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N E W S R E L, E A S E 

Fmloth Statamunt. Wenaflt PrN. ConfQf~CO: tl21J96 

~A. malt at you know. befo", cOming ito the Sende Iri JanuttrY of f993. I apoM.46 
VHrS In the privatw Cootof' ","11"9' perrot! aI: a bUfinmiman aM fI fermlr. ., 

I knOw firrthend ttllt InttM ~ MCtorifyou hnvllt/HOWtm 'Witbyour 
butitMH, yOU had "ner,fix trand not tintc...-.:mInd Whh tt oci~:to.-1I: It. tArt.~ 
fix it.- or 111'1.0 "'" wtit 'be out of bW:ineu. 

Unfortunatoty. 1h' Finance ~11~~f;"ant refoittT! biD 40n not fix 1M jttobIem 
of welfare ~. It t'MreIy tiftJ trOtmd the edges. ~ 10 be rttorm. and if 
- do "ot the 1Ms ~tmn ~ $tnoe 1.N!5~tt-1 our counuy is Plll tv?Etvt 
the worldng tmlpayora of thle cocm:try haw put up $&,4 ' of 1hett'htnS-oamed dollft 
m a faUod effort to n wolf..d~ and we t.w. 'PWO'I'tY today 1htn when 
we starhld. . 

The Finerrct' Commltt.. bill doe. nO( enn adchu 0( a~ to fix 'tho problem 
1hat is the I'OOt c.tIUM of weime d~dency: IIlugitimaC'Y. ~ rlse 10 OU't-Of~ wedlock 
birtN. 'Thb fj' t..I.Mft'.~. ' 

The Fimln« Oornm~ bm doll not inciude any pp~;;;;t:o' tab away 1M current 
cosh incentive for yOl.lrt'iJ women to havo dtildrltl'l out of.~ '. The Set'''"' shWkJ 
follow that House". e:ampte and deny dirKt enh benefits: 10 n t.mdel18 who hoe 
c:;hildtcln out-of·wedloct. Tbo hMft t.h«IkI elno incladQ 0: ity e-o'p en IMfl'Irilt:& to t1tke 
away the Cuh incOr'lttw for ••Ifmt molheu which Nwmt 0'IIt>0f,.~ 
blithe. 

em- my oomptlign for tho lonato in 1692. I haY. mtl401t .Ot1htt1.I'lYMO 
~ walf«a benefits: ~d ht.... to work for thoI& ben&fits. ¥N:rifafa not welfare. 
T&. ariginaI bID ~ from 1ft. Rnanett ColIll IdItee .rid' not rf,quft uy AFDC .ing" 
motheR: to W<Mtr. Out to 'MImtt9Ut Ojtcttont, 1he blU hal boOn'l"I'Iodiffed•.but; will remain 
pltifully W9ak ~ ttl WOfk t"IqUintn"ll'lltl. 

The singIo mod bnproI'tant pet( of any .ucc'oaafuI wadi: progntm if a PlY 'for 
peri'ormeftM ~tn.nt for ,"lOphl dotn, ~mmI.,., MrYk;:.~. TIurt'lhk;IIM dlOt r­
40"', pt '(OUr benefitt unl... you do m. wort. If you fell to 40 tbt wodt. '/OUf ~ 
.re reduced on It prO nrQ INMI. ft onlY ""'"' ~ .eri..1h.... W1tIfn ntdpient 
shouldn't g.t paW for __ M'I dONI. , can: et!lure yaY '/hat tn;46 'fft:rc of butineD.. I 
novar 1mGwrrtgly ptfd tot wm that wasn't dcfn~ atd I ... no tM&Oft1O mtM w~ 
radpleml MY diffortMly. Howe•• the Rnenc-. Commtttae bit doN not'indudt a $1ft., for 
porfortnenc. work pn:urislon. Tnk It UI"IIOOlPtlbJct. ' 

Contact: 
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Provbions in,Pl\ckwood Welfare "Reform": Rep0'1 No. 104-96 
• 

ISSUE #1 - ILLEGITIMACY 

The,Packwood bill has no provisionS to reduce iI1.gjt!~lacy, 

1) The bill strike:; the house: provision prohibiting the ese offederal fUPds to. give 
cash aid 10 Wllllanied molller. under age 18. 

