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'. 

Thank you Mr. Chairman, senator Moynihan, and.embers of the ' 

Co..ittee for the invitation to appear bafor.you today. 

I'. pleased to be with you today to talk about welfare reform. 

This committee has a great tradition of bipartisan leadership on 

this issue. You were instrwDental in '. 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 clear aessage: They want change. 

They want us ,to stop the gridlock, stop the infighting, and 

.ake sure that everything we do makes a positive difference in 

people's lives. 

They want us to end, a welfare systeJll that they know has 

failed. They want a welfare systeJll that is tough on work, but not 

on children. 
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Thank. you Mr. Chairman·, senator Moynihan, and .embers of the 

Committee for the invitation to appear before you today. 

I'. pleased to be with you today to talk about welfare reform. 

This cODlDlittee has a great tradition of bipartisan leadership on 

this· issue. You were instrumental in desiqninq the Family 

Support ~ct of 1988, the landmark measure that beqan to chanqe the 

welfare system to one that encouraqes work, not dependency. 

I am confident that you will once aqain lead tbe 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 

Washinqton a crystal clear messaqe: They want cbanqe. 

They want us to stop the gridlock, stop the infiqhtinq, and 

make sure that everythinq we do makes a positive difference in 

people's lives. 

They want us to end a welfare system that they know bas 

failed •. They want a welfare system that is touqh on work, but not 

on children. 
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That is why we are here today. 

To write a new chapte~,: in bipartisan governaent. 

One that begins with a conclusion -- And that i. to Jlake sure 

that 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. 

A Vision for Welfare Reform 

After consulting with members of Congress, people on welfare, 

business leaders, welfare experts, governors, and other state and 

'local officials all across the country, President Clinton submitted 

the Work and Responsibility Act to the Congres~ last year. 

Our proposal grew out of the President's long~standing 

commitlDent to welfare reform. As governor of Arkansas, he worked 

closely with national and state officials from both parties -­

including.embers of this committee -- to pass the Family Support 

http:action.to
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Act of 1988. 

I know the President ahares .y hope that with the leadership 

of this committee, the same level of bipartisan cooperation will 

exist again on this critical,iasu.e. 

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 

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 jobs as 

quickly as possible so that they can support themselves and their 

families. We should offer opportunity mnd 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 making,· we must do everything we can to reduce teen 

pregnancy and out-of-wedlock childbearing. 
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STATE FLEXIBILITY WITH ACCOUNTABILITY. We Bust 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 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. 

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

until we fundamentally change the system:. Welfare must be about 

earning a paycheck, not collecting a welfare check. 

As the President has said, WWork is still the best social 

program ever invented, and it gives hope and struct~e and meaning 

to people's lives. w 
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.To . reinforce and reward work, our' approach is based on a 

simple coapact. Job traininq,' child care, and child .support 

enforcement would be provided to help people who are willing to 

work to make the move to independence. We will support working 

people so they can stay 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 control. If we 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 qreat national debate 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 

answer. Work is the answer •. 

our approach to welfare reform puts work first. It sends a 

critical message to people. from the very first day they go on 

welfare: We expect you to work and we will. help you prepare for 

work so you· can stay off welfare· for good. 



6 

To prepare people to work and support their faai1ies, those 

who are employable would. move into work as qui¢k1y as possible. 

Those who would benefit from baving more skills 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 'states believe, that people 

on welfare ought to sign a personal responsibility agreement, and 

with a caseworker, 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 and support their children. But for those who 

refuse to train for work, look for 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 through work'. 
. . 

We hope most people will find jobs quickly in the private sector. 

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

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

preferably in the private sector. 

And we will support work'. 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 work and stay off welfare. We should provide 

aore child care support for low income working families. With 

these supports, we can aa.k~·;sure that working families can stay off 

welfare. 

Responsibility. 

The second key value in our approach is responsibility. 

We believe that both parents should ~ required to support 

their children. 

That's whY'we proposed last year the toughest child support 

enforcement measures ever. Child support. enforcement is an 

integral part of welfare reform. 

Today, 63 percent of absent parents contribute rio child 

support, and an average parent who receives child support receives 

a total of only $2,995 a year. 

That's just S8 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 child support collections is 

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

billion is actually paid, l~.~dinq to an estiaated collection gap of 

about $34 billion. 

That gap must be closed. 

We proposed a comprehensive child support strategy to help 

custodial parents escape welfare and stay in the workforce. 

It included a tougher, more uniform child support enforcement 

system, 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 seizure •. 

I am pleased to say that there is bipartisan consensus on this 

issue. In the' past ·few months, aajor legislation has been 

introduced by senator Bill Bradley, and by senators Bob Dole and 

Olympia Snowe. Bipartisan asasures have been filed in the House as 

well. All of these bills are very similar 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 members of this 

committee to make sure that touqh child support is a central part 

of welfare reform. 

Teen Pregnancy 

The third bedrock value in our approach to welfare reform is 

reducinqteen preqnancy and out-of-wedlock childbearinq by reachinq 

the next qeneration. 

,Senator Moynihan has aqain, proven that he is one of the 

nationOs most visionary thinkers. Thirty years aqo this month, he 

authored a ,report that first called the coun~ry's attention to the 

breakdown of family and the alarminq increase in births outside of 

marriaqe. A central part of welfare reform must be a serious 

commitment to reducinq teen preqnancy and out- of- wedlock 

childbearinq. 

Every boy and qirl 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 .essaqe needs to be delivered at every level of our 

society. By the President, by members of Conqress, by ,the clerqy, 

and by educators, parents, siblinqs, and peers. It must be 

reinforced by our social institutions, ,especially the welfare and 
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child support enforcement syst.... 

We propose a national teen 'pregnancy initiative. It should 

include all levels of society, business and government, and the 

lledia. It should recognize that we don' t know all the answers 

about how to deal with this critical problem, and should include 

both' local flexibility and careful research, demonstrations and 

evaluations. 

'Fundamentally changing the welfare system also is critical to 

reaucing 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 approach says: live at home, stay 

in school, identify the fathers, and, ultimately, go,to work, or 

you get no benefits. 

And we should not stop,with the mothers. Fathers bear just as 

.uch 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 message. 

Every boy 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 arewillinq to offer a helpinq hand. Time 
i 

limits, work requirements, and tQuqher child support enforcement 

would send a stronq message to younq people that welfare will never 

be the aaae. From now on, welfare austbe a aecond chance, not a 

way of life. 

state Flexibility with Accountability 

As a former qovernor, President Clinton knows that the states 

are a source of qreat creativity in desiqninq welfare reforms that 

meet the needs of their own citizens. Reforms like those in Oreqon 

can chanqe the cuIture of the w~lfare system and involve the 

private sector in creatinq jobs for welfare recipients. 

In the last two years, we have worked with qovernors and 

elected officials to qive twenty-five states the flexibility to 

desiqn welfare reform strateqies that meet their specific needs. 

Half the states. That is more waiver demonstrations than all 

previous Administrations combined. 

And we believe that states should have more flexibility to 

desiqn their own welfare reforms and qet them operatinq quickly. 

Our apprOach eliminated the need for waivers in almost all cases. 

It would qive the states aore· flexibility in operatinq work 

proqr~, in settinqrules about assets, in decidinq how much of 
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their earnings welfare recipients can keep, and in designing other 

aspects of their programs. 

But we also .ust .ake aure that our national objectives for 

welfare reform are met. All states must focus on work, parental 

responsibility and reducing teen pregnancy. -Tbe welfare system 

must provide the same opportunities and demand the same 

responsibilities in every state. Children must be protected, 

wherever they live. Our approach would increase state flexibility 

in important ways, but would also define and measure progress 

toward national goals. 

A.nd we '. must have national accountability, so that taxpayers 

will know their money is being well spent in every state. That's 

why our approach required states to work with the federal 

government in implementing new, state-of-the-art - anti-fraud­

measures. 

These new systems were designed to detect and prevent many 

types of fraud and .abuse, such as unreported employment and 

earnings, misrepresentation of the nUlllbers of children in a family, 

and duplicate receipt of welfare, food. stamps, ,unemployment 

compensation, and other government benefits. Tbese new systems 

alao would help to locate absent parents who are not paying their 

child support. 



13 ' 


Working together, states and the federal government can .ake 

sure we have a welfare system that aeets local needs and achieves 

national goals. -', 

The House Republican A;proach 

I have described the President's approach and ay bope for 

genuine bipartisanship on this issue. But I must add that I have 

grave concerns about the welfare reform measures that emerged from 

committees in the House of Representatives over the past few weeks. 

In our opinion, this legislation has the values all wrong. It is 

weak on work and tough on kids, when it should be the other way . 

around. 

,Weak on Work 

Last year, .there seemed to be bipartisan recognition in the 

House of the simple realities of welfare reform. Serious ,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 SOlDe telDporary 

help. Even the original bill cOntained in the contract With 

America had serious work requirements and $10 billion aore 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 year. The 

talk of work remains but the substance bas vanished. The aeasures 

reported by House committ~.s repeal the amendaents )lade by the 

Family Support Act, and .uch of the original Social Security Act. 

They eliminate any requirements that states provide education, 

traininq, job placement or child care. Indeed, a state does not 

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

Though there are "work requirements" in the bill, they are 

more fiqurative 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 welfare are already working. 

In the year 2000, the participation requirements rise to 17 

percent. But even then there is a pecul'iar 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 sense: 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 children of 

.others 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 more, than 60 months of aid in a 

lifetiae 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 aore people. But ironically, every person 

removed from the rolls counts as .eetinq the work requirements. 

, 
Indeed, the best evidence that work is· not what the Rouse 

Republican plan. is all about can be seen from its fundi:,nq. There 

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

The $10 billion fund for work in the oriqinal Contract with 

America has vanished, replaced by cuts in the funds for income 

support, cuts in funds for education and traininq, and cuts in the 

funds for child care. 

The cuts in child care fundinq are particularly 

counterproductive. I don't know anyone w~o claims we can qet more 

sinqleparents workinq by spendinq less on child care. Forty 

percent 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, or drove them back onto the 

rolls after they had manaqed to qet a job. 

Federal child care help now qoes to three groups: middle and 

upper income families throuqh the dependent care tax credit, low 

income workinq families, and welfare recipients who are movinq from 

welfare to work. The House bill eliminates the child care 

guarantee for welfare recipients movinqto work. And the cap on 

funds means that if the states try to move aore people off welfare 

by providinq them withchild care,' the states will in all 

--I 
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likelihood have to provide less child care for low income working 

families. So working families aay lose their child care and risk 

being forced onto welfare. This is the opposite of the kind of 

seamless system we should bave, one that provides child care to 

belp working faailies at all inco.. levels. And it is not welfare 

reform. 

Child support also is crucial for working families. Initially, 

the Contract with America did virtuallY nothing about child 

support. That was a terrible mistake. But I am happy to report·· 

tha~ last week, at the u~ging 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 I 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 fo~ 

suspending drivers and professional licenses' when non-custodial 

parents refuse to pay. This isa proven measure that gets results. 

We estimate that this provision could increase collections by as 

auch as $2.5 billion 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. r urge you to ensure that the provision is included 

when these issues are considered by your Committee. 

Tough on Eids 

While the Bouse 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 situations. 

Benefit cuts pose even more dangers. The children of mothers 

under 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 Bouse 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 adoption of special needs children. It also eliminates 

fedaral .oversight of state child protection systems' -- many of 

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

needs. 

Even benefits to disabled children on SSI are cut way back. 

Most of the 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 solve the probl~ms of 

requiring work ,and protecting children. It 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 .0neY'that taXpayers pay into the 

federal Treasury rests al.ost 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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welfare reform; it neither protects children nor does it protect 

state taxpayers. 

• 

Real reform began in IIOst states with the passage ·of the 

,F_i1y Support Act, when the federal 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 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. But let's not mix up the two and 

pretend that one is the other. 

If a block grant repa1s 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. The experience with the FUlily Support Act is' quite 

revealing. Even with a very large 'federal match, .any 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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aake adjustJlents for recession or population growth a180 would 

create real problems for states in times of economic or demographic 

change. Under the House pr~~sal, a state facine) a recession could 

encounter a double problem: reduced revenues and increased 

caseloads. And while 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 recoqnize the need for more state flexibility within the 

welfare system. But we can provide that flexibility without 

dismantling the structuretbat was set up by the Social Security 

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

families and states need them. We. need, to continue the funding 

mechanism that ensures that. children receive benefits reqardless 

of the time of year their parents apply, the prevailing economic 

condition in the state, or some artificial and inflexible cap on 

funds. 



21 

OUr approach does that. It reforms welfare. It provides 

state flexibility with accountability. It protects children.. And 

it protects state taxpayers. 

Conclusion 

In closinq, I want to raise with this·committee a fact that we 

all must face with qreat candor. Brinqinq about fundamental 

chariqes in the welfare system--helpinq lonq-term welfar~ recipients 

become self-sufficient--is not an easy task. Nobody knows that 

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

for years developinq policies to improve the system. 

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

dependency are complex, and so are the solutions. 

