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July 8, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: Bruce Reed
Ken Apfel
SUBJIECT: ‘ Major Issues —— Wisconsin Waiver

Here is 2 bricf summary of issues the White House necds to resolve in the noxt few
days so that the President can announce the Wisconsin waiver next week,

I Overview

On May 29, Gov. Thompson delivered a 400-page request for specific waivers of 69
AFDC, 18 Medicaid, and S Feod Stamp provisions. HHS sees ne problem with at least 54 of
the 69 weifare provisions and 7 of the 18 Medicaid provisions. USDA has more Himited
waiver authority (it cannot allow changes that would make any familics worse off), but most
of the waivers can be worked out.

The carlicst the waiver can be approved without legal challenge is July 11, which
marks the end of 30-day perod for public comment. Dole stopped in Wisconsin last week to
attack the Administration for not getting the waiver done yet. Last month, the House
overwhelmingly passed a bill to deem the entire Wisconsin walver approved, but the Scnate 18
iess likely 1o move that legislation -~ unless we stir it up again by turning down too much.

Ik, Major Policy Issues

, There are two schools of thought on how to approach the major remaining policy and
legal issues in the Wisconsin plan. One approach, advocated by HHS, is to treat Wisconsin
as another waiver request, and try t0 hold the linc on a handful of issues = time limits,
residency requircements, ctc. - that HHS has denicd states in the past, The other approach
would be to treat Wisconsin as the political cquivalent of another welfare reform bill, and
judge its clements based on what we are willing to accept or reject in national legislation
from Congress. The first approach would deny Wisconsin some provisions ¢ven though states
could do them under the Breaux-Chafee welfare bill we support. The second approach
would take the same position on Wisconsin that we have staked out in the sational debate:
yes (0 a work—based welfare block grant, no fo a Medicaid block grant.



1. Medicald: On Medicaid, the statc will get very little of what it asked for.
Although the health plan wag designed te expand coverage up to 165% of poverty by placing
welfare reeipients in managed care, we will have 1o reject the basic framework, which is a
block gramt that ends the Medicaid guarantee. HCFA is also firmly opposed to allowing
premiums of $20 a month and foreing recipients to accept insurance from their employer if i
is available. However, we can grant a pending Medicaid 1915¢(b} waiver that wil! place
welfare recipients in managed care and use the savings to cxpand coverage, and pledge o
keep working with the state to approve as much of the W-2 waiver as we can while
preserving the guarantee. As always, budget neutrality will be a problem. The Medicaid
provisions are the primary reason we necd to keep Congress from passing legislation to deem
[the waiver approved, becanse such a bill would be their current reconciliation package in
minfature —— generally acceptable welfare roform linked to unaceeptable Medicaid,

2. Time Limits: The Wisconsin plan includes a S-year lifetime Hmit, like our bill
and all the major congressional plans., The issue for the waiver is whether to imposc terms
on who should pet extensions to the time limit,. Wisconsin wants to leave that decision to the
discretion of the caseworker. In other states, HHS has always forced states to accept
mandatory extensions for anvone who reaches the time Hmit and can't find a job. The one
exception is the two-county walver we granted Wisconsin in 1993, which essentially left that
decision to the stafe,

We have two realistic options: 1} allow the state to implement the exact terms
statewide that we granted in 1993; or 2} Iet the state dovelop its own terms, Under the first
option, Thompson could only complain a little, since he has bragged in the past that his two-
county waiver was the toughest in the country.  Under the second option, the state could do
what it will be able 10 do anyway if welfare reform becomes law. As a practical matter,
Wisconsin will probably implement the same rules whichever option we choose. (Mary Jo
Bane favors a third option, to "clarify” the 1993 terms along the Hues of what HHS has
demanded from other states - but others at HHS consider this a non—starter, since it would
enrage Thompson without enabling us to say he had agreedd to the same terms once before.)

3. Entitlement: The toughest issuc in the entire waiver is how best to make sure that
recipients get jobs and child care, without handing Thompson the chance to claim we vetoed
his waiver by Insisting upon an individual entitlement, which we have not done in the
congressional debate. The intent of the Wisconsin plan is to provide enough work and child
care to go around, and to use some savings from caseload reduction toward that purpose, but
like Breaux—Chalce and other congressional reform bills, there is no explicit guarantec.
Indeed, the Wisconsin statute specifically denies that any individual is entitled to such
benelis,

The Wisconsin legislature enacted a specific non-contitlement provision, for two
reasons: 1) the major national welfare reform bills end the enmtitlement; and 2} the state
wanted 1o avoid the duc~process constraints of Goldberg v. Kefly, a 1970 Supreme Court case
which requires states to grant a recipient notice and an evidentiary hearing (including the
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opportunity to submit evidence, cross-cxamine opposing witnesses, and retain a lawyer)
before terminating any benefits to which the recipient has a statutory entitlement.  Wisconsin
is willing to provide certain post-termination opportunitics for revicw, but argues that
requiring a full evidentiary hearing before terminating benefits would make it easicr for
recipients to get around work reguirements, and would keep the system looking more like a
welfare program than the real world of work.

There is no having it both ways on this question: any outright guarantee will maintain
the individual entitlement and the consequent due process safeguards, even if we call it an
assurance or something else. HHS would like to do just that, and impose due process
procedures that go much further than the state proposed. That would have the advantage of
protecting recipients if the state runs out of money. On the other hand, it might prompt
Thompson to reject the terms of the waiver, claim that we had vetoed welfare reformy a third
time in order to preserve the current system, and lobby Congress to pass a full Wisconsin
waiver.

A second approach would be 0 go along with the request to waive the entitlement,
but require the state to "make bost offorts to ensure that those cligible receive services amd
benefits,” Holding Wisconsin 0 a "best efforts” standard would make it easier for courts and
the Administration to review the waiver if Wisconsin fails to provide jobs, and probably
would not be interpreted as an individual entitlement.  Recipients would get the notice and
review proposed by the state, but could not go to court and demand a full evidentiary heaying
prior to any sanction. We can make clear that if the state’ fails to meet this best efforts
standard, we have the authority to revoke its waiver,

A third approach would be to simply give Wisconsin what it wants, by waiving the
entitiement without imposing a best-cfforts standard. That would quiet Thompson, but alarm
advocates (who will be upsct no matter what we doj.

[ et TéR ]

1. Legal Issues

On two of tabor’s main concemns {worker displacement and the mintmum wage}, we
lack the legal authority to grant exactly what the state wanted. The provision that requires
workfare participants to be placed in new {not existing) job vacancies is in a section of the
Social Security Act that cannot be waived under current law.  But every major welfare bill
would remove that provision, so Wisconsin will be free to do what it wants once welfare
reform becomes law. On the minimum wage, we can essentially grant the state's request to
pay participants the mmimum wage for 30 hours a week of work but not additional hours of



education and training.  But the state will have to reduce hours or raise benefits onee an
increase in the minimum wage gocs into cffect.

[ gmacten’)
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July 11, 1996 (1:34pm)
Wisconsin Waiver

Status of Waiver

Administeation Astion  On May 29, Gov. "I&mmpmzz delivered 2 400-page request for waivers of
69 A}’i}c 28 Medicaid, and § Food Stamp provisions. The Adminstration is prepared to gram
many of the requested waivers and have been working closely with the State to work out mutually
agreesble alteroatives i some problem areas. However, a number of critical issues remain
unresolved. Changes made by the State since its oniginal waiver request raised some additional
concerns. Some waiver requests the Executive Branch cannot legally grant - such as more
stringent Food Stamp sanctions, changes to Foster Care, minimum wage and other labor issuss in
work programs, and receiving AFDC funds without providing State matching funds.

Last week, Dole stopped in Wisconsin to attack the Adusinistration for not completing #ts review
of the waiver. Howeyer: the earliest the waiver can be approved without legal cmﬁmg@ July
11 — which marks the end of the required 30-day period for public comment.

Wimm waiver appwved, after defeating an Obey-Kleczka substitute i6 (ot
The Senate is less likelysatagye sm‘aia: legaslation bmau&e of the range ofprocedural optwns

parts of the waiver request having 1o do with werkcr

inistration received comments on this demonstration from an
mmciy large pumbey eaf mgazmm representing program recipients; providers of social
servives including child care; state and national Iabor organizations, local officials including the
Mayor of Milwaukes; the Catholic archbishop of Milwaukee and representatives of other religious
groups; members of the state legisiature and members of the State’s congressional delegation. In
addition, thousands of private citizens participated in letter campaigns or signed a petition to the
department regarding this waiver application. With few exceptions, the individuals and
organizations urged denial of modifications of the waivers. The objections focused espevially on
the lack of guarantees of services and jobs, on various provisions that make families worse off,
ad on privatization, displacement and the minirum wage,

Key Elements of AFDC Waivers

Work Program Wisconsin's waiver would replace AFDC s cash welfare system with a program
that provides temporary jobs slots {generally up to five years).  The State would pay privaie
sector of local government contractors fixed amounts 1o provide job slots to those applicants the
contractor deems eligible. After a two-week job search, an applicant would be placed in one of
four prograimns -- an unsubsidized work or job search (where some child care assistance would be
available), a trial subsidized job, or one of two types of community service jobs.

27189
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Wisconsin projects this plan would cut welfare caseloads in half. As an incentive 10 reduce
welfare caseloads, contractors could retain funds from bigher-than-expected caseload reductions,
and generally would have to pay the costs of lower-than-budgeted caseload reductions.

Beouefits Assistance would be based solely on the hours of work — no work, no money.
Accordingly, benefits would not be adjumé based op family size. Since families would be
reqmmd 10 provide co-payments for using child care services, benefits could decline with larger

LSiake sod bt

{izscrenou, with no right 1o ak ».'__-r. to the Stats> Extensions 10 the vrme limit for those who "play
by the rules” would also be at the contractor’s discretion. It is unclear whether any housing

vouchers for childres would be available after the time limit,

Key Elements of Medicaid Waivers

MPadid
The waiver would end the Federal entitlement 1o Medicaid for poor families with children. Inits
place, families below 165% of poverty would pay a premium for more Bmited coverage than is
available under Medicaid. Those who fail to pay premiums, those who drop out of the program,
and most of those with access to employer-sponsored coverage would be ineligibie.

MAJOR POLICY ISSUES
There are two ways of approaching the major remaining policy issues in the Wisconsin plan.

v QOne approach is to base policy judgements on the prnciples that the Administration has
consistently articulated in its own legislative proposals, and that have provided the basis
for previous approvals of waiver demonstrations. For example, we would ask whether the
provisions are consistent with the protections for children advocated by the
Administration. We could also use the standard of consistency with the principle of
assuring jobs, health care and child care that both the President and Governor Thompson
have articulated in describing the Wisconsin waiver.

