
Losing their licenses hits 
deadbeats in the wallet 
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WASHINGTON {AP) President Clinton 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 said deadbeat parents should be sent a loud 
signal: ~~If you neglect your responsibility to support your 
children, we' 11 suspend your license,. garn'ish your pay, track you 
down and make you pay.'1 

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

If all of the billions of dollars in unpaid child support 
payments were made, Clinton said, ~'we could move immediately 
800~OOO mothers and children off welfare. ' ! 

~~And·millions 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 said is ~~the extreme view that government 
is the source of all our problems~ t • ' 

'~I think we have to chart a course"between the old way of big 
government and the new rage of no government~ 'I he said. 

Government, he said, 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~ft 
J The child support crackdown Clinton seeks also, includes: 
Requiring employers to report new hires in order to track child 
support de~inquents who move from job to jobs uniform interstate 
child support laws, computerized statewide collection efforts and a 
streamlined system ,to identify the father "in all child support 
cases. 

Coupled with license suspension, these provisions could increase 
child support collections by $24 billion over'the next decade, the 
president said. ' 

Nineteen states now use the license revocation t~reat as a legal 
crowbar to compel child support payments. 

The White House press office said the threat has been' sufficient 
to collect t~e delinquent debt in 21,000 cases, while only 45 
drivers' licenses and licenses to practice such professions as 
medicine, law architecture and real estate actually have had to be 
suspended. 

~~For the nine states who keep records, collections are up a 
reported $35 mi1lion because of license programs,'f a press office 
statement said+ 
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~BOP Le.der& Hear Anti-Abortion L.wMakers' Worries on WQlfare Pl.n( 
~By JENNIF£A OlXON= 
AAsGociatad Press Wrieer= 

""ASHINGTON (AP) House Republiean lei\dul"'5 al""e under pr.ssure fl"'om GOP 
anti-abortion lAwmakers to tempar plAns to cut cash benefits to teen-age 
mothers tmd the cht!dren bor"" 'to women alreutdy 01'1 weI fare~ 

Some R.D~blic.ns contend the GOp·g ~elf.ra reform lsgi$l&tion. which 
goes to the Hc:,use floor next weak. could lead to • ",i gni ficar,t increase in 
abortions. 

Al'lothel'" GOP lawmaker, Rep. lleana Ros-LehtHten o'f Flot~ida, said the 
bill is too tough on leg4l iMfI1ig1"'ants, who-would be del'\ied C4sh wel'at~e, 
food ~tamDs and Medicaid~ Ehe promised Wednesday to vote against it unless 
the re9t~iction~'on aid are not 9caled back ~ignifiQ."tly. 

Althol.(Qh she 'i\lPport!3 C:h;!lY!sQe in the welfare sy!Stem, llo$-Lentinen $aid, 
.. t don't th-i'r'Ho; it !Should bs- 01'1 the b.ack~ of people who are full-fledged, 
legal re.idents of,the Uni1;IJQ States•••• They carl oiC'k On some other 
groups before th~y pick on people who need help." 

GOP leaders were drawn irlto neqilotiat iOl"dl this witek with the 
anti-abortion advocates, who want to· give low-in~ome mothers affected by a 
c.u"h bar! ve,uchers fCor th. purchase of "diapllra, clothiYl!;h school suppl ief> Ot" 
otne~ ~ecef>5itie•• 

The SOpts orioinel welfere l"'ef"orM proposal included a lif~tiMe bar" C:.t'f 
c:est\ welfat-tt to any WOM4'f1 who gave birth, out of' wRdlcck. befot~e hel'" 18th 
bi rthday. 

e~lt Storne Republicans insisted the measure was too hal"'$h s bl",d the btU 
was Changed to reqlJi,~e a I;ash ban until tha Mother tl)t'n$d 18. 

The GOP leaislatio~ also include. a . 'femily CMP," which reqYire& 
'!.it .;Ioteg to end the autOMat i e i nCr>eAses in caah ben~f 1t 9 to WOIIHtn who havE'­
JildditioYI.al Children while on welfare. 

Anti"-abortion RepUblican Reps. Chri'atoph.r Smith r.;.f New Je~sey, Barb.ra 
Vucanovich 01' Nevada and Jim BunY'! of Oregon Gay such .;\ rule wOlJld~ in many 
caBe5. oush women' 'towards aborting those pr-e-bo~'T"t infJAnts who have had 
the 'bad Judgment' to be CO!'H::eived in 'Such cir'CuMstances." 

But Rwo. Jim TalG'l"lt, R-Mo., ..oP,id the bi 11 has been .• watered dowl"< to 
the po;'nt that it's of Moatly SYMb<:olic value at this POint:. , •. We cal'"I't 
Just keep oo!t\vil"lq coIll!lh to PE?Ople fe:.r havi-rlt! c,rte child after arlother ",ftfH' 
.;u",other out of wedloek. Itl" de!l$h""oying'families .nO Y'leighboi"hoodS il') thE? 
clties~ and we've got to stop it.1' 

.The SOP bill* ml!'Uv',while, haG been t~eWl"'ittiln to allc.w leg&1 immigrants 
to corotlnue to t'eeeive e'er-tail'"' social -ser'vices. BlJt the inCOMe of 41", 
lh-1N11tw6rlt's 'Sponsor, . !Ouch· as Ii t'elat1ve, would btt -c:e'l.lYIted in determining 

'eliQibility. 

The leQis1.ation alt30 makes legally bindiYlg the SPOI"<50~'t s pr.::otllisu to 


glJOpoY't the immigr4l"lt '"S 01 condition of c:oming to. tho United Sta.tes. 

It ~15o oars most immigrartts fl"OM the 16t'"yest welt"re progl"li\M$; ca.1!lh 


aid to 11;)w-im:QfJ1e 'fa""ilies with childt~fm, food s'taMpSI Me>dice.id; 
SUDolemental $ecUl"'i ty Ir,cor.le "for the elder! y and di sabl G'd; and some bloc:~. 
grants t~ tM~ states foY' SOCial services. 

E:HC'eotloY\s are fl'I4'de for the vet'"y elderly, Y',,-rugel!t$!l, active d'Jty 
mi 11 t 4'r'y and thei f' spouses and ch II Ore!'l, Al"<d vetel""ns. 

Ros-l..entiYleY! said her MiafJ1i district is . 'chock-full e:,f U~S. perf'lb:nent 
'r'esident'IJ. t ' 

• 'They C'otfloly with the law, .Day theil" taKe., serve this COUT"rtry. -Yet 
they'r'e gOino to. be discl"iMil"<<!l~ed against, al'"ld not .able to get the> benefi ts 
they MAW 1''1f[ted if they fall OYl hard times," !!iNe said. 

ROS-Lent inen, who re1"'used to si gYl the Rep,..hl iean ., Cont"l"'act With 
A/l'Ierica'" beCAuse of th. bart or. aid to immtgr'.Ylts. also complained that the 
GOP intends to use the SAvil"<gs to fin.nce taw cuts and other p~cposalG in 
the eafl1Daiol"! mardfesto• 

. , I'm voting against the (welfare) bill .s long as they cut into the, 
benefits tna,:; legal residel'1ta are now receiving•••• I'm ready to chip off 
A vote hera and. vote there, 'I anQ .aid. 

GOP lawm4kal"'~ ape .al.o G1'll it ovttr whether Btat.e1'S aheou ld bl!f reqo it'eel to 
take ..way the driver't1 arId profetiUSional 1 icensEts. of parentfl who re!fu$e to 
pay child s~oport. 

http:Ir,cor.le
http:Me>dice.id
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Study Challenges House GOP Contract 

Plan Is a Big Government Document. Power Iffll Not Shift. Brookings Report Says 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT GROWTH 


Usi., J9S5 as a M;!tinf. 11 HTMltitl/J1 TlutitMtiq" .tudy siWWf littlt Ilowth 
fit /ttkral employmtlfl ow' tl;t post 30ytQlS. wltill! sptllding has toaT~d. 
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1hl1.1i~~. 'r"" ""''''1. l~t ~""iI:t \IOitI,v..,>t", ~ut"ll' .~l,""A4i..""tt<t1"4 ~tJlH..... ::.t -.u.. I.....~Y". 
I'·"'IV "A I'J..... ," ~,'_',..'~...'I"...' rH, IIffll< 'If' ,"" t._"w, 

~........., ,.,.,., 
tilowed that OV1:fM1.Wflil wr:ltare may IaYCt~'1 
money "but it rtqUftU more bUreaUl:r~ ... 
"tiler .........: 
Th~ stUdy also sounds ill WUllinc apiull ~ 

rWIh ro stU off I(ovemmrnt <tutU. erutf 
new q"'~'liovernmenul corporations (lr 
contract out RrvlW in au: twne of ~pri'filu. 
Utiol':!." The study says tM-~t "bu 
prill.tized br more fun(:tlons than most 
Amerkans .u!ize'" and wt "dramg the line 
bet~n tU1'lt'tWts thn could be ~ over 
to tbe govmunt:M and what sovernmtllt it­
!!elf netods \0 ItO is deceptively lflfIIcult... 

In thei:t do:M, ~ptr.r. DilWio... Princ~ 
ton ll'nivermr proit$$Ol'. and ~tl. a Unl­
'lenity of Wisconsll'l~MildllOn professor, 
~uestion the d!pUllIIM rommitlfteDt belUrui 
the publit'$ call for less ~. Down· amn, the federal wed fottt or ~. 
~r~ relatively minor d· 
forts when MediGare. Social Security and the: 
military consume giant portions d the budli!' 
ct, they ucue.luncric.anl. who liVe in a "na. 
tioBaI (lllrue,· still mllinniA erpectJ.lioos 
.oom pYel'll.llleflt deii¥e:rlni: uniform ,tJ.Q­

...... 10< •.-halth and salety, !bey odd. 
"Whlt em ottfy be bit in Ibe deb.t.tc ~r 

de¥oiu%ilJll is tbe faa that, ~e the ~ 
_ it.! WbhirllJkG'. powtD. America'. fed­
eral ",tern rtn:W.u OM i.ft whkh who ~I 
what still dqend5 areally en who live, 
where: the &\lthorS writ!!. 

,'~ 
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How Hard a Push on Welfare Reform? 
Qinfon Bill Like(v in 1994. but Depth of Commitment Is Uncerlain 

By William Claioorne 
"~Paol SW! Wnrn He was a maior contributOr to 

tne federal ram~y Support Act O! Although the public percept,on t:.
President Clinton will send a 'Nel­ 1985, which required all state Aid tnat weliare COSB Me enormous, it

fare reform bill to Congress next to Families With Dependent Chil­ (cst" less than 2 percent Qr the fed­
year containlng four or five key el­ dren (.'\fOC} programs to include eral budget-or about $25 bitliQn­
ements of his campaign promises to education. training and job place­ to provide benefits to the 4.9 mil· 
"tnd ""elfare as we know it," admm­ ment for virtually aU able-bodied lion familtts on AFoe. the main 
i$tration officials oonfidemly pre­ recipients with dUldren over age 3. cash assistance program. Addmg
dict. "He knows more about welfare :000 stamps and housing subsidies 

What is less certain is how ag­ reform than any of us." said Bruce taises the Cost to aboot 6 percent of 
gressively the admin.isttatil.ftl "'~ Reed, a White House domestic pol­ federal spending. a suable sum but 
push the measure because of the icy adviser and C(Kltal.rman of the ;me seen by many welfare advo­
iUnultaneous and distracting battle int~gency welfare reform task cates as disproportimately smaU 
over health care reform and the force. (llmpared to the emotional cor.uo­
potentiai for strong resistance to The political po-pularity of his o1tw versy that often surrounds it. 
any efforts to cut other social ser~ repeated p!edge to cnange the cul­ . The paradox of welfare reform 
vke entitlements, The cuts would ture of welfare bureaucracies and has been that training poor people 

make recipients work fot theit ben· and providing them with jobs C(lSts 
be neeQl"d in Clrder to fund broad efit4 also strengthens ClWon's re­ far more than sbnpiy issuing them 
changes in the way public assist~ solve, aides. said. subslStence checks. Moreoller, foJ. 
..oce to the Poor is dispensed. "The president is absolutely de­ low-up studies of costly welfare re­

Nc: decisions wwe been made lit te~ not to just tinker around form pilot projects at the state leveJ 
the White House coocemJng the Urn' tbe margiM of !.his issue, but to ef~ frequently have shown caseload reo 
l."Ig \'If lite legislation <)t wnere the feet fundamental change: said WjJ­ ductions only in the 4 to S percent 
mooey to pay for it W111 come from. liam Galston. a domestic policy range, raising questions about 
officials stresseU. They said that whether the progrlllll$- were !,\'Qrth-."'Health care will be the No, 1 the investment.Clinton has been so immersed in 

issue in 1994. and welfare refonn Both the task lorce and Healthdrafting next year'$ budget that he 
won't do anything to diminish that and Hwnan Sen-ices Secretaryhas not had time to dosely follow tile 
impOrta.n«'," Reed said, "But ile Donna E. Shalals bave said the Clin­del.iberations of a 3J..memoor inter· 
lCiinton! has demonstrated that he: ton administration's welfare re~agency welfare refonn task force he can do more than ooe thing at a forms will be made witb "deficit·appomted last May, or to n:ad a pre­ d.me. and there's no re'll$Oft t~ think neutral tunding,~ meaning tbat ex­liminary tist of options tnat are to be welfare will be put on a back burn- pmslve job training, educatIOn andpresented to hint nex; mooth. 

Although the president's inten· "': ci'uJd care programs will be fundedHe said CUnton' beI1e"es that
tions -probably will not be known by new taxes, by tapping discretion­~anyooe elected as a reform pres­

ary funds 10 the annual budget pro­
untU he delIVErs his State (If the ident sltouldn't worry about too 

cess or by cutting other entitle.
Union message on Jan. 25. his d0- much retorm,~ 

ments for the poor.

mestic policy adVl!ef'$ and other David T. Ellwood. as.sistant se£­
 Since new taxes are unhkely and
!'enior administration offICials :>aid retary of health and human set­

smce there are tight appropriationsma, ....ho also is a cc>-<:hairman ofthat Clinton's strong persona! in­ caps through the late 1990s. cut~the tl!\lt force. concurred. "The goalterest In fur.damentally changing ting other programs for the pooris not to put in a halfway plan. Thewelfare means he is prepared to appears to be cUnton's only realis­goo is to take the next big step inrisk taking Qn two gargantuan chal­ tic funding option.fundamentAlly changing welfare. Ilenges-health care and welfare­ Administration SOurces said thatbelieve that will happen." he said.at the same time. because of these financial re­
When he waS governor of Arkan~ ... straints. the: scores of oPtwns COn­

sas, aides noted. Clinton demon­ tained in the task force's draft pro­Being commitw! to welfare re~
strated an impressive understand­ ~ are likely to be condensed to(ann is one thing; being able to fi­
ing of the complex and ot.ten con­ ffl14.or five major initiatives thatnance it is quite another, adminis­
flicting (utes that come mto play i.~de;tration officials acknowledged.
when g;JVemmems begin to alter 
the wqal safety net. 

~lC?£ ... 

http:con�ffl14.or
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How Hard a Push on Welfare Reform'! 
• .Reducing teen pregnancy, which 
Chmon has caUed "the most impor­
tant mdicator or welfare de}lenden­
cy.R 

• Establisl'Jng paterniry of we!fare 
d..ildren and enforcing dilid sup­
port. 
• Making work pay by supplement­
i,1g a welfare family's earned in· 
come tax credit, food stamps. hous­
ing allowance and other btnefit5 
wnenever a job pays less than wei. 
fare. 
• Imposing a two-year time limit 
on welfare benefits. after which a 
redpl.etlt wtluld be for<:ed to find a 
job or perform community service 
wGrk. 

However. some of these pro­
grams involve -enormous costs, es­
pecially time·limited weHare, 
which. while hokling prrunise of sa..·• 
ing motley in the long run, requites 
creating new jobs in an economy 
with 8.3 millkm people oot of work. 

Matk Greenberg. senior atto-rney 
for the Center for uw and Social 
PoUcy, said that based on the cur.­
rent AFOC caseroad-and assum­
ing generous exemptions-be> 
tween 1.2 million and 1.5 miUiM 
families would be in need of place. 
ments in either private-sector .iobt 
or community ser.ice ~itions> 

Conservatively ~ting that 
e;u;h job created f.or recipients 
forced off welfare at ttte end ot t\l.'Q 
years would cost $3,000, Green­
berg concluded that the annual cost 
of tlte lobs component of the pro­
gram woukl be between $3 billion 
and $5 billkm, 

Other estimates have put the child 
care com))Otll'!nt, wb.idt would allow 
welfare mothers to a:x
transportation alwWlJl(:t'i. ad. 
ditional $3,00(} per , 
That would double the annual total, 

While It gradual phase-in of time­
limited benefits would soften tlte 
cost impact during the program's. 
early years, the administration 
eventually would have to make ma­
jor CUtS in other entitlement pro-­
,grams to fmd upwards of $10 bUlion 
a year just It) finance one element of 
the reform program. w.eUare ex­
perts said. 

AdmlnlStratior; officials !la\e not 
dedded how long a phase-in wot:ld 
last. although ~tiQlls being consid. 
ered include initially imposing the 
two-year limit only 00 new recip­
ients, imposing it only in some 
st.1tes Or applying it only to recip­
ients with older children. 

Administration proposals \0 sup­
plement welfare benefits for worj(-

Ing fanulies when their jobs pay less 
than welfare couid add billions ot 
doUars more to the reform plan, as 
could propos.a1s to guarantee duki 
support awaTds and costly edua· 
t.Io4 and training programs aimed at 
reducing teen pregnancy, 

"It will be extremely difikult­
and pemaps Impo$.Sibie-to design 
a coherent and ~tructive (work­
fani program within !.be probable 
~t c~ts." Greenberg 
said, Combining such an ambitious 
ftlfare reform plan with deficit re­
ddttkxn and ~ care refornB 
SCfl\Ip coats would be an even 
tnI':\Ir'e formidable task. he and .other 
welfare experts satd. 

Moreover. Clinton will fate pow­
erful political pressures in Coow 
gr.ess. from welfare righu advo­
cates and conservative policy" 
gt'mlpe outside of government and 
ev~ from confUcting Jdeo1ogical 
factions-liberals against centrist 
~New Democnu"-within his own 
ad.ininiatration. 

qintIla ..... 11M Mid !.be thing. 
~ has surprige(f hinl the JnOIill~ 
~~R,.
~reTs iittle reason (or 
~,t(l believe that be will not en~ 
~ter such red.ance from Con­
~. frorn the permanent federa1 
butUoaacy and from the "poverty 
iodutry" of welfare rights groups. 
soda'! services IXlntractors and orh· 
ef;sptCiaI-interest groups that lob­
by;on bebal! of the poor" 

In Congress. welfare reform will 
be: pulled in oppos,ite directions by 
tWO groups of Democrats.. One- is Ii 
coalition of 77 centrists. loosely 
;(11ied with the Democratic Leader-

cc'.':': :":~':?:: 

stup Council. tr.at ,$ pressing Clifl~ 
~on to slkk b;t" his cdl1'.paign prom­
Ises to force weifare recipients intO 
work after two years of benefits. 
The other is a group of 89 liberal 
and urban representatives thaI bas 
warned that time-limited benefits 
are tOO harsh and that milder reo 
forms should be accompanied bv 
more spending for improved unem~ 
ployment benefits, an increase in 
the mWmwn wage, expaodcd in­
come taX cre&ts fer the working 
poor and more child care. 

Waiting 00 the sidelines are 
Hoose RepUblicans. _ who have 
drafted then- own welfate reform 
program in an effort.to ride a ware 
d public opinion tha.t seems to favor 
transforming welfare from an en­
titlement to a benefit that must be 
earned through work. 

The Republican pian would :m· 
pose even tougher time limits than 
those being considered by the ad­
ministration; woo.!d cut benefits to 
welfare mothers who continue hav­
ing children 00' of w~k; would 
force teen mothers on welfare to 
live at their parents' homes; and 
wookl cut welfare an;i Supplemental 
Security Income benefits to immi· 
gnnt.!t:,'eoos: 11thet1 changes that 
critics han: branded1Drac:onian. ......A.itttou_ to. .R~s. esti~ 
mate that dIe job ~R and man­
dator)' work PrO'tiSt!!' of rJreir bill 

:, wou&f ~'QW"1y 12. billion o~·er 
, five yean; ~y et! imate that sav­
ings fro4't other prf'ams would net 
$,1 bUb, result it in a budget 

. defictr raioctioo $20 bilUoo in 
five years. t 

just the presenct of the Repubb­
can btu could <:reate f:nonnous pres­
s~re 00 the ~dmirtvl:ration to aggres­
slI/ely push Its 01!l'Il wf:!.fare reiorms 
In Congress or fact charges th<lt the 
oppomion party Is do.ing roore to ful· 

. ~, ;'l)RE. ..
". 
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How Hard a Push on Welfare Reform'? 

tu C:!ntC:1'j ~a:np;li!\.l promIses th.;.n 
the Democnts. 

~!f he drollS it !,,/,'-elfate reform I, 
we':1 k;1l him on this. took at the 
polls. You can't be too conservativt! 
{in some of these issues. particutarfY 
on i:legi:imacy and makmg people 
work for ber1efits.~ said a House mi­
nority staff member who was in~ 
volved in dralting the Re;lUblkan 
measure. 

Greenberg said Clinton mIght 
have been be~!er off declaring early 
~n his adnunistratIDn lhat he was go­
mg to get a health care hill through 
~Dngress belOte turning bs aeen­
tlon 10 welfare reform, 

-Health cafe aM welfare reform 
together IS probably disas(fous. ¥e: 
the administration (aces increaSing 
pressure to come forward With a 
plan that reflects the president'::; 

CHllpais:n ?rombe~. They l11U;j: i<::'t"i 
they Iw:e [0 g<>r $omelhln~ out 
there rniH lavs out h:~ vit'wiI,« 
Greenberg ~ai,i 

He- added, "But OO;;t' the biE j" 

introduced, the Question is whether 
toey'li r:>ake it i\\) anywhere, 
There's no good tlCiing scenano 
(hat I carl ~Itt!,' 

SINGLE PARENTS AND TH£IR BABtES 

• New Jersey provideti free health insurance, food 
stamps and S&t a month for ~ child to mothers 
on welfare, but the state's "child exclusion" provi~ 
sian draws the line at ch.iJl:1un born to mothers al­

' ready on welfare. Having more babies 00 longer 
increases the monthly checlt, 
Retu.l~ In August and September. welfare mothers 
who had eonceived after the program took effect 

. bad 1,679 babies. 336 fewer than for the same t...."O 
months the previous year. 
• Georgta now requirei ~ women under 

--the age of 18 who are pregnant or already mothers 
c.a- live with it parent or guar-dia.o to be eligible for 
welfare. Georgia .aJs.o will ~ the welfare ben­
efits of mothers on wU'are for two yeat$ if they 
have another child. 
• Minnesota next year will automatic.ally withhold 
duid and spousal &upport from the paychecks 0{ 
~adbeat parents, 

MANDATORY EMPLOYMENt 

• Florida's $30 milliQD--a·~ "Proje<:t indepen­
dence" reqwres its 18,000 single-parent j')IU'tici~ 
pants to attend orientation .sessions and contact at 
least 12 employers in their job seard!, 
• Project tndeptndence rt:qtures enrollees witb a 
lOth grade education or recent work expemnce tn 
find jobs, teaching pn.seelung skills such as 

WELFARE: WHAT STATES HAVE DONE 
and to Iresume-writing interviewing tec!m.iques 

tho..'>e wile do oot find Wt)rk immediately. More ex­
tensive-and costlier-training programs are for 
those with less education or Wt)rit experience. 
RHuIta: A recent study by an independent research 
group found that the prQgt'3m, ~'hicb startoo in 
1990. reduced the welfare rolls by about 5 percent 
and the earnings of program participants were 1 
percent higher than those of weUare re<:lpients not 
in the program. 
• California's 7-year-oki G(eater Avenues for In­

depe.ndeoce (GAlf'{) program costs more than $12{) 

million a year and has about 60,(}OO participants 

who train fur .several months, in some <ases up to a 

year, before seeking work. 

RuuiU: A study last spring round that tw() years af­

ter entering the program, single parents, on aver­

age, earned about 20 percent more tiwI a similar 

group of non-partll:ipants. Like Florida, GAIN re­

duced the welfare roils by about 4 to 5 percent. 


DUDUN[S 

• Wisconsin's "Work Not Welfare," signed into law 
this- month by Gov. Tommy G. Thompson {R), caUs 
for two counttes to (equire welfare recipients to 
work for their benefits. Beginning m1995, about 
1,000 Wisconsin welfare enrol.lees must·ftnd full, 
time work. or a. job training prognm within 30 days 
of Signing up lor assistance. After two years, their 
cash benefit! will be cut off although they would still 
re<:ei'te bea1t~ care and (ood stamps. 



,­
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Date: 03/23/95 Time: 18:46 

House Votes To Strip Deadbeat Parents of Their 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 agreement 
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. ~'Ifve 
come along to your way of thinking on this, t t said one, Rep~ Clay 
Shaw of Florida. . 

The measure passed i 426-5, after three days of emotional debate 
on the GOPts plan to reverse 60 years of social policies and 
raplace the federal welfare system with block grants to the states. 

~'There is probably no greater scandal in American society today 
than .•• the millions of young children who are living in poverty 
because of the lack of responsibility and accountability by the men 
who caused those families," said Rep. Jim Moran, O-Va~ 

The Clinton administration says taking away licenses' will raise 
$2.5 billion 1n child support over 10 years. 

At the White House, President Clinton applauded the vote~ saying 
the provision ~'sends a clear signal: No parent in America has a 
right to walk away from the responsibility to raise their 
children. ' • 

In a series of voice votes, the House also approved GOP 
amendments that would increase funding for child care, require 
states to hol.d 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 $66 billion over five years. Much of 
the savings comes from denying cash, food stamps and health care to 
2.2 million legal immigrants. 

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

'~Haste makes waste~ II 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 veterans. Once the sound b~tes are 
over the American people will realize that the ~Contract With 
(America)' is a Contract On. Shame, shame, shame. Republican 
shame. ' • 

Votes were scheduled later on two Democratic alternatives: a 
liberal prescription from Rep. patsy Mink of Hawaii and a centrist 
bill from Rep. Nathan Deal of Georgia~ 

. D·eal's 'plan requires 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 could receive 
cash, provided they live at home, stay io school and cooperate with 
child support enforcement. 

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

Wearing ties 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 system they 
would keep," said Speaker Newt Gingrich, R-Ga. 

~'Eve~y night on television, everywhere in America F people see 



- ~ o~~he~r local news the deaths, the drug addiction~ the rapes, the 
child abuse, the spouse abuse# the despair. This 1s a failed 
system. It's a failed system for the very poor who are trapped in 
it, f Gingrich said.t . 

Republicans acknowledged that their original bill did not set 

aside enough money to cover the child-care needs of single mothers 

on welfare who would be required to work. The change approved 

Thursday adds $150 million a year to the $1.94 billion. an amount 

slightly below current levels, already set aside in the 

legislation. 


But Democrats said 300,000 poor children would still be denied 

child care by 2000. 


The House also agreed to require states to use 

"cost-containment" measures when purchasing infant formula for 

the Women, Infants and Children 6uppfernental feed1ng program. 


Current competitive bidding requirements save S1 billion a year 
and allow WIC to serve an additional 1.5 million pregnant women and 
children. 

Democrats insisted that only competitive bidding would hold down 
, formula costs and keep the formula manufacturers from setting up 
profitable deals with the states. 

~~Welre going to be eliminating competitive bidding. That·s 

going to take milk from the mouths of poor infants and it's going 

to give cookies and cream to the infant formula companies and that 

is wrong~'1 said Rep_ Ron Wydenl D-Ore. 

APNP-03-23-95 1851EST 
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oa'i;e: 01/10/96 Time: 13:47 
CClintori Vetoes Welfare Overhaul Bill, Pledges to Work on New 

, WASHINGTON (AP) Asserting that the Republican plan to overhaul 
welfare wouldn't actually get people into jobs~ President Clinton 
vetoed the GOP bill but pledged to work with Congress on a version 
more acceptable to him. 

House Majority 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 
budge.t. Armey indicated he and other congressional negotiators are 
moving b'eyond the vetoed bill, but Cli.nton still is balking. 

~ ~ We t ve gone every inch we can go, I Armey said in an interview"I 

He said that during talks between Clinton and Republican 
lea"ders. which broke down Tuesday, the GOP offered to revive key 
features of the bi12 that originally passed the Senate. Clinton 
gave tacit support to that bill in September when it passed the 
senate, 87-12. 

The bill he vetoed, however, was a blended version of toe House 
and Senate bills.· The revisions eroded 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 Republicans haven't agreed to all the 
prpvision·s, in the original Senate bill, but are willing to accept 
its level of savings rather than sticking with the House-Senate 
version. 

Anticipating Clinton's veto f House Ways and Means Chairman Bill 
Arcner, R-Texas, issued a statement in advance saying Clinton now 
mu'st submit a bill specifying what he would accept. 

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

. 1,n his v.eto message, 'Clinton sai? he was determined to work with 
Co'ngres·s . ~to enact real, bipartisan welfare reform. I , 

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

,Clinton charged that the bill was designed to meet an arbitrary 
budge.t target rather than to achieve serious welfare reform. He 
said it would make structural changes and budget cuts that would 
fall, ha'rdest on children and undermine states' ability to move 
people from welfare to work. . 

He said he wanted a welfare plan motivated by the urgency of 
reform rather than by a ~~budget plan that is contrary to America's 
values~ l f 

_ '~The current welfare system is broken and must be replaced, for 
the sake of the ta~payers who pay for it and the people who are 
tj:::'apped by it, !, he said. But the legislation was ~ ~burdened with 
deep budget cuts and structural changes that fall short of real 
reform~' , 

Clinton called for smal~er cuts in foster care and adoption 
assistance. help for disabled children and legal immigrants, fOod 
stamps and the school lunch program. 

A centerpiece of the House GOP's "Contract With America," the 
rewrite of the nation's 60-year-old federal welfare system would 
have replaced federal guarantees to the Aid to Families with 
Dependeo·t Children program with block grants that could be used by 
the states to fashion th"eir own we~fare plans. 

It also would have capped the total amount of federal funding 
for wel£are~ with savings est1mate.d at $58 billion over the next 



. ' .. . seven year9-~ 
Clinton said Congress. must improve work and child care 

provisions in the bill and that the final welfare legislation 
should: . 

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

Reward states for placing people in.jobs. 
Restore the guarantee of health coverage for poor families. 

. Require states to maintain their stake in moving people from 
welfare to work. 

Protect states and families in the event of economic downturn 
and population growthw 

He also said Congress should abandon efforts to gut the earned 
income tax credit, which he called a "powerful work incentive." 
APNP-Ol-10-96 1347EST 



Fox: 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 

Melissa T. Skolfield 
Acting Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs 
Phone: (202)6911-7850 Fa" (~02)690·S673 

To: 

Total number of pages sent: 

Comments: 

- . _.. >... ­
- .' .. ­

200 Independence Avenue, S.W., B1d9. HHH. Room 647·P, Washing/on, P.C. 20201 



•._, "!.I' 11.. vvv'" <ux b~O 5673;# 71 8 

Pogo I Vallo..Mid" (WtI(t.In R(frJtm) - 11uJn4qy. Det:rmlH!r 14. 1995, 

TIme& Publishing Company - St. Petetsbur. TIm.. ')-.. 

I>e<ember 14, 1995. 111.[I""y - 0"1: 

SBCTlON: BDITORIAL; Pi. 22A ~y/.'~.LllNOTH: 319 word, 

Cutting out mre for the poor 
 .,~.B:YLINB: (editorial) 

BODY: 

U President Clinton did nut already bave a ,00<1- fot vecolng the RepubllC3l1 welfare bill, he \ 

has un& IlOw. Republicans W1IIII to eliml.... 111. __ that welfare roc:lpie.ta would eu~cally 


cot health lMutanct. through Medicaid.
\ 
\ 

That means that ACme of !he people who most need health """""8. would not recolvo it if Ibi! 

provision survl.... The New Yotl: l'Imes repotted that a COIlIIdOlltlai drillof. repott by a 

conf...... committee hanuneriDg out lb. diff_ bclween the House and Senate welfare bills 

co...l.. the Uttl... ""tlced provision to ...... dI. link bclween wclfm and Medicaid. 


Thl. b not welfare rehmn. It iA .al1n....... What "'" poot people to do when \IIey be&ome ,Ic:lr 

if thoy loose Medicaid covetare? MMt of them \JIill wind upm bOlPbai wcrreocy rooms. where !he 

CO&l of 1f......".,,1 wUl b. l'M.ad o • ., the publk: III 0•• (onn or ""'th .... Bvenllepubli..". should 

know Ih:tt preventive tnaIInent COSIS las thm omergency lOOm uoatment. 


This addltlan 10 the weir.... reform. bill,lf It ahould becomolaw. would tie the hands of 

gayemots whom III. Republl<lns 1Mb! 1IIIY are beipinc by ,"",ing the elllitlemcnt prall<..... into 

blook Wants ., th. states. States 0aI\ botter decide how to help their !1Oedy. doe Republican rell8lllllDl 

go... and goyer""" will get more fl..lbilby out of • Pn>Jr&m dler d..tllll. But lid. measure would 

prohibit any expwion nf Medicaid COV""Be of die poor on•• til. blool: grants on: lICI. Some 

governon bave talked nf expanding health inMance for the poor Ihroaah Medicaid. i.ru:luding Gov. 

Lawton ChUes. thougll be is fatln& stiff mlsl.mce tn !he F1orfd.a Leclsllllllre. 


If welfare recipi.... are denled heaJlb ..... thro1Jlllo Medicaid. Ibey likely wUl b. on d10 public 

dole longer. And they probably wm get tholt mmlcal weln _geoey roo.... wb!ch wUl p..h the 

cos! of hesllh cat. Ill) for thole with ""_rance. The (lOP weI&re reform bUl will spnoad plenty of 

ndsery without this addition. 


LANGUAGE: ENOUSH 
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COVER STORY 


Uneasy Compromise Reached 

On Welfare Overhaul 


Moderates get more federal money for child care, 
get rid ofprovisions on out-{)f-wedlock births 

the Senate noor~dabate on 
uneasy bipartisan com·Senate leaders reached an 

welfare is likely to re:apptBr. 
promise to rovcthaul the Ind~, the succas afSen­

nation's welfare system Sept. ate moderates,{mly servM W 
15 after a coolition of rooder­ , widen the gap between the 
ate Republicans and Demo-­ twu chambers' bills.. 
crats f()Tced a series of conces­ Moderates ehatacteriud 
sions. the Senate's actions the week 

'The agreement capped a of Sept. 11 ILS improvements 
week of mainly succcssJul cf· that made the bill more likely 
forts w chip away at conser­ to protect children lind help 
vatives' inl1uenec un the bilL welfare recipients get jobs, 
Moderates, added more fed· ConserYati",es viewed it lUI Ii 

eral money for child care, serious breach of Republican 
raiaed requirements for State goals. especially to ,curb out· 
welf<tre funding and elimi­ of·wedlock births. 
nlued a key conservative Already, the two sides 
plank designed to reduce out­ ,
have different expectntimts. 

about what lies ahead. "My 
fare recipients. 
of-wedlock births Uffi01lg wei· 

hope is we'll end up with 
(n tWerting their strength, something like the Senate 

GOP moderates smoothed the bill," said James M. Jeffmds, 
way loward expected paesege R·Vt.. a moderate. Not so, 
of the bill. giving Majority promised ~1ajority Whip 

• 


Lnader'Bob Dole, R·Kan., at 
least a preilmlnary victory on 
a key issue, (Story. p. 2805)' 

Dole delayed a vote on fi­
nnl passage until Sept. 19, 
when mmrJy Ewery lU,lpubliC'Sn 
and many Democrats are ex­
pected to vote for the hill. 
"This will poss by a very nice 
margin." predicted Don Nickles. R­
Okla.• chairm.an of the Republican 
Policy Committee. 

