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Thank you Mr. Chairman, Senator Moynihan, and members of the

,Coinittee for the‘invifaticn to appear bafore you today.

I'm pleased to be with you today to talk about welfare refork.
This conhittee'hﬁs a great tradition of bipartisan leadership on
‘this issue. You were 1nstrumental,iﬁ:designing the Family
Support Act of 1988, the landmark measure that began to change the

welfare system to one that encourages work, not dependency.

I am confident that you will once again lead the way toward
a reform effort that is built on the basic values of work and

responsibility that all Americans share.

In the last two elections -- the presidential election of 1992
- and the congressional elections of 1994 -- the American people sent

Washington a crystal cléar message: They want change.

They want us to stop the gridlock, étop the infighting, and
nﬁke sure that éVerythinq we do makes a positive'difference in

people's lives.

| They want us to_énd.a,whlfare system that they know has
failed. They want a welfare system that‘is tough on work, but not
on children. |
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That is why we are here today.
To write a new chapter. in bipartisan government.

One that begins with a conclusion -- And that is to make sure |
thaﬁ at the end of the day, we have taken action to improve the

lives and prospects of every American.

I am here to pledge the commitment of the Clinton
Administration to this approach.

I want to talk today about our vision for welfare reform, and
our hope that we can work with you in a constructive and‘bipartisan

way to pass bold welfare legislation.

After consulting with members of Congress, people on welfare,‘
business leaders, welfare experté, gerrnors, and other state and
‘local officials all across the country, President Clinton submitted

the Work and Responsibility Act to the Congress last year.

Our proposal grew out of the “Presidehﬁ'é lonééstgnding
commitment to welfare reform. As governor of Arkansas, he worked
closely with national and state officials from both parties --

including members of thié committee -- to pass the Family Support
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Act of 1988.

I know the President shares my hope that with the leadership
of this committee, the same level of bipartisan cooperation will

exist again on this critical issue.

Thé Administration's approach to welfare reform is based on
both the successes and the failures of state welfare reform efforts

over the last seven years.

Rooted in the bedrock American values of work and
responsibility, it would fundamentally change this country's
approach to' helping young parents move from dependence to

independence. Our approach has a few simple goals:

WORK. . Parents should move off welfare and into-joﬁé‘as
quickly as possible so that they can support themselves and their

- families. We should offer opportunity and expect work in return.

RESPONSIBILITY. We must insist that both parents meet their
responsibilities to their children, and that non-custodial parents

- pay child support.

' TEEN PREGNANCY. Within a framework of local and community
decision naking;'we must do everything we can to reduce teen

pregnancy and out-of-wedlock childbearing.
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STATE FLEXIBILITY WITH ACCOUNTABILITY. We must encourage the
creativity and responsiveness of states, while recognizing national

goals and the need for standards and national accountability.
Mr. Chairman, I believe we all share these goals.

They are based on widely-shared values -- American values --
values that built this country in the past and are criticai to our

future.

Today, the welfare system is not advancing these_values. We
know this, we agree on this, and both Republicans and Democrats

have sought to change this with welfare reform.

Let's talk about work first. .

We sttongly believe that welfare as“we know it will not end
until we fundamentally change the system:. Welfare must be ébout

earning a paycheék, not collecting a welfare check.

As the President has said, "Work is still the best social
program ever invented, and it gives hope and structure and meaning

to people's‘liveé.'
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" To reinforce and xeﬁard’work, our7approach'is based on a
simple compact. Job training, child care, and chiid.support

enforcement would be provided to help papple who are willing to4
work to make the move to independence. wé,§i11 supéort’working

people so they can stay independent; but'tine limits on cash

assistance will ensure that welfare 15 fact serves as a hand up,

not a wvay of life.

- We are committed first and forenost;to ensuring that everybody
who can work does work. The American people want a government that
honoré.their values and rewards people who play by the rules. They
also wantito assure that those who pla? by the rules do not suffer
from.factors over which-they have hd contfol. If we'éant to help
welfare recipients>becohe‘taxpayers, we must challenge indi§iduals
.to'take responsibility for their own lives -- and help thém get
ahead when they do. o \

That is what this great qational debate on welfare reform must
be about. The status quovis not the'énswer., And merely passing
the problem back to the states with reduced resources is not the

ansver. Work is the answer. .

Our approach to welfare reform puts work first. It sends a
critical message to péople_from the very first déy they go on
welfare: We expect you to work and we.wi11>he1p you prepare for

work so you can stay off welfare for good.
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To prepare people to work and support their families, those

who are enploydble §0u1d<nove into work as‘quickly as possible.
Those ﬁhp would benefit from having more skills would engagé in job
search, education, and trainihg -~ and we would expect states to
hold up their end of the bargain by building on the current JOBS
program. Indeéd,‘we helieve, gs many states believe, that'people
-on welfare ought to sign a personal responsibility agreement, and
with a éasevorkér,~develop a plan that commits them to the actions

that will get them into work.

Most single parents on AFDC will welcome the opportunity to
move rapidly to work aﬁd Support their children; But for those who
refuse to train for work, look fo: work} or accept work once it is
offered, the consequences should be clear: Cash assistance will

first be reduced, then eliminated.

If someone has not found a job within two years, then cash
welfare should end. And continuing aid should come throngh wprk}
We hope;most peopie ﬁill'find jobs quickly in the private seétor.'
But for those who do not, we should take the noney which would have
been spent on welfare checks and use it to find a subsidized job,

preferably in the private sector.

And we wil; support work. ‘Under President Clinton's
leadership, we have already expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit,

vhich reduces taxes for 15 million ﬁorking_familieé‘and creates a
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powerful incentive to work and stay off welfare. We should provide
more child care support for low income vOrking fahilies. with
these supports, we can make ‘sure that working families can stay off

welfare.
Responsibility
The second key value in our approach is responsibility.‘

We believe that both parents should be required to support
their children. | o

"That's why'we proposed last year the toughest qhild support
enforcement measures ever. Child support. enfbrcement is an

integral part of welfare reform.

Today, 63 percent of absent parents contribute no child
support, and an average parent who receives child support receives

a total of only $2,995 a year.
That's just $8 dollars a day for a parent who's lucky enough
to get‘child support, and nothing at all for the majority of single

parents and children who have been financially abandoned.

These are startling statistics.
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Overall, the potential for kchild support‘ collections is

estimated at $48 billion per year. Yet, currently, only $14(

billion is actually paid, leading to an estimated collection gap of
about $34 billion. ) | |

That gap must be closed.

We proposed a comprehensive child support strategy to help

custodialyparents escape welfare and stay in the workforéé.

It included a tougher, more uniform child support enforcement
system, as well as a stronger requirement for. patérnity

establiéhment.

We also would have imposed tough new penalties for those who
refuse to pay: Wage withholding, suspension of drivers' and

professional licenses, and even property seizure..

I am pleased to say that there is bipartisan consensus on this
issue. In the past few nonthé, major legislation has been
1ntroducedvby Sehatér ﬁill Bradleg, and by Senators Bob Dbie and
oiynpia énowe. Bipartisan measures have been filed in the Hoﬁse as
well. All ofAthese bills are very similar to the child support
enforcement me&sures the President introduced last year. There is
nearly complete agreementAhere -- proof that we reaily can work in

a bipartisan way on values that we all share.
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I hope we can continue to work together with members of this
committee to make sure that tough child support is a central part‘

of welfare reforn.’
Teen Preqnancy

The third bedrock value in our approach to welfare reforn-is‘
reducing teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock childbearing by reaching

- the next generation.

.Senator Moynihan has again proven that he is one of the
nation's most visionary thinkers. Thirty years ago this month, he
authofed a .report that first called the country's attentioh to the
: breakdown of family and the alarming increase.in births outside of
marriage. A central part of welfare reform must be a serious
eommitment to reducing teen pregnancy and out- of- wedlock -

. childbearing.

Every boy and girl in this country must hear and believe that
until they are ready to nurture and support children,kthey should

'-not have sex, they should not have babies.

That message needs to be delivered at every level of our
society. By the President, by members of Congress, by.the clergy,
and by educators, \pa:ente, siblings, and peers. It must Dbe

reinforced by our social institﬁtions,_especially the welfare and
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child support anfofcenent éygtens.

We propose a national teen preqnancy initiativa. - It should
1nclude all levela of society, husiness and government, and the
nedia. It should recognize that we don't know all‘the ansvers
about how to deal with this critical problem, and should inblude
both 1local flexibility #nd cmrefhl.research, denoﬁstrations'and

‘evaluations.

Fundamentally changing the welfare system also is critical to
reducing teen pregnancy. The worst possible message td send to
young peobie is that>if they get pregnant, they can drop out of

'school,‘set up their own households, and7receive welfare support.

The message to teen parents should be ‘One of clear

'responéibility. The President's appfoéch says: live at home, stay

in school, identify the fathers,\and, ultimatély, go.to work, or

you get no benefits.

And we should not stop with the mothers. Fathers bear:just as
"~ much responsibility and we must hold them accountable. . Yet
paternity gets established in only 1/3 of all out-of-wedlock

births. That is the worst possible nessagé.-

Every boy and every girl must know that if they}parent a
child, they‘willvbear a heavy responsibility. But if they do
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 behave responsibly we aré w%lling ﬁo offer #"helping hand. Time
limits, work requirements, and tougher child support enforcement
wvould send a strong messaée to young peoplé that welfare will never
be the same. From now on, welfare must be a second chance, ndt a

way of life.

As a former governor, President Clinton knows that the states
are a source of great creativity‘in designing welfare reforms that
meet the needs of their own citizens. Reforms 1iké those in Oregon
can change the culture of the welfare system and involve the .

private sector in creating jobs for welfare recipients.

- In the last two years, we have worked with governors and
elected officials to givé twenty-fiveVstatés the flexibility to

design welfare reform strategies that meet their specific needs.

Half the étates. That is more waiver demonstrations than all

previous Administrations combined.

And we believe thaf states'shouid have mbre flexibility to
design their own welfare reforms and get them»opéraﬁing quickly.
our apprbachleliminatgd the need for waive:s in almést gil cases}
It would‘ give the states more flexibility in operating work

programns, in setting rules about assets, in deciding how much of
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their earnings welfare recipients can keep, and in designing other

aspects of their prograns.

But we also nust make sure that our national objectives for
welfare reform are net. All states must focus on work, parental
: respondibility and reducing teen preqn#ncy; - The welfare system
must p:o#ide' the same opportunities and demand the same
responéibiiities in every state. Children must be protected,
wherever they live. Our approach vould incréase state flexibility
in importan£ ways, but ﬁould also define and measure progress

toward national goals.

And we:muét have national accountability, so that taxpayers
will know théir money is being well spent in every state. That's
vwhy our appfoach required states to work with the federal
government in; implementing new, state-of-the-art anti-fraud:

measures.

These new syétems were designed to detecﬁ and prevent manyt
types of fraud and ~abuse, such as unreported amploymeht and
éarnings, misrepresentation of‘thé numbers qf children in a family,
and duplic#te receipt of welfare, food ‘stamps, unemployment
compensation, and other government benefits. These new‘systems’
also would help to locate absent parents who are not paying their

child support.
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Working together, states and the federal gévernnent can make
sure we have a welfare system that meets local needs and achieves

national goals. -

"I have described the President's approach and my hope for
genuine bipartisanship on this issue. But I must add that I have
grave concerns about the welfare reform neasures that emerged from
committées in the House of Representatives over the past few weeks.
In our opinion, this 1e§islatibn has the values all wrong. It is
ﬁeak on work and tough on kids, when it should‘be the other way .

around.

.Weak on Work

Last year, there seemed to be bipartisan rééognitinn in thé
House of the simple realities of welfare reform. Serinus.welfare
reform has real work requirements, but also provides new resources
for training, child care, and job creation. Serious welfare reform
recognizes that someone with young children and an eighth grade
education can't be expected to leave welfare without some temporary
help; Even the oriéinal bill contained in the Contract With
Anefica had serious work requirements and Sio billion more than
current law over the next five years for work, training, and child

care.



But something has happened on tﬁe Hdusé side this yéar. The
talk of work remains but the substance has vanished. The neasureé
reporﬁed by House committges repeal the amendments made by the
Family Support Act, and much of the original Social Security Act.
They eliminate any requiremeﬁts that states provide educaﬁion,
training, job placement br'child care. Indeed, a state does not

have to do anything to help people move from welfare to work.

Though there are "work’requirements" in the bill, they are‘
more figurative than real. In the first year, 4 percent of the
caseload is required to work. But even now, before reform, 7.

percent of the single parents on weifa:e are already working.

In the year 2000, the participation requirements rise to 17
percent. But even then there is a peculiar twist: if someone is
off welfare for any reason at all; they count as méeting the “work
requirement.® This is‘nqt only misléading and wrong, it also makes
no sense: cutting soﬁeone off welfare is not the same as ensuring.

that they get a job and can support their families.

And the House proposal does cut people off. The children of
mothers under 18 are denied cash assistance in the first place.
Additional children born to welfare mothers are as well. Nearly
everyone, adult or child, who gets nore‘than 60 months of aid in a
lifetime is cut off--eveﬁ if they &ré ili, caring for a disabled
child, or willing to work but cannot find a job. And the states
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'could cut off even more people. But ironically, every person

removed from the rolls counts as meeting the work requirements.

Indeed, the best evidence tha{: work is not what the House
Republican plan is all about can be seen from its funding. There

is less for training, less for child care, less for job placement.

‘The $10 billion fund for work in the original Contract with

America has vanished, replaced by cuts in the funds for income
support, cuts in funds for education and training, and cuts in the

funds for child care. ; - ' y

The <cuts in child care funding are particularly '

counterproduqtive. . I don't know anybne who claims we can get more

single parents working by spending less on child care. Forty

pércent of mothers on welfare have a child under three. Time after

time, mothers on and off welfare told us stories about how the lack
of child care kept them on welfare, dr_ drove them back onto the
rolls after they had managed to get a job.

Federal child care help now goes to three groups: middle and ‘
upper 1ncone fanilies through the dependent care tax credit, low'

income working families, and welfare recipients who are noving from
welfare to work. The House bill eliminates the child care
guar&nteg for welfare recipients noving to work. And the cap on

funds means that if the states try to move more people off velfare

by f)roviding them with child care, the states will in all .
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likelihood havé to provide le;s child care for low income working
families: 8o wofking fanilies nay lose their child care and risk
being forced onto welfare. This is the opposite of the kind of
seamless system we should have, one that provides child care to
help workipg_tanilies at all income levels. And it is not welfare

reform.

Child support also is crucial for'working families. Initially,
the COntract with America d1d virtually nothing about child
support. That was a terrible mistake. But I am happy to report-
that last week, at the u:giné of the President, the Ways and Means
COﬁmittee finally inserted child suppoft enforcement measures into
the Committee bill. 4,’That was a success not Jjust for the
Administration,vbut also for'thehmembers»of both parties in the

House who said parental responsibility is essential.

Most of the child support provisions are very close to those
included in the President's bill and in the ~other child support
bills, including those introduced by members of this'Committee.

Unfortunately, there is one glaring omission--a provision for
suspending drivers and professional iicensediwhen non-custodial
parents refuse to pay. This is~a proven measure that gets rqulta.
 We estimate that this provision could increase collections'by'as
. much as $2.5 billion over ten years, and CBO estimates that ve

could save the federal government $146 million in the first five
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years alone. I urge you to ensure that the provision is included

when these issues are considered by your Committee. -
Tough on Kids

While the House bill is soft on work, it is very tough on
kids. | I -
The cuts in child care could mean that children might be left

home alone or in unsafe situations.

Benefit cuts pose even more dangers. The childreﬁ of mothers
under 18 gét no cash benefits, pefiod. Instead of letting states
decide for themselves whether to deny benefits for additional
children born to a mother on welfare, the House bill impéses a oné-
}size-fits-all mandate. No benefits can be'paid toichildren whose
parent,haé received welfare for more than five years,‘whether or-

not a job is available or the parent is unable to work.