* An altemative approach is to base policy judgements on what would be allowed under

national legislation that the Administration would be willing to accept — such as the

Breaux-Chafee welfare bill - Srather than what the Administration wants fiom Congxmj

omed prowpb e E2ctar rradio fom Topion.

The first approach would deny some provisions of the Wisconsih waiver that the State would be
allowed to implement under the Breaux-Chafes welfure bill / The second agproach would anger
mMcmﬁmmms and set a new standard for waivers. Many States that have
received waivers would want to renegoriate the existing protections for workers and children, snd
future requests would undoubtedly seek to go even further than Wisconsin,

Entittement and Due Process
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Background.

The toughest issue in the entire waiver is how best to make sure that recipients get jobs and child
care, without handing Thomzhechmewciaimwcmméhiswaimbyimisﬁngupwm
individual entitlement to welfare, which we have not done in the congressional debute. (We have,
however, pressed Congress fo @o},‘? tronger due process protections than Wisconsin proposes.
The stated intent of the Wisconsin plan is to provide encugh work and child care 10 go around,
and to use savings from cases ag reduction toward that purpose, but there is no explicit
guarantee. The Wisconsiar§tatue specificaily denies that any individual is entitled to a job slot.
The problem is how to sthucturez response and hold them to their stated intemt. Theseis nota
simple mecharzsin for doing this.

The central question is whether to waive paragraph 402(10%A) of the Social Security Act, which
is the basis of the entitlement to assistance. That paragraph reads:

"[The State plan for aid end services to needy families with children must] provide that all
individuals wishing to make application for aid to families with dependent children shall
have opportunity 1o do so, and that aid to families with dependent children shall, subject to
paragraphs (25) and {26}, be furnished with reasonable promptness to all sligible
individuals™

This paragraph is the basis of the Goldberg v. Keliydue gmcess requiremnents that the State

requests not apply to thelr demenstration. A wide variety of groups oppose a waiver of thus

provision, including among others the Archhishop of Milwaukee, other religious groups, B le
Democratic Congressmen and labor organizations. Governor Thompson and other Republicans in =
Congress are likely to strongly eniticize the Administration if this provision is not waived,

Wisconsin Request

The Wisconsin legislature enacted a specific non-entitlement provision that also kmits due
process, for two stated reasons: 1) The major rational welfare reform bills end the entitlernent;
and 2) the state wanted to avoid the due -process constraints of Goldberg v. Kelly, a 1970
Supreme Court case which requires states to grant a recipients notice and an evidentiary hearing
(inchuding the opportunity subnmt evidence, cross-examine opposing witnesses, and retain a
lawyer) before reducing or terminating any benefits to which the recipient has s statutory
entitlement, Wisconsin argues that requiring a full evidentiary hearing before reducing or
terminating benefits would make it easier for recipients 10 get around work requirements, and
would keep the system looking more like & welfare program than the real world of work, Due
process procedures similar to Goldberg v, Kelly would also make more of the contractors'
decisions appealable 10 the State,

To ensure there is no appearance of entitlement, Wisconsin seeks almost full conteactor discretion
in providing assistance. A contractor could effectively refuse to provide assistance by placing
individuals in permanent unsubsidized job search. Applicants and (former) recipients could appeal
1o State only on matters of mcome eligibility. They could not appeal 10 the Sinte the demial or
terraination of a job opportunity for any other reason.
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The Administration has sought much due process provisions in welfare bills. Both
Castle-Tanmer and Chafee-Breaux are stronger than Wisconsin; the Republican bills are not
much stronger. States would have to s8 specific rules for providing assistance, and follow them.
Applicants and beneficianies could appeal to the State who wrote the rules, not just to a
comtractor that has incentives 10 deny assistance.,

Oui | disces

While the fundamental choice is whether 10 waive the entitlement and the refated due process
protections, the suboptions are as stark, Options include;

. Waiving the entitlernent:
- Waive both the entitlement and due process procedures
- Waive the entitlement, but st up duc process procadures that are fess stringent
than Goldberg v. Kelly

. Not waiving the entitiement;
- Retaining all current due process procedures :
. Specify that Goldberg v. Kelly (including appeals to the State) applies only to the
demial or termination of a job slot, but pot 1o reducing benefits for failure to work,
Allow the State 10 develop ther own procedures zs long as they meet Goldberg v.
Kelly.

Goldberg v. Kelly does not apply o assistance that is discretionary. As a result, watving the
entitlement voids its due process requirements unless some other entitlement is set up in its stead
(such as a guarantee of a job slot). Absent an alternative entitlement, appeal nights would be
those the State proposes unless more substantial ones were required by the waiver terms and
condiions. Added appeal rights might include, for example, a timely post-termmnation evidentiary
hearing before the State. (Goldberg v. Kelly requires a pre-termination hearing),

5710

W
The State says # intends to provide tinely assistance to all who are eligible Thacfe‘fﬁw KD

chear that waiving the entitlement is necessary for Wisconsin to accomplishits goals, UnderW-2,
any entitlement would be very different from the current one. A remaining entitlernent could be
structured so that Goldberg v. Kelly rules applied only to whether or not someone was offered a
job stot or fired, but not to whether their benefit was reduced for failure to work. Current due
process protections are more substantial than Goldberg v. Kelly requires, so the State could be
given substantial flexibility to design its own procedures. This would syfistnsiallyweduce the
burden of fair hearings while providing assurances that a job would be available.

Any due process procedures need to factor m the Anancial meentives contractors will have. They
will be paid based on the number of people they remove ffom the welfare rolls. If fewer prople
leave the rolls than the State budgeted, the contractor would have to pay the added costs (unless
it were dus to mereasing local unemployment rates). Absent nights to appeal to the State,

{ financially strepped contractors may inappropriately deny or terminate job slots to reduce costs,

b 3
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Time Limits

Wisconsin proposes to lupit participation in any one job component of W-2 to two years, with a

five year time Emit on overall participation, Some individuals might effectively have lessthan a

five year oversll time limit. Contractors could provide extensions at their discretion, but generally

would hive 10 pay the costs themselves. These optional extensions would be based in on the

contractors' assessment of an individual's ability to get a job in the local market. Sl
request for an exiension was denied would not have the right to appeal the decision 10 the State.  vaanaad
When an extension was not granted, it is not clear whether any vouchers would be available for G g
children needing assistance to retain housing.

There are three basic options:

» Grant the State's request without further clanification.

- Grant terms identical to those used in the existing "Work, Not Welfare” demonstration

- Use terms similar to "Work, Not Welfare™, but specify that mdidual capacities must be
comsidered when deciding whether to grant an extension to the time linsit,

Wisconsin's current small “Work, Not Welfare” demonstration calls for extension on cash
assistance when local conditions were such that individuals "who play by the rules” could not find
a job. When approving the existing waiver, it was imended that the State's criteria for extensions
should factor in individual's capacities to do worl, and that extension would be granted to those
who met theor. However, the State’s procedures (which have not been used since no one fns
reached the time Bmit yet) look only at local economic conditions and are optional to the counties
rather than mandatory. The waiver also calls for child vouchers for housiag "if a child will be
made homeless as a result of the termunation of benefits”. It is pot clear whether the Stare intends
1o contimie the vouchers under W.2,

The Administration's legislative position has emphasized vouchers for children whose parents
reach the time limit more than extensions for parents who play by the rules but do ot find jobs™ & o
“Work, Not Welfare" provides less in voushers than the Administration has sought. (Jt Sannot be WA—
compared directly to the Castle-Tanner and Chafee-Breaux proposals, they require vouchers in alf oL
cases where the time limit is less than five years. With respect to extensions, the Administzation w A

has sought to increase the number of exemptions Siates could offer, but has not proposed the

specific exemptions it has sought in waivers (such as jobs that are suitable 10 a person’s S
intellectual and other capacitics). On the other hand, it has sought for States to have standard 7
procedures for deciding who got an Mmﬁram than leaving it up to contractors.) M“},ﬁ%
It is unlikely that Wisconsin would use the "Work, Not Welfare™ procedures if W-2 waivers are 14{;‘”‘5"[;’::* ,,.,:Q
granted without modification. The State plans to teave the decision to contractors, and not have
written procedures. Each extension would effectively be patd for by the contractor, not the State,
50 their fnancial incentive would be to deny as many as possible.

as aioiberd
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Similarly, using terms identical to "Work, Not Welfare® would lead 1o a different cutcome. No \
the counties are using State funds when approving an extension. Under W.2, contractors

cffectively use thew own. i
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Medicasd

Wisconsin has submitted a welfare waiver with significant Medicaid financial and programmatic
implications. In connection with the work-based system, the Wisconsin waiver proposes to
provide health insurance to current Medicaid ¢ligibles and expand Medicaid cligibility for all
families and children under 165% of poverty, subject to payment of premiums. Although the plan
would expand coverage to some populations, the plan is predicated on a block grant financing
structure and would eliminate the federal entitlement 10 Medicaid for the AFDC population
(although if passed under cursent law, the waiver would not be structured as a block grant,
despite such rhetoric). If the Admanistration approves the Medicaid proposal, the waiver would
set & precedent for waiving mandatory eligibility and services that states could potentially use to
restrict eligibility when expenditures exceod revenues, Approval of the Wisconsin plas would also
undermine the Admmistration's objection to Republican proposals that deny the federal guarantee
of Medicaid eligibility. The Administration could also be criticized for approving a plan that,
sirrular to the Republican reconciliation package, would link 2 generally acceptable welfare reform
proposal 1o unacceptable Medicaid changes. '

In addition to the above concerns, the following eligibility restrictions could compromise the
guarantee of Medicaid coverage. Recipients would Jose Medicaid ebgibility due o non-payment
of premiums, or if they have access to any employer- sponisored health insurance after 12 months
of employment. In addition, recipients would not be eligible for Medicaid if they had
employer-subsidized insurance (at 50% or greater) for any one month during the past 18 months
or currently. The Wisconsia plan would also limit several mrandatory services, including trearment
services for children under the EPSDT reguirements, and skilled nursing and home care services.

If the Wisconsin health plan is approved without the above restrictions on eligibility, budget
neutrality requiremnents will be harder for the state to achieve.

OTHER ISSUES
Residency Requsrement

[ geonacres )
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Labor Issues .

