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June 13, 1995 

Dear Senator: 

I write on behalf of the U.S. Catholic Bishops' Conference to share with you the 
experience of the Catholic community in serving those in need and the principles that we believe 
shoukl guide welfare refonn. These moral principles and policy priorities were outlined in a 
.statement that the Administrative Board of our Conference issued in March of this. year. Now 
that the Senate is debating welfare refonn, 1wish to reiterate our commitment 10 genuine refonn 
of the welfare system and our concern that such reform reflect our nation's best values and offer 
genuine. help and opportunity to our poote..'it families. 

Poor families are Dot an abstract issue for us; they are in our shelters and soup kitchens, 
parishes and schools•. Our everyday experience in helping families leave welfare suggests that 
hope, opportunity, and investment are essential to this transition. 1be social eontraet we seek 
win offer training, education, jobs, and other concrete assistance in excbange for tJte.persUtent 
commitment and effort of persons trying to leave poverty behind. Simply cutting resolir'ces and 
tra:nsferring resp.>nsibility is not genuine reform. We must resist the temptation to see poor 
women, minority families, or immigrants a& either passive victims or easy scapegoats for our 
society"s social and economic difficulties. 

There are severn) poSitive elements in the biD which was reported out of the Senate 
F'1DaIlCe Committee: 

• 	 inclusion or the JOBS program. which reflects our own principle that those who 
can work ought to work; 

• 	 preservation or child welfare and (bDd proted.ioo entitlements; 
• 	 recopitiOD tbat .the federal covernmend: should not deny cbDdren beneflts 

because of their mother's age oc dependence on welfare; and 
• 	 stredgCheulng 01 cllUd support enforcement mechaaisms and related data 

gathering requirements. 

We are particularly pleased that "child exclusion/family cap" provisions were not 
included in the Senate bill. As you know, we strongly opposed such provisions in the House 
bill and will continue to do so as the bills move to Conference Committee. 

Unfortunately. there are still' significant e1e~CIlts of the bill which are clearly not 
consistent wltbour principle that genuine welfare reform should strengthen families. encourage 
productive work, and protect vulnerable children. We are not defenders of the welfare status 
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quo and we recognize the diverse role of federal, state and local governments as well as 
community institutions in helping families overcome poverty and meet their chil.dtm·s basic 
needs. However, we are deeply c:oo.cemed about provisions that coUld leave many poor children 
worse off. ' 

• Block Graa1slEotitlements 

WhIle we are not opposed in principle to block grants and support increased state 
involvement and flexibility, the block gnmt' structure in this legis1at.ioD erodes the national 
commitment to fight poverty and does not even require states to maintain their current level of' 
effort. Freezing the federalcontrlbution to program costs without any reference to the number 
of needy children or changing economic conditions, will, undermine the system of income, 
nutrition and Other supports which setveS as a safety net for the most vWnemb1e., AI advocates 
of both subsidiarity and solidarity, we support more effective and responsive federal-state
community partnenhips, but we cannot support "reform" which will make it more diftkult for 
poor children to grow into productive individuaJs. We cannot support reform, that destroys the 
struct.ures, ends entitlements, and eliminates resources that have proVided an essential safety net 
for wlnemble cbildren. We fear that the fiscal pressures which are driving Congress have led 
to a proposal more clear about reducing resources than reordering responsibilities.. 

• Treatment or ChDdren 

While we appreciate the Senate Finance Committee's decision thatch.Udren should not 
be deeded benefits because of their mother"s age or dependence on welfare, it has been reported 
to us that some Senators intend to offer amendments to deny benefits on these grounds. We 
oppose any attempt to deny benefits to children because of the age of their mother, their famjly's 
dependence on welfare or an arbitrary time lin-dt on benefits.. Such provis1ons, wbatever their 
intentions, are likely 10 en~ abortion t especially in states which pay for abortions but not 
for assistance to these children. We do not believe that tccuagers should be eocouraged to set 
up their own bouseholds. 'HoweverI in seeking to change the behavior of pareats. these 
provisions hun children, and some unbOrn children will pay with their lives. We bave already 
seen preliminary indications of an :increase in abortions in New Jersey, which has a family cap 
in place. 

We also welcome the Senate·x prote:ction of the cash benefit for aU children eligible for 
Supplemental Security Income [SSI]. We are concerned aboUt more stringmt ,eligibility 
requirements. for children which may result in loss of benefits to hund.reds of thousands of 
children. For us this is a mattec of mot.aI consistency. Our faith requir&1 us to protect the lives 
and dignity of wlnerable children whether they are born or unborn. Every child is precious to 
us. 
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. • Treatment of Aged and Disabled Legal ImmieraDls 

We are also concerned about the exclusion of aged and disabled legal immigrants from 
eligibility for assistance through the SSI program. We are also troubled by provisions that 
vmuId severely restrict lepJ immigrants' eligibility for other Social Security Act programs. 
including Medicaid and child protection services. In many instances, the altemaIive to providing 
basic assistance to these individuals will be abject poverty, untreated illness, and continued 
domestic abuse. Costs 8S3OCiated with assisting these persons Would inevitably be borne by Slate 
and local governments•. The proposed measures would not only det&y benefits 10 legal residents 
who have worked and paid taxes in the U.S. for years, but would even deny benefits to !bem 
aftet they became U.S. citizens. The deeming provisions have the potential for denying 
assistance to U.S. citiJ:ens when. they are in genuine need. Such an approach' does not adV3ll£e 
the common gcx>d but further divides our people along ec.onOullC, racial, ethnic and ideological
lines. . 

We are very concerned that some Senators may seek to use this legislation to cut the 
Earned Income Tax Credit. To reduce this tax relief fOT working families would send exactly 
the wrong message at a time when OUI nation needs to rewatd work and help families raise their 
children in .dignity. We strongly oppose amendments to weaken the ElTC. 

As the Bishops said in the enclosed statement issued in March, we strongly support 
genuine welfare reform. We are not defenders of the current system. The status quo is 
unaooeptab1e. It is the nation.·s children who pay the greatest price for the failures of the current 
system. That is why genuine welfare ~form is a moral imperative and an urgent national 
priority. For the Catholic: community, the meaSUre of welfare monn is whether it will enhance . 
the lives and dignity of poor children and their families. The C2ill of teform GugM to be to 
promote decent work and reduce dependency, no( simply cut budgets and programs. The.tar&£t 
of n::fonn ought to be poverty, not poor families. We urge you to support provisions consistent 
with these principles and priorities and oppose measures which will undermine them. 

Sincerely. ":7 
-Y'Jr.L rz. -~:~~-
M~en:nd John H. Ricard. SSJ 
Auxiliary Bishop of Baltimore 
Chair, Domestk:. Policy Committee 
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.	Hcm,orable Rqbert Dole 
Sc.aata Majority Leader 
U1lite4 Stales Scaaze . 
WashiDgtoa, DC. 20510 

Dear Sensror. Dole:· , 	 . . . . 

Earlier this month, Je U.S. Ca!houe BiS~ Conference sent every member.oflbe 
Seaatc a S'ht'emeat ofour priDdples and tdoriti.Js Oft welfaze reform. We zeiterated our strang 
support for genuine welfiI.R !fdOnn and. 01n' ~tiOl1 to provisions which violate our pro-life 
aDd socialjustice pri.DQil'le.sl A copy of the letter is enclosed. . '. 

'. ,·1· 	 . 
.Iv. chat Ietea' we ~ our SU'(JIl8 ~port oftbe FinaDce Committee"s rej~o.a. of 

.maa.dated family cap an4 ~ exc:lusiOil provi~ons: We 11$0 pnnnised our strouc opposition to . 
~ floor am=dmcnt to mandsrtc these ptovisiOlJlS. We undcstaDd you are under some pressure 
from members of. SeaatC cd some II'I~UPS wpicb imist OIl1ac1Ud.iDg such proposals., .We' 
stmDgly urge you to fCSi51 ~Pressures. I.' 	 . 

We xeaffirm our principled m! dd~ opposition to attempts to deny benefits to 
chilchen'because ofthe age of their mothBr, and Itheir family'$ 4ependeace' O!l welfare. Such 
provisiom, 'Wba1cv1l:I tbc:ia: ih=ntioD$, Ate likely to c=oara.ge ibortioD, especially in. statec Which 
pay tOr abortioas but 1101: !of lSSistaD.ce tel'these ~ei:t We do not believe that teenagers 
should be eaCouraaed to sc( up tbeir OtNft houaeholcf5;. however. mseekins to cbaage the behavior 
ofpcen~ the$e provisioas:hurt cb.ild.n:n" and sOme UDbom childml WiJl pay with tbeir liva.. 

n.. is much de~te aDd conj«tu:iP. ahLt the human CODS~ ofthese mtasVlC$. . 
Now:we have some mdm~c from the eJ:peri~ of a state bald. up as a model of this kind of 
welfa:re monn.. As the attaChed. fact ~:t points out, these pro'YisiQftS in New Jersey have led to 
a reported increase in tbc abon:l.o1'l mte withuvt. any significmt dcc:.n:.ac: in the nate of OU'C~OfD 
wedlock births. Pro-life pnncip1es should be upheld ill d1c wc:1.f'aR <iebate. It is DOt logical to_51 that yo~ ,NameD wjU decide whc:ther ~ ba.;'" ehUd.IeI'1 basecl OD the availability of 
assi.staDcc. tbcD Nn:l a:ound and. iDsist that the deuial ofassistal1ce will pla)' no role in a e.ctlsLol1 

. '. I .
to'em! .Ufe: ofthat unbc$. child. As tb.e.-1y data from New Jersey ~tly iDdicates. such 
measuca·d.o GOt reduce 'i,U~. but do i.nCrease abortion. 
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We Ul'Ie you aDd ~ Senator.; to ~jeet simple and dangerous fixes which encoUl"88e 
abortion without auac:ki1'lg the real ca\lSe$ of widespread illegitimacy in our society. We need 
teal wclfm refonn which stiengthen.s _~ies, promotes W'Oric aad responsibility acd protects 
w1Acrablc.Wldreo. ..; bam abd Ul'lbom. . 

.. .. 
~j,~,.,.j 
~Reverend Iohn H. Ricard. SSJ 
Chairman., Domestic Policy Committee 
Auxiliaty Bishop ofBaltimore 
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UPDATE ON 11iE FAMILY CAP nOVISIONS IN WELFARE K.D'ORM 

. lune 1995 
, 

As you may haw read. ~ Smale has delayed ita ~eration of welfare reform until after the luly 4th 
rc=s (June 30 to July 9). l1Ms S~te bill, unlike the House bill. doeS not prohibit states "om Biving cash aid to 
Ghildren. of current wd6I.n; n:QP¥;_ or tCCft' motha"$: While 1IOt supporting tel!'.fl parents sierC:in& up separate 
houseboIds. the CootCreftce and Catholic Charitil~ USA worked hard and successfilUy to at least provide vouchers 
to these cbi1dreD in the House bW; HoWfNel". irl the Senate, a number of'Republican Members have threatened to ' 
Qilmtcra,.bill which does not pghibit Slates from. pro-dding c;ub. ~llanc:o to children bom to eurrem we •• 
redpieata andmiDor mothers. Our goal in the Senate is to leeep these "cluld exclusion" provisi01'l& out ofthe bill 
whiJe ~ fllIbns to oroW!a la:a ~ -.ith a nnse ofbcne5ts iat:ludiDg panmting education. skills traiftiDl 
and appropriate adult ~ 

n.Coa&taa:clsposition. ~ buecl OIl the beliefthat dDldren should not be denied beDe6ts because oftheir 

rnotber's .. at degeadeDc:e on 'wclfi.re. nu::se provisions. whatever their intentions. are likely tc encourage 

Iboltion, cspcdlay in ~_awbidt pay fc'r ibonions. but J19t for IS5istaDce to,these children,. 


I 

N.-lencyis 'die..~thelP06t~whh Ii family~. HeR is a recap oltlle attT'efttly available 

iatorma&ioJt toaucccutlyrelc:udl studies' oftb.c New Jersey Family Cap. 


I ' 

lluu..,abonloa rate bacnued ill New J'eftef after tile Family Cap/Child ,E:&dusloa? 

Ya.. m May, N_I~welfare om.:".. announced. that: 
, 

'tile abartioa. rate all1ru1g poor wo••• iac:.reued. 16% mthe apt months after New Jersey 
laIII'nd.ackUtioul parmara to W•••:II 011 welfare wIlo gave birth to addidoul andreA; 

I " , 
I . ,

. The total Dumber of UiJrdom perfol'lllcd OD womea ncdvil1& aaistallw th:roap tbe lIIaill 
~~AId to,am.IIla ..itll. Dependeat ChiIdreD. iacnasal from 1,61' IIIlhe same 
period .,,.. eartier to ',932.. . 

, I ' 

This inacase is c:uctly What pro..life c'Pponenu of the family Ap p~iCited" and is putiouhuiy sipWcant 
giYlll that. fix' the prmous foui years, New-. JerseYs abottioll rate bad dedined 12% and the natiODal rate bad. 
cIcdi:Ded $0.4. ; 

Does the family Cap proYiIioa nsult i" ffter births to wflfare redpJeats! 
No. A IUIdy conducted by IWtprs Unlversity ~. that the New lawy laW baniIta additional 

. paymcur.. 'to .,.,C1faR ~Me hav4t mote children has had !SO dfect on birthrates among those 
~.: . , 
!'ramAugust lJ'l tbrougll July 19M» mere was AO tipUbat cSltreftl'lce betwea birth rata 
ia tIIe,,,,,p crwtlta.re-liaoUIeri who .'eCtlyed .. ad4ltioaalmoAthly lIenctit if tit., gave blrda . 
to anotller daild aDd dam deDied ..pcb Ii benefit. 

OVer tbe sbart t.a"m. the Rgulmion appen not to ...... nduC4ld. bUths 8IICi to barYe had no impact On the Child· 
brariD,g pradica of thole wcxftcrt subjected to its paalties aad incentives. The study n:fbtes ieYcnl earUcr 
,~ dlae binh· I'W:SI U'IlOGI New )«say wel&to mothers hac! dropped dramatic:ally since the state 
iIDp~ the policy in 1992. ' . 

Coact.1oII 
AIlbou&h Ibac resulU ani pEdUniDIry. 1~elKxtion iDc:rase coupled 'With the absence ofimpact ofthe f&mi1y 

cap, ocbirtb n¢a mssat .that the poky ofcten)'in, children bendts doesn"t reduce Ulegitimare births except by 
~,abortioas. ' " 
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. CatholiC ..... \S~./y .. 
Charities 
USA 'cPr0f 8 

,", ./j )V\£\ 

V0~~~rS"·· 
··(JU(ct-~~~,laty) 

~r;!harlti.'" USA. and the Caa;~IC bishops' have' 0 
.reform debate. ' Despite our best etforts to ' 

the Hou~ hu paued a bill that would put 
, ~,Ie't. &buse ,and cven death., As the ' 

t\aVlil.ulll~ll. many chUdren may ,"pay wlththeir 
,able to raise them. 

'beeome clear'that the single most important 

an entitl~ment, for children in poor' ", 


other specifics in the bill may be poorly 

entitlclTIent Would be 'atastrophic. We, 


,mUit be salvlJcd thia year ,or there will be no 

fe-weave a aaCetY net for children and their 


Episcopailialsoo 

lhe Most Rel'ef1inrl 

JO$eph M, Sullivan ~IlUltIenl.ent has had apowerful effect ondie'debate 


DemOCrats and openmg the eyc:~orinany' , 

,Chair i'·f'OOU Stamp block ,rant energized theRev, limolhy A, Hogan 

's,!tcly needed I ray of hope. . . " 

,Vice enalr " 


M;, lupo U. Moel!er has b~n Ii ,laring omission, irequc'~'t1y Cited ' 
for their own. sad fallures to fight for the 

Sacrclnry 
Sist'l fl.rhm A, MMre, r,S.1 , " .. 

need you to lead thil fight to preserve the 
. Tr~a~lIrer , and so will the·bishops' and many others. .. 


Mr: J~ruil1~ E, Rduclillul~1 
 social policy. Please lead the w.ay. .' • . 
" 
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Virginia 
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June 20" 1995" 

'The Reverend Fred C. 'Kammer, S.J. 
President 
Catholic Charities USA 
Suite 200 
1731 King Street 
Alexandria, Vlrginia 22314 

Dear Fred: 

Thank you for your lette'r. I'm glad you enjoyed. the picture 
and your visit to the White House.' 

As you know, I share your deep concern about the debate in 
Congress over welfare reform." I h~ve long believed that 
government must work in partnership with people-- providing 
opportunity, enc6uraging responsibility, and strengthening 
families for the ,future. We must do everything in our power 
to help poo~ children and families to get on the path to 
self-~ufficiency. I am firmly o~posed to the current House 
proposal'because it is both weak on work and tough on ' 
children,and I will fight any further' measures that seek 
to undermine the fundamental co:venant between America' 's 
government and the people, it serves; 

As always, I am grateful ,for,your comments; and I will keep, 

them in mind in the days ahead., 


,Sincerely, BILL, CliNTON 
BC/JFB/JAD/MAH/ws-efr (Corres. #2283585) 
(6.kammer.fc) 

cc: Pam Madaris w/copy of "Office of the President" form 
cc: Jim Dorskind, 94~OEOB' 

cc: JU1,ia:-Ba~~,0".r~, 
,cc~uce ~eed,~~ 

Encl: NGA Summit Speech 

Xe'roxed copy of ,personally signed original to NH through John 
Podesta 

CLEAR THRU JOHN 'PODESTA, 

PRESIDENT TO SIGN 
", 

http:6.kammer.fc
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DATE: . JUNE 21.199SCfY"IV--~ 
Pima: 
(703) 549-1390 
Fax: . R.E: DATA ON IMPACr OF '11m 'NEW JERSEY -FAMILY CAP" POlley 
(703)549-1656 " 

. While Senators Consider proposals to deny cash assistance to Children born to mothers 
alrea,4y on welfare. it is important for you to have the most up to date infonnation 
on the effects Of the New Jersey experiment: . ' 

1 am enclosing data released last week by the New Je~sey Depanment of Human 

Services and an analysis by Michael Laracy oithe Annie~. ~asey Foundation which 

explains the fmdin.s.' . 


1bere are 'three important points to understand about tJ:le impact of the "family cap" 

or child exclusion policy inNew Jersey: . 


1) 	 Contrary to earlier testimony bY·CBO Director June O'Neil and published 

reports' by Robert Rector' of the Heritage Fo~ndation, the New Jersey 

program'has not reduced.out of wedlock births or births to AFDC recipients. 


"The "family cap" has not "worked.·' 

2) 	 While the -family cap~ bas riot redu~ births; there has been a'significant 

(almost 4%) increase in abortions among women on AFDe in New Jersey at 

a time when abortions among all other groups of women were declining in 

New Jersey and elsewhere. 


3) '. 	All of the babies born to motherS affected by the -family cap" are growing' 
.up in greater deprivation. and so are their sisters and brothers who are 'now 
living further below ihe poverty line because already inadequate income must 

,be stretched to provide for another child who needs clean diapers. 'clothes. 
toys and other necessities. ' 

Please make 'sure that your SenatOr understands that, however weil-intentioned. child, . 
exclusion policies' and other unprgven proposals to reduce illegitimacy should not be ' 
imposed on the states by federal mandate. In light of this' most recent data, no ' 
additional stateS should even be permitted to experiment with .such policies until and 
,unless the fmal evaluation of the' New, Jersey program is complete and it can, be, 
,demonstraled that the results are benign. 

, 	 , 
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:'iew Research Findings 
, on the 

Impact of the New Jersey Family Cap on AFDe Births 

• 	 New preliminary research findings do not support the ~menzion that the "family CapA 

policy--denying AFDC casbbencfitS to additionai children born to mothe,rs receiving 
welfare·-has an effect cn the number of AFDC binhs. At leasttha.t was the we inNe.w 
Jersey betWeen August 1993 and July 1994-the ti:'st 12 month period that a family's 
welfare grant would no longer ir.crease jf the mother had another child. A new study that 
examines the impact of the ~e.... Jers:y famUy cap indiCates no dLfferccce in the 
pC'fccntage of births [0 AFDC mothers who were subj= to the fam.ily cap versus those 
who were 11ot. New Jersey, one of cight states with a family cap, i$ the best state to study 
the impaaof the family cap on AFDC births because it haShad·this policy i:i effect the 
longest (sinte October 1992).' " , ' 

• The preliIrJnar)-' ,t'indingsindicaie that berween AugUst 1993 ace! J~ly 1994. 6.91'e.rcentof 

A.FDC mothers subjea to the family cap ga\'c birth to an additional cbild. whereu 6.7 


, , pc:rcent ofAFDC mothers not subject to the family cap gave birth to an ad.ditional child. 

This small difference' is statistic:ally insignificam. "The results of this sOJdy WC:11' 'based on 

',a comparison of two groups of APDC mothers that through a random assignment were, 
r 

, f , either'subject to the ~amiiy cap or'not'. 

, • The n.ew eSlimates 'are rm.tch mo~ aCCUrate ~ complete, albeit still preliImnary. than ' 
those made previously. These estimates ire b..scd on work completed by Rutgers 

" Univenity, the official: evaluator of New Jersev's swe-basec;t' welfare reform waiver 
demollStration. Due to the national signifieatic of the family tap issue, the state applied 
for. and was awarded, funds bythc Depan:cnent ot Health and Human Servic~ to provide' 
,prclimiiwy e9tUna!CS ~f the effects of the f3lllily cap. Thts is the nnE set 'of analyses 
,conducted for this siucy., A morecolJ\piece set 9! analyses will be conductecl and findings 

, madcavailable over lhe 'co!!rse of this summer. ' 

• 	An unpublish~.b~r widely pubiicized..s~Y of the .impact of tbe New Jersey farttilycap 
, co~uctt!:CI.'lilSt year whic:h exami.ned. birtbs to AFDC mothers SUbject to [he cap versus 

',:' , births to AFDC n-.oti'1ers notsubjecr to the family e~p over the same tir.le period (August 
1993·1uly 1994) found a. sigDifu;aDt reduction in the pei:centage of additional births to 

, AFDC momers. Rutgers University researchers' asscs.smem is that the primary reason tor 
.' the diffc;rem:e between tbr: earlier study and. their Owtl is mat lengthy reportiJlg delays of 

births caused the da.ta used. iatheearlier cmalysis to be incomplete. Incontra.st.' by. the' 
, time Rutgers University conducted the Sat!tC type of analysis. the clam' ea?tureci all birthS 
and is eomplete. ' " 

• -The earlier srudy ,lentsupponto the idea thaI a, family cap would reduce additional births 
, . ,to AFDC mothers. While still preliminary. these new estimales provided by Rutgers 
, University about the impact of-the family cap on additional b1rths to AFDC mothers are 