We must make major chanqes. 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 system ina way that li'fts people up from dependence 

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

poor. 

1Ir. Chairman, we in the Administration look forward to workinq 

closely with you and your colleaques to put in place a system that 

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

holds parents account~ble. 
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The American people deserve a government that honors their 

values, spends their aoney 'wisely, and rewards people who work hard 

aDd play by the rules.' 

We stand ready to work with this Committee and this Congress 

to .ake these values the centerpiece of welfare reform. 

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 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 toShalala'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-incom~ 
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 imposes a 
one-size-fits-all mandate." 

p. 18, last sentence on the page: Replace'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 chil~renetc." 

p. 19,1st full graph, last three sentences:, Replace the last 3 
sentences with the following: "If we are serious about bringing 
the va.lues of work and responsibility into" welfare offices across' 
this nation, we need. national' standards, and states need the means 
to meet ~hose 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, 1st sentence: Replace the first sentence 
wi ththe ',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 it 
with,the following: "We'embrace the ~eed, for more state 
flexibility, and we urge, Congress to provide it. ~ut let us not 
mista~e the current House bill for flexibility. 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. Our approach is about solving the problem. It., reforms 
welfare. It provides state flexibility etc." 

p. 22, next to last graph: Replace '''end politics as we know it" 
with "end the use of this issue to divide America" 

Thanks -'- sorry for all the changes. 
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Thank you Mr. Chairman, senator Moynihan,' and members of the 
:". 

Committee for the invitation to appear before you today_ 
I" "j 

. . 
, I'm. pleased to be,with you to talk ab~ut welfare reform. This 

committee has a great traditi9n.of bipartisan leadership o~ this', 
• .." . . ,. ~. !1 .', ' ", • ' , " " ' .. ,:: . 

t, ... ' 

issueoYou were instrume~tal in<:.esigning the Family Support Act' 
., .. 

of 1988, the landmark measure that began to change the welfa're~ 

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 clear.mess~ge: They want 'change. 

And 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. 

I am here to pledge the commitment of the Clinton 

Administration to this approach. 

I want to talk today about bur vision for welfare reform, and 

our hope that we can work with you in a constructive and bipartisan 

'. 

http:traditi9n.of
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way to pass bold welfare legislation. 

, ~.: :1"./' 	 : •j, : :' 

After consulting witbmembers of Congress, people on welfare, 

business leaders, welfare ~xperts, governors, and other state and 

local officials all across the country, .President Clinton submitted 

the Work and Responsibility. Act 
\. 

to. the Congress, last year. " 
.' .. 

,'i. "\ 

Our proposal grew out of the President's long-standing 
.:! ! -' .: 

commitment to welfare reform. As ~overnor of Arkansas, he worked 

close'ly with national and state officials from both' 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 approach has a few simple goals: 

WORK. Parents should move' off welfare and into~. jobs as 

quickly as possible so that they can support themselves and their 

. families. We should offer oppor,tunity and expect work in return. 
c,,. , 

r 
I 

TEEN '. PREGNANCY., Within a framework of local and community 

decision making, we must do every,thing we can to reduce teen 
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pregnancy and out...of-wedlock childbearing. 

:~ .!~ , STATE FLEXIBILITY WITH ACCOUNTABILITY. We must encourage the. ;" 

~l"~ . ~"'creativity and responsiveness 9f states, while recognizing national 

.. goals and the need' for· standards and .national, acco~rl't;:ability., 

Mr. Chairman~' I believe we all share these goals •. 

But today, the welfare system is not advancing these goals. 

We lCnow this, we agree on this, and both Republicans and Democrats 
,,' 

~ have sought to change this with welfare reform. 

\ . 
, 

0' ~ , Let I S talk about work first. ' 

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

. until welfare is about earl)i~g a, paycheck, not ,col,le<::t,ill;9 aw~~fare 

check. 

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

simple compact. Job training , child care, and ch'ild support 

enforcement would beproJvided to help people who ar~, ~illing to 

work to make the move to independence. But time limits on cash 

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

nota way of life. 

That is what this great national debate on welfare reform must 

;" "'. 
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be about. The st~tus quo .is not the answer. And merely passing
I ' • • -; , ; 

( 
the problem!,back to,,:the,' states ;with reduced resources is,'not the "it. :: 

answer. Work is the answer. 

., " 

Most single parents on AFDC will welcome the opportunity to 

move rapidly to work and support their children. But for those who 
, : . ,: 

, refuse to train for work, look for work, or accept work once .it is ' 

offered, the consequences should be clear: Cash assistance' will 

first be redu'ced, then eliminated. 

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

welfare should end. And continuing aid should come through work. 
! ... 

.~~ We hope most people will find jobs quickly in the private sector •
i~~: ,.: 

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. 

The second key value in our approach is responsibility. 

;;We believe that both parents should be required to' support . ! 

their children. 

That's why we proposed last year the toughest child support 
" .! 

enforcement measures ever. supp,ort enforcement is 
. ,. 

an 

integral part of welfare reform. 

rr. 
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Today, 63 percent of absent parents contribute no child 

support, .and an average parent who receive~child support receives' 

a total of.only $2,995 a year. 

" .
" ; ;'. 

, .. , , ':, 
" 

" ;' Overall, the potential for· child support collections is 

estimated at $48 billion per year. Yet, currently, only $14 
1 

billion is actually paid, leading to an estimated collection gap of·· 

about $34 billion. 
1 .: 

That gap must be closed. 

Our proposal included a tougher,. more uniform child support 

enf~rc~~ent system, as well.as a stronger requirement for paternity 

: establishment. 

We al~o would ~ave imposed tough new penalties for those who 

refuse to pay·:, Wage withholding, suspension of drivers.' and 

professional licenses, and even property seizure . 

. 1 am pleased to.saythat .there is bipart,isan· consensus 'on' this . 

issue .. In the past few months, major legislation has been 

intr.oduced by Senator Bill Bradley, and by Senators( 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 

enforcement measures the President introduced last year. There is 

nearly complete agreement here -- proof that we really/can work in 
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,a bipartisan way on values that we all share. 


.: l~ , ~ ,t : ,J; 1 • ,I 

The third bedrock value in our approach to welfare reform is 
I)' " 

reducing teen pregnancy and out-of-wedlock childbearing by reaching, ' 
, • .I • 

, " ',; (';:',.,
the ne~t 'generation. 

i " . 

senator Moynihan has again proven that he, is one of the 


natio,n I s most visionary thinJ.cers • Thirty years ago this month, be 


authored a report that first called the country's attentio~ to the 


breakdown of family and the alarming increase in births outside of 


marriage. A central, part of welfare reform must be a serious 


commitment ,to ~educing 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 babi~s -- and' that ~ess~ge needs 


to be" delivered at every level of society. 


In addition, w,e believe that expanding state flexibility must 


be a part of any reform bill. 


As a former governor, President Clinton knows ,that the states 


are a source,of great creativity 1n designing welfare reforms that 


meet the needs of their own citizens. 


/ 
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in 'the last two years, we have worked with governors and 

elected officials to give 'twenty-five' states'thefiexibiiit~ to 

design welfare reform strategies that meet their specific needs. 

Half the states! That is more waiver, demonstrations than all' 

previous 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 same opportunities 

and demand the same responsibilities in every state. Andchiidren 

must be protected, wherever they live. : Our approach would increase 

state flexibility. in importah~ 'ways,· but wOU'ld also define' and 

measure progress' toward national goals. 

1 have described the President I s approach and my hope for 

genuine bipartisanship on this issue. But I must add 'that ,1 have 

grave concerns about the welfare reform measures that emerged from 

commi tteE7s in'- the House of Represent~tives over ,the past few weekS., 

In our opinion, this legislation has the values all wrong. It is 

weak on work and tough on,kids, when it should be the other way 

around. 

; , 

. , 
'. Last year we, all agreed t1'!at, serious welfare:' reforlll' <inust 

contain real work requirements, and provide resources for training, 

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 something h,as happened on ~he House side this year~', The. , :' 

., 
" taik of".work remains but the substance has vanished. The measures 

~:.; (~ , : 

reported by House committee~ eliminate any requirements that states ' 

provide education, training, job placement or child care. 

" . 
Child support als'o is' crucial for working families. I am 

:5', : 
~.: .. 	 happy to report that last week, at .the urging off the President, the 

Ways and Means ~ommittee finall~ ins~rted 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.,i~ .. 
'.' 

Most of the child support provisions are very close to those 

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

l,' 
, .~ills, including those introduced by members of this Committee. 

'J 

Unfortunately, there is one glaring omission our 

recommendation for suspending drivers and professional. licenses' 

when non-custodial parents refuse to pay•. This is a proven measure 

'j : that gets results. We estimate that this provision could increase 
¥~1 .~ 


collections by as much as $2 •5. billion over ten years, and cao 

, '. 

estimates that we could save the federal government $146 million in. 

":.; 
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the first five years alorie. I urge,' you to ensure that th'e' 

rr~:V:~~~:?~'a ~S';I .i.~~J~dl?d when these issues are considered by your,~: 

committee. 

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

kids •. 
: . 
'. . " 

I 

The legislation f s proposed cuts in child' care could mean that· 

children might be left home alQne or in' unsafe situations. 

Benefit cuts pose ~venmore dangers. The children of mothers 
of 

under 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 imposes a one-' 

size-fits-all mandate. ,And nearly everyone, adult or child, who 
" 

'gets more than ,60 months of aid in a lifetime is cutoff--even if 

they 'are ill, caring for a disabled child, or willirig to' work "but', 

cannot find a job. 

Some of these children could well be pushed ,: into a child 

protection system that is already seriously overburdened. 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 adoption of special needs children. 

The House bill would also completely scrap the shared state 

"j 
... h 
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and federal part~ership by cutting funding, eliminating the state 

match, and block granting most programs. ,Not. even s,chool·lunch or,!" ". ',!. " fi; 
" ". ~: i t~' H ' . it:[ ~ :,~: ',', I,:? .. :. ',.'" , .~ ." . ',:.,I" 

, WIC"is spared.~f~ ~ 
~'" ~1:: • 

We strongly believe in state flexibility. ,But every' ti~e the 

Republicans have put forward their block grant approach, it just ... , , 
., .' 1," , 

, !,t" I' ," 

doesn't add ,up to welfare reform . The current House bill is not" 
. , 

welfare reform; it neither protects children nor does' it protect 

state taxpayers. 

Real reform began in most. states with the passage of the 

Family Support Act, when the federal government set some sta~dards . ' 

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 

standards. 

We won't haye real work requirements OR, state flexibility if 

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

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

real responsibility for states to provide traini~g, job placement,.' 

and 'work -- which are at the' very' heart of '~oving people off 

welfare. 

" '1 

I, 
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The experience with the Family Support Act is quite revealing. 

':Even with ;a '{!!ry, ~a;t"ge feder:al,.:match, many states did not diaw down.I' ,, " 
, . ~ t ; .,:. ',: '.. . 

1 Co .. ' • t ~ • 


their' entire allocation of JOBS m~ney • 

. We' believe we' can. provide more state .flexibility without' 
II 

,''' I disritantlingthe; structure. that.~as set up ·by.the social .Security 
f • . ' ... 

'. ;AC~l '~ structure that ensur,es that federal funds are there when·. . 
;. 

' 

, families and states need them. 

... 
'. We need to' continue the fundingmechani'sm: 'ttiat ensUres that 

children receive benefits regardless of the time of year their 

parents ~pply, the prevailing ~coriomic condition in the state, or 

'some artificial and i~flexible'cap on funds. 

Our approach does that. It reforms welfare. It provides 

state flexibility wi,th accountability. It protects children. And " 
.f " ,. t . 

it protects state taxpayers. 

In closing,. let me remind this committee that bringing about 

fundamental changes in the welfare system--helping long-term 

welfare,. r~cipients become se:lf-sufficient--is "n'ot an '. easy task. 

But it, can be done. 

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 
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holds pa'rents accountable. 

~ I. • " ' 

,We a~e ready to sit down and work with this Committee, this 
~. . t 

~" ,: ' ; ,~on9l:"e,ss"elected officials across the country, and the American ' 
'1., • 

people to get the job done. Thank you. ' 

, . 1','
: ;: 

. ;. 

I'" . 

, ( 

~ ;~ 
, . 

;;~ ,; 

, . 
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"thank you Mr. Chairman, S.nat-or lCoynihan, anet maIIb.r. ot the 

cOIIIIitt4!la for· tha invitation to appea~ before you t04ay. 

