and imposed a 36 month lifetime limjtation on DA &A benefits. Many of:
these provisions were also enacted into law last year in the {ndependent Agency bill,

While some progress has been made in curtailing the program, u disvussion of the topic
draws upon the larger question of the role of the federal government in providing assistance in
this area in the first place. In that regard, [ draw your attention lo the Personal Responsibility Act .
provisions which would abolisk the DA & A progmmi and federal 581 and Medicaid assistance 1o
drug addicts and alcoholics altogether. Additionally, that proposal would redirect $400 million
from the savings to fund additional drug treatment and research.

Mz, Chairman, T will also call your attentinn to the changes contained in the SSA’
Independent Agency Ast relative to interpreter fraud. In cm;}emzi«:}n with Congressman Jake
Pickle, I offered a section on fraud to that Act which is now law. 'In particular, those prcmsmns
achisved the following:

* set strict guidelines for use of thud-pam izazzsiators

* clevated S8I fraud from 3 misdemeanor to a felony

* set more frequent reporting requirements berween agencies & Congress;
* gstablished critenia for casefiie review and redeterminatons.

We hope to see significant results from these changcs in combating the many abuscs a:o,d
probiems brought before our congressional comupittees, | arn a3 anxious a5 anyone to see the
‘practical effect of this law, and have had favorable. responses aiready from those individuals we
have developed a relationship with over the past two years and whe work in these i immigrant
comrounities,

As someoue who has investod 2 considerable amount of time and effort in the issue of
welfare, | encourage this committer and the Senate 10 go bevend the rhetoric and take a hard
look at the policy, especially the policy behund HR 4. By every estimaton, the current system
reraains upworkable. Both reform and progress are possible, but only with a commitment by
members of Congress and the Clinton Administration to make hard choices on reform. | havc
presented this cummmities with several options teday.

"Thank you again Mr. Chazrmazz for the opportunily to appear before you. With your .
permission, I would like to include some materiel for the record regarding fugitives receiving
welfare and my legislation, 8. 599. I welcome your interest in this and would like to work with
you on including this in any wellire package that may pass through this comminee. Similar
provisions have already bezn inciuded in HR 4.
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