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" MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

" j' : 

,'.' FROM: 
~ 'J, 

,i'iSUBJECT: 

BRUCE REED 

The Politics of Welfare Reform 

•
i: \ 

'~:, . Thisi memo includes an update on the political and legislative lundscape for welfare 
;; reform, and some thoughts on how to talk about our pian, as you requested. We are also 

':,~.\ working wirh Rahm and Others on a rollout schedule, and have attached a separate briefing 
.. "", from Stan on his most recent findings,
.;. . I 

, 

,; 
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.j' I. Politk.1 and legislative Update 

.:~", As Lc have discussed before, there is a broad and powerful consensus (with 
"<. exceptions bn the extreme right and left) for the basic clements of our welfare reform plan . 
.:;': Support foi time limits, work programs, and tougher child support enforcement exceeds 80­
'::,' 90%. with iittle vnriation across race1 class, or party. Even on the issues that the Republicans 
:, think worklror them -- cutting off benefits. for legal immigrants and unwed mothers -­
> people prefer our alternatives by two- and three-to-one margins, 

,:,~,,, . lb.) current lull in Ihe health care debate gives you an opportunity to speak out on 
:'::' these iSliU~. at a time when Americans are united in believing the country has a welfare crisis 
,::.; and Republicans (for n Change) arc {he ones divided Over what to do about it. Recentt.. deVciopmer In both parlies have left you a good opening to dominate the debate, 

A. The Republicans
I~ "( 

"',i:;. Republicans are now at war with one another over whether to back the original House 
'';'; Republican welfare rdonn bin or go further. and seek to cut off unwed mothers under 21 
::\' altogether.i Gingrich and many other Republicans in the House want to stick with their 

original bill, whieh has 162 of 175 House Republicans as co-sponsors and would enable them 
" f,.' 
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to share credit for whatever passes, since the biggest differences between our plan and theirs 
are over h~ quickly to phase in and how much to cut benefits for immigrants. Bennett and 
Kemp sent 'out another William Kristol memo last month arguing the original House bill plays 
into your h~nds, and that Republicans should insist instead on a purist, Charles Murray 
approach ukr enables them to hang onto the welfare issue. According to Fred Barnes, Kemp 
thought the' new proposal waS a bad idea. and only signed on after they promised to include 
$15 billion iin unpaid-for tax cuts. 

, 

On~ again, you have put Republicans in an awkward position. Either they push to 
get something done, help you accomplish what thc·tve spent their careers crying out for, and 
risk losing fa favorite wedge issue. or they change 1heir tune, move to the right. and run the 
risk that th~y'U look like obstructionists and box themselves into a position with little popular 
support. 1)1< Kemp-Bennetl-Kristo! about-face is not only the wOlSt kind of political 
posturing; it is also bad politiCS. A recent Los Angeles Times poll found overwhelming 
support f~~ our approach over Murray's: 70% favored requiring people on welfare to work, 
versus 25% who favored cutting off benefits for young mothers. 

ThJ Republican infightIng should help us in several ways. First, it marginalizes 
conservati~c:s like Bennett and Kemp (who have their own aspirations). and makes them look 
blatantly political. The same thing happened to RepUblicans on crime: you said "three 
strikes," th:ey said "two strikes"; you said "boot camps," they said "stockades" -- and they 
looked silly in the process. On this issue, they would rather play politics than fix what 
everyone agrees is a welfare system in crisis. 

Seknd, it takes attention away from the diVjSiOn~ within our own party and pushes 
moderate Republicans closer to us. Rick Santorum. the lead House sponsor, now spends as 
much lime: attacking opponents on the right as he used to spend attacking us. When the 
House hel~ an Oxford-style dehate on welfare reform last month, all the Republicans who 
spoke distanced themselves from the Charles Murray approach. 

FiJallYI the Republican schism is yet another reason for Republican governors to 
prefer our!plan. Most governors view the Murray approach as a direct cost shift to states and 
communities,' who will stU! have to providc for young mothers in somc way. In addition. 
they are ~orried that the House Republican phase-in would impose massive new costs on the , 
states, and do nothIng to sweeten their JOBS matcning rate. OUI plan phases in sensibly and 
enables states to recoup most or all of their new costs through tougher child support 
enforcemint, caseload savings. and an increased federal match. The House Republican 
financing ~cheme also would shift the cost of providing immigrants with health care and other 
services almost entirely to the States, Pete Wilson has already complained that such 
provisionS would leave California. with 40% of the immigrant population, paying 40% of the 

I
tab for welfare reform. even though the state has only 20% of the welfare caseload. Our 
deeming provision shifts the costs of supporting immigrants to the families who sponsor them 
to come Into this country; it may actually save states a little mt?ney in AFDC and food 
stamps. 
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NOn~ of this means that it will be easy to get Republican votes in the House. In the 

end. they will have to confront the same choice they have faced on crime and NAITA, We 
ought to be able to pick up 60-100 Republican votes for welfare reform, but we will only do , 
so if Mack, David Gergen, Pat Griffin. and others reach out to Gingrich and company to let 
them know ~e're genuinely interested in a bipartisan bill. That will become even more 
important if ,Congress doesn't finish welfare reform this year. 

I 
B. The Democrats 

I 
Several Democrats have put forward their own welfare reform bills. some consistent 

with OUf approach and others not. The Mainstream Forum introduced legislation that borrows 
heavily frord OUf pIan. Their bill adopts the same phase-in (starting with those born after 
1971) and similar provisions on time limits, work requirements, child support, etC. The most 
significant difference between our bill and theirs is that tbey propose the same immigrant 
financing scheme as the Republicans (although McCurdy has said he might be flexible on the 
Medicaid purt of it). . 

Liberli Democrats have been relatively quiet. Tom Harkin introduced a bill wi~h 
flexible time: limits (6 months for some people; longer than 2 yea~ for others). Eleanor 
Holmes Norton wrote an outstandIng Washington Post op-ed last month on the importance of 
work as the ~nifying principle for welfare rdonn. Bob Matsui and Patsy Mink have each 
introduced bills which expand the JOBS program but dQ not include time limits or serious 

. I 
work requuements. 

I 
We ~ve met several times with Moynihan, who seems happy wIth Our general 

direction butl has not tipped his hand on many specific details. In tbe lIouse, Harold Ford is 
eager to ma~e his mark with this issue, although from time to time he suggests giving 
everyone on ;welfare jobs that pay $9 an hour. rr Ways and Means is slow to take up welfare 
reform, moderate Democrats could jOin Republicans in a djscharge petition, but so far we've 

, ' 

persuaded them to keep their powder dry. 

I 
There is a chance Ways and Means could take up welfare refonn·sooner than they 

might like b~cause Rostenkowski promised them a vote on cutting immigrant benefits, 
EarHer this ritonth, Santorum tried to attach an amendment to the Social Sectlrity bill that 
would have ~limjnated all benefits for aU non-citizens. It was narrowly defeated by a vott of 
20-16, with Harold Ford voting present. The only way we talked Ford and other Democrats 
out of voting for that amendment was by pleading with them to wait until we introduce our 
bill, so that at least they could use whatever money they squeeze out of immigrants to pay for 
welfare refortn rather than deficit reduction. 

We Jve been working hard to Hne up support from outside groups. We hope to get a 
DGA endorskment, and a strong statement from the NGA js not out of the question. The 
Ole will say nice things about our hill and the Mainstream Forum's bill; tbey agree with us 
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that welfare: reform should be paid for through budget cuts, not just cuts in immigrant 
benefils, "ie have probably met enough of AFSCME's concerns aboul displacement 10 keep 
them from ~pposing our plan, but like the advocacy groups, they stH! wish the issue would 
just go away. 

I 
U. Highligbts of Our Welf.re Reform Plan 

AS ylu well know, the welfare debate is less about policy and politics than it is about 
values. ThJ trouble with the current welfare system is that it undermines the values that 
matter mostl-- work, rcsponsibilitYI family. The current system makes welfare more 
attractive than work, and lets too many parents avoid responsibility for supporting their 
children. I . 

Our lelfare reform plan is based on the basic values and principles you outlined in 
the campaigrt: No one who works full-time with a child at home should be poor. but no one 
whQ can wo~k should stay on welfare forever, We need to make welfare what it used to be ­
- a second chance, not a way of life, The ones who hate the welfare system most are the 
people who kre trapped by it. Governments don't raise children; people do, People who 
bring children into this world should take responsibility for them. Government has to. do all 
it can to expand opportunity, but people have a respansibility to make the most of it. We 
could have ~n the programs and spend aU the money in the world and it won't do a bit of , 
good if people don't do right. And so nn. 

The l.tached talking points outline the highlights of our plan. (We will give you 
complete information On costs and financing when you return from Europe.) There is plenty 
to talk about in an initiative that costs S10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over 10. But 
it is easy to Iget lost in the details. The two values most on people's minds are work and 
responsibility, As you said 10 the DLC in Cleveland in 1991, work is the best social program 
this country has ever devised. 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF OUR WELFARE REFORM PLAN 


I. THE ADMINISTRATION'S RECORD ON WELFARE REFORM 


I . 
I. EITC: Last year's economic package went a long way toward ending welfare by 

giving IS ~illion working families a tax cut through the EITC. The EITe turns a minimum 
wage, $4.25 an hour job into a $6 an hour job. With the EITC and health reform, any job is 

a good jOb'l 
2. Health Reronn: Health reform will move an estimated one million women and 

chIldren off welfare, A rOC1,:9! su~ey of welfare recipients in Charleston and Nashville found 
thai 83% ~!oui(.i, take a m:nimum wage job if it offered health coverage for them and their 
families. Ano!her study found that only 8% of people who leave welfare for work get jobs , 
that provide hcalt.!t insurance. 

I 
3. ~alvers: Since January 1993. the Administration has granted waivers to 14 states 

to try new initiatives on time limits, assjstance for two-parent families, limiting additional 
benefits foi additional chHdren, and so on. 

II. TlMEiLIMITlNG WELFARE AND REQUIRING WORK 
,, 

1. Two-Year Time Limit: Everyone who can work will be expected to go to work 
within two !years. To the poor and those outside the economic mainstream, we say two 
things: N~ one who works fuU-time with a child at home should be poor. and no one who 
can work should stay On welfare forever . 

.. A new social contract: Everyone will be required to sign a Personal 
Responsibility Agreement that spells out what they can expect and what is expected of 
tbem in return. This agreement wi1l include the two-year time limit as well as other 
state measures to encourage responsible behavior, such as requiring immunizations~ 
denying benefits for additional children born on welfare, requiring mOlhers to name 
and help find the father as a condition of eligibility. ete. 

• Fewer exemptions: Our plan cuts the number of exemptions in current law 
by half, Current law exempts mothers with children under 3; our plan limits that 
exemption to mothers with children under 1. The exemption for teen mothers and 
mothers who conceive additional children while on welfare will last onty 3 months . 

.. No more something for nothing: From day one. everyone will be required to 
do something in return fOf receiving assistance. Even those who are exempted from 
JOBS participation will be expected to take part in parenting, community service, or 
othbr activities. ,, 
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• This is not an entitlement to two years of training; Most people wHi be 
cx~ted to enter employment well before the two years arc up. States can aJso 
design shorter time limits for people who are job-ready, and require them to work 
sooner. 

I * A lifetime limit: People should have an incentive to leave welfare qukkly 
and not use up their precious months of welfare eligibility. Recipients who use up 
their! 24 months will no longer be eligible unless they enter the work program. The 
timel'limit 1S a lifetime Umit: people who have been off welfare for long periods of 
time will be able to get a few months of assistance to tide them over in emergencies. 
but they will not be able to start over with a new 2-year clock. This will make 
welfare what it was meant to be -- a second chance, not a way of Ufe. 

I 
2. Work, Not Welf.re: We need to change the culture of the welfare office to focus 

on helping People find and keep jobs, not just writing them checks for life. ., 

I • Job search first: lob search will be required immediately of anyone who can 
work. Anyone offered a private sector job will be required to take it or get thrown off 
the/oils. 

.. A dear focus On employment: We will push stares to shift their lOBS 
programs away from classroom training and toward job placement and on-the-job 
training. Many people on welfare are there because they failed in the classroom; it 
mak~s no sense to send them to another classroom when what they really need is help 
in g~tling and holding down a job. The best job training program is a job. 

I 
3. Requiring and Providing Work:· Anyone who can work will have to go to work 

within 2 ydars, in the private sectOr if possible, in community service if necessary. 

. I '" Work for wages~ not workfare: People will work for a paycheck, not a 
welfare check. If you don't show up for work, you won't get paid. There wiU also be 
strong, escalating sanctions for people who quit or get fired . 

.. State and local flexibility. with an emphasis on the private sector: States wili 
be able to use the money they would otherwise spend on welfare to create subsidized, 
~-displacing jobs in the private sector, with non-profits, or in public service 
employment. Communities will be encouraged to build strong links to the private 
sedor, and can hire placement firms Hke America Works to help people find and keep 
jobs, We've worked closely with the be,iness community to design a flexible program 
without red tape. 
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" This is a transitional program, designed to constantly push peopJe toward 
unsubsidized work in the prIvate sector: People will be required to go through 
extcrlsive job search before entering the work Program, and after each work 
assigrimcnt. No work 3Ssignmcnt win last more than 12 months. No one will receive 
the EITe unless Ihey leave Ihe program and take an unsubsidized job, Anyone who 
tum~ down a private sector job will be kicked off the program, So will people who 
rcfus~ to make a good faith effort to find a job when jobs they could get arc available. 

'" No one who can work should stay on welfare forever. This is not a 
guaran.eed-jobs-for-life program, AI the end of two yeors in .he WORK program, 
everyone wiiI go through an intensive assessment If they1re playing by the rules, able 
to wprk. and no private jobs are available. they'H gel another WORK asSignment. If 
they're unable to work. they can be exempted or reassigned to get more training. If 
theyl:re not playing by the rules, and if a state determines that they nave not made a 
goOO faith effort to find available work, the state can opt to remove them from the 
rolls! 

• Real. meaningful work: Communities will have broad flexibility in deciding 
what kinds of jobs to subsidize or create. We expect these to be non-displacing, 
minimum-wage jobs that represent meaningful work. Business, union, and 
comtnunity leaders will have a say in the process, ~any of the most promising entry­
level jobs are in growth areas related to welfare reform and other CHnton initiatives. 
For hample, our plan will increase 1he demand for child care workers in many 
communities. We expect 10% of the WORK slots to be in child care. Other 
pro~ising fields include home health aides. teachers aides, child support caseworkers. 
public housing rehabmtation~ and public safety . 

• Where the jobs arc: You may be asked how we expect to find jobs for 
people on welfare whe~ mUlions of Americans are already out of work. First of aU, 
our plan is primarily about job creation -- most of the money goes to create and 
subsidize jobs, and to make it possible for individuals to take them. Our plan will 
create 400.000 jobs by the year 2000. Second. there is no shortage of entry-level jobs 
in this country. McDonald's alone has more job openings every year through normal 
lUmbver than will hit the two~ycar time limit anytime in the next 10 years. Moreover, 
the Clinton economy is generating 2 million new jobs a year, Third, even under the 
currhnt system, most welfare recipients are able to find jobs; they have trouble keeping 
the~. 70% of reclpients leave welfare within two years, but most of them come back. 
That's why it's so important '0 make work pay betler .han welfare (ElTe. heal.h care, 
child care, child support enforcement), and '0 focus Ihe welfare system on helping 
people make it in the workforce (on-the-job training, job search assistance). 
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III. PREVl'I'TING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL 
RESPONSIBILITY 

1. Nluonal Campaign Against Teen Pregnancy: The number of births 10 unwed 
mOlhers haslquadrupled in .he lasl 30 years from 92,000 in 1960 to 368.000 in 1991. Unwed 
mothers (teen and older) accounted for 80% of the growth in the welfare cascload ovcr the 
last decade, ;"'hen the number of families on welfare rose from 3.9 million in 1983 to 5 , 
million families last year . 

• A national effort in 11000 schools: We will launch school-based prevention 
programs in 1,000 schools acros..'i the country with the worst tecn pregnancy problems. 
In eai:h of these schools, National Service volunteers will work with community 
groups, churches. and business leaders to mentor young people on the importance of 
delaying sexual activity and parenthood . 

• A strong message from the Bully Pulpit that it is wrong to have children 
outside marriage: Unwed teen mothers who drop out of school are lO-times more 
likely to raise a child in poverty than young people who finish school. get married! 
and wait until their twenties to have children, We are planning a broad-based 
camp'aign that involves the media, the private sector, churches, schools. and other , 
groups, 

., Every state will set clear goals for reducing unwed leen births: We will set 
up a national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy to identify successful programs and 
help ~eplicate them elsewhere. We wiH also target a handful of at-risk neighborhoods 
for irttcnsive prevention efforts. 

i "Children who have children should live at home and finish school as a 
condition for benefits: Our plan will require minor mothers under i8 to live with their, 
parents Or a responsible adult and finish high school. They will no longer be abte 10 

set up a separate household and receive a separate check. 

I 
2. Tlie Toughest Child Support Laws E.er Proposed: Our plan includes the 

toughest, mdst comprehensive child support enforcement proviSions ever proposed. We can 
move and kciep thousands of families off welfare by closing Ihe $34 billion child support gap 
between what absent parents should Owe and what is actually collected. If you're not paying 
your child s~pport. we'll garnish your wages, suspend your license, track you across state 
lines, and e~cn make 'IOU work off what you owe.

I· • 

! .. Establish paternity for all out-of-wedlock births: Last year's economic plan 
included measures to expand voluntary paternity estabHshmcnt in hospitals, when 
fathe~ are most likely to be present. Our welfare reform plan will require mothers to 

i 
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name the father as a condition of receiving welfare, and push S1ates to establish 
pate~ity more quickly. We want to make fathers part of the safety net again. 

'" Tracking down deadbeats: Every state will establish a central state registry 
to track payments and take prompt action when money isn't paid. A national registry 
of n~w hires will use W-4 reporting to track delinquent parents who have switched 
jobs ior crossed state lines, , 

I ,. License suspension: States will be able to use the threat of revoking driver's. 
professional~ and commercial licenses to make delinquents pay. This threat has been 
cxtdordinarily successful in Maine, California, and other states. 

,. Work programs: States will be able to run programs that require men to do 
community service to work off the child support they owe. We will also run 
dempnstration programs that require delinquent parents with no skills to get training. 
These programs should pay for themselves. Wisconsin's work program for fathers has 
produced a phenomenal smokeout effect: 75% pay their support rather than do court­
{)rde~ed community service. 