Supp()rt for the Senate ver:;ja.n of 
HR 4 is wide' but shallow. however, 
and members of ali stripes agree that 
the real battle lies in a forthcoming 
cunference with the' House, which 
passed e much more stringent welf$re 
bill 11urch 24. 

The conference may occur on HR 4 
as a (rtX1sumding bill or as part of the 
huge deficit-reducing budget-l'flCtm­
cililltion hill. Either way, 'the sehisrn 
between moderate and conservative 
Republicans that dominated mut':,h of 

By Jeffn:y I•. Ifatz 

Trent Lott, R·Miss., n conser­
vative:·"It's. going to he mora "I \ ~ I' ,'tW'''f.~ ,I) , , , 	 ,~ \ W~11W'" '''', - I : : ~ ;! ! I - like the House bill," he said.

" {~ '\"" II , ' One, thing swms eertain: , I, .~' I'.' 'II 
, i \ II "~ ',' I ", Any v.~lfare bill that emerges 
: j't nA ~fi~.1.... JI ..~ !Ilp; ( from Congress this ~r would 

.end the 6O~year_old federal 
commitment to provide weI· From top. Domenlel, 5t'loWe, Dodd, en.to and Bte.u., 

BOXSC9AE' 

Bilt HR .$ (S Rept 1'04~96;"':"· " " 
Welfare overhaul.' .,. .' 

.~ " . ...' ,
l.ate8t action: Senate debated thtu, 
bill Sept. 11~15i but'dld:not vote" 
on passage, •• "-: ' i ,., ~ 

" ~ ~ '" 
Next likely action: senate \lote on" 
passage Sept. 19., 

Reference: Weekly Aeport, pp: ' 
2722, 2443; Finance Comminee: 
p, 1503; House passage, p. 872. 

fare checks to eligible low-in-_ 
eomc mothe", <md children. 

Both the Houft and Senate ver­
sions would eliminate Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children {AFDC}, the 
nation's muin cash welfare progrnm. 
States would instead gain br{)ad dis· 
<frction to run their own \\'elfare pro­
grams, ~ivlng fcdc'ral funding 1n 
predetermined lump l!ums, known ill> 

blcx:k grants, to haip offset the emits.. 
Both versions also would save sub· 

smntinl amounts (If federal money, the 
House bill more than the Semite, That 
is why the measure seems headed for 
the budget-reconciliati{Jn bill, which 
Meks to ret';oucile deficit reduction 
gOllls with spending and unc poUCy, 

President Clinton, eager to fulfil! 

http:chairm.an
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GOP'l\foderates.Flex;Ml.Iselesi-'> ' 

, ," ". " ,.".; ,'. 'f _ ,,'-,' 

T he moot influential senators on welfare turned'ouUo And when the:bill bom:ed d~ on the noor'this summer, 
; be a small, unheralded group of moderate Republi~ ,moderote$-wou,gbt.Mlljority-wder 8oM'Dole, R:Knn., 

C80$ who reshaped the overhaul bill. '.,'seemedlmOre uceommodatJng-w co~tives. 
Their emergence all a powerful (oree suggests diat Do!t~ WIlS ala6 pressed by Phil Gramm.;. R~TP.:I(I1S, Ii rivlli 

they ate likeJy' to 00 heard again on issues such-as fUt,lthe"1996-preilidentiaJ nomination', who pc;slstently 
Medictlre and tax cuts. ' , , ,demanded-tiiatlDoic·toe a'conservative line on welfare. 

Althougbgrently outnumbered within,the GOP caUcus,- ... EVen gO, 'IDoderates.reali%w that Dole did Ufit provide 
,the core group d about', seven moderates occasionally. the finai \>,tord.'!'We kneW we could be theci:mnterweight on 
formed a powttful\llt'lfar&eoalitionon ' l, ",',': :"the,.noor',"between"Democrats 11M 
the Senate floor with the chamber's 46 -ronservat.ivaRepublicans,Snoweeald, • 
Democrats - much to the chagrin of ~ n'result, moderates were able to: 
Republkan conservatives, . .Overturn a provision, that Wl)uld 

T(~ether. they bolstered tbe bill's have denied eMh assistance for chi!­
funding for child care and increased dren born to welfare recipients. 
Mw mueh states \Y"Owd have to con· ' • Block conservatives from In.sert· 
tribute to their welfare programs. ing provisions denying welfare 
. They also blunted conservative cbecks to unwfl<fieenage motheffl. 
ftttempts tn impose restrictions on i. ·.MOdify the bill'to requite states 
welfare ftaAistance, The moderates ! to continue at least, 80 percent (If 

Btruck pr1Wisinns in tbe bill to deny their welfare funding oller five years. 
welfare checks to children born to' ; • Add $3 billion over live years for 
welfare recipients. and rebuff~d ron· child care for welfare recipients and 
ser'lutive effotf.$ to bat checks to un" modify the bill so that redplcnta 
wed teenage mothers. witb children age 5'01' under who l)rC 

C0l11H,tVatjvlts grudgingly ac" unable to get chUd eare are not pc­
knowledged the moderates' success, naHzed for not-working. 
"Repuhlicans Mile hud a confwing . S~meofthevlctorlel$'mnervedron. 
environment to operate in," said "We're a small group, but we '. servatives. eapecially Gramm and 
Jame9 M. Inhofe, R"Okl!l,. aconservaw ; Lauch Faireloth, R-N.C:, who said the 
live. "We've never resolved the differ" can make a difference,'! ,I t bill should try to J;utb out·of~wedlock 
ences between the facuons, and that birtlul. "Wehnveabandfulofmoderate 
bas opened the dout" for moderates., -Sen_ Olympia J, Snowe i-members who baaically end up moving 

The core group of GOP moocr- r I UlI8wflyfromourconaervativeagenda:' 
ales on welfare included four N*W 'Gr.a:mm,said. •. ' 
i!:ngJandel'$ - John H, Ch.efee of Rhode Island, James. But Domenid Sounded undaunted, 'saying: "Every_ 

M, Jeffords of Vermont and William S, Cohen alld one's going to ha....{) something in this bill that they don:t 

OlympiaJ,Snowe, bolhofMaine-plus Nancy Landon like," _ ~., . ,'" ,,:' .' 

KOMebilum of Kansas, Pete V. Domenici vf New M{!lIioo Thet'{!' Were-limits to! the mOderates' eff{)cuvenes.a. 


,and Arlen Specter of Penmylvania. Eacb had misgivings When they split'on'amendmenta, the initiatives fruled. 

abuut the welfare bill that tbe HOUM! passed in Mt11'ch, F'or instance, when only two Republieans voted for a 

and viewed the bill tbat emerged frum the Senate Fi· Democratic amendment ill add $6 billion to funding for 

nance O,tmmittee in Mayas a mixed hlessing, child care, the,meIJsure narrowly lost. Other modernte$ " , 


They agreed with other Republicana to end the 00- said tlwy opposed the amendment beCause it cost too 
year federal commitmept w provide welfare checks to ID\lch or becauSe inUd not ind\lde offsetting revenues,' 
low-income mothers Ilnd children. Mooernws also split on,a Democratic amendment t(} 

They nISil agreed with Bob Packwood, R.Ore., then require states to continue to provide at least 90 percent 
Finance Committee chairman, that states should get their of their welfare funding.'That. too, (ailed narrowly. And, 
limited federal funds with few resttiction.<; Attached., The they were' unable· to strikl:l It provision that would give" 
committee's bill heattenoo moderut!:s by exduding' states a,bonus for. decreasing out-of-wedlock births, 
House·passed provisloJU!. denying cash ,assistance to un- John's' Breaux'of Louisiana, a moderate Damocrat. 
~d teenage ml)thers and for children born to welfare ssid likl:l~minded l«lpublictlll8 have hnd difficulty resist" 
recipients. The hiil also, unlike the House. guaranteed ing their party's conservative tide. He said of the GOP 
child care fur welfare recipients with children under age 6. modere:teJJ:'. "Tney're under n trnmendow amount of 

The mooerates also applauded denying SUItes the' pressure, Their arms get:bent and twisted:~' . 
brood control ()Ver other socialliervices - such as school Snowe said.moderates might try to ea:ert their inilu~ 
lunche& arid foster care - that'hed provoked sharp ence on Medicare,.tax cuts and otber upcoming issues. 
tritkism in the HO\lse.' "We're B'smllll"grou·p,"·she said, "bot we can make a. 

. But Packwuod's insistenr,e on giving states flexibilitY to difference on; t~:ese:issues..::· ' 

spend whut they wanted on W€'lfare disple~ moderates: ~~y L, K-GIZ 
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House, Senate Bills.Compared 
The pending Senate wl?lfare ovcrhaul bill {HR -1 - S 

Rept I f)'H/S} would glye suites broad authorIty {Wet 
welfare while uiming to restrain federal spending. It is 

similar to the blll the House passed Match 24. with key 
differen~. And more amendments, such lliI elirnnation of 
job training bluck grants:. /ll'e expeeted, ljndcr the bill$: . 

Block Grants 

State \ 
-.!ing 

Work .,d 
Time Umits 

F~mily 

Cap 

SSI 

House Sill 

SLetl;lS would gain broad rontrol O'Ifer .ocial service· 
programs including caM! Vffllfue, child ('.4te, child pro­
toctioo programs aud. as f;MIUlr ~are Bnd adoption 
ns&!S.L&nc<.:, achool meals, and nutritkmn! aid to low­
income pregnant W<lmen and their yeung rhildnm, In 
each ['..~, states WQl,dd refelV!! fedetll! money to heipi 
offset the oosta: of tnMW: progrlUtU\ in pwietel'1nined: 
lUmp !>um!>, Of block grnntl>. The hill wllVld end the 00­
yeil.t federal guuTantee ;jf cash aid to' /ow·income 
ffi()thm !lnd children; instead. eligibility for the aid-. 
W(Juld largely be determinoo by s-iat,es, State! lXluld 
receive their (ood stamp flmding in II block grant iL, 
~hey provided benelit.:t through an ele.ctronic: system . .." 

Stutes eou,d c(mtril)ute whatever they wallted to their 
- own welfAre prognlms. 

Most recipients WOI,lld he ,equired W Wert within two 
yeAN. (If re~i\'ing weiiare heneflu. Recipients WOI,lJd 
geoerally be inetigible tn ~ive C(!!h benefit& for" 
roO«! tban five ytHlrlI, though &taWs could tlltempt up 
00 10 percfmt of the-ir (;M('l<l4d ftom the time limitt 

No federal funds could b(' uSlld to provide welf;ue 
cileck! for children born within I() months uf when II 

family teeeived cuh welflU'1! btmllfits. C!llIe!J of rape or 
inre:st. would be eump\.Ml SwIM could give vouchef'8 
rfiit'<'rnable for hehy que I!lpetlllM. , 

Nil fooeral fund>! ('GUld be used to pttwidtl welfare 
cheek3 f(K' chlldnm oorn mit o( wedlock to a mtKher 
andH age 18, 8X£f!pt in ('4!t'S of rapt: Ot il1~L The 
children WOI,lJd he eligihle for taSh benefits once the 
ru"th.er tmnfii IR ' 

Drug addiction and akolwliam would til) longu he· 
er.>n~Ldered a dtubiUty under Suppltiiml.!"ntel Security 
Income (S51), which pr(wirlet ...ash to the Jo.w.in<Xlme 
aged, blind and di!ll.lbled, It would llll harder for chil­
dren who have beht.viordJ disoroef8 to qualify fQr SSt. 
Chlldnm: filit now r«eivlog SSt could l'!!ceh'l,! the eMh 
benefits unly if thlty required 24·hour dire. 

Most legal immig:rantll whu aft' oot'dtil':ena would be 
ineligible for five feael1.ll ptugtanlll: 8.S1, ca&h w-elfare, 
oocilll aeMret block grant funds, Medicaid and foad 
stemj)S. The·bill would dramatically irttre~ the du­

Senate BiD 

, : , 

Statml :.vould r~ive block grllnti ft»' C4!1h ~lfar<:, 
.:;hild,tare and job training, SlIttes cOuld aoo opt t(l 
r«;Jive their rood stamp funding in 11 block grant. At 
in thtl' HtlUlIe bill, the federal g~l'Irl'lnWt {)f cQjjh asst$"' 

• Ulna: to low·Income mct:l!en and children would end. 
,~.:. 

-,. 

. 
" 

states would ~e req~'ir'~d to ,pend at iml:!ft 8e percent 
of -whllt thlly spent, in' flScnl 1994 on .cWlh wdfatll 
program., They coUld use this money for ,spedfied 
ooci41 M'rvlcei-. stith as >cash assistance !lind child cafll. 

MOISt redpiena W4U1d be requit'Cd to wtlrk within two 
YUN of ~iving 'welfare be!1f!fits, Recipients \W)uld 
generally bt:- irtcllgihle to receive taSh bwnefits for 
mora Hum five'YiilUS;thoogh states «luld Ilu-mpt up 
to Hi pt:mnt <;lf Uwif-rasekmd from tOO t.me limit. 

, <,"'-~-!, .' /~" 
StatM woold haYe'tM optlou to deny cub lUl3itlimCff 
(or c~iJdrcn horn w famm~ r«e1vlng welfern checb. 

" '­

State8 would have' the" opti{)n Wd(!IlY' wellaM checks 
fur children oom,oot of wedlock 1.0 a.tIWther under 
age 18.:The children·would he eligibl(l' fur CAM bene­
fits' <;lnee tbe meumr turned 18, 4 ,. ,­ ,-' 

~., ' , 
Drug AddlctiOll/!nd-akoholi.ro woold no 'Innget' be 
«lll1lidend a du-hility ondll1' SSt It \W)uld be harder 
lor .:;hildten with behavIDtal-dUwfden t(>'qUA!l1'y fot 
SSt, ,', 

1 , " 
lmmigrantu who arrivfl after enactment would be inel· 
igihltl for luw·illcome 80Ciai !leNJeell for five yearl', 
MOilt nun-eiti:rens would be Incliglbk; for'S51, and 
st.a~ CQuld opt k> deny them welfa.re dtlli!k:!I and food 

Overall 
SaYings 

ration and circumst&ru:et! under whkb lUl immignmt'A_ 
sponaor would be finllnctaUy rel!!ptJhtibie for that indi­
vidual 

The bill would save alilmt $62:.-1 bmi~n (wer five yellIS 
IIrtd $102'billion nVIU seVCin yeltts, according to the 
<Alngressional Budget Office (CeO), Most of the BaY_ 

ingll wt>Uld oome fT(lm AId to FAmilieA with Dependent 
~hildrrm (AFDCI, fo;xl al.n:rnps and SSt 

siamVfl. The, bm" would lncrMS(! the dut11tlon and 
dreumil~ Under whicil"an immlg-rant'5 sponoor 
would heJiwmciaUy res~ble.fO¥ that Individual. 

" . ,.. : l- . .. ' " 
Tho bill would save aoout $43,5 billiuo IWtir fivtl yi'an 
and $70 bilLion over'lrewn years, lI:<:C<»"ding tv Cno. 
iEatimarea do not reReet floor amendtnenlJl.) Most of ' 
that Wf)uld tome from AFDC,' C~ tta.mps &nd'SSt 

~ .:-.J~g.L, IUltz • 
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his campaign promise to "end 
welfare IlS we know it," em­
hraced the Senate's moderating 
inJluence. White House spokes­
man Mike McCurry said Sept. 14 
that the Senate was "moving this 
bill in the right direction" in ad­
dressing Clinton's concerns, 
pushing away from the "truly 
awful" House version. 

But the applause from the 
\\!hite House drew a shorp re­
buke from New York Sen. Daniel 
Patrick Moynihan, ranking Jeffords, a moderate, says he expects a House­
Democrat on the Finance Com­

Senate conference to produce a welfare bill mittee. Moynihan. the major ac­
similar to the Senate's. Lott expects something chitect of the 1988 welfare re­

form effort (PL 100-485), closer to the more stringent House measure. 
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 welfare 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've taken a terrible piece oflegis· 
lation and made it a reasonable piece of 
legislation that I intend tosupport," said 
Minority Leader Tom Daschle, D·S.D. 
"But itisa 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 bill, and by his desire to 
keep at bay his conservative presiden­
tial rival, Phil Grsmm. R·Texas. 

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

"When you look at who voted fo'r 
the Democratic amendment," Gramm 
said, "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 Aheed 
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 House 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 die 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. 

Regardless of the procedural op­
tion, the widely varying expectations 
of ~at should emerge from a House· 
Senate conference may make it diffi· 
cult for a final version to draw wide· 
spread support. 

For instan.:e, 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 I'm not going to vote for it." 

Meanwhile, moderate Republ!cans 

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

"We have the final arbiter sit­
ting in the White House," said John 
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
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. 
- is resigning. And the senator who 
operated as point man in recent wel­
fare negotiations - Dole - is busy 
running the Senate and running for 
president. The new Finance Chair· 
man, William V. Roth Jr., R·Del., had 
no visible role in fash.ioning the bill. 

Conservative Restrictions 
The. split between moderate and 

conservative Republicans crystallized 
over whether to deny federal funding 
in welfare checks for children born to 
welfare 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 Clip as 11 critical 
element in any attempt to curb out-of­
wedlock births. 

Gramm· warned that Domenici's 
amendment would "perpetuate a sys· 
tern 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 so that Republicans remained uni­
fied behind the bill. 

But Domenici argued that each 
state ought to decide if it would deny 
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the aid, even though he doubted that 
such a strategy would reduce births. 

"Can 'we rcolly believ\'!, with the 
problems teerulgcrs ari: :having and the 
soeieUl.I mixup that they find themseJves 
in. that cash benefits are g.oiTIg to keep 
them from gctting pregnant?" he asked. 

Senntors: on both:;ides Drthe amend· 
ment presented inform.atit)O from New 

. ,J-ersey, the first state Lo impose a family 
capon welfarerecipients threeyenraago, 
to try to mow if it was effective. Bill 
Bradley, OwN"!., dsserted that no -con­
duaions should be drawn yet. 

"It is an experiment." he !Hl.id. "We 
have inconclusive daw. We should not 
mandate something when we' don't 
know what we are doing." 
.' Conservlltii,es elso failed to insert a 

provision to deny federal funds from 
being used for welfare cheeks to unwed 
teenage mothers. The House bill con· 
tllined auch a ban; the Senate version 
would give states the option to do 50.-

Lauch Faircloth" R-N.C., offered 
Itn amendment to make the ban man· 
datory in the Senate bill il3 well. He 
!taid giving welfare ch~ks to 17-year­
old mothers was "a cash incentive to 
encourage teenage- women t(~ have 
children out of wedlock." 

But opponents argued that deny­
ing unwed teenage mothers the aid 
would not necessarily reduce out-of­
wedlock births, though it might be 
harmful to their children nnd encour· 
age ~ome women to abort t.heir preg­
nancies. The amendment wall reje<lted, 
24·16. on SepL 13. (Vote 419, p. 2840) 

Antlther Faircloth amendment, to 
prohibit teenage welfare recipients 
from living with a parent or guardian 
who has recently received welfare 
checks, was rejected, 17·83, on Sept. 
14. (V&!e 422. p. 2840) 

But conservatives retained a provi· 
sion that would give .states a bonus for 
reducing their out~o(·wedl"ck birth 
rates without increasing abortions. An 

" amendment by Jeffor<ts to remoYil thi.s 
bonus was defeated, 37-63, on Sept. 
14. (Vote 423, p, 2840) 

ChildC3m 
After several days of negotiations, 

Senate leaders Sept. 16 settle!,! on a 
bipartisan agreement to add more 
child care funding to the bUI. . 

The hm originally included $5 bil_ 
llon over five yeafS to help welfaN> 
reeipients get child care so they coold 
go to W{)rk..Howaver, the money. 
which reptesented a freeze on curtent 
spending, WflS induded in the cash 
welfare bluck grant and was not spe· 
cifically set aside for child care.' 

Democrats argued that the money 
was imj.vffident to help states meet rew 
quirements in the bill that half of their 
welfare caseload he working by fiscal 
2000. They rallied behind an tlmel'ld· 
roent hy Dodd to set aside the $5 hillion 
for child care, and add an additional $6 
billion. The additional money w()uld 
have been offset by unspecified reduc· 

. tion-s in corporate tax breaks. 
Rick Santorum. R·Pa" argued that 

the ilmenament practically amounted 
to a federnl guarantee ()f child care for 
welfate recipients. He soid it was un· 
fair ~o tell working fammBfI, "you are 
on ,'our own, But if you go on welfare, 
even if ynu are married. we alC going 

. to provide a full-time government 
day·eare slot for you." 

Republicans alao maintained that 
governnfS wnuld have flexibiHty to use 
other federal welfare funding to pro· 
vide child ceN>, And they noted. that 
rnothefl with children age 5 or undet 
who were unable w obtain ehild care 

,cQuld nnt be penelized for not mecting 
work requirements. 

But Democrats said states would 
have w provide the child care to meet 
the work requirements or - mnre likely 
- states would find it cheaper to with­
hold child care and accept a 5 percent 
penalty in federal welfare funding for 
not meeting the work requirement. 

Daschle described Dodd's amend~ 
ment as "the linchpin to welfAtc re· 
form. We are not going 1I~ get It with­
()vt Ghild cafe," 

But'many 'moderate Republicans 
balked at the $6 billion in "new fund­
ing. The Senate voted frO~4S on Sept, 
11 t() tllble, or kill. the Dodd amend· 
ment. Among Republicans, only 
,Jeffmds ilnd Ben NighthCHso Camp. 
bell, R,Colo., voted against ktlling the 

, amendment. (Vote 406. p. 2838) 
Moderate Republicans and Demo­

crats later agreed with Dole to set 
aside the uriginal $5 billion over five 
years for chlld care, plua an additional 
$3 hillion. 

Scnatotll on Sept. 11 also approved, 
76·22, an amendment hy Nancy Landon 
K8.!iirebaum, R.Ktm., to prohibit etate$ 
from transferring nmney from the child 
care block grant - which benefits low· 
income families other than welfare re­
cipients - to the cash we!flU'C block 
grant. 'The original bill would have let 

, states transfer up to 3Q p!'lreent of their 
child care (unda. (Vote 407. p. 2838) 

State Fundlttg 
Senators tightened provislOruJ to re­

qUire State$ to continue to spend much 
of their own money on welfare. 

States now provide about half of all 
we!fn.re funding, and are encouraged to 
do!W through matching federal funding, 

. The federal match would be dropped 
under a block grant. Under the House 
bill, states could spend whatever tbe}; 
wanted on welfare programs. The Sen· 
ate vemion, 8.S proposed by Dole, would 
require states for the-next three years h) 
spend at leaJlt 15 percent of what they 
spent in fLScnl 1994. 

Democtats and moderate Repuhli­
(:Ilns wanted to increase that percent­
age. Breaux offered nn amendment to 
require states to spend 90 percent of 
what they spent in 1994 over the next 
five years, 

Olympia J. Snowe, R·Maine, said it 
was:"l;'$'J('ntial that we ensure a continued 
federal-state partnership." Without a 
strong requtrement to do so from the 
federal 1f01'ernment, she SBi~, "some 
sta~ may not keep their end of tbe 
deal." . 

But John Ashcroft, H·Mo., reo 
sponded that the amendment WM 
"deaigned to institutionalize. and 
guaranteed to maintain. the currenr. 
system." He said states should hnve 
flexibility, 
• Senators voted 5{}·49 on Sept. 12 to 

table, 6r kill, Breaux's amendment. 
(Vale 4lJ, p. 2839) 

However, that defeat occurred after 
GOP leaders had apparently agreed to a 
cumpromi&e, John H. ehafee, R.}U .• 
later modified the bill to raquirestates to 
continue 80 percent of tbeir welfare 
spending for five yearS. 

F&deraI Funding 
The GOP leadership beat back 

Democratic attempts to rewrite' the 
bill"s welfare funding formula that de­
termines how much federal money 
each state gets. 

Dianne Feinstein, D·Calif.. SDught 
to redistribute money set aside to help 
states with high'population growth. As 
written, the bill would provide 8877 
million over five yenrs for swte:ij. thDt 
had high rates of population growth 
and low welfare benefits per recipient. 
Feinstein's amendment would distrib­
ute the money to states based on their 
growing rate of poor cbildren - re­
gardless of the state's benefit rate, 
The Senate rejected it, 40·59, on Sept 
12. (Vote 410, p, 2839) 

Bob Graham. D.Fla., sought II 
more wholesale clumge in distributing 
aid. He offered an amendment !hat 
would base the entire cash welfare 
block grant nn each state's share o( 
poor children. It wa.>; rejected. 34-66, 

'on Sept. 13. (Vote 415. p. 2S39). • • 
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WELFARE. •
Senate Overhaul Plan .Provides 

Road Map for Compromise 


Conferees would seek to resolve child care, 
block gni.nt and 'family cap' issues' 

Ri)nwwhat lltOle like the Senate 
map for a bipartisan wei.The Senate provided a rood 

bill. For instance. the Houss may 
fare overhaul Sept. 19, wt­ drop its call for broad State oon­

ing overwhelmingly for II more trol over other social servites ­
moderate plan than one endorsed such a& 8choollunches. and nutri­
bY the House six months earlier. tional amstance - that provoked 

The !ltmng margin of gUP­ sharp public criticism. House Re­
port for the Senate measure. publleans also seem likely to bar· 
which pa!llled, 8i-12, reflected gain on provisions they had re-­
widespread public interest· in aisted - !lu"h M requiring states 
some kind· of wt.lfare reform, toapend a certain amount of their 
And DemOctaM,' who were ig: own fWlde for welfare and ex­
nored all YeBr on the issue by empting from work requirement>! 
Republicans. jumped at their welfare recipients woo have pre-­
chance to Wf)rk with GOP mod­ school children. 
erates \.{) refine the bill. The moot contentious issues 

Kevertheless, the n'lt'asure moty be the HoUse's lmietence 
was largely drawn on conservative that no federal funds be used to • 


• 


Republican terms, with key as­
pects oftha Sennte's bill based on 
the Hoose initiative. Like the House, the 
Senate voUlli U! give states unprece­
dented authority to run their own wel­
fare programs, .BQth chambers would 
end the 60-year-old federal g\lllrantee of 
providing welfare checke to eligible low­
income mothers and children., . 

Repuhlicans rejoiced that they 
ware reaching (ar hftyond President 
Clinwn's campaign pledge to "end 
welfare llJ we know it." 

Said Majority Leader Boh Dole, R· 
Kan.: "Wi) are dosing the books on 8 six­
decade-long swry of a system that may 
have been well-intentioned but , .. 
failed the American taxpayer and failed 
t:hOM who it W8.II desigruld to serve," 

Most Democrats voted for the bill 
reluctantly, uying that it was still \ 
flawed despite recent improvements. 
"It is the best bill that we ilre going w 
get under the drcumstances,,. said 
Minority Leader Tom Dsschle, DoS_D. 

Both Dole tmd Speaker ;.lewt Ging­
rich, R-Gs., seem eager to quickly I't!!!olve 
their differences and send Clinton a far­

, reaching bill, That will mean working 
through fI()1ilC oonientmus matters. 

. Moreover, the coalitton supporting 
the Sellate bill was large but frllgile. if 

By JfiflN:lI /" Katz 
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0016, Cahen and Chafee efter hearings sept 19. 

.
.. . ' ,'1~~' '.' ' ,
80XSCOR.E: . .' '. ;

",!,,> .,b l 

elll: H~'4 (S' ~ePt '104--96)' "'.",..t ~. I. 
Welfare'overhauL 1, "1' •• ,... ,"~ ,.,~'': .. , , . 
Lateat action: Senate pa$$Od.thel 

-bill, S1~12.~on Sept;,19;' .: -,' : 
1 ...... • (. . '><. .. • .... , :" ' 

. Next likely actIon:'HouS6-Senata:~' 
conference, possmly as part of.. ' -. 
conference on 1midsflCit~· • 
raducing.budgel.reconclUati~:in;, _~. 
meesure~ ~., I ". "1'"" .. ;.,~ .. 

, " ~ , 
Background: HA 4 would give· ,: • " 
states broad authority Ollar .• 
walfare while restraining ledarah • 
sp&nding; , .,'. " 

Reference: Senate debate. f .. ; 

pp. 2804.2722; Finance '., 'I 
COmMittee, p; 1503; House ... --~I , 
passage. P: 872.. ~ I:', ..-'. 

.' .. ',\ ;. , 
the bill that emerges from oonference 
swings too fat either way, it risks los­
ing either the party'a conservativil 
base or the moderates who provided a 
crucial margin in the Senate. 

The flnid product mtty reflect Ii se~
n(lS of compromlMls thst makes it look 

provide welfare chech for un­
wed teenage mothers and for 

cllildren born to wel{ere recipients. In 
both cases, the final bill might gi~ 
states some choke in the matter. 

To the chagrin o( many liberals ­
who believe that even the Senate's 
vel'llion would destroy the lMlCial iI«(ety 
net - Ciinwn seems eager to fulfill 
his promise by signing a welfare bilL 

TM president said, tho-ugh, that 
the version sent to rus desk ought to 
look more like the Senate's. 

"If welfan reform remains a bipar­
tisan effort w promote work, protect 
children and ool1eet child support frt;ml 
peopJe who ought to pay it, we will have 
welfan re(Ctrm this year and it will be a 
very great thing," he said S6pt.19. "But 
if the Congress gives in to extremist· . 
presaure and walks. away from this bi­
partiaan American common ground, 
they wiil kill welfare reform." 

Regardless of finaI details, the legis­
lati-on is goin,gto set an ambitious agenda 
for states M they try to move welfare 
recipienta into jobs - a taslk at which 
states have had only modest suceesa. 

Going to Conference 
The legislation's importance was 

underscored Btl the Senaw's vote on 
final pAUaJfe neared. 

About a dozen HoulW Repuhlitlln" 
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including Gingrich and Majority 
Loader Dick Armey of Texas. ap· 
peared on the periphery of the Senate 
floor to congratulate their colleagues, 

Overhauling welfare wag s eenter· 
piece of tile House Republicans' "Con­
tract With Amenca," and one of it!! 
most challenging tasks. 

It passed the House on March 24 
after a bitterly partisan and 8Ome~ 
times raucous debate. 

Deliberations were slower and 
more muted in the Senate, which dis­
~arded some of the more conuovcl1Iia! 
aspe<:t9 of the House plan, BU,t GOP 
senators clearly relied on the House 
bill as a basis for 'their efforts, partku­
larly the notion of using a block pant· 
to replace Aid to Families with ~pen· 
dent Children (AFDC), the natlnn's 
main cuh welfare program, States 
would get broad authority to nm their 
own programs and lump sum federal 
payments to lwlp offset the costs. 

Still, sticky issues await conferees. ' 
who may negotiaw on a free.standlng 
welfare bin or 00 welfare provisions as 
part of the deficit-reducing budget­
reconciliatioo bilL . 

'. 

Here is how some Of those Issues 


might he resolved: 

• Family cap. A compffJrnise is pos­

sible between the House prohibition 
00 welfare checks for children born to 

; welfare reeipients nod the sPnate will­
ingness to give states that option. The 
legis!atioo could impose this 50-called 
"family cap" - but give ~t,ates the 
chance to opt out if they pass legisla­
tion to do. so. 

• Teen mothers. A similar compro­
mise i$ po$Jib1e between the House 
prohibition on welfare checla to un­
wed tecmage mothers and the Senate's 
state option. Again, the legislation 
could deny welfare checks to these un­
wed teens - but giVe states the 
chane<; to opt out through legislation, 

• ChUd protection.. The House 
would replace 2~i federal child welfare 
prngnU1l$ with n block grant to the 
states, The Senate had no comparable 
provisions. A possible comprnmise 
would be to continue to guarant~ fed­
eral fundll to states for each low-in­
,~me child they placed in foster care 
or assisted in adoption procedures ­
but to provide a block grant for other 
child protffctiun pmgrarns, 

• Other block grant&.. The House 
might drop its 91J8gestcd bJock grants 
for school lunch programs and for nutri­
tional assistane<; to pregnant women 
and young children, neither of which 
attracted much public support. 

• State fl,lnding. The two sides 
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Remarks From the Floor 
The follnwlng are com menta from senators dunng floor debate on the 

welfare bill (HR 4), which the Senate passed overwhelmingly Sept. lit 

From supporter. of HR 4: 

"Welfare will' be a hand up but not e handout. 
Welfare will be there ,(or a transition. for people in 
trouble, but it will not become e way of life." 

- Kay Bailey Hutchison, R·Texsa 

"We are not only fixing welfare; we are revolutkmlz­
ing it We are writing truly histnric landmark legisla­
tion, legislation that ends - ends - II GO-year entitle­
ment program." 
. - Majority Liltider Bob Dole, R:Kan. 

,"1 do not think anyone, in as short 8 time M two 
years' ago. would have expected' UII to pass !j bill as 
dramatic, ns progiesaive and as focusoo in trying to create a dynamic 
aystem 'to try to -help people oot of poverty ..." 

'"""'7 Riek Santorum. R-Pa. , 
"" .the proouct we vote on now m a substantial improvement 

SIIntorum 

over what WfUl originally proposed." 
- Christopher J, ooo.d, D-Conn. 

-"It does reflect. in my view, the political reality of 
todAy. It is: the best bill that we are going to get under 
the circumstances that exist in the caucus, in the Sen­
ate, in the CoogJ'e$l-, and in the eountry," 

- Minority Leader Tom na..,chle. D-KO, 

"My ooncern is that. being a block grant, it does 
nothing to solve the problems of weJfare reform. It jUst 
puts all tha problems in a hox and mails it off to the 

'states and hopes the fltatffl do a good job." 
- John B. Breau., D.La. 

From opponents of HR 4: 

" .. , this is welfare as we knew it. back to the days of stroot urchins and 
fnenrllefi foundlings' and homeleo half-orphan$." 

- Carol Moseley-Braun, D·IU, 

"Federal politicians should not simply transfer pota. 
'0£ money to state politicians without auy standards 
about What the money would be: ueed for, We do not 
need to transfer money from one bureaucrat to another 
bureaucrat." 

- Bill Bradley, b·N.J. 

"1 feer we may he now ('{]-mmencing the end of the 

Social Security syatem. The 00(\ thing not wrong with 

welfare was the commitment ur the federal guvemmeot. 

to help with the provision of aid to dependent children. 

