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This memo includes an update on the political and legislative landscape for welfare

B rcform ami some thoughts on how to talk about our plan, as you requested. We are also
wnrkmg, wth Rahm amd others on 2 rollout schedule, and have attached a separate bricfing
fmm Stan on his most recent fiadings.
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I Paiiticai and Legisiative Update

As weo have discussed before, there is a broad and powerful consensus (with
* cxceptions on the extreme right and feft} for the basic clements of our welfare reform plan.
*; * Support for time limsits, work programs, and tougher child support enforcement exceeds 8-
2" 9%, with littlc varfation across tace, class, or party. Even on the issues that the Republicans
.. -think w&zk'f@r them —- cutting off benefits for legal immigrants and vnwed mothers —
"+ prople prefer our altematives by two~ and three—to-one margins.
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'E'ixc current full in the health care debaie gives you an opportusity 1o speak out on

j " these issues, at a time when Americans are united in believing the country has a welfare crisis
,and Republ:caas {for a change} arc the onces divided over what to de about it. Rocent

f\ developments in both parties have left you a good opening to dominate the debate,
‘ ﬁ' .

A. The §Ra:;mt:slicz;tlls
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._f ii- Rc;iublicans are now at war with one another over whether to back the eriginal House
' Rc;mbi!can welfare reform bill or go further, and seck to cut off unwed mothers under 21

g:‘_;x aitogctht:z‘ - Gingrich and many other Republicans in the House want to stick with their

! originad bzii which has 162 of 173 House Republicans as co-sponsors and would enable them
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to share credit for whatever passes, since the biggest differences between our plan and theirs
are over i;{}w quickly to phase in and how much to cut besefits for immigramts. Bennett and
Kemp sent ‘out another William Kristol memo last month arguing the original House bili plays
into your hands and that Republicans should insist instead on a purist, Charles Murray
approach :haz cnables them to hang onto the weifare issue. According to Fred Bames, Kemp
thought :hc new proposal was a bad idea, and only signed on after they promised to include
$75 billion| in unpaid-for tax cuts. |

Ome again, you have put Republicans in an awkward position. Either they push to
get something done, help you accomplish what they've spent their carcers crying out for, and
risk iasmg a favorite wedge issue, or they change their tune, move to the right, and run the
risk that thcv‘ii look like obstructionists and box themselves into a position with little popular
supportt, ’}"}1& Kemp-Bennett~Kristol about-face is not only the worst kind of political
posturing; 1t is also bad politics. A recent Los Angeles Times pell found overwhelming
support for our approach over Murray's: 70% favored requiring people on welfare to work,
versus 25% who favored cuiting off benefits for young mothers,

’I'hc Repubdican infighting should help us in several ways, First, it marginalizes
conscrvazzvz:s like Bennett and Kemp (who have their own aspirations), and makes them look
blatantly p;}liticai 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 rather play politics than fix what
tveryonc agrees is a weifare system in crisis.

Second, it takes attention away from the divisions within our own party and pushes
moderate Rc;mbilcans closer to us. Rick Santorum, the lead House sponsor, now spends as
much zzmc attacking opponents on the right as he used to spend attacking us. When the
House I‘zcld 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 ourlpiazz« Most governors view the Murray approach as a direct cost shift 1o states and
communities, 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 massive new costs on the .
states, and do nothing to sweeten their JOBS matching rate. Our plan phases in sensibly and
gnables stafes to recoup most or all of their new costs through tougher child support
cnfm{:e;mcm 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 aimost entirely to the states. Pete Wilson has already complained that such
prmzsxons would leave California, with 40% of the immigrant population, paying 40% of the
tab for wclfarc reform, even though the state has only 20% of the welfare caseload. Our
deeming provzswﬁ shifts the costs of supporting immigrants to the families who sponsor them
to come into this country; it may actually save states a little money in AFDC and food
stamps.




None of this means that it will be casy to get Republican votes i the House, In the
end, they will have 1o confront the same choice they have faced on crime and NAFTA, We
ought to be able to pick up 60100 Republican votes for welfare reform, but we will only do
so if Mack, ﬁawd Gergen, Pat Griffin, and others reach out to Gingrich and company to et
them know we're genuinely intorested in a bipartisan bifl. That will become even morc
important if Congress doesn't finish welfare reform this year.
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B. The D;emm:rats

chcra! Democrats have put forward their own welfare reform bills, some consistent
with our appmach and others not. The Mainstream Forum introduced legisiation that borrows
heavily from our plan. Their bill adopts the same phase~in (starting, with those born after
1971} and sugmlar provisions on time limits, work requirements, child support, ¢t¢. The most
signifi{:ant differcace between our bill and theirs is that they propose the same immigrant
financing scheme as the Republicans (although McCurdy has said he might be flexible on the
Medicaid paz‘t of it}.

lecrai Democrats have been relatively quiet. Tom Harkin introduced a hill with
flexible tizm: limits (6 months for some people; longer than 2 years for others). Eleanor
Holmes Norton wiote an outstanding Washington Post op-ed last month on the importance of
work as the umf}’mg principle for welfare reform. Bob Matsui and Patsy Mink have each
introduced biiis which expand the JOBS program but do not include time limits or serious
work :cqu:rcmenzs

We have met several times with Moynihan, who scems happy with our general
direction but|has not tipped his hand on many specific details. In the House, Harold Ford is
cager to make his mark with this issue, although from time te time he suggests giving
everyone on ;wcifam jobs that pay 39 an hour. Tf Ways and Means is slow 1o take up welfare
reform, medcraw Democrats could join Republicans in a dzscha:ge petition, but 50 far we've
persuaded them to keep their powder dry.

There is a chance Ways and Means could take up welfare reform sooner than they
might like becausc Rostenkowski promised them a vote on cutting immigrant benefits,
Earlier this mmth Santorum tried to attach an amendment to the Social Security bill that
would have chmmated all benefits for all non-citizens. It was narrowly defeated by a vote of
20-16, with Hamid Ford voting present. The only way we talked Ford and other Democrats
out of votmg 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 reform rather than deficit reduction.

We hava been warking hard to line up support from outside groups. We hope o get a
DGA ezxinrscment and a strong statement from the NGA is not out of the question, The
PLC will say nice things about our bill and the Mainstream Forum’s bill; they agree with us




that welfare 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
themn from cppusmg our pian, but like the advocacy groups, they still wish the issue would
just go away.

II. Highlights of Our Welfare Reform Plan

As you well know, the welfare debate is less about policy and politics than it is about
values. The trouble with the current welfare system is that it undermines the values that
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 i:.clfarc reform plan is based on the basic values and principles you outlined in
the campaign: No one who works full-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 -
~ & second chanm not a way of life. The ones who hate the welfare system most are the
people whe arc trapped by it. Govemments don't ysise children; people do. People who
bring cfzﬁdrcn into this world should take responsibility for them. Governmest has to do all
it can to cx;:azzd opportunity, but people have a rcsponsabziziy to make the most of it. We
could have ai? the programs and spend all the money in the world and it won't do a bit of
good if pcopic don't do right. And so on.

The attached talking points outline the highlights of cur plan. (We will give you
complete mfamauon on costs and financing when you return from Europe. J There is plenty
to talk abeaz in an initiative that costs $10 billion over 3 years and $30 billion over 10. But
it is casy to gct lost in the details. The 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 country has cver devised.




HIGHLIGHTS OF OUR WELFARE REFORM PLAN

I. THE ADMINISTRATION'S RECORD ON WELFARE REFORM

i ﬁI’i‘C Last year's economic package went 2 long way toward ending welfare by
giving 15 mlilion working families a tax cut through the EITC. The EITC turns 3 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. Health Reform: Heaith reform will move an estimated one million women and
children uff weifare. A recent survey of welfare recipients in Charleston and Nashville found
that 83% \wmé take a minimum wage job if it offered health coverage for them and their
familics. An{}!hcr study found that only 8% of people who leave welfare for work get jobs
that prov Iéc health insurance.

3. Waivers: Since January 1993, the Administration has granted waivers to 14 states
to try new xmzzatwcs on time Hmils, assistance for two~parent families, limiting additional
benefits for additional children, and 56 on.

. TIME~LIMITING WELFARE AND REQUIRING WORK

1. Two~Year Time Limit: Evcryone who can work will be expectied to go to work
within two years. To the poor and those outside the economic mainstream, we say two
things: No one who works full~time with a child at homt: should be poor, and no one who
can work should stay on welfarc forever,

* A new social contract;  Evervome will be required to sign a Personal
Respansibility Agreement that spelis out what they can expect and what is expected of
ibcm in return, This agreement will include the two—year time limit as well as other
s{azc nreasures o encourage responsible behavior, such as requiring immunizations,
dcnymg benefits for additional children born on welfare, requiring mothers to name
and] help find the father as a condition of eligibility, ctc.

* Fewer exemptions: Our plan cuts the number of exemptions in current law
by half Cusrent law exerpts mothers with children under 3; our plan limits that
cxcmp:xzm to mothers with children under 1. The exemption for tcen mothers and
mothers who conceive additional children while on welfare will Jast only 3 months.

* No more something for nothing: From day one, sveryone will be required to
do something in return for receiving assistance. Even those who are exempted from
I()BS participation will be expected to take part in parenting, community seivice, or
othér activities.




* This is not an entitlement to two years of training: Most people will be
cxpected to enter cmployment well before the owo years arc up. States cap also
design shorter time limits for people who are job-ready, and require them to work
SGONET,

* A lifetime Limit:  People should have an incentive to leave welfare gquickly
and not use up their precious months of welfare eligibility. Recipients who use up
their|24 months will no longer be cligible unless they enter the work program, The
timeilimit is a lifetime limit: 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 emergencics,
but they will not be able to start over with a new 2~year clock. This will make
welfare what it was meant o be ~— a second chance, not a way of life.

2. Work, Not Welfare: We nced to change the culturce of the welfare office to focus

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

within

* Job scarch first: Job search will be required immediately of anyone who can
wark Anyone offered a private scctor job will be required to take it or get thrown off -
the rofls.

* A clear focus on employment: We will push states to shift their JORBS
programs away from classroom training and toward job piaccmcnt and on-the~job
tramzng Many people on welfare are there because they failed in the classtoom; it
makzﬁ no sense to send thom to another classroom when what zhey really need i3 help
in gcztmg and holding down a job. The best job training program is a job.

3. l%equiring and Providing Work: - Anyone who can work will have to go 1o work
2 years, in the private scctor if possible, in community service if necessary.

* Work for wages, not workfare: People will work for a pavcheck, not a
wcifare check. [f 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.

* 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,
zxm—dlsplacmg jobs in the private sector, with non~profits, or in public service
employment. Communities will be encouraged to build strong links to the private
secwr and can hire placement firms like America Works to help people find and keep
jobs We've worked closely with the business c&mmumty to design a flexible program
without red tape.




* This is a transitional program, designed to constantly push people toward
zmsubsrdzzcd work i the private sector:  People will be required to go through
extcnizmc job scarch before entering the work program, and after each work
assignment. No work assignment wiil last more than 12 months. No one will receive
the EITC unless they leave the program and take an unsubsidized job. Anyone who
Zums down a private sector jobh will be kicked off the program. So will people who
refuse to make a good faith effort 1o find % job when jobs they could get are available.

* No one who can work should stay on welfare forever: This is not a
guaraniccé—;abs~for——l:fc program. At the end of two years in the WORK program,
everyone will go through an intensive assessment. If they're playing by the rules, able
to work, and no private jobs arc available, they'll get another WORK assignment, If
they're unable 0 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 not made a
g{m{é faith cffort 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
mini{mumuwage jobs that represent meaningful work. Business, union, and
community leaders will have a say in the process. Many of the most promising entry~
level jobs are in growth areas related to welfare reform and other Clinton initiatives.
For cxample, our plan will increase the demand for child care workers in many
cammumm:s We expect 10% of the WORK slots to be in child care. Other
promzsmg ficids include home health aides, tcachers aides, child support caseworkers,
public housing rehabilitation, and public safety.

* Where the jobs are: You may be asked how we expect to find jobs for
people on welfare when millions of Americans are already out of work, First of all,
our plan is primarily about job creation -~ most of the money goes to create and
SﬁbSldlZ{: jobs, and to make it possible for individuals to take them. Our plan will
crcaw 401,000 jobs by the year 2000. Second, there is no shortage of eatry-level jobs
in zigzzs country. McDonald's alone has more job o;scnmgs cvery year through normal
ternover than will hit the two-ycar time limit anytime in the next 10 years. Moreover,
the Clinton cconomy is generating 2 million new jobs a year, Third, even under the
currlf:;m system, most weifare recipients are able to fisd jobs; they have trouble keeping
thcm 70% of recipients leave welfare within two vears, but most of them come back.
}'hat s why it's s0 important 16 make work pay better than welfare (EITC, health care,
ch:ld care, child support enforcement), and to focus the welfare system on helping
people make it in the workforce (on-the—job training, job search assistance).




1. PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL
RESPONSIBILITY

1. National Campaign Against Teen Pregnancy: The number of births to unwed
mothers has jquadrupled in the last 30 years from 92,000 in 1960 10 368,000 in 1991, Unwed
mothers (teen and older) accounted for 80% of the growth in the welfarc caseload over the
last decade, whcn the number of familics on welfare rose from 3.9 million in 1983 t0 §
million families last yCar.

* A national effort in 1,000 schools: We will launch school-based prevention
programs in 1,000 schools across the country with the worst teen pregrancy problems.
In ms:?z of these schools, National Service volupteers will work with community
gwaps churches, and business eaders 10 mentor young people on the importance of
delaying scxual activity and parenthood.

* A strong message from the Bully Pulpit that 1t is wrong t0 have Children
cmts:dc marriagc Unwed tecen mothers who drop out of school are 107times more
ilkcly to raise a child in poverty than young people who finish school, get married,
and sa;zazt until their twentics 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 ¢lear goals for reducing unwed teen births: We will set
up a nauonai clcaringhouse on teen pregnancy 10 identify successful programs and
help zf::piicatc thetn eisewhere. We will also target 3 handful of at-risk neighborhoods
for zzzzcnswc prevention efforts,

* Children who have children should live at home and finish school as a
condition for benefits: Our plan will require minor mothers under 18 to live with their
pamzits or a responsibie adult and finish high school. They will no longer be able 10
set up a separate household and receive a separate check.

|
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r3 ’I’he Teughest Child Support Laws E?zer Proposed: Our plan includes the
toughest, masi comprehensive child support enforcement provisions ever proposed. We can
move and kca;s thousands of families off welfare by closing the $34 billion child suppert gap
between what absent parents should owe and what is actually collected. If you're not paying
your child smppmi we'll gamish your wages, suspend your license, track you across state
fincs, and evzm make you work off what you owe,

* Establish paternity for ail out-of~wedlock births: Last year's economic plan
mciudcé measures to expand voluntary paternity establishment in hospitals, when
fathers are most likely 10 be present. Our welfare reform plan will require mothers to




name the father as a condition of receiving welfare, and push gtates to esiablish
patcmny more guickly. We want to make fathers pant 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 isa't paid. A national registry
of new hires will use W-4 reporting to track delinquent parents who have switched
jobs or crossed state lines,

* Liccnse suspension: States will be able to use the threat of revoking driver's,
profcssmnaE and commercial licenses to make delinguents pay, This threat has been
cxtram{%manly successful in Maine, California, and other states.