the Dest &vaUable and counrer earlier fmdings. More extensive analysis ovet a longer time 
p~riod is n.eeded before any defmite conclUSions about the impact of the famUy <;.ip should 
~~~. 	 " . 
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Comparison'of Additional Births to ~1others'vho Recei~ed AFDe in New Jersey . 
During Some or All of the Period of. August 1993 •. Julyl994 

{()ngOingCases Only) 

I AF,4DC.Motbers , 
. Sub,Z,<=ct to 
, Family Ca~ 

Percentage ~ith a bu1'b ill ih~period, f, 

AugUst, 1993 through July. 1994 ·6.9% 


, . I 
! 

, Number in s:ampJe ' , I, " . 2. 99g·, :-' 
, ,, I 

AFDC MOlbers 
·1Not Subject.to I 

Family Cap 


, 6.7~ 


"1.:429 


III While the tamilycap went int~ efCect throughout New Jersey on OCtober 1. 1992. 
tbe first births which\vould potEmtially be affected by, this" provision would " ' 

'not have occurred until August 1993,. til' lO'Olonths aftei" the effective date. 
, ." ..' , .., 

... .,."'. 

SOURCE~'Rutgers University, A~alysis of N~'wjer~e; AFOC:easelo'ad 'data. 
" .' . ... ,,' " , 

, ',' 
,', .~ 

. ". . ; . 

••t , 
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"IF IT SEEMS'TOO GOOD TO BE TRUE, IT PROBABLY, IS." : 

Observations on Rutgers UDive~ity's IDitialEvaluation Findings that, 
New Jersey's Child Exclusion Law Has ~ Reduced AFDC Birth Rates .•. 
, ,••• CO,Dtrary to Previous Claims by Its Supporters 

, , 

, , ' 

Michael C. Laracy' , 
Senior Program Associate 

" ' The AnDie E. Casey Foundation 
- ' , 

June 21, 1995 

- ,_ I, ;' 

" , 



, 6-22:-1995 2; 15Pr·l 
r-,D 

, " 

......"---" .,'> 

. .. ' 

.•.t", 
, " 

.," . 

.' : 

, ' "\ 
~: . 

Intt9dustioD 

,,' This fact sheet and analysis is intendedto assist in the interprcUltion of th~ recent release ' 
by the New Jersey Deparanent ofHuman Services(NJDHS) and the U.S. Dep~ent ofH68J.th , 

, , , and Human Services (USDHHS) of the preliminary Tmdings arid impact data from their on;'gomg 
'eval~on of New Jersey's Family Development Program (FDP:)~ which foUnd no reduction,to 
date in the birth rate of welfare mothers artribu'tabletoFDP's chUd exclusion law. "', 

, Specifically. Rutgers submin~d their firs~'~valuitiondeliverabletinder their contract with ' 
NIDHS. which focused on tile vital question of whether FOP.had caused binh rate reductions ' 
among mothers onAid to Families with Dependent CJ:lilciren (MDC) on the order on 15, 19, or 
even 29 percent as many supponersOf child exclusion laws had claimed. In aleti:er·dated,June 
14~ 1995. Rutgersst:ated: 	 ,,' ' " 

• 	 From August 1993 through July 1994 tl:J.ere is not, a starlstic811y sigoificant difference 
between the birth rates in the expenmental aiul controLgrqups. We fmd,a 6..9percent'rate 
f~r women subjec;t to the Falnily Cap [i.e .. child'exclusion law] and a 6.7 percent rate for 
those in the control group.. ~ , ' 	 , ' ',,:, ' , 

• 	 ' It is our assessment that the primary reason for the difference between our findings and ,,' 

those of earlier analyses ... is that lengthy reponing delays ,by clients resulted in " 

incomplete data available to earlierresearc:h 'efforts. 
. ",' "', 

.' ,O\lr' findings shoUld be considered as pre'liminary inasmuch as (1) only one full. year of , 

post-programda~ was av&lable and'(2) data on riew application cases, (N=4,SOOO) were 


", " 'too incomplete to include in the'analysis.> . ' 

~,' . 

A copy of the Rutger:>repon to NJDHS is attached as Appendix A of'this aiWysis.' 
I 	 • ; . 

, This faCt sheet (1) provides a brief summ.arv, ofFop and its child exclusion law, 
(2)outlilles the ,national debate about out~f-~edl()~k binhs and welfare reform~ (3) analyzes 
relevanfaspects of the Rutge~ findings for the debate. and (4)conclUdes with a set of "questions 
ancianswers" that,attempts,to assist in appreciating the implications andconsequenees ofthese , 
important developments. ' ' , ",., " 	 ' .' 

.~ , . 

" , " .','; Bac(wound.' 	 . 
" ,• : 1 ' .. 

,The Family Development Program. enacted in 1992. consist$ of si',C pieces of state ' 
• '. 	 ,<' 

I 

http:ofH68J.th
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. : legislation. the best knoWn of which' is the child exclusion law, A summary ofthe FDP package 
Hs attached as Appendix B.Often referred to as the "family cap!l law~ this component of FOP 
~ stipulates that an MOC family that has an additional child will not receive any cash assistance 
: for the child if-bom more than ten months after the mother's application for AFOC. The ten
; month provision is intended to exempt infants who were conceived before,the mother applied for' 
i, public assistance.· According to State data. approximately 60 to 65 percent ofall AFD<;: births are 
; exempt from the penalty since most ofthe 10,000 or so' children bom to welfare families each 
: year were conceived while the mothers were not on AFDC., 

~ . . . 	 . . . . . 

Previously. in NeVI Jersey, the AFDC grant increased by an amount between $64 and 
: $102 upon the birth of an additional child (the size of the increment depended upon family size). 
1. There are no excePtions made for caSes of documented rape, incest, or contraceptive failure. The 
: newbom's 'eligibility for Medicaidand food'stamps are nota.ffected~ ,The law took effect on 
, October 1. 1992.aifectingchildren born to AFDC families ten months later. as of August 1. ' 

1993.. 

A varie~ ofFDP·s.comp01'lentsrequired'federal Section 1115 demonstration'waivers. 
which we.reapproved by USDHHS in the summer of 1992. U ndet the terms otthe federal 

. waivers, a rigorous research evaluation. iricluc:ling an impact in.alysis. was required..Thestate .' 
: ,COIlI.ra.C;t for the evaluation was awarded to Rutgers Uruversitythrough an open competitive bid. 
: The full evaluation will not be completed for several years. with preliminary impact analysis 
" originally not scheduled for release until 1996. ' , 

. .', 

On November 8 .. 1993. the administration of then New Jersey Governor lim Florio issued 
1 a press release claiming a significant 16 percent reduction in ~e nUmber ofchildren born to 

'I AFDC families as,aresult of the· new regulations. His claim ~ based on a comparison of the 
I AFDC birth rate for the months of August and September 1993 ~th the same two months one 

': '. year ea.rlie~. He asserted. that fDP was therefore an "obvious success," The law~s sponsor. 
I Assemblyman Wayne Bryant (D. Camden) exclaimed. "It's gratifying to hear reports indicating 
'thaI fewer women are having babies." 

. 
, 

, 

. 	 , 

. However. at the same'time. senior NJDHS officials urged caution about prematurely 
drawing inferences 0.11 the effects ofFD? so shortly after implementation. They had serious 
reservations about attempting to use raw monthly data reports for such purposes since they were 
subject to subsequent.r~isions, as well as misinterpretation. Governor Florio' s pronouncement 
was based on monthly reportS filed -with the State bytbe 21 county welfare agencies for 
admiIiistrativepurposes~ which are subj~ct to extensive revision and updating. Although' . 
essential for routine program. management, these initial reports are of highly variable quality and 
should not be used for program evaluation. The Governor'·s claims were not based on the 
rigorous evaluation which was then' being slaned by Rutgers. The Corrunissioner ofHwnan 

I· 	Services warned. "It.is early ... It's always difficult to speculate on this, to analyze what it acrually 
means. Two months is nO~,a lot of time to do statistical ari.alysis." The Commissioners caveats 
were not 'Nidely reponed. " 

.' 

, It is now abundantly :evid~nt that the re:ticence ofthe ~tateagency officials w~ well 
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wmanted. 

. In early 1994. the Center for Law and Spciai Policy, (CLASP) Published a critique of 
Florio' s claims.conclud.i.ng that his assenion of a 16 percent drop was completely unwarranted. 
The analysis, "The JuD' is Still Out," cited several reasons why the. claim was exagge~ted and 
unbalanced: 

• Much ofthe reduction wasdue'to considerable lags in the 'reporting ofchildren 
bam to mothers sanctioned under law (because the children we~ not included in 
the families' grants~ there was less reason for mothers to'report them to the county 
welfare agencies until their normal recertification., when they were required to 

' provide an update of their families' e~umstaJlces);' . .. ' 

• 	 Some of the remaining decline In' the AFDC birth rate' was due to a host of other .. 
factolS.not accounted for in the raw data orin simple 'ipre and post" comparisons 
(such as mothers who moved before reponing a birth), 'and so could not be 
attrit;,uted to the iayr. and 

• 	 'A parallel 2 perce~t decline in New Jersey's gene~ population's birth rates 
accounted for a portion of the remaining reduction. ' . 

Moreover, CLASP pointed to other imponant consid~tions that would help to put the , 
'Governor's claim in proper perspe.ctive: ' 

, 	 , . 

• Even accepting 'the preliminary figures. the laws impact was onlyan annual' 
. caseload reduction ofapproximately one-quarter ofone percent (0.0025)-. an 
,impact, of littl~ consequence; 

• To produce the relatively modest decrease in births. five, rimes as many 
newborus had to be penalized, putting them at higher risk ofsenous adverse 

, ..; and costlY,:-health andsoc:ial c:onsequences;· 

•. 	 , IDitia! assurances that there were' no increases in the number of Meqicaid 
abortions weteunsubstantiated; 

· • 	 Widespread delays in mothers reponing b~ were reportedly accompanied by 
instances of Don-reporting, generating significant social and health repercussions 
for the children if they also lost access to food stamps, Medicaid, andWIC; and , 

• The law's provisions intended to inducenew mothers to promptly return to work' 
had notyet been sho~ to have any impact.
.' ". 

" 

I' 
J 

Nevenheless, based onexlensivenational presscov~rage of the law's alleged success -
and specifically the purponed 16 pe~ent drop in birth rateS -- numerous states proceeded to 


': ' .'. consider and"adopt their O\Ytl versions ofNew Jersey's child ~xclusion law., Both the House and 
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Senate Republican welfare reform bills of 1993 would have mandated such provisions nationally ~ , 
, ' and even President Clinton included child exClusion provisions as'astate option 'in his welfare 
i reform bill. introduced in the summer of 1993. ' .' , 
I' " '. '" ,,' . 

! , , ' 'This tush to judgement and national ieplica:tion was given greater impetus in bite ,1994, 
, : when a draftdocunu:ntprepared by lune C',Neill (then a professor of economics at New York 

, City's Baruch College and now the director of the Congressional Budget Office) appeared to 
show even greater birth rate reductions -- ,bet\1VeeD 19 aDd 29 perccDt ... due to FDP. Dr. 
O'NeiI~ had been re~ed by the State ofNew Jersey to serve as an expert witness to testify in 
the defense of the child exclusion law in a federallaVw'Suit brought by Legal' Services against the 
stale. In order to f,acilitate her testimony, she was given privileged access to the still-incomplete 

I . 	 . , .' • .'

;' 'data set being compiled by Rutgers as part of its impact evaluation. At that pomt, Rutgers was ' 

I 'still gathering ext~DSive data on roughly 4.500 welfare families (the ~'treatment group') who, ' 


,': 'Were subjected to all the new provisions ofFOP,(including~ but not limited to. the child ' . 

, i ,exclusion law) and an equal n~ber of families who were ~xempt from FDP's refo;ms. 

Dr. 0 'Neill analyzed the inco~plete d~ta set and concluded that the birth rate for the 
treatment group dropped 19 percent more than the rate foi the control group. 'When adjusted for . , 
variations in the composition of the t\VO groups. ,she foundJhat treatment group's birth rate had . 
dropped by 29 percent more than the control gr6up' s;' Her testimony attributed the difference to' ,.' 
the Child Exclusion Law, and she declared it highly successful. 'With few qualifications or 

I' 	caveats. However. because the federal judge decided to rule on more, narrow legal groundS, ' 
rather than on the merits of the law; her testimony was never used in the federailawsuit, and it 
was never officially released. (The federal court ruled for the def~. upholding the state law as 

:, , a permissible approach to public policy, withoutaddiessing its merits.' The case is now under 
appeaL) " 	 , ., 

, 

J Nevertheless. it was-.videly circulated and often cited by conservative policy analystS,' 
; , durinithe subsequent national debate. For example. in April 27•. 1995, testimony before the 


Senate Finance Comminee. Charles Murray, ofthe American Enterprise Institute. gloated;. 

, " "Already, we know, how wrong the experts (who had been skeptical about the 'impact ofsuch 


lawsl can be: Who among the experts predicted that New Jersey's cutoff of $64 of extra suppon 

"i for a second child [actually $102] would have the substantial effects on second births to welfare 


i , 

recipients ,that the work ofJune O'Neill, director ofthe Congressional Budget Office~ has found? 

, Certainly not 1. Certainly not any of the many social scientists who constantly assure us that' ' 
welfMe does not encourage births. New.Jersey' had to go ahead and try before we could mow." , 

SiIIiilarly, in the Febiuary 9, 1'995 i~ue of his neWsletter, "ill," Roben Rector, of the 
f' 

Heritage foundation. asserted (without 'ever ~tuallymentioning the source), "Recent evidence 
from a carefully monitored New Jersey state experiment 'shows that limiting the value of welfare' 
beJiefits,can have a dramatic impact in reducing i1legitima~e birthS among women on welfare. In' 

, the experimental program. a four percent reduction in the dollar benefit [the actUal pen:alty is 
, ; 

I 
I, actilally on the order of 15'pert:ent to 25 perce~t] was foundto'cause a 29 percent decrease in 
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furureillegitiniai:e births..:' 'Rector proceeded todismis~. out ofhand. the possibility that lags in 
'the reponing of births might,have accounted for some of the apparent decrease: as it tumSOUt. 
those lags appear to have been a decisive factor. " ' , 

, Ofsome significance to the on-going debate about child exclusion laws. on May, 16. 
': 1995. NIDHS announced that there appeared to be afour percent increase in the rate ofabonions 

being performed for New Jersey AFDC mothers subsequent to the law's impiementation. ' 
Specifically, during the fusteight months of the law·· August 1993 through March 1994 -. the 

, Medicaid abortion rate for women on AFDe was 3.67 percent higher than a comparable period 
immedia):ely prior to the law's enactment. ' Opponents of abortion-- long concerned that the 

, peo.alties of the child exclusion laws would coerce women into seeking' abortions ~. 'were 
'; galvanized by this development. Numerous social conservatives and religious groups came OUt 
\ in sharp opposition to such laws at both the federal and state levels. ' .It should be noted that -
I ' like the original binh rate data used by> Florio. theabonionfigures were raw "pre anel post'.~data, 

from monthly repons. not from the Rutgers evaluation. 
( 
\ 

Recently, the welfar~ reform bill passed by the U.S. ~ouse of Representatives. The 

, , PersoDal ResponSibility Act (H.R. 4), 'maDdated thar'all states eDact·chlld exclusion laws. ' 


. Likewise, conservatives in the U.S. Senate have are currently pushing 'hard for comparable 
provisions in their counterpart bilL Mcireover.'a great many states have adopted, introduced. or, 
are debating copy-cat bills. Invariably supporters have cited me Florio and 09Neill data as' . 
compelling evidence jn their favor. ' In some instances, the strength of dramatic empirical results . 
seems to have b~en. pivotal: In fact, in recent mo'nths. child exclusion provisions have become 
'among the most requested' of Section 1115 waivers,. See Appendix C for a profile ofstaIe waiv~r 
requeStS. , 

, , 

, Under the terms of the origin3.l Rutgers eval~tion contract. the prelimmarr'fiIidings' 
,0 

J ,discussed here would not have been available for several months. However. in early 1995~ 


USDHHS~d the Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation, ofPalo Alto. California. offered to " 

suppOrt the costs ofaccelerating and enhancing the Rutgers effort to i~clude expanded impact 


'a.na1ysis and limited qualitative analysis. The New Jer.;ey Deparrment ofHuman Services has' 
validated and authorized the transmitW of the ,clltl"Cnt Rutgers findings to USDHHS as pan of 
this expanded evaluation plan. , ' 

i ,, 

Questions and Anmen 

.Q. The Rurge". aDalysis shows DO differ~nce between the birth rates for the women'in 
, , the treatment group, who were affected by the child exclusion law, compared to aD equal 

!' Dumber of womeD iIi the control group who were exempt from tbe law's saDcoons. 'What 
does this mean? What is its significance? . ,,' . 

,I, I. 
, 

.," , 
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" A." . The Rutgers analysis reveals that th~ birth rates for both the treatment and control groups 
. dropped virrually identical amountS from before. the law took effect to 3:ft~rwards. The lack of 

.,any significant difference between the two groups shows that. a.t least thus far. the. law has had': .' 
!. no impact _. no effect ~ on the child:.bearing practices of the women subjected to it penalties and , 
:. incentives; The principle significance of this finding of no impact isthat it supersedes and ' 

. ; strongly refutes earlier. 'unofficial. pronouncements that the law was reducing births to welfare ' . 

. ~. mothers on the o,rcierof 15, 19~ and even 29 percent. BaSed on the Rutgers repon. supponers 

: ofchild ex.~lusionlaws - in New Jersey, in"the U~S: Con'gress~ and iu other state'~apitals .... 


no longer have any empirical evidence whatsoever for their ,claims th2tsuch'l~ws ~ill, . 
I ,discourage out-of~wedlock,bjrtlu.· . " 

'I " . 

i' Q..<\.re the Rutgersfmdings surprising? • 

I A.' 'N~treallv. Over the last decade. a series ofstudies have sh~wn very little relationship 
. between welfare' grants levels and birth ra~s of10w.in~ome women. These analyses generally 

compared the birth rates for welfare ni6the;s in a range ofstates between which the monthly cash 
1 grant l~velsvaried widely. Althoug~uhe findings were not unifoIlIl. they collectivelY'show only 

~;. '. inod.est.correla,t.l?ns b~twee~.~e number ofchildren in.a famil~ ~d the sta~s'benefit levels. 
, ,For white and Hlspamc fanultes there tended to bea s11gbt pos1tlve c:;()rrelanon; for black . 

families. no relationship whatsoever. (For an excellent swnmary of this research. seeThe Urban 
Institute's "Wc;1fare Reform Briefs: Does Welfare Increi!Se Out=9f..Wedlgck Biahs?" May···· 
1995.) .Thus. the,Rutge~ fmdings are quite consistent with the ~~lier scientific Vlork in this 
arca., allof~hicll showed that reproductive de~isions oflow'income women are Dot,very .. ~ 

. I sensitive to welfare grant levels: ' 

; i 
j' 

. .' The Rutgers results are only surprising in the extent to~hicb ,they so decisivelY.refute 
;. . supporters' claims over Ple last two 'years that the N'ew Jersey child exclusion Jaw. had 

dramatically reduced birth raresamong womeri on welfare. (Many scholars have been skeptical 
. about these assertions since they were not based on rigorous analysis and since they were so 

inconsistent with the research comparing birth rates across.states mentioned above.) . . 

, Q. Is the Rutg~rs evaluation report definitive and final? . Does it "prove" that the law 
.! . ,will have DO effect in the future? .' .. 
I. 

I 


A. . the Rutgers stUdyisn~t definitive, nor is it firui.l;it is oDlythe flISt of several analyses of 
the New Jersey'package ofwelt;'tterefonU laws. The series of evaluations were required by the 
federal gove~ent as part of the waivers New Jersey was granted to implement the child 

. ex~lusion law and FDP's other provisions. Subsequent reports v.i.ll revisit the question of 
I 
I whether the birth rates change~at later points in time. However. the findings released now are 
I . 

- , the flrst official and authoritative analyses of the law's effects; previous data and analyses were 
,I' 

. either unscientific, badly flawed, or based on incomplet.e sample data. They were all premature : 
and unreliable, '\\S the Rutgers ~ata docwnents. 

,, 
L 
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Because. the ~UIl'ent ~y~is is 'based on impact data that most researchers would still" 
;consider early or, preliminary, no one should conclude that it is the final word. It is cen.alniy , 
,conceivable that futureeval~tions. which will incorporate subsequent years of. data., will show 

. :slighdy different resUlts.However~ the fact that this evaluation shows n'o impacts thus far. 
'strongly suggests that we should not expect dramatic results in the out years. certainly nothing on 
: the ordetof IS 'percent. 19 percent. or 29 percent.' . 
I , 

. Q. Do the results of the Rutgers evaluation mean that theearHer claims of impacts were 
'iDvalid?Why suCh a great difference?, . , ' 

: A. '. Yes. the Rutgersfmdings render all previous claims'invalid.Specifically, they show that 
.' !the pronouncement by fonner Governor Florio in November 1991 that the New Jersey child 
iexclusion law was an "obvious success" because two months ofdata suggested a '} S percent drop 
: in birth rates ~ unwarranted ana~thout merit. " (The,many fl~wsof that claim were ,outliIied 
, in February 1994 in "The JUry Is Still Out" av~ilable from CLASP.) Likewise. the Rutgers' 
: study refutes the testimony drafted by June,O'Neill late last year _. which claimed to find a drop 

. I of between 19 and 29 percent in binh rates. Prob~blereasons for the erroneous findings in her 
! analysis lie in that it used still incomplete data. it'did not use along enough perio'd of'. 
:. c:ic:asurement (birth rates are volatile over shon time frames), and it disregarded thelags iIi 
; reporting birthS ,that were; k.n~wn t~ be a problem. in the sample. Moreover, since it was prepared .. 
: not as objective research but as defense testimony, it ignored any negative impacts upon the 
: children who were bom and sanctioned. " ' 

iQ. Did other states or the federal government make any significant publicpolic:y 
.; decisions based on the earlier: erroneous analyses and claims about impacts in NeW Jersey?
I 

'. 1 	A. . Absolutely. Unfottunately, at least ten states have enacted child exclusion:laws. applied 
for federal waivers. or introduced legislation since the November 1993 Flono/Bryant 

, 	announcement.. In almost every instance. the alleged results from the New Jersey law were cited 
in supPe>n. Moreover, in its welfare reform bill., H.R.. 4, the House of Representatives mandated 
that all states adopt such provisions. with many supporters citing the dramatic 29 percent figure; 

I, ,And. proponents in the Seoate continu~ to cite the now discredited data., 
r·· 	 .' •. . ..... 

. Extensive preSs coverage and several conservative policy analySts have dissemiriated dte ' 
erroneous fin~gs, perpetuating widespread misconceptions about the impacts of the New Jersey' 
law. The Rutgers evaluation devastates their afgtlI?lents and challenges their credibility on this 

. issue. ., , 	 , 
, ,I' 

. 	 . 

, f 	 Q. 'Does the RutgersevaiuatioD say .anythbig about possible negative consequences of 
the. chUd exclusion law? 'What about the children who were born to families on 'AFDe and 
were excluded from their'mothers' bel1cfits? . . 

. , ~ 	 '. .' 

A. Unf<?~tely, this initial ev81uation is very narrowly focused and does not address the 

, 'f , 

.' 
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"~it8.l questi~n ofhow the law affects chiidrenwho are born and'are penalized by be~ng excluded 

trom their mothers' cash grants. ,Considerable research has 'show strong correlations berween 


,hhild po~eny and shon-terinnegative outcomes for children. That is. the poorer the,child's 
familv. the worse off the child tendS to be. One inherent effect of the child exclusion law is that 
chilch~n who are born will be in deeper poveny than they would otherwise had been. since ~eir 
mothers' grants are noi increaSed on their behalf. ' . 

. A reasonable hypo~esis to test~.therefore.is that the law might cause increased negative 
ioutcomes for infants penalized by it. However. for political and budgetary reasons. the Florio 
IAdministration had decided tominiInize the evaluation of "social'; impacts -- such as 
:honielessn~ss, bun&er, incidence of child abuse or neglect. low binh weight andlo~ failure to 
:thrlve among lnfants. aoortions. maternal or child stress. criminal behavior, or other negative 
':child or materMl outcom~s ...; that plausibly mightbe unintended consequences of child 
; exclusion laws. T' , ' 	 ',' ' , 

, t·, " 
I 

!' ' · Fonuna,ely~' the administration of the current governor. Christie'\Vhitinan. has expanded 
: the sCQpe of the Rutgers evaluation~ using the additional resources made available by USDHHS
rand th~ Kaiser Foundation. to include at.1east a limited analysis of social impacts. These 
, fiDdiIlgs will be released ovenhe 'next several months. 
) 

t Q. Wha.t is the significalu:e of the fad that the birth rates for both the treatment and' 
; control groups dropped from the "pre" period to the "post" period? 'Is it' possible tbat the . 
; law discouraged births,in the control group -, even though they were exempt from the 

'; 	 provisions of .the child exclusion law -aswell as intJi, treatment group?' ' 
J , 	 , • • , 

A. This is very hard to assess. ' Some proponents of child exClusion laws have already. , 
claimed -~ 'Withou,t any basis whatsoever -- .that'thelaw actUally caused the drop in the control 
group" perhaps because the women mistakenly thought it would ar:r'ect them despite the fact that 
they we~ exempt from it. (This type of evaluation problem is generally referred to "control , 
group contamination:" Le., some~ow, .the intervention was inadvenently applied to a ponion of 

,the control group, as well as the trl:atrnent group,.) However. Rutgers~ N1DHS, and the county 
welfare agencies bad instituted a series of-procedures to ensure that all members of the control 
group understood that they would not ~e affected by the provisionS 'of FDP: that they would 
trea.tedas if the laWs were never enacted. Thus 'fat, there is no evidence ofsystemic or . ' 

;, 	procedural failure or ,o~controi group contamination. ~till, this is a possibility that n~eds 

continued close monito~g to e{lSure valid research concluSions: ' 


Far more plausible exp~anations for the fact that the birth ra~ for both group~ dropped lie 
\ in the normaJ. reproductive behaviprs of any cohon of women. First of all, women about the age 

of this cohon (av~ge age in the mid-twenties)hav~ declining birth rates over time, soeach year . 
',) the binh rate should naturally be lower. all other'things being equal. Second, any women who 

i, gives birth in ~e "pre·' period is considerably less likely to also give binh in the "post" period, 
one year later; so that portion of the sample will contribute to a nomial decline. A.lld, thiid. birth 

, 	 > • ~ , • 

http:test~.therefore.is
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, ir~tes for welfare families and U:S. families in general have been on the decline over the last 
: several years. so the larger societal trends may have accounted for a portion of the drop. ,Also. 
! it must be acknowledged that the recent sQcial and 'cultural against having children out·of· ' 
~.wedlock.'carried extensively in the media. might have some unnieasured affect on birth rates of' 
women on AFDC 'during this period. independent of the specific,provisions of the New Jersey"

;law. ' " " 
, " 

, I 

'Q.What does the Rutgenstudy mean with regard to,therecentannouncemeDt by 

: NJDHS that there was 3n increase in the num.ber of Medicaid~financed abortions among 

, New Jersey welfare motheri'since die law \vas implemented? If the law is not causing any 

,;, reductions in the, birth rat~ how could it be causing aD. increase in abortions?, ' ' 

, .... '.." . .~ , ~ . , . .'" , ." 

!A. This is another difficult q~estion; one, thus far~ with no cenairi a.IlS\Ver. 'Opponents of 

i abortion have argued that child exclusion iaws would force'welfare mothers to terminate, " 

I" ' " " , ' 
: pregnancies they couldn't afford to bqng,to,term becaUse of the laws' penalties. Th~y have 


correctly pointed out how difficult it is to change sexual behavior Qt, contraceptive practi~e. at 

! least in the short and mid~term. and that ~omen who do become pregnant would opt to take 


advantage of the accessible, free, arid safe abonionsfurided through New Jersey's Medicaid. 

',program. They thUS feared that thereportecidrop in births 'to AFDC mothers was attributable to 

; increased abortions. rather than to either abstinence or b~tter binh control. 


:However, the four percent ~crease in the',abortion rate occurred over a r~latively short 
. period: and •• likebinh rates -- unexplained variations in the rates ofabortions are normal. 
Moreover. while this increase 'in' Medicaidabonions appears to have reversed.a doWnward trend 
over the several years prior to the enactment ,of the child exclusion law. rigorous analysis is 
, difficult due 'to a switch in the systems NIDHS used to reimburse'Medicaid procedures. Finally, 
they are simple "pre and pOSt" comparisons for the whole ,AF.DOc~load: they are not from the 
.treatment and control groupsamples.~ . " . 

I . At this poin!. the data on Medicaid abonions is com.p~bleto the initial birth rate data 
,', .that precipitated former Governor Florio' s claims in lateJ 993: suggestive, but, still unreliable and 