We are abandoning that commitment today." . 


- Daniel Pamck Moynihan, D·N,Y. 

"It ill a missed opportunity for the Senate to send out a loud and clear 
meuage- that society dQel; not condone the growth of out41f·wedlock child­
bearing ..." ' 

- Lauch Faircloth, R-N.C. 

Moynihan 
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Some Key Differences • 
The House and Senate agree on the general thrust of a not working. The House bill contains no such provision. 


welfare overhaul bill (HR 4), but there are key dif­
 • SSI_ Both bills would make it harder for children ferences. Among them: . with behavioral disorders to qualify for Supplemental 
• Block grants. The House bill would give states Security Income (SSI), which provides cash to the low­


broad control over five social services: cash welfare, income aged, blind and disabled. The House bill stipu­

child care, child protection, school meals, and nutri­ lates that children not now receiving SSI could not 

tional aid to low-income pregnant women and their receive it unless they required 24-hour care. ­
young children. The Senate bill would give states broad 

• Non-citizens. The House bill would make most legal control over only cash welfare and child care programs. 
immigrants who are not citizens ineligible for five federal 

• State funding. The House bill would let states con- programs: SSt, cash welfare. social services block grant 
tribute whatever they wanted to their welfare programs. funds. Medicaid and food stamps. The Senate bill would 

The Senate bill would penalize states that spent less make immigrants who arrive after enactment ineligible 

than 80 percent of what they spent in fiscal 1994 on cash 
 for most low-income social services for five years. Most 
welfare. ' non-citizens would be ineligible for SSI, and states could 

• Family cap, The House bill would prohibit federal opt to deny 'them welfare chec~ and food stamps. 

funds from being used to provide welfare checks for 
 • Overall savings. The House bill would save about 
children born to welfare recipients. The Senate bill $62.1 billion over five years and $102 billion over seven 
would give states the option to deny those checks. years, according to the Congressional Budget Office 

• Teenage mothers. The House bill would prohibit (CBO). The Senate bill would save about $38.6 billion 

federal funds from being used to provide welfare checks over five years and $65.8 billion over seven years, ac­

for children born to unwed teenage mothers. The Senate cording to a preliminary CBO estimate. Both chambers 

bill would give states the option to deny those checks. would derive most of the savings from Aid to Families 


with Dependent Children (the nation's main cash wel­
• ChiJd care. The Senate bill would prevent single fare program), food stamps and SStwelfare recipients who have children age 5 or under and 


who are unable to get ~hild care from being penalized for 
 •
seem likely to bargain o~ Senate provi­ Welfare conferees are expected to be the sweeping changes in the bill, Dem­
sions that would penalize states that . named soon. Regardlesa of who they are ocrats endorsed it with reluctance . 
spent less than 80 percent of what they - and whether the matter is ultimately And those Democrats who opposed 
spent in fiscal 1994 on cash welfare. handled in the reconciliation bill - the the measure offered the most pointed 
The House would let states apend iss"ue, will be closely watched by the remarks of the day, predicting dire 
whatever they want. A compromise upper echelon in both chambers. consequences far children. , 
might let states spend a·slightly lower "This is a leadership level issue," Republican supporters described 
percentage of their funds and give said Ed Gillespie, an aide to Armey. the bill 8.8 a dramatic change from the 
them a wider array of social services on "This is major legislation, historic current system. "I do not think any­
which to spend it than did the Senate. changes in welfare policy in this coun­ one. in as short a time as two years 

• Child care. The two sides also seem try, and an important element of the ago, would have expected us to pass a 
likely to bargain on Senate provisions contract." bill 88 dramatic, progressiVe, and as 
that would prevent single parents who Clinton, too, will wade into the de­ focused ... to try to help people out of 
have children age 5 or under and who bate, said Bruce N. Reed, a domestic poverty," said Rick Santorum, R-Pa. 
are unable to get child care from being policy aide to the president and key Dole, praised by many of his Re­
penalized for not working. The House welfare adviser. publican colleagues for putting to­
had no comparable provision. "We'll make clear what we want to gether a coalition to pasa the bill after -­

The House, however, has a key see happen in conference," Reed said, months of negotiations, recalled that 
overall bargaining tool: Its bill would "It'll be up to the conferees to decide the media had portrayed the welfare 
go further in helping Republicans whether they want to produce a bill bill 88 being "on ita last legs." Said 
achieve their goal of balancing the fed­ that the president can sign or whether Dole: "The media got the story wrong 
eral budget by fiscal 2002. The House they want to force a veto." because what is on its last leg in this ,bill would save $102 billion over seven Congress is the status quo." 
years, according to the Congressional Senate Pa88age Several Republicans said that 
Budget Office (CBO). The Senate bill Although the overwhelming major­ states could be' trusted to develop new 
would save $65.8 billion, according to ity of senators from both parties voted welfare systems to help move recipi­
a preliminary CBO analysis. The bud­ for the welfare overhaul, Republican ents into the work place and still be 
get resolution assumed welfare savings and Democratic supporters registered compasaionate to children. But Demo· 
much closer to what the House de­ different tones. (Vote 443, p. 2936) crata were less sure. 
rived. (Reconciliation, p. 2863) While GOP supporters emphasized Christopher .J. Dodd, D·Conn., •
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said he would vote for the bill "with 11 


high degree of reluctance" and on the' 

basis that it was "s 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 stote welfare 
funding and blunt most conservative 
efforts designed to reduce out-of-wed­
lock births. 

80th Dnschle and Dodd cautioned 
that if the conference committee 
puHed the bill to 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 hill's opponents seeking re­
election next year, said children would 
suffer if it was enacted. "They do not 
have a lohbyist. 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-Mass. 

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 un 
the Finance Committee and the major 
architect of the 1988 welfare reform 
effort (PI.. 100-485). 

The only R·epublican to oppose the 
bill was Lauch Faircloth of North Car­
olina, who maintained that it ought to 
include 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 a missed opjmrtunity 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, nn 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,ll Republicans voted 

against a Dole-Daschle compromise 
amendment that included several pro­
visions sought by Democrats and mod­
erate Republicans, including an addi­
tional $3 billion 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 he 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 benefits. 
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 welfare 
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 included 
su bsidizingjobs, conditioning benefits on 
willingness to perform community ser­
vice or attend school, and allowing wel­
fare families to keep more oftheir earned 
income. (Welfare-ta-work, p. 2001) 

The notion of giving states broad 
control over eligibility is 8 particular 
leap of faith for Democrats, who have 
traditionally defended providing 8 

federal social safety net for the poor . 
"They're willing to take the risks 

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' 

SOcrAL POLICY 

A8!lociation, 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 
backluh 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 childrim born to 
welfare recipients, "It invites the hureau­
crats to get back into micromanaging the 
states," Truscott said. 

The House's controversial restric­
tions·on welfare 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 refonD. I' 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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Date: 09/13/95 Time: 14:43 

Senate Rejects Move to End Aid for Children Eorn to Mothers on 

WASHINGTON (AP) Heeding warnings that a national welfare 
~~family 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. Pete Domenici, 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 illegitimate births, must stop subsidizing 
the ~·recklesss irresponsible ' ! behavior of single women who ask 
taxpa~ers to support their children~ 

But GOP moderates and Democrats said there was no evidence to 
suggest that slicing a small amount from a family's welfare check 
would discourage poor women from having children out of wedlock. 

~·If you believe that .. you believe in the tooth fairy. It 
just isn't going to happen, 1t 

« 

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 Republicans as Bob Dole, the Senate's 
majority leader and top contender 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 recipients 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 increased. 

The White House applauded the passage of nomenici's amendment. 
·'It does by no means satisfy all the president's concerns," said 
White House spokesman Mike McCurry, ~~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 Republican Sen. Phil Gramm of Texas, one of 
Dole's rivals for the presidential nomination, said Wednesday's 
vote marks :~the unraveling of our consensus t1 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 warneq 
lawmakers that ~'if we don't deal with out-of-wedlock births then 
we're really not dealing with welfare reform." 

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

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 a welfare bill that says to 
teen-agers: '~Maybe you ought to get an abortion~' t 

"Can we really believe that with the problems that teen-agars 
are having, and the societal mix-up they find themselves in, that 
cash benefits are going to keep them from getting pregnant?" he 
added. "r cannot believe it. 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, 



, 
,~ . ~ 

it 1~ wrdDg to impose such mandates on governors and legislatures. 
conservative strings, he said, are no better than liberal strings. 

Under his amendment, however, states could still choose to adopt 
a family cap policy, as a dozen have done already_ 

But Sen. Lauch Faircloth, R-N.C., countered that a national 
policy was necessary~ He said it was time to for Congress to do 
something ··firm and strong" to discourage out-of-wedlock births, 
which he contended are the root cause of welfare dependency. 

One-third of all children are now born to unmarried mothers, and 
some predictions suggest that half of all births may be out of 
wedlock within the next decade. ' 

.LOnly by taking away the perverse cash incentive to have 
children out of wedlock can we hope to slow the increase in 
out-af-wedlock births, and ultimately end welfare dependency,' • 
Faircloth said. 

The House, which passed its welfare overhaul in March, included 
a family cap. Under the bill, families affected by the loss of cash 
would be instead provided with vouchers to purchase diapers, 
formula and other necessities to care for their newborn.children. 
APNP-09-13-95 1452EDT 
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Clinton-Welfare/SSO 
,~p:;es~dent Says He'll End Welfare State by State If Necessary, 

WASHINGTON (AP) Preside~t ·Clinton is promising to end the 

current welfare system by himse:f, ene state after another, if 

Congress fails to pass bipartisan legislation overhauling the 

cO'Jntry's anti-poverty programs. 


In a letter to lawmakers last week, the president said the 

country would have "real wel!are reform" if Congress agrees to a 

bil: ~hat is tough on work and fair to children. 


"But let me be clear," he warned. "If Congress walks away 
from this bipartisan ccmrr.on ground and se~ds 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 
rocesa, one state at a time, until Congress gets it right." 

Since taking office in 1993, the Clinton administration has 
giver. 35 states exemptions, or waivers, from federal ru.les ::0~xperimenc with changes ~n their welfare programs.

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

Teen-age mothers would have to stay in school and live at home 
or in supervised settings ,to retain their benefits under 
Massachusetts' plan and recipients would no longer get added 
benefits when they have additional children. 

Twenty states are trying time limits on cash benefits, and l3 
have permission to deny :amilies on welfare additional cash 
benefits 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, o~t off aid to immigrants and some disabled children and 
end the :ederal government's guarantee to support single ~others 
and their children. 

/' Law:r.akers will soon begin drafting compromise legislation and 'I 
have said that they expect to get the final plan to Clinton'S desk 
sometime this fall. 

clinton has signaled his support for the Senate legislatior., 
which passed with the solid support of 35 Democrats, 

But aides say he wO'J.ld veto the }{o;..;.se 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 is an 
overwhelming consensus that ref·:;>rr.l must be about mov:ing families 
from welfare to work. 

"That means imposing ~ime limits and tough work requirements, 
makin·s sure people get the child care they need to go to work and 
rewarding states and holding t~em accountable for their efforts to 
put people to work, not for cutting people off," Clinton said. 

He said there is also a consensus that welfare reform should no 
punish childre~ and that the American people ~'know that ending 
welfare is not about walking way from abused children or taking 
away poor children'S school lunches. t

' 

Clinton administration lobbyists are also spreading the word on 
Capitol Hill. They insist that the compromise bill re~Jire states 
to spend their own money on welfare programs, Jnclude ~nou9h money 
for child care and keep school lunches and' foster care programs at 
~he federal level. 
APWR-10-11-95 OS47EDT 
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Cpnqr!§@W9man Mgrella Push., for Changl iR 

!!S/llge Wl!l.l:i!U.&!!f9X'l!! ltr!l!!O!!al 

uAme~icana ~t welfare reform that is effective ~ compassionato,­
oaid Congreaaweouu> Horella. "They do not want,Congres8, to embrace the 
extr~e in this debate. My letter to aoufereee focussea en 1••uea Where 
mo4eratea of both partie••. and the Amerioan people ~- ba~e arrived at a 
reasoned consensus." " 

A dosell Repul>licaDs have signed t.he letter to cSttte. The tut of the 
latter is attached. 
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Dear Republican Conferee, 

As Republicans who share your commitment to enacting eomprehane1ve
welfare reform this year, we are writing to expreas our views on aeveral 
issues that are likely to arise during the forthcoming House-Senate 
conference on che personal Responsibility Ace. 

While the undersigned Republicans may differ on various issues feeing
the House-Senate conference, we are united in our belief that comprehensive
welfare reform will best be aehieved ehrough a conference report that 
attracts substantial bipartisan suppore in the House of Representatives.
In this regard, we believe that the vast majority of our Houae colleagues 
.. Republicans and Democrats .- can support a conference agreement that 
requires work, embraces responsibility, and includes, 

* Child care funding levels, euch 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 young children who do net have access to 
af£Qrdable child care services will not be penalized for their inability to 
participate; . 

* An aseurance that states will continue to eontribute a reasonable 
share of resources to their welfare programs. 8S stipulated through
meaningful "maintenance of effort' criteria! and 

* An assurance that child welfare services, inclUding foster care, 
protective services I and adoption~ will c~ntinue to be guaranteed to 
eligible children. as maintained in the Senate bill. 

A welfare reform conference report that addresses these major 1s8ues. 
would deserve and. in our estimation, receive the support of a strong 
bipartisan majority in the House. For this reAson, we urge you to adopt
the&e'prQviaione in conference so that we may keep our pr~ise to the 
American people to reform welfare this year. 

Sincerely, 

£HJS 069 ZOZ.g S.:91 S6/11/0T 



HUMAN RESOURCES 
Dole, Gramm Reach Accord On Welfare; Moderates Upset 

Senate Majority Leader Dole and Sen. Phil Gramm~ R-Texas~ 
announced today they have worked out key differences over welfare 
reform -- apparently pushing moderate Republicans farther away, 
sources said. 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 
confidence his,bl11 will pass 1n September with bipartisan 
support. But Dole I s concessions to conservati'ves ·apparently 
infuriated moderates, who left the meeting "feeling that there 
was a s1ight bias!! against them~ one source said. None of the 
moderate senators joined Dole at the press conference as planned. 
While Dole and Gramm -- rivals far the-GOP presidential 
nomination -- said they had worked out a compromise on work 
requirements and were "on the.verge of working out an agreement 
'on aliens," moderate Republicans were not satisfied with Dole' s 
proposal on state maintenance-ai-effort and child care 
provisions. . 

Moderates, concerned the Dole bill ,does not require states to 
use any of their 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 party# 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-year 
maintenance-of-effort from states to continue to fund welfare 
programs. Dole, meanwhile, said he was "encouraged by a couple of 
inquiries I have received from the Democratic side." He said Sen. 
Max Baucus, O-Mont.# and another unnamed Democrat have said they 
will support the Dole bill. Meanwhile, Dole said the Senate will 
take a 5 p.m. roll call vote on the Defense appropriations bill 
on Sept. 5, delaying resumption of debate on welfare reform by 
one full day_ , 

The COngress Daily --- Friday -~- August 11# 1995 
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conservatives of holding reform hostage to ~extreme' views. DELETE 
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With PM-The Untouchables ajt 

By JBNNU'E:R DIXON­

Associated Press Writer-


WASHINGTON (AP) ~re8ident Clinton accused Senate conservatives 
today of holding welfare reform legielation hostage to '~extreme 
positions, 'I including their call to ban cash support to unmarried 
teen-aoe mothers and their children. . 

clinton I s a.tta.ck ca:me as a small group of Republican 
conservatives~ led by Sen. Phil Gramm, began writing an alternative 
GOP bill that would give states control over dozens of programs for 
the poor while restricting benefits to certain immigrants and 
children, 

The president, speaking in the Rose Gard~n after meeting with 
Senate Democrats and city and county leaders~ said lawmakers should 
be able to build on a developing conSl!nSUG t-::J overhaul the nation SI 

welfare system. , 

'~Thc reason we can1t is that some people On the far right are 


blocking any action on welfare reform. in the Senate especially
t 

now. that doesn I t cut off children and parencs if the parents are 
young, POOl'.' and unmarried ..• Clinton !5aid# r'~peatin9 simila.r 
complaints made last week. 

~'I think tha~ is a terrible mistake. We shouldn1t punish babies 
for their parents' mistakes. We ought to be building strong
families and independent workers, I he said.1 

Gramm, meanwhile, has been critical of the leading GOP Flan to 
rewrite the na.tion's welfare ntles and programs. That bill has the 
backing of Gramm's rival for the GOP presidel1tial nomination, 
Senate Majority Leader Bob Dole of Kansas, 

But nole has been unable to open the welfare debate because of 

opposit.iol1 from conservatives, who have ehreatened a filibuster 

beoause they say the bill fails to address r;~ain9 rates of 

out-of-wedlock births. The: legislation a.leo is caught in a. fight 

between senators from the Sunbelt and the North ever a formula fer 

dividing welfare dollars among the eta~e$. 


Gramm. of Texas, said Wednesday that when his plan to redo the 

welfare system is written, ~~We're going to change the welfare 

debate. 1 I 


Dole, meanwhile, told reporters tha*; he believed the impaase in 
the Senate could be resolved . 

... "'We bel ieve we 111 be able to work it out:," Dole said, adding 

that the.r,e are" "a lot of th:Lngs at stake here. But the primary 

mission is to reform welfare, and to save money in the process. and 

to give states more flexibility,- ­

Accordir.g to Gramm, who has been meeting with a handful of 

conservative lawmakers, his legislation would give states 

re.sponsibility for doaens of means-tested we],fare programs that 

90st sr..ates and tne federal government a tot~~l of $30l billi<h"'l a 

year. 


Grammls bill targets Aid to Families with Dependent Children, 

food st.amps, Medicaid, housing subsidies; j 01::. t.raining, and many 

smaller programs. The federal bureaucracy tht.t runs these programs 
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also would be eliminated, he said~ 
By comparison, the Senate Finance Committee legislation would 

eend only one major welfare program, AFDC, eo the staces as a block 
grant I and sete federal spending at $16_8 billion a year for the 
next five years. 

The legislation lets states deciae whether to pay APDC to 
immigrant families, unmarr,led te~n-age mothers, and whethe~ to 
increase the assistance cheGks of women who have additional 
children while on welfare. 

Conservatives, however f believe the bill should prohibit states 
from spending federal dollars to support these families and 
children. 

~~I oanIt support a welfare bill chat deals with only 7 percent 
of the problem I that doesnlt deal with the explosion of 
illegitimacy, that hA$ weak work requirements, and contiru.J.es to 
invite people to come to America to go on welfare, I Gra~ said.f 

, Gramm I IS plan would bar new immigrants from collecting welfa:r:e t 
require recipients to work for their benefits, and prohib~t mothers 
on welfare who hztve additional children from receiving additional 
assistance. 

Gramm said he has been working with Sen. Lauch Faircloth/ 
R-N.C., on his plan. and has begun discussions with Republican 
Sens. Rick Santorum of Pennsylvania and John Ashcroft of Missouri. 
APWR-07-13-95 11~2EDT 
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WORK FEAR 
President Clinton, it'", now dear. made rwo lugt rna. 
takes, in hLs attempt tQ ~end welfare a! we know it." The 
first. a! his own chief ofstaff acknowledge;,. was his 1994 
doo$lon to delay welf~ reform while he pursued a 
doomed health care overhaul. The second i. more su~ 
tle, but ultimately more damaging: his failure. at any 
time in his prelidency. to make tht case that ending we~ 
£are rcq\.lires a $fStem of last·r:esott. public~rvice JOM, 
and that this cosu money. . . 

Sure. Clinton talkt!d vaguely about pubUcjobs during 
the campaign. After t'Wt)}ears on welfare:, be md. "those 
who can \l>'()rk will have to go to work, either by taking: a 
Job itt the private .et:t,or or through community lerwce." 
Priva\e emplo}'mt'nt is to be preferred, in this logic. buJ 
community service jobs are a necemuy backup. How do 
you enforce a work requirement op. destitute recipients 
wh-o claim. often plausibly. that they can't flnd private­
.sector work? By having a public job ready and waiting: 

But pub1ic job! have many enemies. o,nservative:s 
anddpatc big-go~tnment boondoggles; the idea dO(!$ 
~m terribly .Old Democrat. Yet a kt)' Old Democrat 
interest group. organized labor. al$O hates it. fearing dut 
luw-wage '"workfare· workers will displac:e uruorUzcd cM! 
servants. Jt wam't long ago that liberal Democraa rou· 
tinely denounced public-sector work requirements for 
welfare recipienu 8.1 "ua:vefilte." . . 

A.hove all, pUblicjob~ are expensive. To $Uppon a. $1n­
gle InQther on welfare. you need to pay for a check. To 
support that morher with a public job, you ru~ed the 
same .check. plu~ (according to the Congrem.onal Bud­
get Office) about $0,000 for supervbon and child care. 

This may explain why, in 1994, Clinton kept to a min­
imum the number ofpublic jobs his two-years-and-go-to­
work proposal would have required. Thefl~ arc about 
5 million fammes uceiving- checu from the bAsk fed­
eral welfare program, Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (A1t'>C), The Clintoni(H exempted much of 
this caseload from their plan's \rock. provisions, whkh let 
them claim that thev needed to create only about 
170,000 public jobs bf 1999. Even today. Cllnton flirts 
with the idea that the private sector can be induced. 
through subsidies. to employ a large percentage of weI· 
fare recipients. though sucb Khemes have uniformly 
failed in the past Meanwhile. in the Senate. the Demo­
cratic welfare bill (endorsed by Clinton) osu:ntatiotuly 
diidllln. pubUc job., giving ,,,"le$ credit only for "getting 
reclpienu into rllJ1Jobs ••• not workfare'," 

By failing to defend public jobs l Clinton and the 

Democrats set the stage for the mOlt stunning and cyni­
cal developm<n' in till. year', .,.If",e d.bate-th, 
Republicans' retreat from a "'work'" solution ttl thl wel­
fare mess. "'Wor'k£are." remember. WlU Ronald,R.capi's 
idea. not Bill Clinton's. A long time ago--laJt·No~­
ber. to be predle-the Howe·Re~ublican Cont.ri(;(.wi.th 
America earmarked $10 billion w ~y for. workf1i;e jobs. 
But the money quickly disapptared in the·GOP'. mx~ 
and budg<r<utUng puoh, Todaya RepubUcan endotslnll 

.the Contract 'With America', work.provi.!ioDI·wuld 
'probably be denounced as a Beltway big spender."After 
all, Democrau secm. to agree that workfare jobs are a. 
bod ideal '\'ihythould -f'.yet. lUnd them? '" ;, 

In plact of workfare, xepublicans.now,of'fei/bloc:k 
grants. >I The RotHe hu al~dy pas.3ed· a',bUt that ends. 
Anlc and parcels O~t the fedem1lha.re of its COSl to the 
.$t.a~ in [he form ofgranu. The Senate may·soon beiin . 
floor debate on its own block. grant bH1:Covernon are 
supposed to take these fixed block gntttl and: devise 
their own welfare !}1tern., They do not have~ ur con~ 
tribute any nate money ~o the effort. Thty do- not. in 
het, have to offer any cash benefits to the poor:at alL.. , 

Mlcb••l Kinsley ch"'ll'" that the 001' block grant 
hila lack "-even a theory" as to how they ~II end ~e 
proh1em ofwelfare dependency. Other tiben\ls predict 
that they will produce a "taU' to the bot.tr>M." u $tates 
compt'tc to lowu local Ul.«:S by <:uwng bcnefiUl and . 
channg the POOl' to other juritdicrioru. But maybe 
tht acpublkans do bave a theory, and the the--:. 

. 

ory it that there will be a race to the bottom. A$',' , 
,tates rush to sluh benefitS and impote 
limits (and future CQngresse. slice away at the·1 
block grants) the word will go out that -welfare, '. 
is no longer a reliable rJ'lcans of Alppon:. 
women will avoid making the cnoicet--oe.g., 
cbildren outside of marriage-that they now . 
the tacit expectation that ""etfatl'l will maintain tbem;:!t', 
a harsh theory. to Jay the ieiUt, depending as it does on 
the ponibHity that hundreds of thousan(h'of "needy 
American, may wind up on the meers. , .. ,' 

Why notoffcr thOle: needing help the chance to earn 
it? The prolptaofwork should by itselfencouragepoten­
tial single mothen to make benet choict$ (.uch.3.$ team­
ing up with another breadwinner). Yct a work solution i. 
the one reform the bu.dget-driven Republiean:billswould 
disco~. True, the GOP'sHoUie and $en...r.e bills both 
have impremve-sounding work "requirements:" The 
HoUSE! bill. for example. would ~mingly require half of 

'JUlV17'1I4,1_ nm~:bPuD.uc7 . . 
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• 	 thOle on wUare to be ~rklnf, tn w9rmrejoh$ ifnece", 

lI;U:Y, by ~Oq!. But l?~~a~~ the bins provide no money to 
fund th~ work. these requirementl are almoat ~rtah1ly 
hollow. (So. 'So Now 'mu Know: by PIUII Ollner,July 10,) 
The Cpngremonal Budget Office eatimates that virtually 
e~ry'!r.ate will ~l the Senate work requirementll. State. 
will oilly be able to meet the Howe srandud by exploit­
ing a. GOP loOphole that al1o~... them to c:ount as "work· 
hig- those who are simply lopped off the! rolls. . 
. The wpite House has h~rrified liberals by f'J0I 

thrca.1e:Nng to Yeto a welfare btll tbat "block grantJ" the 
bJJi( AFDc program, Block grant opponent! fear this 
im'~ ~ cynical political calculation by ClintOll-u an ex­
governor, h. may actUally think block grantS are a good 

. idea: CijUI.cUl'. &,ides., for ~ett' pan, lUIIt:M that if the 
pie81denr ~eaten',to veto a block gram bUJ that will 
only'. encourage .Republicans to pass it But it'll pretty 
c!,~!11 that Clinton would happily Iign luch a. bUl lIit con· 
tained.mcidificatlonJ deligncd to CMUte that state; kept 
lpend~~ their 4Wn. money on the poor {"maintenance 
ofefforit).'that state, could get extra furub in time, of 
r~ces:siOn or population growth. and that more money
generAllY were available for putting redpients to work, ~ 