* Work programs: States will be abie to run programs that require men to do
community scrvice to work off the child support they owe. We will also run
d&mnnstranm programs that require delinguent parents with no skills to get training,
Thcs_c programs should pay for themsclves. Wisconsin's work program for fathers has
produced a phenomenal smokeout effect: 75% pay their support rather than do court-
ordered community scrvice.

* Limited demonstration of child support assurance: The plan allows for 3
states to run demonstrations in providing guaranteed child support to families where
the ai}&eﬁz parent doesn't pay.

3 State Option to Limit Additional Benefits for Additional Children Conceived
on Welfam States that want to impose family caps will have the option to do s0. Some
states see zfzzs as a way to deter additional prcgnam:zcs others believe the welfare system
needs 1o cio everything it can to instill responsibility in parenis who already have children
they catmoz support. Early reselts from New Jersey show a 9% reduction in additional births
o women ﬁn welfare, but it is oo early to draw many conclusions. We also need to make
sure that famaly planning is available 10 adults on welfare. Welfare recipients don't have
more chxlcirm on average than other women, but many of those who do consign themseives
and their fajmillcs to lives of poverty and dependency.

4. Keeping People from Going on Welfare in the First Place by Providing Child
Care for the Working Poor: [n addition to providing child care for people on welfare and
in the work program, our plan calls for a substantial increase in ¢hild care for the working
poor, The fAdmlmstrazmns FY95 budget aiso sceks hefty increases in Head Start (21%} and
the Child Care Development Block Grant (22%).

* Our plan will nearly double the amount of available child care for the
working poor: The plan includes $1.7 billion over 3 years and 86 billion over 10 to
expand the At-Risk program from $300 million annually to nearly $1 billion.




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

IV, GIVING STATES FLEXIBILITY TO INNOVATE

1. A|Plan That Wocks for States: To give states a chanee to do this right, our plan
is phased inbeginning with those bomn 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 1o include nearly two~thirds by 2004.

* Young people will think twice before coming on welfare: We're ending
welfare for the next generation. One probiem with the Family Support Act has been
that fcw recipients know whether they will be subject to its requirements or not.
Unéer our plan, anyone bom after 1971 will know that the world has changed, and
that wcifarc can no longer be a way of life.  Almost any other phase—~in would be
sahjcct to gaming, but'it is hard to change to change vour date of birth,

* If we phased in everyone at once, the prograro would fail: Even if we had
the money for it (which we don't, and neither do the states), a rapid phase~in would
mcrwheim state capacity, and force them to ereate massive public jobs programs
mst:aé of reaching out to the private secior. The best example is CETA, which grew
to 750,000 jobs overnight, and was dismanticd nearly as quickly as a result.

* 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
2000. Today, fower than 15,000 welfare recipients are required 10 work.

* States can phase in faster if they want: States will have the option of
phas;mg in other cohorts in addition to those bora after 1971 {c.g., all new applicants,
all 0ut-of~wcéis)c§< bitths, ete.). We will also make funds available so that they can
flnlsh serving those currently in their JOBS programs, as well as older recipienis who
volunteer,

- * States prefer our phase~in: The House Republican bill phases in more
quickly, starting with all new applicants and reaching 90% of the non—exempt
cascimd 2002, This would impose billions in new costs on the states. According to a
rcccnt NGA. survey, most states like our phase~in. This phase-in was first proposed
in a New Republic article by Moynihan's chicf welfare aide, Paul Offner.

2. States Will Have Unprecedented Flexibility to Design Their Gwa Approach to
Ending Welfare: Our plan gives states broad flexibility to try new things, becausce one thing
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we've lcameé inn the last 30 years is that Washington doesn’t have all the answers, Much of
what once mquzrcd waivers will become available to states as state options:

* Extending assistance to two-parent familics: States will be able to waive the
1(i}=hour rule and let two~parcnt familics stay together.

* Rewards and sanctions to keep toen parents in school: States will be able o
design their own mongtary incentive progrars like the LEAP program in Ohio.

* No additional benefits for sdditional children born on welfare: The
Administration has alrcady granted waivers to Georgia and Arkansas; this measure will
now be a state option.

* Incentives to work and save: States can encourage work through higher
carnings disregards and saving through Individual Development Accounts,

* Advance payment of the EITC: States will be able to work with the
Treasury Depantment to develop plans to get the EITC out on a monthly basis,

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

* Setting shorter time limits, and requiring people to work sooner;  States that
want to move z*emptcnts into work more quickly can do 6. The JOBS program
allows states 10 require CWEP or subsidized private sector work at any time.

* Experiment with 2 host of demonstration programs:  Our plan includes funds
for dcm{)rzstrazwns of Individual Development Accounts, child support assurance, teen
prcgnam::y provention, work and training programs for non—custodial parents, and
many other idcas worth tsting. .

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

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

| * Enhanced federal match: States have had trouble implementing the Family
Support Act because of its relatively low federal match {in general, 68--40 federal).
Cur 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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* States can spend at their own pace: Instead of imposing costly new

mandatcz; we give states considerable flexibility in how much to spend beyond the
basm plan. States willing to spend more can choose to expand eligibility for two~
pzx?aﬁm families, offer higher carnings disregards, or phase in more of their cascload.

* Savings through cascload reduction, child suppert enforcement, and fraud
dct:czwzz Thesc programs will pay off in considerable savings from increased child
Su;}poﬁ collection, reduced welfare caseloads, and improved detection of welfarc fraud.
The icomputer systems needed to Keep track of time limits and track deadbeat parents,
along with other measures such as Electronic Benefits Transfer and mmproved
monitoring of the EITC, will enable us to wage a national assault on welfare fraud.

4. Demonstrations to See What Works: Many of the reforms in our plan arc based
on successful experiments pioneered by the states. We want this innovation to continue. In
addition o fz:{mtinucd broad waiver authority for state demonstrations, our plan authorizes 2
number of specific demonstrations for states that are eager to try new things:

|

. * Building Assets: As you promised in the campaign, we have taken a number
of steps 10 help people to build asscts as onc way out of poverty: allowing people to
savé some money for a home, business or education without losing their cligibility for
hclp, allowing people to own a car of reasonable value so they can find a job and get

10 wari:; and giving them the opportunity to become self~employed or start a

m;croemcrpnsc

* Individual Development Accounts: Current welfare rules force
recipicnts 1o spend their welfare check, and penalize them for savings, Our
plan will waive those 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 10 make it casier for
people to start small businesses that cnable them to become self-sufficient.
Qur plan provides for a nationwide demonstration of microloans, which will
provide small amounts of money for welfare clients to launch small businesses.

* Mandatory Work Programs for Deadbeat Parents: States will be able 10 use
up to 10% of their JOBS and WORK money to run work and training programs for
ﬂOﬁ“Cubl{)dl{ll parcnts. We estimate that these programs will recoup 80% of their
costs through increased child support collections.




* Job Placement Bonuses: W will encourage states to run demonstrations that
offer| job placerment bonuses as an incentive 16 caseworkers and welfare offices for
helping recipicnts get and keep jobs,

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

VY. HOW THIS PLAN "ENDS WELFARE AS WE KROW [T

Our plan spends 10 billion over § years and 330 billion over 1) years, and maps out
a rapid revolution in expectations for people on welfare, But because we can't afford and the
states couidnz manage ending welfare for everyone at once, Republicans and some in the
press witl zmvuably charge that we have "scaled back® our plan and fallen short of the
campaign plcdgc to end welfare. We need to refute these skeptics by repeatedly stressing
how bold our plan really is.

i. ’}‘E’he Most Sweeping Work Requirements in the History of Welfare: Our plan
will turm a system based on welfare into 3 system based on work - because work is the best
social pmgmm this country has ever devised. Today, fewer than 15,000 welfare reclpwms in
America are required to work. Under our plan, an estimated 400,000 peopic will be in
mandatory work programs by the year 2000. We require people who come on welfare to
start looking for work from day ene. Everyone who can work will have 1o do so within two
years, or smmr if their state says s0. We cut the number of exemptions in 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 hchmd in their child sopport work off what they owe.

2. "I‘he Toughest Child Suppert Crackdown Ever Proposed: The child support
cnf{}zccmcm measures in our welfare reform plan are by far the toughest any Administration
has ever pu! forward. For the first time, government will hold both parents responsible for
raising :hezt children. Mothers won't be able to get welfare if they refuse o name the father.
Absent g»m:nts wha 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
1o track them wherever they go, and mandatory work programs to make them work off what
they owe. %if this country did a better job of enforcing child suppont, we wouldn't need a
weifare system. Every five deadbeats we catch will mean one fewer family on welfare,

3. A New Social Contract -~ No Mere Something for Nothing: After decades of
unchcckedfg;{swth in government social programs, this is the first Administration in cither
party to aslk something in return. In the 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
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himself on the one hend, and the right to something for nothing on the other.” National
service, the Ei’i‘{i health reform, and welfare reform are all based on this same principle,
Under our wclfarc 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 are unable to work
will be expg?cted to attend parenting classes or give something back through some form of
voluntary scirvicc

4. Endmg Welfare as 8 Way of Life: The combined impact of welfare reform,
health mfarm and the expansion of the EITC will be dramatic and immediate. About half
the {:ascload 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 cither be off welfare,
working, orfin a program leading to work. Without reform, only a small fraction would be
warking, an;:l 20% would be in‘education or training.

S, This Is Everything You Promised in the Campaign ~~ and Then Some:
Neothing ab()zzt this plan is scaled back from your campaign promises. You've aircady made
good on zhel 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
¢hild care -¥— and no loopholes; a work program that stresses the private sector first and
community scmcc as a last resort; dramatically tougher child support enforcement; state
flexibility m experiment; ct¢. {The work-for~wages policy, which says that if you don't
show up for work you don't get paid, actually goes a littie further than what we discussed in
the campaign about sanctioning the adult share of the grant) 1t costs around $4 billion 4 year
when phased in, which is exactly what we said it would cost in the campaign. The plan
includes mazzy elements we didn't get inte during in the cazzzpa;gn, such as a national
campaign agamst teen pregnancy and a substantial increase in working poor child care {which
was not a campaign promise).

6. Tha First Administration to Try to Keep People from Golng on Welfare in the
First Place‘ In addition 10 your many initiatives designed to empower people to lift
themselves mzz of poverty -~ Empowerment Zoncs, community development banks,
enforcement of the Comnunity Reinvestment Act, the EITC, health reform, sweeps in public
housing, community policing, ¢tc. — yours is the first Administration to confront one of the
leading causes of poverty, the breakdown of the family. The welfare reform plan includes
several zngh, smart measures to discourage people from having children outside marriage:
the first nmc limits cver imposed on welfare, coupled with the broadest and miost serious
work rcqucmcms, a nationwide crackdown on child support enforcement, which will give
states an a:scnai of ways to keep absent parents from getting off the hook; a national
campaign ag,dmsz teen pregnancy, targeted to the most troubled schools; and a broad amay of
incentives the statcs can usc 10 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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Date: May 20, 1594
To: . The Welfare Reform Group
From: Joe Goode and Stan Greenberg
RE: Weifare Reform -~ Priorities and Funding

The public is nearly unanimous in their support for a weifare reform program that
provides ;ob iraining and child care, but then requires an individual to go to work after two
years. Vozczs arc equaily supportive of a variety of ways to pay for these changes, although
the most pepzziaf' funding pmposais represent reform themselves, such as enforcement of
child szzpport payments and immigrant sponsors taking responsibility for new arrivals. The
system is clearly broken and voters are willing ro try a variety of measures, both as part of
reform and paying for reform, to fix it.

thi:img welfare reform by denying benefits to legal immigrants is a popular, but not
overpowering, proposal. Almost two-thirds {64 percent) favor this Repat;izcaﬁ approach,
However, when contrasted against Democratic alternatives including cuts in welfare for the
wealthy, curs in other programs, making work pay and especially enforcement of child
support payments from deadbeat dads, the Republican funding scheme falls well behind,

There is a definite attraction to the Republican proposal, but mest voters are looking
for refcnns that will reduce the weifare caseload without creating new hungry, homeless and
sick pecplclon the streets. Voters are not necessarily sympathetic towards i unngram aliens, .
but they recognize that cutting them off entirely will just create more problems in the long
run, Clear ’wmmen sense reforms — cracking down on deadbeat dads, identifying welfare
cheats, maﬁcmg sponsors take responsibility for new immigrants - all.attack the problem
without crcaﬁzzg additional burdens.

Stzii voters are fed up with the current system and are willing to embrace some harsh
ai{ematzv:s. While the "two years and work” proposal is clearly the wop priority, near
majorities arf:: willi Ing o stop additional benefifs to women who have new children while on
welfare and to require strict measures fike fingerprinting to ensure that people do not get. -
benefits in jmore than one locality.  Almost three-quarters (71 percent) favor limiting _
benefits to individuals who abuse alcohol or drugs. Voters want policies that focus on the
individuat and require them to take responsibility for their actions.
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: African-American and Hispanic voters are no less suppomve of welfare reform than
white vctcrx. Indeed, Hispanics are nearly identical 1o whites in their priorities for change.
Black vazers focus more on policies that would help keep people off welfare in the first
place — a cam;}azgn against tcen pregnancy or day care subsidies for low income working .
families ~ but they are also strongly supportive of aggressive child support enforcement and

"tw0 years Fand work.”

The major findings are set out below:

« = Unanimous support for two years program. There is virtually no opposition
to a welfare reform program that expands job training and day care, but then
cuts off welifare benefits after two years and requires people to work. ~
RBegardless of whether the plan is introduced as Congress’ or President -
Clinton’s, it garners almost unanimous support —~ 88 percent in favor. There
is lile difference between races: blacks (82 percent favor), whites (88
percent), and Hispanics (90 percent) overwhelmingly favor the plan,

. Democratic 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, cuts in ~
welfare for the wealthy, and a crackdown on welfare fraud. When compared .
to the Democrats, the Republican approach of barring benefits 1o legal.
immigranis maintaing support only among core Republican constituencies. .
« +  Child support payments key to reform and financing. The public’s top=-
priority in welfare reform is a program of aggressive child support -
enforcement (63 percent single highest or top few priorities). They are much.

more likely to back a Democratic funding proposal that includes “strict.
enforcement of child support payments” {61 percent) than an alternative .
without such a program (81 percent}. Republican women abandon the +-
Republican financing proposal when the Democratic alternative includes a .
child support provision.

