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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 nesd 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 Scnate is debating welfare reform, T 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 gur shelters and soup kitchens,
parishes and schools, Our everyday expenience in helping familics 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 cffort of persons trying to leave poverty behind. Simply cutting resources and
transferring responsibility is not genuine reform. We must resist the lemptation o see poor
women, minority families, or immigrants as cither passive victims or casy scapegoats for our
society’s social and economic difficulties,

There are several positive elements in the bill wluch was mported out of the Senate
Finaince Committee: g

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

®m  preservation of child welfare and child protectmu entitlements;

®  recoguition that the federal government should not denmy children benefits
because of their mother’s age or dependence on welfare; and

®  strengthening of child support enl'omement mechamsms and related data
gathering requiremeats, ‘

We are particularly pleased that “child exclusion/family cap” proviszions were not
included in the Semate 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 sdll significant elements of the bill which are clearly not
consistent with our principle that genuine welfare refor should strengthen families, encourage
productive work, and protect vuinerable children. We are not defenders of the welfare statug
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quo and we recognize the diverse role of federal, state and Jocal 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.

B Block Grants/Entitlements

While we are not opposed in principle to block grants and soppott increased state
involvement and flexibifity, 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. Freering the federsl contribution to program costs without any refereace to the number
of needy children or changing economic conditions, will underntine the gystem of income,
nutriion and other supports which serves as a safety net for the most vulnerable. As advocates
of both subsidiarity and solidarily, we support more effective and responsive federal-state-
community partnerships, but we cannot support "reform” 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
for vulnerable children. We fear that the fiscal pressures which are driving Congress have led
to a proposal more clear about reducing resources than reordering responsibiliies.

M Treatment of Children

While we appreciate the Senate Finance Committee’s docision that children should not

- . be denied benefity because of their mother’s age or dependence on welfare, it has been reported

to us that some Senators iatend to offer amendments 10 deny benefits on these grounds. We
oppose any attempt to deny benefits 10 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
intentions, 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 eacouraged 1o set
up their own households. However, in seeking to change the behavior of parents, these
provisions hurt children, and some unbom 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 chitdren eligible for
Supplemental Security Income [S5I]. We are concerned about more siringent elipibility
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. Owr faith requires us to protect the hives
and dignity of vulnerable children whether they are born or unbom. Every child is precious 10
us,
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- M Treatment of Aged and Disabled Legal Iroaigrants

We are also concerned abhout the exclusion of aged and disabled legal immigrants from
eligibitity for assistance through the SSI program. We are also troublad by provisions that
would severely restrict legal immigrants® eligibility for other Social Security Act programs,
incinding 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
dornestic 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 bave 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
Farned Income Tax Credit. To reduce this tax relief for working families would send exactly
the wrong message at a time when our nation needs to reward work and help families rise 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
unacocptable. Jt 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 welfanre reform is whether it will enhance -
the lives and dignity of poor children and their families. The goal of reform ought to be o
promote decent work and reduce dependency, not simply cut budgets and programs. The target
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.

Smcﬂely ,

erend John H. Ricard, S87
Auxﬂlary Bishop of Baltimore
Chair, Domestic Policy Committee
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June 28, 1995

‘Honorable Robert Dole
Senate Mejority Leader
United States Sepate -
Washingtan, DC. 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

Earlier this month, thc u.s. Lazhnlxc B:shops Conference sem every member of the
Senate 3 statement of our principles mdpnonue;s on welfare reform. We reiterated our strong
support for genuine welfare reform and o oppositicn to provisions which violate our pro-hfe
and social justice principlesi A copy of the letter is enclogsed.

Ia that letter we cxpresscd our strong support ofthefmo Committee's rejection of
‘mandated family cap and child exclusion provmons We also promised our strong opposition to
any floor amspdment to mmda:cﬂ:esepmﬁsmns We understand you are under some pressure
from members of the Senate and some groups which mstonlnclmhngsuchpmposals. We:
szongly urge you to resist these pressures. ’

We reaffiem our p:mmpled and determined opposition to attempts to deny benéfits o
children because of the age of their mother, and \thelr family's depeadence on welfare. Such
provisions, whatever their imentions, are likely i°° encourage abortion, especilly in states which
pay for abortions but not for assistance e these children: We do not believe that teensgers
should be encouraged ta set up their ownhousehold‘s however, in seeking to change the behavior
of parents, these pmmmns furt children, and some unborn children will pay with their lives.

There is much daebate and conjecture nhLut the hurnan consequences of these measures.
Now we have some mdeme from the e:‘panence of a state held upasa mode] of this kind of
welfare reform. AS the amhed fact sh@*tpomts out, these provisions in New Jersey have led 1o
a reported Dicrease in the abonion rate withowt auy significant decrease in the rute of out-of-
wedlock births. Pro-life principles should be upheld in the welfare debate. It is not logical o
ingist that young women will decide whether m have children based on the availability of
agsistance, then furn around and insist that the demal of assistance will piay wo role in a decision
to-end the life of that unbomn child. Asthe wly data from New Jersey apparently indicates, such
measures.do not redune dleigmrmry bur do ineresse sbortion. .
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We urge you and all Senators to reject simple and dangerous fixes which encourage
abortion without attacking the real causes of widespread illegitimacy in our society. We need
real weifare reform which stengthiens families, promotes work and tespansibility and protects
vulnerable children ~ born and unborn. .

Singerely, _
W IW
st Reverend John H. Ricard, SSJ

|

|

| Cheirmen, Domestic Policy Comminee
Auxiliary Bishop of Baitimore
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UPDATE ON THE FAMILY CAP PROVISIONS IN WELFARE REFORM
June 1995

_ As you may have read, zhe Senate has (lelayed its consideration of welfare reform until after the July 4th
recess (June 30 2o July 9). The Senate bill, unlike the House bill, does not prohibit states from prving cash sid to
children of curremt welfsrw recipicnts or teen ‘mothers. While not supporting teen parents setting up separate
houssholds, the Canference and Catholic Charities USA worked hard and suceessfully ta at least provide vouchers

to these children in the House bill, However, in the Senate, a number of Republican Members bave threatened to |

flibuster any bill which does not prohibit states from providing cash ussistance to children born to currem welfare
mpmm and minor mothers. Our goal in the Senate is 1o keep these “child exclusion” provisions out of the bili

while apparting efforts 10 provide mm::nhaunge of benefits including parenhng education, skills wraining
and appropriate adult supervision:

The Conference’s position is besed an the belief that children should not be :!emedbmeﬁtsbmuseofthar
mother's age or dependence on 'welfare. These provisions, whatever their intentions, are Likely to encourage
abortion, espednﬂyimhosemteswhkhpayfcurabonions but not for assistance to these children.

NWI&!zyuﬂlemmmelmaqpmwnhaﬁnﬂymp Here is a recap of the currently available
mfomﬁommuﬂyrdmeﬂmdmofﬂmNewlmFmﬁly&p

s the abortion rate incrﬂsed in New Jersey after the Family Cap/Child Exdnsiou’
Yes. In May, New Iersey welfare officials anmmounced that:

The abortion rate amang poor Women increased 3.6% in the dgl:t months after New Jersey
barred additional payments to women on welfare who gave birth to additional children;

" ‘The totai pumber of abfartions performed on women receiving assistance through the main
widfare program, Ald to Familles with Dependent Children, increased from 7,619 tu the same
p:rlod 1 year earlier to ,931 '

J This increase is exactly whaz pro-life ¢pponents of the family cap predicted, and is particularly significant
given that, ﬁ:rthepmou;f‘myws, Newjmey'sabomoamehad declined 129 and the national rate had
declined §5%. :
Does the Family Cap provision resuit ia fewer blrths to welfare reciplents?

No. A study conducted by Rutgers University indicates that the New Jersey law barring sdditional

- poymenty 1o welfare mothers who have mare children has had no effect on birthrates among those

women,

From August 1993 ﬂnwgh July 1994, there was no significant gifference between birth rates

in the group of welfare mothers who recelved an additionatl monthly benefit if they gave birth .

1o another child and thbse deaied such z benefit

Mhﬂmm&em@onappemmmmmmudmmmnounpac:ontheduld
bearing practices of those women subjected to its penalties and incentives. Iheuudyreﬁnesmuﬂaﬂw
. announcements that birth ratesi among New Jersey weifare mothers had dmpped dramatically since the state
implemented the policy in 1992.

Conciusion

MMMmmm the abortion incremse coupled with the absence ofunpmafthcf’anﬂy
cap onbm:msWmcbepoﬁqofdmymgchﬂdmbemﬁuﬁomtredumﬂlwehnhsmby
increasing sbartions. ;
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June 20, 1995-.

‘The Reverend Fred C. Kammer, S.ﬁ.-

Pre51dent

. ‘Catholic Cherltles UsA -

Suite 200
1731 King Street a
Alexandria, Virginia 22314

Dear Fred:

‘Thank you for your letter. I'm glad you enjoyed ‘the plcture‘

and your visit to the White House.

_ As yvou know, I share your deep concern ebout the debate in-

Congress over welfare reform... I have long believed that

“government must work in partnership with people -- providing

opportunity, encouraging responsibility, and strengthening
families for the future. We must do everything in our power
to help poor children and families to get on. the path to
self-sufficiency. I am firmly opposed to the current House
propesal  because it is both weak on work and tough on
children, and I will fight any further measures that seek
to undermine the fundamental covenant between America’s
government ‘and the people it serves.

. .As alwaysg, I am grateful.for.your comments, and I will keep.

them in mind in the days ahead.

sincerely,  BiLL CLINTOH

'BC/JFB/JAD/MAH/WS efr (Corres. #2283585)

(6 .kammer. fc)

cc:  Pam Madarls w/copy of "Offlce of the Pre51dent" form
cc: Jim Dorskind, 294 CEOB-

Julia-Bakemn R
‘cc AEBruce Reed », L

Encl: NGA Summlt Speech

.Xeroxed copy - of personally 51gned orlglnal to NH through John

Podesta
CLEAR THRU JOHN PODESTA

PRESIDENT TQ SIGN
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“While Senators consider proposals to deny cash assistance to ¢hildren born to mothers
~already on welfare, it is important for you to have the most up to date mformauon
- .on the effects of the NEW Iersey expenment

1 am em:}osmg data rel«:ascd Jast week by !he New Jcrscy Deparunem of Husmnan
Services and an analysis by Michael Laracy of the Annie E. Casey Foundation which
explains lhe ﬁndmgs

There are three unponant poinis to understand about the impact of the "famﬂy cap”
+ or child exclusxon pohcy in New Jersey:

1) Ccmt:ary to earher testlmony by CBO Dlrector ]une O’ Neil and publlshcd
' reports by Robert Rector of the Heritage Foundation, the New Jersey
program has not reduced.out of wedlock births or births to AFDC recipients.

.The "famxly cap” has not worked :

) ‘While the famlly cap® ha.s not reduced births, there has been a significant
- (almost 4 %) increase in abortions among women on AFDC in New Jersey at
“a time when abortions among all other groups of women were decimmg in
New Jerscy and elsewhere , '

» AJI of the babies born to mothers affecte:d by the "family cap" are growmg' '
up in greater deprivation, and so are their sisters and brothers who are now
- living further below the poverty line because already inadequate income must
"be stretched w0 provide for another child who needs clean diapers, clothes,
toys and other necessities.

Please make sure that your Senator understands that, however well~mtentmned Chlld‘
exclusion policies and other ynproven 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 permirned to experiment with. such policies until and- -
‘unless the final evaluation of the New Jersey program is complete and it can be_
.demonstramd that the results are benign. _ :
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New Research Findings
- onthe
Impact of the New J ersey Famiiy Cap on AFDC Births

® New preiumna:y rescarch ﬁ.mimgs do not support the contention. that the “famﬁy cap”

policy--denying AFDT cash benetits to additionai children born to mothers receiving
welfare--has 2n eifect on (e numbder of AFDC births. At least that was the case in New
Jersey berwsen August 1993 and July 1994—the f1:st 12 month period that a family's
welfare grant would no longer ircrease if the mother had another child. A new study that
examines the impact of the New Jerssy family cap indicates no difference in the
percentage of births 1o AFDC mothers who were subjecs to the fatruiy cap versus those

- who were not. New Jersey, one of eight states with a family cap,. is the best state to study
- the impact of the family cap on AFDC births because it has ha.d this policy in effect the
. longest (since October 1992)- i _

The preliminary ﬁndings indicate that berween August 1993 and Jely 1994. 6.9 percent of

. AFDC mothers subject to the family cap gave birth to an additiosal child, whereas 6.7
- percent of AFDC modhers not subject to-the family cap gave birth o an 3dditiogal child.

This small difference is sttistically insignificant. The results of this study were based on

© - a compatison of two groups of AFDC mothers f.ha.l'. th.:ough a rand,om asslgnmenx were -

c:thar Subjet[ to the family cap or not.

The new estimates are much more accurate an.d cnrnplete alba: suu prelumnary than

. those made previously. These estimates gre bused on work complered by Rutgers
- University, the official evalvator of New Jersey’s stats-based w_eifare reform waiver
© ° demonstration. Due 1o the national significance of the family cap issue, the state applied

for, and was awazded, funds by the Department of Health and Human Services to provide

. ‘prefiminary estimares of the effects of the family cap. This is the firat set of analyses

conducted for this study. A more complets set of analyses will be conductcd ang findings

T n:ad:: ava.ﬂablc over :hc cou.rse of this summer. -

An unpubhshed but widely pubiicized, stu.dy of the impact of the New Jersr:y famzly czp '

- conducted last year which examined births to AFDC mothers subjest to the cap versus -
births 10 AFDC maothers not subject to the family cap over the same time period (August

1993-July 1994) found & sigrificam reduction in the pcrunr.age of addltional births to

. AFDC mothers. Rutgers University researchers’ assessment is that the primary reason for
the difference between the earlier study and their own is that lengiiy reportisig delays of

births caused the data used in the darlier analysis to be incomplete. In conmast, by the

titne Rutgers University conducred xhc saife rype of analysis, the daw ca.gmred all bxr:hs
and is complete. :

. --'The easlier srudy fent Suppon-to the i&éa thar a family cap wbuld reduce édd'u‘.ional hirths
W0 AFDC methers.  While still prefiminary, these new estimares provided by Rutgers
- University about the impact of the family cap on additional births to AFDC mothers aze

the best available acd counter earlier findings. - More extensive analysis over a fonger tme

“period is needed befo:e any. definite ccncluswn.s abou! the 1rnpact of the famlly cap showld

be drawn.
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Comparison of Additional Births to -Mot'ﬁers who Roceived AFDC in New Jersey
Durmg Some or All of the Period of Aungust 1993 July 1994

(Ongomg Cases Only)
T _ ATDC Motbers AFDC Mothers ' !
' ~ Subjuctio ' . Not Subject to |
Family Cap | - Family Cap j
Percet:tage\;ithabirtjbint'hé period l S ‘
I Aggust, 1993 through July, 1994 _ | _ - 8.9% i 6 7% Lo |
INumber ia sample - - i 2,999, ot 1429 l

. Wl'ule the fa.rm!y cap went into effect throughout New .Iersey on October 1, 1992,
the first births which would potentially be affected by, this, provision would
- not have occurred until August 1993, or 10'months after the effective date.

SOURCE: Rutgers ('J“ni?efsirty,ﬁ Aﬁa]ysis of N'é'w I er§e:é AFﬁIC{tis'élo‘ad'da_ta.
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" “IF IT SEEMS TOO GOOD TO BE TRUE, IT PROBABLY IS

- Observations on Rutgers University’s I'nxhal Evaluation Flr.idings that
New Jersey’s Child Exclusion Law Has Not Reduced AFDC Birth Rates e
e Comrary to Previous Claxms by Its Supporters .

" Michael C. Laracy ©
- Senior Program Associate
..~ The Anme E Casey Foundat:on

June 21, 1|99s |
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~ This fact sheet and analysis is intended to assist in the interpretation of the recemt release
. by the New Jersey Deparanent of Human Services(NJDHS) and the U.S. Department of Health
. and Human Services (USDHHS) of the preliminary findings and impact data from their on-going
. -evaluation of New Jersey’s Family Developmem Program (FDP), which found no reduction to
| _date in the birth rate of weifare mothers atmbutable to FDP’s child exclusnon faw, -

Spec:ﬁca.lly, Rutgers submmed the:r ﬁrst eva.luauon delwerable u.nder their conrract with
. NJDHS., which focused on the vital question of whether FDP had caused birth rate reductions
" among mothers on Aid to Families with Dependent Children {AFDC) on the orderon 15. 19, or

even 29 percent as many supporters of chxld exciuswn laws had ciau'ned In a lettf:r dated J une ’
14 1995 Rutgers smed : :

+  From August 1993 Lh.rough July 1994 there isnota sranstxcally 51g,mﬁcant dn"‘ference
. between the birth rates in the experitmental and control groups. We find a 6.9 percent rate

~ for wornen sub_}ect to the Farmly Cap [i.e.. child exciusmn law] and a 6 7 percent rate for
those in the contro} group. . : . . :

+ ' Itisour assessment that the pnmarv reason for the d1f"ferencc between our ﬁndmgs and

those of earlier analyses . . . is that lengthy reporting delays-by chents resulted in
mcomplete data avaﬁablc to earlier research efforts '

. _ . "Our ﬁndmgs should. be consxdered as prehmu:ary inasmuch as (1) anly one full year of
.. post-program data was available and (2) data on new apphcauon cases (N=4 ,5000) were
100 mcomplete 10 mciude in t.he a.na.lysxs

' A copy of the Rutgers rcport 1o NJ'DHS 1S atrached as Appendtx A of t.!us analysw
Th:s fact sheet (1) prowdes 3 bnef SUMIMATY. of FDP and 1ts chlld e~cc1us1on Iaw
. (2)out1mes the nadonal debate about cut-of-wedlock births and welfare reform; (.a) analyzes

" relevant; aspects of the Rutgers findings for the debate, and (4) concludes with a set of “questions

and answers™ that attempts to assist in apprecxanng the xmphcatxons and consequences of these
important developmems R _ :

o The Family Development Program. enacted in 1992, consists of si;fc pieces of sxai_e N _
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legxsiauon. the best known of which is the child cxciusmn law. A summary of. the FDP package
+is atached as Appendix B. Often referred 10 2s the "family. cap” law. this component of FDP
' stipulates that ani AFDC family that has an additional child will not receive any cash assistance
: for the child if born more than ten months after the mother's application for AFDC. The ten-
' month provision is intended 16 exernpt infants who were conceived before the mother applied for -
\ public assistance. According o state data, approximately 60 to 65 percent of all AFDC births are
- exempt from the penalty since most of the 10,000 or so children born 10 wclfa.re farnilies each
. year were concewed while the modmers were not on AFDC '
o Prev;ously, in Ncw Jersev 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 farmiy size).
| There 2re no exceptions made for cases of decumented rape, incest, or contracepuve failure, The
- mewbormn's eligibility for Mcchc;ud and food stamps are not affected. The law took effecton
.' ‘October 1, 1992, affecung chﬂdren bom 10 AFDC famxixes teri months fatez, as of August 1,
1993, ' ,

A vanety of FDP's. components required federai Section 1115 demonsiration waivers,
i which were approved by USDHHS in the summer of 1992, Under the terms of the {federal

| watvers, 2 rigorous research evajuation. mcludmz an impact Analysis. was required. The state
. coprtract for the evaluation was awarded to Rutgers Umvchlty through an open competitive bid.
' The full evaluation wiil ot be completed for several years, with preixmmary impact analysxs
ongmally not scheduied for release untl 1996.

; .. OnNovember 8, 1993, the administraton of then New Iersey Govemor Jxm Florio 1ssued
* apress release claiming a significant 16 percent reduction in the number of children born to
'+ AFDC families as a result of the new regulations. His ¢laim was based on a comparison of the
. AFDC birth rate for the months of August and September 1993 with the same¢ two months one
! . year earlier. He asserted that FDP was therefore an "obvious success.” The law's sponsor,
Assemblyman Wayne Bryant (D. Camden) exclaimed. "I s granfyme to hear reports mchcatmz
that fewer women arc havmg babies." -

: However,_ at the same time, senior NJDHS officials urged caution abour prematurely
; drawing inferences on the effects of FDP so shortly after implementation. They had serious
. reservations about attemptmg To use raw monthly data reports for such purposes since they were
subject to subsequent revisions, as well as misinterpretation. Govemor Florio's pronouncement
was based on monthly reports filed with the state by the 2] county welfare agencies for -
administrative purposes, which are subject to extensive revision and updating. Although :
~ essential for routine program management, these initial reports are of highly variable quality and -
i should not be used for program evaiuation. The Governor’s claims were not based on the
rigorous evalgation which was then being started by Rutgers. The Commissioner of Human
1 Services warned, "It is early... It's always difficult to speculate on this, to analyze what it actually
. means. Two months is not a lot of time to do staustical a.n.alys1s " The Com:mssloner s caveas
1. werenot wxdely reponcd : :

It is now abundanﬂy :evidént that the reticence of the .sjcate agency officials was well .
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o P " Inearly 1994, the Cener for Law and Socxai Pol;cv (CLASP) Pubhshed a cnnquc of
- Florio's ¢laims, concluding that his assertion of a 16 percent drop was completely unwarranted.
- - The analysis, Mﬂ_},ﬁjﬂﬂﬂgj cited several reasons u.hy the claim was cw.aggerated and

unbalanced:
e Much of the reduction was due 1o considerable Iags in the reporting of children
Lo . born 1o mothers sanctioned under law (because the children were not included in
i : * the families’ grants. there was iess reason for mothers to report them to the county -
' ~ welfare agencies until their normal recertification, when they were reqmred W
- provide an update of their families’ cucumstz.nces)
¢  Someof t.h; rcmaiﬁing decline in the AFDC binh rate' was due to a host of other .