Labor organizations, including the AFL-CIO, AFSCME, 2nd SEIU at the international
and state levels, have expressed deep concerns about W-2. In addition to supporting retention of
the entitlement, due process standards, and time limit extension protections, urions have raised
three labor-specific issues, two of which can be worked out favorably:

First, they have opposed Wisconsin's proposal to waive anti-displacement language in the
current AFDC statute which protects public employees from losing their positions to welfare
recipients serving work assignments, This issue can be worked out favorably for the unions,
After public eriticism, Governor Thompson withdrew all but one of his requests to waive anti-
displacement provisions. Since HHS does not have the legal authority to waive aoy anti-
displacement language and has tzken that position in denying states’ reruests for simdlar waivers,
labor orgatizations will expect the Administration to deny Wisconsin's remaining wavier request
relating to displacement, :

Second, they have expressed concerns that W-2 wage levels will violate federal mimimum
wage protections. HHS proposes to require Wisconsin 1o pay the equivalent of the minimum
wage (mcluding any future increases) to W.2 participants for time spent at work., Labor
orgamzations will appreciate this proposed minimum wage protection (which HHS has insisted
upon for other states)  They will continue to be concerned, however, that the Administration is
allowing Wisconsin 10 require W.2 recipients to eogage i non-work activities {such as job search,
education, and training) as a condition of participation in W-2 for which they will receive no

Third, they oppose Wisconsin's proposal to permit private entities to compete for and
operate W-2 agencies. While the W-2 proposal does provide a right of first reflssal for counties
which meet the state’s contract performance criteria, labor organizations will percetve the
contracting process as stacked against them. In supporting their position, urdons have argaed that
public sector aceountability and civil service protections are important to maintain in the operating
of any public assistance program. Wisconsin currently runs a county-based AFDC program, and
AFSCME represents the workers In every county agency inthe state. L W RgoRa. *o ﬂ""&

-
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Benefit Reductions
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The State has proposed benefit reductions in three areas. First, they would switch to a system of
flar grants to familics based on participation in work activities, Large families would face a
benefit reduction, but small families would receive a grant increase. This change is central to the
W-2 proposal, and must be approved for Wisconsin to test its approach. Approval is, however,
tikely to provoke significant negative criticism.

Second, Wisconsin would require participants 1o make co-payments for subsidized child care.
Rexipients would have to make these payments from their W-2 grant, thereby reducing the overall
benefit. Under the proposal, the copay increases with the sumber of children in care, and the cost
of care. As a result, benchts effectively go down as family size increases. The Administration ~
discussed the possibility of capping the copays for lower income fanulies, o
Third, the State would reduce 5SS children's grams 1o the smallest amount by which current

benefit are increased when family size increases (the difference between two and theee persons).

It is not clear why this benefit level was selected. One possibility is using the average increment,

rather than the smallest one.

Cost Neulrality

Welfare waivers normally mclude provisions that limit total Federal spending to the amount that
would have been spent absent a waiver. In all but two cases, this has been based on random
assignment with experimental and conrol groups -- and only one of those was not based on the
research evaluation data. Preliminary estimates are that Wisconsin's request would increase
Federal spending by more than $100 millicn annually, an amount that is roughly 25% of their
AFDC grant. (HHS and USDA do not have complete Jetailed estimates,) This increase is
comprised of,

- An AFDC blovk grant that is increased to the 1994 level. (Wisconsin, Kike many States,
has declining spending and caseload}

. Increases in Food Stamp spending to the 1994 level thar would result from Food Stamp
expansions and cuts in AFDC benefits. (Food Stamp spending is also going down.)

Wisconsin is likely to criticize the Administration for any decision that does not give the State
significant increases in Federal funding. Wisconsin in essence seeks financial credit for past
caseload decreases, much of which is due 1o the State’s low unemployment rate and healthy
economy. If Wisconsin is provided historical funding levels, most other States are likely 10
request it as well

The third option appears to be the best approach — agreeing to work with the State to develop an
adequate formula for determining what costs would kave been under current law.  There is plenty
of time, sincs the waiver would not be implemented for over a year. The Administration could
not be attacked for short-funding the State, gince the number would not be known. There would
slso be no precedent for other States to apply or similar funding increases.
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Medicaid Cost Neutrality

In considenng Medicaid warvers in general, budget neutrality is assumed if the agreed upon
estimate of spending absent the waiver is greater than the estimate of spending with the waiver,
Should the federal entitlement be retained, it is highly unlikely that the Wisconsin Medicaid waiver
alone would be budget neutral.

Wisconsin has been using managed care in its Medicaid program since 1983. The state currently
enrolls its SSI and AFDC populations in Primary Care Case Management. In five of the largest
counties, Wisconsin has established a voluntary HMO plan for the AFDC population which has
enrolled 93% of the AFDC population in those counties. The state has recently submitted a
1915(b) waiver to establish mandatory HMO enrollment for the entire AFDC population, 45% of
whom are already enrolled into managed care. The state assumes that the waiver will save only
$16.8 million in FY 1997 off of a base of $481 million in fee-for-service expenditures.

HHS has proposed to allow the state to use these savings to offset the costs of the expansion
population. The Administration's policy to date which has been not to allow states to use
managed care savings from proposed or operating 1915(b) waivers. OMB staff estimate that if all
states "took credit” for savings associated with their current managed care programs, the costs to
the federal government for the period from FY 1997- FY 2001 would equal approximately $3
billion. We assume that approximately 50% of the AFDC adults and children will be enrolled in
managed care under current law.

In addition to the concerns about precedent, OMB staff, based upon state estimates, believe that
the savings from the 1915(b) are not enough to offset the costs of the expansion population.
Thus, we believe that if Medicaid is to stand alone, it will not be budget neutral with or without
the use of the managed care savings.
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withen Presideny Giitonr embraed .

 the radical Wisconsin welfare plan, both
r@umﬁleﬁamma!hhndmﬂmﬁy

shandoning ks Democratic
‘appease the voters, The president’s own

" - welfare bureancrats rebelled, telling the

NewYkamthatﬂmyh&d%nm
doncerns” about the Wisoonsin plan.
That prompted Clinton and his chief of
staff to re-embrace the plan, which anly
-heaghtmedmeappcammeofacynm

‘!s:tposm'bleﬁmtﬂwprwdmtw

-

acwaﬂydomGﬂlenghttlmg?lthuﬂ{he'

is. The Wisconsin plan constituies the
most serious attempt to transform the

cufture of welfare since Franklin Roose- -

velt created the Works Progreas Adinin-
:stranantomplaeethe “‘Narcotic” of cash

«gid, Modem welare reformers hawe
. “long called for a grandg feft-right compro-

mise, in which the left would agree that -

welfare recipients shoukd work, ‘while

__ the right agreed to spend the money to

pmﬁeﬂmmrywbbcjubam
Yhild care, The particular
stk in Cov. Tommy

ot perfect, but it's as dose as we're

tike!ytcgetanymmmh'fedeml--'

stified in arguing that seifare needs to
be moved oul of Washington's contyl
ared returned (o the states.

Tbe?f-zpamsmﬁm%ymugh

“Adopt the Wisconsm Plan

enaugh. Clinton's own 1994 welfare
proposal mequired work after two or,  less
three years on the dole, Wisconsin's

o would require work from day one {ex-

cepting mothers with newbomns l&as
than 12 weeks old). -

But W2 has other Wand S
pensive—features  traditionally | sought
by the left. Assurming the state’s JEore) bl
hommnght,mirtcomupmththe
funds it says it will, W-2 will offer
subsidized child care, not just for those
whe now qualify {or welfare but for all
Jow-income parents whb need it to
work—plis subsidized health care for all
towvincome families, including the work-

ing poor. Wisconsin anticipates spending -

about 13 percent more indtially under -
W-2 than &t now spends on welfare,
Child-care spending would increase from
abmtmnﬁmmmmssmﬂim .
Most important, Thompsan recognis-
24 that many welfare recipients will not
inrnediataly be welommed into the pri
vate sector. ‘They will need public jobs,

Thompsow's - Utike virtually all congressional Repub-
- IWisconsin Works” {‘“W-S"J proposal is -

articipates creating alvost 36,000 com-

' mmmwmmwas,mform

two adults on welfare,

mmmﬁdbemﬂabfewiarhem
who Uye with their -famities. Parents
m&c&mﬁh&%ﬁmwﬁdw
- given ks commensurate with their

AM,'.:’

* less,

ahwht:ses &Wﬂwymﬁdbemdam

Sa what about those “serious oon-
cerns™ Among other , the rebel
bous administration offi argue that
Wisconsin's community strvice positions
will, by sume caleulations, pay less than
the mintmnm wage, But even FOR, in
créating the WPA, recognized that last-
msortpubhcphsshoukipayabltlm

Thking Excepiion

than the lowest-paying private-secioy
work, lest pﬁwple be temp(ed 1o leave

low-wage private Jcba antd g0 on tht:‘ .
- public payel,

wa:ﬂWmmsmnmtyw»
vice obs W Svages that vary with
Jfarnily size. Small families will get more
than welfare now pays, larger families
Adrainistration officials have ar
gued that this stugle pay scale violates
traditional  welfare prindples, under
wiuchbemﬁ!smmth‘ﬁm But it
accords with tradibonal work principiss,

'meierwlncﬁywdm'iwamiwm

because you have ancther child,
The Past, in ars edinrial, has asked:
“What do you do.with 2 child whose
mother fems out 20 be anwilling . . 10
worki™ But thas i the centeal dilernma of
alt work-oriented welfare reforms, since,
K%gmmdmkawmﬁa
o F Co

family, you in effect abandon any work
requirernent. Wisconsin would keep pro-

viding health care but not cash. The
state plans to closely monitor the status
of chilitren whose mothers refuse work,

Btate officiala insist that, as one puts it,”

under W-2, "the number of child welfam

cases will decline,. because work is a .

centering activity.”.

There are really only two major com-
plaints regarding W-2. First, Wisconsin-

intends to imit commnity service jobs
to fwo yesrs and place an overzll five-
year limit on aid. Though the plan atfows

. for casedw-case extensions, the Clinton

administyation - has previously insiated
that states guarantes jobs or aid indefi:
nitely to all those who have “pleyed by

the rules™-who are looldng for work
~rbat ace unable 0 find it Wisconsin's

reformens argue that, in practice, peaple
find privale jobs far faster when they

Jmow they have only so many years of

aid coming to them. That ian’t implausk
ble. Why not let the state find out i it's
right
Bot what really distirbs many admin’
istration officials, not to mention Hheral
activists  (and  Archhishop Rembert
Wealdand, wih wrote on this pags jast

‘%um&y):s%mnsmmmﬁmt

*an individual is not entitled to servicey

. or benefits under Wisconsh Works.™

The state spema to be irying to wriggle
out of ity promises. Acally, it's trying

{me&mmmw&m'

Court, which has ruled that when the |-

government creates a welfare “entitle-
ment” it gives recipients a constitutional

-“nraperty” right that can be taken away
‘ondy after a fairly elaborate legal pro-
ceeding that typically takes 30 to 90

days. Wisconsin rightly wants to be able

; to fire a worker who, say, shows up
: ﬁgmﬁthoutpaﬁnghﬁnorherfor%

Yes, it would be better if the state
samehow guaranteed it would meet its
obligations under W-2, but you ‘can’t
blame the Wisconsin legislators for con-

cluding that the only way to stop judges.

from impesing more “due process” than
2 work-based system can stand i3 to say

exphaﬁ‘y, “Dory't consider this an entitle-

ment.”