Some of these children could well be pushed into a child
protection system that is already seriously overburdened and that
' is failing to provide the most essential services. But rather than
increasing funds for services to protect children, the legislation
repeals the funding guaranteed for poér children iﬁ foster care and
for the adoption of special needs children. It'also eliﬁiﬁateé
federal oversight of state child protection syStems‘&-‘nany,df

which are generally acknowledged to be functioning very badly --
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énd caps spending at levels considerably lower than projected

needs.

Even benefits to disabled children on SSI are cut way back.
Most of‘tﬁe children who enter SSI now would no longer be able to
do so. Many seriously disabled children would no longer be
eligible for cash benefits and would only receive services provided

under a capped block'grant.
Unfair to States

The House bill relies on the states to éolve'the'pfoblqms of
‘requiring work and protecting child:en. It would completely scrap
the shared state and federal partnefship, cutlfunding, eliminate
‘the state match, and block grant most programs. Not even school

lunch or WIC is spared.

 The‘H6usé bill would create a system in which opportunities
and responsibilities vary dramatically from one state to another.
Where children are protected in some states but not in others.
Where accountability for the noney‘thaf taxpayers pay into the
federal Treasury rests almost entirel& with the states.

We strongiy believe in state flexibility. But every time the
Republicans have put forward their block grant approach, it just

doesn't add up to welfare reform. The current House bill is not
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welfare reform; it neither pfotects children nor does it protect

state taxpayers.

Real reform began in most states with the passage of the
Family Supporp Act, when the federal government set soné standqrds
and provided funding to the Qtates to move people to work. If we
are éerious about bringing the values of work and reéponsibilityv
into welfare offices across this nation,-ﬁe need.national standard§
and states need the means to meet those standards. We won't have

real work requirements OR state flexibility if all we do is shift

problems from one bureaucracy to another.

As the President said> earlier this week, budget cutting
shouldn't be wrapped in a cloak of welfare reform. Let's reform
.welfare. Let's cut the deficit.xnﬁut let's not mix up the two and

- pretend that one is the other.

If a block qfant repals the JOBS program, it‘will remove any
real requnsibility for states to provide training, job placemenﬁ,
and work -=- which are at the véry heart of moving people off
welfare. The experiende with the Pamily Sﬁpport Act is'quite
reveaiing.' Even vith a vefy large federal match, many states did

not draw down their entire allocation of JOBS;noney.

In contrast to the automatic stabilizer function provided by

the shared federal system now in place, block grants that do not
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" make adjustments for recession or population growth also ﬁould
create real problems for states in times of economic or demographic
change. ‘Under the Housé prgposal, a state facing a recession could
encounter a double} proglen: reduced revenues and increased
caseloads. And while demand for assistance would inévit@bly rise,

federal funds ﬁauld not.

In these cases, the beople nbét likely to be hurt will be the
working poor. It is the working poor who need temporary welfare

when the economy goes into recession.

It is the working poor who will lose their child care when the

child care block grant money runs out.

It is the working poor who may not be able to even get

subsidized school lunches in times of financial stress.

We recognize the need for more state flexibility within the
welfare system. But we can prévide that flexibility without
disnanﬁling’the structure-thaf was set up by the Sécial Security
Act,.a‘structura that ensures that federal funds‘are thére when
faﬁilie; and states need them. We need to continue the funding
.nechaniam that ensures that childreﬁ receive benefits regardless
of thé time of year their parents apply, thé‘prevailing economig
condition in the state, or some artificial and inflexible cap on

funds.
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Our approach does that. It reforms welfare. It provides

state flexibility with accountability. It protects children. And

it protects state taxpayers.

Conclusjon
~ In closing, I want to raise with this Committee a fact that ve
all hust face with great candor. Bringing about fundamental

changes in f.he welfare system--helping long-term welfare recip;lents

become selffsufficient--is not an easy task. Nobody knows that

better than the members of this Coﬁmittee, many of whom have worked

for yeafs developing policies to improve the systém.

'~ There are no magic bullets, or simple answers. The éauses of

'dependency are complex, and so are the solutions.

We must make major changes. But we also must make sure that

we do not take unnécessary i:'isks with the 1lives of our most
vulnerable citizens. As the President has said, we must reform the
broken ﬁelfare systeﬁ'in'a wvay that lifts people up from dependence

to independenCé:Q- not in a way that merely punishes them for being

poor.

Mr. Chairman, we in the Administration look forward to working
closely with you and your colleaéues to put in place a system that
moves people from welfare to work, that'prdtects children, and that

holds parents accountable.
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The Aneriéan people deserve a government that honpra their

valués, spends their noney wiseiy, and réﬁards people Qho work hard
‘and pPlay by the rules. - _

We stand ready to work vith.thiﬁ Committee and this Congress

to make these<va1ues the centerpiece of welfare reform.

I believe that we have a rare opportunit§ to move this country
forward, to help all Americans; to renew our people's faith in

government.

Just as it is time to end welfare as we knoé'it, we also must

end the use of this issue to divide America.

We are ready to sit down and work with this Committee, this
congress, elected officials across the country, and the American

people to get the job done. Thank you.
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TO: '~ Christopher J. Mustain

FROM: Bruce N. Reed
-Domestic Policy Council

cc: Jeremy D. Benami

SUBJECT: Changes to Shalala Testimony

Here are some edits td'Shalala's'testimony:

p. 9, graph 3, 2nd line: Replace "His message of nearly 30 years
ago has proven true etc" with "Thirty years ago this month, he
authored a report that first called the country's attention to the
breakdown of family and the alarming increase of births outside
marriage. A central part...

p. 15, last sentence on the page: Strike the phrase "While not
limiting the child care tax credit for middle and upper-income
" families™ (that,makes(it sound like we're for limiting that
credit, which we're not)

p. 17, 3rd full graph, 3rd sentence: Replace sentence "States
cannot pay benefits etc" with: "Instead of letting states decides
for themselves whether to deny benefits for additional children.
born to a mother on welfare, the House bill 1mposes a

one-size- fltS all mandate."

p. 18, last sentence on the page: Replacé’sentence "But it is
becoming increasingly clear..." with: "But every time the
Republicans have put forward a block grant approach, it Just
doesn't add up to welfare reform."

p. 19, top of the page' Change the first full sentence to read:
"The current House block grant is not welfare reform, it does not
protect children etc."”

p. 19, 1st full graph, last three sentences: Replace the last 3
sentences with the following: "If we are serious about bringing
the values of work and responsibility into:welfare offices across
this nation, we need national standards and states need the means
to meet those standards.. We won't have real work requirements OR
state flexibility if all we do is shift problems from one
bureaucracy to another.” Then insert a new graph, as follows:

"As the President said earlier this week, budget cutting shouldn’'t
be wrapped in a cloak of welfare reform. Let's reform welfare.



Let's cut the deficit. But let's not mix up the two and 'pretend
that one is the other." ‘ . ‘ : .

p. 19, 2nd full graph, 1lst sentence: Replace the first sentence
with the following: "If a block grant repeals the JOBS, program,
it will remove any real responsibility for states to provide .

. training, job placement and work -- which are at the very heart
- of moving people off welfare." ‘

p; 19, last sentence: Change to read ”Equally'important, block
grants that do not make adjustments for recession or population
. growth create real problems etc."

.p. 20, last paragraph: Strike the existing graph and replace 1t
with the following: !"We embrace the need for more state

. flexibility, and we urge Congress to prov1de it. But let us not
mistake the current House bill for flex1b111ty. Putting states
and children at additional risk of economic downturn is not state
flexibility, and it's not welfare reform. Expecting states to
transform the current system while dramatically cutting their
resources is not flexibility, and it's not welfare reform.

That approach is just a way to shift the problem from one place to
another. OQur approach is about solving the problem. It reforms .
Welfare.' It prov1des state flexibility etc.”, .

. pe 22, next to last graph Replace' 'end pOllthS as we know it"
w1th "end the use of this issue to lelde Amerlca“’

Thanks - sorry for all the changes.
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Thank you Mr. Chairﬁén, Senator Moynihan, and members of the -

Committee for the invitation to appear before you today.

I'm pleaééd fo‘ﬁe with you to talk about welfare reform. This

'commlttee has a great tradition of blpartisan leadershlp on thls*

issue. ‘You were 1nstruméhtal in:ﬁes1gn1ng the Family Support Act

of 1988, the landmark measure that‘began to change the welfare

system to one that encourages work, not dependéncy.'

I am confident that you will once again lead the way toward

a reform effort that is built on the basic values of work and

responsibility that all Americans share.

In the last two elections -- the presidential election of 1992

and the congressional elections of 1994 -~ the American people sent

Washington a crystal‘c;éarwmessgge: They‘want~change.

And they want us to end a welfare systém that they know has

failed. They want a welfare system that is tough on work, but‘ngt

on children.

I am here to pledge the commitment of the Clinton

Administration to this approach.

‘ I want to talk today about our vision for ﬁelfare reform, and

our hope that we can work with you in a constructive and bipartisan
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way to pass bold welfare legislation. A ‘

N T I

~ After consul;iné with_members of Congress, people on welfare,

business leaders,’welfare experﬁs, éovernors, and other state and
local officials all across the country;‘P:esident Clinton submitted

5. . :
the Work and Responsibility Act to the Congress last year.

P S _ o O s

Our proposal grew out of the Presidenth».longfstanding‘

commitment to welfare reform; As governor of Arkansas, he worked

- closely with national and state officials from bbth'parties -

including members of this committee -- to pass the Family Support

Act of 1988.

Rooted in the bedrock American values of work and

responsibility, our approabh has a few simplé goals:

WORK. Parents should move off welfare and intofjbbs as

quickly as possible so that they can support themselves and their

families. We should offer obportunity‘and expect work in :eturn.

~N

RESPONSIBILITY. We must insist that both parents meet their
responsibilities to their children, and that non-custodial parents

pay.child support.

TEEN PREGNANCY. Within a framework of local and COmmunityju

decision making, we must do everything we can to reduce teen

03/09/95 17:07 ~ T202 690 5673 , HHS-PUBLIC AFFAI o @oo3



'pregnancy and out—of-wedlock'childbeéring.
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. . STATE FLEXIBILITY WITH ACCOUNTABILITY. We must encourage the

K

' “'creativity-and responsiveness of states, while recognizing national

. 03/09/95 17:08  B202 690 5673  HHS-PUBLIC AFFAI A @004

: goals and the need for standards and,nationaltac;oun;ability.;ﬁ Lt
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Mr. Chairman, I believe we all share these goals.

i

Tl M
}«,s o

But today, the welfare system is.not'édvancihg these goals. .
We know this, we agree on this; and both Republicans and Democrats
! have sought to chahgé'this with welfare refornm.

Let's talk about work first. .

S We strongly believe that welfare as we know it will not end

v mbeE

-until welfare is about earning a paycheck, not”qpilggqiqg,a we;faré_

check.

PRt

To reinforce and reward work, ‘our approach is based on a

Rt

simple compact. Job training, Chiid* care, and child support
énforcément kould be'p:oyided’to help people who ar% willing to
“;-' ' work to méke the move to independence.. But time limits on cash
assistancé wiilvenSQre thatvwelfére in fact serves as a hand up,

- .. not a way of life.

4 That is what this great national debate on welfare reform must

oW
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_be about. The status quo is not the answer. And merely passing
o L, the problem; back toqthe*states;with reduced resources is: not the

‘answer. Work is the answer.

Most single parents on AFDC willkwelcome~the‘opportunity to

move rapldly to work and support their children. But for those who

.refuse to traln for work, look for work or accept work once 1t is .

offered, ‘the consequences should be clear: Cash assistance will -

o~
*
-
,'\)
“g%» N

‘flrst be reduced then ellmlnated.

If someone has not found a job within two years, then cash

.
¢
]
4
¥

welfare should end. And contlnulng aid should come through work.

We hope most people Wlll flnd jobs qulckly 1n the prlvate sector.

But for those who do not, we should take the money which would have

been spent on welfare checks and use it to find a subsidized job,

W

preferabiy in-the'private sector.

The second key value in our approach is responsibility.

We believe that both parents should be reguired to support

5

R atacit Mt

their children.

g e Y

: That's why we proposed last year the toughest child support

enforcement ‘measures ever. child support enforcement 1s an

o e ek

integral part of welfare reform.

-y
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Today, 63 percent of absent parents contribute no child
‘support, .and an average parent who receives child support receives

a total oonnly;$2,995 a Year.

.0 Y overall,. bthe potential for child support collections is |
est‘imated at $48 billion | per year. Yet, currently, only $14
billion is aActuélly paid, leading to an estimated collection 'gap of-.

about 534 billion.
That gap must be closed.

| . our prop'osél"includ‘ed a tcugher,.’more_'uniform child support -

enforcement system, as well as a stronger requirement for paternity ’

" 'establishment.

oo We. a1$a~ would have imposed. tough new penalties for those who
refuse to pay: ‘Wage withhélding’, suspension of drivers' and

professional licenses, and even property seizure.

I am pleased tolsay that there is bipartisan consensus on this
. issue. In the past few months, major 1legislation has been

o9 introduced by Senator Bill Bradléy, and by 'Sénat‘brs’ Bob Dole and

Olympia Snowe. 'Bipartisan measures have been filed in the House as
well. All of these bills are very similar to the child support
ol enforcement measures the President introduced last year. There is

nearly complete agreement here -- proof that we really ‘can work in .

i . ’ )
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i - .a bipartisan kay on vaiués~that we all share.
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The thlrd bedrock value in our approach to welfare reform is

g s
x

’ reduc1ng'teen pregnancy and.out—of-wedlock chlldbearlng by reachlng,

y
, . [
i : : . R HE S

-the next generatlon.

Senator Moynihan has again proven that he. is one of the |

g ) nation'é~most visionary thinkefs. -Thirty years ago this month, he
authored aAreport tﬁatAfifstvcalled the couniry's attention tg the
3 . breakdown of family and the alarming increase in births outside of
marriage. A central(ﬁart of welfare reform muSt’be a sérious

5, ’ , ,cbmmitpent to réducing teen' pregnancy‘ aﬁd out¥ of- wedlock

‘childbearing.

e L
Hon s o
e

Every boy and girl in this country mﬁst hear and believe that
until they are ready to nurture and support children; they should
ﬁ"’ « )not have sex, they should not have bables - and that message needs

to be.delivered at every level of society.

In addition, we believe that expanding state flexibility must

be a part of any reform bill.

As a former governor, President Cllnton knows that the states

are a source of great creat1v1ty in de51gn1ng welfare reforms that‘

meet the needs of their own Citizens.

L
]

)

KRR
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In the last two Years, we have worked with governors and

f; <
=

elected officials to give twenty~five states the flex1b111ty to‘

design,welfare reform strategies that meet their specific needs.

Half the states' That is more waiver demonstrations than all

K preV1ous Administrations combined.

But while we are absolutely committed to state flexibility, we
. "also must make sure that our national objectives for welfare reform

are met. The welfare system must provide the samne opportuﬂities'

and demand the same responsibilities in every state. And children
must be protected, wherever they 1i§e.: Our approach would increase
3“', state flexibility in important ways, but would also défine ‘and

measure progress toward national goals.

I have described the President's approach and ﬁy hope for

genuine bipartisahship on this issue:. But I must add'that I have

5
i

- grave concerns about the welfare reform measures that emerged from

p committees in"the House of Representatlves over the past few weeks.

" In our opinion, this 1egis1ation has the values all wrong. It is
weak on work and tough on,kids, Qhen_it should be the other way

around.

g

Si . .. Last year we K all agreed tnat‘serious welfare: reform must -
contain real work requirements, and provide resources for training,

S child care, and job creation. Even the original bill contained in
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the Contract With America had serious work requirements and $10

billion more than current law over the next five years for work,

training, and child care.