R factors not accounted for in the raw data or in simple "pre and post” ¢omparisons
(such as mothers who moved before reponmg a birth), and so could not be
attnbutcd 1o the law- and :

N . paraliel 2 percent dectine in New Jerscy's geneml popuiancn s bmh rates
accounted for a pomon of the remammg reducuon

Moreover, CLASP pomted 10 other i unpor:am conslderanons that wov.ﬁd help to put the
chemor 5 claun in proper petspccnve _ :

e Even accepring the preliminary figures. the law’s i'mfaact was Oﬂl)":an annual
- caseload reduction of approximately one-quancr of one pemem (0.0025)-- an
' -n.npac: of little consequence

. To produce’ the reiatwely modest decrease in births. five times 2s many
L - newborns had to be penalized, putting them at higher risk of serious adverse
NI - and costly — health and social consequences;:

. Imu,al assurances that there were no mcreases in the number of Medmmu .
abomons were unsubstanuated

. Widespread.dclays n molhc:s mpo}ﬁng births were reportedly accompanied by
' . . - instances of non-reporting, generating significant social and health repercussions
' for 1he children 1f they also lost access to food stamps Medicaid, and WIC; and

] The law's prov:smns mtended (3] mduce new mothexs 10 pmmptly return to work
: “had not vet been shown to have any xmpact :

AR chenhcless, ba.scd on extensive nauonal press covemge of the Jaw's a.lleged success --
and specifically the purported 16 percent drop in birth rates -- numerous states proceeded to
~ consider and adopt their own versions of New Jjersey's child exclusion law.  Both the House and
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Senate Republican welfare fefonn bills of 1993 would have mandated such 'provisions n'ationﬁliv,'

- and even Presidemt Clinton included child exclusion provxs;ons as‘a state option 1 his welfa:e .

rcfon'n bﬂl muoduced in the summer of 1993

“This msh to judgement and nanonal rephcanon was gwcn greater 1mperus in {ate- 1994

f when a draft document prepared by June O’Neiil (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 -- between 19 and 29 percent - due to FDP. Dr,
O’Neill had been retained by the State of New Jersey 10 serve as an expert wimess 1o testfy in

the defense of the child exclusion law in a federal lawsuit brought by Legal Services against the

; state. In order to facilitate her testimonly, she was given privileged access to the sull-incompiete

d.ata set betng compiled by Rutgers as part of its impact evaluation. At that point, Rutgers was
sull gathering extensive data on roughly 4,500 weifare famiiies (the “treatment group™) who

' j 'were subjected to all the new provisions of FDP-(including, but not limited to, the child

cxclusmn law) and an equal nu.mbe-r of famxhcs who were exempt from FDP’s reforrns

Dr. O’Neill anaivzed the mcomplete data set and concludcd that the bmh rate for the

. wreatment group dropped 19 percent more than the rate for the controt group. When adjusted for

variations in the composition of the two groups, she found that reatment group’s birth rate had
dropped by 29 percent more than the control group's. - Her testiruony artributed the difference o
the Child Exclusion Law, and she declared it highly successful, with few qualifications or

. 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 uscd in the federal lawsuit, and it

was never officially reieased. (The federal court ruled for the defense. upholding the state Jawas -
. a permissible approach to public policy, mrhout addressmg its ments 'I'he case I$ now under

.appeal )

chenbeless it was mdcly cucu.lated and often c:ted by conservative pohcy analysts

- during the subsequent national debate. For example, in April 27, 1995 testimony before the |
~ Segate Finance Comminee. Charles Murray, of the American Enterprise Institute, gloated, -

“Already, we know how wrong the experts {(who had been skeptical about the impact of such
_-laws]_ can be: Who among the experts predicted that New Jersey’s cutoff of $64 of extra suppor
for a second child [acrually $102) would have the substantial effects on second births to weifare

. recipients that the work of June O"Neill, director of the Congressional Budget Office, has found?

' Certainly not [. Certainly not any of the many social scientists who constantly assure us that

o welfare does not cncouragc bmhs New Jersey had w0 go ahead and &y before we could know.”

Smla:ly, in the February 9, 1995 zssue of his newsletter. EXI " Robert Rector, of the
Heritage Foundation, asserted (without éver acmally mentioning the source), “Recent evidence
from 2 carefully monitored New Jersey staté expetiment shows that limiting the value of welfare
beniefits can have a dramatic impact in reducing illegitimate births among women on welfare. In-

- the experimental program. 2 four percent reduction in the dollar benefit [the actual penaity is

- acmally on the order of 15 percem: 10 25 pmem] was fcund to cause 2 29 percent decrease in
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' fumre illegitimate births...” Rector proccedcd 0. dxsrmss out of hand the pOSSLblhty tha: 1azs n
‘the reporting of births rnmht have accounted for some of \'.he appa:ent decrease as it ums-out.
‘ those lags appear to have been a decisive factor. - :

 Of some agmfica.nce 10 the on- gomz debate abour child exalusxon laws. on May 16.
1995, NJDHS announced that there appeared to be 2 four percent increase in the rate of abortions

| being peérformed for New Jersey AFDC mothers subsequent to the law’s impiementation.-

Specifically, during the first eight months of the law -- August 1993 through March 1994 - the
Medicaid abortion rate for women on AF DC was 3.67 percent higher than a comparable period

. - immediately prior to the law’s enactment, Opponents of abortion -- long concerned that the
" penzities of the child exciusion Jaws would coerce women into seeking abortions <- were

. galvanized by this development. Numerous social conservatives and religious groups came out

in sharp opposition to such Jaws a1 both the federal and state levels. It shou.ld be noted that -

| like the original birth rate data used by - Florio. the abortion figures were raw ’ P‘e and P°s‘ dam
- from monthlv reports. not from Lhe Rutgers evaluation.

t

Recenily, .the welfarg reform bill passed by the U.s. Housc of Representatives, The -

- Personal Responsibility Act (H.R. 4), mandated that all states enact.child exclusion laws.
. Likewise, conservatives in the U.S. Senate have are currently pushing hard for comparabie

pmwsmns in their counterpart bill. Moreover. a great many states have adopted, introduced. or

are debating copy-cat bills. Invariably supporters have cited the Florio and O'Neill dataas
combellmg evidence in their favor. - In some instances, the strength of dramatic empirical results
sezms to have been pivotal. In fact. in recent months, child exclusion provisions have become
‘amoug the most requested of Sectmn 1115 waivers. See Appendxx C for a profile of state wauver
requests. . ‘

Under the terms of the ongmal Rutgars evaluauon contract. the prehmma.:y ﬁndes .
discussed here would not have been available for several months. However, in early 1995,
USDHHS and the Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation, of Palo Alto. California. offered 1o *
support the costs of accelerating and enhancing the Rutgers effort to include expanded impact

B analysis and limited qualitative analysis. The New Jersey Deparmment of Human Services has -

validated and authorized the transmittal of the current Rutgcrs findings 10 USDHHS as pan of .

th;s expandcd evaluauon plan

T _'d" e

Q.  The Rutgers analysis shows no difference between the birth rates for the women in

.. the treatment group, who were affected by the child exclusion law, compared to an equal

number of women in the control group who were exempt from the law s sancnons What
does this mean" What is its mgmﬁcance" : a

. v
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LA T'he R.utgers anal) 1S reveals that the bll‘th rates for both Lhe weamment and control groups
¢ . dropped virtually identical amounts from before the law-took effect to afterwards The lack of

. -any significant difference between the two groups shows that. at least thus far. the law has had-
‘. mo impact -- no effect -- on the child:bearing practices of the women subjected 1o it penalties a.nd -
¢ incemtives; The principle significance of this finding of no impact is that it supersedes and

soongly refutes earlier, unofficial. pronouncements that the law was reducing births to welfare

' mmothers on the order of 15, 19, and even 29 percent. Based on the Rutgers report. supporters
i of child exclusion laws — in New Jersey, in the U.S. Congress, and in other state capltals o
" no longer have any empirical evidence whatsoever for thelr claims that such laws wﬂl

‘dlscourage out-of-wedlock bxrths

Q. ' |  Are the Rutgers,fmdings"surprising? -

| A - No't'realllv Over the last decade. 3 series of studies have shown very little rclaﬁonshlp

between welfare grants levels and birth rates of low-income women. These analyses generally
compared the birth rates for welfare rrothers in a range of states between which the monthly cash
grant levels varied widely. Although the findings Were not uniform, they collectiveiy show only

" modest correlations between the number of children in a family and the states’ benefit levels.
- For white and Hispanic families there tended 10 be'a slight positive correlation; for black

fa:mhes no relationship whatsoever. (For an excellent sumnmary of this research, see The Urban ‘
lnstitute’s “Welfare Reform Briefs: Does Welfare Inerease Out-of-Wedlock Births?” May -

1995.) Thus. the Rutgers findings are quite consistent with the earlier scientfic work in this

area, all of which showed that reproducnvc dec:smns of low income women are not very
sensitive to welfarc grant levels.

The Rur.gers results are only s sm'pnsmg in the extent to which they s0 decxswely refute -
supponers claims over the last two years that the New Jersey child exciusion jaw had
dramatically reduced birth rates among womer on welfare. { Many scholars have been skeptical

. - about these asserdons since they were not based on. rigorous analysis and since they wete so

. mccnSIStent with thc research companng bmh rates across states mentioned above )

- Q. Isthe Rutgers evaluation report deﬁnm\'e and ﬁnai" ' Does 1t p_r_gxs__ that the law
: w:ll have no effect in the fumre'? - o , .

A The R.utgers study is not deﬁmuve nor is it ﬁnal iis only the first of several analyses of
the New Jersey package of welfare reform laws. The series of evaluations were requited by the
federal governinent as.part of the waivers New ] ersey was granted to implement the ¢hild

- exclusion law and FDP’s other provisions. Subsequcm reports will revisit the question of

* whether the birth rates change at later points in time. However, the findings released now are

the first official and authoritative analyses of the law’s effects; previous data and analyses were
either unscientific, badly flawed, or based on mcomplete sample data. They were all premanure
and u:m:l:ahl: as the Rutgezs data dccumeuts - :
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Because the current analysis is ‘based on impact data that most researchers wouid still ~.
consider early or.preliminary, no one shouid conclude that ir is the fznai word, Itis cemainiy |
conceivable that future evaluations, which wiil incorporate subsequent vears of data. will show
slxghtly different resuits. However. the fact that this evaluation shows no impacts thus far.

- lsmongly suggests that we should not expect dramauc resulits in the out years ccnamlv nodung on
B .the order of 15 percent, 19 percem or 29 percent. : -

|
“Q. Do the results of the Rutgers evaluatlon mean that the earher clmms of i 1mpncts were’
mvahd"' ‘Why such a great difference?. -

:' Al Yes, the Rutgcrs ﬁndmgs rcnder ail prCVlOU.S cla.lms invalid. Specxﬁcaiiy, they show that

' r the pronouacement by former Govemor Florio in November 1993, that the New Jersey child

1 : exclusion law was an “obvious success” because wo months of data suggested 2 15 percent d:bp
- i birth rates was unwan-ante:d and without merit, (The many flaws of that claim were outlined
. in February 1994 in “The Jury Is Still Que” available from CLASP.) Likewise, the Rutgers

. study refutes the testimony drafied by June O'Neill late {ast year -- which claimed to find 2 drop
- of between 19 and 29 percent in birth rates.. Probable reasons for the erroneous findings in her

analysis lie i in that it used still incomplete data. ir did not use a long enough penod of
measurement {birth rates are volatile over short time frames), and it disregarded the lags in - _ |
reporting births that were known to be a problem in the sample. Moreover, since it was prepared -

" not as objective research but as defense testimony, it 1gnored any negauve unpams upon the

children who were bom and sanctmned

Q. Did other states o’r the fede‘n‘:l goverament make any sig:niﬁeant public policy
decisions ba.sed on the earlier erroneous aunalyses and claims about impacts in New Jersey?

A."  Absolutely. Unfortu.nately, at least ten states have enacred child exclusion laws, apphed

+ for federal waivers, or introduced legisiation since the November 1993 Flotio/Bryaat

'~ erroneous findings, perperuating widespread misconceptions about the impacts of the New fersey -

announcement. 'In almost every instance. the aileged results from the New Jersev law were cited

in support. Moreover, in its welfare reform bill, H.R. 4, the House of Representatives mandated

that ali states adopt such provisions, with many supporters citing the dramatic 29 percent ﬁgure '
-And, proponenrs in the Senate contmue to cite the now dxscredxted data. ‘

: Extenswc press covera.ge and several conservative policy analysts have disseminated the .'

law. The Rutgers evaluation devastates their argumenns and challenges their crcdlbxhty on this
issue.

Q. Dou the Rutgers evnluanon say anythmg about posnble negatwe consequences of
. the child exclusion law? ‘WWhat about the children who were born to famllles on AFDC 2nd

were excluded from theu* mothers’ benefits? .

A. Unfqr;unatciy, this initial evz'xluation is veryl narroe-rly chused and does not address the
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| v:tal qucsnon of how thc law affects ciuldrcn who are bom and are penalized bv being exciuded
from their mothers’ ca.sh grants. Considerable research has show strong correlations between
child poverty and shor-terin negative outcomes for children. . That is. the poarer the child’s

" famnily, the worse off the child tends to be. One inherem effect of the child exclumon law is that
children who are born will be in deeper poverty than they would othemse had been. since their
mothcrs grants are not mcreascd on :hr:u- behalf - :

: A m&onable hypomcsm to test, thereforc is that the law might cause increased riegative
lowtcomes for infants penalized by it. However, for political and budgetary reasons, the Florio
;Admmsrmnon had decided to minimize the evaluation of “social” impacts -- such as
‘homelessness, hunger, incidence of child abuse or neglect. low birth weight and/or faiture 1o
‘thrive among infants, abortions, maternal or child stress, criminal behavior, or other negative
"child or maternat outcomes -~ th.at plausibly might be umnlendcd consequences of child -
_ exclusmn laws, T . _
!'  Fortunately; the administation of the current governor. Christie Whitrnan. has expanded
, the scope of the Rutgers evaluation. using the additional resources made available by USDHHS
and the Kaiser Foundation, to inclide at least a limited analysis of sotial 1mpacts These
* findings will be relea.sed over, the next several rnomhs

i

, : Q. What is the slgmficance of the fact that the b:rth rates for both the treatment and
5 control groups dmpped from the “pre” period to the “post” period? Ts it possible that the o
b law discouraged births in the control group — even though they were excmpt from the

: provnsxons of the chﬂd exciusmn Jaw -~ as well as in the treatment group?

AL Th;s 1s very hard w0 assess. Some proponems of child exclusion laws have atready

+ claimed -~ without any basis whatsoever -- that the law actually caused the drop in the conwol

i group, perhaps because the women mistakenly thought it would affécr them despite the fact that

they were exempt from it. (This type of evaluation probleri is generally referred to “conwol =

group conwamination:” i'e., somehow, the interventon was inadvertently applied to a portion of

+the control group, as well as the weatment group.) However, Rutgers. NJDHS, and the county
welfare agencies had instituted 2 series of procedures to ensure that all members of the control

. group understood that they would not be affected by the prowsxons of FDP: that they would '
treated as if the laws were never enacted. Thus far, there is no evidence of systemic-or

~ procedural failure or of contro} group contamination. Still, this is a possibility that needs
continued close momtonng to ensure valid rcsea.rch conclusions.

_ Far more platmble e'-;planauons for the fact that the birth rate for both groups dropped lie
in the normal reproductive behaviors of any cohort of women. First of all, women about the age
of this cohort (average age in the mid-twenties) have declining birth rates over time, so each year -
the birth rate should naturally be lower, all other things being equal. Second, any womien who
* gives birth in the “pre” period is considerably less likely to also give birth in the “post” period,
! one year later, so that portion of the sample wiil conttibute to 2 normal decline. And. third, birth

. .
s
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ﬁrates for welfare fmmixes and U'S. families in gcneraz have beenon 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 sociat and cultural against having children out-of- -

twedlock, carried extensively in the mediz. might have some unmeasured affect on birthrates of *

. Worgen on AF DC dunng thzs period. mdependent of the speczﬁc prov:smns of the \Iew Jersey
: iaw. L .

P : ' '
'Q. - ‘What does the Rutgers study mean with regard to the recent 2announcement by

. NJDHS that there was an increase in the number of Medicaid-financed abortions among

- New Jersey weifare mothers since the law was implemented? If the law is not causmg any

+ reductions in the birth rate, how cnuld it be causing an mcrcase in abortwns"‘

A Thas is another difficudt questmn one, thus far, with 1o certain answer. Opponents of
+ abortion have argued that child exc!usmn laws would force welfare mothers to terrninate

" pregnancies they couldn’t afford to bring 10 1erm because of the laws’ penalties. They have -

correcily pointed out how difficultitis 1o change sexual behavior or. conmaceptive practice, at

" least in the short and mid-term. and that women who do become pregnant would opt to ke

k advantage of the accessible, free, and safe abortions funded through New Jersey’s Medicaid -

. program.  They thus feared that the reported drop in births to AFDC mothers was atributable to -

increased abortions, rather than 10 either abstinence or better birth conwol.

However, the four percent increase in the abortion rate occurred over a relatively short
‘period: and -- like birth rates -- unexplained variations in the rates of abortions are normal.

- Moreover, while this increase in Medicaid abortions appears to have reversed.a downward trend

. over the several years pnior to the enactment of the child exclusion Jaw, rigorous analysis is

-difficult due to a switch in the system.s NIDHS used 1o reimburse Med.x::a:d procedures. Finally,

they are simple “pre and post” compansons for r.he: whole AFDC caseload thev are not from the
treannent apd control group samples ‘

At ttns pomt the data on "Aedlcaxd abomons 1S comparable 10 r.he initial bm.h rate dam

- that precipitated former Governor Florio's claims in late 1993: suggestive. but still unreliable and

subject to major revisions. The most prudent. course of acton is to reserve Judgemem pendmg
the teicasc of ﬁmher Rutgers evaluauons and data. : :

Q. How should pollcy-makers in Washington, DC, and in other staté capitals interpref '

-these preliminary Rutgers findings? Should the results of the Rutgers evaluatmn affect
thelr dBCISlonS about enacnng cmld exciuslon laws?.