I . Limited demonstration of child support assurance: The plan allows for 3 
states to run demonstrations in provjding guaranteed chHd support to famiHcs where 

I
the absent parent doesn't pay,

I, 
3. Slale Option to Limit Additional Benefits for Additional Children Conceived 

on Welfar~: States that want to impose family caps will have the option to do so. Some 
states see this as a way to deter additional pregnancies; others believe the welfare system 
needs to d6 everything it can to instill responsibility in parents who already have children 
they cannot 

l 
support. Early results from New Jersey show a 9% reduction in additional births 

to women 6n welfare, but it is too early to draw many conclusions. We also need to make 
sure that fabily planning is available to adults on welfare. Welfare recipients don't hav~ 
more child~en on average than other women. but many of those who do consign themselves 
and their families to lives of poverty and dependency.

I , 

4, Keeping People from Going on Welfare in the First Place by Providing Child 
Care for tlie Working Poor: In addition to providing child care for people on welfare and 
in the work program~ our plan cans for a substantial increase in child care for the working 
poor. The 'Administration's FY95 budget also seeks hefty increases in Head Start (21%) and 
the Child Care Development Block Grant (22%). 

. I • Our plan will nearly doubie the amount of available child care for the 
working poor: The plan includes $1.7 billion over 5 yearn and $6 billion over 10 to 
expand the At-Risk program from $300 million annually to nearly $1 billion, 
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• This program preserves flexibility and choice: States can use the money as 
they 'choose to provide child care vouchers or pay providers directly. 

I . 
IV. GIVING STATES FLEXIBILITY TO INNOVATE 

, 

I. AI'Plan That Works for Stales: To give states a chance to do this right. our plan 
is phased in beginning with those born after 1971 -- anyone 25 and under by late 1996, 
when states ,begin to implement the program, That represents a third of the adult caseload 
initially, and will grow steadily to include nearly two-Ihirds by 2004. , , 

I • Young people willlhink twice before coming on welfare: We're ending 
welf¥e for the next generation, One problem with the family Support Act has been 
that few recipients know whether they will be sUbject to its reqUirements or not. 
Undtr our plan, anyone born after 1971 will know that the world has changed; and 
that ~elfarc can no longer be a way of life. Almost any other phase-in would be 
subjrict to gaming. but'it is hard to change to change your date of birth. 

• If we phased in everyone at once, the program would fail: Even if we had 
the money for it (which we don't. and neither do the states). a rapid phase-in would 
ove~helm state capacity, and force them to create massive public jobs programs 
inste~d of reaching out to the private sector. The best example is CETA, which grew 
to 750,000 jo~s overnight, and was dismantled nearly as quickly as a result. 

j • This is still a very ambitious phase-in: Under Our plan, more than 400,000 
people will have hit the time limit and be working in the WORK program by the year 
~. Today, fewer than 15,000 welfare recipients are required to work. 

I , 
• States can phase in faster jf they want: States will have the option of 

phasing in other cohorts in addition to those born after 1971 (e,g" all new applicants, 
all o~t-of-wedlock births, elc.). We will also make funds available so lhal Ihey can 
finish serving those currently in thejr JOBS programs, as well as older recipients who 

•volunteer. 

• States prefer our phase-in: The House Republican bill phases in more 
quic~ly. starting with all new applicants and reaching 90% of the non-exempt 
caseload 2002. This would impose billions in new costs on the states, According to a 
rece4t NGA survey, most states like our.phasc-in, This phase-in was first proposed 
in a New Republic articie by Moynihan!s chief welfare aide, Paul Offner. 

I 

2. S~I" Will Have Unprecedented Flexibility 10 Design Their Own Approach to 
Ending Welfare: Our plan gives states broad flexibility to try new things, because one thing 

I, 
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we've learned in the last 30 years is thaI Washington doesn't have all the answers, Much of 
what once r~ujred waivers will become available to states as state options: 

., Extending assistance 10 two-parcn1 families: Slates will be able to waive the 
lO~hour rule and let two-parent families stay together. 

,, 
, ., Rewards and sanctions to keep teen parents in school: States will be able to , 

design their own monetary incentive progrdms like the LEAP program in Ohio. 

i '" No additional benefits for mJditionai children born on welfare: The 
Administration has already granted waivcrs to. Georgia and Arkansas; this measure will 
now be a state option, 

.. Incentives to work and save: Statcs call encourage work through higher 
earnings disregards and saving through Individual Development Accounts, 

, Advance payment of the EITe: States will he able to work with the 
Treasury Department to develop plans 10 get the EITC out on a momhly basis, 

* faster phase-in: States that want to do more will be free to phase in other 
cohorts in addition to recipients born after 1971, 

I II< Setting shQrter time limits, and requiring people to work SOOner; States that 
want to mOve recipients into work more quickly can do so. The JOBS program 
all~ states to require CWEP or subsidized private sector work at any time, 

I ., Experiment with a host of demonstration programs: Our plan includes funds 
for demonstrations of Indjvidual Development Accounts. child support assurance, teen 
prcgoancy prevention, work and'training programs for non-custodial parents, and 
many other ideas worth testing. • 

I ., Continued waiver authmity: We will help states with existing waivers- to 
adapt them once the new law passes, The broad waiver authority in current law win 

ue eonr , 

3. No Unfunded Mandates: Our plan will not impose major new costs upon the 
states. Ov~r time. in fact, they should save money from increased child support collections 
and reduced welfare caseloads. ,, 

i ., Enhanced federal m'atch: States have had trouble implementing the Family 
Support Act because of its relatively low federal match (in general, 60-40 federal),
Ouri plan increases the federal share to around 67% (higher in some states), which 
means that the federal government is actually picking up 80% of the new spending, 
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It; States can spend at their own pace: Instead of imposing costly new 
mandates, we give states considerable flexibility in now much to spcnd beyond the 
basic plan. States willing to spend more can choose to expand eligibility for two­
parch! families, offer higher earnings disregards, or phase in more of their caselood . 

.. Savings tnrough cascload reduction, child support enforcement, and fraud 
detection: These programs will payoff in considerable savings from increased child 
supp,ort collection. reduced welfare caseloads. and improved detection of welfare fraud, 
The Icomputer systems nceded to keep track of time limits and track deadbeat parents. 
along with other measures such as Electronic Benefits Transfer and improved 
monitoring of the EITC, will enable us to wage a national assault on welfare fraud. 

I 
4. Demonstrations to See What Works; Many of the refonns in our plan arc based 

on successful experiments pioneered by the states. We want this innovation to continue. In 
addition to ~continucd broad waiver authority for state demonstrations, our plan authorizes a 
number of ~pecific demonstrations for states that arc eager to try new things: 

I 
, '" Building Assets: As you promised in the campaig.n, we have taken a number 

of steps to help people to build assets as one way out of poverty: allowing people to 
savd some money for a home, business or education without losing their eligibility for 
heiR; allowing people to own a car of reasonable value so they can find a job and get 
to Jork; and giving them the opportunity to become self-employed or slart a . , .
mJcrocnterpnsc . 

.. Individual Development Accounts: Current welfare rules force 
recipients to spend their welfare check, and penalize them fOf savings, OUf 

plan wjlJ waive tno.l)c rules to allow people to set money aside in Individual 
Development Accounts. to buy a home. start a business, or provide for college. 
States will also be able to run demonstrations in which the government matches 
those savings. 

'" Microcnterprise: In some communities, the absence of economic 
activity makes it difficult to leave welfare. We want to make it easier for 
people to start small businesses that enable them to become self-sufficient. 
Our plan provides fOf a nationwide demonstration of microloans, which will 
provide small amoun1S of money for welfare clients to launch small businesses, 

'" Mandatory Work Programs for Deadbeat Parents: States will be able to usc 
up to 10% of their JOBS and WORK money to run work and training programs for 
no~-cuslodiaJ parents. We e.<;timatc that these programs wiU recoup 80% of their 
costs through lncreased child support collections. 

i 
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.. Job Placement Bonuses: We will encourage states to run demonstrations that 
offer; job placement bonuses as an incentive to caseworkers and welfare offices for 
helping recipients gel and keep jobs, 

, • Charter Welfare Offices: Slates will also be able to encourage competition 
and accountability by experimenting with chartering job placement firms, such as 
America Works, to run their lOBS program, (The Reemployment Act has similar 
provisions for job training.) 

I 
V. HOW THIS PIAN "ENDS WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT" 

Our iplan spends $10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over 10 years. and maps out 
a rapid revqlution in expectations for people on welfare, But because we can't afford and the 
states couldn't manage ending welfare for everyone at once, Republicans and some in the 
press will i~evitably charge that we have "scaled back" our plan and fallen short of the 
campaign pledge to end welfare. We need to refute these skeptics by repeatedly stressing 
how buld o~r plan really is, 

I 
I. The Most Sweeping Work Requirements in the History of Welfare: Our plan 

will tum a hstem based On welfare into a SYStem based On work -- because work is the beSt 

social pro~am this country has ever deVised. Today, fewer than 15,000 welfare recipients in 
America ark required to work, Under our plan. an estimated 400,000 people will be in 
mandatory ~ork programs by the year 2000. We require people who COme on welfare to 
stan looking for work from day one. Everyone who can work will have to do so within two 
years, or sOOner if their state says so. We cut the number of exemptions in half, so that no 
onc who is:able to work can avoid it And we'll move families off 'welfare by making fathers 
who arc bepind in their child support work off what they owe, 

, 
2. The Toughest Child Support Crackdown Ever Proposed: The child support 

enforcemcrtt measures in Our welfare reform plan arc by far the toughest any Administration 
has ever pJt forward. For the first time, government will hold both parents responsible for 
raising their children. Mothers won't be able to get welfare if they refuse to name the father. 
Absent part:nts who owe child support will face the most serious penalties ever: wage 
withholding, credit reporting. the threat of license revocation. a national registry of new hires 
to track them wherever they gOt and mandatory work programs to make them work off what 
they owe. I[f this country did a better job of enforcing child support, we wouldn't need a 
welf3re system. Every five deadbeats we catch wiH mean one fewer family on welfare:. 

3. l New Social Contract -- No More Something for Nothing: After decades of 
uncheckedlgrowth in government social programs, Ihis is the first Administration in either 
party to ask something in return. In the campaign, you promised a new social contract of 
more oppo'nunity in return for more responsibility. As you said at Georgetown. "We must go 
beyond Ihd competing ideas of the old political establishment -- beyond every man for 
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himself on the one hand. and the right to something for nothing on the otheL" National 
service, the EITC, health refonn, and welfare reform arc aU based on this same principie, 
Under our Welfare reform plan, there will be no more something for nothing. Everyone will,
be required to work, get training, or finish school ~- and even those who arc unable to work 
will be ex!,,,bed to attend parenting classes or give something back through some form of 
voluntarY. service. ,, 

4. Ending Welfare as a Way of Life: The combined impact of welfare refonn, 
health reforfu, and the expansion of the EITC will be dramatic and immediate. About half 
the cascloa~ will be phased in by the year 2000. Reform means that by the year 2000, three 
quarters of the projected welfare caseload aged 30 or under will either be off welfare. 
working, orlin a program leading to work. Without reform, only a small fraction would be 
working, and 20% would be in 'education or training. 

I 
S, This Is Everything You Promised in the Campaign -- and Then Some: 

Nothing abOut this plan is scaled back from your campaign promises. You've already made 
good On the' EITC pledge that no one who works full-time with a child at home should be 
'poor, This plan includes the two-year time limit as promised, with education, training, and 
child care -;- and no loopholes; a work program thaI stresses the private sector first and 
community service as a last resort; dramatically tougher child support enforcement; state 
flexibility t6 experiment; etc, (The work-for-wages policy, which says that if you don't 
show lip fo~ work you don't get paid, actuaUy goes a little further than what we discussed in 
the campai~ about sanctioning the adult share of the grant.) It costs around $4 biIJion a year 
when phased in, which is exactly what we said it would cost in the campaign. The plan , 
includes many elements we didn't get into during in the campaign, such as a national 
campaign against teen pregnancy and a substantial increase in working poor child care (which 
wa.c; not a campaign promise), 

I 
6. The First Administration to Try to Keep People from GoIng on Welfare in Ihe 

First PlacEd In addition to your many initiatives designed to empower people to tift 
themselves ,~ut of poverty -- Empowerment Zones, community development banks, 
enforcement of the Community Reinvestment Act, the E1TC, health reform, sweeps in public 
housing. cotnmunity policing. etc. -- yours is the first Administration to confront one of the 
leading cauSes of poverty, the breakdown of the family. The we\fare reform plan includes 
several tou&tt, smart measures to discourage people from having chi1dren outside marriage: 
the first lime limits ever imposed on welfare. coupled with the broadest and most serious 
work requliements~ a nationwide crackdown on child support enforcement, which will give 
states an ari:enal of ways to keep absent parents from getting off the hook; a national 
campaign against teen pregnancy, targeted to the most troubled schools; and a broad array of 
incentives the states can USe to encourage responsible behavior, from limiting additional , 
benefits for: additional children to rewarding teenagers for staying in schooL In the long run, 
the only way to end welfare is to reduce the number of people coming On it 
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. RES'EARCH 5"seCO", '1""" WA.SHINGfON DC 20002 
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May 20, 1994Date: 

To: The Welfare Reform Group 


From: 
 Joe Goode and Stan Greenberg 

RE: Welfare Reform - Prioriries and Funding 

Th~ public is nearly unanimous in their support for a welf~ reform program that 
provides jol:l training and child care, but then requires an individual to go to work after [wo 
years. Voters are equally supportive of a variety of ways to pay for these changes, although 

" .the most popular funding proposals represent reform memselves, such as enforcement of 
child suppOrt payments and immigrant sponsors taking responsibility for new arrivals. The 
system is clearly broken and voters are willing to try a variety of measures, both as part of 
reform and paying for reform, to fIX it. 

Fun!ling welfare reform by denying benefits to legal immigrants is a popular, but not 
overpowering, proposal. Almost two-thirds (64 percent) favor this Republican approach. 
However, when contrasted against Democratic alternatives including cuts in welfare for the 
wealthy, dts in other programs, making work pay and especially enforcement of child 
support paYments from deadbeat dads, the Republican funding scheme falls well behind. 

I . 
There is a definite attraction to the Republican proposal, but most voters are looking 

for reforms" that will reduce the welfare caseload without creating new hungry, homeless and 
sick people 'on the streets. Voters are not necessarily sympathetic towards immigrant aliens, . 
but they rei:ognl:ze that cutting them off entirely will just creale more problems in the long 
run. Clear:common sense reforms - cracking down on deadbeat dads, identifying welfare 
cheats, making sponsors lake responsibility for new immigrants - all.attack the problem 
without crel..ting additional burdens. 

I 
Still;voters are red up with the current system and are willing to embrace some harsh 

alternatives:. While the "two years and work" proposal is clearly the top priority, near 
majorities are willing to stop additional benefits to women who have new children while on 
welfare and to require strict measures like fingerprinting to ensure that people do not get. 
benefits in I more than one locality. Almost three-quarters (71 percent) favor limiting _ 
benefits to individuals who abuse alcohol or drug8- Voters want policies that focus on the 
individual lind require them 10 take reaponsibility for their actions. 



I 
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Welfare Refonn I 

African-American and Hispanic voters are no less supportive of welfare refonn than 
white vote",- Indeed, Hispanics are nearly identical to whites in their priorities for change. 
Black vorers focus more on policies that would help keep people off welfare in the orst 
place - a ~ampaign against teen pregnancy or day care subsidies for low income working • 
families - but they are also strongly supportive of aggressive child support enforcement and 
"two yearsl and work:." 

Thl major findings are set out below: 

. Unanimous support for two years program. There is virtually no opposition 
• 1 to a welfare refonn program that expands job training and day care, but then 

cuts off welfare benefits after two years and requires people to work.· 
Regardless of whether the plan is introduced as Congress' or President 
Clinton's, it garners almost unanimous support - 88 percent in favor. There 
is little difference between races: blacks (82 percent favor), whites (88 
percent), and Hispanics (90 percent) overwhelmingly favor the plan. 

Demoeratic funding approach runs ahead of Republican alternative. Voters • 
are more supportive of Democratic plans to cover reform costs with a 
combination of reduction in welfare rolls by making work pay more, cutl! in ' 
welfare for the wealthy, and a crackdowo on welfare fraud. Wben compared , 
to the Democrats, the Republican approach of barring benelitl! to legal" 
immigrantl! maintains support only among core Republican constituencies. • 

• Child support payments key to refonn and financing. The public'. toP":' 
priority in welfare reform is a program of aggressive child support _. 
enforcement (65 percent single highest or top few priorities). They are much. 
more likely to back a Democratic funding proposal that includes ".trict 
enforcement of child support payments" (61 percent) than an alternative 
without such a program (51 percent). Republican women abandon the"­
Republican fmancing proposal when the Democratic alternative includes a . 
child .upport provision. 

Responsibility, individual accountability Important to reform. There is little "­
about the current system that voters want to maintain, and they are;:; 
particuiarly supportive of refonus and funding proposals that promote :._ 
responsibility and accountubility - such as sponsors taking responsibility for '. 
new immigrants or limiting benefitl! to tirug and alcohol abusers. Minorities., 
are strongly supportive of a national campaign against teen pregnancy. 

• 

2 ]'. . 

.­



I 

'. ~ 

Welfare Reform, I 

• 
 Perot voters eager for reforms. Welfare reform is popular with most voters, 
but Perot supporter< are especially enthusiastic. Three quarter.; place "two 
year< and work" in their lOp few priorities, compared to 63 percent of Bush 
voter< and 59 percent of Clinton voters. Perot voter< are supportive of almost 
every type of reform, resembling Democrats on day care subsidies but looking 
like Republicans on denying additional benefits to women who have children 
while on welfare. 

.. 
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Welfare Reform I 

I 
Priodties for Welfare Refoan 

vlrs are clear in their top priorities for welfare reform - they want fathers to take 
responsibiiity for their children and they want people off the welfare rolls and into work. 
Other components of reform are grouped together, but there is • clear desire to eliminate 
the fraud YOIors associate with welfare and a call for individuals to take responsibility for 
their own lives: 

I 
....· · Percent 
i,Top Few 
· 

IAggressive child support enforcement 65 
,· , ,Expand job training and day care but cut off , 63. ..benefits after 2 years and require people to go to 

work 

Strict measures like fingerprinting to make sure that 51 
people don't receive benefits in more than one 

· 
, 

locality 

, I National campaign against teen pregnancy 48 

Stop additional benefits to women who have new 48 

I 
Child support enforcement is universally popular. 