[ Byen i the Clinlon administration
ean’t force Wiscoasin te give ground on
this “egtitlement” issue, it should ap-
prove W-2. What the voters to whom
Ctuﬁoms“seilmgmf‘mmpm

-and what W-2's crities, including The

Post, mtnlzck—:samofwgen-

ton's ghettos is our most pressing social
problem. The lefi-right deaf embodied in
W.2 i cur best hope for a solution. We
can't afford to wait for the perfect plan!

The wriler is @ conlributing ediior of
the New Republic,

»q.mwﬁmmumeéwe&are-dm -
- fent, sngledurent families in the.na-
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No Tme 10 Suspend Home Rule .

{;OLWN I i) Sunday’s Outlonk section by
Dwiph Cropp, a former aide to D.C. May-
ot Marion Barry, and former schocl hoard
‘mjﬁims Hobson Jr, cadled on Congress to
Jmspend the Distriet’s Home RBule Chacter and
Jmpose 2 vecelver to run the goversment's day-
tovday operations. The authers justify their re-

“great (o such % rxdicel and defeatist position on

tw@é&i%&&wmé&pé&epwuﬁmt
“Mpo’ e has changed” in the vear since a”
WWMWWm by Presi-

wmm‘mmnwmammm.

Wswmm;mms{mm
< In public safety, sducation and public works has
“dsteriraied to an slarming degree, and that
“roany of the city's elected leaders have provento-

“he speciacniarly unequal to the task, we believe .

‘zﬁeﬁmmdﬁmxmiemmmxm
Shey gdvance ‘ave fundumentally mg for the'
“Taintrics of Columbla,

. DL residente shoulder the same burdens of
Lcitipenshio-as ather Americans. They pay taxes
and fight with honor in American wars, and they

. advance the nation's inferests abroad, As recent-
!yaSmday,menaadwmm&wﬁCr

" Mational Guard, were the Dhstrict for
*urope, where e fabe prasible deployment to
Mwmawmmmm?e
deny these Amaricans, and the -thousasds of
!othcrxmdmtstheyleavebehmdtherzgmm
"pammpateme!ectmgthamnmdwmmwlm
1mctthelacalhwsunderwhlchdmyarem

T arned- 1& 1o "deny an sttnct reszdvems ss,mpte

wjustice.’
. Itlsalmadythemseatthefederalleaeithatas

Sfar as District residents are concerned, the

 govermment is not responsible to the governsd,
! The Iistrict has no voice in the Senate; its vote
"is null and void in the House. To now deprive
< District citizeng of their voice and . vote in the

ot az!ecuon of leaders to run their city—as Messrs.
"Cf\?ﬁp ‘and Hobson would have Congress dow

mzldmvmtagmat injustice upon this cty.
‘The driving force behind Mr. Croppsaner

HMsamﬂmonmCaw&sststhwmm .

mthattbeammm&haﬁmnculmm
trol bogud “isu’t working.” Their case rests’on

“the ¢ity's failing pshyiical mfrastmcme, shaky |
. police, Bre.and emergency services, sparadic

~public bealth crises and strugging public school
~gyaiem, 2 of which the authors regard a4 threats

-'wzhcutyaadz&&denlgmt.wg&-

'no rgament there! &ntoi;aﬁmemtroébear&
‘mmbée for' %ot mﬁzzg seripus  hesdway

Wmmm&emmip

bas taken that time to prevent the mayor and

council from resorting to the budget ghemicks

and rosy revenue projections that have been a

:District mainstay for years. And Mr. Crapp

should imow, sipce he served at Mr, Barry's side
in an earlier tour in city hall, that many of the

_problems he now rightfully deplores began years

ago on his watch, They are a consequence of bad

governing, not of a flawed system or wnworkable ’
. institutions. Spggesting otherwise amounts to
-saying that Mayar Barry and his admams.txataan, ..

anéﬂleBC,CsmcﬂhavedmthebmthaL

eould be dose, zhauthsthesyxzmﬁmfaﬁed‘

them. To disenfranchize District residents and
make them subservient o 2 congressionally ap-
painted receiver because g orep of Jocal politi-
cians Hag consistently falien shornt mm}d be the .
ultimate outrage.

Besides, the problems alling the. mt} wezz‘t&e
cured by saddiing it with a receiver for three'to
fve years a2nd then reestablishing the pover-
ment under a ceremonial mayer and an indepen-
Wcﬁyw, as Mr, Crops and
M, propose. Fven when the Distriat s

weaned from fnwive spending and diaotie mune |
agament. and sheambioes B9 agsnditse-which ¢
we believe can happen with the current armnged

ment, a8 wasg the oase i New York s Philadel
mwﬁmt&myméwmﬁsﬁgmﬁ
setepiment Wmmﬁaﬁ&,
aweng&em&mmm -
Nelmetamwegwmawaw
marages can solve the ‘acute problem.of the

,mmgmmmmm&eﬁwby

nonvesidents—including most DL, govermient -
workers, mmmmmm

- land and Virgich, Only Congress can- address

that gap. Aﬂdamymamgw‘femcfwvmm
wort't make Congress reconsider a federsl paye
ment formuls that fails to compensate the DNg -
trict adequately for lost revenue caused by t.be:

: fedcmlprme,agam,mﬂy%mmsm

‘Financial, aned - mmgamt mzegrity cani be
restored in the District government, My, Cr’epp
and Mr. Hobsanttnuknot To them,: Pistrict-
residents cannot have both 2 government thiat i is

" regponsive and efficient and home rule, Agreed,

we don't have both right now, Bur' that's not
Jbome sule’s faulk, It's the fault of particular

" politivians who aye aot up to the job, Are we now

asked to pay ibem the ultimate uudesem:d
compimm of saying no ong fould have done any
better? .
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
CITY OF MILWAUKEE

FAX COVER SHEET

DATE: September 3, 1996

PLEASE DELIVER TO: Bruce Reed |
Special Assistant to the President

FROM: < john O. Norgquist
Mayor, City of Milwaukee

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER SHEET: 4

IF YOU HAVE ANY PROBLEMS WITH THIS TRANSMISSION, PLEASE
CALL {(414) 286-3453.

MAYOR’S OFFICE FAX NUMBER (5 (414) 286-3191.

MESSAGE:

I spoke to the President about Wisconsin’s W-2 waiver request when he

was in Milwaukee on Labor Day. U'm sending you this material asa
follow-up to that conversation and 1 will be calling you this afternoon to
discuss it further,
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Joha O. N{}rquist

Mayne

/szazfs{oeé

Office of the Mayor
Cigy Hall
206 East Wells Strect
Midwzukes,
Wisconsin
3302
{414) 286-2200
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TO: Brucs Reed

Specinl Assistsnt to President Cliston
FROM: John 0. Norquist, Mayor of Milwsukee

DATE:; Sm?:, 1996
RE: Wisconsin's W-2 Medicaid Waiver Request

The: basic theory of Wiscoasin's W.2 Health Plan, which the state is asking 8 Medicnid
waiver for, is sound.

But the specifics of the W-2 Health Plan are badly, badly, badly flowed.

W-2 participants who get monthly cash grants are teken care of, but those who go 1o
work are likely to lose coverage ... for two reasons,

eFirst, the plan's payment mechanism is hostile and cumbersome. Warkers must make

out-ofspocket payments, or get employers to consent to deduct payments. They bave no
autamatic deduction system, like all the rest of us.

eSecond, the plan's eligibility cut-ofl is irrational. Workars lose coveraga if the
employer offers coverags but docsn'®t pay e cent. There is ro fair policy of allowing warkers o
retain coverage until the employer offers an affordable plan by picking up most of the premium.

President Clinton must insist that both flaws in the W.2 Health Care plan be
corrected as ¢ condition for grasnting a Medicaid waiver,

Specifically, the President must require Wisconsin tn alter its W-2 Health Plan so
that:

*All shigible working parents who sign up for W-2 Health Plan covernge have
their sliding-scale payments sutomstically deducted from their paychecks.

®All working parents remain eligible for W-2 Heaith Plan coverage until their
ewplioyees offer a decent plan and pay st least 75% of the premium for family coverage.

More detail follows,
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Ihe Theory

The W.2 Health Plan theorstically expands health care coversge to all low-income
parents balow 165% of the poverty lins (and they can keep covernge until 2009 of the poverty
line) whao leck ingurance.

A poor parent would no longer ned to be petting a welfsre grant {or someone who had
nst gonen off welfare within the laxt 12 months or 20) to get keslth coverage. Rather, coverage
would bo available ven if the parear had lef welfere years ago 1o take s job, o had never been

on welfare because she wes working ... provided the fanaily’s inooire was less than 165% of
puvmy(zmmerkmh&smchg;bmeywdaanmwd)mthapmhadmpmmmpm
COVETRRE.

In brisf, the W2 bealth plan would be svailshle, jn theary, based on payment of &
sliding-scale fee and without a tims limit, to all low-income parents ip Wisconsin who lack
aCC2SE 10 prival: insirance and who are:

segetting & oash grant without & work abligation (tere are some under W.2);

~getting 8 sash grant but working it off under W-2's Transitions program or so calied
Community Service Jobs program; .

14

‘ %&iﬁgf&g@ﬂwm&m‘
Ihe Broblem

Grest sheory, but the reality fails far thon m%ﬂzheaithp!mmpzmwmuhm
thousands of parents who now have Medicaid, and who do th i ng end ta
privatz-sector {obs, losing ail health care coverage. m:bmmm%ziieaithi?ianmm

fuge design flaws. Flaws that really stick it to lowewage workers, the very people that Pregident
Clinron wants 1o help,

®First, the plan fails 10 provide workers who accept private-gectar joby with a
simple method of consistently paying their slidiageyenle premiuma by requiring sutomatic
payroll deductions.

Instead, they must bring cash in an envelope to the W2 office to pay their premiom ...
presumably taking off fram werk, for which they could be fired. And they must keep up this
Y cumbgersame process month after month, for failure to kevp up their premiums means
" termination of coverage, with no right to re-caroll for months.

They could meil a cheek: .. but they must first hove 8 checking sccount, which most don't.
And the checks must not bounge, which same will, And ogain they must remember 1o keep up
this cumbersome process month afier month.