A Responsxble pubhc ufﬁcxals should pay serious antention 1o the Rutgezs evaluation.. It
starkly shows the danger of rushing to judgement on complicated and controversial public

- policy issues based on inadequate information. (In this regard, it should be noted, that New
~ Jersey's current governor, Christie Whitman, has consistently. reserved judgement about the

merits, or lack thereof, of the state’s child exclusion law. She has said she wants to await the

.10
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'results of the overall Rutge's evaiuanon )

Proponenrs of child éxclusion laws no longer have any empirical basw for their views.:

Thcy can argue their case only on normatve grounds, based on their valugs and belteves. And, |

given the negative consequences of such laws for the poor children who are born and sanctioned
(and the possibility that the laws might coerce women into seeking abortions), normative
arguments are tenuous, at best. Policy-makers would be well advised to exercise caution in
‘making decisions about adoptmg versions of New Jersev s la.w as was the case a year ago, “the

' jury is still out.””

s _ Individi:alé interested in additional ihfdrmaﬁon‘about the New Jersey child exclusion law
1 may contact the author. Michacel C. Laracy, Senior Program Associate, at The Annie E. Casey '

: Foundation, 701 St. Paul Street. Baltimore Maryland. 21202. Tclcphone numbe.-r 410-223-

7907 Fax: 410-2223-2929. Imemet HN29:8@ha.ncLsnet org.

(Fxle WK.EL\WPDOC\TRUE NOT™ x'n WP6. 0)
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harm children

| ‘Washingwon, DC — More abortions and greater povercy will rosult i the Senate.
. approves proposals to deprive poor families of support for-bahies conceived
while 2 family is on welfare, admonithed Sharon Daly, deputy w the presxdent
of Catholic Charities USA. |
. Dnaiy spoke today ag a press hneﬁng sponsored by pro-life and pm-chmce S
groupa advocating thar Congreas not imposc cruel cuts on children. - i |
" Catholic Charides USA opposes welfare proposals md;utheﬁmﬂycap T
becm:se they would lcave mothers without any cash support for their children. - Sl
o Tt may seem surprising to find Catholic Charities against measures thar |
: '1l-ome chaim would reduce out-ofwedlock births. The Cathali¢ Church*s stand '
! ‘on sex outside of marriage is wellknown, said Daly. “But this pmposal would
'not achieve the intended result,” she said.
: ‘ ‘Wehw&omexpenenceﬂutwommdonlbecnmeprcgnambmme N
‘ :theyﬂunkthc:rwclﬂ:cbencﬁumnmcrease Andweseearucma.bomons B R
- ‘under these propasals. That is unacceptable.” : ' |
' A recent New]erscy study showed thar after t.he "fam.’ﬂy czp was unposed ‘
in that stte, abortions went up among mothers on welfare while continuing to _
| . 'decrease among all other women, Daly said. . . o
. Daly detailed thé mouthly expenses for 2 newbo infant that include o
| ‘clothing, dizpers, baby powder, wipes, pacifier, iaundry, detergent, and

.| uansportation for medical checkups. These expenses for an additional child
. cost 8 welfare family at Jeast $31.50 a month more than the welare benefit, she
. said. An additional $29 a month would be spent i the baby peeded an extra trip
""_"ejwthcdocmrforanurmfccnon.anseﬁmcwnntorateddyhea: S

(MORE)
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| $50.50 income deficic. If the family receives no extra income for the new ba.by
: the deficit would be $117.50 in 2 median state. That economic presure i .
‘forcing some wamen to abort.

 "We spesk from experienice, not theoty,” Dalysaxd.Each ya.r Ca:hohc
- Charities agencies across the nation assist more than 135,000 family merobers
fanng unplagoed pregnancxes Nine out of 10 Catholic Charitics agencie-s have

. special programs for pregnant teenagers and women.

~ More than 10 million people of all religions, narional, racm! soc:al. and
‘economic backgrounds received a variety of services fmm Ca:holic Cha:il:ies
‘ageades in 1993, : :

Cathalbic Charities muamﬁgml mwmwmm
rham:kngmm social service organizalion. Seff members in local agencies,

s Imma,mgzzs 000 vokunleers, work Lo reduce poversy, support fawiliss, ww

mmwmmmmﬁmmm
| counseling ' emergency food and Rousing.
' mmwmmmmm@mmmam

' j . imevds and social injusticss. The national office provides advocacy avid manogement support

for agencies. Ths Disaster Respenss Qffice orgominss the Cathalic community's response to US.

-
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: 99 HuDsON STREET, NEW Yosx. NY 10013-2871 (217) 9256635 Fax (zxz) 226-1066

; Pmshn:ﬁngonﬂ:mmon :

; Nafional Press Cinb

i Fune 14, 1995

- Suzement of Keahryn J. Rodgers, Execgive Director

v ‘ mmmmmwmm ; |
mmmmmam&ammmmm And.,ﬂxesamﬁ-buﬁ

. mmm@mmmmwgmwmmmm

. _'-lil:e, are wooing.

) mmmmwmmmm mmhaabm.nmdﬂu] 3
émwhmmmummunbmmwmmmm

mmmmm ‘Coxgpanies are downsizing, Jcbmmandm;ﬂaymm

oppmmdesmshrinhng mwmofwmnmhasdmnmdmhsmuyom
| e last decade. mmmw&:mmswwmm |
" syseums and social secarity are under atck.

%nmdomcahndmefm’ Wﬂl.cnemml:mmmafﬁepmbm
Immem&ngm- "it's the ecopomy, stupid.” o /
' Bmmmdpo&hhmmnhngﬂmmymm snpegmﬂngmeponrm

’ pmshhgmmmmleotau chﬂdxmmmwhuhdahmhmbvm&mgmdo

wthcrmﬂngrlzsepmhlans mmmmmnmmym Pmmhmg
mmenm&wmmMmmamm

f mmmmmmmm mmmhmmm&um‘
ufth:pum- mwwmmqmmmmm&m.
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mwmmmmm Muvh‘g'peo;]e.mtbfpov;ny"

. permasesaty can anly be accomplihed tough edocation, taising and skill Wlding. Ased
¥ mavmgpeoplemncfpovmywmdomahmfmanofmthanpmhinzmkﬁum

o ;

: mmmwmmhﬂemmm@mmm
pnﬂshpoorchﬂdrmmdmmensrqmmmudm Hudfaﬂ;ﬂntshm!d
'mwbcymmm- |
‘] ' Wcmgmmmmmmyms First: numymoflargewamefamﬂm
mcwmmmmmmmmmm:w
childmpa'ftmﬂy themuth:mﬁamlavmge Amﬁ%lyhﬂdmmm

| .umuwmmwmmmmmmm 80  moneh, depending on

-' ]mcm mmmmmmwmmmmmm

':_mm,mm:ommnmmwma two bigh level Heakh s Flurmon Service
,mmmumwmmummwmm N

, :".smmmmmmmmymmmmm Audjastlaaym.l’mfm
:‘,Mz!kkank.ofWuhmganmvctmyinSLw pubhshndhmrunluofmeishym
jm@ﬁmmmwmm
> Tbmpohmmﬂbcuﬁ'wnvaformth:rmuwu th:yammmhsuc
:‘mbygovanmmmudconmimmn!ypumldmm Pmmn:y andre!iame
:mnmdmmhmﬁmol mm&mwmﬁmmw
Ummmammmmmmmwmhm
mmmyww&m IhaAmz:imnCouegeofmnm—m
wwmmmmm;msm@mw

'!mmmmmm&ieﬂuﬁmmumvmuum Under .
mmmmmmmmmmummm
:fﬁnpmwbehm respanﬂ:ly inumghi:ﬂ:md
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: xsmmmam@mmamawfmm.
'_ . mhwcwmmwawmymbmuf&mmmmwem
1 :hlldmtu:hmgcﬂ:mmm behavior? |

| L Scapegoating those less well off i an age-old tactic. Poﬂtk:imﬁ:mknmaknsthnn_
. ?‘mﬂfﬁﬂmmﬂﬂmm Inrﬁlﬂythﬂﬂythingd:ﬂmdﬂmgls

;blnnmgandpnmtnng mmmmmmmwm sﬁﬂbuﬂdmgmd
: Hﬂ\cmbﬂlmmMMsmemnwmmummmHm

.éPmonﬂRmomhvmﬂnmmwa«mymﬁmwbedm kis

mmleﬁmofpmﬁmﬂmmmmmmmbnmm

povuty mmymmm behaviar,
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STATEMENT OF NAPALC mcv'mm: D!REC'I‘OR
KAREN K NARASAKT
' Fune 13, 1995

The National Asian Pacific Amezicon Legal Comsortium opposes the welfare

- mﬁnnht!pamdby&cSuﬁm?mCmmforﬂxmgmpmtn

will have on lawhully admitted immigrant children.

I‘hubﬂlwnuldsxvesmmcopuancfwmammﬁvmmdw
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). Inadd:ﬂm.thehﬂl;r:smmm
fox all programs authorized under tha Socal Sesurity Act, jncluding Mediesid,
Child Welfsrs Services, maternal and child health services block gramts; foster
care, and adoption assistance by requiring that service providers count the incowe
of the inwnigran?’s sponsor. This deeming would effectively disqualify most of
mmmmwmhmmmmm
US citizens,

Bmd::mom&ﬁom“ymahngawmﬂchucmmsh:pmform .
Pacific Americans and other inmmigramts who became citizens, the'iinpact of this
bill on imrmigranmt children would be disastrous. Malnourished children would be

- ineligible to receive state sid. Abu.wdcllﬂdrmwuldmtbeaﬂ’ord:dlml

grotecion. Poor children who are {1l would be unable to receive much needed

" medicul aftention, Mmdl@mmmm

citizens wouald be denjed the safity net for which their parente have paid taxes. It
is beyond wnfair; it is outrageous.

' m:mymm,memam‘uM-&wlmw

America’s children. No ong doubts that welfare reform is wecessary, However, 1

- ‘urge Congress to propase more fair and scasible weifare reforms that would pot

wjustly harm law-shiding, tex-paying citizens and residegts of the: United States.
FaEew ‘I ‘

NAPALC & a nonprafis. nonpartisan ergarnization whase mission is 1o advance

‘and prowct the legal end civil rights of Asian Pacific Amuricans. Itis effilioted

with the Asicn American Legal Defenve and Education Fund tn New York, the
Asion Law Caucus in San Francisco mldrhdsm.?dc;‘ﬂcmhgd
Cerder of Sosthern Cdmammwm : .

| 1629 K Streee NW' « Suie 1010+ Washingeon, DC 20008 Tel: 202-296-2300 « Fax: 202.296.2318

. .
[ |

F.av
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Washmgtnn Olfice » 122 MamandAvsnue. N.E. = Washington, D.C. 20002 C 202!544-1681‘
‘ ‘Laura Murphy Lee, Director :

L o ot | Kad'tmewr.ShamlIOdlm(Zﬂ)QM—%OO an424 766
f For furthet information contact: = () 6752318 |

- Apart on Abortion, '.I'ngether on Benefits for Chﬂdren. :
‘Congress Must Not Overhaul Welfare By Gutting Civil beert:les '

Statement of Liz Symonds, Legisiative Counsel :
ACLU's National Legnlative Oﬂiee |

-i‘ rorn\mmn:mmsz
L e Jnneu, 1995

N WAmcmMLibuﬁsUmmwhchmeqmvoaﬂympmawmsnghm :
'?wprudumﬁwdommdqjohsmhmuwmtheMnmmwgwdﬁn :

.. mpeasures that would harm children. As 2 member of a coalition of nearly 100 religious, civil rights . ¢
- mdwmmsnghmcmmmons,theACLUoppossanpohmthumgntpoormmd
. chifdren and that unfitirly deny them public assistance. If Congress wishes to scforen the welfare
¢ gystem, it mast respect the rights of welfare recipients, proteet children and strengthen Sunilies.
- UMy,myddupmaf&eSmFm&mwmm
: Wmﬂnﬂmrwmsuuk&ﬂmﬂmm

mmm&m&mmmmpmmmdmoﬁmdm ,
x-dﬂdunbmtnfam’lmalmdymgm Another suggesion would be 10 deny assistance -
- to children bown to a single tesnags mother unil she turns 18, aod to the mother as well. Another

- oyoald reduce sid for children whose peternity bas not bean established by the state. And yet another
.-:mum:!mnhmdywmdn&eﬁouubﬂ,mﬂdbmmmmm&rmh

. assistance to states on an “Tcgitimacy ratio®— that is, the mumber of out-of-wedlock births in a state

C ﬂmmymmmﬁnhﬂmmb«nﬂhomom.dmddbyﬁnmﬂmofmnmm
.-Wmmmmmmwmm&mm :

o mmmmmmmmvmm. 10058 peT .
WMWOM&MMWMM nm.amm-



http:polic.ia

JUN-14~1395 13:83  FROM RCF~CPA TO . 94567431 P.a3

- mdeyum
\; Page2 ‘
- lml‘l !995

: 'TheACLUoppomm&mmem{mawmsr@\tw rivacy by dictating her

: reprodustive decisfons as a condition of receiving public assistance, Webdmp'ethnagyumm
 violte the right 1o equal protection by targeting the most wilnersble people in our society ~ suchas -

| m!mmgmanduuﬁgamdﬂ&cu for digparse treatment  We oppose measures thar would

rcmatbn&eedomofmvmafpwm And we believe thas proposals to creste new
L computar darabases for tracking individuals pose a threat to the privacy rights of ail.
B Fmﬂy,wowumcﬁommmmhr@uofchﬂmamkformmnegluctby
g dismantling faderal protecrions in child welfars systems.

o mwmmdmmmmmmwemmm

'-:3_:|iaymsm;:tto mmummmwmmmmmnmmmum
;;-_mmmyoppoweﬁommdc»bymmpwplcofﬂwﬁmdenm

~30-

I

-

.

ct

1.

it ) .

(5 N

[ ‘

I ' ‘

| : i

N - :

(.

‘\:' : i
ks



Gm>

Catholic
- Charities -

. President Williarg J. Clineom.

. Presidout of the Unitd Sums

1608 Peansylvania Ave.

_ | Washington, DC 20500

o o As you know, sur organization, Catholiz n_ﬂnﬂu_cms. Eionugnug wna« s
I been decply involved in this year’s welfare rafrm debate, Despite our best effarts w :

"1 baipto frame the moral and ethical questions, the House has passad & bill that would put -

 miflioes of childeen & greater risk of hurges, neglect, shuse and even desth, Asths

‘ . © ¢+ . ypishops wrotz, with welfsre benefits unavalable, E&.Em&ﬁ-ﬂ&. u&.i&nﬁwﬁ.”,‘

e |
- el ke

O Wl Sl

Rt

etk

% ety
: i .

“” ke T
‘S

C ) e |
-n N ]
RS |

o o Yives” when thelr mothers despair of being sble © raisc them.

L © ¢ . Asthe Senate fioor debate qpproaches, wuugnﬁﬁuﬁgg o
P issce will be continuation of & federal guarinie, an eatitlement, for:children bnpoor |
ot T famifies. Tione iimits, é%ﬂﬁo&ﬂ&ﬁmﬂ#ﬂugzgg o

P cancetved and desiructive, but loss of the AFDC entiflemenz would bel catastrophie. We -

o feel serongly that the extitlement structure must be salvaged this year ortherm will bemo .

AL - framework on which 3 funure gﬂﬂ?ﬁﬂﬁ Euﬂ?%&ﬂ:e&g o

m»BEB.

“Yout own defeniss mﬁmﬁgaﬁggga s powechl affect onths debare .
in Congress, stiffening the spinzs of nervous Democrats and opening the ¢yes of many .

Republicans, Moreover, your thrext to veto a Food Stamp block grast ¢nergized the

© suti-poverty and antldmunger couwrunitics who sorely needed 2 3%3?

The lack of 2 sisallar veo threst o AFDC has been 8 glaring omissinn, froquently citd |~

o cqggnnguﬂﬂaﬂ%ﬂﬁgauggﬂnggsgﬁ nﬁ.
P ‘rights of poor ehildren, _ -

More then aver befoce, gﬂﬂagiwﬂagﬂﬂaﬁﬁug&n o

AFDC eatitiement.  We will be with you, and 50 will the bishops:gnd many oshers.
This is a dfining moment in the histoey of social policy. E_Bnnﬁé

R : . v,
D %Edao

3 i Sadtee §

Fred Xammar, 5J
Presidens
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' CHILD EXCLUSION TASK FORCE

Juie, 1995

anr Scnator,

. ;Asmmmﬂndlwdmmadnmwofmsonmm.m

arg united in our efforts to promote the health and welfare of America’s children.
lWémemgmmMmWWawdﬁ:emmeﬂdaﬂow
states wy deny benefits to innocent babies simply because they were born info faspilies
receiving AFDC. The House has passed its version of welfare reform that not caly
mcludnarequiraﬂ'iamﬂymp, bt adds even more pamitive and mandatory child
exclusion proposals. We believe that these provisions, even after aftempts to modify
their qruelty, endanger the health and welfare of millions of America’s children.
Emmmmmwmefoucwmgpwﬂmm!dwudyhamﬂnchld:mofﬂmﬂy
mmvunhedfamﬂm

'§.' WE OPPOSE PROVISIONS THAT WOULD DENY BENEFITS'TO

WSEELYPORBWGBORNMOFMES WING
WELFARE.

¢ WE OPPOSE PROPOSALS THAT WOULD DENY BENEETTS FOR
. CHILDREN WHOSE PATERNITY HAS NOT BEEN OFFICIALLY
' ESTARLISHED BY THE STATE.

.| WEOPTOSEANYPROVISIONTHATWQUIBDMYBWITSTO

| Ou:pmc:pﬂwmmthemmdingchﬂdmnmmbmmmlﬁmmﬁsnm

ﬁmmdmummmﬁmw
mmnfmmmmmnmmmbm -
hi decisions for complex arel varied reasons. The promise of a tiny
mmml@mhwﬂfarebmﬁsumtmmmhnem:hﬂm

Fmﬂyvﬂmwﬂnmbeadvawbymakmgnmdiﬂimkformmw

for their chikdren and escape from poverty. Any short-term fiscal savings gained
by children from receiving subsistence benefits will be outweighad by the long-
%mﬂmudmmmmmﬂMMWofﬁmﬂmM
in

T?’cgurge you to oppase these anti-child, ant-family pmnslnns

.
u

waaﬂammmemmeMm

Mzmmm qmmmwmfdamzi 925-6635, Liz .
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- Rnited ﬁtatzs 5matz

WASHINGIOH. DC 20'510-3”3

'. - Mzy 18, 1995

‘ ﬁ‘he Hnnorahle Bob Packwood
S Chairman, Senate Finance Committee
. tUpiered Stateg Benate -
i H&shzngton, DC 20510

" Du.r Bob;

. AS senator Faircloth discussad with you :hwt'. ‘rhnr*sday, we
© strungly recommend that the welfars reform bill to be marked up
G 1:1 Ehe F’inance Camittee mclude the following four pmvi.siana-

o 1).. Restrictions on the uee of fadefal funds for. cagh
i - . banefits te young unwed mothexs (j.e.. uader t.he age of
: 21, or at a nin:l.mm the age of 18}]; : , ,

2} A family cap restricting the use of federal tunds to
' provide added benefits for mothers on we}.hﬂ who have
) add:.ticmal children; : _

. © -3y - Grant adjuumt- based on an illegi:iucy mtm as.
o - provided in the House bill; ‘

4) The work requirements as provided (n the House hill
(these requirements have alraady heen accepted by Govs.
Weld, Eugler and Thompsst) ; . .

Lo We mre very cemcernad that if the Finance Comutt.ee doas not
% addrcss the underlying root causa of welfare , ensy,
¢ iillegitimacy, that any attempt at welfare reform will ’faﬂ.
More:war. it is our strong beliaf that the only way ko
" leffectively curb the alarming rige in our of wedlock hirl:hs is to
" regtrict the use of faderal funds for ¢ash benefits to young
© uowed mothers. Individual states would ramain free to ‘usa their
: mm Btate fundg to provida cash benefits to unwed: ‘mothers if :hey
'© 8o desired, however, the use of faderal funds would be
- pmhx.bi:ed.
. . For the past 30 years tha federal govcmant has auhsidind
'and thue ‘promcted self.destructive behavior like illegitimacy and
fm.ily digintegration. Consequently, the out-of-wedluck birth.
Tate in the United States has clizbed from 7% in 1965 to 20% in
1991. At itg current rate of growth, the out-of-wedleck birth
rate will reach S0t by the year 201§, a :ru.ly frighttning
pzuspect. .
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. Page Two . _ -
. Hayi18, 1995
. If the Financu Cnmm&ttec chooses to ignnre the urgent issue

fgf illegi:imacy, rather than act declsively to reverss current

. trends, the most slgnificant walfare reform opportunity yat w111
i_bt aquandsred. .

F;nally. we want to make it very clear that i€ eha Pinance
) ttee bill does not address the four provisions ocutlined .
g.gbove we will have ne choice but to oppose the bill in.the full
.- Senate. .

Siﬁcexaly.
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;'FEMINISTS FOR LIFE ‘Statemisnt by:

. Serrin M. Foster
OF AMER!(A Executive Director

Q .lFor ;ma‘;ate J?elease  June 14, 1995
" PRO-LIFE FEMINISTS REACT TO THREATENED AMENDMENTS To SENATE

WELFARE REFORM

When President Clinton included an option to withhold beneﬂ':s trom chiidren
born to wornen already on welfare in his Work and Rasponsxbillty Act last
spring, he added one more rgason to a long list that woman have abomons as
a'last resort, rather than a free cho:ce‘ . . R _

' The Republlcan 8 Parsonal Responsibillty Act went aven further, denwng

bonefits to children of teen moms, or those children whose patemity ‘has yet
to be estabhshed

" Unfortunately, the unintended effect of a fow of these measures may be to

eliminate_the child. The House passed iegislation that was amended o :
reward statas financially for raducing the numbar of :Ilegmmata childran, aven
in circumstencns where abortion increases.

Now it is important to note thst Feminists for Life is nnt oppnsad to wslfare
reform. We support efforts to root out fraud and abuse, child support by non-
custodral [parents, and requlre work by those who are abla. : ' ‘

instead the debate has centered around rnothers, who already hava 3
disproportionate share of the respongibility, The government mtends 1o
punish thasa mothers bv w’rthho!dmg baneﬁts. :

? Scmewhere along the line we have forgor:en that tms debate is real!v over the

child, not the mother, who is losing out on banefits. 1t is the chlld through
no fault of her own, who will go without.