,,,children while on welfare · IDay care subsidies for low income working families 48 
,· ,,45Require teen-age parents to finish school and live I,,at home with parent or responsible adult 
· · 

There is almost no gender or 
partisan variation, although independents (71 percent top few priorities) and Republicans 
(67 percent) are somewhat more supportive. The two years! jub training initiative is also 
strong arnpng almost every group. Interestingly, Perot voters place it much higher in their 
top priorities (75 percent) than either Bush (63 percent) or Clinton "loters (59 percent) .. 

,i . 

Petot voters 'in general are more supportive of every reform, looking like Clinton 
supporterS on day care subsidies (53 percent each top few priorities, compared to 42 percent 
of Bush voters), but looking like Bush supporters on denying additional benefits to welfare 
mothers who have new childreu (54 percent each, compared to 41 percent of Clinton voters. 
They are open to almost any type of reform that will change the system, including a program , 
to .top teen pregnancy. 

.­
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Welfare Reform I 

Blatk and HiSpanic voters have different top priorities than whites, but their overall 
agendas ar'e similar. Blacks place the single highest priority on a campaign to end teen 
pregnancy ~21 percent single highest priority) followed by child support enforcement (18 
percent). t"Jispanics split between two years! job training (22 percent), a teen pregnancy 
initiative (20 percent) and fingerprinting (20 percent). WhiteS place their top initiatives as 
two years!ljob training (20 percent) and child support enforcement (17 percent). 

, 

Blacks vary somewhat in their overall rankings of the 'two years and work" initiative. 
Child suppi,rt enforcement is by far ranked number one (67 percent single highest or top 
few priorities), with day care subsidies (54 percent), finger printing (52 percent), teen 
pregnancy (52 percent) and "two years" (51 percent) essentially tied for second. 

I . 
Eundim: Alternatives 

Thl is strong support for all funding alternatives tested, including denying benefits 
to legal immigrants. Tested individually, most of the Democrat alternatives run ahead of 
the Republican plan - except the welfare for the wealthy provisions. But eliminating these 
tax breaks Iand subsidies is more popular with Democratic voters, and will help to 
consolidate support for the overall plan. Most of the other proposals are more popular with 
independedt and Republican voters than they are with Democrats, although Democrats 
provide at ieast majority support for each one. The proposals rank as follows: 

I 
, 

Percent 
Favor 

I ,, 

, 
Re<\uire gamblers to pay withholding tax &3 

Re<\uire immigrant sponsors to take responsibility for those 
immigrants for 5 years 

77 

,,, 

, 
, ,,, , 

, 
DerlY benefits to new immigrants until they become citizens 73 

, 

i, , 

Uniit benefits to drug and alcohol abusers 71 . 

Elirhinate benefits to legal immigrants 64 
,, EIi~inate tax breaks for annuities 62 

Cut! farm subsidies for wealthy farmers 61 
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Welfare Refonn ..I 

EJj~inating benefits for legal immigrants is an attractive alternative for many swing 
voters. Indeed, mace independents favor me proposal (71 percent) than Republicans (69 
percent). Even a majority of Democrats support me idea (56 percent). 

I 
While voters find the GOP scheme attractive. they do not stay with it when 

contrasted' with a Democratic alternative. When asked to choose between two approaches, 
me DemcJratic approach wins a majority each time. A Democratic alternative mat includes 
aggressivelchild support enforcement runs far ahead of me Republican plan: 

, , 
: Welfare for Wealthy/ Work Contrast 

I, The DeJ,ocmIS pay for Their reforms by 
!: cutting WeI/are for the wealthy in The form 
, of taX breaks and subsidies, and reducing 

the welfdre rolls by making work pay with 
more tax' breaks for the working poor., 

, i • 51 percent 
, ,, 

Fraud/ Deadbeat Dad Contrast 
, 

The Democrat.! pay for their reforms with 
spending cut.! in other programs, by 
cracking down on welfare fraud and with 

'.strict enforcement of child support 
,,payment.! from deadbeat dad:;. 

61 percent 

[be Reuiwlicans pay for their reforms by ! The Republicans pay for their reforms by 
barringfimher weIJare benefit.! to legal i borringfurther weIJare benefits to legal 
immigrants who are not American citizens. : immigrants who are not. American citizens. 

;0 percentI 34 percent ! ,,! 

Th~ first approach (welfare for wealmy) breaks, out largely along partisan lines, . 
although nearly one-third of Republicans back me Democratic alternative. A bare majority 
of Perot vdters also sides wim me Democrats. When the Democraric approach includes a 
crackdownIon welfare fraud and deadbeat dads, a plurality of Republicans back the 
Democratic approach. Most of this movement comes from Republican women - 53 perrent 
back the qemocratic plan (compared to just 1:1 percent on me first alternative). Perot 
voters bac~ me deadbeat dad proposal by 62 to 24 percent. 

Yotkrs are most concerned about me effects of denying benefiOi to legal aliens. The 
strongest atgumenOi against the funding proposal focus on the costs of dealing wim these 
people wh~ mey get sick (62 percent serious doubts) and me possibility of more hungry 
and homeless people in melr communities (60 percent). ArgUments dealing with . 
constitutionality and me legal Slatus of immigranOi are strong but less effective. Groups that 
are most rbsponsive to the argumenOi against denying benefits to legal immigrants are'." 
mostly non!rollege (74 percent, 46 percent high school or less) and disproportionately older 
(47 percenf)' A plurality (40 percent) are older non-coliege votern. 
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May 30, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE I'RESIDENT 


FROM: 
 BRUCE REED 


SUBJEGT: The Politics of Welfare Reform 


'f1lis, memo includes an update on the political and legislative landscape for welfare 
reform> and some thoughts on bow to talk about our plan, as you requested. We arc also 
working with Rahm and others on a wHout schedule, and Stan should pwvidc you with a 
separate biicfing on his most recent findings, 

I. Po!iucru and Legislative uix!ate 

As we have discussed before, there IS a strong and powerful consensus (Witll 
exceptlons on the extreme right and left) for the basic dements of our welfrue reform plarL 
Support f~r time limits, work programs, and tougher cllild support enforcement exceeds 80­
90%, with Ilittle variation across race, class, or party. Even on the issues th1.1t the Rcpublimms 
think work for them -- cutting off benefits fO'r lcgaJ immigrants and unwed mothers ~~ people 
prefer our alternatives by two~ and three~to~one margins. 

The current lull in the health care debate gives you an opportunity to speak oui on 
these issuds, at a time when Americans are united in believing the country has a welfare crisis 
and Repul:hicans (for a change) are the ones divided over what to do about it. Recent 
devciopm6tts in b<lth parties have left YO'll a good opening to dominate the debate, 

I 
A. The Republicans 

Rd,ublicans are now at war with one another over whether to back the original HOllse 
Republican wclfare reform bin or simply cui off aU unwed mothers under 21 altogether. 
Gingrich ~.nd many other Republicans in the House want to stick with ·their original bill, 
which has' 162 of 175 House Republicans as co-sponsors and would enable them to claim 
credit for ;whatever passes, since tJlc biggcst differences bctween our p1an and them; arc over 
how quic~ly to pha'lc in and hQW much to cut benefits for immigrants. Bennett mld Kemp 
sent oul <ulOthcf WiUiam Kristol memo las! month arguing thaI such a strategy plays into your , 
hands, and thut RcpublicfU1S should msisl instead on a purist, Charles Murray ~ll'l'roach that 
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enables them to hang onto the welfare issue, According to Fred Bames. Kemp thought the 
neW proposki was a bad idea, and only signed on after they promised to include $75 hillion in . , 
unpald~for tax cuts . . 
, Onc~ agam, you have put Republicans in an awkward position, Either they push to 
get something done. help you accomplish what they've spent their careers crying out for, and 
risk losing ~ favorite wedge issue, or they change then tune. move to the right, and nUl the 
risk that th~Y'1i look like obstructionjsts and OOX themselves into a position with little popular 
support, The Kcmp~Bmnett-Kristol about-face 15 not only the worst kind of poiitical 
'posturing~ it is also bad politics, A recent Los Angeles Times poll found overwhelming 
support for: our approach over Murray's: 70% favored requiring people on welfare to work, 
versus 25% who favored cutting off benefits for voung mothers. , ' 

i 
The Republican infighting should belp uS in several ways_ First, il marginalizes 

conservatives likc Bennett and Kemp (who have their own asplfations), and makes them look 
blatantly p&htical. The same thing happened to Republicans on crime: you said !>threc 
strikes," thby said u two strikes"; you said I1boot camps," they said Ustockadcs!> ~~ and they 
looked silly in the process. On this issue, they would rathcr play politics than fix what 
everyone agrees is a welfare system in crisis. 

se~nd, it takeS attention away from the di~jsions within our own party and pushes 
moderate Republicans closer to us, Riek Santorum, the Jead House sponsor, now spends as 
much time: attacking obstructionists on the right as he-used to spend. attacking us. When the 
House held an Oxford-style debate on welfare .efoml last monlh. all the Republicans who 
spoke disdnced themselves from the Charles Murray approach. 

FJalIY. the Republican schism is yet another reason for Republican governors to 
prefer our~plan Most governors view the Murray approach as a direct cost shift to states and 
communitIes. who will stiB have to provide for young mothers in some way, In addition, 
they are whrried that the House Republk-an phase-in would impose massive new costs on the 
Slates, and! do nothing to sweeten their JOBS matching rate" Our plan phases in sensibly and 
enables states to recoup most or all of their new costs through tougher child support 
cnforcem~l, caseload savings, and an mcreased federal match, 11le House Republican 
financing ~cbeme also would shift the cost of providing immIgrants with health care and other 
services almost entirely to the states; Pete Wilson has already complained that such provisions 
would leaye California. With 40% of the immigrant population, paying 40% of the tab for 
we1fare reform, even though the state has only 20% of the w-clfare caseload. Our deeming, 
provision shifts the costs of supporting immigrants to the f:mlilics who sponsor them to come 
into this oountry; it may actually save states a little money in AFDC and food stamps, 

Ndne of this means that it will be easy to get Republlcan votes in the House. In the 

end, they rilt have to. confro~t.thc sam,e choice they have fa~ed on crime and NAFTA. B~: 

we can put ourselves m a pOSitIOn to plck up 60-\ 00 RepublLcan votes for welfare wform LI 

we make kure Mack, David Gergen. Pat Griffin, and others reach out to Gingrich and 
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company to let them know we're genuinely interested in a bipartisan bllt That will become 
even more important if Congress doesn't finish welfare reform tllis year. 

B. The Demotmts 

sevlat Democrats have put forward their own welfare reform bi1ls, which are largely 
consistent vJitll our approach. The Mainstream Forum mtroduced legislation that borrows 
heavily frol~ Our plan. Their bill adopts the same phase-in (starting with those born after 
1971) and s~milar provisions on time limits, work requirements, child support. etc. The most 
significant difference between our bill and theirs is that they propose the same immigrant 
financing s~hemc as the Republicans (although McCurdy has said they might be flexible on 
the Medlcai~ part of it). 

, 


I 

Libc.ral Democrats have been relatively quiet. Tom Harkin introduced a bill with 

flexible time limits (6 months for some people; longer than 2 years for others). Eleanor, 
Holmes Noiton wrote an outstanding Washington Post op-ed last month on the importance of 
work as the

l 
Wlifying principle for welfare reform" Hob Matsui and Patsy Mink have each 

introduced bills which expand the JOBS program but do not include time limits or serious 
· .1 work reqUIrements.

I 
. We have been working hard to line up support from outside groups. We hope to get a 

DGA endotsemcnt. and a strong statement from the NGA is not oui of the question. The 
OLe will s~ nice things about our bill and the Mamstream Forum's bill; they agree with us 
that welfar4 reform should be paid for through budget cuts. not just cuts in immigrant 
benefits. We have probably met enough of AFSCME's concerns about displacement to keep 
~em ,from ~pPosing Out plM, but like the advocacy groups, they still wish the issue would 
Just go away_ 

I 
We have met several times with Moynihan. who seems quite happy with our genera! 

direction btit has tiOl tipped his hand on specific details. In the I·louse, Harold Ford is eager 
to make hiJ mark with this issue, although from time to time he suggests giving everyone on 
welfare job~ that pay $9 an hour. [f Ways and Means is slow to take up welfare refonn, 
moderate qemocrats could join Republicans in a discharge petition. but so far we've 
persuaded them to keep their powder dry. 

w<Js and Means may take up welfare reform sooner than they might like because 
Rostenkowskl promised them a vote on cutting immigrant benefits. Earlier this month. 
Santorum t~icd to attaeh an amendment to the SociaJ Security bill d,al would have eliminated 
all benefits: for all non-citizens. It was narrowly defeated by a vote of 20-16, with Harold 
Ford voting present. The only way we talked Ford and"other DemocratR out of voting for that 
amendment now was bv pleadmg with them to wait until we introduce our bill, so thut ilt 

I ' • 
least they can use whatever money they squeeze out of immigrants to pay for welfare reform 
ruther than deficit reduction. 
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II. Highlights of 0 ... Welfare Refono Plan 

I . . 1··· ,b .As y;ou know better than anyone, the welfare debate IS not a out pohcy or po Illes; It s 
about valuet 'me trouble with the current welfare system is that It undermines the values 
that matter ~ost -- work, responsibility, family, -me current system' makes welfare more 
attractive tb1an work, and lets too many parents avoid responsibility for supporting their 
children. ! 

Our :wclfare refoffil plan IS based on the basic valu~s and principles you outlined in the 
campaign: :'Jo one who works full-time with a child at home should be poor. but no onc who 
can work should stay Oil welfare forever We need to make welfare what it used to be MM a 
second charlce, not a way of life. The ones. who hate the welfare system most are the people 
who are tfaPped by it Governments don't raise children; people do. People wno bring 
children into this world should take responsibility for them. ,Government has to do all it can 
to expand 6pportunity, but people have a responsibility to make the most of it We could 
have all th~ programs and spend all the money in the world and it wonit do a bit of good if 
people don1t do right And so on. 

The attached talking points outline the highlights of our plan, There is plenty to talk 
about in an initiative tha! costs $10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over 10. But it is 
easy to gct ,10S1 in the details. TIle two values most on people's minds are work and 
responSibility. As you said to the DLC in Cleveland in 1991, work is the best social program 
this count1 has ever deVised. 

, 
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IIIGHUGIITS OF OUR WEl.FARE REFORM PUN 

I. 111E ADMINISTRATION'S RECORD ON WEl.FARE REFORM 

I 
1. EITC: Last yeat's economic package woot <) long way toward ending welfare by 

giving 15 n~illion working families a tax cut through the BITe The EITe turns a mimmurn 
wage, $4.25: an hour job into a $6 an hour job. Wim the EITe and health cmoml, any job is 

a good job< I ' (66 rW(l"P rM'uJ ~ 
Z. Health Refonn: Health reform will move an estimated one million women and 

children offlwelfare. A recent survey of welfare recipients in Charleston and Nashville found 
that 83% would take a minimum wage job if it offered health coverage for them and uHlir 
families. Ahother study found that only 8% of people who leave welfare for work get jobs 
that provide!health insurance. 

I 
J. Waiven: Since Januruy 1993, the Administration has granted waivers to 14 states 

to tf)' new ihltiativcs on time limits, assistance for two-parent" families, limiting additional 
benefits for ~dditional children, and so on. 

II. [IME-L1MITING WELFARE AND REQUIRIN9WORJ(
i 

I. TWo-Year 'lime Limit:: Everyone who can work will be expected to go to work 
within two years. To the poor and those outSide the econouuc mainstream. we say two 
things: No boc who works full-time with a child at home should be poor, and no one who 

I
can work should stay on welfare forever, 

I • A new social oontract: Everyone will be required to sign a Personal 
Responsibility Agreement that spells out what they can expect and what is expected of 
them!in return. This agreement witlindude the two-year time limit as well as other 
state meaSures to encourage rcsponsible bchavior~ such as requiring immunizations, 
denyi'ng benefits for additional children .bom on welfare. requirlng mothcrs to name 
and liclp find the father as a condition of eligibility, etc. 

I • Fewer exemptions: Our plan cuts the number of exemptions in current law 
by b~IL Current law exempts mothers with children under 3; our plan limits that 
exemption to mothers with chltdren under L The exemption for teen mothers and 
moth~rs who conceive additional children while on welfare will last only 3 months. 

<

I 
< 

"No more something for nothing: From day one, everyone \\,111 be required to 
do something in return for receiving assistance. Even those who arc cxempted from 
JOBS participatIon will be expected to take part 1n parenting, community serVIce, or 
othcr!activities. 
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I ... A lifetime limit: People should ha.ve an incentive to leave welfare quickly 
and not use up their precious months of welfare eligibility" Recipients who use up 
thc:ir124 months will no longer be eligible unless they enter the work program. The 
timc:!imit is a lifetime limit: people who have been oIT welfare for long periods of 
timeiwiH be able to get a few months of assistance in emergencies, but they will not 
be able to start over with a new 2-year clock This will make welfare what it was 
m~t to be ~~ a second chance, not a way of life. 

i 
2. Work, Not "'eifare: We need to change the culture of the welfare office to focus: 

on helping Joople find and keep jobs, not just writing them checks for life. 

* Job search first: Job search will be required immediately of anyone who can 
work Anyone offered a private sector job will be required to take it or gel dtrown off,
the rolls. 


,


! 21 A clear focus on employment: We witl push states to shift their JOBS 
prog~ams away from classroom training and toward job placement and on-we-job 
traini~lg. Many people on welfare are there because they failed in the classroom; it 
makes no sense to send them to another classroom when what they really need is help, 
in getting and holding down a job. The best job training program is a job. 

II * This IS not an entitlement to two years of training: Most people WIll be 
expected 10 enter employment well before the two years are up, States can also design 
shorthr time limits for peopie who are job-ready. and require them to work ;lOonCL 

3. F..nwng Welfare for the Next Generation: To give states a chance to do this right, 
our plan is phased in beginning with those born after 1971 -- anyone 25 and under by late 
1996" when ~ates begin to implement the program, That represents a third of the adult 
cascioad initially, and will grow steadily to include nearly two-thirds by 2004. 