The law was amendad-.over Govemnae Thompyon's objections--10 allew workers 1o ssk
their emplover to deduct their aliding.scele fees from their paychocks. But muany workers will
*  not know to ask, and others will be afraid. And sven if they ask, their employers noed not sgres:
the law makes it optional for the employer. 1f their smployars don't agree, no premim payment
is made. And even if the employer does agres, many low-wage workers switch smployers: in
which case they must ask again, and their employer must agree again, or it won't happen
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What low-incoms workers under W.2 con’t do is what ali the rest of us depend
upon: automatic bi-weekly ar monthly paycheck dedustions.

In ahort: we impose on the poarest, most vilnersbie, and most overewhelmed
workers s cumbersome and ins{foctive gystem of paying for health ingurance that s union aad
a0 good amployer wonld ever talergte for ¢ minuts.

®Second, the plan cuts off workers' right to buy W-2 Health Cure Plan coverage
long before many can afford privateaector coverage.

The W.2 Health Plan provides thay, if you have 8 private-secior job, you lose your
cligibility 1 purchaze W-2 Health Care coverage if your emplayer merely offers you coverage ...
even if the smployer picks up 0% of the cost.

There's a very weak "grace pediod” for the first 12 months: you anly lose W2 coverage
if your eoployer picks up moro than 50% of the cost. Given the cost of health insurance, that
tould mean » $10,000 worksr being desued access 1o We2 coverage if the employer psks her to
pay $2,001 of s $4,000 policy.

But after the first year, the “grace period” ends. You lose W2 coverage period if your
employar offers any form of coversge ... even if you must pay $4,000 or $3,000. :

The combination of thexe two flawy, according to both the University of Wisconsin
Tostituts for Researsh on Poverty and the Thompsoo Administrstion itself, is that
thoutaads of Wisconsin's poor who now have Medicaid will Jose health care coverage.

President Clintun must insist that hoth flaws in the W-2 Health Care plan be
enrrected as s candition for granting a Medicald waiver. Specificnily, he must require
Wiaconsin to siter its W.2 Health Plan »o that:

8 Al eligible working parents wivo tipn up for W.2 Health Plan coverage have
their sliding.scale payments automsticaflly deducted from thelir paychecks.

®All warking parents remain eligibls for W.2 Health Plan coverage until their
emplayers offer & decent plan grd pay at least 75% of the prensiam for family coverage.



‘WiEonsins Bold, Risky Welfare Plan

Gov. Tommy Thompson has sm:ned far-reach.
ing legisiation that, it he gets Washingion's approv-
al, would make Wisconsin the first state to end its
welfare pragram. Under the law, the state wonid
instantly stop giving cash 810 o able-bodied appli-
cants. Ingread they wauld be put to work {0 private
sector fols, sulsidized if need be, or in community-
service jobs.

There is much {0 admire in Wisconsin's forth-
right emphasis on work and support servicss. Mr.
Thompsen is one of (e few Republican lesders whe |

acknowiedges the fact that wellare reform s expen.
< sive, The-plan will iniually exceed Wisconsin's
current welfare expenditures by about $40 million 4

year, or 13 percent. The program would provida -

generous health and child<care subsidles w all
warking-paer familiss, no! lust those on welfare.
That wey weifars parents wauld ng jonger face the
loss of these key benelits when they find wark. The
pian would also sllow mothers to keep mosz of the
child-supgort payments. that are made by absant
tathers. Individiials who are incapable of holding
steady fobs ¢ould receive ungoing support for ene
gaging in limited work and rehabilitaten activities,

*  Bul Qere are troublesome provieions thai are,

most easily seen by comparing the Wisconsin plan
with President Clinton's weifare propesal. Mr. Clin.
son wonld have allowed welfare parents to spend up
I TG Years in wraining or educasion programs. The
Wisconsin plan provides for no training thar i
separated trom wotk. This may sieer some parents
{rom intensive litersey snd ather needed tralning.

«  Mir. Clinton’s plan would have imposed 8 two- -

yeer time Umit on cash benelits, afier which par-
ents who gheyed the rules would be given e public.
sector job i they could not find work on their own,

The Wiscansin plan would Impose nd Gme limits on

wr&,/w lSC/

health or chitd-care banetits, ‘awg it woulkd sec 2 time
limir of five years on job sunbsldies, without any
commitment 0 extemd g Hmit for parenis —

porhaps nalfl of those why start gyt in subsidized

iobs
unsubsidized work,

- whe obeyef the rules bur could not find

Mr. Thompaon points sut that, under nis plan, '

the siate would have the leeway of extending job -

subsidies beyond five years on 8 cose-by-case basis.
Guarantess, he says, muffle the welfare parent's

incentive 1o find work and-inwite endless judicial

challenge. That may be sa. But hig proposal exposes

innocent ¢hildren to rick The record of stares in

ereating public service jobs i poor. What happens

whaen Wisconsio ends alg not usd o work, bug fails -

o create the 40,000 juby it might take w empty ot
{ts welfare rolls? What happens i Wisconsin's £con-
oy turms scur and the state canmt Hind monev @©
covay heaith denefits for needy fomilies?

Mr. Clinton’s best respunse i3 1o ambrace the
goud pars of the Wisconsin plan without embracing
all of 115 risks. He should insist that the plan be
phased in slowly so that, for exampie, welfare
henefits of large families would not, as proposed, be
out guickly. Wisconsin should be required 1o moni-
tor ity programs and publicise how many needy
parents are thrown out of subsidlized wark, Mr
Clinton should aiso require 2 concrots commitment
trom Wisconsin that it will spend whatever it zaises
to provide the henefits it has promised.

Mr. Clinton's pledge (2 “end waifare ss wa know
i with its ironcled job offer for parents who
obey woifare roies — i85 better than Wisesnsin's

pledge to eng welfare, pariod. But Mr. Clintoh can .
nevertheless embrace Wiseangin's right o expeni- |

ment as fong as he insists that e state smooth the
plan‘y harehest edges. .
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By Franx A, AUKDYER
of Bw Jonmal Seatinel stafl

washing,gng W&mh‘tgéof
“a tragedy for the and 2
mﬁr&isbie{uiih on }t,l‘?:rzzr{h’s
most affluent suciety,” Mil-
watkee Arshbishop Rembert
Wealdand urged President
Clinton and Congress in an
article Thursday o rejact Wis-
consin’s welfare reform pro-
grarm.

M35 1&'53“\(; @ B

Archbishop makes plea |

The program, called Wis-

| consin Works, or W2, was

developed by Gov. Tommy
Thampsoa and approved by
the state Legislatare. Thomp-
son has asked the Clinfon ad-
ministration 1o approve waiv-
evs from current federal law
that would aliow the program
to go forward,

A 30-day period for public
camment on the waiver re-
foests ends next Wednesday,

or children

and Clinton's chief of staff,
Leon Panetta, has promised a
final decision within a few
days after thal Wisconsin
wellare officials say woce
time may be needed bo ron
ouf detalis. .
Clinton endersed Wel in a
May 18 radic broadcast.
Weakiand, who recent!
ended 3 six-month sabbatica
made his appeal in an opin-
isn article in Thursday's

!
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F

Washington_ -
Fost. W-2
amounts to
repeal of a
loagstand-
ing compuite
ment by
American
society o
care {or Yhe
poor, espe-
cially cAil-
dren, he charged.

Weakiznd has written and
spoken before about welfare,
Shordly before beginning his
sab:batical, Wealdand issued 2

moving, crs:‘g;@al Piea that
the church sad government
not forget about the poor, and
drew wpon his.own bife grow.
ing up poor. . -
mg:;zoﬁ: sorial teaching
the poor, especially
children, have a moral chaifg
on the resources of the GG
munity o secure the :
tes of life,” Weakland widté
Please see Wel poge 9 <

L3l
>
Y

- B
v et

O

TR
s

Report says 0o in sixmvmiwéﬁdi'
wedd get chikt care with W2, . VB
L
AL A

S rade L
75

()


http:needtd.to

W-2/Weakland urges Congress to reject plan

From page 1
in the Post. “For more than 6
years, cur society has recog-
aized this claim with a covenant
that ensures 3 minimat level of
assistance for food, lothing and

sheller to poor children and
their families.” .

He seid millions of children
bad relied onm that covenant
since the I930s, and poted that
moee than 120,00¢ childres in
Wisconsin relied on Ald 1o Fam-
ifies with Dependent Children
{AFDXC), the weifare program
ihatwould be replaced by Wl

s response, Kevin Keane,
spokesman for Thompsorn, satd,
*#'s very disappointing that the
leader of Wiscansin Catholics is
defending 2 system that huris
the people they claim to want to
Emfcct, that traps the poor in a
ife of dependency.”

Weakland said that he and
other Catholic bishops “who

grapple with the needs of the
pror” agreed that the current

welfare system was ip need of
najor reforms, and had offered

comsiructive proposals,

Preopie of pood will, he wrote,
can argue vvey the need to rood-
iy AFDC 350 it better serves its

basic purpose.
“Butl it is patently unjust for &
society as affluent as ours o

aullify that covenant,” he wirnte,

As approved, “the Wiscansin
Waorks program does just that.
The erabling statute for the W-2
pruposal specifically states no
ane is entitied to W-2 servicey,
even {those] who are eligible to
receive them.”™

*it is one thing i thange the

rules of the welfare system. It is

uite another thing to say, "Even

it you play by the new sules, so-

ciety will not help you' This is

vot wellare reform but welfare
repeal”

‘Mot Morally Justifiable”

Huch 2 message, Weakland
wrote, Ymay be politically at-
tractive in this election year it is

no! morally lostiflable.”

He said critics of the welfare
system atleged thal public assis.
fance undernined nal re-
spoensibility. He said that was a
generalizafion,

“In the first place,™ he wrote,
“the children of the poor did aot
choose their families. We
should sot afflict these children
with hunger in order to infuse
their parents with virtue,”

Woeakland said his experie
ence in developing a pastoral
letter for the US. bishops on
economic injustice had im-
pressed on g the truth that
poor families were especiaily
viinerabie in economic down-
turng triggered by natioral and
international events.

Mporeover, he said that even
prosperous sietes like Wiscon.
Alm, with its low unemployment,
couid nol ensure thal everyone
who wanted to work condd earn
& wage Yo support a family.

*Se Jong as this is the case ™
ke wrote, *it is unwise and un-
just for the federal govemmend

te abandon its commitment to
the poor, Our covenant with
needy children must remain the
responsibility of the entire
Ammeticen family.” f

Weakland sadd the president
and Congress needed to recog-
nize that they could not repeal
the assurance of public assis-
tance for the paor i Wisconsin
without having repeal become a
national policy.