subject to maj9r revisions. The most prudent.cou.rsc of action is to reserve judgement, pending 
the release bf further Rutgers ev~uations and data.; , ' , , . , . 

,Q: How should pOlicy.maken in. Washington, DC, and iii other state capitals interpret' , 
!: these prelimiIi.ary RutgerS findings? Should the results olthe Rutgers evaluation affect 

their decisions about enacting child exc:lusion laws?' '., ' 

,A. Responsible public ~ffieials should pay serious attention to the Rutgers evaluation .• It 
staddy shows the danger of rushing to judgement on complicated and controverSial public: 

i·' po~cy issues based oninadequaie information. {In this regardt·i~ should, be noted. that New 
I Jersey's current governor. Christie Whitman. has consistently,reservedjudgeinentabout the 

merits, or lack thereof. oftheswe's child e~clusion l,aw. She:has said she Wants to await the 

10 
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results of the overall Rutge!'S evaluation.)
~' , . 

, .. , 

; " Proponents of chlidexclusiori laws no longer have ao:y empirical basis for their views. 
'They can argue their case only on normative grounds. based on their values and believes. .A.nd, 
given the negative consequences of such laws for the poor dlildIen who are bom and sanctioned . 
:(and the possibility that the laws might coerce women into seeking abonions). normative 
:arguments are tenuous, at best. Policy-makers would be well,advised to exercise caution in 
making decisions about adopting versions ofNew Jersey's law: as was the case a year ago,"the 

.: jury is still out." . . '.' 
I . 

IndividUals interested in additional information'about the New Jersey child exciusionlaw' 
;' may'cont8ct the author. Michael C. Lamey, Senior Program Associate; at The Annie E. Casey 
;.Foundation. 701 St. PaUl Street. ,Baltimore Maryland. 21202. Telephone n~ber: 410·223-: 
: 2907., Fax: 410:.2223-2929.. Internet: HN2938@handsnet.org .. 
• . I •. 
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. For immediate release _ For infOrmatioJl contic1: 
. Alex:andra Peeler at (705) 549-1!90~ £xL. 15..,..1·-- ,, 	

: (H) !Ol..$54.-2672PIirE 
(7iI)5&1IU 	 OrSharon Daly at (70!) 549-1S90. Ez:r.. !9.,.
[JQ3)S418SS 

Proposed 'family cap wlll encourage ahortious,I. " 

i 

,. 	 harm cbildren 
! ' 

;. . WaShtngtori, DC - More abonioDs and'greaw- poVerty will ~lt if the Senate 
. ,approves ptopoPk to deprive pOor families of suppon for.babies CoDceived 


'while a .family is OD welfare, admonished Shuon Daly. deputy to the F~ident 


'of Cadlolic Charities USA. 


Daly spoke today at a press briefing sponsored by pro-lite and proaoice 

:gmups athtoCating that Congreu not iJDpOK cruel ru~ on children.· . 

: . Catholic Cbarides tJSA. 0P];)08CI~1fare proposals such as :the f8.mily. cap 


·because they would leave motben without any cuhsnppori for their ~hi1clren. 


, It may seem $Utprlsing CD. find Catholic Charities apiDst.measU,res thaI 

. :lOme claim. would redlKc o~cdlock births. The CarhoUC Clurc:h~5 stand 


:on Sex outside of marriage ~ WeIl-knoWIl. said Daly. "But this. proposal would 


·not achieYe me intended result.' she said. 

. , -We know from eXperience that WC)Dlen. don"' become~ prquml bec3,Use 


:they think their welfare benefits will inaease. And ~e see arise in abOrtions 


:under these proposals. That is unacceptable.- . . 

. A rC'CCnt NewJCniq" smdy showed that after rile -ramIly cap" Was Un}XlSed 


:in that State•.abonions went up amoDg DiodJcn on ~c wbile continuitlg fD 


:deCrease among an other women, Daly 5aid. ~ 


. Daly demiled the moatbly expenses for 3. newborn mraDt that ilwud.e 

.1. :dotbing. 4iapcrS, babypowdcr, wipeJ. pacifier, laundry. detcrgetit, and 
. i 	 ! ~rtaJion for medical chedalps. These ~n.ses for an additional chl1d . 


.cost a welf:are family at least $,51..50 a month more chan the w.:1i3re bene.6.t.she 

!sai<i..AD additioftal $29 a month woukl be spesu.!f.rhe baby' pf:eded an ema trip . 


.' ... : to the doaar for 8Zl car i1tfeaion. a used mow aU'- or a teddy hear. . 
,.(MOlW ... 	 , : 

i . 

j . 

.. i, 
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~fti\'with the welfare benefit for sa. additiOnal cbild. ase familY has a 
, ", : $60.50 iDc:ome de6dt. If the family recem:s DO extra mallne :for 'the ~b&by~ 

: the dd'iclt would be $111.50 In a median state. 'That ecoaoDlk pr~ is ' 

I', 'forcing some women to abort. 
; : • "'We speakfram expelisiee. not theory,. Daly said. Each Year. catholic 

:c.':iwities agencies across the nation auist mon: chan lSS,OOO &miIy meR.ben 
;filc:inI unplanned pregnancies. Nine our of 10 Catholic: Charities agend.el haYe 

,; . "~ ptOgnum for pregnant teenagers and 'WOIDeIL. 

" More than 10' million people of an religious. lWionat racial, so~ and 
, " "'. . 

, economic hacJtarounds recei..ed a wa.riety of sem(;CI i1v:rz:l CathoDe ~ 
'. " , ,. . 
I apncics in 1993. 

CtJJIu»t: CIu1:,ititu USA is II ftIlwrri r(StJme 1,400 .,..mrd',~ INitJtm1I ., 

:u." ~!t:1iIqat,~ »t:itzlSIf'fIit:I ~SkJjf~~ b2:rl ~ : 
:ariJtMll1j ,...,.;225.000........,.. 'UII1dt.1IJ 7Wlva~ AItJ'/IfIf'l/1IIniJlts. 1ZIIIl~ 
:~ 

, CAlIrtJ&~~~~$mJias~:/ttJm~N 


:~tIJ'~fot>tl-~ " 

0zlJIDlic CIuJ:riliIs USA~pu1ili&polidIIS IIlAtl~dIizI,~A~ 


:'IUI!dS trJUlsrx:il:l ~ Tht ~ tdJiafmJuidls ~ - ~ S'II/IPfirf 

ftlr~ T1uJ Distil.~ 0JIiaOtFJ= IIv t':4IMli& ~:!t~ til U.s. 

.~ 
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, Press BdcfiDg on Cbil4 Exdusioa 

NI1iDDIl Pn::ss 'CIDb 
11.mI14, 1995

. I, 

f" 
, ! 

SI:DlDN!nl fJ/KaIJvytJ J. RiJGg"" EttCctdve Di1eaDr 

, mt'soua:l 6ciesazedrivm, tile" weIfJ1e refoml dIbiIUr:. ADd, tm: SOUI:!d--b1res;'". " ' 

! ' I: ' NOWUgal De/enIe _ E<fu#tiI011 hid ' 

'. : .' , .'. : ". ; 
~ po

-:: . " 

~ I'2ddnalCCCpCivc Cars BIZIOQg' tbcm.iddlc c:LUs 'faIaS tbat Ppm1ic:aDs aid,~ 

'~ am Wooing. , 

Tbc CWlUD\f'bas bef:n. is atI4 will , 

! ;' c;otnim'" for aCme time. to be iD.1:~izion as i1 is ~ to_ global ~ticm 

~, , ~ ~ , ihc last decade. AT, _ siaH: lime'dI:ir cancw; mmw: is dareateDt!d, _ ~ c8rc 
[,' , , ' . 

" !,' 

;". ' ~ aDS sotial s=Uy ate 1mdcr atrack. . 
.' .' 

Whir to do to calm 1bese feazs? weu. ODe, Sbo1d4 loOt lD ¢Ie c:aasc of the' problem.. " .. . . 

"' J&meI carvmebad. urig1:d - -it-, - CICOO"H'17. aupld.. 
, )' 

Bat iDRead polizk:iam 8ft mtmg 1bt: easy way oat - sapeprtna dae pOor ,Ima. 
: \ pm.,m, die JDOSl w=ible Of all- cIIiIdrm ard babiII& who had. ah&i:t~ ~ II) c!o 

:', ' • cnrarJaa tIDe probJam. a.~ rbeyuo daiDg 1t~~~. Pmrismug,' , 

,! • , . , 

,:,. eco.mc eatholllr.ta fOr - nrirk1te c:Ja.s. 'I1I: '4Oi1Dl:Qy C$1II&X tic ~! GIl t. bacb 

, ! ;' OEtbcpaar. "'lIItad~ GUl' aatbnaJ paIiciCs IIIIISt squmly' ltId&'NJjoh c~,_ ~&1~ 
; , 

" .i, 
, . '.': 

,', , .' 
,'f '"1 
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. !. ~. em aaIy be ICC' '"apl'shed tm=g1l educa~ hiDiug aDil still bnUdiq•. ADd . 

I • , 

I 
. . . . I . 

, ; . 
: : : M1d&s aad I~ about APDc 6rniliel have fbdec1 tIJr:K:mfs~ i:didcs thal , , ' 
; 

I· . 
", 

i' ~,.-- . licy are~ 
: !:
i"""po , . . 

:11le CoDptaiODa1 ~ omce tepons tlIat welfa%e JecipimD aveDp ICs$ lhanitwo 
1 ;. . " . ' . 

. '. C:hilamt. F &mily -:- .. lime as.t!B: natfoml avaage. A IiCC:ODd :wid=ly IIeJd m~~ion 
!:. . '. . ,.. 
j: is d:uIf WOIDI:n'recei'riJ:7&' welfare bave dlildxotf'ar 1he c:ma S30 - $lOa mbatb. ~f'ing Oil 
i . . . . 

:"~ 1lti2ID. Whal bas IaI:ply bem iPmlae 1bf: fIIwD00a3 smdic:s diit c:OattlIdk:t lttdl G)'dL 
• • ; t , I 

, .1Il _ MaIy 10 BiilH: aDd David EDwoocl, two high 1eYel HcaIIh _ BdJi.. " SeirVice.' 

,ftPe.)ltMlves in_ Ointml Mminklia:tiou.haW pabUs1l:d IC5I2.l1:b dO"u1nennoidlat 1h:R 
~,: 

:'.Mark laDt.ofWIISlJiDpm. UDiftIsUy in st. lDWs, pbti&bl:d his ftmlm Of aD eJabt-yeat 

,~ S'lIldy tbat shewed simiIIr RallIs. 

:•. ~ t;, ~Oi",CPt'1D iIInde emu inre8ely Penomt ~. Preg'ia'J!)'.:ad ~ 
:\.. , , . 

Lela :aDd accesS. to birth ~l, lit: among me most prime maItCrS 13ciDg 'iirzy ~ 
:. ; . . ' 

,V~ me Child Pnh&&ioD JKVPUBIls. III iDdlYfdDal WbaIe COidlIlll4CQn faDs wDI!be dmJed . 

~::~ bewdli.s Del ""'7 to IDppOIttbe clUkl. 111= Amedcan Coll.l'of'~ 
!. '. . . . . : . ; ~ 

'1. ~.:=porrs tbaE."'4'IIdams]me 'oaly a gaS efIi:r:dveaa.s'- aDd ~ · .

I;.... With .. nnicide baYe cmly m82. et1ecd,- rail pIIItCildulpmga...d. .UDda' . , 

I' • " 

~ , . . ' 
" ,'~;Qi1c1 ExclP.,;Oa praguuuS.' til: ddId aJtilDa~ mfIia ..because of..binh. c:vm 


:~;. . . . . .' , . '.. ' . . . " i " ./
! i. 

, ;if1lll pireal .... beba'riag .~.mvsiD& birth coaaol. "; 

!': ~ 

. .: 

: ] . 

. I, : 
, . . , . 

. ... < 
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 .womea to ha~ c:ldJdrcD. Che4 why' do SO manY memJxzs afCoD,ress waattD'smtve poor 
'1 ' ,, ' 

i ' , 
I " , childz=. to c:harJcc their motbt:rs' behavior? ,
i ~ , , , 

" 

I: . &:apegoating those less wen off is BIl a,p-old tactic. poHr:Ietai,~ it Ei'iakes than , 

; loot as if dJi=y am mil wwp1ilbina sometbiDg. Iu Ieality tb& 0D11 EhiDa ~ iIlC doiug is 

': \t1zrDiDg au pnrisbimg. TIle teal key'lO wdfuI: nlmmis job ~t skin ,builcba iat. 
: ' 

I, 
: ~' ,I . , , 

It the, Seaate bill im:or:patzta te same pmilive measureS thu _ m~ Hoase 

:Penonil RefrpOJdriJUy Aa. tm safely '* for' ma1S}' poor ~ 'wilI'be dimirtaim. It is 

lID ~Ie foml ofpmiisbincnt CD eliminate ai11D ~t~ 1H;m ibm 
, 
I 

: poWIty, based soII:ly 011. 1hcir p&l'C:I:4s- bchaviar. 
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STATEMENT OFNAPALC EUCtrrIVE»lREcioR 
KARENIC.~" , 

laDe 13. 1995 

, ' 

1'hc Natitmal Asian Pacifu; Amc:riI:mLcpl ~ o.ppasea1ne we1faie 
tdOml bill paased. by1he SmtD FiDaDce Ownn.iUee for 1he,~ring irilpat:t it 
Will have em Iaw.tiIIly admitted immjsr:at cbildraL 

11Ds bill WOUld Jive stms the option olbmina IepJ ~~?tid to ' 
F'mi,na. wi1h DepPMent 0U1dra1 (AfDC). III additiOrl, the ball!J:i:s1ricts access 
for all PfOII'aIIIS authodzed 1lDdartbe SocIal SecariiY Ac:t. iDcludiDi ~caid. 
Child. Welfare Services. matemIl8Dd c:bilct Imalth saYices tilack ~ !osler 
QUV, aad adgptioD amsrance by mquiring that service Juovidas c01mt1l;le iDcoiDe 
ofthe imIJIisraats 1pOIlIOI. This d"""";,,, would efl'ecti1Jely di.sqaalify iDOsI of 
these immipnts adwould noteYCll 'bI:tcTminated whmdle ~ become 
u.s. citizens, 	 ' , 

Bc:aidc:s ~c:=atiDsaseccild clu.s ~ srcisJar Asian 
'ft..-.:a_ 'J!. --: _.a -- • ' "-w __ ~me~_-....,...W!I;'_~'L_'~~~ .rUDlliiUcaas GIIIiI \IUIaJ lDJDU. ..w,uu.1..- bee 	 of"':~l.UQ 

bill 011 immipnt cbilcln:D ~ be diau!rous. ~~dnm~ be 
, ineligible. receive.. aid.. Abused c.hi1cf=l would. DDt be aft'or~1ePl 
pIO=:ian., Poor childn:D who .. ill would be unable to rec:Cive ~uc:h~ 

,medk:al attaltioD. These cbildn:D oflDpl p:rma'DIIDt ~ au4 ~ , 
citi:z=Ds woald be denied the sa&ty Dd for which their i-mn1S ha'\ie' paid taxes. Ii 
is beyoDd \lalair; it is ov:tnI.gcoWi. 

, 	 , 

'l1IIiLc:f'are" I strarlgly 'I.1rF you to =nsider wbat is rallY11 smke • the weihe of 
A1:DeriCfis chi1drm. No ODe doubts that welfare zefbrm is necessazy. How=Yer.l 

, 'uzgc Coagress'to pzopase more fait IIIKl SCDSibIe \1'Clfiare rdiXa::Ls that Would DOt 
urtustIY bam ~ tIx..payi:ag citiatls aDd resideut$afthe1Umted States . 

NAPiLc,,s tllJtHijHojIz. ~", tI1'gtIIIfZQtit11l whos, Mi&s1D1I U to lMiwmte 

'1ZIfIlp1'Ol«t ,.,.,tIIfII t:ivIl r'Ipa tI/MltIIf p-tftt: ~0IIfL k'iJ tJjJI.IIdI8t1 

with (he bIIzn AmmQl1lupl~ tIItI1 Uset.atiQn p,."j/Jt NeW YorJ;IM 

A.IitIn Law C4M:M.r br San Fl"IZIfI':iM:o IIIIIl the biarI PacljU:~ Legal 

~oll1tNlbl:m Ctdiji:Jrni1l1n /A.J....,es. . 
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Laura Murphy Lee. Director . 

. . 

~Parrent. Shenill Cohea. (212) 944-9100. exs.424. 76~: For lurittet InfOmlatton contaCt: . Liz Symonds. (202) 61S-2311 • . . 

Apart on AbOrtion, Togetber OD Benefits for Cbnd~D.: •. 
•Congreis MUst Not OVerhaw Welfare By Gutting Civil Liberties 

S&atemeqt ofLIz Symonds, J..ecislatlve COIlDSel 
ACLtrs NatioDal Legislative Ofi'ice 

,; For IMMEOIA:n: BEI.EAS& 
.i••14, IBs 

. . ': '. . . -n.e AmericaD Civil Liberties Uaian. whieh unequivocally; Sllppons a. ~~iS. right to 
· r8pr~uctive fh=cdom. lOd&y joiDs with OW' oppcmcs1tS oa tbeai:lonioa issUe in OwosJn.8 welf1ue 
· ~ lbat would. banu dliJdrea. As aJMmbcr ofa. eoalftion oraearfy 100 reJia:iou:s. ;ciYil.risbrs 
cad wolnea's righIs oqaninrion" the ACLU oppo~ aD polic.ia 'dIU tmgi!t ~r~ 1Wf 
c:iaUc!Mn aud. tha:t UDfilirly defty then puhlic assistance. IfConpss wiShes; to reform 1he welfaR 
system, it J:DUSr rest*! the rigln:s ofwdfiIre r«:ipiezltl) piotect childn:n and ~I fiLmilies. 
Unt'bttwll:telY. mmy or the pn:Msiana of the Scmata F"muce CcnmuiUt:O bill BDd ~ 
~ on die ffoor lIazr:r this VJIIICk fail 0!l1D t1ne ~ • '. 

. . 
· . -J\mooa the possible cbild e:xcfusioa proposals ate ,RWiaions tJw would. cut off aid. tD 


· .. ~ bam to &milia aln:ady naiviDs AFDC. ADather sugesdoiL would be to: dca.y. a.S.sis1:a:aCe 

: : to chiIdn::n ~ to " single t.eeaap mather wnilsbe turDS 18. aad. to tile mqthc:r ~ -.n. Another 


· ' : would reduce ai4 fbr dJiIdnm whose par!.ftIiIy his IXlt hac established by tbe SIaI& AIId yet atJOfhe

•'ISi"g,.. also already c:omai""" ia die Houae 'biI. would bate inc:reaaa in block P,a:£or public· , : '''''rR tg IStItCS OIl an -mepilllq' ndio-- tbal is. dt.c number ofaut4'M!1dJ.oc1(birthS ill aare 

: :" plus a1zy iDcrease in the t.atal number OfabotIions" divid.ecl bY tile nwnber', ofaborUcmr.,These are 
..•MMPiailecl proposalls tbat oaly pmisb cbiIdnm fOr the bdraviar aftbcir par=u. 

'.. 
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:: '""The ACWoppcses measutIS tim waukl violII8 a wonam's nsnt to·prtvat-J by ctictating her 
: ~dec:iaioos as a wadman afn:ceivfDJ public assiStance. We Wi.." that ~measures 
~ the Dsbt to equal psotecDon by tviedna the most w1D&nblc: people in OW' ~ - such II 

I '. JepI ~ ancl iDdipnt daildren - for disparI!e Ife&trMnt We opPose mea;.uraithaz would .I· .r,utrict tim fteedDm ofmaYl:ll!l:l'd cf'poor &miles And we believe dial pfoposlls to ~ new 
::. ~ GO'IZLpUw d.rabases fbr uactdn& individuals poae I ttnat to Ibe prMGyrip ofaD• 

. PiDally. we oppose eflOrts that 1:IIn!IueD 'die richb of c:biIdte:a 11 risk fbr abuse 8:nG'neglect by 
~ fWanU proalCIitw ia child welfare S)'Itcma. . 

- . . 

:' • "tiMer the suR ofn:tbrmins M!lfaroad n:duciq ecaaoaDc depeadaDce ~ei~ ofJidal. 
may auempt· to d.rastic:aUy cut public assistaDee to poor \V'OmaJ .md ~~ the ACLU wai

I; -~ oppose eft"ons to do 10 by saipping people oftheir' fiwlamerttal risbts. ~ 
I: ' 
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. 

:, 

" 

,;:
' 

I 
! 

WE OPPOSE PROVISIONS THAT WOULD DENY lIENEPlTS iTO , 
CBILl>1lEN SIMPLY POll BEING BORN lNTO rAW.1is IIiKZl'VING' . 
WELFARE.. ' 

~ I WE oPiosE PROPOSALS THAT WOULD DENY BEl\'EITrS loR: . 
, i. i, CUU.DREN WBOSE PAT£RNl.TY HAS NaJ' BEEN omaAlLy · ' 
;, I . EsrABl,lseE[) BY THE STATE. ' ' ' 

,~ 1mOPPOSE ANY PROVISION THAT WOVLD DENY BENEf:iTs TO 
:: i TBEcnnn UNOB1JNMAR'1UEDTEENAGERS. 
" I
out principiIl alDC8nl ,rith ezcIucti:Da cllfkh.enfrom subSbreuce ~~is _ 
if ~ each of tbese provisicms will )mrt the "'umof ahe84y 'iDIpoYetisbed ' 
ftt4iJicS. 1"ears of sadal scimcc scholatship mU:a it clear that peqJk! ~ " 
~ decisi0D5 for compJcs aad varied. reasons. The prOmise of a tiDy 

,~neota1 gain iD we1f.aIe 'beDdits is DOt an ~ to have ,ditidtmaJ chi1&ira.. 
~va1ues v.:m DOt be ad.8QCCd by makina it mote difficult:for PlOt ~ to 
~ for'tbcii cbiJdam am _3IpI from poverty., /urJ shott-teml ~~s '&lined 
bf ~ins dWdmlliVID JeCCtriDs subBimmce beDefifs wiD. be ~by:tiIt loDa
..~ costs oftbrir ~ aDd me further ~oQ of falpilies already
m6m.. ' 

i 
WI': Cj ttrg¢ JOIl tG oppaIIa tbcse SDIi-dWd. and-family ~. 

" 1 " ' 
'r , _, , 
,I, I " . . ! 

~ c:a.tiJlt.IrIIIa .DInV tfNO'II£IItllDtI/'IIuc II11II mt,~FIIifiI.'. (Zl2J 9zs..6ss. LIz 
'~ AaJ/.(Jf(2D2) 61S-aJ1 if'1fllllarNl ....,., tJT1IMIltiltft '~ .' 

I I • • 

~ : 

,:; :. 

I ' 
, I 
, I 
!; I 

: I i 
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t.AucH~'...........-.
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I; 
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, , ' 


• I: 	

Uti Statts ~matt 
~DCaos1o.aaoS 

May 18. ,1995 
, 	 ' 

, , 

!, ~IHanor.abl~ BOb PackwocXl, ' 
, . 


',' ~iria.aD., Sell&t.e. Ficance CoaImittee 

.f:' ~ted St.a~es Senate 

i ; f'asp.i~OD., DC 20510 


be~~ 	,Dol);' 
: ' 

l; , 

AS Senator Faircloth cliBC:U•••ct wieh you laat "bur~day, we 
~trpnglY recommend that the welfAre reform bill to be~~e4 up 

,i. rn ~be Finance, COmmittee include the foll9"ingfour p%'(7Visions: 

:ll.. 	 Reatrictions on tbeuse of faderal fuM. for;. c:a.h 
benefits to young 1:Uwed. IIDthers (~. w:ad~ !the age of 
21, 'or at a minimum the age of 18);: ;' ... . 

1 2) 'A fail11y cap restric:tingtbe Wle of federal ~unds, to ,
I' provide added benefit-II for mother. Oft welfaz:e who hav. 

aOditional ehildreu; 
!i 

'3) , . GraDt a4ju.traenta based on an 1l1egiti.aey rl,at:io as· 
provided in the, House bill; " ' 

, 
" , 

"Ill 	 The wOrk requ.j.rementB as pnwidec. 1,11 tM ~•• bill 
(tbeaaraquirementa have already be.n accepe~4 b¥ GoVS. 

" 

weld. BZ1g1eranQ ThompsOC); 	 . , 
: 

, Ii 
i . ire are ve%'y c:c:m.cernAd that if the Finance COI)mittee does not:''. lad<!ress t:he underlying root c:au.a of tlrelfaredepe.rid.eney. : 

" 
" 

jil~e:g-itimac:y~ chat. a:t:lyattempt at welfate refozom vill ifail. 
iMoteovar, i.t 11 our st.:roDg' :belief that the only way to • :.. . 
!ef~.ct.ivelY ~urb the alarminV rise in oue of ve<ll~ tlireu' i .. to 

;. 	 iAstric:t:. the, u.ile of federal funa. for cash. beD.fi~8 td .~ . 
iU'Dw.d matbers. Individual .c.ates 1IIOulci remaln f~e t~:ue. their 
iOWD ita!;e fl.l.r1ds' to provide cash benefits eo unwed }lIIOt~$rs :if they

i 	 ·lso :d.es1red .. however, the use of federal funds woulCl be 

lprOhibitec!. .
" i' 	 , ' ,

I, : , 

" 
I" 	 i '. For.. the' past 30 years the fecJual, g'overnmeAt ,baa :•••14:1z.4 

;&!ld, thusp%'OlDOt.ed. ••If.destruct1ve behavior like .111eg.ttbaa~ and 
lfB1D11y disintegrat.ion. ccft.equently,· the ~t-of;"Wedldc'k birth. 
i%'.~e ill the ac.ited Stat•• haa climbed from " in 1965 ·t.o 10\, in 

" :1994. .At i.ts c:u.n:ent rate of growth. tbe o\lt-of-wcUO,Ck birtb 
irat,e Vl.ll reacb 50t by the )"aU 2015, a t.:uly fZ'~9J:U:..Ii1n9' 
ipz'QflPect. • 

" i 

. : ... 	 ;.' 

http:thusp%'OlDOt.ed
http:i)~WI:.UJ
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:;' Page Two ., 
':. ~Y~'18,'l.'~5 

, 

j ; : 

i ' , 


l' If .the Finanee COriuI.U:tee ch008ee to 'ig'fU3re t:.~ u~geQt i!is\1c 
~f ~11e91t;i~cy, rather than act. dec:J.sively to ;c~ven~c:urrent 
treDda~ the moat significant welfare reform cpportunity yet will 

;:: lkt.quan&lred. . . " ." .: :;,' , 

!; l' : Finally. _ ~t to ~ke it very cl:ear tba:tift~~ Pinance
!': ct.~tte. hill doe.. not adc:lress tbe four provialO1i:s o~~liDed. 
':. aboVe we will have DO choice but t.o oppose the bill i.%lithe lu.ll 
:." Senate. 
'~ , ,i: 


I 

" , 

Sincerely. 

,. 
I. 
:: ' 

, , 
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.Statem~nt by.:'FEMINISTS FOR LIFE· 
serrin M. FosterOF AMERICA . ~ecuti~e DJrec:tor 

1 ,For Immediate Jrfe/eIl$I) 	 June 14, 1995 ' 

PRO..UFE FEMrI"'STS REACT TO THREATENEO AMENDMENTS TD SENATE 
WELFARE REFORM 

When President Clinton included an option to withhold benefits frpm children 
born to women already on welfare in hls Work and 'ResponSiblllty :Act last ' 
spring, neaddad one more' reason to a long list that women have: abortions as 
.Iast resort. rather than a free choice. . . . , 


~ . ' 


The Repubilcan~8 Personal Responsibility Act went evenfur:ther,:denying 
" . benefits to children of teen moma~ at those children whoSe'patemlty:has yet 
I.. to be established. 
j, . 

I. 
, l'I , 	 , U.nfortunately, th~ unintended effect of a few of these ·mfiasurea may be t() 

1 ellmm8te the child. The House passed legislation that was :ameaided :to 
reward states finaneialty for reciucingttle n~ber of illegitimate citlldren~ eYen' 

.. in circumstonce.s where abortion increases. . .' 
1 

f' ' 

Now it is ImpOrtant to note that Feministafor Ute Is not o~ed :to welfare i reform. We support efforts to toot out fraud and abuse, child support by non- . I 

custodial parents, and require work by those who are able. . 


" 

Instead the, debate has centered around mothers, who already h~ve Ii 
d_sproportionate share of the responsibility. The governmeht ;n1;e~dS to 
punlsh these mothers by wfthhotding benefits. . 

:' . .; 	 Somewhere along the line we have forgotten that ttlis debate is (ri:l.anY over the ' . 
'; . 

ch,7d, not the mother, who is losing out on benefits. 'It ,is the child. tnrough 
no fault .of her own, who will go without . 

.. For US it isa'so aboUt the chikt who may not be born ataU~. 	 . . 

:' :. 	 On May 16; New Jet$evwelfar~ officialS announced what 'Feminists'forLtte 
I .. . had fear8d: The abOrtion rate ned Increased by 3.e% since the it.mlly cap 

" 
., Was implemented in 1993. The increase of abortIons ""era minhnlzed In press 

statements by New Jersey officials. . 	 . 
, " 	 ' i 

It is no surprise that mthe state of New Jersey. where.ihe:govemors8ts 
aside an entire day to celebrate, a women's so-called right to abOrt h~child. 
where'abortion. are free to poor women, but a born chicl f$ abandoMCS by the 
govemmen~ ttl8t the lOSs of an addidonal 31.3 children is' ~ed ' ' 

:: : .' . insignificant. .... .;~ . . . . .': .' ," 
•f· 

c' •• '.:~" •• j ..: .... '.:.;'::,,::, ':::'," .. <;'.'::.:. ····PROWOMAH:·.:··PRO: liFE:" . 

,. 
 . . 	 '. 

" , , 

73~151h sbMc. Nw, w.e noo. ~DC2fJGOS ~.~ C202)I.:J#.,rrlJO< 

" ',' '. .:... 

:.. ,~: .~"'; ': "", 
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, It Is even more astounding that pro-life senator. who pro~e. to, deny benefitsto chitdren simply due to the circumstances of their blrth,,' have not learned 
atlything from the experiment on children In New Jef'$eY. 

We can do better than this. 

We need'sound! publicpOJicy which encourageS work by those who are 'able. ' 

effective teen pregnancy prevention programs and strong Mforeement, of child 

~ppon. orders, not flaw8d incentives thaI come at tho expense of children. 


When pro-lifers and'pro-chOicers, cMI libertarians and religious orga"fzatiOris ' 

pUt aside dlffenmces to find real solutions for the betterment of our children, 

we can only hope that those en Capitol Hill will do the same. 


1## 

0, 

, ' 

': : 

.; -.' '. '; : ' 

EsrtflbDshtNI in 1~72, Femlnist:s tor £Ns is B n(m-,sect.rlan, /if.as.s-roots , 

o(gtln/zJltJon tlMt seeks true equaHty for all hutrNln beingS, pilTlicultJt'IY: .vomen 

lind clJlliJren. FemlnilJts 1000LIIe opPDBtJ$ .H for1ns of ~,'inc.iudi~ti ' , 

alJ:ot1ion, tJUthsnasis.net capital punishment' lIS they IITlI ifll;Onsi:ltent· with the 

c4m fllmlnl:;tpritlcip/fls ofjustice, non-violence, and no~tJdn.; Out' 

efforts focus on edut:lttion, adVOCl!lt:y, and hM:illtBtIon of pnicflc.lIi TBSDUn:I1S 

frJr WOIIJIN'J. in need. 


:' ,,' 

" .' ,
",t 

.' : 
. ,', : ~,' . l " 

".1 ••:: 
"l "1\, ~' . 

http:tJUthsnasis.net
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REUGIOUSACTION I!tENTER 

I· , OF REFORM JUDAISM 

'.f) _~\\~vr-
\tJ'IV c)-{} 

I , 

" 

, ' 

. To; Rahm Emanuel 

From': David Saperstidn 


I 

11It! ReIJglMitlAt:fian Oil/ref From. several sources, at, the' same time~ ,there is a: stro~ desire fa;; a 
/Wtt;uai;~~md 

, mIlgliMlfi1Jetffby meeting of prominent: religi.ous leaders'rltlJ. the President to discus!;; 
mob8itingII» I't/MtRn the i.ss~of welfare reform. There ar~ two focuses to the religious'Jerr&.rt r:ommr.mJtytJtJd 


III!!rtiltg as its; «i~/!It:llt:e commUnities' concerils: 'thefi:t:st is the moral issues underlying the 

/tI1/te nztFan!~upul 

chaogesbeing considered and the second is ,the enor.mousimpact these 
N27MIISSICItuRitis".!tV.,. NW changes will have' on the soc~alserrlcEb delivery network of the • " ~1II4,.D(!:2Qf135 

· I (ZD2J3Il1-281J(J' religious community - - the nation' s l~gest and. arguably, most 
F~ {:lC121 6&1oStmT effective social service p:t'oViders.·: ' 

flJibbillwid $~ 

CJite<:fDrtmdC_1 


I have no idea what number .of people wdu1d bE!. 'most app'ropriate. and am 
RlbbiLFU'" fAn4sbrJ:y 

~O"""l"~ 	 enclosing. a tentative list cOlllprised of the heads of, theCatho'lic 
church, the 'NCC :r:etated denomina.tions, :the Ra:pt:tst: contlllu.ni ty. the·~if /..J1ArShlen&/tt.. 

. ~ft;Q11 	 In·NationalCongiess of Black ch!.ll:'ches the: Jewis,h conmrunity + . 

~mmlukm'oIt5ac:i1ltt4lt:liM 
tJ(&rQtmJttd4m 	 a.ddition, included a:t:e the heads of keY, social service deli"lrery 

agencies in the :t'e1ig1ous'communities ~d some key clergy who run
lW.!l>iEiia YoN'"" 

D ...... tDr superb local service proj~cts right out, of their churches and . 
~1I'''''S~/kfiDn 

IIfflcfamr JlltJfJi1m 	 synagogues. I have indicated,the key p~ople to invit:eif you are in 
the 20 person delegationrange~ 

I 

, The &I/lgiou$Actian ~l1l11:f ',two ,c.aveats; First', t;he enclosed is a 
" 

tentacive, list, that will needkrm4ertlit: IIItISphIo of 
tlit:CD~""SDd#I to be ref;tned~·I ha.....e addresses and phone numbers fot al:ni.ost all of 
~afRlfomlJudllkm. 

Itjalnt /luzt1IIIItt:,IWJty01 . them if this' gets far enough that you 1l:~edt:heJJl... Second, while the;re 
the CiuJtnIICcn/i:n:nu (If is significant: interest in taking adva:n~age of every opp.or'tunity to 
~ iUMJislllld 

fJI: (llliM '"AmRri:=an raise the profound moral issues that unde:t'lie our nation*s policy 
HebnJ",~mr;.uo,", 

with Iu /Iffi11IJt= choicE!.S in'che social wel~are arena, I ~ant to emphasi~e that the 
·Amer"''''' Canfeft<""" :t:eligiow: leaders.do not want thiscast:in a partisan po1it:i.cal:.

! o/(;MIra"" 
A#/!It:iIlrian of~r"fm contexe. ! hope we can find an appropriate way to obviate that 


Zkilti#'& ofAnwriU. 

·NlIfiol/llli\JU:tiCi/lt1on 0; concern. 

T..mpli? NfIltirtis;tnl101l, 
HIdloiwl~1on or 

r'i1¥1ple EdUClROf'I.. 
N6t}CMfi'e<fl!lfltitHl (If 

rfl.mpJti' BfDf1:rt<tt»otIi, , 
_:OmlFtt<I,,,,stlon Df 

r"rOp» ~e/"'ads. . 

Nt>ntt ".";"rlcllO h<I",I1t;"n 


:"{Y",,,,pR r .... 'h 


http:leaders.do
http:HebnJ",~mr;.uo
http:contlllu.ni
http:Jerr&.rt
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!, ' 

LIST OF INVJ:T!S ,, 
. . " !* Ineiicates my suggestion for cief1,l1ite invitee. iThere are a.bout 27 ~ , 

, ~? Indicates, ~ suggestion. for invitee i£'posSibl~. About 10. . 
~ou need to f1gure that a number will not be able to COme on short notice. 
! ",' , : 'I' ' ' 
,This is a good mix of, socia.l'seryice px-ovidex-s :nat'ional and local with the 
heads of representative cienominations; strong mid,ority representation. 

,There are a couple more I need to check out/e.g. :Salvation Army. " " 
!ifuile I think there is' a strong :representation of the historically Black 
;churches you might want to che,ck with Ben Johnsort at the liaison office to 'see 
,:i£ I've hit the politics cox-x-ect. Don't forget tb1at'several of them are 
lincluded' in the Nee list and in local providers., " ' 
There a.re one ,or t:wo difficUlt: political judgemen;t calls we need 'to' discuss + 

'I've played i~ safe but we should talk about ,it. I 
!~ 

Bapt:ist 	 i' , 
'/ 

The Reverend Dr. Cecil SherIllan ' 

Co~rdiriator, Cooperative Baptist Fellowship 

(Talk to me,: if: we get to the largex- list) ,
,t " 

'The Reverend Dx-", Bob Ricker, 

President,'Baptist General Conference 


*The Reverenei Dr .. Richard Ice 

, President. American BaptUit H~uses .of the 'iJe,st l(chicago) 


,, , 

i' '*The Reverend Dr. Kenneth Hall 'I 

Presi~nt. Buckner Benevolenci,es' (Dallas) 


,Catholic 

Laurie 'Baretto
, I Director of Gove~ent Rela~ions 


Ca.tholicCha.rities,Ch~cago 


'lJohn'C~ 	 I 

"Secretary. Department of. Socia.1Development and Yorld Pe~ce 
U.S. Catholic Conference 
(202) 541-3180 /, 	 / 

Sharon Da.ly , I., 
.	Deputy to the President for ,Social Policy 

Ca.tholic Charities USA 

(703) 549-1390X39, 

/. 

*'rh~,Reverend'Fred Kammer; SJ 

President, Catholic Charities PSA 

(703) 549-1390 :&25 ' 

i 

*Cardin:iJ. William Keeler, Archb.ishop of Balt:i.mo~e 
,, 
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\. 

I· 

Chair. National Council of Catholic Bi~hops 
",'

(202) 54l-310Q, 

*Bishop John H. Rieard;S.S.J. 

Chab:, Domestic,Policy COIJl'!Uit:t:ee ", 


U. S..Catholie .Conference ' ' 

Auxiliary Bishop • Ba.ltimoI:8 

(410) 547-5452 


. (f) (410) 727-5432 


<Evangelical Community ! ' 

" ; . " ." 

Larry Jones' i 


President, Fe~d the Children 

*Dr. Don Argue , ''. ' 

Presideut"Natio~al Association of' E~~elical~ 

Box 28 ' , . '. ! 


lfheaton. IL 60189 " ! 


(708) 665-0500 , ! 
f)708-665~8575 1 

! " 
' 

*Tb.e Rev. George ~arsha.ll . 

President, Pentacoscals 


i 
,Historically Black Qhurches (s,?me c.ove:t:'edunder 'NGC) 

, .. I 
*Bishop, Roy L.R. Winbush, 

Chair, congress of Nat:io~l Black Churches i 


" . , ,. ! 
11'he Reve:reIld Dr. H. Michael Lemmons 

Executive Dir'ect:or . , 

Congress of Nat:iona~ Black Churches 

(202) 371-1091 ' 

*The Rev. J.' Alfred' Smith 

(fonnerPresident, .PI:ogressive Baptist. runs've'-FY lru:ge' ,i~er city program) 

2nd Baptist Church. Oakla:nd. Cal. ' :,' 

[Check,.with· Ben Johnso~ at the Yhl.te, House, Lia,i~on office] 


, " " ,I . ' 

Jewish 

American Jewish Committee' 

Alfred H. }loses, President 

(212) 751-4000 

American Jewish Congress, , 
" .Robert: K. Lifton. president'. ' 

" 


Hark Pelavin, ~ashingt:on Representative 

(212) 879-4500 ' 

DG: (202) 332~400l 


" , 

http:arsha.ll
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, I 

.... , 

·1 . i
Ant1;..Defamat1on League ofB'nai B'r~t:h I · I . ·1Metvin Saiberi; ~at1ona.1. ~ 

· ,. I . 

David Friedman, Diract~rt Wash1i1gt.on, D . C.' (jf~ice 
. . I .

(212) 490-2525. ~. ' i 

. DC: (202) 452-:8.310 


B'nai ,B'r1th . i 


Kent·E. Schiner, President 
, ' 


~ (202). 857";6600 


I . Council of Jewish Federations 

