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Materials from 6/21/95 Welfare Reform Press Conference (Senate)

 Attendees: Senators Gramm (R-TX), Faircloth (R-NC), Craig (R-ID),

Helms (R-NC), Kyl (R-AZ); Representatives Hutchinson (R-AR), Talent (R-MO)

Attached:

) Staternent by Sen. Faircloth (R-NC} ;
¢ Summary of "Missing” Provisions in Packwood Mark (Faircloth)
o Letter from conservative interest groups criticizing the Packwood mark
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Fefreloth Statememt - Waltaro Pross Confarogice €/21/95

"Aw mogt of y'ou know, batore coming o the Sanxte iy Jarmry of 1993, § spont. 45
yoars in thn private snctor ivesting a payroll 23 2 businessmar; and a farmer,

Ikmwwwmnmmmﬂmmﬁm&mkmm weiths your
business, you had better fix it g mlﬂnﬁwxwﬂ%haqw&&wﬁtm M&my
fix i, or elve you wh! be out of business.

U&MM%Y the Finance Lommitten’s weifers
of wallars dependency, It mecely tinkers srcund the edpes, pretending 1o bo roform, and it
we da not fix this peobilen there our country Is golng 10 §o WWW MQ&’!WS
the warking waptysrs of thix coordry have puf up 354 u of thelr hard-oamed doflary
in 2 fatfod offort to weud wollare dependenty and we have povorty today then when
wa startad,

The Finance Commitise bl dosg not ovan address or aftampt to fix the protilem
st is the root cause of welfare dependency: Megiimacy - tha rise In outof- wodlock -
birtha. This is umsecoptablo.

The Finence Committee bil dm not include aity provision to take sway the current
cash incantve Tor yoing women to have children out of wadkick. . The Senate shooid
foliow the House's axample and dary direct eash beneflts to women under ‘18 who have
chitdran cut-ofuwediock. The Senate should szo intiude a fertily ool én bonedits 10 ke
away the sash memfw for weltare mothers which uwmx sOstinuaus oubahwafiock
birthe. -

The Frueres Cotnmittes Bl stnported by Cheirman ood and Jenstor Dole
ma;wiwamm&vﬂw?&uﬁmﬁﬁwm’ﬁm DR wihich swys,
“mariags Is the foundaton of & suscesstd society.” myazimmwmﬁ;itm
smumntbemﬁemm

Sineo my complign fer the Bonnte in 1992, 1 have muds R choor that snyens
feceiving wallere benefity thould hyve to work for those ben.em, wockfare not walfare.
mmmmmmmmmﬁmmwmﬁmu
mothers 1o wark. Due to numetous ohioctions, the bill has beon medifled, but will remain
p?t‘fuﬁymatbziu WOEK DRI ES,

mmmeﬁnnynmmmMmhamyw

performance veguicement for poaple dolng community service work.  That mwans (hat yes
den't get your benefits unless you do the work. umummmwm your boratits
are raduced on & pro rata bawiy, {1 only makes common semise that s waliarg rocigient
shouldn’t get pald for work ot dona. | can senure you Bt i 45 yeare of businous, !
never knowingly peid for work that wasn's dowes, 50 | soe no Tsaton ™ et wolfere
racipiants any differcntly. Howawar, the Finence Sommitioe mm‘%W¢amf for
parformantt work provixion. This i imaccaptable. : '

"

) zhevamgewuwmmmmmymmmmwzm

mhm zmmmz’s‘mb&?&mwmm;mmmmd
drn depandancy - Hegitim 1 wnry pe0

m iy my wnry poterapt ot genuing roforn will fall wnd wo will

Serfous, futdamernal chenges need 10 be made in this Bl and 4 have tried 1o
sunvince the leadarsip 61 at. So far, | bave hed no succesd, Thareforw, [ have wo
chaino&uﬁmﬁwmth«h&!inhsmntfomhﬂnmllmnh #

Comact Tors Roddis/ Heide Wood 1209} 994 7158 |
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Pruvisimzs in Packwooed Welfare “Reform”: Repér;t No. 104-96

H

ISSUE #1 - ILLEGITIMACY
The Packwood bill hes no provisions to reduce illegitimacy. |

1) The bill strikes the housc provision prohibiling the use af ﬁ:deml funds to give
cash aid 10 unmarried mothers under age 18.