*Onge such a repeal is grant
ed to a single state,™ he wrole,
“others will seek similar Hcense.
The poar will tose their safety
net by degrees as surely as if
Congress and the president re-
pealed it all at ongce”

Weakland satd ke could ape’
preciate the burden of difficult
choices in an election year, But
he said the short-term poliica
outlook should wet coud meral
vision,

*America's O-year covenant
with its poor chil and those
who nurture thers must remain
unbroken,” he wrote,
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hompson aide crticizes |
archbishop’s welfare stance

‘Wa're proud to disagres,’
- Keane responds

By MEG Jones
of ¥ Journal Seatine: stad
Sharply dissgreeing with
Milwasukee Archbishop Rem-
bert Weakland’s Washington
Past apinion article against W-2,
# spukesman for Gov. Tommy
Thompson responded Thursday
by saying the archbishop had
never propesed snything fo
help poor people get off weifare.
ey have nat offcred any-
thing constructive. They talk
one way but they don’t want to
do the action that's nesded,”
Kevin Keane said in 3 phone in-
terview.

Keane, the governoy's press
secretary, abvo pointed out that
he md?!hompmu are Catholie.

Keane said the system pra-
posed by Thompson was more
compassionate becawse it heips

B ] -

peeple get off welfare.

“If the archbishop thinks its
compassionate to hand a fandly
a» check ence 2 month and then
walk away, if the archbishop
thinks it’s compassionate to trap
children in families in genera-
Hions of dependency and pover-
ty, then we're proud fo disagree
vath him,” Keane said. ;

Keune sald the governor's
welfare reforms had helped

40,000 people get off public as-

sistasce, He alsa said Wisconsin
had one of the lowest child pov-
arty rates In the nation.

*%a, with al} due respest to
the archbishop, | think Gov,
Thompeon has a record of credi»

bility in helping these poor pro-
pla” Keans said,

*There are people who talk:
snd there are people who do

- something about the problem. |

think that‘s the difference we
have right now bebween the two
mon.”

. — i L



Keane taken 1o tésk for
remark on archbishop’s
afforts to help poor

By |o Sanpin
of the Josrna! Sentinel saff
, uiclaridnd

A spokesman for Gov,
Tommy Thompson ignozed
years of work, pages of pro-

and hours of testimony
when ke accused Milwaukee
Archbishop Rembert Weak-
land of fmling to offer con-

poor people get off wetfare,
the hecad of the Wisconsin
gihohe Conference said Fri-

)

ohn Huebscher, zxecutive
director of the confemzce,
which tormulites and
lishes pasitions an public poi‘-
icy, responded to ¥iafements
made Thursday by Kevin
Keane, the governor's press
secre

in vmcmg disageeement

with Weakland's W
Post opinien article o;:;:osing

ihe gcvwmr’& Wisconsin | program te
. Waorks, or W-2, welfare pro--

gram, Keane suggested that
the archbishop was 2 tatker,
not a doet on ihe matier of
helping the poo

Keane, w!m muid not be
reached for additional com-
ment on Friday, had said
Thursday: “They have not of-
fered mg?hing constructive,”

Weakiand’s article was
prowped by Thompsons re-
quest that President Clinton

prove waivers from federal

i Ap
- law that wonld allow the W2

forward, Fed-
eral plBeials have said a deci-
sion on those waivers likely

‘will be made thir month.

Huebscher suggested that
repoyiers 2 have reached
Keane at 2 bad moment on
the July 4 holiday. “I'd like o
eut Kion s Hitle slack,” he said,

Huebscher said, however,
that he alza would cemind
Keane that Wiscansin's five

Catholic bishops last Septem-

ber released detailed propos-
ats far welfare reform for
which Muebscher has been a

s work defended

m3Is M { L '1‘3% “ .
structive proposals to help

vocal advacate al legislative
hearings, The proposals rep-
resented years of study ind
discussion on the matler,
Weaklaad said at the time.

Priorities Outfined

At 2 Sept 1} news confec-
m reteasing a 10-page suen-
of the Weak-
carefully avaided criti-
cizzng the governor's We2
plan. Howevez, he urged all
policy makers against nsing

Please mWE&KMNDm ?

/V\"\u.c.w e jMW_ﬁ- fodie A
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Weakland/ |
Record
defended

From page !

calls for personal res qsi&siji!y
as uxtnsg for absnt‘gg&m the
poor. And Weskland and the
other Dishops strangly encour-
aged adoption of reforms that
would include these proriles
1 Reducing poverty by ad-
justing funding levels o meel
creased demand in tines of
econamic recession. *Policies
must pever deny children basic
benefits because of the brhavior
of their parents,” the bishops
roposals said,
F Yaluing i&mﬁizﬂ by ai}u}s;;
ing single parents o r@¢man
;'ﬁ?ma githpiheir children until
Hye you’n}cﬁt is at least 2, “prefe
exabsly & .
Tl}r); bighops” program said
family caps on the number of
children eligible for ';veitfau
nts were “an unjust re-
f;z:;i to poor children who did
not choose their parents and
mey lead to an increase In abor-
;:ax;s. Making use of i available
::ommuniz resources, Im‘iudin%
tiose of chwahes and parochia
schools as places where first-
Hime parents may develop par-

enting and job skills.

WI DEMOCRATIC PARTY

Mmio
"i\v\ﬂ”

?5"‘;

M Rewarding work with an
increesed minimum wage ade-
quats to the baslc needs of a
single adult and with & com-
bined income from wages, wage
anhgidies, tax incentives and
. gmmmmt vash sssistance suf-
‘ cdent for the size of each fami-
¥ M Encouraging the workin

nor by snsuring universa

ealth care and child care subsi-
dies adjusted for income avail-
able fo families below 125% of
th?wezty level,

Aveiding “one size fits all”
approaches by offering greaier
counstling and suppsrt o high-
risk Individuals such as unmar-
ried minors and those who fack
& hjfh school diploma, a recent
war.

phﬁimi or mental ability,

uvebscher added that affer
the bishops releaged their siate.
ment, the Nations! Conference
of Churches, in speaking out on
welfare reform, took pains fo
gndorae the wark of the Catha.

debate. )

YEvidently, some people
think we have made some con-
structive  contributions.”
Huebscher said. “I'd alse point
out that these are the same
bishops, this is the same church,
and this is the same body of so-
cial temching that Mr. Keane
praises when we come out for
parental choice for religious
schools, So presumably we hawy
done som ihs fo confribiute to
the needs of poor people”

For e entire text of Weaklorid's
apistion arkicle in The Waskinglon

Post, see Sunday’s Crovsroads
aechon. : -

kistory, English proficien«
<y, literacy. and unimpaired |

He Charch in that asea of public

PAGE a3
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Hu ndreds

Most urge Clinton
to reject W-2 waivers, but
some support changes

-

§
By Franx A, Aurorss
ohthy Soursst Sentinaf staff
2 eramenm—

Waihingtoa -~ Milwaukee
Archbishep Rembert G, Weak-
lang is far from alone in his op-
position to Wisconsis's welfare
reforms,

Hete at the Administration
for. Ghildren and Families,
which_ s part of the Health and
Human Dervices Uepartment,
many hundreds of letters from
all over the country voice some
of the same roncerns.

The vast majosity urgs the
Clinten  administration, as
Weakinnd has, to rcject the re-
forms, or at least ko insist on
changes to guarantee assistance
to needy children, Called Wis-
consin Worky, or W-2, the pro-.

am was developed by (gov

ommy G, Thompson and
passed by the state Legislature.

The Ielers arrived in 12~
sponse to & 30-day public com-
ment period that is legally re
«}uim before the administza-
tion can graal the waivers from
cuyrent federal law that would
allow Wisconsin to implement
W2,

The comment period ends
Wednesday. Clinton endorsed
W-2 in & radio broadceast May
18, i

Among those wha have
asked that the federal waivers
be blocked or revised are Mayor
john Norquist; Ellen Bravo, ex-
ecutive director of Ytoh, the Ns-
tional Assceiation of Workin
Woamern; and vepresentatives a
the Wisconsin Conference of

Churches, the Interfaith Confer-

WI DEMIRATIO PARTY

ence of Greater Milwaukee, the
Child Abuse Prevention Net-
work and the Milwaukee Coun-
cil on Alcoholizm and Drug De-
pendance,

Many of the fetters are from
Indlviduals and tepresentativey
of church, labor and sodlal wele
fare organizations and coali.
Hions. The vast bulk of them are
identical formy letters signed by
individuads, #3 i one that sa
“Mothers and childres will be-
come paorer and low-wage
workers in states will experience
declining wages and job securi-

A differgnt form letter, how-
ever, allowed the writers to Bl
in & blank aren 2fter the state-
ment, “1 think W-2 is bad espe-
claily becayge ., ™

enie Ogden of Madison

flled in the blank by writing,

“There will be & Jot mcmrz han-

je, espedially children,

%rgl’pm t Ieadpto mirc achoo]

dropouts and crime and more
homelens families.”

But there alao were many
handwritten letters, a few of
which supparted W-1. Several
of those complalned about wel
fare and the vast bureaucracy it
had produced.

But onzn directed at Clinton
from Sister Marie V, Brocaty,
SCON, executive director of Sa.
cred Meart Southern Missions in
Walls, Miss, said, “W.2 would
destroy Wisconsin’s safety net,
bmperiling its familiza and chil-
dren, and would also set 4 terric
e exsmiple for welfare reform
in the rest of the country — wel-
faxe reform that does net protect
children as yon have called for”

A Milwaukee physician, Paul
D. Burstein, wrole to gay that he
believed W-2 had some meril.
He said, however, *Wisconsin's

prOtes‘t

PaaE

12


http:physid.an
http:WI;JCon.ln

. 87/28/1996 13:08

14142556396

WI DEMOCRATIC FARTY

wellare reform

Eoor women and children will '

e left without medical coverage
or care.”

Federal officials separated
most of the handwritten and
form letters from other letters
that came from lawmakers and
representatives of interested or-
gonizations,

Among Wisconsin’s national
lawmakers, Democratic Sen.
Russ Feingold forwarded letters
of concern from some of his
constituents. He did not com-
ment himself nor, apparently,

did any other member of the,

state’s congressional delegation.
Among the letters objecting
to W-2 waa one from Norquist,

reiterating his complaint that it-

did not "truly end welfare.” He

said the program would not end .

cash grants, did not make work
pay, provided welfare recipients
with better health care than un-
subsidized workers, and perpet-
uated the massive bureaucracy
of the current system.

There were a number of let-
ters from members of the state
Legislature, both individually
and in groups. One group con-
sisted of the eight members of

the Legslatures Black Caucus,’

who opposed W-2 and identi-
fied themselves as “We who
represent this fragile popula-
Hon.”

_Some of the Jetters contained
detajled critiques of the reform
program; others simply argued
that it was wrong and urged
Clinton to deny the waijvers.

Armong the latter, the Wagh-
ington-based Feminista for Life
sald, “Removing the gafety net
for women and children by
abolishing AFDC would add
one more teason to a long list
why women have abortions as a

last resort, not a free choice.”