But somethlng has- happened on the House side thls year., The.

provide education, training, job placement or child care.
Child support also is crucial for working familles. I am

Ways and Means cOmmlttee finally 1nserted child support enforcement

'_measures into the Committee bill. That was a success not just for

‘i’talk of. work remalns but the substance has vanlshad. The measures

reported by House committees eliminate any requ1rements that states

“happy to report that last week, at the urglng ofrthe President, the

the Administration, but also for the members of both parties in the

House who said parental responsibility is essential.

Most of the child support provisions are very close to those

included in the President's bill and in the other child support

Cos
{

‘bills, including those introduced by members of this Committee.

Unfortunately, there 1is one glaring omission =-- our

recommendation for suspending drivers and professional licenses

when non-custodial parents'refuse to pay. This is a proven measure
that gets results. We estlmate that this provision could 1ncrease

collections by as much as $2 5 billion over ten years, and CBO

estimates‘that we couldpsave the federal government $146 million in.
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the first five years alone. I urge you to ensure that the

Rt
LR B

Committee.

e ' And while the House bill is soft on work, it is very tough on

kids. .

v : 4
The legislation's proposed cuts in child care could mean that -
children might be left home alone or in unsafe situations.

s ) -

. Benefit cuts pose even more dangers. The children of mothers,

¥

ﬁnder 18 get no cash'benefits,‘period. Instead of letting states
decide for themselves whether to deny benefits for additional

children born to a mother on welfare, the House bill imprés a one-

PR A R

size-fits-all,mandate‘~,And nearly everyone, adult or child, who :

Lgets more thansso months of aid in a lifetime is cut off--even if
they are ill, caring for a disabled child, or willing to work ‘but

cannét find a job.

EE i kf”Somg of these children could well be pushed;inéo a chilad
protection system that is already seriously overburdened. 'Buﬁ
.rather than increasing funds for services to protect chil&reh,,the
gl" legislation repeals the funding guaranfeed for poor children|iq

f foster care and for the adoption of special needs children..

The House bill would also éompletely scrap the shared state

¢
4

"provisionﬁisiinp}udgd when these issues are considered by your: .
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match, and block grantlng most proqrams. Not even schéolAlunch.orquwgyuay

R T B | S K o ) . ’ ‘

? WIC is spared.

We strongly belleve 1n state flexibility. But every time tﬂe:
Republlcans have put forward their block grant approach, it just

- &doesn’t add ‘up to welfare reform. The current House bill. is not-
Lo ~ Swelfare reform, it nelther protects children nor does it protect

state taxpayers.

Real reform began in most states with the passage of the

Family Support Act, when the fedéral government set some standards

- and provided funding to the states to move people to work.

‘* ] If we are serious about bringing the values of work and

responsibility into welfare offices across this nation, we need

national standards and states need the means to meet those

standardé,

:We‘woh}t have real work requirements OR. state flexibility‘if

4 all we do is shift problems from one bureaucracy to another.

If a block grant repeals the JOBS program, it will remove any

i

real responsibility for states to provide tralning, job placement,

*

$1 - and work .- whlch are at the vary heart of mcv1ng people off

7
- welfare.
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The experience with the Family Support Act is quite revealing.

}

4 thelr entire allocatlon of JOBS money. .

We believe we can. prov1de more state flexibillty without

' dlsmantllnq the structure. that was. set up by the Social Securlty

Act ~a structure that ensures that federal funds are there when

I

3famllles and states need them.

'We need to continue the funding mechanism that ensures that

/

children receive benefits regardless of the time of year their

parents apply, the prevailing economic condition in the state, or

'some artificial and inflexible cap on funds.

Our approach does that. It fefofme-welfare.-~1t provides

state’fiex;bil;ty with accountability. it protects children.' And

it protects state taxpayers.

In closing, let me remind this committee that bfinginé about
fundamental changes in the welfare system—-helplng long-term
welfare recipients become self-suff1c1ent--1s not an’ easy task.

i

But 1t,can~be done.

Mr. Chairman, we in the Administration look forward to working

‘ closely w1th you and your colleagues to put in place a system that

moves ‘people from welfare to work that protects children, and that

_Even w;th a very large federal match, many states dld not draw down, .

- @o12
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" holds parents accountable.
Co L O R SR IS T G S e

. - We are ready to sit down‘and work with this Committee,»this;.
@vcongyéss; elected officials across the country, and the American.

people to get,the,job done. Thank you.

N oce
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Thank you Mr. chairnﬁn, Senator Noynihan, and mambers of the
bengittma for tha invitation to appear befors you'goday.

:;n pioaaed to bs with you teday to talk about walfara reform.

- This oonnittoo{hn- a géoat t:adition of bipartisan leadsrship on

thii iosue, Yog vers instrumental in designing the Family

Supfort Ac£ of 1988, the landmark measure that bﬁgnn to change the

. welfere system to one that encoursges work, not dependency. -

I am'contidont that'you v#li once again lead the way toward'
a reforn effort that 1s built on the bamic values of wvork and

_ rllponnibility that all Amcricans share.

. In the last two elections -~ the precidcntill election of 1992
and the congtossional elactions of 1994 == the Azerican people sent

walhinqton’a orystal clear message: They vant change.

Thoy want us'to stop the gridlock, stop the intightlng, and
make sure that overythinq ve do makes a positivo diffcrance in

'pooplo's 11vcl.

They vant us to end a weltaro my-tcn that they know hao
tailad. They want a wulta;o system thet is tough on work, but not

on children.

£ 8:871068¢E8 - i v HYLZIO0L: SB=L ~f ! |Z0L JOTCO38101 X0JOX:AQ INSS
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. That is why we are here today.
To write a new chapter in bipartiuan'qovernﬁ-pt.

One that bagins vith a conelulicn o= And that is to naka sure
that at the and of the day. ve have taken action to impro?. the
livas and proapactsa o! .vury Annrican.

» i am  here to pledgs the commitment of tha Clintonb'
Administration to this approach. |

T went to talk today about our visien for welfare reform, and
our hope that ve can work with you {n s constructivs and bipartisan
way to pass bold welfare legislation. .

Attcr conlultinq vith menmbers or congress, people on veltaro,
.bulinonn 1oadorl, velfare experts, qavarnorl, and other state and
local officials all across the country, President Clinton lubmitttd
the Wozrk und Responsibility Act to the chqrans last year.

" Our proposal grew out of the 'Pronident'- 1§nq—standinq
commitment to valtar§ reforn, As governor of Arkansas, ha worked
clossly with national and stata officiala fron both parties ==
" dneciluding manbars of thia committ.‘ﬂ!f;ta‘pt‘l the Panily Suppert

po#I87I06888 . - C U HYLI:0LY §B-0 ~§ § 1204 JoT038{0L X0J8X:AQ LN3S


http:lpart1.an

ID:202-395-6148 MAR 07’35 0:23 No.0Ol1 P.Ob

Act of 1588,

I kaow the Presidsnt ahurou ny hopc that with the lnadtrthip
of this oaanittao. the saze level of bipartllan oooporation vill

cxitt acain on this critieal {sgue.

.The Adnini-tration‘n approach to volforo r-torn il baaod oﬁ
both tha successes and the Iailuros of state woltlro reform Offottt

over the 1lst seven years.’

Rooted  in the 'bédrockr:Anérieinj-VQlublkref' work and
rcopéniibility,' it weuld 'fﬂnQanantaliy ‘éhango. this oountryj-
 approach to hhlpiﬁg‘ youﬁg parents move from dcptndthéla‘to

independence. »0u:wapprod¢h'hapAu towvyinpic goﬁlus

WORK.  Parents nn;uld;ncv¢'at:uveigaro‘and'into jébt4&0
quickly as possible so that they can suppoft th-msolvoi and their
tanilies. _Wo’shouLQYOttn: oﬁportﬁnity and.cxpect work in return,

RESPONSIBILITY. We must insist that Doth parents mest their
responsibllities to thcir childrcn. and that nun—cuttndial parsnte
pay ochild uupport.

 TEEN PREGNANCY. = Within a framevork of loeal and community

decision making, wve uunt do ov‘zything ve oxn. to roduct teen

proqnancy and out-ot-w.dloak childbcarinq.

g siaviesees . U NYEZIOME $B=L =E  130i 4970000181 X0JOX:AR LN3S
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STATE FLEXIBILITY WITH ACCOUNTABILITY. Wa Dust mncoprage the
creativity and responsivensss of states, whila recognizing nationsl
goals and the nesd for stenderds and national accountability.

¥r. Chairnan; I believe ve all shara thass goals.

They ari based on videly-shared values == Ahczictn values ==
values that built this country in the past and are critiocal to our

futura.

Today, the velfara -ystg§ is nqt';dyancinq.gh.-g_valu-p.ﬂ.wt .
A knaw‘thin, ve agfos on this, end both Republicane and Denocrats
bave sought to 6bungt this with welfare reform.

Let's talk about work first.

¥e strongly mu-vo thnt vtltan as ve lmov it will not end
until va rundauntauy chanqc th. system: Welfars nmust be ahaut
earning a psyonack, not collecting a ultarc check.

As the President has. said, ®Work is still. tho best mocial

~ _program ever inédntud. apd it gives hapa and structure and meaning

to people's lives.™

b migvisess et WYBZ:01: S6eL £t L30L 4876030{0L XOJOX:AG LN3S
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To reinforce and revard work, our approach is based on &

sinple compact. Job t:niniﬁg, child care, and child  support
enforcexent vill be provided to h_clp people who are wiiling to wo;'k »

" to meke the movs to independence. Wa will support vorking pscpls
so they can stay indepsndent. But tize limits on cash assistance

will an-ur- that velfare in fact urvu 8 8 hand up, not & wty of

Alito,

- We are comnitted :ifst and foramoat to .niurinq that c§§rybndy
who can vork dces work: The American psople vant a govarnmant that
honors their valuapqand revards pecple who play by the rules. They
also want to iliuié thut those vho plsy by the rules do not suffer
from faoctors over vhich they have no ocontrel. 1If we want to help
;ulfcto reoipienﬁa becone taxpayers, we must chsllenge individuals .
te taks r--ponuibility £or thair own lives -- and holp then qet
ahead vhen thty do. ‘ '

~

 That is what this great national debate on welfare reform must
ba about, The status quUO is not the answer. More orphanages ore
not the answer. And mersly passing the problan back to the states

vith reduce rasources is not the answer. Work is the answer.

Our approach to welfare reforz puts work first. It tondiva
oritical message to paopls from the veory first day they go on
velfare: We expect you to vork and we will help you prepare for

woerk 0 you can stay off walfars for good.

L #197105608 . ' ORYB2:0i: S8-L =6 ! 1200 4B7402018) XOJOX:AG LN3S
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To prcpar. pooplo to work amd support thcir farilies, thosse
who are cnployahle vould move into work as quickly as possible.
Those who vnuld benatit frem having more ukilll would engage in up.
frant Job lonrch. sducation, and traininq == and ve would expect
states to hold up their and of the hargain by huilding ‘on tha
currant :rons proqrn. Indcnd we balieve, as many utaeu bclicvn,
that pcopi§ on welfare ought to -1qn a parsonal responsibility
nqzncnsnt and with a casevorker, d-vulop 2 plan that comnits then
to tho nationn that vill qet then into work. . T

Moot single paranﬁo on ArDC will velcoms the opportunity to
move rapidly te wvork and support their children. But for thbno.uno
fatuae to traln for work, look for work;Aor accept work once it is
ottor-d,'tha'cun-nquﬁncel should be Qlear: Cash asssistance vill

tirst be reduced, then elininsted.

IZ sonecne has neﬁ founa & job within ivo years, then ogsh
walfare lnéuld end. And continuing aid should ceme through work.
wc‘hopa most pecple vill £ind jobs quickly in the privato sector.

- But for thoss vho do not, we should take the money which vould have
been spent on welfare checks and use it to find a uub:idiiod'job,
praforably in the private sector. | |

. And we wvill suppert work. Under President Clinton's
Icadnruhip, ve have already expanded the Barnod Inconme Tax c:.dit,‘

which roducos taxes for 15 million working families and creates a
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powerful incentive to to:k,anﬁ st;§,éf£Av§izaro.i ﬁb:iﬁ;ulégﬁéoGidQ
.sore child care support for low incone vo:kinq'fynilino. With
these tupporti. Ve can make sure that verklnqltaniliOl can stay off
welfaze. B . |

‘The second key value in our aﬁproach is rcupbﬁuibility.

'We believe that both parents shouid be required to auppdtt
thair ohildren. ' |

7 That's th we have préposad the 'toughist child ‘sﬁpborf '
snforoement nua-uiu; ever, Chilq 'iuppurtv enforcenent is  an

integral part of welfare reform.
Todsy, &3 parcent of ’gblnht parents contripptb ‘no’  ohila

support, and an avcrséc parent who receives child support receives

s total of only 62,995 a year.

. That's Just $8 dollars a dui for a parent who's lucky enough
~ to get child support, and nothing at all for the majority of single
parants and children who have baan financially abandoned.

These are ghéckinq statistics. |
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w.:#ll, “the pot;ntiul far qhild suppert 'loouact,iens is
estimated at 848 bi_nibn par yaar. Yet, currently, eniy 814
billion is aqt‘uany'paid, leading to an estimated collection gap of
about 834 billion. - o

¥o must clese that gap -- and we vill."

- Wo have proposed a comprahensive child mupport strategy to

help custodial parente escape welfara and stay in the work:orco; E

It includes a tougher, zore uniform child mppaxé engorcement
syctem, ns well as a utrénqtr rqquircn.nt‘itor paternity
establishment.

¥e al30 would impose tough new penaltims for those who refuse
to pay: ¥age vithholding, suspension of drivers' and professional .

‘'liconses, anda even property seisure. . ..

I an pluseﬁ to say tbﬁt there is hiparéhan consensus on this
issus. In the ‘past fev nonthi. major quginlntion“'hll bsen
introduced by Ssnator Bill Bradliey, and by Senators Bob Dole and
clmia Snowe. Bipartisan neasures have been filed in the House as '
well, Allk' of thess bills are very similar to the child support
onforecmintuuuru the Pxiuid.nt introdueod last yoar. There is
nearly ocnj»leto‘ agreenent here =~ proof that ve fnliy oan werk in
a bipartisan way on values that we all -htrc;

¢
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I hcp. we can oontinuo to work tugathcr with penberae of this
conmittes to make sure that. touqh :nna support is a acntru part
. of velfare raform.

Taan Pregnanqy
The third bedrodk value in our nppreach to welfare reform is

roduoinq toan prlgnancy and out—ot-wodlook chlldburing by uachlnq

tha naxt qgmntlen.

Sanater xoyéiun has egain pyoven that he is one of the
nation’'s wost visionary thinkers. ( His memssge oOf 30::1}1 30 years
ago hu proven t::'\:/z& the dcciim of families and the g'rWth ef
out—o!—wodlcck chil.dboa:lng has dmgtrous consequances for our
~_ country. A central part of velfars reforn nust be a serious
comnitment to reducing tesn pragnancy and -out- i of- wedlock

childbearing.

: Mty boy and girl in thil oountry nus:haa‘r and believa that
until they are ready to nurturs and support childran, they should
‘not have sex, thcj' should net have & babies. | |

That Dessage nesds-to ba deliversd at asvery. hwrel'f af." our
' locicﬁy. By the Prasident, by nwb‘fc of Congress, tby thci clergy,
".and Sy aducators, parents, Qihling-, and peers. It 'nﬁ;t ba
| reinforced by our neoi‘ul i.mi:it:ut.ionn, especially th@'éelfare and
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child support enforcsasnt systems.
ﬂo'prépoio a ﬁationnl tean pregnancy initintivo. Iﬁ |heu1&
include all levels of society, business and governzent ana tho

nnnia. It should ttcognizo that ve don't knov all the ansvers
about hovw to deal with this coritical problen, and -heuld includc

both local flexibility and careful rcsoarch, dsaonnt:-tion- and.

nvaiuntionl.

Pundamentally changing the welfare system is also oritical to
reducing teen pregnancy. The worst p&caiblo nessage to send éq
young pecple is that if they get pregnant, they oan drop out of

school, set up their own households, and receive welfare support,

The nnsuuqc to tcon parents should be one of cloa:
cuponsibility. Tho President’'s approaoh says: stay at homu, stay
in :chuul, idnntity the fathers, and, ultimatuly, qo t0 work, or".
you get no bcnotitl.

