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Today's debate: COLLECTINE CHILD SUPPORT |
Losing their licenses hits
deadbeats 1n the wallet

Bothmam@wmwvm:m
amaaiafwwm for trucking down and PO

due for debaw this week in the House,

But some swies already are geting im-
pressive rewulls with 8 technique refreshing
10 its steophicsty and efficiency.

Ninstoen states revoke driving, profes
sional gnd commercisl Locases when par-
ents refuse 10 pay courtordered child sup-
port. ‘That hits where it really hurts.

Loss of licenses, say critics, means the
parents won't be able 1o cars a livisg or
makr support paymcots, But these scoff-
laws have had thelr day in court.

Beiides, very fow loeasss have been
yanked The mere thrent yields results. In
Maige, & fuck driver $J0.000 behind in
payments ooughed up nearly all of it when
he reeeived 2 revocation potics. A Masss.
chugetts plumber camaz yp with §16,000.
Maine has revoked only 41 Bornses while
coliecting $23 million in unpaid child sup-
port. Caiforma collected $10 million with-
out revoling any licenses.

Wmmamummm

- quire a1l states 10 adopt license revocation.

States shopidn't wais, for Congress 10 4o
e, This ides works.

Concem for the children and the parents,
Mywamm,mmwwm
poliveal and philosophics] lines. Conserva-
tive [incis Republican Rep. Hemry Hyde
has even teamed up with biberal California
Democrat Rep. Lyan Woolsey, who bad to
20 on welfire s & young mother, to pro-

pose maldng the laternal Revenuc Service
m‘&-mmaf&ww

political
Gmwmg pwareness that when parents

- don't Support their children, the rest of 1

pay through swolien welfare molls, food
stamps and other public assistance.

The numbers are stageering 534 billion
in unpaid child support, yei coliections are
made in only 18% of the cuses, If all the us-
paid support were colleced, Chinton says,
800,000 mothers and chikiren could move
off welfire immedintely. And other belp is
on the way,

Under welfire reform, states will be de-
veloping computesizext gistries of childs &

Support orders with acoess 1o each other’s

data, a3 welj as 3 Bational registry. That will
make it barder 1 cycape responsitdlity by
sdipping across state liges, which bappens
in abot 30% of the cases, or by changing
jobhs: And procedures for eswablh Taster
zity in out-of-wedlock births will b
streanbinad.

Time is nmaing out, a it should, for the

deadbeats who live the good Life while their

ehildres suffer in poveorty,
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Date: 03/718/95 Time: [%:52
For yeliease 10:086 a.m. EST

WASHINGTON (AP} Pregident Llinton urged Congress today to use
the threat of revoking driving and professional licenses to help
states collect child support payments and reduce welfare rolls.

The president sald deadbesat parents should be sent a loud
signal: ""If you neglect your responsibility to support your
¢children, we'll suspend your license, garnish your pay, track you
down and make you pay.''

In his weekly radio address, Clinton sald license suspension is
the major element missing from tha GOP welfare reform plan in

Congress.
If 8ll of the biilions of dollars in unpaid child support
payments were made, Clinton saild, ““we could move immediately

800,000 mothers and children off welfare,''

"TAnd milliions of children of working parents would have more
secure lives and brighter futures If the errant parents absent
parents paid what they owed.'

. Clinton used license suspension to contrast his view of a useful
government with what he sald is ~“the extreme view that government
s the source ¢f all our problems, '

"I think we have to chart & course-between the old way of bilg
government and the new rage of no government, '’ he said.

Government, he sald, must both offer opportunity and demand
responsibility. And, he said, that is doubly true when it comes to
welfare reform and the problem of ““child care deadbeats.’!

. The child support crackdown {linton seeks also includes:
Requiring employers to report new hires in order o track chiid
support delingquents who move from job te job, uniform interstate
child support laws, computerized statewide cellection efforts and a
streamlined system to identify the father in all child support
cases.

Coupled with license suspension, these provisions could increase
child support collactions by 324 blllion over the next decade, the
president sald.

Nineteen states now use the license revocation threat as & l&gal
crowbar to compel child support payments.

The White House press office said the threat has be&n’auffiaiﬁnt
to collect the delinquent debt in 21,000 cases, while only 45
drivers’ licenses and licenses to practice such professions asg
medicine, law architecture and real estate actually have had to be

suspended.
"“For the ning states who keep records colliections are up a
reported $35 million because of license programs,’' a press office

gtatement said,
APNP-O3-18-95 QUL7EST
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~BOP Lepaders Mear Anti-Abortien Lawnakers! Worries on Welfare Pland
By JENNIFER DIXDON= i

“Rasoriated Press Writers

WASHINGTON (AP _ House Republican isaders ave under pressure from 500
anti-ahortion lammakers €0 tempar plans o put gash benefitse to twen~age
nothers ard the childran born to women alresady on welfars,

Some Republicans oomtend the 60P'e welfare reforms laggisliation, which
goees to the Mouse fleoeor next weak, could leag to & wipnifivard increasage in
ahortions. . .

Anather GUF lawnaker, Repg. [leana Ros-Lehtinen of Florida, said ihe
bitl ig ton tough Orn lepal immigrante, who-woulg e denied cash welfare,
foor stamos and Medicaid. She promised Wedneaday to vote againgt it unless
the rvagstrictions on aid are not scaled hack sigrificantly.

Althounh she susphords Chanpes in the selfare system, Ros-Lehtinen said,

1 donm’t thirk it should be on tha backs of people who are full-flaedged,
leqal residents of the nitec Btates. ... Thiey can pick an some other
grouss bofore they pick on people who nesd helip,'!

S0P leaders wersg drawn intoe negotiations this week with the
anti-aborition advocates, whe want o give low-income mothers affected Ly a
c#ash bar voushers foe the purchsse of diapgrs, clathing, school sunpliss or
other necessities.

The B0Pts original weifare refarm proposei: intluded a lifetime barr on
cash welfares to any womaﬁ whe gave hirth, out of wedliock, befure her (HtR
birthdav.

Hut gsome Republicansg insisted the veasure was too hargh, and tha bill
was changed to reguire a cash ban until the mother turned 18,

The GOP lpaislation also includes & " family cap, '’ which resuires
states o erd the avtomatic inoreases in cagh benpfits fo women whe have
agdiviovnal chilgren while on welifare.

frti-abortion Republican Reps. Cnristopher Bmith of New Jersey, Barbara
Vacanovich of Nevada and Jim Buwvn of Qregon say suoh 2 rule would, in many
CASSS. DUSh women " 'towards aborting those pre-born infants whd have had
the "had jadpment? to be conceived in such 2ircumgtances. '’

Fut Rawn. Jim Talent, #~Mo., said the bill has beern " “watered down to
the pairnt that 1474 of moantly sysbolie value at this point. ... We cam'i
Just keeo paving cash to peopls fro having one ohild after ancther after
ancthsr aut of wedlock. It'a destroying families end rneighborhoods in the
cities, and we've got to stop i,

The BOP bill, mparwnile, has besrn resritten to allcw irgel immigrants
o conbinge Yo roceive vertain social services, Bud the income of an
immiprant® & sporgos, such 28 a4 relative, would be tourted in detarmining
‘Bligibility,

The lepisiation aloo makes iegally binding the spovsor's promise to
support the immigerant a8 2 condition of coming to the United States.

It alac parsg most immigrants from the larpgest welfare graograms) cash
aid ¢t low—ingomm feasilies with childreny food sbtamps) Modicaids
Supplemantal Security Inconme for the elderly ang disabled; and sowe bloek
grants to the gitates for soecial gervices.

Exceptions are made for the very elderly, refugees, active duty
military and their apduges snd ohildrern, and vaterans.

Ros~lL.ehtiver: saig her Miami digtrict is 'ghock~Ffull of U. 8. neravarent
residents. *? ' :
They momply with the law, pay thelir texes, szrve this country. Vet
they'reé going to be discriminsted against, and not able to get the berefits
they mav vead if they fall on hard tinmes, '’ ahe said, '

Ros—Leht inen, who refused 2 sige the Rapublican * 'Comtrast With
Querica’’ bpecauss of tha ban on aid to immigrants, alad camplained that the
BOF intands to use the s&vings to finance fax cuta and other propoesals in
the cambainn manifesto. .

TI'm voting against the (we%furu} pill as leng as they cut into the,
perefite tnas legal reasidents are now veceiving. ... I'm rasady te chip off
a voeie here ard a vots there,'' sha caid.

GOP lawmakpra arg alao golit over whether uitates should be raguired to
take away the driver's and professional liceonses of parents who refuse to
pay child support.
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Study Challenges House GOP Contract

Plan Is a Big Government Document, H)it;er Will Not Shift, Brookmgs Report Says

By Stephen Bary
Wasbangrirs P ol Wevae

FEQERAL GOVERNMENT GROWTH

The House Republicans” "Conirast With
Amenica.” which seeks to deamatially re-
. duce the reach of the {ederyl burssucrady.
. serves minze ax 3 dlogan thas as & fsswdle

plan 1o shift power from Washington to state
and joczf governmenis and private instite
tions, acearding to 4 new Beookingy Institu.
fints study.

“Make no mistake: the Contrast With
Americd is A big goverumente-and 3 big
goverament from Washingronwdocument,”
the study says, In defense and navians! secyr
iy affars, the sontract does not call for s
aficant cuts, while @ The domastic policy
arena, “it would maintain & large federal pobi
cymaking, adminsstrative and Runding role in
crime policy, spvironmental management
alvl many other areas” the study says,

“Fipe Print.” wrinen by John | Dilulio 2.
and Domld ¥, Kewtl and seheduled fur re-
jegse toviny, analbyses the “devolution” debste
oa Capitn] Hillfrom shifting programs to
. states to increasing Washington's refiance on
© bloek grants 264 sowealled privatimbon—and
provides examples of previeus, usvally
tlawed, aitempts 1o reorder indevsl pro.
. grams sad spending.

Driludi aud Kettd write that their report "is
not aboat the desirabilily of the coutmet” but
shant "the administrative realities of con
temporary American fedenaliom.” Thay con-
chode that the GOP contract "contains virtu-
alfy mo administrazive fine print.

“The language of devolytion does more to
hide than (o highlight the administyative re-
alities of faderaistate relations, more to dis-
oyt i o detineate the facts about how oy
iating intergovernmental policics are
implemneated, and more to delay mitty-griny
implementation decisions thao to define pre-
chonly bow ‘devolved’ domesno can
b adeninistered so that they might succred
where exivting federsl polivies have pstens
bly failed ”

In partieniaz, Dilubio and Kettl try to de-
flate the popalar srgument that 3 dMasted
. federst Burssucracy i to blane for many
s poliey foiures and for longetarsding prob-

Tevns of waste. fonud and sbose.

Betwoen 1965 and 1994, they note, the
amount of federal dollary spent and the vois
. ume of federal vegulations rose much Laster
* than federal employment. which bas esave-
hally remainad fax &t sbout 2 milfion werk-

. &r8, the zuthars report. Except for defeuse, |

J

. ot of the government revoives ayound pay .
Mtam veterans, #hools and®
j hospitals; translerring mouey 6 states snd
!ummmthxmby(‘m

vmnﬁnmvmmémmmhﬂpm

u sing I965 as a baseling, u Brookings Tustitution study shouws liifle growth
in federal employment pver the past 30 years. while spending has soared.
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grom-—{rom Madicare 1o highways 12 the
mvroameEnt-inecives state and local gove
émmenty, whith smpioy more than 1S mi-
fon workers. Shate and local spending, about
$1.3 trillion. rivals wotal federai spenging. the
authirs point out,

Although popular sceounss portray Wagh-
ingtor buresuerats a5 lording &t vver states
and cities through federsl togulatory power,
the Broaoldngs study says “an sotize geners
tion of empirical resmarch on intergovern-
srental aff2irs revesds St the rule is mere
nearly the reverse: Waghingeon has had, and
rontinioes 1o have, emendous iffculty in
executing even velatively siraightorward
policies precisely berause state sad kocal
governunents ergoy such wide Iatitude inn dev
ciding how best to transiste feders] policies
inte action, or whether, in fxct, to allow fed-
€rat policien ot all” .

s 1988, for example, Congress approved
the Job Opportenities snd Basic Skills (FOBS)
progTam. designed Lo change the way siates
nia some weifare programs by emphasizing
“warkiare” roguirements, Siz years later, the
study says, most states have not fully impler
mented the program.

Other stutics show that welfars veforms
envisioned wnder the contract “can be
achieved anly where sgnificant resource in-
cresses xre made in ﬁwmnmmthuruuw
cracies that adminisiar the new programs.”

e stedy says. One mﬁy of Wiscansin Re-

publican Gov. Tommy 6 ’I’bm:mtm

oy e T STV L

showed that overhauling welfare may save.. .
mopey “but R requires more mucracp/,-‘ 4 ‘lf

tather than iexs.”

The sxudy also sounds 3 warsing againet
rush 1o sell off government aasets, creat#
aew guashgoversmental corporstions or
coniTact oul Services it thie name of “privatk
sation.” The study says the government “has
privatized far more fynctions than most
Americans realiza” snd tat "drawing the line
hatween funrtions that conld be wrned aver
15 the govermment and what government it
self fisenis 16 40 is decentively difficude”

In theiz ciasing chapter, Dilutio, & Prince-
ton University professor, and Kentl, 2 Uni-
versiy of Wisconsin-Madison professoer.
qoestion the depth snd commicment behind
the publie's call for less government. Down-
sizing the federal work foret OF mmsg *
degarement wepresent refatively sinor of
{orts whes Medicare, Social Security aad the
military consume giam portons of the badg.
ot they 2rgue. Americans. who ive o a ‘-
tionsl exitare,” sull maintain experiations
about government delivering uniform stan-
dards for public health and safety, they add.

“What can eastly b Jogt in the debace sver
devohition is the et 1hay, despite the exgio
sian i Washington's powers, Americ's ind
eral system remaing ohwe in whirh who geta
what stil]l depends greatly vn who lives
whare,” s authors write,

2024565557 :#11721
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How Hard a Push on Welfare Reform?

Clinton Bil Likely in I 994, but Depth of Commitment Is Uncertain

By William Clathaene
Faabogron Pos St Boner

Presiden: Clitton wiil serd & wel
fare reform Bl 1o Congress next
year containing four or five key ai
ements of his campaign promises 1o
"end welfare 45 we koow it." admune
istration officials confidently pre-
dict,

What is less certain is how ag-
gressively the admimistration will
push the measure because of the
simultaneous and distracting battie
gver health carz reform and zhe
potentiat for strong resistance to
any efforts 1 cut other secial ser-
¥ice entitiements. The cots would

be needed in order to fund broad
changes in the way public assist-
ance to the poer is dispensed.

Ne decisions have been made at
the White House concerning the fim-
ing of the legislation o where the
money 1 pay for it will come from,
officials stressed, They wid that
Chnton has been s0 knmersed in
drafting mext year's budget that he
has not had time 1o closely follow the
deliberations of 3 33-member inzer-
agenwy wellate reform task force he
appointed last May, o5 to read a pre-
jirminary st of options that are (o be
pregented to hint next z_tmzzz, ’

Although the president's nten-
tions probsbly will not be kKeown

until he defivers his State of the
Union message on Jan. 25, hos de-
mestic policy adwsers and other
senior administration officials said
that Clinten's streng personal io-
terest in fundamen changing
welfare means he is prepared 1
risk takitig on two RACEAUAN chal-
tenges——health care and wellare—
at the same time,

When he was governor of Arkan-
sas, aides noted, Clintoa demon-
sicaied an unpressive understand-
ing of the complex and often con-
flicting fosces that come Inko play
when governments begin o aler
the social safety net,

He was a maler contribulor to
the federal Famiy Support Aot ot
1988, which required all state Aud
to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren (AFDCY programs 1o include
sducation, traming and job place-
ment for virtually sl able-bodsed
recipients with ¢hildren over sge 3.

“He knows more sbout weifare
teform thao any of us.” said Bruce
Reed, a White House domestic pol-
icy sdviser and cochairman of the
interagency welfare reform task
force. )

The political popularity of s oft-
repeated pledge to change the cul-
ware of welfare buresycravies and
make recipients work fov theit ben-
efits aleo strengthens Clikon's re-
solve, aides said.

“The presilent is absolutely de-
termined ot to st tinker around
the margins of this issue, but to el
fect fundamental change,” said Wi-
fam Galston, a doemestic policy
* cire will be the No. 1
issue in 1994, and welfare teform
won't de anything to diminish that
imporiance.” Reed said. “But he
IClinton) has demonstrated that he
can do more thag ane thing at 2
time, and thers's no réason 1o think
weifare will be pat on 3 back burn-
er ~

He said Clinton believes that
“anyone eleced as a reform pres-
dent shouldn't worry about 00
much refarm.”

Pavid T. Ewond, assistant sec-
retary of health and human ser-
vices, who also i8 3 cochmirman of
the task force, concurred. “The goal
is not o put in a halfway plan. The
goal i 1o take the next big step in
fundamentally changing weifare, |
helieve that will happen,” ke said.

-~

Being commiited o welfare re-
fores is one thing: being sble 1o fi-
ngnce i quite ansther, adrinis
tration officials acknowledged,

Although the oublic perception
that welfare costs are enormous. it
LO8Es i85 than 2 percent of the fed-
erai budget—or about %25 bilion—
to provide benefits o the 4.9 mil-
fion famikes on AFDC, the main
cash assistance program. Adding
food stamps and housing subsidies
raises the cost 16 about 6 percent of
tederal spending, 2 sizable sum bet
one seen by many weifare advo-
<sles as disproporticnately smail
cnmpared 1o the emotional contro.
versy that often surrounds it

"The paradox of welfare reform
hag been that training poor people
and providing them with jobs costs
{ar more than sinply issuing them
subsistence checks, Moreover, fol.
low-up studies of castiy welfare re.
form pilot projects at the szate leve|
frequently have shown caselosd re-
ductions only in the 4 to § percent
réfnge, rasing  guestions  about
whether the programs were worth
the investment.

Both the task force and Health
and Human Services Secretury
Danss £, Shalala have saig the Clin-
ton  admuinistration's welfare re-
forms will be made with ~defici-
reutral fundieg.” meaning that ex-
pensive job training, education and

<huld care programs will be funded
by new taxes, by tapping discretion.
ary funds i the annusl budget pro-
cess or by cutting other entitle.
ments for the poor,

Since new taxes are unikely and
since there are tight approgriations
caps through the iate 1990s, cut
ting other programs for the poor
appears 10 be Clinton's only realis-
tic furuding option.

Admimsteation Sonrves said that
because of these financial re-
straints, the seores of options con-
fained in the task force’s draft pro-
posal are bkely 2o be condensed 1o
foug.or five major initiatives that
e

MCRE, .
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How Hard a Push on Welfare Reform?

8 Reducing teen pregnancy, which
Clinsen has called “the most impor-
ant indicator of welfare dependen-
<y

o Establisking gaternity of wedare
children and esforcing child sup-
pset,

& Making work pay by supplement.
ing & welfare family's earsed in-
oo 1ax credit, food stamps. hous-
ing allowance and other henefits
whengver a job pays less than wels
fare.

m [mposing a two-year time it
on welfare benefits, after which a
reciplent would be farced to find a
job or perform community service
work.

However, some of these pro-
grams involve epormous costs, ese
pecially  timedumnited  welfare,
whict, while heliling promise of sav-
ng money in the fong run, requires
creating new jobs in an economy
with 8.1 nullica people it of work,

Mark Greenberg. senior attorney
for the Center for Law and Social

Policy, said that based on the cor-

rent AFDXC caseload-~and agsum-
Ing  genercus  exemptions—be.
tween 1.2 mallion and 1.5 millioa
families would be in need of place-
ments in either private-sector joba
or ComymRnity servite positions,

Conservatively estimating that
eah job created for recipiems
forced off welfare at the exd of two
years would cost $2.000, Green.
beeg concluded that the anpual cost
of the wbs component pf the pro-
gramt would be between $3 hilliog
and ¥ billion.

Other estimates have put the child
care component, which would aflow

welfare mothers to sccept joba and
transportation allowances ads
ditional §3,000 per :
That would dousie the annual tofal,

While 2 gradual phase-in of time-
limited hepefits would soften the
£OSL impact during the program's
early vears. the administration
eventually would have 1o make ms-
jar CuLs iy other entitiement pro~
grams to find npwards of $10 billion
a year fust 1o finance one glermens of.
the reform program. welfare ex-
pErLs sand.

T Adminstration afficials have not
decided how fong a phase-in would
last. sitheugh ootions being _comi«
gred include mitally imposiag the
two-year limit only < new recipe
ients, imposing & wonly ia some
states Or applying it only io recip-
ients with ofder chiidren.
Administration oroposals 1o suji
plement welfare tesefits for work-

g farmilies whes their jobs pay less
thap welfare coud 2dd billions of
delirs mote to the reform plan, 48
could proposals o guarantee chid
suppirt awards and costly educa
tios and training programs aimed at
raducing teen pregrancy.

“It will be extremely difficuit—
and perhaps impossible—to design
3 coherent and constructive fwork-
fare] program within the probable
budget coustraints,® Greenberg
said, Combining such an ambitinus
weltsre reform plan with deficit re-
detion and health care reform
serup costs would be an even
mewe formidable task, he and other
welfare experts said. ’

Moreover, Clinton will face pow-
erful political pressures in Cone

gress, from wetfare rights advo-

cates  and  comservative  pelicy
groups outside of government and
even from conflicting Ideclogical
factons~iberals against cenirist
“New Democrats™—withis his own
aiministration.

 Clinton often has said the thing,
that has surprised him the mos(_

ger9s. from the permanent federal
busszucracy and from the “poverty
icdwstry” of weliare rights groups,
seefal servicas contractors and oth-
er ispecial-interast groups that iobe
by on behalf of the peor..

in Congress. welfare reform will
be pralied in oppesite directions by
two groups of Demacrats. Gne is 4
coglition of ¥7 centrists, loosely
aflied with the Democratic Leader-

:, would com nearly §1

R TR

¢

o]

ship Courcil, that is pressing Clin
ton to stick by s campaign prom-
ises to force weifgre recipients o
work after two vears of bepsfits,
The other i a grovp of 89 Yberal
and urban regresentatives that has
warned that Ume-limited benefits
dre to0 harsh and that milder re
forms should be accompanied by
more spending for improved enem-
pioyment benseiits, an increase in
the minimum wage, expasded in-
ceme tax gredits for the working
posr and miore child care,

Waiting on the sidelines are
House Republicans.. who tave
drafted thetr awn welfare reform
program in an effort.to vide 3 wave
of public apinion that seems to favor
transforming welfare from an en-
titlement to a benefit that must be
carped through work,

The Republican plan would o

pose even tougher time bosits than -

those being considered by the ad-
ministration; wonld cut besefits w
welfare mothers who continge hav-
ing children out of wedloek; would
force teen mothers op wetfare io
Hve at their parents” homes: and
would cut welfare angd Supplemental
Security Income bepefits 1o immi-
geants: ‘wmong othedd changes that
crities have branded ' Draconizn.
~ -Aithough thy Republicans est-
mate that the job trding and man-
datory work provisions of their b
2 bz over
- five years: tirey eshimate that sav-
ings other programs wouid net
$31 bitfon, resultpp in 2 hudget
deficit reduction of 320 billien in
five years, i
Just the presence of the Repybl-
can bl coutd create enormous pres.
sure on the adminigtration 1 aggres-
sively push its ows welfare reforms
in Congress ar fack charges that the
oppositicn party 1 doing more 1o fil-

"7 HORE.L .
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How Hard a Push on Welfare Reform?

Ll Climten’s campaign promises then
the Demorsats,

i he drops it Jwelfare reforml|,
well kil him on this. Look al the
solls. You san't be too conservative
0 seme of these issues, particoiarly
on Hiegitimacy sed making peopls
work for begefits.” zald a House mi-
narity staff member who was ia-
volved in drafting the Republian
measyre.

Greenberg said Clinton  might
have been betize off deciaring early
in his administrasion that he was go-
ing 1 get & health care hill through
Congress before turning his atten-
ton (o weifare reform,

“Health care and welfare reform
tegether s probably disastrous. Ye!
the gdministration faces increasing
pressure to come forward with a
plan that reflects the president’s

camapalgn arowsises, Thay must icel
they have lo get somathing out
there that lavs ot his views”
{reenberg said,

Re added. “But once the bill is
wirpduced, the question 15 whether
they'l make B 2o anvwhore,
Thers's no good Uming scenario
that I can see.”

WELFARE: WHAT STATES HAVE DONE

SINGLE PARINTS AND THEIR BARBIES

» New Jersey provides free health insurance, food
stampe and $64 a month for eack child 1o mothers
on weifare, but the state’s “child exclusion” provi-
sion draws the line at children born 1o mothers al-
ready on waifare. Having more babies a0 longer
increases the monthly check,

Resulte: In August ard September, welfare mothers
who had conceived afier the program took effect

"had 1.879 bahies, 336 fewer than for the same two

months the drevious year.
# Georgia now requires unmarvied women under

“the age of 18 who are pregnant or already mothers

$o live with a pareat or guardian to be elighble for
weifare. Georgia also will freeze the weifare ben-
¢fits of mothers on welfare {or two vears if they
have ansther child.

8 Minnesoty pext year wil automatically withhold
chid and spousal eupport from the paychecks of
geadbeat parents,

MANDATORY EMPLOYMENT

& Florida's $30 miliop-a-vear “Project Indepesn-
dence” reqares its 18,000 single.parent partia-
vants o sitend orientation sessions and contact at
feast 12 employers in their ob search,

e Project Independence requires enroees with a2
1Gth grade education ur recent work experisace (o
find jobs, teaching obseeking skills such a8

requmé-writing and interviewing techmiques 1o
those who do not find work immediately. More ex-
tensive—and costlier--training programs arg for
those with Joss education or work experience,
Reaulis: A recent stirdy by an independent research
group found that the program, which started in
15480, reduced the weifare rolls by abopt 3 percent
and the earvdngs of program participants were 7
percent higher than those of wellare recipients not
#13 the program.

m California’s 7-year-old Greater Avenues for Is-
dependence (GAIN) program costs more thas $£120
aullion a vear and has about 60,600 participsnts
who train for several months, is some cases up 2o 2
year, befare seeking work,

Renvite: A study fast spring found that two years af-
ter entering the program, single parents, on aver-
age, sarned about 20 percent more than a similar
group of non-participants, Like Florda, GAIN re.
duced the welfare rolls by about 4 to 5 percent.

DEADLINES

o Wiseonsin's *Work Not Wellare,” signed into law
this mouath by Gov. Tommy G, Thompson (R}, caljs
for twe counties to require welfare reciplents fo
work for their bensfits. Beginning in 19958, about
1000 Wisconsin welfare enroflees must. find full-
time work or a job fraining program within 30 days
of signing up for sssistance, Alter two vears, their
cash henefits will be cut off although they would still
receive health care and food stamps.
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Date: 03/23/95 Time: 1B:46
Housa Votes To Strip Deadbsat Parents of Thair Driver's Licenses

WASHINGTON {AP) The House voted Thursday to yank the driving
and occupational licenses of parents who scorn their child support
obligations as Democrats and Republicans reached a rare agreament
in their bitter fight over the GOP's welfare reform plan.

One by one, Republicans who voted against the amendment in
committee took to the House floor to declare their support. " "I've
come along to your way of thinking on this,'' said one, Rep. Clay
Shaw of Florida.

The measure passed, 426~5, after three days of emotional debate
on the GOP's plan to reverse 80 years of social policies and
raplace the federal welfare system with block grants to the states.

" “There 1is probably no grester scandal in American society today
than ... the milliong of young ohildren who are living in poveruy
because of the lack of responsibility and accountablility by the nmen
who ¢caused those families, '’ sald Rep. Jim Moran, D-Va.

The Clinton administration says taking away licenges will raise
$2.8 billion in child support over 10 vears.

At the White House, President Clinton applauded the vota, saying
the provision "~ “sends 3 ¢lear signal: No parent in America has a
right te walk away from the responsibility to raise their
children.’’

In a series of voilce votes, the House also approved GOP
amendments that would increase funding for child care, require
states to hold down the costs of infant formula purchases, and
permit some 111 and disabled immigrants to continue to receive
welfare benefits.

Democrats said those changes merely tinkered with a bill that
shrinks welfare spending by 866 billion over five years., Much of
the savings comes from denying cash, food stamps and health care to
4.2 million legal immigrants.

' Rep. Corrine Brown, D-Fla., complained that the legiglation does
not create a single job and does nothing to help the poor make the
transition from welfare o work.

" "Haste makes waste,'' she declared. " "Republicans are in a
hurry to pay for the tax breaks for the rich at the expense of
hungry children, the elderly and vetérans. Once the scound bites are
over the Americean people will realize that the "Contract With
{America}‘ is a Contract On. Shame, shame, shame. Republican
shame.

Votes were scheduled later on two Democratic alteraatzv&s¢ a
liberal prescription from Rep. Patsy Mink of Hawaii and a centrist
bill from Rep. Nathan Deal of Georgila.

Deal’s plan regquires parents on welfare to move immediately into
a work, education or training program, and requires recipients to
move into a job after two years. Teen-age mothers gould regeive
cagsh, provided they live at hone, stay in school and cooperate with
child support enforcement.

Mink's plan provides reciplents with the education, job training
and child care necessary to find and keep a job. There are no time
limits on benefits.

Wearing tiles and scarves decorated with images of children,
Democrats attacked the GOP bill as cruel and coldhearted.

Republicans lashed back,

" "The people on the other side who are attacking our effort to
reform welfare should be made to bear the burden of the gsystem they
would keep,'' said Spealer Newt Gingrich, R-Ga.

TTEvery night on television, everywhere in America, people see



F ™ b
orf-theidr local news the deaths, the drug addiction, the rapes, the
child abuse, the spouse abuse, the despair. This is a failled
system. It's & failed system for the very poor who are trapped In
it,'' Gingrich said.

Republicans acknowledged that thelr original bill did not set
aside anough money to cover the child-care needs of single mothers
on welfare who would be required to work. The change approved
Thursday adds $130 million a year to the $1.94 billion, an amount
slightly below current levels, already set aside in the
lggislation,.

But Demoorats said 300,000 poor children would still be denied
child care by 20C0.

The House alsc agreed to require states to use
“Teost-~contalnment '’ measures when purchasing infant formula for
the Women, Infants and Children supplemental feeding program.

Current competitive bidding requirements save §1 billion a yeay
and allow WIC to serve an additional 1.5 million pregnant women and

ehildren.

Democrats insisted that only competitive bidding would hold down

. formula costs and keep the formula manufacturers from setting up
profitable deals with the states.

TWelre going to be eliminating competitive bidding. That's
going to take milk from the mouths of poor infants and it's going
to give cogllies and cream to the infant formula companies and that
is wrong, '’ said Rep. Ron Wyden, D-Ore.

APNP~03-23~85 185Z1EST ‘
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{Clinton Vetoes Welfave Overhaul Bill, Pledges to Work on New

.. VIASHIRGTON (AF} Asserting that the Republican plan to overhaul
welfare wouldn't actually get people inte jobs, President Clinton
vetoed the GOP bill but pledged to work with Congress on a version
mora acceptable to him,

HOUSE‘MEJOrlty Leader Dick Armey, R-Texas, said today the
Republicans have been trying to do just that during budget
negotiations.

Welfare reform is an essential part of getting to a balanced
budget. Armey indicated he and other congressional negotistors arg
mcving beyond the vetoed bill, but Clinton still is balking.

“We've gone every inch we can go,'' Armey said in an intérview.

He said that durlng talks between Clinton and Republican )
leaders, which broke down Tuesday, the GOP offered to revive key
features of the bill that originally passed the Senate. Clinton
gave tacit support to that bill in September when it pasa&d the
Senate, B7-12.