We "agree' with Clinton', irnplidt argument that, 
dap!te the drawbacb of block f&rantl, such a deal would 
conuimre an impmvemertt over the !tatU$ quo, The 
problem' of welfaie, dependence il J¢ acute, and out 
kn~1edge about how to solve it 50 limited. !.hat a period 
of esperimentation ~ in order-ifthe moneY it there to 
fund: the approach that is mon promising, namely 

~~~~~~~ '~o~~ will almon cerWnlv ~~~ be able
to' cilt JUdi' a:deal without a veto threat ior an actual 
ve~Qt:,J:~~. ~en~te ',majority 11 currenrly ,~Mg away
from: Cllnlori; 'not.toward him, Republicans'sHOw no 
inClluuon to spend more rooney. There is even talk of 
touing,the food stamp program into the- bloek gl1lnt 
(something "the adminutration hllJ promised to veto). 

l\Vo lttategiel"are' taBtd for. FirsI; CHntoti needs [0 

find .omt eouct$$ions to make to the right For exam­
p~. Senator tauch Faircloth, if. conServative Republican! 
h",- a. reasonable complaint about the legallstk proco< 

. dUJ:"f:t,iliatmake it hard for ItateS to introduce: "pay for 
pcJformanCc" schemes (in ...hich r-ecipientl get their 

< 

chew only'wr they've worked). And then therl! is the 
fight's cherished. "family c.ap" proposal. which would 
deny,mothen additional fed en! benefiu: for additional 
clliIdI'en they have whih: on welfare, The mother', check 
would not be reduced; me just WOUldn't get if. (relatively 
small) inuease. Is that so awful? 

Second. to make a veto threa.t credible. the'president 
co1.tld IUlrt to make. to the Voter... the we he ham'l 
made-that real welfare reform requite.!! binions in 
,pending to fund last-resort public jobs. ThiJ is nD time 
for Clinton', preferred New ()emocnn balance of tough­
nelS with rompassion. !t'.. toughneu, in this ease, that 
require. the 'Pending, Without mont:y. the Rep1.iliUCM$' 
"work~ proviliol'l$ ate phony. With money. thry C3,Q be: 
real. Will taxpayer! be willing 10 spend more in ord-er to 
end weJfare? We drink that's the one reason they might. 

NOTEBOOK •. r 

5Je TRA.'\rsIT: The New ~S~te As~emQ.ty had to !, receu after Grateful Dead toncertgoers retervt:d all 
3VBilable hotel rooms in the lta.te carital., ., The Pen­
tagon concluded thar Nr force official! did no-t violate 
milirarypedieywhen they 'pent') 16~OOO to fiyformer Lt 
General Jo"'ph A.lhy and hi. <lit trom Italy to Col­
orado. ,.. Teenagers' in 4~tngton. Kentucky, th~ 
rOGks MId auacked motorists following the "What !he 
ibu Gonna Do 2" party, dulgned to keep kid. off the 
streets and out of trouble. ,',. Late for school. a 7-year-old 
boy from Colebrook., New Hilmplhire, abando~d hi' 
bicycle and stole a Ford IaearL:.-.. Georgia Insurance 
Commiuioner John Oxedine objected to a 4. percent 
insurance tax on rt:1igjOUJ organilati,on. oua ~tax agaimt 
GOO." .,. Frttdom Entttprur:J in Columbia. South Car­
oUna. began marketing an "anti-COnfcdt:rate" flag that 
featureJ a black rut clenched at the (elller of a,tradi­
uonal. Confederate flag.. " On NBC', "Meet the Press/' 
Sen... Malorit)'Whip Tun,Loll t<marl«d thatl!epvbll­ '. 
Q.1'IS are "the party orMan. but we 'Would Uke to have the 

,Venus Jlde of the American JOcietyin ourparty, too," 


MOUTHS OFMl!!S: 

Chick Accuses SomeofHer 

Male ColleagUeS'ofSexism 

~tt~-S:, :,::, ',::::;: ,~,:,~,'.,:-:: :"~" :;: ~ 

CUll' CAt Hall Qft TbIll'lW:lq U tH • 
..~~ ..,..O!d.bI'i)'ll _m 
rl!~ltaf\fMfll \JIlt l'v. 'VIf' lief" 
111," 


-ThtLcs A.gtlu TI_,Jun, 25, 

(Thltlb to Cary cteb cfsru;rlUall O-.kl. c..tifOfnU.), 

I~DECENTACts: No one ~de~~ that th~ ln~'et is 
alive with every feti,h and perVersion you can imagine­
lond a rhousand or two more you (art't. Chances are you 
would lleep better knowin,g the:n:'s II way to prevent 
junior from c.reeping downs:f.ain at three in the morning 
to meak a pcek at aitsex.,nakednewt, But the ominously •, 
titled Communitations Decency Act that pabed ovet~ 
whelmlngly in the Senate lastweekim't iL The bUll 'pon~ f 
sored byJame. Exon oll't{ebraska, would puniah people 
who tranmtit or reeeive pornography on the Internet, or 
who make »<alled indecent material a\'3ilable to 
minon. Offendera face t'WO-'}'ear prlton tenp$ and fines 
ofup to SlOO,OOO. 'Thel'¢'$ ~mu(b wrong hefe if.hard 
to know where to begin. Since there', no reliable wa~' to 
tl:1I if legal ret "indeunt'" material, whatever- that may 
mean, is deliberately being sent to children. enforcing 
the law would be impouible. To duck the problt;:m. Exon 

,worded the but If) broadly rhat it makes c:rirnitl$a1J not 

f 
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Ptmerican Politi!:."!} Science Review Vol. 89, No, 1 Mareh 1995 

PARTY CLEAVAGES AND WELFARE EFFORT IN THE AMERICAN STATES 
ROBERT D, BROWN University of Mississippi 

A ttempts to determine the impact of party control on state welfare policy have,produced mixed 
and inconclusive results, in part due to our inability to account for varia/ions in the state 
partisan environments. I used CBS/New York Times surveys combined over the period, 

1976--88 to offcr a detailed examination.af the state party systems.. resulting in (l description of the 
,­ dominant social group partisan cleavage in each s~llte. This information is then used to examine the 

impact oj party conlroJ on state welfnre benefits. The findings show that the coolitionaJ bases of the" 
parties vary in important 'ways, both within and across the states. These differences in the state party" 

w systems have an importallt illfluellcc on the relationship between party control and state welfare ejfart. 
Specifically, party control has a significantly grenter impact in. states where partisan divisions reflectq 
class-based New Deal-type coalitions. Vv7ien examined in the context oj state partisan environments)' 

fi. party control has a much greater impact on state welfare effort than has been suggested by previous 
studies. 

'" 

O
ne of the most enduring goals of state politics present a more rigorous specification of when we 
scholars has been to understand the impact of may expect to find po1icy~relevant differences be· " 
political parties on policy outputs. The vast tween the parties.1 Even Jennings' analysis was~r, 

Iy­ amount of reseMch In this area is without doubt based on largely impressionistic evidence from only a 
related directly to the extreme importance of this handful of states. The unfortunate result is that while 

eo, issue to OUt understanding of the U.S. governmental our theory has evolved. we are still left with largely ,I, 
framework. If political parties" as the most prominent mixed results regarding the impact of political parties ", institutions linking citizens to the machinery of gov~ on state policy, 

h, emment~ do not help produce poli;;y~relevant re­ 1 shall address this,problem by systematically de~,.. 
sponses, then we must question their theorized irn· scribing the party coalitions in each state. This infor­
portance as linkilgc mechanisms and facilitatOrs of mation is then used to examine the party-policy"J 

i~.' representative democracy. linkage in a way that is much more consistent with 
m_ Thc large body of research generated to answer this the development of theory in this area. Analyzing the 

question has produced dt.>cidedly mixed results. Ini­ impact of political' parties on state policy aUows (or ,w 
tial failures may perhaps be described as a failure of the rombination of two important aspects of party 

h, theory, with an emphasis on interparty competition theory. Fil'St" I address a central tenet of party theory~ 
'ge showing very little positive impact on policy outputs that political parties in the United States are constit~ 

(Dawson and Robinson 1%3; Dye 19'66). Theory in uent organizations that organize social conflkt into ""0' this area has evolved, however, to the point where broad coalitions. In this view" parties are aggregates 
_we now have a much better defined expectation of of social interests linking the mass public to the·"m 
when parties mayor may not matter. Rather than the instruments of government (Burnham 1975). The 
levcl of interparty competition. or even which party is coalitional bases of the parties are expected to be an 
in control of government" Jennings (1979) theorized important influence on the political behaVior of indj~ 

".
n, 

rill Ihat it is differences in the constituency bases of party vidual partisans, party elites and, ultimately. public ,h­
support that determine whether party control mat" policy. 

'ill ters, Implicit in Jennings' theory is that parties are not rocusing on the states allows for the incorporation 
likely to base their policy strategies on the prefer­ of another fundamental aspect of the U.S. party 
enCes of the genera! public but, rather,. on the pref~ system into the analyses. American state political , crcn<:es of those groups that provide the core sUpJXlrt coalitions have evolved in environments .that vary 
for the party. In Petrodk's (1981) terminology, the tremendously in terms of social demography and 
st;)le party-policy linkage is dependent on the "sodal political attitudes. Because of their nonhlerarchical 
group bias" of the party coalitions. nature" parties and party systems at the state level 

" Jennings' work represents a Significant step in the have been shaped by their individual state constitu~ 
evolution of theoty linking political parties to poi\;;y endes and elites. The result is that rather than one 
outputs in the American states. Spedfically I it ieads aU-encompassing party system, we have instead a 
10 a more precise specification of the theoretical role national party system that is related to, but also· 
of parties as intermediaries in state politics. one that distinct from, a set of 50 different state party systems. 
f?Cuses explicitly on the social group support coali~ Each system reflects that fact that we are really a 
hons of the parties. Our ability to examine ,this country of many different terrains in which the pom~ 
theory._ however, has not evolved to the same degree-. kal landscapes can vary tremendously. Given the 
A 5ignifkant stumbling block has been our inability to different ethnic and social make~up of state popula~ 

".. 
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lions (Jewell and" Olson 1988) .. as wen as substantial 
differences in values, public opinion ... and political 
culture (Elazar 1984. Wright, Erikson, and McIver 
1985), state party systems should exhibit important 
differences in party coalitions, To appreciate the 
impact of political 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 arc needed for the p~rty identifi­
cation and relevant social group characteristics of 
individuals in each state, The lack of such dala has 
been it major obstacle in our efforts to determine the 
impact of political parties on public policy outputs in 
ways that are commensurate with the development 
of our theories. To facilitate these descriptions, [ use 
CBS News/New Ycrk Times nationaJ poUs, which, 
when aggregated for the years J976-88 encompass 
over 170y OOO resPQnde:nts.'These data are then disag­
gregated by state and treated like state samples.2. The 
result is a set of 48 representative state samples that 
are large enough to provide reliable estimates of the 
group characteristics of the party coalitions in each 
state. 

Race, religion~ gender~ education~ income, labor 
union membership, and place of residence are the 
social and demographk cMracterist:k:s that we have _. 
traditionally come to speak of when we discuss the 
national party coalitions. Accordingly, the foUowing 
social demographic group traits are used to deS("ribe 
the party coalitions: place of residence (rural and 
urban)~ gender, education (college degree versus 
not)~ race (black and white), religion ,(Protestant, 
Catholic, Jewish). union membership~ and income 
(high and low).:) . ­

The next step in the analysis is to measure the 
relative <:ontribution of each group to the party coa­
litions, Unfortunately. this is not an easy task. Recent 
efforts by Stanl€y ... Bionco, and Niemi (1986) and 
Erikson~ Lancaster. and Romero (1989} take one pos­
sible approach and use multivariate logit to, measure 
the group bases of the national ooalitions (party and 
voting coalitions, respectively) in tenus of the prob­
abi.lity that a group member ""iH align with either 
party, This type of analysis allows one 10 estimate, for 
example~ the probability that'someone wr-c is Cath­
olic will identify w1th the Democratic party, holding 
each of the other group traits of that individual 
constant. Wl.HI.! thIS method sheds considerable light 
on which group characteristics may or may not pro­
mote party ldentificatlon~ they are less help when we 
describe the party coalitions themselves. 

The main problem arises in the interpretation of 
probabilities as measures of the group contribution to 
the party coalition. These probability coefficients do 
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not actually measure the group contribution to the 
party coalitions; rather. they constitute a model of the 
impact of group characteristics on party identifka~ 
tion. This is a very important ronceptual distinction. 
To rely on probabilities as descriptions of the party 
coalitions can be misJeading because it fails to account 
fot a very importanf point of variation in state popu~ 
lations. When we discuss party cwlitions we need to 
know how group characteristics indine an individual 
toward a particular partisanship .. 'and we need· to 
know the relative size of each group in the state 
populations. . . 

This distinction is importantwhen viewed from the 
pers~tive of state party elites seeking to identify 
and mobilize group support at election time. To 
illustrate. let us look at the impact of race on party 
identification in Misslssippi and Iowa, In each state, 
being black has a statistically significant impact on the 
likelihood of an individual being a Democrat, when 
all other group characteristics are controlled in a logit 
equation. This is just as we would expect and 1s 
consistent with the studies aln;ady cited. With regard 
to the party coaiiticns l however, we see that this 
information tells us little about,the potential impor: 
lance of blacks~ as a group, to'the Democratic party 
coalitions in each state. To appreciate the differing 
importance of blacks to the. state Democratic parlies, 
we must also consider the large' difference in the 
proportion of blacks in the populations of these states 
(1% in lQwa vs. 35% in Mississippi). Given these 
differences~ blacks ,will constitute a significa.ntly 
greater proportion of the Democratic coalition tn 
Mississippi than in Iowa. fh!! result is that we may 
expect Democratic party elites in '¥ississippi 1:0 be 
much more attuned to the concerns of the black 
portion of their coalition than their counterparts in 
Iowa" because it is much more likely tnat their clec­
to~ futures will depend on this group. Thus, to 
describe the relevant snciaJ group bases of party 
c:oalitions~ we need to know not only the indination 
of the social groups to align with one party over the 
other (tapped by multivariate models of group iden. 
tification with the parties) but also the sizes of these 
grQUps. As illustrated, this conceptual distinctioo has 
important iinpUcations for the relative size ot each 
group in the party coalitions, and~ ultimateJy~ in the 
politics and, polides>of the states. 

To account for these important social group varia­
tions in state populations, I employ a variation on a 
te<:hnique developed by Robert Axelrod in his analy~ 
ses of party voting coalitions in prestdential elections 
(Axelrod 1972. 1986). This technique is quite straight~ 
forward., and is particularly useful because it yields 
figures for the sod~l group make~up of the. party 
coalitions that account for the general partisan indi­
nation or each grouy ~vt well as the size of each group 
in the population. Specifically # this techntque pro~ 
duces figures for the percentage contribution of each 
group to the total patty ooalition ba'sed, on the size of 
the group, its loyalty to the partyl and the total 
number of party identifiers. The result .5 a fonnala . 
that simplifies to 
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.. no. of group in party
percentage rontnbutton "" _ ..--c-..cc:.,..:-,-.,:--.:.

total in party 

Thus the percentage that any group comprises oJ the 
total party coalition. is a function of the number of 
Democrats in any particular social group divided by the 
total number of Democrats. tn other words, this repre­
sents the percentage of the Democratic coalition with a 
given group characteristic. Table 1 shows the percent· 
age contribution of each group to the Democratic and 
Republican party coalitions in four sel«ted stales.* 

tn examining Table 1, we see that in Alabama the 
Democratk party re<:ctves prominent contributions 
from individuals living in rural areas (33%), whites 
(68%), blacks (31%h women (58%). Protestants 

. (73%). and those with lower incomes (27%). Smaller 
f contnbutions are made by the urban (14%), college­. 

educated (7%), Catholic (4%), union (10%) and high­
in<'ome (12%) groups. The Republican party. on the 
other hand, is comprised primarily of white (86%), 

! Proh~stant (69%); urban {24%), and,. interestingly. 
both income groups (higher 24%, lower 18%). Thus 
while hoth parties ('dn claim contributions from all 
groups, there are differences in the pe:rcent contribu­
tion of each group to the two parties>' For now, it is 
important to galn an understanding from Table 1 that 
social groups do make differential contributions to 
the parties, both within and across the states. Com­
paring the Democratic party coalitions of Alabama 
and Vermont, for examph:. we find the Vermrmt 
Democratic coalition comprised of a much greater 
percentage of Catholics and wnites and a much 
smaller percentage of blacks and Protestants. These 
differences should ha..-e important consequ ~ .,';"lS tor 
the politics and policies of these two states.' More­
over,. an exten.<;ive examination of the 48 states in this 
study reveals substantial variation in the contribution 
of each group to tne parties across aU the states. Thus 
the Republican and Democratic parties in the states 
do aggregate social gr?UPS in different ways, result­

ing in distinctive coalitional configurations. The social 
group bases of the party coalitions do vary, both 
within and across the states. . 

Describing the State Party Cleavages 

The history of the national party systems leads us to 
expect the Democratic and Republican parties to be 
associated mOre closely with some group interests 
than others. In addition. differences in the sociodem­
ogra'phk group populations across the states are 
likely to result in different patterns of sodal group­
party cleavages. Ind~, these observations have 
been the driving force behind the evolution of theory 
concer:ning the party-policy linkage. The major point 
is that given differences in the sodal group bases of 
the parties. the deavages that define the party system 
in each state are likely to vary in meaningful ways, 
These differences are important for setting the polit~ 
!cal context in the states and thus for explaining 
vanations in the influence of PQlltical 'parties on 
public policy. ' 

To detennine the dominant social group partisan 
cleavage in each state, we tum once again to the 
group contribution figures in Table 1, By looking 
down the columns for each group variable in each 
state, we see the differences, in group support for 
each party. In dQiJ;lg 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 to one party over the other. These bias 
figures,. shown for each state in Table 2, are simplv 
the percent contribution of each group to the Repuit. 
lkan 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 AJabarna$ we see that the Democratic party 
benefits profoundly (reJative to the Republican party) 
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Basis in Group Support ror State Party Coalitions 

Sociodemogrnpbic Groups 

Income 

Sllite RUi;1! Urban Female College \\<"hite Black Prot. Catholic Jewish Union l..<lw H;gh 

Alabama -10 3 -8 -18 20 -2 0 9 -12 

Arizona " 6 3 • -11 -12 4 -19• 20 2 

•
9 7 -12 


Arkansas 2 2 0 0 -6 1 1 0 5 3 -2
•California 2 5 8 -8 -20 13 -9 8 3 8 7 -10 

Colorado -1 6 7 -5 -8 0 -16 ,. 1 7 3 -5 

ConnectICut 0 0 7 -7 -6 6 -23 19 1 7 4 -11 

Delaware 2 -3 9 -5 -21 20 -7 7 1 9 10 -11 

RoOda 2 0 4 -9 -20 18 2 -3 3 9 -10
•Georgia 1 -3 -8 -23 2. 7 -5 0 2 10 -9•
Idaho _7 2 6 0 -1 -2 -15 13 0 5 7 -7 
Illinois -3 17 -8 -25 2. -9q 10 3 7 4 -8•
Indiana 2 1 -1 -10 -12 10 -7 6 1 6 5 -7 
Iowa 0 1 5 -5 0 -11 17 0 10-. • -.
Kansas -3 9 -2 -9 -9 6 -7 9 0 6 2 -2 
Kentucky 0 -3 2 -3 -3 2 -3 5 0 0 -2 -. 
Louisiana 9 -5 -8 -18 19 2 3 0 3 10 -15•
Maine 2 1 9 -5 -2 0 -36 27 0 7 6 -9 

Mruyland -3 8 5 -5 -23 22 -9 6 5 3 5 -7 

Massachusetts -. 2 • -7 0 1 -27 '29 2 7 6 ,-6 

Michigan -2 9 4 '-6 -22 22 -7, 1 10 6 -8
•Minnesota 0 3 3 -7 -3 2 -12 16 0 9 7 -8 

MisSissippi 7 -3 -6 -33 32 6 1 0 2 23 -13
-.
Missouri 0 9 3 -6 -13 ' 13 -7 5 0 4 4 -6 

Montana 5 -4 1 -3 0 -21 22 0 e 11 -10
-.
Nebraska -13 12 -4 -3 -6 6 -I' 18 1 e 3 -4 

Nevada a a 3 -4 -10 10 -1 8 3 '7 7 -11 

New Hampshire -6 -1 13 -4 -2 2 -34 24 0 5 6 -6 

New Jersey 1 8 6 -5 -21 19 -10 11 3 6 5 -9 

New Mexico 1 1 12 -5 -10 1 -21 17· 0 1 4 -11 

New York 2 20 7 1 -23 19 -9 . 7 6 -5 

North Caroiina 5 -3 -1 a -28 26 1 71 0 0 7 
 -.
North Dakota 2 12 -9 -1 -2 -12 10 0 4 2 .-4-.
Ohio -2 8 6 -8 -12 11 -13 12 1 8 -6•Oklahoma 12 -6 -8 -12 10 -1 -1 0 2 11 -9•0'"900 G 2 2 --7· -3 1 -10 6 0 5 2 
Pennsylvania -3 12 3 -5 -12 12 -15 15 3 7 • -.-.
RhOde Istand -6 11 0 2 -1 -27 22 1 5 5 -6-.
South Carolina 16 -6 -1 -9 -41 39 -1 -2 0 15 -14•South Dakota 9 0 6 -6 -1 0 -16 15 0 4 5 -3 

Tenne:ssee: 1 2 '3 -3 -21 21 -4 0 6 5 -6
-.Texas 7 -5 3 -13 -22 15 -3 6 0 5 10 -15 

Wah -2 0 3 -12 ~6 3 -I' 10 0 7 7 -6 

Vermont 3 ' 0 1 -7 4 0 -25 27 0 9 16 -6 

Virginia 6 -5 a -7 -25 25 -1 -1 1 3 -6
•Washin.gton 0 5 2 -7 -6 4 -9 7 1 6 3 -8 

West Virgnla 2 1 -3 -5 0 1 -4 4 Q 3 1 -3 

Wisconsin 10 3 -5 -10 9 -14 9 0 6 -9 

Wyoming 3 -3 -4 1 1 5 0 6 6 -1 

_.--

-.,. • • 
Nolt'. C<":I "ntms Ti'l'r<i*OI the pi:[('\!nt grOU? ctmtrlb-",Iioo to the D<'IIl{]Ul'Iti.. PlUty rnlnU$ the pi!l'U!n: group lXtfI~nb\!tIo" hi lhe puty. 

from black (20). rural (14), and lower~income (9) 
group support. The Republican party receives sub­
stantial differential support from th~ white (-18)s 
higher-income (-12). urban (-10).. and college-edu­
catcd (-8) groups, Clearly. however~ the highest 
levels of differential party support come from the 
racial groups. 

Table 2 also shows that the pattern of partisan 
support is very different in Vermont. Complet~ly 
gone is the differential support of the racial groups. 
Instead, we see a prominent role fOT religion (Protes~ 
tant -25, Catholic 27), as well as the class-related 
group characteristics of inoorne (low, 16; high, -8), 
college education {-7), and union membership (9,. I 



l 
IS' ,. Al!1erican Political Sderu 

Finally, if we tum to a state with a large, diverse 
population such as Illinois? we seel€t a different 
pattern of group-party bias. Indee • this picture 
represents what we have rome to expect from the 
Democratic party as a coaUtion of minorities and the 
Republican party as a more homogeneous ronstitu~ 
ency. Spedfically I the Democrats receive preferred 
support from the bJack (24), urban (17)~ Catholic (lO)~ 
union (7), female (5), lower·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 I, dominant social group partisan cleavage in each of 
the three states. In other words, these are the differ~ 

I 
i 
i 

enCeS i.n the social group ooses of the parties. the 
aspects of group support that differentiate one party 
coalition &om another. The Alabama party cleavage 
is an example of what I call (for reasons that will be 
more apparent !aler) the soullrerll partiSilrI cle:wagt. InI this party system, race plays the fundamental role in , 
differentiating the support coalitions of the two par­
ties. Indeed, while" we see evidence of a rural~urbanI, split,. as well as diffe~eottal support regarding income 
and educaHon# race is without a douh~ the single ,f most important biasing factor in the group support 
for the parties in this cleavage.I Vermont illustrates the second prominent party 

I cleavage, the New Deal party cleavage. The pattern of 

I 
i p3rtisan support in these states is very simHar to the 

national New Deal party alignment. The most prom* 
inent group~party bias exists among the two large 
religiOUS groups, with Catholics arid Protestants giv­
ing differential support to the Democratic and Repub­~ lican partie5~ respectively. Next we see that the other 
familiar New Deal group <:haracteristics of lower 

I 
! 

income and union membership also benefit the Dem* 
ocrats, whereas the Republit:ans receive biased sup" 
port from the higher-income 'and rollege-€:ducated 
groups. Once again, this is al1 very consistent with 

I lhe more class-based New Deal party system. 
; finally" we see that illinois illustrates the third 

major type of party cleavage in the states. In many 

I 
l ways this cleavage is a combination.of the previous 

tWQ-party cleavages and is illustrative of the evoluw 
tion of the national party system. Unlike the New 
Deal dass~based cleavage,. race tS a prominent factor 
here. [n addition, w,e see that the group characteris-­
tics of religion, union membership, income. and

I education are also important. Finally, we see the 
addition of a substantial urban bias toward the Dem­
ocr<~tic party. Interestingly, this is not accompanied f by a similar rural bias toward the Republicans. As a 
result of the strong radal and New Deal~type charac­
teristics of this party system" reflt"cting changes in the 
partisan stru<htre of the national New Deal align· 
ment, I have tenned this cleavage the past-New Deal 
cleavage. 

Examining the rearty coalitions in each state reveals 
that these three c eavage structures depict .. to varying 
degrees. the prevailing party cleavage in 44 of th~ 48 
state party systems examined here. In addition" theret 

are four states (Arkansas, Kentucky, West Virginia~ 
and Wyoming) in which there does not appear to 'be 
any dlS(emable party cleavage. Looking at Arkansas$ 
(or example~ there is 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 Tahle 3 according to their dom­
inant party cleavage. Groups are listed under party 
bias categories according to the mean level of bias in 
each respective cleavage. Thus, in the Southern 
cleavage states" the two racial groups show the larg~ 
est mean party biasl with tpe other groups following 
accordingly. States were categorized into party deav~ 
ages according to a careful examination of patterns in 
their group~party bias characteristics,a 

It is important to note that these state party deav~ 
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 characteristiC$ 
in the three types of state party cleavages. Race .. for 
example.. is hy far the most important distinguishing 
feature of the southern 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 tenns of 
sodal group alignments to the Republican and Dem~ 
ocraticrarties. Indeed. there are more states with this 
type 0 party cleavage than either of the other two 
cleavages. Regardless of whether the New Deal align~ 
ment adequately represents the dominant cleavage in 
the national party system., it appears to continue to 
do so for a substantial number of states., Thus, 
despite evidence of the rise 01 race and the decline of 
class as the basis of conflict in the national arena 
(Carmines and Stimson 1981; Huddeldt and Kohfeld 
1989), New Deal party system characteristics still 
dominate the deavage structure in these states, 

In many ways the states in the post-New 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, dass-related characteristics are 
important.. but that race is also a dominant character­
istic. In comparison with the, southern cleavage.. 
however, note that race is not n&essarily the domi. 
nanL characteristic of the state POpl.Udtions as f).' 

whole, This set of states conforms very strongly to 
recent evidence on the changing nature of the na­
tional party alignment. Catmines and Stimson (198J) 
have demonstrated that the evolution of party differ~ 
ences on rac:iallssues has resulted in the emergence 
o~ this set of issues as a 'dominant force in American 
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.Party System Cleavage Struttnres 

Cleavage 1: Southern Cleavage 2: New Dew Cleavage 3: Posl-New Deal 
Bias: Bias: 8ias: 

Democrat Republican Democrat RepubUcnn Democrat Republican 
~ 

Black While Catholic Protestant Slack' . White; 
Low Income High InCOme Low Income High Income Catholic Protestant .Rural College Union COllege Urban High Income 

Urban Fomale Union . College 
Low IncomeF_ 
Jewish 

South Carolina Vermont Illinois 
Mississippi Maine New York 
Alabama New Hampshire . Michigan 
Texas Massact1usetts Delaware . 

,Louisiana Arizona , New Jersey 
Georgia New Mexico Maryland 
Virginia Connecticut California 
North CarOiina Momana Penr'l$ylvunia 
Oklahoma Rh(lde Island Ohio 
Florida Minnesota WtSCOnsin 
Tennessee ColoradO 

. Missouri 
Utah Nevada 
lOW. , . Indiana• South Dakota Kansas 
Nonh Dakota 
Idaho 
Nebraska 
Washington . .' ,. Oregon 

Nair. Arkan,..,l, l<croh,;cky, West Virginia. and Wyomil'l3 do not ronfQl'm tQ I~~ party deaVOllI9l'. 

politicS.. leading to changes in the, coalitional align· 
merits of the national party system. Macdonald and 
Rabinowitz {1987} have confinued the importance ot 
civil rights issue:; at the nationai level as a force for 
structural realignment. Stanley (1988) has verified the 
importance of race in the coalitional alignments of 
parties in the South. 

Finallv, 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 Kohfcld note as the strategic impot~ 
tance of blacks to the Democratic party, Largely as a 
result of black migration to large dUes in the North. 
the bla;;:k proportion of the population, while signif­
icantly smaller than that of the southern cleavage 
states, has berome highly concentrated and thus of 
strategic importance to the Democratic party (p, 13). 
Major urban areas such as Chicago, Clevel ...n,;i, and, 
St. Louis,are all examples of areas in which concen~ 
tratcd numbers of blacks have created a set of struc~ 
tural conditions assuring the importance of this 
group to the Democratic party in these states. Each 
state in this cleavage has a similar major urban area in 
which blacks tend to be highly concentrated. In terms 
of the state party cleavages, we then:fore see the 

emergence of race, in conjunction with the more 
traditional clasg..related groups, as the primary group 
maracteristtt.:'S differentiating the support coalitions of 
the post-New Deal state party systems. 

PARTY CLEAVAGES, PARTY 
CONTROL, AND'STATE 
WELFARE EFFORT 

Having identified the dominant cleavage of partisan 
support in each stare, i can now use this information 
to examine the impact of party control on public 
policy in a way that matcltes much more d()sely 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 stat~s 
where class-based interests define the most proml~ 
nent cleavage in the state partisan environment. The 
preceding analyses of the state party systems allow 
us to examine this theory with systematic information 
