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July 9, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM; 	 Bruce Reed 

Ken Apfel 


SUBJECT; 	 Major Issues = Wisconsin Waiver 

Here is a brief summary of issues the White House needs to resolve in the next few 
days so that the President can announce the Wisconsin waiver next week, 

J. Overview 

On May 29, Gov. Thompson delivered a 400-page request for specific waivers of 69 
AFDC, 18 Medicaid, and 5 Food Stamp provisions. HHS sees no problem with at least 54 of 
the 69 welfare provisions and 7 of the 18 Medicaid provisions. USDA has more limited 
waiver authority (it cannot allow cbanges that would make any families worse off)1 but most 
of the waivers can be worked out. 

The earliest the waiver can be approved without legal challenge is July 11, which 
marks the cnd of 30-day period for pubHc 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 waiver approved, but the Senate is 
less likely to move that legislation -- unless we stir it up again by turning down too much. 

II, Ml\lor Policy Issues 

. There arc two schools of thought on how to approach the major remaining policy and 
legal issues in the Wisconsin plan. One approach I advocated by HHS, is to treat Wisconsin 
as another waiver request, and try to hold the line on a handful of issues -- time limits, 
residency requirements, etc. -- that HHS has denied states in the past. The other approach 
would be to treat Wisconsin as the political equivalent 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 even though states 
could do them under the Breau.x~Chafee welfare bill We support. The second approach 
would take the same positlon on Wisconsin that we have staked out in the national debate: 
yes 10 • work-based welfare block granl, no to • Medicaid block gmnt 
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I. Medicaid: On Medicaid, the siaic will get vcry litlle of what it asked for. 
Although the health plan was designed to expand coverage up to 165% of poverty by placing 
welfare recipients in managed care, we will have to reject the basic framework, which is a 
block grant that ends the Medicaid guarantee. HeFA is also firmly opposed ,to allowing 
premiums of $20 a month and forcing recipients to accept insurance from their employer if it 
is available, However, we can grant a pending Medicaid 1915(b) waiver that will place 
welfare recipients in managed care and use the savings to expand coverage, and pledge to 
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 arc the priruaty reason we need to keep Congress from passing legislation to deem 
,the waiver approved. because such a bill would be their current reconciliation package in 
miniature -- generally accept~b)e welfare reform linked to unacceptable Medicaid, 

2. Time Limits: The Wisconsin plan includes a 5-year lifetime limit, like our bill 
and all the major congressional plans, The issue for the waiver is whether to impose terms 
on who should get 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 anyone who reaches ,the time limit and can't find a job. The one 
exception is the two-county waiver we granted Wisconsin in 1993, which essentially left that 
decision to the state. 

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 develop its own tenns. Under the first 
option, Thompson could only compJain 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 to do anyway if welfare reform becomes law, As a practical matter, 
Wisconsin wHf probably implement the same rules whichever option we choose. (Mary Jo 
Bane favors a third optionJ to "clarify" the 1993 terms along the lines 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 agreed to the same terms once before.) 

3. Entitlement: The toughest issue in the entire waiver is bow 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 usc some savings from cascload reduction toward that purpose, but 
like Brcaux-Chafce and other congressional reform biHs, there is no explicit guarantee, 
Indeed, the Wisconsin statute specifica11y denies that any individual is entitled to such 
benefits, 

The Wisconsin legislature enacted a specific non-entitlement provision. for two 
reasons: 1) the major national welfare reform bins end the entitlement; 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 recipient notice and an evidentiary hearing (including the 
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opportunity to submit evidence, cross-examine 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-tennination opportunities for rcvicwy but argues that 
requiring a full evidentiary hearing before tcrminating benefits would make it easier for 
recipients to get around work requirements. 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 entitlemcnt and the consequent due process safeguards, even if we caH 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 
proteeting 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 reform'"a third 
time in order to preserve the current system, and lobby Congress to pass a full Wisconsin 
waiver, 

A second approach would be to go along with the request to waive the entitlement.. 
but require the state fO "make best efforts to ensure that those eligible receive 'services and 
benefits." Holding Wisconsin to 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 rutd demand a full evidentiary hearing 
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 
entitlement without imposing a best-efforts standard. That would quiet Thompson, but alarm 
advocates (who will be up.~et no matter what we do). 

III. Legal)...... 

On two of tabor's main concems (worker displacement and the minimum wage), we 
lack the legal authority to grant exactly whal 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 wilJ be free to do what it wants once welfare 
reform becomes law, On the minimum wage, we can essentially grant the statels request to 
pay participants the minimum wage for 30 hours a week of work but not additional hours of 
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education and training. But the state will have to reduce hours or raise benefits once an 
increase in the minimum wage goes into effect 
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July II, 1996 0:34pm) 
Wisconsin Waiver 

Status afWaiver 

AdmjnistratiOll Action On May 29, Gov. Thompson delivered a 4OO-page request for waivers of 
69 AFDC, 18 Medicaid, and 5 Food Stamp provisions. Tho A<Imillstration i. prepared to gram: 
many ofthe requested waiver. and have b<e!I wotl<i!!S closely with the State to work out lIlU!tWIy 
agreeable alternatives in some problem areas. He_,' number of critical issues remain 
unresolved. Changes made by the State since its original waiver request raised some additional 
concerns. Some waiver requestS the Executive Branch cannot legally gram: - such as more 
stringent Food Stamp sanctions, changes to Foster Care, minimum wage and other labor issues in 
work programs, and receiving MDC funds without providing State matching funds. 

Last week. Dol. stopped in Wisconsin to attack the Administratioo for not compIeliog it. ~ew 
ortho waiver. -N"w",..; the earliest the waiver can be approved without legal Challeog(lj July 
11 - which marks the end oftbe requiIed 3O-day period for public comment. 

~na1 Action Last month, the House overwhelmingly passed. ~~~-:re 
Wisconsin waiver "£lprovod, after defeating an Obey·Klecw sub.stilUte .• , VOte. 
The Senate is l ' ve similar legislation beeause ofthe range of procedural options 
available Senate [t is also not clear hoW the Senate's legisaltion would look. CBO 
would likely a VIse e Senat that it would score Ibe House's bill at over $.5 biJlion. In addition, 
Gov. Thompson publicly disav parIS ofthe waiver request having to do with worker 
displacement. \...s.s ...... """,,,,,-Il........ ~. 
Mlic Comments Tho Administration received collllllCllls on this demonstration from an 
ClIlremely laIge numb..- oforganizatioos represeoting program recipients; providers of social 
services including child care; state and national labor organizations; local officials including the 
Mayor ofMilwauku; the Catholic arcl!bishop ofMilwaukee and representati~ ofother religious 
groups; members ofthe stAte legisl_ and Il1eIIIber$ ofthe Stlte'. congressional delegation. In 
addition, thousands ofprivate citizeru; participated in letter campaigns or signed • petition to the 
d"£lanntent regarding this waiver application. With few exceptions, the individuals and 
organiution. urged denial of moditications ofthe waivers. The objections fucused espc<;iallyon 
the lack ofguarantees ofservices and jobs. on various provisions that make tamilies worse oil; 
and on privati>ation, displacement and the minimum wage. 

Key Ekmerrts OfAFDC Wei..".. 

Wmk Propm WISCOmin's waiver would <<place AFDC's cash welfare syst= with a program 
that provides tempurary joo. slots (g_alIy up to five years). Tho State would pay private 
...:tor or local govemment cont:ra<:tors fixed amounts to provide job .101$ to those applicants the 
contractor deems eligible. After a two-week job search, an applicant would be placed in On. of 
four progratns •• an unsubsidizcd work or job search (where some child core assistallc:e would he 
available), a trial subsidized job, or one oftwo typeS ofcommunity service jobs. 
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WISCOnsin projects this plan would cuI welfare casdoad. in half As an incentive to ~uce 
welfare casdoads, contractors could retain funds from higher-than-e:<peOted casdoad reductions, 
and generally would have to pay the costs oflower-than-budgeted caseIoad reductions. 

Benefils Assistan<;e would be based solely 00 !be bours ofwork - no work, no meney. 
Accordingly, benefits would not be adjusted based on family size. Sinc. families would be 
required to provide eo-payments for using child care services, benefits could decline Mth larger 
familysiu. 	 ~S> ......\<. ....J..~ 

ProW:tjons and Contin... Only issues r 10 financial eligibility eouId be appealed to the 
State. AU other eligibility, job sanction decisions would be at !be contractor's 
discretion, Mth no right to a to the S . Extensions to !be time limit for those wIlo 'play 
by the rules" would also be at ""ntractor'> disctetion. It is unclear whether any housing 
vouchers for children would be available aftertbe time limit. 

Key Ekmenl$ ofMedicaid Waivers 

Th~~~ouId end the Federal entitlement to Medicaid for poor Iiunilie$ with children. In its 
place, families below 165% ofpoverty would pay • preetium fur more limited covm>ge than is 
available under Medicaid. Those who fall to pay prentiums, tbose who drop out of the progrnm, 
and most of those with ..cess to employer-sponsored coverage would be ineligible. 

MAJOR POucrISSUES 

There are two ways ofapproaching the major remaining policy issues in the Wisconsin plan. 

• 	 One approaoh is to base policy judgements oll the principles that the AdministTation has 
eo!l$istently articulated in its own legislative proposals, and that have provided the 0..;. 
for previous approvals ofwaiver demonstrations. For """"'pie, we Would ask whether the 
provisions are consistent with the protections for children advocated by th. 
Administration. W. eouId also use the staadard ofconsistency with the principle of 
assuringjobs, health care aed tIUld care that both th. President and Governor Thompson 
have articulated in describing the W!S<Onsin waiver. 

• 	 Ao alternative approaoh is to base potiey judgements on what would be allowed under 
nationallogislation that the AdministTation would be willing to accep\- such as tbe 
Breaux-Cbaf.. welfare bi1l - ~er than what the Administration wants frQm COIl/l1....J 

/-" p-fI+-. ~ "'.........;:;.....~-
The first· approaoh would deoy some provisions oftb< WlSCO,.m waiver that the Stat. would be 
allowed to implement under the Breaux-Cbafee welfare bi1l/The second approach would anger 
some~constituenties and set a new staedard for waivers. Many States that have 
received waivers would want to renegotiate the existing protections for workers aed children, and 
future requests would undoubtedly seek to go even further than Wisconsin. 
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The toughest issue in the entire waiver is how t>eft to make sure that recipienl$ get jobs and child 
care, without ba.n<fu>g Thompson the chance to claim we vetoed bis wai~ by insisting upon an 
individual entitlement to we~.hav. not done in tbe congressional debate. (!Ne have, 
bowever, pressed Congress f~.ger due pt"""". protections !ban Wisconsin proposes.) 
The stated intent ofthe Wisconsm plan i. to provide enough work and child Cat. to go around, 
and to use savings from~on toward that JlIlIPOse, but th<!re is no explicit 
guarantee. The Wisco.· . . cally deni.. thaI any individual is onlitled to a job slot. 
The problem i. bow to a resporise and bold them to their stated int<oll There is not a 
simple mechanism for doing this. 