And ve bhou;d net step with the mothaip. !athors.baar juit as
such rnaponsibility; ‘Indeed, for very young teens, ths piiﬁnﬁncy
is often the rolﬁlt of forced uux--rapt and incest.’ Ha oust £ind

- ways to reduce the violence. And ve must hold men accountabla.
Yot paternity gets established 1n only 1/3 of all out-of-wcdloak
‘births. fThat {s the worst possible message. - '
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Bvery boy and every girl must know that if they parent a
child, they will bear a heavy responsibility. But if they do
bahave r.tponaibly wve are willinq to offar & helping hand. Time
llnitl, vork r.quircnentl, and tougher child support snforcement
send a 2 strong zessage to ycunq people that velfars will never be
the sawe. From now on, Velfare vill ba a second chance, not a way ’
‘of 1ife. - | SRR

As a former governor, President ciihton.kncvu that the states
are a scurcs of great eroitivity‘in designing velfare reforus that
mest tha needs of tﬁeix own citizens. Reforms like those in oregon
can change the culture of the welfere system and invelve the

privatn'iqctor in creating jpha foxr welfare recipients.

In the last tvo years, we have vorked with govarnors and
slactea orzicials ta give twenty-five states the fltxlbility to
ncuign velfare rotorn strategi.s that meat thair spccitio nacdn.

Half the states. That is more waivur danenntrations than all
provioun Adnini-trationo ocmbinod.

And va baliave that atates ehould have more flexibility to

dasiqn‘thoir own waif@ré reforms and gst theam op;r.fing quiekly.

Our approsch would sliminate the need for waivers in,élnost all
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cases. It would give the statoi more flaxibi lity in operating ég:);
progranms, in setting rules about Assats, {n deciding how much of

. their carnings velfare rocipitnti aan k&ap. and in deaigning other
.; aapccﬁa of their programs.

But'vsuult' also 'mkg sure that our natienal ol;joctivu for
velfare roto’m‘au ncé. 311 states must foous on work, puonf.al
r.lponkibility and reducing teen preqnanoye The welfars system
must provide the ssme opportunitias aend demend the saze
‘responsibilities in every staﬁ. Children must be protected,

. 'wheraver they live. Our approach ‘would increesss state flexibility
in important ways, but would also define and weasure proqrcn

towvard nationul ; qoaia a

aAnd we nust have national sccouni:ibility, 0 that tnxpay@gu
vill know their money is being well spent in every state. 'That's
why our approach raquirn' states to wvork with ¢the fedaral
government iﬁ inplanenting new, lt“ata?ot-tha-art ant.i-tra\id
zeasures. '

These nev syitms I!"O dasigned to ditoci: and prevent nany
types of fraud and abuse, such as un:gpért:od exployment and
earnings, misrepresentation of the nunbers of childran in a fanily,
and duplicate reseipt of welfare, Zfood stazps, uhanyiuymcnt

.compansation, and other govarnment benefits. Thess new systens

alse will help te locata abnnt parents who are not paying thelir
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' ohild euppert.

Working together, states and the federal govuxnn@nt c&n make
sure ve have a vnltaro‘pyitin”thdt'ladttﬁlocaivgboﬁivahd”;éhlcv;iA”"
national goals. | ‘ ‘

I have descrided the rrcaidnnt'q appfeaoh .ﬂd iy hopé tpr
‘genuine bi}.rtininship«onvthi; {ssus. But I must add.tﬁatli heve
grave cencerns about the wslfare reform maasurss that «mcr§od trom
epuhittcol'ia the Heuss of Roprcsentativ-a over the ﬁant few wesks.,
In our opinion, this legislation has the values ail vrong. It is
weak on work and tough on kids, when it should be the other way

around.
ks ‘

last year, there seemed to bs bipartisan recognition in thi
House of the simple realitiss of welfare refornm. scribu- welfare
veform has real work reguiraments, but also provides new resources
for training, ohild care, and job creation. Saricus wvalfars refornm
recognizas that -&naano with young chilq:cn'and'nn sighth grade
education ¢uh't ba expacted to lo;v-‘vcitaro without scme tqnpérary
halp. xvan>th§ exiginal'bili'cantlinod in tho.cont:aot with

America had seriocus work regquirements and 610 »illion more than
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current lav over the next five years for work, training, and chiild
care. | |

But icmcthinq‘att»hnpponcd on the House mide this ysar. The
talk 6: vork resains but the substance has vanished. -The neasures
reported by House Comnittess repeal the amendments made by the
?niiiy Support Act, and much of tha original Boclal Sscurity Act.
They elininate any rnqut:&goptg.thgt states pgoviﬁ9*°du5!¥1°§o.,«.
ﬁrnininq, dob placement or child cara. 1Indeed, a stnt.'ﬁoos not

have td do‘anythinq to help pacple move from welfare to work.

Though thers are "work riquiraacnts' in the bill, they are
more illusory than ;cal., In the first year, ¢ psroent d: the
caseload is ruqui:nd to work. But even now, before reform, 7

porcdnt of the slnﬁlo parents on welfare sre alrsady working.

In the y;;r 2000, the p;rticipition r;quircmenﬁl rise to 17
- pereont. aqé even then there is a peculiar twist:. if scnecne is
~ofe walturittor any reason at all, they count as neesting the “work
\zaquir-nont."‘rnisvil not only mislsading and wrong, it also makes .
no oon.o# cutting sonecne off welfare is not the same as chjurinq
that thay get a jdb‘qnd,can support their familles.

And the Bouss proposal does cut psople off. Tha childran of
mothers under 18 are denied oash assistance in the first place.

Additional children born to wclt#rc mothors are as well, Nmarly
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‘sveryons, adult or child, who gets mora than €0 months eg'iih’in“ﬁ o
lifatims is cut off--aven if they are 111, caring for a disabled
ehild, or villing to work but cannot find a job. And the states
could cut off even more pecple. But ironically, every persen

‘removed from the rolls counts as meeting the work requirements.

Indaod; thn‘bctt evidence that vofk‘is not vha£ the House
R‘tpublicm plan is al‘llbout can ba saan from its fundinq.  There
© is less for training, less for ohild care, less for job placomant.
The 810 hillion fund for work in the original Contract with
America has vanishod . :oplaud by cuts in the funds for incone
suppert, cuts in funds for education and treining, and cuts in tho

R

:'tundo for chnd oare.

The eﬁt- in child‘ care. tﬁnding" are particularly
counterproductive. T don't know anyons vho claime we can get more
v-:!.né_lo parents working by spending less on child care. Forty
. percent of mothers on velfars have 8 child under thrae. Time after
time, mothers on and off welfare told us stories about how the lack
of child care kept them on vnltaro, or drove tham back onto the
roun agtar they had managed to qat a job.

Federal child eari'holp now goes to thrae ¢groups: niddie and
upper incone families threuqh.tho child care tax crodit, 1aw 1naamo
vcrking tanilian, and wolfare rtcipinnt- who ‘are meving !zon -

valfara to vork. ‘ ila not li:glemg the child care tax credit for
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| niddls and uppor incoma tamilioézz;ho aouto pill -1£ninatos the
child care guarantee for welfare recipients uaving to vork. And
the cap on funds means that if thoy states try ¢to Bove more people
Off weltare by providing than*vith,ohild cars, they will inavitadly
"have tqlprovidc»lca- cnild'cnrcptor.low~1nocnevvorkinﬁ faniliecs.
8o vorking families will lose their child care and ' be témed ento
velfare, This is the oppenitn,o: the kind of seamlass system ve

‘ uhoulﬁ havc,l ons thttlprevido'u ‘chil‘d cara halp to wofking"faniliu

| at all ‘1nc§no 10\!&16. And it i=s not walfaro rnfom; |

child tupéort algo ia crucial for working fanilies, Initially,

the Contract with America di virtually nothing about 'child
support. That vas a e ni‘takc‘. But I am happy to report
that last week, at tha urging of the Pruic'lent,i the Ways and Neans
Committee £inally inserted child support‘mntorccmont‘naasura- into :
the Committee bill, That wuﬁ & BucCess noﬁ just 'tor the
‘AMdministration, but also- for ‘the members e:fﬁoth ‘parties ir the

House who said parentsl rupohaihiliiy is essantial.

Most of the child suppbrt ﬁrovisidnt are very closs to those
inoluded in the President's bill and 1n‘th.-cthnt'child support
bille, including those introduced by nenbers of this Committes.

Untoi'tunatcly. there is one glaring omigsion--a prevision for

suspending drivers and profassional 1i'ea;n|u“ when non-custodial

parsnts rafuse to pay. T™his is a proven nzoasure that gets results.
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'¥e estimate that 'thii provision could increase collections by as
such as §3.5 billion over ten years, and CBO estinates that ve
‘oould save the federal govarnment $146 million in the first five
yeors alone. I urga you to ensure that the provision is inocluded
when these issues are considerod by your Comittn.

While the Housa bill is soft on werk, it is very tough on
kids. -
The cuts 1n ochild care oould mean that children night be hft

heme aleons or 1a unsafe situations.
o o dn s shetions Ll 4(“#4(;

Benefit suts pose ov.r; mere daﬁgcra. The children of mothers
" under 18 get no'éuh benefits, period. Mweemee—pe-{ snefits fv‘:
' btf o foxs o oneS1Ee” l ‘
to ldditional children born to a mother en \nl:ary “No bcnntitu y
can be paid to childran vhose parent have received welfsrs for zore
than ttva years, vhethaer or not & job is availablo or tho pntont is
‘unable to work. | S

Soze ot these childrun ccnld vell bc pushed into a enlld
prouotion systen that is already nriously av-rburdumd md that
is failing to provide the most essential services. .But rsther than
increasing funds for services to protect children, the hgislntion ’
rlpaall the fundlnq cuarantoad for poor children in zocte: care and

for the adaption ot opociul needs children. It elso oliminateu
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to&.ral oversight of stats child protection systems -- many of
wvhich are generally acknowledged to be functioning very badly e-
and caps spending at levels considerably lower than projected
needs.

Even bene?its to disabled children on SSI ara cut way back.
‘Most of the children vho enter BSI now would no ';oz_:g“qt: be able to
do so, Many seriously dln;bloa ‘éhildron would no 1ohqor be
eligible for cash hnnctitl and vould only receive services pzovidcd

under a capped block qrant
Unfajx to gtates

The Houss bill reliss on the states to solve the pzobloms'o:-
raquiring work and protecting éhildrcn. It would completaly sc:ap‘
ths chared state and federal partnership, out :und!.hq, elininate
the state match, and Dlock grant most programs. Kot even school

- lunch or WIC is spared.

The House bill would create 8 systen vhere opportuniﬁin and
responsibilities vary dramatically from one sﬁato to hnothoz.
| Where child;on are protected in some etates but not in others.
Where accountablility for the nnna} that taxpaysre pay into th.
federal Treasury rntl.alﬁpa‘t antirely vith the states.

~

Ve ltrongly believe in ntate tlcxihnity. -But—&e—h—hcantng
\o\oc(c f(VI-J(_ 4-()?“'-.‘-(\ * )vS\’ clolsu(' l \—P )
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WoFk+ (2 j.lnct welfare razform, it does ‘inot protect chivlﬁron-- and
o M'. does not protoct atate tazpag:ra either.
Real rn!on bagan in most ltutn uith tho ‘passage of tho
. rmi.ly Support Act., vhen the federal gov-rnmnt set sone standards -
und provided funding to the ututu to nmove people to work, If ve -
are cerious about ‘Pringing tha values of wor ”:na rupon-ibility
bl

inte Q-l!a:a offices aaross this mticn, W l{tnndardu ,and 5%»[61
peed ol mear Lo - spad ds

1ips mﬁvrb
M%(MM/MQVZ‘“’/I o

—d : ¢ Blook—grante—as-
T T $H %&utﬁ et ‘-o
i 8«\
?,‘wc. +e Q.S«Lﬂ,-.
' ' (x m, + ur” ftnove e real vapm:(v- -

If a blook grant GWWW fﬁacjr_f‘cieéﬁfmr .
there—isTenl danger that-—nany ltat” Wil " ,
W training, W and jeb-ereations %m
The mzparience ‘with the Nmily Support Act is quite revealing. *WW‘L

Bven vith a very laxge fodnnl zatch many states did not draw down

their entire allocation of JOBS noney. They almost nnivarnuy
‘ talﬁ us that their budget situation Adid not allow it. With a blook
grant, every new dollar for wvelfare to work 'progran'n will have to
come entiraly from atate funds. Welfare recipisnts in sons states
nay have r_u_d. ‘oppoitué\itios to beceme self-sufficient, but in other

’(LA o u~°\ o “&‘?: \w»‘\‘*x" T’Jh

sgu-&. ~

-atates they will not.

!gunlly important, klock grants Kroat- Teal prohlcm for
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ptates in times of ocononio or demographic change. It s
informative to 1ook at \mtt would have Lappsned had 2 hloek grnnt
1ike the one proposed in the EHouse bill had been in place over the

past five years. All but two states would have received

significantly less resources. Why? Because many states went into
a rooession and veltars rolls incressed. The sharaed federal
support provided s critical automatic stabilizer functien.

Under bleck grants like those proposed, ..itnto tacing a

recession could encounter a ﬁoublc ‘problem: reduced revenues and

In these osses, the people most likely to be hurt will bc‘ the

- working poor. It is the working poor who need temporary welfars

vhen the economy goes into recession.

It is the workin§ poer who will ;m thair child cara when ‘thc
child care blook grant money runs out.

It is the vorking poor who may not be able to even get

subsidized school lunches in times of financial stress.
TGt gk e He ot Hore b

;(i

ol

/_\ih\rg::e t need tor mora state rloxibiliey within the
velfara syst But - ve ocan da that (HBility vithout

diamantling the structur y the Sccial Beourity

Act, a structure foderal funds are there when

:at sneures th
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ol ch ;JJ/LJ ;ftf,f“ Mea it st llec,

VZ*; i a/ﬂw( (7#7 flﬂf !’{W""‘f " “’% fer yed
families and states need them. We need to qontlnu the funding
a1l eligible ohi) '
ardless of the tine
the prevaiXing economic conditien in the state ﬁr uo:u a:titiohl

sachanisz thst ensures en receiva benerits

in every state, year their pnrdntc apply,

state floxibility vith accountabilitm It protwt- childran. And

R

In cloyiﬁq, I want to raise with this Comnittee a fact that we
all nust  face with grnf cander. Aringing about fundanental
changes in th‘ valfare system-- helping long-term walfare
rooibimt‘- becone. self-sufficient--is not an easy task. ‘)!obody

knevs that better than the mezbers of this Counittes, many of whom

‘have worked for yénro dcvdlepinq policien i:o improve the‘uyst‘cn,

Thers ars no méic bullets, Or simple answers. The Causes of

‘dependency ere ccmplex, and 8o ere the solutions.

e e il

[

I

o on funde. ) ‘sﬁﬂﬁ N
4 sleing 4_, ool uws t—«—-L Q’
Our approach W% It reforms welfare. 1t provi T
y - k

e,
=

; T
AA'*;“»\«&S"/"C

We must make major changes. But we also must make sure that

ve do not take’ unnocunry risks wvith the lives of our most

valnerable citizens. As the President has said, we must raferm the

broken welfars systenm in a way that 1ifes psopia up from depandence
to indepandence ~- not in a vay that merely punishes thea i!or baing

poor.
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» Chairman, ve in the Adainistration look forward to vorking
olouly with you and your connquu to put in place a system that
moves pecple from welfare to work, that protects children, that

' revards people who verk hard and play by the rules, and that holds

parants auno;mtnbh.

 The Américan pscple deserva a government that henors thnir
values, spends their mcney wvisely, and revards peaople whe werk hard
and play by the rules. '
~ We stand roady to work with this Comnittes and this éonqrou

to make these:values th.',ountorﬁiac; ¢f velfare reform.