The bill he vetrced, however, was a blended version of the House
and Senate bills. The revisions ercded Senate support and it passed
there, 52-47, well short of the votes needed to override a veto.
The House also lacked the two-thirds majority needed to override.

armey said House Républicans haven’'t agreed to all the
provisions in the original Senate bill, but are willing to accept
its level of savings rather than sticking with the House~Senate
version,

Anticipating Cliﬁtaﬁ % veto, House Ways and Means Chairman Bill
Archer, R-Texas, issued a statement in advance saying Clinton now
must submit a bill spaclfyving what he would accept.

"By vetoing welfare reform, the president has demonstrated what
he is against, '’ said Archer. '~ "He must now demonstrate what he is
for. No vague statement of principles. No unkept promises., I expect
a complete bill, nothing less will de.''

. In his _veto message, ‘Clinton said he was determined to work with
Cangress “to enact real, bipartisan welfare reform.'®

The veto was Clinton'a 12th., Only one of Clinton's previous 11
vetoes has been overridden,

Clinton charged that the bill was designed to meet an arbitrary
bﬁdget target rather than to achleve serious welfare reform. He
said it would make structural changes and budget cuts that would
f411l hardest on children and undermine states abllity to move
?eeple from welfare to work.

He salid he wanted a w&lfar& plan motivated by the urgency of
reform rather than by a ~“budget plan that is contrary to America's
vaiues."

‘ “The current welfare system ig broken and must be replaced, for
the sake of the taxpavers who pay for it and the people who are
t;aypad by it,*'' he said., But the legislation was ~“burdensd with
deep budget cuts and structural changes that fall short of real
reform. '

Clinton called for smaller c<uts in foster care arkl adoption
assistance, help for disabled children and legal immigrants, food
stamps and the school lunch program,

A centerplece of the House GOP's ~~“Contract With Americsa,’' the
rewrite of the nation's 60-year-old federal welfars system would
have replaced federal guarantees to the Aid o Famillies with
Dependent Children program with block grants that could be used by
the states to fashion thelr own welfare plans.

It also would have capped the total amount of federal fanding
for welfare, with savings estimated at $58 billion over the next




seven years.

Clinton said Congress must improve work and child care
provisions in the bill and that the final walfare legislation
should:

Provide sufficient child care to enable recipients to leave
walfare for work.

Reward states for placing people in.jobs.

Restore the guarantee of health coverage for poor families.

~ Requlre states to maintain their stake in moving people fron

welfare to work.

Protect states and families in the event of economic downturn
and population growth,

He alsc sald Congress should abandon efforts to gut the earned
income tax credit, which he called a "~ “powerful work incentive.,'™'
APNP-01-10-96 134?EST
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Page 1 Varlous Aricies (Welfare Reform) ~ Tursday, December 14, 1995
Times Publishing Company ~ St. Petersburg Timss e
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SBC‘HUN: EDITORIAL; Pg. 31A X} %"‘9

UENGTH: 329 words , 2.
Cutting out care for the poor
BYLINE: (editorisly - ' .

*

BODY: (\

If President Clinton did not already have & good reison for vetoing the Republican welfare bill, he

hus ane pow. Republicans want o eliminats the guarantes that welfare recipiznta wouid eutomatically
get heabth imgurance through Medicaid.

That means that some of the people who most need health covarags would pot recsive it if this
pravision servives, The New York Times reported that ¢ confidential deaft of a report by 2
conference committee hammering out the differences betwean the Honse and Senate welfare bills
contains tha Hitle-noticed provision to sever the Hok betweens welfare and Medicsid,

This is not welfars reform, It is calinusness. What dre poor people to do when they becoms sick
if they looze Madicaid coverage? Most of them will wind upin hosphal emergency rooms, where the
cost of treatrment will be passed on to the public In one form or aaother. Bven Republicans should
know that preventive treatment costs less than emergency room weatment.

This addition 10 the welfare reform bill, if it should become faw, would tie the hands of
governors whom the Republicans insist they ore helping by turning the entitlement programs into
block grams to the states. States can better decide how to help their needy, the Republican reasoning
goes, and governors will get mors flexibility out of & program they design. But this measure would
prehibit any expansion of Medicaid coverage of the poor dnce the block grants arc zet, Some
governors have talked of expanding health insurance for the poor through Medicaid, including Gov.
Lawion Chiles, though he is facing stiff resistance In the Florids Legislature,

1€ welfare racipients are dealed health care trough Medicaid, they likely will be on the public
dols fonger. And they prohably will get their medical carein emergency rooms, which will push the |
cost of health care up for those with insurance. The GOP welfare reform bill will spread plenty of
mizery withoat thiz addition,
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COVER STORY

Uneasy Compromise Reached

On Welfare Overhaul

Moderates get more federal money for child care,
get rid of provisions on out-of-wedlock births

enate leaders reached an
Suneasy bipartisan com-
_ promise to everhaul the
nation's welfare system Sept.
15 after a coalition of mader-
ate Republicans and Demo-
erais forced n meries of concas-
stons.

The agreemeni capped a
week of mainly suecesafui af-
foris to chip away 81 conser-
vativea' influence on the bl
Moderates, added more fad-
eraf money for child care,
raised reguirements for state
welfsre funding and elimi-
asted a key conservative
plank deasigned to reduce put-
of -wedloek births among wel
fare raciplents.

in naserting their strength,
GOP moderates smoothed the
wiy loward experted passege
of the bill, giving Majority
Leader-Bob Dole, R-Kan,, at
least a preliminary victery on
a key immue. fStory, p. 28035)

- Bote delaved & vote on fi-
pal passage until Sept. 19,
when nesrly every Republican
and many Democrats are ex-
pected to vote for the bill,
“This will pass by a very nice
margin,” predicted Don Niekles, R-
Okla., chairman of the Republican
Policy Commiites,

Suppors for the Senate version of
HE 4 & wide but shallew, however,
and members of alf stripes agree 1hat
the renl battle Hes in a fortheoming
cunferpnse with the Heouse, which
passed & much more stringent welfare
bill March 24.

The sonfarence may sotur an HR 4
a8 p Creostanding bl or as part of the
bhuge deficitreducing hudgsi-recon-
cilintion bill, Bither way, the schism

hetween modersie and conservative -

_ Bepublicans that dominated mueh of

By deffrey L. Kuiz

From top, Domenici, Snows, Doadd, Chatas and Bresyz.

»

BOXSCORE ..

*

Bt HR 4 (S Regzx 104 &&} ,
Weﬁzezs overhaul.” - A
La%eat acHom Seam d&ba%ﬁ 2?25%

iif Sept. 11-15, t}izi dtd no& v&m
ozz passage: ., 7 X
T - ‘“\5 2 g
Naxt fikely action: Sanals vote o~
passage Sept. 18.. «
Referonce: Weekly Repa:‘t op; .

2722, 2443: Finance Commitiee,
p. 1503: House passage, p. 872,

the Senste floor-debate on
wetfare is likely to reappear.
Indeed, the sucesss of Sen-
ate morderates only served io
- widen the gap between the
ywo chambery’ bills,
Moderates charasterized
the Senaie’s actions the week
©of Sept. 11 as improvemenis
that made the bill more Hkely
10 protect children and heip
weifare recipients gei jobs,
Conservatives viewed it as a
serious breach of Republican
goals, especially 10 curb out-
of-wedlock births,
Already, the two sidas
* have different expectations
about what lies ahead, “My
hope is we'll end up with
something like the Senate
hitl,” said James M. Jeffords,
R-¥t., & maderate. Mot so,
promised Majority Whip
Tront Lott, H.-Miss,, 0 conser-
vative: ¥[¢'s going to be muors
- like ¢he House hill,” he said,
{Ons thing seems certoin:
Any welfare bill that emerges
froun Congress this year would
capnd the 60-year-old federal
sommitment {o provide wel-

come mothers and children.

Hoth the House and Senate ver-
tions would eliminate Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC), the
natinn’s muin cash welfare program.
Hrates would instead gain broad dis-
ergtion o run their own welfare pro-
grams, roceiving federsl funding in
predetermined ump sums, known as
Hlock grants, t heip offset the costs.

Both versions alse wauld save sub-
stastind amounts of federal money, the
House hill more than the Senate. That
is why the measure seems headed for
the budget-reconciliation bill, which
seeks to reconcile deficit reduction
goals with spending and tax policy,

President Clinton, eager to fulfill

fare cheoks to eligible low-in.,
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Hepublican censarvatives,

. how mush states would have to con.

he most mﬁuenilal senators on welfare turned out to -

" be a small, unheralded group of moderats Repubh»
eans whe reshaped the overiani hill, .
Their emergence as a powerful force suggesis that

they ara likely io he heard a.gam on issues suck-as

Medicare and tax emts. s

Although greatly outnumbered w;thm the GOP cancis,
the core group of aboni seven modemma mszsnally

formeda pewerful welfare soalition on

' GOP ModeratessFl&Mﬁsclesp

e

_morderates-thought. Majority - Leader BohiDole, R:Kan,,
*geersedimorn secommodating to conserdatives, |

demanded: thatibiole toe a censervative line on welfare,

And when. the ilt bcggeii dﬁwn on Lhe ﬂmr tins summer,

Dole was alad pressed by Phil Gramm, R-Tesas, a rival
forithe~ 1998 - presidential nominstion, whe persistently

Evan g0, moderates. realized that Dole did ast provide
tha {‘mﬁi w&;rd “We knew wa could be the countarweight on
T M thefloor” betwesyy Democrats and

the Senate floor with the chamber's 48
Democrats — much o the chagrin of

Together. they holstered the bill's
funding for child care and increased

tribute to their welfsre programs.
They alse blunted conservative
attempts 1o impose restrictions on
weifnre assistance, The moderabes
struck provisions in the hill to deny
welare checks to children born to
welfare recipients, and rebuffed con-
servative efferts 1o bar checks to un-
wed teenage mothera,
Congervatives pradgingly oe-

% : :
knowdetiged the modersies’ success, - Y natized for not working.
“Republizans heve had a confusing ) Sqmsof the victoties unnerved con.
environment io sperate in,"” said “We're a small group, but we - servatives, eapecially Gramm and

James M, Inhofe, R-Okla,, a conserva-
tive. “We've never resolved the differ-
ences hetwesn the foctions, and that
has opened the door” for moderates,

The cove group of GOP moder-

can make o difference.”

~fZen. Olympis §. Snowe

" eonservetive Republicans, Snowa said, «
As o result, moderates were ebie to
‘@ Overturn a provision. that would
have denied cosh pssistance for chil-
[dren born (o wellaze reciplenta.
# Hlock conservatives from insert.
ing provisions denying weifare
. checks to unwed Teenage mothers,
# Madify the bill to require states
fo continue at least 80 percent of
their welfare fanding over five vears.
*« Add §3 hillion aver five years for
child care for welfare recipients and
modify the bill so that recipients
with children age §'or under who are
unable 1o get child sare are not pe.

, Lauch Faircloth, R-N.C., wha said the
' bill skould try to curb out-afwellock
birthy, “We have s bandful of moderate
- mrambers who basiestly end up mfzvmg
us away fmmwwx&mmuveagmdm

ates on welfare included four New

Pnglanders — John H, Chefee of Rhode Island, James
M, Jeffords of Vermont and Willlam 5. Cobes and
Qlympia 4. Snowe, both of Maine — plus Naney Landon
Kassebaurn of Kansgs, Pete V., Domenici of New Mexico

.and Arlen Specter of Pennsylvania. Esch hoad mlsglvmgg

shout the welfaze bill that the Mouss passed i Mareh,
and vigwed the bill that smerged from the Senate Fi-
nance {enmittee in May as & mixed hlessing,

They agread with oiher Republicans i5 end the 60.
vesr federal commitmen: {6 provids welfare checks s
fow-income mothers and children.

They also agreed with Bob Packwood, R-Ore., then
Finance Commitiee chalrman, that states shoudd get their
limited federat funds with few restriciions attached, The

committee's bill hesrtened moderates by excluding

House-passed provisions denying cash assistance to un-

wed teenage mothers and for children born to welfare:

rocipients. The bill alse, unlike the House, guaranteed
child care for welfare recipients with children under age 6,

The moderates also applavded denying states thé.

browd control over ather social services — such ns sehool
junches aud foster care — t;hat had pro-.oked shﬁrp

critieism in the House.

But Packwood’s insistence on giving states Rembak(y to
spend whai they woanted o weifare diSpleasgé moderates;

3

" ‘modsrates: “They're under n tremendous amount of

! Gramm said.

Hut Domenici sounded undaunted ‘saying: “Every-
m;z s goirg to have mm&ﬁ:mg in th:g bill t%mi they don’t
fike.”

There: were-limits {o] the mioderates’ effectiveness.
When they split-onamendments, the initiatives failed.

For ingtance, when only two Bepublicans veted for a
Democratic amendment to add ¥6 billion to funding for
child care, the measure narrowly lost. Other moderates
said they opposed the amendment because it cest too
much or because it'did not include offsetting revenues. -

Mixierates also split on.a Demoeratic amendment to
reguire states to continue te provide at Jeast 8¢ pervent
of their weifare funding. "Uhat, too, failed garrowly. And .
they were unghle 1o strike u provision that would give .,
states o bonus fir decreasing out-ui-wediock births,

John B. Bresux-of Louvisiana, a moderate Democrat,
said like-minded Republicans have had difficolty resist-
ing their party's consstvative tide. He said of the GOP

H

pressure. Their arms get-bent and twisted” . -
Snowe said moderates might try to exert their influ.

gnce on Medizare, tax cuis and other upcoming issues,
“We're a small group;” she said, “but we gan make 8.

dlffemnm on: these: 155333.1"

:»-Jqﬂ!wy L. Katz
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The pereting Senate welfare overhau! B HR 4 o §
Hept 104-66} would give states broad authority over
welfare while aitning to restrain feceral spesding, it i

; House, Senate Bills Compared

simnilar to the B the House passed March 24, with kay
differences. And more amendments, such as elimnation of
job training block grants, are expected. Under the bille |

+

"House Bill

Smm 8ilt

%

Block Grants

*

Non-citizens

Sistes would gain broad cettrel over social service
programs including cash weifare, ¢hild care, ¢hild pre-
tection programs such s foster care and adoption
asamiancg, school meals, snd nutrtionnl sid to low-
innne pregnani women and thelr vouny children, In
stch case, states would recelve foderal money 15 helps
sffsat the costa of these programs in predetermined)
lump sums, o7 biock graoes. The bill would end the 80-
yoar federal gunrantee of cash aid to lowincome

taothers and childror; instead, eligihility for the aid-.

would largely be determined by states, States could
receive their food stamp funding in a block grant if,
they provided benefitz through an electronic system.s

Hrates coudd contribute whatever they wasted to their
* own weifsre programa.

+

Most recipients would be required 16 work within two
years af receiving welfare beneflts. Heciplents would
generally be inetigible 1o receswvr cash bensfits for-
moee than five vesrs, though states could exempt uvp
to 1t percent of their cmseioad from the time Lmits

No federal funds could be nssd to provide welfare
checks for children barn within 10 months of when »
family reeeived cazh welfare benafits. Cases of rape or
jnrest would be exempted. States could give vnuchem
redeemabie for haby care expenses. |

Z’%a federsl funds could be used o provide welfare
¢hecks for childran horn sut of wedlock 1o a mother
under age I8, except in cases of 1856 of incest. The
children would be sligibls for cash bmef'%s ohoe the
muother turned 18,

Dtug addiction and aleoholisns would no itmg-&r beo

considered a dizability wnder Supplemenial Security
Ineotne (SSI), which provides cush ts the lew-income
aged, blind and disabled, 11 would be barder for chil-
dren who have behavioral disorders to qualify for 381
Childrer net now recsiving 881 could receive the cash
benefits only if they regquired 24-hour care.

Most legal immigrants who sre ot dtizens would ke
inwiigible for five federsl programs B8, cash welfare,
wociel services block grant fonds, Medicaid and Jood
stamps. The bill would drnnasically increase the dy.
ration ang circumstances under which an immigrant’a.
spansor would be finuncistly resporsible for that indi-

 vidual

Ovorall
Bavings

The bill would save abwut $82.1 billicn over five yenrs
and $102 hillion over seven yesrs, according to the
Congressionel Budget Office (CBO). Most of the sav.
ings wiuld come from Ald to Families with Dependent
Children {AFDCY, foird stampe snd 881

States would rmwe biock granta for cash weifare,
chitd: care and job training. States could also opt 1o
recoive thelr food stamp funding in a Dock grant. Ae
in the Howse bill, the federal guarantee of cash assis-
“eaper to low-income mothers rmd children would end

T

St,aw:a would he reqmred ta spend at least 86 pewe:vi
of ‘what they spént.in- fiscal 1994 on.ensh welfare
programs. They could use this money for speeitisd
rocial pervices, such as cash assigtance and child care.
Most recipients would be reguired o work within twa
yess of receiving weifare benafits. Recipionis would
generally bm-ineligible to receive cush benefits for
maore thay five vears, though states could exempt up
to 1§ percent of zim:z mseicaé fwm the zzme 2 H

States would }xwa the apthz te zi&ny s:ssiz asmszmm
for chiitren born to fm:izﬁ recezvmg “welfnrs cheaks.
[ *

Rtates would have the option to deny welfare checks
fur children borm. et of wedlnck to . mother under

age 18- The children-wonld be aizglbie for caah bene-
fits ance the mtéxgz &Jmad [1: N A

PR}
+ P -

firug a&éécﬁm’m-a}wizo}ism would ro longer be
connidered o disability onder 881 It would be harder
for children with behavioral digscrdens o qmiify for
881 L
£ . ’ ]
LN T
+ R 1 K
Tmenigranis who acrive after enactment would be inel-
igible for low-inceme social mervices for five vears.
Most non-citizers woudd be ineligitle for 881, and
states could opt 16 deny them welfare checks and food
stampr. The . bill" would increase the duration and
circumstanees under which-an immigrest’s spensor
would be i'mmmﬁy responmizie for that i:sdzvzé:zai‘

The %;nit wmié save abozzt $43.5 ithion over five years
ard $70 billion over-seven vears, socording to £€BO.
tEatimates do not reffect fleor amendimenis,) Maost of -~
that wendd vome from AFDE, food stamps snd 881,
- smleffrey L, Katz

¥
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his campaign promise to “end

welfare as we know it,” em-

braced the Senate’s moderating

influence. White House spokes-

man Mike McCurry said Sept. 14

that the Senaie was “moving this

hill in the right direction” in ad-

dressing Clinton’s concerns, .
pushing away from the “truly

awful” House version.

But the applause from the
White House drew a sharp re-
buke from New York Sen. Daniel
Patrick Moynihan, ranking ~
Democrat on the Finance Com-
mittee. Moynihan, the major ar-
chitect of the 1988 weifare re-
form effort (PL 100-485),

Jeffords, a moderate, says he expects a House-
Senate conference to produce a welfare bill
similar to the Senate’s. Lott expects something
closer to the more stringent House measure.

and Democrats hope Clinton
weighs in and threatens a veto, if
necessary, to push conferees
closer to the Senate version.

“We have the final arbiter sit-
ting in the White House, " said Juhn
B. Breaux, D-La., who worked
closely with GOP moderates.

Other Democrats were less op-
timistic that their hard-earned
victories would survive. “I'd be
very surprised if it comes back
from conference looking much like
it does here,” said Christopher J.
Dodd, D-Conn., who pushed for
more child care funding.

Key differences between the
House and Senate versions in-
clude the number of social ser-

repeatedly said that abandoning
a poor family's entitlement to
cash assistance would produce dire
consequences. He has indicated that
Clinton ought to veto any weifare bill
that eliminates the entitlement, a
threat that Clinton has not made.

“If this administration wishes to go
down in history as one that aban-
doned, eagerly abandoned, the na-
tional commitment to dependent chil-
dren, so be it,” Moynihan said. “I
would not want to be associated with
such an enterprise."

But most Democrats were more
charitable about the Senate's action.

“We'vetaken a terrible piece of legis-

* lation and made it a reasonable piece of

legislation that [ intend tosupport,” said
Minority Leader Tom Daschle, D-5.D.
“Butitisa far cry from anything I would
be enthusiastic about.”

Other presidential matters — the
1996 GOP presidential nomination —
provided another undercurrent to the,
Senate’s deliberations on the welfare
bill. Dole, the leading Republican
presidential contender, has been buf-
feted throughout the summer by a
need to deal with GOP moderates to
move the hill, and by his desire to
keep at bay his conservative presiden-
tial rival, Phil Gramm, R-Texas.

Gramm was smarting after the bill’s
most dramatic moment Sept. 13, when
20 Republicans joined all 46 Democrats
in voting to strike a provision that would
deny welfare checks to children born to
weifare recipients. Gramm insinuated
that Dole — despite supporting the pro-
vision — had failed to exercise leader-
ship in its behalf. _

“When you lock at who voted for
the Democratic amendment,” Gramm
soid, “they certainly weren't people
who are heavily influenced by me.”

A proposed compromise reached
Sept. 15 contained more aspects de-

manded by moderate Republicans and
Democrats — an additional $3 billion
over five years for child care, $1 billion
for a contingency fund, for states in
economic distress and elimination of
provisions to consolidate job training
programs. Approval is expected.before
final passage Sept. 19. ;

'What's Ahead

If the Senate passes the bill as ex-
pected, Dole could seek a House-Sen-
ate conference on the legislation or
put many of its provisions in the
reconciliation bill — or both.

Even if a conference on HR 4 be-
gins — and Dole and Housé Speaker
Newt Gingrich, R-Ga., said they would
call one soon — major aspects of the
legislation are almost certain to be in-
cluded in reconciliation. That is be-
cause unless Clinton signs a free-
standing bill by Sept. 22 — the date
by which committees must submit
spending cuts for inclusion in the om-
nibus bill — those savings cannot be
counted toward the Republican goal
to balance the federal budget by 2002,

Debate and amendments on the
reconciliation bill, however, are lim-
ited under Senate rules, so Democrats
and many Republicans would object
to using it for welfare,

Regardiess of the procedural op-
tion, the widely varying expectations
of what should emerge frem a House-
Senate conference may make it diffi-
cult for a final version to draw wide-
spread support.

For instance, although Gramm said
he intended to vote for the Senate bill
to keep the process moving, if the
House-Senate conference agreement
“does not have an illegitimacy provi-
sion, then 'm not going to vote for it.”

Meanwhile, moderate Republicans

vices over which states would
gain broad control, child care funding,
requirements for state welfare funding
and restrictions on cash assistance.
(Bills compared, p. 2807)

The conference will be particularly
difficult for the Senate because the
senator who wrote that chamber's
original bill — Bob Packwood, R-Ore.
— i3 regigning. And the senator who
operated as point man in recent wel-
fare negotiations — Dole — is busy
runiing the Senate and running for
president. The new Finance Chair-
man, William V. Roth Jr., R-Del., had
no visible role in fashioning the bill,

Conservative Restrictions

The split between moderate and
conservative Republicans crystallized
over whether to deny federal lunding
in welfare checks for children born to
wellare recipients, This provision is

- known as a “family cap.”

The House bill includes the cap.
Dole, pressed by conservatives, added
it to the Senate version Sept. 8. But
moderates objected. And by a 66-34
vote, senators adopted an amendment
Sept. 13 by Pete V. Domenici, R-
N.M., to strike the provision. (Vote
416, p. 2839)

Conservative Republicans had in-
sisted on the family cap as a critical
element in any attempt to curb out-of-
wedlock births.

Gramin - warned that Domenici’s
amendment would “perpetuate a sys-
tem that subsidizes illegitimacy, which
gives cash bonuses to people who have

‘more and more children ‘on welfare.”

Dole appealed to moderates to reject
the amendment and keep the family
cap 8o that Republicans remained uni-
fied behind the bill.

But Domenici orgued that each
state ought to decide if it would deny

CQ  SEFTEMBER 16, 1995 — 2807
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the aid, even though he doubted that
such a strategy would reduce births.
“Can we really believe, with the
prebisms teenagers are having and the
gocietal mixup that they find themselves
irs, that cash berefis are going to keep
theen from getting pregnani?” he asked,
Senatorg on bothsides of the amend-
mient presented information from New
*Jersey. the first siate to impose a family
capon welfarereciplents three yenrs ago,
to try Lo show if it was effective. Bili
Hyadley, [N, esseried thal no con-
clustons should be drawn vet,

“it = an experiment,” he said. "We

bave nconclnsive data. We should not
mandate something when we don't
know what we are doing”

* {onservatives also failed 1o insert a
prevision to deny federal funds from
halng used for welfare checks to unwed
tsenage mothers, The House bill con-
tainad such & ban; the Senale version
waistd give siales the eption to do se-

Lauch Faircloth,. R-N.C., offered

an amendmeni i make the bas man-

_datory in the Senate bill as well. He
gnid giving welfare checks to 17-year-
old mothers was “& cash incentive o
encourage ieenage women {G have
children out of wedlock.”

But opponents argued that deny-
ing unwed teenage mothsrs Lthe aid
would not necessarily reduce out-of.
wedlock births, though it might be
harmful to their children snd encour.
#ge some women to abort their preg-
nancies. The amendment was rejeqted,
24-76. on Bept. 13. (Vote 418, p. 2840)

Ancther Faircloth amendment, to
prohibil leenage welfare recipients
from living with a parent or guardian
who has recently received welfare
ciwecks, was rejected, 17.83, on Sepd,
14, (Vnie 422, p. 2R41

But conservatives retaingd g provi-
sion that would ghve states a bonua for
reducing their out-of-wedloek birth
rates without increasing sbortionn, An

. amendment by Jeffords 1o remove this
honus was defeated, 37-83, on Sept.
14, {Vote 423, p, 2540}

Chiid Care

After several days of ﬁegﬁtzaiwm,
Senate leaders Sept. 15 settled on »
bipartizsan agreement to edd more
child care funding io the hill

The bl onginally ineluded $5 bil. |

Hon cver five yesrs 1o belp wellare
recipisnis get child eare so thay could
go to work, However, the money,
which represented a fresze on currart
spending, was ncluded in the cash
welfare black grant and wes not spe-
cifieally set asice for child oure.

2508 - SEPTEAIBER 16 195 ~ CQ

Demeoerats argued that the money
was ingufficient to help states meet re-
quirements in the bill that balf of their
welfare caseload be working by fiseal
2000, They rallied hehind an amend-
ment by Dodd to set aside the $5 billion
for child care, and add an additional $6
billion. The additionsl money would
have been offset hy unspecified reduc-

“tions in corporate iax breaks,

Rick Bantorum, R-Pa., argued that
the amendment praeticaily amounted
to a federsl guarsntee of child care for
weifare recipients. He said it was un-
foir 1o tell working families, "you are
on your own. Bug if vou go on welfare,
even if you are married, we are going

Jto provide a full tim& government

day-care sigt for vou.'

Repuoblicans also maznmnw that
governors would have flexibility fo use
other federal weifure funding to proe
vide child cure. And they noted that
mathers with children age 5 or under
who were unsbie 16 obiain child care

ceuuitd not he penslized for not menting

work tequirements.

But Demecrals seid stetes would
have to provide the child care to mes
the work requiresrnrss of - mors Hhely
~ states would find & cheaper to with-
hidd child core and acoept 2 & percent

. penalty in foderal welfars funding for

not meeting the work eequitement,
Daschle described Diodds amend-
ment as “the linchpin (o walfore re-

- form, We are not going to get it with.

out child care.”

Bui many moderate Republicans
balked at the $& hillion in new fund.
ing. The Senate voted 50-48 on Sept.
11 to table, or kill, the Dodd amend-
ment. Among Repuhlicans, ooly
Jeffords and Ben Nighthorse Carap-
beil, R-Colo., voted against killing the

“amendment. (Vole 406, p, 2838)

Moderate Republicans aud Deme-
crats later agreed with Dole to sel
aside the original $5 billion over five
years for child care, plug an additional
33 billien.

Senutors on Sept. 11 also apptoved,

7622, ars amendment by Naney Landon ©

Kassebaum, R.-Kan, to prohibil states
from trangferring money from: the child
care blovk grant . which benefits low-

income families other than weifare re- -

cipients w 10 the cash welfmre block
grant. The originel bill would have et

* mtates transfor up to 30 percent of their -

shild care funde, (Vote 407, p. 2B38;

Sinte Funding

Senntors tightened provisions (o re-
isive states to continge to spend rnuch
of their own money on weifare,

Btates now provide about half of all
welfare funding, and are encoursged to
o so through matching federal funding.

CThe federal mateh would he dropped

under g bleck grant. Linder the House
Hill, states could spend whatever they
wanved on weifare programs. The Sen-
ate vemion, as proposed by Dele, would
require states for the next three vears to
spend at least 75 percent of what they
spent in fiscal 1994,

Democrats and moderate Republi-
cans wanted to increase that percent-
age. Breaux offered an amendment to
require states to spend 90 percent of
what they spent in 1994 over the next
five years.

Oiympis J. Snowe, R-Maine, said it
wes eesentish thet we ansure 2 continued
{edersistate partnership.” Without a
strong requirement to do so from the
fadural government, she said, “some
states may nob keep their end of the
dm‘l‘" <

Bat Johs Asheroft, R-Mo., re-
sponded that the smendment was
“designed o institutionslize, and
guaranteed to maintain, the current
system.” He sald sigtes should have
flexibility,

. Senators vated 548 on Sept. 1210
table, or kil, Bresuxs amendment.
{Vnte 411, p. 2839

However, that defest secarred after
GOP leaders had apparentiy agreed toa
compromise, John H. Chafee, H.RL,
iater murdified the bitl torequirestatestn
continue 80 percent of their welfare
apending for Hve years,

Fadarsl Funding

The GOF leadership bes: back
Democratic atiempis Lo rewrite the
bilt's welfare funding formuls that de-
terrmines how much fedsral menay
each state gets.

Dianne Feinstein, D-Calif., sought
to redistribute money set aside to help
states with high pepulation growth. As
written, the bill would previde $8%7
million over {ive years for states that -
had high rates of population growth
and low weifare benefits per recipient.
Feinstein’s amendment would distrib-
ute the money to states baged on their
growing rate of poor children — re-
gardless of the state’s henefit rate.
Fhe Senate rejected it, 40-59, on Sept
12, (Vsie 410, p. 2839) .

Bob Graham, D-Fla., sought a
more whalesale change in distributing
aid. He offered an amendment that
would bass the entire rash welfnre
block grant on ehch =tate’s share of
poor children, It was reiocted, 34-86,

‘on Sept. 13, Vote 415, p. 28489). m
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WELFARE,

Senate Overhaul Plan Provides
Road Map for Compromise

Conferees would seek tonmsjah}e child care, )

block gmnz and ‘family cap’ issues

he Renate provided a rmd
Tmaz;} for a bipartisan wel-
fare overhaul Sopt. 18, vot-

ing overwhelmingly for o more
moderate plan than one endorsed
b the House six months earlier,

The strong margin of dup.
port for the Senote meanure,
which passed, §7-12, reflected
widegpread public interest in
some kind" of welfars reform.
And Democrais, who were ig-
nored gl vesr on the issue by
Republicens. jumped at their
zhance to work with GOP mod-
arates W refine the bill.

Nevertheless, the measure
was largely drawn on conservative
Republican terms, with key as-
pecis of the Senate’s bill bssed on
the House inittative. Like the House, the
Benate voted to give states unprece.
dented authority i run their own wel-
fare programs, Both chambers would
end the 80-year-old federal guarantee of
providing weliare checks o eligible low-
income mothers and childeen.

Republicans rejoiced that they
wers reaching far bevond President
{linton’s campaign pledge to “end
weifare a3 we know it

S[aid Majority Leader Bob Dole, R«
Kan,; “Waaze cloaing the books on a six.
decare-iong story of a system that mey
have heen well-intentioned bat ..
falied the American taxpayer and failed
those who it wag designed to serve.”