2) The bill strikes Ille "family cap" provision'ofthe House bill prohibiling' the use of 

federal funds 10 give added cash benefits to mothers who ha,ve added children while 

already enrolled in AFDC, 


3) f.;trike. the findings from the House bill showing that illegitimacy has hannful 

social and personal consequences, The elimination oftbi.language will make it 


, impossible to design and operate welfm policies intended 10 discourag~ illegitimacy. 

. .'lhe :Supreme Court has held that in order rur ~I.w¢uuncnt policy to distinguish bcty,.-een

, . . 
marriage and illegitimacy and to devise policies to discourage the latler'lthe governmeot 

must demon,""'. thaI' compelling social int"",,! is served. The fmdings section ofthe 

House bill was intended to'demonstrate thal the government does have a compelling 

interest in reducing megitimacy. With this language removed, it is most likely thaI 

welfare polieies at the fed.ml 0, .~.t., level,.!!>. r,""ute ill~limlo;y will t>:' bl""ked by the 


, courts. 

4) Strikes the House provision that requires mothers prospectively e"'l'lIiIig in 
AFDC to establish paternity (with some ""<<ption,), . 

S) Strikes the illegitimacy ratio provision from the House bill which inere.... state', 
.• block gr.nt if the .tale ted"""s iIleaitimacy without. corresponding increase in abortions. 

ISSUE #2 - GUTTING WORK REQUIREMENTS 

1) The bill tlimif'liltes all "",ork ,rer.Juiremfnts on single mothers. The Hnu.~ hill 
required a specified percentage oftne AFDC ease load to engage in work activities. The 
Packwood bill guts that by substituting work and education in place of '!tark. 

2) The House bill required MDC·uP fathen to be plated in a "p.i·for­

performancc" work progr.s.m, if tile fathers failed to pt'rfoml the Tet}uired number ofhours 

ofwork each week, their benefits are cut pro rata. ' . . 

I 
' 

' 


3) Th. bill eliminate. the House provision which gives states credit for .aseJaad 

teduction for pUIpOses of meeting their "work" goals. The elimination ofthis provision 
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con\<erts ~le entire bill into amasSive ultra~expensi\"e training and make..;Work 
boondoggle: Tm: bill mandates that: 2 million welfAre recipients mU$t bciin expensive 
training or CETA worl< programs in the year 2000. 

4) The P.okwood bill creates a system evaluating and ranlting state work and 
'training programs that is purely liberaL Under this system. which measures only welfare 
exiuj not IcductiOfili in applications IlnQ case:ioad, Mich~l Dukasis ~"uld be deemed 
more successful than Tommy Thompson. ' 

5) The Packwood bill eliminates the House provision which encourages (but does 
not require) states to focus work requirements first On single mothe" whO do not have 
pre-school children. Without this provision, state btlrean<':rA:t!l; will focn~ 'training 
programs cn single mnthers "ith infant. and then complain that they cannot meet federal 
standards because the feds did not give them enough money fur dayeare.! 

ISSUE #3 - DECEIVING VOTERS '. 

OM ofthe greatest obstacles to welf.,. teform over the last fifteen years has been 
thdaet that Welfare bureaucracies deliberately use phony statistics in ordU to cre.te the 
itllL'lliUH uf !cfonn. Spedfit;ally voter! and petity makers have been misled by stntistics 
which daim that large numbers ofwelfare recipienl$ are required to wor~ when in fact 
few are. ' 

An important feat\U:e ofthis deception is what migbt be called the "game ofthe 
shrinking UcuvUI..iualor.,t EXatllpJe: bureaucrats n'lA)' ciaim SO percent ofVIo'-cIfarc . 
recipients a... requited to work, What legislators and the public are not told is that vast 
numbe... ifwelfare recipients have been have been quietly excluded from the count and , 
have bocn omitted from the dmominator in the calculation. When the numbers are 
presented in terms of the overall welfare caseload the apparent level ofr~uired work will 
r.1l dnunaliC1ll1y (to 20 or 25%). . , 

The clear purpose ofplayi"" the shrinking dellOminator gam. is to mislead. 
Historically, bOlh the public and legislators have been bamboozled by this sort of 
statistic.llegerdemain, 

H-R.4, the House Welfare BUI, deliberately abOlish<-d the "shrinking 
denominator" ploy. Work requirements and participation rates presented are honestly in 
terms ofthe whole AFDC cas.load. The intention is to ma"e the numbers clearly 
understood by potiey ·makers and the public. The Packwood bill deliberately ovC!tWjts 
thi:;: ~nd returns lO lht: g",lHc;' of1Uislcadu;~g nw:nbe~ And sluinking dcnomim"ors which 
has been sueh an impediment to fO,al refonn in the past. ' 
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The only purpose ofPackwc>od's statistical distortioll is to deceive, to eteRte the 
appearance that refOlm is far bolder !hat it really is. Liberal,; have utilized this ployfor 
years; real refo~ers should steer cle<l:r of it, ' !' , . 