about the state partisan environments for the first 
time. Our theoretical interest here is in the effects of 
partisan cleavage stru~tures on the process of repre~. 
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scntation and public po1icy. Here representation re­
f.:rs to the relationship between party control and 
public policy ~ as conditioned by the dominant pa;ti~ 
san cleavage in the state. Thus 1 am exploring how 
the differences across party cleavages affect the im­
pact of Democratk party control on state welfare: 
effort. ' 

In generating specific hypotheses about.the condi­
tional influence of partisan cleavage differences on 
th~' party control-poUcy linkage" I tum first to the 
dass~based N{'w Deal deavage states. If party control 
has an impact on state welfare policy I it should be 
working most prominently in these states. In addi­
tion to strung coalitional differences in income~ edu­
calion. and labor union support, a pronounced etnno· 
religious dichotomy also exists. mirroring that found 
in the national New Deal party system. This strong 
religiOUS differential is important~ because Catholics, 
whether Democratic~ Independent, or Republican are 
generally more likely to support the traditional New 
Deal social reforms of government intervention, gov· 
ernment support of employment, and in(ome.equat~ 
ization than their Protestant counterparts (Creeley 
1978, 284). lndeed, Greeley argues that despite the 
rise of the social Issue agenda (abortion; in particu­
lar), Catholics are likely to.stay with the Democratic 
party, so long as the party continues in its basic 
stands regarding social and economic welfare (ibid., 
292). The result is a party cleavage containing an 
important culture-class nexus in which welfare-re­
lated programs are both necessary and seen as an 
appropriate part of governmental activity. Once 
again, then, if Democratic party control does make a 
diffl'rem:e, we should expect to find it at its strongest 
in the- New Deal cleavage states. 

With regard to the other cleavages. there is cer~ 
tainly no reason to expect a negative effect for Dem~ 
ocrJtk party contro!. Thus 1 am not suggesting that 
the relationship between party control and welfare 
effort is positive only in the New Deal states. Rather, 
1 hypothesize that tnis relationship is positive, but 
significantly weaker in the non-New Deal cleavage 
states. Indeed, such a finding may wen explain the 
rather laclduster relationshi.p generally found be~ 
tween party control and state welfare effort. If the 
impa(t of party control on welfare effort is relatively 
meager in states where class is not a dominant aspect 
of the .party deavage~ then the effect of these states 
may overwhelm even the stronger relalJonship be­
tWPen party control and policy in the New Deal 
stales. The sp«ific hypothe5es~ then~ are that while 
the relationship between party control and welfare 
effort will still be positive in the southern and post­
.New Deal deavuge states, it will be significantly less 
powerful than in the New Deal states. 

Data 

The variables used to test these hypotheses are rela­
lively straightforward and should be familiar to stu­
dents ot the party~poticy debate. WhUe several indI­
CatorS of policy benefits toward the poor have been 

used as dependent variables, I use the policy measure 
suggested by Albritton (1990), namely, the ratio of 
indigenously raised state and local government Aid 
faT Families with Dependent Children (MDC) 
spending to total state personal income? 

Democratic party control ts measured as an index 
consisting of three dichotomous indicatorS: whether 
the governor is a Democrat~ whether the state House 
of Representatives ls.oontrolle<i by the Democratic 
party (1 if Democrats hold a majority of seats~ 0 
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" control aU three branches of 
government, 2 if Republicans control any two 
branches, 3 if Democrats control any two branches, 
an·d 4 if Democrats control aU three branches. , 

In addition to party control. J expect that a variety 
of other aspects of the state pOlitical and economic 
environments will affect variations in state welfare 
benefits. Once:again, these reflect. some of Jhe most 
prominent alternative explanations found in the litw 

erature. To control for variations in tJ:.e states' ability 
to provide benefits tQ the less fortunate. I use a 
variation of the common measure of personal in(ome 
per ca.pita/' In addition, I include an indicator of the 
relative size of the welfare-receiving population: the 
percentage of the state population re<eiving AFDC 
benefits_ While Plotnik and Winters (1990) found a 
negative relationship between this measure and the 
benefits given to each individual reopient. I expect 
that a larger percentage of recipients should be pos­
itively related to ovcrallievels of welfare spending.­

In addition to these characteristics of state pop\lla~ 
nons, Unclude a measure designed to tap the overall 
liberalism of the state political environments. Specifw 
ic.ally, I account for the general h'betaUsm of the state 
party elites. using a measure developed by Erikson~ . 
Wright. and McIver (1989, 1993). Tnis measure is a 
composite of the foUowing four separate indkatorS 
of the ideological preferences of Democratic and Rc w 

publican state elites ... which are combined into a cOO\w 

prehensive measure of state elite Ideology: congres<­
sional candidate conservatism~tiberalism, statr ~egis- . 
lator conservatism-liberalism, local party chairmen 
conservatism-liberalism. and national convention 
delegate conservatism-liberalism.'} Erikson, Wright, 
and McIver·(993) have found the liberalism of party 
elites to·be a potent ktTt:e in state politics~ from 
responding to public opinion to influendng public 
pOlicy. The expectation here is that greater party elite 
liberalism _will be related to more generous welfare 
effort • 

finaUyy 1 attempt to account for .one other rival 
explanation, the p~~"'ntial effects of a population's 
attitude toward weltare recipients-in particular~ 
bJack welfare recipients. Wright (1977) reported, for 
example$ that racial prejudice had a substantial effect 
on attitudes toward welfare spending independent of 
other measures of liberalism. [n an attempt to tap this 
Important potential influence on state welfare policy, 
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I include a variable for the percentage of the states', 
population that is, black. , ' 

A.nalysis 

To examine these hypotheses, a pooled cross section" 
(or panel) design is used,., with data for the years 
1976-85. PQoling cross sections of states .over time has 
several advantages. two QI the most important being 
an incr('ased number of cases and the ability to 
generalize results across both the states and time. 10 

Unfortunately. these advantages often come with a 
cost. Bet:ause'the design pools the same sets of units 
(states) over time. pooled cross-sectional models are 
prone to two important violations of the ordinary 
least squares model. Specifically,. the disturbances are 
likely to be both nonconstant between units (ru;:tero­
sc('dastic) and correlated over time (autoregressive), 
Using ordinary least squares to estimate pooled cross­
sectional d.ata iSlherefore like1y to result in inefficient 
coefficients that have severely inefficient ,standard 
errors, thereby running the risk of giving a false 
impression of accuracy, To overcome thes(: probli:ms, 
I adopt a cross--sectionaUy heteroscedastic and time· 
wise autoregressive model fOT estimation (Kmenta 
1986~ 618-21). In this model, data are subjected to a 
double transformation, one to remove heteroscedas­
ticity and the other to remove autocorrelation. The 
final model is then reestimated using ordinary least 
squares and results in consistent estimators and dis· 
turbam::es,that nre nonautoregressive and homosce.­
dastic. 11 

Does Democratic party control have an impact on 
state welfare effort. and is this effect conditioned by 
the'state partisan 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. ' 
1n addition. party elite liberalism also has the ex­
pected effect. As state elites are more liberal, welfare 
effort is greater, Finally, the control for the percent­
age of the states' population that is black also has a 
significant independent effect. As the black portion of 
the state populatiQn increases, welfare effort is dimin· 
ishcd. Note that this is the case even with a dummy 
variable controlling for the South, 

Our primary concern, however is the impact of 
party control on state welfare effort, and, more spe· 
cifically, whether this relationship is conditioned by 
the social group-partisnn.deavage in the states, The 
coeffiCients for the party control and interactiQn van· 
abies teU the complete story and show It is important 
tQ account for differences in the stale partisan envi­
ronments when examining the impact"of party con­
trol. Spedfically, the slope for party control in the 
New Deal states (.OOO39} is si~.hificantly greater than 
in either the southern (slope calculated as .00039 ­
.00032 "'" j)OOO7) or the post-New Deal (slope calcu­
lated as .00039 - .00035 ......00004) stateS. This pattern 
illustrates the main hypothesis,. and it does so in 
striking fashion, Recall that the condit!onal slopes are 
interpreted as shifts from the baseline slope of party 
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State Welfare Effort by Democratic Party Control 
and Stale Party Clea~ . 

MODEL 
VARIABLES EST1MATES 

Recipfen1s as % of population .11079" 
I.OOSH)) 

State wealth .44006" 
(.08795) 

Party elite liberalism .000637*' 
(.00009).


Percent black -,00006" 
(.000014) 

Southern cleavage dummy ,00161" 
(.00075) 

Post-New Deal cleavage dummy .00115t 

1·00041) 

party control ,00039H 


(.00012) 

. Southem party control interaction'" -,00032· 

(.00019) 

Post-New De.. p~ 
, controi interactlon -,00035* 

(.00017) 

Adjusted R2 .903 
N 420 

m"'. ; MId ,tutoo;;rre­
taticn ,md tlWn ~ti""'Wd D$ing omm.uy ICOlst ~1t'" SiaMlitd 
error! Me m pa.-enthoH. The dl1JHmdenl YilrilINt, tl,,1e wlIlliu:e lIit;;!!"!, U 
~ u tIu: mil) <If !ndlgnwu$ly raUfd rule and 1e<:,,1 AFOC 
spending tQ toW st41e ~~. 
• t !f 311te is in southern duvagf', n 01he:rviise. 

~ t if $fatc ~ in poot:--."I"I" De.l dHvl!g~, (l9ti>~. 


'psJB. 

.. p :s .01. 
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control in the New Deaistates. That is~ they represent 
the difference in the magnitudes of the impact of 
party control on welfare effort in the New Deal versu~ 
southern and post-New Deal states respectively, 
These coeffidents indicate, therefore, that while the 
impact of party control in welfare effort is positive 
within aU three deavages, the slopes for the southern 
and post-New Deal cleavage states shift significantly 
downward from the New Deal cleavage baseline. 
Indeed, the coefficients shift to virtually zero and 
tndkate 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 deavage states. Differences in the 
nature of the state party coalitions ~ave a significant 
influence on the relationship betw€t.JI party control 
and state welfare e£fort~ 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, I find strong evidence for the influ· 
ence of party cleavage differences on the nature of 
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l policy representation in the states. Moreover. these 
effects stand out even when rontro1ling for important 
rival forces, be they political (party eme ideology)~ 
L>(onomic (state income)p or structural (percentage of 
rt't'lpient population}. Party control has a dear impact 
on ~tate welfare effort, and this effect is strongest 
where we would expect to see it the most-in states 
where the sodal group-partisan conflict is organized 
along class-related lines. 

CONCLUSION 

The evolution of theory on the impact or political 
parties on state polky outputs has led us to look 
toward the support coalitions of the parties them­
selves to understand when this linkage may be 
present- I have described the coalitional bases of the 
stille party systems and the dominant patterns bf 
partisan cleavage that result from these coalitional 
foundations. These investigations indicate ·that the 
50cial group bases of party support vary in important 
ways~ both within and aCrOSs the states. 

Using this information, 1 find support for the 
conditional influence of party control on state welfare 
policy. Democratic party control of government mat: , tern where theory tells we should expect it to maHer ,• 	 the most~ in party systems where the dominant 
cleavage of social group support for the parties is 
drawn along c1as!H'elated lil\es. Comparisons of 
dass~based states with non·dass~based states confirm 
these conclusions, showing significant differences in• ,

· the impact of party control on welfare effott acr{)5S 
t these groups of states. 

The literature on linkages between party control 
and public policy in the American states is replete 
with mixed and inrondusive results. By examining

! this linkage in the context of the state partisan env~* , moments, the findings reported here present conclu~ 
"t f sive evidence that political parties have an important 
of influence on state policy outputs. 
us In addition, these findings should lead us to look 
y. once again to variations in the stales to help us 
h. understand the general rele of political parties In 
ve American politics. The New Deal party system may 
rn no longer be dominant al the national level. but 
Jy o<!lther has it completely, disappeared from t~e polit« 
,e. !callandSC'.':Ipe. ImP9rtantly~ the presence of this more 
,d I 

dass~based. party system is not merely descriptive butI 
~te' ! also has important implications for our understand« 
~ai log of the role that political parties play in transmit­
,n ting the preferences of partisan groups into public 
he policy" In this important sensc# variations in the 
h. , social group support for the political parties add 
nt , ,u'.Nhcr dimension to Out understanding of party 
'01 , control of government and the process of policy 
ch representation in the-states. Whether the "party's 

•:€r over" (Broder 1972) itt the national level or whether 
.t- it has "just begun" {Sabato 1988), pllfty systems do 

vary across ·the slates. These differences are an im«' 
!u- portant influence on the place of political parties in 
of American politics. 
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Notes 

! w(\uld like to thank Jerry Wright, Chtu:k Smith. Leroy ru~· 
selbKh, Ted Carmines, Jim Garand, and Jeffrey Stonec4sh far 
their help and comments on this project. 

1. For interesting approaches to thi" problem, see D~ 
1984; Canmd 1985, 

2.. A report (1(1 the reliability and validity of these daia fur 
the yean 1976-8Z can be: found in Wright, erikson, and 
Mdvn- 1985. The original data ~ hal been updated to 
enrompa5S the yeats 197&-83. resulting in a ttahcNl ump~ 
of over 17UJ:(Xi respondentii and state samples ranging from 

" 	 348 (Wyoming) to almost 16))00 {Califomill), Aluka and 
Hawaii ~ e«cluded from the lIampllng framework. 

3. Low and high income are dennro ...I' follows: 1 '" low 
tnCQme {~lO,.ooo), 0 • eille; I .. high income (> 40,0(0), 0 ­
else. In the initial analysis, dummy variables fot age were also 
included to 3cruunt lor thl." potential impact of y(lunger and 
older social group memt>enhip on partisanship. ThC!)t vari. 
abies were dropped from Ute analysis to ease itlierpretllt~m 
because they did little 10 differentiate one party fmm aoothu. 
lfl additiCltl, Several uther groups rome to' mind as being 
important for differentiating the support ro.tlitkms Of the 
parties, partitubrly hjspanks and religious furtdamentabstl!. 
Unfortunately, quo'l!tIDns asking about these gmur chancter­
istic;! were net included in a sllffident number () surveys to 
warraflt their inclusion lwre. 

4. For reasoru of space consideration, only the 4 states 
ust'd as example.~ in the text are included in Table 2. The 
analyses wen: done, of roune, tor each of the 48 101.01ell in tim 
lIrudy and will be summarized lall'!' in the analysis, 

5. As a result ot o.verlappipg group membership, the 
group contribution figures do not sum Ie 100';, Thil> allows 
for 1M fact that lndlviduala have multiple gro.up chata<.'ieri,,", 
tics, 'Arhile this may seen an lnconveruem::e, it is not neces­
sarily a disadvantage, especially when we consider that the 
party coalitions are often drfimd as coalitions of diverse, 
overlapping minorities. Thus, the fact that 'individuals do. 
have multiple and uvenapplng groups trails hdp' make UUll 

'. an accurate description of the group basell of 1M party 
coalitlOlUl. Note that while an individual may gel counted 
more than once (due to mulnple' group trait!; and rhu'> 
resulting in'tottll coalitional per<:entages t'l';cceding 101)1<" 
group .characteristics do not. 

6. To help confirm placement of states in t!ach deavagt! 
category. a !Koring system wa$ de~·eloped, Cleavage $OOre1 

Wefe calculatw by taking the absolute value o! each group 
bias figure and theo taking the mean of the relevant absolute 
value bias figures for each cleavage. ·Absolutc valut1:ll were 
taken to account for negativity in the Republkan party lms 
figul'C$, and means were aken to acrount for differences in 
lhe number'of groups in th~ thr~ rarty cleavagu, tr. the 
southern cleavage, for ex;,mple, the cleavage $Cores were 
calculated by taking the me;,n of the absolute value, (er Ihe 
black, 10w-iotOm~, rural. white, hlgh-incomc, collcg&. and 
urb.m group bias data as follows: 

Cle;,vage 1 ... (ABSblack ... A6$incometow + ASSrural + 
ASS-white + ABSihUlmtlhiglt + ABScollege + Al:J$uro:mV1. 

Srores. for ctca"'age 2 and dea,,;,&" J. were derived In a liintilar 
fashion: 

Of'3vagf' 2 = {AB5cath + ABSunion + ABSifiComeklw + 
A6Sfemaie + ABSprot + ABSinromehigh of A'6Scolltge~1'J 

Oe~v'1t;t:.3 = (ABSblark + ABScliln ~ A'SSuman + ABSunion 
+ Au~jncoine!ow + ABSfemale + ABSjewish + . 
ABSwhite + ABSprot .. A6Sin(omehigh + ABScoUege)/ll, 

In most cases the pr(Xells of cleavage categoriultlon was 
rea~onably dear, With SllIlts e ..h!biting biaSt'd groop p.lrty 
~uppm1 strongly consistenl with one of the dominant cleav­
ages. In a few Sl;IIles, however, the patterns of group bias 
were not 00 dear. falling on the OOrder bctween two eMav­
~gl!s. In lhese jMtantl:!, additionlill information WiI:s ul\Cd to 
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pillce the ~talc mto OM' party system over Ihe othet, In 
COrllK>cticut, fo~ example, th ..:c are &lrong rlass-relatffi bias 
figures, consillrent with the New [kat dC'lvilge. In .addition, 
ttowcvcr, there j,;,aha a moderl\w ram1 bias, sl.Iggcl!.ting that 
Connecticut may also be pldced in the pmt_N..w Deal .:Iea...­
~g{'. Funner examination ot the party ce.\litiol'ls shows that in 
poot-New Deal slaleS the <Picrage lel/el ot uclal group bias is 
+15 fOf blacks toward 1M D..>mocratic p<lri:y ami -l7 for 
whitcs toward the R(lpublkaJO party. This is tar greater lhAn 
Inll" +6 \lod -6 m.ts figtirn shown for the- racial g:r<IUf'$ in 
Conr'l<'cticut. In additwn, the dt:mographk data for Conn..et­
:;:ul shoW that the black group ccmprises only 5.5% of the 
total state pOpuliltivf\. Once again. lJus i5 w(."U below the 
.I'i<.'rage (lil.9%) for the post_New Deal siMa. Thus, while· 
there I" M>me >;vidert<e Of 1i«'wf de-avage in Connecticut il is 
Ihe domiru'iflt overall paNern of bias in each state that deter­
mines under which cleavagE ,1 state pliny liy~wm is tMega­
nld. [/\ Connecticut, this pait!!m is much more consistent 
WII,. the Nt'!w Dt:al cleavage. 

7. Perhaps the m!.mt mmmollly u:;ed indicator oi slale 
wdfare effort is AfOC ex~nditures per uplta. AlbriNon 
arguES persuaslwly that this rne')SUfe- is [".{jt entirely ade-qll.l!le 
because pErsons with larger Il'K'Omes ate able to make larger 
contribu!U1ns while <It tht' same time re""lning larger net 
inromes. Recognizing convention, however, [ perfunned alJ 
;;nalY1'cs with ~h dependent vartabks. the results being 
largely simil;;r. All expenditure and inc{ffi1e v;u1ilbles u:;ed in 
tht'$e analyses are e~pressed in constant 1982 dollars, 

8. Because the dependent v;;riable-ratio of AFDC $p<:nd. 
mg to total p<:rsonal income-irK'":udes a stJI.re·lrvl(l inoomc 
component in its denominator. i modify the familiar per· 
capita.lnrome independent vari4bte by "preSSing it in renns 
of nalional aggregate pet capita iru:omi;". Thil meawre. iden­
tical to that wwd in a re~enl Jnaly~i$ by Hill and Leighley 
(!m), remains an £>tpresgif)J1 01 1M comparativti wi;"alth Of 
thti stales, while avoiding probleffi$ of extreme similarity 
be~ween the dependent and independent variabhLs. 

9. Sroflils tor party elite ideology are derived from four 
ea.rlier studl;:s of ditlenml groups of ,ll:tivisIS: rongressional 
~;mdkl~lt! conservatu>m·hberalism (Wright and Berkman 
1986), state legislatu, oon~ervatism·libernhsm (Uslaner and 
Wi.'ber :977), 10c;;1 pmr ch.\innen a:m.servarism·liberalism 
(CoHer et aL 1984), and national COnV~H\tion delegate conser· 
"atism-liberalilim (Miller ,md Jennings 1987). 

HI. The numlwr of cast's for Ihe regression i'lInalysis is 
420-42 sUtes multiplied by 10 time points. The num.ber of 
states is reduced 10 42 because of the original exclusion of 
Al.lS~, ti;lwali. and Nebroil$\...;;, Nevad.l is ~«Iuded becaul''' 
mt'al>ures tor party eUtc liberalism were not availahte. Finally. 
the: mleractille mode! e:".dudes !host' stales that do not ron· 
form 10 01'1<: of the thrCC' dominant dCIl"'ages (Arkansas, 
Kl'r.hH;ky, \r;'et<t Virginia, and Wyoming). 

II. A recent MUcle by Beck and his colleagues {1993) 
addresses problems associatl'd with panel dala in which the 
number of \ITUts il> gretller Ihan lhe nu~r of time: points. 
They dL'lCuss probJems ilMiOdolted with one p::Irticular m ..ans 
or de;;ling with !hes,' problcms-Park's {1%7; method oj 
fea'llbk gen..rali:lcd least square~ il5 discussed by Knl.lmta 
(1986. 622-25). The method used here, also disruSStld by 
Kmenta (pp. 61s..21) is different from the Parks method, and 
provide~ coofficienls and stilfldard t'rrW':5 that are not laint ..d 
by seriol condMmn or heterosuxl,Jstldty. 
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.HeADLINE , Debate 8egins on welfare Reform in the House 

GUESTS, Rep. HOWARD OEAN (D-VTl; Rep. HENRY J. HYDE (R-ILl, Chairman, Judiciary
Committee; Rep~ R~ CLAY SHAW, Jr. (D-FLl t Chairman, Welfare Subcommittee; Rep~ 
CDNSTANCE A. MORELLA (R MOl 

BYLINE: PETER l<ENYON 

HIGHLIGHT: 

Tomorrow debate beqins on welfare reform in the House of Representatives~ 

RGpublicans want to convert many adult and child welfare progra~a into block 

grants that would be run by individual states. . 


BODlI: 
BOB EDWARDS, HOst: The House opens debate tomorrow on welfare reform. The 

measure vould conv~rt many adult and child welfare programs into block grants 
run by the states. It also would deny wQlfare bGnefits to most lsqal 
immigrants ana to unmarried teenage mothers. criticism Qf tha bill increasQd 
over the weekend~ On Saturday, Catholic bishops denounced ending payments to 
teenaqed mothers, saying it -would lead to more abortions. And yesterday, 
Democrats and child welfare advocates said the bill threatened school lunches' 
to pay for tax cuts ~ NPR's Peter Kenyon reports. " 

PETER KENYON, Reporter: In trying to meet the compressed timetable o! the 
Contract with America, House Republicans find. themselves ending fedaral welfare 
entitlements and dropping some people from the rolls completely at the same 
time they're preparing to offer more than $180 million i~ tax cuts to 
Americans. That combination has proved to be an irresistible target for 
Democrats. 

At yesterday's ra:l~y, Majority Leadar Richard Gephardt ca.lled. the bill 'immoral 
and mean-spirited~' The head Of the National Governors Association, vermont 
Denlocrat. Howard'Dean J was one of many at the rally spor,ting a button that read 
'Pick on someone your own size.' , 

Rep. HOWARD DEAN (D-VT); All right, Newt Gingrich, pick on somebody your own 
sizel (applause and cheers from the crowd) 

Rep. HOWARD DEAN: How about it, Dick Armey! Pick on somebody your own size, 
huh! [applause and cheers from thQ crowd1 

Rep. HOWARD DEAN: How about it, Bill Archer! How about it, B111 Goodling! 
Pick on somebody your own si2e! [appl~use and cheers from the crowd] 

Rep~ HOWARD DEAN:' Pick on somebody your own sizci 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 out 
ot our kids' lunches! 



GOP bashing" of Lh,: poor and eJflerly. The President 
obviously mi~~cd the IlisBon u:' lm;l- yenr's health-ean. 
dl.)h(lte, which wn~ that Amerieans arn deeply suspi. 
ciolls uf the l"l)dural Govetnmm'lL S(l. as Republican:> 
try to reform these hulking entith~munl<;, they can luke 
romfort in. on.e last similarity with last. year's hoult.h· 
care ddwt.c: tht! PR'Sidcnt. will be lin Ih:: wrong side, 

The Latest Welfare Trap 

R EPUBLlCAN 111 ..ANS for welfare refurm came 
ullI'avd.."t lasl we(:k as Florida Repuhlican 
ClllY Shaw, chairtnHli of thu principal ·sub· 

tonHniw~(; ()V,)'n<1~1:ing the effort, onvdle\~ a new hill ' 
which !'cpwliatod major c:eJiWnlH of the HepubJit.::m 
Contract wilb America. Shnw's bill, which will hecOlm: 
the major lcgislntivc \'chicle for reform, took tbH ex­
pected step ofemHng the entitlement clement in Aid u) 
Families with I)upuntiont Children but s\lrprised nil hy 
abandoning {j:d,"1'H1 w!lrk·requiremcnts for AFDC re­
cipicnl~. 

The Ol)W bill nominally n:quincs 2 pCI' cent of Al~nc 
parents \0 work III W9G and increascs the tltllOunt to 
20 per cent in :lOO:), ficpublicnlls were shnck..><l when 
Democrats {luickty IlQinloo oul. that the Shuw bill was 
more le!1icnt un work than the Clinton bill .md exiflt­

.' ing law. ISVDIl wor:->e, the hili's piti!b] work n,quil'l)~ 
ment'l Hl'(! l\wanlngle;::s, ,"Stl\i~)fI call apparentl...' :lulin(J 
work us loori;ing for n job one dHY each year. This hill 
l'C"CI'S($ two decades of pl'o/{l'es:;; on workftH'e and ef· 
fedive!y wkos Congress out of the husines.'l of l'I:!quir> 
iug work in l(.'(\cndly funder! welfare programs," S:lYS 
Rob!.)rt Redor. welfare analyst al the Hcritage foun~ 
(blinn, 

Ncnrly t)O pel- c(!nt. of -VOWl'S hdievc that wdfm'{J m­
eipilHltH si]Huld work iilr b';JJefits. Sh;;I\'/'<; cnll;tp;;:e (HI 

this pnpular lSNue was t.ho rosult of strong bohind·the­
seellcs pressure by t\lichigan Gm.'crnor .Inhn Engler, 
Rcpresenting t.he N31.iona! C(lVCrnOrS' Associ'llion, 
Erlgler htl" stfnngly opposed the work and ami-illo!{iti. 
miley pn,vlHinllS of the Contnltt, 

J'~llg;ur hal' a national repul1lliori lIS'1\ stl'ong prnpn· 
nent of we!J:;n, ruliJrJll. And that H!CfJrd hns some sub-

D'Amalo OPens l/cmrings 

Nn, :10\ to I.!!H'l't Whlt.cwatcr's flow, 

But wlwn: lht; dough !:lat J\1exic(, 


Hr)ct:ived from t>.h. Clinion goes: 

So he prepJ)I'cd to hold your nos!.! 

When AI's f<;jlort revoals The St.roet 

(Tl'li~ one on Wnl!) is OJ) the teen. 


W. !l. \' () N I}!\!: I~ L E 

:W NAlloN/;I. REVJEW I MARCH b, 19'1$ 

swnce, His fame c(>!lK'S from nL(~Jjshing Michigan\; 
Guncf'nl lu;lief, a pnlfp'HIll that gave cn;;h !argdy to 
able·houted single mnlc~, Hut b; also has tll'hf'(~d !hllow 
governors to aggressively expand tho: caHeload of tlw 
Supplcmlmtal Security Income (SSI) program by pm­
viding ca~h honefit.s of arouud sri,OOO per yem' io chil· 
dron with vague "ath:niion·defidt disonl(:rn." This 
pnlcticll of batlooning wdfal1.l ru!ls by givil'lg' '\:razy 
(hecks" tAl any ehild who ot:l~lsionally nd~ up Ims lH;cn 
dnplorccl even hy tho Wflshil!#lol1 PDSt, 

What explnlm. the discrep,tnL-Y" The anHWt!:r is sim­
ple: Genera! Relief wa" funded by the state; S.sI 1S 

fuadL>tl by the ft.><ls. Engll!r's attitude toward ft.'deml 
money should serve lJS~! denr wtlming to th!~\: tOnSef­

vatives who hcli{!ve t.hat welfiuX!" reform Inm)!lci I'H!!:ling 

&IHl\C $2,1)0 billion in wt:i!i,l'*:: fundg i':wh vcnr in 
• Washingion and tho:) blmdiy dumping it (l!) tl;': slaks 

with "no strings," 
, EvcryOl)t1 agrees rcfQ-l'nl nwans mquirbg wclf:\I'\t re­

dpien18 t.o hehave responsihly, The reform &ignnl nuls 
to nchicVG that aim, imlll!~ally, because thn gOVIlI'lWl'-S, 

as tbe Hation'" large:;t wdfhn~ recipients, lif<; insisting 
on receiving thuir fedc~·ltl largt;";s(! without n!quil'e­

, ment::; 	(II' stria!;,"*':<. F(]ll()wing- thaI.- line, om:e again Ij)()y 

have f,'lIUcd real refonn. 

Who Is Henry Foster? 


I 
T DEPENDS whieb day you Ili;k. Fin.;t tb,; \Vhitc 

Houst: tnllllpcted ihe "fiiet" that Dl'. I'\ostcl', its 

nmnim.'t; for the ptlStofSurgeon Ganem). lInd lieI" 


forn)cd only one abortion, Ollis is tho SlUlte While 

House that. says almrtions f'lhuuldn't matte!' an,vway, 

since th/;y'n.: perfectly leg;l!.) Tbe figure W;I" quickly 

hUffljwd \ljl !tl !t,wer tll:u. )2-01', I~();;ter's e"iti!lwl-e at 

the lime, Then a tmnscnpt sllrfllced ill whi.:h :\ Ik 

Henry l"nster tAmk credit IIII' ",wen hundred abortions 

and amniocenteses. Dr, Foster denied that hllj n<lme­

sakQ WIIS himsdf but aJlll\ved that. as one hospital's 

records ;lhow, hn did perliH'lIi at. It:Gst ;~9 ahurtions. 

Then an mtlc:e by Dr. !<'(,stt;r in " n:edieal jUlH'llal 

tumcd ul~, describing 111;\ l'\lqH]Jv:.. jnn of ;;9 abortions 

by an experimental vagina! suppository. Dr. Foster 


, Sll)'S be "'abhors" abOtiHI!) :m;! got tnvolvt:d with the 
suppository experiment only to mailllrlio the accredita­
tion of H rt:sid<mcy prot,,''t';Ull, which in any (;V!!Ut lost its 
accreditation, As yet, nobody hall explained why an m:· 
creditat.i(lll council would t'l'quiru th<tt a bospiLalr:xlv.;j'­
lmant with pill-induced Hbofl,ion,;. 

Then ,mother article W:IS disc{werud in which D)', 


F()stcr dis<;usscd in\'o!unt;u-y hYBtcn:.'f.1,(.lHlt:s he bad 

performed un retarded women, This lnst. SHYS White 

House nflicia! John Podesta, was "consislcnt with med­

ical theory Hnd practice at the Lidtl"-·likc t.he to!11lI'ci) 

inilkted on George! 11 in The M{f(hll:,~,'" or Kilt/.: Gl!tll';!C 

Whl) know;; Whl:!" oUter milnHinlles 0(01'. FONU:!i$ (H. 
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WELfARE 

• 
... 

Test Drive 
Welfare refarm will 

undoubtedly be a hot­
button issue in the 

104th (ongress. But 
while Washington 

tolks, governors and 
state legislatures from 

(oast to (oast have 
been aggressively 

experimenting with 
reforms. So for, 

though, the view from 
. the states is 
disappointingly hazy., 

BY ELIZA NEWLIN 
CARNEY 

.1 

D
ETROIT -Eve:,y day Kiki Joyc::, 
19. makc:. hcr way thr{l1.1gh a 
ncightHlrhood of boarded-up 
hnu~c~ ;lOU I;J~1H!rev. n p:irk~ ttl 

,mend da"" ...1 ;j big. mudtrn school 
huildingdO\'n!o\m. 

Joyce rnl~ long want.:d to cam her gen· 
cra! CdttC(llior.;al devdopmcO! (GEO} 
dcgn:c-hcr high schuol education WlIS 

interrupted hy her tWO children. n(lv.' .t 
1mo 5-and get df wc!f:<re. 

Hul right mw, Juyce's clili;~ time isn't 
fil!ct! wilh muhipli<:ulkm tnhl<:~ history N 
grill:1Il1llr. Shc\ kaming om.... to drc'iS 1m 
a j,;b In!ervic-\\', cxpn:s\ h...r~clf cknrl)' 
:.I:W gel plan's On I:rnc. uhmg 'kith 2u Of 
~o qlher welfare recipients in hcr class, 
which i~ run hy CarecrWork;; [1''':'' a 
[)etruit·r.",..cJ job-training finn. , 

Joycc ~liJI hor'S to gct her CED. But 
new wclfan; rtlk~ in Mil;higilO require 