Many of the letters from or-
ganizations reinforced Weak-
land’s objection, which he
raised In an Op-Ed page article
in The Washington Fost Thurs-
day, that W-2 was written in
such a. way that benefits could
be denied even to people who
played by the rules and met all
of the program’s requirements,

Mary Jo Tictge, president of
the League of Women Voters of
Wisconsin, made that point and
alyo argued that W-2 did not
provide for a fair hearing proc-
e3s or evaluation by indepen-
dent obaervers,

Archbishop Weakland's Op-Ed piece on

W e In Croﬁrpads )
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON
July 14, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR JACK QUINN AND BRUCE REED
FROM: ELENA KAGAN £~
SUBJECT: WISCONSIN WAIVER ~- OPTION 2

Below is & first cut at what a strengthened {Option 2 would
look like. There are some pretty obvious ways of making it even
stronger -~ or of making it weaker. For example, we could either
ingrease or decrease the percentage of state failures {now listed
as 10%) evidencing violation of the "best efforts” standard.
Similarly; we could either add additional prohibited grounds or
delete the one now listed., I am sure there are other approaches
too, and I would ke grateful for any ideas or comments.

Keep in mind that the stronger we make ithe provision, the
more we increass the chance that a court will find it to be an
entitlement {regardliess of the initial disclaimer) ~- and that
Governor Thompson <an accuse us of dishonesty. T am not sure
what a court would do with the provision as formulated below. 1
do think, howewver, that it puts us con fairly selid ground from a
rhetorical standpoint.

No applicant, even if fulfilling eligibility requirements,
is entitied to an employment position or any assoclated
services or benefits under this demonstration program.

The State, howsver, shall use all best efforts to ensure
that each eligible applicant receives an offer of an
employment position and any associated services or benefits.
This standard requires the State to have a substantial
reason, not relating to or based on insufficiency of
financial resources, to decline or fail to offer an
employment position and any associated services or benefits
to an eligible applicant, Failure to offer an employment
pasition and any assoclated services or bengfits to more
than '10% of all eligible applicants shall constitute highly
probative evidence of a violation of this standard, although
ne such evidence is negessary to prove a violation.

A failure by the State to use all best efforts to ensure
that each eligible applicant receives an offer of an
employment posztxan and any associated services or benefits
shall result in the esgtablishment of an entitlement on the
part of each eligible applicant to an employment position
and any assocliated services or benefits.

@ * - »



ne final idea, which I'm not sure iz legally permissible:
perhaps we could, either as a supplement Lo or a substitute for
the above, vary the money the State receives along with the
State's performance; to the extent that the State does not offer
jobs to all eiligible applicants, the State will get less money.
Assuming such an incentive structure leaves the State some real
cheice, this kind of arrangement should not create an
entitlement. I am not sure, howewser, that there is.room to vary
pavment in this way vnder existing law. I will check on this on
Monday.,
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September 15, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR WALTER BROADNAX
FROM: Carol Rasco

SUBJECT: Wisconsin Waiver Request

The President has expressed his strong desire to work with the state of Wisconsin to
reach agrecment on a time~limited welfarc domonstration. | have contacted Sceretary
Whithurn in Wisconsin to let him know that we would like to continue to work together
toward an agrecment,

The President would like us to explore the following arcas:

1. Ask Wisconsin to require participants in this demonstration 1o take parenting
classes, obtain regular immunizations for their children, and make use of well-baby checkups
and other preventive services. In return, the state should assure participants that it will
aggressively pursue their child support cases.

2. Strengthen the evaluation and reporting requirements so that Wisconsin will have to
let HHS know every 3-6 months how many of those who have excecded the time Hmit find
jobs, bow many look for work but cannot find it, and how many refuse t0 work. This will
enable us to tell right away whether the demonstration is working, and whether the state is
doing everything it can to help people find jobs.

3. Work with Wisconsin's Congressional delegation on the possibility of grant money
that could be used in the two test countics to create jobs or community service slots if people
who have passed the time limit are having trouble finding work.

4, Make sure that the children of any recipients who choose not to work will still
receive health care.

8. Urge the Depariment of Agriculture to approve the waiver for cashing out food
stamps.

The President would like the White House to take part in these negotiations, and fo
assure the state of Wisconsin that we are doing everything we can to reach some kind of
agrecment,
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REVIEW & OUTLOOK

Welfare Take-Back

. Much of my thinking obowl whit
happens with welfure reform rests on
my belief that my husband will doas he
said he will do, which is to fir those
parts of the il that are ynfuir: that the
Repubt&ams puf in,”

T ¥ou can't say she g0’ warm vou.
Most peapts thought Bill Ciinton comey
mitted himself o welfare reform for
&l $he glates. Bad we Bave Mrs. Sin-
ton's promise that her hashand will
get 1id of the parts “iha! the Reopubli-
cans pat i Toagh cookie, for that's
' ogxactiy wha! st happened In Wis

sonsin, one of the most oft-cited med-

eis of serious weliare reform.,

- Back In May, President Clinlen
szxrzleé the country when he praissd
Wisconsin's radical "W2" plan ko
abolish wellare, “Clinton Backs Pro-
posal 1o Sorap Wellare” bisred ihe
Washington Post's front page. Bul
Whits House aides made clear seil
tove, a5 is thelr hahit, that the Fresi-
dent hadp't reaify promised o sign

| the waivers from federal regulation
that Wisconsin would nesd fo impie-

ment W-2. ) )

. And wken the President dig sign
that famous bili Hmitisg Washing-
ton's fole in welfars, not much natice

was given tg the
fact that it stil} left
federal bureau- A4

crals with scme i
veto power over
what the states

did. Wiscensin stll

needed federal.
waivers for about

- one-fourth of its re-

forms. Opr Mon ! &

day, in a major - Bl Clinton
test case of the White House's sincer-

, ity in letting the slates go thelr own
way, the Chnton AdminisTation of
fered 4 boilerplate praise of W, g
{hen rejected two dinchping el the
program opposed by lineral £ritics,

Wistonsin's. W-I program. which
passed the state legistature with b
partisan support, has g6 s goal not 2o

* seRd any checks to abis-hodied recigh
ents unjess they are woridag in a noy
mal ioh, For those with Jintle work ex-
perience, he stale Wil provide com-

munity service jobs or places in “shel

rered workshops™ where they wgn
ieary skilis, Piiot programs have been
successfiil. Fond du Lac hes seen i3
welfare rolis cut by mwre than half in
t%C years as m:;zzeazs have zm
Jebs.

Two ke slements are nesded to 6%

pand W statewide, however. The

"stale waRLs fo require that W-2 particr
ipanas be Wisronsin residents far &1

~ BELARY CLINTON -
KT THE DEMOCRATI CONVENTION

ieast 60 days. It would also lixe Nexi-
bility 10 use fedeéral Medicaid money
1o subbidize health care for wellare re-
cipients who obtain jobs. T thelr em-

ployer doesn't provide heaith insur-

ahee, the state,would offer full bealih
benefits fol a shding co-payment. &
werking mother with two kids could
sarn &5 much as $20,000 2 year and re-

main eliglhle for subsidized health

care. But if she'is able-bbdied and still
dectines 1o take a job, she wouid lose
Medicaid eliginility,
Wisconsin's  GOF Governor
Tommy Thompson balisves his state’s
suceprs  with welfare reform has
garred it the right to fully implément
VL Wisconshy's pre-Wed reforms and
4 bosinessfriendly climate have ai-
ready out the state's wellare rolis by
24% since 1965 Unly ¥ of e staie’s
rosidenis lack heshthinsurance or pro-

etion, ihe lowest in the natian. Gow-

ernoe Thompbon thinks the state could

* redure that 10 4% i given Dextbiity in
sginy feders) Medioald dollars. “Hav.

ing 8 ealg rasidency reqxzimmﬁz gnd

flexibitity an Medicald is essentiai to |

W' sucoess,” says Rep. John Goard,
swho chalre the Wistonsin Asgembiy’s
weifare reform commities,

This week, the feders! Health Care
Finanting Adnsinisiration, whish rugs
Madicald, sent Wisconsin gileler. It
approved Wismsin's plan to spend
federal wellare dollars ax 4 ik
grant, “However, we must convey Hut
vour Medicria proposal i not approv-
able in Bs current form berause it
runs coumer 1o federal guarantess of

* heslth care for low-income persons.”

In additioh, the residency require
mert was rejected, Thus with wo
paragraphs from Washington, W2 got
“fixed."

~

(A}Q/U} iscm{;&

it the income disivibution wars.
the datum “Median Family income” is

| something Kke & ceulise missile: eon-

woversial and indispensable. Before
the Clinton campakn znd administra-
thon shifted into the “happy days are
kere 3gain™ mode this spring, fwlr

-spokespeople could be counted on for

periodic volieys about the froubling
decline in wedizn family income,
Nowadays the statistic is the pre-
ferred weapon of ‘& few lonely guys fo
the campaign's lelt and the Republi-

can-led Joint Economic Committee o

the right.

8o what about median family in-
come? The measure, which seeks t0
give a spapshot of the well-being of
the average family, fell from 1888 to
1992, Even after a jog upward in 1994,
rezl income—income including taxes
and "after infiation—still tagged be-
hind a 1935 nigh. Seen over the longer
time frame of.24 years, the median

family's troublesilonk more distress -

ng. Wnile GDP per capita roze 46%
percent from 1570, medizn family in-
comne Tose andy 9.5%.

Ine cless warriors of course have
e expianation. They say that the gap
betwetn these fwo statistics exists be-
causa the rich hogped move than thelr
share of the economy’s growih, an ar-
gument many Americhns don't find
sonvincing. A very nneconomic factor
sehaly plaved ag important role in
the suath here: the size and shape of
the American family.

Jugt look at the mumbers. In 1983,
mavmgefami} size was 3.38. By
1580 the Sippre was 339, and In 1890 1

. was 3.17. A single ia:zzﬁy that bresks

Governor Thompson i3 irdtated at -

the take-back, “This means you can't
frust B Clinton,” he told us yester
day. "We've trying to expand health

care to anyone willingand able togeta -

job. The Administralion wants as
mugh of the status quo as it pussibly
an”

Ws suspect the Clinton  White
House doesnt much care what Gov.

Thempson thinks. Most voters do-

wart Thompsenesivie reforms of the
welfare system, and Bill Clinton got
their yotes by ostentatiously signing

the wellare. reform bill, Now, with ’

this hurndown, which few of these
voters will bear sbout bevend™ Wis-
sonsin, he's signaling b activist 1ib

arals wHbh hon stomachs hat they |
can refoin e Clinton enlourage, Say ¢
this ahout i, &8 previsusly sccepled -
sbticgl definitions of promise and .

nrinciple spw-being revised by this
Presidency. .