Packwood staffers have already attempted lD US< the shrilik the denominator game 
to nii$lcad ScrWe 3tAffers by claiming that the participation requirements: are bigher in the 
Packwood bill than in the House hill. This is untrue; they h~ve simply mangled the . 

numbers in orderto <;(Infuse. .. 


ISSUE #4 - PROHII!IUNG WORK BY }u!;TAIl'I1NG JOBS 

, 
, The Packwood bill retains nearly all the restriction'l: "fthe existini: JOBS 

program..Thi, effectively prohibits any state frOm maintaining a real work program. The 
JOB restrictions include, . . 

Employment DisolaCflnenl The bill asserts that "No work assignment coder the 
program shall result in ~- the displacement of ~y currently employed wrd::e'r Ilt 
w.ition." The bill further prohibits any employer from pladng a welfare recipient in an 
openjob.slot ifth. employee has eyer "reduced its workforce." ' 

, 

There are seveta! consequences oftbese provisions. A municipal government 
(;atmot create «WCrkfare slots" fO'r wvlfare r=cipitnts by moving; normal employees tnto 

, other functions and Ihereby opening up v..ancie. whicb can be filled by:workfare . 
participants. The pumsion that no "position" can be displaced effectively means that no 
job or task which currently is perfonned by a normal employee can ever .be converted into 
a workfare slot even if the position ;"va<&:lt. The provisioo barting wod:fare slots for 
any employer which 11M 6Ver "reduced its work.f'orce·· effectively plaCl!".$ ~ gUAranteed 
floor on the level ofemployment in municipal governments and says that a municlpa.lity 
may not replace normal employe.. with workfare participants when job slots hetome 
vacant tbrougli natural employee attrition.. . 

. i 
frQbjbitign on Pay (or Perfolman" Most welfare reforms envision ~uiring SOme 
welfare to perform community service work in exchange for their benefits Oe., workfare) 
an essential element of. su«essful workfare program is that the progran, be based on 
"pay for perfonnanee." Cnde, a pay for performance system the recipient does not 
rec"¢ive ~ll(;fit3 until he or she bOoS su~cessfully comploted 1he work usisnment. Ifth~ 
recipient fails to perform the required number ofho",. or work (without a .-alid excuse) 
the benefits "'. reduced pro rata. Example, an individual received SSoo'month in 
benefits and was required 10 work 100 hours. If the individual worked ohly 90 hours the 
benefits would be cut by 10% to $450. 
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.. 

Poy for performance has been shown to C:l.lh~c",~lnad!; dramaticalty. but it has 
rarely been tried because HHS bas sough! to prohibit it. HHS bas always maintained 
under both Republican and Democratic presidents that p.y for perfomla):!<e is uttetly 
prohibited under JOBS. Unless lOBSi. eliminated or there is expljei, Imguage . 
per;nitting pay for performance this prohibition"olI certainly continue: : 

, 

formal H.aijn~. Goyern Work Pro2D!QLI, The bill continues 10 directly apply the 
Goldbw X. Kelly rule 10 all work imd JOBS programs. This requires a,formal hearing 
and third party adjudication for any aClion, sanct:on, or alteration ofberlefits. This rule 
lta$ always been a major 3traightjilcket crippling the! administration of~'elfare programs. 
Historically, this rule has made it very difficult to "'quire rosponsible b~havior from 
welfare recipients. It makes any. schen•• which links the level ofbon.Iii, to perfur:rruuice 
of work, education, or other activilies virtually impossible to.operate.. Finally, the rule 
makes "pay for performance" workfare completely impossible sinee ifthe "",ipient rails 
til perform the requit'Cd houra <>fwork. the benefits cannot be docktd -u.;thout II': for:trial 
hearing, ' 

, . 
Limits of W",. SUllplemenlll!jon: Under a wage supploment prograln welfare benefits 
ar~ CQll'ielted into a wage sub.:ddy to employees. ,Th. employer receivts the value of 
individual's welfare benefits directly from the st..., The employer then employs the 
welfare redpient and pays the re<ipient • wage which includes the subsidy 'from the . 
government, plus in most cases, an employer;s contribution to the wage. 'Wage 
supplementation thus lowers the labor costs and makes it easier for employers to employ 

. welfare n::dpieur:s. 