* Responsibility, individual accountahility important to reforma, There is iittle =
gbout the current system that voters wani 10 maintain, and they are =
particularly supportive of reforms and fuanding proposals that promote ..
responsibility and accountability — such as sponsors faking responsibility far -
new immigrants or limiting benefiss to drug and alcohol abusers, Minorities ..
are strongly supportive of a national campaign against teen pregnancy.

N
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Weifare Reform.

Perot voters eager for reforms. Welfare reform is popular with most voters,
but Perot supporters are especially enthusiastic. Three quarters place “two
years and work” in thewr 1op few priorities, compared to 63 percent of Bush
voters and 39 percent of Clinton voters. Perot voters 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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Voters are clear in their top priorities for welfare reform — they want fathers to take
responszbzhty for their children and they want people off the welfare rolls and into work,
Other campam:rats of reform are grouped together, but there is a clear desire to eliminate
the fraud voters associate with weifare and a call for individuals to take responsibility for
their own lives:

Percent
Top Few
| Aggressive child support enforcement 65
Expand job training and day care but cut off 63
benefits after 2 years and require people (o go o h
work
Strict measures like fingerprinting to make sure that 51
people dor’t receive benelits in more than one
focality -
INational campaign against 1een pregnancy 48
Stop additional benefits to women who have new 48
children while on welfare
|Day care subsidies for low income working families 48
Require teen-age parents to {inish school and live 45
at home with parent or responsible adult

i
Chlld support enforcement is universally popular. There is almost no gender or
partisan varlatmn, although independents (71 percent top few priorities) and Republicans
{67 percem) are somewhat more supportive. The two years/ job training initiative is aiso
strong among almost every group. Interestingly, Perot voters place it much higher in their
top prwntzz:s ] perf:f:m:) than either Bush (63 percent) or Clinton voters (59 percent).

i”erai voters in general are more supportive of every reform, looking like Clinton
suppanfem on day care subsidies (53 percent each top few prioritics, compared to 42 percent
of Bush mwrs), but fooking like Bush supporters on denying additional benefits to welfare
mothers who have new children (54 percent each, compared to 41 percent of Clinton voters.
They are open to almost any type of reform that wiil change the system, including a program

to Stop teen pregnancy.
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Blaék and Hispanic voters have different top priorities than whites, but their overall
agendas arc similar. Blacks place the singie highest priority on a campaign to end teen
pregnancy (21 percent single highest priority) followed by child support enforcement (18
percent).  Hispanics split between two years/ job training (22 percent), a teen pregnancy
initiative (20 percent) and fingerprinting (20 percent). Whites piace their top initiatives ag
two years/| Job training (20 percent) and child support enforcement (17 percent).

Bla{:ks vary somewhat in their overall rankings of the "two years and work” initiative.
Child support 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 perczat} and "two years' (51 percent) essena:iiiy tied for second.

Funding Al ‘

There is strong support for all funding alternatives tested, including denying benefits
to legal zmmtgrams 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| and subsidies is more popular with Democratic voters, and will help to
consolidate support for the overail plan. Most of the other proposals are more popular with
zndepcude:zt and Republican voters than they are with Democrats, although Democrats
provide at least majority support for each one. The proposals rank as follows:

Pctcemm!
Favor '
R&éuim gamblers to pay withholding tax ' a3
Rﬁf.;’{}if‘e immigrant sponsors 1o take responsibility for those 77
immigrants for 5 years
Der{y benefits t0 new imamigrants until they become citizens 73
Limit benefits to drug and alcohol abusers - 71
Eliminate benefits to legal immigrants 64
Eiin@ﬂnam tax breaks for annuities 62
Cut|farm subsidies for weaithy farmers _ 61

RN
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Eiztlzxzaazmg benefis for tegal immigrants is an attractive alternative for many swing
VOters. Ind&d more independents favor the proposal {71 percent) than Republicans (69
percent). Even a majority of Democrats support the idea (56 percent).

While voters find the GOP scheme atiractive, they do not stay with it when
c:cntraste:d with a Democratic alternative. When asked to choose between two approaches,
the Democratic approach wins a majority each time. A Democratic alternative that includes
aggressive ichild support enforcement runs far ahead of the Republican plan:

Welfare i’or Wealthy, Work Contrast _i_ii‘mnd / Deadheat Dad Contrast

The Dentocrats pay for their reforms by The Democrats pay for their reforms with
| cutting weifare for the wealthy in the form | spending cuts in other programs, by
- of wax bzeaiu‘ and subsidies, and reducing cracking down on welfare fraud and with
the weifm rolls by making work pay with | strict enforcement of child support
more za.x breaks for the working poor. payments from deadbeat dads,
i . 531 percent 61 percent

Iﬁg_ﬁm pay for their reforms by | The Republicans pay for their reforms by

barrirg ﬁm}zer welfare benefits to legal barring further weifare benefits to legal
imumigrams who are not American citizens. | imrragrants who are not American citizens.
34 percent 27 percent

’I‘hei first approach (welfare for wealthy) breaks out largely along partisan lines, .

aithough zztrariy one-third of Republicans back the Democratic alternative. A bare majority
of Perot voters also sides with the Democrats. When the Democratic approach includes 2
crackdown| on weifare fraud and deadbeat dads, a plurality of Republicans back the
Democratic approach. Most of this movement comes from Republican women ~ 33 percent
back the Democeratic plan {compared to just 27 percent on the first alternative). Perot
voters back the deadbeat dad proposal by 62 1o 24 percent.

voters are most concerned about the effects of denying benefits to legal aliens. The
strongest argumcﬁz& against the funding proposa} focus on the costs of dealing with these
people whcn they get sick (62 percent serfous doubts) and the possibility of more hungry

and home:less people in their communities (60 percent). Argbments dealing with

z:aasnrutwnaizzy and the legal status of immigrams are strong but less effective. Croups that

are most rcsponswc to the arguments against denying benefits 1o legal immigrants are-:

mostly rzon-mllege (74 percent, 46 percent high school or less) and disproportionately older
(47 percent). A plurality (40 percent) are older non-college voters,
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May 30, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR THI PRESIDENT
FROM: BRUCE REED

SUBJIECT: The Politics of Welfare Reform

This memo mcludes an update on the political and legislative landscape for welfare
reform, and some thoughis vn how to talk about our plan, as you requested. We arg also
working W;& Rshm and others on a rollout schedule, and Stan should provide you with a
separate briefing on his mosi recent findings.

L. Polifical and Legislative Update

Asiwe have discussed before, there ts a strong and powerful congonsus {with
exceptions on the extreme right and left) for the basic elements of our welfare reform plan
Support for time limits, work programs, and tongher child support enforcement exceeds 88»*

90%, with|little variation across race, class, or party. Even oo the issues thut the Republicans
think weork for them -- cutting off benefits for legal immigrants and unwed mothers — poople
prefer ourjalternatives by two- and three-to-one margins,

'me current lull n the health care debate gives you an opporiunity to speak out on
these i :ssues at a time when Americans arc united in believing the country has a welfare crisis
and Regmbimans {for a change) are the ones divided over what to do about it. Recent
devclopments in both parties have left you a good opening (o dominate the debate.

A. The Republicany

Republicans are now af war with one ancther over whether 1o back the onginal House
Republican welfare reform bill or simply cuf off all unwed nmothers under 21 altogether.
Gngnich fmd many sther Republicans in the House want 1o stick with their enginal bil,
which hzxsi 62 of 175 House Republicans as co-sponsers and would enable them 1o claim
credit for whatever passes, since the biggest differences between our plan md thows are over
how quickly to phase in and how much 1o cut benefits for immigrants. Bonnett and Kemp
sent oul «,umlber William: Kristol ruemo last month arguing that such a strategy plays into vour
hands, and that Republicans should insist insicad on a purist, Charles Murray approach that




enables ihem to hang onto the welfare issue. According to Fred Bames, Kemp thought the
new pmposal was a bad idea, and only signed on after they promised to include $75 bilion w
anpaid-for gax cuts.

Oncie agam, vou have put Repubhceans i an awkward positon. Either they push to
gez sczmeﬁzmg done, help you accomplish what they've spent their careers crying out for, and
risk losing a favorite wedge issue, or they change thely tune, move to the night, and run the
rigk that they It look like obstructionists and box themselves into 3 posibon with little popular
support.  The Kemp-Bennett-Kristol about-face 1s not only the worst kind of political

‘postaring; 1t is alse bad politics. A recent Los Angeles Times poll found overwhelnung
support for our approach over Murray's: 70% favored requiring people on welfare to work,
versus 25% who favered cutting off benefits for young mothers.

’I‘he Republican infighting should help us in several ways. First, it marginalizes
conscrvatwes like Bennett and Kemp (who have their own aspirations), and makes them look
blatantly polltlcal The same thing happened io Repubhcans an orime: you said “thrge
strikes," Lhey said “two strikes”; you said "boot camps,” they said "stockades® - and they
tooked si ]y m the process. On this issue, they would rather play politics than {ix what
everyone agrees is a welfare system in crisis.

Second, it takes attention sway from the divisions within our own party and pushes
moderate Reptzbéicsms closer to us. Rick Santorum, the lead House gponsor, now spends as
much ume attacking ohstructionists on the right as he used to spend attacking us. When the
Housc heid an Oxford-style debate on welfare reform last month, all the Republicans whe
spoke distanced themselves from the Charles Murray approach,

f'maliy, the Republican schigm is yet another reason for Republican govemors to
prefer our plan, Most govemors view the Murray approach as a direct cost shift 1o states and
eommumzzies who will still have 10 provide for young mothers in some way, In addition,
they are worried that the House Republican phase-in would impose massive new costs on the
states, and' do nothing to swesten their JOBS matching rate.  Qur plan phases in sensibly and
enables states o recoup most or all of their new costs through tougher child suppon
enforccmmt caseload savings, and an mereased federal match., The House Republican
financing x;schem:, also would shift the cost of providing immigrants with health care and other
Services aiimﬁsi entirely to the states; Pete Wilson has already complained that such pravisions
would leave California, with 40% of the imnigrant population, paying 40% of the tab for
welfare mform even though the state has only 20% of the welfare caseload. Our deemwing
Provision ‘ii’itfis the costs of supporting immigrants to the familics who spongor them to come
into this country, it may actually save states a little mongy in AFDC and food stamps,

Nc}ne of this means that it will be easy to get Repubhcan votes in the House. In the
end, they iw*il% have to confront the same choice they have faced on critne and NAFTA. But
we can put oursclves in a position (o pick up 60-100 Republican votes for welfare reform if
we make sure Mack, David Gergen, Pat Grilfin, and others reach out to Gingrich and




company tojlet them know we're genuinely interested i a bipartisan bill, That will become
even more important if Congress doesn’t finish welfare reform this year.

8. The Democras

Sevcml Democrats have put forward their own welfare refarm bills, which are largely
consistent wath our gpproach. The Manstream Forum miroduced legislation that bosrows
heavily from our plan. Their bill adopts the same phaseqn {starting with those bom after
1971) and s1mz?ar provisions on time limits, work requirements, child support, ete. The most
significant z;zf’fezcnce between our bill and theirs is that they propose the same immigrant
financing scheme as the Republicans (although McCurdy has said they might be flexible on
the Medicaid pant of i},

Liberal Democrats have been relatively quiet. Tom Harkin introduced a bill with
flexible tim:{: mits (6 months for some people; longer than 2 years for others). Eleanor
Holmes Nc%ﬁm wrote an outstanding Washington Post op-ed last month on the importance of
work as the unifying principle for welfare reform. Bob Matsw and Patsy Mink have each
introduced bills which expand the JOBS program but do not include time limits or serious
work requiremenis.

We ?zavc been working hard to line up support from outside groups. We hiope to get a
DGA erzéoz‘lscmcm and a strong statement from the NGA is not qut of the question. The
DLC will g say nice things about our bill and the Mamnstream Forum's bill; they agree with us
that welfare reform should be paid for through budget cuts, not just cuts in immigrant
benefits. \?'ee have probably met enough of AFSCME's concerns about displacement to keep
them from oppns:ng our plan, but like the advocacy groups, they still wish the 1ssue would
just go 3w3y

We have met several tines with Moynthan, who seems quitc happy with our geuera?
direction but has not tipped his hand on specific details. In the House, Harold Ford is cager
to make hzs mark with this ssue, although from time to time he suggesis giving everyong on
welfare 30235 that pay $9 an hour, I Ways and Means is slow to take up welfare reform,
moderate Qcmocrats could join Republicans in a discharge petition, but so far we've
persuaded them to keep their powder dry.

Ways and Means muay fako up welfare reform sooner than they might like because
Rostenkowski promised them a vote on cutting immigrant benefits, Earlier this month,
Santorun tried to altach an amendment 1o the Social Security biil that would have eliminated
all bcncf’?tsi for all nonwcitizens. {t was narrowly defeated by a vote of 20-16, with Harold
Ford voting present, The only way we talked Ford and other Democrata out of voting for that
mnendmuzi fow was by pleading with them to wait until we introduce our bill, so that &
least they can use whatever moncy they squeeze out of immigranis to pay for welfare reform
rather thanjdeficu reduction.




fL. Highlights of Ouwr Welfare Reform Plan

AS you know better than anvone, the welfare debate is not about policy or politics; 1t's
about vaiucs The trouble with the current welfare system is that it undermines the values
that matter most - work, respangsbility, family, The current system makes welfare more
attractive than work, and Jets tog many parents avoid responsibility for supporting their
children. %

Our :wcif‘are reform plan 1s based on the basic values and principles you outhned in the
campaign: No ong who works fulltime with 4 ¢hild at home should be poar, but no one who
can work %l%ouid stay on welfare forever We need to make welfare what it used to be ~ a
second chzznce not a way of life, The ones who hate the welfare system most are the people
who are trappcd by it. Governments don't raise children, people do. People who bring
children mto this world should take responsibility for them, Government has to do all it can
to expand opp(zz“iumty, but people have a res;wnsxblhty to make the most of it. We could
have all &zc programs and spend all the money in the world and it won't do a bit of good +f
people don't do nght. And so on.

Thelattached talking points outline the highlights of our plan. There i3 plenty to talk
aboul in anlinstiative that costs $10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over 10. But it is
casy to get lost in the detatls. The two values most on people’s minds are work and
responsibility. As you sad to 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
—a v Satile » QENPonas BiuTY

L THE ADMINISTRATIONS RECORD ON WELFARE REFORM

1, Ell'l‘(f: Last year's cconomic package went a long way toward ending welfare by
giving 15 million working families a tax cut through the BITC. The EITC tums a mmimum
wage, $4.25 an hour job into a $6 an hour jOb With the E1TC and health reform, any job is

2 good job. ég rward -j,cu\ 2%

2. Health Reform: Health reform will move an estimated one million women and
children off jwelfare. A recent survey of welfare recipients in Charleston and Nashville found
that 83% would take o mintmum wage job if 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 providsihealth maurance,

3. \?Vlaivers: Singe January 1993, the Administration has granied waivers to 14 states
10 11y new i:;litiaiives on time limits, assistance for two-parent families, limuiting additional
benefits for additional children, and so0 on.