Most Democrats voted for the bill

reluctantly, saying thst i wes still,

flawed despite recent improvements.
“Tt I8 the best bill that we are going W
get under the circumstances,” szid
Minority Leader Toem Daschle, D-8.13,

Both Dole and Speaker Mewt Ging-
rvich, R-Gs., seorn enger to misiekly resolve
their differences and send Clinton a far-

* reaching bill. That will mesn working
_through some contentious matters,

Moreover, the coalition supporting

" the Senate bill wag large but fragile, If

By Jeffrey £, Katz
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ECOTT J FERAELL,
Buis, Cahen and Chetes aftar hearings Sept. 19,

aaxscana-y ;'

Bll: HR 4 ES ﬁegt 204-96}
Waelfara' ovemaui bta _*.q,

e

Latest action: Sanazé passed, the» :
- bl 8‘?«?2*00 Sept:,18. R

Ngrxt irkefy acﬁam Hnusa Sezzats‘
sonference, possidly as pant ofs - -
confarancs on tw deficit--
reducing budget- woonclt&ation* .
massuran, .- k)

mm& HH 4 wwlz} givs e
states broad auiharity over
walfars while restmmng fedarai
spandmg - .

)”

Referoncer Senate dabats, :
pp. 2804, 2722; Finance E e
Committge, p- 1503; Houss -~ -
passage, p. §72.. vt . -,

the bili that emerges from conference
swings too far sither way, it risks los-
ing either the party’s conservative
base or ths modetates who providad o
eruciel margin in the Senate,

The final product may reflect 8 se.
nies of compromises that makes it ook

#

amewhat more like the Senate
bill. For instance, the House may
drop its cali for broad state con-
tesl over other social services —
sach a8 school lunches and natri-
tianal assistance — that provoked

. sharp poblie criticizm, House Re-
publicans also seem likely to bar.
goin on provisions they hed re-
sisted -— wuch ax requiring atates
to apend a certain amount of their
own funds for weifare angd ex-
empiing from work reguirements
welfare recipients whe have pre-
schooi children,

The most contentious isgues
may be the Holse's insistence
that no federal funds be used to
provids welfare checks for un-
wed trenage mothers and for

children born to weifare recipients. In
both cases, the finsl Bill might give
staies some choice in the matter.

Fo the chagrin of many lberaly »—
who balieve that even the Senate's
vemion would desiroy the secial safety
net — Clinton seems eager 1o fulfill
his promise by signing a welfars Bill

Tha president ssid, though, thai
the version sent to his desk ought to
look more like the Senaie's.

“1f welfare veform remains 5 hipar-
tinan effort 36 promote work, protect
children and coilect child support from
peaple who ought o pay it, we will have
welfsre reform this vesrand it will ba s
very great thing,” he said Bept. 15.“Bur
if the Congress gives in to extramist
pressure and waiks away from this bi-
partisan American common ground,
they will kill wel{are reform.”

Begnrdless of {inal details, the legis.
lation fs going toset an ambitious agends
for states as they try o move weifare
reciplents into jobs - g tagk at which
states have had only modest success.

Going o Conforence .

The legislation’s importance was
underseared as the Senate’s vote on
final passage neared.

Ahout n dozen House Republicans,
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including Gingrich and Majority
Leader Dick Armey of Texas, ap-
peared on the psriphery of the Senate

. flosr to congrabniate their callesgues,

Cverhauling welfare wag » ventes-
piece of the House Republicans’ *Con-
tract With America,” ang one of s
most challenging tasks,

it passed the House on March 24
sfter & bitterly partisan and some-
times raucous debate.

Dislibecations were slower and
more muted in the Senate, which dis-
carded some of the more controversial
aspects of the House plan. But GOP
senatars clearly ralied on the House
bill as & besiz for their efforts, particu.

farly the notion of using a block graat

to replace Aid 1o Families with Dapen-
dent Children {AFDC), the natien's

- main cash weifare program, States

would get broad authority to run their
owr programs and hump sum federal
payments to help offast the rosta.

Stitl, sticky msues await conferees, .

who may negotiate on a free-standing
welfare bill or oo welfare provisions ss
part of the deficit-reducing buiget-

. reconcitiation hifl

Here is how soms of thnse issties
might be resolved: :

# Family esp. A compromise ia pos-
gible between the House prohibition
on weifare ¢hecks for children horn o
welfare recipients and the Senais will-
ingness Lo give states that aption, The
legistation could impose this so-called
“family vap” — but give siates the
chance to opt out if they pass legisle.
tien to 4o so,

¢ Teen mothers. A similar compro.
mise is possible between the House
prohibition 9u welfare checks to un-
wed teenage mothers and the Senate’s
state option, Agdin, the legisiation
gould deny welfare checks to these un-

, wed iteens -~ bui give states the

shanee to opt cut through legislation.

& Child protectien. The House
would replave 29 federsl child welfare
programs with o block grant to the
states, The Senate had no comparable
provisicns, A possible compromise
wintld be to continue Lo gusrantes fed-
gral funds to stetes for each low-in-
some child they placed in foster care
or assisted in adoption procedures
but to provide a block grant for other
chifd protection programs.

o OQbher block graats. The House
might drop its suggested bisck grants
for school Juneh programs and for natsis
tional assistarce io pregnent women
und voung children, neither of which
stiracted much gublic support,

» &1ate funding. The two ﬁzﬁe&

»
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* trouble, 2}131: it will not become & way of life,”

‘of money to state politicians without any standards

Remarks From the Floor

The following are comments from senators during floor debate on the
welfare bill {HR 4}, which thi Senate passed overwhelmingly Sept. 18,

Froms supporters of HRt 4
" “Welfare will be a hand up but not 2 handout.
Wellare will be there for a transition, for people in

— Kay Balley Hutchison, R-Texan

*Wa are not only {ixing welfare; we are revolutioniz-
ing it. We are writing truly historic landmark legisla-
gjon, legislation thas ends ~—. ends w3 §0-vear entitle-
ment program,”

~— Majority Laader Bob Dole, R.Kan,

1 do not think anyone, in a8 short a thme as twp
years ago, would have expecied us to pass & bill ns
dramatic, es progressive and s focused in frying to create n dynamic
system to try io-help poople out of poverty ..."

— Rick Sentorum, B-Pa.

“ .1be product we wvote on new i3 a substantial improvement
over what way originslly proposed.”

— Christopher J, Doadd, B-Conn,

“} does reflect, in my visw, the political reaiity of
today. It is the beaet hill that we are going to get under
the circumstances that exist in the caucus, in the Sen-
ate, in the Congress, and in the country.”

: -~ Miiority Leadsr Tom Daschle, D-5.I3.

“My poncern is that, being a bloek grant, it does
nothing to solve the problems of welfare reform. Tt just
puts all the problems in & box and mails it off to the
‘gtates and hopes the siates do a good jub™
- John B, Bresus, ¥3.La.

Fi

From opponents of HR 4:

* ... this is welfare as we knew it, back to the days of street urchins and
frisndiess foundiings end homeless haif-orphang,”
. e Carel Mogsisy-Braun, D14

“Federal politicians should net simply transfer pots

about what the money would bs used for. We do not
need Lo transfer money from one burgaucrat to another
hurenucrat.” )

~ Bill Bredley, D-N.4,

“f fear we may he now eammencing the end of the
Social Szeurity systent, The aoe thing not wrong with
welfare was ths commitment of the federal povernment.
to help with the provision of aid to dependent children,
We are abandening that commitment today.” '

— Dantel Patrick Moynihan, WM.Y.

“It i a missed apportunity for the Senate to send out & boud and clear
mEEsage th,at sutigty does not condons the growth of out-of-wedbuck child-
bearing ..

— Lauch Faireloth, R-N.C,
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Some Key Differences

he House and Senate agree on the general thrust of a
welfare overhaul bill (HR 4), but there are key dif-
ferences. Among them:

#Block grants. The House bill would give states
broad control over five social services: cash welfare,
child care, child protection, school meals, and nutri-
tional aid to low-income pregnant women and their
young children. The Senate bill would give states broad
control over only cash welfare and child care programs.

e State funding. The House bill would let states con-
tribute whatever they wanted to their welfare programs.
The Senate bill would penalize states that spent less
than 80 percent of what they spent in fiscal 1994 on cash
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welfare. .

# Family cap. The House bill would prohibit federal
funds from being used to provide welfare checks for
children born to welfare recipients. The Senate bill
would give states the option to deny those checks.

e Teenage mothers. The House bill would prohibit
federal funds from being used to provide welfare checks
for children born to unwed teenage mothers. The Senate
bill would give states the option to deny those checks.

# Child care, The Senate bill would prevent single
welfare reciptents who have children age 5 or under and
who are unable to get child care from being penalized for

not working, The House bill contains no such provision.

# SSL Both bills would make it harder for children
with behavioral disorders to qualify for Supplemental
Security Income (88I), which provides cash to the low-
income aged, blind and disabled. The House bill stipu-
lates that children not now receiving SSI could not
receive it uniess they required 24-hour care, -

® Non-citizens. The House hill would make most legal
immigrants who are not citizens ineligible for five federal
programs: S81, cash welfare, social services block grant
funds, Medicaid and food stampa. The Senate bill would
make immigrants who arrive after enactment ineligible
for most low-income social services for five years, Most
non-citizens would be ineligible for SSI, and states could
opt to deny them welfare checks and food stamps.

o Overall savinga. The House bill would save about
$62.1 billion over five years and $102 billion over seven
years, according to the Congressional Budget Office
(CBO). The Senate bill would save about $38.6 billion
over five years and $65.8 billion over seven years, ac-
cording to a preliminary CBO estimate. Both chambers
would derive most of the savings from Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (the nation’s main cash wel-
fare program), food stamps and SSI.

—Jeffrey L. Katz

seem likely to bargain on Senate provi-
sions that would penalize states that
spent less than 80 percent of what they
spent in fiscal 1994 on cash welfare.
The House would let states apend
whatever they want. A compromise
might let states spend a slightly lower
percentage of their funds and give
them a wider array of social services on
which to spend it than did the Senate.
# Child eare. The two sideés also seem
* likely to bargain on Senate provisions
that would prevent single parents who
have children age 5 or under and who
are unable to get child care from being
penalized for not working. The House
had no comparable provision.

The House, however, has a key
overall bargaining tool: Its bill would
go further in helping Republicans
achieve their goal of balancing the fed-

. eral budget by fiscal 2002. The House
bill would save $102 billion over seven
years, accerding to the Congressional
Budget Office (CBO). The Senate bill
would save $65.8 billion, according to
a preliminary CBO analysis. The bud-
get resolution assumed welfare savings
much closer to what the House de-
rived. (Reconciliation, p. 2863)
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Welfare conferees a;e expected to be

named soon. Regardlesa of who they are

— and whether the matter is ultimately
handled in the reconciliation bill — the
issue. will be closely watched by the
upper echelon in both chambers.

“This is a leadership level iasue,”
said Ed Gillespie, an aide to Armey.
“This is major legislation, historic
changes in welfare policy in this coun-
try, and an important element of the
contract.” .

Clinton, too, will wade into the de-
bate, satd Bruce N. Reed, a domestic
policy aide to the president and key
welfare adviser,

“We'll make clear what we want to
see happen in conference,” Reed said.
“It'll be up to the conferees to decide
whether they want to produce a bill
that the president can sign or whether

they want to force a veto.”
1

Senate Passage

* Although the overwhelming major- .

ity of senators from both parties voted
for the welfare overhaul, Republican
and Democratic supporters registered
different tones. (Vote 443, p. 2936)
While GOP supporters emphasized

the aweeping changes in the bill, Dem-
ocrats endorsed it with reluctance.
And those Democrats who opposed
the measure offered the most pointed
remarks of the day, predicting dire
consequences for children. |
Republican supporters described
the bill as a dramatic change from the
current system, “I do not think any-
one, in as short a time as two years
ago, would have expected us to pass a
bill as dramatic, progressive, and as
focused . . . to try to help people out of
poverty,” said Rick Santorum, R-Pa.
Dole, praised by many of his Re-
publican colleagues for putting to-
gether a coalition to pass the bill after -

. months of negotiations, recalled that

the media had portrayed the welfare
bill as being “on its last legs.” Said
Dole: “The media got the story wrong
because what is on its last leg in this
Congress is the status quo.”
Several Republicans said that
states could be trusted to develop new
welfare systems to help move recipi-
ents into the work place and still be
compassionate to children. But Demo-

crats were less sure.
Christopher .J. Dodd, D-Conn.,
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said he would vote for the bill “with

high degree of reluctance” and on the '

basis that it was *“a substantial im-
provement over what was originally
proposed.” He was alluding to recent
amendments pushed by Democrats
and moderate Republicans that would
provide more money for child care,
raise requirements for state welfare
funding and blunt most conservative
efforta designed 1o reduce out-of-wed-
lock births,

Both Daschle and Dodd cautioned
that if the conference committee
pulied the bill 1o the right, they would
vote against it and recommend that

"Clinton veto it.
But for nearly a dozen Democrats

the measure already went too far.
They doubted that states would have

- enough resources to help move welfare

recipients into the workforce, and
seemed most troubled at ending the
federal entitlement for AFDC.

Paul Wellstone, D-Minn.,, the only
one of the biil's opponents seeking re-
election next year, said children weuld
suffer if it was enacted. “They do not
have a lobbyist. They do not have the
PACs. They are not the heavy hit-
ters,” he said.

“The Senate is on the "brink of
committing legislative child abuse,”
added Edward M. Kennedy, D-Masa.

Some Democrats asserted that
shifting responsibilities from the fed-
eral government to the states would

. not solve problems with welfare.

“The one thing not wrong with
welfare was the commitment of the
federal government to help with the
provision of aid to dependent chil-
dren,” said Daniel Patrick Moynihan
of New York, ranking Democrat on
the Finance Committee and the major
architect of the 1988 welfare reform
effort (PL. 100-485).

The only Republican to oppose the
bill was Lauch Faircloth of North Car-
olina, who maintained that it ought to
includée conservative efforts to curb
out-of-wedlock births. He was particu-
larly interested in denying welfare
checks to unwed teenage mothers'and
for children born to welfare recipients.

“It is o missed opportunity for the
Senate to send out a loud and clear

-message that society does not condone
the growth of out-of-wedlock child- -

bearing," he said.

There were other warning signs for
Dole. Phil Gramm, R-Texas, an out-
spoken conservative and a rival of
Dole’s for the 1996 presidential nomi-
nation, said he would oppose a confer-
ence report that did not deal directly

with combating out-of-wedlock births.

Beyond that, 11 Republicans voted
against a Dole-Daschle compromisze
amendment that included several pro-
visions sought by Democrats and mod-
erate Republicans, including an dddi-
tional 33 billicn over five years for
child care. Among the GOP dissenters
were two members of the leadership
— Majority Whip Trent Lott of Mis-
sissippi and Policy Committee Chair-
man Don Nickles of Oklahoma.

The amendment was approved, 87-
12. (Vote 442, p. 2936)

The Impact

The legislation would directly af-
fect the 5 million families who depend
on monthly AFDC checks. The ‘$23
billion federal-state program serves
about 14.5 million people, including
one in seven children nationwide.

Just how they would be affected is
unclear. States, which now set benefit
rates, would receive unprecedented
authority to determine eligibility and
standards as well.

Some federal mandates would ap-
ply. The House and Senate bills would
require welfare recipients to work
within two years of receiving benefita.
Recipients would generally be ineligi-
ble to receive cash benefits for more
than five years, though states could
exempt some of the caseload from that
limit.

States also would have to meet
work requirements. The House would
require half of a states’s wellare
caseload to be participating in work
activities by fiscal 2003; the Senate
would require it by fiscal 2000.

States have already conducted ex-
periments to reduce welfare depen-

dence and move recipients into jobs,

sometimes by obtaining waivers from
federal rules and regulations.

These experiments have mcluded
subsidizing jobs, conditioning benefits on
willingness to perform community ser-
vice or attend school, and allowing wel-
fare families to keep more of their earned
income. (Welfare-to-work, p, 2001)

The notion of giving states broad
control over eligibility is & particular
leap of faith for Democrats, who have
traditionally defended providing a
federal social safety net for the poor.

“They're willing to take the risks I

involved in ending the entitlement ...
to make it better reflect the basic
American values of work, family and
responsibility,”’ said Joseph I.
Lieberman, D-Conn.

Gov, Howard Dean, D-Vt., former

«chairman of the National Governors’

SOCIAL POLICY

Association, believes that the most
far-reaching impact of the welfare bill
will be the five-year limit on benefits,
“It won't stand,” he said, because too
many people will suffer,

In the meantime, Dean predicts
that the bill's impact will vary by
state. In those with conservative gov-
ernors, he .said, “I think you'll see a
backlash if children go hungry, which
is possible.”

_ Republican supporters of the wel-
fare overhaul have argued that states
would shape the program to local
needs. “We're very pleased with both
bills moving through to.conference,”
said John Truscott, a spokesman for
Gov. John Engler, R-Mich., a leading
advocate of maximum state flexibility.

However, Engler opposes both the

" Senate provision to require minimum
- state spending on welfare and the House

prohibition on welfare checks to unwed
teenage mothers and children born to
welfare recipients, “It invites the buresu-
crats to get back into micromanaging the
states,” Truscott said.

The House’s controversial restric-
tions on weifare checks to teenagers
and others are only a hint of what is to
come, predicted Mark S. Greenberg, a
senior staff attorney at the Center for
Law and Social Policy, a liberal public
research group.

Greenberg said block grants give
Congress “the ability to freeze pro-
gram spending without having to
identify who will be hurt by that deci-
sion. It’s not possible to identify today
who a state might cut. off in a year or
two or three.” ’

To Robert Rector, a senior policy’
analyst at the conservative Heritage
Foundation, nothing matters more
than reducing the number of out-of-
wedlock births, “The Senate bill is de-
liberately designed to muzzle debate
about illegitimacy,” he maintained.

Providing states with a choice of
whether to deny aid to teenagers and
-others is useless, he said, because “those
bureaucrats are largely autonomous,
they can thwart any reform. | do not
believe that this nation will make any
progress on illegitimacy unless it is pro-
voked at the national level.”

A conservative senator ‘'who sup-
ported the welfare. bill also spoke
about the limits of shifting more
responsibility to the states. *‘State of-
ficials are fully capable of repeating
the same mistakes as federal officials,”
said Daniel R. Coats, R-Ind., “and
state welfare bureaucracies can be just
as strong and just as wrong as federal
programs.” [}
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welfare
‘loophole’ -

Says House override -
threatens reform plans -

By Doria Bue Wong
CLUUE §TAPE -

" A

Cov, Weld yertarday charged that a House vels gvep-
ride earlier this wack could teor down 3 corncretone of
the Masuchusctis weltare reform plin by allowing sble-
bodied people to evade & bwo-yosr.oap on benefits if they
enroll in odusation mrograns, ’
“Basically, you could spend 10 years going o school
part-tims, maybe toking one course § kumester 2t niyhts
time working toward s degice in bakkel wesving, and
still deinand taxpayer suppart full time all the way” sald
Weld, who had wuiled severd duys boefure commonting,
Supporters of the controversial budgel wmendment
sxid that Weld was engaging in hyperbole. Weld extimst.
ed that b feast 4,600 of the 40,000 tn 40,000 sbis-bedied
people new reciving Ald tv Pamiliex with Dependent '
Children could f8ll under the sduestion exemption and ¢
the cxemption sould eost the state £35 million over the
next thros yours,
“The leophole is 80 large that the entire walfere case-
Toad could find the time to ehmp out there if they wanted
to,” Wald gaid. “It {s what every wellure advaeste or
activist who would Uks o kill the weliurs reform plan
that was Dy pawed by the Legiviutare In Fehruary
Bax been looking " : )
As Weld turned up the hiut on the Sonule o reject
the override, ha also culled in 9s huckup ut hiv State :
Houwe pross conforonee two single muthems whe are :
working multiple jobs to make ends meet.

Getehell, 27, of Dunwers, whe has two ¢hil-
dren, said she works [ull thae s an ervand-running ser-
vine and holds twe part-time Jubis, 49 4 aursing home Kide
and serobles instractoy, to support her famnlly.

Althouph she kad received welfare binefits for three
monthe, Gotehell said 8 “angarg and inyetifies™ her as to
why AFDC recipients shogid be entitied to take mare
than two years ® oblain z culiege elicution, when she
had to furgy 2 college elucetion In arder b eam a living.

1 don't foud the governmont shesid re anending mv
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Weld assails House for veto override

P.O7

on welfare measure:

“Weld comonded bhat Lhe onteide
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Boaley pointed W a 1550 national whaen this wis happeniag™
rtdy that more stodenss thas nol,  section does not give Wellare Cons. it does oot gud the plan,” said
R regardinse of whelher they weve 0n  missioner Joseph Gallant the leewsy  Murray. “God forbid welfsre recipi-
_ chell, v:m 1 aen nel going lo be puhlie assicbance, took five yoars 1o Lo imposs conditins on the exemp-  £ii £u to sehonl, He says s 2 wan-
£ bl 3’“ afford Lo offer my dasghters complete a four-yedr college degrve  tion, such s requiring reciyionts 1o dulery exclusion, That's not trve. We
. !Iméiem edueation, even al & com- program., Bosley said welfare rocipi-  karn good grades or take 2 minimem bedieve the commissioter has {he au-
2 ownily college, on my Uiwe 60m- e yaunlly are brying to complete  minmber of conrves per semester, Bul  thorily Lo say yes or i ta any of
e } bined fncomes, college under more sdverse drourse  Derooratic lepistators and human  {heve roarxes”
i Hep: Danie} Bonley (D-Nowth Ade  (a0000 tha other students, sevvieer advaciles disagroad, Mureay sid the gravizion, how-
© wms)ileponsor of the eduwealion €% fnchuded os o outside section 0 Sen. Therese Murray (D. eSer,is “poorly worded” and <he was ¢
emption provision, ssid, "Baskel  (he fioral 1996 budget, Bosley's pro-  Plymouth), a principal legislstive ar. 7oL ¢ertain how she will vte when  {
wewvity, Cod. This i anthing more  yision states thot ahlo-bodied people  chitert of the veform plan, said, “I'mv | velo overrides are taken up in the |
than ligtcionien.” would be subject to the tweyesr really surprived he's guing baliietie | Senale on Monday. .
Boggesting that the gowersor  ime lvit “alews the rewipiont s et~ over this. Whee # wan pussed on Jesainn Bewsee, 27, a single
may te wore interested in reducing  rolled in an oducatisnal progeam or  voice vole during the brdget debate, | Springlicld mother of one who was
the Weltae earelnad shan belping  instilution of highar learning ap- Where were no squeals or wymawhks | an welfere for five years, said in a
‘ mpie siay off the mily, be sid, “All proved by the degrrinent,” coming from the Republieans. ; twlepbone intewview st she veuld
. thie staligtios show that people ave Weld had vetoed Ehe outside see.  Where wos Lfealth and Hisman Sex-  nol have become seifsifficient two
prone o slaying off wel- mn,bu&earﬁw&nmk&mi{m vices Secvelary Ceradd] Whithurs | yewrs ago if whe mado’t been silowsd
.&esfﬁmkﬁweh:;hermmm avesrode the vele. aw(m}mtmd&um&e{uam| to complete » three-year court re-
: " parting course st Spinglield Techni-
| I ezl Commtmity Colloge.
Hewser sdd that after twe vears »
‘ af working a5 i free-lance court ste- -
nugrapher, n ioh thal paid B4l an'
haur, she new works xt WGBH-TV |
2 a4 a closed-caplion gperator hecanse |
£ , i inchades benefils,
= “In a way, 1 feol they want it
A both ways, We want yoo o gel off
® welfure, ot we donl wani vou do
£ bave 3 collepe edncstion that will
g : help keep you off wellare,” ™ she nnid,
T
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pate: 09/13/95 Time: 14:43
Senate Rejects Move to End Aid for Children Born t¢ Mothers on

WASHINGTON (AP} Heeding warnings that & national welfare
“rfamily cap'’ would drive up abortions and punish poor families,
the Senate derailed a conservative push Thursday to deny additional
cash payments to single mothers who have more children.

Twenty Republicans sided with every Democrat as the Senate
approved an amendment by Sen. FPete Domenicl, 66-34, to strip a
family cap policy from the Republican blueprint to overhaul the
nation's welfare programs,

Conservatives said the government, if it is ever going to bring
down the rising rates of lllegitimate births, must stop subsidizing
the "~ “reckless, irresponsible’’ hehavior of gingle women who ask
taxpayers to support their children.

But GOP moderates and Democrats said there was no evidence to
suggest that slicing a small amount from a3 fenlly’s welfasre check
would discourage poor women fyrom having c¢hildren cut of wedlock.

““If you believe that ... you belleve in the tooth fairy. It
just isn’t geing to happen, '’ said Domenici, R-N.M., while warning
that the family cap could Increase abortions and add to the misery
of the poor.

The family cap has divided Republicsns ag Bob Dole, the sEnate s
majority leader and top contendsr for the GOP presidential
nomination, tries to win approval for historic legislation to turn
responsibility for welfare over to the states, cut spending by $70
billion, and require reciplents to go to work.

Dole has said he hopes to pass the bill, the centerpiece of the
GOP's social agenda, by Thursday. Several issues remain to be
settled, among them demands that spending on child care be
dramatically increasesd.

The White House applauded the passage of Domenici's amendment,
"It does by no meang satisfy all the president's concerns,’'' said
White House spokesman Mike MeCurry, “but they are beginning to
move this legislation in the direction of real reform of our
welfare system. ... We're going to continue to encourage them to
improve this bill ... but we're getting closer.’'

But conservative Republicsn Sen. Phil Gramm of Texas, one of
Dole's rivals for the presidential nomination, said Wednesday’'s
vote marks ’ “the unraveling of our consensus’’ on welfare. " "It
puts a lot of us in the position of trying to decide what we want
to do. !

Speaking against Domenici’s amendment Wednesday, Dole warne&
lawmakers that "~ "if we don't desl with out-of- wedzock births then
we're really not dealing with welfare reform.’

Dole, R-Kan., added the family cap to his welfare bill late last
waek, heeding the demands of Senate conmervatives and forces in the
Christian right, who have made reducing illegitimate births one of
their prioritiss.

But his decision angered the GOP's moderate wing.

Addressing the Senate late Tuesday, Domenici said he did not
want on his conscience a vote for a8 welfare bill that says to
teen-agers: ~ "Maybe you cught to get an abortion.'’

“"Can we really believe that with the problems that teen-agers
are having, and the sogietal mix-~up they find themselves in, that
cash benefits are going to keep them from getting pregnant?'’ he
added “I cannot believe 1t. Frankly, there is no evidence of
that.

Domenici also argued that at a time when the Senate is moving to
give states maximum flexibility to experiment with welfare reform,
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it 3% wrdng to impose such mandates on governors and legislatures.
Conservative strings, he sald, are nc better than liberal strings.

Under his zmendment, however, states could stillil c¢hoose to adopt
& family cap policy, a5 a dozen have done already.

But Sen. Lauch Falrgcloth, R-K.{., countered that a national
policy was necessary. He s&ié it was time to for Congress to do
something ~"firm and gvrong®’ to discourage out-of-wedlock births,
which he contended are the root cause of welfare dependency.

OQnie-third of all c¢hildren are now born 1o unmarrisad mothers, and
soma predictiong suggest that half of all births may be out oOf
wedlock within the next decade.

“Only by taking away the perverse cash incentive to have
children out ¢of wedlock can we hope to slow the increase in
out~-of-wedlock birth&, and ultimately end welfare dependency,’
Faircloth said,

The House, which passed lts welfare overhaul in March, included
a family cap. Under the bill, families affected by the loss of cash
would be instead provided with wvouchers to purchase diapers,
formuia and other necessities to care for their newborn children.
APNP-09-13-95 14B2EDT
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Clinton-Welfare, 550
President Says He’ll End Welfare State by State If Necessary “M\

WASHINGTON {AP) President -Clinton is promising to end the
current welfare syatem by himself, one sgtate afcer another, if
Congress fails to pass bipartisan legislation overhauling the
country’s anti-poverty programs.

In a lettey to lawmakers last week, the president said the
country would have *real welfare refoxrm®® If Congress agrees Lo a
bill that is fough on work and falr to children.

*‘But let me be clear,'’ he warned. “If Congress walks away
from this bipartisan commen ground and sends me a bill that is weak
on work and tough on children, it will kill welfare reform, and I
will be forced to continue to end welfare through the waiver
procesa, one state at a time, until Congress gets it right.*’

Zince taking offige in 1983, the Clinton administration has -“}

given 35 states &xempt;ons, or waivers, from federal rulss to
xperiment with changes in their welfare programs.

The latest was Massachusetts, which was told by the
administration on Tuesday that in three weeks it cvould begin
requiring every able-bodied walfare recipient with school-age
children to find a 20-hour-per-week job or perform community
gervice.

Teen-aye mczhers would have to stay in scheol and live at home
or in superviged set*ings to retain their benefits undey
Massachusetts’ plan and recipients would no longer get added
penefivs when they have additional ¢hildren.

Twenty states are trying time limits on cash benefits, and 13
have permission to deny families on welfare additional cash
henefits when another child is born.

The House passed its welfare overhaul in March; the Senate
followed in September. Both bills would impose time limits on
benefits, cut off aid to immigrants and some disabled children and
end the Zederal government’'s guarantes to support single swothers
and their children.

-/ lawrnakers will socon beglin drafting camprmmis& 2agiszation and ’“\
have gaid that they expect to get the final plan to Clinton’'s dask
sometime this £all.

Clinton has signaled nis support for the Senate 1eg1$latlcz,
which passed with the solid support of 315 Dsmocrats.

But aides say he would veto the House bill, which cuts teen-age
mothers off the welfare rolls and turns the responsibility for’
school lunches and foster care programs over to the states.

in his letter to lawmakers, Clinton said there ig an
overwhelming consensus that reform must be about moving families
from welfare to work.

*'*That means imposing time limitg and tough work requirementa,
making sure people get the child care they need Lo go to work and
rewarding states and holding fhem accountable for their efforts to
put people to work, not for cutting pecple off,’’ Clinton said.

He said there is alsc a consensus that welfare reform should nof
punish children and that thes Amerigcan pecsple *’know that ending
welfare is not about walking way from abusged children or taking
away poor chlilidyen’s school lunches.””

Ciinton administration lobbyists are also spreading the word on
Capirol Hill. They insist that the compromise bill require states
to spend their own money on welfare programs, include snough money
for child care and keep school lunches and foster care programs at
the federal level.

APWR-10-~11-95 OB4T7EDT
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Congresswonan Connle Morella has relesased the text of a lstter she is
eirsulating among moderate Hcuse Republicans regarding the House
loadership’s welfare reform bill, the Personal Responsibllity act. The
Congresswoman, who ip a membaer of the Republican Moderatss Caucus -- the
*Tuegday Lunch Buneh® -« is spearheading an effort to conviance Houes
Republican conferess 40 accopt key provisions of the more centrist Senate
walfare biil.

Congrasgwoman Morella‘s letter ptates that the signatories ure
sunited in our belief that comprehansiva reform will bast be achleved
through a conferance raport that sttracts substantial bipartigan support in
tha Houss of Representatives,® a reference te the fact that unlike the
overwhelming support in the Senate for its welfare bill, the House-passed
loginlation wag approved with a alim majority. Flve Republicans, including
Congyesswoman Morella, voted against the House bill.

Congrepswoman Meralla cices thrase avgas where sodarate Repudblicans
sgree with ths Senate version of the 2ill: higher funding for ohild care; &
sgtate majintenance of affort* regquiremant prohibiting state spending from
dropping below a specified levsl; and the continuance of certain ahilad
welfaTe programs -- fopter care and protective aervices, for example «- as
federal entitlements.