thal <>he "ork at le4~ 20 hours a week or 
lose her b!:rn:-fit5, ami Joyce M.\ caught on 
quickly, ""I knov. thut getting it job is. first:' 
she said, "Educalkm will 'I~'aj~ he Ihere." 

Joyce is one l)f lhou!>Unds of w~lf;ue 
recipiem~ in Mkhigan who <lre being fun­
nck-d in1;> jnhs, joh plm:emeflt ar.d {rain­
i:lg ll" pari of the ...tatc's mos\ ,<-'£em wei· 
fare rdorm "ITon-"plly duhhcd "Work 
Pirst." The pmgram. ",hid} i~ tine cle­
ment uf u rdOfm pnck"gc thdl wn" 
l<lum:hcu ,lillcwid;: In 1492, has drawn 
fire [rOl:1 'advocacy group" worried t~at 
lh", new rulcl>. will in bet pre....:nt young 
moth-.:rs \t!Ch~(h Jvycc trom completing 
theit edlll11lion, 

But Rcpuhlk,m Gov, John ~t Engler 
hQ\ trumpeted the \11Ih.·'~ reform cxperi­
men! liS a national model. Engler sayl­
thill Michigan> refmm~ hllve saved tw." 
pa)cf'. $2;'; mllHon, reduced .he number 
of rJmllie\ \Ceking a~~islatic¢ ,md bo.y,wu 
Iho: pcrcenHlge of .....clfarc r('"eipicnt!> who 
are working fmm 15 per cenl If} mon: 
than ~4 pel cern. 

don't :mcnd schoo! and IWD·year time 
!imil" f.lf wd(<lrc hclle(i!\, 

Some lHh'{)l;.catc-\ for low-income r:nmi­
lie:;. lear that ~tule e"!perimenb have gOti~ 
too far. creating ,1 hodgepodge of [xJ'Jrfy 
muni!ored p'rugfllm~ thm will put chil­
dren at rhk More·um~er.lIt[\c crItics sm' 
Iha! toc rdorms dun'! go far cnough. 
amuunl t[J lit:Je morc Ihlln puhlic rela­
tiofl';. :mu arc tinkering aI Inc edge~ 01' J. 
mIdi" broken wc!filre w~lem. 

\Vhalever their pc"; H)!Uli('ns 10 the 
welrare crbis, I::ngler and n!hcr gflVen:m~ 
lin; o.;ager 10 Illke tho.; tmll anJ Hr. wilh it 
AI thL' Repuhli':<1n G{)\'ernllrS A:;.~ocia· 
lion mo:elirtg in,Willium,bmg:, V~" I;j~l 
mnnlh, GOP g(wenwr~ issccd a dear 
warning ;0 Wa~hinghlo nn welfllrc fI,'!' 

form: Leave the Mllles lilnne, 
'The ~tatc<; l>llOUlt.! he freed to exp.:d. 

ment with wdfHfC reform in 50 tli!f":n;nt 
slatl.' laboratmie~,fl Engler said in an 
IllIerriew. "One strategy diclated fwm 
WHshingtoo and micromanaged by (he 
federAl bureaucracy ~it'llflly \\-ill fail." 

State kgi;.!ulor.. m,l)' ntl! ....'io the free­
dom they 'ieek. hUI lhc,y\le pJ'tlrt1i"cd \0 
fc\ist a~y lcgi;;biioll from WaShington 
lhat lie~ their hamh kin lightly, Ei:her 
way, lItl1lC welfare rclinmt afe providing 
h.llh.nll H1~p!rjjii(}n and 11 reality ch:::ck fur 
:awll1;!kcr~ un CapilllJ Hill. 

CARROTS AND $TI(I(S 
So faL Ilw vicw horn Ihe Malcs ~ di'liP"' 

pointing!y hall', Mn<;! ,;f the c"!pcri('l'.enb 
<Ire too young In havc yil.."lJcd concrete 
results, Allhough Mat.:, have long been 
able HI le~l nc\>" appnlJches 10 welfare. 
the SlalC reform Cfl1le didn't hit il5 Mdde 
untillhe J9Q{)I., EvaillJtiou\ have barely 
begun. and many 'tl1!t:~ are pur~uiJ1g ~o 
many lrr.ek~ at onet' tital clear rcsul.)' may 
prove elu:.ire, (Set' 001: p. 289"/.) 

Stat... ~ !i,\W heen 1111 the we:farc sys· 

• 
Engler :~n't (-done, From New Jer~ey to lem"" (,OM linet lI:nc;: J935, when the 

Olcgon. gt>vcnwn and ~(atc h.:gbbtl)re." Socia! Se,urilY Act c~!ablhheU aid to 
h<lvC cmhr;;el7d wdfarc reform expc~i­ ,kp":lldent chibJr",l\-J'lilW aid 10 f;\m!lie" 
menl~ with gU~!j!, Mnny ar,; wd! intc with co.:pemknl childrcn (AFDC}-ns u 
appfOa~ho:s that ;.lill hr\.' JUSt rllt':orlc It! Wily !O give c;;"h .!~\i~tal1cc hi fJl)lilies 
Wa~hing;on, arthHig them work ir.cen· .... ithoul lathers, 
tiw,\, pcmdtics for parcnh wh,}<;e ehildrcn III audiliOIl hI administering a h(1,~ {,f 

:-':,\TIO~,\L10t;RN'AL !2JW'U 2893 
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Welfarc rd(ltm I .. still jU$\ talk on 
Capitol Hill. bUl it's already 
",ell under way in the s1ale~, 

where virlually c\'Cry governor ha~ 
pledged 10 radically twcrfwul public 
:!s;t~tance" 

We!fan.' c"J1>!rimcnls ;m: io progrc;,$ 
io m<lre :han 4tl ~l:1les. al:hnugh most 
an,' l\ll> 11"", to hay:: yie;~.k·d deaf 
rCMll!s, 

J\,~t ;o.hat :m: II,.: ~lal;,'~ 1)P to',) Here's 
<I look "t I\l1a: ~;>me ,'fl' uping: 

Califurniu: Reg,ml­
cd a~ one nf thc 
mml ~ucccssful Siale 
welfare expcrlmcnl~, 

, C:.;lifnmia's Greater 
Ave:luc;; to I!lde~ 

: pemkncc (GAIN) 
: program, launched 

in FlSV. j~ a mandawn' welfare-to-v,ork 
program thaI cnmhinc;, education: 
[milling and joh 5C:arch )C,,'lce)!:, The 
pwgmm emphasizes basic mathematics 
and reading fur high sthool dropouu. 
Other reform cXP<'rimems under "'ay 
in Calif<.lroi:.; include :J. n:q\lirement 
thu.t teenage- mother:; W11(1 h;wen't C'.lm­
pleted high SChll<}! :ltk:ld the \IJle'~ 
~C(tll..carn-- cducati(lD pf<J~rum, with a 
SH~) reward for gratk:':ll)O\,c u: C and:.; 
S1m perl:!lly for D'~ or F~_ 

O 
COI1!f;ido: A pilot 

: pmjec! in fwc roun­
, tics rcgu!rc;., !TIo,th­
,ers W lromuntle 
: childrcn under 2. 
: and offcr~ a $500 

reward [or <l high ~I diploma or a 
genetJ! equivaklKY dC'grec earned 
while in trn..' progrJm. Paflicipant\ get 
to Iil"CP the firsl Sl2(} of their monlhly 
carning.', pl\l~ 58 per cent of an,;,' addi­
lional earned income. Ahle-bodied par­
ent' ate required to \\.ork or JllC'nd job 

REFORM ROULETTE: WHAT THE STATES ARE DOING 

training ulter tWO ycar~, Food stamp~, 
cash granL~ and child C,lfe are rolled 
inlo a mon!hl\' p·:lVmem, with the aim 
of leaching m.;Jlq<m.1nagemcm. 

: Fltlrid.a: F;uriu1l'S 
; Project Indcren­
, dence, a st<ltcwide 
joh-trainill£ pro. 
gt:lI11 initiated in 
j l iX9, l1llHlJatt:l> 
immediat:.: cnny 
into inc work force 

~1( jon It"dining_ even fnr ~ingk.: p;\fenIS 
With pt~·M:-h('ol-agc .'hildrcn. Ah() in 
the \vlltks itl Florida ;, a two-Couflly 
demonstratiun project that limits. fumi­
lies 10 tWQ yccm (If bcncfil~, requires 
dror()ul~ under [8 to attend l1igh 
schoo!. (jffe['\, training 1I~ an ahCf(l;l\lvC 
to C'Jsh "-''llslance ami lI!1{)\\'!> filmilics In'0keep up ((I $5,(1()) 

tonll: 

itl ~I\'ings. 

l('twa h cncour. 
, 	 aging welfare rcdpi­

ems In l>.'Ork ;.1I1d huild 
up savings thn>ugh 
"individual develop­

ment IIccounh,» ffllm which they {'an 
make wjthdmwlll~ only 1" slart a hUM' 
nc~s, buy II hom.:, pur..u.: l'\1I,1{':nion or 
joh training t'r :a"e ("af~' 111 a fum!!y 
cml.Orgcncy '1'1:;; ~t;l1c .\I'>() n::,airc, pm­
ticipmm to ,isn an ag.n:emcnt thill 
identifies the dale on whieh they'll 
lenve Ihe .Iid III f.!milles with u.:pcn' 
dent.:hildrcn (AFDC) progmm. 

. New .Iust'J: Nev, Jcncy 

. faee~ a l:J.w_~uit from state 
~thllC:J.Cy groups for ils 
»fumily cap" provision, 
whkl'l denies addilitlJla! f>t'1l­
efil" 10 molhen. who M'e a 
child while fCi:eiving AFOC. 

The ~tale abo all(;w~ welf:!rc redpicm1i 
woo arc watking !;l kl,.-ep a higher rer­

, 
l
"WllIage of their earnings than alkm-eu 

under current law. A .... dfare paren: 
, 'who married doe~ not fmc bene­
;,'''', "'",' if the ~po\lse is working_ 

Ut»h: Utah requires all 
:tblc~b(jdicd AF()C 
pafrn~;; and children 
older :har. ;{, to pa:tic. 

in :je!h'ilic~ 

""",""d In gel them
li Ir.."''''"!,,,,!lir;''dy' fur johs. Redp;­

a larger IXlrlinn oi their 
f"an>c" i and slill receive hene-

AFDC aprile-lUI' with good Job 
pro"peCls may fC.;ei.,.'C a onetime cash 

t grime and short-term mcdimi and child 
C'Mc. in ;icu of p<:rm::mClltly joining Ihe 
welfare rolls. 

......iIYt'rmonl: In an c.\peri. 

mcm thatlllimid. the two­


: year time limit in Pn'~;­


: dent C!intun\ welr.m: 

: reform hill. V-crmonl ha~ 


. laurn:bed IT sllltcv.:iJ<; pilot 

projeCt :hnt limit~ partid­

p:mb 10 30 montlv, on AFDC. After 

Ihat. HICY mUSI hI worli or lake 11 


community )'cr­

nX-lpicnts with chil­

Iheir parellls ,)r in a 


Wi!.eon,\in: Wi.~(j)n\ill b 
testing d h()St of rdnrn,s, 
including :1 family c,,'p. a 
two-yc'jt time- limit. a 2t}. 
hour,-u-week work re­
quiremenl <.lnd different 

I~,c~,~fi:~~;:;~,for re~luents moving inf stale, A pilot projcct 
allow up 10 $](J.(XMJ in 11 remicl­

saving'> account. The Legislature hll~ 
; ahn agrced to Iloolhh AFDC 1n: l'i99 
;and replace it with <l liew wdh,;e pro­
,gram now m fbe ;»anning ~tage, 

comple" program~, ~IilIC; arc fc'quired to 
help TliIY lilf AFDC anJ mcd;ca;,!. (F()()J 
\tllmp~ ,Ire feuerallv fiJ\<.lnJ;.:d,) Thl.! ~tut<: 
~hilfc of AFDC ;;n:J nicdicai:J range.. 
lrum :0·50 ~""f (COl. 
A~ e.,'..:h;ad~ lind C!1~I~ l1;j,,"": ourgltl1w:u 

ill Ihe p.:~1 two l.b:aJL"'_ sla:cs h,\\c e;,n:p­
pl<:d wl;l1 Ihc welfare m{\n~lcr tJp d"w. 
'Ilk' num!;,;! of AFDC recipicnt;. ,urgl'd 
frorti 1A million in I'll\! !~I j,l,l minion in 
1WJ. an incrca!'< ,)1 1)1 per cent AFOC 
expenditures (ildju~:ed for inflation) w.:n: 
up 4~ per crnt in thai time. fmm $!55 
billbn III S22J hillion. 

2894 :-:AT!O:-':,\LJOUR~At.t2-'Hlw 

Go;werl1llts have Icc-hniClllly hud mom 
10 experiment since I'Hi2. when an 
amendmcnt til lhe- Sntial Sl.!cnrilv Act 
gave slalc, pcrmi~~inn In ~ecJ; wuiv~r~ of 
the fedcral ruk~ !O conduct welfa:c pilot 
prnjl:':I~_ BOI the state n:f(lrm OWVCn1ent 
clidn'j start perc"lming. unlil the l'lt\()~ . 
wl-.t':!1 Pn.:~idcnt Rcagan I;nmehed a r\l~h 
fur \\.ork·nased rciorms lllld COl\gr.:~~ 
grnmed SlatCS n~'\.\· lec.....lIy w imposc Job 
fequlfCmCfth un v.-elfll::-c rcd;;icn!~. 

The tc\ul!illg wdfar.:-w-wnrb. pro­
gram;. formed the ha;.i" of the moS1 
r.:ttflt wc!fare (werhaul. thc 1t}&-\ F,amlly 

I 
I' 

Scppon AC1, which "unght In redefinc 
wc!!:\re a~ a tfHnsltipn 10 wor!; thrnugh 
lhe k:-' Opponuni!i<.'~ and Hasi, Ski!l~ 
'(JOBS) program. 

JOBS WlIS suprused :,} m,w:' w::lfare 
.recipient:> illlr) thc work :-OfCI.! Ihwt.gh
fg()\'crnmcf11·financcJ p!a(l'I:JL'nl, ~'du<.'iI· 
.' lilm anu truining pwgram~, Btll tight bud­
~ gch in thc 1980s prc\,cnlcu ~!al<.'~ frorr.1fully mUlching f..:d(r.u! funu~ fot JOBS, 
, .. nd fe~uh~ ha~e bCen ~pouy. That's leu 
- .;wtc~ to "tx:k <I !lo~1 of other j,\lluth\n~, 
~~ru:r,,-c in plll1 by e.a~icr ;K'CC~~ ((1 waiver'­
ldmlng the eu;.}} AJmin:',lr:Jllun.

• 
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Since P/l!'"K!I!'t'lt Clinloo tnl.lk office. lht' 

~!rl."l1m of v.aivo.:r applicIllkm;. ha,. SM-dlcd 


, 1<) a Hood. Th~ 01nlOn Acimini,tr:ltion 

ha~ .\ir.Hl!~·,J w"iv...,r.. to 21) ~l;!l<;' fur wd· 

furl,! \kmOll,>lm!i;>n projc('(;., !rom ;.elmo I 
llll\!!llianrl,' rcquip,;m ...m~ in Arkal'\~~ for 
AFDC parem~ tinder 16 II} a I:il~h homl~ 
in Cnliforni:J r{lr~;:<:na,?\' moth..:rs \\Im gt:! 
gou,l sr"Jc~. AU !lm !lA(, l<l:tlcs now at:! 
(xlndUt:ting !>Om..: fonn of \\clbrc c.~rcrl· 
ruefH, 

While if;. !('\(, early 11.1 omw :.harp 0:\10­

r:lu~jnns, "pmc ptl:nt~ of {'on~l1\u;. f::lh' 
emergeJ_ The b:g"gJH harrier$ to work. 
many ~I;.tle Icgis:!atu~s ilgn:c. lin! kdeml 
.... dfarc rulc~ Ihat fl.'dux bencfit~ donar~ 
for·dnllar agajn~1 earning).. (Under cu,­
renl rulc~. wdfl.ln: rccipicnt~ generally 
may keep s;m ur <,'arnin!}~:i Ol<.lmr. fm tile 
liN! YClIt on a!.~istanre.} 

Acconjingly. slates llfl' 1C\ling 3 ho~t of 
incentive;, thaI ;;ltempt 1'-, "make work 
pay" by JeHing weifJtc r~cjricnh keep 
mnre of wO:lI they earn. huikl up their 
;,avings and own a better car. (Current 
rulCll prevent ArDe R'Cipienl~ from hav­
ing more than $t,iXKJ in Slvinj;\ or owning 
a car lnil!\ worlh mOre tOlln $1,,'i!lO.) 
$\;me "Iales ~rc c.xpcfum.:nting with 
rcstric:ed savings aiXQutl!;, Iha{ encour­
age recipienl~ t<l invest in educllIitm Of 

work traioing, 
Abu widely h;~ld <Ire meJ~urex ;limeu 

al c!iminati::1g what ammmts to a nar­
riage penalty: the ..'Otrem fctleml regula­
lions that require Iwo-parent h<lu~ehold5 
In he dropped fron: public as.'ii,wnec if 
()!1Il mecnh(:r Il{ the family worb Olllfe 
ttwn 100 hours II monttt Many "taIC~ an: 
also experimenting with new techniques 
ur .... ringing child ;;.uppotl fmm "dcad­
beat" spouses "nd ,Hoviding extended 
chi!tll';lfc :md h;;:tlth carc ~CrvkL<;' til wel­
fare recipients who work 

More contmven.ml arc 11 number of 
penally-bascd reform... induJin,g !he tv.o· 
~c.:lr lime !imir that j, In;; centcrpiece of 
the Adminbtrat;oll's welfare rdorm hill 
(l~W 1m Wl)r); urid Rc~.,nnsihml} Act) 
and sam;\ion~ fl)r b<:havior dbmppfO\'ed 
by the :<.!ate. Sum... waivcn.-including a 
cap on family size in New Jersey and la>N" 
in California :md Wi\CD4;,in Ihal p;,y dil~ 
ferent hcncfil~ to redpi..nt" ~ho move in 
fmm OUt 1)f Mate-have e'<"cl) dmWIl court 
challenges, 

• 
Tl) R,;puhlkan Icad(!~ on c.lpiwl Hill, 

the mosl ~wt.'epir.g state rcfomh Me the 
mo~t pmmising. The PC1\t1tl,11 RC$pon~i< 
biLity Acc lhe welfare refmm bill pro­
PQ~cd in tbe 110m... COp·s ~Cl)nlrnct 
With Amcrk;t" huilds on l~ Cll!'X\;Pl Hf 
the [amlly-size cal' to lackle wh,,\ n:any 
Repuhli;:,,"I" 3CC <t~ the hearl flf Ihc wd­
fure prohlem: illegitimacy. Much in the 
Republican bill. hll\\c~er. gDC" r;ir beyond 
Whll! ~1;l1es have ,'Jugh! 10 11.'7.1. 

noncitizens, would require mOl hen. 10 
eSlahllsh patcTnily a" tI condition 01 
n.'t,,·ivin£, ArDC .and woult! tel off h..:ne­
fi~\ tn Ihe m:.:gitlmate .;;hildren of minor 
Mother':>. It would 1l1s() Ill!ow statc~ to 
~pefld welfare money "n adoptiom. 
orpltJ.fiages and ,upervhed grQUP b(!me~ 
f(lf !een mo:hcf"'. 

Such propo\als tmlle rung alarm hcJh 
am(JnJ! ;.,dv.x;ate, for low-income fami· 
ficl>. tI-nd eyen among muny governors. 
State lcJ.ll~lator~ ar!;:!c thai n()nejl!zen~ or 
~uung mothers cut o:f ffnm w..:'I\m: wi~1 
simply turn up elsewhere in the ,ystem, 
(axing stale programs thai 5*!lYt {bc bun­
gry. (Ix: homcic~s and abw-cd or ncglcn­
cd children, 

On the !lip .sid:::. II:;; !{Cpllhlk,m pbn 
....·oul<.l aBow ~la!es to opt (Jut o( AFOC 
altogether and instead crall their own 
welfare programs. which would be fi· 
mmeed't:-y lixed annual hI»,,!.; gmnls. Th..: 
PfOPOS;lI (:dl\le~ the apprn;tcb taken in 
Wiscnn~n. wbich. in .. Jdilitlli in a:; amhj· 
tiou.. "eric1\ of welfare rdurm5 alrc3dy 
under >.\3)\ plans 10 aho!i~h AFDe hy 
1\)99 :md n::p!acc it ;l.ith a hm!1u·ncw \)'~. 
h:m, ..t . 

Sume on Capito! Hd! S(!::: state a\llonu­
my a... he key I'll welfare rdmm, Sen. 
Nanc\! Landon Kassebaum.~R·Kan .. ha" 
inltodvcl'U !q;i;,lm;on (bit wi'wld eff..:c! a 
",;wap" hc!w~':::n the ~I,-,Ies :Inti tbe fcu(:ml 
gllvernmenl. The federal government 
would take u\!cr medicaid: ~Iat~ would 
(ake OVef the cost and resp()!\rJbility for 
administeringAfDC 

"Much ,)f the Inn\.;wmk [')f welfare 
jrdorm! i~ io plac¢," Ka~~chaum ~id. 
"And >:ach ~tale. lmd ;,Iate Jegi'lalo~, 3re 
!,'Oing 1O feci some rC~p'm~ihilil)' fur m;II·;· 
in.'; Hire lhaill's working," 

MOtk Greeaher,r. 0 semo' daff attomey at the Centet for I.trw alld Soc[(li PoUty 

Ws not "'a tMItter of jed.ral fnlliffereMlt whether II nate aHists paor fcnm1iu.It 


i<ka of ~tllte auton,}my, Inspired in p:.l\1 
hy his ~!ate's apprmu.:h, S~n. Hcrlx:rt It 
Kohl, D-Wi.,,, ha' imr",JuceJ l~ghtlli"lIl 
Ihat. lik.: the GOP\ l'ers.;>nill Ke~pon~i· 
hiliry Act. \IOuld bJock-gr • .mt AFOC and 
m\)st foOt! ~tamp money to the stat~~. 
(Fv{)d ~lllmp~ for the disahkd an~ the 
elderly ',.\<luIU \1;;y in place. :,nd Ibe 'up­
p!em..:mlll fceding prn&1,ntm for women, 
infan!~ and children wuuld be cxpanded.) 

"If We >Imply design ano!ber fCfleral 
pmgr:,m \lrtC si7": filS all." Ktihl f.;;iJ. "!h; 
Jungcf i~ awft.;!!}' gr;;a! that we will :l"; 

right hud where we atc now in H few 
years. !lying \0 fl,( the welfurc program:' 

Nm ...-vcryonc agrees that Siaies shnuld 
have fn:e relli, Muny e.\peJ1s argue Ihat 
full stnte aUlonumy would be <! h;v.;kv.;ard­
IOi.)king rer"m; and wjJuld creat\! df:l~lk 
nlJiali()n\ in welfure bcflefit~ fn)m MalC 
tn Slate. 

Ca>m}mk dowmurn,. some 'l',!VllC,O';} 

for Ibe llL"<:tly fcar. emlld tempt .'itaIC leg­
l~!aton. to ;,harply reduc.; punlic as... b· 
tan«, SliIte:. ,,1so might wmpctc til h:l\'e 
lhe Ica;;.t·gcllerou~ pHlgrum to di~l'urage 
low-income f"milic~ i"rum mo'ting in ;-m:n 
ntlwr MltlC~ they w\lrn. 

"Th..:rc'j, aD lmpllrlant ohline!ion 
b1t11loccn frying to ~net)lIfugc ~t;Jle crC3!\\­
tty in welfare reform efforts- and ~a~'jng 
ttmt it's a maller or h_·,Jeral inJitlercr:c: 
",nethel a 'tlHe u%i'it~ poor !':lmEk~." ,aid 
Mark Greenberg. a :-;cnior staff ;r!tomcy 
.It Ihe Cenler for Law ilOd S(j('illl Plllky. 

The AdminisHali\l!l, too, favon. na1ion­
al I..:gl~latinn as :1 \\<"y W ensure jt mi:li­
r.lum standard of help i'llr needy famili:.4. 
Al lm: ~ame lime. lh<.mgh. ils reform bill 
aho pul" II premium on ~llllC Ocxihility. 
The. hill would "et a~jde monc), for ~Ial': 
tlcmnrl,lfH::nn prilgram~ 3nd giliC Male;,> 

TI!e kgisiatlull would cnJ nid 10 moot Denwcrats, 100. are w~llmlllg Iu Ihe thc frecdnm to pur~uc a ho:>\ of wi<.' 
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S. Anno Wondrotos of 1M Hudson Inftitute 

"Yov can't hern ARK rehtrm workln, in a nMIm •••II. 


chm'lgcs. including cup, on family size. h"% 
,hi" phil,)sophy <:If ,;tate fn.:eJlllll th;l! \ led 
the ,\JministruHon 10 approve so many 
waiq~,", 

"What Ihe ~~Iiver dcmon..lr.. llllOs re .... 
rl.'~en! i, a ""NgnitKJII on the rLl~ d the 
~latCS. JUM us therc i~ 11 reco£nitk1n Illl the 
part of Ihe federal govC'rnment. lllat there 
need 1<l be Mnne pretty uraml!!ic changc, 
in Ihe w('lfarc system:' ).<11d Marv In 
Bam:, the a\~i..;t<l~t Heallh and Hnc,nn 
Service:. (HI IS} ~"<:rctary in charge of the 
Admini~!ration for Children ano rami· 
If.:s_ 

Aih\x:"t:,;~ of sUite 11¢.\lhiliIY :Irl;uc Illll! 
the 'titles are in the he~l fX'HtklO III fix 
welfare: Reforms that .... ark in New York, 
Ihey ,>I),. will have !ink application in 
W)"ming. ami viec ~'er'u. GOV:;f(IUC, 

~!ln'l wantln pUI fLlm!lie:. in jeoplm.ly. 
the argument goes. heeauliC if Ihey do, it\ 
lite ~t"t.c~ that wilt ha\'(~ to pick up lhe 
piec(!~, 

~lt'~ \.'asv to hI-' r(inn~rned Ihal ~()me­
how 'tah:~-wi!l gn the .... mng \\1!}'," Sheri 
E, $Ici,cl, the human '>Clvice" 1:"ommiUce 
direclor of the Nationa! Cnnfercne,: tlf 
SlUle L:gi~lilturc". ~"id. "Bu: i:\ 1)(1\ :n 
~ta:e." illtl-'re:.h!U Mludcnly have <I gwup 
l~f people who arc homde~:.. 1(" nm in 
~I.!te~" intclC>! h~ h;we a gtllup of children 
\\'ho arc in fO~ler can'. I:mlcr nHe h 
mute e.;pcn"ive than AFne." 

T() hear ,he Y\lvert\u(1) Ie!! il. welfare 

refl>rm in the :.tl!le~ is lme 
~ucce~s SIOIY after a!l(Ither: 
• In N~'w Jcrse}, \(:tle om­

cial\ p(l;m to n~'arly a Hl JXr 
cent n:du:::ti1l!j in Ihe num· 
her ,,[ children hom \0 
AFDC familicl> following 
impleml-'n!;1ti()n~0f lhe 11)'12 
"bmily CllP" b.\'.-which pm· 
rHhb :!uuili,llmllhcnc:ih 1\) 
welfarl-' mothc~' who han> 
m~m.' rhilUrcn. iJ. 
• 1n Iowa, l:~'itHtcwjdc
rcfn(;n packugl' Iw" redlKcd 
thl-' a\,er.lge mOlJ!hly .'Ixe of 
AFDC grams fr!l.m $374 ltl 
$24') :.ine¢ 11;!J3.~~1,IIC n[!i· 
cia!.. m;lintain. i\iiJ'nng other 
reform~, Iowa! require~ 
AfnC recipientsto sign aru.! 
~tick to il -t'ami!y'iiwestmcnl 
agn.·cmer,f' ,h:u' m,_p~ lllJ1 

slep" ID cmploymt'llt. Its 
rd()rm~ arc al~() (Tcuiled 
with lihiny dlc: r<:;:cenr.a~c: of 
:wp-parent familie, un 
AFDe from 7 HI l!) ?..:r 
<:-em. 
• In Utah. a de(l}on~lnltlOn 
projcel aimed Zli pnlling 
fm\l:lic~ to work Hm! hoo~I' 
log f;~mily incomc'> h'l!; 
rcduu:d the AFDC c/(\¢Ioml 
by a~ much a; 30 per cent in 

.~ome !l!"eas, sta:e (}ftici(lh ;...ay. Ular, :cgb. 
Jatuf~ al;;;) point tv a rise in the numt\¢r (JE 
AFDC clients v.ho are working. from IS 
to 25 pet cenL (The national <lveruge i" 
abl.11J! R pet ttntl 

MThcrc\ rccn a rca! culture chitll';;::." 
said. William S. Bigg.,>, the cuoruinalor of 
the Single Parent 'cmpJojrnent Demon­
~Irati{ln Program al Utah's llllman Ser­
vicc:~ Departm,mt. "The line ~Iaff f.::d 
Ih&t they're rCdily helping pUflicip;WI\. 
They ~c parilcipllflb moving into jOh5, 
They :.C,~ p... nicipanls hu\'ing increa,cc 
Income 

CArmOliARY TA\I$ 
Bul many wdfare polk;- analYSl5 ute 

,i\c;)\it:ai (If the )h!h:~' succe~s claim..'< The 
rcf,;rm effort., tenu In be long on public 
relation" they sa~.. lind "h"rt'~n puhlic 
policy. New J::r~ey's reducti?n in the 
AFDC blrt:'r<llt', fN e:\ample.:h<l~ heen 
quc~li{)!l(.!J h! n'~'art:hcri wtJl) pnmi out 
that ,nc ~Iate ha" :'1.'(.'1\ an ovcr-nll decline 
in family me. , 

The big!:!c\! pmhlcm [:.dng SI.lle kj!I~' 
I;j!llf» i:, 111.1: it rcmain~ lrerTl<:nuou\!v 
cosily. ill lime and in muncy. 10 gd yuun!; 
mOlhcI'- wilh inbnb imo Ihc >l-1Ir); furce. 
lronielilly, il oflcn pru\"c~ cheap¢r to ~im· 
pry Ylrile 11 wdf<lfC ,heck Ihan it d(lC~ to 
iunmh wdfarc rcdpicm~ with day (:are, 
Ifalhp'lftlHion aoU lfilininy. 

-Evel)' slate ru(j~ ib 'gel' whiz' lroining: 

program\. aru.! ewry ~inglc one uf them is 

a flop." :.aid Rohert Rctter, the !>Cnior 

pd:cy analy:" for we 'far:: i,Sd\!S ul Ihe 

Hcri!t\gc Foundation. a c()n~cr\'aljye 


.hink tank 
 •
Liheral critics :Ire jOH l:I~ unh:.ppy. 

At!~\\Cillc~ for low·illcome fami!:;:s rom· 
plJin lhal the Admiriblrm;on hH~ gr.mtcu' 
a plclhor'.l (If \\ai\'Cr~ with liltlc opportu­
nity for puhlic wmnlCI1l <lilt! witli lillie 
lr.n'Jghl HI tn... impal.'! on children of such 
con:~{'v!,:!,jaj rcfpr:tl~ ;,~ fa;nily e>llb and 
ri!!id lim:: limie,. 

--Wdfme reform is hap[h:ning all over 
Ihe country without C()ngre~s h;J\'ing held 
nnl: markllp ~c~~inll. and :, I:' plnrc.::ding 
III iI very chm\lic and uncoordina1ed way:' 
~aid J{'ntlifer A. Va\iloff, the e.\ccutive 
director (lj Ihe Cnalition on lIuman 
Ncc~'i, II gwup of li~ra, at!\{le~K! orgll­
mzabl!:'~. 

HHS's Hane countered iha! the Ad­
mini~tratkll~ hl!~ becn careful III approve 
onh- waiVer' thin are consiMcnl \\ith :15 
\\cifar~' n'fprm hi'l. thaI re-win a ",fc:v 
nc: fur !:m\ilic~ and that promil-(' to yield 
ron<:re!e rel'ult;, Federal rule" H'qllirc 
\[atc waiver demonstr.uion pf\1jcct~ 10 he 
CO~\·:lcutral and 1\1 inc,Hpma1c Cnntrol 
grUJlh. 

But Ihe s\\ceping apprl)aC"he~ !Il ...·d· 
fllfl: reform in thc stale~ rna\' make credi· 
ble e\'llluation~ virtually imf){)~sih!i!. '>aid 
G<lrv BUf\k:..~. an tClll)Hmi;( lI:1d .'CllIN 
frlh;\\- .:1t Ihc Brookings In"lllulion who 
~pcriallzc~ in labor lind ~tlri:ll polky 
i\'~ues. Indecd, '>Orne flate<.- life carrying 
1,l';J, a') mal:}' ;l~ 40 W"ivCf cxperimCrH~ .at 
nnet:. TO!, many variah!cs, B1Jrtlcss 
ar,gues. nlake il imp'J~~lblc If) i ...)I..tc rht' 
arproachc~ tbut work. ""We lIrc left with a 
laoon\IOr.'." he said, -in which ill! rt~uhs 
;HC ir(onc!';Jsi'.oe,"' 

Not all welfare experimcnt;., however. 
ha"e been conducted in II vacuum. 1bose 
with (he mo~t conere1C re:'lI!:s are the 
eMI} pi!.)t projecb initialed in Ih<: late 
19,s(h. including Califorr.la\ Gn:,,:cr 
JwcnUCl> hI indept.'ndcm:c (GAIN) pw­
gwm, Ihe nat inn 's largl.">t JOBS program, 
and a "imilar wclfarl,!·w·w{)rk program in 
FI(\tidn c:!J1;:d Project [nuepcndcm:c. 

Evaluatinni< by Ihe :-Jew YOlk City, 
bl1"eu ~1i!np(\wer Demtlll ..tmtion Re· 
;.e.lr("h Ctirp. (MDR.C). It nOl·fl)r.prnfil 
llrgani.ltItlPo trw.1 fielu-!ei<ts puhH!: pro­
gf;lnL\. !o.md thaI hoth progr~lm'" Ih1<.MCcl 
Ibe namber oi welfare c!ien1~ in the w;;Jrk 
furce. improved f.:cipienl;'· earninp and 
red~cd their dependence (m puhlic a~~i~" 
WIl(!,,, 

E3t:l ;1~ III plher :.tale cxperimerui< lhat 
MDRe ha" .\wdicd, welfare CU~cll\ud" 
.... ere not (t"(\ured urum<lliclllt\', anu cos!,,, 
rcm'ilincd high, Even in Clll:!(;rnia. whieh 'Ji" witklv ritcd H\ II wdfarc ~IJl'l'I,'~" ~l..)rv" 
~\'i;;p '",cr~' nol acro,,~·lI\e-b{)ard. lh.: 
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• 
GAIN prngmm ruOfe tll;l1: paid fill' ihd{ 
in IW,\ HI' "IX Ct.'mUle:. ~tuch:J und hwkc 
even in a Ihird lWeT " five-year period. 
BtH in the (,Iher IIi!cc culm:!c:.. GAIN 
failcd to _ave mOllc\'. (Por mOTe ot) 
G,.I/N. ,'I',' .vl, 1i15,V{ p. lJ I) 

S~1()~c.:: c.\lx:r::. PO!I)! 1(} m~;l~umhk MJt'­
i,:C"S";~ in California and FI;)rkla <lS evi· 
dence that the JOBS program is working 
tlflJ argue lh~1 it ~hould he iully financeu 
before ~llk;, makcr~ laum:h into a whok 
ncw mund nfre:orm~. Imlccd. nWM ~l11h.' 
welfan: ":Xrcrihlcm~ nuilJ Jk'uyily \l/l !hl.! 
training :1110 .;:ducalil'll inlml>!ruclun': C;\;. 

:ilcu hy JOBS. 

THROW IT OUT 
Thete's ;I growing imp..>1lc-l1c,,: on Capi· 

tnl Hill, Ihough. anJ cn:n in wmc ~lilt::. 
Icgislulurm" with rcfmm~ lhal fdillu dr,I~' 
tit:uJ[v tlwrh>lul the sntcftl. Critic~ 1,)( 
"talC JOBS progmms c'ompbin tl11l1 Ihe~ 
lov<,st hea"ily in coucmillll ;tllt.! m.dning 
with only a !o-15 PCT CC::Jt redudrm in 
ca>,elo;nb. 

"One <If the lihhl il11jl\lrl;wt iC5S;'lh 
wt:'vc learned jfhll11 the ;,!ateJ.] b Ihe Jim· 
il;, of the wmk·mienkO appn\Jc!;t.';, (hal 
have been !ried up-Io now, Burtl(,\<, l.{ml. K 

"We haven't disco>'crcJ penkillin, We've , dis::nven:d a~p:ml.1 ~urrnse." 
And (\)f Il.dfare refnrm :\dvocn!cs (In 

Capilnl IIHI, especially Repub!ienfl~. 
aspirin bn'l enough, Among their must 
popullit modds 15 Wiscomln. v,hkb hal> 
attracted oatiemll] atlcnlilln bt:eau~c ()f 
Repub!k:w GO\!, TonmlY G_ Thom~)n'~ 
prom!.e !P bcl rid of AFDe entirely hy 
!\fIN 

Wiscom.in already b,h w:liven; to lest 
.;evc('.ll approochl'S. including a two·year 
time limi\. <l C<lr on benefits for AFDC 
parent" "" ho ha\-e more children and a 
twl'Hicrcd bcncfi:s system h;l~C'U on rem· 
dency, Nnw 'fhomp\on want~ I,) scrap the 
whdc sy~tem and ~t;\n ;1!Fdn. 

"Anything you d" is g()ing w bl:: a::l 
impnlVcmcnt." ThLlmp~on ~ajd io ,arl 

imervlev.'. -And the more nwicul1y yoo try 
10 change it, Ihe ~ner df jOU lIfC going 
1\, he f\lr Ihe re<:ipicn!.lllnJl for the ~t;l!e,:' 

With Ih.: hdp of Ih.: lnuiuflupolis. 
b:\'WJ }Iud~,m In".i:utc, Wi;:c..msin is t:1V' 
iug. Ihc gmundwork for .. host o( nc'w 
public n~~ist:mcc rules. ~ume uf whi;;:h ..re 
Oeing lricd in other ~I;1tCs, Th:~:>c indudc 
more p:ntm-r..hips with Im:aL businc\se~ 
10 train and plnce .... urkcrs ~fld Ihe con· 
wlidalion (,fjnh-tr .. ining pnlgr:tm~ 

MlIr~' bmndJy. Wiscntlsln b (on;,itl.:ring 
<1 rcddinititln of the v,cl!'arc poputatil1n 
to includc not just single mother;, wilh 
children, hUI ;'I1so anyone who nel::d" 
a~'d\lt!J1Ce, The idca \mu]d he- to aVOId 
gpvcrnment E'wind, fm \ingk4piHclll 
famiJk~~ Uke several ('the, ;,tll:C~, Wi!Y­
1."00"1:1 i~ alS!) looking al 'k,jP to bung 

:tcllllh cax. d:l:;j (lin:, job tr:lIning am! 
'll!'k:r puhlic as,j,lallcc pfogr.;!m~ IInd';f u 
\ingle roof. 

~YOII (";lB't han: AfDC fi:!'''f1i'\ vMrk· 
ing in II vacuum in af<:"a~ Iha! arc '>Cvcrdy 
Jislrcss('d.- ~aid S. Arm.! K(lrHJrata'>,;1 
~..:nim ft'!lnw in t10: I[ud~un bsttll1l~'\ 
Wa~hitlg\()1! oillec, 

Amn;lg ,uh..:r phwblon:.. ~bc ~1:I1C 
':-equ1fcs aJl families fl:cd\iq;: "'l::bH~' tu 
~ig" it "~""ci;lI '(lnlract~ i:1 which they 
pledge dlher to work. gu tn \ennuI Of "-HI· 
untel'r in thc community fllr at Icast 20 
hnua ;! v.cek. Rcclpi<:nl'. who refll'><! In 
par1l<,:ip,\(c dr~' pha~d off wdCan\ . 

Fur appliC'''!lliS CIlh:ring Ihc \~t'!fa~(: s}"'· 

Gtlrald H. Millet, "It dllltdot at thlt Michigan Sodol Servkl$ h,arttn.nt
uCom;enratiw mkromcm...metlt Is ~$I GI bod O$I"",,r.1 mhrom.l101Iomem-.... 

Some policy makers urc huping lhat 
Wisconsin will bccome a nationul nwdcl 
for welfare reform, Th(l~c who want 
C(jtlgre~ W lum lil(' wdf:lt~ ~yt.(cm Of! i!~ 
hemt howt.'Ver. may mee: their <.tronb.:~l 
OPIX)\ition in the M'!\C$. SlM.:! leg\slillof'. 
have critici7.etllhe /)ill~ on Wa~hiligt;\n's 
tahle so far. whether Dcmocralic or 
Republican. a1' \):\,tTly compte;,. huteau­
I:mlx: illld inlru~ive. 

Many gO\'emurs sec Climon \ rmpo~al 
ii' cui ~Jff ilid to wdfnre famiJie;. flC1::r lv.o 
ycar~ a, IUD rigid. Slfltr.:S wi!h poor 
Cc!)nnmies elluld he lefl holding the bag. 
they argue. AI the '>arne tim", Republican 
pro~)Sals w cut o()ff most noncitizcn .. <Jntl 
minor mo:her" of illcgilimal<: children 
have drawn I1tc ftlm: q:Jle lcg:,I.:dor, a~ 
overly PH&I ipt in:, 

"Ctlnservaliv;.: micromanagcmenl is 
JUSt a<; had a~ mJerul microm:magemcnt­
Gerald H. ~-1ij]er. Ihe director of the 
Mkhig;lO Sodal ;';e-rvice;. Department. 
5aid. "The is"ue- hen: in welfare rd(l~m is 
to get pcopk ;. job anti off of puhlic a~~is­
lance. " 

From Milltr\ point of vicw, con­
temious tlcb;:tc~ uver illcgitim;v:y ~itllp!;; 
diven attclltion fwtll the primary foctl~ of 
'Welfare reform, wbkb j" to gel people 
....urking. In Mlchig:m, kghlu\or;, say thaI 
their sla:cwitl~ ~xpcrimcnl. whieh ,,'Hm­
hines inccnlivcs and p..:rmltic~ fOf welfare 
families. is dqir,siu,. Ihat. 

tern fur the I1r~t time. the rules lIrc cven 
strklcr, Able-bodied new recipiem~ mUS1 
work III a privulc<'-;cCIo! jl)b paying the 
minimum w~ge for al !ea;,! 20 hour;, a 
v.eek, An carlv fi."1\till, aC(,(jrtlir.L! to ;\1ic!-,i· 

'gJIl ;':I\C\\-'O!kcr~ j;, 111l1! M>mc prmpcelivt: 
-r.;-cipicmJ. ate c..Illlog up 10 cancd inll:r­
'view\ with Ihc new~ lha! Ihey've already 
["und ,",}rk. Other v.clfilfC ~ekct1> arc 
"ho\.\-ing up al ,tate ilgelx:ic\ drc",,,,,d for 
joh intcrviL'\\'\, 

"Wc'J! stand hy out re~;!lb.- ~,ljd 

Milkr, wtU) 4uc~ti,)(ls whetllcr 11 two·yt.·ar 
'time limit on welfare would work in 
~~Michigiltl. "You have In re-cognil.t: the 
tre.;Jiitv of the cconom\' v.e lin' in. If Y{lU 

:'gO (l\"er ttl Wal<\-filT! ~U\,.-. Will kno""· what 
:r~';;u'rc g.)'"); 10 gd L)lfen.'t!:! Ynll'rc gOing,b gel ()ffercd 19'h hn\1t1> a wC'-'k, A/lu 
~:Y{)1l kn.)w why'? fkc:msc they tlon-t want 
• Iv hall'; tn pay benefit!.. Thal'~ th.; real 
:\"wW:­
\l Wha!e'!er Congr~~... nJ.lY do, Michigan 
,kgisl!lC\lr~ wam Ih\! freedom to c\,1mpu.'(C 
'l!he wc!far~ H'fortll e~pcr;mcnls !hUl 
•.Thcy\':: launched.. Tha1 would ~U!: Kiki 
~J,jyee jU\t fine. She hm. no eompl~ints 
',h;tl the l\t:II.c fort:Cd her inlo joh.training 
das\c~, anti ~he ha~ high hopes for II 
c-.Ht..'C'r in nursing, 

"Thefre givmg us l\ char.tc." Joyce 
,.;)id, -And ifY;lu d,m'll<1ke tha! ch,\f\I.'c. 
you will 1«: one of Ihe one" Id! "illu'lll 
an)1hing." • 
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Governor Assails GOP Welfare Proposai 
Associa/ion Chairman Says Plnn/o 'Stan;e Children' Ifill Split Group' 

Uy Dan Thlk 
"""-01""""'-""'''' 

1'he dlairm:m of the Na!mtM {/Qv. 
,-mon' A;.oo.:'<.lticll, OclllOo:r.. (x o.w. 
IlGWllm Ih:.m d Vc=( ,es!<:rday 
owed into the R<'p.!bIltM'.s' >lie-LIMe 
refwm?lan U 6;>UUcy "'tll starve ehil· 
drm -.I kick old ~~ OIl! cf their 
Il~· and at':Ukt'd l!:epcl;Ut-211 €Oil· 
"mon in ex(r~Oidm3ri!1Ilanh lan' 
1iIU~!or bC9lnS 10 negGWole It. 

Dean said the: pLm, outlu!r:<.l Friday
in W.nhington. is w worit of "e~. 
tr~miJtlI who h3v~ t.ll.en ()Vtf Con· 
RIt$$.~ III • Ide"I,,}!],! interview, he 
vowed, "I'U be damned ii I'm going 10 
let <:~tremiS!s take over th~ National 
Governors' Ass.ocialioll: 

The Verman! governor:l.1.:d !~-e ne­
gCiliati",lS amonl: Repuhlitaf\S irt 0:;". 
grn.. ~nd in 1m, state e<I~ita!s were 
"dl'slnlni",," 10 the L-ad,tj(l.~ of Ir.pa:· 
tiun$hlp ....ilhin the NGA atJi ~I!id 
manr "j :.a. D.:mocutic <olkagues ate 
iIJ angry Ih<lt t.~r have 1A1):~ about 
anftbng 1M NCA's Wl!ller meelillg 
Vld f'.1:l1 dasmantfng ~O:g;L'lit.nlcl!, 

1t'. itnc-1ui1m! !or me 10 {~I.I you 
how ~"~n' tb~1 are: he sa;(:t 
~t'r~ flirious. Furious,' 
~an uid h~ plann~d !{) (ofl$ult 

>¥lUI ~atic ~rnors in 3 ron­
ietrnQ CIJI today to plaii ~ (OJJ!I~t· 
uck WI il5<O -rowed tn see-1< .illtmc~ 
wl,h miWu/t Republicans in tht 
&!Ii!l~ mrl ;,mm:g the ..mb of Re­
publican ~H!tTI!2n ill «de: tc t!ock 
lhe;rr(lN~· 

"1 lhirJ:: $(!m~ of lh~m think th~f'..e 
ROl! a ITIiI1d.l!~ tf! $UrVe drildr~, ~ud 
~)' doo't.~ Dean said. -We'r~ going 

!{) reM lttm iMide lilt KGA a~d in 
tht: X·'l.'I!(', Ii ""t (<In't 1,e'" ,!J,;IE ill 

lfir !hu'il'· 
Wisconsin Gov. TGlnmy G. T\cmp­

VlI\ (k), tht riGA .icc erlili,;md a tar· 
tt! 01 ~ilIl'S mad.., iillid iJ:" w.~ ms. 
appciJ1too by tJ>t \'rrr!,ool gaw-mQr'. 
rtlltli¢u' lild attributed It 10 tI1C (an 

1M! he and «Mr O~m!)(;rm U~ ~aJ· 
OtIS b«.1~ (}.ty me no k,mger in 
?Own, 

'lJt'$ (jisaWfliuled ber3u~e. he 
lI'un't there and nuw he want, 10"pkk 
i light," Tlmrnp$Oll $<tid in J te!ephQrre 
