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THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release August 23, 1996 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESS SECRETARY 

As the President has said, the welfare reform bill he signed into law yesterday offers a 
historic opportunity to end welfare as we know it and replace it with a system that offers 
hope, demands responsibility, and rewards work. · 

However, as the President has also-said, the welfare reform bill contains provisions 
that will cause unfair and unwarranted harm to many families. That is especially true of legal 
immigrant families, who have followed the rules, worked, and paid taxes, and who -have 
suffered a calamity that has forced them to seek assistance. 

The President has vowed to repair these provisions of the bill. In the meantime, 
however, he is determined to ensure that they are implemented carefully, and that no 
individuals not actually covered by these provisions are improperly denied the benefits they· 
and their children need. 

For that reason, the President has today issued two directives to ensure that legal 
immigrants and their children who remain eligible for benefits under the new law do not have 
those benefits cut off mistakenly, and that legal immigrants who are eligible to become 
citizens can do so as quickly as possible. 

The first measure directs the Secretary of Agriculture to ensure that States have the 
maximum time allowed under the law to make sure that legal immigrants who remain eligible 
for food stamp benefits continue to receive them. The Secretary is to grant a waiver 'allowing 
any state, subject to certain legal restrictions, to extend the certification periods for eligibility 
for food stamps that apply to legal immigrants receiving assistance. The extension will give 
States time to develop the procedures needed to make accurate determinations of the many 
facts -- such as immigration classification, veteran status, or work history -- that the new law 
makes relevant to eligibility. In this way, the directive will decrease inaccurate or inequitable 
decisions to cut off food stamp benefits. 

Under the terms of the new law, benefits to legal immigrants and their children are cut 
off only at the time of recertification of their eligibility for food stamps. When a State 
extends the certification period, it will, in effect, push back the date on which a legal 
immigrant will be deprived of food stamp benefits. 
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The waiver has specific time limits. Under current law, the Secretary may not allow 
states to extend certification periods beyond one year for most aliens or two years for certain 
elderly or disabled aliens. For states that already use that maximum certification period, the 
waiver will not have a significant impact. For those that have shorter periods, however, the 
waiver will permit extensions to a full year or 24 months. The Department, however, may 
not allow states to extend any recertification beyond August 22, 1997. 

The second measure directs the Attorney General, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, and other agency heads to make continued efforts to reduce bureaucratic delays in 
the citizenship process for legal immigrants applying to become citizens. The INS already 
has made great progress in this area, devoting more resources to processing naturalization 
applications and reducing long waiting lists. This directive instructs the Attorney General to 
continue to increase staff used to review citizenship applications and to develop other 
effective means, including joint efforts with community groups, of assisting applicants for 
citizenship. 

In addition, the directive instructs the heads of all relevant agencies to deyelop 
public/private partnerships devoted to providing English-language training to applicants for 
citizenship; make outreach efforts to those wishing to become citizens; and provide special 
assistance to refugees and those seeking asylum. 

Also today, the Attorney General, under authority granted by the welfare reform law; 
will issue a memorandum containing a provisional list of non-cash services not conditioned on 
income or resources that may not be denied to immigrants, because they are "necessary for 
the protection of life and safety." These services include soup kitchens, medical services, 
child protection, and services for victims of domestic violence. The Attorney General may 
amend the list at a later date. Additional information is available at the Justice Department 
from Myron Marlin, (202) 616-2765. 
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August 22, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

SUBJECT: Eligibility of Aliens for Food Stamps 

Under the provisions of the Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, which today I signed 
into law, aliens receiving food stamps as of the date of enact­
ment will continue to receive benefits until recertification of 
their eligibility, which shall take place not more than 1 year 
after enactment of the law. The results of the certification, 
including decisions as to an individual's immigration classifi­
cation, veter¥1 status, or work history, will determine whether 
the individual remains eligible for benefits under the Food 
Stamp program. Implementation of these new procedures will 
pose a substantial challenge for all involved Federal and state 
agencies. 

To ensure that eligibility determinations are made fairly, 
accurately, and effectively, I direct you to take the steps 
necessary under your authority to permit the State agencies 
to extend the certification periods of currently participating 
aliens, provided that no certification period is extended to 
longer than 12 months, or up to 24 months if all adult household 
members are elderly or disabled, and provided that in no event 
shall certifications be extended beyond August 22, 1997. 