: For us it is also about the chiid who may not be born a.t.all.;‘

. OnMay 18, New Jersey welfare officials announced what Faminists for Lite R
; had feared: The abortion rate had Increased by 3.8% since the family cap

was implemented in 1993. The increase of abortlons wera minimized in press
statements by New Jersey officials.

I ls no surprise that in the state of New Jersey, where the: govemor sets

aside an antire day to celebrate a women’s so-callag right to abort her child,

| . where abartions gre free to poor women, but a bom chid is abandoned by the

government, that the Ioss of an addidona! 31 3 chnldren is conmdefad -

PRU ﬁﬂﬂlll PRG I.IFE
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Pl lt ls even more astwndmg that pro—iife senators who proposa to deny benefits
i, . to children simply dus to the circumstances of their birth, have not leamed
i anythmg from the axperlment on children ln New Jersev '

We can do batter than tms.

| We need sound public palicy which encourages work by thase who are able, -
; sﬂacﬁve tegn pregnancy prevention programs and strong: enforcanent of ¢hild
support orders, not flawed incentives that coms gt the exoense of children.

When pro-lifers and ‘pro-choicers, civil libertarians and reltgmus organizatmns
"1 put aside differences to find real solutions for the bettedment of our children,
.. | we can only hope that those on Capltol Hill wili do the same.

b sy

o Esrabﬂshed in 1972, Ferinists for Life is a non-seczartan, grass—mts _

' | organization that seeks true equality for all human beings, particularly women
1. | and children. Ferminists for Life oppeses ol forms of violence, including

. | abortion, euthanasic and capits! punishment, as they are inconsistent. with the
i1 | core farminist principlas of Justice, non-vivlence, end non-discrimination. Our

efforts focus on educsvon, sdvocacy, am:' facflitaﬁon of praczicaf reSoUrces
| !or wormern in need.
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‘Natienal Cougress of Blaeck churches the Jewish commmity,
" addition, included are the heads of key social service delivery
_agencies in the rellglous communities and some kéy clergy who run

o . . . idioo2
2023672800, RAC ]

|

I

REUGIOUS AETION GEHTER '
- OF REFORM JUDAISM

L wO/ Q‘”\“V

April 18, 1985

To: Rehm Emanuel ’
From: David Sapersrein

From severzl sources, at. the same time, there ig & strong desire for a
meeting of prominent religious leaders with the President to discuss
the igsue of weifare reform. There are two focuses to the religious
comminities' concerhs: the First is the moral issues underlylng the
changes being considered anmd the secoﬂd is the enormous impact these
changes will have on the social service delivery metwork of the

religious community -- the nation's largest and, aruuably, most
effective soeial serviee providers,

I have no idea what vuzber of people hould be" most approprlate and am

enclosing a tentarive 1ist comprised of the heads of the Catholie
Church, the NCC related demominations, the Baptist communlty the

‘In

superb loeal serviees projects right out of their churches and

synagogues. I have indicated the key paople To invite if you are In
the 20 person delegaulon range. i

o
First, the enclosed is a tentarive, llst that Wlll need
to be refined. I have addresses and phobe mumbers for almost all of
then if this gets far emough that you need them. Second, while there
is significant interest in taking adviantage of every opportwnity to

rWO—caVEatSZ

. raise the profound moral issues that underlie our nation's poliey

c¢boices in che social welfare arems, T want to emphasize that the
religious leaders do not want this cast'in a partisan political

context. I hope we can find an appropriate way to obviate that
concern, ' : . S '

Narianw! Federation of

Tcmph Sipreihaods,

Nearzh Aprsaric o Federaton
‘A Teqmpit Youh

I
'
1
3

&
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L C ‘ T a S }..‘
- - o LIST OF INVITES f

* Indlcates my suggestlon for deflnlte 1nv1tee ‘There are about 27.
"7 Indicates my suggestion for iovitee if’ pDSSlble Adbout 10,
Ybu.need to figure that a oumber will not be abla to come on short notice.

Thls is a good mix of soc1a1 SEIVLCE providers —'n;t1onal and local with the
heads of representative denominations; strotg mlnorlty representatlon
There axe a couple more I meed To check out ‘e. 5- Salvatlon.Army
While I think there is a strong répresentation of the historically Black
" churches vou might want to check with Ben Johmson at the liajison office to see
,Lf I've hit the politics correct. Don’t forget that several of them are
included’ in the NGC list and in local providers, & |
Thete are ope or two difficult polirical Judgement calls we need To: dlscuss
I’ve played it safe but we should talk about -ic. |

Baptist , A R
71 The Reverend Dr. Cecll Sherman .
- | Coordinator, Cooperative Baptist Fellowship
.. (Talk to me, if we get to the_large; lisz)
i The Reverand Dr. Bob Ricker. _ N
b PreSLdent Baptist General Confereuce

| ¥The Reverend Dr. Richard Ice
i President, Ama:xcan Baptlst Houses of the West (Ghzcago)

'#The Reverend Dr. Kenneth Hﬂll Cd .
President, Buckner Benevolenc1es (Dallas) 5» ‘ h . .

- Catholic

Laurle Baretto , . . _
Director of Government Relations .
! Gaﬁhalxc_charltles, Chicago '

: |

?Jchn Carr o '

Secretary, Department oF Saclal Develogment and World Peace
U.8. Catholie Conferenrce . ‘ : _
(202) 541-3180 . ' - Lo

. Sharon Daly o
. .Deputy To the President for Social Pollcy o
‘Gatholig Charities USA |
(763) 549-1390 X39.

#The Reverend Fred Kammer, S5J = ' o A e L
. President, Catholic Charities USA - S ‘ ' -
i (703) 5491390 X25 :

*Cardinal William Keelér, Archbishep of Baltimere

. . o -y

) ’ " R ' . . . ;. l
b . ! ' o
1
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Chair, National Gouncml of Gatholla Bishops
(202) 541- 3100 :

|
! |
*Bishop John H, Ricard"s S.J. L _L
. Chair, Domestic Policy Committee = 2
~ ©.S. Catholic Conferemce ..
-1 Auxiliary Bishop, Baltlmore A .
. (&£10) 547-5452 o !
o A(£) (410) 727-5432 - e

Evangelical Commumity

: Larry Jones = - T o
President, Feed the Chlldren i

*Dr Don Argue S ’ - !‘,
President, National Associztion of EVangelicals'
Box 28 ' \ L !
Wheaton, IL 60189 - e '
(708) €65-0500 . - .
£)705-665-8575 ' s C

| #The Rev. George Marshall
Presldent Pentacostals _
I

.Hlstoricallz Black Ghurches (sume covered under NGC}

. ‘ I
. . *Bishop Roy L._H. Winbush - ' o
Chair, Gongress of Narional Black Ghurdhes |
. N
| 2The Reverend Dr. H. Mlchael Lemmans o .
i Executivé Director ‘ - 3
Congress of Narional Black Churches : T
(202) 371-1091 - . I P
*The Rev. J. Alfred Smith L . i :

(former President, Progressive Baptlst Tuns’ Very 1arge dnner c1ty program)

ond Baptist Ghurch Oakland, Cal.

[Check. with Ben.JdHnson.at the White. House Llaison off1¢ej
‘ : oo - |

SR . . ,
|

Jewish

American Jewish Committee II “ o !
Alfred H. Moses, President '
(212) 731-4000 :

‘Amerlcan Jewish Congress -
. Robert K. Lifron, President-
Mark Pelavin, washzngtOn Representatrve
1 (212) 879-4500 .
DG: (202) 332-4001
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Coumeil of Jewish Federations

DC: (202) 785-5900 o o

Tenore Miller, President

Jewish War Venerans'bf the T.5.A.

,_(212) 6456048

-Chair, Nahional Jewish Communlty Relations &d

£ (314) 725-3899

_ Union of American Hebrew Congregations :

Anti- Defametion League of B’ nai B'rith

|
|
j
' Melvin Salberg; National Chairman o
David Friedman, Dlractor, Uhshlngton D C Office
i,

(212) 490-2525

- DC: (202) 452- 3310

B'nai Birith 1 ' A .
. Kent. E. Schiner, President o

(202) 857-6600

*Maynayrd Wishner, Presideat-
Marty Krasr, Exec. V.P.

. } .
(212} 598-3562 AR : !
. - . |

Diana Aviv, Dlrector CJF Washington Actlon folce

T*Dr Luey Steinitz -

Direstor, Jewish Family Service of Baltlmore ’
410 -235-9006

L

Jew1sh Labor Committee

(212) 477-0707 -

Warren $. Doluy, Natlonal Commander
(202) 265-6280 S

Natlonal Cnuncll of Jewish Wbmen
Susan-Katz, President

t____-

*Ignn Lyss
(314) "725-3799%.

?Larry Rubia c
Exec. V.President, (NJCRAG)

(212) 684-6950 - . R - :

Deborah Kaplen, President. o o
(212) 355-7900 Do : :

*Rabbi alexander Schindler, Pres;deut

(212) 249-0100 L

Rallglous Action Center of Rafbrm Judaism |
- *Rabbi David Saperstein, Dlractor , C
(202) '387-2800 _ o L

LS0TY Councll

'Hadaséah : : o 7_5 rl;';i"

(NICRAC)

@oos
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Union of Orthodox Jewzsh Congregatxons of Amegica
*Dr. Granchrow Mandell, President ﬂ
(212) 563-4000 -

. . 1
Tnited Synagogue of COnservatrve Judalsm ‘ L

*Alan Ades, ?resident/Chalrman of the Board' :

Women s league for Conservatlve Judalsm

t Audrey Citak, Presideat . =~ . ' :
. (212) 628-1600 )

Women’'s American ORT, Inc. : ‘ 0
. .Fresident, Sandra Isensteim . - . |
v (212)°503-7700 ‘ o Ty

.Natlonal Councll uf the Church&s of Ghrist Ln theiUS&‘gNCC}
1  *Blshop Me1v1n.ralbert A B o %
1 President-Elect, NCC ' .

{also United.ﬂﬂthodlst Ghuxch) o
T (916) 374- 1510 ‘ c !

#Reverend Dr. Joan Browm Gampbell :
" General Secretary o o o
i NGC : } ' - :
<, (212) B70-2241

James &, Hamilton . N o %. - L o
Washington Office, NeC Lo
(202) 544-2350

| TMary Gooper ‘ ‘ ‘ S T “ B
. Washington Office, NGC - = /. R
(202) 564-2350 - S

\  American Methodist Eplscopal ‘Church . .l
. *Bishep John Bryant :
Prasxdenn Elshnps Councilf '

Bishop H, Hartford Brookxns , . Ry
(310) 472- 7122 -

i Afrlcan Methodist EplSGopal Zmon Church. _ ;
. 'Bishop Reuben Speaks : l
i (704) 637-6018 o L o i

' American Baptist Chuwches in the U.5.A b
. *The Rev. Dz. Daniel E. Welss * - |
L (610) 768-2274 ' : |


http:kpt.:):.st
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‘Antiochian Orthodex Ghristién Archdiocese 5
The Most Revereud Merropolitan Philip Saliba
(201)- 871- 1355

Christian Church {Disc:pleé of Christ) S
. The Reverend Dr. Rlchard Hamm i
(317) 635~ 3310 -

Christian Mathodist Ep:sccpal Ghmrch L
" *Bishop Nathaniel Linsey
(513) B61:0655

Church of the Bretheren
The Reverend Dr. Donald,E M;ller
(703) 742- 5100

" Coptic Orthodox Chuxch in Nerth America
Reverend ¥Father Yacob Ghaly
(914) 336-5257

Diacese of the Armenism Chureh of America -
- Archbisbop Khajag Barsamian '
.. (212) 686-0710

| The Episcopal Church e _ o “ J Co
! #The Right Reverend Edmond L. Brownlng ' O -
(212 867-8400 ‘

. : Evangallcal Lntharan Church in Agerica .

- . ' *The Réverend Dr. Herbert W. Chilstrom
1+ (312) 3B0-2605 R o

*2 other service providers. I w;}l have to secd later. =

- Friends Uhitedlneeting S - _ : o
. Johan Maurer e _ :
- ,(317) 962-7573 -~ . . : S

{:Greek Orthedox Archdiocese of North and South Amerlca -
~ *The -Most Reverend Archbxshop Iakovos ‘
T(212) 570-3500 ~

|
- ! |
b ' Huﬂgar:an.REEOImed Chuxch in Amerxca !

I The Right Beverend Alexander Forre = b
St (916) 4542560 o

"'Internatlanal Council of Gommunity‘cburchES.j‘ .
! The Reverend Dr, Jeffrey Newhall ' A
E (708) 4798400 ‘ S -

. I
" Korean PIesbyterlaa Church in Amerlca .

Reverend Jobn T. Woo . i
(908) 591-2771 o oo
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Moravi ‘Chufch in Amef;éa'*" '
The Ren rend Dr. Gordon L. SOmmers
(610) g .

C Nationa ‘Baptlst Conivention of Amerlca
‘The Revsrend Dr. E. Edward Jones
(318) 321 2629

Natlonz4‘5aptzst Convention, USA an
: \¢vétend Dr. Henry Lyoms -
" (813} 3 =

" The Ort dcx Church ir America

-Reverend M.cropolitan Iheod051us
(515) o5 0550

- Patrlarnna* Parlshes - Russian Orthqdux Church
.y Bishep Tl /
ﬁf (212} 289.1915

| Phlladelwhla Yéarly Meetlng/Rellglaus Soclety ef Fr1ends

S0 Nancy'H*ddletnn . 1

8 (215) 217210 SEEIET |
T : -

. :POILSh Natlunal Catholie Churdh of Amerlca :

! - The Moft Reverend Jobn §. Swantek

(117) 46-9131

I Presby‘erian Church (USA)

SN

ive Naczonal Baptist Comvention, Inc.
The Reverend Dr. Bempmett W. Smith \
| (716) 852-4504 :

Refbrmed Church in Amerlc& ' -
The Reverend Wesley Granberg-Mlchaelson .
“(212) 3?0 28&1

Serblan Orthodox Church in the USA and Ganada
The nght Reverend Bxshop Chrlstopher'
(708) 387-0698 .

The SwEdenborglan Church'
The Reverend Edwin Capon
- (6L7) 969- &240

Syrlan Orthodox Church of Ant loch
i Archbhishop Mar Athana51us Y. Samuel '
(201} 778 0638 .

Ukranlan Orthodox Church irn America
The Most Reverend Bishop Vsevolod -

‘hong
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(718) 297-2407

#The Reverend Dr. Paul Sherry
(216) 736 2101

The Un:.ted Hethodlst Church
*Bishop J. Woodrow Hearn
President, Council of BlShOpS
(713) 528-6881

4Dy, Cathle Lyons -

Associate General . Secret.axy .
Health and Welfare Program Depa.rtment

| (212) 870- 3871

! Check out Salvation Avmy |

Boog
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04/18/95 TUE 21:54 FAX 202 456 2930 PUBLIC LIAISON
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. Welfare Reform

‘ ‘Interfaith Impact Foundation

Conference Call
DATE: Wednesday, April 19, 1995
TOFIC: " Welfare Reform
" MODERATOR:  Flo McAfee
TIME: 11:00 am-11:40 am (EDT)
azends

I. Welcome/Introductions.............Flo McAfee
' Associate Director

Office of Public Liaison
II. Qverview of Welfare Reform....Bruce Reed

Deputy Assistant to the President
. for Domestic Policy

‘II. Questions and Answers

IV. Activity Updates....................Participants

lZr 002



04/18/95 TUE 21:54 FAX 202 456 2930

PUBLIC LIAISON

o WELFARE REFORM CONFERENCE CALL
g - IMPACT INTERFAITH CONFIRMATIONS

1 TOPIC:

Woelfare Reform

Kansas City, MO

- F.816-421-0013

BRIEFER: Bruce Reed
-+ DATE: Wednesday, April 19
- TIME: 11:00 am - 11:45.am
CONFERENCE
, CALL CODES: (202) 4566755 or 6786 or 8777 code: 0055
‘ ORGANIZATION ,TELEPHONE
NAME/TITLE | ADDRESS FAX CODE #
Bruce Reed White House 456-6755
i Briefer _____ code: 0055
Kim Bobo | Interfaith impact = .T:312.274-5875 | 456-8755
Fm 1449 W. Fargo, #3 Fi312-262-6602 | code: Q055
Chlcago, IL 60826/ . ' -
Rev. Carol Warthing llinols Impact/ T:217-544-3423 | 456-6755
lllinois Councli of F:217-544-9307 | code: 0055
Churches '
Springfield, 1L .
Sue Thornton Texas Impact T:512-472-3903 | 456-6755
_ Austin, TX F:$12-477-8934 | code; 0055
Scott Anderson California Impact T:916-442-5447 | 456.8755
~ Sacramento, CA - F:916-442-3036 | code: 0055
Helyne Meshar Jewish Public Affairs | T:916-442-3520 | 456.6755
Californla Impact F:916-442-3036 | code: 0055
Sacramento, CA - -
Dr. Dennls Swearngin | Missouri Impact . T:314-442-0038 | 458-67565
: Columbla, MO No Fax Code: 0055
Flo McAfee White House 466-2930 456-6766
' Code: Q0565
Judy Hoffman - Ecumenial T:515.292-2660 | 456-6766
' ' " | Minlstries of lowa - | Code: 0058
Des Moines, IA :
Ed Bloch KW York Interfaith ™ | T:518-436-0319 | 456-6766
) (| albany, Ny 3 | F:518-427-6705 | Code: 0055
Rev. Amos Brown Missouri Impact 'T:816-421-5527 . | 456-6766
' - Code: 0055
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N

Joan Diefenbach

New Jersey Impact
Trenton, NJ

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

456-6766

Code: 0055

Thomas Smith

| ‘Bir. of Public Policy

Ohio Council of
Churches

T.614-885-9590
F:614-885-6097

456-6766
Code: 00565

Tony Lee -

Washington Council of |.

Churches
Seattie, WA -

456-86766
Code: 0055

Rev, Jim Bell '

Impact Interfaith
Executive Dirsctor
Washington, DC

T:202-543-2800

456-6777
Code: 0055

456-6777

Rev, Jim Munson Lutheran Sacial = - T:316-686-6645
- Services F:316-686-0453 | Code: 0055
Wichita, KS__.___ ‘ _
Ellen Lowe rg§on Impact ) T-503-225-7007 | 456-6777
|(Salem, OR A kwwd—~| F:503-371-8540 | Code: 0055
Ben Baidus Michigan Impact 456-6777
o Lansing, M! Code: 0055
'Rev. Patricia McClurg .| Christian Council of T:302-366-0595 | 456-6777
- Delaware F:302-366-0714 | Code: 0055
: Wilmington, Delaware - ’
Rev. Jim Milier Rhode [sland Council | T:401-253-1245 | 456-6777
| of Churches F.401-331-3080 | Code: 0055
Providence, RI
Rev. Paul Gehris Pannsylvania Impact T:717-645-4761 | 456-6777

Harrisburg, PA

F:717-545-4765

Code: 0055




The Washin'gton Office of the Episcopal Church
110 Maryland Avenue, NE, Suite 309, Washingten, BC 20002
(202) 547-7300 (800) 228-0515 .

April 19, 1995

N

D¢ar Bruce,

To follow up on the April 11 conference ¢all, I
would like to share our office’s recent activities regarding
welfare reform. Last week, we sent the enclosed policy
alert to our grassroots Episcopal Public Policy Network. T

- also sent a letter and the Church’s resolution to each
Episcopal member of Congress.

In addition, we have developed advocacy materials
to train and encourage our network of 200 community- '
based service providers to visit their members of Congress

“and discuss welfare reform. One staff member is
conducting advocacy.seminars for the service providers in

key congressional districts.

T hope you find this information interestihg. If T can
be of any assistance, please do not hesitate to call. '

Sinc yOours,

¥

Fr. RobertJ. Brooks
The Presiding Bishop’s Director
of Government Relations

e — e et . o e e




. The Epzscopa! Church Public Pohcy Network

__Pohc Alert

S e 110 Maryland Averue, NE, Suite 309, Washington, D.C. 20002
ST AT [-800-228-0515. (202) 547-7300, FAX (202) 547-4457

- | S . April 4, 1995

. Welfar’e R‘eform

Weifare reform will have a profound effect on the EplSCOpal Church and all those who
prov1de or receive welfare assistance. -

Some in Congress are calling the churches a great “untapped resource in the welfare
reform debate.” Some would dismantle the federal safety net and expect the churches to
take over. S

Let Congress know that the churches are already doing their share, usually with very
small budgets. Only by working together ¢an churches and govemment tackle poverty
We cannot do it alone! :
| . -
The Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 recently passed the House. This legislation
\:Nould be extremely harmful 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 harmful competition among States to provide the least benefits. The |
. Senate is working on its own version of welfare reform.

r
b

brge your Senators and Senators Kassebaum, Packwood, Chafee, and Moynihan (names
‘and address on back) to oppose the House-passed Personal Responsibility Act of 1993
and work toward a welfare system that I1fts peop ¢ out of poverty, not simply off of
welfare rolls. , ‘

The Church’s Executive Council Resolution on welfare reform is enclosed.