inttrview yeMerday. 1. oon'! wan! m 
?ick ~ fight. I want 1.15 lU Get u nt'w,<:b 
tle~hiJily (1M the sule$l U r<',$ib:e," 

The !<IGA ...mItt ;:)te~llIg i$ ~h.;d· 
ukd!o bt·girr Jan. 2(1:. ami the yartJ&1."\ 
l!ar~u\i IN':wto.'n Ileallllld :he RejlU:r­
JtANI" J,kc:.y tottlnr J ~ wt.efe 
b,winc:ss ui>.uilly i5 (l)\lI1\lcteQ !fI lU'< 

agrtN\)lt Md oilell b'p;lfl~, way. 
TIte oullllltt m1M Repni;ht.lll plW1 

wetr M!lcribil'd FtA.Jy ailu II meeting 
bctwUII Rl!'l'ub.lkan govtlnuU and 
Rt~ t"Ongressional IeadeIT II 
wculd r~ph;{t hund1f:4t of t~tul 
_lfar~. ~tin.l::g \\lid nuiritioo prl:>­
vami W'!!h cash gr,rnts I{) IJ;e AAe:ti 
and giv~ tUUI brOoJd Oelibilily It! 
malUge the prugraJ:l'.$ ",,"ill; lm!e d!."C(­

tioo from the federal glWt\'llJflefl!. 
Thompson r.aK! there is 'no !!01l(lad 

agfeement" M!Ween I~e governurs 
aud RepubliuM ill w.grer;}ll!;Q\l1 
iM ':etails of 1M welJm: rdorm plan, 
adding that he, Mie~Jgw Gov. jPhn 
Engler (RJ and others were fighting 
for principles lilal Dtmocr~l)( guvrf' 
lIor.s ~d a9 =h as Rcpuhlican 
govern()fS, 

-:1 "C "-'I:: lkmocrm,t p'cmcrs 
:here c..'d r;, h~ ahem :,hrk Rr,10!S 
""~ "'Uf'- tlcd'My itu! ~Ih' M.!!C~j, 
Iluword wooIJ bl. ~i iI ,c;;tumly o! <.lnt 
votmg _g>eUS( II," hI' s,lid, 

Dean SJ.ld he had b,:<:()m~ ~rtr~me, 
Iy frus!raled wilh the actions of 
Thompson, fllRkr and other RelJUblF 
an go"~mor$. "Wt've !';i>ell "''' un 
th~m." Dean said. "They tat. tQ U~ and 
sa),. 'Y~s. yes. yes.' aoo !hen th~y gN 
inlu.ir~ted w~.~n IHouM'- SPNkrf 
Ne""'J Cir'lI'ich (R·Ga.! sell tMm in 
~room' • 

Eng;er could 1m! Ix: H',,:hce lut 
r:Jmment, hut his !pc\;es!11w, l'-'!m 
T~I, S<!W :he Mi<:h;gan gOwtrno: 
",';lS frustraleil ~y t:oe trititiSm. 'Til\, 
i).:lfl(lCr?" ;n COOlifFSS wooW 1II""e[' 

listen to Democr;!ic governors.' he 
:;.:ill; "But th~ Re-;rub&:ms in Coogres.! 
are Ikfmi:e!y li«rning 10 Repu'Xka.-: 
gI}\ttmIJtS,• 

DUll said the RelMllAKall pliUl £OOld 
mppIe mte bud,gea, pmiw.lariy ill 
lui<'f $"t~. and WeI lhe pW: as n;rt. 

Iim"d was $(I fa:-rt.1ching it wcuId gi~ 
Democrats ...00 0W<J$e Ite idu of 
tran:;1emn~ po;.wer hack to the ~tau:s.­
w::ich Dean s;rid he f3"ors, m()t~ ..m­
munrtirm in their fight. . 

ThomP'SCn said he still hoped to 
work harmon<oosly with Deall and the· 
Democf4t~, 'We're trying to work 
....ith the Republican ]~adcrshij) aM 
we w3nt the NGA to be ~ poweri(ll 
forte in thai r('ga.rd.~ hr said, 'Tm g0­

ing !o do evel)thizlg I call to make II 
that "'·ay." 

GOP Defends Private Briefing for Donors 

By Dan Bili 

\Or.......", "-''''-''''''..., 


FeplJbliulI tongrusiom.! :<:aders 
yeslffdJy dd~nded plans 10" g'.ve 
$),000 tt!ltribu:uf~ ~ pmale II'gnla· 
l'.t briefing fro::\ House Speakel 
New! Cillgr'~h UH,";a,) and xnate 
MlI)QrJy wdrr Rubert 1. Dol~ fR­
K4nJ dving a f\lwJ.ra;sing gag here 
IICX: mI)Illh. 

Thl!' pri""~ briding i~ amoog 
tl't':ll vtumed hy UJ:l, Republican N:l­
!~I CGmroiIl~ {RNCj uolmd ils 
feb, q !uml·nivH, which is being 
billt-d U J COP ifwIgwitioo md aruld 
uM ~ of dull.us. ~ who 
(:(!Illribvle $I.ooo!<:! the Jl3rty will be 
~i;l~ IU illttnd UJ:l, briefmg. ;;cwr:!::g 
to the iIIvit.auon" 

Askt-<;! o.~ ~1)C'~ "Mee-t ~ Pr~W' 
j'o;er(J¥ .... hHhr, the priV<lie 'Jrid­
'n: i, 1 bl".ll< with b",in~ ~s u.lIiIl in 
',\J~I;'JIItIUJl, HOooliC Ma;onty Le.:!der 
Richard K. Arrn~y (R.T"x.l said, 
"Th::Il hoi, ~Ql~,iIlg (0 II" WIth !.he busi­
n<'$l\ we condlKl on the Ooor 01 the 

!tOIl51'! aM tk! Senatt. L'>e 1fWIll!'! in 
wruct;, ...eo ItglOle Iht n.tlkm'$ busi· 

"= Senate Repub;'um W1'Jp Tr¢nt L;m 
(MlssJ Stit.J, 'WhUl we re rcierring 
110J there is the way we GO bunss in 
the COIIGrtilS iJld Wlt; tll<' }lecpIe's 
business, a.'ld 1M!.; Whal Weft' llWlg 
to focus o~. the aubllaoliv( is· 
$11M", : 

RNe Strolit;man Chud; Gr!'O!'ntr 
said the :m"att brie.'mg !run I).;,!e 
.ani! Ci;;gnch wuid ~ aW:nded by 300 
10.00 people and defrndftl th" ;xa,> 
ticc at a w:ay 10 ~\{l!M$ lhankt 10 
those ...Ito lave ~pportt:d ID!' Rtptob­
Will ?artt fin;mcWly. 

"'Oo.is is hOt lIl:>Ae Wctlft;ltiont he~ 
.said. -.hes.e -Ire t'vent! with several'. 
tr.mdrec pooplr where they have 1111', 
3;op<lrturuty 10 listen to le~der$ who 
have ~Il eppol\uI!11y (~ CXPICM (heir 
g'"t,tud(1 lu Ih~!ie I"-'npk," 

Asked wh~\her this wu It bff.ak 
with busines~ a!J u~uaJ i.e, Waihtngton. 
he !;.:!]d. 1 would Sill' to yQU I den't 
~ i! comel ~$ 3 lYtpnr.c, to ""yune 

th~t polt(kai p3rt:n uise lllOnty, In 
the comeKt :;t t.lli.ing .. bout ~Mness 
as usual. the;rubOC is !<liking aWu\ sit: 
WJtiorn where tht}' han fdl it I. i: 
(!wed umWe5:00ul process ~~d wi' 
the: Lm liay oj" lhe sess£n tlwi ;l:V~ 
"'$I W1l$ dfamatu:ally altered, Theo!" 
are hH. d::itulcti-.-ely iliI:erent :hi~gs" 

Givinll mapr dor.Gri :h.ii lurd of at ­
<XM i! 00ffiffiCl1l in OO1h p3n,e~. -:xlt It" 
fa... Ix' I'rniMn;l$$mg 11) " ,any L'>at,. 
like the Ikmo<;r3t~ :wo yrMi ag.:<, ha~ 
\YIw~ 1U ,t,anr;e lht ...·ay Wa$hiIlgton 
""'rI.5. 

l.I$! wrnmer. Vi<;e Pfl$ident Gore. 
was cnlitired lor htntir.g a pril'ate 
ba.rbecut iU Ius r~sideoc~ lor people' 
whu g~vt the Ocml)('ralil; Pany at 
lea~1 SS.O(]Q, Llk~ \h~ Republicans 
yeslerday, Gore dd~ndcd [ne pia, lice 
~t the time, 

"W~I]. ;",uph, ",Ito h"'p"d U~ ill !he 
ca'npillgn 011" X"vil', ..11" 1'\'1:- £Q!:t':\ 
It! \!.n"",," ".e $.l!d, "Jr.d i! I ,,;L~~ to;;.," 

, t.hem !O rome ~vt'; ~nd 5:"'U~ ~ sxi~: 
evenimt where I C.m '";.em! an evt:,m-,g 

',w;th them, "'iM\'~ 1I,,<,:nj( wi.t. ;I!,;l!'" 
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House Votes To Get Tough With Deadbeat Dads 

WASHINGTON (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 
legislation authorizing federal benefits. 

The child support language was attached by voice vote to 
legislation that would significantly expand small business 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 individuals who fall to satisfy their 
most basic parental obligation to provide adequate support for 
their child," Rep. Michael 8ilirak1s, R-Fla.# said. 

~~OUr pr~mary intent is to encourage payment,'1 said BilirakiB, 
sponsor of the amendment. 

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

The overall bill authorizes the programs of the S8A through 
fiscal 1997. It would provide relief to snA participants who are 
paying high pre-payment 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 loans that are often unavailable from other lenders. 

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

~'~he SEA and its programs provide critical support to America's 
small bus1nesses as they start up, expand and create more jobs for 
more Americans, ,. said 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~ 

The administration's welfare reform task foroe 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 Aid 
to Families With Dependent Children# a key federal welfare program~ 

The administration believes its reforms could double public· 
child support collections by 1999 from $9 billion a year to about 
$20 billion. 

The administration's plan seeks to improve the establishment of 
patern~ty for all children born out of wedlock. NOW, paternity is 
established in only about one-third of the 1.2 mill~on births each 
year to single mothers. 

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

Rep~ Pat Schroeder r 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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r wox . 
"'AM-WeI f~re Refot~m, 350 < 
"'Hcd.lse 5pEitelke1'" Deel4\r~es Wel fBore ~e1'OY'm Deaa Fot~ Veal'" ( 
·....9y JENNIFER DIXON= 
,....Associated Press Writer=: 

WASHINGTON <AP) Wel f,are reforrrt was r.;.'-fici.al1y oeela.r-eo dead fc-1'" tile 
year on Monday by hOIJ.se S;::a~a~er Thomas S. Folay. 

Fc.ley, ackr1owledgir.g wn~t .omS' lawmakers hac! beer; slIying f'Cn' il'K'Yltr:a, 
told reporters that: Consress held rU1"1 r..,I..tt of time te, overh81.t: t!"'e nation's 
walfare system oefc'r~e the November ~lectioYls? 

But, he 5aid~ tner6' riley !;till be a chl!Ylce to ~n;r'f'l!ngtheYi ch!.lo-sl..Ippo;;.rt 
laws to get: tough wi1;:" the .o'i>eJ'.t parents whe· l~ef,,\se tc, pay . 

. 'Welfat-e reform, there 18 not sufficient tlME to do that. 8'.1~ thel"e 
(1light be some il"lcl"'emEntal legislatiol"l ••• s.;.mething ir, the way of f!;,akirlg 
stronger the t'et;:uit'::emtiH"~5 for ~bS'Jr'it fathers to pay child $.Ijppart~ ~ ~ sa;'" 
Foley, u-wash~ 

HCn,l ....e t(t'!'pLlbl ica't'ls and COY'6ef'v.at ive and moderate Democrats hac; SOllg:.t tc· 
chal"rge welfare w;;..t:h tlme limits arid wo:<rk reqldt"QI'(JeI'1ts this y~at"~ but 
liberals 'i>tiaid the deb~te was threateniJ'lg to tu:r"'l"l h".rsn arlo punitive- as ",;;'":.e 
fa, 11 C""mpa. i gl"IS 90-; 1,,\I"IOe7"' way w 

Presid«tl"lt Cl intcm .;tTli"loLlJ'j(':ed his weI fat~e reform plar, i"'l r'lid-Jlme, but 
then did little to sell It. despite his campaign p."orqises to . 'et'ld ~el'al'e 

.aw. we kr,ow it. I t 

Foley's C':"It.l"Mf!tYlts Monday were the fir"st by a f"f!t(llber of the Hc.uee 
leadel"ship to off"icially ackrlowledge that we 1 fa.,'e refc.t~r,l was st .. ! red 
the yeiH~. 

H<;-<.!$'ie Rapl.loliC41"lfi, whet ;:;'Y'oposed thti'il~ C'WYI II'H!lfat~e r"e'fC<I~m bill et yeat~ 

~g':'1 criticized the white HQI"Iffe iH!d the DeMOCl"Cl-tic le<l\det~sl'np rOt"· lett~r~;) 
the chaJ'lce to chal"lge the systetll iii 1 :i P tn is ye~r. 

Rep~ Ricj.(. SaYlte,rum. ~-Pa.., a SPOTlSvt' c·f' the Re;:Hlbl iear, wel far'e plar'f 
sala the DeMocratic leaoership et'fld the ~drl1iYd,strat:ic·y, "stal=-~d df"rC bowed 
dOWl"1 te· the interests 0:11" the 'far left wing of the p8rty ant! sCl"apped 
welf~re .•• l~'S QoinQ te, come back to haunt thern."' 

~.oder"ate Democt'Ci\tS also believe the Wh'.i:-Et HOl..!se ",qLhoH'ICet'ad it'S chal",C& 
to pil13'i> a bipartl.£u\YI welfare ref.;,rm bill by ....alting 1.\,..,<;;i1 J'.\¥'If": to iJ',tt~c'duc" 

its plan. 
By the- t" 1 rile eli l",t 0:,1"1 anne,unced his pI an, t heret were .a I .... EHldy r-ILH,1et~'::d.JS 

com pet 1 r.g pI "'1"1» i y, Congpess, Repub 1 i carr serlt i mel"lt had 571 i ft eo t; 0 the t"t Qt"It_ 

and the libeY'i;'ll oppc.sitio1"1 quickly st.~erJgthened. 

http:r-ILH,1et~'::d.JS
http:COY'6ef'v.at


Race~ National Origin to be Considered in State Welfare 

W~SHINGTON (~P) In a policy shift designed to allay the 
concerns of civil rights advocates, the Clinton administration w1ll 
consider race when deciding whether states should be allowed to 
experiment with welfare reform. 

The administration's plans, outlined in a draft obtained by The 
Associated Press, could also make it 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 their welfare programs and ~~we 

believe that they deserve public attention, they deserve public 
comment. ' • 

~~We are not trying to design a cumbersome, bureaucratic 
procedure that slows things down, 11 Bane said in an interview 
Monday. ~~We're trying to design a procedure to make sure that we 
get public comment and that we take it into account. I' 

Critics~ however~ say the plan will slow experiments with reform 
in the states, which have taken the lead in changing welfare with 
work and education requirements~ time limits and caps on benefits 
to recipients who have additional children. 

They also see the plan as a way for the administration to quell 
a backlash from liberals who oppose some state we1fare reforms as 
harsh and punitive. Three experiments are a1so 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 ~~wlthin the 
glare of publicity.! • 

~~Anything that puts a chill on (state innovation) is 
counterproductive to trying to address the serious issues we're 
wrestling with in the area of human services, t! he said. 

President Clinton told governors last year that he would give 
them the ~~elbow room" to experiment and promised to approve 
reforms that he did not necessari1y agree with~ 

His administration has given 15 states permission to experiment 
with reforming Aid to Families with Dependent Children and 1S 
others have requests pending~ Five states have received approval 
for statewide Medicaid reform projects and six others want 
permission to experiment. 

Although AFDC and Medicaid are federal-state programs T the 
secretary of health and human services must waive certain federal 
regu1ations to 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 
be£ore HHS would consider the proposed reform, such as holding 
hearings. 

Waiver requests would also be reviewed for potential violations 
of civil 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 said HHS wants to make sure that '~protected groups are not 
adversely affected'; by state experiments_ 

~~The civil rights question is whether the demonstration itself, 
in contrast to the current situation. has differential and negative 



eff~t& QP ~embers of protected groups, I' she said. ~'What the 
civiE rights concerns asked us to do 1s to make sure in designing 
the demonstratlon~ identifiably protected groups are not adversely 
affected. ' , 

Gerald Whitburn, the secretary of health and social services in 
Wisconsin, which leads the country in welfare waivers, said the 
administration proposal would • 'gum up the process and establish 
new hurdles. f I 

"This is evidence of the backlash that he (Clinton) is getting 
from old-school liberals who hate many of the no-nonsense welfare 
initiatives states have been proposing and who vehemently oppose 
Clinton administration approval of them,'t Whitburn said* ~'It puts 
aggressive, innovative governors like Tommy Thompson (R-Wis.) 
through new hoops." 

But Mark Greenberg~ a senior staff attorney with the Center for 
Law and Social Policy, a liberal advocacy and research 
organization, said the changes are "very modest but desperately
needed. I , 

"The waiver process was supposed to be a way to authorize state 
research demonstrations," he said. "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-OB-02-94 OB3BEDT 



HUMAN RESOURCES 
Matsui: White House Should Consider Welfare Plan Delay 

A key House Ways and Means Human Resources Subcommittee member 
is urging Clinton administration officials not to send Congress a 
welfare reform plan unless they are certain Congress has the time 
and inclination to pass it this year. "If they want to do it, 
they should send it now," Rep~ Robert Matsui, D-Calif~, told 
CongressDal1y 'in an interview. nIf they don't think they're going 
to get a bil~ out this year, then they should wait until 1995." 
Matsui said whatever welfare reform 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 
administration official earlier this week 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. 

Matsui 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 assistance to legal 
immigrants. That plan is being pushed by House Republicans and 
the moderate Democratic Mainstream 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," Matsui 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 18 developing about how 
to pay for the welfare plan, adding $ HA lot of holes still need 
to be dealt with." He said it remains unclear how the 
administration p1an would deal with a single mother who refuses 
to or cannot fulfill work requirements in the proposal. In 
addition, he said 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 is troubled by any plan that would cut other 
social programs to pay for welfare reform, contending that would 
result in more money for caseworkers and less for people who need 
it. "This is not a New Democratic proposal," he said, adding the 
"only thing that is New Democratic is the two years and out" 
proposal that would require recipients to get a job two years 
after enrolling in federal assistance programs. 

The Congress Daily --- Friday --- April 8, 1994 



SCHEDULE 
Senate Democrats Determined On Welfare Reform In '94 

Contending that a two-track schedule can be accomplished. 
Senate Democrats are aiming to have both healthcare reform and 
welfare reform legislation on the floor by July -- a schedule 
they acknowledge may not leave the Finance Committee time to 
consider legislation implementing the Uruguay Round of GATT this 
year, a key Democratic source said today. Senate Democratic 
leaders hope that committees w~ll complete t*Qrwork on health 
reform legilia,.l'l~jlby 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 
two committees working on the health bill at the same time, the 
source 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 a bll1~ npeople want to do this this year"so 
itls possible ••• I'd say it'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. Sources said congresaio nal Democrats discussed the 
subject of welfare reform at a recent joint leadership meeting, 
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 year. j~ You may squeeze it in and you may not," 
the source said~ While not ruling out consideration of GATT in 
1994, Senate Finance Chairman Moynihan earlier this week told 
CongressDaily it would be difficult to consider the GATT bill 
this year due to time restraints -- and also because Senate 
Republicans have raised serious concerns about the subsidies 
portion of the agreement. 

The Congress Dai1y --- Friday --- February 4~ 1994 



HUMAN RESOURCES 
Key Republicans push~ng For Welfare Reform This Year 

Key Republicans are cautiously optimistic about welfare reform 
action in the House Ways and Means committee, and plan to 
pressure Democrats both on and off the panel to move the issue 
forward this year ~ The GOP "plans on turning up the heat to get 
1 t done this year, n a source said today f adding; n It I IS important 
legislation. The GOP wants to see it happen." However, other 
sources said Ways and Means Human Resources Subcommittee 
Republicans are approaching hearings on welfare reform slated for 
later this month carefully~ With little time left on the 
legislative calendar to squeeze .1n action on another major issue 
before adjournment~ aides said the GOP members want to wait to 
see if the hearings are substantive or just for show. 

Republicans will be more convinced of the seriousness'of Human 
Resources Subcommittee Chairman Harold Ford, O-Tenn., and Acting 
Ways and Means Chairman Gibbons if they agree to include 
conservative welfare reform activists in the hearings, sources 
said. Currently, the only scheduled hearing has HHS Secretary 
Shalala testifying before the fu~l 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 if tight f~oor 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, aides said. 

Meanwhile, members both on and off the committee are moving 
ahead separately with child support enforcement legislation, 
which also is included 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 Minority Whip Gingrich also separately endorsed 
moving legislation to tha floor quickly. The caucus' plan calls 
for many of the steps also in President Clinton'S welfare reform 
bi~l. including enhanced paternity establishment procedures and 
penalties for "deadbeat dads.O! In addition, Human Resources 
Subcommittee member Sander L~vin, D-Mich., has introduced a bill 
that would require child support enforcement agencies to report 
the status of payments to credit bureaus. A GAO report Levin has 
released on the plan called it "promising. t< 

The Congress Daily --- Tuesday --- July 5, 1994 
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Key Lawmaker Promises Quick Action on President's Welfare Plan 

WASHINGTON tAP) The new chairman of the House Ways and Means 
Committee promised Friday to move quickly on President Clinton's 
proposal to reform welfare by requiring reCipients to go to work. 

Rep. Sam Gibbons, the panel's acting chalrman~ told committee 
members and Clinton administration officials that he intends to 
send a welfare reform bi'll to the House floor this summer. 

A Republican lawmaker and congressional aide said Gibbons' 
decision to push welfare is a sign that he ·~wants to prove he can 
do a good job' t and beat Rep. Dan Rostenkowski, who gave up the 
chairmanship after being indicted on charges of political 
corruption, ~~at his own game." 

Another GOP aide suggested that Gibbons was seizing the issue 
with an eye toward embarrassing Republicans, who have criticized 
Clinton's S9~3 billion plan as timid and hopelessly weak~ if they· 
try to thwart the passage of welfare "reform. 

Gibbons' schedule for welfare reform is more ambitious than the 
White House anticipated. Clinton just announced his plan on Tuesday 
and has yet to send Congress a hill. 

Administration aides acknowledge that their plan has little 
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 Friday'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. 

Rep. 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 said he would consider all of the competing 
welfare reform bills pending in Congress this election year from 
the most conservative to the most liberal. 

~~My intent is to adhere to his (Gibbons') plan, I! said Ford. 
'"I'd like to see a bipartisan bill •.. to strike s9me type of 
compromise and bring a bill out.'! 

*'NO question but there's time to do it, t. added Rep. E. Clay 
Shaw Jr., R-Fla. and one of the sponsors of a reform welfare bill 
backed by more than l60 House Republicans. ~~Mr. Gibbons is much 
more ambitious than Mr. Clinton~" 

Shaw and other Republicans said they were also willing to work 
with Gibbons 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 
delinquent parents. 

"He says he wants to move a bill out of subcommittee by the end 
of July, and my comment was, -Let's do it,' I'm anxious to work in 
a bipartisan fashion to get welfare on a fast-track out of here. tl 
said Rep. Rick Santorum of Pennsylvania, the senior Republican on 
the human resources subcommittee. 

Democrats remain divided. 
Moderates and conservatives favor time limits and work 

requirements, and have been pushing the change the system this 
year, in ,time for the November elections. 

Liberals, however, oppose a two-year limit on cash benefits, 
cutting aid to immigrants and a proposal to deny additional 
benefits to women who get pregnant while already on welfare. 
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""AP-Wfl ""r. f~8forlBt a.1t, T~0 ( 
APY'QIPftC"tl For'" R~f'Q\",lIinp ,the Welfal"'t BYlt11D AJ"'. tUII.inq nailV< 
hBy J£NNl"~R nIXON­
AAsloel.ttd Prell Writt~g 

WRSHINGTON fAP) - P .. ~'id.nt Clinton savo h••till hop....olfar. 
refa~D mtRht c.teh fire tnls ve.r~ but it's lookinq 1.51 and ·less 
likely. 

The Clinton ad.inietr.tion hal y.t to ~ini'h it, plan to 
overhAul welfare, tn. eonsen.u. tor r_#or• • ay be e~omblinQ~ and 
the eonQ1""e.,ional scheelule il .iallp"eked "dth health I"' .. fora. crt"., 
spondinQ bill' and eonfirdat1on he.rinql for a new ~uP1""eme Court 
juS'tiC8. 

Add to that th••le~tion-ya.~ pr•• lur'$ to adjourn Con~1""e,s bV 
early ~all, diltrAoticn_ eau••d by the indiet.ant of Ae~. Dan 
R06twnkow,ki~ and n••aerat1e 1••d.~.' .1'~i~inA& about euttlhO 
locial P~Qq~A.S to pay for w.lf.~. ~e'ar•• 

~'Everytnin~ 15 in coepl.t. di ••~~ay up h.~.tl' SAid R.~~ E~ 

Clay Shaw Jr~. R-Fla. 
Even Clinton - Whoa. populA~ c.mp_ian prolis. to . 'ond w.lfa~e 

as w. wnaw itt. hwlp.d define him •• a new, .ud.rate De.oe~at -
Appea~& to be coolinA tn. ~h.tDric• 

. 'It .i9ht e.teh fi~. - the ~hol. thing alght eateh tire - we 
sight heve e bip.~ilan ccns.nlUI to aovI tn. bill in a hurry ~nd 
qet it don. thts yea..... 1 wouldntt ..",ite it off." Clinton s .. ld 
T'e~8nt 1.,..

Aid•• tD •••b.~1 o~ tn. D._oer.tic 1.ad'~lhip in tnr Houa, and 
~.nat9 lay the ~~OIP.ctl for pass1nq wel~Ar. r.fO~B this yeAr are 
'11 ia.. 

R Svnat. aide put. the odd. at 1••• than an. in four; Haute 
aide. a~. le&~ DPti.istte and cite the diffi~ulties of scaring up 
enough .D~ev t~ pay fo~ tht Whit. Hou,,·, ".3 billion packape• 

• , V1rtually eVt"'''Y sou~c. of new ..... v.nu. co .... at a pl"'icG' that 
so., ~••ber. don't think is wo~th p.vin~,'t said one leAdership 
aide, who sooke Qn condition of 6nonv.ity~ 

. 'Tht principal rla.on il t.ill'," said aneth.r aid•• "Second 
••• tna All.qed conltnluS i. a8Q1nn1nq tg cru.bla.,t 

On th. ~i~ht, p~oOd.d by conservative. like Willia~ J. Sennett 
and 33ek K••p.. so•• la"~.ker. hay. b.qun to IUqq.lt that tiMe 
liltitl and "'01"'101 "'IQI.li,re".nta .a,..e not the only a.,awe,'" to solvlnp; the 
welfare crisis and eu~binR the ri.in~ rate of Dut-of-wedla~k 
births. , 

They P~OPO&' .o~t Ixt~ep•••••ure•• eutti"p off all ea6h, food 
$taDp and hou$1nq ban.fit. to woaen und.r 4Qe 21 ~ith children bo~n 
out of "",edloC'k. 

On the left, RIp. f(abel"'t fltl\tlui .. an ih"lu.nt1.1~ Ca.1i1arnia 
'Ce.ccr.t. is dl"'At'tinQ hit own bill. It will Imphasize work for 
par.ntl on welfa~.l but reJeet. the notion of ti~. li_it., A 
corn.~.ton. of the pr.sident t , plan. 

·'Whi1. i~'. Rroat politi~Al rh.tcrie and 1t sounda rlasonable 
to a"UNe Plople shQuld be able to find _ jOb after two years. the 
~eal world 16 not $0 5i_pl. and cleal'" C'ut," SAid Matsui. • 'Tnt 
potential 1$ thera to SAke mAny f •• ili •• ho•• le•• , and I don't 
think th.t i ••n .c~lptabl, lolution to th. problea& in tne w&lfa~e 
.....t ••• " W/fIJ<. 
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Tn. &dDinist~AtiDn h•• po,tponed ~.1.4'inR itl blu.print ,.v.ral 
til.,U, 'larQely beeausf of r:H.aqrltllllnts oy,t'" f1narH:lnq. 

Aid•• "OW lay tn_ Clinton bill will bw d'liv'~.d to Congre•• 
after Jun~ " when tnt presid.nt return. t~a. c.~••onie6 marking 
~nR metn .nni~.r&.rv a~ D-OAY in Nor_andy. 

··Unfortu~at.lv, the lanQ delay in prODucing A plan to end 
welfar. as. w. know it hal ••bold.ned the OPPoliticn, a~ both finds 01 
the IPeetrua," .aid Will M.r~h.ll, p~.sident of the ProqrD•• ive 
Policy Institute, 4 Piw,t 0"- tn. centrist DeIHu:·.,...tic l,..".d.l"'hi~ 
Council founded by Clinton. 

'~Both l.ft and riQht art coal.scing on alternatives to thw 
broad e.nt.~ in ~elfa~8 reform." said M,r,hall. 

A Clinton ad.iniat~ation o~fiei.l in&i.ts there il 6till &alid 
auppoi"'t fro. the c:entu,.. far the White Houee's plan. but conCl!des 
that the ti.inp is touRh. 

Repl.lbli.C'an ••nd aQQe ....ate DctDOCt"Qt., who halo'. i'Mtrtu:fuc.d c.imil.ar 
welfare r.~o,... plans ~ith n.arlv 200 cowp4naor, betw,en them, s.v 
they m.y try to force ~he i'I~' to the Hau•• floor if th.y have "to 
wait for the White House luen lonqer~ 

. 'We ••y have to take th. bull bV the horns ourselves,"~ .aid 
Rep. Dave ~eCu~dy, O-Okla.• who IPent .even .onths drA~tinQ the 
MAinstr.aa Oemocr.t,' welfa,... ,..efo,... pl.ft. 

His plan and the GOP bill cut ~elf4r8 for Dost imtiQ,..anta to 
fln.nee .Mpana1on. 1n .due.ticn~ ehild-~.~••nd wo~k p~O~~A~~ ~a'" 
sinqle Mothers on we11ar.~ ~oh hat striet til. ltmits and cost$ 
much more than the p~.'id."tt •• 

APWR-06-01-94 1317EDT< 

http:MAinstr.aa
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Note to: 	 David Ellwood 

Mary Jo Bane 

Brue.. Reed 


Three quick things: 

1) I've attached draft talkin~ points on Charles Murray's proposal 
tor your review and comments~ Judqinq by media inquiries, we're 
going to need them sooner rather than later. 

2) You can expeot another gambling talC story tornonow in USA 
Today_ 

3) FYI - Bill Claibourne of the Post has been sent to south Africa 
on $pocial assiqnment for at least a ~onth. Erie Pinnin, who I knov 
from the Senate, has taken over the welfare reform beat. He's a 
really solid reporter. 
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.' . ~~aft Talkin", Points 

Responee to Cha~les Murray 

4/18/94 


ffHe did the country a great serv1c&. I mean, he and I have often 
disagreed, but I tb.ink his .n.lysis 113 essentially right. NOw, 
whether his prescription is r.:ight, T question. ~ ~ I once polled 100 
ohildren in an alternative school in Atlanta -- many of whom had 
had babies out of wedlock -- and I said, 'If we didn't give any
AFOC to people ~fter they had their first child, how many of you 
think it would reduce the number or out-of-wedlock births?1 Over 
SO percent of the kids raised their hands. Therelg no question
that that would worle.. But the question is .•. Is it morally right?" 

• ••• There is no question that ... it we reduced Aid to Families 
with Oependent Children, it would be some incentive for people not 
to have dependent children out of wedlook~ •. once a really poor 
woman has a child out of wedlock t it almost locks her and that 
chi~d into the cyc1e of poverty vhich then spins out of oontrol 
further. II • 

President Clinton, 12/3/93
NBC News interview 

Charles Mw:r"y' B identification ot the problem is right. Teen 
preqnancy and single-parent families are important problems Which 
thould ~e addrossed. Wo agree on tho faot that violence, Qri~a# 
drug' use, poverty and homelessness are all connected to the 
increasin9 number of births to young unwed mothers. 

Hoveve:r,. olear aanctions and rewa.rds are a better approach for 
reaohing t .... n mothers tbat simply ending their eligibility tor 
benefits. Our a.pproach would condition teenagers' AFDC benefits on 
staying in SChool, livin9 at home with their parents or a 
rosponsiblo adult. aooQptinq joh trainin9t ancl attending parentinq 
classes. This combination of Ucarrots and sticks" is only possible 
if you continue benefits for single mothers who take steps toward 
self-suff ic.Lem.:y -- and reduce tl~~m 1f they don't. Simply 'twrl ting 
off" an entire generation of young people would do nothing to bui ld 
job skills and turn dependenoe into independence. 

Con4itional AFPC benet its work. A rigorous evaluation of one such 
progra~ in Illinois and New J~rsey found that t~an~ge mothers who 
received conditional benefits, along with case management and 
support services, achieved Significantly higher rates of schOol 
ilttendam.:e {Snd ernploYlnent~ The 3 1 000 p<u:ticipants who faced a $160 
reduction in their monthly ~FDC gr.nts had success rates nearly 20 
percent higher than young mothers who did not face sanctions or 
receive services. 

It's important to demand r&&ponsibility ot teen t.th8rs~ not just 
teen mothers. One of the worst featUres of Charles f'(1..lrray IS 

approach is that it would penalize teenaqe mothers while ignoring 
the responsibilit.y of teenaqe fathers. True t.le~fa.re reforlD demands 
that I>oth parente take responsibility for their Children; we 
believe no plan will succeed without a commitment to paternity 
establ1shmQnt and tougher child support enforcement. 

EVen it. HUrray's approaell works, that dQ8Sn 1 t malte it !lorally 
r1gbt. While Murray says his approach will not harm children. the 
truth is that many teenagers and their young- children \oI'ould bEl 
forced into hOr.lele$J'iH"I$S;S if all federal aid ,,1II~rQ terminat.8d. The 
Presidentts approach, like Murray's, would eliminate welfare as a 
~._ •• _~ ">l~_ ....... #._.. , «._ J "" ....... ,..h... H 
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Adminis::ration Yet To Decide How Soor. a New Mother Should \·Jo.::-k 

\'lASHINGTON (A.Pi As it drafts its plan to rebuild the welfare 
system, the Clinton ad.:niniscration must decide when a mother on 
we::' fare­ should be required ~o leave her newborn baby in day care 
and get a job. 

The issue raises questions of fairness from working women, who 
already must leave- their children in day care to support their 
families. 

But it also raises questions about the wisdom of separating very 
young children from their mothers, especially if it means spending 
long hours in substandard day care and coming home to a parent too 