I believe that ve have a rare dpéortunity to move this oountry
forverd, to help all Apericans, to renew our pecple's faith in

goverrment.

Just as it is time to cnd wolf.n:o u ve know it, v alco pust

cnd.u we know it.

We ars ready to sit down and vork with this Committes, this
.Congress. slected officials across the country, and tha Anarisan -
pecpla to gat the job done. Thank you. ‘
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Thank you Mr. Chairun, Sena;tbr Moynihan, and members of the
Committee for the invitation to appear before you today.

‘I'n' p,leased to be yith you today to ‘talk about welfare reform.
This committee has a great tradition of bipartisan leadership on
this issue. " You were instrumental in designing the Family
| Support Acf df 1988, the landmark méasur_e thai; began to change the

welfare system to one that encourages work, not dependency. -

I am confident that you \éill oni:é again .lead the why toward
a reform effort that is built on the basic values of work and

responsibility that all Americans share.

'In the last two. elections -- the presidential election of 1992
and the congressibnal elections of 1994 -~ the American people sent

‘Washington a crystal clear message: "rh‘ey'\‘vant. change.

They want us to stop the gridlock, stop the infighting, and
make sure that everything we do makes a pbsitive difference in
' people's lives. |

They want us to ond a wvelfare system that they know '_pas
failed. They want a welfare system that is tough on work, but not
' on children.



Thank you Mr. Chairman; Senator Moynihan, and members of the

Committee for the invitation to appear before you today;'

I'm pleased to‘be with‘you today to talk'aboﬁt welfare reform.
This committee has a great tradition of bipartisan leadefship on
this issue. You were.instruﬁental in designing the Family
Support Act of 1988, the landmark measufe that began to change the

welfare system to one that encourages work, not dependency..

I am confident that you w111 once again lead the way toward
a reform effoft'that is”bﬁilt on the basic values of work and

responsibility that all Americans share.

In the last two elections -- the presidential election of 1992
. and the éongreséicnal elections of 1994 -- the American people sent

’Washington a crystal clear message: They want change.

They want us to stop the gridlock, stop the infighting, and
‘make sure that everything we do nakés a positive difference in
people's lives. ; ‘

They want us to end a welfare system that they know has
failed. They want a welfare system that is tough on work, but not
on children. » | '



That is why ve a:e here today.
To write a new chapter in bipartisan?gbéernnent.

One that begins with a concluaion - And that is to make sure
that at the end of the day, we have taken action to improve the

lives and prospects of every.hnericanr

I am here to .pledgé, the commitment of the Clinton
Administration to this approach.

I want to taik tdday about our vision fot welfare reform, and
our hope that we can work with you in a constructive and bipartisah

way to pass bold welfare legislation.

” o After consulting with members of Congress, people on welfare,
business leaders, welfare experts, governors, and other state and
localefficials all across the country, President Clinton submitted

the Work and Responsibility Act to fhe Congress last year.

Our ‘propoéal ‘grew ‘out of the P:esident's lonq-atanding
commitment to welfare reform. As governor of.Arkana&s; he worked
cioaely &itq’national and state officials from both parties --
inclpding members of thisfcommittee‘-— to pass the Family Support



Act of 1988.
n S | : -
I know the President shares my hope that with the leadership
of this connitteé, the same level of bipartisan coopération will

exist again on this critical issue.

The Administration's approach to welfare reform is based on
both the successes and the failures of state welfare reform efforts

over the last seven years.

Rooted in the bedrock American values of work and
respbnsihility, it would fundamentally change this country's
approach to helping young parenté move from dependence to

independence. Our approach has a few simple goals:‘

WORK. . Pafénts-ahouid-move'off welfare and into‘jpbs as
quickly’as‘possible so tnaﬁqthey can support'themselves'and their
families. We should offer opportunity‘and expect work in return.

RBSPdNSIBILITY. We must insist that both parents néet»their
responsibilities to their children, and that noh-cﬁstodial parénts‘

pay childAsupport.

‘TEZN PREGNANCY. Within a framework of local and community
decision making, we must Qo everything we can to reduce teen

pregnancy and out-of-wedlock childbearing.‘
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STATE FLEXIBILITY WITH ACCOUNTABILITY. We must encourage the
creativity and responsiveness of states, while recognizing natﬂionhl

goals snd‘the need for standards and national accountability.
Mr. Chairman, I believe we all share these goals.

They are based on ﬁidely-shared values -- Qnerican values =--
values that built this country in the past and are critical to our

future.

Today, the welfare system is not advancing these values. We
know this, we agree on this, and both Republicans and Democrats

have sought to change this with welfare reform.

Let's talk about work first.

Wexstrongly believe that welfare as we know it will not end
until we fundamentally change the system: Welfare must be about
earning a paychedk,‘not collecting a welfare check.

As the President has said, ®"Work is still the best social
program ever invented, and it gives hope and structure and meaning

to people's lives.®
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To feinforce and reward work, our approach is based on a
| sigple conpag:t. .Job training, child care, | and éhild suppért
enforcement would be ﬁfovided to help people who Are willing fo
work to nﬁke thé move to independence. We will support working
people so they can ;tay ‘independent. But time limits on cash
assistance will ensure that welfare in fact serves as a hand up,

not a way of life.

" We are committed first and foremost to ensuring that everybody
who can work does work. The American people want a government that |
honors their values and rewards people who play by the rules. They
also want to assure that those who play by the rules do not suffer
from factors over which they have no contrbl. If wé want to help
welfare recipients become taxpayers, we must challenge individuals
to take responsibility for their own lives -- and help them get
ahead when they do.

That is what this greaf national debaté on welfare reform must
be about. The status quo is not the answer. And merely passing
the problem back to the states with reduced resources is not the

ansver. Work is the ansver.

Our‘approach to welgqre reform puts work first. It sends a
critical message to people from the very first day they go on
welfafe: We expect you to work and we will help you prepare for

work so you can stay off welfare for good.
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To prepare people to ﬁork and support their families, thoée

vho are employable would move into work as quickly as possible.
Those who would benefit from having more akilla would engage in job
search, education, and training -- and we would expect states to
hold up their end of,the ‘bargain by building on the current JOBS
program. Indeed, we believe, as many §£§t§é5béliev§, that people
on welfare ought to sign a peréonal resp&nsiﬁiiity agreement, and
with a caseworker, develop a plan that commits them to the actions

that will get then into work.

‘Most singie parents on AFDC will welcome the opportunity to
move rapidly toiﬁork‘ﬁnd support their children. But for those who
refuse to train for work, look for work, or accept work dnce it is
offered, the qonsequenées should be élear:< Cash assistance will

_first be reduced, then eliminated.

If someone has.hét‘found a job withih twd years,vthen cash
welfare should end. And continﬁing aid should come through work.
~We hope most people will find jobs quickly in‘thefprivate sector.
‘But for those who do not, we should take the money which would have
been spent on welfare checks and use it to find a subsidized job,

preferably in the private sector.

- And we will support wérk. . Under President Clinton's
leadership, we have already expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit,

which reduces taxes for 15 million working families and,creates a
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powerful incentive to vork and stay off welfare. We should provide
more child care support for low income working families. w§§9/W
these supports, we can make sure that working families can stay off

velfare.
Responsibility
The second ke§ value in our approach is responsibility. .

We believe that both parents should be required to supporﬁ
their children. | “

That's why we proposed last year the toughest child support
‘enforcement measures ever. Child support ehforcement ‘is . an

"integral part of welfare reform.

Today, 63 percent of absent parents contribute nb child
support, and an average parent who receives child support receives

a‘totai of only $2,995 a year.
That‘s‘just $8 dollars a day for a parent who's lucky enough
to get child support, and no;hing at all for the najority of single

parents and children who have been financially abandoned.

These are étartiinq statistics.
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Overall, the potential for child support collections is
estimated at $48 billion per year. Yet, currently, only $14
biilion‘iq actually paid, leading to an estimated collection gap of'
about $34 billion. o - |

That gap must be ciosed,

We proposed a comprehensive child support strategy to help

custodial parents escape welfare and stay in the workforce.

It included a tougher,(more1uniform chilad support enforcement
systen, as well as a stronger requirement for paternity

establishment.

We also would have imposed tough new penalties for those who
refuse to pay: Wage withholding, suspension of drivers' and

professional licenses, and even property seizufel

I am pleased to éay that there is bipartisan consensus on this
issue. In the past few months, major 1legislation haé been
introduced by Senator Bill.aradley,'and by Senators Bob Dole and
Olympia énowe. Bipartisan measures have been filed in the House as
well. All of‘theée bills are v#ry‘sinilar to the child support
enforcement measures the President introduced last year. There is
. nearly complete agreement here -- proof that we really can work in

a bipartisan way on values that we all share.
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I hope we can continue to work together with nenbera»of this
committee to make sure that tough. child support is a central part

of welfare reforn. :
Teen Preqgnancy

The third bedrock Valué in our appréach to welfare reforn is
reducing teen pregnancy and out-of-wediock childbeari.ng by reaching

the next generation.

Senhtor Moynihan has again proven that he is one of ‘the
nation's most visiohary thinkers. Thirty years agb this month, he
authored a report that fiist called the coui'xtry's attention to the
breakdown of family and the alarming increase in births outside of
: marriége. A céntral part of welfare reform must be a serious
commitment to - reducing - teen ‘pregnancy and out- of- wedlock

‘childbearing.

Every boy and girl in this country must hear and believe that
until they are ready to nurture \and -support children, they should

not have sex, they should not have babies.:

That message needs to be deliveréd at every level of our
nocj.aty. By the President, by members of éongress, by the clergy,
and by eduéators, parents, aiblings, and péers. It nust be

reinforced by our social institutions, especially the weltare and
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child support enforcement systems.

~ We propose a national teen pregnancy 1nitiativc. It should
include all levels of society, business" and governnant, and the
media. It'should recognize that we don';\know all the answers
about how to deal with this critical prbﬁiéi,fand should include
both local flexibility and careful research, demonstrations and

evaluations.

Fundamentally changing the welfare system also is critical to
reducing teen pregnancy. The worst possible message to send to
young people is that if they get pregnant, they can drop out of

school, set up their own households, and receive welfare support.

The message to teen parents should be one of clear
. responsibility. The President's appfoach says: live at home, stay
in school, identify the fathers, and, ultingtely, go to work, or
you get no benefits.l |

And we should not stop with'the nmothers. Fathers bear just as’
‘much fe§ponsibility and we must hold them ‘accountable. Yet
paternity gets established in only 1/3 of all out-of-wedlock
births. That is the worst possible message.

Eve:y.hoy,and every.girl must know that if they parent a
child, they will bear a heavy responsibility. But if they do
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behave responsibly we are‘villing.to offer a helping hand. Time
limits, work reqﬁirenenta,'and tougher'chiid‘support enforcemeqﬁ;
would send a strong message to young pebple that welfare will né;;r
be the same. From now on,jﬁuitarevnust be a second chance, not a

‘way of life.

As a former governor,,Présidént‘ciinton knows that‘the states
are a source of great creativity in designing welfare reforms that
‘ méet the needs bf their own-citizens. Reforms like those in Oregon
can change the culture of the welfare system and involve the

private'sector in creating jobs for welfare recipients.

In the last two years, we have worked with governors and
elected officials to give twenty-five states the flexibility to

design welfare reform strategies that meet their specific needs.

Half the states. That is more ﬁaiver demonstrations than all

‘previous Administrations combined.

And ve believe that states should havé_nare flexibility to
design their §wn welfare reforms and get them operating quickly.
our approach eliminated the nged for waivers in almost all cases.
It would give ’the states more flexibility in operating ‘work

programs, in setting rules about aésets, in deciding how much of
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their earnings welfare recipients can keep, and in designing other

aspedts of their programs.

But we also must make tur§ that our national objeétivaﬁ for
welfare reform ﬁre nei. All states must focus on work, pareﬁtai
responsibility and reducing‘taan pregnancy. - The welfare systenm
(nustu‘provide the same opportunities and demand the same
responsibilities in every state. Children must Se prétected,
wherever«thef live.. Our approach youid increase state flexibility
in important ways, but would also define and measure progress

toward national goals.

And we must have national accountability, so that taxpayers
will know their money is being well spent in every state. That's
why our‘Vépproach .required -sﬁates ‘to work with ﬁhe federal
‘ governnént in 'impléﬁenting new, 'statefof-theeart anti-fraud

measures.

These new'systems‘wete désigned to detect and pre?ent iany
types of fraud and ‘abuse, Quch as ﬁnreported employnent and
earnings, misrepresentation of the numbers of children in a family,
and duplicate receipt of ﬁelf#re, food stamps, unemployment
compensation, and oﬁher'governnent benefits. These new systens -
also vouid‘hqlp‘to locate absent parents who are not paying their

child support.
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Working togethar, states and the federal government cah’nake

sure we have a welfare system that meets local needs and achieves
‘national goals. o <3 | | | |

I have described the President's approach and my hope for
genuine hipartisanship on this issue. But I must add that I have
grave concerns about the welfare reform measﬁreé that,emeréed.from'
committees in the House of Représentatives éver‘the paét few weeks.
In our opinion, this lggiglation has the values all wrong. It is
'wéak on work and tough'oh‘kids; when it should be the other way

around.
Weak on Work

Last yeaf, there seemed to be bipartisan recognition in the
House of the simple‘réalities'of wvelfare reform. Serious welfare
reform has real work requirements, but also provides new resources
for training, child care, and job creation. Serious welfare reform
‘recognizeb that sqneéne with younq children and &n;eighth grade
'education can't be expected to leave welfare vithout some temporary
help. Even the original bill contained in the Contract With
Anerica‘had'sériods wvork requirements and $10 billion more than
current law over the next'five_years for work, training, and child

care.
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But something has happened on the House side this ?ear. The
talk of work remains but the substance has vanished. The measures
reported by House connittees repeal the amendments nade by the
Family Support Act, and much of the orig}nq}_SociaI.Security Act.
They eliminate any requirements thatfdtaﬁés provide education,
trgining, job placement or child cgré.zfindged, a state does not

have to do anything to help people move from welfare to work.

Though there are "“work fequirements"in the bill, they are
more figurative than real. In the first Year, 4 percent of the
caseload is required to vdrk. But even now,'Before reform; 7

apercent of the single parents on welfare are already working.

In the year 2000, the participation requirements rise to 17
pércent.~ But even then there is a peculiar twist: if someone is
off welfare for any reason at all, they count as meeting the "work
requirement.® This is not only misleading and wrong, it also makes
no sensé' cutting someone off welfare is not the same as ensuring

that they get a job and can support their families.

And the House proposal does cut people off. The'childreh‘of
mothers ﬁnder 18 are denied cash assistance iﬁ the first place.
Additional children born to welfare mothers are as well. Nearly
everyone, adult or child, who gets more than 60 months of aid in a
lifetime is cut off--even if they are ill, caring for a disabled
‘child,‘or willing to work but cannot find a job. And the states
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could cut off even more people.  But ironicallj, évery person

‘removed from the rolls counts as meeting the work re@uirementq}»—ag

Indeed, the best evidence that work is not what the House
Republican plan is all'about can be seen froi its funding. There
is less for training, less for child care; less for job placement.
The $10 billion fund for work in the original COntract with
- America has vanished, replaced by cuts in the funds for~income
support, cuts in funds for education and tfaining, and cuts in the

funds for child care.

The cﬁts in chilq\ care fhnding  are pdrticularly‘
counterproductive. I don't know'apyone who claims we can get more
‘single parents working bf spending less on child care. Forty
percent oftnothers on welfare have a child under three. Time after
time, mothers on and off welfare toid'us stories about how the lack
 of child'care kept them on'welfare, or drove them back onto‘the

rolls after they had managed to get a job. -

Federal child care help now goes to three groups: niddl§ #nd
upper income tanilies through the dependent care tax credit, low
income working families, and welfare recipients who are noving from
veifare to work. Tﬁg House ‘bill eliminates tha"éhild care
guarantee for welfare recipients moving to work. And the cap on
funds ieaﬁs that if ﬁhe states t:y‘to move more people off:welfare ‘

by providing them with child care, the states will in all
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likelihood hav§ to provide less child care for low income working
families. So working families may lose their child care and risk
being forced onto welfare. This is the opposite of the kind of
seamnless s}stan we should have, one that provides child care to
help working families at all income levels. And it is not welfare

reform.