SRR
200G
SO




:RMRussell Bmldmg
D—Dulcen Building
JH—Hart" Bl.llldmg

* All Telepfione numbers
preceded: by 22 prefix

UNITED STATES SENATE

w'ashingmn. D.cC. 205 10

. 104th. CONGR_ESS

SUITE AND TELEPHONE LIST
Clop'ics Available in Scrgcm:ll a Amns Office, S~121, U.S. Capiol

Je 8,35

INFORMATION
From Quuside Dial:

* Semtata—224-3121

* House-~~225-3121
From Inside Dial:

*0 for Capirol Operawor

Assistance :
*9 for an Cutside Line

,.'-_Sel‘nator Suite | Phone Senator  Suite | Phone

Vice President - HOLLINGS, Emest F. (D-SC) | SR125 | 4-6i21
GORE, Al | 42424 HUTCHISON, Kay Bailey R-TX) | SHI0 | 45022
ABRAHAM, Spencer (R-MD | SD.Bd0t | 4ugz2 || INHOFE. James M. R-QK) | SR-453 | 44721
AKAKA, Daniel K. (DHD  |SH720 | 46361 | NNOUYE, Daniel K. (D-HD | SH722 | 43934
ASHCROFT, Joha (RMO) |$H.705 | a615e- || JEFFORDS, James M. ®R-VT) [ SHSI3 | 45141
BAUCUS, Max (O-MT) | $HS1t | a-2651 || SOHNSTON, J. Bennewt D-LA) | SHA36 | 45824
BE.N-NETT Rﬁbeﬂ E (R-UTy - SD-Z;‘I 45444 KASSEBAUM, Nancy Landon CR-KS) SR-302 42774
BIDEN, Jr., Joseph R. (D-DE)  |SR.221 | 4-5042 KEMPTHORNE, Dirk R-ID) | SD-367 | 46142
BINGAMAN, ‘Jeff (D-NM) | SH-110 | 45521 KENNEDY, Edward M. (D-MA) | SR-315 | 44543
BOND, Christopher §. (R-MO) |SR-293 | 4-5721 || KERREY, J. Robert (D-NE) | SH-303 | 4-6351
BOXER, Barbara (DCA) | SH-112 | 4-3553 || KERRY, John F. (D-MA) | SR-421 | 42742
BRADLEY. Bill (D-N {SH731 | 43224 || KOHL, Herd (D-WI) | SH.330 | 45653
BREAUX: John B. (D-LA) - {SHS16 | 4623 KYL, Jon (R-AZ) | SR.363 | 44521
BROWN, ‘Hatk (RCOY- {SH-716 | 4-5941 LAUTENBERG, Frank R. {D-NI)- | SH-306 | 4-4744
BRYAN, Richard H. (D-NV) |SR-34 | 46244 LEAHY. Pawick I - (O-VT) | SR-433 | 44242
BUMPERS, Dale (D-AR) | SD-229 | 44843 LEVIN, Carl (D-MI) | SR-459 | 4-6221
BURNS, Conrad (R-MT) | SD-183 | 42644 LIEBERMAN, Joseph L. (D-CT) | SH-316 | 4-404]
BYRD. Robert C. (D-WVYy | SH-1 | 43954 LOTT, Trent (R-MS) | SR-287 | 4.6253
CAMPBELL,: Ben Nighthorse | (D-CO} | SR-380 | 4-5852 LUGAR, Richard G. R-IN) | SH-306 | 4-4814
CHAFEE, John H. : | (RRD  |SD-s67 | 42921 || MACK, Connie - R-FL) | SH-517 | 4-5274
COATS. Dan’ (RIN) | SR-404 | 45623 || McCAIN. John R-AZy | SR.11l | 4-2235
COCHRAN, Thad - (R-MS) |SR-326 | 45054 McCONNELL, Mitch ®R-KY) | SR-120 | 42541
COHEN, William S. (R-ME) | SH322 | 4-2523 MIKULSKI, Barbara A. (D-MD) | SH-709 | 44654
CONRAD; Kent - (D-ND) | SH-724 | 42043 MOSELEY-BRAUN, Carol (D-IL) | SH-320 | 42854
COVERDELL, Paul (R-GA) | SR-200 | 4-3843 MOYNIHAN, Daniel Patrick (D-NY) | SR-464 | 4-4451
CRAIG, Lary E (RID) | SH313 | 42752 || MURKOWSKI, Frank H. (R-AK) | SH-706 | 4-6665
D’AMATO, Alfense M, (R-NY) | SH520 | 4-6542 MURRAY, Pauy (D-WA) | SH-302 | 4-2621
DASCHLE, Thomas A. (D-SD) | SH317 | 42321 NICKLES, Don R-0K) | SH-133 | 4-5754
DeWINE, Mike (ROH) |SR-140 | 42315 NUNN, Sam (D-GA) | SD-303 | 43521
DODD, Christopher I, (D-CT} | SR-444 | 4.2823 PACKWOCOD, Bob (R-OR) | SR-259 | 43244
DOLE. Robert | RKS) | SH-14L | 46521 PELL, Claiborme (D-RD) | SR-335 | d-d642
DOMENICL Pete V, | (R-NM) ' | SH328 | 4-6621 PRESSLER, Lary R-SD) | SR-243 | 45842
DORGAN, Byron L. (D-ND} | SH-T13. | 42551 PRYOR, David (D-AR) | SR-267 | 42353
EXON. 1. James (D-NE} | SH-528 | 44224 REID, Harry (D-NV) | SH324 | 4-3542
FAIRCLOTH, Lauch (R-NC) | SH-702 | 43154 ROBB, Charles S. - : (D-VA) | SR-493 | 4-4024
FEINGOLD, Russell D. (D-WD) | SH.50z | 4-5323 ROCKEFELLER IV, John D. | (D-WV) | SH-109 | 4.&4T2
FEINSTEIN, Dianne (D-CA) | SH-331 | 43341 ROTH. Ir., William V. R-DE) | SH-14 | 42441
FORD, Wendeil H. (D-KY) [ SR-173A | 44343 SANTORUM, Rick R-PA) | SD-B40-2| 4-6324
FRIST, Bill - (R-TN) | SH-825 | 433144 SARBANES, Paul S. (D-MD) | SH-309 | 44524
GLENN, Jolin (D-OH) | SH-503 | 43353 || SHELBY, Richard C. R-AL) | SH-509 | 45744
GORTON. Slade | (R wa) |SH730 | 43441 || SIMON, Paul | (D-IL) | SD.462 | 42152
GRAHAM, Bob (D-FL) | SH.-524 | 43041 SIMPSON, Alan K. RWY) | SD-105 | 4-3424
GRAMM, Phil (RTX) | SR-I70 | 42934 SMITH. Bob R-NH) | SD-332 | 42841
GRAMS, Rod (R-MN) | SD-B40-3 | 4-3244 SNOWE, Olympia J. (R-ME) | SR-i7T4 | 4-5344
GRASSLEY, ‘Charles E. (R-IA) | SH-135 | 43744 SPECTER, Arlen’ (R-PA) | SH.530 | 44254
SREGG, Judd - (R-NH) |SR-393 | 43324 STEVENS, Ted R-AK) | SH-522 | 43004
HARKIN, Tom (D-IA) | SH-S31 | 43254 THOMAS, Craig R-WY) | SD-BM | 46441
HATCH, Omin G. (R-UT) | SR-13§ | 43251 THCMPSCN, Fred R-TN) | SD-506 | 44944
HATFIELD: Mark O. (R-OR) | SHTIL | 43753 THURMOND, Strom R-SC) | SR-217 | 45972
JEFLIN, ;Howell (D-AL) | SHT8 | 4124 WARNER, John W. (R-VA) {SR-225 | 42023
HELMS, Jesse (R-NC) 7| SD-403 | 46342 || WELLSTONE, Paul (D-MN) | SH7I7 | 45641
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' [ am writing as a member of the Episcopal Church to urge vou to oppose the Perscnal ,

' Résponsibility Act 0f 1995, Jesus, through his teaching and his exampie, taught us to minister to those
whe are poor. As a Christian community, we are cailed to this ministry through both our private actions
and our public policies. Welfare reform, therefore, must not focus on eliminating programs, but
eliminating poverty and the damage it inflicts on children, their famlhes and our entire society. We
need 6] empower not punish those who are poor.

P Vs - o

N Weifare reform w1ll have a profound effect on e Eplscopal Church and other churches across
the country which provide assistance to those in'need. Contrary to the popular notion that churches are -
an "uniapped resource in the welfare reform debate,” churches atready provide a great many services
with very limited budgets. In additicn to the social services provided by many parishes, the Episcopal
Church sponsors a network of approximately 200 community-based centers to support those who need
asmsmnoe We are obligated and willing through our faith.to help those in need. but churches simply do

nm have the capamw to replace the work of the federal government.
|

--.—||

.

bl Certamlv our welfare svstem needs rcform We need to break the cvcle -of dependency by ‘.;: o
[y empou ering welfare rec1p1ents with _]ObS ln order; that they mav fulfili their God-given dentity dnd:
*. potential.: We!fare refor'm also must prowde rec1p1ents wuh tools, such as educanon training affordab!e _ i
housmg, arid childcare. \/Iovmc people off welfare and mto self-suffc ent producnve llwes wouid o R
requlrea budget’ investment, not a budget cut. '~ e e ‘

-

. Iam concerned with the Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 for several reasons:

i » Tt does not provide welfare recipients with the tools they need with which to take
responsibiiity for their lives. While this legislation requires work, it dees not help people find
work. -

« Cutting off assistance for unwed teen mothers and those that have children while on welfare

1~ . will punish children and do little to stop teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock births.

i‘ "« Block grants with ne federal entitlement to welfare will enabie each State to decide benefit
levels. States have an incentive to prowde lower benefits than neighboring States in order to
drive those who are poor to seek greater benefits elsewhere. This could result in a race
among States 10 provide the least benef’ts == a race in which those who suffer most are the

maost vulnerabie. C.

- I emphasize again my support for walfare reform. The Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 in
- its current form, however, is far too heavy on punishment and light on empowerment. [ urge you to vote
"”acamst this: Iemslanon and continue 1o’ work toward a weifare system. that helps disadvantaged people TR

elp‘themse!ves

B O S T
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e
:
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Resolved that the Executive Council adopt the followmg principles related to leglslatmn
proposed in Congress (excerpt):.

1: 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 lanouage sk:llls and : ‘

" Encourage further study of welfare models that emphasize placing people in jobs priorto
education and training programs in order that recipients may beginto gam quickly a sense
of dignity and responsibility; and

a

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 .

L]

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

Support federal nutrition programs; and

Ly

. 6. Sﬁpport'efforts to enforce parental child support payments; and

7. Recognize that health care coverage mobility and security are essential 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 cutrent 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 _]I.lSTlCe for the poor., We
: belleve therefore, that welfare reform must focus not on eliminating programs but on eliminating
poverty and the damage it inflicts on ch;ldren 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
‘disincentives to work by allowing recipients to keep job earnings without losing welfare -
ipayments. Under the current system, each dollar earned at a job is deducted from welfare
‘assistance. The system also must guarantee health coverage for recipients who work. Fear of
'losing Medicaid drives many people away from jobs that cannot provide health care coverage. .

Welfare reform must not discriminate against unwed teenaged mothers, immigrants, or
‘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
‘education, to address teen pregnancy. | =



THE EPISCOPAL CHURCH EXECUTIVE COUNCIL
RESOLUTION PASSED FEBRUARY 1995

Resolved that the Executive Council meeting in Prowdt.nce Rhode Island, February 13-17,
1995 ‘ - :

":j I, Affirms our commitment, as called for in our Baptismal Covensz 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. Affirms that civil government in the United States was created of the people by the
1" people and for the people to meet common needs and provide for-the common good, and
at that government, once created, has a responsibility to fulfill these goals; and

Seeks to work in partnership with gcvérruﬁe‘nt to provide for our common goals and
promote peace with _]USUCE and social and splrltual well-being for all in the United States

dnd abroad

Iy

B L Sy

: Explanation
[ : :
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
“safety, and the disintegration.of the social fabric. The American Dream, in which those who
. work hard and play by the rules have the opportunity to improve their lives and those of their -
.children, is fading. People have lost control of their livelihoods through stagnant wages,
-corporate downsizing, and epochal shifts in the economy. People are vulnerable to random and
“imcontrollable violence, which poisons communities and isolates people from one another. Asa
‘résult, fear and frustrations are increasingly misplaced on racial; ethnic, and sexual minorities as
well as imunigrants and the impoverished. -
: The Church has a crucial resp0n51b111ty to address this fear to offer healing to our

‘,mlmster to and with the poor, nurture our sense of com.mumty, and advocate for policies that
reﬂcct the teachings of Christ. The voice of the Church must be heard clearly in the national
- dnscussmn over the future of the country. ' :
_ Government also must fulfill its role to promote the common good and strengthen our
:communmes ‘not to succumb to fear and hopelessness. Government has a responsibility to
‘promote justice and equality for all.
The Church and govemment can work together, as in the past, to heal our communities,

_ each fulfilling its responsibilities and supporting the other in its efforts. Despite dwindling
- resources our collective strength is far more powerful than those of individuals acting alone.
“The Church must continue its traditional and pnmary munstry to and with the poor amd '
oppressed o - : e
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COALITION ON
UMAN NEED

1000 Wisconsin AVL.IIUL NW., Washmgmn D.C, 2004G7
- (202) 342-0726

. June &, 1995
Jennifer A. Vasiloff
Executive Drector

. Dear Senator: - : ' o R "

1 am writing on behalf of the Coalition on Human Needs, an alliance. 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
children women, the elderly and people with disabilities.

The Senate Finance Committee voted on May 26 to support welfare legislatlon which would
replace 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 reform of our welfare system, we must state our
_;unequivocal opposition to the bill reported out of the Senate Finance Committee.

The Packwood bill contains the basic structural-flaws of the welfare legislation passed by the
House of Representatives, the Personal Responsibility Act. The Packwood bill would shred
the safety net that sustains millions of poor people in our country, including miltions of
children. We are 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. :
» freezes the federal share of welfare program costs at the 1994 spendmg level through
| Fiscal Year 2000.
 assesses each state’s entitlement to AFDC block grant money on the basis of 1994
spending [evels 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 during tlmes of recession, high unemployment
and populatlon growth. _

¢ eliminates the traditional federal-state partnership by releasing states from their
.1 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 heneﬁts to those who have received AFDC for more than S

' years, even to those who are ‘actively seeking’ employment.

 allows states to adopt arbitrary and pumtwe policies, such as denial of benefits to

" children born out of wedlock to teen parents and mandated famnly caps. ' '



SN

‘e 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
‘o economic self-sufficiency. The Packwood bill imposes much higher work participation
Tequirements 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 t0 millions of children and their families.

‘We strongly urge you to oppose this bill.

ennifer A/ Vasiloff

‘Executive Direcior

;Sincere]y,

—
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. qwﬂ Department of Social Development and World Peace

CONFERIS ‘JCI 3211 4th Street N.E. Washington, DC 2060171194 (2025 341.3180 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
,expenence 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
women, minority families, or immigrants as either passwe victims or easy scapegoats for our
socuety s social and economic difficulties.

There are several positive elements in the be 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;
;B 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
m  strengthening of child support enforcement mechanismns and related data
gathering requirements. '

We are particularly pleased that "chxld exclusion/family cap” prov1s1ons 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 roie 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.

B Block Grants/ Entitiements

While we are not opposed in pnnciple to block grants and support increased state
involvement and flexibility, 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 caosts 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" which will make it more difficult for
poor children to grow into productive individuals. We cannot support reform that destrays the
structures, ends entitlements, and eliminates resources that have provided an essential safety net
for 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.

M Treatment of Children

@ While we appreciate the Senate Finance Committee’s decision that children should not
be denied 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 family’s
dependence on welfare or an arbitrary time limit on benefits. Such provisions, whatever their
" intentions, 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 unbomn 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 maiter 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.
1
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B 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 iliness, 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 1deologlcal
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
the 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 goal of reform ought to be to
promote decent work and reduce dependency, not simply cut budgets and programs. The jarget
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,

oferend John H. Ricard, SSJ
Aux:hary Bishop of Baltimore
Chair, Domestic Policy Committee
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Senate Finance Committee:
Intr, ion

My name is John Carr. I serve the United States Catholic Bishops as the Secretary of
their Department of Social Pevelopment 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
jth& 50 bishops who serve on the Administrative Board of the Bishops’ Conference. It reflects
the principles and priorities of ﬁe U.S. Catholic bishops on welfare reform.

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

- This debate and these decisioﬁs.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, including 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 ideblogical lines. -

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

: the lives and dignity of péor children and their families. The goal of reform oughi-: to bé to

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

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

The purpose of the statement is not t'd 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 teachci‘s, the .bishops draw their directions from

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

this approach to welfare reform are not new:



- respect for human life and human dignity;
- the importance of the farhily and the value of work;

- an option for the poor and the call to participation;

-- the principles of subsidiarity and solidarity.

But they tako_: on special ui‘gency .'When a {ifth of our children are growing .up poor in the

-richest nation on earth and 30 millionlAmericans of all ages live in poverty. Lack of :

opporﬁlnity,_ poverty and dependency areiﬁéﬁroying millions of families, ha;rnmg countless

. children. |

As pastdrs, the bishops also seek to share our community’s experiences in serving

. . those in need. Po;:Jr families alre not an abstract issue for us; they are siéters and brothers.

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

Catholic Charities agencies. As the largest non-public provider of hmﬁan services (o poor

.- families, the Catholic community knows all too well the failurcs and abuses of the curr;z:nt

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

Iy ._ lives are diminished and dignity denied by widespread dependency and poverty m our land.

No institulioﬁ 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 périshes, sghools, and

: _outreéch efforts. We also are committed to the values of justic-c, charity and solidarity with
the poor and‘ vulnerable, We bel'ieve our society needs both more personal responsibility and |

| broader social reSponsibili.ty,. better values and better policicls to reduce poverty and

dependency in the United States.

.:‘!.'-



The Urgency of Refi

We strongly.support genuine welfare reform which strcngthens families, encourages
productive work, and protects vulnerable children. We are not defenders of the welfare statusr.
duo_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 find their dignity undermined and their needs poorly addressed;

- taxpayers who fear their dollars encourage dependency rather than

gmpowerment;

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

- and publlic‘ofﬁcials who have responsibility without adequate resources,‘

accountability v?ithout isufﬁcient authority.
;The status-quo 1is unaccebtable. It is children who pay the greatest price for the fajlures of the
-. current systerm. Genuine welfare reform is a moral imperative and urgent national priority.r
. An_Agenda for Ref
Welfare reform needs to be comprehensive in analysis, but targeted and flexible in its
4 implementatiori. We éeek a new approach which promotes greater responsibility and offers
more concrefe 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



r";national rules cannot méa the needs of a population as diverse as-poor families. However, |

simply shifting rc:Sp'onsibility without :aclequate resources, standards and accountability could

‘leave America's poor children worse off. Genuine welfare reform should Tely on incentives

“.fmore than harsh pen.altics; for example, deny;ng needed benefits for children born to mothers

on welfgre can‘ hurt the children and ﬁressure_ théir mothers Loward abortion and sterilization.
More specifically, we will advocate for welfare reform whi;:h: |

A. Protects Human Life and Human Dignity

We believe a fundamental criterion f?r all public pol.icy, including welfare reform, is
B ?protection of human life and human dignity. In states ac_:rosé the ;:ountry, our State Catﬁblie
='C(mfc:rem:es,have stood against pr.oposal’s which deny benefits to children because of their
mother’é age or dependence on weifaie, These pfovisions, whatever their intentidns,'are
likely to.encoufage abortion, especially in those states which pay for abortions, but not for
- . assistance to these children. In seeking to change the behavior of parent;, fhese provisionsl
= huﬁ children, and some unborn children will pay with their lives.
Our Churclh works every day against sexual irresponsibility and the out-of-wedlock
-births which come with it. 'We do not believe teenagers should be encouraged to sét up their
own households. However, legislation offering increased flexibility to states should not
restrict assistance in ways we, and most observers, belilcve_ will encourage abortions. We are
working with Catholic Charit.ies USA and other national pro-life groups in oeposing tﬁese

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

- but do not reinforce inappropriate or morally destructive behavior,



For us, this is a matter of moral consistency. Qur faith requires.us to protect the lives
and dignity of the vulnerable children whether they are born or unborn. We cafmdt suﬁpoft
policies which will likely lead tb 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 culturg 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 fhe_“down and out,” but also the “rich and famous” and tﬁe rest of us.