I further direct you to notify the States of the actions you 
have taken. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON 

# # # 
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August 22, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

SUBJECT: 

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
AND OTHER HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND 
AGENCIES 

Naturalization 

Citizenship is the cornerstone of full participation in 
our democracy. To become a~United States citizen through 
naturalization represents a'pledge to undertake the 
responsibilities of being a full member·/of our national 
community. 

Naturalization is the best example of our legal immigration 
system at work. It reflects our society's recognition of 
those who came to this country to work hard, play by the 
rules~ and pursue shared ideals of freedom, opportunity, 
and responsibility. 

In the past, hundreds of thousands of eligible people have had 
to wait unnecessarily to become citizens. In some parts of the 
country, these people have had to wait well over a year after 
filing their application to realize their dream of United· states 
citizenship. 

This Administration is committed to eliminating the waiting 
· lists of those eligible for citizenship. To accomplish this, 

we launched "Citizenship U.S.A.," the most ambitious citizenship 
effort in history. In fiscal year 1996, the Immigration and 
Naturalization se,vice (INS) will spend more than $165 million 
for naturalization. 

Citizenship U.S.A. combines three broad strategies: hiring 
'>.':·.. more people to handle applications, improving the naturalization 

~}~;_:::·. ~~::~ty a~~g:~::~i~~s:artnerships with local officials and 

t\(~\> ·We· are -already making progress. We have increased the staff 
'~iYk>-, · 235 percent in the five districts with 75 percent of the_ pending 
@.r~\::: . applications: Los Angeles, New. York, Miami, San Francisco, and 
-~f.l't'.}\;>;.:.·., Chicago. In Los Angeles, where one-fourth of all new 

· ):~: _ _. ... applications are filed, we have opened three new processing 
~;.'.;./ centers. and have more than quadrupled the number of INS officers 
· ·'i~''.:.' handling citizenship applications. 

,','..:°'·~-:I• • . 

-~--' 
But this is just the beginning. This Administration's target 
'is to process and swear-in within 6 months of application all 
_individuals eligible for citizenship. As we meet this target, 

:i;;; .. :_,,-., more than one million newcomers will become citizens by the end 
-~\.,~:'::::.'.: .. : .. ·of this year. After that, INS shf'.11 maintain those reforms 
tf.~(· ·· .. necessary to stay current with the demand of new citizen 
·-B-;J:.,'.· applicants. 

tr.·• 
~=:;.,_· :· ..• : ' .. 

ir+: .. · 
N/::· 

. . . . ~-

·more 

(OVER) 



~ '. ·• 

~-.... · .. 
·/' .. . 

··:'·. ·. 
. : . ~ .' . 

:_:··.::_· 

·1: .. 

; 

. \ 

2 

Using all of· the tools at your disposal, I ask you to ensure 
that policies and practices necessary to accomplish these 
targets of one million new citizens sworn-in and the elimination 
of the waiting list are implemented. This includes continuing, 
expanding or accelerating, as appropriate and practicable, the 
following: 

1) New Hires. Hiring, training, and deployment of full staff 
·· to assist naturalization efforts should proceed to completion as 
quickly·as possible • 

. 2) · cutting Red Tape. This includes: establishing electronic 
·filing and mailing-in of citizenship applications, extended 
weekday hours and Saturday interviews, further expansion of 
processing facilities, and improvements to make it easier for 
people to obtain forms arid get immigration information by 
telephone or computer. 

3) Working with Local Officials and Community-Based Groups • 
. We are working in partnership with local officials and community 
·groups to expand outreach. 1I direct you/ to expand these efforts 
to help get naturalization information-to people, assist them in 
,filling out applications, offer more local sites for interviews, 
'especially for the elderly and the homebound, and seek other 
means to jointly facilitate the process. We also will work to 
expand the availability of local hotlines providing naturali­
zation information. 

4) English Training. To assist legal immigrants to move 
toward citizenship, I request relevant agencies to work with 
the Domestic Policy Council, the National Economic council, and 
other White House offices to present to me by December 30, 1996, 
a report making recommendations with respect to public/private 
efforts to teach English to those needing to improve their 
English-language skills. ·Thi"s report should consider possible 
roles by private companies, educational institutions, unions, 
community organizations, and the Americorp program to accomplish 
this goal. 