The Packwood bill con:ains unnecessary restrictions on work supplementation. 
First, an individual's participation in wage suplernontation is unnecessarily limited 10 12 
months. Sewnd, after a welfare =ipient has panicipaled in work supplementation for 
13 weeks, the: wt:lfiut: .rc\;ipieut must be given aU the rights and priviJe~a ofa normal 
tmpIoyee, including, in some c:aseS, union representation, grievance rights, pension 
nghts. vacation an sick leave rights. This makes it ti.r less likely that einployer.! will 
participate in work ...pplementation, . 

Restrictions gn Work Exptritncc. The existing restrictions on hours ofwork under 
CWEP are retainad. In the average stale. recipients could be required to work acly about 
22 bourper week. This amounts to a wage rale ofabout $10,90 per hoUr when the 
combined value ofAFDe, Food Stamps, and Medicaid is considered.. After a recipient 
has 'betn in tt eWEr slQt fur 9 months they m~l be paid the pr,vailingimLge.QCnormal 
employees perfonning simil... work. In most localities this means uni~n scale wages. 



• JUN-21-1995 15'43 FROM TO REED P.07/09 

Goals of JOBS PrDium. The specified goal' oflbe JOIlS program are very much 
oriented to ,oisingjob skills and providing training, The goals ofJOBS 110 no, include 
,educing caseload or making recipients·provide a social contribution or labor in .,.,hang. 
for b<oncfi.. (workfMc). The absence of !hex item, .. goals wiH provide pknty "frod~", 
for left wing attorneys s.eking to block coIlservative workfare programs. It will also 
ensure thafHHS bureaucrats issue regulations restricting real workfare. ~ 

IUquirement of Stat.~widc JOBS Coyarnp. Th. bill retains the provision ofcxi:rting, 
law requiring that st.tes' operate a JOBS program in every political sub-division within 
the state. However, it is very possible that a state might not need or wish to run JOBS in 
all localities. Moreover, HHS bureaucrats are likely to write regulations 'which expand' 
this provision and require state to provide a "'ide range of services and training programs 
in each locaiity. 

EDlilIO!'l!bllilY Plan, The bill retains the provision from existing law requiring that the. , 

state negotiate·an individual employability plan with each recipient participating in 
JOBS. This cUmbersome ond pointless provision s~ould be t¢rrt'u:d the "full<mploymc:nl 
for social workers ."t." It <:an greatly and UIUleccssarily expand thecost ofoperating 
work and training program.. . 
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J1mc 21,1995 

Tho Honorablo LaIlCh Fahdoth 
United S-S-", 
WublnatoD, D.C, 20S10 . 

, Dear SeIIaIot l'ain:loth! 

Ott behalfofthe millions ofmemhen of~ coUecIiva orpm:mlions, we bcli~tbat Ihe weI1l!.t:e 
bIII ......t inol_".., flImily cap. tbe _ moG!ct "chilli =UIiaI>,» Ihe We~Dlio. a 
~ that I!t$S set 1Iura.erical goaIo lilr!he mhK:!ioll ofout...:d'·wedl.ook J>htb&. 8IId ' 
etIlPlrlc.al tiDllinsa detlUlil1g the c!iwtrouI offoc:ts ofillegitimacy. Wo fimI it"W diftiI;:uJt to 
support !he cwrcnt bill; wbieh "",k..DO ",.""ill8fid aItenJpt to clllb1he IiIalp i!1=aao Inouklf­
wedl.ocIi: bilths. aDd vie 1J(ge Ihe SeIIaIo l...smhip to rtspOruI iQunodialcly to Ihe _ wiood 
by miJliooo of0"" __• 

:Sy aIlowillg factioual'~ to domill""" public poxoeptiOII. oflhe debate, wcj~ out 
opportuoi1;Yto claim <m:<Iit filt sI!atco! ~_.like ..dillS the ~ smtas of ' 
we!fm, that 0:. al.teedy close to filet. We a!.so nm aVet)' rNl tW< ofaodill81he issu to thase 

, wI!<>..- 110 r·w rc.fOm>. 