! '" Young people will think twice before coming on welfare: We're ending 
welfare for the next generation. Anyone born after J971 will know that the world has 
changed, and that welfare can no longer be a way of life. One problem with the 
Famiiy Support Act has been that few recipients know whether tJley win be subject to 
its requirements or not Almost any other phase-in would be subject to gaming, but 
date Of birth is one thing you can't cnnnge. 

oj< If we phased in everyone al once, the program would fail: EvCll if we had 
the money for it (which we donlt, and neither do the states), a rapid pbase-in would 
overJ.helm state capacity> and force them to create massive public jobs programs 
insterid, of reaching out to the private sector. lbe best example IS CETA. wbich grew 
to 750,000 jobs overnight. and was dis.mantled nearly as quickly as a result 

6 




.. This is a very ambitious phase~in: Under our plan, more than 400,000 people 
will have hit the time limit and be working in the WORK program. Today, fewer than 
lS,OPO welfare recipients are required 10 work 

, 

I .. States can phase in faster if they want: States will have the option of 
phasing in other oohot1s in addition to those born after 1971 (e.g" all new applicants, 
all ~ut-of-wcdlock hirths, etc,), We will also make funds available so that they can 
finish serving those currcmly iii their JOBS programs. as well as o\dcr recipients who 

I
may vohmleer, 

* States prefer our phase-in: The House Republican bill phases in more 
quickly, starting with all flew applicants and reaching 90% of the nOli-exempt casekmd 
200i This would shift billions in new oosts to the states., Accordlng to a recent NGA 
survby. most states like our phase-in, and the Mainstream Forum adopted a slmilar 
appr~ach. Th,S phase-in was first proposed in a New R¢Public article by Moynihan's S' 
chief welfare aide, Paul OffncL \' I ,L " i> /' (ft ill€­

, \, " I 1" -7rO"" to' rf ,IJ(

p)..t{>(>) J!" ,,,'" vJ vJ j-.fJ;' ifI (.. (,1,(\ tJ8 ,..rJ t {4 
4. Requiring and Providing "'tork: Anyone who C3.I1 work will have to go to work Jvyif t:e.... 

within 2 ye~rs, in the private sector if possible. in community service jf necessary. Work is ;6 c. 
the best social program this COlIDtry has ever devised. 


'" Work for wages, not workfare: People will work for a paycheck, not a 

welfare check If you don't show up for work, you won't get paid. There will also be 
strorig, escalating sanctions for people who quit or get fired. 

I '* State and local flexibility> with an emphasis on the private sector: Slates will 
be able to use the money they would otherwise spend on welfare to create subsidized, 
non~~ispJacing jobs in the private seclor, with non·profits, or in public service 
employment Communities wil) be encouraged to huild strong links to the private 
secto1r, and can hire placement fimls like America Works to help people find Md keep 
jobs,1 We've worked closely with the business community to design a flexjble program 
that ':llinimt?;es red tape. 

1 "This is a trMsitional program. designed to push people toward tu1subsidlzed 
work in the private sector; People wi1l be required to go through extensive job search 
befor'e entering the work program, and after each work assignment. No work 
assisriment will las! more than 12 months. No one will receive the EITe unless they 
leave

l 
the program and take an lUlsubsidized Job, Anyone who turns do\Vll a private 

scctot job wiH be kicked off the program, So wIll people who refuse to make <I good 
faith leffort to find a job when jobs they could get are available. 

*' No one who can work should stay on welfare forever: This is not a 
guaranteed-jobs-for~hfe program. At the end of two years in the WORK progm/, 
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everyone will go through an intensive assessment. if they're playing by the rules, able 
to ~ork, and no private jobs arc available, they'll get another WORK assignment. If 
theylre tmablc to work, they can be exempted or reassigned to get more training. If 
they;rc not playing by the rules, and if a state determines that they have nol made a 
good faith effort to find available work. the state can opt to remove them from the 

I ,
rolls, 

I * What kinds of jobs: CommlU1itics will have broad flexibility il1 deciding 
wh.at kinds of jobs to subsidize or create. We eJ<pect these 10 be non~digplacing 
mmitnum~wage Jobs that represent rncanmgful work. Business, union. and community 
leadbrs wtH have a say in the process..Many of the most promising cntry·levcl jobs 
are ih growth areas related to welfare reform and other Clinton initlatives. For 
exari.ple, our plan wiii Increase the demand for child care workers in many 
com~unit'es. We expect 10% of the WORK slots to be in clllid care. Other 
pronlismg fields include home health aides, teachers aides, child support enforcement 
wor~ers, public housing rehabilitation, and public safety. 

! * Where the jobs are: We are often asked· how we UfC going to find jobs for 
pCQple on welfare when rnlllions of Americans arc already out of work. First of aH, 
our Rlml IS primarily about job creation -- most of the money goes to create <md 
subsfdizc jobs, and to make it possible for individuals to take them. Our plan will· 
creat~ 400,000 jobs by the year 2000. Second, ulere is no shortage of entry-level jobs 
in this country McDonald's alone has more job openings every year through normal 
tumoyer than win hit the two~year time lImit anytime in the next 10 years. Third. 
even iunder the current system, most welfare recipients are able to find jobs~ they have 
trouble keeping them. 70% of recipients leave welfare within twO years, but most of 
them! come hack. That's why it's so important. to make work pay better than welfare 
(EITC. health care, child care, child support enforcement). <U1d to focus the welfare. 
systdn on helping people make it in the workforce (on~the-job training. job search 

< , 

assIstance)., 
, <ck MeD's figure; cf Belles's paper on Jobs> 

5. Keeping People from (~()ing em Welfare in the First Place by Providing Child Care 
for the Working Poor: In addition to providing child care for people on welfare and in lhe 
work progral~l, our plan calls for a substantial increase in t;hild care for the working poor. , 
This year's IlY95 also seeks hefty increases in Head Start (21 %) and the Child Care 
Development Block Grant (22%)< 

1 '"' Our plan will nearly double the amount of available child care for thc 
working poor: The plan includes $1.7 billion over 5 years and $6 billion over 10 to 
expan1d the At-Risk program from $300 million annually (0 nearly $1 billion, 
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* This program prescrves flexibility and choice: States can use the money as 
they choose to provide child care vouchers or pay providers directly_ 

~? 	 J9-7 	 III. !yREvt:NTING TEEN PREGNANCY ANI> PROMOTING PARENTAL 
RESPONSIBILITY 

I 
I. ~ational Campaign Against Teen Pregnancy: 111e number of births to unwed 

mothers has quadrupled in the last 30 years from 92,00010 1960 to 368,000 in 1991. Uowed 
mothers (teen, and older) accotmted for 80% of the growth in the welfare caseload over the 
lust decade,.' when the number of families 00 welfare rose from 3.9 million in 1983 to 5 
miHl0n families last year. 

* A national effort in 1,000 Schools: We will 1aunch schQoi·based prevention 
programs in 1,000 schools across the COlUltlY with thc worst teen pregmll1cy problems. 
In e~ch of these schools, National Service volunteers will work with community , 
groups, churches, and business lCHders to mentor young people on the importance of 
delaying sexual activity and parenthood. 

I * A strong message from the Bul1y Pulpit that it is wrong to have children 
outside marriage: Unwed teen mothers who drop out of school are 10 times more 
likely to raise a child in poverty than young people who finish school, get married, 
and \vait until their twenties to have children. ,, 

* Every state wiiI set cleur goals for reducing unwed toen births: We will set 
up a national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy and out~of·wedlock births to identify 
successful programs and help replicate them elsewhere We will also target a handful 
of at~risk neighborhoods for intensive prevention efforts. & . .-;\-. leet ~ 

& (u s~ 
oft' 

'" Childrt'fl who have children should live at homGi OUf plan will require 

minor mothers under 18 to live with their parents or a rp<monsible adult They win no 
. I 	 ~I' I 

lonsr be able to set up a separate houschold and receive a separate::~~ I- "'5L~",~ 

2. The Toughest Child Support Laws ":ver Proposed: Our pian includes the toughest, 
most comprt:hensive chjld support enforcement provisions ever proposed. we'n move 
thousands of families off welfare by closing the $34 billlon child support gap between what 
absent paren:ts should owe <md what is actually collected. If you're not paying your child 
support. we'U garnish your wages, suspend your hcense, track you across state lines, and even 
make you 'trk off what you owe. Governments don't raise cllildren, people do. 

: * Establish paternity for all out-of-\vedlock births: Last year's economic {11an 
included measures to expand vohmtary patemity establishment in hospitals. Our 
welfAre reform plan wiH require mothers to name the father as a condition of receiving 
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welfare, and push states to establish paternity morc quickly We want to make fathers 
part lof the safety nct again. 

* Tracking dovm deadbeats: Bvery state will establish a central state registry 
to track payments and take prompt action when money isn't paid. A national registry , 
of new hires will use W-4 reporting to track delinquent parents who have switched 
jobs ~or crossed state Jines. 

'" License suspension: Stntes will be able to use the threat of revoking drivers. 
professional, and commercial licenses to make delinqucnts pay, lllis threat has bcen 
extraordinarily successful in Maine. California, and other statcs . 

• Work programs: States \\ill be able to nm prognnns that require men to do 
community service to work off the child support they owe. We will also run 
dem6nstration programs that require delinquent parents with no skills to gel training. 
ThesF programs should pay for themselves, Wisconsin's work program for fathers has 
produced a ph<""I1omenal smokeout effect: 75% pay their support rather than do cout1* 
orde~ed community service. 


<ck slat> 


,. Limtted demOnstnltion of child Sltpport assurance: 111c pLan allows for 3 
stat~ to run demonstrations in providing guaranteed child support to families where 
the a~sent parent doesn't pay. (.) 

, f'lb 
3. sJro Option to I..imit Atlditional Benefits for Additional Benefits Conceived nn 

Welfare: St~tcs that want to irhpose family caps will have the option to do so. Early ·results 
from New J~rsey show a (rO~eduction in additional births to women on welfare, but it is 
too early to draw many co"i1ilusiomt We also need to make sure thaCfamily planning is 
available to ~dults on welfare. Wclfare recipients don't have ~~dr~n average than 
other women. but most of those who do condemn themselves and their families to a life of 
poverty and !1cpcndency. 

<.ck for Stat on that last point> tv-ul b~ '/d,ilf-"
I \ 

I I '1 ,,-/'" 
IV. GIVING STATES ~'U:XIBILm' TO INNOVATE 

J. sJtes Win Have Unprecedented Flexibility to Design ~eir Own Approach to 
t<:nding Welfarn: Our plan gives states broad flexibility to try new things, because one thing , 
wdve learned in the last 30 years is that Washington doe.'mit have ali the answers, Much of 
what once r~uired \.V<1IVCrs become available to states as state options: 

I 

I .. Extending assistance to two~parent families: States will be able to waive the 
IOO-hour rule and Ie! two~parent families stay together. 
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.. Rewards and sanctions to keep teen parents In school; States will be able to 
design their own monetary incentive programs like the LeAP program in Ohio, 

I. ,* N~ additional benefits for additional childr~ born on welfare: , The , 
Adnumstrahon has already granted waivers to Georgia and Arkansas; tlllS measure wdl 
now be a state option. / ' ~ \1("\ 

tJ~~ 
'" Higher earnings disregards for recipients: States that want to provide 

mcrred work incentives will be free to do so, 


.. Advance payment of the ElTe: States will be able to work with the 

Treasury Department to develop plans to get the EITC out on a monthly basis_ 

'" Fast~ phase-in: States that want to do morc will be free to phase in other 
cohorts in addition 10 recipients born after 1971. 

! • Setting shorter time limits, and requiring people to work sooner: States that 
want~ lo move recipients into work more quickly can do SQ, The JOBS program allows 
states to require CWEP or subsidized private sector work at any time. 

I *' Experiment with a host of demonstration programs: Our plan includes funds 
for d~monstrations of Individual Development Accounts, child support assurance, teen 
preg":;mcy prevention, work and training programs for non~custodial parents, and many 
other' ideas worth testing. 

* Continued waiver authority: We will help states with existing waivers to 
adapt them once the new law passes. The broad waiver authority in current law will 

"con1muc. 

I " ?/Uv4 &~'lr'jJ~eotLu.~ 
, 

2. No Unfunded Mandates: Our plan will nol impose major new costs upon the states. 
Ovcr time, i~ fact, they should save money from increased child support oollec!tons and 
reduced welfare caseloads. 

* Enhanced federal match: States have had trouble implementing the: Family 
Supp~)t1 Act because of tts relatively low federal match (in general, 6{)~40 federal), 
Our p,lan increases thc federal share 10 67% (higher in some states). which means that 
the fridcral government is actually plcking up 80% of the new spending. 

'" Slates can spend at thetr own puce' lnstead of imposing costly new 
mandates, we give states consIderable flexibility in how much to spend beyond the 
basic iplan. States wi1ling to spend more can choose to expand eligibility for two~ 
part.-'lit families, offer higher earnings rusregards, or phase III more of their c(lseload. 

II 




*' State caseload savings: These new programs will payoff in considerable 
savings from increased child support collection and reduced welfare caseloads. We 
cstllnatc those savings to be fTK] billion ovcr 10 years, 

<ck stat> ......:".5e' en ..IV ~...." S"'hlFr<fflfW'l" 
+ A.S\'S!:TiS -~ 

3. I)emonstrations to See \\-'hat Works: Many of the refonns in our plan arc based on 
successful experiments pioneered by the states. We want this innovation to continue. 1n 
addition to bontinued broad waiver authority for state demonstrations, our plan authorizes a 
number of ~pecific demonstrations for states that are eager to try new things: 

! .. Individual Development Accounts: As you promised in the campalgrt, we 
will encourage states to fight poverty by helping people build assets. Current welfare 
ruleJ force recipients to spend their welfare check, and penalize them for savings, Our 
planiwill waive those rules to allow people to set moncy asi-de in Individual, 
Dev~)opment Accounts to buy a home, start a business, or provide for college. Sta1es 
will )also be able to run demonstrations in which the government matches those r. .. _ (7)

~<I"-( "'" ,~f.(" .
savings. 

~T«A f.:"'u 
-C<vf c.-h.. 

* Microenterprise: [n some communities. the ahsence of economic activity 
mak~s it difficult (0 leave welfare, We want to make it casier for poople to start small 
businesses that enable them to become self-sufficient The welfare reform plan 
provides for a nationwide demonstration of mlcwloans. which will provide small 
am~kts of moncy for welfate clients to launch small businesses. We will also dHmge 
current asset rules that prohlbit microenterprlse for welfare recipients, 

* Mandatory Work Programs for Deadbeat Parents: States will be able to use 
up t£1 10% of their JOBS and WORK money to nUl work and training programs for 
non-custodial parents, We estimate that these programs will recoup 80% of their cnsts 
throJgh increased child support coHections. , 

* Child Support Assurance: We will allow 3 states to demonstrate the concept 
of chiJd support assurance, in which the government pays child support to custodial 
parcrits who cooperate in trying to track down parents who don't pay, These payments 
can qniy go to mothers not on welfare. States can combine this concept with 
mandatory work programs for the parents who have not paid. 

* Job Placement Bonuses' We will encourage states to nm demonstrations that 
offerljob placement bonuse"i: as an incentive to caseworkers and welfare offices for 
helping recipients get and keep jobs . 

.. Charter Welfare Offices: States 'will also be able to encourage competition 
and accountabihty by experimentlng with chartering job placement firms, such as 
Amctica Works, to fWl their JOBS program, (The Reemployment Act has similar 
provibions for joh training.) 

I . 
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<ck is tJllS true?> 

V. 1I0W TillS PI~\N ''ENDS WELFAR~: AS WE KNOW n" 

Om plan spends $10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over J0 years, and maps out 
a rapid revolution in expectations for people on welfare. But because we can't afford and the 
states couldn't manage ending welfare for everyone at once. Republicans and some in the 
press will inevitably charge that we have "scaled back" our plan and fallen short of the 
campaign pledge to end welfare. We need to refute these skeptics by repeatedly stressing 
how bold our pJan really is, 

1. The Most Sweeping Work Requirements in the llistory of Welfare: Our plan will 
tum a system based on welfare into a system based on work ~~ because work is the best social 
program this country has eVer devised. Today. fewer than 15,000 welfare recipients in 
America are requITed to work. Under our plan, an estimated 400,000 people will be in 
mandatory work programs by the year 2000. We requITe people who come on weJfare to start 
looking for work from day one. Everyone who can work will have to do so within two years, 
or sooner if their state says so. We cut the number of exemptions m half, so that no one who 
is able to work can avoId It. And we'll move families off welfare by making fathers. who .are 
behind in their child SUpp0l1 work off v"hat they owc. 

2. lbc Toughest ~ltild Support Crnckdowo E,,'er Proposed: lbe child support 
enforcement measures in our welfare reform plan are by far the toughest any .Administration 
has ever put forward. For the first time. government will hold both parents responsible for 
raislng their childrerL Mothers won't be able to get welfare if they refuse to name the father. 
Absent parents who owe child support will face the most serious penalties ever: wage 
withholding. credit reporting, the threat of license revocation, a national registry of new hires 
to track them wherever they go, and mandatory work programs to make them work ofT what 
they owe. If this country did a better job of enforcing child support, we wouldn't need a 
welfare system. Every five deadbeats we cateh will mean one fewer family on welfare, 

3. A New Social Contract - No More Something for Nothing: After decades of 
unchecked growth in government social programs. this is the first Administration in either 
pany to ask something tn return, In the campaign, you promised a new social contract of 
more opportunity in return for more responsibility. As you said at Georgctm....n, "We must go 
beyond the competing ideas of the old political establishment -- beyond every man for himself 
OIl the one hand, ano the right to something for nothing on the othcr. N National service, the 
mTC, bealth reform, and welfare reform arc all based on this same principle, Under our 
welfare reform plan, there will be no more something for nothing. Evctyone will be required 
to work, get training. or finish school -- and OVC!l who are unable to work win bc expected 10 

attend parenting classes or Sive something back through some form of voluntary service. 
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4. F.nwng 'Welfare as a Way of Ufe: The: combined impact of welfare refonn, health 
reform, and the expansion of the ElTe will be dramatic and immediate. About half the 
caseload will be phased in by the year 2000. In the absence of reform, only 4% of that group 
would be doing work of any kind by then. We estimate that with rcfonn, ten times as many 
people ~~ 40% of the phased-in group -- will be working, either in the WORK program, in 
part-time work that leaves them still eligible for some welfare, or in unsubsidized work they 
are able to hold down because of these reforms. Another 33% will be taking part in time­
limited mandatory training, education, and placentetll programs (without reform, only 20% of 
the caseload would be in such activities). 1n the absence of refonu. a full 76% of the phased~ 
in group would fnce no requirements at alL With reform, that number will shrink to 27% -­
and even pooplc in that group will,he expected to participate in some actlvitics under our 
plan. 