"Americans want walfare reform that iz effective and compuasionate,”
said Congregawoman Morella. *"They do not want Congress o exbrace the
axtreme in thim debato. My lstter to conferges focuuses on issuvea whers
noderates of both partiea «« and the American psople -« have arrived at &
reasoned consensus.”

A dozen Republicans have signed the letter to date, The Zaxt of thn
lattar 1s attached.
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Dear Republican Conferee:

as Republicane who ghare your commitment to enacting comprehensive
welfare reform thils year, we are writing to express our views on several
isgues that are likely to arise during the forthooming House-Senate
conference on the Fersonal Responsibillity Act.

While the underasigned Republicans may differ on various issues facing
the House-Senate conference, we are united in our ballief that comprehsnsive
walfare raform will best be achieved through a3 conference report thst
attracts substantial bipartiszan support in the Housa of Representatives.

In this regard, we balieve that the vast majority of our House colleagues
-~ Republicans and Democrats -- can support & conference agreement that
raquires work, embraces responsibllity, and includes:

* Child care funding levels, such as those adopted in the Senate, that
will ensure that states are able to meet the work requirements in the bill,
and a stipulation that mothers of younyg children who do not have access to
affordable child care services will not be penalized for their inability to
participate;

* An agsurance that states will continue to contribute a reasonable
ghare of resources to their welfare programe, as atipulated through
meaningful "maiantenance of effort" criteria; and

* An assurance that child welfare services, including foster care,
protective services, and adoption, will continua to be guaranteed to
eligible children, &s malntained in the Senate bill.

A welfara reform conference raport that addresges these mafor issues.
would dessrve and, in our estimation, receive the guppart of a strony
bipartisan majority in the House. For this reascon, we urgs you to adopt
these provisions in conference so that we may kesp cur promise to the
American people to reform welfars this year.

Sincerely,
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BUMAN RESQURCES
Dole, Gramm Reach Accord On Welfsre; Moderates Upset

Senate HMajority Leader Dole and Sen. Phil Gramm, R-Texas,
announced today they have worked out Rey differences over welfare

reform -- apparently pushing moderate Republicans farther away,
sources sald, Dole said at a pre-~recess news conference -~ which
followed a meeting of GOP senators on welfare -- that he believes

he has picked up significant conservative support, and expressed
confidenca hig bill will pass in September with bipartisan
support. But Dole's concessions to conservatives apparently
Infuriated moderstes, who left the meeting "feeling that there
was a slight bias" against them, one source saild. None of the
noderate senators joined Dole at the press conference as planned,
¥hile Dole and Gramm -- rvivals £or the GOP presidential
nomination -« gaid they had worked oput a compromise on work
requirements and were "on the.vergs of working out an agreement
on aliens,” moderate Republicans were not satisfied with Dole's
propesal on state maintenance- of~effort and child care
provisions.

Moderates, concerned the Dole bill does not require states to
use any of thelr own money for welfare and does not include any
funding for child care, felt Dole had made more concessions to
conservatives than to the moderate wing of the psriy, sources
said. Moderates apparently rejected a proposed compromise that
would exempt from work requirements welfare mothers who have
children under the age of one and that would require a two-yesar
maintenance~of-effort from gtates to continue to fund welfare
programs. Dole, meanwhile, sald he was "encouraged by a couple of
ingquiries I have received from the Democratic side.” He said Sen.
Max Baucug, D-Mont., and another unnamed Democrat have salid they
will support the Dole bill. Meanwhile, Dole gsaid the Senate will
take a 5 p.m., roll call vote on the Defense appropriations bill
on Bept. 3, delaying resumptian of debate on welfsre reform by

one full day. )
The Congxess Daily ~e- Priday -~~~ BAugust 11, 1835
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Welfare Reform, lst Ld-Writethru, ad450,704¢
Gramm Writing Conservative Welfare Alternative

consarvatives of holding reform hostzge to “extreme' views, DELETE
outdated material: PICKS UP Bth graf pvs bgng, “Accerding to
Gramm?®

Wich PM-The Untouchables Bit

By JENNI¥ER DIXONe

Agsoclated Press Writers=

WASHINGTON (AP) President Clinton accused Senate conservatives
today of holding welfare reform legiszlavion hostage to ~“esxtreme
positions, '’ including their call to ban cash support to unmarried
teen-age mothers and theiyx children,

Clinton's attack came as a small group of Republican
conservatives, led by Sen. Phil Gramm, began writing an alrternative
GOP kill that would give states control over dozens of programg for
the peor while restyicting benefits to certain immigrants and
children.

The presgident, speaking in the Rose Gardsn after meeting with
Senate Democrats and ¢ity and county leaders, said lawmakers should
be able to build on a developing consensus to overhaul the nation's
weliaxa system.

"The reascn we can't is that some people on the Ear rlght are
bleeking any action on welfare reform in the Senate, especially
now, that doesnit cut off children and parencs if the parents are
young, poor and unmarvied, ' Clinton maid, repeating similar
complaints made last week,

T think thar is & terrible mistake. We shouldn’t punish babies
fur their parents' mistakes. We ought to be building sirong
families and independent worksars,'' he said.

Gramm, meanwhile, has been criticzal of the Zaadlng GOP plan to
rewrite the nation’s welfare rules and programs. That bill has the
backing of Gramm’s rival for the GOP presidential nomination,
Senate Madiority Leader Bob Dole of Kanszas.

But Dole hag besn unakle to open the welfare debate because of
opposition frow conservatives, who have threatened a filibuster
becsuse they say the blll fails to address rising rates of
out~of-wedlock birthe. The leglslarnion also ie ¢aught in a fight
between senators from the Sunbelt and the North over a formula for

ividing welfare dollars among the atates.

Gramm, of Texas. said Wa&nasday that when his plan to redo Lhe
welfare gystem ls written, ""We're going to change the welfare
debzte. "’

Dole, meanwhile, told reporters that he helisved the impasse in
the Senate could bBe resolived.

T TY¥e believe wa'll be able to work it out, '’ Dele said, adding
that there are "“a leot of things at stake here. But the primary
migsion is to reform welfare, and to save mousy in the process, and
Lo give states moye flexibility.':

According to Gramm, who has besn meeting with a handful of
conservative lawmakers, his legislation would give states
regponsibility for dozens cof means-tested welfare programg that
gost states and the federal government a total of $3¢2 billion &
year,

Grammis bill targets Ald to Families with pr&ndent Children,
fond stamps, Medicaid, housing subsidies, jok training, and many
smaller programs. The federal bureauvcracy thet runs these programs

Booz
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alse would be eliminated, he said.

By comparison, the fenate Finance Commlittee legislation would
send only one major welfare program, AFDEC, ©e the stares ag a bhlock
grant, and sets federal spending at $16.8 billion & year for the
next £ive years.

The legislation lets states decide whether to pay AFDC to
immigrant families, unmarried tesn-age mothers, and whether to
increage the assistance checks of women who have addircionsl
children while on welfare.

Conservatives, however, believe the bill should prohibit st&tea
from spending f&der&l dollars to support these families and
Childrcﬁ

"I pantt suppoxt a walfare bill tchat deals with only 7 pexrcent
of the problem, that doesn’t deal with the explesion of
illegltimacy, that has weak work reguirsmentsz, and continues to
invite pecple to cowme to America to go on welfare,'' Gramm said.

‘Sramm's plan would bar new immigrants from collecting welfare,
require yecipients te work for their benefits, and prehibis mothard
on welfare who have additional children from receiving additional
assistance,

Gramm said he has been working with Sen. Lauch Faixcloth,
R-N.¢., on his plan. and has begun discussions with Republican
Sens. Rick Santorum ¢f Penmsylvania and John Asheroft of Missouri.
APWR~07~13-95 11@2ED?

Copyright {¢; 1595 The Associated Press
Received by NewsBDGE/LBN: 7/13/95 11:144 AM
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WORK FEAR

President Clinten, {t's now clear, made two large mis
1akes in his asternpt to “and welfare as we know it.” The
firet, as his own chief of staff acknowicdges, was his 1994
decision w delay welfare reform while be pursued a
doomed health care overhaul, The second §s more sub-
tle, bur ultimately more damaging: his failure, at any
ime in his presidency, to make the case that ending wel.
fare requires a sysiem of last-resort, public-service jobs,
and that this costs money. )

Sure, Clinton talked vaguely abowt public jobs during
the campaign. After two years on welfare, he said, “those
who can work will have 1o go 1o work, either by aking 2
job in the private sector or through communizy service.”
Private employmeentis to be prefarred, in this logic, bus
coraraunity service jobs are a necessary backup, How do
you enforce a work requirement on destitute recipiens
who claim, often plausibly, that they can’t find private-
sector work? By having a public jah ready and waiting.

But publi¢ jobs have many enemies, Conservatives
anticipatc big-g;vemment booadoggles; the idea doeg
seem terribly Old Democrat. Yot a key Old Democrat
interest group, organized lahor, also hates it, fearing that
lowswage “workfare” workers will displace unionized civil
servants, it wasn’t long ago that liberal Democrats rou.
tinely denocunced publicsector work requicements for
welfare recipients as *slavefare.” . ‘ :

Above all, public jobs are expensive. To support a ¢in.
gle mother on welfare, vou need to pay for 2 check, To
support that mother with 1 public job, you need the
same check, pios (according tw the Congressional Bud-
get Office} about 6,000 for supervisors and child care.

This may explain why, in 1984, Glinten kept 1o 3 min-
tmum the number of public jobs his twoyearsandgo-to-
work proposal would have required. There are about
5 million families receiving checks from the basic fed-
eral welfare program, Aid to Families with Dependent
Children {(a7D). The Clintonites exempied much of
this caseload from their plan’s work provisions, which let
ther claitn thae they needed 1o creste only about
170,000 public jobs by 1999. Even today, Clinton flires
with the idea that the private sector can be induced,
through subsidies, o empioy a large percenage of wel-
fare recipients, though such schemes have uniformly
failed in the past. Meanwhile, in the Senate, the Demeo-
crarie welfare bill {endorsed by Clinton) oswniarously
disdains public jobs, giving states credit only for "getting
recipients into real jobs ... not workfare.”

LY 17 & 24, 1995

Wbt

Democrais set the stage for the most stunning and cynb
cal development in (his year's weifare debatethe
Republicans’ rewreat from 2 “work” solution to the wel.
fare mess, “Workfare,” remember, was Ronald Reagan’s
ides, not Bill Clinton's, A ong tme ago~Jast Noves-
ber, 16 be precise--the House-Republican Contract with
America earmarked $10 billion 1o pay for workfare jobs.
But the money quickly disappeared in the GOP's mx.
and budger<uning push. Today a Republican eadoising

he Contract with America’s work. provisions. would

probably be denounced as a Beloway big spender.-After
all, Democrats seem 2o agree that workfare jobs are 2
bad ides! Why should xpayers fund them? - -+ 5.

In place of workfare, blicans. now. offer “block
grani,” The House has already passed s bill that énds
arde and parcels out the federal share of iy cost to the
siates in the form of grants. The Senate maysoon begin
floor debate on its own block grant bill, Governos are
supposed o take these fived block grants and’ devise
their own welfare systemns. They do not huve: o ton-
ribute any siate money (o the effort. They do not, in
fact, have w offer any cash benefits 1o the pooratail. |

Michael Kinsley charges that the GOP blotk gram
bills Jack “even a theory” as 1o how they will end the
problem of welfare dependency. Other liberals predict
that they will produce 3 “race to the bottom,” a5 states
compese (¢ lower local taxes by cuuing benefiu and
chasing the poor to other jurisdictions. But maybe .
the Republicans do have a theory, and the the-".  _jum
ory is that there will be 2 race o the bottiom, Ay g
states rush to slash benefits and impose time
limits {and fiture Congresses slice away at the 1 8,
block grants} the word will go out thatwelfare . » Xy =2
is no longer a reliable means of support. Yoang = ico -
women wil avoid making the choices—e.g., bearing <.
children outside of marriage—that they now make in
the tacit expectation thar welfare will mainin them:t's
a harsh theary, to say the least, depending asit doeson
the possibility that hundreds of thousands - of ‘needy
Americans may wind up on the sirees. . - .-

Why not offer those needing help the chance to earn
it? The prospect of work should by isei encourage potess
tial single moathers o make bewer choices (such.as wame
ing up with another breadwinner). Yet a work seludon is
the one reformthe b drivens Republican bills would
discourage. True, che GOP's Fouse and Senate bills both
have impressivesounding work “requiremens:” The
House bill, for example, would seemiagly require half of

By failing o defend public jobs, Clinten and the
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those on wellare 1o be working, in workfare jobs if neces
sary, I:gl?f}{?s, But because the bills provide no maney w
fund the work, these requirements are almost certainly
hollow. {See “So Now You Rnow," by Faul Offner, July 10.}
The Congressional Budget Office extimates that virtuaily
every stave will fail the Senate work requiremeni. States
will only be able v meer the Howse standard by exploiv
ing a GOP lodphole that allows them 10 ¢ount as “work
ing” those who are simpl{h]opped off the rolls,

" The White House has horrified Liberals by uor
threatening to veto a welfare bill that “block grants™ the
basic arpc program, Block grant opponents fear this
isn't 9 cynical political caleulation by Clinton—as an ex-
governor, he may actually think block grants are 2 good
. idea’ Clinton's aides, for thelr part, suggest that if the
president threatens to vets 2 block grany bill that will
only.encourage Republicans o pass it. But it's pretty
ciear that Clinton . would happily sign such 2 bill ifit con-
tained modifications dexigned to ensure that states kept
s;;wﬁdigii their own money on the poor (“maintenance
of effort?); that states could get extra funds in dmes of
recession or population growth, and that more money
generally were available for putting recipients to work,

We - with Clinton’s implicit argument that,
despite the drawbacks of block granm, such a deal would
constimie an improvement over the siatuy quo. The

oblem of welfare dependence is s¢ acute, and our
E;owwdgc about how o salve it so limired, that a period
of experimentation ls in order—if the money is there to
fund: the approach that is most promising, namely

+ But the White House will alinost certainly not be able
10 cut such-2'deal without & veto threat {or an actual
veto). . The Senate majority Is currendy moving away
from Clinlon; nof téward him. Republicans’ show no
inclination to spend more money. There is even talk of
tossing the food stamp program inte the black grant
{sometbing the administration has promised 1o veta).

Two strategies.are called for. Firsy; Clinton needs o
find some goncessions to make o the right. For exam-

le, Senator Lanch Faircloth, 2 conservative Republican,

1% 2 reasonable complaint about the legalistic proce-

- dures, that make it hard for states 1o introduce “pay for |

periormance” schemes (in which reciplents get their
checks onlyaftar they've worked), And then there is the
Hght's cherished “family cap” proposal, which would
deny mothers additional federal benefits for addidonsl
children they have while on welfare, The mother’s check
would not be reduced; she just wouldn's get a (relarively
small} increase. Is that so swiul?

Second, 1o rake a veto threat credible, the president
could sart w make, to the vowers, the case he han't
made—that resl welfarc reform roquires billions in
spending to fund last-resort gublic jobs. Thiz is no time
for Clinton’s preferred New Democrat balance of tough-
ness with compassion, [t's toughness, in this cate, that
requires the spending. Without money, the Republicans’
“work” provigtens wre phony. With money, they can be
real. Will taxpayers be willing 10 spend more in order w0
end welfare? We think that's the one reason they might. »

NOTEBOOK

s IC TRANSIT: The New York State Assembly had to

» recess after Grateful Dead concerigoers réserved ail

available howl rooms in the state capital.... The Pen-
tagon cancluded that Aly Foree officlals did not violate
military pelicy when they spent $116,000 to fly former L1,
General Joseph Ashy and his cat from July 1o Cok
orado.... Teenagers'in Lexingron, Kentucky, threw
rocks and attacked motorisys following the “What Else
You Gonna Do 2% party, designed 1o keep kide off the
streets and out of wouble. .. Late for school, a V-yearold
boy from Colebrook, New Hampshire, abandoned his
bicycle and stole z Ford Excore.:.. Georgia Insurance
Commissioner John Qxedine objecied to a 4 percent
insurance tax on religious organizations asa "tax against
God.”. .. Freedom Enterprises in Columbia, Souch Car
olina, began marketing an "ant-Confederate” flag that
Features & black fist clenched at the conter of 2 wadi-
donal Confederate fiag, ... On NBC's “Meet the Press,”
Senate Majority Whip Trent Lot remarked that Republi-
cans are “the party of Mars, but we would kike to have the

Venus side of the American society in our party, 1on.”

M CUTHS OF BARBES:
Chick Accuses Some of Her
Male Colleagues of Sexism
ot ¥ Uiy Hadl oaTh P L .
Y wekiss, good-old oy wark
I!n!'ixll'm il Fer aver bemen

~The Los Angeles Times, June 28, ..
{Thanks 2 Gary Gleh of Sherman Oy, Galifornia)

o

I NDECENT ACTS: No ane can deny that the Internetis
alive with every fetish and perversion you can imagine-—
and a thousand or two more you can't. Chances are you
would sleep better knowing there's a way to provent
jundor from creeping downstairs at three in the morning
t0 sneak 2 peck at altsex.nakednewt. But the ominously
ttled Communications Decency Act that passed over-
whelmingly in the S8enate last week i 'tie The bill, spon-
sored by James Exon of Nebraska, would punish people
whio transmit or receive pornography on the Internet, or
whao make so<alled indecent material available
minors. Offenders face tworear prison terms and fines
of up to $100,000. There's so much wrong here ivs hard
16 know where 1o begin, Since there's no reliable way to
tell if legal yet "indecent” marerial, whatever that may
mean, is deliberacely being sent tw children, enforcing
the {aw would be impossible. To duck the probiem, Exon
worded the bill so broadly that it makes criminsals not
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- PARTY CLEAVAGES AND WELFARE EFFORT IN THE AMERICAN STATES
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ROBERT D. BROWN University of Mississippi

Hempts fo determing the impsct of party control on state welfare policy have produced mixed

and inconclusive results, in part due to our inability to account for variations in the state

partisan environments, [ used CBS/New York Times surveys combined over the period
1976-88 to offer o detailed examination of the stale party systems, resulting in a description of the
dominant soctal group partisan cleavage 1 each siate. This information is then used to examing the
impact of party control on state welfare benefits. The findings show that the corlitional bases of the
parties vary in important ways, both within and across the states, These differences in the stale party
sysiems have an important influence on the reletionship between party control and state welfare effort,
Specificatly, party control has a significantly greater impact in states where partisen divisions reflect
class-based Nrw Deal-fype coalitions. When examined in the context of state partisan environments,
party control has a muck greater impact on slate welfare effort than has been suggested by previous

studies.

scholars has been te understand the impact of
political parties on policy outputs. The vast
amount of research in this area is without doubt
related directly Yo the extreme importance of this

One of the most enduring goals of state politics

© issue to our understanding of the LS. governmental

framework. [f political parties, as the most prominent
institutions linking citizens to the machinery of gov-
ernment, do not help produce policy-relevant re-
sponses, then we must guestion their theorized im-

portance ag linkage mechanisms and facilitators of .

representative democragy,

The large body of research generated to answer this
guestion has produced decidedly mixed resulis. Ini-
tial failures may perhaps be described as a failure of
theory, with an emphasis on interparty competition
showing very little positive mpact on policy cutpuats
{Dawson and Robinson 1963; Dyve 19668}, Theory in
this area has evolved, however, to the peint where

Cwe now have a much better defined expectation of

when parties may or may not matter. Rather than the
level of taterparty competition, or even which party is
in conirol of government, Jennings (1979} theorized
that it is differen<es in the constituency bases of party
support that determing whether party control mat-
terg, Implicit in Jennings” theory is that parties are not
likely to base their policy strategies on the prefer-
ences of the general public but, rather, on the prei-
erences of those groups that provide the core support
for the party. In Petrocik’s {1981) terminology, the
state party-policy linkage is dependent on the “social

group bias” of the party coalitions.

lermings” work represents s significant steg in the
evaiution of theory linking political parties to policy
ouwlputs in the American states. Specifically, i leads
to 4 more precise specification of the theoretical role
ot parties as intermedianes in state politics, one that
f?mses expiicitly on the social group support coali-
Uons of the parties. Our ability to examine this
theory, however, has not evolved 1o the same degree.
A significant stumbling block has been our inability to

present a more rigerous specification of when we
may expect to find policyrelevant differences be-
tween the parties.' Even Jemnings’ analysizs was
based on largely impressionistic evidence from only a
handful of states, The unfortunate regult is that while
our theory has evolved, we are still Jeft with largely
mixed results regarding the impact of political parties
on state policy.

I shail address this problem by systematically de-
scribing the party coalitions in each state. This infor-
mationt is then used to examine the party«poticz
linkage in a way that is much more consistent wit
the development of theory in this area. Amalyzing the
impact of political parties on state policy allows for
the combination of two imporiant aspects of party
theory. First, [ address a central tenet of party theory,
that political parties in the United States are constit-
uent organizations that organize sodial conflict into
broad coalitions, In this view, parties are aggregates
of social interests linking the mass pubhc to the
instruments of government (Bummham 1975}, The
coalitional bases of the parties are expected to be an
important influence on the political behavior of indi-
vidual partisans, party elites and, ultimately, public
policy. .

Focusing on the states allows for the incorporation
of another fundamental aspect of the US, party
system into the analyses. Asmerican state poiitical
coalitions have evolved in envitonments that vary
tremendously in terms of social demography and
political attitudes. Because of their nonhierarchical
nature, parties and party systems at the state level
have been shaped by their individual state constifu-
ercies and elites. The result 8 thot rather than one
all-encompassing party systems. we have instead a
nationsal party system that is related to, but also’
distinct from, & set of 50 different state party systems.
Each systern reflects that fact that we are really a
country of many different trraing in which the polit-
ical landscapes can vary tremendousiy. Given the
different ethnic and social make-up of state popula-
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Hons {Jewell and Clson 1988}, as well as substantial
differences in values, public opindon, and political
culture (Elazar 1984, Wright, Erikson, and Mclver
1985}, state party systems should exhibit important
differences in party coalitions. To appreciate the
impact of pelitical parties and party control on public
policy, it is therefore imperative that we examine the
nature of the party coalitions in the states,

PARTY COALITIONS AND CLEAVAGES
IN THE AMERICAN STATES

Describing the State Party Coalitions

To describe the social group bases of the party coali-
tions, survey data are needed for the party identifi-
cation and relevant social group characteristics of
individuals in each state, The lack of such data has
been a major obstacle in our efforts to determine the
impact of political parties on public policy cutputs in
ways that are commensurate with the development
of our theories. To facilitate these descriptions, [ use
CB5 News/New York Times national polls, which,
when aggregated for the years 1976-88 encompass
over 170,000 respondents. These data are then disag-
gregated by state and treated like state samples.? The
result is a sef of 48 representative state samples that
are large envugh to provide reliable estimates of the
group characteristics of the parly coalitions In each
state. :

Race, religion, gender. education, income, labor
union membership, and place of residence are the
social and demographic characteristivs that we have
traditionally come o speak of when we discuss the
national party coalitions. Accordingly. the following
social demographic group traits are used to describe
the party coalitions: place of residence {rural and
urban), gender, education (college depree versus
aot), race (black and white), religion (Profestant,

. Catholic, Jewish), union membership, and income

{high and low).”

The next step in the analysis is to measure the
relative contribution of each group to the party coa-
firions, Unfortunately, this is not an easy task. Recent
efforts by Stanley, Bionco, and Niemi (1986) and

sible approach and ase multivariate logit to measure
the group bases of the national coalitions {party and
voting coalitions, respectively) in terms of the prob-
ability that 8 group member will align with either
party. This type of analysis allows one 1o estimate, for
gxample, the probability that' someome who is Cathe-
olic will identify with the Democratic party, holding
gach of the other group irafts of that individual
constant, While this method sheds considerable light
on which group characteristics may or may not pro-
mote party identification, they are less help when we
describe the party coalitions themselves,

The main problem arises in the interprefation of
probabilities as measures of the group contribution to
the party cealition, These probability coeffictents do

not actually measure the group contribution to the
party coalitions; rather, they constitute a model of the
impact of group characteristics on party identifica-
tion. This is a very important conceptual distinction,
To rely on probabilities as descriptions of the party
coalitions can be mislcading because it fails to account

. for a very important point of variation in state g:r;fw
g8 10

lations. When we discuss party coalitions we n
know how group characteristics incline an individual
toward a particular partisanship, ond we need-to
know the relative size of each group in the state
populations. . .

This distinction is important when viewed from the
perspective of siate party elites seeking to kientify
and mobilize group support at election fme., To
illustrate, let us look a? the impact of race on party
identification in Mississippi and Iowa. In each state,
being black has a statistically significant impact on the
likelihood of an individual being a Demuocrat, when
all other group characteristics are controlled in 2 logit
equation. This is just as we would expect and g
consistent with the studies already cited. With regard
to the party coglitions, however, we sce that this

. information tells us little about-the potential impor.

tance of blacks, as & group, to the Democratic party
cealitions in each state, To appreciate the differing

_ importance of blacks to the.state Democratic parties,

we must alse consider the large difference in the
proportion of blacks in the populations of these states
{1% in lowa vs. 35% in Mississippi). Given these
differences, blacks will constitute a significantly
greater proportion of the Demacratic coalition in
Mississippi than in fowa, The result is that we may
expect Democratic party elites in ‘Mississippt to be
mich more attuned o the concerns of the black
portion of their coalition than their counterparts in
lowa, because it is much more likely that thelr elec
toral futures will depend on this group. Thus, to
describe the relevant social group bases of party
coalitions, we need {o know not only the inclination
of the social groups to align with one party over the
other {tapped by multivariate moadels of group Kden-
tification with the parties} but also the sizes of these
groups. As illustrated, this concepiual distinetion has
important impiications for the relative size of each

* group in the party coalitions, and, vltimately, in the
Erikson, Lancaster, and Romero {1989) take one pos-

politics and palicies of the states, '

- To account for these important social group varia-
tions in state populations [ employ & variation on a
technigue developed by Robert Axelrod in his analy-
ses of party voting coalitions in presidential elections
{Axelrod 1972, 1986). This technique is quite straight-
forward, and is particularly useful because it yields
figures for the sacial group makeup of the. party
coalitions that account for the general partisan incli-
nation of each group as well as the stze of each group
in the population. Specifically, this technique pro-

. duces figures for the percentage contrbution of each

group to the wtal party coalition based on the size of
the group, its loyalty to the party, and the total

number of party identifiers. The result 15 & formula

that simpiifies to , -
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Social Gmp Basiz of the Party C&aiamns Perceniage Cuutnzmtion of Group to Party Cﬁalilitm,

+

Sociademographic Groups

Catholic Jewish Unior Inchow IncHigh

Selpeted States
State and Party  Rursi Urban Female College White Black Prot.
Alabama
Dam 33 14 58 7 68
Rep 19 24 55 15 88
Varmant '
Dem Te 1] 8% 17 o8
fAep 85 0 54 24 94
Hinois )
Dem 21 28 55 11 49
Reg 24 12 54 18 g4
Arkansas
Dam 48 7 58 8 83
| Rep 46 § 58 b4 88

a3 4 a 19 27 12
11 88 5 o 8 1 24
¢ 3 45 0 8 3 12
0 55 18 o o 18 26
27 45 .30 3 17, 15 20
3 54 20 0 10 19 28
16 72 5 0 § . 13
e n 3 0 3 23 18

no. of group in party

srcentage contribution = “
pe B total in party

Thus the percentage that any group comprises of the
total party coalition.is a function of the number of
DOemocrats in any particular social group divided by the
total number of Dernocrats, In other words, this repre.
senits the percentage of the Demovratic coalition with a
given group characteristic. Table 1 shows the percent-
age contributton of each group to the Demacratic and
Republican party coalitions in four selected states.*

lrr examining Table 1, we see that in Alabama the
Democratic party receives prominent contributions
from individuals living in rural areas {33%), whites
{68%), blacks (31%), women {58%), Protestanis
(73%). and those with lower incomes (27%}. Smaller
contributians are made by the urban (14%), coliege-
educated (7%), Catholic (%), unien {10%} and high-
incemne (12%} groups. The Republican party, on the
other hand, is comprised primarily of white {86%),
Protestant {69%), urban {24%), and, intersstingly,
both income groups (higher 24%, lower 18%). Thus
while hoth parties can claim contributions from all
groups, there are differences in the percent cantribu-
tion of each group to the two parties.¥ For now, it is
important {o gain an understanding from Table 1 that
social groups do make differential contributions to
the parties, both within and across the states. Cam-
paring the Democratic party coalitions of Alabama
and Vermont, for example, we find the Vermont
Democratic coalition comprised of a much greater
percentage of (atholics and whites and 2 much
smaller percentage of blacks and Protestants. Thesge
differences should have important consequ-..vas for
the politics and policies of these two states. More-
over, an extensive sxamination of the 48 states in this
study reveals substantial variation in the contribution
of each group 1o the parties across all the states, Thus
the Republican and Democratic parties in the states
do aggregate social groups in different ways, result-

ing ity distinctive coalitional configurations. The social
group bases of the parly coalitions éo vary, both

mzhm and across the states.
}

Describing the $tate Party Cleavages

The history of the national party systems leads us to
expect the Demacratic and Republican parties to be
associated more closely with some group interests
than others. In addition, differences in the socisdem-
ographic group populations across the states are
likely to result in different patterns of social group-

party cleavages. Indeed, these observations have
been the driving force behind the evolution of theory
conicerning the party-policy tinkage. The major point
is that given differences in the social group bases of
the parties, the cleavages that define the party sysiem
in gach state are likely to vary in meaninghsl ways.
These differences are importam for setting the polit-
tcal context in the states and thus for explaining
variations in the influence of political ‘parties on
public policy. '

To determine the dominant social group partisan
cleavage in each state, we turn once again o the
group contribution figures im Table 1. By looking
down the columns for each group variable in each
state, we see the differénces in group support for
each party. In doing so, we see that this measure of
group contribution has another advantage. The per-
centage of the coalition figures leads to a simple yet
intuitive measure of the bias in support that each
group gives 1o one party over the other. These bias
figures, shown for gach state in Table 2, are simply

- the percent contribution of each group to the Repub.

hean party subtracted from that of the Democratic
party. The result is an indicator of which groups tend
to give differential support to one party over the other
and the magnitude of this difference. Beginning again
with Alabama, we see that the Democratic party
benefits pmfoundiy {relative to the Republican pem;.}
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Basiz in Group Support for State Party Coalitions
Socisdemagraphic Groups
intome

Stnte Rural Lirban  Fomde College White Black Prot. Catholic Jewish Union low  High
Alabama 14 ~ 18 A -8 ~18 20 4 -2 [ 4 g -12
Arizong 6 3 & 11 ~12 4 -18 20 2 8 7 -1z
Arkansas 2 2 H H —8 & 1 1 o 5 3 -
Califorriia 2 5 8 -8 w2 13 . y 3 8 7«10
Colarado -1 6 .7 -5 —8 Q ~18 18 1 7 3 -8
Connacticat 0 0 7 -7 - € 23 19 1 7 4 wtt
Delaware 2 3 9 -5 —21 20 -t 7 1 2 W -1
Florida 2 0 4 -9 ~20 18 Z -3 3 4 g -t
Gaorgis ? - 4 -8 23 24 7 & 0 2 10 g
idaho - @ & . 3 —1 wg =15 13 g 5 ? ¥
#inois -3 17 5 -8 ~25 24 g 10 3 7 4 -8
indiang 2 1 -1 -1 —~12 10 g & 1 8 5 w
towsa & 1 8 -5 wif 3 ~%% 17 g 10 4 -4
Kangas -3 8 w2 -3 ~8 8 “d 8 & 8 2 -
Kentucky H < 2 =3 -3 2 -} 5 8 1) -2 -4
Louisiana 8 -§ 4 -8 —18 9 2 3 o 3 s B £:1
Maine 2 i g -5 w? g 3B 7 ¢ 7 g i
haryland w3 g 5 -5 —23 22 - B 5 3 & ¥
Massachusetis wdh z 4 -7 0 $ w27 28 2 7 g -8
Michigan -2 4 4 -8 —22 a2 -7, 8 1 0 6 A
Minnesots 0 3 3 -7 -3 2 ~i2 i6 Q g 7 w@ ¥
Mississippi 7 - - -8 ~33 32 /] 3 4] 2 23 13
Missouri 0 8 3 -6 -13 13 - 8 0 4 4 -8
Montana & -d i -5 -3 n -2 22 0 8 " ~10
Nebraska ~13 12 - -3 —§ 6 w4 18 1 g 3 e
Nevada 0 0 3 -4 -10 10 -y & 3 7 7 -t
Maw Hampshire  —8& - 13 -4 -2 2 ~34 24 3] & 8 -G
New Jorsay SR 6 & -5 -2 @ -1 . i 3 8 5 -l
Now Mexico 1 i 12 -5 ~1G 1 -d¥ 17« 3] 4 4 =1
Maw York 2 G 7 T =23 i3 i} -3 7 § 4 ~&
North Carofina & -3 -1 4] —28 26 H 1 L4 g z o
North Dakots 2 b 12 -8 -t g iR 10 o 4 g -3
Ohic -2 S & -8 ~1Z 1 w13 12 1 8 4 =
Qkiahoma 12 o 4 -8 —~12 16 wd ey g 2 11 -3
COregon ] 4 2 =7 -3 1 it 8 0 5 2 g
Pennsylvania -3 12 3 -5 e I 2 ~i8 5 3 7 s -4
Hhode istand & 13 ] -4 2 -1 ¥ 2 3 5 - -
South Carclina 6 i - -G —41 39 RS | -2 14 0 15 ~14
South Dakota 8 0 6 -8 -1 g -1 5 G 4 5 -3
Tennezsea H 2 3 -3 -1 23 -d - B 8 5 -~
Texas 7 5 3 ~13 —-22 15 -3 8 G 5 1 18
Utah -8 & 3 ~12 -8 3 14 10 0 .7 7 -6
Vermont 3 . 0 1 -7 4 0D -28 27 0 9 16 ~8
Virginia é - 0 ~7 —-25 26 ] ) 1 3 4 il
Washington & & 2 -7 -6 4 -} 7 1 8 3 -8
West Virginia 2 t ~3 -5 4] 1 il 4 0 3 ] -3
Wisconsin i 16 3 -5 ~1g 8 -l 8 3] 8 4 &
Wyoming 18 3 4 -3 -4 1 1 & L1 B 8 -t
Note: Cell entries veprestat the pervent graug contributivn o the Oemactic perty misus the parent group contrbution o the Republitan pasty,

fromm black {20}, rural {13}, and lowerdncome {9)
group support. The Republican party receives sub-
stantial differential support from the white {-18},
higher-income {~12}, urban {~10}, and college-edu-
cated {—8) groups. Clearly, however, the highest
levels of difterential party support come from the
racial groups.