Yet. we bc1icvo that poJiIic:al1lllity is a ~ vio!ory itapplied ouIy to the pa3lllllgO offaUc4 ' 

ill..... ADd .... agree with ScnaIOtS FalrcIolh, SaaIol:um. Loll" act! <lma:tm, • """'" in thclr 

lottc:rto the Filt3l1OC Committee that aIIY!!ltemjrt at welfare noflmi> that fails to ~edgo 

iUegitilM<:y ... one ofthe key f'ngl.,... drivillg we\lln dop<mlkDcy will itoolfpnivc .. fall",e. , 


Out-of-WI:dIock ~ is a strong pmd.lctor ofp<Ml'tY. lUll! unwed molhczs ""' farmorc 
liI:ely both to rely all government to lIIIPJlOZIlbcir childrc:ll act! 10 ipeIId mo:e )'<!8B 011 ~ 
once CII.rOllod.. Ma_, children bom oUlSido oflIWiiago are _likely to ~ 011 wel.mre 
and to give bU!h to iUealJ'lmalo child:ea when'dwy nacludulthoo<L :a-!1!qitimacy fi:cds 
boIh povaty on<! ilSClf, w... is 110 ....:111>1" _ to believe that WO _~!he tmu!em 
~ ofwelfare depeDdosI~ act! family 1nilkdo_1IIlti1 WI> addre. iUegitimafy, 

Tho "0_ofthe welfare debate over the last year indicates that III amaringly t:.,:oad. blpartisaD 
coalition. incIudUia; ov"" Bill Clinloll, DOW _ thai megilimaey is one oflhecemrol poobI.emc , 
to be'add:csse<lln tho welfille dobaIl:; There is lcsSCOII.!I:IlS1I$, ofcourse, OIl!he,defi.aition of1he 
Ill"""'" to address that problem-largely because 110 one knows of&II)' govetllmOl1t program '!bat 
i... likely to roc1uoolUogIllmate ~0_tho loIIg-tezm .. """'inatiasl'Nh bcn.1its for 
unWlOd mo!ltezs. A l1Il!ior change in the behavio: ofroqDIIm act! WOlD@. ,.j!J'_oIIiy 'WbcII 
tho PJQspcct ofbavintla child out ofwecIlook bean such immedi.... , Wl.(Iible ee6nom!c 
oo_~ that those 00_ovcmde all othereollSidm.t.iODL 

http:etIlPlrlc.al
http:I!lil.UI
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Only by bi.stori<:al aoci4eal wore IlI)Vo'Od IDIlIhMo - of IIDi1' sao - ""'" iAcIudecI j.n.1Iie AF'DC 
proa:nun. 1'......P<tlcim:. ~RooIcvclI', Sc=rcIary ofLabor and cbieflllCbllec; of 
wel5p policy. opposCd extcIIdlng federal mlltI_ts to 'mm"""'d I1I<!!hc:a '*'apse ab.c 
~ tIw subsidia:i.og WoBltiwal;y wou14 c:sc;aIlIe 1IImiIy break4Dwl1. Itwatild be tto= at 
best iftbto...m..1 maJarily III the SeIIIIc ware to &d1bmJ&elVCItc. tIJc ~ of1liemostlibenl ' 
membu OftlJc R.ooSC\'Olt AdminiSlratio.u because!:boy rr4ecta1!hat intui1ioJl..,pw cou6'''I<4l>:r 
yemofsad~, 

B)' m.lU<Ii.a8Il>o family "Po Il>o too.u m<>lhcr ~D, BOd Il>o 1lI.~ raljo·in tbto wioIJiw 
bill. WI: bave th4opportwlit:ytosdmula!e'a~ offamily~in~1taIc. 
Failuno even to addreas ilI'sitimecy. by ~ dnatc:as. to place ..P<Omi= 0.. fac1ioMI 
bidcerhla that wW procl1l<lc DIfJI meauingl\tl disc:u.s.dcI1 ofwclfare Jcl'onn.1his)'blr. And &ilu:e 
to ftlrge COi!I.J(_ in ao e1ecti"" season OIl"" istne asl\mdft!ZlCll!41 as wcIfare ~wiI1 ahnost 
\aMiably .... """"1"" oollfi4oGoo tIw Il>o RDpubli-.. cIc.scImo 10 dcIWc Iho l'uIl/.n: otlhe 'IIIeIfate 
state, IIllIIll:ll... r.~ain the White Howse. ! 

Sincecely. 