B. Strengthens Family Life. Welfare reform should affirm 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
imoral needs of their children. We support a children's tax credit (which -i-ncludes poor
lfamilies), a strengthened Earned Income Credit, and stronger child support enforcement to
help meet the economic needé of America's families. ‘We also support policies to keep
families together and fathers involved, including new efforts to discpmtage parenthood outside
of marriage, an end lto 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. Encgggégcs 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
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‘those who leave the welfare rolls for the labor market. Real reform will ofter Education.
training and transitional help to those who exchange a welfare check for a paycheck. The
challenge is to insure that reform leads to prpductive 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 wﬁgcs and the tai policies which can helplkgep families off welfare.
| D. Preserves 5‘1 Safety Ngt for the Vulnerable. For those who cannot work, or whose
"work" is raising our yloungest c':hildrcn, the nation has built a system of income, nutrition and
" other supports, Soci(?ry has a responsibility to help meet tht_a needs of those who cannot care
for themselves, especially young children. AFDC, food stamps, and other entitlemeﬁt
,programs'provide essential support for poor chﬂdren. We-will support more effective and
responsive federai-state-cormnunjty partnerships, but we cannot support I"rctb‘nn“ that will
" make it more difficult for poor children to grow into productive individuals. We cannot
_ support reform that destroys the strucfures, ends el{titlements, and eliminates resources thth
~ have ﬁrovided an essentia;l safety nct“fof‘ vulnerable g:.hildren or berrnits states to reduce their
commitment in this area. Also, we cannot support punitive approaches that target' immigrants,
even legal residents, and tak-e away tlhe minimal bu;nefits that they now rEc:ei_ve'.- Like U.S.
.' citizens, legal immigrants are rcquired 1o pay ,tax.es and are vulnerable to the unanticipa_tgd: job
- 'loss, tfafﬂc or on the job accidents, the seriou;c, illness of a child, domestic _violcnce.
E. memt As advocateslof 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



‘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 ¢an serve people with greater
-effectiveness, efficiency and dignity. We are not opposed to carefully designed block grant
'_.injtiatives iln some afeas if they come with adequate resources, accountability and safeguards
for poor families. States can shape programs to meet their local realities, but poverty has
pational dimensions and consequences that require federal commitment and national standards,
safeguards, and protections. The nation heeds 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 burdened with the enforcement of immigration laws, which
may violafe their religidus and moral principles, burden volunteers or :divcrt funds from their
essential mission.

F. Invests in Human Dignity. In the long run, real welfare reform will save money,
:but in the short run it will requir.e new investments in a family tax credii, education, training,
WIC, work and child support. Recent state experiences support the reality that moving people
, off welfare will bc. neither easy nor inexpensive. Our everyday experience in helping families
leave wclfarcr 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



‘ '_cutting resources and transferring resﬁonsibility is not ge'riuine reform. We must resist the
"'tempt_ation to see poor women, minority families or immigrants as cither pa_ssive victims or

¥ -éasy scapegoats for our .so_ciety’s social and econorﬁic difficulties. |

nclusion |

We believe our éoci;ety will be measured by how “the least of these" are fari_ng..

'_" %_Welfare_reform will be a clear test of our nation's morﬁ} priorities and olr commitrﬁent to seek
'_ ‘the common good. We ﬁope the welfare reform debate will be a time‘ for civil and sustained

. k;dialogue, morellfocused on the nééds and pofential of poof families than on the search for

) ‘partisan advantage. We hope these réﬂectious 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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A National Catholic Scxialjustice Lobby.
801 Pennsylvama Avenue SE B Smte 460 8 Washington DC 20005 W (202) 547-5556 B FAX (202) S47-5510

TO , Bruce Reed, Deputy Director to the President
for Domestic Policy

c/o Flo McAfee, Associate Director
White House Office of Public Liaison

FROE ' Catherine Pl.nkerton CsJy
NETWORK :
" RE Reflections following Conference Call

- on Welfare Reform, April 11, 1995

@ recyeird Poper



APR-11-1995 1536 FROM  NETWORK 1o | asemmze p.g2

A National Catholic Social Justice Lobby |
801 Pennsylvania Avenue SE B Sulte 450 | Washington DC 20003 @& {202 547-5556 m FAX (202) 547-5510

NETWORI

Bruce Reed ‘

Deputy Assistant to the Presxdent
for Domestic Policy

Wnite House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Bruce:

I am not certain if we have met, but I am a lobbyist for
NETWORK: A National Catholic Social Justice Lobby. We were founded
by Catholic sisters twenty-five years ago to address legislation
that affects the eccnomically 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. Conseguently, federal.
budget priorities, houslng, health care and welfare are key issues

for us.

We have as members  hot ‘only individuals but also whole

T congregations of‘women.rellglous diccesan social justice entities,
~Catholic Charities groups, etc. It's a highly educated and
motivated membership. .

- I am grateful to Flo for arranging these conference calls. I
truly appreciated your very comprehensive overview of the
Administration's assessment of the welfare reform legislation and
situation. Most appreciated was your realistic projections
concerning Senate action and the possibility of this horrendous
ki1 passing through reconciliatien.

Just a few? comments/scratchings/learnlngs -gained thfough
giving some 30 workshops across the nation in 16 states thus far -
more to go .- 0 &

i. The workshbp'covérs

ay) the current economic context of welfare reform and how we
got here - defLCItS, debt, job reality, poverty, ete.

b} ' Cathelic Soc1a1 Teaching and its 1mplications for welfare
reform;

@ Redyciof Poper
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c) the historical evelution of the naticn'’s sccial welfare
system, its philosophical and political roots and its
-reflection of the role of the government in assuring the
comnmon good; differences between the partles on common
good; : _

d) the programs which comprise that system and their present
costs, percentage of the federal budget:

&) the other entitlement programs and their costs;
also corporate and Pentagon welfare

£} nyths akout welfare recipients;

q) why the system needs reform and the elements of authentic
reform;

n) The Personal Resgponsibility Act - its overturn of 60
years of safety-net programs by a. Congress new to the
Hill, mean-spirited, without real historical knowledge of
the 1leng evelution 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 down the bill to “bitable®* bits, show the
: difference between categorical spending and block grants
\ - and the ‘implications for the States in which we are

presenting. ,

i) Strategies for Action:

: We have done these now in some 16. states with more scheduled
into June. The workshope are sponsored by religious congregatzons,

. health care and scocial service systems (Catholic Charities);
diccesan entities; our own membership - one by a Dean of a Law
School, etc¢. The audiences are mainly religious who work with the
poor or sponsor/own institutions; social service personnel,
Charities and diocesan groups; welfare recipients.

I even did a workshop in Newt's district. These peocple
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 knowledge about the actual "welfare
programs®, their costs and their percentage of
federal/state budgets. At first they see the lunacy of
the GOP emphasis on programs costs in balancing the
budget. Then they become aware of the aspect of punishing
the poor and sh;fting funds to the wealthy and ANGER!!!

2) They are ~appa11ed at the speed of the reform, its
discounting of wviable alternatives, its meanness,
especially toward children

3} BUT!!iThey are looking for a positive counter message,
one which will mobilize others who share their concern
for doing right.

They are looking to the President to say IN NO UNCERTAIN
TERMS oxactly what is wrong about the House plan and what
ho proposes as an alternmative. They keep hearing he has
no alternative even if we speak to the best paxts of
The Work and Responsibility Act.

His message must be more than condemnation ¢f the House
Bill and its meaness to children. Thosze of us who know
PRA realize there is enouqh in it to dissent for
ganarntzons to come.

(Within the last fifteen minutes, three calls came in
from a large California Hospital System, one from a
social Justlce coordinator of the system, the others fronm
two Community Administrators who own hospital systens.
The questions

"What do we offer as an alternat;ve’ What is the
President offering? We need to hear more specifics.
Why is the President ‘cowed' by the Governors? One of
cur administrators just called and said that once the
Governors get the block grant, forget the poor. They
will use federal money to balance state budgets.®.

The President needs to come out against the demise of
entitiements, speak to the real the implications of block
grants for the Stateg.. He should refusze any further
state waivers that give leeway to capping.

Further, the President needs to target social service
workexrs and those who will end up fighting for a share in
the "block grant pots" as cne of them characterized then.
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She turned to the audience and asked: "How many of you
have applied to Trust Funds for grants, Xnowing 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 don't get a share of the
pot o

?aoplu vacillate between anger and powerlessness. They -
desparately need someone to empower them. These peopla
rezlly believe in the President, but they think he is too
timid about speaking-out’on the specifics of what he will
stand for amd what he will definitively veto. The whole
bill is ¢totally £lawed , not only Dbecause of  its
orientation and its implications for the poor, but alse
bocauzse of ite denial of the Constitutional role of the
federal government to protect the common good. This is
a teachadble moment for him!

He can mobilize a lot of people. But he needs to get some
sound bites which anergize'and mobilize peopla. .

. Perhaps thls sounds llke "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. 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
Ytrickle~down economics." 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 personai resposibility. 1If we
would empower the poor through helping them to be productive
members of society, then we need to use more, not fewer resources,
in moving them from welfare to work. When people ecee that that
would pay ©ff in less crime, less vioclence, more stable families,
a more productive economy, they are willlnq to see themr money S0
dedlcated. ‘ _ : '

Robert Reich is a good 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 peor because
of false concepts about them and the constant feeding of the
elugion of the Amexican dream. Reich's ability to communicate with
them coupled with the President's ability to envision and inspire
is an unbeatable c¢ombination, a awesome accumulation of
intelligence, creativity and.strategy. G0 FOR iT, BRUCE. '

Catherlne Pinkerton CSJ
{202) 547~5556
(202) 547 5510 (FAX)
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'WHITE HOUSE OFFICE OF PUBLIC LIAISON
BRIEFING MEMORANDUM

'T0: Mark Gearan

Bruce Reed
FROM:  Marilyn DiGiacbbl%-: __
'DATE:  March 29; 1995.
MIEETING | Mecting with Southern Region Catholic Communicators

DA’I’EIT[ME © ' Wednesday, March 29, 1995
: 1 lSpm-2 ISpm

- LOCATION: Room 476, Old Executive Ofﬁce Building.

I PARTICIPANTS:  Representatives of 8 southem region diocese and'comm'unication staff of
' : the U. S Catholic Conference See list attached.

--PURPOSE: - To encourage an ongoing dialogue with this group. ’I‘llls meetmg will
L ‘ ‘ focus on welfare reform. :

BACKGROUND: The Cathollc Commumcators are the diocese communication directors
' " who handle the day to day public relations and communications for the
- .- diocese. They are under the umbrella of the US. Catholic Conference -
~ and on policy issues, communicate the policy set by the Admmlstranve
‘Board of Bishops. of the Catholic Conference

, The Cathohc Conference's posmon on welfare reform is focused around
Ithe follomng brcad pnnmples

. - respect for 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 pnnclples of subsrdlanty and solldanty

Attached is a copy of the Cathohc Conferences pohcy pnonnes on
-welfare reform released March 19,



'AGENDA: AR _Manlyn D;Glacobbe . Welcome *
Mark Geara.n - Brief rem'é.rks‘

Bruce Reed Remarks on Welfare Reform followed by: question and
answer. sess:on .

: Attachments;
" List of parhcxpa.nts ' :
U.s. Cathohc Conference welfa:e reform release and posmon paper



‘catholic Communicators - Southern Region

Sister Carol Elizabeth Stovall |
Catholic Diocese of Palm Beach:’
Palm Beach Gardens, Florida

‘Mr. Robert Camillus Edwards
Catholic Diocese of Rlchmond
- Richmond, Vlrglnla

' Ms, Mary Vlrglnla ROSSwAgosta
Archdiocese of Miami
‘Miami, Florida

. Ms. Mary Muthig Jeffcoat
‘Diocese of Charleston
Charleston, SQuth-Carolina

| Reverend Larry W. Dorsch
Diocese of Wheellng-Charleston
_Wheellng, West.Virginia -

Ms. Joann Keane
Catholic Diocese of Charlotte
Charlotte, North Carolina

'Mr. Frank Morock - 'l P
‘ Diocese of Raleigh :
Ralelgh “North Carollna

:Reverend John J Geaney, CSP
ITP/Paulist Communicatlons
Silver Spring, Maryland

Reverend Lawrence Rice, csp - !
ITP/Paulist Communications
- 8ilver Spring, Maryland

Mr. Ramon E. Rodriguez .

. Catholic Communication Campaign
United States Cathelic Conference
Washington, DC

Ms. Miriam A. Crawford

Office for Communications Policy -
United States Catholic Conference

Washlngton DC

Ms. Gall Hunt Violete
catholic Diocese of Charlotte
Charlotte, North Carolina

Mr. Patrick Canan

office for Government Liaison .
U S Ccatholic Conference
Washington, DC -
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'MORAL PRINCIPLES AND POLICY PRIORITIES
FOR WELFARE REFORM

t

A STATEMENT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE BOARD
| 'OF THE

. UNITED STATES CATHOLIC CONFERENCE

FOR RELEASE MARCH 19, 1998
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‘At this moment in me lii‘e of our nation in which we Arﬁuicans struggle to find a
" * balance between the newds of our poor and the demands of fiscal swountabthty for our futute
econoimic health, we wan' 0 present once again the pnnmplcs of Catholic social taa:hmg in
. order © provide a contexl for national discussion, We focus on the question of welfare: '
" refarm, although our converns exlend equally to critical § mues of human life, budget pmnhes, |
housing, the rights of unmlgrants and health care reform.
“ Our nation faces fundamenial choices on wc.lfarc reform. “This 'dabate and these
decasions will be a tost ur our nation’s values and our commltmem to th: "least among us.”
pcup]c and leaders share many sumlar goals mcludmg reducing sltc-gmmuy and
dependemcy, promoting work and empowering families. The Congress must sort thrcughl |
- fizcal, political, and idenlogical preaéures to fashion real reform th.ch reflects our nation’s
.- best values aﬁd offei‘s genuing help and opportunity to our 'pobms:‘familiu‘ We pfayl this"
debaie will advance the common gond not f; urthm' dwxd: our people along scanomic, m:ml
_7 ethnic.and mleologlcal lmes. _ : : _
| As the Aﬂmmistntive Board of 1hr. United Statcs Cathohc Bu.hops Confcrmce we
offer these reflections as a c:onmbulmm 1o this jmporant debate: Our purposc is not to make
. any partisan point, but to share our pnnmplcs and experience in hopas they mn help Lifk up thé _ -
| maral dimensions and human ooanumc:cs of this deba:.c “As religicus taachera, we draw our
'drru.uons from mnsismm Cathollc moml pnnmplw. not idualuglcal or pohnca! agenda.s ‘rhe -
values lhat gmdc our approach to wolfnrc reform & not new 7
s respect for human hfe and humnn dignity; .
~ . the importance ot' the family and the value of work; :" :
- an option for the poor and the call to pﬁrticipaﬁon; :
- the pnncnples of subsudlam'y and solidarity.
~ But ﬂmy lake on spccm urgency when a fifth of our children are growing up poor in thc
richest nagion on earth and 30 million Americans of all ages live in poverty. Lack of
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:ammauy, povcrty und dcpmdcncy arc destroying millions of ﬁmﬂm harmmg c.uum.lusb
children. , '
. As pastors, we also seek to shace our mm:numty s c:perjenccs in erving those in
naad Poor families are not an abstrait issue for us; mey are sisters and brothers. They havc
 pnames and faccs Thcy are in our sheliers and wup k:lchens. our parishes and Cathohc '
Charitiss agencics. As the Jargest non-publm provxder of human services to poor families, the
.Catholic community knows all oo well the fajlures and abuses of the current syszem the
‘pomnual and limitations of private and religious charity, and the ways in wh:ch lwe.s are
' "'dtm:.mshed and dlgmty denied by wsdespmd dependency and poverly in our land,
- © No institution in American lite is more committed 1o lhe basic moral values of ~
~m.amagc. family, rcs;mnsnblhty, work; seaual n:s‘ua.ml and suurifice for children than ous
Church. We pmch teach and pmmotw these va.lues every day in our pa.nahcs, schools, and
outreach efforts. We also am cnmmmer.l ‘o the values of ] Jusuce chmty and sohdamy with
) the poor and vulnerable. We belleve our society needs both more personal responsibilicy and
“broader social responslbxhty, betier values and better policies 1o reduce povmy and
dwendmﬂ? in the United States.
R We strdng[y-ﬁ:pport. genuine welfars reforin which Stfenglhwis fénﬁlie;. eﬁcourages
productive work, and protects vulnecable children. ‘We arc not defenders of the welfare status
| qﬁo which sbmetinies relies on bureaucratic approaches, di&nuﬁges work, ér;d breaks up
_ familiw However, we oppose wbandonment of the federal gr.wemment 5 nwz:ssary role in
" helping familics omcmnc poveily md mest Ureir (.llildrm § baslc needs. ]
' It is worth recalling that mnny of us are or have boen the boneficiaries uf;ovcmmeut '
- aasistance » dmact a.nd indirect, but many are rightly frustrated by the current we:lfa.re Rystem: -
-- remp:ents who find their dignity undermined and their needs poctly addressed;
e taxpayers who fear their dollars encourage dependmcy rather tha.n
| | empowerment, ) :
- provxders whe spcnd more time checking for fraud than hc.lpmg fannhes
—_ and public officials who have rcspmslblhty without adcquate reSOUrCes,
acmuntablhty without sufficicnt authorlty
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The mtus-quo is unaoeeptable It is children wha pay l:he greaiest price for the failum of the
current system. Genume wclﬁm mform is & moral i 1mpemuve and urgent nauonal prloﬂty _—

Weltare reform needs o be mmprﬂwnslve in analysis, but targam and ﬂexible in its
nnplﬂnenmhon We seek a new approach which promotes gream mpnnmbﬂlry and offers |
mare concrete help to families in leaving poverty behind through productive work and other’
as:mm.ﬂoe tnereased awoumabiluy and incentives should be tailored ©0a part:cular ﬁumly s o
needs and circumatansgs, not "ong size fits al” requiremcms. Top down reform with rigid

: na.nqnal rules cannot meet the nosds of a population as diverse as poor famnilies. However,
- simply shifting responsihility without adequale resources, ‘a.mnda.rds and aﬁaounmbility could
' ‘leawe America's poor children worse off; Genulne welfare teform should rely on incentives
" mxare than harsh penaltics‘ for example, denying needed benefits for children bomn to mothers :
,cm welfarc cap hurt the chlldrm and prmm their mothers toward abm‘tmn and steﬁﬁzahon
o More speclﬁcally. we w:ll advocalc for welfire reform whlch

We behevc a fundamental cmmun far all public puhc.y, mn:luding welfare reform is
pr@a;t;on of rhuman life and human dignity. In states across the couniry, our State Catholic
Conferences have stood against propos.ids which deny benefits 1o children because of thair
;Inioﬂ'lcr‘a agc - dependence on wellare. These provisions, whatavei their !ntenﬁons, ar_e‘l

| lileely to anéaumge abortién, especiallf in those states which pay for abordons, but rot for
asaistance to these children. In seeking to change lhe behavior of parents, thase pmvimons
: hurt cluldren, and some urborn children will pay with thelr lives. _

© Our Church works cvc.ry day againsl sexual mesponsibﬂity and the out-of-wedlock .
bmhs which come with il. We do not belicve teenagers should be encouraged to set up their '- |
own houscholds, Hnwever legnslauon offering increased flexibmry 1o states shuuld not.