The central question is wbeth... to waive paragrapb 402(iO)(A) of the Social $Qcurity Act, which 
is the basi. ofthe entitlement to assistance. That paragaph reads: 

"[Tbe State plan for aid and servi... to needy Wnili.. with children mu.tJ provide that all 
individuals wishieg to make application for aid to families with dependent children sbalI 
have opportunity to do so, and that aid to Wnilies with dependent children shall, subject to 
paragraphs (25) and (26), be furnished with reasonable ptomptness to all eligible 
individuals" 

Tbis par.graph is the basis ofth. Goldhcrg v. Kdl~~s requiremenl$ that the Stale 
request. not apply to their demonstration. A wide variety ofgroups oppose. wai_ ofthis 
provision, including a:mong others the Archbishop ofMilwauk<:e, other reUgious groups, 
Democratic Congressmen and l.abor organizations. Govemor Thompson and other Republicans in 
eoogress are likely to strongly criticize tbe Administration ifthis provision i. not waived. 

The Wisconsio legislature enacted a specific non-entitlement provision that also limits due 
ptOC<SS. for two stated reasons; I) The major national welfare refonn bills end the entitlement; 
and 2) the state wanted to avoid the due -pro<:oss constraints ofGoldberg v. KeUy, a 1970 
Supreme Court case which requires states to grant • recipients notice and an evidentiary hearing 
(lDCluding the opporttmity submit evidence, ~opposing witnesses, and retain a 
lawyer) before reducing or terminating anY benefits to which the recipient has • statutory 
entitlement. WISCOnsin argues that requiring a full evidentiary hearing before reducing or 
tenniDaling bene6ts would make it easier for recipients 10 get around work requirements, and 
would keep the system looking more Uk•• wellilre ptogram !ban the real world ofwork. Du. 
ptOOOS$ ptooedures similatto Goldberg v. Kelly would also make more ofthe eonttactors' 
decisions appealable to the State, 

To ensure th .... is no appear...... ofentitlement. Wisconsio seeks almost full contractor discretion 
in ptoviding a.si.""",,,. A contractor could elfectively refuse to provide assistanoe by plscing 
individuals in pennanent unsubsidized job search. Applicants and (former) recipients could appeal 
to State only On matteu ofincnme eligibility, They eouId not appeal to the State the denial or 
termination of. job opportunity fur any other reason. 
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The Administration bas sought much due process provisions in W1:Ifare bills. Both 
Caslle-Tanner BDd Chafee..Breaux are $tronger than Wisconsin; lb. Republican bills are not 
much~. States would bave to specific rules for providing assistance, BDd fuUow them. 
Applicants BDd beneficiaries could appeal to Ibe State who wrote lb. rules, not just to a 
oonIr.l<:tor that has incentives to deny assistance. 

While the fundamental choice is whelbet to waive the entiIIemtm BDd the related due proeess 
prot<>Ctions. the suboptions are u stark Option. include; 

•• Waiving the entitlemettt: 
Waive both the entitlement BDd due process proeedures 
Waive the eeIbtcmen!. but set up due process procedures that are I... stringent 
than GoldbeIg v. KeUy 

• Nol waiving the entiIIement: 
Retaining all current due process procedures 
SpecifY that Goldberg v. Kclly (tncluding appeals to the State) applies only to tbe 
denial or termination of ajob slot. but not to reduciIlg benefits fur fuiIure to work. 
Allow the Sl3teto develup their own procedures as long as they meet Goldberg v. 
KeUy. 

Goldberg v. Kclly does _ apply 10 assistance that is dis<:retionary. As a result. waivin8 the 
entitlement voids its due process requirements unless some other entiIIement i. set up in it. stead 
(such as a guarantee ofa job slot). Absent an alternative entiIIerneru, appeal rights would be 
those the State proposes unless more subst:antial _ were required by the waiver tenns and 
conditions. Added appeal rights might include,. fur e<ampJe,. a timely post-tennination evidemiary 
hearing befure the State. (GoIdbeIg v. Kclly requireo a pre-lermination hearing). 

.......---:::: 

The State says it intends 10 provide timely assistance to all who are eliglble/Therefoorii is n~ - t-.D 
clear that waivin8 the entiIItment is neeessary for Wisconsin to aecomp~goaJs. Under-W-2, 
any entitlement would be very different from tbe =t one. A remaining entidement could be 
$'IrUctured so tbat GoldbeIg v. Kelly rules applied only to whether Or not someone was offered a 
job slot or fired, but not to whether their benefit was reduced for failure to wwk Current due 
process prot<>Ctions are more substantial than Goldberg v. KeUy requireo, $0 the State could be 
given substantial lleotibility to design its own prO<edures. This wunld ~educe the 
burden of fair bearings wbiIe providing assurances that a job would be available. 

Any due prOC<!S$ procedures need to filctor in the financial incentives contractors will bave. They 
will be paid based on the number ofpeuple they remove Jiom the welliore rolls. Iffewer peopl. 
leave the roOs than the State budgeted. the oonttactor would have to pay the added costs (unless 
it w ..... due to increasing local unemployment rates). Absent rights to appeal to the State, 
financially strapped contractors may inappropriately deny Qr tmnioate job slots to reduce costs. 
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Wisconsin proposes to limit panicipation in anyone job component ofW-2 to two )'COI1I. v.ith a 

five year ~ limit on overall participation. Some indiWluals might effectively have less than a 

Dve year overall time limit Contractors oou1d provide extensions at their discretion, but generally 

would ha"" t" pay the costs thtmsolves. These optional extensions would be based ~ on tho/, 

contractors' assessment ofan individual', ability to get a job in tho local marice!. ~.;!V~·~~~ 

request for an extension was denied would not ha\le tho right to appeal the decision to the State. ~ 


When an extension was not granted; it is not clear whether any vouchers would be available for dL G'",,~--
ehiJdreo needing assistance to retain housing. 


There are three basic options: 

Grant tho State'. r«lueS! without further oIarification. 

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

Use term. similar to 'Work. Not Welfar.', but specify that individual capacities must be 

considered whee deciding whether to grant an extension to the timelimiL 


Wisconsin's cunent small "Work. Not Welfare" demonstration calls for extension 00 cash 
assistance whee local conditions were such that individuals 'who play by tbe rules' oould not find 
• job. Whee approving the existing waiver, it was intended that the State's criteria fOr extensions 
should factor in individual's capacities to do work, and that extension would be granted to those 
who met them. However, the State's pTocedor.. (which have not been used since no one bas 
readied the time limit yet) look only at local economic conditions and are optional to the eoUDties 
rather than mandatory. The waiver also calls fOr child vouchers fOr housing "ifa child will be 
made homeless as. result oftho termination ofbendits". It is not clear whether the Swe intend. 
to continue tho vouchers under W-2. 

The Administration's legislative position has emphasized vouchers fOr ehiJdreo who", parents 

reach the time limit more than extension. for parents who play by the rules but do not find jobs:" C.~:i .1.0 

·Work. Not W.Iiat.' provides I.., in vouebers than the Administration bas llOUght.,rtca;;.",t b. ...A­

compared directly to the Castle-Tamer end Char....Breaux pTOposals: they require vouch"" in all (' 4<".' 

cascs where tho tim. limit is Ieos than five years. With respect to extensions, the Administration W~"~ 

has sought to inoreasc the number ofo<cmptions Stat.. could offer, but has not pTOposed the ~ 

specific ""emptio... il has sought in waivers (such as jobs that arellUitable 10 a person', 5'~~. 

inlc1le<tual and other capacities). On the other band. it bas sought fur States to have standard . 

procedures for deciding who got an ex'tenSionCather than leaving it up to contractor •.) ~""..:II ~""1 


~~-tJ.:'{,)'o-. ~ 
~h'''''It is utillkelythat Wisconsin would use the "Work, Not Welfare" pTOCedures ifW-2 waivers are t,,, I'"~ ~ 

granted without modification. The State plans to lea.. the decision to cont:ractors, and not have,.... .. ", .. /-,..,. 
written p<ocedores. Each extension would eff..uvely be paid for by tho contractor, not the Swe, 11F1f:',,, 
so their financial incentive would be to d ...y as many as possible. t;::,..,..". 

.:L...t hkl,:....n. 

Similarly, using I..,.,. idenlical to 'Work, Not Welfare" would lead to. differ...t outcome. No, II.-. :\­
the counties are using State fintds whee approving an extension. Under W -2, colllraGtOIll d T", I!IV- 'I 
eff«>1ively usc their own. / /' ~ v,.r 

~~\~, . L ~'Il.~~<I~lt 1f«V.4t: 0~\~ /5 ~~"< 
~'->... "- ,?J~ \\~ ~"" "';...... ~,-~, \10: _ .. ~ --» ~ . 
~'- 5&""1...1\- '-w-. ~~ t-I...... \- ~",,~ v,. r -,­

~, ,i~ ..\ u.W- 4. ....t ~J l.~, ~~, 
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Medit:aid 

Wisconsin has submitted a welfare waiver with significant Medicaid financial and programmatic 
itnptications, [n connection with the work-based system. the Wisconsin waiver proposes to 
provide health insut"""e to current Medicaid eligibles and expand Medicaid <:Iigibility for all 
families and children under 165% ofPOvefl)', subject to payment of premiums, Although the plan 
would expand coverage to some populations, the plan is predicated on a block grant 1inancin8 
structure and would eliminate the federal emitlement to Medicaid for the AFDC population 
(although ifpassed under current law, the waiver would not be structured as a bloek gr:mt. 
despite such rhetoric), !fth. Administration apponves the Medicaid proposal, the waiver would 
set • precedent for waMng mandatory eligibility and .",-vices that stales could potentially use to 
restrict eligibility wben expenditures ClCceed revenues, Apptoval ofthe Wisronsin plall would also 
undennine the Adminimation's objection 10 Republican proposals that deny the fedetal guar.ontee 
ofMedi<aid eligibility, The Administration could also be criticized for approving a plan !hat. 
similar 10 the Republican reconciliation package, would link a generally aoocptabl. welfare reform 
proposal 10 unacceptable Medicaid changes, ' 

In addition 10 the above concern.. the following <:Iigibility restriction. could compromise the 
guarantee of Medicaid coverage, Recipients would lose Medicaid <:Iigibility due to non-payment 
ofpremiums, or ifthey have a= to any employer- sponsored health insurance after 12 months 
ofemployment, [n addition, recipients would not be eligible for Medicaid if they had 
employer-subsidized insurance (at 5il";; or i;<eatCf) for anyone month duriog lb. past 18 month, 
or currently, The Wisconsin platl would also limit sevetal maedatol)' .",-vices, including treatment 
.",-vices for children under lh. EPSDT requirement" and .killed nursing and home care services, 

Iflhe Wisconsin boaith plan is approved without the above restrictions on eligibility, budget 
neutrality requirements will be harder fur the state to achieve, 

OTHER ISSUES 
~&:quirt!mntt 
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Labw organizations, including the AFL-CIO, AFSCME, and SEW at the international 
and state levels, haw: expressed deep C<)ncems about W-2. In addition to supporting retention of 
the entitlement, due process st.andards, and time limit extension protections, unions ha"" mised 
three labor-specific issues, twO ofwhicli can he worked Out lilvorahiy: 

Fust, they have opposed Wisconsin's proposal to waive anti-displa;:ement bmguage in the 
current AFDC Slamt. which protects publi<: empluyees from losing their positions to welfare 
recipients serving work assignments. This issue can be worked out lilvorably for tbe unions. 
After public criticism, Governor Thompson withdrew all but one ofhis requests to waive anti­
displacement provisions. Since HHS do.. not have th.legal authority to waive any anti­
displaeement !lInguage and has taken that position in denying states' requests fur similar waivers, 
labor organizations will expect the Administration to deny Wisconsints remaining wavier request 
relating to displacement. 