~.ef]~ ~G'r 
Oery 1.. Bauer Blirm Lopina " 
Pamily R...-:h CounQ.I Cb!iaIiIID Coalition:' 

~~ 

Reverend Louis P. Sheldon P4mwd P-.on 

Trio4It.ioi.aI Val".... Cotl!liOll , l'JOJCIl\ II .. ' 


, ' 

http:Trio4It.ioi.aI
http:subsidia:i.og
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SumrnatY of Gtamm (!I.·TX), Faircloth (R.(;) Well"", Reform p...,.. {".<Inference 6121195, 

The followi"~ member> attended and m..de briel 0p"ni',g remarks: Senators Gramm (R· 
TX), Faircloth (R·NC), Craig IR-ID), Helms (R-NC), Kyi (R-I\Z); Representatives 
Hutchinson (R-AR), Talent (R-MO), Other notables: Robert Rector <if the Heritage 
Foundation, Nelson Rockefeller from Senator Bob Dole's offl~", 

Remarks: 

The highlights of member', remancs are as follows: 	 I 

I ., Cramm (R·TX): H" r.iterated the commitment of the Republican Party in the 
House Contract with America and the Senate '7 more in 94:' plan to dramatically 
reform the welfare system, He criticized the Packwood mark for falling short of 
the will of the American ;reapl. and the Republican majority, According to 
Gramm, the mark is discr<!dited by preserving the JOBS program (he claims 
[)"mocrats are offering an amendment to strike 108S from the Packwood bill as 
weill, exempting 94'.i; of welfare programs (according to th~ Heritage Foundation) 
from the block grants, and maintaining l00'J. of existing th~ federal mandates to 
the states. Granun further claimed th.lt the {conservative} mandates the American 
people voted for last fall were lett out of the bill completely. 

Gramm stated that he does not support the PaCi<wood mark as r~l'Orted out of 
committee, and will oppose it on the floor unless changes are made. He then 
ou.lill"; two ways the bill could b. co,,""""', !) create a sin~le block grant of all 
welfare programs (AFDC, Housing, Food Stamps, Medicaid., and Child Carel with 
00 restriction on expenditures except for requiring states to' serve needy people, Or 
2) adopt the House approach by broadening the II""" of the block grant and 
including provisions on the family cap, denying benefits to: teen mothers, and 
denying benefits to immigrants. and mandatory work requirements,, 

a 	 Faircloth (R-Nq; :;ee attached statem""t, Faircloth char.ct ..... zed the Packwood 
mark as "more of the same. " 

i 
a 	 Craig (R-IDI: Stated the Packwood mark locks in place a failed system. 

, 	 I 

o 	 Helms (R-NO; I\(,;t.:u~ welfare programs of being an invitation to corruption. 
I, 

o 	 Kyl (R·AZl: Criticized the Packwood mark for basing the new block grant system 
on the old AfDC allocation formula. aod not on the numlier of children in 
poverty in a stale, 
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f1tJ!chlnson ,/R-AR}! Stilted th 

flexibi/ily, redUCed QU(-of~1gO:I• .ofWelfare reform should be ihcreasPd sr.", 
reqUirements C/ ' ac binhs, and lough, """"i"S(ul Work 
C._ . ' aimed the PackwOod mark strikes OUl in al/ three areas. Feels the
""1Iate Fmance bill has notliing in common With House bill which jeopordi~esany ~Iut;on in the conference committee. '. 

o Talen! (R-MO): Slaled the goals of Welfare reform are '~nll!henln8 (dfTlilies and, 
requiring real WOrk, not juS! Creating bl""" grants and Sa"ing money" 

S!!nil~ RI:ouhlican SUPI2QJl-::m and F.lrc[ot sal I ,Y, : , h 'd hfl h.vo at le,sl 20 
Senators that share th.Ir con , , the 1995 

]SaMe of tile Deb,;.te-Gramm characterIZed . ,. the welf..,.., reform debate .~ 
version of th~ healthear. debate. . h II immigrants 

'1 g~ Imml&ranIli-Gramm said t at a ,~ lfurc Refprm EM; y , .ve basis. ISbnuld~enied benefits on a praspeCh, . Social MilDdal!!$­
should be cb Im;oosiil!!lllwltO , 

Block Grant APDQIiI f both approaches,.:Isn't SUDWrliQg A pyre'tree bill takes the worst 0 :
No, the finance Comml , 

, 
" 

, , 
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