I'm pl••••d to be vi~ you today to talk about v.ltare retorm. 
, 

Th1. oOlllD.itt•• ba•• treat tracUtion ot bipant.an le.4erahiJ' on 

~1t1 i ••u•• · 

Su~port Act of 1~8e, the landmark meaaure th.~ began to chang. the 

... 

t amcont14ent that you will ono••qain road the way towarO 

a ratoX'm .~tgrt thati. b\l11t on the boa.ie value. of work aneS 

~••ponm1bll1ty·that all Amer1cana .h.~•• \ 

. In the lallt two election..... the prec14ent1al election af lii2 

and the conqrecI1onal el.ction. of 1994 --.the American people lent 

Wa.h1nqtona crystal cl.ar m••••gel They want chang•• 

They want u. to .top the qrldlock, ,top the int19htin;, and 

.aka aura that ev.rYthinq we do ·make. a pOl1tlve 41fference in 
I.' " 

They vant UI to end a· welfare lIIy.tam that they know ha. 

tailed. Tbeywant a welta,r. lyatelll that ,i. tough on work, but not 

on ohi14r.n. 

http:bipant.an
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~o write a new chapter 1n ~lpart1.an qov.rnma~t. 

On. that bIIc;rin. with a concluI10n _.. Ana that 1a to aaka aure 

that at the .nd of the day, w. bave taken aotion to improve the 

liv•• and praapecta ot avary ~erioan. 

I am, here to pledga the oommitment ot the ~linton 

Adaini.tration to this approach. 

:r: ~aft~ to talk tollay about O\ll:' vi.10ft to~ veltare r.tora, &1'\4 

ou~ hope that ye cen york with you· Ln a oonatruotiva .n4.bLpa~t1••ft 

way t.o paaa bold.veltare ~'91.1.tlon. . 

A yilloP terlpltgr. .,forp 

Atter oonlult1n9 with member. ot conif"., people on welfare, 

buline•• lu<1ere, welfare expertB,90varnoJ:I, and other atate and 

looal ottioiale all aCrol1 the oountry, Pre.1dent Clinton 1\Ib.1tte4 

the Work an4. R..pon.1~ility·Act to the Coft;r••• laat year . 

.our propolal ;raw out' of the Pr••ldent'. lonq-atancUnq 

ooaitment to !ieltare ratona. AaQ'ovornor ot Arkan••• ,. ha workld 

cloaaly with national and .t:at:. Official. troll both parti.. _. 

'!nclutUft/iI l1ellbar. of 1::h1. co_itt.a.~.: top••• th.Pa.ily· .uppel'~ 

t #~e"L9SBtB Nl'L2:0L: S8-L .-t L~OL .Illacoe"l xO.leX:A9 l.N3S 

http:lpart1.an
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lct ot lVaa. 

% know the Prl.l4ant ahar•• my. ~ope that with the leadarlhip 
. ." - '. 

,of thl. ooamitta., the .... levll 
, 

of 
, 

bipartllan oooperation. vill . ' . 

exi'lt again on th'i. critical i ••uI • 

. The AdJlinlatration',a approach i:o weltare :retormia bIi.••cl on 

both t.he lIuoa.••all ancJ the tailur•• of atate welfare Z'efoZ"lll eftQZ't. 

Oy.~ ~a l ••t .even year•• ' 

Rooted. in the bedrock. Aaerican value., ot· York and 
( 

re.pon.lb1lity,' it voulcitUnd.,lIZIentally· change, th1. country-I. 

approaoh tc, halpin, young' ptrent. move trom 4.panc:2anOI. to 

ind.ependanol. 'C\arappx:oa'oh b.. •tew ai.pl. 90a1., 

WOlUt. Parant.. aboul0 move ott·, velfarl, enG' 1nto jol)l a. 

quiCkly .1 po••!))l. '0 that th'Y oan 'uppOZ't tb...lve••nO their 

taail1e.. .WI .hould otter opportunity an4expect work: in return. 
, '. '. ,,' , , 

U8PONSlf)ILI'1'Y.W. IlUlt in.lIt that J>oth parents ••et their 

r.,ponalbilitle. to their children, and that ncn-auatocUa,l parenti' 

PlY ohildaupport, 

. 'linm PREGNANCY. Within a framework ot loeal and oo.mun1.ty 

decillion making, WII ..iu~t do .vt~t.bi~9 we can. to zae4uo. t~an 

pregnancy and out·ot-we41oak ch114baar1n9. 

" s#:av~asn8 

http:oo.mun1.ty
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• 
BTA!! l'LBXIBILI'l'Y wtTIIACCOUN'rAIILITY. We mUIt. Illcepratae tb. 

creativity and r ••ponllvana•• of .tat••• while recoqniling. national 

loall and the n..4 ter .~an4.rda and national acoountability. 

!hey are ba.ed on vid.ly-'ha~.~ valu.. -- Amerioaft valu..-­

valu•• that built thl. oountry' in the pa.t an4 are o~ltio.l to our 

future. 

Today, tnev.lfua .yat._ I~ !lot a4vaftc1nt, ~h••• value•• , " w. 
.' ,"", 

, know this, v. a9Z'" oft \hi8, anI! both Rapubl1c;:ana and Daoerat, 

bave .OU9nt 'to ohan,_ t.bl. with weltare ".torm. 

Let'. talk about work firat • 

• e atrongly balleve that welfare a. we know it will not end 

untl1 VI fund••entally ahanqa the IYltams Weltar. .~.t be about 

a.min; • paycheck, not coll,atinq a waltar. eheCk. 

Aa the PZOe.i4ent ha., aaid.,. ,"Work'i. atill, the,:, beat 1001al 

prOC)TAm ever invent,el, and. it ~1w. hope and at:rsaot.ure· and ••aning 
, ' 

to people'_ liv••• • 

I/O, 

. I ' 
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'1'0 reinforce aneS. reward work, our approac:h .1, ba••d an a 

Job tralninq I ch1ld oare, an4 ohild .uppo~ 

.nforc..~t v111 be provided to help people Who are w1111.n9 to work 
, , 

to 'pke the 1I10yato in4ep.n"eno. ~' w. 'vill .UpStart ,,*i:k1ni· ~.opl.', ' 

.0 they gu .tay 1n4epencSent'. aut ti•• limit. on oa.h •••iatano. 

w1l1 anaure that veltare in tact a.rve. al a hand up, not a way of 

life .. 

w. are cO'lllllittad. first an" toremoat to .ft.ur1.nt that. Avaryb04y", . 

who oan work, doe. vorJc~ The A.erican, people want a 9av~rnlllant that 

honor. their value. and revard. paoplavho play by the rul.a. flIhey 

&lao want ~o a••ure that ,tho.. who play ~ the ~le. 40 not Rutfer 

froa taotors over whiClh they bav. no Clontl'ol. It we want:;"t.o help 

vall&zo8 Z"eCl1p1ante bocaa'e taxpayer., we Duat chellen,. inclivlc!uala 

to tak. re.pon.i~11ity !O~ their own live. -- and halp thea ~.t 
',' " . . : 

That 1. What thl. gr.at national ,debate on weltar. reform mUlt 

be abOUt.. Th. at.atus quo 111 not the anlver. More orptuanaq.. are 

not tn. anaver. ~ And merely pm••in; the pro~l.. baCk to the atatea 

with reduoe re.ouro .. 18 not' the anawar. Work 1. the enlver. 

OUr approaahto valtar. reforD put, vork'fir.t. It .end.a 

oritioal .....a'. to people from the Vlln' first esay they 0'0 on 

welfare, W. expect you 't~ York and we will help you prepare tor 

workao rou can .tay ott walrara for 900d. 

'. ' .. ,; 

' .. 

http:w1111.n9
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To prepare people to work an4 eUDPort their taaille., tho•• 
, 

who are emplOY~l. would mova into work .a quickly .a po••ible. 
, ( 

Tho•• who VDuld benatit tram hiving aore skill. would eftgage in up, 
, , 

front job .earah, education, and training -- and we ~ou14 eXDact 

.~.t.eD, t.o hold. up their and of t:.he bar"ain by bu!141ng 'on t:h.' 

aurrant. .:rOM proqram. lnd••d, 'tI. balleve, ••••ny .tat•• 'beliave, 

t.hat peopl. en v.lf'are ou«ht. t.o .i~ft a :par.olUll r ••p'ft.U~ility 

&;raeunt,&ftc! with I c•••worker, clave lop a plan that commits them 

KOllt ain,l. paran~. on "'Dev!l,l valeD•• tbe opportunity to 

mova &"apicUy' to work an4 ."PPQrt ~b.ir children. But tor tho•• Who 

refuse to tre1n tor wgrk, look tor work, or accept work one. it 1. 

ottered, tbeQon••qu.noe••ho~l~ ~ claarl Cash ••a1atanca vill 

tirat ~ r~UO.d, than .liminated. ' 

If 80mecne hal not fauna a jOb within tvoyeara, than oa.h 

welfare abould end. And continuing aie! should cOIle throuqh work. 

We hope mo.t pioplewill find jobs quickly 1n th~ private .ector. 

But for tho•• who. 40 not, "..1\ou14 take the 'Ilcn,~y vlli~h"o\11cS. I"~v. 

been .pent on welfare check. and u •• it to find a aubsidized 
< 

job, 

prafft:ably 1n tha private ••ator. 

. And we will. aupport work. lln".r Pre.ielent·, Clinton'. 

leader.hip, we bavealready expanded the larned Inoome Tax credit, 

whiCh reduc•• tax•• tor 15 million verking tamili•• &hdcreat•• a 

Q i:9tL9S8€B .. 
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powerful incen'tive to work anet Itay 
, 
off ".lfue. we.ll\ould provide. . 

. ao:'e cb.114 oar. IUPPOZ"t for 1:0" inoo.. YOl."kinq· f ••ili... With 

tha•• IUpport" ve oan aak. aura tb&t working tuili•• can Itay otf 

,,.If&zoe. 

j.,pcm,U" 1t·W 

~e ••cond k.y value in our approach 18 ~••pon.ibility• 

. W. belteve tbatboth par.nt••hovld b.~.quir.4 to .upport 

their children. 

, ., 

That'. "hy .e have propo8ed the touqh••t ~hild support 

entera••ant ••••ur.. ever. 

inteqral part of ••ltare retorm. 

Today, 83 peroent ot ·.ba.not parents oantr1buta no· chile 

lupport, and an average parant who racllv•• chl1d .upport rao.iyae 

• tot.l ot only $a,ieS .. year. 

Ifhatts.juat I' dollllri a day fo;r • parent who', luoky enou;h 
to vet ohild .upport, and. nothing at .11 for th.majorlty Dt 81n;1. 

parent. an4childr.n Who have bean financially abandoned • 

.. 
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OVerall, . the potential tor chileS .upport collaotioJ'l' 1e 

••tbaateci at .,. billion p.ry.ar. Yat, currently.. only 814 

billion i. a.c.tuII.11y.pai4, leading to .n ••ti_ted oollectlon ,ap of 

about '34 billion. 

'. . : 

w. mu.t oloae tha~ ;ap -­ and va vl11 •. 

'·w•.hay. proposed a comprehanaive ohild aupport .trat~ to 

belp ou.t04ial ~.r.nta ••ea,. v.lta~. and atay 1n the workforce. 

%t 1nolud.. a tou9hor;mora unltor.. child .uppo~t .nroro•••n~ 

.yet••, •• v.ll •• • .tro~.r ~.qulrament for p.~ernity 

••tmbli.hl:l.ant. 

w. .lao you14 upo.. 1;ou9h new penalt1.. tor tho.e who refuse 

to ~rIWa9. vithholding, luapln.10nofarlvera' and profe.aional, 

'l1oon••• , and. ev.n property ••t.ura. , 

I a. pleasecSto .ay that tht.!'1 i. bipartiaan conaenl"" on thi. 

In the paat tew month., _jor leqialationb... been 

1ntroducldby S.nator Billara41ey, and by Senatore lob Dola .nd 

OlYll»ia Snowe. Bipartl.an .....ur•• have been filec! 1n the Rou•••a 

..,el1. All of tha•• bill. are vary ai.llar t.o t.he oh11cl .upport 

.nforc.ment· ••••ur.a the Pr••i4ent. introduced lalt year. ~e~. 1. 

nearly compiot.. agr••••nt hara -- proof that; we l'a.11y oan work irl. 

• blFa~~l.an way oft value. ~b.t ve 011 .ba~•• 

. . .' .', .. 


http:blFa~~l.an
http:Bipartl.an
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I hope've oan continu. to vork together ~i~h .ember. of thi.' 

coaitt•• to uke I",r. that" toucrh child lupport 11 • ee"tS"al part:. 

of w.ltar. rltOrD. 

,.1111 Pregnaoa:r 

The third bedroCk value in OUl." approach to ,welfare rlform L. 

ra4ucin, ~..n pregnancy and out-of-wedlook obllclbeal'lnt ~Y'·r..achinv 

~. lint g~II.~.t10zi.~'( rt,... 41~~. 
(A. \ 

that h. 1. one ot the 

nat:.ioJl" 'lDOI1:. vi.lo".~ 
, 

thinker•• Hi••••••w. or ~ nlarlY,3D ye.ra 

.,0 baa proven ~3 tti. deoline ot tuilie. an(J th,e growtb ,of 

out-ot--wedlook Cb11Ql;Maar.lnw haa dang.rou. Clon••qu.no.. tor our 

oountry. A g.nUal part Of valfare reform .ulta a ••r10u. 

oommltlla8nt 1;.0 raduo1n;t.-,n' pre;nancy anG 'out- ot- wI<Uook 

ohildbear1n; .. 