*M.aynard Wishner. ,President· 

?,Mat'tyRraar • Exec.. V. P •. 

(212) 598·3~62 

i 

Diana. AViv, D·irector. CJF Washington Action Office 

·DC: (202) 785-59.00 

. 

! 
I 


,
; , 

: *Dr. Lucy Steinit:z . 

D.irector, 'Jewish:FamilyService of ~altimore" I 

410-:235-9006 .


l, 

! 

I Jewish·Labor Co~ttee 

, I Lenore Miller., President . " ..(212) 477-070.7 .... 
. , 


Jewish Wa.r Vetera.:nsofthe. U.S~A. '. i " 

. ! Warren S. Dolny. National· Comm.andet' 

· I (292) 265-6280 

National Co~cil·ofJewish Women 
!Susan' Kat:z. President. 


!. {2l2>. 645·4048 

i 

I 

*Lytln Lyss .' . . .. 1 . . 
. Chair. National Jewish 'Community Rela:tions Adv:;sory Council (NJCRAC) . 
(314)'725-3799. ' . 
f (314) 725-3899 :. 
?Larry Rubin' .' i 
Exec. V.Pre.sident, (NJCRAC) ' . 

. (212) 684-6.950. 

. i'Hadsssah . 
Deborah Kaplan. Preside!1-t, 
(212) 355-7900 " 

UniOn of American Hebrew Congregations 

*Rabbi Alexander Schindler. Presiden~ . , 

(212)249,~0100 . i 


· i , 
'Religious 'ActiOn Cencer of Reform Judaism 


. *R.abbi David Sapers~ein. Director 

(202)387-2800 


http:785-59.00
http:Wash1i1gt.on
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Union of Or~odox. Je.wbh COllgregatio~·of.AmeJica 

*Dr. Gra:nchrow Mandell, PresIdent ! 

(212) 563 -4000 . I 

United Synagogue of Conserva.tive ·Judaism. 

*Alan Ades. President/Cha~rman of the .Bo~d .. I 


1 

W~mell's League for Conservative judaism 

Audrey Cieak, President' . 

(212)628~1600 

. ! 
Women's American ORT, Tnc. i 


,President, Sandra I senstein i 
i 


.(212) '505- 7700 


'. " , ,I
i 

·National Council'of the ChurcheS of Christ !a the j~ (Nee) 
,, 

, *Bishop Melvin Talbert. 
I ' Preside:n-c-El'ect, Nee v, 
, '(also trniter1Kethodist Church) 

(916) 374-1510 

" *R.everend Dr" 'Joan Brown Campbell 
I . General Secretary' 

· ,i NeC 
. (212) 870-214~, 

James A. Hamilt.on' · ,I 
Yashington Of~ice, Nec 

(20,2)' 544-2350 


?~ Cooper, . 

Washington Office, NCC ' 

(202) 544-23Sq 

, , 

Ame:dcan Methodist Episcopa.l·' Church 

*Bishop JObn Bry.mt 


'president, Bishops Council: 


i 
Bishop H. Hartford Brookins 
(310) 472-'7122 

African Methodist. Episcopal 'Zio'll: Church 

!, :Bishop Reuben Speaks 


(704) 637-6018 ' 

American kpt.:):.st Churches in the U.S.A 

*The Rev., Dr. Daniel E. ,Weiss ' 

(610) 768-2274 

http:kpt.:):.st
http:Hamilt.on
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'Antiochian Orthodox Cbrbttan ArChdiocese 
The I(ost Jie.verend Ketropoli.t,an. Philip Saliba 
(201) 871-1355 . 

, 'Chrbtian Church (Disciples, of Ch:rist) 

The Reverend Dr. Richard Hamm. 

(317) 6~5~33l(j 

Christian Methodist Episcopal ChuiCh 

I, *Bishop Nathaniel 'Linsey 


,'(!i13) 861';0655 


Church of 'the Bretheren, 

The Reverend Dr. Donald,E_ Miller 

\108) 742":'5100 


, i 

, Coptic O;r;::th~dox Ch:urch, in North America 
Reverend Father Yacob Ghaly 
(914) 356-5257' , 

.. '" , i 

Diocese of the ArIIlenian Church 'of America. 

Archbishop Kbajag Barsamian 


: (212) 686-0710 ' 
,. ' 

The Episcopal Church 

I' *The Right Reverend Edmond L. Browning 

, ,(212) 867-8400 ' 


, I 

Evangelica.lLut:heran Church in America .,' 

*Tb.e Reverend Dr. Herbert '\i. Ch11strom "", 

(312)380-,2605 , , ' 


I 

*2 other, service provi,ders~' lwi1-1have to se¥ 1a.ter. ' 

Friends United Keeting , 

J ohan Ma:urer 


, (317), 962'-7573 

:.) , 

"J~#eek Orthodo,.. Archdiocese of North and 'South Ainerica 
"~e ,Most Reverend Archbishop Iakovos" 
':(212) 570-3500'".,' ..~'; 

~~ ~ ,:'- . I 
, " , Hungarian Reformed Church in Americ<i!

I 

The'Right Reverend Alexander Forro 
(914) 454-2560, "," 

: " Intern~tiona1 ,Counc:i.l of COlIlIlIl:m1t::y churc.p.es
-" The .Revereud. Dr. Jeffrey Newhall . 

:. (708)47.9-8400 i' 
, /' 

."Korean Presbyteri.;tn Church in Ameri.ca 
Revet'end J olm. T. 'Woo i 

,(908) 591~2111 
,! 

. i 

I " 

http:Ameri.ca
http:churc.p.es
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'Mora:vt~Ch~ch in America 

The Re~~~end Dr. Gordon L. So~ers' 

(610) ::}lo:65-:3137

';t'·i :.':.:' 

Nati.ona,'r:Bapti.st Convention of America . , 
'The R.e~rend Dr. ,E. Edward Jones 
(318)~1-~629' . . . . 

'."'.' 

!N~tio~1' ~aptist Con,!ention, .USA:.' Lnc.. 

*TheR~~iererid Dr. Hen~ Lyons ..' 

(813) 	3;~;3-5410 


.. ;'~~~.'~:~~': '..- ~ ..' 

: .. The Ortl.(oCiox church iI'. America 

! 	 The Mos;~~i~Rev-erend M'",cropolican '!heodosius 


.(516) .9,~i-0550 

, '., .:..-: ~~ . 


.':" 

:: 	. Patria:dihal Parishes Russian Orthodox Churc.hi 
, ,

',: Bishop .~:~UJ. I 

.. ,,> (21~):~~9,-1915 


. ,',',.':' ,.' 

'/'" 
• 1 

'Fhila~e;'lphl.a YearlyMe~ting/Rel.igio~,. SociecY of
i 

Friends 

Nancy'M±~leton . 


" ::./ , ('21S) .' 241-7210 . 	
i 

i/1 ....,'.. 
. PoLl.shN~tiona.l Catholic C1lurch of Am.erica 

Th~ Mo~t'Revererid John S. Swantek 

ci17) .~.46-9131
.' .,,;. , 

.. ~':.:J:!~>;.':'.. .,. ." /11
" I) 

, I 
1 i , Pr.esbY~~:i.taJl Church (USA),

. ! 
. *Th.e':'Ridverend James E. Andrews . 


.\ 
(502)~?iJ,69-5360 . ' 


'\" .... 

proJe.:.:··~·s~.·~e· National Bapt.ist Convention, Inc.
! ' ,

The. RE;y~rend Dr. Bennett Y. Smirll· 

(716r.;~S2-4504 . 

. '. ;;.';, . 

, . 	 '.;(:. " '.'. 

Reform~d ChUrch in America 

Th~ Re!eren~ Yesley Granberg-Michaelson 

(212) 	~70-2841 . 

I 	 , 

Serbia4 orthodox Church' in the. USA and Cana.~ ! 
I 


· I The Right Reverend Bishop Christopher' 

(708) 	 367-0698 .! 

I 

· i 	
I 

The Swe.denborgian Church.' 

I The' Reverend Edwin Capon 

1.'(617). 969-4240 


.j 

t 	 Syrian Orthodox ChUrch of Antioch 

Archbishop Mar Athanasik y -' . Samuel 

••1 


(201) 	 778-0638 

UkranianOrthodoxChurch in America 

The Most Rev-erand Bishop Vsevolod 


http:Churc.hi
http:Nati.ona,'r:Bapti.st
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(718):297~2407 

, ' , TheUhited Church of C.brist .:. 
" 
l' *Th.e ,'i:{everend Dr. laul Sherry 


(216)"736-2101 

, ' 	 ", 

i 	 'The tiriited. Hethodist Chtirch 
..' 


*Bbhop .J. Woodrow Beun 

;Presi~nt:. Council of Bishops, 

, ,

(713) 528-:6881 , ,,',. 

,*Dr. 'C~t:hie Lyons ' 

Associate General,secrecary 

Health and Velfare,l?rogram Department 

(212)870.:.3871 


j. 

Check out Salvation Army , . 

i'
I , 'I 

t I' 
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 Welfare Reform 


'Intedaith Impact Foundation 

Conference Call 


, 

I' 
DATE: Wednesday, April 19, 1995 

:TOPIC: , Welfare Reform 

:MODERATOR: Flo McAfee 
; 

,,TIME'. 11:00 am~11:40 am (EDT) 

! 
I 


. I 


jAgenda 

.11:00-11;05 am I. Welcome/Introductions ............... Flo McAfee 
, . 
Associate Director 
Office of Public liaison 

11:05-11:20 am ,II. Overview 'of Welfare Refonn.... Bruce Reed 
Deputy Assistant to the President 
for Domestic Policy 

, 11:20·11:30 am 'III. Questions' and Answers .. 

" , 

; 11:30-11:40 am IV. Activity Updates ..... ~..................~Pam.cipants 


, ,I 
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WELFARE REFORM CONFERENCE CALL 
, l IMPACT INTERFAITH CONFIRMATIONS 

, 

, i TOPIC: Welfare Reform 
BRIEFER: Bruce Reed 

': DATE: Wednesday, April 19 
; TIME: 11:00 am - 11:45 am 
i,CONFERENCE
i CALL CODES:, '(202) 456·6755 or 6766 or 6777 code: 0055 
I 

I 
I 

/;
I 
I, 
I 

, 
" 

vi:

I 

/ 
I 

, 
,./ 

, 
,t 

" 

I 

NAME/TITLE 
ORGANIZATION 
ADDRESS 

TELEPHONE 
FAX CODE'll 

Bruce Reed White House 
Briefer =-..-- .

456.6755 
code: 0055 

'Kim Bobo (1(~ , 
Interfaith Impact ~ 
1449 W. Fargo, #3 
Chicago. IL 80626/ 

~:312.274.5875 , 
) :312-262-6602 

456-8755 
code: 00,55 ' 

Rev. Carol Worthing illinois Impactl 
Illinois Council of 
Churches 
Springfield,IL 

-, 

T:217 -544 ..3423 
F :217-544·9307 

456..6755 
code: 0055 

Sue Thornton Texas Impact 
Austin, TX , 

T:512·472-3903 
F:612..477-8934 

456-6755 
code: 0055 

Scott Anderson California Impact 
Sacramento, CA ' 

T:916442·5447 
F:916·442·3036 

458·6755 
code: 0055 

Helyne Meshar Jewish Public Affairs 
California Impact 
Sacramento, CA 

T:916·442·3520 
F:916·442·3036 

456·6755 
code: 0055 

Dr. DennIs Swearngin Missouri Impact, 
Columbia, MO 

T:314-442-0036 
No Fax 

456·6755 
Code: 0055 

Flo McAfee White House 466.2930 466-6766 
Code: 0055 

Judy Hoffman 

( 
-------. ~ ,Eeumen'ICiI ,\ 

Ministries of Iowa 
Des Moines. IA 

T:515·292·2660 456·6766 
Code: 0055 

Ed Bloch 
( ~N~~Albany. NY l):- ' 

T:518-436-9319 
F:518.427 -6705 

456-.6766 
Code: 0055 

Rev. Amos Brown Missou~i Impact 
Kansas City. MO 

T:816-421-5527, 
' F:816-421-0013 

456-6766 
Code: 0055 
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Joan Diefenbach New Jersey Impact 
Trenton, NJ 

T:609-396-1057 
F:609-396-7646 

} Thomas Smith '.Dir. of Public Policy 
Ohio Council of 
Churches 

T:614-S85-9590 
F:614-8e5-6097 

) Tony.Lee Washington CounCil, of . 
Churches ; 

S~attle. WA 

Rev. Jim Bell Impact Interfaith 
Executive Director 
Washington. DC 

T:202·543.2800 

Rev., Jim Munson 

Ellen Lowe 

Lutheran Social . .' T:3,16..eS6-6645 
. Services F:316-686-0453 
Wichita, 'K~ .==-

&:egO;Impact l' T:503·225-7007 
. Salemi OR tJ..J~~ . F:503-371-9540 

Ben Baldus 

Rev. Patricia McClurg 
~ 

) 

Rev. Jim Miller 

Rev. Paul Gehris 

Michigan Impact 

Lansing, MI 
 .. 

Christian Council of T:302-366·0595 
Delaware F:302-366-0714 
Wilmington, Delaware 


Rhode Island Council 
 T:401-253-1245 
of Churches F:401-331-30aO 
Providence, RI 


Pennsylvania Impact 
 T:717-545-4761 
Harrisburg, PA F:717-545-4765 

456-6766 
·Code: 0055 

456-6766 
Code: 0055 

456-6766 
Code: 0055 

456-6777 
Code: 0055 

456-6777 
Code: 0055 

456-6777 
· Code: 0055 

456-6777 
Code: 0055 

456-6777 
Code: 0055 

·456·6777 . 
Code: 0055 

456-6777 
Code: 0055 
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The Washington Office of the Episcopal Church 
i 
I 

110 Maryland Avenue, NE, Suite 309, Washington, DC 20002 ·1 
. (202) 547-7300 (800) 228-0515 	 Ii 

i IApril 19, 1995 

IDear Bruce, 

ITo follow up on the April 11 conference call, I I 

would like to share our office's recent activities regarding 
I 

I
'j. 
.j 	

welfare reform: Last week, we sent the enclosed policy Ii alert to our grassroots Episcopal Public Policy Network. I 	 i 
t. also sent a letter and the Church's resolution to each i 

Episcopal member of Congress. I 
I .. 	 I 

I1 '. 
. '1 	

In addition, we have developed advocacy materials 1 

to train and encourage our network of 200 community 1 

based service providers' to visit their members of Congress I 
.. arid di'scuss welfare reform. One staff member is 

conducting advocacy. seminars for the service providers in Ikey congressional districts. 

I hope you find this information interesting. If I can 
be of any assistance, please do not hesitate to call. 

I 
I 

The Presiding Bishop'S Director 
of Government Relations 

-. 

I . 
' .. " 
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The ~piscopat Church Public Policy Network 

~~{~licy Alert 
.• , _ ... r..t ,"" 110 Maryland Avenue. NE. Suite 309, Washington .. D.C. 20002· 

~.<' ,",' ......jt..:. 
1-800-228-0515. (202) 547-7300, FAX (202) 547-4457 

'. .• # 

April 4, 1995 

Welfare Reform . 
i 

VIelfare refonn will have a profound effect on the Episcopal Church and all those who 
provide or receive welfare assistance. 

Some in Congress are calling the churches'a great "untapped resource in the welfare 
refonn debate." Some would dismantle the federal safety net and expect the churcbes to 
i

t.ake over. 

~et Congress know that the churches are already doing their share, usually with very 
small budgets. Only by working t~gether can churches and government tackle poverty: 
We cannot do it alone! 

f 

The Personal RespOlisibility Act of 1995 recently passed the House. This,legislation 
}vould be extremely hannful to poor children, teen mothers, and legal immigrants. It 
would not provide recipients with the tools they need to gain self-sufficiency. It also sets. 
the stage for a hannful competition among States to provide the least benefits. The 
Senate is working on its own version ofwelfare refonn .. 
I 

I 


I 


:Urge your Senators and Senators Kassebaum, Packwood, Chafee, and Moynihan (names 
.	~nd address on back) to oppose the House-passed Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 
and work toward a welfare system that lifts people out ofpoverty, not simply off of 
welfare rolls. 

;The Church's Executive Council Resolution on welfare refonn is enclosed. 

, . 
, 
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UNITED STATES SENATE 


. ''.';.y''j 

, r 

Washington. D.C. 20510 

104th CONGRESS 
: ." 

. SUITE AND TELEPHONE LIST 
Copies Available in Sergeant at Anns Office. 5-J21. U.S. Capitol 

INFORMATION 
From OulSide Dial: 

.. Sen:ue-224-3121 

.. House-225-3121 
From Inside Dial: 

.. 0 for CapiIDI Oper:1IDr 
, Assistance 
.. 9 for an Ourside Line , 

", "I 

Senator I Suite I PhoneI Suite I Phone,::Senatqr 
• I, 

, , 

(D-Se) SR-l25 4-6121, HOLLINGS. Ernest F. ,Vice President '.'. ,. (R-TX) 4-5922HUTCHISON. Kay Bailey SH-i034-2414GORE, AV' 
,>,;. (R-OK) 4-4721SR·453INl-iOFE. James M.4-4822(R-Mn SO·B40-4ABRAHAM, Spencer 4-3934SH-i22(O-HnINOUYE. Daniel K.4-6361(O-Hn SH-nOAKAKA, p~e1 K. (R.V1) 4-5141SH-513JEFFORDS. James M4-6154'(R-MO) SH·705ASHCROFT; John (D.LA) 4-582~JOI-mSTON. J. Bennet[ SH·1364-2651(D-Mn SH·511BAUCUS.' Max 
, , I 4-4774(R·KS) SR·302KASSEBAUM. Nancy Landon ,(R·UT) ' SO-241 4-5444BE.l'.fNETI;: ~obert F. (R.m) ~-6142S0-367KEMPTIIORNE. Dirk 4·5042 

KENNEDY. Edward M
(D·DE) SR·221BIDEN. Jr.; Joseph R. 

4-4543(D·MA) SR·3154-5521 
KERREY. J. Robert

(D·Nl-;O SH·UOBINGAMAN. 'Jeff 
4-6551(O-NE) SH·303(R.MO) 4·5721SR·293BOND. Christopher S. 
4-2742KERRY, John F. ' (D·MA) SR·4214·3553 

KOHL. Herb 
(D-CA) SH·112BOXER, B'arbara 

(D.WI) 4-5653SH·3304-3224(D-N1) SH·731BRADLEY.': .~il1 
(R.AZ) 4-4521SR-363KYL, Jon 4-4623 

LAlJTENBERG. Frank R. 
(D-LA) SH·516BREAUX;;']ohn B. 

4-4744(O·N1) SH·5064-5941(R-CO)' SH·716BROWN•.:Ha4k ' 
4-4242LEAHY. Patrick 1. . (0·V1) SR··m4-6244 

LEVIN. Carl 
(D·NV) SR·364BRY AN, Richard H. 

4-6221SR·459(O·Mn4-4843 
LIEBERMAN. Joseph 1. 

(D·AR) SO-229BUMPERS•. Dale 
4-4041SH·316(D·cn4·264-t 

LOTT. Trent 
SO·183(R·MnBURNS, Conrad 

4-6253SR·487(R·MS)4·3954 
LUGAR, Richard G. 

(O·WV) SH·311BYRD, R&bert C. 
4-4814(R-IN) SH·3064-5852 

. MACK, Connie 
(O-CO) SR·380CA1vfPBELI:..:: Ben Nighthorse 

4-5274SH·517(R"FL)4-2921 
(R.AZ) 

SO·561(R·Rn 'CHAFEE,'.'John H. 
4-2235SR·111McCAIN. John 

McCONNELL. Mitch 
4-5623(R·IN) SR·404COATS, Om! 

4-2541(R-KY) SR·1204-5054 
MIKULSKt Barbara A. 

(R·MS) SR·326COCHRAN; Thad 
4-4654(D·MD) SH·7094·2523 

(D·ll..) 
(R·ME) SH·322COHEJ.'l, William S. 

4-2854SH·320MOSELEY ·BRAUN. Carol 4·2043(O-NO) SH·724 
MOYNIHAN, Daniel Patrick 

CONRAIf, Kent " " 

4-4451SR·464(O·NY)4-3643 
MURKOWSKI, Frank H. 

(R-GA) SR·200COVERDELL,Paul 
4-6665(R.AK) SH·i064-2752 

MURRAY, Patry 
(R·ID) SH·313CRAIG, La.rrY E. 

4-2621(O·WA) SH·3024-6542 
(R·OK) 

(R·NY) SH·520o 'AMATO. ~onse M. 
4-5754SH·133NICKLES. Don 

(O·GA) 
SH·317 4·2321(D-SO) .DASCHLE. Thomas A. 

4-3521S0-303NUNN, Sam 
(R·OR) 

4·2315(R·OH) SR·140De WINE, Mike 
4-5244SR·2.59PACKWOOD, Bob 

SR·335 
(D-CT) 4-2823SR·444DODD, Chris~opher J. 

4-4642PELL. Claiborne (D·Rn 
SR·243 

4-6521(R·KS) SH·I41DOLE. Robert 
4-5842(R·SO)PRESSLER. Larry4-6621SH·328DoMENICL Pete V. 

h 

(R·N~ 
I 4-2353SR-267(D·AR)PRYOR. David 4-2551 

SH·324 ' 
(O·NO) SH·713 ,DORGAN" BYron L 

4-3542(O·NV)REID. Harry4-4224EXON, J.James ' (D·NE) SH·528 
'. f 4-4024(D.YA) SR·493 

4·6472 
ROBB, Charles S.(R~Ne) 4-3154FAIRCLOTH;' Lauch SH·702 

(D·WV) SH·I09 
4-2441 

ROCKEFEll..ER IV, John D.FEINGOLD, 'Russell D. (0·\\<1) 4-5323SH·502 
(R-DE) SH·I04 
(R.PA) 

ROTH, Jr .• William V.4-3841FEINSTEIN. ;Dianne (D·CA) SH·331 
4-6324SO·840-2SANTORUM, Rick 

SARBANES, Paul S. 
4-4343(D·Ky) SR·173AFORD, Wend:ell H. 

4-4524(O-MD) SH·3094-3344 
(R-AL) 

(R·TN) SH·825FRIST, 'Bi~1 
4-5744SH·509SHELBY. Richard C. 
4-2152 

(O-OH) 4-3353'SH·503GLENN. Joljn 
(D-ll..) SO·462 
(R-wY), 

SIMON, Paul (R.WA) 4-3441SH·730GORTON/:Siade 
4-3424SD·105SIMPSON. Alan K. 

(R-NH) 
4-3041(D·FL) SH·524GRAHAM. Bob 

4-2841SD·332SMITH, Bob 
(R.ME) 

4-2934(R·TX) SR·370GRAMM. Phil 
4-5344SR·174SNOWE. Olympia J. 

(R·PA) 
4-3244(R.MN) SO·840-3GRAMS, Rod 

4-4254SH·530SPEcrER. Arlen4-3744(R.IA)RASSr.EY~':Charles E. SH-135G ..~ ' 4-3004SH·522cR-AK)STEVENS. Ted 4--3324 
THOMAS, Craig 

SR-393(R·NH)GREGG, J¥dd ' 
4-6441(R.wY) SO·8344-3254 

rnOMPSON, Fred 
(O·IA) SH·531HARKIN. ,'Tom 

4-4944(R-TN) SO-5064-5251 
THURMOND. Strom 

' (R.UT) SR·135HA TCH. :orriit G. 
4-5972(R-sq SR·2174-3753 

(R.YA)
(R.OR) SH·711HATFIELD; Mark O. 

4-2023SR·225WARNER. John W. 
\VELLSTONE, Paul 

4-4124HEFLIN, .,HoWell (D·.\L) SH·728 
4-5641(O.MN) SH·717(R.NQ 4-6342SO·403:-IELMs,j~s'e 

:::: ':. ~ .. ..-~~~- ""- -~----
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~·:·Dear'Senator . ~ . . ,. 
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'1 

I am writing as a member of the Episcopal Church to urge you to oppose the Personal 
. Rbponsibility Act of 1995. Jesus, through his teaching and his example, taught us to minister to those 


who are poor. As a Christian community, we are called to this ministry through both our private actions 

a~d our public policies. Welfare reform, therefore, must not focus on eliminating programs, but 

el,iminating poverty and the damage it inflicts on children, their families. and our entire society. We 

need to empower, not punish those who are poor . 


.,.;-.'"., ~",,;,\~ •.: .~;.' .. ~I<-.-r:_..,.,. 

Welfare reform will have a profound effect on the Episcopal Churchan«(other churches 'across 

tHe country which provide assistance to those in need. Contrary to the popular notion that churches are 

an "untapped resource in the welfare reform debate," churches already provide a great many services 

\~ith \'ery limited budgets. In addition to the social services provided by many parishes, the Episcopal 

Church sponsors a network of approximately 20'0' community-based centers to support those who need 


.' a~sistance. We are obligated and willing through our faith to help those in need, but churches simply do 
'. npt have the capacity to replace the work of the federal government. 

: •. r l.. ." . . .' . 

~ ~ ~.;t.. :t·e~ainly,~6~~.:W~lfare system needu e'tq.rn1:·"·We: need fei break the c);cle{)f dependency by~:: .. ". .' : ~ s· f 


.. !~.ehJp6\\'~iingwelfan!. recipients witli jobs:fio.order.th,it' they ~~y fulfill' their God':given .identity'}and! ". ' .. 1:;"? ::; ~""" 1 
, ,I; " .,,",. $\; ~ ~ • ,<1. ,'1. "j "t 'I 1\" : " ........\ '~"" , . 1 • . 


. ;, pptential,'.Welfar~re.f<?n;n also must proyid.e. r~cip.}~nts \y!th t~6Is, ~uc~)s:eaucat.i0n;,.fraining, affordable 
, , ~, : . ; ; housing;' arid child'.care. 'Moving people off welfare and ;into·seff-so.ffiCierit;' produciive!Iives would .. 

.,. . 1 '.' I... 1i ' ";" :. . . i 
. . r~quire 'a budgetinvestment, not a budget cut. . . . I .. 

I am concerned with the Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 for several reasons: 
• It does not provide welfare recipients w.ith the tools they need with which to take 

responsibility for their lives. While this legislation requires work, it does not help people find 
work. 

• Cutting off assistance for unwed teen mothers and those that have children while on welfare 
.' ~il1 punish children and do little to stop teen pregnancy and out.,.of-wedlock births. 
'. Block gra~ts with no federal entitlemen"tto' welfare will enable each State to decide benefit 

levels. -States have an incentive to provide lower benefits than neighboring States in order to 
drive those who are poor to ~eek greater benefits elsewhere. This could result in a race 
among States to provide the least benefits -- a race in which those who suffer most are the 
most vulnerable .. 

, • • I .~ 

r I emphasize again my support for welfare reform. The Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 in 
its current form, however, is far too heavy on punishment and light on empowe.rment. I urge you to vote 

+:;)g:ainst;~hiElegislati0n and continue,towork'toward a W~lfaresystemJhat~elp~·di!5.~prantaged peopl~.)~;;,.:•. ~./..:~c· : 
:~:fielp\them'seIves:' .. ~.:';: C?·1 ,.::.!~.:.:; :-~':.;:;;:;, v...'1} 'j;:'{ .V:.\.lu\:;:i:' , 
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Resolved, that the Executive Council adopt the following principles related to legislation 
woposed in Congress (excerpt):. 

I: 	. Support efforts to reform the current welfare system to break the cycle of dependency, 
including removing the disincentive to work by allowing recipients·to keep a larger 
portion of their earnings before losing assistance, and to empower individuals with the 
tools to take responsibility for their own lives, such as jobs, education, training, low-cost 
housing, and language skills; and 

. i 2. 	 Encourage further study of welfare models that emphasize placing people in jobs prior to 
education and training programs in order that recipients may beginto gain quickly a sense 
of dignity and responsibility; and 

3. 	 Support a welfare system which does not discriminate on the basis of marital status, age, 
legal immigrant status, or ability to identify other parent; and 

4. 	 Support a welfare system that holds families together when there is no evidence of 
parental abuse or neglect; and 

5. 	 Support federal nutrition programs; and 

6. 	 Support efforts to enforce parental child support payments; and 

7. 	 Recognize that health care coverage mobility and security are esseritial components of 
reforming the welfare system. 

Explanation 

Welfare reform promises to be a highly contentious issue in the 104th Congress. While 
the Church provides some assistance to the poor and disadvantaged, Congress also has an 
important role to play. Any reform of the current welfare system certainly will affect the 
:Church's work in every community across the country. . . ' . '. 
! As a Christian community, we are called to stand with and seek justice for the poor .. We. 
:believe, therefore, that welfare reform must focus not on eliminating programs but on eliminating 
:poverty and the damage it inflicts on children; their families, and our entire-society. We need to 
;empower, not punish, the poor. 

Empowerment begins by putting.people to work. Welfare reform must remove the 
Idisincentives to work by allowing recipients to keep job earnings without losing welfare' 
jpayments. Under the current system, each dollar earned at. a jog is deducted from welfare 
iassistance. The system also must guarantee health coverage for recipients who work. Fear of : 
110sing' Medicaid drives many' people away from jobs that cannot provide health care coverage ... 

Welfare reform must not discriminate against unwed teenaged mothers, immigrants, or 
i other people in an attempt to address other social problems. Cutting off welfare to pregnant 
~ teens, for example, only' furthers .the problems of poverty, while avoiding positive steps, like 
Ieducation, to address teen pregnancy. 



THE EPISCOPAL CHURCH EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 
RESOLUTION PASSED FEBRUARY 1995 

: I· 
.;', /" 
Ije$olved, that the Executive Council meeting in Providence, Rhode Island, February 13-17, 
.~~, 	 .: 

Affirms our commitment, as called for in our Baptismal Covenant, to strive for justice 
and peace and, in seeking to serve Christ through the dignity of all persons and continue 
to be a voice for the voiceless in society; and 

2. 	 Ailirms that civil government in the United States was created of the people by the 
people and for the people to meet common needs and provide for· the common good, and 
that, government, once created, has a responsibility to fulfill these goals; and 

.. 3. Seeks to work in partnership with government to provide for our common goals and 
.,. promote peace with justice and social and spiritual well-being for all in the United States .t' 
,, . and abroad. 

... 1 

. ~':'. 	 Explanation 
i 
I, • 

i' The Church and government must respond to increasingly difficult times in the United 

,States. Many people are suffering from fear and uncertainty about their jobs, their personal 


.'::?afety, and the disintegration of the social fabric. The American Dream, in which those who 
,york hard and play' by the rules have the opportunity to improve their lives and those of their 
.children, is fading. People have 10'st control of their livelihoods through stagnant wages, 

, corporate downsizing, and epochal shifts in the economy. People are vulnerable to random and 
':"~iicontrollable vioience, which poisons communities and isolates people from one another. As a 
. result, fear and frustrations are increasingly misplaced on racial; ethnic, and sexual minorities 'as 
I\vell as immigrants and the impoverished. 	 . 
: ' The Church hasva crucial responsibility to address this fear, to offer healing to our 
.::~~ounded communities, and to provide guidance in troubling times. The Church must actively 
.;minister to and with the poor, nurture our sense of COmlnunity, and advocate for policies that 
·t ' 

:ret1ect the teachings ofChrist. The voice of the Church must be heard clearly in the national 
,idiscussion over the future of the country.' 
,;. : Government also must fulfill its role to promote the common good and strengthen our 
;c;ommunities,'not to succumb to fear and hopelessness. Government has a responsibility to 
: promote justice and equality for all. 

The Church and government can work together, as in the past, to heal 'our communities, 
i:~ac.h fulfilling its responsibilities and supporting the other. in its efforts. Despite dwindling' 

'1, resources, our collective strength is far more powerful than those of individuals acting alone.· 
'The Church must continue its traditional and primary ministry, to and with the poor and . 
. oppressed. . . .,'" 

" . 
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1000 Wisconsin Av~nu'e, NW" Washington, D,C, 20007 
, (202) 342-0726 ' 

June 8, 1995 
Jennifer A, Va~iloff 
Executive Director 

Dear Senator: 

I am writing on behalf of the Coalition on Human Needs, an ~lIiance,of over 100 national 
organizations working together to promote public policies which_ address the needs of low- , 
,income and other vulnerable Americans. The Coalition's members include civil rights, 
:religious, labor and professional organizations and those concerned with the well-being of 
rchildren, women, the elderly and people withdis~bilities. 

, , 
:The Senate Finance Committee voted on ,May 26 to support welfare legislation which would 
,repl~ce a number of federally guaranteed assistance programs including Aid to Families, with 
:Dependent Children (AFDC) with a Temporary Assistance Block Grant, While the Coalition 
;on Human Needs 'supports needed refonnof our welfare system, we must state our 
'unequivocal opposition to'the bill reported,out t)f the Senate Finance Committee. 
1 ' 	 , " , ' , 
I 

I 


The Packwood bill contains th~ basic structural, flaws of the welfare legislation passed by the 
House of Repres~ntatives, the Personal Responsibility Act. The Packwood bill would shre~ , 
the safety net that sustains millions of poor people in our country, including millions of 
children. Weare especially .concerned that the bill: ' 

~ 	 ends any guarantee 'of at least minimal assistance to' those in need: ' in short, no child 
would be assured of receiving federal aid, regardless of how poor they are. 

r freezes the federal share of welfare program costs at,the 1994 spending level through 
i Fiscal Year 2000., , ' 
~ 	 aSsesses each state's entitlement to AFDC block grant money on the basis of 1994 

spending levels rather than on current poverty need~ This eliminates federal flexibility 
to increase funding should the number of eligible people rise. Under this block grant 
structure"states and poor people will suffer durin'g times of recession, high unemployment 
and population growth. 

• 	 eliminates the traditional federal-state partnership by releasing states from their 
: I 	 current obligations to match federal assistance funds: States are free to withdraw any 

portion of their share of welfare, costs under the block grant structure. " ' 
• 	 forbids states to grant benefitS to those who have received AFDC for more than' 5 

years, even to those who are'actively seeking employment. , 
• allows states to adopt arbitrary and punitive'policies, such as denial of benefits to 

:J children born out of wedlock to teen parents and mandated family caps: 

,., 	 "~, . 

1 

I, 



:. makes it virtually impossible for legal immigrants to receive Supplemental Security 
Income (SSI) and greatly reduces the number of children with disabilities who would 
be eligible for the program. 

'Although the Packwood bill makes some cosmetic changes to the Personal Responsibility Act, 
;it fails to achieve real welfare reform -- reform which would help families move from welfare 
to economic self-sufficiency. The Packwood bill imposes much higher work participation 
lrequirements than most states can realistically achieve. According to the Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO), forty-four states would be more likely to accept a penalty of a 5 % reduction in 
'federal welfare funds rather than comply with the bill's high work participation requirements. 
:In addition, CBO estimates indicate that under the current formula, education, job training, 
work and child care costs would absorb well over half of the funds available to states in the 
Temporary Assistance Block Grant. 

The Packwood bill imposes empty work requirements which fail to address the challenges of 
job creation, training, education and child care. It ends the guaranteed safety net that provides 
minimum assistance to millions of children and their families. 

We strongly urge you to oppose this bill. 

'Sincerely, 

~asilOf:tt/~ 
:Executive Director 



. ":. 

o STi\TES n 