tired ::'0 provide the stimulation and nurturing a child needs for 
he~lthy development, 

Health and H~~n Services secretary Donna Shalala, speaking 
Wednesday t.o an Urban Instit".lte conference on welfare refor)!., said 
the ad'TIinistrat.ion is still wrestling with the iSS:HL 

• 'As a fer:linis::', : have found the decision ;:0 be profound:'y 
difficult for me, but I have co~e d~l on the side of women getti~g 
into the work force in a reasonable period of time, women that have 
young children, because that is essentially what's happening in the 
econOITr.l, " she said, 

But a report issued Tuesday by the Carnegie Corp., a New York 
philant;hr(~py, said many of ehe nation's 12 million infants and 
toddlers receive poor quality child care, which can put their 
development at risk, 

Shalaia called it a "very complicated decision" but said the 
govcrnQent should not give wOI'I'.en on welfare a break it cannot also 
give the working poor, 

Pre$iaen~ Clinton has promised to "end welfare as we know it" 
and to cut of~ welfare after t~~ years" Under his plan, to be 
unveiled this spring, parents will be given the education, craining 
and child care they neec to beco:ne self-sufficien::;, Those who are 
stL:1 1menu;.::oyed af~er 24 months would be required to ::ake a 
Gubsidized job. 

According to a senior adminiscration official, the plan is 
expected to cost $10 billion to $13 billion over the first five 
years, and $30 billion to $40 billion over 10 years, 

Republicans, meanwhile. are squabbling over the shape of their 
own welfare refonn bill. 

In a memo Wednesday, conservative Republicans William J, 
Bennett, Jack Kemp and Vin Weber criticized the welfare reform plan 
backed by House Republicans and urged them to fashion a • 'bold. 
principled and fundamentally different alternative" to the GOP 
bill. 

The thrEe GO!? leaders bel.:eve welfare is illegi::irr4cy's 
"economic life line" and that mothers under age ~1 who have 
children out of wedlock should be ineligible for welfare benefits. 

"The central issue is people having babies out. of <..;edlock 
babies are coming into this world with no fathers, with 
ill-prepared mothers. It adds to the welfare rolls, educat:or. 
problems, criminal problems; it adds to the social breakdovm of 
this count:t:y, " Bennett said. "We have seen enough of the carnage, 
the cruelty, the 19 kids living in the tenement (in chicago), the 
babies in Dumpsters, ' , 

In their memo, Bennett, Weber and Kemp said the House GOP bill 
contains no serious attempt to curtail out-oi-wedlock births, that 

http:wOI'I'.en


·it/" wot;: 'requirerr,er.ts are weak and that i~s hidden costs are 
. exorbitant_ 

In response, a ree~o preparec by ~he RepLblicnn sta=f of the 
House Ways and Means Commi~tee notes that the GOP bill would put 
Eive times as many mothers to work as the Clinton a~~inistration's 
draft pla::1. 

Rep, Rick Santorum, R-Pa, , an author of the plan, said "a lot 
of t.he criticisms are a little overstated" and the disagreement is 
a "matter of degree, not direction," 

"I have no problem with pressure from the right," he said. 
"What we're trying to do is actually legislate, to stop the trend 
of expanding welfare and to stop the trend of incentives for bad 
behavior, ' , 
APNP-04-14-94 OB49EDT 
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~AM-Cl i r,tot\"'We 1 #'''''-'(:1, 0249 ( 
....Report D Cl iYrtc"'1 Wel 1'4\"'9 Refc."t~tlt Cc,\,I ld TOp \£58 Ed 111 t',!\,i :~ 1'"1 Newt DeC":4\de ( 

NEW YORK (A~j .~ President Clinton's welfat..g rl?f"::Wf.) pi\ckat,ie could aad 
'$sa bi 11 ion to t net nat 1,:'1"1_1 w~ 1 f D.r"w bi 1 I ove!- t h tl! ,..,ewe i \21 yo..rG. "he.. N~w 
York. rimell repOl"'teCl on '·uetid ..y. 

A cOY'lfidenti.e1 memc·t"Ar".dulll pt"eiiu:n",ted to the pr-ewidel'ft outlines the rOO'5t 
eo.tly welf(lre ovel"t"la'11 yet dtsc'Je,&ed by atn ~dr(lird.stl~e.t.\OYl panel expl-c.1"'J.n\j 
weI fara reform. 

Howt!tve"rt the:- MeNlO ~ekn,="wlQclgl!l''' that: (;1 ir,t ...,r. M.ll\y ad'~'Clt ii'I r.10re frI<:;.d€!1t '\ 
,,1')1'). One adrni.-.istratiOl"1 official, spa.aldl"lQ <='1'. cc.nr.l it ic"" cd' .1AYh';oi",yn1itYr told \I 
the papEw' the presiderlt WCtl..tld adopt a ve't'"'i;iio'\"'j that we.uld add $-35 bi 11 i.;.'Il"! in 
welfarG COU.ti; CHrl<W 10 ye"!u"$~ 

The hlfHIlQ al-Qc. s~y& that Cl i ntem sh'::"Jld •.n",dero.".tand -that ,. i r. t~.are 

cit·cuma.tfllncEh••• " a proposal to anfcwcflf ,a tW'_:<-Yl?ol!t'" ] i"d.t ('n weJ.fare b~·H,·,,,.,fits 
eould ls.,vQ' !liOflt~ f.afl'lilifCl'5 "hortlale$lG elY" ul',able 1:;':"1 Cit'l"'S! t'or tht:dr 

childr~r•• ' , 
Thfa' flU<ffi\c;. ."\l~.;:. ol.!t1il"l(;HJ pc:'!~~ible cute; C<)'" ta'!I;!$ thai; wO!,.lld rai;.e t~;m!5 of 

billions or dollars irl the i",G;.:t decade. BI.!1.: it calle ail c·f the op,tiOYIS 
undeusi rabl a. 

The dOC;"IJrfUl!1".t .ll 1 $(:' ~vgge5ta tiJevt!;trG\l tl\"Yp;':'$.;;t)~·, 1"-:>1'" "~d'.\t.:':il·'U the pos:sible 
.S8 billIon Pl"'i:::e toi)~~ nne !«Jc,tJld bt:'.1 to t~(a-dj.tcm t:.!'" eljrll,l'I;).tllf a propoa;ad 'lr 1f:. 
bi 11 ie,n fi)){~.an~ic.'I"I of chi 1d care for the wc.ll~~dl"lbI P,:'Ol". Al",,:.tMt'n'· WC 1.110 be teJ 
cut back, ..n $0. t:;i.llic::·n eXpai'!sion ,:.f aid tc. two-par~?rlt r;lrj)il:!.tl'.n'.~ whir.:h l.~ 

n,e:Uly"t to ot"ev@nt fathel"'s fl"ofll leaving the hc..m~1 accordir,g to th~ paper'. 
"Each f'J;J;C~U Gori<':',uu. politIcal p,,"oblerns .l'!d ,...t!isPt> ~t.:'flle 5I.1bctal"it:ivlol 

cQrICerl"'fEi," aCl:~t:,t'dirj~l to the r"~f11("r. 

http:cOY'lfidenti.e1
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Goal Numhcr One: 

(Welf"rc As A Transition To Work) 


"And 10 all those who depend 011 welfare, We sh()uld fdfer {Iiis simple "Ofn{Jocr: We will prfll'ide 
the .Hlpporl, the jub training, the child care YOlllleedfor up In two years, /Jut ufier fhat, anyone 
who can work must work _. in Ihe private sec/or, (j'possible, in community servicl!. ilnecesJwy. 
We will make we(fare what if ought 10 be: A second chance. not CI way ofl(fe... " 

Pre,ident Bill Clinton 
State of the Unioll AdLln':.lI:!J 

January 25. 1994 

POLlCY COMPONENTS: 
M:tking Welfare A Transition To Work 

.. Childcare 
• . Job Search 

... More Fundins for JODSlr3ductltioll and Training 

.. Integration with Mainstream Training Programs 


Two-Year Time Limit 
.. Everyone Who Is Able Is Expected To Do Something rrom The First lJay 
.. Work for Wages/A Paycheck, Not a Welfare Check 
.. The Dignity and the Responsibility of a Real Job 
.. Limited Exemptions Availahl~ ut SHile Determination 

Promoting Work and Opportunity 
.. Preference lor Private Sector Jobs 
.. Public Sector Jobs as Last Resort 
.. Earnings Disrcgard/A$set Changes 
.. Subsidics/Micmenterprises 
.. RITe. Hea1th Reform I() Reward Those Whc Work 
.. Part-time Work Option 
• Limited WORK Sluts 
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GOAL NUMBER TWO 
(Respon.lbllity and A«uuntabilityJ 

Olrhis .~prjng. I will send you comprehensive we{fare reform les.;islatitm thai hf~ifdJ tJ/1 Ihlt Family 
Support Act and rc:.toflt.'l the basic value,'! t~lw{Jrk and responsibility." 

"'fv.'U value personal responJihllity. we cannot ignore {he $34 billion in child support thaI ahsenl 
pcm.mts ought to he paying 10 mjl/ions of mo/ltcrs and children.. ,To ahst).111 purents who oren '[ 
pllyin,r: thai, child support, we '1/ ,'lay. 'if you 'ft: !Jot pmvidiflg jor yil/Ar !-'hilun:n. Wi: 'II garni.\'h 
your wage.\', we 'Il '\'llspcnd your lh:ense. we '/I Jf(Jck you QCmN$ J'!ale lines, and !fnel.'es,wry, we '1/ 
mal«~ ,w;me (~I you work on' what vou owe, People who bring children info (111,\' woY!ti r:an', juo'{ 
wuIk away... ." 

l're.,ident Bill Clinton 
State (If the Union Address 

January 25. 1994 

POLlCY COMPONENTS: 

Accountability for Taxpnye .. 
• Rewarding Work, NOl Dependency 

.. Reinforcing Values: Work. FamIly. Opportunity. Respnnsihilily 

• Notional Fraud O.tu!>a,e 

En.ouraglng R«pon,lbility for Non-C.stodlol Poren .. 
.. Child Support Enforcement/Award t lpdatlngINew Hin:::;,; 

• Paternity Establishment 

II> IRS enforcement, license suspension 

II> Access and Child Support As:\urunce Demonstrations 


Rewarding Performancc, Not PTOCes! 


.. Mutual Responsihility be1ween lhe Recipient and the State 

to Changing the Culture oj'the Welfnrc Office 

• Making the System Work 
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Goal Number Thre., 
(Reaching A New Generalion) 

hI do lhink if'", some/hint.: Ihe American peoplE! want us /() dO".h 'x u pr{!~Y.J()rk, pro-family, !U'(H,:ommtmiiy 
posilh;n, J Ihink the idea thot people would he 1novingjrutn dependence 10 independence . ./nlm "",'e!fare In work, 
IInder cin:umslcJn"'CS which would still permit [hum 10 be '\ucc.:es.~/ul as parents, I think nos gn>aJ appeal 10 the 
Am(1ric(ln people.. ,We 'Yo got 10 help Ihem HIm Iheir IIwx uround I' 

"",sldent Bill Clinton 
USA Today inU!,."ie.. 

MaTl.:h 23, 1994 

n'f we value smmg families. we cannot perpeTuate u system that penaJite.\' 1host; WhfJ XIClY lO~el;u:r. Cun yult 
heJiew: Ihal if child who has (J child gets more money fFam file g(Jvemmenf jf;r I(laving home lhan .ft,r .'lWyin;,: 
with a !'(.tnmf or a s:fandpurem? ThaI's nol just bad polity, if i,\' wronf{, And W(~ mU,\"l t:lumge If." 

Prt.'sidcnt Hill Clinton 
State of Ibe Union Add.... , 

.fannal)' 25, 1994 

POLICY COMPONENT: 
Prev.nti•• or Long·Term Dependency 

~ A Nfttional Mobilization Against Teen Pregnancy 
\II' Requirements To Stay in School 

.. Requirements for Minor Mothers to Live at Home 

,. Mentoring 

• Responsible Famill' Planninl! 

" ....kl.g the Cycle of Poverty for Familie, With Children 
.. Ph...·l. 25 & Younger 
,. A Strong Signal To Young Men and Womtn 
• Stute Option To Do More 

.. Mandatory JOBS for Young Fathers 
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~-I ••iqr.nt.-W.lfar•• 100( 
AWtl~.r. R,'or. Plan ExeludeG 1•• iArant6' Children F~o. li., Lieit,( 
Ajy JENNIFER DIXON­
AAllociat.d ~r@'$ Wri~.r~ 

WASHINGTON (R~') - U.S.-born childr~n af illegal I ..igr..nh would 
be allowed to reea1vQ w'11B~e indefinitely under P~e&ident 
Cl",t:an'. plan that wo",ld cut o1'f cash OeT1~"'lt:' to oth., .... pC)or 
~•• il18a .1t.r tw~ Y••~•• 

But tn. parent, of the'ft ·'citiz.n-ehildren t ' Nould not be given 
t~. traintnq, day c ...... and .~b.idiz.d job. tn. Clinton 
ad.ini,trat1cn int,nda to Riye other YDun~ f ••11iel on Aid to 
F•• ill•• with D.gend~nt ~hildr.n. 

Bruce Re.d, • eo-chair.an of the president" welfal"" reform tal~ 
force, laid th. decision to ••elude tM. RrowinQ numbers of 
eiti%.n-ehild~.n ~ro_ w.l ••~u refor. we, part.~~l.rly tough. 

Thei~ ~4r.nt't oee.use th.y are here illeqally, are not .11ow.d 
to work or collect AFDC~ But the ehildren~ who are citizen;, art 
leqally entitled to w'lfar~ benefita. 

Reed laid the two-y.a~ ti •• li.ttl and wDr~ ~lqu1r••tnt' of the 
p~e.id.nt'l .elfare-r.fora plan_ due out next month. would not 
apply to tueM child-only ea"I, who re~.iv. scaller benefit. than 
fanilies with a parent Oh the rolls • 

• "The .O&t i.po~t&nt thina w. ean do to pr.v.nt .uch ca••• is to 
itrenqthen ou~ bcrd.~ patrol .ffort. t which the ad.ini,tratton is 
f1ghtinA to do anywav,t\ R••a said. "It'& a tough iSlue and tht 
best W4Y to de.l with tt i. to ka.p people fro. ~o.ln~ here 
illepally'in the fit"lt place." 

The tY"••trunt of :ilfllliqr'anta il on. of tha 1I0t.t ellotionallv 
charged l"l.Iel lu,..,...oundin~ the natiDn', gl"owiOR welfa.". pcpulat:ian. 

In another controv.~':ial propo;al, th. ad.iniltrat:ion is 
~an'lderinA cuts 1n SUPDlemental Security ln~c•• to low-incD~~ 
leqal i •• iqrant, who ar. eld.rly or di ••bled. ,he aavinql, an 
.GtiMat~d .a billion a y.a,.. when phas.d in, would help pay for
..,.1''' .......... CU.. II. 


Some M_lfart and i.'iR~~tion eKp.rt, beltev, the availability of 
welf&re benefit. to co1lar.n born in the United State. lurf. 
illegal a11en5 a~r06S the bDrdv~. Toxpavers ~nd up with tht t~b for 
the hOIPitAl bill and tht child', ~Dnthly welfare ch8ck&~ 

Dan at.in, eMecutiv. diroetar of the ~&d.ratjon fo~ Am.r:iean 
1•• tAration R,forui whieh faver_ tou~her imaiqretion lawl, 5ays 
giving cittz.n-children unlinited w.lfa~e io unfair to oth.~ 
faMili •• who •••Qth~rs wo~ld bv pu.hed off th~ rolls and 1nto A jOb~ 
aftet" tWD yl .."'". 

http:eo-chair.an
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i •• tar.tion 1A.,.s and. hay... ehUd 1n this country ar. rewarded wtth 
.o~. #.va~.bl. tr•• t ••nt.'· Stein ••V'~ 

Sut activists fo~ Hi.panlc ~i"ht. '.Y euttlnq off w.lfar. to 
children Mould do notning to control i •••gration and wo~ld 
lrr'~Oe&bly ftarl th~ larQ_r eo••unity. 

"Th, probl.~ is that YOu CAn't put children to work and par.ntl 
cannot WQ~k l'Qally. Sb wh.t do you do?" ~.~.d c.cilia ~unoz, • 
• entor i •• igration policy analYIt with the National Council of LM 
RazA, _ C'ivil-riqhtl organization. ~ 'One ""Y Or another, these 
ch11dr.n .r. growing ~p in tn. Unit.d S'4~ ••~" 

1n CaliforniA, .t~t. officialt IAV children of undocuaent.d 
alaens eo.p~t •• the f.,t.lt growing I'DGent of the state's AFDC 
population. 

Ac:c:ording to Gov .. Pet. WiltDn'. QffiCI, the nUlbtl" af 
citiz.n-=htldren on RFDC hAl iner••••d by n.Arly 4~0 D9reent in .i~ 
v_sr_, fro. 4~,8B0 in file.l 1~87-a8 to 19~,a00 in fileal 1~~4-95. 

The tQ~~l ~FOC co.t. of .uppo~tlnR th ••• chlld~.n In 1994-95 I. 
9sti ••t.d ~t i553 .111ion~ Th.ir tduQat!an .nd ~.&ltk ~CGt. tot.l 
anott,..,. t:5&7 .i111011. WU_on'l affie. '''id. 

Sanch'·. U" SlIol,.", Califol"'n1e t , 1e>C'I"'.t&ry of health and welfar•• 
••y. 40 percent of birth. paid for by Modi-Cal. th, state'. 
Medicaid program, A~e to ill~g.l i •• igrant •• 

~loise Anderson, dir.cto~ of the Californaa Department of Social 
Servic::es. laid•. 'The .act af birth ahould not ",e(:'tt55IU"'11y Beke you 
a c1ttl.n~" 

Donald Huddl ••• Ric. Untv.~I{ty p~O•• I.O~ of .eono.ie~ Nho h•• 
studied the iapact o~ iemiqration en tn••conofty, dOti not believe 
w.ltar. t5 a aagnet. Illegal t •• tgr.nts C~P'G the bord.r~ he ~ay', 
b.caus. th.v w_nt • b.tter lit. ~Qr the••• l¥., .~d their children. 
But whe"n they iU"rille and can't find _ .101), they end up on ...eI fal"'e • 

. 'It d.velop_, it happens one. 10aeDne'. here. Of eCUl""D, they 
nAye ~o gO everything they can to lurv1vI.· t ~uddl. said. 

APUR-03-11-~4 12~E~T( 
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3-"-94 (OTR) TAXATION, BUDGET AND ACCOUNTING (NO. 41) 

Gener-aUy. the elections provided (or ilt (bese: reeu· 
lations must be made on the taxpayer's UmeJ)' filed 
income tax returns for tho 1993 ta* year. However, 
t.aMmon rules :1f'9 ,Pl'cWld4td for t.1lxpayers tbat have 
filed before April 14, 1994 for tax returns for 1993. 

Written comments on the propOSed regulatlon! must 
be received by.May 14 ;;and o;hnuld be sent to CC:OOM: 
CORP:T:R (PS-S6·93-), Room 5228, Internal Revenue 
service. P,O, Box '$(H, Ben Franklin Station, Wa$hing~ 
tan, D.C. 1004(. 

Tbe text of the proposed and temporary regulations 
is in Section L.O 

u.s, Budget 

HOUSE NEARS APPROVAL OF $1.5 TRILLION 
BUOOET PLAN, REJECTS TWO ALTERNATiVeS 

The House March 10.rejected, 73-342, an amend~ 
ment W the $1.5 trillion fiscal H'!tl> budget relululion 
(HConRes 218) that would bave cut spending $60(1 
billion over five yetifS to bring the federal budget into 
balance by fisc<I) 1999, 

The House also rejected. 105-313, an amendment by 
Rep . .Barney Frank (D~Mass) that would have shaved 
$~.5 billion tram d'Qfense spt!nding. 

Tne actions came as tht g(lU5e moved towtlrd an 
expected March 11 approval of ttle budget resolution. 
wliich largely would follow the .nimlni:.iirl1tion'e fiscal 
1995 budget propOsat 

The Hause wUl vote on final passage of the budget 
resolution March n alter voting on two .additional 
substitutes, one sponsored by Congressional Black 
Caucus Chairman Kweisi Mfume (D·Md), and ano.ther, 
the Republii:40 ohernative budl.et, s:ponsor~d by 
House Bl,ldget Committee ranking Republican Jahn 
Kasich (Ohio}. 

The amcf\dmcnt tltat would havp ~Ul $600 billion 
(rom the budget was sponsored by House Rules Com­
mittee rankine: Republican Gorald Solomon (R~NY}, 
Fred Upton Ift-Mieh.), nnd Harn" FaweU (R.n)). 

Solomon argued that his proposal Would bring the 
budget into balance solaly through spending cuts, 
without tax incrtl:llsul:, and without cuts in Social Secu­
rity or e<lrned veterans benefits. 

lfouse 'Budget Committee Chairman Martin Olav 
&h", (D-Mlnn) warnad the Solomon amendment's cuts 
would admirllster "r~ssion-si7cd !ihocb;" to the econ­
omy jn fiscal199l,i and t99&. 

Mdroover, with Int.erest rates on the rise, the Fooer-­
al Reserye could not be expected to offset the impact 
of tho deficit redu(!tion on the economy thf': way it has 
done prAvlously, Saba said. 

"Oeficit reduction as rapid as tbis sUbstitute will 
put the economy .at serious risk," Sabo 9.Uict 

The Solomon plan included a cut in beaitb care 
program!':! by $231 billion over rive Yllau and look 
tseveral of the admimstratton's proposed reductions in 
Medicare 00 lower the deficit. according to a House 
Badgel Committee release. 

Frank proposed his amendment to reverse: an ad~ 
mini:stration request for $11 billion in military pay
If)Cre3Ses and aq;ued that t)o)'l·dll'fense di);crotionfJry 

spending would have to shrink to accnmmodate tlte 
pro-posetl jncrease in military salnriell in order to star 
under th(: tight discretionary spending caps. 

The Hoose Marett 11 will debate and vote on a 
sub:ititl.!te tJUllgCl sponl;iuft-d by the Congrcmonal 
Black Caucus, which would cut $8 billion from the 
administration's defenso proposal and would impose a 
20 percent tax on thll ;\al~ 01 handguns. aill:iuh w4ap. 
061$, and ammunition, 

The esc plan also would cut the deficit $1.8 bIllion 
more lhan (he uudget rCJfolutlon clcarGd March it by 
tbe House Budget Committee, MCume said on tbe 
House floor. 

Mful11e said the I!l'im of lha f,lan was to $timlJlate 
employment and reduce home essness, violence and 
crime. 

Following tile vota on the eBC gubstitllte, tbe House 
will turn to <l Republican alternative budget, that 
would offer a $500·per-cMld tax credit Ulat begins to 
ph.':lSC out lH'. annual family income exceeds $200,000, 

The Republican plan also pruvides {or inde:dng 
capil.al gains and restoring fully deductibie inGivldual 
retiremont accollnt~. 

House Speaker Thomas Foley (Q..WMh) told report* 
en the plan was "totally unfair" because it would give 
t:u: credit!! to families with incomes above $200,000, 
while denying a refundable credit to fnmllles wIth 
incomes below $16,000, 

"ts- that justice, taking tht> poorest r~mmes in the 
COl.lntr~ and nol glving llOY refundable tax credit for 
lhem, and giving lax crt.ldits {(lr peoele in the hignest 1 
t)ercent of the income in the naUon .. he asked. 

"The Ktlsich tax CUl Is a totally uBrai.' propo.''IIll, 
enlarging the benefits for the ricn and denying them to 
the poor," be ~aid. 

&Jnlltfl AcliCtl Next West 

The Senate Mudgel Committee is expected to begin 
opening statements on Its budget resolution March 15 
and mark up and report out the resolution March Ill. 
aides told BNA. 

Wltile committeo Hepublicans are preparing sewrsl 
amendments, the budget plan Is unlikely to face tbe:: 
number of cbilnge:l: pllt forword durinc pruvious: yean' 
proposals, aides said, 

The commlttee chairman's mark is Ukoly to restore 
some or ,h~ utlminhtrlltil)n'.s pff;lpollOO cuts to thft low­
income home energy assistance program (LIHl!:AP) 
and to maj)S transit operating subsidies, and to (;ot 
discn.::tjOJl,IH), spending $3.1 bl1liob below the adminis­
tration's proposal to stay within the discretionary 
spending caps enacted last August, aides said.Q 

Tax Policy 

CRAFT ADMINISTRATION WELFARli PLAN 
RELIES ON EITe, SOME lAS ENFORCEMENT 

TbQ Clinton adrninistratioo's draf~ welfare reform 
pl'lo would seek to make private-sector employment 
more attractive thuo federal support through the use of 
the earned income tax credit fot low-income workins; 
families, s.ubsidies for child [:are costs, and helll!.h care 
benefits tbat arc employer~bascd, acoording to a copy of 
the plan proVIded by the ildmlni:stration Mard. 10. 

CopyrlShl ItI 1994 by THE 6lJf\EAU OF NATIONA:" AFFAIRS, INC.. wallhlngton, 0 C. 20031 
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Earnings urtder the WUHK program wuuld not be 
eligible for the E1TC and would not be included in 
adjusted Itross tncome for tax purposes, the plan 
states.. 

The plan makes: no provisions to provide any new 
tal' incentives to businesses to assist in the hiring of 
welfare rec:ipjents 8S they move tlut orr the rolle:. 

Improving ChUd $uPpOlf CollttctiCf1' 

Undet the reform plan. the administrati~ would 
creato a Federal Child Support Enforcement CleaTjng~ 
house to trae~ divor-ced parcnilt $l!(OIUJ llUite liM" tor 
Ute purpose of chitd support coHectlon. It would in­
clude II National Directory of New Hirt3s to enable 
wage WUhhulding from a first paycheck in approprl. 
ute cases, The plan calls for the IRS to strengthen its 
cullectioos a.nd refund o(fl;ets role and for the expan­
::litXl o! IRS incmne and .1.li:;Qt informatiGn.CI 

CORRECTION 

A report in ~5 OTR G-5, 3/9/94 on Internal Revenue 
Service temporary and proposed regulations (TO 8527, 
OL-21-94) Speclfying the procedure by which 18)( to­
turn io(ormation may be disclosed to the U.S. Cllstoms 
Service Incorrectly described the provi3ions applying 
to advance pricIng agt"t!emcnts (lr t./'.Ix tf'e;atlM nnd 
executive agrE'cmel'lts where the United States Is Il 
P;)Tty. Th.e report sbauld h.ave said disc:losure a{ such 
Information I:> prohibited under- the rull7$. 

BRIEFS 


IRS 

IRS ANNOUNCeS AVAILAD!t.lTV OF ~EPORr 
ON ART ADVlSOR'i PANEl.·S 1992 MEETINGS 

A t'>1PfIr-t :>ummar12.1n;c tile closed meetings of the Internal 
Revenue Sen'lce Art AdvIsory par-el durin, urn is av:wtlaLI~ 

fof' public ins:~i.,n. IR.<:; sahl in a t\otu;e: in tlte Miirch 11 
"~edeml Reolster. 

'Tlte mnice said UUl tepurt may he vlBwtd ilt tim IRS 
Freedom of loformlltion Reading RUGnl, Room 1565. 1111 
COMtltution ,,"Vlt N.W" WallhinglOlJ, D,C. 2tll2t. 

Alternatively, copiet1 of thl! report can be obuiJW!d from 
the DirI:leLQf, Disclosure Operilliona Oivislim. Attn: FOr 
Re~d!nli Room, J:k'Ix 3&1, Btmjillmin F'unldin ~tion, W;a..h· 
ingtOfl. P.C. 20224, (202) 522··516 ..C I 

IRS 

OFFICIAlS WHO MAV APPROVE JEOPAROV, 
TEKMIN,t.TJON A$SlilSSM€NTti E)(PANOf'SO 

The: Intl:rn,,! Rcvet!ue SCI'\!ke in a notice in the MarCh 11 
F'ederal R(/QI'st~r ~vl$ed DeltlXAtio~ Order 3:l9, whit>b 
exp.a!'1d8 UIe lul nf oHiclj'lls authorized lb to m.ake Jeoptmly 
and ttrm!nat~ al\llUSmentll. 

In c!rcu!'rlstanct:s In which the di:ttrict director h1llt to 
exclude himself from pe:t"$.Onal InvolVement in it tlJ~, tlut. 
di.ttlct·teveJ chief lor employee plans aad exempt organlu· 
t\0tlS now may make 11 joopsrdy or t(ffmination A.S$eS:!menl. 
IRS :Ulid, 

Generally, under termination and jeoparuy OIssessBlcnt$, 
Ole coHee-tiun time fur :reizing assetg is et1n~ed, so that 
IRS can imrnodwtely collect pl"(lr-~t!l !rnm the t~pay(lr,lJ 

e~a""pf Orglllli.t.lions 

lRS AELfiASE$ NeW PUBL.ICATION 
SUMMARIZING HEALTH CARE DEVELOPMENTS 

the internal Rovenue Scrvtc:e March 111 luued the tin>l 
vculon of ., new publication that will de&erioo regulatary, 
h'Sli1,!Atlve and judiciMi developmuf.!u, for tax exempt enli­
t\e5 m.Vl,llverj with hellltb cal'~ lSSUe.t. 

Indude4 In the publication are :u.mmurltlS of al!tivitles 
r.latin& to matters sul;h <lS: 

• Joint Ventures; 
• Integrated DeHvery Sy&tel'M; 

-Health MAlnten"nce Organi7.abGDS: and 

• Ph}'!ijclim·H~pital Or~i1ni~tio"$, 
The pUblication, which primarily has btlen designed for 

internal UJ>e, will be i~ued Ittmually l,lr 'Je:mi·annually, IRS 
114id.lJ 

End of SQctlon 

Cclpyri9't 10 1994 by THE B\JREAU 09 Nil ':'lON/H. AFFAJl1S. INC" W""hi"QWt. O"C" 20037 
0/)fI2-88Uffj.iSC, $1.00 
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NOTE TO BRUCE REED --­

As welve discussed, Avis LaVella and I are recommending that 
you, David Ellwood and Mary 30 sane do a backqround briefing on 
welfare refo~ for a small group of reporters in the next few days. 
This briefing would accomplish several 90als: 

(1) It would divert reporters frol'tl the "paper chase" after the 
documents distributed at the cabinet meeting~ As you know, those 
documents are in ~ide distribution within the Administration; are 
likely to lea"; 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. 

(Z) It would alleviate the frustration of reporters who have 
been chasinq the New York Ti~es leaks sinee December; 

(3) It would establish the personal relationships we'll need 
in the coming months as we layout the components of the planj and, 
most important, 

(4) It will allow us to explain the current welfare reform 
plan ~ur waJ:: ","ith our §pin - ... before it I S leaked by a potentially 
biased source. 

Our recommendation for attendees would be Jennifer Dixon of 
API Bill Claiborne of the ~ashington post, Ron Suskind of the Wall 
street 30urnal l :Ron Brownstein or Elizabeth Shogren of the L.A. 
Times l Jason DeParle of the New York Times, Bill. Welch of USA 
Today, and perhaps nave Whitman of U~S. News. This would be a 
background briefing only, with quotes attributed to members of the 
working qroup. 

We further recommend a one-hour meetinq prior to the briefing 
to focus our message. In a nutshell, however # I think we want 
stories that convey that -we're making progress; that the:re is 
consensus on ~he major issues, especially work for wages; that we 
have a phase-in strategy that makes sense i and that we are 
correctly focusing on tee.nagers in order to break the cycle: of 
poverty_ ThesQ reporters are all pretty hungry at, this point and 
I think theylll be receptive. 

We mayor may not want to distribute a section of the current 
document or an outline of the plan at the briefing - and we should 
discuss this with David and Mary Jo. But the basic goal would be 
to 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 another document - sets off a new 
round of stories. Please let us know your thoughts. 

Melissa 
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TO: Avis 	LaVelle '" ~ m~ '10... 4'"

Sruce Read - T"'\.Q:,. -~. () \l ""'10 

David Ellwood - 1'1"""""':'" ~\~~~.lfS'8 
Mary 	Jo Bane --......... " L " _ 

.Wendell Primus ,,"'~"Q.;-"""""""'Q,. (~ ~OI·q2DO
Jeremy Ben-Ami ___ _." - 'I <.) 

Mary Bourdetta --" I.. !oil 
John Monahan ...... IRO<.O 

From: Melissa 

Leon Panetta confirmed to the New York Times 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 points for tomorrow; and a draft is attached 
for your comments. Please fax any changes/suggestions back to me 
at 690-5673. 

FYI, tne NYT story is likely to be page one, and will include 
a d.iscussion of the phase-in option ot women under 25. If 
necessary, I'll revise these tomorrow, but the White House wants 
them 	today. 


Thanks. 
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J WELFARE FINANCING 

The ~inistratlon is committod to the introduction of a welfare 
reform plan which will be deficit neutral. That means that new 
investments in child care, education and training programs for AFDC 
recipients will be paid for by other program changes that will save 
manGy.. . 

We are committed to the letter and the spirit or tho 1990 budget 
law,. Ybic:h requiros paying for an,. new spending increases with 
offsetting taxes or program reductions •. 

All 4isev8sions are very preliminary, au4 DO decisions have been 
made. The welfare reform working group appointed by the President 
has not yQt reached any final decisions, although thQy are workin9 
very hard to fulfill the President's pledge to intrOduoe 
legisla1:1on this sprii";I. The Department of Health and Human 
services, the Office of Management and Budget, and the Treasury 
Department are working cooperatively to develop a list of possible 
financin; options. 

To pay r:or the iDvostments in the plan. ..taft at lIlIlI. OIIB an4 
Treasury are exploring a number Of entitlement retoxms as well as 
mea9ures that would raiso reVeftuo* aeoa~$o 4iscU8sions are in & 
very preliminary phase, there are 40 or more options currently on 
the table. None of' them have been presented to the President; Done 
of them can ~8 ruled in or out at this staqa. 

'l'be bulk of the rinancinq I however, would come from. antitlement 
reforms. (If asked: Social security, Medicare and Medicaid are not 
being considered for cuts. That leaves Supplemental Security 
Income, AFOC, food stamps, the Earned Income Tax Credit, and some 
smaller entitlement progr~s4 We have ruled.out taxing benefits for 
the poor.) 

Additional rovenue will como from within the pIllA itself. For 
example, money- saved by st:raamlining program administration vill be 
used for job training. And stepped up child ..upport enforoement 
will mean fewer women go On welfare in the first place, 

It is not true that filOancinq is limiting the development of the 
plaD or the val' it is phased in. The welfare reform working group 
is expected to recommend a gradual phase-in of the plan. but that 
decision is based on capacity issues and discussions with local 
~elfare administrators. 
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A fax message from: 

MelissaT. Skolfield 
Deputy As$blQllt Secretary for Public Affairs 
Phone: (202) 69O-68S3 Fox: (202) 690-5673 

~~+',~~c.--~ 
Fax: 4510 .... 7Cf},1 Phone: 

Date: z./I'fl% Total number ot pages san!:
• 

Comments: 

-r"he,. LDh..:1..... ~~s ~~ CV!.kd 1,--~ 

. To: 

q~\... \ ~'~o..~~!> ........,-t.J,..... 


~'/T ~~\~. -P~$to.. ..w hv.. ~. {, 

'1 1M.. h.cu-'..... ~~s \I')oot t.k... a..hc..ht.c::l . 

1~1c:.~ ! 

200 Indop«\dence Avenue, S.W.• aid". HHH. Room 647"D WCHhlnglon, D.C. 20201 
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TALKING POINTS 2/14/94

WELFARE FINANCING 

Tk. A4miDlatratiQD 1. aommittBd to tha intr04uotioa of a waltare 
retocm plaa whiah will ha aefioit Deutral. That mean. that new 
investments in child care, education and trainin'i p .. Q9r...... for AFDC 
recipient. will be paid for by other prOqleam chang .. " that will save 
lIlOney" ' 

111 4leOll.oiona are va:}' prelaiu:y, &IIa 110 4aoblon. have b .... 
sa4a. The welfare retorm working qroup appointed by the President 
hao not yet re~ohBd any tinal aecisiane, although they are workinq 
very hard to fulfill the President'. ple4qe to introduce 
leqislation this spring. Ths Department o~ H.... ltl> and HUIIlAn 
services, the Office of lfanaqelllBnt and Budqet, ana the Treasury
Department are working cooperatively to develop a list of possible
finanCing option." 

'10 ....y fOJ: tile ill"••tllellta 111 the plu, ". ar. nplor111q • 11_."
of oDtitl.....t raforms. (If askea: Social Security, Kedicare and 
lIedicaia are not I:>einll consiaeretl. That leaves Supplemental
security Income, AFDC t food st.mpg~ the la~4d Inoome ~ax Crodit, 
and some smaller entitlement programs.)

'tn...... 
Tbe fill.nail1q option. ohou14 ~. ~.4 111 th. OODtext of the plell 
as • wllole. Whils the details orj.";;itare reform plan lUlve nat been 
finalized, it wl11, aa the President promised in his stats of the 
union address, make a real, positive ditfersnee in the lives ot 
poor women previous administrations saply ignorea. Welfare retorm 
will include an expanded eftort to colloet child cupp."t paymente; 
new investments in oh1la care to help mothers meve into the 
workforce/ ana better education and trainin\! opportunities. 