BYery .bOy and. fizl in thia country IlUlt hear and. belilvl t.hat 

until tb.y ar. r.ady to nurtur_, an~ lupport children, they .bou14 

not bay •••X, they Ihould not hive a bahi••• 
. ,. ,.. \ ' .. 

'l'hat .....,. ft,.de· to be delivlrleS a~ ,v.Z"Y. level of 01lr 

loc1.ty. By the Pr••ident ~ by ...~er. of COftg't'••• , I>y the clervr, 

,and by w!uoatore, . parent., ai!tlb,., and p.''rl. It auat be 

rei1\fel'oe4 by ouZ' .001.1 1n.~itution., ••peo1ally thewaltare ancl 

to 
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ohi1d I""port entoro...nt .)"It..... 

t '. ", " 

.e ·~opo••• national teanpr.tnancy initiativ.. X~ ahould 

include all l.v.l. or' .ociety, bu.in••• and 90vernaent and tbe 

.td1a~ It 'hO~14 reoo;n1.ithat .e don't know all the.navera 
aDout how to d••l with thi. critioal ,rob!.., and .bou1d include 

both local, flexibility 'and car.ful r •••arch, deao~tration~, and. 

evaluation•• 

puft4aa.ntally chanq1ng the welfar••yat.. 1, also oritical to 

reducln§ teen pre,n&ftcy. The wor.t po.oibl......9. to ••nd to 

youn, .eQP1. i. th••, if ~'Y ,et pr.,nant, ~.Y oan 4~op out of 

.ohool, .et up their ovnho,\&••bolcl., 'and reo.iva welfare l\apport. 

" '. 
The •••••9. to t ••n par.nte .hou14 be on. of ol.ar 

re'po,l'Wibl11ty. ~b. Pr••ll2ent'iI apP,roach .aYI. etaY,at home, .t.ay 

in .choal, ie1ent-ity the tather., an4,'ultimately', iQ to work, or 

you vet no benetit•• 

And v••hould not .top with the mothara. 'ather. bear ju.t a. 

much ~B.pon.lbilltYoln4••4, tor very yeung t.ena, the preqnancy 

i. otten the r ••ult ot forc.d ".x--rape an4 ince.t.' W. 1Duet find 

vaYI to r.duc. the violence. . And ve muat hold Den .ooounta~l•• 

Yet paternity qet~ ellt.bll.hed in only 1/3 of .11 out-of-wed.lock 

birth.. !hati. the vor.t po••ibla me••age. 

" , ': 

.. 
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lYaZ'Y boy and avery. ~~l wst know that it they pal'eftt a 
.­

abila, they vl11 bear. a heavy ra.ponalbility. aut 'It they do 

~av. r ••ponsibly we are.vl111nv to off.r a helping han4~ Ti•• 

li.its, work requirement., and tauqhar child aUJJort enrorcement 

.and·, .trong ••••••• to youn; ,eo»le that valtare w11~ never be 

the A..e. From now on, wilfarl vill be • HOOntS chanaa, ftot. a w*y 
, '. '.1' 

or 11fae 

8t'tll !lavi·hll fty with AQQount;apilit¥ 

As a formal' ,ovarnor,Pr••i4ent Clinton knova that the atate. 

a~. a aOUrol of rreD~ D~••tivity in dealtnin, welfare r.form. that 

...t the fteed. of their own c;1tillena. aet'ol:1lUl 11ke tho•• 1n Oreion 

oan Chanqe t.he· C\\1t\lre ot tluI welfere .y.te. .ntS involVI the 

privata ••ctor in creating j~~8 tg~ ••ltare raglp1ant•• 

In the la.~ two yeaI'I , va hiVe worked W1th governor. arid 

alacta4 offic1als to· glvI tw.nty-five atate. the flexibllity to 

G••lvn welfare rerorm .trat8,lei··that ·•••t their· spe01f10 . neede. 
I 

lalf the Itate.. That. 1. mol'l waiver " ••onatrat1on. than all 

previoua Admini.tr-atlon'. oombined. 

And va balleve that .tate. ahould have mora flexibility ~o 

d••19ft <~helr own veltar. rator.. and gat·th.. ope~at1D9 quickly. 
.. I 

OUr approach would eli.ina.. tbe ne.d tor waiver. in a1mo.t .11 

.. 
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ca.... It would ,lve the .tat•••ora 'flaxibf.l1t)' in opaZ'at.ift/l ¥ol.'k 

provr-, 1ft .,tting nlu about ••••t." In 4~1cUn9' ,how .\lab of 

th'ir eamin;, viltarl recipiant& aan t ••p, and in •••lp1n9 other 

••pecta of their "r09l'..I. 

But've'.u.t alao Bake .ur. thatouz n.~ional Ob~.Dtiva. tor . , 

wllter. refor.. .ra mat. All atat•••ua~ foou. on vork, parental 

re.poftaib!lity an4 r.clucin9~.en p~.,nanoyo The velC.~e .yatea 

.ua~ provide the •••• opportuniti.a &n4 d..and the .... 

~11clren muet be prot.g~.d., 

whel'.vtll" they live. Our 4lPPI."OIlQJ\YOu14 1nol:•••••~.te tlex1biU.ty 

I" i.po~t.n~ wara, but would aleo d.et1ne anti meallure provrl.1 

tovazocl nationa,l.goole. 

, , 

AneS "e lIlu.t have national aooountabllity,." that t.axpayers 

.,111 know their money 1& tieing well ,plnt 1n.lvlry ,tat•• 'That'. 
why our approaoh requ1rl. 'tat.. to v01:'k witb the tedaral 

government. 1n i11lpl.entlng nav,I .•tl.te-of-the-art anti-fraud 

..aaur••• 

Th.., !l1V .yat.. ared••ivn.CS to d.llilt.ot and prevent .any 

type. of fraud and abWII. , aUM a. unreportlW! employaant. and 

earnlno'i a1.rapr•••",tatiori Of ,thlt nWllbet&'of ohlld:t'im 'in .. 1'&.'11Y, 
anC Clupllcate receipt of v.lfare, foo4 .tamp., WlUlployment. 

,co1llPanll.~ion, and. oth.1' 90vanua.ftt, benetit.. Th••• new .fete.. 

al.e will help to looat. a~••nt parenti who are not p.y1n; their 

.. 
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http:tlex1biU.ty
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. child oupport. 

Workln~ toqather, .tate, an4the federal goveznaent can,aate 

aur••• ' hav • .: weltare' 'y"ta·' that.e.ta looal' ne•• : and C aqbiev•• 

Ii.tional goala. 

:r;ba'!. cI••erU>.. th' 'l"..i4an1:.I. approaan ancl ay hope tor 

9'n~in6 .ip.rtiaanahiponthi. 'aau•• But I suat a44,that. 1 have 

trava aono.rna a~ut the valfD~. ratora ••••ur.. th.t ...~,.c1 from 

co_it.t••• 1ft ~e Koua' of .apr•••ftt.atlvalll over the pa.t tew •••ka. 
" 

,In our opinion, th1. le.,1.lation h•• the val,u,. all wrong. 1t 1& 

w.a'" on" work and tough on kid.., wh.n 1t .hould. b. the o~h.r way 

Around. 
,,' <. '. ,. : 

LIlat·year. there .e.med tOM blJ)artl.an racoQIlition in tha 

Hou.. of the .1mpll realltl•• of weltare retorm. aeriou. weltar. 

retorm ha. real work requirement., butallo provide. new re.ource. 

for train1n;, child care, and job are.tion. Sariou. valf.re raton 

recaqni••• that aon.o~. with young ehll~~.n 'and an eighth ~&4. 

a4ueatioft c;saJl roe he expeoted t~ laavawalta.. a without .0'" ~..porary 

halp. b.n tho original bill contained 1ft tl\, Contraot wit.b 

'Mu1oa .haa ••1'10'" wf;>rk Z'.,uiZ'amenta anc! $10 billion .ore than 

. !." . 

..~ l'~ 9YL9SBt6 . 

http:blJ)artl.an
http:that.e.ta


ID :202-395-,6148 MAR 07'95 0:28 No.001 P~17 
, . , ,', 

." 

14 
l 

cnu::Tttn't lav over. the next tlv. Ylar. tor vorle, ~r:.itUn"ancl em1111 , 

car•• 

BU't .ometh1n9ba.happln.4 Oft the Hou••. ald. ,thl. y..r. The 

talk ct wo~k remaina but the .ubatanoa hal vanllhe4.7ha ••••ur•• 

r.ported ~y Rou.. committ... repeal the •••ndmenta ..~e by the 
0, . \ 

, ..11y Support lct, an4 .uah ~t the arivinal 8001al ••curitf ~ct • 

.~ey .lilllinat. any l'equl~••ftt.th.t .tate. ,pJ;'o"iC!~, 'c1UC.~1oJ.l" . ';'. . ',' , ,. , , .'. , . " 

tra1nlnf, job p1acemlnt or child carB., Indeed, ,_ atatedo•• not 

hav. to do anything to help p',aple lIIove frena welfue 'to vOl'k. 
"~I 

Though ~h.'l"1 are ·work requ.1r..enb" 1n the bill, they are 

more illu.ory ~.n ,zo•• l. In the tirat year I • ,aroent ot tb. 

c •••loadi. requlred to work. .\It even now, batore reform, ., 

paZ'QGnt of ~h••In,18 parentI on veltare are .lr.a~work1n9. 

In ~e ye.r 3000, the partioipat1on rlquire.ent. riae 'to 17 

percent. I~t even then there 1s a peCUliar twist:, if loa.on. is 

ott "altare for any realon at all, th.y count .a IDI.tin; the "work 
, .. 

,re,1,dralnt. -, . This 1. not only m,lale.41n; and ~on;,,1t allo: uke. 

no ••n••: <Ntt1l'19 lomeone off "eltarl 11 not the .a•• a. enlurlhO 

that ~ayget a job~n~oan support their famil1.a •. 

And the lou•• propolial 40ea aut people oft. Th. childran of 

lIIOthlra un4ar 18 are denied cash •••1.~.fte. 1n the tirlt pla"a. 

Ad41tlonal children born to wilfare mother. ara .a Will. NIGrly 

' .. 
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wezyon., adult or chi14, Who,.t. DOra than ,'o"aoDib. of .ies' In''a 
litetl•• 1, cut otf--avan it they are 111. OariDq for a d~.ahlad 

ob11c1, =v1ll1l\, to work !Nt (oannot fineS a jo~. AncI the atate. 

00\114 aut ott, ev.n Dore people. But ironioally, every ,.'1'101\ 

raov.a froa the roll. count. a•••tin,' the verk rerzu1r.anta.; 

IndH4, the b••t evidenoe that. verk' Ja !'lot. what the Hou•• 

••publican plan 1, all about caft be ••An tro~ it. tun4inq. Th.r. 
. . \ 

1. loa. fort.raintn" 1••• tor ohild oare, le•• tor job placement. 
• • • < 

Tbe S10 billion fund tor wo:rJc in th. ol"1,1n&l, contzoaof;. with 

America bas vani.hod, r.plaoe4 by out. in tbcfun4. for inco•• 

• appert, GUt. in funds for,eduoation and tra1nin" an4 out. in th. 
'. " fun40 tor Gbl1d oare. 

, " 

'11\. out. 1n ohild oar., funding- .re particularly 

oount..r:procluct1v.. lOon t t Maw anyone who ola111. we can ,.t acra 

.1nw,l. parent.. YOE'kin;bJ .pend1n; 1... ,on cn11d care. Forty 

,percont of mother. on v.lfar. have I Child Uft4el' thr... T1.e after 

tiaa, .other. on an4 off ".lflra told u, It.orle.about how the lack 
.' 

Of Child oare kept the on waltar., or drove them back onto the 

roll. aft~ they had mana;ed to qat • job. 

P,4eral ohild oar"help now 90'. to thr.e vrCUP8S a14dlaand 

upper incom. faaill•• throuqh tb.'chi14 CAre tax oredit, low inaom. 

vorkinq tamilia., and v.lt~re r.elpi~t. wh~ 'R. ll~viftlfZ'~ 
w.lfa~. to work. [Whil8 ftot. lia1t1nw the ohild oare tax ~e41t tor 

http:funding-.re
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alddl. an4 upper 1ncaie t"11i.~tha aouae bill ·.liD!natee the 

Obild oarequarant.a tor walfare ~eo1plent. acvin; to York. And 

tbe OIP on tundl _an. 'that if they atat... try to 80ve aar. people 

off nlfare by pJ'ov141n, thea wIth, child car., they "-'11 inevitably 

'have to prov14. 1... child' olra:'tetr ' low ,1non. ,vorklnq raili••. 

let vorklnq f_ili.. will 10.. their child oare an4 be torca4 oftt.a 

w.lfare. Thil 1. the oppeaite of tha kind ot ••••1... av.ta. v • 

• hould have, ana that provid•• child care help to work!ft~t..ili•• 


at'all inc!'.e levala. And it i. !lot welfar. r.form. 