·s)· Interaqency Outreach. I direct each executive department 
and agency to take steps to promote naturalization outreach 
consistent with yd\ir agency's mission. In particular, in 
materials sent to welfare recipients concerning eligibility, 
I direct that, to the extent authorized by law, you include 
naturalization information. 

6) ·. Refugees and Asylees. Those who flee persecution and 
suffering in their home country are often in t.he weakest 

.position to acquire the skills they need to enter the job 
market, maintain self-sufficiency, and achieve U.S. citizenship. 
I direct the Secretary of Health and Human Services, in 
conjunction with other agencies as appropriate, to present to 
me by December JO, 1996, through the Domestic Policy Council, 
a report setting out a strategy of additional steps that we can 
take to promote social adjustment in the United States, economic 
self-sufficiency, and naturalization. 

In taking these steps, this Administration shall maintain and 
-strengthen the standards and requirements of the naturalization 
test that demonstrate an individual's readiness to accept the 
responsibilities of citizenship and full participation in our 
national community. You are directed to continue vigilant 
oversight to uphold these standards. 

Hundreds of thousands of people are seeking the dream and the 
promise of American citizenship. They have worked to become 
United States citizens, and these steps should ensure that they 
are not made to wait unnecessarily. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON 

I I I 
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WELFARE REFORM QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

You've spent 25 years working on behalf of children. How can you justify the President's 
decision to sign a bill that abandons them? 

I've spent 25 years working on these issues because I share your concerns about our children. 
And what I know is that too many of our children are living in poverty. Too many live with 
families that are trapped by the dependency bred by the current welfare system. The law that the 
President signed means the end to our blaming the "system" but just the beginning of welfare 
reform. We all need to take responsibility for finding jobs and giving people the supports they 
need to take them. Under this President's watch -- the President who fought against cuts in 
Medicare and Medicaid, fought for the minimum wage, and fought to preserve the Earned 
Income Tax Credit, and during whose Administration 10 million jobs were created -- we can do 
that. This is the President that can be trusted to help create jobs and protect our children 

Background: The welfare system is broken. It undermines the basic values of work, responsibility and family 
-- trapping generation after generation in a cycle of dependency and poverty. Fixing it is not 
enough. Welfare needs systemic change. This law gives us a chance to make that change. It 
moves people from welfare to work and gives them the support they need to do that -- by, for 
example, guaranteeing Medicaid coverage and investing in child care. 

I'll never forget a woman the President and I met in Arkansas who had left welfare to go to work. 
The President asked her what was best about being off welfare. She answered without hesitation 
that when her son went to school and people asked what his mother did for a living, he could 
give an answer. I've never forgotten that mother. This law will help other sons and daughters 
answer that simple question with the same pride. 

Rewarding Work. We've come a long way in this welfare debate. This law is far better than the 
previous welfare bills the President vetoed. First, it makes work pay. It provides almost $4 more 
for child care, and it gives states powerful performance incentives to place people in jobs. It 
requires states to hold up their end of the bargain by maintaining their own spending on welfare. 
And it gives states the capacity to create jobs by taking money now used for welfare checks and 
giving it to employers as income subsidies, as incentives to hire people, or to create community 
service jobs. When combined with our proposed improvements in the minimum wage and the 
EITC, it means that the typical welfare recipient will be better off working than on welfare. In 
Colorado, for example, a mother with two children will increase her income by more than 50 
percent -- from $8,000 to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. 
Plus, she'll receive health care, food stamps, help in collecting child support, and child care 
assistance if she needs it. 
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Answer: 

Protecting Children. Second, this new law is better for children than the two bills the President 
vetoed. It preserves the national safety net of food stamps and school lunches. It drops the deep 
cuts in child protection, adoption and help for disabled children. It allows states to use federal 
money to provide vouchers to children whose parents can't find work after the time limits expire. 
It preserves the guarantee of health care for poor children, people with disabilities and the 
elderly. And it cracks down on parents who refuse to pay child support. 

Fighting to Fix Parts of the Law. We do have serious concerns about parts of the law. and we 
will work to change the flawed provisions. But under this President's watch -- the President who 
fought against cuts in Medicare and Medicaid, fought for the minimum wage, and fought to 
preserve the Earned Income Tax Credit -- we can do that. This is the President that can be 
trusted to help create jobs and protect our children. 