5. Everything You Promised in the Campaign -~ and 'Illen Some: Nothing about this 
plan IS scaled back from your campaign promises. You've already made good on the BlTC 
pledge that no one who works full~time with a child at home should be poor. This plan 
includes the two-yem time limit as: promised, with education, traming, and child care -- and 
no loopholes~ a work program that stresses the private sector [trst and community service as a 
last rc..">011; dramatically tougher child support enforcement state flexibility to experiment; etc. 
(The work-for~wnges policy, which says that if you don't show up for work you don't get 
paid, actually goes a little further than what we discussed in the campaign, of sanctioning the 
adult share of the grant.) It costs aroUlld $4 billion a year when phased in, which 15 exactly 
what we said it would cost in the campaign. TIle plan lncJudcs many elements we didJ,'t get 
into during in the campaign, such as a national campaign against teen pregnancy and a 
substantial increase in working poor child care, which we did not promise in the campaign. 

6. The First Administration to Try to Keep People from Going on Welfare in the First 
Place: In addition to the many Adminlstration inillatives designed to empower people to lift 
themselves out of poverty -- Empowerment Zones, community devciopment banks, 
enforcement of the Commwlity Retnvestment Act, the EITe. health reform, sweeps in public 
housing, community policing, etc. ~~ this is the first Administration to confront one of the 
leading cauSes of poverty, the broakdO\vn of the family. The welfare reform plan includcs 
several tough, smart measures to discourage people from hav1ng childn: ..'l1 outside marriage: the 
first time limits ever imposed on welfare. coupled with the broadest and most serious work 
requirements; a nationwide crackdm.vn on child support enforcement, which will give states an 
arsenal of ways to keep absent parents from getting off the hook; a national campaign against 
teen pregnancy, targeted to the most troubled schools; and a broad array of incentives the 
states CM use to encourage rcspon;.;ible behavior. from limiting additional benefits for 
additional children to rewarding teenagers for staying in schooL In the iong run, the only 
way to end welfare is to reduce the number of people coming on it. 
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VI. PAVING FOR WEL.FARE REFORM 

J, Cost estimates are conservative, Behavior assumptions less than we actual1y expe(,1. 

Capped entitlements so they can't grow out of control. 


2, Pay for it through immigrants, drug addicts, polluters. and deadbeats, Also cascload 

reduction and fraud detection. Details of each. 


ATTACH COPY OF STAN'S POLL? 
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FROM IlRUCE REED 

May 30, 1994 ' 

SUBJECT The Politics of Wdfarc Reform 

.::' 
,,I;. "nlis memo mdudcs an update on the political and legislal1ve landscape for welfare 

,.,', reforlT), lUld some I.liouglus- on how to talk about our plan, as you requested. We arc also 
working with Rahill and others on a rollout schedule. and Stun t'MHHtld I"f~fitie yliH4 Wttk it 

B,'; 

:'l.,-wratc bricring~)fl his most recent findings. \,........... ..~t.W 


, 'f-";\.,... 

I. I'oliticnl Mrl legislative Ul'd.ate 

~•.l 
As we have discussed before, there is a ~ and pow('>fful consensus (with 


cx-cL.'Ptions on the extreme right Wid left) for the basic elements of our welfare reform plm'L 

",.',, ,,",'
jl, Support for time limits, work programs, and tougher child support enfurcement exceeds 80­
,'!
.,', 
, . 90%. wilh little variation across race, elm;.:;, or party. Even on the issues that the Republicans 

'" 'I. think work for them _. cutting off benefits for legal immigrants and unwed mothers -- people 
prefer our n1tcmativc~ hy two~ and three-tn-one margins. 

The curren! lull in tbe henlth care debate gives you an opportunity to speak out on 
these issues, ilt a time when Americans arc united in believing the country has a welfare cri~is ., : 
and Rcpublicmts {for a change) tlfe the oncs divided over whm ro do about it. Recellt


,', dcvdopmenls in both parties have left you a good opening to' dominate the debate, 

'- .' 

" 

A, 'Ill. RCllUblicans 	 ~,.J """It-\" 
Republicans me now at wa~l:J1e another over whether to back the original Hoose 

Republican welfare reform hill or~. <' <:ut off~unwed mothers tmder 21 altogether. 
Gingnch and many other Rcpublicalts m the House want to stick with their origioill bill. \ 
whtch has 162 of 175 House R{.lmblicWis 'IS co-sponsors and would enable them to ~-S~&..­
credit for whatever passes. since the biggest diffcn..'l1ces between our plan and theirs are over 

"'.' 	 how qUickly to phase in mid how much to cut benefits ror imm~S:lS' BS:l~~ Kemp 
s~nt 01lt another William Kristol memo last month arguing that ~ pl.ays into your 
h:mds. IUld that Republicans should insist iI1stcad on <1 puris.t, Charles Murray approach thai 

.... 
" 



enables them to hang onto the welfare issue. According to Fred Barnes, Kemp thought the 
new proposal was a bad Idea, and only signed on after they promised to include $75 billion m 
unpaid-for tax cuts, 

Once again, you have put Republicans in an awkward position. Either they push to 
get something done, help you accomplish what they've spent their careers crying Out fOf, and 
risk losing a favorite wedge Issue, or they change their tWle. move to the right, and run the 
risk that they'll look like obstructionists and box themselves into a position with little popular 
support. The Kemp~Bennett-Kristol about~face is nol only the worst kind of political 
postuflng~ it is also bad politics. A recent Los Angeles Times poll fOlmd overwhelming 
support for our approach over Murray's: 70% favored requiring people on welfare to work, 
versus 25% who favored cutting off benefits for young mothers. 

The Republican iJlfjghting should help us in several ways. First, it marginalizes 
conservatives like Bennett and Kemp (who have their own aspirations), and makes them look 
blatantly,politicaL The same thing happened to Republicans on crime: you said "three 
strikes," they said "two strikes"~ you said "hoot camps," they said ~stockades" -- and they 
looked silly m the process. On this issue, they would rather pltty pohtlcs than fix wbat 
everyone agrees is H welfare system in crisis. 

Second. it takes attention away from the diviSIOns within our own party and pushes 
moderate Republicans closea Rick Samorum. the lead House sponsor, now spends as 
much time attacking ebetr: on the right as he used to spend attacking us. \,{hen the 
House heJd an Oxford~style debate on welfare reform last month. all the Republicans who 
spoke distanced themselves from the Charles Murray approach. 

Finally, the Republican schism is yet another reason for Republican governors to 
prefer our piru). Most governors view the Murray approach as a direct cost shift to states and 
comnltUlities, who will still have to provide for young mothers in some way. In addition, 
they are worried that the House Republican phase-in would impose maSSlve new costs on the 
statcs, and do nothing to sweeten their JOBS matching rate, Our plan phases in sensibly and 
enables states to recoup most or all of their new costs through tougher child support 
enforcement. cascio ad savings, and an increased federal match. The House Republican 
financing scJlCme aloo would shift th()..9ost of providing immigranls with health care and other 
services almost entirely to the statcePete Wilson has already complained that such provisions 
would leave California, with 40(1/0 of the immigrant population, paying 40% of the tab for 
welfare reform, even though the state has only 20% of the welfare caseload. Our deeming 
provis1on shifts the costs of supporting immigrants to the families who sponsor them to come 
into this counrf)'~ it may actually save slates a little money in AFDC and food stamps. 

None of this means that it will be casy to get Republican votes in the House. In the 
end, they will have to confront the same cholce they have faced on crime and NAFTA. But 
we can put ourselves in a position to pick up 60-100 Republican votes for welfare reform if 
we make sure Mack. DaVId Gergen. Pat Griffin, and others reach Out to Gingrich and 
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company to let them know we're genuinely tnterested in a bipartisan bill. That will become 
even more important lf Congress doesn't finish welfare reform this year. 

B. lb. O.m.'..... ,......, ,P­
. . / r'\o""" ", ut,.~ 

Several Democrats have put forward their O\Nl1 welfare reform bills, Jr.'hich are lergeiy 
conSIstent whh our approach. The Mainstream Forum introduced leglslation that borrows 
heavily from our plan. Their bill.adopts the same phase-in (starting with those born after 
1971) and simHar provisions 011 time limits, work requiremenrs, child support, etc. The most 
signiflcant difference between our bill and theirs is that they propose the same immigrant 
financing scheme as the Republicans (although McCurdy has said 4Jtey might be flexible on 
the Medicaid part of it). ""'­

Liberal Democrats have been relatively qmet. Torn Harkin introduced a bill with 
flexible time limits (6 months for some poople, longer than 2 years for others). Eleanor 
Holmes Norton wrote an outstanding Washington Post op~ed last month on the importance of 
work as the unifymg princIple for welfare reform. Bob Matsui and Patsy Mink have each 
introduced bHls w-hkh expand the JOBS program but do not include time limits or serious 
work requirements. 

We have been working hard to Ime up support from outside groups. We hope to get a 
DGA endorsement, and a strong statement from the NGA IS not out of the question. The 
OLe will say nice things about our bi1l and the Mainstream Forum's bill; they agree with us 
that welfare rt.>form should be paid for through budget cuts, not just cuts in immIgrant 
benefits. We have l)robably met enough of AFSCME's concerns about displacement to keep 
them from opposing our plan, but likc.the advocai.-"Y groups, they still wish the issue would 
Just go away 

We have met several times with Moynihan. who seems quite happy with our general 
direction but has not tipped his hand on spe(afic details, In the House, Harold Ford is eager 
to make his mark with this issue, although from time to time he suggests giving everyone on 
welfare jobs that pay $9 an hour. If Ways. and ;vleans is slow to take up welfare reform, 
moderate Democrats could join Republicans in a discharge petition, but so far we've 
persuaded them to keep their powder dry. 

~ " .. .\-.... c..A'\...
"Ways and Means ~ take up welfare refonn sooner than they might like because 

Rostenkowski promised them a vote on cutting immigrant benefits., Earlicr this month, 
Santorum tried to attach an amendment to the Social Security bill that would have ehmmatcd 
all benefits for all non-citizens. It was narrowly defeated by .a vote of20~t6, with Harold 
Ford voting present. The only way we talked Ford and other Democrats out of voting for that 
amendment ~was by pleading with them to wait until we introduce our bill, so that at 
least they tt use whatever money they squeeze out of immigrants to pay for wetfare reform 
rather than \ £len reduct10n 

",,,IJ 
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II. llighlights of Our Welfare Refonn !'1M 

...,.1\ to.. oJ. #.- .l u 
As you~now Muer than t'lfI'Yone, the welfare dehate is g,e.t about policy.(H" polltics~ 

about values. The trouble with the current welfare system is that it tmdermines the va1ues 
that matter most -- work, responsibility. family. The current system makes welfare more 
attractive tban work, and lets too many parents avoid responsibility for supporting their 
children. 

OUf welfare reform plan is based on the basic values and prmciples yOli outlined in the 
cmnp<llgn: ~o one who works fuliRtime with a child at home should be poor, but no onc who 
can work should stay on welfare: forever. We need to make welfare what it used to be - a 
second chance, not a way of lik The ones who hale the welfare system most are the people 
who are trapped by it, Governments dontt raise children; people do. People who bring 
children into this world should take responsibility for them. Government has to do all it can 
to expand opportunity, but people have a responsibility to make the most of it, We could 
have all the programs and spend all the money In the world and it won't do a bit of good if 
people don't do right And so on. 

The attached talkmg points outline the highlights of our plan. lnere IS ploot)' to talk 
ahout in an initiative that costs $10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over 10. But it is 
casy [0 get lost in the details. The two values most on people's minds are work and 
responsibility. As you said to the DLe in Cleveland in 1991, work IS the best social program 
lhis country has ever devised. 
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HIGHLIGIITS OF OUR WELFARE REFORM PLAN 
-"'''';oAk. ~ ~~.elllt'f 

I. TIlE ADMINIS1RATlON'S RECORD ON WELFARE REFORM 

J. EITC: Last year's economic package went a long way toward ending welfare by 
giving 15 million working families a tax cut through the EITe The BITe turns a minimum 
wage, $4.25 an hour job into a $6 an hour job. With the EITC and health reform, any job is 
a good job. 

2. IIcalth Reform: Health reform will move ffil estimated one million women und 
children off welfare. A recent survey of welfare recipients in Charleston and Nashville fOtUld 
that 83% would take a minimum wage job if it offered health coverage for them and their 
families. Another study fotmd that only 8% of people who leave welfare for work get jobs 
that provide health insurance. 

3. Waivers; Since January 1993, the Adminislration has granted waivers to 14 states 
to try new initiatlves on time hmits. assistance for two-parent families, limiting additional 
benefits for addhl0nal children, and so OIL 

II. \!:IMFAJMITING WELFARE AND REQUIRINg WORK 

t. Twn~Vear lime Umit: Everyone whQ can work will be expected to go to work 
within two years. To t.he poor and those outside the economic mainstream, we say two 
things: No one who works flll!~time with a child at home should be poor, and no one who 
can work should stay on welfare forever, 

t A new sodaJ contract: Everyone will be required to sign a Personal 
Responsibility Agreement that spells out what they can expect and what is expected of 
them in return. l11is agreement will include the two-year time limit as well as other 
state measures to encourage responsible behavior, such as requiring immunizations, 
denying benefits for additional children born on welfare. requirmg mothers to name 
~ help fmd the father as a condition of eligibility, etc, 

~e1k"@~ * Fewer exemptions: Our plan cuts the number of exemptions in current law 
by haif. Current taw exempts mothers with children lmder 3~ our plan limits that 
exemption to mothers with children under I lbe exemption for teen mothers and 
mothers who conceive additiona1 children while on welfare will last only 3 months_ 

.. No more something for not.hing: From day one. everyone will be required to 
do something in return for receiving assistance. Even those who are exempted from 
JOBS parlicipation will be eXl'ected to take part in parenting, community service. or 
other activities. 
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* A lifetime limit: People should have an incentive to leave welfare quickly 
and not use up their precious months of welfare eligibility. Recipients who use up 
their 24 months will no longer be eligible unless they enter the work program. The 
time limit is a lifetime limit: people who have been~~fare for long periods of 
time will be able to get a few mon!.hs of assistanc~n emerg~es, but they wiJl not 
be able to start over with a new 2-year clock. This will make welfare what it was 
meant to be -- a second chance, not a way of life. 

2. Work, Not Welfare: We need to chfUlge the culture of the welfare office to focus 
on helping people find and keep jobs, not just writing !.hem checks for life. 

* Job search first: Job search will bb required immediately of anyone who can 
work. Anyone offered a private sector job will be required to take it or get thrown off 
!.he rolls. 

* A clear focus on employment: We will push states to shift their JOBS 
programs away from classroom training and toward job placement and on-the-job 
training. Many people on welfare arc there because they failed in the c1assroom~ it 
makes no sense to send them to another classroom when what they really need is help 
in getting and holding down a job. The best job training program is a job. 

\ * 111is is not an entitlement to two years of training: Most people will be 

-expected to enter employment well before the two years are up. States can also design 

shorter time limits for people who are job-ready, and require them to work sooner. 


3. Ending Welfare for the Next Generation: To give states a chance to do this right, 
our plan is phased in beginning with those bom after 1971 -- anyone 25 and under by late 
1996, when states begin to implement the program. That represents a third of the adult 
caseload initially, and will grow steadily to i lude nearly two-thirds by 2004. 

OK" PCI..,.., 

* Yotmg people will think ice before co . g on welfare: We're ending 
welfare for the next generatio t\nyone born er 971 will-Xfiowffiaf the worldnas::::> 

ge ~ and that welfare can no longer be a way of lifer One problem with the 
Family Support Act has een that few recipients know whether they will be subject to 
its requirements or not. f\lmost any other phase-in would be subject to gaming, but 
date of birth is one thing you can't change. 

* If we phased in everyone at once, the program would fail: Even if we had 
the money for it (which we don 't, and neither do the states), a rapid phase-in would 
overwhelm state capacity, and force them to create massive public jobs programs 
instead of reaching out to the private sector. The best example is CETA, which grew 
to 750,000 jobs ovemight, and was dismantled nearly as quickly as a result. 
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'"' This lS~ very ambitious phase-m: Under our plml, more fan 400,000 people 

will have hit the time limit and be working in the \VQRK program Today, fewer than 
15,000 welfare recipients are required to work 

* States can phase in faster If they want: States will have the option of 
phasing in other cohorts in addition In those born after 1971 (e.g.. all new applicants, 
all out-of-wedlock births, etc.), We will also make hmds available so that they can 
finish serving those currently in their JOBS programs, as well ns older recipients who 
~ volwlteer.· -­

l~ --	 . 
* States prefer r phase-in: The Ho~seepublicM bin phases in more 

quickly, slarting w:ith I new applicants and r ching 90% of the non-exempt casetoad ,., 
2002. This would billions in new costs the states. According to a recent NGA 
survey, most states like our phase~in. and tbe ~4aiAStreftm rOlUtiI adopted d simihn" 
.al)pq~QQA, 	 'Ibis phase~in was first proposed in a ~ew Republic article hy Moynihan's 
chief welfare aide, Paul OfTner. 

4. Requiring and Providing Wo,k Anyone who can work will have to go to work 
within 2 years, in the private sector if pOSSIble, in community service if necessary. [Svork is 
the best social program this country has ever dcvjsc~ 

>I< Work for wages. not workfare: People wtH work for a paycheck, not a 
welfare check_ If you don't show up for work. you won't get paid. There will also be 
strong, escalating sanctions for people who quit or get fired. 

>I< State and local flexibility, with an emphasls on the private sector: States will 
he ahle to usc the money they would otherwise spend on welfare to create subsidizcd, 
non-displacing jobs in the private sector, wah non-profits, or in public service 
employment Communities wilt be encouraged to build strong links to the private 
seetor, and can hire placement firms lIke America Works to help people find and keep 
jobs. Wcve worked closely with the business community to design a flexible program 

U\:~!!:l:c.,.red tape. 	 ~~ 

* This is a transitiol1flj program, designed tOAPush people toward unsubsidizcd 
work in the private sector: People will bc rcquIred to go through extensive job search 
hefore entering the work program, and after each work assignment No work 
assignment will last more than 12 months. No one will receive the ElTe ooless they 
leave the program and take an ullsubsidized job. Anyone who 1ums down a private 
sector job will be kicked off the program. So will people who refuse to make a good 
faith effort to find a job when jobs they could get are available, 

• No one who can work should stay on welfare forever: This is not a 
guarantccd-jobs-for-life program. At the end of two years in the WORK program. 
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evcl)'one wiJI go 1hrough an Intensive assessment If they're playmg by the rules, able 
to work, and no private jobs are available, they'll get another WORK assignmenl. If 
they're unable 10 work. they can be exempted or reassigned to geL more training. If 
they're not playing by the rules. and if a state determines thai they have not made 3, 

good faith effort 10 find available work, the state can opt to remove them from the 
foils, 

* !h;\t~~~~mmun1ties wtl1 have broad flexibility in deciding 
what kinds of jobs to subsidIze or create. We expect these to be non~displacing 
mltlimum~wa&e jobs that represent meaningful work. Business, union. and commumty 
leaders will have fI say in the process, Many of the most promising Clluy-ievel jobs 
are 10 growth areas related to welfare reform and other Clinton initiatives. For 
example, our plan Will increase the demand for child care workers in many 
communttles, We expect 10% of the WORK slots to be in child care. Other 
promising fields include home health aides. teachers aides, child support rfcawpevt. 