Second, they bave ~ concerns that W-2 wage levels will >'olate ll:d..a1 minimum 
wage protections HHS proposes to require Wisconsin to pay the equivalent ofthe minimum 
wage (including any future increases) to W·2 participants fur time spent at work Labw 
organiutions will appreciate tbis proposed minimum wage protection (wbieh HHS bas m.isted 
upon for other Slates) They will continue to b. concerned, however, that the Adrninisl1rnion i. 
allowing Wiseonsin to require W-2 recipients to engage in non-work activities (such as job S<!.lIrob. 
education, and training) as a oonditio. ofpruticipation in W-2 for wbieh they will receivo no 
remuneration" . 

Third, they oppose Wisconsin's proposal to permit private entities to """'fl"t" lOt and 
opetato W-2 agencies. Wblle the W-2 proposaJ does provide a right offim refusal fOr COUllIi.. 
which meet the stote'. CQ!ltIact perlOtmanc<: criteria, labor organilations will petteive the 
contracting process as Slacked against them. In supporting their position. unions bave argued that 
publie sectO' a<:<lOuntability and ciW service protections are iroportant to maintain in the operating 
ofany public assistanoe program. Wisconsin currently runs a county-based AFDC program, and J 
AFSCME represents the work... in every county agency in the state. I.u.t. ~ "'" ~~ • 

~'-"'-. 
Benqit Reductions 
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The State has proposed ben.fit reductions in thr.. areas. rust,!hey would switch to a systew of 
tlat gants to families ba3ed on parfu:ipatiQn in work a<:Iivities. wge Ilunilies would fitc:e a 
benefit reduction, but small families would receive a grant inerease. This change is cett!nI to the 
W·2 proposal, and must be approved for Wisconsin to le;t its approach. Approval is, bow"""", 
likely to provoke significant negative criticism. 

Second, Wisconsin would require participants to make co-payments for subsidized child care. 
Rtapicnts would have to make these payments from their W·2 g>:ant, thm:by reducing the overall 
benefit. Underlhe proposal. the copay increases with the number ofchildren in care, and the cost 
of care. As a rcsult, benefits effectively go down asl1unily size incre...... The Administration 0. 
discussed the possibility ofcapping the copays for lower ineome funilies. U 
Third, the State would reduce S81 children's grantS to the smallest amount by wbieh current 
benefit are increased when family size increases (the ~ between two and three persons). 
It is not clear why this hanefit level was selected. One possibility is using the average inetement, 
rather !ban the smallest one. 

Welfare waivers normally include provisions that limit total Federal spendiug to the amoUDt that 
would have been spent absent a waiver. In all but two oases, this has been based on random 
assignment with experimeotal and control groups - and ouIy one of those was not based on the 
research evaluation daIa. Prehminaty estimates are that Wisconsin's requO$l would increase 
Federal spending by more than $100 million annually, an amoun1 that is roughly 25% oftheir 
AFDC grant. (HHS and USDA do not have complete detailed e;tintates.) This increase is 
<:omprised of: 

An AFDC blocl< grant that is increased to th. 1994 level. (Wisconsin, like many States, 

has detlinWg sp~ and casdoed) 

In........ in Food Stamp spendiug to the 1994 level that would result from Food Stamp 

expansions and cuts in AFDC benefits. (Food Stamp spendins is also goins down.) 


Wisconsin is likely to criticize the Administration for any decision that does not give the State 
significant incre.... in Federal funding. Wisconsin in.......,e seeks financial credit for post 
caseloed decreases, mucb ofwhich is due to the State'. low unemployment rate and bealtby 
e<:<>nomy. IfWisconsin is provided historical !bndins levels, most other States are likely 10 
request it as well. 

The third option appears to he the best approach - agroeins to work with the State to develop an 
adequate formula for determining what costs would have been under _law. There is plenty 
of time, since the waiver would not be implemented for over a year. The Administrarinn could 
not be attacked for short-fundins the State, since the number would nOI be known. There would 
also be no precedent for other States to apply ror sinDlar fundinS inerea.... 

8 
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Medicaid Cost Neutrality 

In considering Medicaid waiv .... in general, budget neutrality is assumed ifthe agreed upon 
estimate of spending absent the waiver is greater than the estimate ofspending with the waiver. 
Sbould the federal entitlement he 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 
enroUs its SSI and AFDC populations in Primary Care Case Management. In five oftbe largest 
counties, Wisconsin has established a voluntary HMO plan for tbe AFDC population which has 
enroUed 93% oftbe AFDC population in those counties. The Slate has recently subntitted a 
1915(b) waiver to establish mandatory HMO enrollment for the entire AFDC population, 45% of 
whom arc already enrolled into managed care. The state assumes that the waiver will save only 
S16.8 million inFY 1997 offofa base ofS481 million in f....for-service expenditures. 

HHS has proposed to aUow the Slate to use these savings to offset the costs ofthe expansion 
population. The Administration'S policy to date whicb has been not to aUow states to use 
managed care savings from proposed or operating 1915(b) waivers. OMB staff estimate that ifaU 
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% oftbe AFDC adults and children will be enroUed 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 ifMedicaid is to stand alone, it will not be budget neutral with or without 
the use of the managed care savings. 
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MickeyKaus 

.~; 

;Adopt the Wisconsm Plan ;,.::;.>' 
~< ':'1f "i When PresidI':nt' a.!mM embtat:ed" enough. Clinton's own 1994 welfare abiJities;, ~ they.wookI be paid abit family, you in effect abandon any work Court, which has ruled thaf when the ~;~j: 

, the i'adical WtsCOnSin weIfate ., both proposal required work after tWo or, less, . requirement. Wisconsin would keep pro-- government creates a welfare "entitle-­
· right and left.aCOJSed him of .eynlcaHy three ~ CI(l the dole. w"ISCOttSin's' So what about those "Serious am- viding health care but Mt 'QlI$h. The ment." it gives recipients a constitutional 

bbaMOOlng IUs Democratic prineipIes to would require work from day <me (ex~ cerns'? Among other things, the rebel- state plans to clooely monitor the status '''property'' right that can be taken away
-eWease the \I'Ota'$. The ptesklenrs own' cepting mothers with newborns Jess li~ ~tration offida1s, argue, ~t o.f children. wh~ mothers refuse wo~ 'only after a fairly elaborate legal pro­

-. 	 we!fare burea.ucnts rebe!!ed, tel1ing tlle than 12 weeks old). WlSOOnSJll's(X)mrnunity&eMCe positiOnS State officials insist that, as ooe puts It,' ceeding that typically takes 30 to 90 
New_Y~ Tunes that they had ~ But WM2 hits other ~a.nd ex-- will. br ~me rnkulatiollS! pay less ~ under W,-2. "the nwnber or child wel!are qays. Wisconsin rightly wants to be able' . 
tourems about the W~.plan. pensive--features traditionally, ~t ~~ wage. But, c:ven FOR, 'm cases.will d~e.:, because work IS a: . to fire a worker who, say,' shows up, That prompted Clinton and his ?lief 0( by the left, As$uming the state's jwi» creating ~ 'YPA, recognized tha;t last~ eentenng a~ty, • . ' drunk, without paying him or her (or 90 
~ to re-embrare ~ pI.an, which ~ tiens are right. and it comes Up with the resort public jobs should pay a bit less Th~ are ~y only tyro maJOr ~ _ days. . • .-!; 
.heightened the appearance of a cynical ftmdS it." says it will, W·2 will offer. . rlarn~.~ W-.2. ~trSt. W~· YCi. it would be better if the state :.,. 
seDool . subsidized dUld care fIQt just (ot "those Thkin E t' Intends to limit coll\llUlnttY semce JObs SomehoW guiJranteed it v..'OUld meet its 
:. Is it .~"ble ~t ~ ~t is. who nOw quali1y for'welfare but for aU . g xcep Ion to t"'? ¥eat'S ~ place an ovenill five- obtigations under W-2, bUt you 'can't 

~;:. .,., ~ doing ~ right thing? .1 think he Iow-inoome parents' whb' need it to year limit on ald. Th~ the plan :aHows blame the Wisconsin I~tors for con­
'~W 13. The ~ plan constitUtes the work-p\us subsidized health care for aU .,' for ~by:ase extensro~ the .~ton cluding that the only way to stop judges ,. ,;~t

most senous attempt to transfotm the t' !amill incl ding th tk than the toWest;.paymg pnva~Qt' admimstratiOn ,has preVIously insisted '.. • ~: 
culture of welfare sinoe Franklin R~·. ==~W~'anti~tes!l~ . WQ!:k. lest ~te ~ tempted to leave '1:'11 states guarantpe jobs or, aid indefi.: :~=~::~ :::s~~~\o~ : 

,r.elt create<! the Works-~Admin- about 13 ......"""'nl more initial)", W1der' low-wage povate JOoo and go on the, ' rutely to all those Who- ha~ 'played by li 'Uy ~_ " '~!hi '.'_ i 
-lStration tGreplace the ''narootic'' of cash • '7'- "T publiCJ:uyroll.' 	 the ruIes~-who are looking for work. exp c:. • .!JVn COIlS!~r san entll..l-<;'" . ! 
~~ ~odern wr-1faFe relonnm have W2 ~ it ~-spends. 00 Welfare. Nor, will Wioconsin's oornmurutyrer- "but are ~ble to fil!d it. '!isoonsin's I!'ent.. .' .. , 

· 1ot1g Caned for agrand left-right oornpro-- Chikk:are ~would Ill?'~ from vie1: j.>bs P1Y Wages that vary with refQTlllers: argue that, mpxactire. poople ~en if the Cti.nlon.~dmi.nist:ratiOn 
mise, in whidt the left woold agree ~th.a1 " a.oout ~million tQ: $158 mUlion., . • .family sire. Sma!! fam.ilie$ will get more find private jooo far faatec when the)', ~ t fon:e W~ to gI.ve ~ on 
weHare i-ecipients should wotk,. 'whiIe Moot impOrtant.. 'J'ho~~ than ..wt'..liare now pays. l.argf!r families kno.... they have only so many years of this '"entrtlement" iSSUe, I~ shotdd ap­
the right agreed to spend the money to es. that. many welfare r~ will ~ . teSs. Adtninisttation offidals have ar. aid coming to them. That isn't implausi-, Prove Y/-2. What the voters to' whom 

.- provide. the neteSSarY. "PubUe .jobs. and immediateiy be ~ intO ~. p.,.: gtlOO. that this single Pay scale vlotatl,;'.l,l ble. Why not let the $tate find out if it's Clinton il1i "selling 01.11:" &eem to ~ 
;¢bikl care. The' Particu1ar cmnpromise \'ate ~r. They will ~ public 1lbs. tmditionaI welfare principles. under right? ' .,.:and '!ha~ W-2's ~, including The 
~ in wv. Tommy Thompson's ,Unlike virtually all con~ Repub- which 'bentfits vary with "need" But it Btlt what reallY ~many a~ Post, ~ to lack-is a sense of Ulgen­