With the President's signature on this law, the flawed welfare system can no longer be blamed 
for the fact that people don't work. Instead, because this law says that we expect work, we all 
have a responsibility to make sure that they can. We all have an obligation -- businesses, non­
profit organizations, religious institutions, those in government -- to make sure the jobs and 
necessary supports are there. 

Why were you silent during the welfare debate? 

Both the President and I thought long and hard about the welfare reform bill. There are parts of 
this law that we disagree with. We will fight to fix what's wrong. But we couldn't let the 
opportunity pass to give people the chance to work and to take responsibility for themselves and 
their families. This is the beginning of welfare reform. States and businesses must commit 
themselves to work together to provide jobs and training. And we can trust this President -- the 
President who fought against cuts in Medicare and Medicaid, fought for the minimum wage, 
fought to preserve the Earned Income Tax Credit, and during whose Administration I 0 million 
jobs were created -- to help create jobs, to make work pay, and to protect our children. 
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have a responsibility to make sure that they can. We all have an obligation -- businesses, non­
profit organizations, religious institutions, those in government -- to make sure the jobs and 
necessary supports are there. 

Why were you silent during the welfare debate? 

Both the President and I thought long and hard about the welfare reform bill. There are parts of 
this law that we disagree with. We will fight to fix what's wrong. But we couldn't let the 
opportunity pass to give people the chance to work and to take responsibility for themselves and 
their families. This is the beginning of welfare reform. States and businesses must commit 
themselves to work together to provide jobs and training. And we can trust this President -- the 
President who fought against cuts in Medicare and Medicaid, fought for the minimum wage, 
fought to preserve the Earned Income Tax Credit, and during whose Administration l 0 million 
jobs were created -- to help create jobs, to make work pay, and to protect our children. 
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JOIZ: CONAPaON 

Deadbeat Uad Dole's 
· · · Real Family :Values 

If 'f'Oters irust Bob Dole more lhan Bill Clinton, mnyb• it'• 
bec;i1,1$e 1h~y h:wen't become aequalmed yet wilh the l\rst Mu. 
Duk. Not the. b1.1c!ding tulk-~how hos res~. sla111ui uu; ~htirity 
mogul 11ml mill\onalre ln\'c-llvrElizalxth, hlueoond wifo. but th• 

llJ 
decid!!,jly IC\\ ~lick Phylli' Holden Dole M11c-cy, 
who h:i..<; rcm:uried 1;lnce her abrupt ilivon·c from 
I.he Senator in 1972. for Mr. Dole al\d others who 
<:Mddl!r "character" a virtue to which he hns ex­
clu1ivt: 'laim, ii iE fortunate that ~o few Ameri­
cans h11vc ever hei).(0 of the woman ho lat\ behind 

in Kansas. 
In iu t\l'\IS&lo to woo tho moderate tuburb:in women who 

have b~cn desenlng the Rcpubl.i'tn Party, the Dole cQmpaigri 
hns lnUil y taken pains to portre.y its canClldate as an 11dvocatc or 
fomalc empowerment (duplte his hi1;to11 or hostility to abor· 

· Uon rights).1lui Su Nin Molinari garnbh w~ only the m<1st pub­
lki2ed aspect of a public relations d'tOrl t1111t has Included pho-

. to ops with female entrcprel\eur' IUlcl iuticlcs extollina the liigh· 
profile women on Mr. Dok's atatf. 

Bui oll of this pseudofeminlSl 5pin may ring hollow to women 
who havo cud 0.UI Sheehy's profile of Bob and Liddy DO)~ in 
the September lssue of Hmir, r4ir, cepecillll)' lhe part 11bout hil 
llrst marria1c. Given the current climate ot polidca.1 moralizing, 
I.his i1 nlore than goscip. lt le · 
an e~posto(hypocrlsy in Lt&~ 
5lck, unrelenting attatk on ., .. ..:.·f:·'.· 
the Clinton ramily 1h11 hali . , . 
~n carried out in thri harnc .• · 
of family values. llll<l il ls an 
objcot lcnl&Cln abo\lt the slip-
pery naturo of th~ 1:harac1cr t~~ · · 
issue as ft ~Hmpni2n device. 