~workers. public housing rehabilitation. and public safety. 

jQ" ""'1 t.... "'l'l'«1,.
'" Where the jobs arc: Vre 8HI 9Uitl asked how we arB geiflg to find job:) for 

people on welfare when millions of Americans are already out of work. First of all, 
our plan is primarily about job creation -- mosr of the money goes. to create and 
subsidize jobs, and to make it possible for individuals to take them. OUf plan will, 
create 400,000 jobs by the year 2000. Second, there is. no shortage of entry-level jobs 
in this cot.mtry. McDonald's alone has more job openings eve!)' year through normal JNJ. L 
turnover than will hit the two-year time limit anytime in the next Ia years.~ ~ 
even under the current system, most welfare recipients are ..ble to find jobs; they have 1f'1t--..r> 

trouble keeping them, 70% of recipients leave welfare within two years, but mo~t of l"'~ 
them come back. That's why it's so important to make ,,,,ork pay beuer than welfare 1;':01"-\ 

~ 
8 (ElTe, health care, child care, child support enforcement), :mci to focus the welfare "l.~yv, 

system on helping people make it In the workforce (on~thc-job training, job senrch 
assistance), ::----..;::::';1 
~gure: cf BeHests paper on jobs~ 

i 

{\--jI(~~' 5. Keeping ~Opl. rrom ('",ing on Weir ..... in <he FIrs' l'lru:e by Providing ~llild Care 
~<he Worl<ing Poor: In addi.ion '0 providing child care for people on welfare and in the 

wo r::::t~r plan calls for a substantial increase in child care for the working pOOL 

L .1. ~(' 1lHtr~ FY also seeks hefty mcreases in Head Start (21%) and the Child Care 

"""'('t Developmen. Block Grant (22%), 


* Our plan will nearly double the amount of available child care for rhe 
working poor. The plan includes $l.7 bil1ion over 5 years and $6 billion over 10 to 
expnnd the At-Risk program from $300 miHion annually to nearly $1 bm'on, 
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* This program preserves flexibility and choice: States. can use the money as 
they choose to provide chlld care vouchers or pay providers directly. 

~. 	 . 
(i..~ 	III. IYREVEl\"ll"G TEE" PRF£NANCY AND I'ROMOTING PARENTAl] 

RESPONSIBILITY 

1. National Campaign Against Teen Pregnancy: The number of births to unwed 
mothers has quadrupled m the last 30 years from 92,000 in 1960 to 368,000 in 199 t. Unwed 
mothers (teen and older) accounted for 80% of the growth in the welfare caseloud over the 
last decade, when the number of fall1lhes on welfare rose from 3.9 million in 1983 to 5 
million famihes last yeRL 

*' A national effort in i,OOO$chools: We will launch s.chool-based prevention 
programs in 1,000 schools across the country with the worst teen pregnancy problems. 
In each of these schools, National Service volunteers will work with community 
groups, churches, and business leaders to mentor young people on the lmportance of 
delaying sexual activity and parenthood, 

.. A strong message from the Bully PulpIt that 1t is wrong to have children 
outside marriage: Unwed teen mothers who drop out of school are 10 times more 
likely to raise a child in poverty than young poopie who finish school, get married, 
and wait until their twenties to have children, yJ... "'" Q\,;-"':_~" ~t..t..,~ ~~'('­
i\-J. ,,,,",.\~,, ~ _~;.,~ ~J., ,..b, \<L-.J.... ,.:1 ~~. 

'" Every state will S{,,'1 clear goals. for reducing unwed teen births: We wm set 
up a national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy MEl ~ttt*Of·wedh:1tk hiftks to identiry 
successful programs and help replicate them elsewhere. We WIll also target a handful 
of at-risk neighborhoods for intensive prevention efforts. r" \ \ \,

! ""w-"""-	 .,J
j"" 	 ..Jh~"'" "S.

* Children who have children should Hve at hom~ Our plan WIll t~ 
minor mothers lUlder 18 to live with their parents Of a responsible aduIt~ej'" will no 
longer be able to set up a separate household and receive a separate check 

2. The Toughest auld Support Laws Ever Proposed: OUf plan includes the roughest, 
most comprehensive child support enforcement provisIOns evet proposed. we~ove;.J.ftu..r 
thousands of families off welfare by closing the $34 bi11jon chl1d support gap hehveen what 
absent parents should owe and what is actually collected. If you're not paying your child 
support, we'll garnish your wages, suspend your license, track you 3CrOSS state lines., and even . 1..­
make you work off what you owe. Qa,'eflH't\et'J:tIt 8&1"1't reise ehi16fen, f'eeple do." J,....J....~ 

*' Estab!ish paternity for all out-of-wedlock births: Last year's econo.lic plan ~~ 
mduded measures to expand voluntary paternity establishment in hospitals){ Our 
welfare reform plan will require mothers to name the father as a condition of receiving 
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welfare, and push slates to establish paternity more quickly, We want to make fathers 
part of the safety net again, 

* Tracking down deadbeats: Every slale will establish a central state registry 
to track payments and take prompt action when money isn't paid. A national registry 
of new hires wit] use W-4 reporting to track delinquent parents who have switched 
jobs or crossed state llnes. 

'" License suspension' States will be able to use the threat of revoking driver's, 
professIOnal, and commercial licenses to make dellnquents pay. 1111s threat has been 
extraordinarily successful in Maine, California, and other states. 

* Work programs: States wi11 be able to nID programs that require men to do 
community service to work off the child support they owe. We will also rUn . 
demonstration programs that require delinquent parents with no skills to get training, 
These programs should pay for themselves. Wisconsm's work program for fathers has 
produced a phenomenal smokeout effect: 75% pay their support rather than do coun~ 

O~'Ctvice. 

* Limited demonstration of child support assurance: The plan allows for 3 
states to nm demonstrations in providing guaranteed child support to famihes where 
the absent parent doesn't pay. 

cLllr...... 
3. State Option to limit Additional Benefits for Additional Benefits Conceived on 

\Velfare: States that wan~,\jmpose family caps will have the option to do so, Early results 
from ::--.few Jersey show ~ reduction in additional births to women on welfare, but it is 
too early to draw many conclusions. We also need to make sure that family planning is 

I available to adults on welfare. 'elfare recipients don't have more children on average than 
other women, but ~bf those do condemn themselves and Ulclr families to a life of 

; poverty and dependency ~_ ...t _ -...: I.- ~U ...l . ~~ .J.tJ,;.,..\ 
~: :"'-'.--?g'ifoljS'~nhQIDliju';w , \ "'" 'r! ''>'' ,l L>" \ .0}f27 Y'" ~.- V <>' r~' \Of" ... ",",,",..,.w\t :'P I ..... ~~ ............. 


I ~i"':\\11oor '..WO..!i':s:.~\'~t'.t'~. 
IV. GIVING STATES FLEXIBILITY TO INNOVATE ' Iv-.w: 1:-_ ~~ -¥. 

1. States Will ',lave Unprecedented Fle):ibility to Design Their Own Approacb to 
J.::.luting Welfare: Our plan gives states broad flexibility 10 try new things, because one thing 
we've learned in the last 30 years is that Washington doesn't have all the answers. Much of 
what once required waivers.become available to sUites as state options: 

'\wil\ 
'" Extending assistance to two-parent families: States will be able to waive the 

IOO~hour rule and let two-parent families stay together. 
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'* Rewards and sanctions to keep teen parents in school: States wilt be able to 
design their own monetary incentive programs like the LEAP program in Ohio, 

'" No additional benefits for additional children born on welfare: The 
Administration has already granted waivers to Georgia "uld Arkansas; this measure will 
now be a state option. 

* Higher earnings disregards for recipients: States that want to provide 
increased work incentives will be free to do so. 

'" Advance payment of the E1TC: States will be able to work with the 
Treasury Department to develop plans 10 get the mTC out on a monthly basis. 

* Faster phase-in: States that want to do more will be free to phase in other 
cohons in addition to recipients born after 1911, 

* Setting shorter time limits, nnd requiring people to work sooner: States that 
want to move recipients into work more quickly ean do so. 'r11C JOBS program allows 
states to require eWE? or subsidized private sector work at any time. 

* ExpenmefJt with a host of demonstratIon programs: Our plan Includes funds 
for demonstrations (If Individual Development Accounts. child support assurance, teen 
pregnancy prevention. work and training programs for non-custodial parents, and many 
other ideas worth testing. 

* Continued waiver authority: We wtil help states with existing waivers to 
adapt them once the new law passes. The broad walver authority in current law will 
continue. 

Z. No Unfunded Mandates: Our plan will not impose major new costs upon the slatcs. 
Over time" in fa<:t, they should save money from increased child support collections and 
reduced welfare caseloads . 

.. Enhanced federal match: State have had trouble implementing the Family 
Support Act because of its relatively 10 federal match (in general, 60-40 federal). 
OUf plan increases the federal share to 67% (higher in some states), which means thnt 
the federal government IS actually picking up 80% of the new spending. 62)1 

,. States can spend at their O\Vfl pace; Instead of imposing costly new 
mandates, we give Slates considerable flexibility in how much to spend beyond the 
basic plan, States willing to spend more can choose to expand eligibility for two­
parent famihes, offer higher earnings dlsregards. or phase in more of their caseload. 
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* State caseload savings: These new programs wlll payoff in considerable 

sa~'inss from increased child support collecuon and reduced welfare caselo,ads, We 

estimate those savings to be [TK] billion over 10 years, 


<ck > ~ Srl m-""" ..""" S ....hJ Frc....."QI>.l 

3. Demonstrations to See What Works: Many of the reforms in our pIon arc bas 
successful experiments pioneered by the states, We want Illis innovation to continue. 
addition to continued broad waiver authority for state demonstralions. our plan authorizes a 
number of specific demonstrations for states that are eager to try new things: 

* Individual Development Accounts: As you promised in the campaign, we 
win encourage states to fight poverty by helping people build assets, Current welf/tre 
rules force rccipit."11ts to spend their welfare check. and p(''llalizc them for savings. Our 
plan will waive those rules to anow people to set money aside in Individual 
Development Accounts to buy a home, start a business, or provide for college. States 
will also be able to nUl demonstrations in which the government matches those (r.uyt ~ Aiwh?) 

savings. ~:Tr$'" 1,;..,-«.(' 

-<:_r ...ft.. 

'" Microenterprise: In some communities., the absence of economic activity - mr 
makes it difficult to leave welfare. We want to make it easler for people to start smail 
businesses that enable them to become self-sufficient. ']:'he welftwe fefa~plan 
provides for a nationwide demonstration of rnlcroloans. which will provide small 
amounts of money for welfare clients to launeh small businesses, We win also change 
currCtH asset rules that prohibit microenterprise for wcifare recipients. 

* Mandatory Work Programs for Deadbeat Parents: States will be able to use 
liP to 10% of their JOBS and WORK money to rlID work rUld training programs for 
non-custodial parents. We estimate that these programs wiH recoup 80% of their costs 
through Increased child support collections . 

• Child Support As"sJ_~ ~""'''emonstratc th oncept 
of clnld SUPPO" assur , In which the government 5 child support custodial 
parents who coop e in trying to track down ts who don't pa lese payments 
can only go t lothers not on welfare, Sta can combine this nccpt with 
mandato ork programs for the paren 

* Job Placement Bonuses; We will encourage states to run demonstrations that 
offer job placement bonuses as an incentive to caseworkers aJld welfare offices for 
helping recipients get and keep Jobs. 

'" Charter Welfare Offices: States will also be able to encourage competition 

and accmmtabllity by experimenting with chartering job placement firms, such as 

America Works, to run their JOBS program. (The Reemployment Act has similar 

provisions for job training.) 
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V. HOW TillS PLAN "ENDS WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT" 

OUf plan spends $10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over 10 years, and maps out 

a rapid revolution in e){j)ectations for people on welfare. BUl because we can't afford and the 

states couldn't manage ending welfare for everyone at once, Republicans and some in the 

press will inevitably charge that we have ~scaled back" our plan and fallen short of the 

campaign pledge to end welfare. We need to refute these skeptics by repeatedly stressing 

how bold our plan really is. 


L 1lt.e lViost Sweeping Work Requirements in the History of 'Ve!f~: Our plan will 
turn a system based on welfare into a system based on work -- because work is the best sodal 
program this country has ever devised. Today. fewer than 15,000 welfare recipients in 
America are required to work. Under our plan, an estimated 400,000 people will be m 
mandatory work programs by the year 2000. We reqUlTe people who come on welfare to start 
looking for work from day one. Everyone who can ,york win have to do so within two years, 
or woner if their s.tate says so. We cut the number of exemptions in half, so thai no one who 
is able to work can avoid it. And we'll move families off welfare by making fathers who arc 
behind in their child support work off what they owe. 

2. The Toughest (bUd Support Crackdown Ever Proposed: TIle child support 
enforcement measures in our welfare reform plan are by far the toughest any Administration 
has ever put forward, For the first time, government will hold both parents responsible for 
raising their children. Mothers won't be able to get welfare if they refuse to name the father. 
Absent parents who owe child support will face the mOSl serious penalties ever: wage 
withholding, credit reporting, the threat of license revocation, a national reg.istry of new hires 
to track them wherever they go, and mandatory work programs to make them work off what 
they owe. If this country did a better'ob of enfordn child su ort, we wouldn1t need a .---- ­
welfare system very lVC deadbeats we catch will mean one fewer farmly on w It"oJ<.. ? 

3. A New Social Contract - No More Something for Nodting: After decades of 
lUlchecked growth in government social programs, this is the first Administration in either 
party to ask something in return In the campnign, you promised a new socia1 contract of 
morc opportunity in return for more responsibility. As you said at Georgetown. "We must go 
beyond the competing ideas of the old political establishment -- beyond every man for himself 
.on the one hand, and the right to something for nothing on the other," 	 ~atlonal service, the 
EITe. health reform, and welfare reform are all based on this same principle. L'nder our 
welfare reform plan, there will be no more something for nothing. Everyone Will be required 
to work, get training, or finish school -- and even~hO are unable to work will he expected to 
attend parenting classes or give something back thr lugh some form of voluntary service. 

{\.o+ 



4. [nding Welfare as a Way of ufe: The combined impact of welfare reform, health 

reform, and the expansion of the ElTe will be dramatic and immediate. About half the 

caseload will be phased in by the year 2000. In the absence of reform, only 4% of that group 

would be doing work of any kind by then. We estimate that with reform, ten times as many 

people -- 40% of the phased-in group -- will be working, either in the WORK program, in 

part-lime work that leaves them still eligible for some welfare, or in tmsuhsidized work they 

arc able to hold down because of these reforms. Another 33% will he taking part in time­

limited mandatory training, education, and placement programs (without reform, only 20% of 

the caseload would be in such activities). In the absence of reform, a full 76% of the phased­

in group would face no requirements at alL With reform, that number will shrink to 27% -­

and even people in that group will be expected to participate in ~ activities ulldcl OUi 


-pI <fit. vul-k-, ~t~1 ~ c.t...')....'), oLr-r 

-(\",1>
S. E~rything You Promised in the Campaign -- and "'ben Some: Nothing about this 


plan is scaled back from your campaign promises. You've already made good on the EITC 

pledge that no one who works full-time with a child at home should be poor. This plan 

includes the two-year time limit as promised, with education, training, <Uld child care -- and 

no loopholes; a work program that stresses the private sector first and commlUlity service as a 

last resort; dramatically tougher child support enforcement; state flexibility to experiment; etc. 

(The work-for-wages policy, which says that if you don't show up for wor~J.?j;!. don't get 

paid, actually goes a little further than what we discussed in the campaign..,:::m:-sanctioning the 

adult share of the grant.) It costs aroWld $4 billion a year when phased in, which is exactly 

what we said it would cost in the campaign. The plan includes many elements we didn't get 

into during in the campaign, such as a national campaign against teen pregnancy and a 

substantial increase in working poor child cart{' which W~ ala Het promise).in the ~an~paign.


't.. ,....1 -+ .. --.-r­
6. The First Administration to Try to Keep People from Going on Welfare in the First 


PllICC: In addition to.1ll?~any ~n initiatives designed to empower people to lift 

themselves out of poverty -- Empowerment Zones, commlUlity development banks, 

enforcement of the ComnllUlity Reinvestment Act, the EIT~. !J..ealth reform, sweeps in public 

housing, community policing~-- -tAl" is the fil~h~Mstra~n to confront one of the 

leading causes of poverty, the breakdown of the family. The welfare reform plan includes 

several tough, smart measures to discourage people from having children outside marriage: the 

first time limits ever imposed on welfare, coupled with the broadest and most serious work 

requirements; a nationwide crackdown on child support enforcement, which will give states an 

arsenal of ways to keep absent parents from getting off the hook; a national campaign against 

teen pregnancy. targeted to the most troubled schools; and a broad array of incentives the 

states can use to encourage responsible behavior, from limiting additional benefits for 

additional children to rewarding teenagers for staying in school. In the long rWl, the only 

way to end welfare is to reduce the number of people coming on it 
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VI. I'AVING H1R WELFARE REFORM 

L Cost estimates are conservative. Behavior assumptions less than we actually expect 
Capped entitlements so they can't grow out of control. 

2, Pay for it through immigrants, drug addicts, poHuters, and deadbeats. A1so case)oad 
reduction and frnud detection. Details of each. 

ATTACH COpy OF STA:-.I'S POLL? 