~~~~ 

~... ~ Department of Social Development and World Peace 

CONFERE~CE 3211 4th Street N,E. Washington. DC 20017-1194 (202) 541·3180 FAX (202) 541·3339 TELEX 7400424 

June 13, 1995 

Dear Senator:. 

. I write on behalf of the U.S. Catholic Bishops' Conference to share with you the 

,experience of the Catholic community in serving those in need and the principles that we believe 
should guide welfare reform. These moral principles and policy priorities were outlined in a 
statement that the Administrative Board of our Conference issued in March of this year. Now 
that the Senate is debating welfare reform, I wish to reiterate our commitment to genuine reform 
of the welfare system and our concern that such reform reflect our nation's best values and offer 
genuine help and opportunity to our poorest families. . 

Poor families are not an abstract issue for us; they are in our shelters and soup kitchens, 
parishes and schools. ,Our everyday experience in helping families leave welfare suggests that 
hope, opportunity, and investment are essential to this transition. The social contract we seek 
will offer training, education, jobs, and other concrete assistance in exchange for the persistent 
commitment and effort of persons trying to leave 'poverty behind. Simply cutting resources and 
transferring responsibility is not genuine reform. We must resist the temptation to see poor 
~omen, minority families, or immigrants as either passive victims or easy scapegoats for our 
sOciety'S social and economic difficulties. 

There are several positive elements in the bill which was reported out of the Senate 
Finance Committee: 

• inclusion of the JOBS program which reflects our own principle that those who 
can work ought to work; 

;  preservation of child welfare and child protection entitlements; 
: - recognition that the federal government should not deny children benefits 

because of their mother's age or dependence on welfare; and 
- strengthening of child support enforcement mechanisms and related data 

gathering'requirements. 

I We are particularly pleased that "child exclusion/family cap" provlSlons were not 
included in the Senate bill. As you know, we strongly opposed such provisions in the House 
bill and will continue to do so as the, bills move to Conference Committee. 

Unfortunately, there are still significant elements of the bill which are clearly not 
consistent with our principle that genuine welfare reform should strengthen families, encourage 
productive work, and protect vulnerable children. We are not defenders of the welfare status 
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quo and we recognize the diverse role of federal, state and local governments as well as 
Community institutions in helping families overcome poverty and meet their children's basic 
needs. However, we are deeply concerned about provisions that could leave many poor children 
worse off. 

• Block GrantS/Entitlements 

While we are not opposed in principle to block grants and support increased state 
involvement and flexibility t. the block grant structUre in this legislation erodes the national 
commitment to fight poverty and does not even require states to maintain their current level of 
effort. Freezing the federal contribution to program costs without any reference to the number 
of needy children or changing economic conditions, will undermine the system of income, 
nutrition and other supports which serves as a safety net for the most vulnerable. As advocates 
of both subsidiarity and solidarity, we support more effective and responsive federal-state
community partnerships, but we cannot support "reform It which will make it more difficult for 
poor children to grow into productive individuals. We cannot support reform that destroys the 
structures, ends entitlements, and eliminates resources that have provided an essential safety net 
(or vulnerable children. We fear that the fiscal pressures which are driving Congress have led 
to a proposal more clear about reducing resources than reordering responsibilities. 

• Treatment of Children 

I While we appreciate the Senate Finance Committee's decision that children should not 
~ denied benefits because of their mother's age or dependence on welfare, it has been reported 
t9 us that some Senators intend to offer amendments to deny benefits on these grounds. We 
oppose any attempt to deny benefits to children because of the age of their mother, their family's 
dependence on welfare or an arbitrary time limit on benefits. Such provisions, whatever their 
ihtentions, are likely to encourage abortion,especially in states which pay for abortions but not 
for assistance to these children. We do not believe that teenagers should be encouraged to set 
up their own households. However, in seeking to change the behavior of parents, these 
provisions hurt children, and some unborn children will pay with their lives. We have already 
seen preliminary indications of an increase in abortions in New Jersey, which has a family cap 
in place.. 

We also welcome the Senate's protection of the cash benefit for all children eligible for 
Supplemental Security Income [SSI]. We are concerned about more stringent eligibility 
requirements for children which may result in loss of benefits to hundreds of thousands of 
children. For us this is a matter of moral consistency. Our faith requires us to protect the lives 
and dignity of vulnerable children whether they are born or unborn. Every child is precious to 
us. 

I 
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• Treatment of Aged and Disabled Legal Immigrants 

We are also concerned about the exclusion of aged and disabled legal immigrants from 
eligibility for assistance through the SSI program. We are also troubled by provisions that 
would severely restrict legal immigrants' eligibility for other Social Security Act programs, 
including Medicaid and child protection services. In many instances, the alternative to providing 
basic assistance to these individuals will be abject poverty, untreated illness, and continued 
domestic abuse. Costs associated with assisting these persons would inevitably be borne by state 
and local governments. The proposed measures would not only deny benefits to legal residents 
who have worked and paid taxes in the U ;S. for years, but would even deny benefits to them 
after they became U.S. citizens. The deeming provisions have the potential for denying 
assistance to U.S. citizens when they are in genuine need. Such an approach does not advance 
the common good but further divides our people along economic, racial, ethnic and ideological 
lines. 

We are very concerned that some Senators may seek to use this legislation to cut the 
Earned Income Tax Credit.· To reduce this tax relief for working families would send exactly 
~e wrong message at a time when our nation needs to reward work and help families raise their. 
children in dignity. We strongly oppose amendments to weaken the EITC. 

As the Bishops said in the enclosed statement issued in March, we strongly support 
genuine welfare reform. We are not defenders of the current system. The status quo is 
unacceptable. It is the nation's children who pay the greatest price for the failures of the current 
system. That is why genuine welfare reform is a moral imperative and an urgent national 
priority. For the Catholic community, the measure of welfare reform is whether it will enhance 
the lives and dignity of poor children and their families. The &Qil of reform ought to be to 
promote decent work and reduce dependency, not simply cut budgets and programs. The ~ 
of reform ought to be poverty, not poor families. We urge you to support provisions consistent 
with these principles and priorities and oppose measures which will undermine them. 

Sincerely. .. ~ 

-V~~ •.:2
M~erend John H. Ricard, SSJ 
Auxiliary Bishop of Baltimore 
Chair, Domestic Policy Committee 
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Rabbi David Saperstein 

Religious Action Center 

Washington, DC 


/' Kay Bengsten " 
Governmental 'Affairs Office 
Lutheran Church 
Washington; DC 



Department or Social Devclop'ment 
and World Peace 

John L. Carr 
Sccrcl<lry I 


I 

8211 4th Street. N,K, Washlnglon. DC ,2()017-1194 i 


Tel: (202) 541-31111 Fax: 12()2) 541-:{339 TEl.EX 740()424 . 
. . I 


Office of Government Liaison I 

I
G. Patrick Canan 

Assistant Director 'I 

3211 4th Street N.E. Washington, DC 20017-1194 
 I

(202)541-3140 FAX (202)541-3313 TELEX 7400424 
 I 


Center for Cbtnmullity Change 

Deep~lk Bhargava 
Director of I'ublic 

.i 



•• 
'6 STATES 

~~a.:i- ,-, 

~ ~ Department of Social Development and World Peace 
CONFERE;NCE 3211 4th Street N.E. Washington. DC 20017·1194 (202)541·3180 FAX (202) 541·3339 TELEX 7400424 

Written Testimony 

on 


Welfare Reform 

before the 


Senate Finance Committee 


March 29, 1995 


by 


John L. Carr 

Secretary, Department of Social Development and World Peace 


United States Catholic Bishops Conference 




Mr. Chairman, Members of the Senate Finance Committee: 

Introduction 

My name is John Carr .. I serve the United States Catholic Bishops as the Secretary of 

their Department of Social Development and World Peace. My testimony today is taken from 

'a statement requested, revised and adopted less than two weeks ago by a unanimous vote of 

. the 50 bishops who serve on the Administrative Board of the Bishops' Conference. It reflects 

the principles and priorities of the U.S. Catholic bishops on welfare. reform. 


According to the bishops, our nation faces fundamental choices on welfare reform. 


, This debate and these decisions will be a test of our nation's values and our commitment to the 

"least among us." . Our people and leaders share many similar goals, induding reducing 

illegitimacy and dependency, promoting work and empowering families. The Congress must· 

sort through fiscal, political, and ideological pressures to fashion real reform which reflects· 

our, nation's best values and offers genuine help and opportunity to our poorest families. We 

pray this debate will advance the common good, not further divide our people along economic, 

racial, ethnic and ideological lines. 

For the Catholic community ,the measure of welfare reform is whether it will enhance 

, the lives and dignity of poor children and their families. The gQa}, of reform ought to be to 

promote decent work and reduce dependency, not simply cut budgets and programs. The. 

~ of reform ought to be poverty, not poor families. 

The purpose of the statement is not to make any partisan point, but to share our 

principles and experience in hopes they will help lift up the moral dimensions and human 

consequences of this debate. As religious teachers, the bishops draw their directions from 

consistent Catholic moral principles, not ideological or political agendas. The values that guide 

this approach to welfare reform are not new: 
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respect for human life and human dignity; 

.. tl;te .importance
. 

of 
,
the family and the value ofwork; 


an option for the poor and the call to participation; 


the principles of subsidiarity and solidarity. 


, But they take on special urgency 'when a fifth of.our children are growing up poor in the 


richest nation on earth and 30 million Americans of all ages live in poverty. Lack of . 


opportunity" poverty and dependency are destroying millions of families, harming countless 


, children. 


As pastors, the bishops also seek to share. our community's experiences in serving 


~ those in need. Poor families are not an abstract issue for us; they are sisters and brothers~ 

They have names and faces. They are in o.ur shelters and soup kitchens, our parishes and 

Catholic Charities agencies. As the largest non-public provider of human services to poor 

.. families, the Catholic community knows all too well the failures and abuses of the current 

, , system, the potential and limitations of private and religious charity, and the ways in which 

,', lives are diminished and dignity denied by widespread dependency and poverty in our land. 

No institution in American life is more committed to the basic moral values of 

':. marriage, family, responsibility, work, sexual restraint, and sacrifice for children than our 

. Church. We preach, teach and promote these values every day in our parishes, schools, and 

outreach efforts. We ~llso are committed to the values of justice, charity and solidarity with 

the poor and vulnerable. We believe our society needs both more personal responsibility and 

broader social responsibility, better values and better policies to reduce poverty and 

dependency in the United States. 
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The Urgency of Reform 

We strongly_support genuine"welfare reform which strengthens families, encourages 

productive work, and protects vulnerable children. We are not defenders of the welfare status 

quo which sometimes relies on bureaucratic approaches, discourages work, and breaks up 

families. However, we oppose abandonment of the federal government's necessary role in 

helping families overcome poverty and meet their children's basic needs. 