Child support also is crucial for working families. Initially,
the Contract with America did virtually nothing abdut child
support. Tﬁat was a terrible mistake. But I am happy to report
tha; last week, At the urging of the President, the Ways and Means
Committee finally inserted child support enforcement measures into
the Committee bill. That was a success not just for the
Administration, but also for the members of both parties in the

House who said parental responsibility is essential.

Most of the child support provisions are very close to those
included in the President's bill and in the other child support
bills, including thbse introduced by members of this Committee.

Unfortunately, there is one glaring omission--a provision for
suspending drivers and professional liéenses‘when non-custodial
parents refuse to pay. This is a proven measure that gets results.
We estimate that this provision could increase collections by #s
much as $2.5 biliion over ten years, and CBO estimates that we

could save the federal government $146 million in the first five
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years alone. I urge you to ensure that the provision is included

wvhen these issues are considered by your Committee.

Tough on Kids

While the House bill is soft on work, it is very tough on
kids. ‘
The cuts in child care could mean that children might be left

home alone or in unsafe situafions.

Benefit cuts pose even more dangers. The children of mothers
under 18 get no cash benefits, period. 1Instead of letting stafes
decide fof themselves whether to deny benefits for additional
children born to a mother on welfare, the House bill imposes a one-
size-fits-all mandate. No benefits can be paid to children whose
parent has received welfare for more than five years, whether or

not a job is available or the parent is unable to work.

Some of these children could well be pushed into a child
protection system that is already seriously overburdened and that
is failing to provide the most essential services. But rather than
increasing funds for services to protect children, the legislation
repeals the funding guaranteed for poor children in foster care and
for the adoptibn of special needs children. It also eliminates
federal oversight of state child protection systems -- many of

wvhich are generally acknbwledged to be functioning very badly --



18
and caps spending at levels considerably lower than projected

needs.

Even benefits to disabled children on: SSI are cut way back.
ubat of the children who enter SSI now vould no longer be able to
do so. Many seriously disabled children would no longer be
eligible for cash benefits and would only receive services provided
under a capped block grant.

Unfair to States

The House bill relies on the states to solve the problems of
requiring work and protecting children. 1t would completely scrap
the shared state and federal partnership, cut funding,'eliminate
the state match, and block grant most programs.' Not even school

lunch or WIC is spared..

The House bill would create a system in which opportunities
and responsibilities vary dramatically from one state to another.
Where children are protected in some states but not in others.
Where accountability for the money that taxpayers pay into the
federal Treasury rests almost entirely with the states.

We strongly believe in state flexibility. But every time the
Republicans have put forward their block grant approach, it just

doesn't add up to welfare reform. The current House bill is not
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velfare reform; it neither protects children nor does it protect

state taxpayers.

-
»

-
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Real reform began in.nost states with the passage of the
Family Support Act, when the federal government set some standards
and provided funding to the states to move people to work. If we
are ierious about bringing the values of work and responsibility
into welfare offices across this nation, we need national standards
and states need the means to meet those standards. We won't have
real work requirements OR state flexibility if all we do is shift

probléms from one bureaucracy to another.

As the President said earlier this week, budget cutting
\shéuldn't be wrapped in a cloak of welfare reform. Let's reform
welfare. Let's cut the deficit. But let's not mix up the two and

pretend that one is the other.

If a bloék grént repals the JOBS program, it will remove any
real responsibiiity for states to provide training, job placement,
and work -- which are at the very heart of wmoving peéple off
velfare. ' The experience with the Pamily Support Act is quite
reVealing. Even with a very large federal match, many states did

not draw down their entire allocation of JOBS money.

In contrast to the automatic stabilizer function provided by

the shared federal system now in place, block grants that do not
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make adjustments for receasion or population growth also would
create real problems for states in tinés of economic or demographic
change. Under the House propéaal, a state facing a recession could
encounter a double problem: reduced revenues and increased
caseloads. And wvhile demand for assistance would inevitably rise,

federal funds would not.

In these cases, the people most likely to be hurt will be the
working poor. It is the working poor who need temporary welfare

when the economy goes into recession.

It is the working poor who will lose their child care when the

child care block grant money runs out.

It is the working poor who may not be able to even get

subsidized school lunches in times of financial stress.

We recognize the need for more staté flexibility within the
welfare sygtem. But we can provide that flexibility without
dismantling the structure that was set up by the Social Security
Act, a structure that ensures that federal funds are there when
fanilicg'and states need them. We need to continue the funﬂing
mechanism that ensures that children receive benefits regardless
of the time of year their parents apply, the prevailing economic
condition in the state, or some artificial and inflexible cap on

funds.
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Our approach does that. It reforms welfare. It provides
state flexibility with accountability. It protects children. And

it protects state taxpayers.

conclusion
In closing, I want to raise with this Committee a fact that we

all must face .w:lt‘h great - candor. Bringing about fundamental
changes in the welfare systen--helﬁing long-term wvelfare recipients
become self-sufficient--is not an easy task. Nobody knows that
better than the members of this Committee, many of whom have worked

for years developing policies to improve the systen.

There are no magic bullets, or simple answers. The causes of

dependency are complex, and so are the solutions.

We must make najor changes. But we also must make sure that
we do not take unnecessary risks with the lives of our most
vulnerable citizens. As the President has said, we must reform the
broken welfare syétem in a wvay that 1ifts people up from dependence

to independence -- not in a way that merely punishes them for being

poor.

Mr. Chairman, we in the Administration look forward to working
closely with you and your colleagues to put in place a system that
moves people from welfare to work, that protects children, and that

holds parents accountable.
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The American people deserve a government that honors their

values, spends their money wisely, and rewards people who workkhard
and play by the rules. - o

" We stand ready to work with thischnniétee and this Congress

to make these values the cénterpiece cflﬁéltate refornm.

I believe that we have a rare opportunity to move this country
forward, to help all Americans, to renew our people's faith in

government.

Just as it is time to end welfare as we know it, we also must

end the use of this issue to divide America.

We are ready to sit down and work with this COﬁmittee, this
Congress, elected officials across the country, and the American

people to get the job done. Thank you.
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PRELIMINARY IMPACTS OF THE CURRENT HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

BUDGETARY IMPACTS

This proposal w111 result in federal savmgs of over $65 billion between fiscal years 1996 and 2000 as funding
for many federal programs is capped. The preliminary five year estimates (from CBO, HHS, and
Agriculture) of savings for each title are shown below

5 Year Federal Savings

House Ways and Means Committée Renorted Bill

> Title I .- Cash Assnstance Block Grant (Does not include child care repealers) $8.7 billion
> Title II Child Protection Block Grant . .. .. ...t veennrnnnsoans $2.9 billion
> Title III Restricting Welfare For Aliens . ...............0vvvv.... $10.2 billion
> Title IV Supplemental Security Income Reform ........... Ceee e $10.7 billion
> Title V.~ Child Support Enforcement . .. ................ e $.1 billion

. House Education ahd Economic Opportunities Committee Reported Bill
> . Titlel Child Care Block Grant .. ........... B P ... $2.4 billion
> Title I - Family and School-Based Nutrition Block Grants ........... .. $6.6 billion
> Title III Restricting Welfare for Aliens .................. ..o vvuns $.1 billion
- House Agriculture Committee Reported Bill

> Section 551 Reduce COLA For Thrifty Food Plan to 2% peryear .. ......... $4.7 billion
> Section 552  Freeze Standard Deduction ......:.......c o, $4.3 billion
» . Section 552  Energy Assistance . ......... e eseeaaenens s ensaaas $1.3 billion
»  Section 554 Restrictionsfor Aliens .........c0citiinevrnrnncennnas $3.7 billion
> Section 555  Work for Able-Bodied Adults With No Dependents ............ $8.9 billion
> ' - Remainder of Mark Provision ..........c000eeeunss e $1.4 billion
GRANDTOTAL ......00... P S e st s et s e s s s sseeesa s $66.1 billion

CHILDREN AFFECTED

‘Cash Assistance

»

When this proposal is fully implemented, states will not be able to use federal funds to support 4.5 million to
5 million children because they were born to a young mother, born to current AFDC recipients, or were in a
family that received AFDC for longer than five years.

The numbers of children affected by the primary provisions in which states are required to deny eligibility
are: ‘

> Benefits denied to children born to unmarried mothers under 18 . . ... ..... 70,000 children
> Benefits denied to children born to current AFDC recipients ........... 2.2 million children
»  Benefits denied to families who have received AFDC for five years or longer 4.1 million children

States are also required to reduce benefits for children without paternity established until the state establishes
paternity. This provision would affect 3.2 million children at full implementation.

‘. If states were to deny eligibility to families who had been on AFDC for two or more years 7. 3 million
‘children would be denied ellglblhty by this prov1s:on alone. S :

A



> Based on a preliminary analysis of 812 411 children with dlsabllmes who were determined- eligible for SSI
between February 1991 and December 1994, 251,108 (31 percent) would lose all SSI benefits. It is possible
that, if allowed, approximately 103 ,000 of them might be able to requalify for SSI by meeting one of the
listings.

> If the current House Republican proposal had been in effect in 1991, 70 percent to 94 percent of current
eligibles who meet the listings would lose all cash benefits; states would have the discretion to serve them
using block grant funds

Child Care

> Under this proposed block grant, federal funding for child care would be cut by 20 percent over five years.
In FY2000, this proposal would result in a 25 percent cut in funding which would mean that 400,000 children
would lose federal child care assistance.

IMPACTS ON STATES o . - | A =

Cash Assistance

> If the current House Republican cash assistance block grant had been enacted in FY 1990 and distributed funds
according to FY1985-FY 1987 spending levels, states would have received 33 percent less funding than they
received under current law.

Child Protection V

> If the current House Repubhcan child welfare block grant had been enacted in FY1988 using FY 1987 levels
of funding, states would have received 59 percent less funding than they would have received under current
law in FY1993. :

SSI Reforms

> States would receive block grants; the amount of each state’s block grant would be the product of the number
of children who meet the listings but not the criteria to receive cash times 75 percent of the average SSI
payment to a child in that state. States would have to offer every eligible child the opportunity to apply for
block grant services.

Food Stamp Changes

> The provision will take away benefits from 1.2 million part1c1pants within 3 months of lmplementanon unless
the states create an equal number of workfare slots (at $2700 per slot), unemployment rates exceed 10
percent, or the Secretary determines that sufficient jobs are not available.

IMPACTS ON IMMIGRANTS

> The current House Republican proposal w1ll ehmmate eligibility for benefits and services. for approximately.
2.5 million legal immigrants.
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PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES (Subect te Change) OF FEDERAL SAVINGS ACHIEVED BY THE CURRENT HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

(In Billions of Dullars)
~ 5 YEAR
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 TOTAL
IHOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE REPORTED BILL
TITLE I CASH ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT/a 0.8 1.3 1.7 2.2 2.7 8.7
TITLE 11 CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT/a : 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.9 2.9
TITLE I RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS (5SI and Medicaid) 0.04 2.4 2.5 2.5 2.8 10.2
TITLE IV SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME REFORMS/a 1.2 20 2.2 2.4 2.9 10.7
TITLE V CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT REFORMS 0.08 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.05 0.1
SUBTOTAL HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE REPORTED BILL 2.5 6.1 €9 7.8 9.3 327
; . J
HOUSE EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES REPORTED BILL
TITLE 1 " . CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT : 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6 2.4
TITLE 11 FAMILY AND SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANTS: 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.6 6.6
TITLE I RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS , . 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.1
SUBTOTAL HOUSE EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES COMMITTEE REPORTED BILL 14 1.6 1.8 20 - 22 9.1
AGRICULTURE REPORTED BILL
TION 551  REDUCE COLA FOR THRIFTY FOOD PLAN TO 2% PER YEAR 0.2 0.5 0.9 13 1.8 4.7
CTION 552  FREEZE STANDARD DEDUCTION 0.2 0.6 1.0 1.1 1.4 .43
CTION 552  ENERGY ASSISTANCE 0.3 0.3 03 . 0.3 . 0.3 1.3
CTION 554  NO FOOD STAMPS FOR ALIENS 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.0 3.7
TION §55  THREE MONTH ELIGIBILITY FOR ABLE-BODIED ADULTS 1.6 1.7 18 19 1.9 8.9
WITH NO DEPENDENTS ‘ :
, REMAINDER OF PROVISIONS 0.03 0.03 0.4 0.5 0.5 1.4
SUBTOTAL HOUSE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE REPORTED BILL 2.3 4.0 5.2 6.0 6.8 24.3
OTAL CURRENT HOUSE WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS 6.2 11.8 139 15.8 18.4

66.1

SOURCE:

Ways and Means Titles I and II - preliminary HHS estimates; Titles 11, IV, and V - preliminary CBO Estimates.
Education and Economic Opportunities Titles I and IV - preliminary HHS estimates; Title II - preliminary Agriculture estimate; Title III - preliminary CBO estnmate
Agriculture - preliminary Department of Agriculture estimates,

NOTE:

a. There are no Medicaid savings estimates for Ways and Means Titles I and II.
b. Negative sign equals a cost to thw federal government.

¢. These estimates assume that there are food and nutrition (excluding Food Stamps), cash assistance, and foster care block grants in place

03/08/95
12:44 PM
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.. March 1,f1995,

The Honorable Donna E. Shalala, Ph., D.
Secretary of Health and Human Services
615F Hubert H. Humphrey Building

200 Independence Avenue, S W.
washlngton, D. C. 20201

-Dear Secretary Shalala-

~ This will conflrm that you are scheduled to testlfy before
the Senate Finance Committee on Friday, March 10, 1995, beginning
‘at 10: 00 a.m., in Room 215 Dirkse1 Senate Offlce Building

I would llke you to concentrate your testimony on the

. following 1ssues- |
. n‘. l.j¢*A brief overview of Federal welfare programs and :
‘ o -~ whether these programs are a cost effective means of
assisting Americans in achieving long-term employment.

2. - What géala should Congress set for reforming Federal
- welfare programs? Do you believe states should be
glven greater flexlbxlxty in Federal welfare programs?

3. ‘What are your spec1fic recommendatlons ‘to 1mprove the
‘ Federal welfare programs? :

, Please provide 150 copies of your testlmony to the Senate
Finance Committee, Room 219 Dirksen Senate Office Building by
ncon,  Wednesday, ‘March 8, 1995. The testimony should also be
submitted on diskette in a format that can be read by personal
computers (plain ASCII text is preferred other formats will be

‘accepted)
I look forward to seelng yOu at the hearlng

» Slncerely,.

MW

T "~ BOB DPACKWOOD
L - - .. ... . - Chairman


http:BRAOI.lY

. UNITED STATES sm'rg
COMMITTER ON FI‘IANCE

Hearlng on Administration 8 Views on Welfare Reform

. Friday, March 10 1995; 10:00 a.m. -
Room SD- 215 Dirksen Senate Office Buzldxng

WITNESS LIST

The Honorable Donna E. Shalala, Ph D . Secretary of
Health and Human SerV1ces, Washlngton, D. C.
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SHOULD AFDC REMAIN AN ENTITLEMENT

QUESTION:

Should AFDC remain an entitlement?

ANSWER:

| 4

Yes. As I said in my testimony, the Administration has serious
concerns about block-granting AFDC and shifting the program to
the states with less money. First, it runs the risk of really
hurting states in recessions -~ when state revenues drop even
as welfare caseloads rise. Second, it hurts the working poor -
people who hit hard times and need help for only a few months.
So while a block grant approach is one way to provide states
with more flexibility, I think on balance we should not do it.
Our legislative proposal, as you know, maintained the
individual entitlement structure that was set up by the Social
Security Act 35 years ago. If you keep that approach, you get

‘the benefit of maintaining a system that has worked well for

people who only need assistance temporarily, and you are more .
able to protects states as economic conditions change.