..!";,,:,,,.,. :;;w_ WorkS' ("W,2, """"'"" Is ,Ilcans, Thompson _up to his respon- """'"" with Imdltiooal _ principles, imutiO<l offi.;,t~ not .. mention'!iIJernI '<y••The """",,(ratio<> of ~ ,.', 
;001: perfect. but it's. as close as we're . sibillty to- pay (or those, jobs. WISCOnSin 'under which you don't get 3: raise just activist.'I (and Archbishop Rembert "d~t. si.rig1e-parcnt familieS in'the ' na­
,likely ro get any tiirie soon. If feden! . ~~ting"~ 30,000 com- because you have aoothet cltlld. Weakland, who wrote on this page last tion'sghettos is our most piessmg social 
.~WeJfare officials somehow succeed in munity serw:e jXl$iUQt'IS, one for evt1Y The Post.. in an ed.itorial, has asked: ThUrsday) is ~·s statement that problem..The left·right deal embodied in 

· 'blocking it.· then ~ will be two adults on wt'Jiare.. Signifil;antJy. "'What dG you do.with 3: child whose "aniMividuaJiulOtermtledtoset"'lires W-2 is oor best hope for a sohltion. We 
~ in arguing that trre:lfare lIt'!ed! to these jJba. wookI be available ttl- fathers mother turns out to be unwilling .. ;'to ' or benclits under WtseOOsin Works." can't afford to wait for the perfect plan: 
be moved out of WashlngtOO's control who live with theJr·familles. Parents wotk?"'But this is1:hecentraJ diJe.mm.a in The OOIte s.eoema to be tr}'ingto wriggle' - • 
and returned to the states.. • incapable o! ~ fu!l-time wookI be all vrork~welfare refortti$" stare, out of its promises. Actually, it's trying 'I'he writer is a CQ!I/ribuling ~iror of 
,.TIre W·2 plan is certainly ""BIt giveo 1>Sks _to with _ h"" ~ setl<!ing _ to m. to wriggle out ~... under tlJe'Supteme IIIeNttIIl/;plllilic. 	 ' 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR rllCityCITY OF MILWAUKEE Mof 
iMilwaukee

FAX COVER SHEET 

DATE: 	 September 3, 1996 

PLEASE DELIVER TO: 	 Bruce Reed 
Special Assistant to the President 

FROM: 	 John O. Norquist 
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 IS (414) 286-3191. 

MESSAGE: 

I spolie to the President about Wisconsin's W·2 waiver request when he 
was in Milwaukee on labor Day. I'm sending you this material as a 
follow-up to that conversation and I will be calling you this afternoon to 
discuss it further. 
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John O. Norquist 
M~YIU 

I 
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Offi« ~ tht M1YOl 
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200 tIn We1l$ Street 
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Wi~OMjn 
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TO, 	 IlNcoRoed 

Sp«iaI Aaoisum! to ~ ClinI<m 


FROM: 	 John O. Norquist. MAyer ofMilwauk= 

DATE, 	 Scpwmbcr 3. 19% 

BE: 	 Wisamsin'. W·2 Mediraid Waivor hqU<St 

the b.... thomy ofW_in'. W.2 Health PIm, which Ill< SUI'" is 1IlIkiDB' Mcdiellid 
waiver for, is sound. 

But tho 1pO<w... of tho W·2 Health PII\llIR badly, badly, badly flowed. 

W·2 partiei.,. who get monthly cooh grmI3 .,.1Ikco .... o~ but those who go to 

work ore likcIy to 10..COVlll'llgo ... for two ,.."OllS, 


-Fitst, tho pi...•• pII)'IDCI1t m<elwrism is ho.tiIe ODd cumbersome. Worken must make 

out.ar.pocket pll}'lllClll.S. or get employers to _ to deduct payments. theY have no 

.utcmatit dedu<;tion system, like .n tho rest of".. 


-SCCllllll, Ill< plan', eligibility cllloOlI is irrational. Workm lese COVll1'II&!, if tho 

employer off... ooveral!l' but doesn't per • cent. Than: ill no Jiir policy of allowiog womrs to 

Main ""_WlIiI tho employer ofI'm IIIl alI'ordabl< plan by picking up most of tho pmnium. 


The cgmbjnation ofthne two flaws, ICt01ding to both the University Wisconsin.. 
1ll1Ii"!!" for Rmmh OJ! POMIy mu! tho Thomp!9l! Admirri!lrotiOl! ;11<11:, islN!uhoWllIls of 
WiKODSin',lIOOt"'ho now mMediWd will-.mcise!y b_WJ/I=!!l(.!h!!!lII§ !l!!d 
Ipdt4 priva",!WClt jobHOK ,U be!!Jth care cover...· 

P .... idOot CllAlOft mUit iIIIiIt that ~ llaw.la the W-l Health Care plan b • 

••.....- ... e."ditron for grantrog a Medicaid ",ai.... 


-AU eliJl11>\e worlWlg parenti who .;go up rOT W·l Health PIa. covera", have 

tbdr aUdlag-uaIc pay_autom.titallJ dtduetcd (rom tbdr paytheda. 


_AU worlWlt parenti mnaIo oligiDic for W·l HeaJIIa PI... coverall" .... 1iI_ 

....pI.,.n o!l'er a decent plan !!IIIpar at ..... 75'Y. orIIIe premium r.r family ..V....I" ­
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The W.2 Health Plenl!!!llUljoelly ..pOllda boelth we covenoS" 10 I!!Ilow·iDoomo 
p ...... to below 165% afthe povClty Uno (lUll! they .... keop """",oge 11D1i1200% oftbe paver\)' 
lin.) who lad: itlsunmoe. 

A poor _I woul4 .. lo:ap IlIOOd 10 be gcUi.nc • woIfan sram (or ,,'''''''II''who !wi 
just11<''''''' olt wetrue wiIhiII the 1m 12 dIOllIhs or so) 10 set boeltb ""....g.. Rather, _""go
W<lU!d be ••.u.bIc ..... ittbe piICIII IwI loft woit"",)'I'III> 4g<llOtakc .job, QI" IwIncvcr bcon 
OIlwclfor. b....... wwas ~ .... pzovidtdtbc!imily'. illoomcWBSless IhlIn 165%of 
pOYer\)' (200% after boeltb .... olillibility is d<Icnnincd) lUll! the l"""D' bod GO priv~ 
coverage. 

In Ilricl; the W·~ hoalth pel... W<lU!d be available. in !lI!l9lX. based OIl payment of • 
•Ildlng-sealc fee and. withollla timIllimil, 10 alIlow·irn:cmo p_ ill Wiscomin wlin Iodi: 
...... 10 private insunmco and. who ....: 

-..,ain& ••ash sram MthoIlla _obliplioD (thete Ill. _..w.r W·2); 
-gcUi.nc. eaab 3l'1IIIt but ~ilo!tUlldcr W·2', Troasiu- pn>gram or so called 

ComIIIWliIy Sorvioo Jobs program; 
m: 
__king rcr. n:gubr employcr. 

Great tbemy, but the reality falls far short. Tba W.2 bealth plan in p1IIiolce will result in 
thousand.! ofpwato who now bava Medltaid, ~9!he riiib! _ by ~ and. to!cing 
privar..!CCI!l[ i!l!!:!,loting all bcaltb .... 00VtnIg0. That', because the W·2 Heollh Plan has two 
hugo <bill"~. Flaws that mIly oli<k i. r.o I_VI1gC wmt.n, the very people that __ 
Clinton \11111!11 10 belp. 

• Fim, tI!o pi.. faib 10 prO"rid. workln who ••••pt pm_sector j .... with • 
limp" method of coasisWllly po,.,. tbair iii_seale pnml.... by requina, automalic 
puyron dodual ..... 

Instood, they mustbringeaab in OIl envelope 10 the W·2 office to pay their pnmU\IIIl .•. 
))mIl!IlAblytaking oltfrom wotk.llltwbicb they could be filed. And they IIIUSt keop up this 
cumbersome pIOOelI. uumth after month, Cor fnil\ll1llO keep up tbeir premi..... me... 
ttrminarion ofcovertii<', with 110 right to "'......nfor months. 

They could mail. cheek. ..but they must first hove • eboclcini ....UI1I, wbich most dOll'\. 
And the checks must IlDl b""""", wbicb iOO1C will. And again tIwy mus! rem:mber 10 koep up 
Ibis cumber..... pr..... 1IIOI1Ih Ifil:r moath. 

Tba Iaww.. ~Governor Tbomp.OD'. obj..ti...··!O allow worm to WI 
their employ... 10 deCutt their aliding...al. r ... from their poyduodcs. But m.my WCItlo:rt will 
DOIIaIow to ..k, and. odtm will b. ofroid. And...,. if!hey ..k, their employcra aeod Dot ell"": 
the law ...... ;t optionaIlllt .... employcr. Ittheir employ.... dUI!'laaraa. no pmmilllll plI)'III<IlI 
is modo. And .... lf the cmpIoycr cIoes "8t". maar low-wage wmt.n swltdl employcra: in 
wbicb <I," they ....t ask agaiIl. and. tIlcir employot must all"" agalJl. or It wonl happen. 

http:Tbomp.OD


. .. ~ 
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WhalIow-inOOJm wori«n under W·2 !OIIU do is what all the res. ofus depend 
"""": automaIlc bi-wcddy or IDIJI1thly poydlcck d<dutIiOll.!!. 

III abon: we inIpooo 011 the poamt. _ 'I'\IlIIenIble. and mos'.v~ 
wcrker& • """"""-ad u...u..:uv. S)'SU!IlI ofpaying for health insunuu:elhot DC uMm ad 
GO good employer would .....1OIeme for • minuro. 

_Socond, the pllIJI cub .ff.......... ' ri&ht t. buy W-l H.altb C ..... I'I....ov....'" 

Jong before maD)' caa afford printe-uctor cover&ze,. 

The W-2 Health PlIlD provides Ilw, ilyou 11&...private-_ job, you 1...your 
cligibilily to purclwe W-2 Health c... _erage if)'!llltemployer merely oll'en you c:ovcrap ... 
ev... ifthe """,loyer piW up 0% of the COM. 

!hm', avcrywcok '_period" for the first 12 months: youOlllylo,. W.2.., .....ge 
ifyour employer piW up II1OlI> <han 50% ofthe cosl Gi_ the cost ofb&alIh insur_. the. 
COIIId ...... a$10,000 worker bciIIg doiUciI .....' to W·2 _ ...ge if the employer IIIks bar to 
pay 52.001 of. 54.000 policy. 

Bill alta the first year. the"sw:e paiod" <lids. Y.ulo$. W-2 CO\'Cfap period if)'!lllt 
""",Ioyer off... IIIX form ofcov...ge ........ ifyou ..... poy $4,000 or $3,000. 

no _iuti... of _tw.fIaw" ••cordin, t. b •• h tb& lhIivtnily ofW.......in 
I .... it.'" ror a....r.b on "overty aad the Tbompsaa Admlni......ti.. itself, is tha. 
thou....d. ofWiJ.DOIin', poor wbo ..w have MediWd willi••• heallh can .overap. 