15 
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Bruce 

A few notes on the memo to the President: 

Political and Legislative Update 

o 	 I agree completely with your assessment that we can put 
ourselves in the position to pick up 60-100 Rep. votes - ­
but everything we have done on the Hill to now goes against 
that. To me, it seems clear that the strategy the 
Legislative people have chosen is to go for a Democratic 
bill. I'm concerned that your memo makes it sound more 
realistic than we have made it to pick up those Rep votes~ 

o 	 I think you may be playing up the Rep splits without enough 
emphasis on the Oem splitS. YOu should probably at least 
allude to some of the painful meetings with Oem leadership 
who don't want to see a bill this year; Hispanic caucus and 
their deeming issues; and the large gap between for instance 
a Woolsey/Mink/Matsui approach and the Mainstream ·Forum~ 

o 	 On a less legislative note~ and more COmmunications, this 
may be an opportunity to get in an argument against 
announcing and then not sending up a bill. It seems to me 
that we will really take some heat if we try to do that ­
particularly since so many people know that we actually have 
a bill. The speculation over what our strategy is - what 
this says about our commitment to the issue - about our 
concerns about health care - etc~ will take away any hope of 
getting some focus on the substance of the plan. 

Highlights 

o 	 I don't know if I would put the phase-in between 2. Work,. 
not Welfare and 4. Requiring and Providing Work. 

Maybe make ROMAN NUMERAL IV -- A PLAN THAT WORKS FOR STATES and 
then put the phase in there~ I think it breaks the flow of the 
points on work~ 

o 	 I'm also not sure if the child care point flows right in the 
work section. How about as the last point in responsibility 
after the family cap? In a way, it's a prevention issue: 
giving people $ for child care helps keep them out of the 
system in the first place. The other items - 1,2,4 - are 
clearly about the Changes to the welfare program to make it 
more work-focused. 
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o 	 p. 9 - on teen pregnancy: all teen parents will be required 
to finish school as a condition for welfare benefits and 
they will all get special case management services aimed at 
helping them finish sohool, avoid another pregnancy, and 
move on to work or further education. 

o 	 . State Flexibility: beyond the specified options and 
demonstrations, the whole plan leaves a lot of room for the 
states to design their own programs - WORK is practically a 
block grant, as is JOBS. This flex:l.b1lity could be a bold 
point on its own. 

o 	 Also~ the move to a performance-based rather than process 
based funding system. Outcome measures, performanCe 
incentives. etc. 

o 	 He: assets - Maybe more than the IDA bullet; 

"As you promised in the campaign, we have taken a 
number of steps to help people to build assets as one 
way out of poverty: allowing people to save some money 
for a home, business or education without losing their 
eligibility for help; allowing people to own a car of 
reasonable value so they can find and take a job; 
giving them the opportunity to become self-employed or 
start ~ microenterprise.~ 

o 	 I find the para on p. 14 on ENDING WELFARE AS A WAY OF LIFE 
confusing. "Reform means that by the year 2000, three 
quarters of the projected welfare caseload will either be 
off welfare, working, or in a program leading to work. 
Without reform, only would be working (is it really only 
4%), and 20 percent would be in education or training." 

One general comment: This is an extraordinarily good document 
it's exactly the type of framework we need people to start 
working with. I hope you'll weigh in strongly on the "vision 
piece" that is being drafted for. roll-out and on some ot: the 
standard speeches and talking points that HHS is drafting. I 
know our friends may not be pleased with it -- but you've hit the 
all the notes we need to be selling. 

For contrast, re-read the first page of the vision piece~ 
it's dry and academ~c [no surprise], and focuses on the 
"culture of the welfare office" and the need to give people 
access to education and training and to give them back 
dignity and control. It!S nice language for a journal 
article -- but really needs the punCh that your writing 
brings. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

•FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: The Politics of Welfare Rcfonn 

This memo includes an update on the political and legislative landscape for welfare 
reform~ and some thoughts on how to talk about our plan, as you requested, We are also 
working with Rahm and others on a rollout schedu.le, and Stan should provide you with a 
separate briefing on his most recent findings. 

I. Political and Legislativ. Update 

As we have discussed before, there is a strong and powerful consensus (with 
exceptions on the extreme right and left) for the hasic clements of our welfare reform phm, 
Support for time limits, work programs) and tougher child support enforcement exceeds 80­
90%, with little variation across race, class, or party. Even on the issues that the Republicans 
think work for them -- cutting off benefits for legal immigrants and unwed mothers -­
people prcfe,r our alternatives by two- and thrce-to-ooe margins. 

The current luI! in the health care debate gives YOll an opportunity to speak out on 
these· issues, at a time when Americans are united in believing the country has a welfare crisis 
and Republicans (for a change) are the ones divided over what to do about It Recent 
developments in both parties have left you a good opening to dominate the debate. 

A. The Republicans 

Republicans are now at war with one another over whether to hack the original House 
Republican welfare refoml biB or simply cut off all unwed mothers under 21 altogether. 
Gingrich and many other Republicans in the House want to stick with their original bill, 
which has 162 of 175 House Republicans as co-sponsors and would enable them to claim 
credit for whatever passes, since the biggest differences between our plan and theirs arc over 
how quickly to phase in and how much to cut benefits for immigrants. Bennett and Kemp 
scnt out another William Kristol memo last month arguing that such a strategy plays into your 
hands, and that Republicans should insist instead on a purist, Charles Murray approach tha1 
enables them to hang onto the welfare issue. According to Fred Barnes, Kemp thought the 
new proposal was a bad idea. and only signed on after they promised to include $75 billion in 
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unpaid-for tax cuts, 

Once again I you have put Republicans in an awkward position. Either they push to 
get something done, help you accomplish what they've spent their careers crying out fOf t and 
risk losing a favorite wedge Issue, or they change their tunc. move to the righi, and run thc 
risk that they'1I look like obstructionists and box themselves into a position with little popular 

'support, The Kemp-Sennett-Kristol about-face is nOi only the worst kind of political 
posturing; it is also bad politics. A recent Los Angeles Times poll found overwhelming 
support for our approach over Murray's: 70% favored requiring people on welfare to work, 
versus 2_% who favored cuUing off benefits for young motherS. 

The Republican infighting should help us in severat ways. First, it marginalizc,~ 
conservatives like Bennett and Kemp (who b3ve their own aspirations). and makes them look 
blatantly poli,ticaL The same thing happened to Republicans on crime: you said "three 
strikes," they said "two strikes"; you said "boot camps/' they said "stockades" -- and they 
looked silly in the process. On this issue, they would rathc:r play politics than fix what 
everyone agrees is a welfare system in crisis. 

Second, it takes attention away from the divisions within our own party and pushes 
moderate RepubJicans closer to us. Rick Santorum, the lead House sponsor, now spends as 
much time attacking obstructionists on the right as he used to spend attacking us, When the 
House held an Oxford-stylc debate on welfare reform last week, all the Republicans who 
spoke distanced themselves from the Charles Murray approach, 

Finally, the Republican schism is yet another reason for Republican governors to 
prefer our plan., Most governors view the Murray approach as a direct cost shift to states and 
communities, who will still have to provide for young motherS in some way. In addition, 
they are worried that the House Repuhlican phase-in would impose massive new costs on the 
states j and do nothing to sweeten their JOBS matching rate. Our plan phases in sensibly and 
enables states to recoup most or all of their new costs through tougher child support 
enforcement, caseload savings, and an increased federal match. The House Republican 
financing scheme also would shift the cost of providing immigrants with health care and other 
services almost entirely 10 the states; Pete Wilson has already complained that such provisions 
would leave California, with 40% of the immigrant population, poying 40% of the tab for 
welfare reform, even though the state has only 20% of the welfare caseload. Our deeming 
provision shifls the costs of suppor1ing immjgrants to the families who sponsor 1hem to COme 
into this country; it docs not affcct iheir Medicaid eligibility, and it may actuaHy savc states a 
little money in AFDC and food stamps. 

None of this means tha1 it will be casy to get Republican voles in the House. In the 

end, they wHl have to confront the same choice they have faced on crime and NAFTA. But 

we can put ourselves in a position 10 pick up 60-100 Republican votes for welfare reform if 

we make sure Mack~ David Gergen, Pat Griffin, and others reach out to Gingrich and 

company to Jet tbem know we're genuInely interested in a bipartisan hill. That wiU become 

even more important if Congress doesn't finish welfare reform this year, 




B. The Democrats , 
,I 

Several Democrats have put forward their own welfare reform bi1ls, which arc largely 
consistent with our approach.; This week, the Mainstream Forum introduced legislation that 
borrows heavily from our plan. Their bill adopts the Same phase-in (starting with those horn 
after 1971) and similar provis,ons on time limits. work requirements, chUd support, etc. The 
most significant difference between our bill and theirs is lhat they propose the same 
immigran' fiMncing scheme .is 'he Republicans (although McCurdy has 'old me 'he)' migh' 
be flexible on lhe Medicaid pl.rt of it)., 

The Jeft has been rclal'ivc1y quiet. Tom Harkin introduced a bill with Kit Bond that 
calls for flexihle time limits (6 months for some people; longer than 2 years for others). 
Eleanor Holmes Norton wrote an outslanding Washington Post op-cd last month on the 
importance of work as the unifying principle for welfare reform. Lynn Woolsey is working 
on a big jobs bill that probably will not include time limits. 

, 

We have been working hard '0 linc up support from outside groups. We hope to get a 
DGA endorsement, and an NGA endorsement is not out of the question. The DLe will say 
nice things about our bill and the Mainstream Forum's bill; they agree with us that welfare 
reform should be paid for thr9ugh budget cuts, not just cuts in immigrant benefits. We have 
probably met enough of AFSCME's concerns about displacement to keep them from opposing 
OUf plan! but like the advoc~y groups; they still wish the issue would just go away. 

,, 
We have met several times witb Moynihan. who seems quite happy with our general 

direction but has not tipped his hand on specific details, He has told us he will hold hearings 
and move forward with welfare reform after health care has cleared the committee, but that 
could change if he gets worried about his primary later this year against Al Sharpton. 

In the House, Harold ,Ford is eager to make his mark with this issue, although from 
time to time he suggests giving everyone on welfare jobs that pay $9 an hour. If Ways and 
Means is slow to take up welfare reform, moderate Demoerats could join RepUblicans in a 
discharge petition, but so far:we've persuaded them to keep their powder dry. 

I 
Ways and Means rna}! take up welfare refoon sooner than they might like because 

Rostenkowski promised them a vote on clItting immigrant benefits. Last week, Santorum 
tried to attach an amendment! to the Social Security hilt that would have eliminated all 
benefits for all non-citizens.: It was narrowly dcf~ated by a vote of 20-16, with Harold Ford 
voting present The only way we talked Ford and other Democrats out of voting for that 
amendment now was by pleading with them to wait until we introduce our bill, so that at 
least they can use whatever money they squeeze out of immigrants to pay for welfare reform 
rather than deficit reduction. 

II. Highllghts of Our Welfare Reform Plan 
I, 

As you know better than anyone, the welfare debate is not about policy or politics; it's 
I 



about values. The trouble with the current welfare system is that it undermines the values 
tbat matter most -- work, responsibility, family, The current system makes welfare more 
attractive than work, and lets too many parents avoid responsibility for supporting their 
children. 

Our welfare reform phm is based on the basic values and principles you outlined in 
the campaign: No one who works fun-time with a child at home should be poor, but no one 
who can work should stay on welfare forever, We need to make welfare what it used to be ­
- a second chance. not a way of life, The OnCS who hate the welfare system most are the 
people who arc trapped by it. Governments don'l raise Children; people do. People who 
bring children into this world should take responsibility ror them. Government has to do all 
it can to expand opportunity. but people have a responsibility to make the most of it We 
could have all the programs and spend all the money in the world and it won't do a bit of 
good if people don', do right. And so on. 

_ The .nached talking point. outline the highlights of our plan. There is plenty to talk 
about in an initiative that costs $10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over to. But it is 
easy to get lost in the details, The two values most on people's minds arc work and 
responsibility, As you said to thc DLe in ClcveJand in 1991. work is the best social program 
this country has evcr devised, 



SUPERLATIVES 

The first comprehensive national effort to reduce welfare 
dependency by reducing teen pregnancy 

I "~ l' The toughest ch~ld support enforcement program ever proposed; 
@, will save nearly $5 billion ?ver ten years 

I Within ten years, 75 percent of projected welfare recipients will 
be either working or 1n a program preparing them for work 

j tSaves $5 billion in direct welfare payments over ten years 

I t, First real effort to harness the power of the private sector to1 help welfare recipients find jobs 
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E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E 
N T E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E 
N T 

Il-May-1994 01:11pm 

TO: 	 Bruce N. Reed 

FROM: 	 Jeremy D~ Benam1 
Domestic Policy Council 

SUBJECT: 	 Rough scribbles before I had to leave. 

Preventing 	Teen Pregnancy and Promoting Parental Responsibility 

National ~~~Qa1gn Against Teen pregnancy 
- Establishes school-based prevention programs in 1,000 most 
at-risk schools across the country 
- Sets up a National Clearinghouse on Teen Pregnancy to 
evaluate, publicize and help replicate successful program 
- Tests out comprehensive community based prevention 
strategies 

Promoting Parental Responsibility 
- Requires children under 18 who have children to live with 
their parents or a responsible adult 
- Gives states the option to impose a family cap, limiting 
additional welfare for additional children 

Strengthen Child Support Enforcement 
- Closes the $34 billion gap between child support 
collections and potential child support awards 
- Makes it a national goal to establish paternity in all 
out-of-wedlock births 
- Enforces requirement to establish paternity to get welfare 

MAKES WELFARE TRANSITIONAL; REQUIRES WORK 

Imposes a Two Year Time Limit 
- For everyone born after 1971, welfare will be limited to 
two years 
- Everyone will be required to do something in return for 
receiving assistance. 
- Within ten years, 75 percent of welfare recipients will 
either be working or participating in a program to get them 
to work 
- The focus of the welfare program from the first day will 
be on finding a job; job search will be required immediately 
of anyone who can work 
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POTUS MEMO 
How to talk about our plan 

1. 	Political Overview 
competing plans, GOP 
legis update 

2. 	Key Elements of Our Plan 
1. 	Values: Work, responsibility (family) 
2+ 	 How this ends welf as we know it 

-- boldest work reqt 1n history of program 
-- cuts ex~mptions about half 

3. 	Key Areas: 
1. Personal Responsibility 
2~ Rewarding Work over welfare 
3~ Time Limits/Requiring Work for moms and dads 

--	 changing culture of welfare office 
4. 	State flex/innovation 

4. 	How to talk about how we pay for it 

3, 	Strengths/Vulnerabilities (Stan's #'91) 
1. 	Key questions/answers 

4. 	 Places to go, things to see 



E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E N T 

06-May-1994 06:56pm 

TO: 	 Bruce N. Reed 

FROM: 	 Isabel Sawhill 
Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL 

SUBJECT: 	 wr schedule 

We need about three weeks from the time ALL of the legislation 
(not just the first piece) has been sent to OM8 until the bill is 
actually transmitted to the Hill. This is the time it 
realistically takes to obtain all comments from the agencies and 
the rest of BOP, iron out issues, incorporate changes. do 
transmittal letter l section by section analysis, and fact sheets 
for press, etc~ Getting the legislation in pieces, or in draft, 
will help to speed the process¥ but should not be assumed to 
significantly reduce the time needed. In addition, without this 
time, we will have almost no opportunity to fiK problems. Quite 
apart from the policy issues that you and 1 have discussed? there 
will be a lot of inconsistencies, inadequately drafted sections~ 
omissions, etc. that will need to he addressed, but which are 
unlikely to be spotted until we have a complete bill~ 

Thus, if we got EVERYTHING from HHS by May 16 (consistent with 
Wendell's memo), we could hope to introduce the bill by June 7~ 

It would be best, I think, if Carol put both dates in a memo to 
HHS and us, directing us to try to stick to this schedule~ 



IMPACT,XLS 

Welfare, Work. and Training Status of Phased-in Group 
With and Without Reforms in the Year 2000 

\Vithont Reforms With Reforms 

Working andlor Off of Welfare 
Offof welfare 
Combining work and welfare 
In WORK program 
Tolal 

0% 
4% 
0% 
4% 

15% 

7% 
18% 
40% 

(n Time-limited, Mandatory 
Training. Education, and 
Placement Program With High 
Participation Standards: 0";" 33% 

'Required to Participate in 
Training, Education, and 
Placement Program But No Time 
Limits and Low Participation 
Standards 20% 0% 

Not Required to Participate in 
Training. Education and 
Placement Programs Due to 
Illness, Caring for Disabled child, 
young child, or other exemptions 76% 27% 

TOTAL 100";" 100"10 

Notes: Half of the c.seload is phased'in by the year 2000 
Reforms include welfare reform, health reform. etc. 
Under welfare reform even persons in the lat group are expected to panicipate in some activ 
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HIGHUGHTS OF OUR WELFARE REFORM PLAN 


I. THE ADMINISTRATION'S RECORD ON WELFARE REFORM 


I. E~'Last year's economic packago wenl a long way loward e!)dmg welfare by 
providing a 20+ iIIinn expansion in Ihe EITe IESlimate of # of families] The EITC turns 
a minimum ge. $4,25 an hour job inlo a $6 an hour job. Wilh the EITC and health 
reform, any job is a good job, 

2. Health Reform: Health reform will move an estimated one million women and 
children off welfare. A recent survey of welfare recipients in Charleston and Nashvlllc found 
that 83% would take a minimum wage job jf it offered health coverage for them and their 
families. Another study found that only 8% of people who leave welfare for work get jobs 
that provide health insurance. 

3. Waivers: Since January 1993, the Allministration has granted waivers to 14 states 
to try new initiatives on time limits, assistance for tw .::;: fit families, limiting additional 
benefils for additional children, and so on, ster than Bush?? Ck ....l,... "M,:CWAAMl 

II. TIME-LIMITING WELFARE AND REQUIRING WORK 

•. Two-Year Time Limit: Everyone who can work will be expected to go to work 
within two years . 

., A new socia1 contract: Everyone will be required to sign a Personal 
Responsibility Agreement that s':~~t what they can expect and whttt is expected of 
them in return. This agreement w, include the two-year time limit as well as 
other state measures to encourage responsible behavior, such as requiring 
immunizations, denying benefits for additional children born on wclfar~. requiring 
mothers to name and help find the father as a condilion of eHgiblHty. etc, 

," Ii.. p,,;....f. ""I- cl-.. C~\-\-W, JJC- ,\'{:.~_
* This is not .an entitlcn/nt to two years of training:j\F'rOl'l the outset, the 

focus will be On finding a jobl Most people will be expected to enter employment 
well before the two years arc up, States can also design shorter time limits for people 
who arc job-ready) and require them to work sooner, 

* Fewer exemptions: Our plan cuts the number of exemptions in current law 
by half. Current law exempts mothers with children under 3; our plan limits that 
exemption to mothers with children under 1. The exemption for leen mothers and 
mothers who conceive additional children while on welfare will last only 3 months, 

No ""'''' >,.t:-- .....n..~
* E¥erY9ne eaR 00 Stm\~flI: Everyone will be required to do something in 

return for receiving assistance. Even those who arc exempted from JOBS participation 
will be expected to take part in parcnHng, community service, or other activities. 
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"'!'-Nu more 50nlething for nothinU than 15% the current welfare 
. cascload is working or in training .. ~jn 10 years, 7. I of we1fare recipients will 

cithfr be working or doing somct~ designed to t them into work, 

~ * A lifetime limit: People should have an incentive to leave welfare quickly 

and not use up their precious months of welfare eligibility. Recipients who use up 

their 24 months will no longer be eligible unless Ihcy enter the work program, The 

time limit is a lifetime limit: people who have been off wc~farc for long periods of 

time wilt be able to get a few monlhs of asslslancc in emergencies, but they will not 

be able to start over with a new 2-ycar clock. 