T~



PRESIDENTIAL VETO

QUESTION:

>

‘Would the Pre51dent veto a blll that ended the entltlement
status of AFDC’

ANSWER: - . .

It is way too early for the President to issue any veto threats
on welfare reform. We genhuinely believe that there is a good
possibility of bipartisan agreement on welfare reform. We have
certainly laid out our principles, and areas in which we

‘disagree with the House Republican bill. ‘And the President is
certainly not going to sign a bill that is unfair to children

and weak on work and responsibility, ‘Jjust -to sign a bill. But

~we don't think it will come to that. There's a long way to go,-

and we look forward to working with this committee on a bill .
that promotes work and responsibility.. We continue to bellgve
that Congress will pass a strong, blpartlsan b111 that the

_ President can sign.




FLORIDA PROJECT INDEPENDENCE EVALUATION

Q!J@ QN

What does the Florlda PrOJect Independence (JOBS).
Evaluatlon, which was released on Thursday, tell us about states'
ability to 1mplement JOBS’> : ;- : 2

»

In the last few days, we received an Executive Summary of

the report prepared by the Manpower Demonstration Research .
Corporation (MDRC). -While we do not have- the full report yet,
this study is one source of information about the JOBS program
in one state for a particular period of time. As such, it adds
to our knowledge, but is not generally representative of all

- state efforts.

our qulck review suggests that from the taxpayers'

" perspective, the program was cost effective and reduced AFDC

and Food Stamps costs.
With respect to effects on increasing earnings, the findings
were more mixed, depending on the period an individual was

l  enrolled in the program. Thus, higher earnlngs impacts were

observed for those who enrolled earlier in Project
Independence, especially for those with younger children (under
six). This -appears to be correlated with the fact that over
time less resources for case management and child care were
available, which particularly. affected those with younger
chlldren :

Overall,'the report provides further evidence that

' government expenditures for -work and training programs. for

welfare recipients are a good investment for the taxpayer.
But they also suggest that where resources are spread too
thlnly, we will not be able to achieve 51gn1f1cant long

term increases in individuals' earnings. - S




'EFFECTS OF WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS ON RURAL AREAS

QUESTION:

wWhat are the effects of the House Republlcan Bill and the re51dent’
proposal on rural areas? . ,

ANSWER:
»> The President's prcposal would set a national set of standards

and accountability within which states would be given broad
latitude. As such, it would set requirements and: protections
such that individuals in both urban and rural areas would be
subject to a reasonable set of expectatlons about achlev1ng :
self- suff1c1ency : : .

> The Republlcan bill would create a block grant that both allows
and requires states to cut individuals off AFDC without regard
to the availability of jobs for them. In rural areas with poor
economies this could mean that individuals who were perfectly
willing to work, but were unable to find it would sxmply lose
benefits. o , ,

> "~ In addltlon, since in the block grant the 1nd1v1dual
entitlement and the requirement that AFDC operate statewide are
removed, states could simply decide not to have AFDC in certain
parts of the state. Thus, a state might elect not to have AFDC
available in an isolated, rural part of the state that had
‘little political clout. :




SSA ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

QUESTION:

Would you agree that the reserves in SSA‘s trust funds are adequate
to absorb SSA's Limitation on Administrative Expenses (LAE) Account?
Further, would you favor removing the SSA admlnlstratlve budget from
the domestlc spendlng caps’

ANSWER
» ' As YOukknow['COngress has authorized a mix ofifunding for SSA's
~principle administrative account -- the Limitation on

‘Administrative Expenses (LAE) account. The LAE account provides

- resources for SSA to administer the Social Security (OASDI)

. programs, certain health insurance functions and the SSI
program for the aged, blind and disabled. Funds for annual
reporting of earnings and certain activities related to pension
reform also are included, as well as automated data proce531ng
and telecommunlcatlons expenses.

> Currently, administrative.expenses are financed from several
different sources. In FY 1994, for example, nearly 48 percent
"of the LAE account was flnanced by the Medicare trust funds and

SS8I program, while ‘about  52' percent was financed by the OASDI
trust funds. Congress has authorized this mix of fundlng
because the Social Security trust funds and SSI service

'~ delivery mechanisms are so 1ntegrated —~= and we contlnue to

' support that approach ‘

> We also believe that keeping SSA's admlnlstratlve expenses in

the dlscretlonary spending category provides a healthy tension
that results in incentives for efficiency and encourages SSA to
continue to prov1de serv1ce 1n the most productive, cost '
effectlve manner. o

(These are the questions that Representative Bunning asked Secretary
Shalala at the House Ways and Means Budget hearing)




' DURING RECESSION IS UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
' ADEQUATE AS AN AUTOMATIC STABILIZER?

QUESTION:
If we block grant welfare to the states,swhy wouldn't the
Unemployment Insurance system offer sufficient counter-

cyclical support to low-income working families?

ANSWER:

> I have argued that the working poor will be hurt more by

' the welfare block grant proposals than non-worklng, low--
income famllles will be. During times of recession,
state tax revenues will decline and. Federal financial
support will be more constant at the same time that

demand for financial support from poor worklng families
will increase.

--For éexample, during the 1990/1991 recession, the
welfare rolls increased significantly. Much of the
increase was due to the number of . famllles whose primary
wage earner had 1ost a’ job g

> The Unemployment Insurance (UI) system does not always
cover low-income, low skilled workers very well-- .
particularly people who work part-time full-year, many of
whom are women. These are the people that are often the
first to lose their jobs in a recession. And sinte UI
ends after 26 to 39 weeks, some will -eventually need more
support. : ' ‘

> Given that the UI system will not prov1de suff1c1ent
' financial support for. low wage workers, those who need
public assistance during a recession will have to look to
~welfare programs. If -states have a fixed budget, they
- will have much more dlfflculty meeting the financial
‘-needs of these newly needy working poor families. Either
the states w111 be hurt or the families will be hurt, or
both. :

> Under current law, AFDC, Food Stamps, and UI all respond

' during a time of recession and provide needed support.
Not hav1ng these supports hurts families and retards
economic stability. ,




' ANTI-DISPLACEMENT PROVISIONS

| »  The Admmlstratlon 'S antl-dlsplacement prowsmns were developed

QUESTION:

What are the anti-displacement provxslons in the Admunstratlon s work
proposal? :

ANSWER:

4

»  The Administration’s proposal last year included strong anti--

. displacement provisions that applied to Work program employees. in
both the private and public sector. Assignments to positions created
by layoff, strikes and lockouts were prohibitéd. Assignments that

. would result in displacement or infringement on the promotional

. opportunities of any currently employed worker were also prohibited.
Furthermore, states were required to establish a grievance procedure

~ to resolve complaints by regular emp]oyees that allege v1olat10ns of the
- non—dlsplacement provisions. | »

following consultations with a broad range of interested partles
- including public employee unions.




QUESTION

»

‘women, ”

UNWED MOTHERS -- REBECCA BLANK OP-ED .

-

Madame Secretary, do you agree with the con¢lusions and recommendations in
"Dr. Rebecca Blank's op-ed piece in The Wall Street Journal entitled “Unwed
Mothere Need Role Models, Not - Roll Backs.

ANSWER .

Dr. Blank's conclusions do agree with several previous studies that
have not shown that welfare benefits have a big impact on the

~childbearing decisions of teenagers. . We certainly agree with her

that it is cruel to deny benefits to the children of‘teen mothers
just becauae thexr mothers are young and unmarried.

The Administration believes Lnstead that teen mothers should

“cooperate with paternity establishment efforta, stay in school; and

live with a parent or responsible adult.

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF BLANK ARTICLE

"Almost no- studies find a link between Aid to Families withADependent

Children benefit levels and nonmarital births among African~American

women. There seems to be only a weak positive link among white

i

The rise in births among unwed mothers has not just occurred among
low income women. ~"While higher income a;ngle women have lower rates
of unwed births, their probabxlxty of giving birth has also risen
rapldly in the past 20 years. .

Denyxng benefits wxll make unwed mothers less llkely to live

_independently. She points out that they are likely to live with’
husbands, boyfriends, or families who are also poor, which will not
- get them out of poverty.. Also it could be dangerous since the.

incidence of domestic violence among low income women is high. A
Washington State study found that 60 percent of AFDC recipients
reported a’ hxstory of physxcal or sexual abuse.

. Denying benefits to unmarrxed mothera wxll make these fam;lieaA

poorer.

"For those women. who do become teenage mothers, the best government
policy is one that ensures that teen welfare applicants are
immediately placed in high-school completion programs and given
strong incentives to find work once they have their degree.™

"Merely cuttlng public ass;stance to never-marrled mothers WLll leave
us with out-of-wedlock birth rates far above those of a generatlon
ago and increased rates of poverty among children."”




CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT AND TRIBES

OUESTION:

~

|| What is the Department doing to ensure chlld support enforcement efforts on tribal
‘lands? . :

ANSWER:

»  Authority to adminster child support enforcement services lies with the States.
" Given tribal sovereignty, State and local authority is limited on Tribal lands
and states which have tried to provide these services on Tribal lands have «
. been constrained in their efforts to establish paternity or establish and enforce
© support orders affectmg absent parents who re51de there.

States often use cooperative agreements delegatmg authorlty to local courts
- and law enforcement to carry out child support enforcement actmtxes and this
approach is now being tested to better serve ’I‘nbes

0 New Mexrco; the State legrslature app’roprlated funds which, through a
~ cooperative agreement with the Navajo Nation, are being used to open
"~ two child support offices on Tribal lands. The Navajo Nation Council
has also recently enacted a comprehensive child support enforeement
statute.

o . North and South Dakota: HHS is working with representatives of the
Sioux, Arapaho and Shoshone Tribes to design an agreement aimed at
providing child support services on Tribal lands.

> HHS’ Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE), in conjunction with the
ABA, is developing model agreements which may be used by other States and
Tribes to provide child support services. OCSE has also recently hired a
specialist who will specifically address jurisdictional differences affecting
child support collections and will build relatlonshlps with the broader Natwe
o Amencan community. . - :




' WELFARE REFORM WAIVERS

QUESTION:

Wwhy does it take so long for states to get waivers for welfare
reform? ‘

ANSWER

» - The PreSLdent and I ‘strongly support state- flex1b111ty We are
.proud of our record. Our Administration -has granted 26 waivers
‘in 25 States, more than all the{other Administrations combined.
That means that half the states in thé nation are now engaged
in testing new approaches to rewardlng work and strengthenlng
parental respon51b111ty

We work very closely w1th~the states to achieve these
demonstrations, which often require considerable discussion to
ensure that we can help the states achieve their goals
consistent with the objectives of the Social Security Act.

» _In fact, the President's welfare reform propoSal incorpdrates
: 'con31derable state flexibility in. the areas -in whlch states
have been most interested. :

e




| TREATMENT OF TRIBES IN WELFARE REFORM 3

OUESTION

How does the House welfare reform bill as passed by the Ways and
. Means Committee differ from the President’s Work and
Responsibility Act in its treatment of t»rlbes:'>

ANSWER

> 'The House_ blll does nothlng to promote work in trlbes
Rather, it would ellmlnate the Trlbal JOBS - program

» . In contrast The Work -and Respon51b111ty Act (WRA) 1ncluded
several prov181ons for Trlbes. It prov1ded that tribes:

a} would recelve 2 percent of the total fundlng under JOBS
and WORK to operate programs,.

" b) would dlrectly receive’ fundlng to prov1de child care
- for.JOBS and WORK participants;

T c) cpuid use 10 percent of their allocation or $5,000,
E whichever is less, for an economic development project.

> ’,Block grantlng funds to states with no provision for Tribes
retreats from the Federal government’s commitment to

maintain. a government to government relatlonshlp with
tribes.



QUESTION:

What do youethink‘of>Larry Mead’s paper on the JOBS program?‘

ANSWER:

Mead recently completed an 1nterest1ng paper on Wisconsin’ s
JOBS program. He makes two main- p01nts -

> .He,stressed‘the importance of tough werk requirements“——

. he particularly emphasized the need for high participa-

tion rates and work-focused activities. He believes
programs with these elements can slow the growth in
welfare, as well as raise the work levels of those on
welfare. 1In his paper, he argues that effective work
programs appear to be the main reason why Wisconsin has
‘cut welfare use in recent years, despite a recession and
generous welfare grants. While his conclusions may be -
somewhat overstated (because he did not use a rigorous
research design), they are generally supported by other
experimental research studies which show programs with a
strong work message can substantially increase welfare
recipients’ employment and earnlngs and reduce their
welfare dependency:

> His second point is that programs must be well-managed
- and have a strong case management component so that they
keep recipients focused on work and participation in
work-related activities. Overall, he argues that welfare
reform is an administrative problem -- the main impedi-
ment to welfare reform is that programs are not well-
~implemented or focused on the right objectives.

Mead also testified before the House Ways and Means Subcommit-
tee on Human Resources in January .In this hearing, he
expressed concern over some provisions in the House Republican
bill. He stated that there was little evidence that time
limits per se or eligibility restrictions would have their
intended effects or were what the public had in mind in its
calls for welfare reform. He also stressed that block grants
would lessen the effectiveness of programs because they would
,ellmlnate national standards. .




DID THE DEPARTMENT SEEK TO UNDERMINE N[EPA

OUESTION

Did‘the Department Seek to undermihe MEPA?

ANSWER: - .. -

»A‘ The Department end the Pres1dent’are’strongly committed to

¢

insuririg the adoption of all children as quickly as possible.

- We have constantly taken the position that people should not be

. denied the opportunity to adopt a child of a different race or
ethnicity and that placement of children in adoptive homes
should not be delayed in order to find same race. placements.

. The Department has never supported any rules that allow delay.

»  The amendments suggested by the Department were designed to
strengthen the MEPA. The original version of MEPA proposed an
enforcement mechanism that would have been very difficult to
enforce. The Department suggested enforcement under Title VI of.
the Civil Rights Act. This statute gives the Department a wide
range of ways of enforcement mechanisms, including asking for
court orders to require compliance and the option of taking a
wide range of fiscal penalties, including terminating all funds
to the dlscrlmlnatlng program : '

-» - The Department also sought to insure that the prov151on that
Senator Metzenbaum had in his, bill with respect ‘to how race can
‘be considered in maklng decisions was drafted in a way that was
workable and Constltutlonal : :




-JOB TRAINING VOUCHERS AND WELFARE RECIPIENTS

QUESTION:

Under the Presidentfs employment and training initiative,
individuals can receive vouchers for training and education.
Can states glve these’ jOb training vouchers to welfare recipi-
ents?. ‘

' ANSWER:

Yes. The President’s Middle Class Bill of Rights Initiative
will create individual skill grants worth up to $2,620 a year
for up to two years -- to help unemployed workers and low-
income adults and youth obtain technical training and
education. Guided by employment information provided through
the networks of One- Stop Career Centers, individuals will be.
able to make their own choices about what skills to learn, and
what new and better jObS to go ‘into. Low income persons,
1nclud1ng welfare recipients, will be able to qualify for
'these vouchers under the same terms and conditions as they do
now-under Pell grants. These individual skill grants are
.de51gned to ensure that all Americans have the opportunlty to
finance learnlng new skills,

NOTE: There could be a follow up questidn about whether or not
these grants would be counted as income which would effective-
ly lower a famlly s AFDC payment. Your response should.
suggest that since these vouchers can only be used for
education and training, they should, by statute; be excluded
as income. : ' o -




WEAK WORK VS. LOW WORK REQUIREMENTS

QUESTION:

Why are you Crlt10121ng the House Republlcan b111 for hav1ng weak .
work requirements when the Clinton proposal itself had such low work
requlrements and such a slow phase-in?

ANSWER

>

The Ways and Means Commlttee bill not only has low
participation standards, it allows states to count people cut
from the rolls as "working." This is a fundamental distortion.