~ild eup,ort a180 i. crucial for: work1ft, ralll1.t.••" .n~'iillY, 


the Contract with Aa.~ioa 414 virtually notbin9 .~out child 


.upport. ~at"•• a t~talce,. aut. I am happ)" t.o report' 


that l ••t "aele, at. 'the \1.1"91", or the President, the Waya an4 .Mn. 

Committ•• finally 1".art.. child lupport Qnto~oem.n~m...ur•• 1nto 


.Um!niatratlorl,tlut .1eo' tor the IIlllmlJerll of 'bOth 'pa'rt1••' lre'the 

Houe who .ai4 par.ntal r ••ponall)111ty 1. e.lant1al •. 
, 

, " 

MOlt Of the Ohil« auppart provi.lona ar. very 010.. to thOi' 


inoludell 1n the PreaI4ant'. bill ancl in· the other .child eupport 


~1111, 1ncluding tho •• introduced by member. of thi.'Committ.e. 


Unfortunately I there J.. one aiarin; amill.ion--a ~rovi.ion for . 

aUlpllncUn; driverl and prDf••• ienal lioen•••· when nOft~CN.tocn.l ., 

parents rafu•• to pay. f.rhl. i, • proven ..e.aure 1;hot:. 'let. r ••"l~•• 

.. 
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w•••timate tbatthi. prov1.1on could 1nare••• Gelleetlan. by •• 


lNoh •• '2.5 billion over t.n yearl, an« C'BO ••tLaa"•• ' that we 


cOuld .ave the federal 90varnaant '1" ail110n in tha tlrlttiv. 


yaaC'. alone. t urge you to enaure that the pC'ovl.1on ,i. inalu4~ 
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atatea 1n t.i... at .cono.io 01:' daoeJrapic chan;e. Xt i. 

1ftt~Gt.1ve to look _t Vbat. VO~14 hav. ~.ppened bad a ~loOk grant 

lilte \b. 0'" PZ'O»Olecs in the Rouae bill had tHlen in plaa. over the 

p••tfive yeara,· All bUt two have reelinc!.t.te. would· 

ai911if1oant.1y 1 ••• relourc.i, Why? aecauae many atat•• v.nt into 
a race••ion ,and velfare Z'olla· increa.od.ft. .hared federal 

.upport provided a critioal automatic atabilizer functicn. 

'Under block 9rat\t. like. tho•• propo••Cl, • etat. 'ao1n, a 

r.c•••icn could enoount.er a do@l. ·,I'obl... red.u.aad. ~.v.nu.s anet 

lnor••••d o•••loads. 
, . . , 

In th••• 0••••, tho p.Op18 most likely to b. hurt will be the 

workin, 'poo~. %t i. the workin9 pOOl' who nee4 temporary weltare 

wen the eClon0ll1 90.' .into reo•••1on. .. 

!~ i. tha vorkin, poor Who vill lo.e their ohild care vbantbe 

Ohilcl oare ~100'k Vl'ant money run. out. 

It 1. thevork1nlj poor who Ilay not ba abl._to even vet 

.ub.icUI.~f .chool lunoh.. 1ft ti•• ot financial .tr.... I. /, 1/ r 
8k Ct..,. v J .'t'>~ MIl (.,.k. ~~+-~ ~ 

~~r'l-t.t / /'Uie,t,i!,Tt, 
# 

_~__w_.~r..L'.c I~ t~n••~ ~or ~ore .tat. tl.xibil1.~y, within tn. 

"j~ walfare .yat /sut.· we aan it. that fl blllty wll:hOllt: 

~~I 4iam8ntlin; the 1001.1 8.ourity 
,r· act, • at:ru.ctuz. there Vben 

: W~9t:OL~ ~6-L -£ ~~OL J8TaO~8181 XOJ8X:AS lN3S 

http:enoount.er
http:increa.od.ft
http:ai911if1oant.1y


,MAR 	 ,07,'95, I ,0: 32 No ..001 ,P.24 ' ID:202-395~~148 	., 

the proR ng aeODemic cond1t! in th~ Ita~eLRr, e•• artificlal , 

1114 	 flexible oa~,,= .e'.1-..; 11') Ji,~.dr,f1::,).,~~1::"....I. .~ 
' 

our approaoh"~ tbit" It »rav1c?. ,.4cr~It raton. w.lfare. 	 .." I~,_T" , ' ,.. 
etate flexibility with aocountability. xt protectl Ch11dren. An4 ~ 

\ '#' " .,', ,I, ",'""',.,, ,~, 
it »rot.cta at.t. taxpayer.. " "'~(, 

, 	 '" ;/~#uJ--
~ .-. c-~ "" 5.1v~ ,-f:

cong)u,lon 
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1Ir. Cbalnan, ve in the Adalni.atratlon look torva~cJ to "orkin; 

cl0••1y with you and your ooll.aque. to put in plac•••,stem that 
, 	 , 

.:w•• people frOll v.ltare to vork,that prot.ot. chiluen, that 

re••rds people who work hard and play by the rule., &net that,holda 

parant. accountable. 
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, ~' 

"­

t.o aak. th••a:valu•• th.'oent.rpiece of v.lfal:. l:.foZ'll. 
, 	 . 

%~.11.ye that we have a rare oPpo~t~nlty to move thi. oountry 

forward, to help all Am,.d.oana, to rene,,' our peopl.'. faith in 
~CfV.rlDlent • 

w. 11" Z'.ady t,O lit c10vnand worle with thi. Co_itt••, thi. 

,Conqr..... eleo,te4 	otflo1a,ll.. aarq•• the aountly., .. ,AM ,tha baJ:'1.tu~n 

p.opl., to ,at tha ~ob don... Thank you. 
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Thank you 1Ir. Chainaan·, Benator Moynihan, and .8Jlbera of the 

Co..itte. for the invitation to appear before you today. 

, 

I '. pleased to be with you today to talk about welfare refora. 

This committee has a great tradition of bipartisan leadership on 

this issue. You were instrumental in designing the Family 

Support Act of 1988, the landmark measure that began to change the 

welfare system toone 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 -- thepresident·ial election of 1992 

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

Washington a crystal clear aessage: They'want change. 

They want us to stop the gridlock, stop the infighting, and 

.ake sure that everything we do .akes a positive difference 'in 

people's' lives. 

Tbey vant us to end a welfare syst_ that they know ~as 

failed. Tbey want a welfare system that is tough on work, but not 

on children. 
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ThiacoJlDDittee has a great tradition of bipartisan leadership on 

this issue. You were . instrwaental in designing the Family 

Support Act of 1988, the landmark measure that began to change the 

welf~re 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 
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Tbat is why we are her~ toclay. 

To write Ii new chapter in bipartisan ,government. 

One that begins with a conclusion -- And that ia to liake aure 

that at .the end of the day, we have taken 'action to, improve the 

lives and prospects of every, AJlerican., 

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 constru~tive and bipartisan 

way to pass bold welfare legislation. 

A Vision for Welfare RefOrm 

After consulting with members of Congress, people on welfare, 
" 

business leaders, welfare experts, governors, 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 President • s long-standing 

co..itaent to welfare reform. As governor of. Arkansas, he worked 

closely with national and state officials from both parties -­
. I 

including members of this 'committee -- to pass the Family support 
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Act of 1988. 

r-.-"" 
I know the President shares ay bope that with the leadership 

of this co..ittee, the same level of bipartisan cooperation will 

exist aqain on this, critical issue. 

The Ac!JDinistration t 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 chanqe this country's 

approach to helpinq 'younq' parents move from dependence to 

independence. Our approach has a' few simple qoals: 

WORK., Parents, ,should move off welfare and into' jobs as 

quickly as possible so that they can support themselves and their 

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

RESPONSIBILITY. We aust insist that both parents aeet, their 

responsibilities to their children, and that non-custodial parents 

pay child, support. 

TEEN PREGNANCY. Within a fr_ework of local and co_unity 

decision .-king, we aust do everythinq we can to reduce teen 

pregnancy and out-of-wedlock childbearing. 
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STATE FLEXIBILITY WITH ACCOUNTABILITY. We aust encourage the 

creativity and responsiveness of states, while recognizing national 

gQals and the need for standards and national accountability. 

Hr. Chairman,. I believe we all share these goals. 

They are based on widely-sbared values -- Aaerican 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. 

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

until we fundamentally change the system: Welfare must be about 

earning a paycheck, not collecting a welfare check. 

As the President has said, ·Work is still the best social 

program.ever invented, and it gives bope and structure and. aeaning 

to people's lives.· 
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To reinforce and reward work, our approach is based on a 

si.ple coapact. Job training, child care, and child support 

enforcement would be provided to belp people who are willinq to 

work to .ake the .ove to independence. We will support workinq 

people so tbey can stay 'independent. But tbae li.its on cas',:n 

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

not a way of life. 

We are cQmmitted first and foremost to ensurinq that everybody 

who can work does work. The American people want a qovernment 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 control. If we want to help 

welfare recipients become taxpayers, we must challenqe individuals 

to take responsibility for their own lives -- and help them qet 

ahead when they do. 

That is what this great national debate on welfare reform must 

be about. The status quo is not the answer. And merely passinq 

the problem back to the states with reduced resources is not the 

answer. Work is the answer. 

our approach to welfare reform puts work first. It sends a 

critical .essaqe to people from the very first day they qo on 

welfare: We expect you to work and we will help you prepare for 

work so you can stay off welfare for qood. 
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To prepare people to work and 8Upport their f_ili••, those 

who are eaployable would, .oveinto work'~a quickly as possible. 

Those who would benefit frOll baving aore .kills would engage in job 

search, eduCation, and training -- and we' would expect states to 
\. 

bold up their '.nd of the bargain by building. on' the current JOBS 
-'. " 

progrUl. Indeed, we believe, as .any stateljJ' believe, that people 

on welfare ought to signa personal responsibility agreeaent, and 

with a caseworker, develop a plan that co_its them to the actions 

that will get them into work. 

Most single parents on AFDC will welcome the opportunity to 
, , 

move rapidly to work and support their children~ But for those who 

refuse to train for work, look for 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 through work. 

We hope most people will find jobs quickly in the private sector. 

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

been spent on w.lfare checks and use it to find a subsidized job, 

preferably in the private sector. 

And we will support work. Under President Clinton's 

leadership, we have already expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit, 

which reduces taxes for 15 .illion working fUlilies and ,creates a 

" 
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powerful incentiv. to work and stay off welfare. We should provide 

aor. child care support for low inco.. workinq f_ilies. with ~.r-
these supports, w. can JIak~..ure that working faailies 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. 

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

enforcement measures ever• Child support enforcement is an 

. integral part of welfare reform. 

Today, 63 percent of a,bsent 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 parentwtio's luckyenouqh 

to qet child support, and nothinq at all for the aajority of sinqle 

parents and children who have been financially abandoned. 

These are startlinq statistics. 
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, ,{ 

OVerall, the potential for child support collections is 

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

billion is actually paid, leading to an estiaated collection gap of 

about' $34 billion. 

That gap must be closed. 

We proposed a comprehensive child support strategy to help 

custodial parents escape welfare and stay in the workforce. 

It included a touqher, more uniform child support enforcement 

system, as well as a stronqer requirement for paternity 

establishment. 

We also would have imposed touqh new penalties for those who 

refuse to pay: Waqe withholdinq,' suspension of drivers I and 

professional licenses, and even property seizure. 

I am pleased to say that there is bipartisan consensus on this 

issue. In the past few months, .ajor legislation has been 

introduced by Senator Bill Bradley, 'and by Senators Bob Dole and 

Oly.pia Snowe. Bipartisan ..asures have been filed in the Bouse as 

well. All of these bills ~e very similar to the child support 

enforc8llent measures the President introduced last, year. There is 

nearly complete aqreement here -- proof tbatwe 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 aeabers ..of this 

co_ittee tomalee sure that tough. child. support is a central part 

of welfare refora. 

Teen Pregnancy 

Tbe third bedrock value in our approach to welfare refora is 

reducing teen preqnancy and out-of-wediock childbearing by reaching 

the next generation. 

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

nation t s most visionary thinkers. Thirty years ago this month, he 

authored a report th~t first called the country's attention to the 

breakdown of family and the alarming increase in births outside of 

marriage. A central 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.' 

Tbat ..ssage needs to be delivered at every level of our 

society. By the President, by aembers of Congress, by the clergy, 

and by educators, parents, siblings, and peers. It .ust be 

reinforced by our social institutions, especially the welfare and 
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child .upport enforcement .y.t.... 

We propo.e a national teen pregnancy.. in!tiative. It .bould 

include all level.· of society, bu.ine•• "and"governaent, and the 

lledia. It .bould recognize that we d~~it Jmow all the answers 

about bow to deal with this critical problea,. and .bould include 

both local flexibility and careful researcb, demon.trations and 

evaluations. 

Fundamentally cbanging the welfare system also is critical to 

reducing teen pregnancy. Tbe 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 sbou1d be one of clear 

responsibility.· The President's approach says: live at home, stay 

in school, identify the fathers, and, ultimately, go to work, or 

you get no benefits. 