According to Ms. Sheahy, 
U\O taelr.um Senator ended hi» 
23-year union in Dc.:11rnber 
1970 with Phyllis Dole, who 
hl\<10CVOled her:>elf LO his re• 
eovl!f')' from his war wounds. 
by coming up {rom the bat.c- f 
mcnt of their Kansas Clly BO• Dou: 
rte idence ID announce: "I want out." ThC ·vaumatlz.cd" Phylll", 
who wu wondering wh111 had gQn• wrong with their once hap­
py mlllrt:ige and why Bob only showe~ up for dinner with h"r and 
thrir dau&hter Robin on Chrl&unllli ana Easier, told Mt. Sheehy 
thot •he "had no oh.is." 

Up to lhl~ point, th~ Mory is familiar if nClt woll known. But the 
Vanity F ai'r reporter dl~overcd a su~estlvc clue lh11t until now 
11Cems Lo have eluded not only Phylha but every olher journalist 
who ha11 ~overed Mr. Dole. Applllcotly thore w•s another 
wo1n11n, In the trllditional ~cnsc: a "ilamorous" blonde model 
illld :itc: watdou decked O\I~ in fur, who &oon Ehow~J up on the pay. 
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roll of Mr. Dole's~-- Cily omee. Pe-.rh:•p~ Ir h1 O.eedl~!I Kt add 
1h~t.altho1.11Jl1 bi.., wu be Ins p11.1d a l'llce i.iliry. shL" cuuldnl~ ryp:. 

l nc othtl' women In \In.• uffi<>c wt re •urpnaed by thfl :imval of 
lhls per1u11, wl1UliC nl.U'TIC Willi f<11ylll' W11l11 but wl11Hc.11\ehow be­
came known :ic "Sam" in orderto nvoidconl\Jsion. "We ncvcrrc-
11.llv knew what i;hci dlJ, li11l ~1.c h11d a confidenc• 2bo11t her that 
none or the rei;t or u~ h€1d," a former Dole su.t'l' m1;111!.tt:r named 
Ano. K1ojas told Mc. Shech)'. At !.:.1ne point. the ~ource of her 
con nae nee tx:camc nlOI~ obvious. Ev iJ.,1\tl)' ~M WAg elMping wirh 
1lit bou, who would 11:1~ ovc:1· at tht'I hlnnrtr. dlvu~~i:'i home. 
(Whut clkct this no11f11mrly li-
11i~u11 l111d on her lccn11ged ~nn 
is nor explored in Ms. ~l1ee­
h,Y ·~ n..:..:ou111.) 

Al this pulnl, we hcilr frum 
David Owen. 11 former Dole 
nlde: "She WQS hi• airlfricnd 
bt(ore he hired her. She wa:.. 
just 11bsolutely guriil!ou:;, and 
much younger. Therc:'s no 
question thllt he wu sec in~ h~r 
prior lo being divorced." The 
11ctual divorce wt.& not made 
l\nal until more thllll a year 'Ill· 
ter the ~118tor announced thll\ 
he w11ntoJ Ou!, and was \J11n· 
<lle<l Ir> 1111 unusual manner. 
Under Kansas law. a judge 
coulcl ~rnnt an "eml!rgency di­
vorce, ' 1tc11ing a~ido the nor­
mal 6Q.d:iy )VHiline pcrloO OD 
grounds of stress and publicity. 

TI1e glamorous 
blonde 

showed up on 
still-married 
Bob Dole's 
payrol~ and, 

no, she 
couldn't 

type. 
For the Scnutor, lh.ls wu.' a11 ~11sy fo.vor to U1T11n,ge. 

A£ M~. Sheehy tells ll. f'hYllis Dole wa:; "111.1m1Poncd 10 the t>f· 
ftcc of 1udg¢ Adri:in Allen" for d1a1 pwposc On Jan. ll, 1972. Wll\:l'C 
she fount! lhe bleak lt'rm:i ufhor future ha.\l itlready been <lecid­
"d. "Ir was liken sn11p or the rmgcr," &he rccnllc:d .. In addition'° 
h~t furnit11re--hc took the house-she would be gcttin1 mcil· 
ger alimony 1md, incrc.dibl;t, no child support. (How doe~ Dead­
beat Dad Dole ~ouml'!) Hav\ng left hc:r carcc.r '1.$ an occupAdon­
ul the,.opist many yell rs earlier. Phyllis Dole suddenly had lo fend 
for hcm:lr and her 17-y¢11r·old dau~htet. "I Rurvivcd. ( h:id to 
get :i job n.nc.l ~o off and leave KO bin and move LO Topeka." Tough 
\uvc, indeed. 