2) The bill stnkes the “family ¢ap” provision of the House bil] pro&bximg the us'e of
federal funds to give added cash benefits to mothers who have added chzidren while
already eryolled in AFDC. .

3) Strikes the finémg% from the House bill showing that illegitimacy has harmful
social and personal consequences. The elimination of this language will make it
" impossible to design and operate welfare policies intended to discourage illegitimacy.

" The @u;srezm Court has held that In order for goverument policy to distinguish between
marriage and illegitimacy and to devise policies to discourage the latier, ‘the governmept
must demnnstrate that a compelling social interest is served. The findings section of the
House bill was intended to demonstrate that the povermument does have a compelling
interest in redusing illegitimacy. With this language removed, it is most likely that
weltare policies at the federal of state level to reduce illegitimucy will bf blocked by the

. courts. ) :

4 Strikes the House provision that requires mothers pwspectwcly cmi ing in
AFDC to establish patemity (with some exceptions).

5 Stdke:é the illegitimacy ratio provision from the House bill which increases state’s
: block grant if the state reduces illegitimacy without a comresponding increase in abortions,

ISSUE #2 - GUTTING WORK REQUIREMENTS

1) " The bill climinates all work requirernents on single mothers. The Hmuse hill |
required a specified percentage of the AFDC case logd to engage in work activities, The
Packwood bill guts that by substituting work and education in place of work.

2)  The House bill required AFDC-UP fathers to be placed in a “pay-for-
performance” work program, if the fathers fafled to ptrfam: the mqmmd numi:fsr of hours
of work each wccic their benefits are cut pro rata.

3) The bill eliminates the I{z}usc provision which gives‘szaw&f ¢redit for caseioad
reduction for purposes of meeting their “work™ goals. The ¢limination of this provision
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converts the entire bill into a massive ultra-expensive train ing and make-work
bomd{}ggle The bill mandates tha: 2 million welfme recipients must E:c n mpcmwe
training or CETA work programs in the year 2000,

4) The Packwood bill creates a system svaluating and ranking state work and

training programs that is purely liberal. Under this system, which measures only welfare
exits, not reductions in applications and caseload, Michacl Dukasis would be deemed
more successful than Tommy Thompson,

5} The Packwood bill eliminates the House provision which cncauréges {but does
not require} states to focus work requirements first on singlz mothers who do not have
pre-school children, Without this provision, state bureanceats will foous training

programs on single mothers with infants and then complain that they cannot meet faéml

standards because the feds did not give them enough money for daycare !

ISSUE #3 - DECEIVING YOTERS

P.gas8s

One of the preatest obstacles 1o welfare teform over the last fiftesn years has been

the fact that weifare burcaucracies deliberately use phory statistics in order to create the
Hlusivs of iefonw. Specifically voters and policy makers have boen misled by statisties
which cluim thet large numbers of welfare recipients are requzred to mrk when in fact
few are, - _

An important feature of this deccpticzé is what might be called the “game of the
shrinking denominator.” Example: burcaucrats may claim 50 percent of welfare '
recipients are required to work. What legislators and the public are not told is that vast
ruunbers if welfare recipients have been have been quistly excluded fwm the countand |
have been ormitted from the denominator in the caleulation. When the numbers are
presented in terms of the overall welfare caseload the apparent lovel of requzwi work will
full dmmaizmiiy {tv 20 or 25%).

The clear purpose of playing the shrinking denominator game is (o mislead.
Historically, both the public and legislators have been bamboozled by this sort nf

statistical legerdemain.

HR. 4, the House Welfare Bill, deliberate]y abolished the “shrinking
denominator” ploy. Work requirements and participation rates presented are honestly in
terms of the whole AFDC caseload. The intention is to make the numbers clearly
understood by policy ~makers and the public. ‘The Packwood bill deliberately overturns
this and returns W the gase of ausleading numbers and shrinking d:mmmzoz: which
 has been such an impediment to real reform in the past.



.
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The only purpose of Packwood’s statistical distortion is to deceive, 1o create the
appearance that reform is far bolder that it really is. Liberals have aizim& this ploy for
vears; real reformers should steer clear of it.