Ii. ﬁlM&LfNY?iNC WELFARE AND :fzmzzzxm’{;] WORK

f. 'I‘meear Time Limit: Evervone who can work will be expscted to go to work
within two ycars To the poor and those outside the economic mainstream, we say two
things: No one who works full-time with 2 child at home should be poor, and no one who
can work should stay on welfare forever.

* A new social confrace, Evervone will be required 1o sign a Personal
Responsibility Agreement that spells out what they can expect and what is expected of
t}zmlin return.  This agreement will include the two-year time imi as well as other
state measures to encourage responsible behavier, such as requiring immunizations,
denymg benefits for additional children bom on welfare, requinng mothers (o name
and help find the father as a condition of eligibulity, et

* Fewer exemplions: 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 methers and
mm}z:ers who concave additional children while on welfare will last only 3 months,

* No more something for nothing: From day one, cveryone will be required to
do something in return for receiving assistance. Even those who are exempled from
JOBS participation will be cxpected o take part in parenting, community service, o1
other lactivities.




* A hfetime Imit, People should have an incentive to feave welfare gaickly
and pot use up their precivus months of welfwe ehgibility, Reciprents who use up
their| 24 months will no longer be cligible unless they enter the work program. The
time imit is a lifetime limit: people who have been off welfare for long perods of
time jwill be able to get a few months of assistance in satergencies, 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 life.

2. “ ork, Nat Welfare: We need 10 change the culture of the welfars office to focus
on helping peo ;} ple find and keep jobs, not just writing them checks for life.

* Job search first: Job search will be re{;w’red immediately of anyone who can
work Anyone offered a private sector job will De required to take W or get thrown off
the rol%

* A clear focus on employment. We will push states 1o shift their JOBS
programs away from elassroom training and toward job plammem and on-the-job
training Many people on welfare are there because they fatled in the classroom; it
makt:s no sease (0 send them to another classroom when what they really need is help
n gcmng and holding down a job. The best job training program is a job,

* This is not an entitlement to two years of training’ Most people will be
cﬁcpected 1o enter employment well before the two years are up. States can also design
shorter time limits for people who are job-ready, and require thamn to work sooner.

3. Ending Welfare for the Next Generation: To give states a chance to do this nght,
our plan is phased in beginning with those born after 1971 —- ayone 25 and under by late
1996, when states begin to implement the program. That represents a third of the adult
cascload mlt:al v, and will grow steadily 1o include nearly two-thirds by 2004,

* Young people will think twice before coming on welfare: We're ending
welfare for the next generation. Anyone boern after 1971 will know that the world has
changed, and that welfare can no Tonger be a way of life. One problem with the
Family Support Act has been that few recipients know whether they will be subject 1o
its requirements or not,  Almost any other phase-in would be subject to gaming, but
date of birth is one thing you can't change, '

¥ If we phased i overyone al once, the program would fail; Even of we had
the money for it (which we dbn't, and neither do the states), a rapid phase-in would
overw%w m state capacity, and force them to create massive public jobs programs
nmtcad of reaching out tw the private sector. The best example 1s CETA, which grew
to 750 000 jobs ovemight, and was dismantled nearly as quickly as a result.




* This is a very ambitious phase-in:  Under our plan, more than 400,000 people
willlhave hit the time limit and be working in the WORK program, Today, fewer than
15,000 welfare recipients are required 1o work.

* States can phase i Taster if they want: States will have the option of
phasmg in other gohorts in addition to these born after 1971 (eg., all new appheants,
all eui«of-wcdiock births, etc.}. We will also make funds available so that they can
ﬁms&s serving those currently in their JOBS programs, as well as older recipients who
may ' volunteer,

* States prefer our phase~in:  The House Republican bill phases in more
quickly, starting with all new applicants and reaching 90% of the non-exempt caseload
2002, Tz would shift billions in now costs to the states. According 1o a recent NGA
survey, most states like our phage-in, and the M@iz;s{rmr}{ Forum adopted a similar
approach, This phase-in was first proposed in a New Republic anicle by Moynihan' s

4
cﬁzeﬁ_' welfare aide, Paul Offner, zf‘
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4. Requiring and Providing Work: Anyone who can work will have to g0 to ‘work w‘i‘ (e

witlsin 2 y&ér&, in the private sector if possible, in commumity sorvice if necessary, Work is Sé o

the best social program this couniry has ever devised,

* Work for wages, not workfare: People will work for g paycheck, not a
wﬁfam check. If you don't show up for werk, you won't get paid. There will also be
sirong escalnting sanctions for people who quit or get fired.

* State and local flexibility, with air emphasis on the private sector: States will
be &i}ic to use the money they would otherwise spend on welfare to create subsidized,
nonw{ixs;}mcmg 1obs in the private sector, with non-profits, or m public service
employment. Communities will be encouraged to butld strong links to the pnivate
sector, and can hire placement firms hke Amertca Works to help people find and keep
jcbs.i We've worked closely with the busingss community to design a floxible program
that minimizes red tape,

* This 15 a trangitional program, designed (o push people toward unsubstdized
wark in the private sector;  People will be requited 1o go through extensive job search
before entering the work program, and after each work assignment, No work
3ssignment will Iast more than 12 months.  No ene will receive the EITC wniess they
leave the program and take an unsubsidized job. Anyone who tums 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 isnot a
guaraniced-jobs-for-life program. At the end of two yoars in the WORK ;}rogz‘zzt?,,
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everyone will go through an intensive assessment. i they're playing by the rules, able
to work, and no private jobs are available, they'll get mother WORK assignment, If
theyjre unable to work, they can be exempted or reassigned to got more trainmg. I
theyre not playing by the rules, and if a state determines that they have not made a
gocd faith eff‘ort to find available work, the state can opt to remove them from the
rolls,

* What kinds of jobs: Communities will have broad flexibility in deciding
whaz kinds of jobs to subsidize or create. We expect these to be non-displacing
mzmmz&mwage jobs that represent meanmgiul work, Business, uiion, and community
ieaﬁcz‘s will have a say in the process. Many of the most promising cntry«levcl jobs
are 1{1 arowih areas related to welfare reform and other Chinton mitatives. For
cxampic our plan will merease the demand for child care workers in many
commumtms We expect 10% of the WORK siots to be in ¢huld care. Other
prommmg fields include home health amides, teachers aides, child support enforcement
wmkets public housing rehabilitation, and public safety.

* Where the jobs are: We are often asked how we are going to find jobs for
pwp§¢ on welfare when mitlions of Americans are already out of work, First of all,
our plan 15 primanly about job creation — most of the money gocs to create and
svbsi}iim iobs, and to make it possible for individuals to take them. Qur plan will.
creatz 400,000 jobs by the year 2000, Second, there is no shortage of ontry-level jobs
in thx;s country. McDonald's slone has more job openings every year through normal
turnover than will hit the two-year time himit anytime in the next 10 years. Third,
even |under 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
t%wmicome back. That's why it's so important to make work pay better than welfare
{EVTC, health care, child care, child support enforcement), and to focus the welfarc
syszzzzzz on helping people make 1t in the workforce (on-the-job training, jobt search
3$szsiazzec}

L <ck MeD's figure; <f Belles's paper on jobs>

5, I{ccpmg People from Going on Welfare in the First Place by Providing Child Care
for the Working Poor: In addition to providing child care for people on welfare and s the
work pmgrai}i_ our plan calls for a substantial increase in child care for the working poor.
This year's FY9S also seeks hefty increases in Head Start (21%) and the Child Care
Development Block Grang (22%).

* Our plan will nearly doable the amount of available child care for the
wi}rimg poor: The plan includes $1.7 billion over 5 years and $6 bilhon aver 10 to
cxpand the At-Risk program front $300 million annually to nearly 31 hilhon.




* This program pregerves flexthility and choice: States can use the money as
they, choose to provide ¢hild care vouchers or pay providers directly.

f?
@ / tit. [PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL]
RESPONSIBILITY

t. Natienadl Campaign Against Teen Pregnancy: The number of births to unwed
mathers ims quadrupled in the last 30 years from 92,000 in 1960 to 368,000 m 1991, Unwed
mothers {Ief:?i and older} accounted for 86% of the growth in the welfare caseload over the
last decade, when the nwnber of families on welfare rose from 3.9 mitlion in 1983 10 5
mitiion families last vear.

* A national effort 1n 1,000 Schecls: We will launch school-based prevention
programs in 1,000 schools across the country with the worst teen pregnancy problems.
In e%zcéz of these schools, National Service volunteers will work with community
groups, churches, and bugincss leaders to mentor young people on the importance of
delaying sexual activity and parenthood.

A strong message from the Bully Pulpit that it 1s wrong to have children

omszda& marriagc Unwed teen mothers who drep out of school are 10 imes meore
izkeiy to raise a child in poverty than young people who finish school, get married,
and wait until their twenties to have children.

* Every state will set clear goals for reducing unwed teen births, We will set
up ainational 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. {j&NsL o o

* Children wheo have children should live at homg, Our plan will require

mm{:r mothers under 18 to live with their parents or a responsible 3{2&1} They will nio

longer be able to set up a separate houschold and receive a separate check. . , w
fwsL‘;d‘f

2. ’ﬂlc Toughest Child Suppert Laws Ever Proposed: Our plan includes the toughest,
most camprd'lenszve child support enforcement provisions ever proposed. We'll move
thousands of famittes off welfare by closing the $34 billion ¢hild support gap beiween what
absent parems should owe and what 13 actually collected. If you're not paying yvour child
support, we'll gamish your wages, suspend vour license, track you across state Jines, and even
make you work ofl what vou owe. Govemnments don't raise children; people do.

* Estabhish paternity for all sut-sf-wedlock births: Last year's economic plan
inciu:iézi measures to expand voluntary patemity 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 states to establish paternity more guickly. We want to make fathers
part of the safety not again. f
* Tracking down deadbeats: Every state will establish a central state registry
to track payments and take prompt action when money 1sn't paid. A national registry
of new hires witl use W-4 reporting to track delinguent parents who have switched
jobs lor crossed state Imes.

* License suspension:  States will be able to use the threat of revoking driver’s,
professional, and commercial ligenses to make delinquents pay. This threat bas been
extraordinarily successful in Maine, California, and other states.

* Work programs: States will be able te run programs that require men to do
comtgumiiy service to work aff the child suppornt they owe. We wijl also run
demonstration programs that require delinguent parents with no skills to get training.
These programs should pay for themzelves, Wisconsin's work program for {athers has
produced a phenomenal smokeout effeci: 75% pay thewr support rather than do cournt-
ordered community service,

<ck stat>

* Limited demonstration of child support assurance: The plan allows for 3
states to yun demonstrations in providing guaranteed ¢hild support to families where
the absent parent doesn't pay. g‘?

&

3. State Option to Lirmit A’{idmmai Benefits for Addifional Benefits Conceived on
Welfare: Siiates that want to m’{posc f‘am;ly caps will have the option to do so. Early results
from New Jersoy show a{i{)"@mducﬂon in additional births to women on welfare, but if 15
tao early to t:imw many conclusions. We also need to make sure that fammly planming s
available 1o aiizz ts on welfare. Welfare recipients don't have fiore children. 6n average than
other wamm but most of those who do condemn themselves and their families 1o a life of
poverty and ficpendmcy

<.ck for stat on that last point>
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IV. GIVING STATES FLEXIBILITY TO INNOVATE

1. States Will Have Unprecedented Flexibility to Design Their Own Approach to
Ending Welfare: Our plan gives states broad flexibility to try new things, beeause one thing
we've lcam&::i i the last 30 years is that Washington doesn't have all the answers. Much of
what once wqwmd waivers become available to states as state options:

* Extending assistance to two-parent families: States will be able to waive the
100-hour rule and let two-parent families stay together.,

10




* Rewards and sanctions t0 keep teen parents i schoel: States will be able to
design their own monetary incentive programs like the LEAP program in Ohio.

* No additional benefits for additional cluldren bom on welfure: The
Administration hag already granted waivers te Georgia and Arkansas, this measure will
nowibe a state option. R

J&W‘é ¥ “
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* Higher camings disregards for recipients: States that want to provide
mereased work Incentives will be free to do so. .

* Advance payment of the BITC: States will be able to work with the
Treasury Department to develop plans 10 get the EITC out on a monthly basis.

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

* Setting shorter time hmits, and requiring people 16 work sooner; States that
wanti o move recipients into work more quickly can do se. The JOBS program allows
states 10 require CWEP or subsidized private sector work at any time,

* Experimient with a host of demonstration programs: Qur plan includes funds
for demonstrations of Individual Development Accounts, child support assurance, teen

pregr;ancy prevention, work and training programs for non-custodial parents, and many
other, ideas worth testing,

* Continued waiver authonity: We will help states with oxisting waivers to
adapi &i‘wm once the new law passes. The broad watver authority in current law will

C{}?ﬁZﬂ
” mezféfﬁgu a&'éﬂ{ﬂ%ﬁ}m? collenless

2. No Unfunded Mandates: Our plan will not impose maior new costs upon the states,

Over time, m fact, they should save money from mmereased child support colleciions and
reduced welfare caseloads.

* Enhanced federal match: States have had trouble implementing the Family
Support Act because of s relatively low federal match {m general, 60-40 federal).
Our plaa increases the federal share 10 67% (higher in some states), which means that
the federal government is actually picking up 80% of the new spending.

* States can spend at thetr awn pace: Instead of imposing costly new
maniiates we give states considerable flexibulity in how much to spend beyond the
basic p!an States willing to spend more can choose {o expand cligiiity for two-
parent families, offer higher camings disregards, or phase m more of their caseload.