Table 2 also shows that the pattern of parfisan
support is very different in Vermont. Completely
gone is the differential support of the racial groups.
Instead, we see a prominent role for religion (Protes.
tanit =28, Catholic 27}, as well as the class-related
group characteristics of income (fow, 16; high, —8),
college education (~7), and union membership (9.
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Finally, i we turn o 4 state with a large, diverse
population such as llinois, we see yet a different
pattern of group-party bias. Indeed, this picture
represents what we have come to expect from the
Democratic party as 2 coalition of minorities and the
Republican party as a more homogeneous constitu-
ency. Specifically, the Democrats receive preferred
support from the black (24}, urban {17), Catholic (10),
usnion (7), female {5}, lowesr-income {4}, and Jewish
groups (3), while the Republican party benefits from
the white (=25), Protestant (=9}, college-educated
(=8}, and higher-income groups (~8),

Taken together, these bias figures represent the
dominant social group partisan cleavage in each of
the three states, In other words, these are the differ-
ences in the social group bases of the parties, the
asperts of group support that differentiate one party
coalition from another. The Alabama party cleavage
is an example of what { call {for reasons that will be
more apparent later) the southern partisan deavage. In
this party system, race plays the fundamental role in
differentiating the support coalitions of the two par-
ties. Indeed, while we ste evidence of a rural-urban
sphif, as well as differential support regarding income
and education, race is without a doubt the single
most important biaging factor in the group support
for the parties in this cleavage.

Vermont illustrates the second prominent party
cleavage, the New Deal pariy cleavage. The pattern of
partisan support in these states is very similar to the
national New Deal party alignment. The most prom.
inent group-party bias exists among the two large
religious groups, with Catholics and Protestants giv-
ing differential support to the Democratic and Repub-
lican parties, respectively, Next we see that the other
familiar New Deal group characterisics of lower
income and union membership also benefit the Dem-
ocrats, whereas the Republicans receive biased sup-
port from the higherdincome and college-educated
groups. Once again, this is all very consistent with
the more dass-based New Deal party system.

Finally, we see that lHlinois ilustrates the third
major type of party ceavage in the states. In many
ways this cleavage is a combination of the previcus

twoeparty cleavages and is illustrative of the evolu.

tion of the national party system. Unlike the New
Deat class-based cleavage, race is a prominent factor
here. In addition, we see that the group characieris.
tics of religion, union membership, income, and
education are also important. Finally, we gee the
addition of a substantial urban bias toward the Dem-
ocratic party. Interestingly, this is not accompanied
by a similar rural bias toward the Republicans. As a
result of the strong racial and New Deal-type charac-
teristics of this party system, reflecting changes in the
partisan structure of the nationat New Deal align-
ment, | have termed Hus cleavage the posi-New Deal
tleavage.

Examining the Farty coalitions in each state reveals
that these three cleavage structures depict, to varying
degrees, the prevailing party deavage in 44 of the 48
siate party sysiemis ¢xamined here. In addition, there

are four states {Arkansas, Kentucky, West Virginia,
and Wyoming) in which there does not appear 10 be
any discernable party cleavage. Looking at Arkansas,
for example, there 15 a very slight bias in the two
racial groups, with the remainder of the group bias
figures being almost completely negligible. While one
might be tempted to place Arkansas in the southern
party cleavage, particularly given its proximity to the
other states in this cleavage. the lack of any dominant
pattern in group-party bias suggests that this is
inappropriate.

States are listed in Table 3 according to their dom.
inant party ¢leavage. Groups are listed under pa
bias categories according to the mean level of bias in
earh respective cleavage. Thus, in the Southern
cleavage states, the two racial groups show the larg-
est rmean patty bias, with the other groups following
accordingly. States were categorized into party cleav-
ages accarding to a careful examination of patterns in
théir group-party bias characteristics,®

It Is important {0 note that these state party deay-
ages reflect the patterns of social group-party bias
that have become the topic of much recent discussion
regarding changes in national politics and the national
party system. In particular, we see the varied impor
tance of class and race as fundamental charscteristics
in the three types of state party cleavages. Race, for
axample, is by far the most important distinguishing
feature of the southérn party cleavage; it completely
dominates the minimal role of class in the party
politics of this region. ,

The group-party bias in the New Deal cleavage
states indicates that the more class-based, New Deal
party system is far from dead, at least in terms of
social group alignments to the Republican and Dem.
seratic partes. Indeed, there are more states with this
type of party cleavage than esither of the other two
cleavages. Regardiess of whether the New Deal align-
ment sdeguately represents the dominant cleavage in
the national party system, it appears to continue 1o
do so for a substansial number of states.. Thus,
despite evidence of the rise of race and the decline of
clags as the basis of conflict in the national arena
{Carmines and Stimson 1981; Huckfeldt and Kohfeld
19891, New Deal party system characteristics still
dominaie the cleavage structure in these states,

In many ways the states in the post-DNew Deal
cleavage combine the characteristics of the first two
cleavages, most notably with regard to race and class
as dominant characteristics of party bias. An exami-
nation of the states listed under this cleavage reveals
that in each state, class-related characteristics are
impuortant, but that race is also a dominant character
istic. In comparison with the. southern cleavage,
however, note that race is not necessarily the domi.
nant, characteristic of the state popuuations as a
whaole, This set of states conforms very strongly to
recent evidence on the changing nature of the na-
tional party alignment. Carmines and Stimeon {1981)
have demonstrated that the evolution of party differ.
ences on racial issues has resulted in the emergence
of this set of issues as a dominant force in American
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TABLE 3. ]
Party System Cleavage Structures
Cleavage 1 Southem Cleavage 2: New Deal Cleavage & Past-New Deal
Blag: Bias: Biag:

Dermocrat Republican Democrat Repubilican Demucrat Aapublican
Black White Catholic Protastant Black’ , White
Low Ingome High tncome Low Income High income Catholic Protastant
Hural College trnien Gollegn Urban High Income

Lirban Fomale Union , Sodloge
Law income
Female
Jowish
South Larolina Yarmont Hlingis
Miszissinni Maing Mg Yurk
Alabans Haw Hampshire « Michigan
Toxas Magssachugetts Delaware
Louisiang Arizona ‘ New Jersay
Georgia New Mexica Maryiand
Visgiria Connecticut Califormnia
North Carclina Maortana Pannsyhvarnia
Qkighorma Anade island Chio
Flarnda Minnesots - Yisconsin
Tenneyses Colgrado Missous
{fah Nevada
. Gwa -, indiana
Sauth Dakota - Karsas
North Liakota :
idahn
Nebraska
Washington
Oragon ‘
Note: Ackansas, enivcky, West Virginia, and Wyeming do not ronform (o these parfy deavagey.

potitics, leading to changes in the coalittonal align-
ments of the national party system. Macdonald and
Rabinowitz (1987} have ronfirmed the importance of
civi] rights issues at the national level as a force for
structural realignment. Stanley (1988} has verified the
importance of race in the coalitional aligrinents of
parties in the South.

Finally, Huckfeldt and Kohfeld {1989} show that
race has become an important cleavage force outside
of the South, especially in the context of declining
class cleavages, Here we find strong evidence of what
Huckfeldt and Kohfeld note as the strategic impor
tance of blacks to the Democratic parly. Largely as a
result of black migration o large dities in the North,
the black proportion of the population, while signif-
icantly smaller than that of the southern cleavage
states, has become highly concentrated and thus of
strategic importance o the Democratic party (p. 13).
Major urban areas such as Chicago, Clevelans, and.
St. Louis.are all examples of areas in which concen-
trated numbers of blacks have created a set of strue-
taral conditions assuritsg the importance of this
group 0 the Democratic party in these states, Each
state in this cleavage has a simmalar major wrban aren in
which blacks tend to be highly concentrated. In termns
of the state parly cleavapes, we therefore see the

emergence of race, in conjunction with the more
traditional class-related groups, as the prirnary group
characteristics differentiating the support coalitions of
the post-NMew Deal state party systems.

PARTY CLEAVAGES, PARTY
CONTROL, ANIYSTATE
WELFARE EFFORT

‘Having identified the dominant cleavage of partisan

support in gach state, | can now use this information

to examine the impact of party control on public

policy in a way that matches much more closely with
how theory in this area has evolved. To restate this
theory once again, we should not necessarily expect
Democratic party control to lead to more Liberal
policies for the “have nots” in all states but in states
where class-based interests define the most promi.
nent cleavage ia the state partisan environment, The
preceding analyses of the state party systems allow
5 to examine this theory with systematic information
about the state partisan environmenis for the first
fime. Our theoretical interest here i3 in the effects of
partisan cleavage structures on the process of repre.
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sentation and public policy. Here representation re-
fers to the relationship between party control and
public policy, as conditivned by the dominant parti-
sant cleavage in the state. Thus [ am exploring how
the differences across party cleavages affect the im-
pact of Democratic party control on state welfare
effort. .

In generating specific hypotheses about.the condi-
donal influence of partisan cleavage differences on
the party control-policy linkage, 1 turn first to the
class-based New Deal cleavage states. [f party control
has an impact on state weitare policy, it should be
working most prominently in these states, In addi-
tion to strong coalitional differences in income, edu-
cation, and labor union support, 8 pronounced ethno-
religious dichotomy also exists, mirroning that found

* in the national New Deal party system. This strong

religious differential is important, because Catholics,
whethey Demorratic, Independent, or Republican are
generally more likely to support the traditional New
Deal sacial reforms of government intervertion, gov-
ernment support of employment, and income equal-
ization than their Protestant counterparts {Greeley
1978, 284). Indeed, Greeley argues that despite the
rise of the social issue agenda {abortion, in particy.
lar}, Catholics are Hkely to.stay with the Democratic
party, $0 long as the panty continues in its basic
stands regarding social and economic welfare fbid.,
2923, The result is a party cleavage condaining an
important culture.class nexus in which welfare-re-
lated programs are both necessary and seen as an
appropriate part of governmental activity. QOnce
again, then, if Democratic party control does make a
diffvrence, we should expect to find # ai its strongest
in the New Deal cleavage states.

With regard to the sther cleavages, there is cer-
tainly ne reason to expect a negative effect for Dem-
ecratic party control. Thus [ am not suggesting that
the relationship between party control and welfare
effort is positive only in the New Deal states. Rather,
| hypothesize that this relationship s positive, but
significantly weaker in the non-New Deal cleavage

. states. Indeed, such a finding may well explain the

rather lackluster relationship generally tound be.
tween party control and state welfare effort. if the
impact of party controt an welfare effort is relatively
meager in states where class is not a dominant aspect
of the party cleavage, then the effect of these states
may overwhelm even the sironger relationship be-
tween party control and policy in the New Deal
states. The spedific hypotheses, then, are that while
the relationship between party control and weifare
effort will still be positive in the southern and post-
New Deal cleavage states, it will be sigruficantiy less
powerful than in the New Deal states,

Daiax

The variables used fo test these hypotheses are rela-
tively straightforward and should be familiar to stu-
dints of the party-policy debate. While several indi-
tators of policy benefits toward the poor have been

used as dependent variables, | use the policy measure
suggested by Albritton (1990}, namely, the ratio of
indigenously raised state and local government Aid
for Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
spending to total state personal income.”

Democratic party control is measured as an index
vonsisting of three dichotomous indicators: whether
the governor is a Democrat, whether the state House
of Representatives is.controlled by the Democratic
party (1 if Democrats hold a majority of seats, O
otherwise}, and a similar measure of Democratic
control in the state Senate, These three indicators are
then used to create an index of Democratic party
control running from 1 to 4. Specifically, states are
scored 1 if Republicans centrol ail three branches of
government, 2 i Republicans control any two
branches, 3 if Democrats contrel any two branches,
and 4 if Democrats control all three branches. .

In addition to party controd, 1 expect that a vatiety
of other aspects of the state political and economic
environments will affect variations in state welfare
benefits. Once.again, these reflect some of the most
prominent alternative explanations found in the lite
erature. To control for variations in the states” ability
to provide benefits to the less fortunate, I use a
variation of the common measure of personal income
per capita.® In addition, 1 include an indicator of the
relative size of the welfare-receiving population: the
percentage of the state populstion receiving AFDC
benefits. While Flotnik and Winters (1990} found a
negative refationship between this measure and the
benefits given to each individual recipient, [ expect
that a larger percentage of recipients should be pos-
itively related to overall levels of welfare spending.-

In addition to these characteristics of state popula-
tiong, Vinclude 8 measure designed to tap the overall
Liberalism of the state political environments, Specif.

ically, 1 account for the general liberalism of the state

29

party elites, using 8 measure developed by Erikson, -
Wright, and Mclver {1989, 1993). This measure is a

composite of the following four separate indicators

of the ideclogical preferences of Democratic and Re-

publican state elites, which are combired info a com

prehensive measure of state elite ideclogy: congres-

sional candidate conservatism-liberalism, state legis-
lator conservatismeliberaligr, local party chairmen
conservatism-liberalism, and national convention
delegate congervatismiliberalism.” Erikson, Wright,
and Mclver (1993} have found the Bberalism of party
elites to bg a potent force in state politics, from
responding to public opinion to influencing public
policy. The expectation here is that greater party elite
liberalistn. will be related to more generous weilfare
effort.

Finally, | attempt to account for one other rival
explanation, the porential effects of a population’s
attitude toward wellare recipients—in particular,
biack welfare recipients. Wright (1977} reported, for
exampie, that racial prejudice had a substantial effect
on attitudes toward welfare spending independent of
ather measures of liberalism. In an attempt to tap this
important potential influence on state welfare palicy,



March 1995

 Cleavages and Welfare Effort

I include a variable for the percentage of the states’,
population that s black. '

Analysis

To examine these hypotheses, a pooled cross section -

{for panel) design is used, with data for the years
1976-85. Pooling cross sections of states over time has
several advantages, two of the most important being
an increased number of cases and the ability to
generalize results across both the states and time. ™
Unfortunately, these advantages often come with g
cost. Because the design pools the same sets of units
{states} over dme, pooled cross-sectional models are
prone to fwo imporlant viclations of the ordinary
least squares model. Specifically, the disturbances are

likely to be both nonconstant betwesan uaits {heterc- |

scedastic} and correlated over Hme {(autoregressive),
Using ordinary least squares 10 estimate pooled cross-

sectional daty 15 therefore likely to result ininefficient

cocfficients that have severely inefficient standard
errors, thereby running the dsk of giving o false
impression of accuracy. To overcome these problems,
I adopt a cross-sectionally heteroscedastic and time-
wise agloregressive model for estimation {(Kmenta
1986, 618-21). In this model, data are sublected to a
double fransformation, one to ramove heterpscedas-
ticity and the other 1 remove aulocorrelation. The
firal model is then reestimated using ordinary least
squares and results in consistent estimators and dis-
turbances that are nonautoregressive and homosce-
dastic.'*

Does Demacratic party control have an impact an
state welfare effort, and is this effect conditioned by
the’state paritsan environment? The evidence is pre-
. sented in Table 4. Note first that the familiar variables
of state income and percentage of welfare recipients

both exert a strong influence on state welfare effort. .

In addition, party elite liberalisin also has the ex-
pected effect, As state elites are more liberal, welfare
cffort is greater. Finally, the control for the percents
age of the states’ population that is black also has a
significant independent effect. As the black portion of
the state population increases, welfare effort is dimin-
ished. Note that this is the case even with 2 dummy
variable controlling for the South,

Our primary concern, however is the impact of
party controd on state welfare effort, and. more spe-
cifically, whether this relationship is conditioned by
the social group-partisan.cleavage in the states. The
eostiicients for the party control and interaction vari-
abies tell the complete story and show it is important
to account for differences in the state partisan envi-
ronments when examining the impact of party con-
irol. Specifically, the slope for party control in the
New Deal states {00039} is sigiificantly greater than
in gither the southermn (slope cakeulated as 00039 -
D032 = D0007) ar the post-New Deal {slope calcu-
lated as (0039 ~ 00035 = 00004 states. This pattern
iHustrates the main hypothesis, and it does so in
striking fashion, Recall that the conditional slopes are
interpreted as shifts from the baseline slope of party

4
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Staie Welfare Effert by Democratic Party Control
and State Party Cleavage
MODREL
VARIABLES ESTIMATES
Raciplents as % of population S
{00618
Stata wealth A6
{08798}
Party elite libaralism HABITH
£.00008)
1 Parcent black N ' ~ D00
{00004}
Southern cleavage dummy O0e1
. (.000785)
Post-Mew Deal cleavage dummy L0115
(.00047)
Parly contred L0035
{.00012)
-Southemn parly contral interaction® - GO03R*
{.GO01)
Post-New Deal paﬂg
- control interaclion -~ OO036*
{00017
Adjusted R, BaG
N 420
* Noje: Table entries are unstendardized regression covlicients, estimated
with & dual tatsformation s remove heferoacedastivity and autoterre-
tation and then reestmated ssing ordinary least squares. Standsrd
errors are in parentheses. The dependent variable, state wellare ofigrt. s
measured a3 the rado of indigenously ralied state and lorad AFDD
spending 1o wotal stale peramal income.
* 1 o siate s i southern cravage, B otherwise.
T siate 15 in post-Mew Deal cleavage. ¥ otherwise,
' 83 _
" P = 3. :

control in the New Deal states, That is, they represent
the difference in the magnitudes of the bmpact of
party control on welare eftort in the New Deal versus
southern and post-New Deal states respectively,
These coefficients indicate, therefore, that while the
impact of party control in welfare effort is positive
within all three cleavages, the slopes for the southern
and post-New Deal cleavage states shift significantly
downward from the New Deal cleavage baseline.
Indeed, the ceoefficients shift to virtually zero and
indicate that the impact of party control on state
welfare effort is roughly 5.5 stronger in the New Deal
states than in the southern cleavage states and an
even more impressive 9.5 times greater than in the
post-New Deal cleavage states. Differences in the
nature of the state party coalitions have a significant
influence on the relationship betwew party control
and state welfare effort, the relationship being much
stronger in New Deal cleavage states and much flatter
or less responsive in both the southern and post-
New Deal states. '

Overall, then, | find strong evidence for the influ-
ence of party cleavage differences on the nature of
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olicy representation in the states. Moreover, these
effects stand out even when controlling for important
rival forces, be they political (party slite ideology),
pepnomic {state income}, or structural (percentage of
recipient population). Party control has a clear impact
pn state welfare effort, and this effect is strongest
where we would expect to see it the most—in states
where the social group-partisan conflict is organized
along class-related lines,

CONCLUSION

The evolution of theory on the impact of political
parties on state policy outputs has led us to ook
toward the support coalitions of the parties them-
selves o understand when this linkage may be
present. 1 have described the coalitional bases of the
state party systems and the dominant patterns of
partisan cleavage that result from these coalitional
foundations, These investigations indicate ‘that the
social group bases of party support vary in traportant
ways, both within and across the states, ’

Using this information, | find support for the
¢onditional influence of party control on state welfare
palicy. Democratic party control of government mat-
ters where theory teils we should expect it to matter
the most, in party systems where the dominant
cleavage of social group support for the parties is
drawn along class-related lines. Comparisons of
class-based states with non-class-based states confirm
these conclusions, showing significant differences in
the impact of parly control on welfare effort across
these groups of states,

The hterature on linkages between panty control
and public policy in the American states is replete
with mixed and inconclusive resalts. By examining
this linkage in the context of the state partisan envi-
ronments, the findings reported here present conclu-
sive evidence that palitical parties have an important
influence on state policy outputs.

In addition, these findings should lead us to look
once again to vanations in the states to help us
understand the general rele of political parties in
American politics. The New Deal panty system may
no longer be dominant st the national level, but
ngither has it completely disappeared from the polit-
ical landscape. Importantly, the presence of this more
class-based party system is not merely descriptive but
also has important implications for our understand-
ing of the role that political parties play in transmit-
ting the preferences of partisan groups into puldic
policy. In this important sense, variations in the
social group support for the political parties add
another dimension to our understanding of party
ctirel of governument and the process of policy
representation in the states. Whether the “party’s
over” {Broder 1972} at the national level or whether
it has “Just begun™ {Sabato 1988), party systemns do
vary across-the states. These differences are an im-
portant influence o the place of political parties in
American politics.

3
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{ wonld Bike to thank Jerry Wright, Chuck Smith, Leroy Rie-
selbach, Ted Carmines, [im Garand, and Jeffrey Stonecash far
their help and comments on this project. .

1. For interesting approaches to this problem, see Dive
1984; Garand 1985,

2. A report an the reflability and validity of teese data for
the vears 1976.82 can be found in Waght, Erkson, and
Mclver 198%. The original data set has been updated o
encumpass the years 1976-88, resulling In 2 natisnal sample
of over 170,000 respurudents and state samples ranging fom
348 Wyoming) fo almost 16,000 {Caldornial, Alaska and
Howail are excloded from the sampling framework,

3. Low and high income are defined a5 follows: 1w low
income {<10,000), 0 = elge; 1w high income (> 40,000), 0 =
else. In the initial analysis, dummy variables for age were aiso
included to account for the potential impact of younger snd
older social group membership on partisanship. These vari.
ables were dropped from the analysis to ease interpretation
because they did Hitle 1o differentiate one party from another.
in addition, several other groups come to mind as being
important for differentiating the support coalitions of the
parties, partisndarly hispanics aod religious hndamantalists,
Unfortunately, questions asking about these grsz chatacter-
istics were nat ieludedd in 2 sulficient number of sarveys to
warrent thelr inclision here,

4. For seasons of space consideration, only the 4 states
used as examgples in the text are included in Table 2. The
analyses were dane, of course, for each of the 48 states in this
study and will be supnmarized later in the analysis,

5. As a result of everlapping gronp membership, the
group centeibution figures do not sum to 10%. This aliows
for the fact that individuals bave wultiple groug charncteris.
tics, While this may seen an inconvenience, 2 is not netes
sarily 2 disadvaniage, especially when we consider that the
party coaliions are often defined as conlifons of diverse,
overlapping minorities. Thus, the fact that individusls do
have multiple and overdapping groops aits heips make this
an accurste description of the group boses of the panty
<ughitionz. Note that while an individual may get counted
more than omce (due te multiple group traits and thos
resulting in’ total coalitional percentages exceeding 100%,
group characteristics do not.

6. To help confirm placement of states in gack cesvage
category, a scoting system was developed. Cleavags soores
were czlculated by taking the absclute value of each group
bias figure and then tking the mearn of the relevant absohue
value bias figures for each cleavage, Absolute valusy werg
taken 0 2ccound for negativity in the Republican party Bias
figures, and means were taken o acvount for differentes in
the number of groups in the three party cdeavages, in the
southern deavage, for exwmple, the deavage scores were
ealmlated by daking the mean of the absolute values Jor the
back, low-income, roral, white, high-income, college, and
urban group bias data as follows;

Cleavage 1 = (ABSblack + ABSincemalow + ABStiesl 4
ABSwhite + ARSincomuhigh + ABScollege + ABSurtany?,

Scores for cleavage 3 andd cleavage 3 were derived In 4 similar
fashiom

Cleavage 2 = {(AB%oath + ABSunion + ABSimcomelow +
ABSfemale + ABSprot + ABSincomehigh + ABSeoliege)”

Cleavage 3 = (ABSblack + ABScath + ABSurban + ABSupion
+ Anvincomelow + AB8fernale + ABSjewish +
ABSwhite + ABSprot + ARSincomehigh + ABScollege)/11.

in most cases the Ermess of cleavage categarization was
reasanably clear, with states exhibiting biased group party
swpport sttongly consistent with one of the dominant ¢leav.
ages. In a few states, however, the patterns of group blas
were not so clear, Blling oo the border between two cleav.
ages. in these instances, additional Information was used io
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pice the staie into one party swatem over the ather In
Connecticat, far example, there are strong class-zelated blas
figures, consistgnt with the Mew Desl cleavage, In addition,
howover, there is asa a moderate racial bias, suggesting that
Connecticut oy aise be placed in the post-New Deal cleav-
age. Further examination of the party coalitivns shows that in
post-Muw Deal states the sverage level of ractal group bias is
+15 for blacks toward the Demovratic par? and —17 fov
whites toward the Republican party, This is far grester than
the 46 and & Bas figures shown e the radal groups in
Connecticut. In addition, the demographic data for Connect-
wut show that the black group comprises only 5,5% of the
wotal state populption. Onee again, fhis is well below the
aserage {10.9%) for the
there 15 some svidence of racisl cleavage in Cormecticut, it is
the dorminant sverall paters of bias in each state that deter-
mines under which ¢leavage 3 state party system is fabtego.
sized, In Connectivut, this pattern s much more consistent
with the New Deal cloavage, i

?. Perhaps the most commonly used indicator of siate
welfare affort is AFDC expenditures per capita. Albritton
argucs persuasively that this measure s not entively adeguate
because persors with larger incomes are able 1 make larger
contributions while 4t the same Hme retaining larger nat
incomes, Recognizing convention, howaver, | performed all
analyses with both dependent variables, the results being
largely similar. AR expenditure and income varables used in
these analyses are expressad in constant 1982 dodlars.

8. Beeause the dependent varable—ratio of AFD( spend-
ing to 1wtat personal incomeminciudes a stetedevel invome
componezt m iis denotvdnator, { modify the famdiar per-
capity-income independent variable by expressing it in terms
of national aggregste per capita income. This measure, iden
sical to that used 36 a recent analysis by Hill and Leighiey

stoddow Deal sistes. Thus, while®

{19921, remaing an expression of the comparative wealth of |

the states, while avoiding problerng of extreme similarity
between the dependent and indepandent variabies,

B, Seores for party elite ideslogy are derived from four
eatlier studies of different groups of activists: congressional
capdidade  conservatism-liberalism  {Wright and Berkman
1986}, state legislator compervafism-diberalism (Uslaner and
Wiber 1977), locsl party chairmnen conservadsme-iiberatism
{Cotter et al. 19843, and national canventian delegate conses-
vatisme-Hberalism (Miller an3 Iennings 1987},

1. The number of cases for fhe regression analysis is
42042 states smultiptied by 15 time points. The number of
states i5 reduced 1o 42 because of the original exclusion of
Alaska, Hawali, and Nebraska, Nevads 5 excluded because
measures for party elite Hberalism were not evailable, Finally,
fie interzctive moded exchudes those statex that do ot cons
forgn to one of the three dominant cleavages {Askanwas,
Kentucky, West Virginiz, and Wyoming).

13, & reverst article by Beck and his colleagues {1993)
addresses problems associated with panel data in which the
number of units I greater than the mumber of ime points.
They discuss problems azsocisted with one particular means
af dealing with these problems-—wPark’'s (1%67] method of
feanible generalized feast squares as discussed by Kmentd
(1986, §22-35). The method used here, alse discussad by
Kmenta [pp. 61821} is different from the Parks method, snd
provides coefficionis and standard srrors that are pot fainted
by serfal correlation or heteroscedasticity,
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-HEADLINE; Debate Begins én welfare Reform in the House

GUESTS: Rep. HOWARD DEAN {D~VT); Rep. HENRY J. HYdE {R-IL}, Chairman, Judiciary
Committee; Rep. B. CLAY SHAW, Jr. (D-FL}, Chairman, Welfare Subcommittes; Rep.
CONSTANCE A. MORBLLA (R MD) , .

BYLINE: PETER KENYON

HIGHLIGHT:

- Temorrow debate begins on welfare reform in the House of Rapresentatlvea,
Republicans want to convert many adult and child welfare programs intc block
grants that would be run by individual states.

BODY ¢

BOB EDWARNS, Host: The House apens debate tomorrow on welfare reforam. The
meagure would convert many adult and child welfare programs ints block grants
run by the states. It also would deny welfare benefits to most legal
immigrants and to unmarried teenage nothers. Criticism of the bill increased
cver the weekend. On Saturday, Catholic bishops denounced anding payments to
teenaged mothers, saying it would lead to more abortions. And vesterday,
Denmcerats and child welfare advocates sald the bill threatened school lunches
to pay for tax cuts. NPR‘s Peter Kenyvon reports.

PETER KENYON, Reporter: In trying to meet the cowpressed timetable of the
Contract With Americsa, House Republicans find themselves ending fedaral welfare
entitlements and dropping soma pecple from the rolls completely at thae same
time they’'re preparing to offer more than $180 milliion in tax cuts to
Americans. That cembination has proved to be an irresistible target for
ﬁemocratﬁ,

At yesterday’s rally, Wajority Leader Richard Gephardt cazled the bill 'immoral
and mean-spirited.’ The head of the National Governors Association, Vermont
Democrat Howard Dean, was one of many at the rally sporting a butiton that read
‘Pick on someone your own size.’