Packwdod staffers have already attempted o use the shnnic zhc depominator game
to mislead Senate staffors by claiming that the participation requirements are higher in the
Packwood bill than in the House bill, This is untrue; they h:zvz s:mpiy mmgiaé the -
numbers in order to confuse.

I1SSUE #4 - PRUHIBITING WORK BY RETAINING JOBS

The Packwood bill retains nearly 2l the restrictions of the cxlstxné JOBS ,
program. This effectively prohibits any state from maintaining a real w::»zk pmgram The
JOB restrictions include: [

Employment Displacerent The bill asserts that “No work mlgnfnmz gnder the

program shall result in -- the displacement of any currently employed worker or
pesition.” The bill further prohibits any employer from placing 3 %eifare recipient in an

~open job.slot if the employee has ever “miuzsed its workforce”

There are scveral tonsequences of these provisions, A municigaigovemmmt
vannot create “workfare slots” for welfare rpcipimta by meving normal empioyees into

© other functions and thereby opening up vacancies which can be filled by workfare

participants. The provision that no “position” can be displaced effectively means that no
job or task which currently is pm‘z;zmcd by & pormal employee can ever be converted into
a workfare slot even if the position is vacant. The provision barring workfare slots for

+ any craployer which hss sver “reduced its workforce™ effectively places & guaranteed

- floor on the leve! of employment in municipal governments and says ﬁ}a{ a municipality

may not repiar.:c normal employses with workfare pamclpanzs when job sk}% become
vacant through natural employee attrition. . ‘

P.23-88

A

Prohibition on Pay for Performance Most welfare reforms envision i&qniﬁng some -

welfare to perform commaunity service work in exchaz:gc for their benefits (je., workfare)
an essential element of a successful workfare peogram is that the pmgram be based on

“pay for performance.” Under a pay for performance system the recipient does not
receive bonefits until ke or she has suecessfully complered the work assignmeny. 1fthe
recipient fails to perforn the required number of howrs or work (without a valid excuse)
the benefits are reduced pro rata. Example: an individual rsceived $500,month in
benefits and was required to work 100 hours. If the individua! worked o:z}.y 90U hours the
benefits would be cut by 10% to $450,
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\ Pay for performance has beea shown to cuteaselnads dramatically. bug it has
rarely been tried becauss HHS has sought to prohibit it. HHS has always maintzined
under both Republican and Democratic presidents that pay for perfomaiice is uttetly
prohibited under JOBS. Unless JOBS.is eliminated or there is explicit language -
Wattmg pay for performance this prohibition will certainly wrztrnue

‘ Programs. The bill cmztzzzzzes 1o directly apply the
ﬁnldbm&ﬁ:lli rulc 10 3I£ wcrk a.zzd JOBS - programs, This requires 2 formal hearing
and third party adjudication for any action, sanction, or alteration of benefits. This rule
has atways beon a major streight jacket crippling the administration of %eifaze programs.
Historically, this rule has niade it very difficult to reguire responsible behavwr from
. welfare recipients. It makes any scheme which links the level of benefits to performance
of work, education, or other activities virtually impossible to.operate. - Finally, the rule
makes “pay for performance” workfare completely impossible since if the recipient fails
(Vs p@f‘fcm thc required hours of work, the benefits cannot be docked wxzhout & formal

] - ge S : - Under a wage supplement prﬂgram welfare benefits
are vonver texi into a wagt, subsid;y to crployses, The employer receives the value of
individual’s welfare benefits divectly from the state, The employer then cmpleys thie
welfare recipient and pays the recipient a wage which includes the subsidy from the
government, plus in most cases, an emiployer”s. contribution to the wage. "'Wage
supplementation thus lowers the iabar costs and makes it easier for cmployers to employ