And we sbould not stop with the mothers. Fathers bear just as 

mucb responsibility arid we must bold them accountable. Yet 

paternity gets establi.hed in only 1/3 of all out-of-wed1ock 

births. That is the worst possible message. 

Every boy. 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 willing to offer a helping hand. Time 

Iiaits, work requireaents, and tougher child support enforcement 
,-
.....,... --.. 

would send a strong message to young people that welfare will never 

be the a_a. Fro. now on, walfare aust be a second chance, not a 

way of life. 

state Flexibility with ACCOuntability 

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 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 waiver demonstrations than all 

previous Adainistrations combined. 

And we believe that states should haveaore flexibility to 

design their own welfare reforms and get them operating quickly. 

our approach eliminated the need for waiver. in almost all cases. 

It would give the states aore flexibility in operating work 

programs, 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 programs. 

But we alao .uat .ake aure that our national objectives for 

welfare reform are .et. All atates .ust focus on work, parentai 

responsibility and reducing teen pregnancy. ·Tbe welfare system 

.ust. provide the same opportunities and demand the s..e 

responsibilities in every state. Children must be protected, 

wherever they live •. Our approach would 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 approach required states to work with the federal 

government in implementing new,state-of-the~art anti-fraud 

measures. 

These new systems were designed to detect and prevent many 

types of fraud and abuse, auch as unreported employment and 

earnings, misrepresentation of the numbers of children in a f_ily, 

and duplicate receipt of welfare, food ataaps, unemployaent 

compensation, and other' government benefits • Tbese new aystaas' 

alao would help to locate absent parents who are not paying their 

child support. 

" 
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Working toqethf!r, states and the federal government can malte 

sure we have a welfare system that ..~ts local needs and achieves 

'national goals. 

The House ReRublican Ap,proach 

'I have described 'the· President's approach and ay hope for 

genuine bipartisanship on this issue. But I must add that I have 

grave concerns about the welfare re,form measures that, emerged. from' 

committees in the House of Representatives over the past few weeks. 

In our opinion, this legislation has the values all wrong. It is 

weak on work and tough on kids, when it should be the other way 

around. 

weak on' Work 

Last year, there seemed to be bipartisan recognition in the 

House of the siaple realities of welfare reform.. Serious welfare 

reform. has real work requirements, but also provides new resources 

for training, child care, and job creation. Serious welfare reform. 
, . - , 

recognizes that sq,meone with young children and an eighth grade 

education can't be expected to leave welfare without some temporary 

help. Even the original bill contained in 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. 
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But something bas happened on the Bouse aide this year. r~e 

talk of work remains but the substance bas vanished. The .easures 

reported by House committees repeal the a.endments .ade by the 

P_ily Support Act, and .uch of the orig,inal Social Security Act • 
.'.:' 

They eliminate any requirements that states provide education, 

training, job placement or child care. Indeed, a state does not 

have to do anything to belp people .ove from welfare to work. 

Though there are "work requirements" in the bill, they are 

more fiqurative 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 welfare 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'ail, they count as meeting the "work 

requirement." This is not only misleading and wrong, it also makes 

no sense: cutting someone off welfare is not the same as ensuring 

that they get a job and can support their families. 

And the Bouse proposal does cut people off. The children of 

.others Under 18 are denied cash assistance in the first place. 

Additional children born to welfare .others are as well. Nearly 

everyone, adult or child, who gets .ore than 60 .onths of aid in a 

lifeti.e 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 aven aora people. But ironically, avery person 

reaoved fro. the rolls counts as aeeting the work requirements.--.-'" 
, '-

Indeed, the best evidence that ~ork is not what the Bouse 

Republican plan is all about can be seen froa 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. 

The cuts in chil~ care funding are particularly 

counterproductive;. I don't know anyone who claims we can get more 

s~ngle parents working by spending less on child care. Forty 

percent 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, or drove them back onto the 

rolls after they had managed to get a job. ­

Federal child care help now goes to three groups: aiddle and 

upper inco.. faailie. through the dependent care tax credit, low 

income working faailies, and welfare recipients who are aoving from 

welfare to work. The ,Bouse 'bill eliainat.. the child care 

guarantee for welfare recipient. aoving to work. And the cap on 

funds aeans that if the states try to aove aore people off welfare 

by providing them with child care, the states will in all 
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likelihood have to provide less child care for low inco.. working 

faailies. 80 working faailies ..y lose their child care and risk 

being forced onto welfare. This i. the opposite of the kind of 

se..less .ystem we should have, one that provides child care to 

help wo~killCJ faailie. at all inco.e levela. And it i. not welfare 

reform. 

Child support also is crucial for working families. Initially, 

the Contract with America did virtually nothing about child 

support. That was a terrible mistake. But I am happy to report 

that 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 those introduced by members of this Committee. 

Unfortunately, there is one glaring omission--a provision for' 

auspending drivers and professional licenses when non-custodial 

parents refuse to pay. This is a proven ..asure that gets results. 

We esti..te that this provision could increase collections by as 

auch as $2.5 billion over ten years, and CBO estimates that we 

could save the federal governaent $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 co_ittee. 

Tough on lids 

While the Bouse 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 situations. 

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

under 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 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 

increasill9 funds for services to protect children, the legislation 

repeals the fundill9 guaranteed for poor children in foster care and 

for the adoption of spacial needs children. It also eliminates 

federal oversight of state child protection systems -- aany of 

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

needs. 

Even benefits to disabled childre~ on iSSI are cut way back. 

lIost of the children who enter SSI 111)W wouid no longer be able to 

do so. Many seriously disabled chil~en· ··would no longer be 

eligible for cash benefits and would only receive services provided 

under a capped block grant. 

Ynfair to states 

The House bill relies on the states to solve the problems of 

requiring work and protecting children. It 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 VIC is spared •. 

The Bouse 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 aoney that taxpayers pay into the 

federal Treasury rests alaost entirely with the states. 

We strongly believe in state flexibility. But every tiJIe 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 protects children nor does it protect 

state taxpayers. 
_. 
..... .. 

Real refora began in IIOst states with the passage of the 

F_ily Support Act, wben the federal government set soae standards 

and provided funding to the atates to .ove people to work. If we 

are aerious 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 bave 

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. But let's not mix up the two and 

pretend tbat one is the other. 

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

real responsibility for states to provide tr~ining, job placement, 

and work -- wbich are at the very beart of aoving people off 
.' ~. 

welfare. The experience with the Family Support Act is quite 

revealing. Even with a very large federal .atcb, .any states did 

not draw down their entire allocation of JOBS aoney. 

In contrast to the automatic stabilizer function provided by 

the sbared federal system now in place, block grants that do not 
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.ake adjuat.ents for recession or population growth al.o would 

create real probl_ for .tates in ti... of economic or deaographic 

change. Under the House proposal, a state facing a recession could 

encounter a double problea: reduced revenues and increased 

caseloads. And while deaand for assistance would inevitably rise, 

federal funds would not. 

In these cases, the people .ost 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 aay 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 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 

families·and .tates need thea. We need to continue the funding 

.echanism that &nsures 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 reforBS welfare. It provides 

.tate flexibility with accountability. It protects children. And 

it protects state taxpayers. 

Conclusion 

IIl'l closillC), I want to raise with this Co_ittee a fact that we 

all must face with great -candor. BrillC)illC) about fundamental 

changes in the welfare system--helping long-term welfare 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 system. 

There are no magic bullets, or simple answers. The causes 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 unnecessary risks with the lives of our most 

vulnerable citizens. As the President has said, we must reform the 

broken welfare system in a way that lifts people up from dependence 

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

poor. 

1Ir. ChaiDUln, we in the Acblinistration look forward to working 

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

.oves people from welfare to work, that protects children, and that 

bolds parents accountable. 
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Tbe Aaerican people deserve a government that bonors their 

values, spanels their IIOney wisely, and rewards people who work. bard 

and play by the rules • 

• a stand ready to work with this Co.-ittee and this Congress 

to llake these values the centerpiece of welfare refora. 

I believe that we have a rare opportunity to .ove 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 Committee, this 

Congress, elected officials across the country, and the American 

people to get the job done. Tbank you. 



PRELIMINARY IMPACTS OF THE CURRENT HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 


BUDGETARY IMPACTS 

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

5 Year Federal Savings 
House Ways and Means Committee Reported Bill 

II> Title I Cash Assistance Block Grant (Does not include child care repealers) • $8.7 billion 
II> Title II Child Protection Block Grant ......•••..•••••••••..•••. $2.9 billion 
II> Title III Restricting Welfare F9r Aliens •••.••.....• ~ ••••••.. ~ • .• $10.2 billion 
II> Title IV Supplemental Security Income Reform .•••.•••••..••••..• $10.7 billion 
II> Title V Chjld Support Enforcement •..•••••••••••••.•••••••...•. $.1 billion 

House Education and Economic Opportunitit'S Committee Reported Bill 

II> Title I Child Care Block Grant •••••••••••••••• • . ; . • • • • • • • . •• $2.4 billion 
II> Title II Family and School-Based Nutrition Block Grants ••.•..••..••• $6.6. billion 
II> Title III Restricting Welfare for. Aliens • ~ •.•.•••••.••••••.••.••••• $.1 billion 

. House Agriculture Committee Reported Bill 

II> Section 551 Reduce COLA For ·Thrifty Food Plan to 2% per year ••••••••••• $4.7 billion 
II> Section 552 .Freeze Standard Deduction ..•••• ~ • • • • • • . • • • • • • . • • • . . .• $4.3 billion 
II> Section 552 Energy Assistance '..-........'.. " .... " " .... " ... " . . . . . .. $1.3 billion 
II> Section 554 Restrictions ·for Aliens ••••..••••..•••••••••••.••••.•• $3.7 billion 
II> Section 555 Work for Able-Bodied Adults With No Dependents ..••••...•••. $8.9 billion 
II> Remainder of Mark Provision •.•••••••..••••••••.•••••• $1.4 billion 

GRAND TOTAL, " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " .• " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " ~ " " " " " " " " " "" 66.1 billion 

CHILDREN AFFECTED 

Cash Assistance . 	 . 
II> 	 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. 

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

are: 


II> Benefits denied to children bom to unmarried mothers under 18 '. • • • . . • • •• 70,000 children 
II> Benefits denied to children bom to current AFDC recipients •••..•••••• 2.2 million children 
II> 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. 

II> 	 If states were to deny eligibility to families who had been on AFDC for two or more ~ears, 7.3 million 

children would be denied eligibility by this provision alone. 


'. \ 
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~SI Reforms . 

~ Based on it. preliminary analysis of 812,411 children with disabilities 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 requaJify 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 

Cash Assistance 
~ 	 If the current House Republican cash assistance block grant had been enacted in FY 1990 and distributed funds 

according to 'FY1985-FY1987 spending levels, states would have received 33 percent less funding than they 
received under current law. 

Child Protection' . 
~ 	 If the current House Republican child welfare block grant had been enacted in FY1988 using FY1987 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 participants within 3 months of implementation 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 will eliminate eligibility Jor benefits and servicesJor approximately 
2.5 million legal immigrants. 
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PRELIMINARY ESfIMATES (Subect to Change) OF FEDERAL SAVINGS ACHIEVED BY THE CURRENT HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 
(In Billions of Dollars) 

SOURCE: 

Waysand Means Titles I and 11- preliminary HIlS estimates; Tities Ill, 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 estimate. 

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 thy, federal government. , 
c. These estimates assume that there are food and nutrition (excluding Food Stamps), cash assistance, and foster care block grants in plate. 

03/08/95 
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March 1, 1995 

The. Hono'rabie Donna E. Shalala, Ph. D.' 

Secretary of Health and HUrnan Services 

615F ·HUbert H.Humphrey Building 

200 Independence Avenue, S. W. 

Washington, D. C. 20201 


Dear 	secretary Shalala: . 

. This will confirm that you are scheduled. to testify before' 
the Senate Finance COrrmittee on Friday, March 10, 1995, beginning 
at 10:00 a.m., .in Room 215 Dirkse:l Senate Office Building. 

, I would like you to concentrate your testimony on the 
following issues: 

1.' 	 A brief overview of Federal· welfare' programs and . 
whether'these programs are a cost effective means of 
assisting Americans in achieving long-term employment. 

2. 	 What goals .should Congress set for reforming Federal·' 
welfare programs? bo you believe. states should be' 
given greater flexibility in Federal welfare programs? 

3. . What are your specific recommendations -to improve the ' 
Feder~l welfare programs? 

. Please provide 150 copies of your testimony to the Senate 
Finance Committee, Room 219 Dirksen Senate Office Building by 
noon, . 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 .seeingyou at the hearing. 

Sincerely, . 

..... &l~ 
BOB PACKWOOD 
Chairman 

http:BRAOI.lY
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SHOULD AFDC REMAIN AN ~EMENf 


QUESTION: 

Should AFDC remain an entitlement? 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 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 entitl·ement 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 c~nditions change. 

\"., 

, 
. " 



PRESIDENTIAL VETO. 


QUESTION: 

Would the Pre~ident ~eto a bill that ended the entitlement 
status of AFDC? 