11




* State caseload savings: These new programs will pay off in considerable

savmgs from increased child support collection and reduced welfare caseloads. We

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

":Ck stab> N 5@ P D T ._(J--q?i..} et 5y
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3. Demonsaations to See What Werks: Many of the reforms in cur plan are based on

successful axpmmmts pioneered by the states. We want this innovation to continug. In
addition to icmzimued broad waiver authority for state demonstrations, our plan authorizes 2
number of specific demonstrations {or states that are eager o try new things:

* Individual Development Accounts: As you promised in the campaign, we
will [gucourage states to fight poverty by helping people build assets. Curremt welfare
rules force recipients to spend their welfare check, and penahze them for savings, Ouwr
plan will waive those rules to allow people to set money aside in Individual
Development Accounts to buy a home, start a business, or provide for college. States
W%i%__ ’aim be abie to ren demonsirations in which the government matches those (rhm oo Atrch ?)
SAaVIngS. “TRA Lonee
- gt et .
* Microenterprise; In some communities, the absence of economic activity
makes 1t difficult to leave welfare. We want to make it casier for people to start small
businesses that enable them to become self-sufficient, The welfare reform plan
pmvz{ies for a natonwide demensteation of microloans, which will provide small
amowﬁs of moeney for welfare ¢licnts to launch small businesses. We will giso change
current asset rules that prohibit microenterprise for welfare regipients,

* Mandatory Work Programs for Deadbeat Parents:  States will be able to use
up te 10% of their JOBS and WORK money to run work and traming programs {or
nos- casmdlal parents, We eslimate that these programs will recoup 80% of their costs
zhmagh mncreased child suppon coliections.

* Child Suppont Assurance. We will allow 3 states to demonstrate the concept
of child support asswrance, in which the government pays child suppost to custodial
parct%ts who cooperate in trying to track down parents who don't pay. These payments
can only go to mothers not on welfare. States can combine this concept with
mandatory work programs for ihe parenis who have not paid.

* Job Placement Bonuses: We will encourage states to run demonsirations that
offer job placement bonuses 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 gccountability by expenmenting with chartering job placement firms, such as
America Works, to run their JOBS program. {The Reemployment Act has simmlar
provisions for jobs training.)

iz




<ck 15 this true?>

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

Qur plan spends $10 billion over 5 years and $390 billion over 10 years, and maps out
a rapid revolution m expectations for people on welfare. But because we can't afford and the
states couldn’t manage ending welfare for cveryone at once, Republicang and some i the
press will inevitably charge that we have “scaled back” our plan and falien short of the
campaign pledge to end welfare. We need 1o refute these skeptics by ropsatedly stressing
how bold our plan really ig .

1. The Most Sweeping Work Requircments in the History of Welfare: Our plan will
fur 2 system based on welfare into a systemn 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 required w work. Under our plan, an estimated 400,000 people will be in
mandatory work programs by the year 2000, We requive people who come on welfare 1o star
looking for work from day one. Everyone who can werk will have to do so within two vears,
or sooner if their state says so. We cut the number of exemptions n half, so that to ong who
15 able to work can avowrd it And we'll move famibies off welfare by making fathers who ste
behind in their child support work off what they owe.

1. The Toughest Child Support Crackdown Ever Proposed: The child support
enforcement measures in our welfare reform plan are by far the toughest any Admimstration
has ever put forward. For the first time, govemnient will hold both parents responsmible for
raising their children, Mothers won't be able to get welfare if they refuse to name the father.
Absent parents who owse child support will face the most seripus 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 off 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 catch will mean one fewer family on welfare,

3. A New Sorial Contract — No More Semething for Nothing: After decades of
unchecked growth in government social programs, this is the firt Administration i cither
party to ask somethmg in retumn, In the campaign, you promised a new social contract of
more opporiunity in relurn for more responsibility.  As you said at Georgetown, "We must go
beyond the competing ideas of the old political estabhishment - beyond every man for himself
ont the one hand, and the right to something for nothing on the other.” National service, the
EITC, health reform, and welfare reform are all based on this same principle. Under our
welfare reform plan, there will be no more something for nothung, Everyone will be required
10 work, get traming, or finish school - and oven who are unable to work will be expected 10
aticnd parcnting classes or give something back trough some form of veluntary service.



4, Ending Welfare as a Way of Life: The combined impact of welfare reform, health
reform, and the expansion of the EI'FC will be dramatic and tmmedinte. About half the
caseload will be phased in by the yvear 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, cither in the WORK program, in
part-time work that leaves them stil eligible for some welfare, or in unsubsidized work they
are able te hold down because of these reforms.  Another 33% will be taking part m time-
limited mandatory training, education, and placement programs {without reform, only 20% of
the cascload would be in such activities), In the absence of reform, a full 76% of the phased-
i group would face no requirements at gll. With reform, that number will shrink to 27% -
and even people i that group will be expected to participate in some activities under our
plan.

5. Evcrything You Promised in the Campaign -~ and Then Some: Nothing about this

;;Ean 15 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

i:zcimies the two-year tume imnt a8 promised, with education, traming, and child care -~ and
no loopholes; a work program that stresses the private sector first and comumunity service as a
last resort; dramatically tougher child supporn enforcement; state flexibility to expenment; ete,
(The work-for-wages policy, which says that if you don't show up for work you don't gat
patd, actually goes a little further than what we discussed in the campaign, of sanctioning the
adult share of the grant.) It costs aroussd 34 billion a year when phased in, which 15 exactly
what we said it would cost in the campaign. The plan includes many elements we didi't get
into during in the campaign, such 43 a national campaign agamst teen pregnancy and a
substantial increase in working poor child care, which we did not promise in the campaign.

&. The First Administration to Try to Keep People front Going on Welfare in the First
Place: In addiion to the many Administration injtigtives desigrned 1o empower people to hft
thenselves out of poverty -~ Empowerment Zones, communily development banks,
enfarcement of the Community Reinvestment Act, the EITC, health reform, sweeps in public
housing, community policing, ei¢. - this is the first Adpinistration to confront one of the
leading causes of poverty, the breakdawn of the family, The welfare reform plan includes
several tough, smart measures to discourage people from having chldren outside marriage the
first time limits ever imposed on welfare, coupled with the broadest and most sericus 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
leen pregnancy, targeted 10 the most troubled schools; and a broad array of incentives the
giates ¢an use 1o encowrage responsible behavior, from limiting additional benefits for
additional children to rewarding toenagers for staying in school. In the long run, the only
way 1o end welfare 15 to reduce the number of people coming on it

i4
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VI PAYING FOR WELFARE REFORM

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

2. Pay for 1t 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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r This meme meludes an update on the political and legislative landscape for welfare

o reform, and seme thoughts on how 1o talk about our plan, as you requestied. We are also

., working with Rahm and others on a roliow schedule, and %mmmme%m
v separaty {3rmfing~i)n his most recent findings, s ablonctond

e ,
41 L Pelitieal and Legislative Update

As we have discussed before, there 18 a srong and powerful consensus {with
exceptions on the extreme right and lefi} for the basic elements of our welfare reform plan

Suppoert for time limits, work programs, snd tougher child support enforcement excoods 80«

20 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
‘ prefer our alternatives by two- and three-to-one margins.

‘i‘ The current lwll in the health care debate gives you an opportunity to speak oul on

¢ these issues, ot a time when Americans are united in believing the country has a welfare crisis
%, nd Republicuns {for o change} ore the ones divided over what to do about it. Recent
i developmenis i both parties bave left you a good opening to dominate the debute,

A, The Republicans

R 4 ' “‘L WU”;"
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gr Republicans are now m war nh one another aver whether to back the original House
¢ Republican welfare reform bill or/d y cat off s unwed mothers under 21 altogether.

Gmgrich and many other Republicans i the House want to gtick with their original bill,
which has 182 of 173 House Republicans as co-sponsors and would enable them 1o ebmwr SV
credit for whatever passes, sincs the biggest differences between our plan and thars are over
how quickly to phase in and ow much to cut benclits Tor inmmigranis, 8&@ et dml Kemp
sent out another Witkiam Kristol memo last month arguing ihatﬁr:h.' plays into your
hands, and that Republicans should insist instead on a purist, Charles Murray approach that
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enables them to hang onto the welfare issue. According 10 Fred Bames, Kemp thought the
new proposal was a bad idea, and only signed on after they promised to include $75 billion
unpatd-for tax cuts,

Once again, you have put Republicans in an awkward position. Either they push 1o
get something done, help you accomplish what they've spent their careers crying out for, and
risk losing a favorite wedge issue, or they change their tune, move to the right, and run the
risk that they'll look like obstructionists and box themselves into a position with little poputar
support. The Kemp-Bennett-Kristol about-face is not only the worst kind of political
posturing; 1t 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 253% who favored cutting off benefits for young mothers,

The Republican mfighting should help us in several ways. First, it marginalizes
conservatives like Bennett and Kemp {who have their own aspirations), and makes them look
blatantly . poliical. The same thing happened 1o Republicans on crime; you said "three
strikes,” they said "two strikes”; you said "hoot camps,” they said "stockades™ -- and they
looked silly in the process. On this issue, they would rather play politics than fix what
averyone agrees s o welfie sysienm o onsis,

Second, it takes attention away from the divisions within ouwr own party and pushes
moderate Republicans ch:}ser to ug. Rick Santorum, the lead House sponsor, now spends as
much time altacking obstradhomsts on the right as he used 1o spend attacking us. When the
House held an Oxf’ord»style éehazc on welfare reform last month, all the Republicans who
spoke distanced themselves from the Charles Murray approach

Finally, the Republican schism s yet another reason for Republican governors to
prefer our plan, Most govemors view the Murray approach as a direct cost shift to states and
communities, who will still bave to provide for ypung mothers in some way. In addiuen,
they are warried that the House Republican phase-in would impose massive new costs on the
states, and do nothing to sweeten their JOBS maiching rate. Qur plan phases i sensibly and
enables states to recoup most or all of their new costs through tougher child support
enforcement, caseload savings, and an increased federalt match, The House Republican
financing scheme also would shift the,gost of providing immigrants with health care and other
services almost entirely to the statef‘l’"’fzte Wilson hag already complained that such provistons
would leave California, with 40% 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
provision shifts the costs of supporting immigrants to the families who sponsor them to come
mnto this comtry. it may sctually save states a little money in AFDC and food stamps.

Nong of this means that it will be easy 10 get Republican votes in the House, In the
end, they will have to confront the same chowce they have faced on crime and NAFTA. But
we can put onrselves in a position te 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 1o et them know we're genuinely mierested in a bipartisan bill. That will become
even more important f Congress doesn't finish welfare reform this year.

B. The Democrats og
. "3 More ov Less
Several Demvocrats have put forward their own welfare reform bills, which are lergely-
congistent with our approach. The Maingtream Forum introduced legislation that borrows
treavily from our plan.  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 they propose the same immigrant
financing scheme as the Republicans (aldhough McCurdy has said -t}iey might be flexible on
the Medicatd part of i),

Liberal Democrats have been relatively quiet. Tom Harkm mtroduced a hill with
flexible time Himuts {6 months for some people, longer than 2 years for others). Eleanor
Holmes Norton wrote an outstanding Washington Post op-ed last menth on the importance of
wark as the umfymg princaple for welfare reform. Bob Matsul and Patsy Mink have each
introduced bills which expand the JOBS program but do not include time limits or serious
work requirements.

,FMWQ have been working hard 1o hne up support from outside groups. We hope to get a
DGA endorsement, and a strong statement from the NGA is not out of the guestion. The
DLC will say nice things about our bill and the Mamstream Forum's bill; they agrec with us
that welfare reform should be paid for throngh budget cuts, not just cuds in immigrant
benefits. We have probably met enough of AFSCME's concemns about displacement to keep
them from opposing our plan, but like the advocacy groups, they still wish the issve would
Just go away.

W

i We have met several times with Moynihan, who seems quite happy with our general
" divection but has not tipped his hand on specific details. In the House, Harold Ford 15 eager
10 make his mark with this issue, although from time fo time he suggests giving everyong on
welfare jobs that pay $9 an hour. H Ways and Means 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.
Wabew & o ammnt (Y | o

hw&%ys and Means way take up welfare reforin sooner than they might like because
~ Rostenkowski promised them a vote on cutting immigrant benefits, Earlier this month,
» Santorum tried to attach an amendment to the Social Security bill that would have elimmated
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 Democrats out of voting for that
amendment gow’ was by pleading with them te wait until we introduce our bill, so that a
least they use whatever money they squeeze out of immigrants o pay for welfare reform

rather than deficit reduction,
\ A4
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1L Highlights of Our Welfare Reform Pan

Hom # 05

As you‘ﬁ}}owmmm, the welfare debate 15 ﬁ%t‘ sébout poii@%&lm}iizim%
about values. The trouble with the current welfare system is that it undernunes the values
that matter most - work, responsibility, family. The current system makes welfars more
attractive than work, and lets too many parents aveid responsibility for supportmg their
children.

Qur wellare reform plan is based on the basic values and principles you outlined i the
campaign: No one who works full-time with a child at home should be poor, but no enc whoe
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 ones who hate the welfare systemy most are the people
who are trapped by 1. Governments don't raise children; people do. People who bring
children inte this world should take respousibility for them. Government has to do all #t can
to sxpand opportunity, but people have a responsibility 1o 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 it of good if
people don't do right. And so on.

The attachad talking points outline the highlights of our plan. There is plenty to talk
about 1 an wtiative that costs $10 billion over 5§ years and $30 billion over 10, Butitis
casy to get lost i the details. The two values most on people’s minds are work and
responsibility. As you said to the DLC in Cleveland in 1991, work s the best social program
this country has ever devised
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HIGHLIGHTS OF OUR WELFARE REFORM PLAN
iy Fafide » CEIRE BTy

I. THE ADMINISTRATIONS RECORD ON WELFARE REFORM

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

2. Health Reform: Health reform will move an estimated one milhion women and
children off welfare. 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 their
families. Another study found that only 8% of people who leave welfare for work get jobs
that provide health insursnce.

3. Waivers: Since Januvary 1993, the Administration has granted waivers to 14 states
to try new instiatives on time limits, assistance for two-parent families, limiting additional
benefiis for additional children, and so on.

. Enmg-t,mmm; WELFARE AND REQU}RiN{jW{}Rx

I. Two-Year Time Limit: Everyone wha can work will be expected to go to work
within two years, To the poor and those outside the economic mainstream, we say {wo
things: No one who works full«time with a child at home should be peor, and no one whe
can work should stay on welfare forever,

* A new social contract: Everyone will be required to sign a Personal
Responsihility Agreement that spells out what they can expect and what is expected of
them i return. This agreement will include the two-year time Himit as wel as other
state measures 10 encourage responsible behavior, such as requiring immumzations,
denying benefts for additional children bom on welfare, requirng mothers to name
and help find the father 35 a condition of aligibility, etc.

* Fower exemptions: Our plan cuts the number of exemptions in current law
by hatf. Curremt law exempts mothers with children under 3; our plan limits that
cxemplion to mothers with children under . The exemption for teen mothers and
mothers who concerve additional children while on welfare will last only 3 months.

* No more something for nothing: From day one, everyvone will be required {0
do something in retum for receiving assistance. Even those who are exempted from
JOBS participation will be expected 16 take part in parenting, community service, or
other activities.



* 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 off welfare for long periods of
time will be able to get a few months of ass1stanc‘5:{n emergencies, but they wili not
| be able to start over with a new 2-year clock. This will make welfare what 1t was

meant to be -- a second chance, not a way of life.