It is worth recalling that many of us are or have been the beneficiaries of government, 

assistance ..,- direct and indirect, but many are rightly frustrated by the current welfare system: 

recipients who fmd their dignity undermined and their needs poorly addressed; 

taxpayers who fear their dollars encourage dependency rather than 

empowerment; 

providers who spend more time checking for fraud than helping families; 

and public officials who have responsibility without adequate resources, 

accountability without sufficient authority . 

. The status-quo is unacceptable. It is children who pay the greatest price for the failures of the 

current system. Genuine welfare reform is a moral imperative and urgent national priority. 

, An Agenda for Reform 

Welfare reform needs to be comprehensive in analysis, but targeted and flex,ible in its 

implementatio~. We seek a new approach which promotes greater responsibility and offers 

more concrete help to families in leaving poverty behind through productive work and other 

assistance. Increased accountability and incentives should be tailored to a particular family's 

needs and circumstances, not "one size fits all" requirements. Top down reform with rigid 
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....... "national rules cannot meet the needs of a population as diverse as poor families. However, 


"::,:;:' simply shifting responsibility without adequate resources, standards and accountability could 

.. ,. :leave America's poor children worse off. Genuine welfare reform should rely on incentives 

'.' ,'.more than harsh peIl:alties; for exampie, denying needed benefits for children born to mothers 

on welfare can, hurt the children and pressure, their mothers toward abortion and sterilization. 

.. More specifically, we will advocate for welfare reform which: 
" 

A. Protects Human Life and Human Di~nity 

We believe a fundamental criterion for all public policy, including welfare reform, is 
, 

:' protection of human life and human dignity. In states across the country, our State Catholic 

Conferences have stood against proposals which deny benefits to children because of their 

mother's age or dependence on welfare. The~e provisions, whatever their intentions,' are 

likely to encourage abortion, especially in those states which pay for abortions, but not for 

. assistance to these children. In seeking to ~hange, the behavior of parents, these provisions 

, , . hurt children, and some unborn children will pay with their lives. 

Our Church works every day against sexual irresponsibHity and theout-of-wedlock 

births which come with it.. We .do not believe teenagers should be encouraged to set up their 

, own households. However, . legislation offering increased flexibility to states should not 

, restrict assistance in ways we, and most observers, believe will encourage abortions. We are 

. working with Catholic Charities USA and other national pro-life groups in opposing these .. 
'....: .. 

provisions and in proposing alternatives that provide assistance in. ways that safeguard children 

, but do not reinforce inappropriate or morally destructive behavior. 
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For us, this is a matter of moral consistency. Our faith requires.us to protect the lives 

and dignity of the vulnerable children,whether they are born or unborn. We cannot support 

policies which will likely lead to more abortions. Every child is precious. to us. We recognize 

human life is also threatened and diminished by the failures of the current welfare system and 

:our broader culture. Children thrown from windows, found in dumpsters, and abused in their 

homes are tragic symptoms of culture in disarray and a welfare system in urgent need of real 

reform. It is worth noting that it is not just low income families that sometimes engage in 

destructive behavior. Personal irresponsibility, family disintegration, and loss of moral values 

touch not just the. "down and out," but also the "rich and famous" and the rest of us. 

B. Strenlnhens Family Life. Welfare reform should affmn the importance of 

marriage, strong intact families, personal responsibility, self discipline, sacrifice, and basic 

morality. It should help mothers and fathers meet the social, economic, educational, and 

moral needs of their children. We support a children's tax credit (which includes poor 

families), a strengthened Earned Income Credit, and stronger child support enforcement to 

help meet the economic needs of America's families. We also support policies to keep 

families together and fathers involved, including new efforts to discourage parenthood outside 
. . . 

of marriage, an end to marriage penalties in our tax code, and a halt to welfare policies which 

discourage marriage and discriminate against two parent families. Our society must 

discourage adolescent sexual activity and teen pregnancy with at least as much urgency and 

:'persistence as we bring to discouraging smoking and substance abuse among our young. 

C. Encouralles and Rewards Work. Those who can work ought to work. 

Employment is the expected means to support a family and make a contribution to the common 

good. Too often welfare discourages work by eliminating health and child care benefits for 

http:requires.us
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those who leave the welfare rolls for the labor market. Real reform will offer education, 

training and transitional help to those who exchange a welfare check for a paycheck. The 

challenge' is to .insure that reform leads to productive work with wages and benefits that,permit 

, a family to live in dignity. Rigid rules and arbitrary time-lines are no substitute for real jobs 

,at decent wages and the tax policies which can help keep families off weifare. 

D. Preserves a Safety Net for the Vulnerable. For those who cannot work, or whose 

"work" is raising our youngest children, the nation has built a system of income, nutrition and 

, other supports. Soci~ty: has a responsibility to help meet the needs of those who cannot care 

for themselves, especially young children. AFDC, food stamps; and other entitlement 

,',programs provide essential support for poor children. 	 We-will support more effective and 

responsive federal-state-community partnerships, but we cannot support "reform" that will 

make it more difficult for poor children to grow into productive individuals. We cannot 

support reform that destroys the structures, ends entitlements, and eliminates resources that 

, 	 . 

have provided an essential safety net' for vulnerable children or permits states to reduce their 

commitment in this area. Also, we <;:annot support punitive approaches that target immigrants, 

even legal residents, and take awaythe minimal benefits that they now receive. Like U.S. 

,~itizens, legal immigrants are required to pay ,taxes and are vulnerable to the unanticipatc::d: job 

, " loss, traffic or on the job accidents, the serious illness of a child, domestic violence. 

E. Builds Public/Private Partnerships to Overcome Poverty. As advocates of both 

subsidiarity and solidarity, we believe a reformed welfare system should rely more fully on the 

skill and ,responsiveness of community institutions and increased involvement and creativitY of 

, 1 
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states. However, private and religious efforts to serve those in need are being severely 

stretched. They cannot -- and should not -- be seen as a substitute for wise public policy that 

promotes effective_public/private partnerships. 

Overcoming poverty and dependency will require more creative, responsive and 

effective action in both the public and private sectors. Overly bureaucratic programs must 

'give way to more community, local and family initiatives, more responsive to individual 

,needs, potential and problems. Mediating institutions can serve people with greater 

effectiveness, efficiency and dignity. We are not opposed to carefully designed block grant 

,initiatives in some areas if they come with adequate resources, accountability and safeguards 
" 

for poor families. States can shape programs to meet their local realities, but poverty has 

national dimensions and consequences that require federal commitment and national standards, 

safeguards, and protections. The nation needs to reform its welfare system, not abandon the 

,federal government's role and responsibilities in fighting poverty. At the same time, private 

service providers should not be burd~ned with the enforcement of immigration laws, which 

" 

may violate their religious and moral principles, burden volunteers or divert funds from their 

essential mission. 

F. Invests in Human Di!:nity. In the long run, real welfare reform will save money; 

'but in the short run it will require new investments in a family tax credit, education, training, 

, WIC, work and child support. Recent state experiences support the reality that moving people 

off welfare will be neither easy nor inexpensive., Our everyday experience in helping families 

!, leave welfare suggest that hope, opportunity and investment are essential to this transition . 

. The social contract we seek will offer training, education, jobs and other concrete assistance in 

. exchange for persistent commitment and effort of persons trying to leave poverty. Simply 

I 
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'. 	 cutting resources and transferring responsibility is not genuine reform. We must resist the 

'temptation to see poor women, minority families or immigrants as either passive victims or 

easy scapegoats Jor our society's social and economic difficulties. 

:". Conclusion 

We believe our society will be measured by how "the least of these" are faring. 

;,Welfarereform will be a clear·test of our nation's moral priorities and our commitment to seek 

:the common good: We hope the welfare reform debate will be a time for civil and sustained 

, 	 dialogue, more focused on the needs and potential of poor families than on the search for .. ' 

.partisan advantage. We hope these r(;!fiections will contribute to this important debate which 

will say so much about what kind of society we are and will become . 

. . 
" 


, , ~ 
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NETWOHK 

A National Catholic Sodal]ustice Lobby 
801 Pennsylvania .Avenue SE D Suite 460 II Washington DC 20003 • \202) 547-5556 • FAX (202) 547·5510 

Bruce Reed , 
Deputy Assistant to the President 
~or Domestic Policy
White House 
Washinqton, D.C~ 20500 

Dear 	Bruce: 

I am not certain if we have, met,but I am a ,lobbyist for 
NETWOR!<: A National Catholic Social Justice Lobby. We were founded 
by Catholic sisters twenty~five years ago to address legislation 
that affects the economically poor both at home and abroad. Many 

,of our members own and operate health care and social service 
institutions in the u.s. and elsewhere. Cons'equently f federal, 
budget priorities, housing, health care and'welfare are key issues 
for us. ' 

, 
We have as members hot 'only ind1viduals but also whole 

conqregations of women religious p cUocesan social justice entities, 
C,atholic Charities groups, etc. It ts a highly educated and 
~otivated membership. 

I am grateful to' Flo for arranging these conference calis. i 
truly appreciated your very comprehensive overview of the 
Administration's assessment of the welfare reform le9islatio~ and' 
situation. Most appreciated was your realistic projections 
c9ncerning senate action and the possibility of this horrendous 
bl11passing through reconciliation. 

Just a few? comments/scratchings/learningsgained through· 
giving some 30 workshops across the nation in .16 states thus far ,
more to go... 0 

1. 	 The workshop covers' 

a) 	 the current economic context of welfare reform and how. we 
90t here - deficits, debt, job .reality, poverty, etc. 

b) 'Catholic Social Teachinq and its implications for welfare 
reform; . 

,. ' 
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c) 	 the historical evolution of the nation's social welfare 
system, its philosophical and political roots and its 
reflection of the role of the government in assuring the 
com:mon 9'ood; differences between the parties on common 
good; 

d) 	 the proqram.s which cQmprise that system and their present 
costs, percentaqe of the federal budget; 

.e) 	 the other entitlement programs and their costs; 
also ,corporate and Pentagon welfare 

f) 	 myths about welfare recipients; 

q) 	 whytbe system needs reform and the elements of authentic 
reform; . 

h) 	 The Personal Responsibility Act ..:. its overturn of 60 
years of safety-net programs by a,Congresspew to the 
Hill, mean-spirited, without real historical knowledge of 
the long evolution of the programs and without a 
comprehensive evaluation of their pros and cons (some not 
even able to tell the difference between Medicaid and 
Medicare as we sadly learned.) and within an impossible
time 	frame. . 

We break d.own the bill to Ubitable" bits, show the 
difference betw~en categorical spending and block grants 
and the 'implications for the states in which we are 
presentinqo 

i)Strateqies for Action; 

We have done these now in some ltS,states with more schedUled 
into June. The workshops are sponsored by religious congregations,
health care and social service systems (Catholic Charities); 
diocesan entities; our own membership - one by a Dean of a Law 
School, etc. The audiences are mainly reliqious who work with the 
poor or sponsor/own institutions; social service, personnel; 
Charities and diocesan qroups;, welfare recipientse 

I even did a workshop'in Newt's district. These people 
are furious with his arrogance and inability to listen 
to those disagree with him. One sponsor of the workshop 
was a professor who is a' Manager of the State Universities of 
Georgia. These are people with clout. 
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'LEARNINGS: 

1) 	 People are hungry for knowledqe about the actual "welfare 
progra.ms", their costs and their percentaqe of 
federa.l/state budqets. At first they see 'the lunacy of 
the GOP, emphasis on programs costs in balancing the 
):)udqet. Then they, become aware of the ,aspect of punishinq 
the poor and shifting funds to the wealthy and ANGER!!! 

2) 	 They are appalled at the speed of the reform, its 
discounting of viable alternatives, its meanness, 
especially toward childreno 

3), 	 BUT!!!Tbeyare looting for a positive counter'message, 
one which will mobilize others who share t.heir concern 
for doing righto 

,I 

They are lookinq to tbe President to say XN NO uNCBR~AXN 
TERMS exaotly what is wronq about the House plan and what 
ba proposes as an alternative. They keep hearinq be has 
no alternative even if we speak to the best parts of 
The work and Responsibility Acts 

Bis messaqe must be more than cODc1emnation of the House 
Bill and its meaness to cbildren~ Those of us who know 
PRA realize there is enouqh in it to dissent for 

, c;enerations to come .. 

(Within the last fifteen minutes, three callsc~me in 
from a larqe California, Hospital System, one from a 
social justice coordinator of the system, the others from 
two Coltl11lunity'Administrators who own hospital systems.
The questions: ' 

"What do we offer as an alternative? What is the' 
President offering? We need to hear more spe~ifics. 
Why is the President g cowed I by the Governors? One of 
our administrators just called and said that once the 
Governors qet the block grant, forget the poor. They 
will use federal money to balance state budqets." 

. The Pree:ident needs to Come out against the demise of 
entitlements, speak to the real the implications of block 
grants for the S,tates., He should refuse any 'further 
state waivers that give leeway to capp,inq. 

Further 0 the President needs totarqet social service 
workers and those who ,will end up fiqhting ,for a share in 
the atblock, grant pots~V as one of them characterized them. 

0 

http:progra.ms
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She turned to the audience and asked: UHow many of you
have applied to Trust Funds for grants, knowing that your 
proposal better be the best if you wanted the funding? 
Welcome to constant proposal writing, my friends, but in 
this case, you will send families and,· children· away 
hungry and homeless when you donit get a share of the 
pot. 00' . 

people vaoillate between anger anel powerlessness. . They
4esperately need someone to empower them.. These,people
really believe in the presidentg but they think he is too 
ttmi4 about speaking OutOD the specifics of wbat be will 
stand for and wha~ he will definitively veto. The whole 
bill is totally flawed Dot only because of 'its6 

orientatioD anc! its implications for the poor, but also 
beoause of its denial of the constitutional role of the 
federal government to protect the common good. This is 
a teachable moment for him! 

Be CaD mobilize a lot of peopleo But he needs to get some 
sound bites which energize'and mobilize people • 

. Perhaps this sounds. like "pie-in'the.sky." But I and those 
who surround me believe that welfare reform is symbolic of who and 
what this nation is becoming 0 Are we a compassionate people who 
believe in the ·common good? As Christians we are taught to see 
reality as Jesus did through the eyes of the poor •. That knocks out 
'9trickle-down economics. n It measures the moral fabric of a nation 
in how it cares for the most vulnerable in its midst. 

Such a view does.not diminish personal resposibility. If we 
would empower' the . poor through helping them to be productive 

,members of society, then we need to use more e not fewer resources, 
in moving them from welfare to work. ,When people see that ~hat 
would payoff in. less crime, less violence, more stable families, 
a more productive economy, they are willing to see their money so 
dedicated. . 

Robert Reich is a qood ally for the President to take with 
him. He is able to explain the frustrations of the middle class to 
themselves. The middle class are turning against the poor because 
o'f false concepts about them and· the constant feeding of the 
elusion of the American dream. Reiches ability to communicate with 
them coupled wit.h the President's ability.to envision and inspire 
is an unbeatable combination, a awesome accumUlation of 
intelli9'ence, creativity and· strategy. GO FOR IT,. BRUCE 0 . 

Catherine Pinkerton CSJ 
(202) 547-5556 
(202) 547 5510 (FAX) 
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WHITEHOUSE OFFICE OF PUBLIC LIAISON 
BRIEFING MEMORANDUM 

. TO: Mark Gearan / 
Bruce'Reed V . 

FROM: Marilyn DiGiacob~, 
DATE: . March 29~ 1995, 

.. MEETING: 

DATEfTIME: 

. LOCA nON:' 

: PARTICIPANTS: 

. ,PURPOSE:, . ' , 

BACKGROUND: 

Meeting ~th Southern ~egionC~th~lic Communicators 

Wednesday, March 29; 19~5 
1: 15pm-2: 15pm 

Room 476, Old Executive Office B.uilding 
, . 

Representatives 'of 8southern region diocese and' communication staff of, 
the U.S. Catholic Conference. See list attached.' 

To' encourage an· ongoing dialogue with this group. This meeting will 
focus on welfare r'eform. 

The Catholic Communicators are the diocese communication directors 
who handle th~ day to day' public relations' and commlinications for the 
diocese.. They are under the umbrelIa of the U.S. 'Catholic Conference 
and on policy issues. Communicate the policy set by the Administrative' 
Board of Bishops of the Catholic Conference .. 

. ... 
'. 

The Catholic Conference's position on welfare reform is focused aro~d 
the folio wirig broad principies: . 

• , '. '~~spect ifor human life and human dignitY; . 
• . the importance of the family and the value of work; . 

.. • an' option for the poor and the call for participation and; 
the principles ofsubsidiarity ,and sql,idarity . 

Attached is a ~opy of the Catholic Conference's policy priorities on 
welfare reform reIeased March 19. ' 
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AGENDA: Marilyn DiGiacpbbe - Welcome 

Mark ,Gearan -Brief remarks' '. 

Bruce Reed'; Remarks on Welfate Reform followed by question and 
answer, session. , 

Attachments: ' 

, List of participants' , ' ' 

U.S. Catholic Conference welfare reform' release and posi'tion paper 

. ' 

! ' 

.r 

," , 

I' 



Catholic "communicators 

Sister Carol Elizabeth· Stovall 

Catholic Diocese of" Palm Beach"; 

Palm Beach Gardens, Florida 


Mr;Robert Camillus Edwards 

Catholic Diocese of Richmond. 


"Rich.nlond, virgin-ia' 


. " Ms. Mary Virginia ROSS":'Agosta 
Archdiocese of Miami 
:MiamJi, , Florida 

I. 

Ms. Mary Muthig Jeffcoat 

Diocese of Charleston 

Charleston, south·carollna 


Reverend LarryW. Dorsch i 

Diocese of Wheeling-Charleston;

Wheeling, West" Virginia, " , 


Ms. .Joann Kean"e 

Catholic Diocese of Charlotte 

Charlotte, North Carolina ' 


, . , 

Mr. Frank Morock ( . 

'Diocese of" Raleigh 


Raleigh, "North Carolina' 


"Reverend John J." G.eaney, CSP 

ITP/Pau1ist communications 

silv~r "Spring, "Maryland 


Reverend Lawrence Rice, CSP 

ITP/Pau1ist Communications 

silver'spring,Maryland' 


~. " 

Mr. ,Ramon E. Rodriguez 

Catholic Communication Campaign 

united States Catholic ,Conference 

,washington" DC 


Ms. Miriam A. ' Crawford 

Office for communications Policy 

United States Catholic Conference 

Washfngton, DC . 


- Southern Reqion 

Ms. Gail Hunt Violete 
Catholic Diocese of Charlotte 
Charlotte, North Carolina 

Mr. patrick Canan 
Office for Government Liaison: 
U S Catholic Conference 
Washington, DC 

r .' 
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MORAL PlUNCIPLEs AND POLIcY PRIORITIES . 


FOR. W1tLFAREREFORM' 


i 
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I 
" 

A STATEMENT OF THE AD~lS'I'l\AnVE BOARD , 

, OF THE 

iUNITED STATFS CA.mouc CONFER.ENCE , j 
,; 
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At this moment in \he life oC our nation in which we Americansstnaggle to find a 

:' ba1aD;e between the n-Sll uf o~poo~ an~ tl)e demands of fi~ ~llntabiJity for our futur~ 
economic; health~ ~ ~antlO pre&eI1t onc:.e again the principles of Catholic; :social teadiing in 

, ordcrto provide acoritel\~ Jotl18Jional dlSCUS$ion. We focus on the question ofwelfare 
J: ~ , ' 

, reform, althougb OUTW~1I e"te.ndeqwilly to crjti~l issues of human life, b",<!get priorities, 
. , " . ..' 

" hoosi.ng, lhe rights of unmigrants and hcalthcare reform. 

Our nation fac:c:s fLlndamenLal,choic:e.s on Welfare reform. 'Ibbdebate and these 
.' . . 


d~on$ wiU be a Wit ofuur nalion's values and ourcomrnlunenl: In the "least among ,\II." 


()Q.( ~can~l~ sharc.'l1li1IIlY similar loats, , ,in~l\Uli~, ~c'h..cinl ~Bitirlli'C:y ~d, 


dependencYt promodng \VOlle. and empowerina families. ,The C.onpea' mu..t sort through 


tiJcal. political, and ideoloaical pressures to fashion real reform which reOecb'our nation's 

, , best values and offers genuin~ help IIld opportunity to our poOrest familic. .. , We pray this' 

debate will advance the common good, not {urthcii divide 'our people along ecanomi~, ra.ciaJ.. 


, ethnic, and ideological ~' 

, , ' 

As the Adrrurustrative Board of the Unired ~tata CathoIicBh.hops; Conferenc:e,we 

, offer these n::flectionSlsa contribution to this important deb~e( Our P~$C is n,ot to make ' 

any partisan pOint, but to ~a~ 01:U principles and CApcrience in,hopes they, will belp lift up the 

mOtat dimcusion's and human GOn~Uencea of'thiS debak, 'As religious teachers, ~e dIaw our, 

c;ljri,c~jon, from consls~i. CaLhollc'moral principl~, nct idcolopC.a1 or political .cnda5. The 
J • ,< 

yaJu'es (hat. IIl,ide:. our approaeh to wdfarc Rfarm &.It not new: 

respect forh'UmM life and'humQft dianitj; 

, the impOrtance of the family and. the vcilue of work; ',;' 

, an option for the poor and the ea1l to participation; . 

the principles of subsidiarity and solidarity: ,'. 

BUlthcy lake, on special urgency when a fifth of aur children are growing up poor in the " 

ri~l natiun on earth and 30 million' AmcriC'4ns of all ages li~ in poverty_ ~k of, , 

oro/ L'OO!li LO:gy ,S6/ZZ/CO 
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'~"it.y, JIOY"'-'I and cS~~)' arc: dCIJtro,Ting inilUoru of famllies"harmin; couiuJe.ss 

children . 

As pastors. we also seek to shate our community's experiences in .~n, tn()se ill 

need. Poor families arc not an iLbstrad. issue lor us; Ihey aR 5iMen and bfOlhers. They have . . 

. lUU'ftes and faees. They are in our shdtenand roup kitchens, our parishes and Catholi~ " 

, Charitiea agcncieJ. As the largeSt non':public provider ~f buman set'ViceSto poor families, the 

, Catholic community bows all too well the t'a.ilures and abuses of the current system, ihe, 
. ". ~. 

, potcIltial ~ ,limitaUonsof priv.te and reIigio~s charilyI and the ways in which Jiv~,~ 

:dumnished and di,gnity denied by widespread dependem:yand poverty in our land., ' 
, , . 

NoinstitutioJ'l in American lite is mOTe camrniUedw ,Ol~ basic moral values of ", 
, . 

~ mani~c.. f.mil,., I'CSPonsibility, WotL; .)CA\Iilt JIP~ud.iut, .and ~rlfil.1: fbr ctIild.r'enthan' our 

C1'n..I.rch. ,We ~h, toa~h and p1'Omo~ thesevalulI!$ eVof"J day in our parishes, schools, and . , 

. .' ,. 

outn:ach efforts. Weal!OO are ~mmitted to theva1ue.s of justi~. charity 'and S01i4arlty'with 

the poor and wlncr3hle. We believe our &OCicty needs both more personal re.\-pcmsibility and 
, . 


broader social responsibility, betLer ~ues it.D.d. better policies to red.uGe poverty and 


! dependency in the Unilld St&tes~ . 

. We stroriglysilpport ,enuin~ welfare refonn wbkb st.renglhenlj fcLmilies, encourlies 

productive work, and protect! vulnuabl~ chiJdren.We are not defenders ,of the welfare $latus 

quo whi~h Sometimes; relies on bureaucratic approaches, discourages work, and breaks '4' 

families. However, we oppose abandonment of the federal pemment's'n~sary role in .
., . . . , 

, ~. hdpinC familirtl o~coln~ ~veJty ""xi II1cerUldr cllilfJ.rent s basic needs. 

It is worth reca1lins ~a.t man)' or Ill!! an'! or have bf;:cn the benoficiariCJ of loVc.rnmeul 

; Ulistance ~ .. direct8.lld indirect. but 'm.any ate ,rightly frustratedb)' the, eurtent ~fare. Ryltem: . 

recipients who fmd thCir di~nity Qndermined and their: neeQs poorly addres$led; 

taxpayers who fear their dollars ~,courage dependency ntht;r than 

empowerment;.. 
'. 

providers who spend morc time chcc;kin, Cor fraud than- helping families; 

and publiC. officia1s who have responsibility wilhoUl adequate JeSOUI'ce5, 

accountability without surticlciJt authority. 

OtO/8~O~' LO:9t S61ZVCO 
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,.. ' 

'IlIc statuS"«lUO is unacceptable., It is children who pay the greatest price for 1h~ fallures of the 

Current $Ystcm. Gen\line ~ reform is amoral hnperadvc and urgent national priority. 

:AA AgmdL'or 1dP~ , 
Welfare reform needs b) be c:omprd1ensive in analysis, but ~ and flCxibie in its 

. , . . 

~Cntation. , We seek a new approach which Pl'UI!l0t:ea 'rr:ater iespcnsibility and otters, 

IIlCJR ooncreto belp tD famiUes 1n leavingp?vertybehind throur;hproductive work aJld other, 


aAistance. tncfe.ascd aa:;o~nt.abililY and ~eentiye.s shouid, be tailored lOa particular family's 


nc:c41.nd cir\;lun~\aJ~!i; not "on~ ~;lC :fits an" requirements, Top down rerorm with rigid 


, nuonal rules oannot meet the nOl::ldr; of a population as dlvcr~ 15 poor ftuniliel. However.,. ' 

- , 

simply Ihiftina responsibility without, adequlIte relIOUl'C:es" standatds aad acoounUlbility cou1c1 


'leave America's poor children worse ofT: Genuine welfare ~fn1Tl1 should rely on incentives, 
. ' 

, 'mOre than harsh penalties; fot example, denying needed benefits for children born ,tD mothen 

';,on weJf~tc can hurt ~ clrildl'al and' preSsure their mothers toward abortion 'and steriUzalion. 


More specifically, we will advocate for welflre refotm which: 


,A. PmlCds Hyman Ure M"~uman ni,ni!¥ 

. . ' . 

"We be1ieve a fundamental eriteriu~ fur all public policy. 'includ1n, weifa.re reform, is 
" " '. , . 

protecti~n of human life and. human dignity. In stateS across the Countr)'. our S~te Catholic 


~rences have stOod against propo~s which deny benefilS to children becauSe of theiT' 


. mother's a&c or ~dc:nce on wc1.l'Are. These pfO\'lSions. whateVer their Intentions, are 

I , • , 

Jibl)' to encourage ~Donion. especiall)'in th~ states ..,.hidl Pay for aborlions, but not for 
~ . 

aSsistance to the1lile children. In~Ji'ing to c.han&~ th~ behavior of patetlts, theSe provisioAlj 

. burt children, and some unborn child~ will pay with theJI lives.. ' 

'. OurChurdtworks every day ICaillSl: scll\,ll\l irresponsibility and the out..of-wedlOck 

births which come witl} it. We do not believe t.ee:~agers should be encouraged to set up their' , 
, " . , , . , 

0W1l houSeholds. However,. iegi&1atioo offering ill~reased flexibility to states should not, 

restrict assistanee in ways we, and mosL observers, .be1i.eve wUl encourage abmtions. We are· . 
, '. ., " 

Working with Catholic Charities USA and other national pro-life groups,io opposing theSe 
provisiOft8 and in proposing alt~rnatjvcs !.hilt prO\'ideassistance in ways that safeguard ehiJ~ren 

OtO/600'lJ 

http:weifa.re
http:nc:c41.nd


~-t:IIOI:I " 

,;' 

.;' " 4 
'I " • 

.. , but,d4'> llot ...itlf~ ~r~piio.te or morally d~lru~riVG bGhavior. 