Meanwhile, the Sc1101tor, who by then wus st!rvins as chair­
man of the Rc1,ublican Nttlionlll Convnin.ee, was eM:OrtillS his new 
ll"Ophy wound tin lh~ P"o-family Ciftllit, includini: the )nBUllUf· 
al ball celet>r.Ulng Rl~hiln1 Nh.on':i SCQond \cirm ill 1973. Ac· 
cording to Phyllis Dole, thal dit\rl't leavc much time for Robin In 
her d11d'11 busy ~chedule. The ex-wife ttild Mll. Sheehy that l"C 
cou Id n' l remember llll)' con Yc:DGLions with DPb Dole :i.boutthei r 
daughrer's weM:irr: 11rter the quickie <livorc.e became final. 

Whntcver Olli Clinton may h3ve done in his 20 years of mur­
rinQ.e IQ Hi111&1y Rodham, be didn't tlurnp her for a youl\ger stew­
ardess. Md by all accounts he !'UL~ a wnrm, s~ng relatiot1ahlp with 
his dllughter. Ir wo llrc to judie a politician by hi~ personal rel:i· 
tioMhi('J~. lsn 't greater chacadc1 disployr.d by overcoming mar­
ital problem~ 1md kP.eping a family togclher'I Orb lh111 too archii.ic 
a :itandArd by which 10 judge old-fa<:hioned Bl'\h Dole'? 

Maybe we ~houltl a~1' Sr.ny Falwell or R11.lph Reed. 

TQT()L. P.l:l1 
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example, guaranteeing Medicaid coverage and investing in child care. 

I'll never forget a woman the President and I met in Arkansas who had left welfare to go to work. 
The President asked her what was best about being off welfare. She answered without hesitation 
that when her son went to school and people asked what his mother did for a living, he could 
give an answer. I've never forgotten that mother. This law will help other sons and daughters 
answer that simple question with the same pride. 

Rewarding Work. We've come a long way in this welfare debate. This law is far better than the 
previous welfare bills the President vetoed. First, it makes work pay. It provides almost $4 more 
for child care, and it gives states powerful performance incentives to place people in jobs. It 
requires states to hold up their end of the bargain by maintaining their own spending on welfare. 
And it gives states the capacity to create jobs by taking money now used for welfare checks and 
giving it to employers as income subsidies, as incentives to hire people, or to create community 
service jobs. When combined with our proposed improvements in the minimum wage and the 
EITC, it means that the typical welfare recipient will be better off working than on welfare. In 
Colorado, for example, a mother with two children will increase her income by more than 50 
percent -- from $8,000 to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. 
Plus, she'll receive health care, food stamps, help in collecting child support, and child care 
assistance if she needs it. 

Protecting Children. Second, this new law is better for children than the two bills the President 
vetoed. It preserves the national safety net of food stamps and school lunches. It drops the deep 
cuts in child protection, adoption and help for disabled children. It allows states to use federal 
money to provide vouchers to children whose parents can't find work after the time limits expire. 
It preserves the guarantee of health care for poor children, people with disabilities and the 
elderly. And it cracks down on parents who refuse to pay child support. 

Fighting to Fix Parts of the Law. We do have serious concerns about parts of the law, and we 
will work to change the flawed provisions. But under this President's watch -- the President who 
fought against cuts in Medicare and Medicaid, fought for the minimum wage, and fought to 
preserve the Earned Income Tax Credit -- we can do that. This is the President that can be 
trusted to help create jobs and protect our children. 

With the President's signature on this law, the flawed welfare system can no longer be blamed 
for the fact that people don't work. Instead, because this law says that we expect work, we all 
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have a responsibility to make sure that they can. We all have an obligation -- businesses, non­
profit organizations, religious institutions, those in government -- to make sure the jobs and 
necessary supports are there. 

Why were you silent during the welfare debate? 