ANSWER: 

II> It is way too early for the President to issue any veto threats 
on welfare reform. We genuinely believe that there is a good 
possibility of bipartisan agreement on welfa~e 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, just·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 beli~ve 
that Congress will pass'· a str.ong, biparti,san bill that the . 
President can sign. 

\ 



FLORIDA PROJECr INDEPENDENCE EVALUATION 


QUESTION: 

What does the Florida Project Independence (JOBS) 

Evaluation, which was released on ~hursday, tell us about states' 

ability to implement JOBS? ;., 


ANSWER: 

• 	 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 on~ state for a particular period ,of time. As such, it adds 
to our knowledge, but is .not generally representative of all 
state efforts. ' 

• 	 Our quick'review suggests that from the -taxpayers' 
. perspective, the program was cost effective and reduced' AFDC, 

and Food Stamps costs • 

• 	 ' WH:h respect to effects on increasing earnings, the findi!lgs 
were more mixed, depending on the period an individual was 
enrolled in the program. Thus, 'higher earnings 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 les~ resour6es for case management and child care were 
available, which particularly affected those with yciunger 
chi-Idx:en. 

• 	 Overall, the report provides further evidence that 
government expenditures for'work and training programs, for 
welfare recipients area good investment for the taxpayer. 
But they also suggest that where resources ar~ spread toq 
thinly, we will not be abie to achieve significant, long 
term increases in individuals' earnings. 



EFFECTS OF WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAlS ON RURAL AREAS 


QUESTION: 

What are the effects of the House Republican Bill and the resident's 
proposal on .rural areas? 

·ANSWER: 

.~ 	 The President's proposal 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 ar~as would be 
subject to a reasonable set of ex~ectation. about achieving 
self-sufficiency. 

~ 	 The Republican 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 ind~v1duals·who were perfectly 
willing to work, but were unable to find it would simply lose 
benefits. 

~ 	 In addition, since in the block grant the. individual 
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 
avail~ble in an isolated, rural part of the state that had 
little political clout. 

! : 
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SSA ADl\fiNISTRA TIVE EXPENSES, 

QUESTION: 

Wouid 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 administrative budget from 
the domestic spending caps? 

ANSWER: 

, 	 , 

~ As you know, Congress has authorized a mix of £unding for SSA~s 
, principle administrative account -- the Limitation on 
,Administrative Expenses (LAE) acc'ount. 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 processing
and telecouunications expenses~' " ' . 

~ 	 Currently, administrative,expenses are financed from several 
different sources. In FY 1994, for example, nearly 48 percent 

, of the ~Eaccount was f ina,nced by the Medicare trust funds and 
SSI program, while, 'about 52' percent was financed by the O~SDI 
trust funds: Congress has autho.rized this mix of funding 
because the Social Security trust funds and SSI service 
delivery mechanisms, are so integrated ,,' ,-- and we continue to 

,support that approach. 

~ 	 We also believe that 'keeping SSA's administrative expenses in 
the <;tiscretionary spending category provides 'a' healthy tensio,n 
that results in incentives for efficiency 'and encourages SSA to 
continue to provide service in the most productive, cost 
effective manner. 

, .. ' 

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



DURING RECESSION IS UNEMPWYMENT INSURANCE 

ADEQUATE AS AN AUTOMATIC STABILIZER?, 


QUESTION,: 

If we block grant welfare to the states, why wouldn't the 
Unemployment Ins.urance system offer sufficient counter­
cyclical support to low-income working families? 

ANSWER: 

~ I have argued that the work1ng poor will be hurt more by 
'the welfare ,.block grant proposals than non-'i;iorking, low~' 
income families 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'working families 
will increase. 

--For e~ample, during the 1990/1991 rec~ssion, the 
welfare rolls increased'significantly. Much of the 
increase was due to the number of families whose primary 
wage earner had lost a' job~ 

The Unemployment Insurance (UI) system' do~s not always 
cover low-income, low skilled workers very well- ­
particularly ,people who work part-'timefull-year, many of 
whom are women. Th,ese are the people that are often the 
first to lose their jobs in a recession. And since UI 
ends after 26 to 39 weeks, some will ~ventually need more 
suppdrt. ' 

Given that the UI system will not provide sufficient 
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 fi~ed budget, they 
will have much more difficulty meetlngt.hefinancial 
needs of these newly 'needy working poor families~ Either 
the states will be hurt or the families will be hurt, or 
both. .. 

Under current law, AFDC" Food stamps, and UI a 11 respond 
during a time of recession and provide needed support. 
Not having ,these supports hurts families and. retards 
economic stability. . . 



ANTI-DISPLACEMENT PROVISIONS·· 


QUESTION: 

What are the anti-displacement provisions in ~e Administration's work. 
proposal? .. 

ANSWER: 

... 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 prohibited. Assignments that 

, ,would result in d~~placement or infringement on the promotional 
. opportunities of any currently employed worker were also pro,hibited. 

Furthermore, states were required to establish a grievance procedure 
to resolve complaints by regular employees that allege violations of the 
non-displacement provisions. . , ' 

... The Administration's anti-displ~cement provisions were developed 
following consultations with a broad range of interested parties, 

. including public employee unions. 



UNWED MOTHERS REBECCA BLANK OP-ED 


QUESTION 

Madame Secretary, do you agree with the conclusions and recommendations in 
'Dr. Rebecca Blank's op~ed piece in The Wall Street Journal entitled "Unwed 
Mothers 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 because their' mothers are young and unmarried. ," 

~ The Administration believes instead that teen mothers should 

'cooperate with, paternity establis~ent efforts, stay in school, and 

live with, a parent or responsible adult. ' 


BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OP BLANK ARTICLE 

~ 	 "Almost no studies find a link between Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children benefit levels and nonmarital births"among African-American 
women. There seems to be only a weak positive link among white 

'women." 

,~ 	 The rise in births among ul'\wed mothers has not just occurred among 
low income women. "While higher income single women have lower rates 
of unwed births, their probability of giving birth has also risen 
rapidly in the past 20 years." 

Denying benefits win make unwed mothers less likely 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 history of physical or sex1lal abuse. 

~ 	 Denying benefits ,to unmarried 'mothers will make these families 

poore,r. 


~ 	 "For those women who do become teenage moth~rs, 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 cutting public assistance' to never-married mothers will leave 
us with o'ut-of-wedlock birth rates far above those of a' generation' 
ago and increased rates of poverty among children." 

l 



, 	 , ' . . 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT' AND TRIBES 

QUESTION: 

What is -the Department doing to ensure child support enforcement efforts on tribal 
lands? ' ' .', 

ANSWER: 

II> 	 Authority toadminster child 'support enforcement services lies with the States. 
Given tribal sovereignty, State and, ldcal authority is lim~ted Qn Tribal lands' 
and states which have tried to provide these service's on Tribal lands have 
been constrained in their efforts to establish paternity or establish and enforce, 
support orders affecting absent parents who reside there. 

. , 

States often use cooperative agreements delegating authority to local courts 
and law enforcement to carry out child support enforcementact~vities and this 
approach is now being tested to better serve Tribes: 

o 	 Ne~ Mexico: the State legislature appropriated 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 enforcement 
statute. 

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

. 	 .. 
II> 	 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 relationships with the broader Native 
American community., , '. l" 

,I 

, \ 



• • 

WELFARE REFORM WAIVERS, 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

~ 	 The Pr~sident and I 'strongly support st~te'flexibility. 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 th~ nation are now enga~ed 
in t'esting· new 'approaches to rewarding work arid strengthening 
parental responsibility.' 

We work very ciosely with 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 welfar~ reformpropqsal incorporates 
considerable state flexibility in the areas in wh'ich, states 
have been most interested. 



TREATMENT OF TRIBES IN WELFARE REFORM 


QUESTION 


How does the House welfare reform bill as passed by the Ways and 
Means Co~mittee dlffer from·tbe Pr~sident's Work and 
Responsibility Act in its treatment of tribes? 

ANSWER. 

The Hou;;e bill ldoesnothirigto promote work in .tribes .• 
Rather, ,it would eliminate the Tribal JOBS 'program. 

. 
In contrast,'The Work ,and Responsibility Act 

. 

(WRA) included 
. 

several provisi6ns for Tribes. It provided that tribes: 

a) 	 would receive 2 percent of the total funding under JOBS 
and WORK to operate programs; 

b) 	 w'ould directly receive 'funding to provide child care 
for, JOBS and WORK participa,nts i 

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

• 	' . Block. granting funds to' states with no. provision for Tribes 
retreats'from ,the Federal government's commitment to 
maintain a government to government relationship with ' 
tribes. 

, ) 

, I 



QUESTION: 

What 	do Y01..l'think of Larry Mead's paper on the JOBS program? 

ANSWER: 

Mead recently completed an interesting paper on Wisconsin's 

JOBS program. He makes, two main'points: 


... 	 ·He, stressed the importance of· tough work 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. In·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. Whi his conclusions may be 
somewhat overstated (because he did not use a rigorous 
research design), they ~re generally supported by other 
experim~ntal research studieswhich~h6w programs with a 
strong workm~ssage can substantially increase welfare 
recipients' employment and earnings and reduce their 
welfare de'penden:cy; 	 . ' 

... 	 His second point ;Ls that programs must be'well managed 
and have a strong case management component so that they 
keep recipients focused on work and participation ;Ln 
work-related activities. 'Overalr, 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 I he 
expressed concern OVer some provisions in the House Republican 
bill. He stated that there was ,little evidence that t-ime 
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. ae also stressed that block grants 
would lessen the effectiveness of prog~ams because they would 
eliminate national standards. 	 ' 



DID THE DEPARTMENT SEEK TO UNDERMINE MEPA 


QUESTION: 

Did 'the D~partment ~eek to under~ine MEPA? 

ANSWER:· 

~ The D~partment and the President are strongly committed to 
insuring 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 chi.1d of a different race or 
ethnicity and that placement of children i~adoptlve hbmes ' 
should not be delayed in order to find same race. placements;' 
The Depa~tment 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 
rang~ of ways of enforcemept mechanisms~ iricluding asking for 
court orders to requir~ compliance and the option of taking a 
wide range of fiscal penalties, including terminating all funds 
to the discriminatingp~ogram. . 

,~ ,The Dep~rtment als6 sought to insure that the provlslon that 
Senator Metzenbauril had in .his, bill with respect to how race can 
be considered in making decisions was drafted in a way that was 
workable ~nd C6nstitu~ional. . 

f 

". 
.... 



.. JOB TRAINING VOUCHERS AND WELFARE RECIPIENTS 


QUESTION: 

Under the President's employment and training initiative, 
individuals can receive vou9hers for training and education. 
Can states give 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 t·o $2,620 a year 
for up ·to two years -- to help unemployed workers and low­
income adults ahdyouth obtain technical training and 
education. Guided by employment lnformation provided through 
the net~orksof 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, 
including welfare recipients, will be able to qualify for 

'these vouchers under ·the.same terms and conditions as they do 
now underPell grants. These individual skill grants are 
desi'gned to 'Emsu~e that '·.Americans have the opportunity to 
£inance learning new skills~ 

NOTE: There could be a follow up question about whether or not 
these grants would be counted as income which would effective­
ly lower a family's AFDC payment. ' Your' response should. 
suggest that sirlce these vouchers can only be used f6r 
education and training, they: should, by statute; be excluded." 
as income . 

. I.• 

.'

• 

. .' 



WEAK WORK VS. LOW WORK REQUIREMENTS 


QUESTION: 

Why are you criticizing the House Republican bill for having weak 
work requirements when the Clinton proposal itself had such low work 
requirements and .such a slow phase-in? 

ANSWER: 

'~ 	 The Ways and Means Committee bill not only has low 
participation standards, it allows 'states to count people cut 
from the rolls as "wor~ing •." This is a fundamental distortion. 

~ 	 In frict, in 1996,'their bill wotild 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 
program~. (Slightly more than that would be w<;>rking in .1996 
under the original Aqministration'proposal, since the,two-year 
time.limit would not have been reached.) 

In the year 2000, 17 percent of the AFDC caseloaCi, and 90 
percent of the AFDC-UPcaseload, would be required 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 count, 
as "work." By that measurement, the Republican plan would, in 
2000 	as well as in 1996, have, slightly fewer people "working" 
than 	the original Administration proposal. In addition, our 
bill 	would require .that SUbstantial numbers of additional 
people participate iri mandafory, time-limited education and 
training programs· leading to work. 



STATE PERFORMANCE IN FOSTER CARE AND ' 

CIllLD PROTECTION 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

.. 	 Uri fortunately ; states have operated these systems so poorly that in 22 States, the courts 
have had to intervene in order to assure the protection 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 Virginia (Rockefeller), and l1linois (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, Florida, and 
Illinois.. 

, 	 . . . 

(There are more court actions than states -- because several actions are pending in some. 
states)' . . 

http:problems.in


ADVISORY BOARD ON WELFARE 'INDICATORS, 


QUESTION: 

'Why have you, not appointed'members for the Advisory Board,on 
Welfare Indicators? 