- restriet assxstans:e in ways we, and most observers, belleve will encourage abartions, We m-e
woﬁnng thh Cathohc Charities USA and other nanunal pro-life groups in cpposing these
provisions a.qd in proposing alternatives that provide assistance in ways that safeguard chﬂdreﬂ. ,

0706002, | O OANFTIOSIK . 898 TIL C0BE  80TET §8/2T/L0


http:weifa.re
http:nc:c41.nd

L e s = ey e it 1

a:m?xgs fé:h’a”‘ "“'T.scc cmnumEnTTﬁ?asm” EDTA REL - I

o But,&p not reinforce mapproptm!c or morally destructive behavior, -

Por us, th:s iss matter of moral oonwstmcy Our faith reqmm us to pmlecl :hc lives
‘and dignity of the vulnerable children whether they are bom or unbern, We cannot suppon
policies which will fikely icad to more abortions, Every child is prmws to us. We recognize
human life is also threatencd and dirninished by the fallures of the current welfare system and
'- . our ‘broader culture. Children mrown from windows, found in dumpsters and abused i m their
ihamm are txaglc syrnptoms of culture in. dmn-ay and a we.lfare sysem in urgent need of real
reformi. Ttis warth noting that it is ol justlow j moome families that menmes engage in-,
.'dmrucnve ‘behavlor: Pcrwnal ll'I'BSPDI’ISiU‘Illty, family msmteg;rm and Joss of noral values :
touch not just the dann and out,” but also the 'rich a.nd fanious™ and the rest of s -
R smmﬂugm Welfare reform should affirm the imporunec of
j‘mamagr. stmng intact families, personal re.sponsibﬂuy, self dlmlphne mriﬁee and basic ) |
‘morality. It should help mothers and fathers mees the social, economic, educational, and
. ':mml needs of thclr chitdren. We support a childrea's tax credit (which lncludes poor
: fam:.hes), a smgthened Eamed Incame Credlt, and stronger child suppon enforcement o
help meet the ewnom:r; needa of Amenca $ famihes We also suppon pohcies to keep
| famﬂ:cs together and fathers mvolved mcludmg new efforts to dlsmurage pa.renthood outside o
| of marrxage. an cnd to marriage pcnalnes in.our tax cude, and & halt to welfs.ra pohcxes whmh f‘
) dlmumge mamage and discnmmatc d.gamst two  pareat families. Our socwty must ‘
_ ,dlmmgc adulcsoem sexual activily and ween pragnancy w1th al ]east as much urgcncy and
pen-wtence o3 wc brmg to d:scuuragmg smokmg and subslancc abuu a.mon; w yuung

_ ; ‘l'llouc who san work ought to work
: Bmp!oymem is thc ex.pechcd mea.ns lo suppurt a famlly and make a cnnmhuﬂnn to the commou |
good. Too oflem we.lfarc dwoourages work by d:mmaﬁng hcalth and Chl.ld care beneﬁts for
o : those who leave the welfam rolls for the labor market. 'Real reform will offer edumuon, :
- traxmng and n-ansmoml help o those who exchange a welfam eheck for a paychack The
S c}mllenge is to msurc that mfonn leads ta pmducuvc work with wa,ges and benefits that permlt .
a fmmly to live m dlgmty R;gnd m]os and a.rbmary ume-lmes are no subsntutc for real ]obs at
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decent wages and the tax policies which can help keep familic_:i uff welfare.

‘ ) mbl: "Por thmc who mot work, OF whose
wa:rk" is msxng our youngmt c-hﬂdrcn, ﬂne nation has built a syat:m of income, numition and
| _other supports. Society has & msponsﬂnhly o help meet the needs of ﬂme who cannet care
for themselves, upwally young children. AFDC food stamps, and other. Bnhtlamsnt
“ programs provide esscritial mppon for poor children. We will support more effective and
responsive federal- s‘tam-commumty partnerships, but we cannot Support "reform" that will
make it more difficult for poor children to grow ino prodqctive mdmdual& ‘We c_:mnm .

mppun nfurm that destroys the structuies, ends endtiements, and eliminates resources that
have previded an cssential safcry net for mlmrablc s.mldrcn ur permits smes 10 reguce their
mmmlmmt in this grea. Also, we cannol support punitive appronshcs that target inmigrants,
even legal residents. and take away the minimal benefira that they now recgive. ‘

i ihlie/Pr I , me } . As advocates of both
sutmdmnty and sohdamy, we believe a reformed welfare system should rety more fully on the
skl and rcspansiveness of aornmumty msutulmm and mcmased involvement and creativity of o
sates. However, private and religious efforts to serve hose in need are bmng severely ‘

: smemhed They cannot - and should not -~ be seen asa subsulute for wise pubhc pollcy that
promotes cffective pubhclpnvate paxtncrsh:ps . .

' Overcoming povesty and dependency will mquxrc more cmuw:, mpunmve and
efl’eetwa action in bo!h the pubhu aml private ectors. Overly bureaucranc programs tnust
gm way to more comrnumty, “Tocal and rannly mltmtwc-s, mmc rwpaumve w iruihfldual |

‘ 'needs potentia) and problems. Medi.uing insutuuons €an serve peopie with greater
cffectiveness, efficicncy and dignity. We are fiol opposed tn mﬂ'fully designed block grant
initiatives in SOmE 21cas if thcy come with adequaic resources, accountability and safeguards
for poor famihes States can shape programa to meet their local realities, but povetty has |
national d:mmncns and wnanucnccs that reqmm federal commitment and national standx.rds

_ safe:guards, and protccuons ‘The nation needs to :eform its welfare sys{mn, not abandon the -
~ federal government's yole and responsibilities in fighting poveny At the same time, private
SEFVIOT prcmders should not be burdened with the enforcement of unmigrauon laws,
P, Inzssuin.ﬂumn.nxgnm ln the leag run, real welfm reform will save moncy,
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but in the short run it will require nﬁ investments in a famiiy taa sialit, education, raining,

" WIC, work and child snpﬁc-rt'. Recent stam expesiences support the reality that moving people ‘
off welfare will be neither easy not inw'_rpmsivc. Our cvmjﬁay experience in helping families
leave welfare suggest that hope, opj:'ortunny ahd inv&tmm: are eysenvial o this transltiuﬁ |
’I'hc social contract we scek will offer training, educalion, jobs and other c.oncrcte assismncc in
exchange for pemstmt commitment and effort of persons Tying to IaaVepovmy Slmply
cutting resources and transferring responsibility is not genuine reform. We must resm the
temptation 1 see poor women, mmonly fumalm or immigrants as either pa.:’.swe victims or

' easy scapegoats for our soclety H soc;al and econamic dimcu!ucs '

For the Cathohc community, the measue of wc.lrhrc reform ls wha:ner it wili enhance
| the. Tives and dignity of poor children and their famrhes The goal of reform ought l.o be to

. promote dmt work and reduce dependen(:y, not simply cut budgeu and programs. Tb,a

“target of reform ought to be puw:ly. not poar families. We believe our society will e,
measured by how “the least of u\esc" are faring, Welfate reform will be a clear test of our

" paton’s moral priorities and out commitmerit o seek the common good. We hope the welfare

| reform debate will be a time for civil and sustained dmlugue more focused on the needs u.nd |
potential of poor famdtes than on the search for partisan advantage.. This debate could set an

| important framework for how our nation addresses not ouly welfare, but also other human
rteeds -We hope these reflections will contribuie to this kind of debate and will encourage

* Catholics tw bring Uwsix voices and valuea 10 this lmpnnam patonal d:a]ogue which will say so
much about what lnnd of seciety we ure und will become. '
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' FROM: Msgr hanas Mnuiscnleo

0- 202/541-3200
' .3'2021529*9214
EMBARGOXD: . Not for Release wntil
- - Sunday, March 19, 1995

'CONTACT: ~ Msgr. Francls Maniscalco
- ' John Carr  (202) 541-3181
(301) 3222044

TO: Diecesan Communications Director e
Next week is the Welfare Reform Debate. The Administrative
Board of the Conference requested and adopted the Statesnent.
Please sham the matcrial with your bzshap

Caﬂmhc Bishops Admln!sti'ative Board |
Cafls Welfare Reform"Moral Imperative,” '
Urgeb Congm 'anget Pu\reny, Not Poor Fam:lws -

Sla!m calls *status~quo unacceptable,”
urges reform to protect Hfe, promote family -
and work, and preserve safety net.

Insisting the welfare “status 'qut‘:: is 'unaccepﬁble,” the Administ_mli-\:'t Board of the
Nation's Roman Catholic Bishops suggest that the debase over welfare reform *will be a test of
our nations’ valves and ‘our commitment to the ‘least among us'.” .

_ In a slatement of their principles and priorities, the bishops said "for the Catholic
mmunily, the mmux: of welfare reform is whether it will enhance the lives and dignity of
| ‘poor children and their families. Thc goal of rafnrm ought to be to promote decent work and
reduce dependency, not simply cut qugct; a_nc{ p:jograms, The arxet of reform ought to be
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BRA7AS™ 16131 T T ECC COMMUNTCHT TONE/EDTA REL. pez

oTosto0® o O INVTISIR 8908 PIL C0SE@ . SoigT

povcrty, not poar famrlias We hope tlle welfa:e refonn debate will be a hme for civil and
sustained dinlogue, more focused on rhe needs and potenual of poor families than on the search

~ for partisan advamage

- The purpese of the stalement mquestnd and adopted by the 50 buhops attcndmg the

'Admxmsmve Bom‘d meeuug “is not to rhake any partisan point, but to share our pnnmples

and ﬂperimce ln hopes they will hclp hft up l.he moral dxmtmswns and human conscqumm
of this debate '

, The statement said that the bishops m‘ongly support 5enuine welfare reform whxch

| sti'engthms famihes encourages productive wark, and protecis vulnerable children. We are

not defenders of the welfare status-quo which somelimes relies on bumucmnc approaches

. dlmumges work, and breaks up faxmhﬁ. However, we ‘oppose abandonmem of the fedual

. government's necessary role in h:lpmg families overcome poverty and mect their children's

'naads.“ : . .
Blshop John Ricard, Chaxrman of the Bishups' Domestic Poncy Committce, saad the

imtam:m reflected the bishops roles as both wachers and paswory. “We lead 2 mmmumty of
 faith, not an interest group. Our focus is the life and dignity of poor childreq, not pamsan or
'xdwioglcal agendas. We share lhe vajues of many refurme:rs and concems about costs, but '
:worry about human conscqumoes for poor children of : some proposals. 'We have to find 2 way’

to bring Iogether our besl valyes and adaquate resources in a new puhhc-pnvat: pa.rtnershlp to .
combat poverty and depudency g _ _
~ The blshops statement reflects tradltlonal Caihohc u:achmg on human life and d;gmty,

work. and famuy mponsibihty, concém for the poor and principles of solidarity and

subsidiarity. - These prlnmples according W the bnshops “take on spema] urgency when a ﬁfth
of our childsen are grOng up poor in the richest nation on carth and 30 million Americans of

. all ages live in poverty. Lack of oppomlmty, poverty and dq)endency are dr.:stmymg mlIlIOM
, o!' fnmﬂles and harming countless children,* - ‘

They statement also reflect the Church‘s :xpenence as the nanon s Jargest non-

govermnmental provider of human services. “Poor [amilies are not an abstract issue for us; |

. they are sisters and brothers. They have names and fagcs. They ace in our shelters and soup.

\
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*itchens, our parishes ard Catholic Charities agencics.. . .The Catholic community knows all

too well the failures and 'aﬁusc& of the curtent sysiem, the potatial and Hmitatons of private
and n;hgmus \.hzuuy, a.nd (he wa;.l in which Lives are dmnmshed and dlsmty deniexd by

’wxd@md dapandmey and pwerty in our land.™

The statement cites the fmsu'aﬁon with the current systém expericneed 'by recipients,

. taxpayers, providers and public officials. "The status-quo s unanccpﬂhl:, they declare. Itis
 children who pay the greatest price for the failures of the current system. Genuine welfare

reform is 2 moral imperative and urgent namnal pmmy :

' ~ The bishops "seek a new approach which pmmoins greater respons:bmty and offers
more mnc:et: help to familics in leaving poverty behind through productive work and othcr
assistance. Increa.sed accountability and mmnm should be tailored to 2 pa.mc.ula.r family's
needs and circumstances, not “one size fits all” requirements. Top down: reform with ngid

naumal rules can’t meet lhc needs Df a puptmmun ay thv:ﬁ: as pum families. Huwcvm, :

“simply shifting mponalblhty mthout adequate resources, stnndards and sccountability could
 leave America's poor children worse off.” According to the bishops, *Genuine welfare reform

sheuld re,ly on meenuves more than harsh penalties; for mmpl: denying needed benefity for '
children bom to mothers on welfare can hurt the children a.mi pre-.-;me their mothers toward
‘abortion and stesilization. *

The blshops statement steers a nuddlc course between supporters of existing
government efforts and those who would abandon o dramatically reduce assistance to the |
poor. The statement emphasizes the failures of the current system and the urgency of reform,

© but warns against a.bandomng or dnmlmshmg the national comnutment to help poor ch;ldren

end families.

Tle Bishops' Coufeasucs will work for feform which g Lents Danogos e and hume

m The bishops oppote “propozals which deny benefits to chli@imn-bec.uum of thelr |
.mnther’s age ar dependence on welfare. These provisions, whaicver their intentions, are like{'y
10 encourage abﬁuﬁqn. especially in those states which 'pay for &bortions, but not for assisﬁnm _

. w these children. In seeking to change the bohavior of parents, these provisions hurt chi!dm,
and some unborn children will pay with their lives. . .For us, this is a malter of moral
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-mnmﬂancy Our faith requires us pmm the lives and digmty of the vulnerable chiidren
whether they are bom or unbofm.”' The bishops also “recognize human lite is also threatened
" and chmimshad by the failurca of the current welfare a;alem amd vul bmader cullurc Chlldren_ . |
" theswn fram windows, found in durnpsten, and abused in their homas are trogic sympwms of
culmre in dm:ray and a welfare system in urgent need of real mfm-m
The bishops supports reform which strengthens teoil lncludimg a children’s tax
‘ .m-dat (whxch includes poor famtlles), a strengthened E.a.mad Income Credit, and stronger chlld
Suppoﬂ enforccmcm to help meel the economic needs of America’s families. The bishops i
also “support policies to keep families together and fathers involved, including new efforis to
dimura.gé parenthood outside of marriage, an end 1 marriage penalties in Our tax cide, and a
Ihalt to welfare policies which discourage marriage and discriminate agamst wWo parent -

Iamum. Our society must discoursge adolescent sexual activity and teen pregnancy with at
!cmt as much urgency and p:mstcncc as we bmn; w dmwu.ru,gmg smoking and submnce |
abune among our young _

‘ The Blshops Conferenee will advn:are for reform whmh ERCOUTANES. Ar3d

' ‘work. The bmhop; state, “Those who ¢an work ought o work .Too often welfare
d:saounges work by eliminating health and child care benefits for those who leive the welfare
rolls for the laber market .Real refnrm will offer education, training and transitonal help o
those who exchange a welfarc cba:k fora paycheck. nignl rules and arbitrary time-lines are

o sﬂbsutum for real jobs at daoent wages and the tax pchcm wmch can help keep famlhea uff

. The tnshops insist welfare reform must pROmELYeS ¢

T The b;shops beliove, “Soc:ety has a rcsponslbllity to nelp ineel, the neuls of those who cannot
_¢are for ﬁlcmsdvcs, _cspmaliy young children, AF‘DC fuod stanps, and other entmemcm
pmgra.ms prcmde essential support for poor children. We will support morc cffcctive and
responsive federal- -state-community parmm.hups but we mnnm suppart reform that destroys
| | the structures, ends entitlements, and eliminates resources that have provided an casenr:a!
' aafv:ty net for vulnerable children. "The blahops dlso oppose punitive approaches that target .
ummgrants. even legal resldcnls, and la.ke away the’ rmmma] beneﬁts that they now TeCEIVE.
The Bishops Confrence encourage reform which haullds gmblic/proyide pautnerships
Ln_nmmpmmx The bishops “believe a reformed welfare system should rely more: fully
on the skall and msponswmm of community msutunons and jncreased mvulvement and
' cmmnty of states. nowevcr private and religious effonts to serve those in need are bemg
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 severely stretched, They cannot — and should nit - be seen as substitute for wise public

policy that promates effective public/private partnerships. . .We are not apposed" to carefully
designed block grant initiatives in some areas if they come with adequate resources,

| gecountability and safeguands fus pixx fmilies, Statcs can shepe programs to mest thoir looal

| mhn:-; bm povmy l“za.s'national dimehsions and mﬁaequmcﬁs that require fedcral _

| ‘commitment and national standands, ufeguardu and pmtn:nons The nation needs to reform
.m; celfare systam, not abandon the fedmd guve:mmcnt s role and Icspmm'bﬁ:bes in fighting

Thc Bls}nps Confemae will conﬁnue to work for rel'orm thet jnyests i

‘dizolty. The statement wggesu that "In the long run, real wel[’are reform wi]l save muncy. but

in the short run it will raqutre new investments in a family tax cred:t. odu:auun, trammg.
W'.IC wark and child support.” The b:shopa support propm]s to “offer trnimng, education,

'jobs and other concrete assisiance in exchange for persistent commitment and _cffor,t of persons

‘trying to leave poverty. Simply cutting resources and transferring responsibility §s not genuine

‘reform. We must resist the lemplation 10 ¢ poor womicn, minority families or immigrants as

l . cithor passive viclims or eagy scapagom for ous sociely’s social and economic difficulties *

The htshupn claim that “a0 insnmuon in Amenca.n tifc is more eommitted to the ba.uc

-' Tmoral values of rnarmge farmly. responsibility, wori: scxual resunmt and sacrifice for
: chzldren than our Church. Wc pread: teach and promote these values every day. We also are -

. committed to the values of j justwc chanty and sohdanly with the poor and vulnmble We |

. .. believe our society tieeds both more personal reqmslbmly and broader social re.sponslbmty,
" beter values an better pollcx:a. to naluce poverly and dependency in the Umtgd Stares.”

The bishops’ statement urges the Congress to “sort through fiscal, political, and ™

. ideological pressures to fashion real reform which reflscty our naion’s best valucs and offers

genuine help and opportunity w our prurest Faudlis. “We pray this debate will advance the

‘ wél_smon good, not further divide out pcoplc,along'monﬁc, racial, ethnic, and ideological

- lines.”

In i:!mir{g, the hishops encoutage Catholics “to bring: their voices and values to ﬂm
important national dialogu_e which will say so much zbou! what kind of soéiety we are and will
become. * S ' | ' '
A copy of the statement is attached.
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For additional iﬁfonmﬁ'on contact:

Tohn Can Sacrﬁary - B
Department of Social Development and World Peace
United States Catholic Conference

(202) 541-3181 (Office)

(301) 322-2044 (Home)
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Cathohc Charltles USA
Leglslatlve Alert |
March 22, 1995

mm&fomm: meAGmmmmN oF

- H.R. 1214, mmmmm

Yesterday's Adea‘:_r and Sunday's New Tork Times reported that the House
Republican jeadership had agreed to support three arendments endorsed by .
Catholic Charities USA and the National Right to Lifs Commiftee. The throe

.mmmﬁmmmmﬂﬁxmmmmm o

be cansed by the welfare bill's provisions on teen motbers, the family cap, and -

_ ﬂtebonusforauymmaumpwcdﬂmm-muai ngmmzcymno

LastmghtlheHousaRulesCommtE&faﬂedmhmtﬁerepmtﬂdpms&of
Committee Chair, Gerald Sclomon (R-NY), dspm-.glmsﬁomthe&shops ,

: CmfmmandaletterﬁomCardmﬂO’
P2 M0 Aeeerend
Joseon o Sugoan .
i On the floor, mdytheSnu.d:ammdmen:mﬂbethwed@foravme Itwoujd
H*E:T b _mwammmbmwﬁmwwmﬂmmmfm
. fanttr A Hogen chﬂdmbmnmno&uxa]mdy on welfare, ‘ _ o

yiea (ha's '
Hs. Lipe 0. Nl mmmmmmmMmdekmummdmem ,

. ﬁ"_ mmnwmmmumm&mmmmzsw
vy Batara A, bloers. € L
o - TI:us is the last Sh'aw!

Sorey :

E . Jrave £ R The bill has ma.nyd:rmws p:wldmn
Presigem:
Pex Fret Hanm: S hmmmn ‘
{Tai Ang J culhngtoodslampsbyupﬂnmtmthEnutﬁwm znd

ime S mmymgfoudmlpsmable-bodmdchJMm adules wnocammﬁnd jobs .
;;, within 90 days : R '
il i ‘ . : . -
, Sange -
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/7 abohshmgfalmal}awtopmmct:hﬂdm from abuse and aeglect;’

s mlmgmmad m‘leral mtchmg mmfmfmrmmmpuu

v Mm&mmm‘&nﬁmmmw.
llrwomnm mm OF WAHDB OFWWBY
7 dmymglhetnehgibihtyforﬂmssr, ' |
4 dmmngcashbeneﬁufwmld!momdemmmm

Mnmmgnumurmmdmﬂmmdmgmmmmofﬂm
bill!

mms. m:mmmmnmm;mm
GIVE THE RULES COMMITTEE A SECOND CHANCE TO WiX THIS FLAWED Eul.
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‘ Dmupmme
‘w=mmmmmmmmmmemm
. the Bumm and VolkoearStark amendments in order since these amendments would
mmemhdhrmmmmabomamﬁombymmsofnn
1214. The United States Catholic Bishops® Confereace, Catholic Charifies USA
and the Nationsl Right to Life Commiitee all agree that, without these
amendm:mt:s,HR mlduhk:lymmmabommumongm and o
.mnthc:sonwdfata o , :

o - Thefaﬂmofﬂrckuthomminﬂlowvmmﬂmemmdmnsxsthehﬂ
- Not only does the bill deny or radyce bensfits for 2.8 million famwilies in
Lo o t.baAFDCngmm it wouid slsa eliminate cash benefits under the SSI Program
© ot .. . far hundreds of thousands of handicapped children. In sddition, the bill fails to
o -Mfmwm%&mm&ﬂﬂmtum'
Moreover, the bill wwkldmyaxdmmmgmmmmedandmme
| eptan suppunofthxsmmuy - .
T4t M2 Roverees -

' m;vhusmﬁua': .
o O e
" Re Tlrﬂnfgﬂam o

' mt‘m o
-.vlmhml.ili:nﬂ. .