. welfare recipicnts. i
. i

The Packwood bill contains unnecessary restrictions on work supplementation,
First, an individual’s panticipation in wage suplementation is unnecessarily limited 10 12
months. Second, after a welfare recipient has participated in work supplementation for
13 weeks, the welfire recipient must be given all the rights and privileges of & normal
employee, inciuding, in some cases, union representation, grievance rights, pension
rights, vacation an sick leave rights. This makes it far less likely that employers will
participate in work supplementation,

q el . perience. The mszmg restrictions on hours of work under
CWEP are rezamed In z}m zvamgt: stafe, recipients could be required tsz work only about
22 hour per week. This amounts to 8 wage rate of about $10.50 per hour when the
combined value of AFDC, Food Stamps, and Medicaid is considered. . After a recipient
has been in « CWEP slot for § months they must be pald the prwanimg wage of normal
emplovess performing similar work. In most localities this means union scale wages.
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Q.o.als_nLIQB_&Bmgum The specified gaatg of the JOBS program are very much
oriented to raising job skills and providing tratsing. The goals of JOBS do not inclide
reducing caseload or making recipients-provide a social contribution or labot in exchange
for benefits (workfar). The absence of these items as goals will provide plenty of fodder
for left wing attorneys seeking 1o block conservative workfare programs. It will also
ensure that' HHS burcaucrals issue regulations restricting real workfare. :

uirg erage. The bill retains the provision of existing
2aw requiring that statcs opcratc a JOBS program in every political sub- dzvzsz{m within
the state, However, it is very possible that a state might not need or wish to run JOBS in
all Jocalities. Mareover, HHS bureaucrats are likely to write regulations which expand’
this provision and require state to provide a wide range of services and training programs
in each locality. ,

|
Emploxability Rian. The bill retains the provision from existing law requiring that the
state negotiate an individual employability plan with cach recipient participating in
JIOBS. This cumbersame and pointless provision sheuld be termed the “full-employment
for social workers act.™ It can greatly and unnecessarily expand the cost of operating

work and training programs. |
|
i

F.g7/83



15143 FROM TH REED P.BB/G3

JUN-21-1855
PO 2l *95 92:18 1D 2284140 FROM: . Te% Fe

June 21, 1998

The Honoreble Lauch Faircloth
Unitoed Stetes Senate
Washington, 12.€, 20510

. Dear Seoator Faircloth:

On behalf of the millions of memnbers of ow collective orgasiztions, we believe that the welfive
bill meust include the family cap, the teen mother “child exclusion,” the illegitimary rutio, &
requirement that atates set numerical goals for the meduction of out-ofewediock birthe, and ™
emapitcal findings detailing the disastrous affests of illegitimacy, We find it very difGeult to
support the cumrent bill, which makes no meaningful attampt t curt the sharp increase in out-of-
wedlock births, méwmge&eSmmlmptomdmmwwﬁcmmm
bym&hmaféwmmm

By aliowing fasuonﬂwamuswémpubhcmofﬁwdm wejeow&umr
opportunity t claim credit for shared accomplishments, like ending the entitlement status of °
welfare, that e already close to fact. We also run 2 very real risk of coding the issue to thase
'whnmnorzaimfom. .

Yet.web»:zmazha:poktm}mty;sammry:fappkedmﬂywrbayaweofm
ideas. And we agree with Senstors Falrcloth, Santorum, Lott, and Gramum, wha wrote in their
[etter to the Finance Commines that any attampst at welfare reform tat fulls to scknowiedpe
illegitimacy a1 one of the key engisag driving welfare dependency will itsclf prove a faiture.

Qut-of-wedlock pregnancy is a strong predicter of poverty, snd unwed mothers are far more
likely both to rely on government to support their children and 1o spend moze years on welfwe
once earolled. Morsover, children born outside of mariage are more Hicely to depend on welfars
-and t¢ give birth to illegitimate children when they reack adulthood. Because illegittmacy foods
both poverty and itself, there is no credible reason to believe that wWe can reverse the tandem
weqsds of welfuze dependency and family breakdown until we address illegitimagy.