Both the President and I thought long and hard about the welfare reform bill. There are parts of 
this law that we disagree with. We will fight to fix what's wrong. But we couldn't let the 
opportunity pass to give people the chance to work and to take responsibility for themselves and 
their families. This is the beginning of welfare reform. States and businesses must commit 
themselves to work together to provide jobs and training. And we can trust this President -- the 
President who fought against cuts in Medicare and Medicaid, fought for the minimum wage, 
fought to preserve the Earned Income Tax Credit, and during whose Administration I 0 million 
jobs were created -- to help create jobs, to make work pay, and to protect our children. 
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WELFARE REFORM Q AND A 

You'n spent 25 ycani working on behalf of children. How can you justify the ,_ 
President's decision to sign a bill that abandons them? V ,/J.~ 

~ S-#:<1 
The welfare system .is broken. ft undermines the basic values of work. r-4onsibility and f!,,fl.. 
family -- trapping generation after generation in a cycle of dependcncyh~is bill gives us a 
cha.nee to change that. l t moves people from welfare to work and gives them the support 
they need to do that -- by, for example. guaranteeing Medicaid coverage and investing in 
child care. 

I'll nt:ver forget a woman the President and I met in Arkansas who had left welfare to go tu 
work. The President asked ht.-r what was best about being off welfare. She answered 
without hesitation that when her son went to school and people asked what h.is mother did 
for a living, he cou.ld give an answer. I've never forgotten that mother. Thi.s bill will help 
other sons and daughters answt-r that simple question with the same pride. 

This hill is far better than the previous welfare bills che President vetoed. It preserves the 
national safety net of food stamps and school lunches. lt drops the deep cuts in child 
protection, adoption and help for disabled chi.ldrc.n. It preserves the guarantee of health 
care for poor children, people with disabilities and the elderly. And it cracks down on 
parencs who refuse to pay child support. 

We do have serious concerns about parts of the bill. The cuts in nutrition programs are too 
deep. The provisions cutting benefits to legal immigrants are wrong. We will work to 
change the flawed provisions. But under this President's watch -- the President who fought 
against cuts in Medicare and Medicaid, fought for the minimum wage. and fought to J.._""' 
preserve the Earned l~e Tax Credit -- we can do that. .(A'fs-o ~ ~) 

When the Presiden signed this welfare reform bill, there wa<; a new beginning. Welfare is 
.no longer · · issue. T-fte two pltftie9 et':lft't Mteek each other over It. Politicians can.I.it 
~aGk poor people qver ~ There me ne--tACRah~d babils, ~Mems Mtt ~lures thal CM be 
laid at someone else's ttet. 1-tiMead~~ave to assume responsibility now to make sure 

there are jobs and to gjve people a chance./ 

Why were you silent during the wclfart debate? 

Both the President and 1 thought long and hard about this hill. There are parts of cbe bill 
that we disagree with. We will work lo fix whnfs wrung. Rut we couldn't let the 
opportunity pass to give people the chance to work. and to take respons.ibility for themselves 
and their families. Our job and our responsibility began with the President's signature on 
this bill. We each have an obligation to make welfare reform work. States nee<l to work 
carefully wi.th the ilexib.ility they now have; businesses and Che government need to work 
together to provide jobs and training~ and all of us need to do everything wc can to turn 

around our most distressed communities. 
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Welfare Refonn Talking Points - -r;:> o "1 I'\.--~ Fot tnr~rNJI use Only 

o [A bro:n ~eil) Whe~ President Clln~on nn ~or president four ycan ago. be pledged ro end welfare 
ll we ow it. Smee taking office, President Chnton has done everything in his power to transform the 
welfare system into one that rewards work, protects children, and promotes parental reSp<>mibility. 
Although we've given 78 waiven to 43 states, the President has emphasized from the start that we need 
national legislation to help build a better furure for the women and children now tr11ppcd in poverty. 

o. A much lmprond bill. We've come a long way in this debate. La.sf year the Republican majority in 
Congress sent President Clinton legislation that had its priorities backward: it was soft on work, and tough 
on children. It failed to provide adequate child care and health care. It imposed deep and unacceptable 
cuts in school lunches, child welfare, and help for disabled children. The bill came to President Clinton 
twice and he vetoed it twice. This new bipartisan legislation ii significantly better than the blll5 the 
President vetoed. - · 