Rep. HOWARD DEAM (D-VT): Al) right, Newt Gingrich, pick on somabody your own
size! [applause and cheers froum the crowd]

Rep. HOWARD DEAN: How sbout ik, Dick Armey! Plck on sonebody your own size,
huh! fapplause and cheers from the crowd] -

Rep. HOWARD DEAN: How about it, Bill Archer! ch-ahout‘it, Bill Goodling!
Pick on sonebody your own size! {appla&sa and cheers from the ¢rowd)

Rep. HOWARD DEAN: Plck on somebody your own sizei If you want to give tax cuts
to people who make $200,000 a year, find a place to cut, but don’t cut it put
of our kids’ lunches! .



31 bashing of the poor and eliderly. The President
shviousty ntissed the kssson of last yoar's health-cars
debate, whicly was that Americans are deeply suspi-
cious of the Fedoral Governmoent, Bo, as Bepubbicnns
iry to reform these hulking ontitlemoents, they can tnke
comfort in one last similarily with last year’s heslth-

core debate: the Prosident will be on the wrong side,

The Latest Welfare Trap

EPUBLICAN PLANR for welfare reform came
unraveled last week as Florids Republican
Clay Shaw, chairman of the principal -sub.

committes oversesing the effort, asvelled a new sl

which repudinded majer clements of the Bepubilicon
Contract with America. Shaw's bill, which will bocome
the major legishitive vehicle for reform, tosk the ex-
pected step of encling the entitement, clement in Aid Lo
Farvilies with Dupendent Children bul surprised sl by
sbundoning federal work reguirgmoents for AFDO re-
cipionts,

The eow bill aeminally requires 2 per cant of AFDC
parenis to work in 1988 and inoreases the amount to
20 por cent in 2008, Hepubliecans were shocked when
Bemocrats guickly pointed sut that the Shaw bill was
more lenient un work than the Clinton bill and cxist-

“ing law. Evisr worse, the hilfs pititu] work requires
manls are nungsngless, “Blates am apparentiy dafing
work us looxing for a job one day eusch year. Phig inll
reverses two decades of progreess on workfare and ef
fectively takos Congress sul of the bushiess of requir-
ing work iy federally funded welfare progroms,” says
Robert Rector, welfare analyst al the Hecitage Foun-
dation, .

Noarly 3 per cont of volors helieve Lthal welfrn ro-
eipionts shauld wark for benefits. Shaw's eallapse en
thig popular issue was the rosels of strong bohind-the-
seenes presswre by Blichigan Governoer John Engler.
Represunting the National Governors' Association,
Engler has strongly opposed the work and anti-tHogitic
mney provisiops of the Centraet,

Fngier bas o nabional reputation asa $trong propo-
nent of welfire refirm, And that record has some sube

D'Amato Opens Hearings

No, not to chary Whitowalter's flow,
Hut where the dough thal Mexies
Hovadved from Mr. Clinlon goes;

S0 be propured to held your nose
When Al's report revenis The Street
(The one o Wall) is on the teat,

W.OH, VON BREELELE

%
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stange, His fame comes from abolishing Michigan's
Guneral Neliof, o program thal gove ceash fargely 1o
able-bodied single miales, But e alse hos urged Bdlow
povernors to aggressively expand the coselond of the
Supplamental Security facome (581 program by pro.
viding cish benefits of arcund $5,000 per venr to chil-
dren with vague “attention-deficit diserders” This
practive of batlooning weifare rolls by piving “crnzy
checks” {0 any ehild who soeasienally acts up bas been
daplared even by the Washington Pogt,

What explasios the diserepancy? The anywer is sim-
pler Genueal Relied was funded by the state; 85] i«
funded by the feds. Englor's attitude toward federal
maney should serve as 3 cleny warning to these conser-
vatives who buliove that welfive reform menns ratsing
sotae $250 billian in welfure funds esch gear in

Washinglon sad then blindly dunmping it on the stades

with "o strings.”

* Bveryona agrees reforin menns requiring welfire co-
pipients 1o behave respansibly, The reform signad fnls
is achieve that aim, iroslenlly, because tha governars,
as the pation's largest welfiine recipionts, sre insisting
on recoiving thoeir federal largesse without reguire-

“monts or sivmgs. Fallowing that Boe, once sgain they

have gutted read reform.

\X{hb Is Henry Foster?

T BEVENDS which day you nsk. First the White
House trumpeted ihe *ast” that Dr. Fostar, ils
namines for the post of Surgeon General, iad per-

formed only sne abortion. (This s the same White

House that says abortions shouddr™ matler anyway,
sinee they've perfotly ngal) The fgurs was quickly

bumped up to fower than PdwDr, Foster’s oatimnte at

the e, Then a transeript sorfaced in which a D,
Henry Foster took credit fr seven hundred abortions
and amniscenieses. Dr. Foster denled that his name-
snke was himsell but allowed that, as one bespial’s
records show, ha did perform ot feast 39 obortions,
Then an wrticle by Dr. Foster in g medical jonrngd
turned up, deseribing his supvision of B8 abortions
by an gxperimental vaginal suppositery. . Foster

. says he “abhors” abortion wod got invelved with the

suppasitory expariment only to maintain the sceredita-
Lien of a rusidency program, which in any event lost jts
accraditation. As yet, nobedy has explained why anoae.
ereditation coune! would rogquire that o hospital cepare
fypant with pitl-induced sbortions,

Theo anolher artiele was discovered in which D
Foster discussed inveluntary hystercoiomics he had
performed ve retarded women, This lagt, savs White
House officiat John Podesta, was “conststent with med.

“ical theery and practice at the finte”like the tortures

indticted un George 1 in The Muduess of Kings oo,
Who knows what ather milesiones of D Postar's ca-
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Welfare reform will
undouvbtedly be u hot-
button issve in the
104th Congress. But
while Washington
talks, governors and
state legislatures from
coust to const have
been aggressively
experimenting with
reforms. So for,
though, the view from
' the stotes is
disappointingly hazy.

BY ELIZA NEWLIN
CARNEY

WELFARSE

3

-

ETROI - Evary day Kiki Joves.

L9, makey her way through s

neighbiorhoed of boarded-up

hawses and srash-steown purks (o
atiend ol at o big, mostern school
huilding dewrown. .

Jayee bus fong waned 10 carn her geo.
eral educations! development (GED:
depree—her high sehool education was
inferrapiad by her two children, now 4
wnidh S—nmd et off welfare,

Bul right now Joyee's class time dan't
filked with mudsiphicution tables. history or
grastiar, She's kearatog how 1o dress for
a jab interview, express herself cenrly
arsd get phices on time, song with 20 or
so vither welfurg cecipionts in her class,
which is run by CarcerWorks Inc. 2
Dretroitdsised jobruining frm.

Joyee st kopes o get her GED. But
new woifure reles in Michipun requize
that < work ot Jeast X hours a week of
Toses bser benefuts, and Jovee has canght on
quickly, “§ know that getting » job jefire.”
she said, " Eduention will abvays e there”

Fayee is one of thousands of weifare
recigionts in Michigun wha are being fun-
acksd inte jobs, job placement and traine
Ing as puirt of (he state’s mosy recent wel
fure reform effort—aptly dubbed “Work
First.” The program, which is nne cle-
ment of a relorm package chat wuas
fwunched stialewhle i 199, has drawn
firee fromu advocacy proups worried that
1he mew rules will in Faer prevent voung
motiers such s Jovoe Trom completing
their gduestions,

Bul Republican Gov, John M. Esgler
has trumpeied the staies reform experd-
ment as a national model. Engley says
thit Michigan’s reforms huve saved tux-
puyers $23 million, reduced the number
of families seeking mwistince and boosted
the perceninge of welfare recipients who
are working from {5 per cent o marc
than 34 per cens,

Engler in't nlone, From New Jersey o
Oregon, goveraors and stage legislatuees
have ernbracad welfare reform experi-
menls with guste, Many are wel inte
approaches thit st are fust rheonic i
Washingion., among them work inces-
tavey, peaaltios for parents whose children

Test Drive

don’t stiend schout and two-vesr time
Hrmits Tur weifure heaefins,

Some advocutes for ow-income fami-
Hes fear that staie experiments have gone
ey Sir, creating a hodgepodge of pootly
moniiored prugramy that will put chil-
dren st risk, Morg-conservative crities sy
that the refurms doa’t po fur enough.
ammuni o little more than public rela-
st angd wre tnkering a5 the edges of a
baily broken welfare sysiem.

Whatever thair per solutions to the
wellare erbis, Engler und olfier gieagrnors
uTe cager {0 ke the ball and run wath i
At the Republigan Gaarnors Aseoois-
tinn mucting in-Williumsburg, Vi, o
month, GOP goversors issued a cloar
warning 1o Washinglon on welfare re-
form: Leave the states slope,

“The states should be freed to expedd
met with weHare reformy in 30 different
siate faborarories,” Engler said in un
intervipw. “One strategy dictared from
Washingion and micromunnged by the
feders! bureaueracy simeply witl fail”

State Iegishstors may not win e free-
dem they seek. b thoy've promied o
rusist any legistation from Washington
st ties their hasds oo tightly, Either
way, stui wetfure reforms wre providing
bath an wyspiration and « reality dheck for
Lawrakers s Caplint M.

CARRUTS AND STICKS

S far the view from B states b disape
pointingly hazy, Most of the experiments
are oo voung 10 have yivlded conerste
resulis, Although siates bave long been
abip 1 1081 now approaches o welfare,
the sinie reform craze didnl hit its siride
until the W0, Bvalmadens have barely
bogun. el many states are pursaing so
many tracks ot once that clewr rosulis may
prove clusive. {8ee how . 2504 .

Sriies have Been un the welfare syse
tem™s front lines singe 1918, when the
Soeiud Security Act extablished aid 1o
depondent chilren-mow aid 1o families
with dependent ehildren (AFDCbwas o
way 1o give cash assistunce ko famiies
withou! tothors,

In addiion to adnsinisigring o host of
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Welfure exporiments ore in progrost
in more tun 40 umes, although most
are tom pew 1o huve yielded olear
Featbs,

Just winnd wre ibe stdes up 107 Here's
a took ut what e are doing

Calitornia: Regured-
led as one of the
| most suecessful state
i welfure ¢xperiments,
i California’s Greater
CAvenues e inde-
"perzdf:r}cc {GAINY
| program, launched
in 24}8{} Ba mméaﬁm'mc?faw»w«%mk

program that combines education,

iratsing and iob search »orvices, The
program cmphasizes basic muthematios
atul rending for high school dropous,
Other reform experiments under way
in Culifornie inchude o reguirement
thaf lecaage motlers who havent o
pleted high schoof attend the staie’s
“Cal Learn™ eduention pragram, with 2
$100 reward for grades above 1 Cand a
SHH perally for [Vs or Fu

,{‘ﬂlurada. A pllot
I | project i free coun-
Ftjes reguices muth-

LTy t0 immuenize
 children under 1
s wnd offers & $500
reward for o high school diplora o 3
general equivaloacy degree carned
while in the program, Pariicipants 201
1 keep the st $120 of thioic monthly

gurisings, plas 58 per cer of any addi-
tional carned income. Able-bodied -
ens are required 16 work or atzersd job

B Project Indepen-
s dunce, a statewkde
tuh-training pro-

iuRy msmdatos
immadiaiy oatry
[ irite the work force
or jobr truindeg, even for sdagle purpas
with pre-schookage children, Alse in
the works in Flosda B g two-ounty
demonstrition project that limis fami-
fies 1w two years of benefin, reguires
dropouis under 18 to attend bigh
schoad, offers training as an aliernative
£0 cash zsistance and altows familics 1
Geop up 55000 in savings,

towa: fowa B onoous
aging welfare recipi-
pois o work and build
up savings through
b “individual develop-
sment seeounis,” from which they can
make withdrowsis oaly W start o sk

sess, Buy & homme, pursue educmdon or

tob tratning vr take cure of & fansily
crovrgency. The state aboe FeLHIres py-
ticipants Lo sign an agregmonl thi
identifics the date on which they'll
feave the aid o families with depen-
dent children {AFDC) program.

iNew Jerseyt Now Jersoy
L faces a lawsuit from state
E advocasy groups for i
“family ¢ap” provision,

efins 1o mothen who have o
i ohild while receiving AFDC,
The state abse sllows welfore revipionns
whes are warking (o keep 3 highar por

graat initiuted i -

which demes sdditiond ben-

Ir .
I
il
t
i
* REFORM ROULETTE: WHAT THE STATES ARE DOING
LA
eifare reform is still just Gdk o trainiag after swo vears, Food stamps, voenrage of their epmings than aliowed
. Cupilnl Hill. but itU's nlready  cash grant and child cure are tolled ¥ under corrent taw, A welfare parent
well gader woy in the states.  ipte 8 monthly payment, with the aim §who gets married does mol tose bene-
i where virtually every governor has  of teaching money management. * fits, even if the spouse is working.
. pledged v radically overhudd peblic W
p i sxsistance. | Flurida: Florida's Utah: Uhah requires ull

abia-bodied AFDQ
! purents and children
- older thar 16 w pastice
ipate in o aclivilies
- designed f9 goi them
readdy for jobs, Recipi-
ats muy keepa i&zger portion of their
*c,zmeé fcome and still recedve bone-
rim AFDE d"}{}}iﬁdﬁi‘ with gxx. iob
* PrOspocs may reocive o onctime ush

grant, ond short-tgom medicst and child
‘axw in ey of permariingly joining the

;
%

fwiltare volls,

Yermont: in an experi-
ment that mimies the wo-
Lyesr ome limit in Presi-
'd»m Chinton’s welfare
Predform hill. Vermont hay
{aunched a stmewide pilot

SN et that Hmits partici-
punis {0 3 months on AFDC. After
that, they must go o work or ke o
 preermmeatsabsidized community e
vige job. Teenage rocipionts with ol
dren must Hve with thelr parentsorin g
supgrvisedt seiting,

;

Wirconsim Wisconsin &
testing a Host of teforns,
including a tumily cup. a
two-year time limit 2 2
hours-a-week work re-
guirement and different

benefit levels for residents moving in

from another state. A pilot project

otk alow up 16 3102800 in a resurier-
: &d sgvings acconnl. The Legislature has
< afser ugreed 1 abolish AFDC by 1999
Land replags 3 with u new wellare pro-
égmm B ity ihe panaing slage,

complex programs, stites are required 1@

Ciewernors bave tachaically had room

i

Support Ao, whbich sought 1o redefige

—

b0 expertment since (952, when an Fwellure s o teansition to work through

fielp pay for AFDC and medicaidd, (Food
stamps are Tederally lnaneed.) The state
share of AFDC and medicaid ranges
from J0-3per cont,

A5 cxehonds ond costs hive g
By the past twey degardes, siates Iz.w: grep-
phud with the welfire monser oy Clase,
The mumber of AFDC recipients surped
from 7.4 oullion in 198w B milllon in
1993, an increase of 91 por cont, AFDC
espenditures {adivcind for inflution] want
up 44 per sent in tho tme, from 31588
biiflisn 1 §22.3 biftion,

amendment 1o the Social Security Act

give stutes peratission o seek wiivers of
the federal rutes to conduet wellzze pito
priects. But the state reform movenient
digdn't sturt pereolating until the 1980y,
whesi Prosident Rewgan launched a push
for wark-based retorms and Congress
gravied waiss now feoway 1o inpose fob
Foguirements uE welfum: reeipients,

The resulling welfare-1o-work pro«
prams formed the basis of the moss
rocent welfare overhaul, the 19RS Family

TIOR8} program.,

during the Bush Adminiration,

¥ the fob Ooporunitios and Basic Skilk

JOBS was supposed e move waifare
Erevipients inte the work force through
gavernment-financed placement, vdugi-
Y tion and trafming programs, Bt tigh bud-
tgets in the 1980s prevented stutes from
¥ fulty mmehing federal funds for JORS,
" und resplls have beon apotty, That's led
states £ seek a Bost of other salutions,
ge;;‘mrrcé in part by casier aooess (0 wakvers
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Since President Clintan wook office, the ©

strenm of walver applications ks swelled

Crr i fload, The Clinton Adminidaration

has gronzad waivers 1o N2 siutes for wel-
fure densomsiraion projects, from school
attendunes requirements in Arkansies for
AFIX parents wder 1610 2 vash homs
in California for toenage mothers wiho gt
guand grades, All Dur seo stides now are
comdactisig some form of welfare experi
e,

White it 100 carly 1o dosw sharp cun-
clusicas, some pointy of comensus bave
emerged. The biggdst burriers o work,
muny state legistuturs sgree. are fodendd
wellire rules that reduce benefin doline-
for-dallar aguinst carndngs. (Unider ¢uz-
rent rules, welfure reciplents generally
smy keep 830 0f curaings 3 mamh for the
first veur on asistence.}

Accordingly, stules are reding o host of
incentives thut altempt tu: “muke work
pav” by lesting weliare recipionts keep
mwire of what they gaen, build up thaeir
saviegs and e g better car, {Current
rulgs prevent AFDC recipients from hav-
ing maore than SLIER in savings or owndng
w oar that's worlh morg than §1,5000
Some states are experimaenting with
ressrigied savingy acoounts 3hat encour-
age recgpenis o invest in edacation or
work [raining.

Als widedy osted mre massures simed
a1 eliminating what umaunts 19 & -
hage praalty: the correns frderal mgulas-
fiens Hst require two-parent houschoids
gy be drapped Trom public asslstance
ang maember of the fumily works more
than ¥ hours s month, Many staes arg
also experimeming with new weehniques
of wringing child suppert from “dead-
Beat” spouses snd providing estendsd
chitd cure and health care services b welb-
furp recipionts who wegk,

More controversis! are a number of
nenaliy-based reforms, inchuding the e
year thme Hmil that s the centerpicre of
the Admintstzation’s welfare reform bill
(the 1934 Wik und Responsihithy Act)
and sunetions for behavier disupproved
by the siate. Seme waivers—including o
Cip on Camily skre iy Now Jorsey and laws
i Calilornin snd Wisconsin thal pay it
ferent benefits to reciplenss who move in
from aait of state—have gven druwn court
chilieoges.

To Regudlican leadars o Capsdusd Hill,
the must secepiny stale sofosrma wre the
most progeisiag, The Personsl Responsi-
bility Act. the wolfure reform bill pro-
posed in the House GOP's “Coatract
With Amencn,” build on the condcept of
the fomily-size eap to tackle whil muny
Repullicans see as the heart of the wek-
fare problem: illegitimasy, Much in the
Republican Bill, however, gogs fur bevond
what sates have sought to ke,

The kegistation would orsd aid o most

Murk Greenberg, o senior st atturnsy af the Conter for Low and Seciud Poliey
1¥s not “o mutter of {ndured indifferenes whather o tfate ossists poor fomilies?

noncitizens, would require mothers i
estabiish patersity as & condition of
receiving, AFDC and wanld oot off bene-
fits o the Hlogitimate children of minor
mothers, i would alsoe allow states to
spesd welfare money on sdaptions,
orphasuges wad supervised group bomes
for teen mothers,

Such progosals huve rung alarm hells
among wlvocaies for low-income famd
fes, andd oven smong muny QOVEIHGs,
State legisknors argue that soncitizeny or
yousy molhers cul off from walfare will
shmply wen up elsewhere w the system,
undng staie progrims that serve the bun-
Bry, the homekss and abused or neghet-
ed childsen,

On the Bip side, the Rupublicos plun
would allow siztes to opl out of AFDC
gitugether and instead orafy their own
wolfare programs, which would be fi-
aanced by fined annuw hlock grants. The
proposa! echidts the approuch taken in
Wiseonsin, which. in wddition w sn ambi-
tiows serits of welfare reforms aleemdy
under way. plans 1o abolish AFDC by
1999 and raplaee Bwitha hrlz*zéﬁzew 85
HE N

Some on Capitel Hlt sey sfate wono-
my & she key w weifare reform. 3em,
Nuacy Landon Kassehaam, 1H Kan., kus
inroduced feghlution that witeld effect

awap” behwean the stafes and the federd
guvernmend, The federnl government
would 1ake over medicaid; siptes would
uike over the cost and responsibiiny for
administering AFDE,

“Ktuch of the framework for weifine
freformd 5 o pluse.” Kassebowm sid,
*And each stute, and sise feaslators, zre
woing 1o feal some responsibithy for mak-
ineg sz that 188 working,”

Demaoruts, too, are warming o the

dea of stete astonomy, Inspited in pant
By his state’s approach, Sen. Herbert 1L
Kohl, I2-Wis,, has istreduced legislation
that, Itke the (P Persanal Ruesponsic
bitiry Agt, would block-grans AFDC and
most food stamp maney o the siaes,
(Feod stamps for the disabled and the
elderly woakd sty i place, and the sup-
plemenial freding program for women,
infants und children would be expunded}

“If we simply design another federst
program, ong size fits ol Kohl sid, "the
dunger is awlully great that we will e
right Buck where we arg aow in 4 fow
yeurs, woving o fix the welfare program.”

Mot evervome agrees that siates should
hove free soin, Muny experts wrgue
full state autonumy would be a hackward-
looking refirm and would create deasiip
variations in welfore benefity from st
ISR

Hronomic downtarss, some advogines
for the nvedy feur, could tempt state g
islators ta shurply reduce public ussis-
ane, States also might compeie to have
the fewst-gragrous program o disdournge
lesweinconss families (rom movitg is rom
ather stutes, they waen.

"There's un imporient distinction
Butwoen 11ving 10 eresgs sute oresti-
ity in welfare reform offorts and saving
that iy u matier of federal indifference
whethior wataie dssists poor families.” said
Murk Gregnberg, a senfor siaff attorney
at the Coenier for Law and Soeis Poliey,

The Administeation, Wk, favors nution-
sl lopislution as & %oy o onsurg ¢ omin-
mum stundard of help (or needy familiss
At the sume tme, though, Us reform bill
ahwo puls o pretaam on stue flexibiling
The 3l would se1 aside money for saw
demonstrting programs and ghee states
the freedam [0 pursie g host of rule
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3. finntg Kondratos of the Hudson Tastitute
“You can't huve AFDC reforss working in 6 voesom . *

changes, including saps on famile sze 1y
this philosophy of state fruedom thaes nd
the Administration (o aaprove SO muny
WHIVErS.

*“What {he waiver demonstration rop-
romat et recognition on Lhe purt of the
stagen, just as there i o recognition on the
part of the federal governmens. that there
need? 1 b samme prelly dramstic changes
in the welfare system.” said Mary Jo
Bunc, the assistant Hesith and Human
Services (HHS) secretary in charge of the
Admimsieation for Children and Fami-
Hes,

Advoeiten of stafe fexibilby arpue that
the staies are in the best posttion e fix
welfure: Reforms that work in New York,
they suy. will kave Hitke appiication in
Wyoming, and vice vorsa, Governun
wan't wanl o put Gyndies in jgopuardy,
the wrgument goes, becayse if they do, it's
e sates that <l have 1o pick up the
peces,

TS easy 10 be concemned 1hat some.
how staes will go the wrong way,” Sheri
E. Sicisel, the human services commitice
director of the National Conferenes of
State Begivlatures, saish, 7 10 nod in
siates’ imerests o suddenly hove a group
of people whe we hoemeles, s not in
TR INTeset 1 huive a group of children
sho wre n foster care, Fosler core i
msre expansive e AR

To hear the governors el i welline

reform in the staies s one
sueress story after ssther:

* In New lersey, skaie offi-
Cials pedne w avarly a 10 per
cent redecting i The num-
ber of childeén bora 1o
AFDC Tamiliey following
mpicmmm:cm Tof the 14992
*family cap™ Bl which pro-
bibity ‘sdditiii’idﬁwﬁ s
welfare mothers, whe have

mure children. 4
& In fows, @ statewide
refam package s reduced
the sverage muithly sze of
AFDC grants fmm A EFE RN
$2349 singe H;q;; Jotale ¢ffi-
gils mulingain. ﬁ.m(mg other
reforms, Towdk requires
AFDC recipients 1o sign and
stick (o @ “zaml’\ ivestment
agreement” that ms PA o
sieps 10 empinyment, [
reforme are also oredited
with lifsing the percentage of
twiepurent families op
AFDC from 7 1o 1 pur
cent,
® in {zh, 3 demonsiration
project simed s putting
famibios W work sag hoost-
ing family incomes has
reduced the AFDU ciseload
by us pouch as 30 per cent in
somi areas, stawe offickls wy, Lk opgis
fators uls point o u rise in the rumber of
AFDC cliems who are working, from 8
0 I3 per cent. {The sutiensl average &
abuni 8 per o)

“There™s been o real culture change,”
said William 5. Biggs. the coordinaor of
the Sangle Pareny Braploveent Demen-
strations Frogram at Utalv's Hauman Ser-
vices Departmant “The line stafl foel
that 111;.} re rratly belpiug perlicipams,
Thev see participunis moving into jobs,
They see participamis having increased
inetme,”

Rk’hmd A ko

CAUTIONARY TRLES -

But many welfare policy anatysis ure
sRepticitl of the sty suecess claims, The
reform efforts tend to be long on public
seiationy, they say. wid shurt-on public
policy. New Jeroy's reduczmn i the
AFDC Hirtheate. for example. has heen
guestionad by rescarchers who point out
thist the state i seen a0 over-all decline
in fapwy ize,

The bi JuL A pwhlum fa(?mg siare logis
Bty Iy Thar it remains remendousiy
sostly, In Hime ami in money. o gel young
mothirs with infants inio the work force,
lronicadly. & ofien proves cheaper w sim-
oy write w welfure check than it does 1
furnish wolfure recipients with day care,
ragsportation and training,

“Every state ning is “gee whiz' rmining
progeass, and every sogle one of them is
& Aop,” said Rohery Recior, the senior
palicy unplyst for welfure issus ut the
Heruage Foundstion, o conservative
ihink tank.

Liberal oritics are just as unhappy.
Advocnles for pw-tacome fumilles cons

plain thin the Admisissation hay gronted’

@ pleibars of waivers with Hitle opportu.
nity for public commeni and with ligle
thought (e the impmet on children of such
controwerninl roforms we family Cups and
eighd dimae fimits,

~Weiture reform is happeniog all over
the eountyy whhomt Congress having held
e markup session, aad iy proceeding
in & very choaotic amd prgoordinaled way,”
said Jenuifer A, Vasifoff, the executive
director of the Coalition on Hoeman
Neods, o group of bl advociacy vrgas
nizn,

HHSs Bane counterad that the Ad-
rinistradion e been cureful to approve
only walvers that are consistenl with s
welfure seform bil, that retain o safery
net fuy familins and thig promise 1o vield
concreie resuits, Federal rules require
state waiver demonstration projects to he
eostoaeutral and o ingarporite control
ETeu.

Bug the sweeping upprouches t wek
fare refosm in the states may muke oredi-
bie cvaluntions viriually zmpmsih.... said
Dary Buartless, un ecovomise and senior
fetlow az the Brookings Instituiion who
specializes in fabor and sockal poticy
fages. Indeed, some stutes ure cartying
it s iy ay U waber oxperimenis at
onee. Ton muny varinhies, Burtless
argucs, make € impossible 1w {sdute the
approaches that work, "We are left with a
Tabonmery,” he suid, “hs which all resuls
are ikenphusive.”

Not uli welfare cxperiments, ixmwaver,
have been conducted in a vacuum. Those
with the most copereie results are the
carly pilot projects initiated in (he late
P98k, fnctading Coliforesa’s Grester
Avemigs 1o indepeadente (OAIN] pra-
grem, thie oution’s legest JOBS program,
and  similer wolfarg-to-work pragram in
Floridi eafied Profect dependence.

Evaluatinns by the New York $hy-
bsed Muanpower Demsastration Re-
search Corp, (MDRCY, 8 not-forprofit
vrganization taat feld-tests pubiic pro-
prams, tamd thi otk prograss boosed
the sumber of welfare chionts in the work
forsa. urproved regipionis” curnings and
reduced their dependenes on public Jusis.
g,

Bt an in other saie expenimenls that
MDRC has stedied. weffare caselouwds
were ot educed dramaticath, and cosia
remaned figh, Bven in Guliforsha which
b withely ciied as s wellre suceess story,
savings were not across-the-baard, The
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AN program more e paid for sl

by fwo of six fountics Medicd god hroke
sven in g third over 3 Fveweor porixd
Byt in the oiher three countios, GAIN
failed 1o save money. (For mere on
GAIN sov NI HiSAM p 1)

Seine axperis poiy o moustrubic sae
weess in Cabiforntn and Florida gy evis
dence that the JOBS program is working
und argise that it should he fully financed
before policy makers faunch into w whok:
now rowd of reforms. Iedecd, mast wiase
welfire experimens, huild heavily on the
traininy and oducation nfrasiracion -

ated by JOBS.

TRROW ¥ oY

There's 1 grawing impatierce oa Capi-
tol Hill, though, and evan o some stats
fegislatures, with reforms that fail o dris-
tically overhaul the system, Crities of
state JOBS programs complain thy they
invest hoavily in cducazion and %miﬁil’%&,
with only a 1613 per com reduction in
canelonids,

e of the mos important asom
wi've fearned Hrom the states] b the Hie
iis uf the work.oviented upprosthes thet
have been tricd up o now.” Burtless sait,
“We haven discovered ponicilling We've
discovered asping, §auppose.”

And for welfare reforay ndvocates on
Cupitirl Hil, especially Republicans,
aspirin isn't enouph, Among their most
popsdiv models s Wiscomin, shich b
wiracted nztional attention becanse of
Republican Gov. Tommy G. Thompon's
promise to got rid of AFDC entirely by
i,

Wiscossin alrcady has wabers 1o test
several zpproaches. Including 2 rwoovonr
e Hant 3 cap on henefis for AFDI
pacents who huve more children aad 2
twostiored bunefitss system based on rosds
dency, Now Thompson wints wr serap the
whasle system and start again.

“Anyihing you do s going 10 be an
mpravement.” Thompson said in an
imerview. "And the mosre sadicadly vou ey
0 change 11, the better off you wre going
tos b fowr ehe recipiont, Jand] for the staee”

With the help of the Indisnapoliss
feed Hhndson Pnstituee, Wigconsin s by
g the groundwork for & bost of new
pubtic assistance rales, some of which s
being wied in other states, These include
mare partneships with logal businesses
o rain ond place workers anid the cons
sodidition of job-lraining progrims,

Mure broadiy. Wistonsin iy comsidering
a reskefiniion of the wellure popubtion
{0 incdude nat just single mothers with
ghildren, but also anvone whe needs
gxdistance, The iden would be o avend
govarament rowards for singloparent
families, Like several other siales, Whe
coasin is gl looking & ways 1 bring

feaith care, ¢hild care, jnb runing wd
sther public aebiance program wder g
single roof.

“¥ou can't have e';i’i}{f seform wawrks
it in 1 viacoum in aroms thal wre severely
daressed” said 8. Anne Kendratus, o
seaivr feilow in the Hudsan Dastitete’s
Washington office,

Amnng ather pravisions, the stale
“reguires alf famifies reseding wolfare to
sign g socist voniract” o which they

pledge either o work, go o whool or vk
unteer in the conununiy for of feast 28
hours o week Rcm;&zwia wha refuse
participute are phiscd off waifare,

Far applicants enteving the welfare sy

$dien Nowdin Curos

Gerakd H. Willer, the director of the Midsigan Sotiad Services Begortment
#Lanservative micemanagement is just as bad a3 Shersl misromuanayement.”

Some policy makers ure hoping that
Wisconsin will become a national model
for welfare reform. These who want
Congress 1 tugn the welfare eyatem on is
head. howsver, sy mect thelr strongest
spposition in i siaes, Bue legishdors
have criticized the bills on Washiagion's
tabis sa far, whether Demacraiic or
Republiican, as overly compies. hurea-
gratic and intrusive.