Whol tho Pm_IMl!i!Do 

Pn.ldent Oiaton lDult iaaiJub•• b.2Il! n.... in the W-l HeaIdt Care plan ha 
..meted .. a .ondillon f.r grantin, • Medicaid ...aiver. Specifically, he mull nquire 
Wi"onsin to alter I.. W-llfealth Plan 10 ther: 

eAD cligiblo wnrkiDC pareuIJ who lip up for W-2 Health Plan ••verage have 
Iheir tlidiJIg· ..aIc paymcob aUl01lllllieallf deducted from their paytbcdu. 

eAlI workine parent> remain ellgiblo for W·l Health Plan ...erage undlthelr 
....ploy.,. offer. doc... plan A!!lIpay .. Iealt '5% ofthe p.....mn tor f8llU1y co""ra... 



.
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·WiSEan.;{{{s~old, Risky Welfare Plan 

. Gov. Tommy 1hnmpson h83 Signed lar-reacll· 
ing legislatIon that, tt Pte gets WashlngtOn's approv~ 
al. would make Wlscon&J,n the first state to end U! 
welfare program. Under thl! law, the- state would 
inStantly stop giVing ca!lh aId to Ilbte-bodted appU~ 

., ..... . cants. InStead they would be put to work 1:i private­
,..... sectOr JobS. SiJ.bSidlU4 tf need be, or in comm\IDity~ 

service jOb!. " 
There is much to adtn.1re in Wisconsin's torth· 

rignt emphaais on work and support semCl!S. Mr: 
Thompson 16 one of the few Republican leadeN who. 
acltnowledg~ tne fatt that welfare reform IS expenr 
sive. The, plan wtll inlttaliy exceed Wisconstn:s 
current welfare espendUure" by about $40 million a 
year, or 13 percent. The program would prvvide. 
generous healtl'l and chlld<.are lub:r-Jdles to aU 
working-poor famlll&s, not just those on welfare, 
lbat w~y weltare parents would no longer face the 
,10'5$ of these key I;tenetlq When tI".ey 1ind work. the 
plan would al&o aUo'w mothers to keep most ot the 
child~upport payments. that' are made by absent 
father'S. IndividualS who are tneapeble 'ot holdJng 
steady jobs eouId receive ongutng support for en· 
gaging jl'l Umtted work and rehabilitation activities. 
~" But there are troublesoroe provisions thai are. 
~oot easily'seen by comparittg V1e Wisconsin plan 
with President Clinton's welfare proposal Mr. CUn~ 
*On would have allowed welfare parents to spend up: 
rn [WI) years in training or education programs. The: 
'wIsconsin plan provides tor no training that JJ 
separated from work. This mAy $tef:r some patents 
t;om intens.ive literacy arul other needed training. 
.. Mr. Cllnian'& plan would have: imposed. a ~ . 

.t' . 	 year time limit on c:aah bene1it3. after'which par­
at! who obeyed the rules would be given a public­
&eetor jOb if they could Mt rInd work on their own. 
The WisconSin plan would JmJ)03e no time limits ml 

I'tealth or cltUd-eare benefits, But it would set a time 
limiJ: of five years on 'job si.U:tJldie$, withol.lt any 
commitment to 	extend' the limi' lor parents ­
petbaps bali of those Who start Ol,u in. Sl.lb$ldiud 
lObS - """ obeyed the rules bUt «ml<! .ot find : 
W1Subsidtzed work, 

Mr. Thompson· pointS out that, wtder 111$ plan. 
the lUte wmJld. have the klleway of extending job 
subtlldlet beyond. !ive years on 11 cue-by-ca.st! basis. 
Guarantees, he says. muffle the welfare parent's i' 

t 

incentlve w find work and 'iDvite endless Judicial ! 
challenge. That may be so. But hiS proposal exposes ' 
innocent <:hUdren to risk. Tbe reeord. at 414tollS in 
cr(!t!UlIg public service jobs 1$ poor. Wbat nappens 
when Wleeomin ends ,ald net tied to work. but f&i1s 
to create the 40))00 Jabs it migbt t~ to .,mpty cut , 
luwelle:nt roils? Whatnappens1t.Wlsamsin's eam· ; 
orny \I,II'M ~ and the state eam:mt find money to i 
cover hen1th benef1ts for needy fAmilies? ; 

Mr. CUnton's best response b to embra.c:-e the I 
lood pan~ 01 tM Wl.sconsm pJ!U\ without tmb~t:;tng I 
tlU ot its risks, He should iltslSt that tlIe plan be 
pha3ed in slowly so' that, tor example. welfare I 
benefits Qf large families would not. as proposed. be 
cut quickly. WJ,c.onsln should be required to monl· 
tor its programs aad publidle bow many needy I 
partnts are thrown out of wbl-idlzed work. Mr, ! 
Clinton shouJd also reqUIre a. conc:r~r.e (:otnntitment 
from WlscoruJiD that it will spend wbateVer it takes 
to pro'{tde the bl;Mfita It bas promised. 

. Mr, Clinton's pledge w"e.ru,t wellareuwlmoW 
It" - with its Inmded job offer for parents who 

obey wel1are rules - is better. than Wi.s,c.ollSln'S f' 
pledge to end wetfare, period. Bllt Mr. Clinton can . 
nevenMJm embrace WlsearuJln'$ right to expert· 
m~t as long as he inSists that the state smooth the ' 
'P~o.n·s tHU'Qh~t.edges.. . 

.,". ,.,",. 

http:cue-by-ca.st
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·Wea opposesW·2 
<YI;:S:) '\'5\"I~ I' . IPI 

Archbishop makes plea for children 

By FRANK A. AUKOTEIili 
nl dw J01lma.! ~ $bfr 

Wuhington - Warning o£ 
".. tragtdy for the poor and;\. 
moral blenlbh on ttw: urth's 
most ..ffluent J()(rety." MiI­
w.auk~ An::hbuhop Rembert 
Wuk),.and urg~ President 
Clinton And Congr'f!SS in an 
-article ThW'$day to reject Wis~ 
(on,sln'S weltlre reform PIo­
g....". 

The prl)gram. tallltd Wis­
consin Works. or W~2. was 
deveioPN by Gov. Tommy 
Thompson. and approvtd by 
t~ mlr: l.eglshltw"e. Thomp­
son hu asked the CUnton ad­
rnlni6b'atlon to app~ wm­
en from cunent federal l.rw 
that would allow the program 
to go forward. 

A JO.Oay period fut public 
comment on the w.iver tt ­
quests: fOnds next Wednesday_ 

and Clinton's chief 04 staff, 
t.eon PanetQ.. has prom.i.sed .. 
f.n.aJ dt'cision within a few 
days after that. WLKonsin 
welfare officials uy mote 
time Indy be' needtd.to inm 
aul dtWls... 

Clinton endorsed W-2 in a 
May 1.8 radio broadcast. 

Weakland, who recently 
endrd .. ux~mQnth sabbatical, 
madt his a~ in <In opin· 
ion artic:lt in Thursday'l 

/vt\"",,, ~ i~ :;.. v 

Wuhlngtan.
Post. W~2 
iilmounts to ., 
rep«:otJ of a 
long"tand­
il\g cotnmit· 
m.::nt by 
Atn~rit::tn 
sodtty to 
carl!' (or the 
poor, HI"'- ~ 
dally chit. WeaJdan... 
dr<n. h. clIatged. 

We-&aftd has written .utd 
spoken before about welfat'f. 
Shortly before ~ginning his 
sabbatical. Wealdand i.ssUa:l .a 

~t:.1 - . 
()P~-\(...J. 

7-'5 


moving:. per;~t plea th~t 
th chutth iSnd govunfMnt 
not furget aboo! th< poor, and 
drew upon hi!;owft life grow­
ing lip poClr. 

"Catholic JOCial teaching 
holds that m. POO" _1>117 
dUldren,. hav-e a moral daiij. 
On the tf:SOU«'e$ of th~'• _I 

munity to RCUI't tile ~ 
tiei o(lite;'" Weakliil"d we •.~ ....... 


Pltll~$tf!~1~9 ~t~ 
,,:-.,..' , 
::!~ i 

a.port J.IfS one In !b M~~~ 
~ -vet d'1id em _JI W-J., .. ~~ 

...... I 
,,~#. , 

0=7) 