2. Work, Not Welfare: 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.

* 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 get thrown off
the rolls.

* A clear focus on employment: We will push states to shaft their JOBS
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
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.

& * This is not an entitlement to two years of training: Most people will be
ti@ “expected to enter employment well before the two years are up. States can also design

shorter time himits 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 night,
our plan is phased in beginning with those bom after 1971 -- anyone 25 and under by late
1996, when states begin (o implement the program. That represents a third of the adult
caseload imitially, and will grow steadily to ipclude nearly two-thirds by 2004,

~ehranged, and that welfare can no longer be a way of life/ One problem with the
Family Support Act has been that few recipients know whether they will be subject to
its requirements or not. YAlmost any other phase-in would be subject to gaming, but
date of birth is onc 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 1s CETA, which grew
to 750,000 jobs overnight, and was dismantled nearly as quickly as a result.
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* This 1s,a very ambitious phase-m:  Under our plin, more than 400,000 people
will have hit the time limit and be working in the WORK program{ Today, fewer than
15,000 welfare recipients are reguired to work.

* States can phase in faster if they want.  States will have the option of
phasing i other cohorts i addition 10 those bom after 1971 (e.g.. all new applicants,
all out-of-wedlock births, s1c), We will also make funds available so that they can
fmish serving those ::arrcmy in their JOBS programs, as well as older recipients who

w volunteer.-

* States prefer r phase~m The House epublican biil phases m more
guickly, starting with Al new apphcants and redching 904 of the non-exempt caseload L?
2002, This would billions mn new costs the f;tates ;’&cccrémg toa recent NGA
survey, most states like our phase-in,.a Ma ’ Yy AwrrTre

appesaeshy This phase-in wag first propoged ina \Ez,w Repubhg, article by ’\fieymhan s
chief welfare aide, Paul Offner.

4. Requiring and Providing Work: Anvone who can work will have to go (6 work

within 2 ycars, m the private sector if possible, in community service if necessary. E"Jor% 15
the best social program this country has ever devised,

* Woark for wages, not workfare: People will werk for a paycheck, not a
welfare check. If you don't show up for work, you won't get patd. There will also be
strong, escalating sanctions for peeple wheo quit or get fired.

* State and local flexibility, with an emphasis on the private sector; States will
be able fo usce the money they would otherwise spend on welfare to create subsidized,
non-displacing jobs in the private sector, with non-profits, or in public gservice
employment, Communities will be encouraged to build strong links io the private
sectar, and can hire placement firms hike America Works to help people find and keep
jobz. We've worked closely with the business community to design a flexible program

&Wr&d tape.
LAl A

* This is a transitional program, designed togpush people toward unsubsidized
work in the private sector:  People will be required to go through extensive job scarch
before entering the work program, and after each work assigninent. No work
assignment will last more than 12 months,  No one will receive the BITC unless they
leave the program and take an unsubsidized job. Anyone whe turas down a private
sector job will be kicked off the program. So will people who refuse to make a good
faith efior! to find a job when jobs they could get are available,

* No one who can work should stay on welfare forever. Thigisnot a
guaraniced-jobs-for-life program. At the end of two vears in the WORK pregram,

’?



everyone will go through an intensive assessment. If thev're plaving by the rules, able
i to work, and no private jobs are available, they'll get another WORK assignment, If
they're unable to work, they can be exempted or reassigned o get more training, If
they're not playing by the rules, and if a state determmes that they have not made a,
good faith effort 1o find available work, the state can opt (o remove them from the
rolis.
Q—t’n‘« w&uﬂk“ kS
S by ehsabie Dommunitics will have broad flexibility in deciding
what kmds of jobs to mbszdzzﬁ or create. We expect these to be non-displacing
mmimum-wage jobs that represent meanmgful work., Business, unton, and commuruty
leaders will have a say @ the process. Many of the most promising eutry-level jobs
are n growth greas related to welfare reform and other Clinton mitiatives. For
example, pur plan will increase the demand for child care workers in many
communities. We expect 10% of the WORK slotg to be m child care. Other
promising fields include home health aides, teachers aides, child support eubeseanuent.
¢casnwvorkers, public housing rehabilitation, and public safery.

[
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i * Where the jobs are: We—am-ozwn asked how we aﬁezgﬁg to find jobs for
pecple on welfare when oullions of Americans are already out of work. First of all,
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. QOur 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 A {{M
tumnover than will hit the two-year time limit anytime in the next 10 years.ﬂﬁ'ﬁd.-. Ol
even under the curvent system, most welfare recipients are able to find jobs; they have  yveewn
_ trouble keeping them. 70% of recipients leave welfare within two years, but wmost of Wl
them come back, That's why it's so important to make work pay betier than welfare ?“‘A"‘\
a {EITC, heslth care, child care, child support enforcement), and to focus the welfare '3“"‘{']’\/
| system on helping people make it in the workforce (on-the-job traming, job search
' assistance)

i W; cf Belles's paperw
i

i ¢ *
{\‘,?‘w 5. Keeping People fram Going on Welfare in the First Place by Providiag Child Care
for the Working Poor: In addition to providing child care for people on welfare and 1 the
M, DU pian calls for a substantial increase in child care for the working poor
W FYS%also secks hefly increases in Head Start {21%) and the Child Care
})A,aﬁ;" Development Block Grant (22%),

* Our plan will nearly double the amount of available child care for the
working poor. The plan includes $1.7 billion over 5 years and $6 bilhion over 1010
expund the At-Risk program from 3300 million annually to ncarly 31 billion.



* This program preserves flexibility and choice: States can use the money as
they choose to provide child care vouchers or pay providerg directly.
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Q«f’fj{’// it [PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL]

RESPONSIBILITY

: 1. National Campaign Against Teen Pregnancy: The number of births to unwed

,  mothers has quadrupled in the Jast 30 years from 92,000 in 1960 to 368,000 in 1991, Unwed
mothers (teen and older) accounted for B0% of the growth in the welfare caseload over the
fast decade, when the number of families on welfare vose from 3.9 million in 1983 to 5

. million families last yvear

* A national effort in 1,000 8{5310{}15: We will launch school-based prevention
programs m | 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 1o mentor young people on the importance of
; delaying sexual activity and parenthood.

* A strong message from the Bully Polpit that it 5 wrong fo have children
cutside marriage: Unwed teen mothers whe drop out of school are 10 times more
ikely to raise a child i poverty than young people who finish school, get married,

. and wait until their twenties to have children, e am (}@.—nﬁs o brsebbard e
{78 % g‘rbﬂ\wn L {9 --.A:., %Q&‘ X %&w;wnﬁmw

* Bvery state will sat clear goals for reéu&:zng unwed teen bmhs We will set
up a national cleannghouse on teen pregnancy and-entofewediori-bathe to 1dentify
; successful programs and help replicate them ﬁsw}wre ‘éée will also target a handhul

of at-risk neighborhaods for intensive prevention effors, Lok
e _Jfal ds.

‘ * Children whe have children should live at homg  Owur plan will requ
minor mothers under 18 to live with their parents or a responsible adult ey will no

. longer be able to set up a separate household and receive a separate check,

2. The Toughest Child Support Laws Ever Proposed: Our plan mcludes the toughest,
most comprehensive child support enforcement provisions ever proposed. We‘iﬁfr%veg.i&up
thousands of families off welfare by closing the $34 bithon child support gap hetween what
absent parents should owe and what is actually collected. 1f you're not paying vour child
support, we'll gamish your wages, suspend your license, track you across state lines, and even
make vou work off what you owe. Goven : oohitdre e-che L
e {o’t-c

* Establish paternity for all out-of-wedlock births: Last year's econct[{w plan ofw—r
meluded measures to expand voluntary paternity establishment in hospitals, { Our
: welfare reform plan will require mothers to name the father as a condition of receiving




welfare, and push states to establish patemity more quickly. We want to make fathers
part of the gafety net agan,

* Tracking down deadbeats: Every siate will establish 2 central state registry
to track payments and take prompt action when money 190't paid. A national regisiry
of new hires will use W4 reparting to track delinguent parents who have switched
jabs or crossed state Imes,

* License suspension:  States will be able to use the threat of revoking driver's,
professtonal, and commercial licenses to make delinguents pay. This threat has been
extraordmanly successful in Maine, California, and other gtates.

* 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 _
demonstration programs that require delinguent parents with no skills to get tramning.
These programs should pay for themselves. Wisconsin's work program for fathers has
produced a phenomenal smokeout effect: 73% pay thelr support rather than do court-
ordered gnmmunily service.

¢ Té * Limated demonstration of child support assurance: The plan allows for 3

e [l e W

states to run demonstrations w providing guaranteed child support to famibies where
the absent parent doesn't pay.

3. State Option to Limit Additional Benefits for Additional Benefris Conceived on
Welfare: States that wantig impose family caps will have the option to do so. Early results
from New Jersey show @ reduction in additional births to women on welfare, but it is
ton early to draw many conclusions. We also need to make sure that family planning is
available to adulis on welfare, MWelfare recipients don't have more children on average than
other women, but M@ bf those do condemn themselves and their families 10 a life of

poverty and dependency m & .1,‘.~ M ‘.An,_[ dktvvn ..Lucum&

T g g R R o k
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V. GIVING STATES FLEXIBILITY TO INNOVATE s ™ b SR o otk sgow

1. States Will Have Unprecedented Flexibility to Design Their Owa Approach fo
Ending Welfare: OQur plan gives states broad flexibility 1o tey new thungs, because one thing
we've leamed in the last 30 years is that Washingion doesn't have all the answers. Much of
what once required waivers«ecpme available to states as state options:

* Extending assistance to two-parent families: States will be able to waive the
Fo0-hour rule and let two-parent families stay togother,

10



* 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 Ohie.

* No additional benefits for additional children born on welfare: The
; Administration has already geanted watvers to Georgia and Arkansas, this measure wilt
‘ now be a state option.

* Higher eamings disregards for recipients;  States that want to provide
mereased work meentives will be free w do so.

* Advance payment of the EITC: States will be able to work with the
Treasury Department to develop plans te get the EITC out on a monthly basis,

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

[ * Setting shorier time limits, and requiring people to work sooner: States that
; want to move recipients into work more quickly can do s, The JOBS program allows
- states to require CWEP or subsidized private sector work at any time.

* Experiment with a host of demonsirapson programs:  QOur plan includes funds
for demonstrations of Individual Development Accounts, child support assurance, teen
pregnancy prevention, work and training programs for non-custodial parents, and many
other 1deas worth testing.

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

i 2, No Unfunded Mandates: Our plan will not imposge magjor new costs upon the states.
I Over time, in fact, they should save money from increased child support eollections and
reduced welfare caseloads.

* Enhanced federal match: Stateg’have had trouble implementing the Family
Support Act because of its relatively low federal match (in general, $6-40 federal).
QOur plan increases the federal share (0J67% (higher in some states), which means that
the federal government 1s actually picking up 80% of the new spending.

* States can spend at their own pace: Instead of imposing costly new

; mandates, we give states considerable flexibility in how much to spend beyond the
basic plan, States willing to spend more can choose to expand eligibility for two-
parent families, offer higher camings disregards, or phase in more of their caseload.

i1
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* State caseload savings: These new programs will pay off i considerabie
savings from increased child support collection and reduced welfare caseloads. We
estimate those savings to be [TK] billion over 10 vears
<ck star>

w@&mam ot .,,S::.,i’{_] e 447 g
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3. Demonstrations te See What Works: Many of the reforms in our plan are based on -

successiul experiments pioneered by the states, We want this innovation 10 continue, In )
addition to continued broad waiver authority for state demonstrations, our plan authorizes a
number of specific demonstrations for states that are eager {o try new things;

* Individual Development Accounts: As you promised in the campaign, we
will encourage states to fight poverty by helping people build assels. Current welfare
rules force recipients to spend their welfare check, and penalize them for savings. Our
plan will waive those rules to allow psople 10 set money aside in Individual
Development Accounts to buy 3 home, start a business, or provide for college, States
will alsp be able te run demonsirations in which the government matches those C’“""‘" o Arrcks )

savings.
avings "FEA Loee
~ore et .

* Mhacroenterprise:  In some communities, the absence of economic activity i i
makes it difficult to leave welfare. We want to make it easter for people to start smail
Char
businesses that enable them to become self-sufficient. Tho-weolfasasafonn plan
provides for a nationwide demonstration of microloans, wh:ci‘z will provide small
amounts of money for welfare clients to launch smali businesses. We will also change
current asset rules that prohibit microenterprise for welfare recipients.

* Mandatory Work Programs for Deadbeat Parents: States will be able to use
up to 10% of their JOBS and WORK money o run work and training programs for
non-custodial parents. We estimate that these programs will recoup 80% of i?zeir costs
through mcreased child support collections.

* lob 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 get and keep jobs.

* Charter Welfare Offices; States will 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 simijlar
provisions for job training )

12



ck is this true?>

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

Our plan spends $10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over 10 years, and maps out
a rapid revolution in expectations for people on welfare. Bui because we can't afford and the
states couldn't manage ending welfare for everyone at once, Republicans and some in the
press will mevitably charge that we have "scaled back® our plan and fallen short of the
campaign pledge to end welfare. We need 1o refute these skeptics by repeatedly stressing
how bold our plan really is, -

1. The Most Sweeping Work Requirements in the History of Welfare: Our plan will
turn a system based on welfare into 4 system based on work -- because work 15 the best social
program this country has ever devised. Today, fewer than 15,000 welfare recipionts in
America are required to work. Under our plan, an estimated 400,000 people will bein
sandatory work programs by the year 2000. We require people who come on welfare to start
looking for work from day one, Everyone who can work will have 10 do so within two vesrs,
or socner if their state says so. We cut the number of exemptions in 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
behmnd m their child support work off what they owe.

2. The Toughest Child Support Crackdown Ever Propesed: The child support
enfercement measures in our welfare reform plan are by far the toughest any Administration
has ever put forward, For the first thime, 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 wha owe child support will face the most serfous penaliies ever, wage
withhelding, 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 off what
they owe. 1f this country did a better 1ob of enforcing child support, we wouldn't needa o~
welfare sysz&m@;fgj;-fzvc deadbeats we cateh will mean one fewer {amuly off Wilfare:

3. A New Sacig Contract ~ No More Something for Nothing: After decades of
unchecked growth in government social programs, this is the first Administration in either
party 10 ask something in retumn.  In the 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 1deas of the old polincal establishment -- bevond every nan for himself

.on the one hand, and the right 10 something for nothing on the other,” National service, the

EYTC, health reform, and weifare reform are all based on this same principle.  Under our
welfare reform plan, there will be no more something for nothing. Everyone will be required
to work, get traming, or finish school -- and even gwho are unable to work will be expected to
attend parenting classes or give something back thrbugh some form of voluntary service,

.{\W*
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4. Ending Welfare as a Way of Life: The combined impact of welfare reform, health
reform, and the expansion of the EITC will be dramatic and rmmediate. 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-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 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-
n 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 some activities umrderomr——

—ptar— vobenSe A e, pwv&\:v) c.(ssus,

5. Everything You Promised in the Campaign -- and Then Seme: 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 that stresses the private sector first and community 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 work you don't get
paid, actually goes a little further than what we discussed in the campaign sanctioning the
adult share of the grant.) It costs around $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 tn the campaign, such as a national campaign against teen pregnancy and a
substantial increase in working poor child care(which m—dl-d-ﬂﬁt promns@m.th&mpmgu.