In fact, in 1996, their bill would require fewer people to work
than current law.” According to their bill, 4 percent of the
caseload must be in "work activities" in 1996. Under current
law, 11.5 percent of welfare recipients would be working in
1996 - either in private sector jobs or in mandatory work
programs. - (Slightly more than that would be working in 1996
under the original Administration proposal, since the two-year
tlme limit would not have been reached. )

In the year 2000, 17 percent of the AFDC caseload, and 90
percent of the AFDC-UP caseload, would be requlred to be in
"work activities" under the Republican bill, with "work

activities" defined as mandatory work or "job search." Again,
it's important to remember that caseload reductions also ccunt‘
as "work." By that measurement, the Republican plan would, in

j2000 as well as in 1996, have. slightly fewer people "worklng"
than the orlglnal Admlnlstratlon proposal. In addition, our

bill would require that substantial numbers of additional
people partlclpate in mandatory, time- 11m1ted educatlon and
training programs leadlng to work.




STATE PERFORMANCE IN FOSTER CARE AND
" CHILD PROTECTION

QUESTION:

Some in the House want to repeal the federal Foster Care and Adoption Assistance program and
turn these activities over to the states. What has been the record of states in operating their foster
care and child protective systems. : ' ~

ANSWER-‘

> Unfortunately, states have operated these systems SO poorly that in 22 Statw the courts
~ have had to intervene in order to assure the protectton of children

-0 - - Like the District of Columbia that we have all read so ~much about, 6 States are
' currently operating under an injunction imposed by the court because of problems in
. their child welfare systems. These include New York (Moynihan and D’Amato), .
West Virgmia (Rockefeller), and 1llinois (Moseley Braun) -

o 20 States have entered into settlements or consent decrees to resolve litigation over
.- problems with their-child welfare systems. These include Kansas (Dole), Rhode .
Island (Chafee), Utah (Hatch), as well as New York, Arkansas, Flonda and
Illinois.

(There are more court actions than states -- because several actlons are pendmg in some
states) .



http:problems.in

ADVISORY BOARD ON WELFARE INDICATORS.

QUESTION:

"Why have you not appointed members for the Adv1sory Board on
.Welfare Ind1cators7

ANSWER:

We have taken a number of steps to begin the work to develop
welfare indicators and predictors as requlred by the Social
Securlty Act Amendments of 1994
LA
»  Since thlS prov151on was passed, we have been analyzing a
"+ wide range of valuable data as various welfare reform
‘proposals have been developed. ~

»  We have brought in state and local welfare officials to
' discuss data issues .and welfare dependency.

» . This past fall we held a .conference which brought
together many noted researchers to recommend the most
important indicators for -tracking the successful
development of children and youth and the related issues
surrounding data collection and analy51s Papers from
this meeting will be publlshed thls sprlng

> Early this summer we will also be publlshlng a databook
on. children and youth :

> Researchers, such as Robert Moffitt and Peter Gottschalk,
who are affiliated with the Institute for Research on
Poverty have prepared several papers on welfare dependen-
cy. s o , o , L .

We are now ready to undertake the core work for this effort,
which will lead to an .interim report in the fall of 1996. I
have instructed my staff to work as quickly as possible with
the House and .the Senate ‘to put together the ‘Advisory Board.

I look forward to our. future lnteractlons on this important

work. - » :




OUT-OF-WEDLOCK CHILDBEARING IN NORTHERN EUROPE

SZ[ﬁﬂS]jR)PTf

Are you aware of what has been happening to out-of-wedlock
Vchlldbearlng in Northern Europe? Why do you think we have seen such
rises in out-of-wedlock childbearing in those countrles but not in
places like Sw1tzerland and Japan? :

ANSWER:

Senator Moynihan has once -again confirmed his position as one of the
most important social scientists and social observers, pointing out
trends that should have been apparent to many, but were missed. It
happened with the Moynihan Report in 1964, and it has happened
'again. As the Senator pointed out at Blalr House and in other
forums as well, the change in childbearing- patterns extends far
beyond the u. S., but it is not universal. \

It is not only the:U.S..that has‘seen large growth in out-of-wedlock
childbearing, Scandinavian countries, France, the UK, and Canada, .
among others, all have had enormous growth in out-of wedlock
childbearing-.and all of these countries have levels as high or’
higher than the U.S. Yet in a few countries such as Italy, -
Switzerland, and Japan, there 1s far. less out- of~wedlock
childbearing. :

‘These trends and differences seem quite important. The fact that
there has been growth in so many countries, but that it has not
occurred universally should provide us with a desperately needed
source of new ideas and research methods for understanding these
trends. One thing the evidence does make clear. Changes this large
that occur in so many countries indicate it is quite unlikely that
particular aspects of the AFDC system are the cause of the changes.
Each country has rather different social support systems, yet we see
the trend in many countries -- but not in all. . Clearly we ought to
look carefully at these differences, and we intend to do so. ..
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* Simwultaneously, there was a movement to view
full employment as social and not simply eco-
nomic policy. The thought had occurred that
even a high demand economy would not do
much tor workers with inadequate skills,

One of the early; and rare. achitevements

~of the new administration was cthe Manpower
Development and Training Act of 1962;

It provided for an annual Manpawer chorc
to parallel the yearly Economic Report

of thc-presidenr Lducation and training be-
gan to be seen as national problems andn a-
tional responsibilities.

The Department of Libor cstabhs hed an
Office of Policy Planning and Research—
which: as an assistant secretary of labor, .
headed——and soen it was working on the edges
of what would come to be known as the prob-
lemn of poverty. A vast dara base presented itself
to us in the annual recurns of the Armed Forces
Qualification Test and the accompanying med-
ical examinations given to young males of draft
age. At the behest of the Department of Labor,
President Kennedy on Seprember 30, 1963, ap-

pointed a Task Force on Manpower Conserva- -

tion to review this data. The idea came from the
Office of Policy Planning and Research, where
the work was done, ‘ A S

On January S, 1964—not much more than
three months later, govérnment being a lot
faster in those days—the study, One Third of A
Nation, with its Rooseveltian reference, was re-
leased. [n a statement | drafted. President
Johnson reported “with utmost concern” the
nwo principal findings: ‘

"First, that one=third of the Nation’s
vouth would, on examination, befound - .

unqualified on the basis of standards set up.

for military service and -

“Second. that poverty is the principal rea-
son why these young men fail to meer those
physical and mencal standards.

The findings of the Task Force are

dramatic evidence that poverey is still with

us. still exacting its price in spoiled-lives .
and failed expectations. For entirely too
many Americans the promise of American
life is not being kept. [n a nation as rich
and productive as ours this is an intolera- -
ble situation. '

{ shall shortly present to the Congress a
program designed to attack the roots of
poverty in our cities and rural areas. [ wish
t0 se¢ an America in which no voung per-
son. whatever the circumstances, shall
reach the age of rwenty-one withour the
health, education, and skills chat will give

himan opportuniw to be an effective cit-
zen Jnd a self-supporting individual. This
" opportunity is too often denied to those
- whogrowupina backgmund of poverty.
~ This war on poverty, however, will not be
. won overnight.

. And so the war on poverty began. One
Third of A Nation would be the principal data
source for the group that now shaped the |

* poverty program. The unavoidable emphasis - Suddenly, marital

~ was on lack of work qualifications among L
American youth, and the need for early inter-.  breakdown no longer
vention of subscqucnt remediation. The extra- . ‘
ordinary stare-to-state differences in test -~ tracked job market

- scores. for example, surely argued that social o
provision made a difference. It did not, of failure among
course. tell us which forms of social provision ‘ ‘ :
mattered. That conundrum was to come. - -~ American minorities.

Back art the fab [ began to look for correla-

tions berween employment and some of the - If this'had been more

conditions associated with poverty. Of thése, - . , ,
family structure scemed the most obvious,and ~ generally understood,
in no time | had a room filled with charts ~ o

showing the closest of correlations berween | dare to think

subsequent history

could have been’

Figure 1: Unemployment Rate - . different.
and Marital Separatlon Rate -
for Nonwhites

Unemployment ’ Separation

Rate : . . Rate . ' .

. 14% ' {19%

L 2%! _ : 7%
1950 . 1955 1960 1965

Note: Separation rate is fof women.
Unemotovement eate s for males age 20 and over.

| This chant  actuatly 3 correction of the one in the ongingl
Dublication wiwch ransposed some dala lor 1950 o 1952.
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| Next day, the

Washington Post
carried a column by

Rowland Evans and

Robert Novak entitléd,

““The Moynihan

‘Repo'r't.” ‘A‘cottage
iﬁdustry sprang up
ar‘r!ong“asvs'or{édv
p;ofessors and

militants assembling

joblessness and family instability from the
early 1950s (when most of the dara series.be-

. 'gan) up until the early 1960s. Whereupon the

correlation would a’:mppmr In 1967 [ de-
scribed this at some length in an article in The
Annals of the American Amdcmy of Political
and Social Science. F:gurc is an cxample from
that paper. - .
Note the crossover in 1963 ofprewouslv
ncar,parallci curves. fames Q. Wilson would
later call-these “Moynihan's Scissors,” and he
was almost alone—in this as in so muchl—in’
seeing that we had come upon mmr:,éfng we
couldnt explain. Possibly something new. Sud-
denly, marital breakdown no longer tracked -
job market failure among American minori-
ties. [f this had been more generally under-

. stood. I dare to think subsequent history could
" have been different.

proofs that what | had

~written was not so.

Hadn't been soi.

Wouldn't be so.

" At chis moment'of discovery, my simple -
faith that em ployment would produce social
stability was undone. (Which is not 1o say we
don need full employment; please, no more
of that.) If such a faith seems simple-minded.
from this distance, may [ plead that [ was, am,
a child of the 1930s when unemployment pro-
duced instability on a worldwide basis.

 Figure 2: Percent of All Births Out-of-Wedlock -
‘ {United States vs. England & Wales)

1950

Vir ASERICAN | RERDS

United States

1960

. England & Wales:

1970 1980

I next moved to a large and problematic

< hypothesis. We were seemingly approaching a
-new kind of crisis we simply did not under-

stand. [ wrote a report, “The Negro Family:
The Case for National Action.” It began: “The

‘United States is approaching a new crisis in

race relations.”

[ was dealing with the hugely sensitive area
of race. This was no accident.  was as much
caught up with the civil rights cause asany
member of the Kennedy-Johnson administra-
tions. (Recall that the great March on Wash-
ington in the summer of 1963 was for “Jobs
and Freedom.”} Unemployment was clearly
most severe among nonwhites; so were in-

. creasingly evident problems ofdcpendcncy
* Bur the sources of all this were murky.

My report was sent to-Johnson in the

spring of 1965. He decided to use it as the ba-

. sis for a commencement address at Howard

University. I wrote the first draft. The speech
was a great success, coming at the height of
johnsons authomy in these marters. (Years

. later he would send word to me thathe con-

sidered it the greatest civil rights speech he
ever gave.) Unfortunately some 68 days from
the time of the Howard University speech, ri-

ots broke out in Watrs, a neighborhood in Los -

Angeles. The White House press corps de-
manded to know how such a thing could hap-
pen at a time of such racial harmony and
manifest progress. Bill Moyers, then press sec-
retary, passed out copies of the unril- then

low-profile report.

Next day, the Washington Pasr carried a col-
umn by Rowland Evans and Robert Novak en-
titled, “The Moynihan Report.” A cortage in-
dustry sprang up among assorted professors-
and militants assembling proofs that whar [
had written was not so. Hadn't been so.’
Wouldn't be so. The subject became caught up

in the recriminations of the era that followed. - -

There was one exceprion, however. At the
White House Conference to Fulfill These
Rights, which Johnson had called for at
Howard, Martin Luther King, Jr., said, -
“Thank you for your report.” On a number of
occasions, he spoke about it in thoughtful
terms. Forty-two days beforé his death he had
me down to 2 Miami meeting of the Southern
Christian Lcadcrsh;p Conference o dxscuss i,
among other marters.

< In any case, nothing changed save thar the
phenomenon of nonmarital births soon ap-
peared among persons of all races. In 1993,

-John R. Fowle III, a scientist on leave to the -

Senare, analyzed trends in U.S. out of wed-
lock birth rates and found thar they fic several
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curves, includingan cxponcmml curve which
projected that the U.S. rate would reach 50
percent by the year 2004. [ mentioned this,
perhaps too casuallv, o President Clinton,
who repeated it in his 1994 State of the’
Union Message: N
We cannot renew our country when

within a decade more than half of our chil-
dren will be born into families where there
is no marriage.

This presidential stacement brought the
very opposiie reaction as had occurred 30 -
vears previously. Whereas earlier there had
been a huge response, now there was none. [
cannot imagine thar the president’s statement
-5 completely ignored by the media, not to
ention the Congress, but [ know of no such
notice. Having examined our dara, Professors ~
Lee Rainwarer and Reynolds Farley testified
before the Senate Committee on Finance (dur-
ing my attenuated tenure as chairman) tha( by
the vear 2000, 40 percent of American babies
would surely be born outside marriage. ,

Now for the BIG surprise. It turns out that
~"ile no one was looking (no one over here at
su wvents), the same worrisome bloom of non-
marital births was taking place “over chere.”
Which is to say, Norchern'Europe. Figure 2,
developed by Fowle and Cynthia Rice, a Javits
Fellow at the Finance Committee, shows a

T

_ wansformarion in England and Wales nearly

identical to our own.

Of great note is the presence, and then dis-
snncarance, of expected influences on the out-
of-wedlock birth rate. We begin in 1940 witch
the United States and England and Wales at
the “historic™ §-percent-plus-or-minus-a-bit
ratio. Then wir breaks out. Millions of young
males leave the continental Unitcd’Sta:es The
ratio goes down. Several million arrive in the,
United Kingdom, where the ratio goes up. V-E

. Day, V-J Day, the ratio peaks on both sides of
~the 2lantic. Whereupon things return to nor-

mui.-wntil the mid-1960s=——when an unbro-:
ken ascent commences. [n pare this growing
proportion of all births coming cut of wedlock
may be ascribed to a decline in birth rares
imong married women. But that factor is not
nearly sufficient o explam away this momeri-
us change in social behavior.

As Figure 3 reveals, this change was to be
seer _—nss Northern Europc and Northcm '
Ami ... Canada trails just below che U.S. ra-
-t Francc just above. Italy and Switzerland
€ comparative laggards. We briefly enter-
Hained thc hvpo:hcsw of distance from the Vat-

Figure 3: Percent of Births That Are Out-of-Wedlock

.57
50 , 1.
: , 46 ’ vq 1960 . 1992
Y
a3 . '
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Iceland Denmark JuK Canada fVGermany Spain  Switzerand
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Nota: Germany 1s Wast Garmnany loe 1960. Oata for Canada and Spain are from 1991, Data for Japan are froem 1990,

ican_as a causative, but then we observed ;
Japan: I percent born out of wedlock in 1960,
I percentin 1990. .

In his 1990 masterwork, Foundations of So- .
.. cial Policy, and later his 1992 Presidential Ad-

dress to the American Sociological Associa-

- tion, James S. Coleman spoke of the “Great
“Transformation” of Western society in the
eighteenth century, and of a similar transition

*taking place today. '

{Mlodern societies are in the midst of a
transformation in their very basis of organi-
zation. Brought on over the past two cen-.
turies, this is a'change away from social or-’
ganization derivative from the family and
related primordial insticutions, such as reli-
gious bodies.... [Als the institurions of pri-
mordial social organization crumble [i]t is

 the task of sociologists. ..to ensure that
{the] reconstruction ofsoc:cty is not naive,
buc sophisticated....

This is surciy’a-politica.l as well as a culrural

. and academic task. But the case that any of-
our political systems is equal to it’is ambigu-
~ ous ar best.

_ As the institutions of

primordial social

: organ‘iz.at‘ion crumbié, _
the reconstfuction of |
society is surely a
political as well as a
culfural and academic
task. But the case that
any of our political
sysfems is edual to it

is ambiguous at best.”
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