\'ANSWER: 

We have taken a number of steps to be'gin the work to develop 

welfare indicators and predictors as iequired by the Social 

Security Act Amendment of 1994. ' 


I 

~ 	 Since this provision was passed, we have been analyzing a 
wide ~ange of valuable dat~ as va~ious welfare reform 
proposals have been developed. 

~ 	 We have brought in state and locai welfare officials to 

discuss data issues and welfare dependency. 


This past fali we held aco~ference which brought 
together ,many noted researchers to recommend the most 
important indicators for-tracking the successful 
development of children and youth and the rel,ated issues 
surrounding data collection and analysis. Papers from, 
this meeting will be published this spring.' ' 

~ 	 ~arly thi~ summe~ w~ will also be publishing a databook 

on, children and Y0l.lth / ' 


~ 	 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. 

We ar,e now ready to undertake the core work for this effort, 

which will lead to an:int~rim report in the fall of 1996. I 

have instructed my~taff,to work as quickly as possible with 

the House and the S~nateto put together the Advisory Board. 

I look forward to our future interactions on this important 

work. 




OUT-OF-WEDLOCK CHILDBEARING IN NORTHERN EUROPE 


QUESTiON:· 

Are you aware of what'has'been happening to out~of-wedlock 
childbearing in Northern Europe? Why do you think we have seen such 
rise~ .in out-of-wed16ck childbearing in those countries but not in 
pl~c~~ lik~ switzerland 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 Blair 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 h'av~ 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 is 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 cha~ges. 
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. ',/ 

I 





Simultaneously, 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 for workers with inadequate skills.. 

One of the early; and rare. :lchievem~nts 
,of the new administration' was the Manpower 

Development and Training/\ct of 196L 

It pro~ided fo~ an annual Manpower Report 

ro parallel the yearly Economic Report 

of rhepresident; Education and rraining be­

gan co be seen as, national problems and na· 

rional responsibilities. , 
The Department of Labor established an 

Office of Policy Plann i ng and .Research-­

which; as an assistant secrecarv ofbbor, L 
headed-and soon it was working on the edges 

of what would come co be known as (he prob­

lem of poverty. A vase data base presented irself 

co us in rhe annual returns of rhe Armed Forces 

QualiflCJtion Test and the accompanying med· 

ical examinations given to young males of draft 

age. At the behest of the Department of Labor, 

rresidenr Kennedy on September 30, 1963, ap­

pointed a Task Force on Manpower Conserva­

tion CO review this daca. The idea came from rhe 

Office of Policy Planning and Research, where 

the work was done. , 
On January 5', 1964-nor m~ch more,than 

three months later, government being a lot 

faster in those days-the study, One Third ofA 
Nation, with its Rooseveltian reference, was reo 

leased, [n a scatement I drafted, President 

Johnson reported "with ~cmost concern" the 

two principal findings: . 

. First, that' one~third of the Nacio~'s 
yauch would, on examination, be found· , 

unqualified on the basis of standards Sf[ up. 

for military service and' 

"Second; thac poverty is the principal rea­

son whv rhese young' men fail CO meet chose 

physical and ment3J standards. 

The findings of rhe Task Force are 

dramatic evidence rhat poverty is scill wirh 

us. seill exacring its price in spoiled'lives , 

and failed expectations. For entirely coo 

manv Americans rhe promise of American 

life is not being kepr. (n a nation as rich 

and productive. as ours this is an intolera­

ble situation. 
, shall shorrly present ro {he Congress ~ 

program designed to arrack rhe roots of ' 

poverr:' in our cities and rural areas. I wish 

{O see an Amcrica in which no young per­

son. wh:ne\'cr the circumstances, shall 

re:lCh {hI..' age of C\venty·one without the.: 

health. e.:duc;Hion. and skills [hat will givt: 

him an.opportunity co be an effective cici­
zen and :i self-supporting individual. This 

opport'unity is coo often denied to those 

who grow up in a background of poverry. 
This w~r on poverty, however, will noc be 

won overnight. . 

: And so rhe war on poverry began: One 
T/,ird ofA Nation would be che principal data 

source·tor the group thac now shaped the. 
. poverty program, The unavoidable emphasis 

. was on lack of work qualifications among 

American youch, and (he need forearly inter-, 

vention or subsequent remediation. The extra­

ordinary stace-co-scare differences in test 

scores. for example, surely argued that social 

provision made a difference. It did not, of 

course, cell us which forms of social provision 

maHered. That conundrum was co come.. 

Ihck at rhe lab ( began co look for correla~ 

tions berween employment and some of the 
co'nditions associated with poverty. Of these, ' 

family strucrure seemed the most obvious,and 

in no time I had a room filled with ,charts 

showing t'he c10sesc ofcorrelations ~erween 

Figure 1: Unemployment Rate 
and Marital Separation Rate 

for Nonwhites 

SeparationUnemployment 
RateRate 
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Note: SeoaratfOn rate IS tOt women. 

UnemOlovment fate IS fOf males age 20 and ovel. 

r hiS c:na'i 1$ .aCtually a correction 01 the one in the original 

OuOll"I<OO .."oc" "aosposed some dala lor 1950 101952, 


Suddenly, marital 

breakdown no longer' 

tracked job market 

failure among 

American minorities. 

If this'had been more 

generally understood, 

'I dare to think 

subsequent history 

could have been' 

different. 

,.. -
~, 
z 
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Next day, the 

Washington Post 

carried a column by 

Rowland Evans and· 

Robert Novak entitled, 

"The Moynihan 

Report." A cottage 

industry ~prang up 

among assorted 

professors and 

militants assembling 

proofs'that what I had 

written was not so. 

Hadn't been so. 

Wouldn't be so. 

joblessness and family instability from the 
early 1950s {when most of the data series,be­

, , ganl up umil the early 1 960s. Whereupon. the 
correlationwould disappear. In 1967 [ de­
scribed this at some len'gth in ~n article in The 
AnnaLs ofthe Alflmcan Acatkmy ofPolitical 
and Social Sci~nce. Figure J is an example from 
that paper. " 

Note the crossover in 1963 of previously 
near parallel curves, James Q. Wilson would 
later calhhese "Moynihan's Scissors," and he 
was almost alone-in this as in so much!-in . 
seeing that we had come upon something we 
couldn'r explain Possiblv something new, Sud­
denly, marital breakdown no longer tracked 
job market failure among American minori­
lies. If this had been more generally under­

. stood, I dare (Qthink subsequem his(Qry could 
have been differem, 

At this momem)ofdiscovery, my simple 
faith that empl()ymem woulil produce socd 
stabilitywas undone. (Which is not to say we 
don't need full employmem: please, no more 
of that.) If such a faith seems simple-minded 
from this distance, may I plead that I was, am, 
a child of the 1 930s when unemploymem pro­
~uced instability on a worldwide basis. 

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

,30% 

1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 

I next m~ved to a large and problematic 
, hypothesis. We were seemingly approaching a 

new kind of crisis we simply did nor under­
stand. [ wrote a report, "The Negro Family: 
The Case for National Action. n It began: "The 
United States is approaching a new crisis in 
race relations." 

I was dealing with the hugely sensitive area 

o(race. This was no accident. I was as much 

caught up with the civil rights cause as any 

member of the Kennedy-Johnson administra­

tions~ (Recall that the great March on Wash­

ingran in the summer of 1963 was for "Jobs 

and 'Freedom.") Unemployment was clearly 

mOSt severe among nonwhites; so were in­

creasingly evident problems of dependency. 

But the sources of all this were murky. 


My repon was sent toJohnson in the 
spring of 1965. He decided to use it as the b~­
sis for a commencement address at Howard i 
Universi~. I wrote the first draft. The speech ! 
was a great sLl:ccess, coming at the height of , 
Johnson's authority in these matters. (Years 
later he would send word to me that he con­
side~ed it the greatest civil rights speech he 
ever gave.) Unfortunately some 68 days from ,the time of rhe Howard University speech, ri­
ors broke our. in WartS, a ,neighborhood in Los' 

{, ! 
i! 

Angeles. The Whire House press corps de­

manded to know how such a thing could hap­

pen at a time of such racial harmony a~d 

manifest, progress. Bill Moyers, then press s~c­


retary, passed out' copies of the until-then 

low-profilereporr. , : i 


Next day, the Washington POltcarried a col­

umn by Rowland Evans and Robert Novak en­

tirled, "The Moynihan Report." A cottage in-. 

dustry sprang up among assorted professors 

and militants assemblingproofs that what I 

had wrinen 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 exception, however. At the 

Wh i te House Conference co Fulfill These 

Rights, which Johnson had called for at 

Howard, Martin L~ther King, J c.,said, ' 

"Thank you for your report." On a number of 

occasions, he spoke about it in thoughtful 

terms. Forty-rwo days before his death he had 

me down to a Miami meeting of the Southern 

Christian Leadership Conferenc;e to discuss it; 

among other maners. . 


, In any case, norhing ~hanged save thar the 

phenomenon of'nonmarital births soon ap­

peared among persons of all races. In 1993, 


,John R. Fowle m, a scientist on leave to the 

Senate, analyzed trends in U.S. ou[ of wed­

lock birrh rates and found that they ftt several 




~urves. indudingan exponential curve which 
projected (h~( the U.S. rate would reach SO 
perceO£ by the year 2004. I mentioned this. 
perhaps too casually. {Q President Clinton. 

who repeated it in his 1994 State ofthe 

Union Message: 

We cannot renew our couO£ry when 

within a decade ~ore than' halr'of our chil­

dren will be born ih{Q families where th'ere 

is no marriage., 

. 
This presideO£ial statemeO£ brought the 

very opposite reaction as had occurred 30 

years previously. Whereas ea~lier there had 
been a huge response. now there was none. I 
cannOt imagine that the president's statemeO£ 

1S completely ignored by the media. not {Q 

:.,,:O£ion the Congress. bur I know of no such' 

norice. Having examined our data. Professors 
Lee Rainwater and Reynolds Farley testified 

before the Senate Committee ~n Finance (dur­

F1gure 3: Percent of Births That Are Out-of·Wedlock 
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ing my attenuated tenu're as chairrnan) chat by 

thi: year 2000. 40 percent ofAmerican babies 
would surely be born outside marriage. 

Now for the BIG surp~ise. It rums out that 

, '·de no one was looking (noone over here at 

~I' .'veO£s). the same worrisome bloom of non­
marital births was taking place "over there." 

Which is {Q say. Northern' Europe. Figure 2. 

developed by Fowle and CyO£hia Rice. a Javiis 

Fdlow at the Finance Committee. shows a 
transformation in England and Wales nearly 

identical to our own. 

Of great ~ote is the presence.andthen'dis­

;;""~Jrance. of expected influences on th~ OUt­

or'\H:dlock birth rate. We begin in 1940 with 

the United States and England and Wales at 
the "historic" 4-percent,plus~or-minus-a'-b'it 
ratio. Then war breaks our. Millions of young 

males leave the coO£inental United States. The 

ratio goes down. Several millior; arrive in the, 
United Kingdom. where the ratio goes up. V-E 

" Day. V-J Day. the ratio peaks on both s'ides, ~f 
rh( ;1d:mtic. Whereupon things rerum to nor­

mal.v'nril the mid-1960s~when art unbro-' 

ken ascent commences. In par~ this growing 

proportion of all births coming OUt of wedlock 

may be ascribed {Q a decline in birth rates 

among married women. But that factor is not 

nearlv sufficient {Q explai~ away this momen­

tOus change in social behavior. , 

As Figure 3 reveals. this change was to be 
Ice I !, '0SS Northern Europe and Northern 

\m', ,:. Canada trails just below the U.S. ra­
tto, France lUst above, haly and Switzerland 

Ire comparative laggards, We briefly enter­
lalned Ihe hvpolhesis of distance from the Vat­

ican as a causative. but then we observed . 

Japan: 1 percent born out of wedlock in 1960. 

I percent in 1990. 
In his 1990 masterwork. Foundations 0/50­

.. 	 cial Policy; and later his 1992 Presidential Ad­
dress to the American Sociological Associa­

tion. James S. Coleman spoke ofrhe "Grear 

Transformation" ofWestern society in .the 

eighte~nth century. and of a similar transition 
.. taking place today, 	 ' 

[Mloder~ societies are in the midst ofa 
transformation in their very basis oforgani­

zation. Brought on over the past twO cen-. 

turies. this is a'change away from social or-' 

ganization derivative from the family and 
relat~d 'primordial institutions. such as reli­

gious bodies .... [Als the institutions of pri­

mordial social organization crumble lilt is 

the task of sociologists... to ensure that 

[the] reconstruction ofsociety is not naive. 

bur sophisticated .... 

This is surely apolitical aswell as a cultural 

and academic task. But the case that any of 
our political systems is equal to itis ambigu­

ous at best. 

As the institutions of 

primordial social' . 

organization crumble, ' 

the reconstruction of 

society is surely a. 

political as well as a 

cultural and academic 

task~ But the case that 

any of our political 

systems is equal to it 

is ambiguous at best.·· 
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