W

6. The First Administration to Try to Keep People from Going on Welfare in the First
Place: In addition toJR@many Adwirdstration initiatives designed to empower people to Iift
themselves out of poverty -- Empowerment Zones, community development banks,
enforcement of the Community Reinvestment Act, the EIT, ?: ealth reform, sweeps in public
housing, community policing, ete=- -lhﬁ-'rsﬁrc-ﬁr@—dmlms ation 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 run, the only
way to end welfare 1s to reduce the number of people coming on it.

14
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V1. PAYING FOR WELFARE REFORM

1. Cost estimates are conservative. Behavior assumptions less than we actuslly expect.
Capped entitlements so they can't grow out of contral,

2. Pay for it through immigrants, drug addicts, polluters, and deadbeats. Also caseload
reduction and fraud detection. Details of each.

ATTACH COPY OF STAN'S POLL?
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Bruce =~-

A few notes on the memg to the Presgsident:

Political and Legislative Update

o

I agree completely with your assessment that we can put
ocurselves in the position to pick up 60-100 Rep. votgs -~
but everything we have done on the Hill to now goes against
that. To me, it seenms clear that the strategy the
Legislative people have chosen 1s to go for a Demooratio
Biil, I'm concernad that your memo makes it sound mors
realistic than we have made it to pick up those Rep votes.

I think yvou may he playing up the Rep splits without encough
emphasis on the Dem splits. You should probably at least
allude to gome of the painful meetings with Dem leadership
who don’t want 0 s8e a bill this vear:; Hispanic caucus and
their deeming issues; and the large gap between for instance
a Woolsey/Mink/Matsui approach and the Mainstream Forum.

On a less leglslative note, and more communications, this
may be an opportunity to get in an argument against
announcing and then not sending up 2 bill, I1 seens o me
that we will really take some heat if we try to &0 that -
particularly since 80 many people know that we actually have
a bill. The speculation over what ocur strategy is - what
this sayvs about our commitment to the issue - about our
concerns about health care - etc. will take away any hope of
getting some foous on the substance of the plan.

Highlights

o

I don't know 1¥ T would put the phase~in betwsen 2. Work,
not Welfare and 4. Reguiring and Proaviding Work.

Mavbe 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
paoints on work.

=

I'n 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 & prevention issue:
giving pecple & 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 o make it
more work-focused,
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0o p. 9 ~- on teen pregnancy: all teen parsnts will bs reguired
to finish school as a condition for welfare benefits and
they will all get special case management services aimed at
helping them finish school, avoid ancther gregnanay, and
move on to work or further education.

¢ State Flexibility: beyond the specified opiions and
demonstrations, the whole plan leaves a lot of room for the
gtates to design their own programs - WORK is practically a
block grant, as is JOBS. This flexibility could be a beld
point on its own.

o Also, the move o a performance-~based rather than process
based funding system. Qutcome measures, performance
incentives, eic.

¢ Re: assets - Mayvbe more than the IDA bullet:

"As you promised in the campaign, we have taken a
number of steps to help people Lo bulld assets as one
way cut of poverty: allowing people to save some money
for a home, business oy education withpout losing their
eligibility for help; allowing people to own a car of
reasonable value 30 they can find and take a job:
giving them the opportunity 10 become self-emploved or
start g microsnterprise.”

o I find the pera on p. 14 on ENDING WELFARE AS A WAY OF LIFE
confusing. “Raform means that by the yesar 2000, three
gquarters of the projectad welfare caseload will either bhe
off welfare, working, or in a program leading to work.
Wwithout 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 framewark wae naeed people to stari
working with. I hope you'll weigh in strongly on the "vision
plece"” that is being drafted for roll-out and on scme of the
standard speeches and talking points that HHS is drafting 1
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-resd the first page of the vision piece:
it's dry and academic [no surprise}, and focuses on the
foulture of the welfare office” and the need to gilve people
acecess to education and training and to give them back
dignity and gontrol, It's nice language for a journal
article -~ but really needs the punch that your writing
brings.



7%
May 18] 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: . BRUCE REED

SUBIECT: The Politics of Welfare Rcform

This memo includes an update on the political and fegislative landscape for welfare
reform, and some thoughis on how to talk about our plan, a8 you roquested. We are also
working with Rahm and others on a rollout schedule, and Stan should provide you with &
separate briefing on his most recent findings.,

I. Political and Legislative Update

As we have discussed before, there is a strong and powerful consensus (with
exceptions on the extreme right and left) for the basic clements of our welfare reform plan,
Support for time limits, work programs, and tougher child support enforcement excceds 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 prefer our alternatives by two- and three-to—one margins.

The current lull in the health care debate gives you an opportunity to speak out on
these”issues, at a time when Americans are united in belicving 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 partics have left you a good opening to dominate the debate.

A. The Republivans

Republicans are now at war with onc another over whether to back the original House
Republican welfare reform bill 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 are over
how guickly to phase in and how much to cut benefits for immigrants. Bennett and Kemp
sent 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 that
enables them to hang onto the welfare issue.  According (o Fred Bames, Kemp thought the
ncw proposal was a bad idea, and only signed on after they promised to include $75 biltion in


http:schedu.le

-

unpaid-for tax cuts,

Once again, you have put Republicans in an awkward position.  Either they push o
get somcthing done, help you accomplish what they've spent their careers ¢rying out for, and
risk losing a favorite wedge issue, or they change their tune, move to the right, and run the
risk that they'll look like obstructionists and box themsclves into a position with little popular

"support. The Kemp-Bennctt—Kristol about-face is not 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 reguiring people on welfare (0 work,
versus 2_% who favored cutting off benefits for young mothers,

The Republican infighting should help us in several ways. First, it marginalizes
conservatives Jike 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 "boot camps,” they said "stockades” -~ and they
looked silly in the process. On this issue, they would rather play politics than fix what
cveryone agrees is a welfarc system in crisis,

Sceond, it takes attention away from the divisions within our own party and pushes
moderate Republicans closer to us.  Rick Santorum, the Jead Housc 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 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
communitics, who will still have to provide for young mothers in some way. In addition,
thoy are worried that the House Republican phasc~in would impesce massive new costs on the
states, and do nothing to swecten their JOBS matching rate.  Our plan phases in sensibly and
cnables states to recoup most or all of their now costs through tougher child support
enforcement, cascload 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 1o the states; Pete Wilson has already complained that such provisions
would leave Califomia, with 40% of the immigrant population, paying 40% of the tab for
wetfare reform, even though the state has only 20% of the welfare caseload. Qur deeming
provision shifts the costs of supporting immigrants to the familics who sponsor them to come
into this country; it docs not affect their Medicaid eligibility, and it may actually save states a
tittle money in AFDC and food stamps.

None of this means that it will be casy ta get Republican votes in the House, In the
end, they will have to confront the same choice they have faced on crime and NAFTA. But
we can put ourselves in a position to pick up 60100 Republican votes for welfare reform if
we make sure Mack, David Gergen, Pat Griffin, and others reach out to Gingrich and
company to ket them know we're genuinely interested in a bipartisan bill, That will become
even more important if Congress doesn't finish welfare reform this year.



B. The Democrats

{

|

Several Democrats have put forward their own welfare reform hills, which are 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 born
after 1971) and similar provisions on time limits, work requircments, child support, ctc. The
most significant difference bctwccn our bill and theirs is that they propose the same
immigrant hinancing scheme as the Republicans {(although McCurdy has told me they might
be flexible on the Medicaid pa:t of it).

The Jeft has been rciai?vc%y guict. Tom Harkin introduced a bill with Kit Bond that
calls for flexible time limits (6 months for some people; longer than 2 years for others).
Elcanor Holmes Norton wrote an outsianding 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 rot include time limits,

We have been working hard 1o line up support from outside groups. We hope to get 2
DGA endorsement, and an NGA endorsement is not out of the question. The DLC will say
nice things about our bill and the Mainstream Forum's bill; thcy agree with us that welfare
reform should be paid for zhwzzgh budget culs, not just cuts in immigrant benefits. We have
probably mot enough of AF&CME*&; concerns asbout dmpiau:mcnt to Keep them from opposing
our plan, but like the advacacy groups, they still wish the issue would just go away.

We have mct scveral times with Moynihan, who scems quite happy with our gencral
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 Housc, Harold Ford is cager 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 i¢ slow fo take up wci{arc reform, moderate Democrats could join Republicans n a
discharge petition, but so farwe've persuaded them 1o keep their powder dry.

E

Ways and Mcans ma} take up welfare reform sooner than they might Hke because
Rostenkowski promised Ehcm a vote on cutting immigrant benefits.  Last week, Santorum
tricd 1o attach an dmcndmcnt t the Social Security bill that 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 Democrats out of voting for that
amendment now was by pleading with them to wait until we introduce cur bill, so that at
least they can use whatever money they squeeze out of immigrants to pay for welfare reform
rather than deficit reduction.

H
H

If. Highlights of Our Wefii'am Reform Plan

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



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

Our welfare reform plan is basced on the basic values and principles you outlined in
the campaign: No one who works full-time with a child at home should be poor, but no onc
who can work should stay on welfare forever. We necd to make welfare what it used to be ~
- a sccond chance, not a4 way of life. The oncs who hate the wellare system most are the
people who arc 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 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 talking points outline the highlights of our plan. There is plcnty to talk
about in an initiative that costs $10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over 10. But it is
casy {0 got lost in the details. The two valucs most on people’s minds are work and
responsibility. As vou said to the DLC in Cleveland in 1991, work is the best social program
this country has ever devised.



SUPERLATIVES
The first comprehensive natiocnal effort to reduce welfare
depandency by reducing teen pregnancy

J/ " The toughest child support enforcement program ever proposed:
will ssve nearly 88 billion over ten years

o

E Within ten vears, 75 percent of projected welfare recipients will
' be either working or in a program preparing them for work

Saves £5 billion iIn direct welfare payments over ten years

First real effort t¢o harness the power of the private sector to
halp welfare reciplents find jobs
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE O F THE FPREGSIZI

EXECUTIVE QFFPILCE QF THE PRESIX
‘ 11-May~1994 Ol:11pm

TO: Bruce N, Read

FROM: Jaremy D, Banami

Domestic Policy Council

SUBJECT: Rough scribbles before I had to leave.

Preventing Teen Pregnancy ang Promoting Parvrental Regponsibility

National Campalgn Against Teen Pregnancy
- Establighes 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
strategles

Promoting Parental Regsponsibility
- Requires ghildren under 18 who have children to live with
thelr parents or a responsible adult
- Gives states the option to impose 2 familly csp, limiting
additional walfare for additional children

Strengthen Child Support Enforcenment
- Closes the 834 billion gap between child support
colliections and potential child support awards
- Makes it a national goal o sstablish pateralty in all
out-of-wedliock births
- Enforces regquirement to establish paternity to get welfsre

- - -

MAKES WELFARE TRANSITIONAL; REQUIRES WORK

Imposes a Two Year Time Limit
- For everyone born after 1971, welfare will be limited to
two years
- Bveryone 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 & program to get them
to work

- The focus of the welfare program from the first day wiil
be on finding a job; job search will be required immediately
cf anyone whoe can work

v )
o I3



POTUS MEMO
How to talk about cur plan

l. Political Overview
«- gompeting 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 in history of program
-~ cuts exemptions about half
3. Key Areas:
1. Personal Responsibility
2. Rewarding Work over Welfare
3. Time Limitg/Beguiring 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 #'s7?)
1. Key gquestions/answers

4. Placeg to go, things to see



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
GC6-May-1984 06:56pnm

TO: Bruge N. Reed

FROM: Igsabel Sawhill

Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL

SUBJECT: wr schedule

wWe need about three weeks from the time ALL of the legisiation
{not just the first piece) has besn sent to OMB until the bill is
actually transmitited o the Hill., This is the time it
realistically tekes to obtain all comments from the agencies and
the rest of EOP, ireon outr issues, ingorporate changes, do
transmittal letter, section by section analysis, and fact sheets
for press, etc. Gerting the legislation in pieces, or in draft,
will help to speed the process, but should not be assumed to
significantiy reduce the time needed. In addition, without this
time, we will have almost no opportunity to fix problems. Quite
apart from the poelilicy issues that you and I have discussed, there
will be a lot of inconsistencies, inadequately drafted sections,
omissions, eto. that will need to be asddressed, but which ars
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 Jung 7.

It would be best, I think, if Carol put both dates in a mems to
HHE 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

Withont Reforms With Reforms

Working and/or Off of Welfare

Off of welfare 0% 15%
Combining work and welfare 4% 7%
In WORK program 0% 18%
Total 4% 40%

In Time-limited, Mandatory
Traming, Education, and
Placement Program With High
Participation Standards 6% 3%

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

Not Reguired to Participate in
Traimng, Education and
Placement Programs Due to
Hiness, Caring for Disabled child,
young child, or other exemptions. 76% 27%

TOTAL 160% 100%

Notes: Half of the caseload is phased-in by the year 2000
Reforms include welfare reform, health reform, gtc.
Under welfare reform even persons in the lat group are expected to participate in some activ

Page 1



HIGHLIGHTS OF OUR WELFARE REFORM PLAN

I. THE ADMINISTRATION'S RECORD ON WELFARE REFORM gmub"’ﬁ

1. EIFLe. Last year's cconemic package went a long way toward ending welfare by
praviding a/$20+ hillion expansion in the EITC. {Estimate of # of familics] The EITC turng
a minimum ‘wage, $4.25 an hour job into 2 $6 an hour job. With 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 Nashville found
that 83% would take a minimum wagge job if 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 Administration has granted waivers to 14 states

to try new initiatives on time limits, assistance for two—parent families, limiting additional
: o ; . < 5%
bencfits for addirtional children, and s6 on, ffor than Bush?? Caor don f

I, TIME-LIMITING WELFARE AND REQUIRING WORK

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

* A new social contract: Everyone will be required to sign a Personal
Responsibility Agreement that spellg out what they can expect and what is expected of
them in return. This agreement wielkinclude the two-year time limit as well as
other siate measures (o encourage responsible behavior, such as requiring
immunizations, deoying benefits for additional children born on welfare, requiring
maothers to name and help find the father a8 a condition of cligibibity, ete.

i Hhe ausde seckor Y N AN
2 jm & LY N C'u.,s(cw-‘ o{{:

* This is not an entitlenént to two years of training: the outset, the

pove focus will be on finding a joby Most people will be expected to enter caployment
1 well bofore the two years are up. States can slse design shorter time limits for people
@ who are 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 (o mothers with children under 1. The exemption for teen mothers and
mothers whe conceive additional children while on welfare will last only 3 months.