http:needtd.to


'\\<-N'v 


~~~ 
~ 

rf'."S':J 

w- eakland lll'ges Congress to reject plan 
From.f3t 1 

in the Po&t. "FO¥ rtWrt. than 60 
years. our society has recog· 
niud this clam. with. covenant 
that CM\l1"eS a minimal level of 
Usi$to1n~ £Or food. doWng and 
sh.dler to poor children at\d 
iheir families." . 

He said millions of ch.i1dren 
had ren1!'d Ol\ that cDvEn.illnt 
sjncc the: 1930&. and noted that 
MO« than 120.000 (hildr~n in 
Wi$Cooslri rt'licd on Aid to Fam­
ilies with Oe:pE'ndel'lt Children 
(AFDC), the welfne progr.am 
thatWtlu!d be replotced by W~L 

In responser Kevin Kc.anr. ;t 
spokesman for Thompsof\. $.aid, 
''It's wry disappointing.tNt the 
teadiU of Wistunsia CatholiQi is 
di!:fnldifl8 it SYdt~m lhat hurb. 
the peopk' they d;tim to w;tnt to 
proted. tt~t trapt th~ pooc i1'l a 
life of dependency." 

Wukland said that n1! and 
other Catholk bishops "who 
grap,l~ with the nuds of the 
?OCt'" agTUd th.at the CUtT~nt 

weih:re- systtm wall in ne-ed of 
major rtfo~ and had ol~ 
constructive proposals. 

People of good wilL he wro." 
can argue 0'V1!'T the n.e-ed to ~ 
'ify MOC so it better serves its 
bask putpost:. 

"'But it is pAtently unjust for I. 
$oo<it'ty .as af.fluent as Ol.lrs to 
nuDify that covenant." he wrote. 

k ilPProved, "the Wisconsin 
Works program does iun tNt. 
The e~bling statu~ for tm W-2 
proposal .. pecificaUy staten no 
OM ts entitled to Ww2 service", 
even (those) who are eligibk to 
ret:t:'!ive them.'" 

''It is one thing: to change the 
rules oJ tbe weliare system, It is 
quite another thing to say. ''£vt'ft 
if you play by the new rule. so­
<"Hot)' will not help you! Thi$ iJ 
not welfate refortO but welfale 
.rtpt'A1..­

'Not MoroJly Juslifilob!.' 

Such a tMSSagt. Weakland 
wrote, "may bt: politicaHy at­
tractive in this election year, if i.J 

not morally fUstil'iAble... 
He said critk:s of tM welhre 

system .. Ueged thai pu:bllc: ~ 
tMce \lnd~lTn!Md Pft'SOMl re­
sponsibility. He said that WlI$ iI 
generalization. 

-In the first plat't," be: wr~; 
..the children of th~ poor did not 
choose their f.;mUie$. Wt.'. 
$nould not a£l'lkt tht$e children 
witb hunger in order to infliSC 
their parents with. virNe." 

WI!.l)::\and wid hi' e~peri.. 
en« in dflVeloping a pastor;!1 
lett" for the U.s, ~shop$ on 
economic injusticr: had im~ 
ptH$ed I)n him the truth. that 
poor families ~te espet:ially 
V\tlnerable to ecunomic do:wfi~ 
turns triggemoi by nllnoNI ~nd 
international t:Vents. 

MOreovf:r, he: ,$.lid that f!Vcon 
prosperous st1ltes like WiKl)n" 
f>in,. with its law ununployment. 
cQ\l1d not ensure !hilt e~ryone 
who w~d to wm:X CQuid earn 
a wa.~ to S\,lppor!: a family. 

·So long as tlU:$: is the ose.'" 
he wrote, "'it i! unwise and UT\r 
just fOT the federal govemnwnt 

to abandon its commitment to 
the poor, Our ccvt-~nt with 
n«dy ~hildm:t mwt «main ttlif' 
responsibll1ty of the entire 
Amt>tic""n f.imily," 

Wakland s.id tot: president 
artd Coogr-ess l"W'eded to rttog. 
Piu that they could not :repeal 
the assurat'\<:e of public iIS$is~ 
lance fo? the po« in Wisroru.m 
wit."wul haYing ,r~pta1 ba:ome a 
nAtional polky_ 

"Once such a repeal is gtlll"t" 
cd to at single sl:atr... he wro4t', 
"others w.l1i seek similar license. 
ThE poor will lose tl\~r safety 
net by d~ u surely ;u if 
Congress and the presi~1 re­
pult:d it all at once," 

Weakland Hid he could "p~. 
predate the barden of difficult 
choi~s in an eled:ion year. But 
he uid the: shott-t1!'rm politka.! 
outlook should not cloud mara! 
vision. 

N Ameriat's 6).yellf arvenant 
with its poor children ..~d ~ 
who ,nurtW't them must l't1tlilin 
unbroken.N he wrote, 

http:progr.am
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'?¥rhompson aide criticizes . 

arrJtbishop's welfare stance 


'We're proud to di$~9r.e: 
. Keane responds 

6" M£c jOs", 

of lh.e ,(lllrnal S ...ntlr;rl iSbH 


, Sharply disagreeing with 
MHw.ukOl!«'l Archbi$hop Rem~ 
bert WeaJdand's Wubington 
Post opipjon iutiel!! Agaln5t W-2,. 
• SPQkdman for GOY, Tommy 
ThornpS(>fItupDnd'l'd ThursdllY 
by faying Ihl': ilrchbishop hlld 
neVet propoll'oed anything to 
hdp poor people Sd off welf/Ue. 

"'Tht:y h"Vtf not (lfte(oed af'y­
thing constructive. Th~y talk 
one way but they don't w.ol to 
dO' thft adion thai', nftf!ded," 
Kevin K€ane ~,..id In .. phone in­
terview. 

. Keane. the governor's pleD 
s~retftry.. abo pcintcd (lut that 
h~ .and Thompson ate Cathol1c. 

Kune 'aid thft lJ)'stt'D\ pro­
pO$~d by 1'hompll'on was mote 
complIuionate be-cause H helps 

people get off welfaN. 

"'If the!: atdlbl1hop thinb It". 
compassiopate to hand a family 
a check once a mn(lth And tbt'n 
walk aw_y. if the archbishop 
th\nks it's compu6!cmate to trap 
chHdrt"n In f.mlll" i(llel\t'l'a­
finns of depl::ndency an pover~ 
ty. th~n ~~R ptoud to dwgnte 
with him," Keam: lIlIid, 

Keane nld the governor's 
wel!ar~ tli(onns had hftlped 
4{),000 peopJif' get off publk as­
sist<tnce-. Hft illlso 1S'1iid ~3COn:sit'\ 
hiild Qnor of the lowe$t child pcw~ 
erly rat~ tn the: n .. Hot\. 

"'50. WIth alJ dur rupect to 
the atchbt.hop.. I think Cov, 
Thompson h.u a ruord of crrdi~ 
bility in hl:'lping these' poor peo­
pl~," Keane s.ad. 

'"Thif'te are propl'" who taUt:· 
~nd there ate p~ople: WhO do 
something about the prob-Icm. t 
think that's the d.iffucnn we 
ha.ve right 1\0,,", beM"" the two 
men,'" 



- -

~Weakland's work defended 

-. 

Kune taken to task for 
f\emark on arthblsnop's 

efforts to help poor 

By 10 SANDti'll 

of tid JOIoImaI SewIMi JobU,
, 

A 'poke"man f.or Gov. 
To-nun)' Thompson ignO:ud 
Y''''' of _ 1"80' of ",. ­
poea1s and hours of testimony 
when 'ht a(ctlSe'd. Milwilul.ee 
AccbbUihop 'Ret'tlbe.rt WC'!ak~ 
land of fAiling to offer (~t\~ 

V't\'S<:' .,\1..1."1.. ('. If> 
J.trtH.1ivt propow:lJ to hrIp' 
pOOT peopif. get off wetfotn'; 
tl\t'.head of the WiSoCon.s:m 
Catholic Co~ Mid Frl~ 
day, 

10M H_ch..-, """",1M 
dinetot of the t:on{er~ 
which fonnuutes and pub7 
lisht$ positions on public: pol~ 
icy. ruponftd to statements 
m.lde Th\lrsday by Kevin 
Kul\t', th~ gov~or'. prns 
5e(fttary. 

In voidng diugtemlent 
with Weakland's W~-
PM opinion artide opposing 

tbe gontnor'. Wisconsin 
_Works,. or W·2. wcUaR pro-­
. grut\, KeaJ\e .uggt:std that 

the Jirchlmhop was a Wker, 
not a doer on th~ matter of 
helpiAs the poor. 

KuRt. who 'could not be 
.reached b additional (om­
me-ftt on Friday, had u;d. 
Th\ltltd.J.y: ""1'ht-y un not of-
feted anything ~Ye," 

WeakLtnd'. article was 
prompted by ThODlp$OtI'J ~ 
quest that P"I!Jlident CUnton 

_ approw waivers from k4era1 
;law that would .ulow fhi!! W~2 

fA, \v-.c~ 1'-4 J~~- r,-{,~ 

('- J) 

_. . 

progr.lIn to go tCl"Ward. fed~ 
nat olfidals mV1: wid ic dt:cl~ 
sioa on thQ.$i!! wtiven likely 
·wilfbe madi!!. thit monlh.. 

HUi!!.b$Cher su$ttstecl that 
rtpottt:rs 'O\it.bt h,i1lf lUChed 
Keane at a bad.mqmtnt on 
the July. holidAy_ "I'd Ilk. '" 
Nt him itll.i.ttle sl.u);,.. he uid.. 

Hueb5(:hcr Nld,. hoW'f:vu. 
tha.t "r &l.sa would remind 
Kr-ane that WiBtonsin'a five 
Catholic bishop!-last Septl'Dl-" . 
b<r ",Iu.ed deWled ""p""­
a1£ for 1Iiftlfare reform ·for 
whit:h Hu.ebscher has bf'tft .. 

voa) advocate at Jegist.tive 
J\.urings. The: proposals .rep.
rH4mted years of study and 
di~ion on the m-atl-tr. 
Weaklaitdsaidatthe.ti;n:le: ' 

Priorities Outlined 
At • Sept lJ news (onfer~ 

au:e relea.tin.g .. lo.page StUn­
mary of to. ~W•••­
bnd c:.anfufiy avoided criti~ 
dzmg t.lw: governor. W..2 
pla.n. H~, he \Used: ill 
policy mUe~ agaiNt using ... 
pr~ $h'WEAKtAND ~ 7 .. 

http:Ret'tlbe.rt
http:Milwilul.ee
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• -R~w"rdih8 work with ;Ill 
jncre.lI'~d minimum w"sc ;.-de· 
quate to the basic need~ of aWeakland! 9ingJe adull at\d with • c;om~ 
bin1!:d im:;()me froM wages, w.age 
sublllidies. tall incentives .andRecord . gcvernml!!flt ('ash assistance suf­
ficient 10,; th~ stu of each law· 
Jy.defended 

• Encuuraging the wo,;;;;ng 
pOOl' by ensuring universal 
hulth cart;: and child c .. n~ $Ub5i­
dJe$ adjusted tor income ~...,aU­
_hie to {",m,ille!l below 1'5'/. of 
tbe poverty levfi. 

• Avoiding "'one ~I.ze tits ..rt .. 
appro_chea by oHer""8 grNier 
cQunseling and liUppOrl to high~ 
tUk individulIls Much .u unn,.u~ 
tied minoh iIInd tho~ who I_e): 
:a high ~hool d.ipJom~ ~ r«-mt 
work history. Engtuh prolicien~ 
<:y. litcracy. and unimpllIiJ'ed 
ph)'tkaf or mentat a.bility. 

; 	 Hue-b5cher ad:dtrd that aft~r 
the bishops t1!!e,as.:d their :dlote· 
milnt the N .. Uonol Conft'ren(~ 
of Chuf<hH, in 'pc..king out M 
welbre rdorm, took piiin$ 10 
'CndOTk th1!! work' of t~ Cath(J~ 
Ue Chun:h in that areolt {)( public .. 
d~l:>ate. 

"'£vidently,' some p~opll'!' 
t.h/.nk ~ have- made SOftlr con~ 
slructl"C' contdllutions," 
Huebschcr $;lid, ""I'd ..190 point 
out that then .r. the urnii!' 
bishop-,+·thi.s i'l'l th~ same church. 
and tl\15 i, the Sllm£ body of 'O~ 
d.1 tuchina th.t Mr. K.eanl! 
praises when w¢ comt out for 