Por us" this is a: matter of moral consistency. 'Ow: fai1h'requira us to proteCt the lives 


'~dipity of'tho:Vulnerable,dilldren ~hetlle.r Ihe)'a~ born or 'unborn. We cannot support 


'poJi!::;iCs whichwil11ikely l~ ,to more: abordons~' ,Every child is pmciOu~ to us~ 'We ~gnize 

;human life is also threatened an,d diriiinished 'by tbefa11\lre5 of the C1.irrent ~ system and 


~ourbroaderculture. chiJd~thiown hm wdows, tOund;ndumpsteJ"S,andaouscdin ~ 

!homes are'tn.gic SyMptOms of culture in,diwray and a welfare system J.Dlqet1t need 'of real 


, ' , 

~refOla'. It is worth noting that it;$ nolju~'19w j~oo,me fainiUes that, somedmesengage in, 


'~cdvebehaYlor;PcJWl1a1lrrespon5ibnitYlfinUly disfnte~I'aJ1Cl'loSS of moral 'valUes 

" ,.,t,...., " " 

•toud-I not just the ·dawn and out. It but abo the -nchand fan,oDs" anduu::rcst of US'. " 

" D., strnnlth'DA'pamU¥ I'J1Q,W~me ~or~ &h~lda.f1lrm J.hc imponan~:of 

\nattiaic. strong intact fami1iet..per~l'I~l responsibility,: Slelf discip~J cacri.nee, and basic 


im~ty: It sho~ldbclpmoihersand r.thersmeetlhc scdal:ewnomlct edUcatiO~, and 


'1monl n~s of their (;hi~d~; We sup~ a dilldren's \ax credit ,(which I~Cludes poor, 

.!..' , , . ~." " ' 

>families). a strengthened ,~ed Inco~e Credit, and stronler child support enforcement, to' 


theq, meet the ecOnomic; m:edll of Americil's families,· We 'eisosuppon poliC'.iei to keep ",' 


ffamilics together and fathers involved, iO~luding new etrOlU to disco~ra:e parenthood outsidr
, 

1of marriage, an end r.O mamaie penalties ill.OUpu,code, and a hall to welfare policies, which • 

1;" . "''::' .' , • , 

, "discourage marri-.ge and disuiminale apinst two parent families., OUr societyrnust. . , , 

, ., 

,': . 
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. deceftt walea aftd the tax policies which ~ hdpkccp farnlliC'$ utr nlfare. 

D. ~'YP'. Safr41Het jot the Vulnc:table. 'For th~ who ~Ol wOrt. or wbose 

llwork- i. raisinS out youngest Children, the nation has buill a sy8~m of ineomc,nuttiUan and',', . , , " ' , 

,other supports.. Society has a Je$ponsibilil)' ~ help lUeet the needs of those who cannot care 

for themSelves. esp8c:iallyyoun& chUdrrm.APDC, food swnps, and otber:entidement . 

pf'Oirams provide essential support for Poor chi1~. WewW support moie ett=ive and ' 

responsive fcdml~~mm\lnity partnerships, but we cannot suppOrt -reform- that will 

make it more diffi.culC tor poor children to grow inle prcXtuctive i~ividua1s.We caMot 

support n:Co~ mil de5troys the structuICS, ends entitlementS', and eUmiDaleJ resources that 

~ve ,FO....idod o.n CDCIltial8Afc;ty n~t for v~tn.,rAble '1JWcln:.n ur permits 1IG11es 10 'reduce their' 
. ' 

~mf'ftitmeftt i.ft th.is,area. Also, we e.a.nnOl rn.lpport punitive appTo..Ghc;:s 1hat qct itnmj,'ClJIUi, 
, ' , 

. ~1cp1 residents. and lake away the minimal beneflrJllbat they now te.:eive. 

B. Build. ppbJir1Pr.iV8tl Partneahipll to OVercoine Poverty. As advocates of both 

slIbsidiarity and solidarity, we bcl~eve a:reformed wel fare system shouktrely more fully on the 
,kill and responsiveness ofcornnlunity inslilutions and inCJUSed involvement and creativity of 

, " '., . 

States. 'However, private and religious efforts to serve 1bosc in need are be1na severely ,. 
.' • *. _, - • I • . , . 

,~h~. They cannot -- and should not -- be seen as a SUbstitute for wise public poJi~y that 

prOmotea effective pubUclprivate,partn~hips. 

OV&l'COmJnl poVerty and dependency wmrequire ,more creative, MpoRs;.ve and 

cffc:c.t.ive u.cmon, in both tbe pUbll~'alld private RCtDfS. Overly bureaucratic programs must' 
1 . '. 

give way fA) n'lon: cOmmunity,'l~ and ramil)' initiativcs. in~t'C5pOD&ivewlndlvlcSuaI 

needs, potential and problems. Medlatjng institutions eart~6people with greater 
, . , " , . , ,'. , ' , ' . . 

effectiveness. efficiency and dignily. We are nOl'opposed to CAw-fully desisned block pant 

i~itiati.ves in some:. areas if ~ey come with adequate resources: accountability andsafeguardx 

for poor families; Stales Clln ~haPc programs to meet. lbeir local realities, but pov~y has 

national dimensions and ~ns1.::quences thaf require fedeial connnltment and national stanclarcls, , 
, , ""', " ' (, " . " ' 

safeguards, and protections. ,The nation needs to reform its we1,fare S)'Stem, not abandon the,' 

federal government's role and· responsibilities in rlghq poverty. At the same time; private 
, ' 

~ pl'OYiders should not be bi.trdeDed with the enforcement of ~migration laws. 

F. Iovesg In Human Diggi'l. In Ute long TV", real wd(~ reform will save money,. 
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. . , 

but ~ thla short run it will require new inve81.menb in a f&mil)' taA ~Qlh, wucation, tta1n1ng, 

· W1C, work and child ~mp~rt. R.ecent awe experien<:a& support th.' roaJit.y that movin, pcoplo 

Off Welfa:re win be neither easy nor irI~ve. 'Out everyday experience in helping families ' 

leave welfare suggest that hope, opportuniLy and in\'Qtment are essentiallD this rransitio,t. 
, , . 

The .,cia] wnttac:t we seek will orr~ training, educaOon I jobs and other eonciCte assistance in . 

exchange for pel'$istentc:ommitment and effort 0( persons uying to:lea.ve poverty. .Simply 

cutting resourCes and transferrin, responsibility is nol genuine reform. We mUSl resisi the . 

temptation.to $Ci)e poor women, min~riLy familieS or ilnIl'lgrants 81 ei~er passive victims or 

· easy scapegOats for our society's social and economic difficulties. 

,pjmsludPU 

For tile Catholic c:oml1um;ty, the mc:ouu:; ur wd..nlfe rerorm 1s Wbelher It wiU enh8nce 

the lives and dignity of poor chlldn:n and their famiHe&. The goal of rdorm ougllt to be to 

p~tc dccait.wotk Ind re4ucedependency, nut simply on budsetl aDd programs. 'n
o • • • • • 

· . target of reform ougbt to be JXlVerLy_ not poor fam11ies~ We believe oUr society will be 
, ." 

measured by bow "the least of these'l are farin&. Welfare teform wil1 be a clear test ofOUf 


, nation'. moral priorities IiLOd our cOmmitment roO seek the common good. We hope the welfare 


reform debate will be a time Cor civil and suSLained dialogue, more focu5l!d on th~ needs and 

'. . 

pOtential of pOor families \han on rhe sean;h for partisan advMtaae.. 'nUs debate could set an 

. ~pottant frameWork for how our nation ild~sc~ not owy welfare, but also olber. human . 
t" . 

needs. ,We hope these reflecliQns will contribUte 10 this kind of debare and will encourage 

CatholiC$ to.bring LlJci.r voit;Q and values to dUsimpon8m nattonal (balogue whic.h wiJl say so 
. . . 

much about what kind ofsociot)' w~ are ~nd win beGume. 
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::> n Office for Media Relations· 
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C.ONFf.R~~NCE, ' ,3211 Fourlh Street, ~.E. WQ'~hin9~n, DC ,20017~1194' 

DATE: March 17, 1995 


FROM: MIp'. FljDcls 'MaaJsalco 

0- 2021'4J·32OO 
'H·202IS29-9214 

, ' 

, EMBARGOED:· Not for lttelease llntD 
, Sunda,.. March 1', 1995 ' 

CONTACT: . 'Msgr. Frands Manisgdco . , 
John Carr (.201) 541...3181 

(301) 322.-2044 . 

TO; Diocesan Communications Director 

Next week is the Welfare Reform Debate. The Administrative· 

Baird of the CoilferenCe requested and adopted the StatcmenL

Please. s~ the material with your bishop.· , 


Catho6e Bishops Adm.lnlstratil'e Board . 

CaDs Welfare ltetonn"Moral Imperative,· 

U~ Conena -Target Po"ert1, Not Poor Families.~,: . 


. .' . .. '. 

Slat,emeJDt calls -.tu51uo uoacceptabl' t 

urea morDi to protect life. promote ramoy , 
and work, and presene. safety Det. ' 

, . . 

. Insisting the wdfan: ",1.AtU$qu(, is unacccptable, " the Ad.mini5trati~ Board of tho 

,Nation·s Roman Catholic B.isbo~ BUSIest that the debate over welfare reform "will be a test of. 
~O\U nations' values and.ouT tOmmitmcntto the I~t among w'." .'. .. 

In a slatCmenl of Uleir. pdnClples and priorities, the bishops said "for the Catholic 

community) the measure of welfare reform is whether it will enhance the liva and diCnity of 
. t·. . 

;poor dlildten and their families.' ~e pml of reform ought to be to promote dec;ent work aDo 
rectuce dependency, not simply cut bud,els and programs. 'l1Ie ~ of ~form ought to 1,0 

, .' . \' "" ~. . 
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,'. . , 

poVerty, not poor,families., We hope the welfare reform debate will ,be a time for civil and 
. . . ~ 

sustained diBloguc, more focu~~n the needs and potentiator poor families than ~ the search 

for' partisan advantage.' , , ' , 

, The purpose of the statement ~llestc:d and adopted by the SO bishops at=ding tt:-e 
Administrative BoardmeeUn& "is not to make any partiaan polDt, but to' sha.re our principJ~ " 

~d expei1sce.in hOpes they will help 'lift' up Uu:: t;nOl'8ldlmensiOns and human~nsc.qu,cn~ 

of tJ:tis debate~· 
The statement said that the bisbops -5trOnglysupporl genuine welfare'reform which 

, stfength~s 'f~Jjes, encO':JIage5 Proot.Jctive work, and prott:et.s vulnerabl~ children. W. are 

nOt defenders of the welfare status-quo whi~' ~metimes relies on bUrCaucrati~, approacha~, 
'. ' ~ , . 

, dlScomages work, and breaks up families. However• .we oppose abandonment of the federal 

,government's na;eiSary role in helping famiHes overcome ~y and meet their childftm's 

'needs.'; , 

Bishop John Ricard, Chairman of the Bishups' nomestic Policy Committee. said the 
, ' ' 

statement reflected the bishops,roJes as both teacher. and pastors. ·We lead a community of ' 

, fait.tt. not an intei"~t group. OUr focus i5 the life and di&nitY of poor children, not ~i~ or' 

ideoioii~ agendas~ We ,share lhe'valuesof many, reformers and conCerns about costs. but, 

, worry about hu.rrian consequences fur poor children of Some proposals. We have to find a way 

to bring together our' besl vables IUld adequate resOurces in .a new public-priva~ partnership to ' 
combat poverty' and dependency" . , .,' " . 

, , ' 

, The bishops statement reflectS traditional c:athoHc LCaclUng on human life and dignity, 

,Work and ra~i1y responsibllity,.eoncern for,the poorand.princlp1cs of so1idaritY and '. ' 

s~bsidi.arity., TheSe principles according to the bishops -take on special urgency when a fifth 
of our children are gri,wing up poor in the richCSl nation on· earth and 30 million A~ericans of 

aU aps live in poverty. Lack of opportunity, poverty and dependency arc destroying millions 

of families and hariuin; countless children. • 
, ' 

They stalemenl alSo reflect the Church'" eAperienc.e as .the ftationts,largest non:" . 

goVernmental provider of human sCrvices. ·Poor ralniIies are not an abstract issue for us; , 
, . 

: tbey are sister. and brothers. They have names and fiat.CS. They are in our sheltm and soup' ' 

\ 
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kitdlcn.S, our parishes, aNt Catholic; Charities "'~.. ~'.The Ca1bolk wmmllnity knOW5 all 

too well the failures aildabu~ or the eu~ s)'sa,tbc pcrccntlal and HJn.1tiiltlom or prlvat~ 

and Rdigioua ~adt)'t 8IId the:. wa" ~ which Uvea uc'diminisbcd anddipit:r da1icd by 
, . . 

'wid.e:;pruadt.!apendenoy and poverty"in ~i.ar Jane."· 

The statement cites the frustration with the current'system cxpcrlcna:d by nxipiau..s. 


, tUpayers, provid~ 'and public officials. "The atatus-quo is tinacc:eptablc,· they dedarc.lt ii 


. childreri who pay the greatesl price for the failures of the ~nt system. Genuine welfare 


tef'o1:m is a moral imperative and uJlettt naticmilpriOrity.1t 

The bimops"seek a new\ approadl ~hic:h pro~ greater responsibility and offers 

more c:oncre.tchelp to families ~ leaving poverty behind throu&h productive work:and othc: 

assiStance...lncreased accou1)tabiUty and inoentives should be taiJ.orut to a particular family's I". 

:ne:ah and circumstances, not "one size fits all'" requirements, Top down~forrn with "lIeI 


~atiO!la1 rules,canOt meet ~ ncc:dlJ r:1f a'popubltiUTl alt divc::nc.~ poUr, f4miliC). Howc:~Cr,' .. 


.aimply shiftin& ~ponaibiUty without aacqwuc J'eSoU1'QCS, ~~s end :acc:ounlability could 


. l~-e America's poor children worse off.- A~rdln, to the, bishops, -Oenuine, wel.fare reform 
I . ' • 

·shoilld reJyon ineenti~ts more than hanh penalties: for cxanlple,d.enyinr;nee:ded benefits for 

children born tD mothers on welfare can hurt the children ~ ~su,re their mothers toward 

'aboirtion and stcrlU,..atiOn." 

The, bishops ~ment 6teen a middle courSe bctwc:en supporters of oxistin& 

gO\o"e11lmenl efforlS and those who would a1wlqon' or dramanca.lJy redUct assistance to the 

poor. Tb~ siaremerit emphuiJes the' fai1ures of the C1JIYQ1t system 'and the u.r&~cy of refor~. 
buL warns apinatabandonin& or diminishing the natiOnal c:Olrnnitment whelp poor c:hUdren 

and families. 

nlC~ B~llo~' COUrC;l~U~ will ~Qi'li. toe reform wbichprQt.r;;1;M hllm.c,u' Ute and bUOIHB. 

djesi\)'. The bishops ~ppose ·propoaab whjch deny benefits to ehll4renbecaul5e oftheii 

,mnihetf~ Rtf nt dependence. on welfare: These provisions, whatever their intcntion~. ani likely 

.to eru.ou1"lgt abOrti~. especially in those states which pay for ibortions. but not for assislance 

to these dlildren .. In seeking to change the behavior of parents, t.be.se provisions hurt children. 

,and .some ul'lQorn. clli1dren .wilJ pay with their ]ive&.. ,For us, this is a malter of moral 
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~e)'. OUr faith requires'u. to prot=t the lives and diinity of the vulnerable children 

'l'Ybedier they arc born or unborn.·' The bisbOPI also .~ human life is also threatened 

. and diminished b1thC'fU]urca of th~ ~u:;n\I'It wclfa.rc; 'ISlClr. iIllll UUl btoader:~ub,ure. ChIldren . 

,tnJn1lllN'l mmwindows; iou~ ill dumP'te.n, 1114 abused in thei.r hOrM$:u. tmsi~.8)'mpU,m-ll of ' 

~u.ltiare in d~y and a wdfare system in 'urgcot n,* of real .retorm... 

. Thebiahops supporta rtSonn which strengthens rami.,. lite, lnc1udiing a chJ.ldMt', tax 
'.' . 

mdlt (which indudes poor,famt1ies), ~ stlalglh~~ Earned Income C~. and Stronger child 

support enforcement to help meel.·tht: =nomiC: needs of America's fa.miliea.. The'blsbaps' 
I .' , 

also -support policies to keep familicsto,ether and fathers involved. including new effotf.S to 

~iscoura&e parenthood outside of M.l1'ciigc:,an end to marriagC ~ties in OUf tax cOde, and a' .• ' 
bait to welfare policies which discourage mairiapand discrimil'ia.le apinsttwo·pa.rent .
'. . . , . 

~leI. Our sodet)' mUlt disc:ou.ri&e adolescent !Sexual activity a4d teen Pregnancy witll a~ 
~c:ast u muc:h ur,cnc1lUJd ~T6i~" in 'We:; brin, lu di:!K:Ou~g smokingand.IUbsr.arlce 

abuse .aJnMI our youns.• . 

The Bishops· Conference will' litdvocate fOr reform ~hich mgm~re~' 
.l!m:k. The bishOpJ state, -Those who can work ought LO work. . . Too often welfare 

diSc:ounp5 Work by eliminatln& heallh and dlild care benet1ts fOr those who leave the welfare 

rolls far the labor market.' .R.r.al reform, will utrer educatiOD, ItaininS and tran.sidonal help to 

U\oS'Cwho exchange a ~lrBlC check 'for a paycheck. Rigid rulei~d arbitrary tiJne..jines 8xe 
1\0' substitute for real jobs. at decent wagcs ~d the ~ policies Which can help Jc.eE..p families off 

welfare," . 

. The bishops mlia welfare reform muSt pn;m'"Y!!!5 a. gf'eu net' for the yulDmtalc. 
. . . , ", 

11te bishops bcUC'Ve,"Society ·hu a respon»lbility to help tneeL lhe needs of those WhO cannot 
. . .' .. 

. cat'C for thcrn:dv~, cspcc:iall)' young children; A'Fl>C, fuud 5l.aJDPS~ IUld omer entitlement· 

pro&:nU'1\l proVide e5Sentiaf 5U~port fOr }'O('r .cbildren~ We ~U supPort more cffcdive and . 
; , .' .". " 

ie.sponsive federal-8tate~mmunilYpatLner~ips, but we CAni:\ot. supportrefonn thal destroys 

the s.Uut:tures, ends entitlements, and diminales resources. that ~ve provided an essential 

. safety nel for vulnerable children. ~ bishops alsO appose punitive approaChes that target . 
. . . 

imnrl&rants. even legal tesl.denlS, and lake away tbcminimal bene.fitsthat they now receive. 

,The Bishops Cotlf~ce enc;outagc ~fot'rn which Jnrlld\.publklpmyidiLlP'rt,nmblp 

to Q'fenome poYuu. The b;shOpa "bc.lieve a reformed welfare system should rely more fully 

on the. skill and responsivcnc:ss of community in,titutions aod increased invulvement and , 

. creatiVity of states. 'However, priVilte and religious efforts to serve those in need are being 
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, 

.'seveRly:~ed. They _ot -'and5hould nOt - be seen Q substitute forwisepub1ic 

polky that promOtes effective public/private parmershipa...We are ~ opposed' to carefUlly 
, . . ' , 

deQplod block. 
-

grant initiative.s in some areas if they ~mc: Withadequa.te resourcea, 
-

ICCOUTnabllily and ~uanl.. CUI ~l farnili;.:s. Sta.~ c.an 8he.~ proGrams to mCiCt thci.. 1uga1 

r;.tiJitiCJ. 'tNl ~c:rty has natiunal d.iJnersloos and QOn&equenees that require fedC2'8l, 

:commitmeftt and rwiOnalltandards, !iafeguardi\~ and protections. The Dation needs to J'8.form 
, 

its flll'lMare system, nOl a.'bandonthe fedetal govemnlCnt's role and .r~pOMlbi1ities in fighting 

,~y." 

The Bishops' c~rerence will cOntinue to·work for reform ,that iDyfi.ltlba hum 
,

':digpIt;J. ThB SCltement sUICC&l.lhat -In the long run, nl2l welfue reform will save money, but 

, " 'in the short run it will require new investments in a family 1..8A ~edit. education, ~ing. 

,Me, work IlJId child support.~ The bishops support,proposals to lIoffel tralninl,'education, 

Jobs and other roDcrete assiSllDCC in ~change for pc:.tsi&lalt commjtmcnc, and- ~orJ of persons 

'trying to leave poverty. SImply Cutting resources anduansrerrlng resporisibillty is not genuine 

,retcmn. , We must rQla&. On:: ..c:mptlsliun to 5CiC poor womm, minority famlliea or immiptmt.s u 

, c:itbcr paaaive vic::tim, 01' ea&)' sc:apessoata for our socie\.)"s sc:x::ial and economie ~iffie-u1ties.", 

The hfllhDp,,'cJaim that aDO instiwtion-iD AmeriQn life is more committed to the bMic 
, - , 

" :' monl values of marriage, family, responsibilily, wo~, saUal rcStraiJit, and sacrifice for 
, . 

:clrlldtell than our Church.' We p.read&.1&ch and promote these Values r:vety day. We also are 

; committed 'to the values ~fjusti~ ~harity and su1ichulty:WitJl' the poor and wlncrable;' We 

1 believe our society, needs both man; personal TC~sibili~y iIl.d. broader sccial responsibility, 

beU2r values a better 
, 

polici~ to ndl.l~ poverLy and dependency in ~e United 
-

St:a.t.ci." , 

The biShops' statement u~ the Congress to "sort througb fiscal; political, and" 

, , ideological prcssura ,to fashion ,real refbrm windt reflc:cts our nauon'~ best values and-offers' 

genuine, help and opportunitY to (Jur ~l fauaillQ. 'WI!; play t.W.s dc:b4tco win iU:lvanc.e the 

, ~on good, not. fUl1her divide our }X'OPll;along economic, ra.oial. ethnic. ~d ideologi~ 

. lines." 

Tn cttwdng, .the himops Mcourage Ca.tholics "b:'-brinl tl1cir voir:e.a and values to this 

importantnationat dialogue which WiUsay so mucnaboul what 'kind of society we are and will 

become. II 
" " 

.. A ctrpy nf the atarement is attached. 
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POI additional informatiOn ContaCt: . 

John Carr, Seeretary 
Department of Soda! Development and World Peace 
Uni~ StateS Catholic Conference . 
(202) S41-3181 (Office) 
(301) 322-2044 (Home) . 
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Pu.AsB 'lEu. YOlI'R CoMa,H'.I01'U!: '!O VOft AGAnsT COJllSlllE:lU.'lION Oll' 
· H.B. U14, 'llIE WI1PAU 1kmDI BILL 

-., 

Yesrerday's AdmFta'and Sunday's 'NeW ·Tort nmes· reputted thai: toe Hmise 
RepubIiC:an lea&:rsb.ip .baQ agp:ed. to sUppcm Ibree .a.raendments endorsed.by . 
Cltholk Cbarities USA and the NaJioual Right to Life Commi1tee. The thn::e . 

· ~tS~ &:R&ned to.nduce the potaUia1 far mare abor&ioas that would 
be aJlsed by the welfaIe bin's proviSions 01l1Ccll moIbecs, the family caP. and 
the ,bonus for any .states'duit impw-;cd tli.I:ir. SOi:iLlIed· ·illegiti~yratio. or . 	 , .~ 

. .. 	 .. . ; 

LLst ~llbe ~Ouse Rules· CoErimiaee failed 1O"hanor !he ~ proriuses of 
C.mnmi"ec Chair,' Gerald SaIOmao. (R-NY):r ~ pleaK &om _ Bishop!'

:d5i:C~lll1llyjn Coofflft!llC't and a ~ from CardiDal o'Omnar. . . . . '. 

j:'2M~!IAMI'fM 


Jcw~n M5\111«111 " 	 . 

·On Ihc floor, only dle SoUl:h. amcDdmea.t w.iU be allOwed up for a vote. It wouJd 
r.:;a:r . allow atBlica 10 \I!IC blGdt gtaDt Nods for ~ for goOds &ad scrvia:s. fw 
R:v.Finmltlv AHcgin children ,bomlD mDdx:rs already ell we1&n:. .. , 
vtai~il 
r.l3. bile U. Mader 	 Nadia IlK:: Bunn amend!iuw'QD. II!C:tl morba's nor die voUaner;;.,srark amendment 

on abeillegltimaq Rlio -ril be'~OIl die f100r if thc'rulCis adopted•.Scrmry .' ," . ' 


Sim.BaIWlil A. IItIIft (!W 


This is the last Straw! 
Ilusrref 
~ ~01Dt f. Rartl!nDf9 

'I'1lc biB bas many ~ p1OYfBiods: 

Presidtnl 

P.21. Fl'!d I<anmer. SJ II' WOULD JNCRB,\.U lIIJNGa BY 

, ",' 

!r:i'Kln~ 	 cottiag foOd s&amp5 by 14 pen=1t over the ~t fiY.= ~;.and . 
~~. 

, ~_,;? 2Il~ • ~ ·coO.i stamps to able-bodied ,ddIdless adu1a wno carinor lind jobs : 
~"~IIOiIID~~ Widrin90 days. 	 ;, . 

~tl:Jl,it!· 	 -, . 

," ,; , 

.'. ~'. .:. . 
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, IT \lIOtILD,&NDANGEa CIIILDIlEN BY . , . . 

, " 

'If'IICIrjng gua1'an~ iede\,ii mst.chingftJnds fOf" foster care md 3doptiu11; 
and. 

,/ sIashiDg fUnds' fot dill4 ~'1t7 $2.9 billUm,0YC.r .five ycap. 

IT WotJl» ~ ,Rm(D1lDS 01' lBoosAMDS OF JII&4.WD am:.J'.El( BY ' 

,/ dcnYmB tberD eUgmHity fur tlte SSI;, ' 

, " ~r&IIing'~ benefiu fgr dl.ikfICIl OldSideiasr:ib1ticmS. 

'Dere is DDt ""'111 time or spac;e' 10 ddai.t aD 'Ille dangemas provisicm of ,thU
bill! ' 
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• ~> '" ., : Dear RepIeserl.tative::," 
" , ~ '.; " " 

" 
" \.'We ate shoc1al and disappOaKEd tWIt, the JI'tJuie :bIeI'Comalittee has not t'Uled. 

, ~Buun aDd Volk:mI:ItSud amaJdJ:DeIu 10 CIldIt·...dI:Ie ;ur1endmco!.'l wotifd 
reduce the P*Rtialfur an ~iu.~1Cuasjonwl bypnMsioIlsofH~R. 
1.214. The Unired, Slates CaIho1ic ~"~~ Chanties USA 
an4 the NaJiooal Riglllto Life CommilRe .aD: ~" tbat, without: these. , ' 
amencimenb, H.R- '1214' is'likely 10 inc::rease abc&'tiom amoag ~oen and 
mOthers on Wdfate.. ' " . . 

; ;' .; . . ". ' , 
\ .. ,. " 

",' . 
The fallw:e ofthe .kWCa Cam.mi_~ alloW vota 00 cbe9! imeodmenls is the 1d 
• it." .' , . , - . ' '" 
..sttt.w. Not mll'.Goa the bill deny or reduce beDSfiu far 2.1 ,millio.a .families ~ 

, . 'tba AfD¢'Ptogmm, it wouid ~1io eIiCTrittB cash benefit's 1ll'Ider ttiB, SSI Progtam , ' , ' 
. fat hundreds of.rl1o~s of ~ 'd:riJd.n:a. "In ~tiont the bill fails to 

. pr:ouide,' for 'VigoEVllS ef£oni:l·to., c:aIsu~ tbat aU, dWd.' alP.PD1t, i:s Q)~, . 