———

up of epurse becomes two househsids,
ane ted by dad and the ofher by mom.
86 the number of families increased

3¥% in the period since 1970, Popuia.

fion gver &his same period ingTeased
by only BT%. Two-income famliss

F azmly Matter | -

egrmed ziwre thay they had i}éfﬁ”‘*
mem went o work Bul i jooks Hae
that ways more Dan offset by the spline
tering of {amilies inio wo unlls, and
the rise of the single mom.

" ‘The result is that, when yeu conirgl

for famdly size, the faroeous “median
family ncome™ s not so low, The mee

glanincome for marriedoouplesin 19k
was 19% nlgher in infation-adingted
doflars than it had been i 1870, Inother
words, at least onequansr of thaciasg

“gap” disappears when youtake family |

size into seeount when cglcuiating thig
statistic, Formega, of averags, lamdly
income, the gap DArrows oven more
dramatically. Art Lafter, who ¢alisd
our attention to these facts, notes that
median famiiy income suffersd partic-
ularly during the eras of the Bush'and
Clinton tax hikes. Both presidents’ eco-
nomic programs, readers will recall,
heaped an additional burden on the

struggling family unit by raising the

tax penalty on married filars,
Kone of this is to say that higher {n-

The proven way o resch thal goal is to
achieve economic growth faster than
hias prevailed over the course of the
current recovery. - Bob Dole aims at
growih with his 15% 1ax cuiting ideas,
while FPregidenz Glinton groposes to
us# the tax code fo address percelved
problems, whith 5 20 g3y Qonstituent
groups.

The recovery has cumrz.iy pitked

_up some Steam, showing how 3 litte

botler growth oan buy more peneral
satisfaction than targsted projects
sutch 85 fammlly (aX breaks for day care
or eollege. In fact e ynove Nkely te
St of such gizmas is price rises and

- fomes aren't betier than lower ones. |

vel grealer -economic distertion. The |

Laffer eonclusion, and one we share!
The harder politiclans hammeron the
Ex stractyre o
grouns, the more they skewer them,

Asides

New Baseball Card ‘
QOrioles infielder Roberta Alomar

.$pit at an umpire after a cafled thisg

strike, and later sald the wnp was -
set because his kid died of & rare gis
ease, Baltimore fans cheered Ajomar

soocer. aiso full of prizea donnus, g red
card for aggravated ;mz:.z}am:e wedns
you sit ot 4 game, even in the World

for uncantrelisg droclers,

P —

~halp®  specific |

18 he cams onto the Held vestendsy. ’ in

T O, Maybe we need & basebali card

o
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. By Marsoo I.mz i

Twi woeks Ago, Prime Minkter Gen-
#5r Rhotto's broibér, Muzrfaza Bhutlo,
W% punned down [t what sasny wimnesses
tencribed 5 4 carefully orchestraied exe-
eution—Torther, highlighMag Pskistan’
descent irde lxwinssness, My, Bhumm
her cronles, mearwhile, Sland av 5]
fiy her Bate brother, amsony es:hers—of e
tissiny o squitret Awey ¥A8¢ smpents of
the nation's waalth in an incredsingly Ine
stitutivmatised manner, ¢

Uniil 8 British tabloid, the Suzsm #x-
prexs  reposfed s Jund on M3, R?mm}s
fow LiS-acre, §§ mid "
Horr Forl  Kour?
higeawsy v Eng-
hund, few putghoe the ~
Pakistant. golitical '
machinery paid
arech attenthon, Cor
rupiion, ufter ot isa
way of Hle Jn Pak-
istan, Yol syslemic

eoysuption In el

teies Jike Pakistan i
zause for graye o : N
Carn nboul whether | Senadr Bhudto
0.5 peonemic e Saeipity tnterests are
best servad by eurrend American polley.

¥e Bhultbo, with hey Haresrd and Ox-
fnre) pducation, s long. been toalsd by

Wentrn feaders— st recently by Pl -

dent Clinton--ai e last hope Yor maie-
taining a moditale course in the wordd's
serend past popaioes and anly puglear-ca-

pable Musilm pallon. She was hatted ax.

the enty featder who could hring nbowt po-
{itical, sconnenie and voelal mefors in tils
e tant &S.siiy Thien, inm? shas prid
maried, *
Her huaband Asth AR Mar} kngwy
as Mr, Thirty Percent oy the out he' sl
tegediy demandy 0f erzh investmunt Pro-
jeet in Pakistand, has becems fhe voun-
try's symbel of torruption ran sack. So
notorious s s repatation foe unjisiified
resards that 3ast month My, Bhutio was
foreett 40 crezite & BeW cabinet post it ar
dev o {egitimize B role o Pakistan's

zmmm aftatrs— m&z%y me o a% -
tTandartgm. :

When Mc. Bhatlo starfed w eurvent
termy iy Jute 1993, for instance, the 35 Das-
B3Uk Mirage 70005 fiphier jots b gov-
sbnment sdugh, 4 replace o lke outther
4 embargied 3. Pifs, were prived a1
3&5@ million sach. When new Chisl of Army”
" Staff Gen. Jehangir Keramat atd Presi-
dent Famwg leghari-caficedsd the douf
-thiz May, the price had ballooned In 354
million per plane—43 milllon more Han
Divssavit's top-of-the-dine fighter. Bven ar
ter adjusting for ewrrenty devaluation
#ond agatpment upgrades, 528 miliion per
pisne was toft uneiplaioed, Skoliatly un-

explained wore the aggressive factics |

‘ustd by Prkisian's furrent ambansador o
the 1.5, Maiecha Lodhi, In pushing Jor
ﬂ:mmediatc rewrn of F-18 “moyies auiho
tized Wast year by Cnngress's Browr
Asmsbodment—uUntil it was revealed that
By tavther Amir Lawdhi, & fecmer Wash-

|, Ington-baged Baok of Credit & Commetee
. Imternatipnat insider {wmned siaie's oy

dence, wag the Mirvee deal's middissun
an A close buginess -essoviste of Me

LDavdani. Tardarism indsod,

Simple  arilhmetic shows the rels-
vance of wieh deallngs to 115, eoonomie
interésts. The unexplaine! uwersharge
of $E padion for the 30 plaves wosig
have resulted I piealy of grali monEes.
By enincidence, i HE taxpayer
fuamded  Internafione}  Mometary Fund
sibndby loan faclity grantd v Ms
Fiudtss governienl in Oegivber., B95

wos aulse 00 million. Yet go Cinfon -

admitnisiraiion officls] seemedd [ notice
this, for thel mifitery equipment was
being wlensed o Tekistan onder the
Brown Amendment while erusial otue
momit gl to PaKLStan's paor was frosen
i retaliation for ihe purchase »f we
dear componeats fom China, And, ap-
parently, relations Bad deletlorgled 5o
badly between ihe U5 sng Pakisian
thal peithor wis gbi= f5 hatt the Jmplo-
sion of Algnanistan at the hunas of the
islamnabad-backed rebel Taiiban group.

- & simiar fate may weti faee Pakistan,
What w5 wrong In gsing U5, for-
eigm wbd 4 prop up Ms. Bhotld &5 & bea
eon of Awmerizan Eeals? - Onee sgals
Amevican furelga-peticy slonners fadled ig
distinguist between ptly graft am! tz:a
sysiomic  corruplion
Werkd govarmments, Time & min.
sach wide-scale cormplion 1obs $uckties
of their matsrisd, moral’and intefiectust
pesources. i Rise 1urns tha country tnfo =
Mlngigmm for derenkism. Most of
3, # ettt of hoge -bepe that they
e work fnstead of siedessiy reaming

i Too clten,. our wmil
fwm are’sent to fund the
very fafces ‘that destray _
_the “imstitutions we so
avidly sézk 1o evtablish,

city streels; hope that their ehildren Gy
fearn to read and write instad of warking
in sweatshops and carrying AK-47 rifles;
tiope that faw angd vrder w;ii prevadl over
andredy. . .

Glven recsnt m:s, M, Bistto's gov-
ermment will 1ikely Bavets apree tothe 24

abitthmend Of a0 independent corrupticn |

eompission, an. bdet vigaropsty pursued
by Progiien heﬁhari W she ﬁbeszsi (1T
povernnent sdehi Fall at ke banﬁm& fhe,
£alesced opposition,

Her failure Woukl ha our fa“iii‘é‘ i
Arneriea’s foredgn-poliey makers reasongd
ik M. Bhutto’s savey would prevail, or
Hint the alipenative leaders ware worse,
they were stnply wrong. Whether undes
Ms. Sutts, or former Prime Minister
Nawaz Stharif, or coitket slar and possibie
prime rnister canditate Inwan Khass,
Pakistan-and Ameries's interesis in the
region--tould have ne worse puitonie
thas far the country’s sircady syslemis
corription 6 oster furiher violonee, amt
telgints xivsmiony s salvition,

*

et ®
LE O

-,

T fjon propragm. The
cormMuRity wil ke care of infrashitclure -

A Primer on the Perils of. Fomtgn Aid

Ei is High Hmi that Ameriran mid

ckapes isctade strict comdhiions tyiag
urther  distansements - o progress
against coffuplieon. Just 4 4 bank res
qives & home morigage reclplent to I
sure the inveshnent adegusiely, 80 mus!
ihe {25 and other infernstinnal donmg
stpeliie it Pakittan address ihe risks
it faces. The LMP, for example, shootd
smploment i3 revently appounced “gied
goveraance”. pogosais, wikh address
thy eyuses of corvuption, and.eouniries
tke Pakisfan should siop fighilng their
adopiiteg, In essence, © ng REMS

“shoutd follew taxpayers” doflare wighi |

img Ore bungyy moaths of slarving chil-
_ drep and single mithers, ensuring the

T femls don't ge instend 0 perks for the

elffg, ~

[HE ] shuck] be usies Toremosh for eg:
voution, primary medleal care smf nutrl-
plobal ipvesiment

desplopment-not becavse internationst
investars A1 necessarily philanthropises,
Bt betisse it makes poec buBiness sense
1 140 56 et we shonld yot 8o 50 umh we
are Wit CEnain that Institutions exist w
guard i new nvestments {rom wide-
sproddd exiremizn bng poblicyector cor
tugilon—and in the tase ol Pakistun,
dardarism,

Pakitiun demongirates ones sgain that
foreign-ad olforts must ool be distracied

by anybu's nadions of some shsirecti goad. -
Ton often, tur mitiony are sont 1o il the

wory {ornes (hat destroy the inpstitutions we
5o avhily seek 1o estaiiel, If wb are n
wiare wighiant, e g3y 5053 we may B
th derroriset GHAMEricEn 0if wes b
of Third Wortd polictes funded with awr
oW engy. . ) H
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