puental <hoke (or r~li8Jous 
Jlchools. So preaum.ably we htltl( 
done somclhinS to <orttribute to 
the- needs of poor ~ople." 

for fIJe mtire kx.t of Wf"llkl4nd'. 
opilfWn arliclei1! Thl!' Wluhbfglan ..
Post., $a Sl.uuiay', Crossrr>tUts 
uctian. 
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~l!u~1rn.eds protest 

"'ost urge Clinton 

to reject W-2 waivers. but 
some' support ch 

anges ,, 
BY F1tANJ: A. Au.on. 
~th.~t"" S"ntlt",lmlt
:)0: 

Wal"~ingtQt\ - Milwaukee 
ArsJ'tb~hop lU!mbc::rt C. WC!ak­
lanf..I. ,tnr from .Iont in his op­
po~ti~ to WitJ(on:llm'. w~lfarl! 
rd9.fln•. 

tl;de at the Administration 
for;:::ChUdr«I\ and Families. 
whid(ls part of the He.alth and 
Humom Services O@partm-enl 
trulAy"'hUJ!du:1k of letters from 
aU oVe-r the ro\lntry voice acme 
of the- i;am.- ront'el'Jl5. 

Th~ vut majority urs. ike 
Clint...." adminlstraUCri# as 
Weakland ha~ to n:jC'd tnt' rc~ 
fOn'n$~ or •• Itut to m&ist 01\ 

changes to g.,ttlrantee aSslstante: 
to n~t:'dy children. Called Wh­
consin Works,. Of W-2,. the pro~. 
gram was developE-d by Cov. 
Tommy C. Thompson .nd 
,fused by tlu: .t.l:tt kgtsl~t\1tt. 

The fclte,. antn"d. i.n fC"~ 
sponse to'a 3O;dlY publk (!cm· 
mernt p<'rlrut that is legally ft· 

qulrC'd bdore 'he "dmmi6t.'it· 
tlon can grant the waivers from 
current federa. taw that would 
llllo~. W'1s(o,."ln to implemt'llt 
w-z. 

~he CDmm<r:nt period end. 
W~~n~.dity, Clinton cfldorseu 
W-2 in .ll r,adio btoadcut May 
'8, , 

Amons those who h.vll'! 
asud ,that thto federal waive", 
be bl~)cm or ~d arC! M_1Qf 
John NorqUist; Eltf!t1 Bnlvo. U· 

ec",ti~ dlna:tot til 9005. the Na· 
tianal AtJ,o<laUon of Worktng 
Wonuen; :lnd re:presentativc:s of 
the Wisconsin Conference of 
Churchcs, the. Intcrfaith Confer .. 

'ence of C~ut~r MilwOlUIu:.:-, lhlll 
Child Abuse PreVl!:nJion Net· 
work and the M11waukce Coun* 
cU on Alcoholism ol.nd Drug Dr:­
pend'l'Jl(tt. 

MAny of the fetten! lIr!! lmm 
IndlvidWtle: _nd RpresentatlvQ 
oj church. f...hcr ~nd sodal wel­
fare organintions and 4;Oil:!i .. 

nons, The ~aGt bulk of th~m aH 
idetlbcal form lctten 5ignt!d by 
irullvidu..b. ail in: Ol'l~ that »}'$; 
"Moth4'!n and childr-cn will be­
(on'tII: p(lon:r and low-was", 
wDr~C'!!. in .tatu will ~xpmence 
dt:dintng wagll'lll and job Ilt:c:uri~ 
ty,­

A diffe-rent fonn letter, h(lw. 
ever. allowed th'E: Writers to fill 
in It blank ar~e a.ft<er thr statc:~ 
ment, "'1 think W"2 is bad e$p<" 
daUy bCGlHtR •• ,*' 

Cenle Ogden of Maui.on 
filled in the btimk by writing. 
''ThI::(C will be .Ii Jl!!t mo«, hun­
gry PNpl;e, e.pedany children. 
Thlw will lead. 10 lIlorc :u;hool 
dropout. and ('Time and mon: 
homt:le.. fnmiliu,'" 

But there:: ;':lllllc) were many 
h;l:f'ldwrHten I~tlets. a. few of 
wlUch luppotted W-l. Sev~tal 
01 ~ (:omplalneQ .. bout ~l" 
f.cC! and the vast htuea.u.~cy it 
hlld produced, 

But on!:!: dittect!:!:d ~t Clinton 
from Si,ter Marie v, fJroc",to 
SeN, otXe(utivll'! d~ctor of S.ll~ 
aed Hearl Southern Missions In 
Walh. MW.. said. "'W~2 would 
~e*tro.r WI;JCon.ln'. n.tety nd, 
unJHrfilihg ib lamUit:~ and chil~ 
dren,. and would .abo 5flit IS u:rri~ 
ble C'lllUnpie (01" wdf.ur reform 
in the rest of the country - we'1~ 
f.uC' reform that does not proted 
dilldren as you have c.aUed fot." 

A Milw.tukee physid.an,. Paul 
D. Burstein.. wrote to slIY that he 
t.uetieYed W-2 had som~ medt 
He .aid. however, "'Wisconsin's 

http:physid.an
http:WI;JCon.ln
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welfare· reform 
poor wom~n and children will 
be left without medical coverage 
or care." 

Federal offidah separated 
most of the handwritten and 
form letters from other I~tten 
that came from lawmakers and 
representatives of interested or~ 
gtlllizAtions. 

Among Wileon.in'. national 
lawmakers, Democratic Sen. 
Rus' Feingold forwarded. letters 
of concern from some of his 
constituents. He clid not com­
ment himself nor, apparently. 
did any other member of the, 
,tate'. congreasional delegation. 

Among the letters objecting 
to W-2 wail one &om Noriluist" 
reiterating his complalnt that it· 
did not ...truly end welb.re." He 
said the progTam. would not end'. 
cash grant., djd not make work 
p<ly, provided welfare recipients 
with better health cne than un­
subsidized workers, and perpet­
uated the mas5ive bureaucracy 
ot the current system. 

There were a number of let­
ten from members of the state 
legilllature, both individually 
and in groups. One group con~ 
sisted of the eight members of 
the legislature'. Black Caucus,' 
who opposed W-2 and identi­
fied themBelves as -We who 
represent thill fragHe popula­
tion. N 

Some of the letters contained 
detaJled critiquell of the reform 
program; others !Simply argued 
that It was wrong and urged 
Clinton to deny the waivers, 

Among the latter, the Wash­
in~on-baed Femlnisbl for Life 
said, "Removing the eaEety net 
for women and children by 
abolishing AFDC would add 
one more reallon to ., long U,t 
why wom~" h.1.ve abortiolU as a 

Iilllt n:sort, not oil (ree choice." 
Many of the letter, from or­

ganizations reinforced. Weak­
land.'s objection, which he 
raised in an Op-Ed page artide 
in The Washington P03t Thurs· 
day, that W-2 was written in 
such ill way thai benefil$ could 
be denied E:ven IQ pe{lple who 
played by t"e rules and met all 
of the pro$l:ram's requirements. 

Mary }o Tlf!lgl!!, president of 
the League of W{)m~n Voters of 
Wisconsin, madlo: that point and 
al.,o argued that W-2 did not 
provide for a fair hearing proc­
ess or evalu.tlon by indepen­
dent ob:le~er5, 

Armbtl.hop W••kland', Op-Ed piece on 
W·2 ................... In Cross,,?illds 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 14, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR JACK QUINN AND BRUCE REED 

FROM: ELENA KAGAN 0:--­
SU8JECT: WISCONSIN WAIVER -- OPTION 2 

Below is a first cut at what a strengthened Option 2 would 
look like. There are some pretty obvious ways of making it even 
stronger -- or of makin'g it weaker. For example, we could either 
increase or decrease the percentage of state failures (now listed 
as 10%) evidencing violation of the "best efforts" standard. 
SimilarlYi we could either add additional prOhibited grounds or 
delete the one now listed. I am sure there are other approaches 
tOOt and I would be grateful for any ideas or comments. 

Keep in mind that the stronger we make the provision, the 
more we 'increase the chance that a court will find it to be an 
entitlement (regardless of the initial disclaimer) -- and that 
Governor Thompson can accuse us of dishonesty. I am not sure 
what a court would do with the provision as formulated below~ I 
do thinkl however. that it puts us on fairly solid ground from a 
rhetorical standpoint. 

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

The State, however, 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 
position and any associated services or benefits. to more 
than ·10% of all eligible applicants shall constitute highly 
probative evidence of a violation of this standard, .although 
no such evidence is necessary 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 position ,and any associated services' or benefits 
shall result in the establishment of an entitlement on the 
part of each eligible applicant to an employment position 
,and any associated services or benefits. 

* * 



, 
1 

• 

One final ideal which I'm not sure is legally permissible: 
perhaps we could, either as a supplement to 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 eligible applicants, the State will get less money. 
Assuming such an incentive structure leaves the State some real 
choice, this kind of arrangement should not create an 
entitlement. I am not sure, however, that there is.room to vary 
payment in this way under existing law. I will check on this on 
Monday. 



DRAFr 

September 15, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR WALTER BROADNAX 

FROM: Carol Ras<:o 

SUBJECf: Wisconsin Waiver Request 

The President bas expressed his strong desire to work with the state of Wisconsin to 
reach agreement on a time-limited welfare demonstration. I have contacted Secretary 
Whitburn in Wisconsin to let him know that we would like to continue to work together 
toward an agreement. 

The President would like us to explore the foHowing areas: 

1. Ask Wisconsin to require participants in this demonstration to take parenting 
classes, obtain regular immunizations for their cbildren~ and make use of wen-baby checkups 
and other preventive services, In return j the state should assure participants 1hat it wilI 
aggressively pursue their child support cascs. 

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 exceeded the time limit find 
jobs) how many look for work but cannot find it, and how many refuse to work. This will 
enable us to teU 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 tcst counties to create jobs or community service slots if people 