.~, till: biil den)' aid CD immigrants wi» need aDd dea:rve thew~ i;'•. 

supponof this CXIllnUy., . '.'.. ' "<,....,,' "_ .' 
Epi:ZD~ liM311 

. fl:CMeslRl!II'etelIII;' 

, '~lJS(IIMUtl1T;il .~ .bae:reasOn.Swei Uqc you to'~ CD D:j= the rule ~H.ll. 1214. We ~ 

. crin6dent tbatif the ~.,Comuulllle and :Bouse. I..s:aderdlip haw 8DCIthcr: 


CfIU o;Ppoquaity. UJeyQU1~ a ·mudl·... bill.1D addlcss these Clj~ issues.
.' .. 1.' " 'RI(.Till1liJ I\, Hagan . 
At Ihe m;, least, "are relfi'IiIIauId:'aut JDeD ~ ahartiDlISt . 

'i'te C\1aiI 

lb. ~~~·U;II.1:11:1 , 
 . '. 

. ' , !.' " :,.. ' 

!'«r~r,; . , . , ',I 

='~-~~'rJ,N.X~; , . . " 

Mr, Ji~ t !ltId!lllr~\ 
F.mi Xi:urimer, 51 .. ' 


. Presidenl', 
 President 
A~,~~,~,SJ' , .. ; 

" ',_. 
• 'I. 

" ..' 

. \" 

'H31 kRj 
. ::trefl .. 

'Sullem~ 
IIlWrdria. 

, '. t

, Vilginia 
t; ,.'(c31.c. : 

. " Fbcllll:, ' 

, , (7m) s&llli ~ '. , , 


. Fat. , .~ • I '.
I " 

• IrllIJ154j.T~ " ; .." 

. '" ' 



CARaNALos 0FF'a ' 
10'8 1 ~T AVOl.E 

Nll!':wVClRK, NY loce2:'" " 

I ~ that toda7 nr t~ ,oar c;ommiu~ wm G.e:cide em tile 
~ckms' far 'CDftSicIetatioD of Plc' welflm: re6xm, hill by the H.ou.tC of 
&eptCilll'liltatiYCL I'tIfCn1kf 'lap tJIat JUI1 ~'tbat~ are pc.rmftted.to 
tI:Jl1OVD from tile, bID 0Iree ~ that 8ft, 1'Cay'11UIy 10 hi e.e pRIIIII'e$ an, 
wama to,ba¥e ~ , 

R.,pre:lllfdattft Jft ibn Pd RcpIeseal2Jli'fc ,Ouit, Smiih lmve IpCGific 

SDieMmerlllto rewcdYtht.se problems. I hope }CD wm fnc:orparate tbdr 


, aJTtCftdmeclI' in!D tb biD, Of, at tbe :Yf!'I!Y, tarat, pcuult 1han 'to affltr tlleU 

, .-ew'mem. QIJ;~ ~tJcar. " , ' " ", ',' 


ThaIa ...,mentlvaukt 'ac:l:ompnsh the faDcMDJ: , 

1) 	 'Sta!es wmtId. 'be ~'to use faderal frmdI to provide Cash or 

~ to support c)rildnm boat to 1IIJDI8It'ied momas ~ t8
,~ cub or'vaac_ coaJd 118 flO'f*'=!i cmIy 1Q'~ a40Ba 

fdlDBQlJCfvise JOlID& motht!rs and ~'~ , 


,ZJ' 	 S1aIos 1Ii'DUld be pc:%udued to l,ltI" fedcft] timdI, far additiczual 

assJa1:ancc. In the fmm of ~~ for gcxxlllIld ~ needed by " 

a cbild bam to II ~~r~~. 


3) 	 nm 'OQIJed, ~acy~. ,PraViaIOJl woaId be dlopp:d from ' , 

the 'hID. , \VlsiIe wd: .Db"r.a. c.wdc:.r a:rram dcII20JraPIS co~ 

tbis ~ cmlJcI ,haw, tbe ,etfcet of mwtdittg .tes ill 'wJW:h 

abordaDs iDC:.n8c. " 	 ' ' 

(4 aDOt1If::r ma.-. I am ,\'ely dMpp'i,'Ia$ !bat no ala:; waa able to find any

otber ., to teane IDfffckmt mppoi:t Z!;t luiai die: recfIfoD biD. to'the floDr ,of the 


I' ~... tojoDaathe Woak1DDClldmemt 1D JImil ¥eCIJAjd fbdiDgfcr aborria:oI. 


-;, , 

p.€!2 
. ( . 
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. for chariging the welfare' system, -- tioris is not clear, he said, noting that 
their judgments about "how evil it the number of abortions had dropped Q'ConnorLinks Cuts ih Welfare to More Abortions is" were mixed.' in some states 'after welfare benefits 

But Protestant leaders in the Na-' were cut. .f' 

By PETER STEINFELS 

John Cardinal O'Connor said last 
week that the legislation cutting 
back welfare proposed in the Repub
lican Party's Contract With America 

/[ 
. was "immoral in its virtually inev

itable consequences." 
The strongly worded statement, 

which came in a column. that ap
peared on Thursday in Catholic New 
York, the archdiocese ~eekly, drew 
attention to the fears of many abor
tion opponents that the political par
ty !-bat has been their standard-bear
er: is now championing a measure· 
that could result in tens or even • 
hundreds of thousands of additional 
abortions. 

In his column Cardinal O'Connor, 
the Archbishop of New York, cited 
the case of Representative Jim Bunn . 
of Oregon, a strong opponent of abor
tion who is one of the Republicans 
swept into Congress last November ' 
on the conservative tide. 

Precisely because of his anti-abor
tion convictions, Mr. Bunn has re
fused to sign ~he Republican con
tract: 

It is an awkward position for a 
, 'freshman Republican, Mr. Bunn 1 

'_,says, but he just cannot approve the. j 

welfare cuts t, hat the contract 'pro- 1[,
poses and that the House Ways and 
Means Committee is.now debating. 

"As a pro-life member of Con- . 
gress;" Mr. Bunn said at a press I 
conference last month, "I thought it j 

was quite inconsistent to tell some- ; 
one with a crisis pregnancy to have 1 

her babies but refuse to help her." 
i Mr. Bunn, along with otner Repub- . 
lican dissenters. like Representative 
iHenry J. Hyde of Illinois, is currently! 

: /sending a "Dear Colleague" letter to II 
lother House members maintaining 
.ilthat proposed reductions in Federal 
welfare assistance are "likely to I 
Produce dire. consequences for inno
cent unborn children." I'I Other declared opponents of abor

, . tj(~n disagr~e with this position. The 

Christian Coalition. for 'example, 

continues to lobby actively for the 

contract. Ralph Reed\ the coalition's 

executive director, s<rys the main 

goal of welfare cuts is to stop subsi

dizing "the 'culture of illegitimacy 


Gay Writer Fasts 
In Jail, Seeking Talk 
With Pat Roberls.(ln 

Rv OAVID W. DUNLAP 

and dependency." .once unwanted than .increase abortions, at least in ' 
pregnancies and single parenthood the long run. 
are no longer perceived as the Gov- Cardinal O'Connor agreed that 
ernment's responsibility, the theory there were "some fine ideas" in the 
goes, Americans will voluntarily,' contract,. but said that the welfare 
support a vast network of church 
and private efforts to help women in 
need. 

Southern Baptist Convention lead-. 
ers who have challenged the nomina
tion ofDr. Henry W. Foster Jr. for 


. Surgeon General. of the Public 

Health Service because he has per· 
formed abortions are not taking a 
position on welfare reductions. But 
they surmise that even stiff meas
ures could quite likely reduce rather 

proposal "isn't one of them." 
Richard Land, ·executive director 

of the Christian UfeCommission of 
the Southern Baptist Convention, 
does not deny the basis of the Cardi
nal's fears. "We do not want to see 
women aborting their babies bee 
cause they see it is not economically 
viable to have those. babies," Mr. 
Land said in a telephone interView. 

But Mr. Land views the current 
welfare system a's so destructive of 

See Our 
/ 

Fabulous 
Multi-Level Superstore 
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marriage and the discipline essen
tial to well·being in a free-market 

society that he is urging a thorough 

overhaul of the ,system without tak· 


. ing a position for or against the 

proposed cuts. 

"There are two competing evils 
here," he said.,"We're going to resist. 
being boxed into a corner where we 
have'to choose one over the other., 
We are going to do our best to have 
oiJr cake and eat it too." , 

The. division over abortion and 
welfare is only partly a matter of 

tional Right to Life Committee have 

vocally opposed the proposed wei· 

fare reductions, while some Catholic 

leaders close to the Republican Par

. ty have either kept silent or, like the 

' 	Rev. Robert A. Sirico, a leader in the 

growing school of Catholic free-mar
ket theorists, strongly backed them .. 

Cardinal O'Connor, in his columri, ~ 
also discussed thinkers who admit :;< 
that welfare cuts will probably in. 
crease abortions in the short term 
but insist that eventually.those re
ductions will change sexual behavior. 
and yield fewer' abortions. He said he 
was "unaware of any hard evi~ 

"I would go further than the con- " dance" supporting. their analyses. 
tract," said Father Sirico, who is' And in a sentence reflecting the 
president of the Acton Institute, a 'anguish this issue is stirring in the 
nonprofit organization based in anti-abortion,ranks; he asked wheth-
Grand Rapids, Mich., and devoted to er even a long-term benefit could 
making a moral case for the market offset "a programmed 'short-term' 

different Christian traditions. Mr. economy. increase in abortions. if we believe . 
Land pointed out that although Ro- The likelihood of more abortions that every abortion destroys a hu
man Catholic bishops had also called' as an outgrowth of welfare reduc man life?'; 
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N.O I .l';tACl3S3Cld 

...... Bishops CritiOOI-. 

Of G!~iChOll 

·.WeI£areCutback .. 


Ad080.l0Hd .',.' 

~vR- ·C~yt#li(· 

'rope: Church~:1tist Repent 

"ForSiils'Across lIistory 


, Los Angeles Tiines 

:VATICAJ-J CTTY, Nov. ]4-Looking ahead to 
theyear 2000, Pope john Pa.ul Il today demanded 

.' that his church publicly repent for sins committed 
•••. ' by Catholics. across tUstoryin errant, overzealous 

'detenseof their faith: . . 
... The Roman Catholic church, said the pope, 

"cannot cross' the' thiesh61d of the new millenrti-· 
. Urn Without encoUraging. her children to purify 
.t.hemselves,lqrough repentance, of past errors· 

" and inStances of infidelity, inconsistency, and 
. sloWness to act." . . .. 

-'The maj6r papal 'policy statement carne in a 
l6,OOO~w6rd letter to Catholics. that outlines 
'plims;fo~aseriesohefledio~s, meetings ~mdcei~ 

" emoniesbuilding up to the year 2000, which the. 
diuich will:celEibrate as a "great jubilee whichwill' 

·':·,,;:;.~:,,'~Y4ti~~st~m .. ,}.>,:, '." .': < ..~!:.I~~~:~~~~~~e~:;~~o~eL!nO~ld~
..'> ~::;w~'P~jStl!f~riW', ,,'''' . the pope said, '",'., 


'. The.nation~$,:CatllolicbishopsyesterdaY Criticized weF • . . = .....! ',. 

· fare reform prclp(1~:by.incomingHouj)espeake,r. Newt' ,;:~---""""----!"---~~'---:-:-------:--~--:--' 

.Gingrich (~~a~)'to sh,arply: limit,weifarepaynlents and ,N~w,be added, the bishops hav~Jearned '1egal counsel is
turn the poo(;,OVE:f to charities and olpijanages.., .. . ..... . 

"The stat~:h~~~Qbligationto take care of'thQSe who iInPOlltiint)tiut'it's noUne key ekment here .... It has 
. cannot t3kecifre,,,o(t:ti~rjlselv~s/' :th~~ev, )otm :H. Ri- ,got to be your perpetual jns-tlnctto assist the abused and' 

card.:auxiliarY):)i$hop :ofBaltimore; told reparters at the. ,to do what you can for the perpetrator." 
· annual meeting'itere, of the ,NationalCOruetence of Cath~ '.'The bishops committee's fi ve·· key recommendations 

?lic Bish?p~.• JJi~~mee~g )i,S9' 8tiippl~~.~tl1'~nsitive .• fOr handling a11egatiQnsare;r~$o~d pro~ptJy, relieve 
mt~ ~~~:~ltC~.!S :c~~r.gy ,sexua],abuseand'the role't~e;suspe~ted,~btJ~~ from nurustenal dutles~ cooperate,
of women uitlle"dtutcn; '" "! \ " ",' , Wlththe mvestlgatton andanyJ~gal proceedings. reach 

"Children will be a:dver~)y'affected»ypolidesn that'.OuUo~the victims and their families, and deal openly with 
would cut welfare'benefits drasticaUi;i~dRicard+ who the community', inCluding the hews media', " 
chairS the bishops', domestic policy toIrimittee, :He d~ :' .. '.Bish!?p)()hl}..!~,~eyof'Bismarck, N,D., who chaired 

: ,cried a "bumpet-$titkeJr'~pproachn·to sotialjlblicy, sayiIig'·.. the study,; said rus corrimittee. has no,dear picture of the 
, slogans such as "three strikes you're out,: lock 'them up scope ofsexual abuse in the churcn, or of the financial cost 
. for good...,.lhose aren9t,going to wor.l<;~ " , . ' '. . :ofhtigating ,andJ;ettling claims, Thecoqunittee did not sur7 

Th~bishops have, previou.~y step~.mto:",the.role of vey ~?cE!ses,on.sl,lch ques!ion~, ~eca,use it was n~t sure ho~ 
~ of the, ~r, ~eno~c~g,PreSldeDtRonald:Reagan . to elicIt responses to .s.uchsensltlve Issues, he said. , 
dlJ!U1g hjs acfrnin!strauon {o(eCQnOrnic. policies that they .Outside theOmO.i Shoreham Hotel,'wBerethe bishops 

· 8aId~ounted to an a~~on,pp,orand 19w,inc9mepeopl~,. are bolding their four~aY' meeting; two Victim's' advoca~ 
They also were outspoken,m.tl1~ :de.bf1t~ 9~er he~\h care re- 'cy groups applauded; those dioceses that have made 

" form.:Jnan e~'Y:Wm.th.e-~~~a.n,Pllb~c ~y~.It IS less tol- . progress in dealing.. with aHegations openly and helping 
. . ~t~ ~ver,o! ~u~~~g..'.Ye~~e ,prograps, the,church: ,pr.ovide :therapy' for ~ictirns. " '." " >' .. 

, ,IS S1~g,J~~,fOQ~ue.lts,:~dvocaCYJ?r,thepoor:~. ' .:' " . But one grollP, ,the Survivo,rs Netw:or~. of those 
T The. bisbo~ ~~,tlJe.u:~t¥.d.l.$.,~oq~;1t:tj~,(b\1t PQIlclpled~'. Abl,1sed by Priests (SNAP), issued a list', Of what it said 

'social: y \>acli~ ~1l!&Q~~(tlKldi·~tsh .. ;et'R~puhil'~~drC,~l)~,01'!,~uhchpropo~ : were the, siX "most darigerous dioceses'; for abuse vic-' 
,po C1e~ ~s ~""¥ cr!! . . ,ore en, vouc ers for pn- , t'; C' d' .'N j '·.'K·· C' M " . P "d' .." R I' ..

vate,schools a,!~ab¥'ori'federf!l fundirig'forabortion~ . ~s~ am ,en. , ' "',~ ansas, Ity, ,0" roVl ence, ,., 
, On. televisi~if"Sunday, Gingrich said that 'Congress '. MIIJwathukee'di~antaf3.N.Mh.'J' andd Chhlcago", d d ' 
should 'c'on'sl'd.e·r cuttinOg off 'eli" ". .. ,. taft' 60 n ose oceses, \;uurc ea ers .ave respqn e to V1C~" '. . w llare reClplen s er ' , h· ,. h' "f' I J' , I' 'h 

, days and ~~~'o,ver morecafeJor. the destitute to pri- bms Wlt .counters~ts, or ot er, le~ce ega ta~tlcs, WIt 
: vate c:ha!1ues'and~~!tanages;' ~ .. " .... held therapy. from,V1ctlllls, reqUIred ga,g ordersm ,legal set~ 


" . The blshops~:i;pruiclples on welfare 'reform, wruch they t1ements, kept, ac~u~d pe~trators m actIve, muustry or 

. I developed fQc;,tile; outgoirig; Congress" stale: . "Real wel~ tolerate? rallies .ii,Ild I!l~rches m ~upport of alJeg~d perpetra


fare, reform se!'!k!f:to help peop!.e,leave'pOverty behind, ,': tors,. saJd Barbara Blame, preSident of the Chicag9-based 
not JUst leave the welfareiroUst, ,: ," " .,':," :. . SNAP. ,. ..', " ,.. " '" ' " 
, ~~. ~th@c.-:d.lurcJ1.:thrQ!J8h ,$uchagencies as:Catholic ... , ~n ~he diocese of Camden, ~~rget ,9f a ~lassat,tlOn laWSUIt 
Charities' and ~~~~~.. for!;~~an.Developm~nt, has clamung sexual abuse by 30 diocesan pn~sts, ~lsh0p' james 

... years;of ~p~e tn~movq1g fw,ni).iesfr()~ ....elfar.~to self-, T, Mc:fiu~h re~ently called such legal actIon a new type of 
s)1ffio~cy.. ~~~Jolm,~,~I ,secretary to thel1.S;, Catholic ~error:sm agamst.the church:McHugh refused. requests for 
ConferenCe"s departrilent.'of sociafdevelopment'and world mteIVIews yesterday anhe bIshops conference; '" 
peace;'1nflexibleniI~";dO Doi woik.Xau.sru.d:UWe do set Cardinal joseph Bernardin, archbishop ofChicago,.de
standards, but tA~Y~re.diff~~nt {or ~erent~ple/' 'ni:d SN~P's da.il11 that his ~ocese- had pa~d for c('unter~ 
. After nearly a decade of Uilfolding scimdals,a COmmikl SUits agamst sexuah abuse ¥Icbms, He S31,d he ,knew of 

, tee of bishops' 1~tetd3y : iSsued recominendations en~ : ,one case in his diocese in which a pastor and a lay person 
C?~ging d!.Ofe~,s~t<?re~PQtid'c()m.,a~sionat~IY',to the,;, .'ac:used of abuse were eX9ner~ted ,~n a jury trial and later 
VICtims of se:icual:abuse.Each of the nation's ISS'Catholic' 'pnvately brought a countersuIt.· ':. 

'. dioceses setS its~ own'~deliries;;arid' the 'committee is,' ' .. But the archdiocese has a policy against couhtersuits, ' 
recomrn~ndiIlg"po1iCY;;ba¥d.ori Jts survey,'ofgUidelines's.aid Bernardin, because "we don't want to'delet victims 
already m pJacein 157·;·of them. "" \; >,' '. from ,cotning.to usJor assistance,". 

In the past, t~e bishops' 'first instinct was to; tUrn to ,: ' Last year, Bernardin, was accused of sexual abuse by a 
lawye~s to defend thechur.ch'K.arn abuse aUegations, s3id manwhc)'\ater dropped his lawsuit.:'1 never eV'en thought 
Arch~lshop John: R.Roacb'ofSt:""Pauh~nd'Mirineapolis;; of~ countersuit," Bernardin said }lester,day, "and I think 

. . SNAP gave me credit for that." . 

http:cotning.to
http:Chicago,.de
mailto:th@c.-:d.lurcJ1.:thrQ!J8h
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Bishops'Leader Warns 
Against· 'Punitive' Weifare Cuts 
.' . 

. By DAViD GONZALEZ 
Special 10 The New York Times 

WASHINGTON, Nov. 14 ~ Even 
as Representative Newt Gingrich, 
the incoming'Speaker of· the House, 
is proPosing' to drastically scale 
back welfare' payments and have 
charities and orphanages assume, 
greater responsibility for the ,poor, 
the head ofthe nation's Romari Cath
olic BiShops conference warned to-, 
day against "punitive welfare provi
sions:' that would harm families and 
chirdren. 

/Vchbishop William H.' Keeler of, 
Bakimore; the president of the Na~ 
tioffa! Conference of CathOlic ~ish-
ops, ,did not refer'to Mr. Gipgrich by 
name, saying instead that the bish: 
0PS' opposition to such pOliCies was 
not partisan, but in keeping with the 
church's teaching on "the dignity of 
life." ,', 

"We in the church stand with the 
unborn and the undocumented, the' 
poor and the vulnerable, the hungry 
and the homeless in defense of hu
man rights and human life," Bishop' 
Keeler said in his opening remarks 

A brief front-page report on Satur
day,' summarizing an:'artic1e about 
Congressional Republicans' reac
tions, to victory, referred Imprecise· 
ly to automobiles used-by Represent
ative Newt Gingrich. The Cadillac in 
which he rode had been provided b"y 
a group he was addressing: he did 
not trade In his own car: Mr. Ging
rich's comments are reported today 
on page B8. 

•
An article yesterday about an ar
rest in the slaying of Gerald Gold
berg, a deliveryman in Brooklyn, 
referred incorrectly to the victim's, 
business. He deliyered eggs, and a: 
variety of dairy products to, local 
stores, ~tiul he d,id nof deliverlllilk.:::., 

personalresponsibi1it~opRi- , ty that the ch~r~h was in a dark. . 
card said. "We also believe the,soci- alliance with an international funda
ety has a responsibi'lity for those who mentalist front to' enslave women." 
cannot care for themselves." During thatc!lnference"the Vatican 
'Bishop Ricard acknowledged that campaigned against including abor
the Republican J!1ajority in Congress tion 'in' family' planning programs 
may rnake it harder to attain that 'andextending those programs toad

,balance but noted that the church 
was not 'powerless. "We have to bear 
in mind as the Gatholic Church we 
bring to the debate of forming a 
social policy a broad network of 
Catholic institutions and parishes," 
he said. "We feel we have the Catho.. 

, lic people on our side and have the 
strengths to address these issues in,a 
meaningful way." ' 

Bishop Ricard said the bishops 

olescents. ' 
The Pope's stance was born of his 

desire to preserVe the dignity of 
women, family values 'and human, 

,life, Bishop Keeler said. . 
Later this week, the bishops' Ad, 

Hoc Committee on Sexual Abuse.will 
pre~nt its report on how 'to "en

:hance" diocesan policies regarding, 
allegations of sexual abuse by mem
bewo! the clergy. Bishop John Kin· 

had deveil>ped criteria for assessing, ney of Bismarck, N.D., the comlllit· 
any so<;ial spending proposals pre-' tee chairman, said the 28guideliries ' 
sented 'in the Republican-led Con-'were based' on priric,iples that e,,· ' 
gress.Conference officials said they 
would examine budget, tax and wei
fare measures "from -the, bottom 
up," with an eye to how, they would 
affect children and the poor. 

John Carr, the secretary for social 
'developmtm~ and world peace at the 

,couraged prompt response to vij:· 
tims, relieving the 'accused from his 
assignmeiu,if warranted, complying 
with civil authorities and dealing 
openly with 'the ,public. "As long as; 
we are not able to talk about it, 
people will. say"'maybe there is a 

United States Catholic, Conference,cover-up," be said. ',' " 
tile bishops; social policy arm,' said 

to the National Conference of Catho.. , ,that limiting the d,uration of welfare 
Iic' Bishops, which is meeting here ,'eligibility or reducing benefits for' 

'this week. "Our advocacy, does not children born out of wedlock were 
fit ideological or partisan categories, ,unrealistic. The,church's experience' 
for our witness is not politically cOr-, running social welfare programs, he 
rect, bu~ unfailingly consistent." said, shows th-at fiexibility is needed: 

Steering a course ,between parti-, Human rights and human, life 
,san poles, Bishop John H., Ricard, an' were'two of, the, themes on the con-
Auxiliary Bishop in Baltimore and ference's agenda. In his opening re-' 
chairman of the bishops' committee ,marksBishop Keeler touched on the 
drafting a report' on violence, said ~on be.tween the chqrch and the 
the political debate was being dom!- !""e"a\~topic that he addressed a,t 
nated by "bumper-sticker ~orality last year:i-meeting. " ,ual' abuse emphaSized that the 
and bumper"sticker PQlitics" that 'He' said today ,that news reports church's response'had to be pastOral 
forced "false" choices between indi-' about last September's Cairo Con-' .il\nature,' admitting that when, 
vidual responsibility, and goy-ern- ference on World Population and De- church officials first started dealing 

_ ment spendi!!~.' "There has to be velopment "trumpeted the absurdi- ',with the issue they relied, more on 
________--...;."""'!'---.----'___".....,;"__' "civil law. "The church'sprimaryi'e~, 

C-	 , "t-' "'
orre,c ,IOnS 

A picture caption yesterday with a 
pop review of a performance by the ••• 
Proclaimers at' Tramps misidenti-' 
fied the performer shown. He was 
Craig Reid; his twin brother; Char
lie; also performed." 

• 
A report in the Off the Menu col

'" umn, of The' :Living Section last " 
, Wednesday about the, formation of a ,. 
catering compan.y by Daniel Boulud: 

' He said thecomrnittee had yet to 
compiledata'on the number of cases' 
of sexual abuse inembers of the cler· 
gy or the, amount of money, paid· in 
legal,settlements. But he added that, 
his' impression' from conversations 
with various bishops wa~, that tl')e 
perc'entage of priests who werepe
doplilles was less than "2 or 3 ,per· 
cent"and that the legal liabilities ! 

were not as high as victims' rights 
groups !,lave suggested. 

' Members ofthe committee on sex~ . 

sponse ,has got to be y~ur pastoral 
instinct to assist the abused and do 
what you can for the perpetrator," 
said Archbishop JohnR. Roach; the 
Archbishop of st. Paul and Minne
apolis.,,' " 

, The report: was based pn a review, 
o( ,the policies of 157 of the nation's ' 
185 Roman Catholic dioc~ses. Bishop, 
Kinney underscored that the reco~- , 
mendationswere' guidelines; 'gover
nance of a diocese, he said, is left to ' 
the bishop, who answers to the Pope. 

While'several gr,oups representing 
victims of ' sexual abuse commended 

and Jean-Christophe Le Picart re-the committee for reaching out to 
ferred incorrectly to Mr. Le Picart's"; them, representatives of on~'group 
previous catering concern. ' Ten~~;;' 'today said that stronger action must 
tion: !tis still In buslness,unc:)er t$~;;: be taken to bridge the gap between, 
name Tentation" Potel& Chabot"" recommend,ations and local, prac
owned by Potel,& Chtl,bot. a Parisi~~,;:~' tices. The group, The Survivors Net~ 

, ' 
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catering compa;~y; ", ", ';::::.;, ,: !)NQrl( (),!;,,;~l1ose, :A~J.l~,e9-}~~\',17ri,~s~S:';.'."'J.!'C' '-7 
',' 	 ISSUed 'a list of- SIX archdioceses that, ' ' " 


it' said. ~'mistreat those· who ,come' 

fprwan:l with 'allegaticms' of sexuai 

abuse" launching countersuitsjfor 

example, and retainiilgaccused 

priests in their assignments. 


, "Our view is the policy statements 

and the written documents are real

ly meaningless unless they' are fol· 

lowed," said David ;Clo,hessy, the 

group's national director. ,"In ~io, 
 ",1 

cese after diocese across the country 

we've seen a huge difference, be

tween what is said and done." 
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