2. Work, Not Welfare: The focus of the welfare system should be on finding people 
jobs. not writing them checks fnr life, 

• Job search first: lob search will be required immediately of anyone who can 
work. Anyone offered a private seemr job will be required to take it or get thrown off 
the roils, 

,. A clear focus on employment: We will push states to shift their JOBS 
programs away from classroom training and toward job placement and on-the-job 
training, Many people on welfare arc there because they failed in the classroom; it 
makes nO SenSe to send them to anothcr"c1assroom when what they really need is help 
in getting and holding down a job, The best job training program is a jOb, 

0c:a-r~ 
3. Ending Welfare ror the Next Generation: To give states a chance to do this 

right) our plan is phased in beginning with those born after 1911 -- anyone 25 and under by 
I~-I<- 1996. when states hegin to impleme!Jlfllte program, Tbat represents a third of the adult / cae"'" 

caseload ~ , and will grow stc~ to inClude awynd two-thirds hy 2004. II € ." 'r( --:: "'""1,.... .,_J,.., 1Jj;- 1,
~ -;I... .Je~~•.,..."

1",1f,,,., ,. Young people will Ihink twice before corning on wclfarc:;1Anyone born after 
. 1971 will know tbat the world has changed. and that wcJfare can no longer be a way 

of tife. One problem with the Family Support Act has been that few recipients know 
whether they will be subjcct to its requirements or not. 

'" If we pha.'ioo in everyone at oncc, the program would fail: Even if we had 
the money for it (which we don't, and neither do the states») a rapid phase-in would 
overwhelm state capacity 1 and force them to create massive public jobs programs 
instead of reaching out to the private sector. The best eXlunple is eETA. whi~ grew 
to 750,000 jobs overnight, and was dismantled nearly as quickly as a result. lG.oP (JL-Ji!*.~/CB0 

-l{-s\'i\~~, I,.UlilU \""~ .~ >".,,,~,, <\<' 
• States Can phase in faster jf they want: States will have the option of 

phasing in other cohorts in addition to those born after 1971 (e.g" alI new applicants. 
all out-of-wedlock births, ete,), We will also make funds available so that they can 
finish serving those currently in their JOBS programs, as well as older recipients who 



~ 
"""1l:\~ tp07­

may volunteer. 	 M.A r ~ -yJ,r- ~, -t 
';Pl' 'Yf 

• States prefer our phase-in: The House Repuhlican bill Phas~re ? 
quickly ~ starting with all new applicants and reaching all recipients b 2 _" This GoP, 
would shift billions in new co~t~to the states. According to a recent survey, 
most states like our phase-in,"'"Thc Mainstream Forum adopted t~~pproach.as­

..gU1I' 	fer its bill. Moynihan likes it, especially since the idea came from ~ chief I , 

welfare aide, Paul Offner. 4.. St.4..f'jW' 

4. Requiring and Providing Work: Anyone who can work wilt have to go to work 
within 2 years, in the private sector if possible, in community service if necessary. 

• Work for wages, not workfare: People wilt work for a paycheck, not a 
welfare c~:¥..tu!f you don't show up for work, you won't get paid. 1t....- ....7\l ...\f, .. 
l.. .~,,~ \,_ ~ ...t.. b~'r" -r./-fi.<J.-­

r; State and local flexibility, with an emphasis on the private sector: States will 
be able to use the money they would otherwise spend on welfare to create subsidized, 
non-displacing jobs in the private sector, with. non-profits, or in public service 
employment. Communities wm be encouraged to build strong links to the private 
sector, and can hire placement firms like America Works to help pcop1c find and keep 
jobs. ...~._,\, .....\.. j1­

• This is not a guaranteed-jobs-for-life program: People will be required to 
go through extensive job se~~c~ before entering the work program, and after each 
work assi nm.en~~who turns down a private Sector job wiffl5CklCKcttuff-~ 
program.~m receive flic"EII C unless lJiey leave the program and take ;:i:ii 
unsu1Jsfclizcd job. States will have the option to put a three-year time limit on the 
work program for people who have worked before and live in areas where there are 
jobs available for which they have .he skills,* -l..-~ 

'<- <;tz,<; .~ \.J,(lJk p~', ,,<;D,1)o<:>

't;::~, 
,.~~ 5. Keeping reopie from Going on Welfare in Ihe First Place by Providing Cbild 
~\t.o<'t~ are for the Working Poor: In addition to providing child care for people on welfare and 

in the work program, our plan calls for a substantial increase in child care for the working 
poOL This year's FY95 also seeks hefty increases in Head Start L%) and the Child eare 
Development Block Grant L%), ~I 

* Our plan will nearly double the amount of available chi rc for the 1...... 	 ~'" 
working poor: The plan includes $1,7 billion over 5 years an Hlion over 10 to 
expand the At-Risk program from $300 million annuaUy to $1 I Hon, 

* This program preserves flexibility and choice: States can use the money as 
they choose to provide child care vouchers or pay providers directly, 

http:pproach.as


III. PREVENTISG TEEN PREGSANCV AND PROMOTING PARENTAL I ~Ii...< /,... 'Il""J...r4i 
RESPONSIBILITY 	 11.... ": -'-I~~~-;.;;~"" .. ,;. t , •• 'I- , ...... 

/ f[rt.7,...I1o;-' J~ 14";(, _~ 
1. Nallonal Campaign Against Teen Pregnancy:l.wc will launch school-based 'J~JZ;.ft.w, 

prevention programs in 1,000 schools across the country with the worst teon pregnancy (I--...J It> 
problems. In each of these schools, National Service volunteers will work with community ~I--t "" 
groups, churches, and business leaders to mentor young people on the importance of delaying a;.#....Jb 
sexual activity au9 .parllnth9'<li. . l:\l-,.. ..\.,. 1.' _ ,~ ~ 

,. ~~"..... t-- i\..... '<'-I", r-\~' ~ ,t ,. ~ .\" \,........ . (G.;,,,.:,J..v·~'LIt'.;:;-~ .A.i'f.:'::;±: 
.. Every state wiH set clear goals for reducing unwed teen births: We will sct 3.C'f .... !J.-.'fAt 

up a national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock births to identify to. go') h 
succcs..~fuJ programs and help replicate them elsewhere. We will also target a handful $- (-ttl. 
of at-risk neighborhoods for intensive ptCvention efforts. ;. ..t t-' 

* Children who have children should live at home: Our plan will require 
minor motherS under 18 to live with their parents or a responsible adult. They will no 
longer be able to set up a separate household and receive a separate check, 

/:~
2. The Toughest Child Support Laws In IU.",ry: Our plan inclUdes the toughest. 

most comprehensive child support enforcement provisions ever proposed, Weill move 
thousands of families off welfare by closing the $34 billion child support gap between what 
absent parents should owe and what is actually collected. If you're not paying your child 
support, we'll garnish your wages t suspend your license, track you across state lines, and evc:n 
make you work off what you owe. 

" Establish paternity for all out-of-wedlock births: Last year's economic plan 
included measures to expand voluntary paternity establishment in hospitals. Our ' 
welfare reform plan win require mothers to name the father as a condition of receiving 
welfare, and push states to establish paternity more quickly. We want to make fathers 
part of the safety net again . 

.. Tracking down deadbeats: Every state wHl establish a central state registry 
to track payments and take prompt actJon when money isn!t paid. A national registry 
of new hires will use W-4 reporting to track delinquent parents who've switched jobs 
or crossed state lines . 

• License suspension: States will be able to usc the threat of revoking driver l
::;, 

professional, and commercialliccnscs to make delinquents pay, This threat has been 
extraordinarily successful in Maine. California, and other states. 

*' Work programs; States will be able to run programs that require men to do 
community service to work off the chHd support they owe. We will also run 
demonstration programs that require delinquent parents with no skills to get training. 
These programs should pay for themselves. Wisconsin1g work program for fathers has vJtl:.L. 
produced a phenomenal smokcout cffecg pay their support rather than do court- ~ 

http:Pregnancy:l.wc


ordered community service. 

• ~i1~~monstr3tj6n'1f child.suPi}ort a~u~: The p1afi\. allows~for 3 
states to demo stration( i~··tkQYidirig g~QumtECd child supp&. to tarmties where 
the abscn 6rcnt Jt'pa)'. V 

3. State Option to Urnlt Additional Benefits ror Additional Oenefits Conceived on 
Welfare: States that want to impose family caps will tt.we [he option to do' so. Early resulls 
from New Jersey show a 10% reduction in additional births fO w men on welfare, but it is 
too carlv to draw many conc1usions. .. '') 

v... _!.. ~ "M ~~ (;.•..!"t ~\--:'\ " .\'" "'~" 
IV. GIVING STATES FLEXIBILITY TO INNOVATE 

'" .... \". ... ~. ~ I(,'""'if ... 
~4:~I':;:::: ~\t::~~";:.:;:;::r 
~,,{~••1\-.,.0 ~\"', ~ • 1:(., 1;. 

I. States Will Have Unprecedented Flexibility to Design Their Own Approach to ~. 
Ending Welfare: Our plan gives states broad flexibility to try new things, because one thing ~ 
we've learned in ~c last 30 years is that Washington doesn't h~all the answers. Much of 
what Slate~...~¥needetJ waivers for will g,gUl be. available to t \s state options: 

~~ ko<.C4""""" 

.. Extending assistance to two-parent families: States will be ab1e to waive the 
1GO-hour rule and leI two-parent families sla)' together. 

• Rewards and sanctions to keep teen parents in school: States will be able to 
design their own monetary incentive programs like the LEAP program in Ohio. 

* No additional benefits for additional children born on welfare: The 
Administration has already granted waivers to Georgia and Arkansas; j( will now be a 
state option, /t.iJ ,......t ..WV"... 

• .set.~ghcr earnings disregards for recipients: States thai want to provlde 
increased work incentives will be free to do so. 

'" Advance payment of the ElTe: Stales will be able to work with the 
Treasury Department to develop plans to get the EITC out on a monthly basis. 

~.\v ~....,:~ U ~~ l",J....;..,.r<. 
.. ~ase inil cascloatl tn6t'e quickly: StateS~i11 be free to phase in other 

cohorts in additional to recipients born after 1971. 

• seth1rter time limits:, and rcquirfrcoplc to work sooner: States that want 
to move recipients into work n;ore q~ickly can do so. 1L-~~~4{!.~ ...~~( (, 
+- "'1r'~ ~ - .,J.~W ~,,,, "'~ ....k ~\- ""<l -1\.-. 

• Experiment with a host of demonstration programs: OU[ plan includes funds 
for demonstrations of Individual Development Accounts, child support assurance, tecn 
pregnancy prevention, work and training programs for non-custodial parents, and 
many other p"""i6i"ll idea ... wotI:L '"'t:~~ . 



* Continued waiver authority: We will help states with existing waivers to 
adapt them once the new Jaw passes, The broad waiver authority in current law will 
continue. 

2. No Unfunded Mandates: Our plan will not impose major new costs upon the 
states. Over time, in fact~ they should save money from increased child support collections 
and reduced welfare caseload.<;, 

• Enhanced federal match: States have had trouble implementing the Family 
Support Acl because of ils relalively low federal malch (in general, (,0-40 federal). 
Our plan incrca..;;cs the federal share to 67% (higher in some states), which means that 
the federal government is actually picking up 80% of the new spending . . 

• State cascload savings: These new programs will payoff in considerable 
savings from increased child support collcction and reduced welfare caseloads. We 
estimate those saving..<; to be (TKJ. 

3. Demonstrations to See What Works: Many of Ihe refonns in our plan are based 
on successful experiments pioneered hy the states. We want this innovation to continue. In 
addition to continued broad waiver authority for state demonstrations, our plan authorizes 11 

number of specific demonstrations for states that ate eager to try new things: 

'" Individual Development Accounts: As you promised in the campaign. we 
will encourage states to tesl new ways le- fight poverty by helping people build assets. 
Current welfare rules fOfCC rccipients to spend [heir welfare check, and penalize them 
for savings. Our plan will waive those rules to allow people (0 set money aside in 
Individual Development Accounts to buy a home, stan a business. or provide for 
c.ollege. Stales will also be able (0 run demonstrations in which the government 
matches those savings. 

• Microenterprisc: [fill in1 ? 
• Mandatory Work Programs for Dc<.tdbeat Parents: States will be able to usc 

up to 10% of their JOBS and WORK money to run work and training programs for 
non-custodial parents. We estimate that these programs will recoup 80% of thcLr .....,b. 

-mum;y we spend through increased child support collections, 

,.. Child Support Assurance: We will allow 3 state..') to demonstrate the concept 
of child support ass.urance, in which the government pays chil~ 40rt to custodial 
parents who coopcralc in trying to track down parents who ~1~, Thesc 
payments can nnly go to motheIS not on welfare. States can combine this concept 
with mandatory work programs for the parents who have not paid, 

• Job Placement Bonuses: We will encourage states to run demonslrations that 
offer job placement bonuses as an incentive to caseworkers and welfare officcs for 



• 

helping recipients get and keep jobs, 

.. Charter Welfare Offices: States wilt also be able to encourage competition 
and accountability by experimenting with chartering job placement firms, such as 
America Works, to run their JOBS program. (The Reemployment Act has similar 
provisions for job training.) 

V. HOW THIS PLAN "ENDS WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT" 

Because we can't afford and the states couJdn't manage ending welfare for everyone at 
once, Republicans and some in the press will inevitably charge that we have "scaled back" 
our plan and fallen short of the campaign pledge to end welfare. We need to refute these 
skeptics by repeatedly stressing how bold our plan really is, 

-- #'5 in work program 

VI. PAYING FOR WELFARE REt'ORM 

-- capped entitlements, conservative spending estimates 
Fraud 
Cao;;cload reduction 

gop -- 8fold increase 
impact of CSE -- licensing. work, etc, 
SANCTIONS 
AITACH COPY OF STAN'S POLL? 
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with mandatory work programs for the parents who have not paid . 

.. Job Placement Bonuses: We wiU encourage states to run demonstrations that 
offer job placement bonuses a<; an incentive to caseworkers and welfare offices for 
helping recipients get and keep jobs . 

.. Charter Welfare Offices; States will also be able to cncoumgc competition 
and accountability by experimenting with chattering job placement firms l such as 
America Works, to run their JOBS program. (The Reemployment Act has similar 
provisions for job training.) 

V. HOW THIS PLAN "ENDS WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT" 

Because we can't afford and the states <:ouldn't manage ending welfare for everyone at 
once, Republicans and some in the press will inevitably charge that we have "scaled back" 
our plan and fallen sbort of the campaign pledge to end welfare. We need to refute these 
skeptics by repeatedly stressing bow bold our plan rcally is. 

1. The Most Sweeping Work Requirements in Ibe History of Welfare: Our plan 
will tum a system based on welfare in10 a system based on work -- because work is the best 
social program this country has ever devised. Today. fewer than __ we1fare recipients in 
America arc required to work. Under our plan. an estimated 350,000 people witt be in 
mandatory work programs by the year 20(Xl We require people who come on welfare to 
start looking for work from day one, Everyone who can work will have to do so within two 
years, or sooner if their state says so. We cut the number of exemptions in half, so that no 
one who is able 10 work can avoid it. And we'll move families off welfare by making fathers 
who are behind in their child support work off what they owc. 

2. The Toughest Child Support Crackdown Ever Proposed: The child support 
enforcement measures jn our welfare reform plan arc by far the toughest any AdminlstmtJon 
has ever put forward. For the first time, government will hold both parents responsible for 
raising their children. Mothers won't be able to get welfare if they refuse to name the father. 
Absent parents who owe child support will face the most serious penalties ever: wage 
withholding, credit reporting, the threat of license revocation, a nationill registry of new hires 
to track them wherever they go, and mandatory work programs to make them work off what 
they owc. If this country did a better job of enforcing child support, wc wouldn!1 need a 
welfare system. Every five deadbeats we catch will mean one fewer family on welfare. 

3. 

3. No More Something ror Nothing -- Ending Welrare as • Way of Ufo: After 
decades of unchecked growth in government social programs, this is the first A~ministration 
in either party to ask some1bing in return. In 1he campaign, you promised a new social 
contract of more opportunity in return for more responsibility. As you saId at Georgetown, 
"We must go beyond the competing ideas of the old political establishment -- beyond every 



man for himself On the one hand, and the right to something for nothing on the other," 
National servicc, the EITe, health reform, and welfare reform are alt based on this same 
principle, Under OUf welfare reform plan, there will be no more something for nothing. 
Everyone wJll be required to work, get training, or finish school -- and even who arc unable 
to work will be expected to attend parenting classes or give something back through some 
form of voluntary servicc. 

-- teen pregnancy campaign: first administration to go after". 
-- lO!30b -- but don't just a program by its pricctag 
-- ends W for next generation -- can't change your birthday 

-- everyone covered withIn decade 
-- everything you promised in the campaign and then some 
-- states that want to go further can do so -- can't mandate what they can't afford 
-- emphasis on work 
-- dramatic <.:hangc in culture of welfare: 
-- values: everyone can do something; 2nd chancc. not way of life~ prevent from going on 
in the 1st place 
-- cascload and CSE savings.. , $5b+ 

VI. PAYING FOR WELFARE REFORM 

-- capped entitlements, conservative spending estimates 
Fraud 
Cascload reduction 

gop -- 8fold increase 

impact of CSE -- licensing, work, etc. 
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VI. PAYING FOR WELFARE REFORM 

1, Cost estimates arc conservative. Behavior assumptions less than we actually expect. 

Capped entitlements so they can't grow out of control. 


2, Pay for it through immigrants, drug addicts, p()ltuters, and deadbeats, Also ,",.cload 

reduction and fraud detection. Details of each, 

ATIACH COPY OF STAN'S POLL? 
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