No sare s woth
i dir—serren

-------- meg:  Evervone will be required to do something in

e e s -
o

&’J’ return for receiving assistance, Even those who arc exempted from JOBS participation

will be cxpected to take part in parenting, community service, or other activities.
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‘ * i ;(f;; than 15% of the current welfare cHEck
cascload is working or in training. Within 10 years, 75% of welfare recipionts will gLLLnD
cither be working or doing somethipg designed to g€t them into work. AR

* A lifetime imit: People should have an incentive to leave welfare quickly
and not use up their precious months of welfare cligibility, Recipionts who use up
their 24 months will no longer be cligible unless they enter the work program, The
time Hmit is a lifetime limit: people who have been off welfare for long periods of
time will be able to get a few months of assistance in emergencies, but they will not
be able to start over with a new 2~vyear clock.

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

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

* A clecar 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 are there because they failed in the classroom; it
makes no seose to send them te another.classroom when what they really need is help

_ in getting and holding down a job. The best job training program is a job.

3. Ending Welfare for the Next Generation: To give states a chanece to do this
right, our plan is phased in beginning with those born after 1971 ~- anyone 23 and under by
fate- 1996, when states begin to implemengzthe program.  That represents 3 third of the adalt cdetk
caseload inedB9 , and will grow stcw to include around two-thirds by 2004, b
arfin o il v eog S I8 e
pmitie * Young people will think twice before coming on welfare: gAnyone born after
' 1971 will know that the world has changed, and that welfare can no longer be a way
of life, Onc problem with the Family Support Act has been that few recipients know

whether they will be subject to its requircments of not.

* If we phased In cveryone at once, the program would fail: Even if we had
the money for it (which we don't, and neither do the stutes), 8 rapid phase~in would
overwhelm state capacily, and force them to create massive public jobs programs
instead of rcaching out to the private scctor. The best example is CETA, which grow
to 750,000 jobs overnight, and was dismantled nearly as quickly as a result. {Gof ﬂima;/g:sa
2 Sl aubibins; WIRIL g~ & 350,002 ek
* States can phase in faster if they want: States will have the option of
phasing in other cohoris in addition to those born after 1971 (e.g., all new applicants,
all out~of-wedlock births, ct¢.). We will also make funds available so that they can
finish scrving those currently in their JOBS programs, as well as older recipients who
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* States prefer our phasc~in: The House Republican bill phases in :s ore GoP ?

quickly, starting with all rew applicants and reaching all recipients by 200, /This
would shift billions in new costs, to the states,  According to a recent NGA survey,
most states like our phase~in,” The Mainstream Forum adopted ¢ approach,as
-aum-for-its-bilk. Moynihan likes it, especially since the idea came fmmftgis chief
welfare aide, Paul Offner. o sl

4. Requiring and Providing Work: Anyone who can work will have 0 go to work
within 2 ycars, in the pnivate sector if possible, in community service if necessary.

* Work for wages, not workfare: People will work for a paycheck, not i‘»
welfare check, If vou don't show up for work, you won't get paid.  Thar «illolss
& SM g’f‘ M& whis 4yt er g&f’ﬁrd‘mﬁ
* State and local flexibility, with an emphasis on the private sector:  States will
e vt w-}""& be able to use the money they would otherwise spend on welfare to create subsidized,
d*"‘"\ ¥ non—displacing jobs in the private sector, with non-profits, or in public service
v Ug;&* © cmployment. Communitics will be encouraged to build strong links to the private
scetor, and can hire placement firms hike America Works to help people find and keep

jobs. ,*riz,’.,,éu- %a«gng-&o

* This is not a guaranteed-jobs—for-life program: People will be required to
go through extensive job search before entering the work program, and after each
work assignment, /Anyone who turns down a private sector job will Bo Kiskadroff-¢
program. N0 one will reCelve TRCETTC unless 1hey Icave e program and 1ARKE an
unsubsidized job. States will have the aption to put a three~year time limit on the
work program for pcople who have worked before and live in areas where there arc

| jobs available for which they have the skills.
| ¥ Stz of WL Pravpye. " "360,060

5. Keeping People from Going on Welfare in the First Place by Providing Child
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

poor. This year's FY9S also seeks hefty inereases in Head Start { %} and the Child Care ! BT

Development Block Grant {__%). X
e &
* Our plan will nearly double the amount of available chi re for the
working poor: The plan includes $1.7 billion over 5 vears an ilion over 10 to / -

expand the At-Risk program from 3300 million annually to 31 Billion,

* This program preserves flexsbility and choice: States can use the money as
they choose to provide child care vouchers or pay providers direetly.
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L. PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL 1, s | M‘«‘

RESPONSIBILITY P ® mﬁﬁ Tojo e YIS e
A Tl o s [, 6
1. National Campalgn Against Teen Pregnancy: (We will launch school-based 75 07 LaFere
prevention programs in 1,000 schools across the country with the worst teen pregnancy {;m od o é‘?
problems. In cach of these schools, National Service volunteers will work with community fod s
groups, churches, and business leaders to mentor young people on the importance of dciaying ’: il

sexual az:th a ’f nith 1 Ui =
o St b Bt 7 i e WG R O @.Effl' s et Wit dads,

* Every state will set clear goals for reducing unwed teen binths: We will sct ga,., fiifiy
up a national clearinghousc on teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock births to identify 4 83 ke
successful programs and help replicate them clsewhere. 'We will also target a handful Sem gﬁ‘ff‘“
of at-risk neighborhoods for intensive prevention efforts. ot e

* Children who have children should live at home: Qur plan will require
minor mothers under 18 to live with their parents or a responsible adult. They will no
longer be able 10 set up a separate houschold and receive a scparate check,

E
2. The Toughest Child Support Laws igMy: Our plan includes the toughest,
most comprehensive child support enforcement provisions over proposed. We'll move
thousands of families off welfare by closing the 334 billion child support gap between what
absent parents should owe and what is actually collected. If you're not paying vour child
support, we'll garnish your wages, suspend vour leense, track you across state lines, and even
make you work off what you owe,

* Establish patemity for all out-of-wedlock births: Last year's economic plan
included measures to expand voluntary paternity cstablishment in hospitals. Our .
welfare reform plan will require mothers to name the father as a condition of receiving
welfare, and push states o establish gatcmlt}’ more quickly. We want to make fathers
part of the safety nef again.

* Tracking down deadbeats: Every state will establish a contral state registry
to track payments and take prompt action when money isn't paid. A national rogistry
of new hires will use W-4 reporting to track delinguent parenis who've switched jobs
or crossed state lines.

* Liconse suspension: States will be able to usce the threat of revoking driver's,
professional, and commercial licenses to make delinquents pay. This threat has been
extraordinarily successiul in Maine, California, and other states.

* Work programs; States will be able o run programs that require men to do
community scrvice (o work off the child support they owe. We will also run
demonstration programs that require delinguent parents with no skills to get training.
These programs should pay for themselves,  Wisconsin's work program for fathers has Wise
prodduced a phenomenal smokeout cffcc pay therr support rather than do court—
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ordercd community service.

1 mﬂmtratmn of chzi}} Bupport as ufine: The p§ allows.for 3
states to dcmo stratmns in providing gubrgntéed child Supp{m to tarilies where

the absent/parent y pay'.

3. State Option to Limit Additionat Benefits for Additional Benefits Conceived on

Welfare: States that want to impose family caps will have the option to do'so. Early results

from ?‘vfcv. Jersey show a 10% rcductlon in addltlonal blrths to women on “c[fa:c but it is

Walln eopr dat \aue M&l&-,_.j

IV. GIVING STATES FLEXIBILITY TO INNOVATE i b, ok Monns, ons Lo mondand’

'Em &\h aw. M\

'f‘L-uhytiws w Ao -G-—M\Ch ‘k— o l"(— éc-

1. States Will Have Unprecedented Flexibility to Design Their Own Approach to

Ending Welfare: Our plan gives states broad flexibility to try new things, because onc thing

what

il

we've learned in illc last 30 years is that Washington doesn't ha %an the answers. Much of

waivers for will M available to 1™ hs state options:

i s e i e,

* Extending assistance to two-parent families: States will be able to waive the
100~hour rule and tet two-parent families stay together.

* Rewards and sanctions to keep teen parents in schoolr Stales will he able to
design their own monctary incentive prograras like the LEAP program in Ohlo.

* No additional benefits for additional children born on welfare: The

Administration has alrcady granted waivers to Georgia and Arkansas; # will now be a
statc option, s mtrwmre

* &&*D'ﬁghcr camings disregards for recipients: States that want to provide
increased work incentives will be free to do so.

* Advance payment of the EITC: States will be able to work with the
Treasury Department to develop plans to get the EITC out on a monthly basis.

Aok wed ko de wave

anse-frr-thetr-castios 3 : Statcskill be free to phase in other
cohorts in aédmmai to tcc:p;cms born aftcr 1971.

-

* Sc? sharter time limits, and rcqu;rggcoplc to work sooner:  States that want
to move r{:czpzcms into work more qmci-;b can do so. T "-5‘095 W-—wdt lows &
v%!t({bmwpmw%;ﬁw%% &!“b—lﬁ({ﬁﬁ"’a

* Exporiment with a host of demonstration programs:  Our plan includes funds
for demonstrations of Individual Development Accounts, child support assurance, teen
pregnancy prevention, work and training programs for non-custodial parents, and
many other promising ideas, wortl. ﬁs’h’w&

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

2. No Unfunded Mandates: Our plan will aot imposc major new costs vpon the
states. Ower time, in fact, they should save money from increased child support collections
and reduced welfare caseloads.

* Enhanced federal match:  States have had trouble implementing the Family
Support Act because of its relatively low federal match (in general, 6840 federal).
Our plan increases 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 caseload savings: These new programs will pay off in considerable
savings from increased child support collection and reduced welfare cascloads. We Gk>
estimate those savings to be [TK).

3. Demonsirations ¢ See What Works: Many of the reforms in our plan are based

on successful experiments pioncercd by the states. We want this innovation to continue. In

addition to continued broad waiver suthority for statc demonstrations, our plan authorizes a

number of specific demonstrations for states that are cager to try new things:

* Individeal Development Accounts: As you promised in the campaign, we
will cocourage states [0 test-newswava-ter fight poverty by helping people build assets.
Current welfare rules force recipients to spend their welfare chock, and penalize thom
for savings. Our plan will waive those reles 1o allow people to set money aside in
Individual Development Accounts to buy a home, start a business, or provide for
college. Staies will also be able to run demonstrations in which the government
matches those savings,

* Microenterprise: [fill in] ?

* Mandatory Work Programs for Deadbeat Parenis: States will be able to use
up t6 10% of their JOBS and WORK moncy to run work and training programs for
non~custodial parents. We cstimate that these programs will recoup 80% of thew werts

-nOTEY WC spend through increased child support collections,

* Child Support Assurance: We will allow 3 states to demonstrate the concept
of child support assurance, in which the government pays cizz%d sypport © custodial
parents who cooperate in trving to track down parents who 585 Sk adoars
payments can only go to mothers not on weifare. States can combine ihzs concept

with mandatory work programs for the parents who have not paid.

* Job Placement Bonuses: We will encourage states to run demonstrations that
offer job placement bonuscs as an incentive to cascworkers and welfare offices for



helping recipients get and keep jobs.

* Charter Welfare Offices: States will also be able to encourage competition
and accountability by experimenting with chartering job placement firms, such as ‘T{“‘ 7
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 17"

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.

—~- #3 in work program
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with mandatory work programs for the parents who have niot paid.

* Job Placemnent Bonuses: We will encourage states to run demonstrations that
offer job placement bonuses 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 accountability by cxperimenting with chartering job placement firms, such 25
Amcrica Works, to run their JOBS program. {The Reemiployment Act has similar
provisions for job training.)

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

Beeause we ¢an't afford and the states couldn’t manage ending welfare for everyone at
once, Republicans and some in the press will incvitably charge that we have "scaled back”
our plan and fallen shont of the campaign pledge to end welfare. We need to refute these
skeptics by repeatedly stressing how bold our plan really is.

1. The Most Sweeping Work Requirements in the History of Welfare: Our plan
will turn 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 _ welfare recipients in
America arc required to work. Under our plan, an cstimated 356,000 people will be in
mandatory work programs by the year 2000, We require people who come on weliare to
start looking for work from day one. Everyonc who can work will have to do so within two
years, or sooncr if their state says 50, 'We ¢t the number of cxemptiong in half, 50 that no
one who i8 able to work can avoid . And we'll move families off welfare by making fathers
who are behind in their child support work off what they owe.

2. The Toughest Child Support Crackdown Ever Proposed: The child suppont
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 parcnts responsible for
raising their children. Mothers won't be able to get welfare if they refusc to name the fathor.
Absent parenis who owe child support will face the most scrious 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 off what
they owe. If this country did a befler job of enforcing child support, we wouldn't necd a
welfare system.  Every five deadbeats we catch will mean one fewer family on welfare.

3,

3, No Maore Something for Nothing -- Ending Welfare as a Way of Life: Afier
decades of unchecked growth in government social programs, this is the first Administration
in cither party 10 ask something in return. In the campaign, you promised a new social
contract of more opportunity In reture for more responsibility.  As you said at Georgetown,
"We must go beyond the competing ideas of the old political cstablishment ~~ beyond every



man for himsclf on the one hand, and the right to something for nothing on the other,”
National service, the EITC, health reform, and welfare reform are all based on this same
principle. 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 ¢ven who are unable
to work will be expected to attend parenting clasges or give something back through some
form of voluntary service.

-~ loen pregnancy campaign: first administration to go after...
-~ 10/30b ~~ but dont just a program by its pricetag
~- ¢ndds W for next generation ~~ ¢an't ¢change your birthday
-~ gveryane covered withia decade
~— gverything you promised in the campaign and then some
~— states that want to go further can do sp - can't mandate what they can't afford
- gmphasis on work
~w dramatic change in culture of welfare
—-— values: everyone can do something; 2nd chance, not way of life; prevent from going on
in the 1st place
—- cascload and CSE savings... $5h+
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VL. PAYING FOR WELFARE REFORM

1. Cost cstimates are conservative.  Behavior assumptions less than we actually expect,
Capped entitlernents so they can't grow out of control.

2. Pay for it through immigrants, drug addicts, polluters, and deadbeats.  Also caseload
reduction and fraud detection. Dctails of cach.

ATTACH COPY OF STAN'S POLL?
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