The course of the welfare debate over the last year indicates that as amazingly broad, bipartisan
coalition, including even Bill Clintop, now agrees that illegitimacy is one of the eagtral problams .
to be addreysed in the welfare debate. There is less consensus, of course, on ths definition of the
tneans to address that problem -~ largely because no one knows of eay government program that
is &s likely o reduce ilegitdmate pregoancles over the Jong-term a5 teaninating ¢ash benefits for
unwed mothers. A major change in the bebaviar of young men and women will'ocaur only when
the prospect of having s child out of wedlock bears such immadiate, w&iemmmic
consequences that those concerns overrids all other considerations. X
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Only by historical accident were uswed mothery — of eny age — ever included in the AFDC
program. Frances Petkins, President Roosevelt’s Secretary of Labor and ¢hief architect of
welfare policy, opposed extending fedaral entitlements to unmmarried mothess becanse she
forcsaw that subsidizing illegitiacy would escalats Bimily breakdown. It woyld be ironic at
best if the current majority o the Seaate wete to find thetnsalves & the left of the miost liberal .
mamber of the Roosevelt Administration mwmmmmmagwww

years of sad experience,

ﬁghdu&ng&sﬁmny%mmnwﬁamﬁﬁomm&%wcmmhmm
mevemWwwmﬁmaﬁmafm&mmmwm :
Failure even to address illegitimacy, by contrast, Sreatens to place & premiun on factional
bickering that will preciude any meaningful discussion of welfare reform this year. And failure
1o forge conscnsus in an election season og an issue as fundamental as welfare reform will almost
inavitably undermine eanfidonocs that the Republicans deserve to defiue the future of the welfare
state, much less regain the White House. o 1

Sincerely, | ' -
%-fﬁw | - &%ciaﬁ-.

| Gery L. Bauer ' , Brist Lopina

Fargily Rescarch Council | ‘ %&mu&abﬁw
@@ ddell, Lt
Phyllis Schlafiy |

Eagle Forum :

* Reverend Lovis P. Sheldon : Pdmund Peterson K

Traditional Vaiues Coalition S . Projeex 21
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Summary of Gramm {R-TX), Faircloth (RC) Welfare Reform Press Conference 621793

!
t

Atiendges;
The following members attended and made brief opening remarks: Senators Gramm (R-
TX), Faircloth (R-NC), Craig (R1D), Helms (R-NC), Kyl {R-AZ); Representatives

Hutchinson (R-AR}, Talent (R-MO}, Other notables: Robert Rector of the Heritage
Foundation, Nelson Rockefeller from Senator Bob Dole's office.

H
H

Remarks:
The highlights of member's remarks are as follows: i

z
o Cramm (R-TX): He reiterated 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. Me criticized the Packwood mark for falling short of
the will of the American people and the Republican majority. According to
CGramm, the mark is discredited by preserving the JOBS program ¢he claims
Demncrats are offering an amendment to strike JOBS from the Packwood bill as
welll, exempting 84% of waifare programs {according to the Heritage Foundation)
from the block grants, and maintaining 100% aof existing the federal mandates to
the states. Grania further claimed that the (consarvative) mgndates the American
people voted for last fall were left out of the bill completely.

Gramm stated that he does not support the Packwood mark as reported out of
commitiee, and will oppose it on the floor unless changes are made. He then
outlined two ways the bill could be corrected: 1) create a single block grant of all
welfare programs (AFDC, Housing, Food Stam;zs Medz::ald _and Child Care} with
no restriction on expenditures except for requining states 10 serve needy people, or
2} adopt the House approach by broadening the base of the bfock grant and
including provisions on the family cap, denying benefits to teen mothers, and
denying benefits to immigrants, and mandatory work reqwlremenis

a Faircloth (R-NCJ; See aﬁacb@d staterrenit, Faircloth characzanmd the Packwond
mark as "more of the same.”

i
o Craig (R-ID); Stated the Packwood matk locks in place a faiiied systern.
0 Helms (R-NCh Accused welfare programs of being an inw%aﬁcm to corruption.
o Kyl (R-AZ): Criticized the Packwood mark for basing the new block grant system

on the oid AFDC allocation formuia, and not on the number of children in
;xwezty in a state.
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ppont-GCramm and Fairciot

Senatws thatsh&m mr concerns, i said they have at teast 20

L
Natyre of the Debate-Gramm characterized the wel
are f d
version of the heafthcare debate. reform debate as 25';3 1995

o[ ants-Gramm said that all immigrants
shouid be demed benef;ts on a prospectwe basis.

No, the?mam:e Commrtmbni takes the wom of bath appmaches o

P.a3783