My govemurs see Clinton’y proposud
ter cut off aid (o welfore famitics alier two
years as tao rigid, States with poor
eeonnmies could te Teft holding the bag.
thoy argue. At the same time, Republican
progaszls 16 cut off most nongitizens ind
miner mothers of Diegitimate children
wive deawn fire fre ot loghladon o
sverly proseripiive,

“Conservative micromunsgement s
1ust as bad as heral micromanagement”
Gerald H. Miller. the director of the
Michigan Social Serviees Depaviment,
siid. "The issue here i welfare reform is
tw get people i job and off of public assis-
tanee,”

From Miller's poinl of vicw, con-
entious debates over illegitimacy simply
divert attention from the primary focus of
wolfare reform, which v 19 get people
wosking. In Michipan, Jegisluton say that
thelr statewide oxperiment, which come
hines incentives and pumaltios for welfare
families, is duing lusf that.

tom for the first time, the rules are even
strigier, Able-bodlied now recipients musy
wark at a priviie-sector job paving the
meinimam wage for st feast 20 hoors 5
wock, An vaddy mosull, secording o Michi-
“gon ensewnrkers, is it some prospective
‘recipionts a6¢ Culling up fo cancel ntere
“views with the nows thut they've alremly
found wark. Other welfure seeken are
showing up m stale agencies dressed for
joh intarvives,
©OWETH stund By our resuln” sadd
Mitler, whe guestions whether @ two-yeur
‘tims limit on welfare would work in
SMichigan. “You have tu recognize the
trx.uinzv of the eeonomy we iive in, If you
Yo over 1 Wal-Mart now. vou knew what
{\ oE're gomg 1o gel oifered? You're going
w guf offered 19 % hones & oweek., And
Fou kmow why? Becuuse they don’t want
for Brave 1 pay benefits, That's the reul
Twerdd,”
£ Whutever Conpress muay do, Michigan
3 Feprisdutors wam e frevdons 1o curn e I
the welfare refocm experiments that
heyve launchod. Tht would sui Kiki
ayee just fime, She has no complaints
shat the stase Forced her into job-training
clusses, and she has high hopes for a
careet In nussing.

“They're giving us 2 chanee” Jeyee
sartd, A H you demt ke that chaneg,
vour will Be ome of the ones kft withow
myzhmg : ]
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Governor Assails GOP Vélfa:ﬁ%pésa] |

Association Chairman Says Plan to “Storve Children’ Will Splil {;mﬁp‘i

By Pan Bake

s piier Fons Readf Wizirr

The chairean of the Natonsd Gove
2mors’ Aksocution, Bemocnane Hov,
Howard Dean of Vermont, yesterday
vigped inte the Repuldicans wellare
seform plan a3 2 poley ™t starve ok
dren and Rick ofd people oub of their
houses” and ariached Repoblican pov-
erabrs in extraosdinarily harsh lan-
suape dor helping 1o negotiate 1.

Dean said the plan, outhined Friday
in Washington, is the work of “ex-
Lremisis who have taken over Cone
gress” In 2 telephone interview, he
vowed, “I'Y) be damned if I'm going 1o
let axtremists take over the National
Governors’ Association.”

The Yermont governar said the nee
Fatiations among Republicans i Cone
press and in the state capitals werg
“destructive” to the traduion of bivar
tisanship wilhin the NGA and sad
many of 5is Demorratic coffeagues are
s angry that thev have lalked sbout
canceimg the NOA's winter mesting
ot even dismanting the erganitation,

"' impessidle for me 10 el vou
how angry they ace” Be said,
“They're funous. Farlous”

Dean said he planned 10 consult
wth Democratic governors in 2 con-
ference <alf today o plasd 2 counternat
tack but 2iso yowed (o seel alhance
wih mosierate Republicans in the
Senate and among the Tanks of Ree
pblienn governors o goder 1o biock
the propesa.

*1 think sgme of them think they've
Fot 3 mandate ts starve children, and
they don't,” Dean said. “We're going

GOP Defends Private Briefin

By Dan Balz
Wuahangior Faal S0l 'Woney

Republican tongressional leaders
yusterday defended plans o give
$3,000 contribitors a private lepisia-
sive brie(ing frem House Speake:
Mowt Gisgrich (R-{35.} 2nd Senate
Maority Leader Robert [ Dole {R-
Kanl during 2 fund-raising gals here
Bewt Mol

The privaie briefing is ameong
Hepoblican Na-
tional Committer (RNE sround s
¥eb. % lund-raiser, which is being
tiled a8 & GOP lauguration 2nd could
saisr millions of dollere. Those who
wairBute $1.000 1o the party will be
atie 1 anrtend 1B briefing, sccerding
o ihw wvitabions,

Asked o NBOs "Mewt the Press”
vesierday whether the private href
it 3 3 bregk with bosiness as voual in
Wasliagion, House Majarity Leader
Richard K. Armey {R-Tex,) said,
“Tral kag nething (o do with the busi-
ness wit canduct on the floor of the

o bost them nide the NGA and by
the Senam, o we ¢an't boat them m
i Howse ™

Wigennsin Gov. Tommy & Thomp-
sam £RY, the NOGA vice chair 2ed 3
goi of Dean’s sttack, said be wag liis~
appointed By ihe Vermont gavernor's
reactica and attributed it 1o the fact
ihat be and ather Demorrars are gal
o because hey are no konger in
WS,

“He's disappointed because he
wasn't there and now he wants 1o pick
a fight,” Thompson said in a telephone
interview yesterday, “1 don't want
vick o fight. b want us to get as mﬂcb
Aexibility (for the sustest as pesesb g,

The NOA winter mueeting is sched-
uleet to begine fan, 28, and the partisan
flaveup betswers Pean and the Hepadr
Hieans i Wkely to oolor & session where
bysiness wsuslly & condimied n an
agreeabls and oftes Wparisan way.

‘The outhnss of 1he Rmmzz vk
worr desoribud Friday alier s mesting
between Republivan goversors and
Rrgudlican sonprossionad Ieaders. R
would repisce hundeeds of federsd
weifare, harainig snd nutrition proe
gramy wih msh grants o the states
sad give states broad fexibiiity 1o
manage the programs with Bitle divec-
tion fiom the federsd government,

Thampson said there is " irondld
agroement” berween the governors
and Republicans in Congress shoyt
the detadds of ths welfarg relorm plan,
adding that he, Mickigss Dov, john
Engler TR} and others were fighting
for principles that Democratic gover-
aors shared g much as Republican
gavermors,

touss and the Semate, the mannes in
which we legisinte the patiens busi
hEss.”

Beaste Republingn Whip Trent Lau

iMissd sand, “What we're sefocsing

G} theve i the way we do badess in
the Longresy snd wilh the peogle’s
brsiness, and What's what we'rs poing
ts focus oa. the substantive i
sues. L. )"

RNE sptkesman Chuzk Grovner
said the peleate briefdey from Dole
and Dingrech eould be sttendsd by 300
16 403 peopit and defended the orac-
Bez a5 & way I sxpress Umnks 1
thuse whe have supported the Repil-
Eran Party francially,

“Tris it 0ot mmide daformation,” he

said, “Thess are events with several’
hensdred poople where they have an

apportanity ta listen to Jeaders who
have ag epprtunity (o express their
gratitude o these penple,”

Asked whether this was & break
with business as usual in Washmgton,
he amd, “} wadld say 1o veu | oden't
think it comes ag 2 sieprase 16 sovoie

Democratie govermors
g ahaut ok grants
e feaduliy for the stagsd,
Howsrd would be & a susonly of one
vobmg agamsi " he said, -

Dzan szid he had become extremer
fy frustrated with the actions of
Thoempson, Engler and othey Republiz
can governors. “We've given up Gi
them,” Dean said. "'I’he}' tald (e us and
sy, ‘Yes, yes, ves' and thea they gat
intoxicated when iHouse S;waiwt
Newt} Gingrich [R-Ca] pets them i
the room” .

Sagier could not b reached for
commeant, but his snckeemazr, johe
Truscost, said the Mickign poversar
was frustzated by the ceticism, "The
Demorcats v Congress woudd never-
listen 1o Demptratic governors™ he
zait. “But the Republicans in Congress
are definiiely Hstening Io Republoan
governors.”

Diean said the Republican plas qould
crippin state budpets, particuimly i
hrper sistes, and said the olan as mi-
fned was 5o far-reaching i would give

Demecrals who ppose the idea of

transferring power back 1o the s(au:&
which Dean said he favors, more am-
smanition in their fghl,

Thempsen said he still hoped m
work harmeniously with Dean and the'
Demacrats, "We're trying to work
with the Republican leadership. and
we want the NGA to be a powerful
force in that regard.” he said, "I'm go-
ing ta da everything [ can 10 make
that way.*

o for Donors

that pabitical parties rame mongy. I

the context of {a&mg adbout busintts
a5 ugnal, the public is talidng sbowt sa{‘
uations where ziwy have Tt i &8 3

cosrd congressivas] process and ud

ihe fum day of the session thet pro

voms wis dramatically altered, Thess

are twn distinetively different things ™
(living e donors This Kind of ac-
cass i onmon in bath partes, bl ab

zan be embarrassing 1 2 party that,

fike the Demograls twe years age, has
wwed 16 change the way Washingion
watks.

Last surnmer, Yice President Gore
was criticieed for hosting a private

barbecur a8 his residence for people”

who gave the Democratic Panty at
least $5.000, Like the Republicans
yesterday, Gore defended the practice
al the time,

“Well, neoplr whe heiped us iw the
Campaipn are peopin wha Py gottes

Uy now,” ke said, “and H | want 16 ask

. them o come aver and share & social

evenitg where | zan spend an everdng

*with thewn, whal's wvong wih that”

A6 16 KENYE *m&'é;q 13 VOLTRTRY S W },ﬂ.g
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Late: 09/21/94 Time: 15:358
House Votes To Get Tough With Deadbeat Dads

WASHIKNGTON {(AP) The House took a step Wednesday against
parents who fail to pay child support, voting to prevent them from
obtaining Small Business Administration loans.

Several lawmakers said similar language could be added to other
legiglation authorizing federal benefits.

The child support language was attached by voice vote to
legislation that would gsignificantly expand small bu&iness loan,
investment and management assistance programs,

The measure goes to conference with the Senate, which did not
have the child support language.

“"This proposal is intended to preclude the use of federal
taxpayers' dollars to assist individualg who fail to satisfy their
most basic parental obligation to provide adeguate support for
their child,'' Rep. Michael Bilirakis, R-Fla,, said,

“*Our primary intent is to encourage payment,'' said Bilirakis,
sponaor of the amendment.

The measure would require anyone applying for an SBA loan to
certify that thoy are not in violation of any administrative order,
court order, or repayment agreement reguiring child support. Anyone
caught lying could be penalized under existing federal fraud
statutes. .

The overall bill authorizes the programs of the SBA through
fiscal 1997. It would provide relief to 8BA participants who are
paying high pre-paynent penalties. The measure also would create
new programs to expedite processing of some loan applications and
expand the micro-loan program, which provides small businesses with
small leoans that are often unavailable from other lenders.

The legilslaticon includes initiatives to support the development
and growth of businesses owned by women.

““The SBA and its programs provide critical support to Americe’s
small businesges as they start up, expand and create more jobs fox
more Americans, '’ sasid Rep. John J. LaFalce, chairman of the House
Committee on Small Business.

Both the Clinton administration and members of Congress have
proposed stiff measures against parents who fail to pay child
support.

Tha administration’s welfare raform taak forog reported last
June that child support payments fall about $34 billion short of
what is potentially owed to children living with a single mother or
father. That is more than the $23 billion annual price tag for Ald
to Families With Dependent Children, a key federal welfare progran.

The administration believes its reforms could double public .
child support collections by 1989 from §9 billion 3 year to about
$20 billion.

The adminigtration's plan seeks to inprove the establishment ©f
paternity for all children born cut of wedlock. Now, paternity is
established in only about one-third of the 1.2 million births each
year to single mothers.

Other measures call for periodic updating of child support
orders to reflect changes in the parents' income, a national
clearinghouse 10 track cases across state lines and more money to
automate child support agencies swamped with requests for help.

Rep. Pat Schroeder, D-Colo., and other female members of
Congress have proposed legislation to deny federal benefits to
parents who are three months behind in support payments. -
APNP-09-21~94 1534EDT
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~“Honse Spesker Declares Welfare Hefornm Desd For Yeard
“Hy JENNIFER DIX{Ne
~hssociated Press Writers

WARHINGTON (AR _ Welfare reform was officially ceclargd dead for the
vear oy Manday Dy mRause Soeaxer Thomas . Foley.

Faley, ackrnowletging wha?t some lawmakers had beern gaying for amontnsg,
teld reporters thay Songress had rur oud of time to Gverhauyl the ration's
wiifare sysien oefore the dNovaember slecticrs.

But, hg saig, btnere mey still be a chance to strangthen ohtitlo-suppartg
laws to get tounh with the absert parents who refuse Lo pay.

rWelftares reform, there is net suffigiernt time to do that., But there
might be someg ivcoremental legisistion (.. scaething in The way of making
stronger the reguirgmenss for absent fathers 4 pay ohitld suppoee, ' saig
Foley, D-bash.

House Hepublicans and gomservative and moderats Democorats hao soughit to
charge walfare with time limites and work reguivements $Rie ymar, Lut
liberals said the debate was tMrpatening to tury karsh ard punitive as tha
fall campaiprs golt unuer way.

Prasident $linton annournced bis welfare veform plan isn mid-June, but
thern did little £ sell 1t despite his campaigr promises ta " ‘end wel fara
an we krow i, .

Foleyis oonments Mormiay were the firgt by a menber of the House
leagership to official iy ackmowmledge that welfare reform was stalled fFor
the yvear. _

Meuse Repunlicans, who proposed Yheir own welfars rafors Bill a vesr
agm, critipized the White House arved the Demsgratic leagershiy for letting
the charee fto ohange the syster siip tnig yegar.

Ren., Rick Sarntorum, %-Pa., & sporsaor of the Renubhlican welfare plan,
saiy the Demsgratic leasowrship and the administration " “gialled and bowed
dawn to the interests oF the far left wing of the party and serapped
wilfare .., 11t's ooirng to comeg back to haunt them, ™!

Modarate Demoorats aise belisve the White rouse sguardered its changs
t4: pass & Dipartigarn welfare refors Dill by waiting until Juve to irndroduce
ites plarn.

By the time Dlirdon arnnocunced his aslan, there wers already romerous
campeting plans in Qovngeass, Bepublicarn sentiment had shifted 1o the right,
ang the liperal opposition quigkly gstrengthensd,
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Race, National Origin t0 be Considerad in State HWelfare Né""’ Sé/{f? ¢

WASHINGTON (AP} In a policy shift designed to allay the
concerns of civil rights advocates, the Clinton administration will
conslder race when declding whether states should be allowed to
experiment with welfare raform.

The administration’'s plans, outlined in a draft obtalinad by The
Associlated Press, could also make 1t easier for the public to
influence experiments by the states to change their Medicaid and
welfare systems.

Mary Jo Bane, the assistant secretary for children and families
at the Department of Health and Human Services, said states are
proposing substantial reforms in theilr welfare programs and ~“we
belisve that they daserve public attention, they deserve public
comment, '’

““We are not trying to design a cumbersome, burgaucratic
procedure that slows things down, '’ Bane said in an interview
Monday. TWe're trying to design a procedure to make sure that we
get public comment and that we take it into account.'’

Critics, however, say the plan will slow experiments with reform +
in the states, which have teken the lead in changing welfare with
wark and education reguirements, time limits and caps on benefits
+0 recipients who have sdditional children.

They also see the plan as a way for the administration to guell
a4 backlash from liberals who oppose some state woelfare reformsg as
harsh and punitive. Three¢ experiments are also the target of
lawsuits involving Medicaid or welfare in California, New Jersey
and Tennessee.

Gary Stangler, director of the Missouri Department of Social
Services, said states are already developing reforms ~“within the
glare of publicity.'’

“Tanything that puts a chill on {state innovation) is
counterproductive to trying to address the sericus issues we're
wrestling with in the aresa of human services,'' he said.

President Clinton told governors last year that he would give
them the "“elbow room'' €0 experiment and promised to approve
reformg that he 4id not necessarily agree with,

His administration has given 10 states permission to experiment
with reforming Ald t¢ Femilies with Dependent Children and 108
others have regueaests pending. Flve statas have recelved approval
for statewide Medicaid reform projects and six others want
permission to experiment,

Although AFDC and Medicaid are federalwstate programs, the
secretary of health and human services must waive gertain federal
regulations 0 allow experimental projects, The law gives the HHS
secretary wide latitude to evaluate state requests for waivers.

According to the administration's draft, states would be
required to give the public a chance to comment on experiments
before HHE would congider the proposed reform, such as holding
hearings.

Waiver reguests would also bhe reviewsed for potential violations
of givil rights laws. States could be required to address the
potential impact on groups protected by civil rights laws, such as
minorities, who account for more than half of all welfare
recipients.

Bane saild HHS wants $o make sure that
adversely affected’' by state experiments.

ThThe oivil rights guestion is whether the demonstration itself,
in contyast to the gurrent situation, has differential and negative

*

"protected groups are not



-

aeffeids on members of protected groups,’’ she said. " "wWhat the
civil rights concerns asked us to do is to meke sure in designing
the demonstration, identifiably protected groups are not adversely
affected, '’

Gerald Whitburn, the secretary of health and social services in
Wisconsin, which laéads the country in welfare waivers, sald the
adnministration proposal would " 'gum up the process amxl establish
new hurdles,*’

"TThis is evidence of the backlash that he (Clinton)} is getting
from 0ld-schonl liberals who hate many of the no-nonzsense welfare
initiatives states have been proposing and who vehemently oppose
Clinton administyration approval of them,'' ¥hitburn said., "It puts
aggressive, innovative governors like Tommy Thompson {(R-Wis.}
through new hoops., '’

But Mark Greenberg, a senioxr staff attorney with the Center for
Law and Social Policy, a liberal advocacy and research
organization, said the changes are ~“very moedest but desperately
needed. '’

""The waiver process was supposed to be a way to authorize state
research demonstrations,’' he saild., ""It has turned Into a way to
grant political favors to governors. It has  turned into a process
where virtually every state proposal gets approved no matter how
much harm it might cause poor families.’'

APNP-08-02~84 UBIBEDT
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HUMAN RESOURCES
Matsui: White House Should Consider Welfare Plan Delay

A key House Ways and Means Human Resourceg Subcommittee member
is urging Clinton administration officials not to send Congress a
welfare reform plan unless they are certalin Congress has the time
and inclination to pass 1t this year. "If they want to do it,
they should send it now,” Rep. Robert Matsul, D-Calif., told
CongressPally in an interview. “If they don’t think they're going
o get a pill out this year, then they should wailt until 1985.7
Matguil said whatevey welfare yeform plan the administration sends
to Congress will get picked apart on Capitol Hill -- and he
contended allowing it to languish without any chance of approval
this year would hurt any eventual attempt to pass it. An
adminigtration official earlier thisg wesk said President Clinton
is likely to send his plan to Congress late this month or early
May and that no final decisions have been made yet about how to
finance it.

Matsul strongly urged the administration and House Democratic
leaders to derail any effort to adopt a proposal to pay for
welfare reform by cutting off all federal asssistance to legal
immigrants. That plan is being pushed by House Republicans and
the moderate Democratic Maingtream Forum, who contend that
together they have a significant number of votes for the plan.
"The leadership will have to do everything they can to prevent
that, " Matsul said, warning that some liberal Democrats and House
members with large immigrant populations feel so strongly about
the issue they may threaten to withhold votes for healthcare
reform because if it. "There would be a spillover into other
areas,” he said.

Nonetheless, Matsui said no consensus is developing about how
to pay for the welfare plan, adding, "A lot of holes still need
to be dealt with.” He said 1t remains unclear how the
administration plan would deal with a single mother who refuses
to or cannot fulfill work reguirswnents in the proposal. In
addition, he sald by focusing initial reform attempts on young
welfare recipients, the plan could encourage states to focus
their resources on the same population, neglecting older needy
people. And he said ig troubled by any plan that would cut other
social programs to pay for welfare reform, contending that would
result in moze money for caseworkers and less for people who need
it. "This is not & New Democratic proposal,” he said, adding the
"only thing that isg New Democratic is the two years and out”
proposal that would reguire recipients to get a job two years
after enrclliing in federal assistance programs.

The Congress Daily --- Friday --- April 8, 19%4
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Senate Democrats Determined On Welfare Reform In '94

Contending that a two-track schedule can be accomplished,
S$enate Democrats are aiming to have both healthcare reform and
welfare reform legislation on the fleor by July ~- a schedule
they acknowledge may nut leave the Finance Committee time to
congider legislation implementing the Uruguay Round of GATT thisg
year, a key Demorratic source said today. Senate Democratic
leaders hope that committees will complete t*Qpwork on health
reform legilfa«N*dby the end of May, with the bill on the floor
before the July 4th recess -- and conference work completed by
the August break, this source told CongressDaily. With at least
twe committees working on the health bill at the same time, the
gource anticipated most conflicts over the measure to be settled
on the Senate floor.

Although some House Democrats, most notably Ways and Means
Chairman Rostenkowski, have expressed skepticism that Congress
will be able to pass welfare reform legislation this year, an
involved source said he senses "real determination” among
senators to pass & bill. "People want to do this this year, s
it's possible ... I'd say i¢'s probable,” the source said,
foreseeing a welfare reform bill that would reach the Senate
floor in July, with conferees meeting in August. Under that
schedule, the Senate would consider the conference report in
September. Bources said congressic nal Democrats discussed the
subject of welfare reform at a recent joint leadership nmeeting,
and that there was a consensus among both House and Senate
Democratic leaders to try to pass a bill this year.

The ambitious schedule may make it difficult for the Senate to
consider GATT this vear. "You may sgueeze it in and you may not, "
the source said. While not ruling cut consideration of GATT in
1894, Senate Finance Chairman Moynihan earlier this week told
CongressDaily 1t would be difficult to consider the GATT bill
this year due to time restraints -~ and alse because Senate
Republicans have raised serious concerns sboui the subsidies
portion of the agreement.

The Congress Daily w--- Friday --- February 4, 1994



b.)(}, - Niﬂw’}(‘lt}’i

HUMAN RESOURCES
Koy Republicans Pushing For Welfare Reform This Year

Key Republicans are cautiously optimistic about welfare reform
action in the House Ways and Means Commititee, and plan to
prassure Democrats hoth on and ¢ff the panel to move the lssue
forward this year. The GOP "plans on turning up the heat to get
it done this year," a source said today, adding: "It's important
legislation. The GOP wants to see it happen."” However, other
sources said Ways and Means Human Rescurces Subcommittee
Republicans are approaching hearings on welfare reform slated for
later this month carefulliy. With little time left ¢n the
legislative calendar to squeeze in action on another major issue
vefore adjournment, aides seid the GOP members want to walt to
see 1if the hearings sre substantive or just for show.

Republicans will b2 more ¢onvinced of the serigusness - of Human
Ragources Subcommitiee CUhalrman Harold Ford, D-Tenn,, and Acting
Waye and Means Chairman Gibbons 1f they agree to incliudse
conservative welfare reform activists in the hearings, sources
said. Currently, the only scheduled hearing has HHS Seoretary
Shalala testifying before the full committee July 14. Ford is
trying to get clearance from Democratic leaders to schedule a
series of hearings on different reform "themes,” sources said.
Even 1if tight floor schedules make it impossible for the bill to
get through Congress this year, hearings and markups will build
momentum for action for next year, which also is good for
Republicans, aldes said.

Meanwhile, members both on and off the committee are moving
ahead separately with child support enforcement legislation,
which aiso is dincluded in most welfare reform plans.
Congressional Caucus for Women's Issues members met last week
with Speaker Foley to discuss putting their bill on a fast track
in the House. And Minerity Whip Gingrich also separately endorsed
moving legiglation to the floor quickly. The caucus® plan ¢alls
for many of the steps alss in President Clinton's welfare reform
bill, including enhanced paternity establishment procedures and
penalties for “desdbeat dads.” In addition, Human Rescurces
Subcommitiee menmbey Sandey Levin, D-Mich., has introduced a bill
that would require c¢hild support enforcement agencies to report
the status of payments to oredit bureaus. A GALD report Lewvin has
released on the plan called it "promising."”

The Congress Daily --- Tuesday -~- July 5, 1994
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fate: 06/17/94 Time: 18:12
Key Lawmaker Promises Quick Action on President's Welfare Plan

WASHINGTON {(AP) The new chairman of the House Ways and Means
Committen promised Friday to move gquickly on President Clinton's
proposal to reform welfare by requiring recipients t0 go to work.

Rep. Sam Gibbons, the panel’s acting chairman, told committee
members and Clinton adminigtration officisls that he intends to
sand a welfare reform bill to the House f£loor this summer, =

A Republican lawmasker and congressional aide sald Gibbons'
decision to push welfare is a sign that he ~“wants to prove he can
do a good job'' and beat Rep. Dan Rostenkowski, who gave up the
chairmanship after being indicted on charges ¢of political
corruption, “Tat his own game.''’

Another GOP alde suggested that Gibbons was seizing the issue
with an eye toward embarrassing Republicans, who have criticized
Clinton's $9.3 billion plan as timid and hopelessly weak, if they -
try to thwart the passage of welfare reform,

Gibbons' schedule for welfare reform is more ambitiocus than the
Khite House anticipated. Clinton just announced his plan on Tuesday
and has yet 1o send longress a bill.

Administyation aldes acknowledge that their plan has littie
chance of passing Congress this year and just Thursday, House
Speaker Tom Foley told reporters that he was uncertain lawmakers
could finish work on welfare legislation this year,

According to lawmakers who attended Fridavy's meeting with
Gibbons, the Florida Democrat is ready to begin public hearings on
welfare reform by mid-July.

The full Ways and Means Committee could take up the bill by the
first of August, followed by passage in the House by mid-August or
later.

REep. Harold ¥Ford, D-Tenn. and chairman of the subcommittee on
human resources, said he would call 10 days of hearings on welfare
reform next month. He sald he would consider all of the competing
welfare reform bhills pending in Congress this election vear from
the most conservative to the most liberal.

TTMy dntent is to adhere to his {Gibbons’) plen,’’ said Ford.
TTI'd 1ike to see @ bipartisan bill ... t¢ strike some type of
compromise and bring & bill out.®’

TUNo guestion but there’s time to ¢o it, '’ added Rep. E. Clay
Shaw Jr., R-Fla. and one of the sponsors of a reform welfare hill
backed by more than 160 House Republicansg. "~"Mr. Gibbons is much
more ambitious than Mr., Clinton. !

Shaw and ¢other Republicans said they were also willing to work
with Gibbong to draft a bipartisan welfare reform bill that would
change the welfare system with time limits, work requirements and
an aggressive strategy to wrestle child support payments from
delinguent parents.

""He says he wants to move a bill out of subcommittee by the end
of July, and my comment was, "Let's do L€, I'm anxious to work in
a bipartisan fashion to get welfare on a fagst-track out of here, '’
said Rep. Rigk Santorum of Pennsylvania, the senior Republican on
the human ragources subcommittes,

Demcrrats renain divided.

Moderates and conservatives favor time limits and work
reguiremaents, and have been pushing the change the system this
year, in time for the November elections.

Libarals, however, oppose a two-~year limit on cash benefits,
cutting aid to immigrants and a proposal to deny additional
beneflits t¢ women who get pregnant while already on welfare.
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~Praspects For Reforning the Welfare Systen Are Dimeing Dasily¢
“Ry JEMNIFER DIXON=

“hAssocinted Press Writers

WABHINGTON (AP ~ Fresident Clinton says he stid)l hoepes welfares
refars night catel fire this yvesr, but it's looking less and less
Jikaly.

The Clinton administration has yet to finish its plan to
overhail welfarg, the consansus For refore say be orunbling, ang
the congressional schedule is jaspacked with hpalth refores, oriss,
spending bllis and sonfirnation fivcarings for a new Supresae Court
Justice;

Add to that the slection—vyesr pressures Lo adisurn Lonnress by
early fall, distractions caused hy the indictaent of Rep, Dan
Rostenkowski, and Derocratic leaders' spisgivinpgs about cutting
scciai prograns to pay Tor welfare regfors, _

"Evearything {5 in coaplete disarray up here,'' said Rep. E.
Clay Shaw Jr., R-Fla.

Even Clinton — whose pepular canspalgn pronise to ‘rond walfare
a8 we know it*' helged cdetineg hip as & new, saderate Despcrat —
appears t0 bs c20ling the rhetoric,

‘1t wight caten fire -~ thy whole thinp aight cateh fire — we
gight have a bipartisan consensus to mave the bill in & hurry and
net it done this yoar. I wouldn'i write it aff,?'' Clinten said
regently,

figes te menbers 7 the Depocratic leadership in the House and
Benate say the prospacts for passing welfars rsfara this year are
slim,

8 Senate side puts the odds &t less then ong in four; House
pides are less optisistiec and cite the gifficulties of scaring up
enpuph spney tp pay for the White Mouse®™s $9.3 billion packape.

C¥Mirtually eveary scurce ¢Ff new revenus comes at a price that
apme menRers dontt think is wordh paving,'?' s&id ones leadsrghip
aige, who spoks on condition of anonvaity.

'The principal reason is tise,’' sald another aide, ' "Second
«xs Mo alleged conspnsus is DEginning Yo grusble.**

On the vight, prodded by conservatives léke Williiawm J, Bennets
and Jack Hemp, some lawpakers have begun to sugrest that tine
limits and work reguiresents aras not the only answer to splving the
wglfare Orisis and curbing the rising rate of aut-~gf-wadlack
wirths,

They proposg spore extrene measurest cuttinp sff all cash, Food
stand ang housing benefits to women under age &1 with children born
put of wediocok.

On the left, Koep. Robert Matsui, an influential Califernia
Bencorat, iz drafting his own bhill. It will emphasize work for
parents on welifare, but rejscits the notion of time limive, &
corngrstong of tha presideant's olan,

*hrile 1%%s great political rhetorie and it sgunds reasonable
o0 assuap people should be able to find & job aftsr twe year&, the
real world is not so siwmple and clesr cut,** said Matsui. " The
potential is thera o0 make many fanmilics Moxplese, and | don’t
think that is en acceptable solution to the problieses in the welfare
svsten.'?
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The aduninistration has postponed releasing its Dlueprint several
tinmes, largely betause of disagresnents over finanzing.

Bides now say the Clinton bill will by delivered to Congress
after June 3, when the president returns froa ceresmoniss marking
the S@th anniverssary aof D-Day in Nersandy,

*Unfortunately, the lann dalay in preoduting & plan to endg
wglfare as we know it has esbpldened the oppositian &% both &nds of
the spectruay '’ said Will Marshall, president of the DProgrossive
Policy Institute, 2 part of the ceontrist Dewocoratic Lesdership
Council founded by Clinton,.

‘*Both left and riaght are coalescing on alternatives 1o the
broad cesnter in wel¥are reforwm,'' said Marshall,

A Clinton administration official insists there is 8till sclig
support from the centar for the Wnite Houss's plan, but Congedes
that the timing is touph.

Republicans end agserate Democrats, whe have intrsaduces sinilar
wel fara refors plans with nearly 200 cospsnsors between them, say
they may try to force the lssur to the House flopr if they have to
wait For the Wnhite House such langer.