who have pas..~d tbe time limit are having trouble finding work. 

4, Make sure thaI the children of any redpients who choose not to work will still 
reccive health care, 

5. Urge the Department of Agriculture to approve the waiver for cashing out food 
stamps, 

The President would like the White House to take part in these oegotiatlons. and to 
aSsure the state of Wisconsin that we arc doing everything we can to reach some kind of 
agreement. 
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lRlEvmw. & OUTLOOK 

Welfare Take-Back 
_. "Much of my thinking aboul what least GO" days, It would also like r.exi­
happens with welfare reform rests on bllit)-' to use federal M~jd money
m" belieflhat m" husband will do as he to subsidUe health care forwel1are 're-'

" " 
said he will do, which is to fi:c tlw$e cipients who ~htain JObs. U thC!r em-. 
partsO/ the bill t1wt ar~ ull.{air:lhat the ployer doesn t provide health insUf­

. ,­
tve---W I~C\M.<i. \'", 


Family Matter 
earneQ more than they had be1o:-e.In We income distribution wars,' 
mom went to work. But it lOoks likeilie datum "Median Familylnoome" Is 
that was toofe than"otfm by w splin­s~tltirtg!llre a CrtllSe missile: eon'­

troverslal aM mdispensable. Before tering of fmUles into two mlHs, and 
the Clinton eatnpIDgn a.!ld administra­ the: rise Of the single mom. 
oon sltifted Into fr.e ~Ilappy days are The result is that, when jI'{IU cootrol 
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A Primer ~m the Perils of.Foreigll Aid 

8yM~r..lu ~ 

Tllfo weeD ,qu, f'rtmE MlnlrMr Oen· 
illr lllmUO'8 bmIhEr, Murt.ua lIhuUo, 
"'~ down In Wbat mallY 1ritrlrsHS 
d($(Tibed.,. cat"Cfulty ordlestntled .. n~· 
r~I!IoIl-fur1bet. l1lghllgtltlnf i'alt:I.mn's 
decent Illig !a~. M.s. DhuUn ami 
hI'T cronIes, meMwhilt, mod al'C.lretl­
by b~ latt brother, ar.RlI:lf others-nf ron· 
1hmlllt til' squ!rm ''''"y V1\$I amOunl$ or 
the natlon'" wea!tt\ in lt1l 1Il(roU:III(ty In­
ititutj~ manner, ' 

UntU a BrlUsh labiuM,. the Stlllday K\. 
JIf1$'.i" repOrted III June all M1, Btmtl,ls 
new ~a[l1!, $I ",II ­
lion ·ForI l(nal: 
hlIieI"!way III EnIJ' 
tand. few !rullK!e the 
i'ltKlstald.· polltlt:nl 
machlnely paid 
muctl attent.iDn-. OK' 
rupUan. alter aU, b a 
"'a}' m life In f'i1:k 
lstlm. Yet syslcmli 
ectruptioo In (lmn-' 
trlNi like Pakistan 1:$ 
cause tor vave (!OR- BtMciT BI'wtro 
cern Ilbool 1!"bMher • 
U.s. ewnmnk nmt SIlr.Wity lnl~tS are 
bm 'en'oo by eurrettt Amel1ean poliO'. 

Mt. Ehuuo. IIIlth htr il8rvatd aail o~­
tool «hre!Itkm, has ]ol1g,btocn tmW.!d by 
Westml realk'fI-1llOS1 recently by 1'rIlJj. : 
dent Ctintoo-u 1llI! Jut hopIj Iar JMin. 
tainlnl( a rrlO<lctale toone tit 1M wmtd's 
st\I:OOd IIVtSI populous am! mJy nU\:]ear~· 
!)eWt Muslim Mtlot!. She W!\S hallw 1ll1' 
the only leader who muM brtng!!bout: jlo­
UtJ«tl, ~ and 1I«Iai mm-mS tit tills 
Impntant U.s.. tlIy. Thrn, In 19S7.sht! gut 
married. • 

Her hu~b.and;Ast! All Zaroarl. kMIVlI 
1I.i Mr. Thirty P(Tt'('1l1 {fur m!f CUI tw' al 
~Iy ~mand!: of rJltil inveltmi1!lt pro­
jM:! In Paklstanl, h.a:; be«m'IIl lire t:OOJ1. 
try'~ symboi ot romJptton liJn llmot. So 
lWtmious Is hlJ, l1'pUl.Btkm lOf IIlijUSUfied 
rewartlilihat IW flllmlb Ms, BhuttG,WM 
/rn'cOO III m:m.te ~ n!fW t.ibin~ post In (If' 
(fur W Iq:Jllmi:r.> tl~~ rOO! In ~lI:I3IH"'s 

~~ atralno-wkwy ~~ I~ at 
:'Z4nhirblm.~ . 

WIIrIm Ms, ·8)mu.1I !i1IJ1I'd her tvITenl 
term in JIIe-!9ll, (or ln$l3~e, melt! Das 
sault Mlr:age zooe..~ fighter Jeu ller IJXl¥ 
emmen! suught. tIll'llt'lace II. Uki) nnmber 

.of embargVed U.s. F·lts, were priced..al 
U) mi!ljooi\lth. When _ ChlI!I D! Army' 

• 5l:aff Gfn. Jellingjr Kl!ramat aoo Presl· 
tlffit Fa.roI;q t.l'ghari·ca~!l<i the delil 

-tn.is May, the pricl1' had b~Uoo!>ed lol!.lll 
million 11m"' plas€-SJO mUllan nmre !t..an 
OtlS$llu\t's !!)II"OI'-Ure-Ulle Ugtller. RrenA.l· 
tel" adjUstlng 'fat' tIll'Nflt)' i\e1r;luatJon 
and f!'Ijlllpment upfnI<.iee. i29 mllIloR per 
paoo _ Jgft une-qdal"l'd. Simltatly WI­
uplalned wett the- HggresllMi tacljes 

'UIW by P'Ulmn'a turrent smb.'lwlkJi"M 
\.he U.s .. Makella LOOI:I, In plJwing: for.., . eille.··' : ~ ~ , 
!:mrnedlale return m pol$'111ImI(';S aut!ID" wry forcer 'that deslroy \1.$. aid shook! be used IvremoiiiI hired, 
Mud Iltst .year by ~''I- Brown _ ,_. ,_, ". .' w;atl!)fl. primary mtdleal care lind nu1l1­
AmtndIil~lfI-until' ft W1II rnealed thlt the tnSttfutWIll we SO (jlill Ilrnt:.-am¥. Ttl" &labal Immmen! 
her broIhI'r Amlr lOOhl, a 100l1eJ' was'" avidly seek to t'stablish OJmnlunity wUjlakecare<lflnfrashlll'!Urt'

" 

'A suni~ ~e"~I)I w8tl ~ PlIkistan. [I' k high 11m';' 111at Ammom al11 
Wba! 1IftI1t lib wrong-In wing u.s. far- fAAt'1<ages iIIt:IU&i .Irlct rondlt!om. tying 

e1gn lW W prop up Ms. BbuItO lIS & tea· lurther d~_nls' tc prog-ri'SS 
ron 01 At:nerkan 1drJll~?· Once atajn A~alnst rortlqlll\l!\. Just w\ ~ 'banK ~ 
Am~dcan fure!gn1l9L'<:Ylllallners fa11N1.1a quJres /I lIonle m~ f'f1t!pl~nt, to In· 
d\$lJl1gui.sh between \leU)' grllft nnd 1M $UN! fhe m.e~IUlent utq\i1llely, !!I1,f Ulusl 
$)'$ltrnic ron1Jplion ~Ing Thlm tlit U.s and ntIKor lnWnatkmal ~ 
WOI1d g;wemmtnts, 11me <1»11 .!'" stlpu!ate that Pakklall a:ddress l~ ri4~ 
JId1 WIde-sca)(! ~ptjon robs ~Iful; II f.<:;a The IMP', Iw uample, &IIoutd 
of (heir m!.Itml. IUIlral'and h'\!dll'ttUal hnplamrnt 11$ ~t!y Illuoonooi"C'QC)d 
~SQ1ln::tlf. It also turns UI\1 camMy mto a gIlvernanc,,'. t>ltipI)$a~ whkh nddr~ 
bt"eedillg Jf1'Wrn.!.fill" terrorism. Most ....1 tile causes of rorrujl1ioo, ud.toontries 
aU,1I ""bs ~mI. ~oov.e (hal they lI!:e Pamlan slll)Ull1_slop flPllng lheir 
alft WllI1i: Il\l'lead Ilf 1Um~ ~ng .adoptlOlil. In.l!SSt:lIN!, /tKllllWrine: 1<'aJT1$ 

~llOUld MkIlr tupayern' tIoIlan. light. 
" • i011) [he b\lngly mooths. of Slarnllg dtll, 

.,.... ; Tao o/tefl,. our mit· ,dreo nnd ~Ingle molbm, elUlurlng tile 
lions are:.fen1 to fund IIii' funds don't, go ll'l$l!f.i!d III f!t:rU fUI' the 

lngtOll·based Bank or (''redll III Uli!!metr..-. .' 'tl~Oflopmf!1lt-not buallW international 
, Jrnernati\mal Inslder tw-ned state', m<J­

tklnce, was the Mllat" I!!'al's mldd~mill! dt)' ltreel$: ~ tI.at thPlr dllldren CII.Il 
t.mI a dOSll t:tu.Iness -~i;IJ!~ of Mr_ tum \(I~d and wrltf InstUdafworl:ing: 

.ZtttliJl. Zllroar\$m~. in 1IWl!!a!~bops nnd Mft")'U1g AK'i? rtI!cs: 
Simpk' arllnmetlc ~ Ire re1e-- t!¢pf' thal Ill ... e1'lll fiNer will prevail over 

V1I:nce vi sud! d!':llUngs t~ U,S. ~jc aMrclly.. 
InH'N\!<tS .11W Unelp!a!n<'(\ olletlmfF 
of $600 »diM tot !he SIl pJar.es wooIrt 
have mrolled in plMtj 01 gmt! moaie!l. nr tninddence, the U.s. taxpayer­
~ Intcrnattom~l Monetary.. Fund 
dll~ 10M flcliJt}' .eranlPd 10 M.. 
Il1rultu s gu!lttmnl~"t m Qctnbet. 19'£ 
\II~~ at5G tooI'I millIOn. Yd no Ointon 
IdmlnlSlra.!loo ollld1l1 seemed to IWtka 
tbls, 001" r.In!.\ milfuny fOl1:I\pment w;u 
being hllW1~ to '1'iIkh1a!} uDder tb~ 
Brown Amendment WIlile ffOC~'1 flt(; ­

mm'lic am t:u Pakll(all'~ poor was. !~n 
ill rrtll.l~iOO Iw tht purchlI.:iE III nv­
deat componWU fl'tmt Cbllta, And, a1' 
panm!ly. nladolUt !wi ·~tl't'ml0d til 
badly oolWtfln 1llI! u.s.. anti Pakistan 
Ih$l neUller WI! ~bte 10 Mit Iht Implo-­
5100 oI! Afgtl;}I\I~tnl1 at II;,: haRru. Dl!h~ 
blamatmll'backcd rcoot '(bHba.n groIlll. 

UI~n I"roIlIlI tvenls,. lli. I.!hutro's gl!V' 
fl1lmentwJlJl~ety/Pvetugm!l(jIM,M­
~1I1 ct en i~l1t oottUptioo. 
tommhskm. an, ldei ~~rsued 
by PTeskltnl LegMrl. n ~br doesn'l, ber 
{Q1I:t!'tt1liffi1 might. rail ,6t the hs,!dsllt fb~., 
tool%CM ~1ki1l . 

ner fallu.m 'llookI bi! OOT lal!\(N. If 
Anlerka's t!lMI(ll~k'y~frt r<la:ron(!<'l 
tll;.U Ms. Bhul(o'li SlI'IVy WIlI.lh1 jm'Villt. (If 
lllal ttu- alwma!ive Iell'dta \11m! worst, 
thl'y wee ,Jmply wrong. \\'bethf<t under 
Ms. BllIUW. <It furmer l'1im~ Mml!.tm-
NawaaSbarlt, W rnctlJutur ~l1d pos>iblii 
prime minlslet ·andk1<ile l!l'ltan Khan, Q"ncent 1n!.l!$tI1lClll~. 
I"kist,,!}· and. Amel'"lclfs lnreres.l!lln tile 

'neg!M-eould have no ~ O\.I\conw. 
lhan lor \1](! oou:nlry'.~ ;dready $yttemie I 
CQI'1\ij>tIoo!(l IO$I,'r lurtller ..-Iokner. 11m! • 
l"nghms eXlf'(miim a~ salvatlO.Il, . 
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tnves:IQn tr~ 11it(t'SSarily iJlUlanli1Topl$Es, 
but btciI_ it makes gOOd t>u$ln:ess SoensI' 
UHio so,. Yet we dloIlld!lot 00 $I) untO we 
aa more eertam that I.nstitutioo$ filM 10 
gUam QUf' new In\!e$lmenl!; {tulO wMe 
spread extremism Imd puhll<:'~ef((jr cor' 
U!pl.km~am! ill til'! talre 0./ f'ak1sl~n, 
Zarlhrlsm. • . 

f'lil~!:IIndfl1\l;lllSlrat~llIf«ll\i1ljn that 
1art'lg!I-.ah1o<tfn must 001. be ,thlractro 
by anyorufs nmklns af Wlni) allslnct 1:fIOO. 
T.;o.1 ort~n, I)UrmJlltansaNsent to fnnd 1M 
't'l)'j~ree.sllfal d!!Stroy thP Imtitutlonswt 
$I) lridly seek Ih eumlWl. n ,,~ 6f~ no.! 
mI:lfe YIgllant, OO~ <tay SOOjl _ ma), fll)(! 
thai temIlism OU'ArneriClUl soil W1Ij. 00111 
of Thjrn WOOd POlicies fund!'ll ..olh Ill!! 
()W~ money. " 

,Mr. ljIld.j1 c,w_ oj MIw l'QI't-b:,:rcd 
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