Secrarr

&t l!mn u'me 5]

Tfusw

ATHKeg -

- Siregda

Sule TR «
Measndia . .

* - Virginia

L M,

b ofhese .

: mmsmm

FE ‘
(T 431656 -

W o & el

. B Fmd¥anmee s s
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- Eewi

, _'meesemmmwwgeyouwmmnqmmenﬂemﬂlum Wearcl
‘confident that if the Roles Committee and House Leadership have ancther:

afrpornnity, they can devise a much bemter bill to address these critical issues.
Mﬂlem‘?lust ﬁmrﬂwﬂqﬂdnﬂmmm’ Lo
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New Yored NY 10028
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. Immmtmmtw,mmﬂmmMm&
conditions  for - consxdetation of the welarc reforo A by the House of
| T weoukd wge that you engure that emeodments gro permitted to
remove from the bill ﬂneﬂtpnjﬂﬁnnnlhatluz‘«ny]ﬂuﬂggunn:'gqugFuganurslunl
inxnnntniunzzﬂruﬂana _

o lle;uesennm&va Jim Iknna and !hqu::u:nuﬂvc (luin Snu&h have qpcnﬂic
emendments 1o remedy these problems. I hope you #ill incarporate their
annuuhnenu into the hﬂL ar, &t ﬂua-nny hzug punnh ﬂmmn to affer their

T Ihmuaanumﬂnnnnavn:ﬂuzuxomqﬂhh:hcihnouuu:

R 3 mmmmmedmmmﬂMmmmm
"+ vouchers to support children bom io wmmrTied mothers mnder 12.

S The cash or vonchery conld be provided cply to responsible adulis
Wwho supervise Joung mothert and thelr difidren. |

,2) - States would be permitted to wse. federal ﬁundl for addiional
ﬂiﬂbhnnnshiﬁhcibrn:otvauch:tnfbrgaodsandiuzvkzs|uu:u=1by ;
atﬂﬂh!hcﬂthollnwﬂhﬂtahuadyrau:ﬁnsvuﬂnng L .

3)  The sowalled "lieghimacy ratio® provision wonkl be dinpped from

.- the Bl While well intinted, wrder cartain demographic coaditions,

' this provision could have the effect of mewarding sates iy which
abortions increass. -

: Chlannﬂnnxnannt.Ian!vuqunnppnnnzdima::mbumsiﬁulﬁﬂntnihz!auy
. oﬂ!nruugru:secuns:nﬂiﬂanxanppun' being the recition bill to the fiodr of the
‘_}&nncihnntajnnuunth:lsnxﬂxanmnunnnntnounmmlﬁedkamﬂﬁnxhngtbrahnrnunm
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“(5) NO ADDFTIONAL ‘CASH mswcs FOR

' CHILDEEN BORN TO PAMII{ES RECEIVING ASSIST-

ANQE.--.
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By PETER STEINFELS

John Cardinal ©'Connor said last
week that the legislation cutting
back welfare proposed in the Repub-
lican Party's Contract With America

- was “immoral in its virtnally inev-
- itable consegquences.”'

The strongly worded statement,
which came in a column. that ap-
peared on Tharsday in Catholic New
York, the archdiocese weekly, drew

. attention to the fears of many abor-

tion opponents that the political par-

-ty that has been their standard-bear-
er:is now championing a measure .

that could result in {ens or even

hundreds of thousands of additional ’

abortions,
In his cotumn Cardinal O’Connor,
the Archbishop of New York, cited

the case of Representative Jim Bunn ; B

of Oregon, a strong opponent of abor-

‘tion who is one of the Republicans - :

swept into Congress last November
orn the conservative tide.

Precisely because of his anti-abor- A

tioh convictions, Mr. Bunn has re- '}

- fused to sign the Republican con-
" tract.

It is an awkward position for a

freshman Republican, Mr. Bunn
"_says, but he just cannot approve the | §
~welfare cuts that the contract pro-

poses and that the House Ways and
Mearis Committee is now debating.
“As a pro-life member of Con-

gress,” Mr. Bunn said at a press:|§
conference last month, “1 thought it 1 §
was quite inconsistent to tell some- ;
one with a crisis pregnancy to have |8

her babies but refuse to help her.”

Mr. Bunn, along with other Repub- | f

lican dissenters, like Representative

-'Henry J. Hyde of Hlinois, is currently :

“sending a *'Dear Colleague” letier to
ipther House. members maintaining

.ithat proposed reductions in Federal

welfare assistanée are “likely to

cent unborn children.”

Christian Coalition, for ‘exampie,
continues to lobby actively for the

goal of welfare cuts is to stop subsi-
dlzmg “the culture of illegitimacy

“Surgeon General | of

produce dire consequences for inno- ;|

Other declared opponents of abor- :
, ition disagree with this position. The |'§

contract. Ralph Reed; the coalition’s |
executive director, says the main :

Gay Writer Fasts

| In Jail, Seeking Talk
With Pat Robertson

Ry DAVID W, DUNLAP

and dependency.” Once unwanted

pregnancies and single parenthood
are no longer perceived as the Gov-
ernment’s responsibility, the theory
goes, Americans will voluntarily
support a vast network of church
and private efforts to help women in
need.

Southern Baptlst Convention lead- .

ers who have challenged the nomina-
tion of Dr. Henry W, Foster Ir. for
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

" than increase abortions, at least in -

the long run.

Cardinal Q’Connor agreed that -

there were 'some fine ideas” in the

. contract, bui said that the welfare

proposal “'isn't one of them.”
Richard Land, executive direcior
of the Christian Life Commission of
the Scuthern Baptist Convention,
. does not deny the basis of the Cardi-
nal’'s fears. “We do not-want to see
waomen aborting their babies be-
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 sysiem as so destructive of

'O'Connor Lmks Cuts in Welfare to More Abortlons

martiage and the discipline essen-
tial to weil-being in a free-market
saciety that he is vrging a thorough
overhaul of the system without tak-

_ing a position for or against the

proposed ciits. ]
“"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 poing to do our best to have
our cake and eat it too.”

The division over abortion™ and
welfare is only partly a matter of
different Christian traditions. Mr.

" Land pointed out that although Ro-
- man Catholic bishops had also called

‘for changing the welfare system,

their judgments about “how evil it
is"" were mixed.

But Protestant leaders in the Na- -

tional Right o Life Committee have
vocally opposed the proposed wel-

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.

1 would go further than the con-
tract,’” said Father Sirico, who is
president of the Acton Institute, a
nonprofit organization based in
Grand Rapids, Mich., and devoted to
making a moral case for the market
economy. T

The likelihcod of more abortions

as an outgrowth -of welfare reduc-

" tiohs is not clear, he 'said,"nut.ing that

the number of abortions had dropped

in some states after welfare benefits .

were cut. ]
Cardinal ¢’Cennor, in his columi,

also discussed thinkers who admit

that welfare cuts will probably in-
crease abortions in -the short term
but insist thai eventually those re-

ductions will change sexual behavior -

and yield fewer abortions. He said he

"was “unaware of any hard evi-
- dénce” supporting. their analyses.

And in a sentence reflecting the

‘anguish this issue is stirring in the

anti-abortion ranks, he asked wheth-
er even a long-term benefit could
offset ''a programmed ‘short-term’
increase in abortions, if we believe
that every abortion destroys a hu-
man life?*
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" not just Jeave the welfare rolls;” o :
The Cathdlic-church,: through such agencues as. Cathohc

. already in plicein 157-of them: -
. In the past, the bishops’ ﬁrst mstmct was to turn to . .

Blshops Crltlcal

" Panel on Sexual _Abuse Recommends' 1

R

Compassxona,f R93ponse fo Vzctzms

" The natmn s. Cat.hohc bmhops yesterday cr'luc:zed wel- |
. fare reform propasals by incoming House speaker Newt

Gmgnch (R<Ga:)-to sharply: limit .welfare payments and

_ turn the poor-aver to charities and orphanages
“The state has an pbligation to take care of thqse who
cannot take care of themselves” the Rev. ‘John H. Ri-
' card, auxiliary b:shop of Ba]tlmore, told reporters at the

- annual meeting Kiére of the National Conference of Cath- -

" olic B:shops Thé meeting also grappled with sensitive
. internal issues ‘such as clergy sexua] abuse and: the role
. of women in'the dhurch.

“*Children will be adversély” aﬂected by policies” that
would cut welfarebenefits drastically, said Ricard, who
chau's the biskiops' démestic policy committee, He de- -
' -cried a “bumper-sticker approach™ to §otial policy, saying
" slogans such as “three strikes you're out lo:k ‘them up
- for good—those are not-going to work.”:: '

The .bishops have previously. stepped. into: ‘the Tole of

- guardians of the poor, denouncing President Ronald Reagan
*- during his administration for -economic. policies that they' -

- said amounted to an assault on. poor and Jow:income people. -
. " They also were outspoken i in the debate over health care ré--

.- form. In an erg when the Amtzncan pubhc says it is less tol-

. erant than ever of : supportmg welfare prograris, the church’

s signaling jt, will coatinug its. advocacy for the poor,

The bishops say their §tand i8.not partisaft, but principled.” Abused by Pnests (SNAP), issued a list, of what it said,

: They back Gingrich and some Repuhhcans on such’ proposed

“social pohmes as’ tax credits for children, vouchers for pri- -
. vate schools anid & ban'on federal funding for abortion,
On' televisigir-Sinday, Gingrich™ said ‘that~Congress -

" should consider cutting off welfare recipients after 60

+ . days and turding over more ¢aré for the desmute to pri-

.* vate charities-and orphanages.’

: The bishops':principles on welfare reform whn:h they
", developed foraheoutgoing: Congress, -state; “Real wel-
- fare reform seeks:to help people leave poverty behmd o

Chantxes and the. Campaign for Human. Development, has.
-years.of experjence i moving families: from welfare to self-
. sufﬁaency,, saids John, .Carr, secretary to the U.S..Catholic
- Conference’s department of social development and world
peace. “Inflexible rules” do ot work, Carr said. “We do set
standdrds, but they re différent for dzﬂerem people

After nearly 3 decade of unfolding scandals, a commit-
--tee of bishops’ yesterday 'issuéd recommendations en- |

couragmg dioceses™ to ‘respond- compasslonate]y to the.:

victims of sexual abuse Each of the nation’s 185 Catholic
- dioceses sets its’ own “guidelinés,; and the '¢ommittee is. -
: recommendmg ‘policy: based on its survey of gmdehnes ‘

- lawyers to defénd the churchyfron abusé allegations, said
' Archb:shop John R. Roackr nf 8§t Paukiand: Mnrreapohs. i

A(_:iODO_LOI-I-Ei o
{\_/Ayt [ ¢

L,UIZ~ | oo [

- - by Catholics across hstory 1 n errant, overzeaious
" defense of their faith.

Welfaf Cutback A‘

‘Polpe:. Ch ureli M st Re pe nt
'__*For Sins Across Hm!ory

PYREE LosAngelesTimes

. VATICAN CITY, Nov. 14-—Laoking ahead to
-the year 2000, Pope John Paul 11 today demanded
“that his church publicly repert lor sins cornnutted

"The Roman Catholic church, said the pope,
“cannot cross the threshold of the new millenni-
. um - without  encouraging -her children to purify
_ _"themseives through repentance of past ertors .
* and instances of infidelity, mconmstency, and
slowness to act.” o
“The major papal ‘policy statement came i a
16,000-word fletter to Catholics that outlines
o plans for-a séries of reflections, meetings and cer-
- emonies building vp to the year 2000, which the
“church wilf celebrate as a “great jubitee which will*
take place” s:multaneously in -the Holy Land, in
Rgme, and-in Iocal churches around ‘the world,”
the pope sazd o

Ne,w.‘_he éd"decll; the bishops have jearned “legal counsel is

important, but it’s not the key element here. . . . It has

| got to be your perpetual instinct Lo aSeEst the abused and -
~ta do what you can for the perpefrator o

.. The:bishops committee’s five- key recommendatlons

.[o_r handling allegations are; regpond prompﬂy, relieve
the suspected :abuser from ministerial duties, cooperate .

- with -the investigation and -any legal proceedings, reach

-.out toithe victims and their families, and deal openly with
the commumty, including the news media. .

+~ - Bishop John £, Kinney of Bismarck, N.D., who chaired

" the study, said his committee. has no-clear picture of the

scope of-sexual ‘abuse in‘the church, or of the financial cost
‘of itigating and. settlmg claims. The committee did not-sur-
vey dioceses on such, questions because it was not sure how
to elicit Fesponses to such ‘sensitive issues, he said,
OQutside the Omni Shoreham Hotel, where thé bishops
are Holding their four-ddy meeting; two Victims” advoca-

"Cy groups. applaided’ those dioceses that have made
. progress in- dealing. with a]Jegatxons openly and helping
_provide therapy for victims. -

.But one. group, 1he Survivors Network of those

were the six “most danigerous dioceses” for abuse vic-
tims: Camden; N J.: Kansas City, Mo.; Providence, RI

" Milwaukee; Santa F&, N.M.; and Chicago. .

In those dioceses, church Ieaders have responded 10 viC-
tims with countersuits or othér “fierce legal tactics,” with-
held therapy. from. victims, required -gag orders. in legal. set-
‘tlements, kept accused perpetrators in active ministry or
tolerated rallies and iarches in support of alleged perpetra-

-+ tors, said Barbara Blame president of. the Chicago-based-
.. SNAP. ' '
.. In the'diocese. of Cainder, target of a class s-action lawsuit

claiming sexual abuse by 30 diocesan priests, Bishop Jamnes

T+ McHugh recently called:such legal action a “new type of
terrorism” against the ¢hurch. McHugh refused requests for

"interviews yesterday at'the bishops conference.

Cardinal Joseph Bernardin, archbishop of 'Chieego,_de-

-nied SNAP's claim that his diocese: had paid for counter-

‘suits against sexual abuse wictims. He said he knew of
one case in his'diocese in which a pastor and a lay person
'accused of abuse were exonerated in a jury trial and later
-pnvately brought a-countersuit.

. But the archdiocese- has a: policy against countersult:, .

‘said Bemardm because “we.don’ t wanl to deter wct]rr's

-, from coming to us for assistance.”

Last year, Bernardin was accused of sexual abuse by a
man ‘who'later’ dropped his lawsuit..“T never even thought
of ‘a countersuit,” Bernardin said yesterday, "and 1 think

. SNAP gave me credit for that.”
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- Bishops’ Leader Wams

Agamst ‘Punitive’ Welfare Cuts

By DAVID GONZALEZ

Specialto 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 .

i greater responsibility for the.poor,
the head of the nation's Roman Cath-

olic Bishops conférence warned to-

day against ""punitive welfare provi-
sions!’ that would harm families and
children.

Archbishop William H. Keeler of

Bammore the president of the Na-
tiofal Conference of Cathelic Bish-
ops, did not refer to Mr. Gingrich by

name, saying instead that the bish-

ops’ 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 undogumemed 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 °
1o the National Conference of Catho-.

lic Bishops, which is meeting here
this week. “Qur advocacy does not
. fitideological or paitisan categories,

for our witness is not politically cor-

rect, but unfailingly consistent."”

Steering a course between parti-’
_san poles, Bishop John H. Ricard, an
Auxiliary Bishop in Baltimore and .
chairman of the bishops' committee .

drafting a report on violence, said
the political debate was being domi-
nated by '‘bumper-sticker morality
and bumper-sticker politics™ that

forced *‘false’” choices between indi- -

vidual responsibility and govern-

—.ment_spending. ~“There has 1o be

personal responsnblhty,” Blshop Ri-

card said. “*We also believe the soci-
ety has a responsibility for those who
cannot care for themselves.” :
Bishop Ricard acknowledped that
the Republican majority in Congress
may make it harder to attain that
- balance, but noted that the church
was not powerless. *“We have to bear
in mind as the Catholic Church we
bring to the debate of forming a
social policy a broad network of
Catholic institutions and parishes,”
he said. *We fee]l we have the Catho-

_lic people on our side and have the,

strengths to add ress these issues ina
meaningful way.”

Bishop Ricard said the b1shops ,
had developed criteria for assessing:

any social spending proposals pre-
sented in the Republican-led Con-
gress. Conference officials said they
would examine budget, tax and wel-
fare medsures “from the bottom
up,” with an eye to how théy would
affect children and the poor.
John Carr, the secretary for social
- development and world peace at the
United States Catholic. Conference,
the bishops’ social policy arm, said
- that limiting the duration of welfare

-eligibility or reducing benefits for~

children born out of wedlock were

. unrealistic. The church’s experience -

running social welfare programs, he
said, shows that flexibility is needed.’

Human rights and human life
were two of the themes on the con-

ference's agenda. In his opening re--

-marks Bishop Keeler touched on the

ion between the church and the .

medic-a topie that he addressed at
last year s-meeting.
He said 1oday that news reports

about. last September’s Cairo Con-’

ference on World Population and De-
velopment “lrumpeted the absurdi-

Correctlons

A brief front-page report on Satur-
day, summarizing an article about
Congressional Republicans' reac- -
tions. to victory, referred imprecise-
Iy to automobiles used-by Represent-
- ative Newt Gingrich. The Cadillac in
which he rode had been provided by
a group he was addressing; he did
1ot trade in his own car. Mr. Ging-
rich’s comments are reported today
on page E8.

. .
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 delivered egps and a
variely of dairy products to local
stares, but he did not dellver mllk

C————

-prevmus calering -concern, Ten

catering COmpany:

A picture caption yesterday wuh 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 ok

~umn_of The ‘Living Section last

Wednesday about the formation of a .|

catering co i o .
ering company by Daniel Boulud victims of sexual abuse commended |

and Jean-Christophe Le Picart re- :
ferred incorrectly to Mr. Le Picart’s®

tion." It is siil} in business, under thf
name Tentation, Polel & Chab:ii, %
owned by Potel & Chabot. a Pans;la

o ————
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cover-up,”

in ‘hature,”

....... ——

.

1y that the church was in a dark’

alliance with an international funda-
mentalist front to' enslave women.”
During that conference, the Vatican

campalgned against including abor- -

tioh in family planning programs

" and extending those programs to ad
. olescents.

The Pope's stance was born of hlS
desire to preserve the dignity of
women, family values and human-

life, Bishop Keeler said.

- Later this week, the bishops’ Ad.
-Hoe Committee on Sexual Abuse will
_present its report on how to “‘en-
‘hance” diocesan policies regarding.

atlegations of sexual abuse by mem-

bers of the clérgy. Bishop John Kin- -

ney of Bismarck, N.D., the commit-

tee chairman, said the 28 gu1dehnesi
-were basedon principles that en- -
- couraged prompt response to vic-
tims, relieving the accused from his
assignment if warranted, complying -

with -civil authorities and' dealing

" 'openly with the public. “As long as

we are not able to talk abour it,
people will. say mayhe there is a
he said. ™ .

- He said the committee had yet to
compile data-on thé number of cases

of sexual abuse members of the cler-

gy or the amount of money- paid-in

legal settlements. But he added that -

his impression from conversations
with’ various bishops was that the
percentage of priests who were pé-
dophiles was less than "2 or 3 per-
cent” and that the legal liabilities

were not as high as victims' rights

Eroups have suggested.

- Members of the committes on sex-

ual- abuse emphasized that the
church's response had to be pastoral

church officials first started dealing

- with the issue they relied more on
clvil law. “The church's primary re-
sponse has got to be your pastoral |

instinct to assist the abused and do
what you-can for the perpetrator,”
said Archbishop John R. Roach; the
Archblshop of St. Paul and ane-
apolis. . © ~

. The repnra- was based on a review.

of the policies of 157 of the nation's

admitting that when .

185 Roman Catholic dioceses. Bishop. -

Kinney underscored that the recom-

mendalions were guidelines; gover-

‘nance of a diocese, he said, is left to

the bishop, who answers to the Pape.

While several groups representing .

the commitiee for reaching out to
them, representatives of one group

‘today said that stronger action must
be taken Lo bridge the gap between.

recommendations and local prac-
tices. The group, The Survivors Net:

‘work_of -Those -Ahused by. Priestsiw, »
{ssuéd -4 li$t of six archdioceses that,
it said,“ mistreat those who come’

forward with allegations of sexual -

abuse,.
example, and retaining -accused
priests in their assighments,

"“Our view is the policy statements

and the written documents are real-

ly meaningless unless they are fol-
fowed,” said David :Clohessy, the
group’s national director. “In dio-
cese after diocese across the country
we've seen a huge difference be-
tween what is sald and done.”

launching. countérsuits, for' -

—
—

PRESERVATION