*‘We may have to take the bull by the horns gurselves,'’' said
~ flep. Dave MmMoCurdy, D-0Okla., who spent seven months drafting the
Mainstrear Danocrats welfare refors plan,

His plan and the BUP bill cut welifare for sost isainrants ts
finance expansions in educstion, child-care snd work pragraes for
$ingle nothars on waelfare. Lach hae strict time jimits and Cogtg
nuch more than the presidentts,

HPWR-BH 2194 1317EDT
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Hote to: David Ellwood
Mary Jo Bane
Briuse Read

Three quick things:

1} I've attached draft talking points on Charles Murray's proposal
for your review and comments. Judging by madia inguiries, we're
going to need them sooner rather than later.

¢} You can expect another gambling tax story tomorrow in USA
Taday.

3) FYI - Bill Claibourne of the Post nas been sent to South Africa
on ppocial assignment for at least a month. Eric Planin, who I know
from the Senate, has taken over the welfare reform beat. He's a
really solid reporter,
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Bratt Talking Points

Response £o Charles Murray
4718794

*He did the country a great service, I mean, he and I have often
disagreed, but I think his analysis is essentially right. Now,
whethey his prascriptien is vight, T guestion...l once poliaed 100
children in an alternative school in Atlanta -~ many of whom had
had bables out of wedlock -~ and I sald, 'If we didn't give any
AFDC o people after they had their first ¢hild, how many of yeu
think it weuld reduce the numbar of sut-of-wadlock birtha?' Over
80 percent of the kids raised their hands. There's no gquestion
that that would work.. Bubt the guestion js...Ig it worally right?"
®,..There (& no question that...if wse reduced Ald to Families

with Dapendent Children, it would be some incentive for pecpls not
to have dependent children ocut of wedlock...once a really poor
woman has a child out sf wedlock, it almost locks hey and that
child into the cycle of pmverty which then epins out of contreol
further.®

President Clinton, 12/3/81

NBC News interview

Charles Murrayt's identification of the problem is right. Teen
pregnancy and single~parent families are important problems which
chould be addresgsced. We agree on the fact that vioclenca, arimsa,
druy use, poverty and homelessness are all connected to the
increasing number of births to young unwed mothers.

However, olear sanctions and rewards are a bhetter approach for
roaching teen motheras that simply ending theilr eligibility for
honatits. Qur appreach would condition teenagere! AFDC benafits on
staying in school, 1living at home with their parents or a
rasponsible adult, accepting job training, and attending parenting
classes. This conbination of Ygarrots and sticks” is only possible
if you continue benefits for single mothers who take steps toward
self-sufficlency -- and reduce them if they dont*t. Simply *writing
off¥ an entire generation of young psople would 4o nothing to build
job 8X1lls and turn dependencs into independenca,

Conditional AFDC banofits work. A rigorous evaluation of one such
program in Illinocis and New Jersay found that teenage mothevse wha
received c¢onditional benefits, along with case management and
support services, achieved significantly higher rates of school
attendance and enployment. The 3,00¢ participants who faced a $160
reduction in their monthly AFDC grants had success rates nearly 2¢
percent highar than young methers whe did not face sanctions or
recelve services.

Yrte impoartant to damand rasponaibility of tsen fathars, not Just
taan mothers. Oone of the worst features of Charles Murray's
approach is that it would penalize teenage mothers while ignoring
the regsponsibility of teenage fathars, True welfare raform demands
that both parents take respensibility for thelr c¢hildren; vwe
pelieve no plan will succeed without a commitment to paternity
pstablighnant and tougher chliid support enforcement.

Bven 17 Murray's approach works, that doesn't makXe it morally
right. While Murray says his approach will not harm children, the
truth i that many teenagers and thelr young children would be
forced into homelessness 1f all foderal aid were terminated. The
¥resident's approach 1ike Murray's, would eliminate walfare as a
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Administration Yet To Decids How Soon & New Mother Should Work

WASHINGTON {APR} As 1t drafis its plan to rebuild the welfare
system, the Clinton administration must decids when a mother on
welfare should be regired o leave her newborn haby in day care
and get a Hob. .

The isaue ralises guestions of falyress from working women, who
already must leave thelr children in day csre o support pheir
families,

Bul it alsce raises guesiions about the wisdom of separating very
younyg children from theilr mothers, especislly if it means spending
long hours in substandayd day care and coming home 20 3 DaYent [o0
tired to provide the stimulation and nurturing a2 child needs for
healthy development.

Realth and Human Services Jecretary Donna Shalala, spesking
Wednesday o an Urban Institube gonferance on welfare reform, said
the adninistracion is still wrestling with the issue.

"YAs a feminisit, T have found the decision o be profoundly
difficult for me, but I have come down on the gide of women getting
into the work force in a reasonable period of time, women that have
young <hildren, because that iy esgentially what's happening in the
enonomy . ** she said.

But a report issugd Tuesday by the Carnegie Corp., & New York
philanthropy, said many of the nation's 12 million infants and
toddlers receive poor guality child care, which can put their
devalopment at risk.

Shalala called it a *‘“very complicated decision'' but said the
government should not give women on welfare a break it cannot also
give the working poor.

President Clinton has promised to "“end welfare as we know it'!'
and to cut off welfare after two years. Under his plan., to be
unveiled this spring, parents will be given the education, training
and child care they need to become zelf-mufficiens. Those who are
gtill unemsloved after 24 months would be reguizszd to take a
sibnidized job.

Aocording o a seniory administratiss officizl, the plen is
expectaed to cont 3510 billion to $13 billion ovey the fivst five
years, and 530 bhillion 2o $40 billion over 10 vears.

Republicans, meanwhile, are sguabbling over the zhape of theiy
own welfare reform Bill,

In & memg Wednesday, <onservabive Republicans William J.
Hannett, Jask Kemp and Vin Weber criticized the welfare reform plan
backed by Bouse Republicans and urged them to fashion a ““bold,
princivled and fundamentally different alterpative’’ to che GOP
bill,

The bthres GOPF lsaders belleve welfare iz fllegisimacyz
“fgoonowic life line’ ' and that mothers under age 21 who have
children out of wedlock should he ineligible for welfare gnefitbs.

‘“Phe central issue is people having babies suit of wedisck
bables are coming into this world with no fathers, with
ili-prepared mothers. It adds to the welfare rolls, educabion
problemg, oriminal problems; it adds to the gocial hreakdown of
thig country,'' Bennett said. ~‘We have seen encugh of bths carnage,
the cruelty, the 19 kids living in the tenement {in Chicago), bthe
bables in Dumpsters. '

In their meme, Bennett, Weber and Kemp sald the House GOP bill
containg no sericus attempt to curtail out-of-wedlogk births, that

S


http:wOI'I'.en

viﬁi wéé%‘zequirements are weak and that its hidden costs are
Texorbitant.

In response, & mamo prepared by the Republican staff of the
House Wavs and Means Committee notes thab the GOP bill would put
five times as many mothers Lo work as the Clinton adminishration's
draft plan.

Rep. Rick Santorum, R-Pa., an author of the plan, said ""a lot
af the crivicisme are a little overstated’® and the disagreement is
a “matter of degree, not direcrtion.

I have no problem with pressure from the right, '’ he said.
Tdhat we're Lrving to do is actually legislate, to step the trend

of expanding welfare and te stop the trend of incentives for bad
bahavior, *°*
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~Reptirts Dlinton Welfare Refors Could Top 858 Billdien i Nent Decade !l

NEW YORK (Rl _ President Clintorn's welfare refore package could agd
$58 Billiom 1o the rnatioral welfTare il over the roert 19 yoaroc, Tha bow
York Times repovieds or Tuesday.

f confiteontial msemcrardum presented toe the pregiderdt cutlines the mnost
soatly wlifara overdanl yoet discodssed by an atdminiz®ration panel exploring
wrl fara refoarn. \

Fowmver, the meme ackwowledgee that Dlimtor day adont a more modest
plan, Ome admiwmisirstion official, ssaaking on congiiiorn of ancorynity, tokd Xv
the paper the presidort would adopt a versigrn that wouldg add $35 billion in
welfare costs over O yoars.

Tie meng &leo says bthat Clintowm should ardgdsratand that " 'in rare
siroungtances, ' & proposal o Bnforog & twoeyear limit orn wgl fare bhensfits
rpuld lpoave somg fasilieg " "homelags or urabile 0 careg For their
childran. '

The wons aleds cutlines posesible cute oo taxms that would raige terns of
Billions of dollars in the rext decade. But it calls all of the options
undesirabie.

The gocumant Alsd suggesis several propesaliz Ffor redusing the possible
58 Billron oirice tag, One would be to réeduecs o gliminate a proposad $16
hiliion sxpansion of child care for the working poovr. Hrather wWodid be o
cut back am 8 pillion exparsion of gid o Cwiv-parens ramilies, which iae
moant to orevent fFathers feonr lgaving the hone, according to the paper.

‘CEach fecow sericus political oroblems arnd ralasoes sone subgfant iva
conearnt, ' acoordinn to the mena,
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Goal Number One:
{(Welfare As A Transition To Work)

"And ta all those who depend on welfare, we should aoffer this simple compact: We will provide

the support, the job training, the child care you need for up to two years, Bui ufier that, anyone

who can work must work -- in the privaie sector, if possible, in community service, if necessary.
We will make welfare what it ought o be: A second chance. nol a way of life...”

President Bill Clinton

State of the Union Address

January 25, 1994

POLICY COMPONENTS:

Making Welfare A Transition To Work

Childcare

_Job Search

Morc¢ Funding for JODBS/Lducation and Training
Integration with Mainstream Training Programs

vy vy v V¥

Two-Year Time Limit

> Everyone Who Is Able ls Expected To Do Something From The First Day
. Work for Wapes/A Paycheck, Not a Welfare Check

> The Dignity and the Responsibility of a Real Job

> Limiwd Exemptions Available al State Determination

Promoting Work and Opportunity
> Preference for Private Scctor Jobs
> Public Sector Jobs as Last Resort
> Larnings Disregard/Asset Changes
> Subsidies/Microenterprises
> EITC. HMeakth Reform 10 Reward Those Who Work
> Part-time Work Option
> Limited WORK Slots
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GOAL NUMBER TWO
(Responyibility and Accountability)

“This spring, I will send you comprehenyive welfare roform legisiation that builds un the Family
Support Act and restores the basic values of work and responsibifity.”

i we valug persenal responsibifity, we cannof iynore the 834 biliion in child support that abseni
parents sught to he paying 1o millions of mothers and children., To ohsent purents who aren’t
paying their child support, we Il say, "If you're nut providing for yuse children, we ' garmish
yaur wages, we 'l suspend your livense, we 'l truck you across state lines, and if nevessary, we 'l
make xome of yiau work off what you owe. People who brinyg children into this world eam’t jusi

walk away...”
President Bill Clinton
State of the Union Address
January 28, 1594
POLICY COMPONENTS:

Accountability for Taxpayers
> Rewarding Work, Not Dependency
» Reinforeing Values: Work, Family. Qpportunmity, Responsibility
> National Fraud Database

Encoursging Responsibility for Non-Custodial Parents

» Child Suppart Enforcement/Award Updating/New Hires
» Paternity Establishment

> IRS enforcement, license suspension

» Access and Child Support Assurunce Demonstrations

Ruewarding Performance, Not Process

» Mutual Responsiility botween the Recipient and the State
» Lhanging the Culture of the Welfare Officc

» Making the System Work
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Goal Number Three:
{Reaching A New Generation}

“f do think it's something the American peaple want us 1o do. dU's a pro-work, pro-famity, pro-convrunity

position. ] think the idea that people would be moving from dependence to independence, from welfare 1o work,

under circumstances which would still permit them 1o be successfid as parenis. 1 think has great appeal 1o the
American peaple. We've got 1o help them turn their Hves around®

President Bilt Clinton

US4 Today interview

Murch 23, 1994

“If we value sirong fumilies, we cannot perpetuate ¢ sysiem that pengiizes those who stay logether. Can Yoy

helieve that o child who kas a child pets more money from the governmens for leuving home thun for staying
with a parent or ¢ prandparent? That's not just bad polivy. it s wrong,  And we must change 01"

President Bill Clinton

State of the Union Address

January 25, 1994

POLICY COMPONENT:

Prevention of Long-Term Dependency
» A Nutional Mobilization Against Teen Pregnancy
> Reguirements To Siay in School
> Requirements for Minor Mothers to Live at Home
» Mantoring
r Responsibie Family Planning

Brosking the Cycle of Poverty for Families With Children
- Phase-In 25 & Younger
> A Strong Signal To Young Men and Women
> State Option To Do More
. Mandatory JOBS for Youny Fathers
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“RP-Isaigrants=-kel fare, 788 ¢ ) _
~Weifare Refors Plan Excludes lspigrants' Children Frop Time Limited
“~By JENNIFER DIXtiNe

“fissociates Fress Writars

WASMINGTON (AP ~ U, B.-born Ohildren of illegal ireiprants would
be allowed £2 recelve welfare indefinitely under President
Clinton's plmn that mould cut off cash benerits 1o other poor
fanilies afier two years, .

But the parents of these "‘titizen-children'' would not be piven
e training, day cars and subsigized Jobs the Clinton
aspinistration intends te give other voung fasilies on Rid to
Familios with Dependent Chilidren,

Bruce Resd, & co-ohalrean of the president’s welfare refore task
farce, said the decision to extliude the growing nunbers of
gitizan~ehildren fron welfarg refore was particularly tough.

Thair parents, bBoecause they are Mere illegally, are not allowed
to work or callect RFDC. But the children, whp are citizens, are
legally entitled o welfare benefits.

Rovd said the two«year time 1isits angd work reguirements of the
president's walfare-refors plan, due out next month, wauld not
gnply to sueh chila~pnly cases, who regeive spaller benefits than
fazxilies with a parent on the rolls,

TThe zost important thing we oan do to prevent such cases is to
gtrenntnen our border patrol afforts, which the adseinistration s
fightingy to S0 anyway,'' Reed saig, " It*s 8 tough issus ang the
beEst way t0 deal with it is tu ksep paoples fron coming hare
illenelly ‘in the fivst place,')

The treatnent of inmigrants is one of the mosat anationally
charged tssues surrpunding the nation's growing welfare poapulation,

In ancother Qontroversial prapssal, the adainigtration is
censiderinpg cuts in Supplarnental Security Incowe te low-incoane
legal iwaigrants whoe areg elderly ar disabled, The savings, 2n
rotinaten $2 Dillion a year when phaged in, would help pay far
wlfare reform.

Some weifare gnd imeipration experts believe the availability of
welfare benefits to children bDorn in the United States iures
illegal aliens arross the horder. Taxpavers snd uyp with the tab for
the mespital bill and the child's montniy welfare checks.

Dan Stein, executive Sirsctnr of ths Feosration for Aserican
Ianigration Reforw, which favers toupgher i{emigration laws, Says
giving citizen-children unlimited welfare is unfair to other
familien whose mothere would be pushed off the rolls and intoc a jg”?ﬂ
after two years, ;


http:eo-chair.an
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. e Mothers who have T tenerity, the Wiilangness To Dreak
- imuigration laws and have & entld in this pountry sre rexarded with
Rore Favorable traatesent, 'Y Etein says.

But activists For HMispanie rights say cutting off welfars o
ehildren would do nothing te santerdl isgigration and would
irrevncatbly hara the larasr coasunity,

e probler is that you can't put children to work and parsnts
cannnt work legaliy. S5 what do you do?'' ssked Cerilia Munsz, a
senior impipration policy analyst with ths Natienal Council of La
Raxa, & civil-rights arganization. " "One way or ancther, these
ohildren are prewing «p in the United States.?!

In Californisa, state officiels say children of undocumented
gliens vosprise the Tastest growing sepvent of the state's AFDC
BOnIaTIioNn,

Repording to Gov. Pete Wilsonts office, the nusber of
citizan—ehilidren on RFDC has inoveased by nearly 440 percsnt in siwx
years, froe 49,802 in fiscal 1987~88 to 195, 80¢ in fiscal 1994-9%,

The total AFDC coste of supporting these children in 1994<38 (g
estimatoy st 1553 aillion. Their edupation angd health costs total
ancther 3367 sillion, Wilsen's affice said.

Sangra R, Broley.: California‘'s secretary of health and welfars,
says AQ pearcent of births paid for by Medi~Lal, the state's
Medicaid propram, are to i{llegal immigrants,

Eleise Onderson, director of tne California Department of Sorial
Services, said, "'The act af birth shouly not necessarily sale you
a citizen,’?® '

Donaldy Huyddls, a Rice tmivarsity praftsssor of ptonowics who has
studied the fapact of isaigration on Ihe sconomy, dops not believe
wolfare §s & sagnet. Illspnal issigrants orpes the boarder, he says,
becaunse they went & betiter 1ife fgr thesselves ahd their children,
But when thay arrive and can’t find & job, they end up on welfare.

It develops, i% happens once soaesosne’s here, Uf course, they
nave o do svaryihing they can $o survive,'t Hudole said,

APUR-BI~1 134 125BEST(
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Generally, the elections provided far s these rege-
lations must be made on the taxpayer's {imely {iled
income tax relurns for the 1983 fax year. However,
trangition rules are provided for taxpayers that have
filed before April 14, 1854 for tax returns for 1983,

Writters cornments on the g:?pased regulations rausl
be received by May 14 and shauld bo sent to CCDOM:
CORPT:H (PS56-83), Room 5228, Intermal Revenue
Service, PO, Box 7804, Ben Franklio Station, Washing
ton, DO, 20044,

The tex) of the proposed and temporary regulations
i in Section L.0]

U.8. Budget

MOUSE NEARS APPROVAL OF $1.58 TRILLION
BUGGET PLAN, REJECTS TWO ALTERNATIVES

The House March 10 rejected, 73-342. an amend-
ment 30 the §1.5 trillion fiscal 199 badget resulution
{HConRes 218) that would bave cut spending 5606
billion over five yeurs to dring the federa) budget into
halance by fiscal 1988,

The House also rejected, 145-313, an amendment by
Rep, Barnsy Frank {D-Mass) that weuld have shaved
$2.5 dillion from defense spending.

The actions came as the House moved toward an
expecied March 11 approval of the budget resolution,
which largely would follow the adminintration’s fiscal
1595 budge! proposal.

The House will vate on final passage of the budges
resolition March 11 alter voting on {wo additienal
substituies, ong spontored by Congressional Black
Cavcus Chalrman Kweisi Mfume {D-Md), and another,
the Republican oltornstive budge!, sponsored by
House Budget Committes ranking Republican Join
Kasich {Ohio},

The amendment thal would have rut $800 billion
from the budget was sponscred by House Rules Com-
mittee ranking Republican Gorald Solomon (R-NY),
Fred Upton {R-Mieh), asd Harrie Fawsl] (R [

Solomen argeed that his proposal would bring the
budgel into balonce solely through spending cuts,
without tax ingoreasus, and without cutg in Soclal Sacy-
rity or sarned veierans benefits,

House Budpet Committes Chairman Martin Olav
Sabe {D-Minn) warnad the Solamon amendment’s culs
waild adrnipister "recession-sized shacks™ {0 the econ-
omy {n fiscal 1999 and 1996,

Mareovar, with interest rates on the rise, the Fader-
al Reserve conld not be expected (o offset the {mpact
of the defieit reduction on the economy the way it has
done previcusly, Sabe said.

“Deficit reduction as rapid az this sebstitute wiii
pu! the economy at serious risk,” Sabo szid.

The Solomoen plon included 2 cot in health care
progrars by $337 biliton over flve years and took
several of the adrministration’s propased reductions in
Medicare {0 lower the deficit, secording fo 3 House
Budget Committee relesse.

Dotanse Cuts Rejocied

Fraok proposed his amendment to reverse an ad-
ministeation request for $11 billion in military pay
ihereases snd argued that non-defense dinerciionary

T0 24567431
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spending wonld have to shrink to actomnedate the
proposed increase in mililary salaries in order o stay
under the tight diserelionary apending caps,

The House March 11 will debate and vole on a
substitute bodpel spomsured by the Congressional
Biack Caucus, which weald cut 38 bdillien from the
adminisiration’s defense proposal and would impese a
20 percent ta3X on the sale of handguns, aspanit weap.
ok, and ammunition,

The CBC plan alse wouid ¢ut the deficit $1.8 billion
more thas e budget resolution cloared Mareh 8 by
the House Budger Comrnitiee, Mizme said on the
House floor,

Mfume 3aid the aim of the plan was to stimulate
employment and reduce homelessness, violence and
Crime.

Foliowing the vote on the CBL suhstitute, the Houge
will turn 16 a Republican alteraustive budgat, that
would offer & §500-per-child tax credit that begins to
phase out a6 annual family income exceeds $300,000.

The Republicas plan also provides for indexing
eapital gains and restoring fully deductible tndividual
refirement accounts,

House Speaker Themas Feley (D-Wash) 1old report-
ers the pion was otally uniair” because i would give
tax oreditg to families with incomes above §200,000,
while depying 3 refundable credit to families wiih
incomes below $146,000,

“Is thut fustice, faking the poorest families in the
countyy and not giving any refundablic tax erodis for
them, and giving tax credits for people In the highest
parcent of the income in the nation®” he ssked.

“The Kasieh tax em I8 2 tally uafair propossl,
eniarging the benefitz far the rich and denying them o
the poer,” he aid,

Sonale Activn Noxt Wosk

The Scnate Hudge: Comimidee is expacted to begin
opening statements ¢n 118 budget resolution March 15
and mark up and roport out the resolution March 14,
aides told BNA,

While comnmittes Hepubiouns are Freparix‘zg several
amendments, the budget plan s unlikely to face the
sumber of chunges pot forward during previous years'
peoposals, aides sald,

The connmittes chairman’s mark ig likely o resiore
some of the adminbstration’s proposad cuts to the low-
income home energy assistance program {LIHEAP)
snd 10 mass transit operating subsidies, and to cut
discretionary spending $3.1 billion below the adminis
trafion’s proposal to stay within the discretionary
spending caps esacled last August, aides sajd.[]

Tax Policy

DHAFT ADMINISTRATION WELFARE PLAN
RELIES ON EITC, SOME RS ENFORCEMENY

The Climtan adminisivation’s drafl wclfare reform
plan would seek to make private-secior employment
more attractive thas federal suppott through the use of
the eatned invotme tax credit for low-income working
families, subsicies for child vare costs, and hexlih care
benefits that are employer-based, according to a copy of
the plan provided by the administration Mareh 40,

Copyrinht & 1994 by THE BUREAU OF NATIOMAL AFFAIRS, INC., Washington, .0, 20037
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Earnings under the WORK program would not be
eligible for the EITC and would not be included in
adjusted gross ipcome for tax purposes, the plan
states

The plan makes no provisions o provide any new
tax incentives {0 businesses to agsist in the hirng of
weifars recipients 8s they move oyt off the roils.

improving Ohild Support Coltactions

Under the reform plan, the adminisiration would
creato 3 Federal Child Sapport Enforcement Clearing-
houss 14 track divorced narents seross state linac for
the purpose of child support collection. It wouid in
clude 3 National Directory of New Hires to cnable
wage withhuiding from o firgt payehack in appropri-
ate eases. The plan calls for the IRS to strengihes ils
enllections and refund offsels role and for the expan-
glug of RS income and asset infarmation.}

CGRAECTION

A report in 45 DTR G-5, 3/9/84 on Interpal Revenge
Service temporary and proposed regulations (TD §527,
DL-21-84) specifying (he procedure by which tax ve-
turs information may he disclosed io the LS. Costoms
Service incorrectly described the provisions applyizg
to advanee priclng sgreemaonts or tox treaties o
executive agreements where the United States is a
party. The repart should have said disclosure of such
information kv prohibited ander the rulen,

BRIEFS

RE

RS ANNOUNCES AVALARKITY OF REPQRY
O ART ADVISDRY PANEL'S 1682 MEETINGS

A eepart sgramarizing tise closed meetings of the Internal
Revenuys Berviee Art Advisory panet during 1992 15 avallabie

T3 9456743
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fsr public snspertion. IRS said in 2 notice in the March 11
Federa!l Register,

The natice s21g the report may he viewed 2t the TRS
Freedomn of leformation Reading Room, Room 1585, 111
Constityiiog Ave. N.W, Washington, D.C. 20324,

Alterantively, coples of the rapert can be abtained from
the Direcior, Disclosure Operaliens Division, Anm FOI
Reading Room, Bex 388, Busjarnin Franklin Siaties, Wash-
ingion, 1.0, 20324, (202) 822516401

RS

GFFICIALS WHD MAY APRROVE JEOPARDY,
TERMNMATION ASSESSMENTS EXBANRDED

The nternal Reveaue Servioe in o notice in the March 11
Fodoral Regictar revised Delegalios Order 219, which
expandy the Ust of olficials suthorized Lo to mike jéopardy
and termination assessments,

tn eircumstances n wiich the district director hax to
axclade himsell from personsi invelvement in o case, the
district-teve) chief for employes plane and exempt organiza-
tions now may make a jeopstdy oc terminstion sStessment,
IRES said,

Generzlly, dnder termingtion and jeopardy dssegsments,
the sollection time for seizing assets iy condenved, se that

-

IHS can bamgdiataly colleet property frnm the faxpavor.ii

Exompt Deganizations

RS RELEASES NEW PUBLICATION
SUMMARIZING HEALTH CARE DEVELOPMENTS

The Interns! Rovenue Service Mareh 18 lsstied the tirst
veralon of & new publication that will describe repuistery,
Ingiziative and judicial developments for 1ax exempt enth
thez involved with health care Issues.

tnelnded in the publication are aummuries of activities
relating to matters such as:

«.Joipt Ventures,

» Integrated Delivary Systeens;

s Henith Maintanance Drganizations; and

» Physiclan-Hospital Organiaations,

The publication, which priensrily has been designed for
internal use, Al be ixyoed xoneslly or semi-annuatly, IRS
waidlll

End ¢f Section
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NOTE TCQ BRUCE REED ~w-

As we've digcussed, Avis LaVelle and T are recommending that
you, David Ellwood and Mary Jo Bane do a background briefing on
welfare reform for a small group of reporters in the next few days.
This briefing would accomplish several goals:

(1) It would divert reporters from the “paper chase® after the
docunents distributed at the cabinet meeting. As you Know, those
documents are in wide distribution within the Adsinistration; ars
likely to leak; and would be rather confusing to the average
reporter. The easiest sections to understand are the two charts on
cost and caseloads, and they don't tell the story we want to tell.

{2) Tt would alleviate the frustration of reporters who have
been chasing the New York Times leaks since Decenmker;

£{3) X¢ would estadblish the personal relationships we'll nead
in the coming ponths as we lay out the components of the plan; and,
most impoertant,

{4y It will allew us to explain the current welfare reform
plan pur way with our spin -- before it's leaked by a potentially
bBiased source.

our racommendation for attendeas would be Jennifer Dixon of
AP, 8111 <laiborne of the Washington Post, Ron Suskind of the Wall
Street Journal, Ron Brownstein or Elizabeth Shogren of the L.A,
Times, Jason DeParle of the New York Times, Bill Welch of UsA
Today, and perhaps Dave Whitman of U.8§. Hews. This would be a
background briefing only, with gquotes attributed te members of the
working group.

We further recommend a ene~hour nmeeting prior to the briefing
to focus our message. In a nutshell, howsver, Y think we want
stories that convey that we're making progress; that there is
consensus on the major issues, especially work for wages; that we
have & phase-in strategy that pakes sense; and that we are
corraectly focusing on teenagers in order to break the cycle of
poverty. These reporters are all pretty hungry at this point and
I think they'll be receptive.

We may or may not want to distribute a section of the current
document or an outline of the plan at the briefing - and we should
discuss thie with David and Mary Jo. But the basic goal would be
t0 pre-empt the news value of the paper now in circulation.

Again, I think this sort of informal briefing is the best way
to ground reporters in our strategy before the next meeting of the
working group = or the leak of ancther docunment - sets off a new
round of stories. Pleage let us Xnow your thoughtis.

Melissa
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To: Avis LaVelle

Bruce Read —— KQ‘M
David Ellwood ™ Nwm G—n\w @‘{D 1858

HMary Jo Bane

Wendell Pri B evrndnas (‘VF*’L‘\yﬂ)*QZﬂD
e s ey Bl D '
Mary Bourdatte ~ {31

John Monahan
~ O @D
PFrams Melissa i

Leon Panetta confirmed to the New York 7Times today that the
Administration is considering tax increases, including a tax on
gambling, to pay for welfare reform. The White House press office
has asked for talking pointe for tomorrow, and a draft is attached
for your comments. Please fawx any changes/suggestions back to nme

at 6905873,

FYI, the NY¥T story is likely to be page one, and will include
a discussion of the phase-in option of women under 25. If
necessary, I'll revise these tomorrow, but the White Houss wants
then today. '

Thanks.

450, 743
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+ 7 RALXING PCINTS 2/25/94
’ WELFARE FINANCING

The Adaninistration is committod to the introcduction of 2 welfare
reform plan which will be deficit neutral. That means that new
investments in child care, sducation and training programs for AFDC
recipients will be paid for by sther program changes that will save
money . :

We are committed to the letter and the spirit of tho 1890 hudget
law, which requires paying for any new spending incrsases withx
offgetting taxes or program reductions.

Al) discussions are vary preliminary, and no decisionz have been
made., The welfare refors working group appointed by the President
has not yet reached any final decisions, although they are working
vary hard to fulfill the President’s pledge to introduce
legislavion this sprihg. The Department of Health and Human
Services, the Office of Hanagement and Budget, and the Treasury
Department are working cooperatively to develop a list of possible
financing options.

To pay for the ianvestmenty in the plian, staff at HHEs8, OMB and
Treasury are asploring a numbar of entitlement reforms as well as
meagsures that would raise revenue. Becausae discussions are in a
vory preliminaryy phase, thore ara 40 or mors cptions currently on
the table. None of them kavae been preseantsd to the Prezident; none
of them can ba ruled in or out at this stage.

The bulk of the financing, however, would come from entitloment
reforms. {(If asked: Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid are not
being c<¢onsidered for outs. That leaves Supplemental Secgurity
Income, AFDC, food stamps, the Barned Income Tax Credit, and sonme
smaller entitlement programs. ¥e have ruled out taxing benefits for
the poor.)

Additiocnal revenue will come From within the plan itself. For
exanple, money saved by streamlining program administration will be
used for job training. And stepped up child support enforcement
will mean fewer women go on welfare in the first place.

It is not true that financing is limiting the dewvelopment of the
plan or the way it is phasaed in, The welfare reform working group
is expected to reccommend a gradwal phase-in of the plan, but that
decision is based on capacity issues and discussions with local
welfare administrators.
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TALKING POINTS 2/14/04
WELFARE FINANCING

The Administration is committed to the introducstion of a walfare
reform plan which will be deficit neutral. That nmeans that new
investuents in ¢hild care, education and training programs for AFDC
recipients will be pald for by other program changes that will save
money .

All dlacusgions are very prelimizary, and no decisions have been
nada. The welfare reforn working group appointed by the President
has not yet resached any rinal decislons, although they are working
vary bhard to fulflll the Prepident’s pladge ¢to Intreduce
legislation this spring. The Department of Health and Huwman
Services, the Office of Management and Budget, and the Treasury
Department are working cooparatively te develep a list of posaible
financing options.

To pay for the investuments in the plan, we sre exploring a nunhar
of entitlement reforme. (Irf asked: Soclal Security, Medicare ang
Medicald are not belng conaidered. That leaves Supplemental
Sacurity Income, AFDC, fo0od stamps, the Barned Inceme Tax Credit,
and sonme smaller antitlement programs.)

The finansing options should hafﬁiz;ad in the context oFf the plan
as & whole, While the details ofjwalfare reform plan hava not been
finalized, it will, as the Prasident promised in his Stats of the
Union address, make & real, positive difference in tha lives of
poor women previous administrations sizply ignored. Welfare refornm
will include an expanded sffort to collect child support payuwsents;
new investments In ¢hild care to help mothers move into the
workforce; and better education and training opportunitises.