~ I 

o Rewardin work. The new law is strong on work. It provides almost $4 billion more for child care, and 
11 g1Yes states powerful perfonnance incenti\fes to place people in jobs. It requites Slates 10 bold up their 
end of the bargain by maintaining their own spending on welfare. And it gives states the capacity to create 
jobs by taking money now used for welfare checks and giving it to employers as income subsidies, as 
incentives to hire people, or to create community service jobs. When combined with the EITC and the 
minimum wa.ge increase won by this Administration, it rneans dlllt the typical welfnre recipient will be 
better off working than on welfare. In Colorado, for eumple, a mother with two children wi11 increase 
her income by more than .50 percent - from SR,000 to $12,600 -- even if she only worlcJ part-time at rhe 
minimum wage. Plus, she'll receive health care, Food Swnps. help in collecting child support, and chlld 
care assistance if she needs it. 

o )!rotect.iPJ Children. This new law is better for children than the two bills President Clinton vetoed. It 
maintains the national nutritional safety net by eUminating the Food Stamp cap sod the optic.DAI block 
grant_ It drops the deep cuts and devastating changes in school lunch, child welfare and help for disabled 
children. It allows states to use federal money to provide vouchers to children whose parents can't find 
work after the time limits e-,cpire. lt helps protect children by maintaining health ind safety standards for 
day care. Ct allows the 43 states with existing welflU'C reform demonstrations to use their own work 
requirements and time limits. And it preserves rbc national Medicaid guanntee for poor children. the 
disabled, pregnant women. and me elderly. 

o Demanding responsibility. The Jaw require& teen parents to stay in school and live at home. and it 
· includes the tough child support enforcement measures Preljdent Clinton proposed -- the most sweeping 
crackdown on deadbeat parents in history. We can now uy to ~. if you don't pay Che child support 
you owe we wiU garnish your wages. take away your driver's liCCDSC, track you across state lines and if 
nccc:ssacy make you work off what you owe. o~cr 10 ycats, the child support bnprovem.cnts in this bill 
will provide an additional $24 billion for America's childnm. 

o Parts of the law still need to be rmed. Pans of the legislation are wrong, and the President has pledged 
ix them. The law still cub Pood Stamps deeper than it should, mostly for working families with 

children who have high shelter costs. In addition, rhe law includes provisions that wlll huJt legal 
immigrants, denying medical and other help to families with children who fall on bard times through no 
fault of their own. Tb.is Administration is committed to changing these provisions . 

. 
o A rttord or accomplishment. Over the past three and half years. the Clinton Administration has given 

43 st.ates the flexibility rhcy need 10 pcomote work and protect children. The Administration ba!l also 
requirr:d teen mothers to &tAy in school and cracked do~n on people who owe child suppon and cross.st~re 
lines. As a result, child supPort collections are up 46 percent to $11 bHlion, and there are 1.6 m11l1on 
fewer pcnple on welfare today than when President Clinton took oftice. 
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Welfare Reform Talking Points 

. o A broken system. When President Clinton ran for president four years ago, he pledged to end welfare 
as we know it. Since taking office, President Clinton has done everything in his power to transform the 
welfare system into one that rewards work, protects children, and promotes parental responsibility. 
Although we've given 78 waivers to 43 states, the President has emphasized from the start that we need 
national legislation to help build a better future for the women and children now trapped in poverty. 

o A much improved bill. We've come a long way in this debate. Last year the Republican majority in 
Congress sent President Clinton legislation that had its priorities backward: it was soft on work, and tough 
on children. It failed to provide adequate child care and health care. It imposed deep and unacceptable 
cuts in school lunches, child welfare, and help for disabled children. The bill came to President Clinton 
twice and he vetoed it twice. This new bipartisan legislation is significantly better than the bills the 
President vetoed. 

o Rewarding work. The new law is strong on work. It provides almost $4 billion more for child care, and 
it gives states powerful performance incentives to place people in jobs. It requires states to hold up their 
end of the bargain by maintaining their own spending on welfare. And it gives states the capacity to create 
jobs by taking money now used for welfare checks and giving it to employers as income subsidies, as 
incentives to hire people, or to create community service jobs. When combined with our proposed 
improvements in the minimum wage and the EITC, it means that the typical welfare recipient will be better 
off working than on welfare. In Colorado, for example, a mother with two children will increase her 
income by more than 50 percent -- from $8,000 to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the 
minimum wage. Plus, she'll receive health care, Food Stamps, help in collecting child support, and child 
care assistance if she needs it. 

o Protecting Children. This new law is better for children than the two bills President Clinton vetoed. It 
maintains the national nutritional safety net by eliminating the Food Stamp cap and the optional block 
grant. It drops the deep cuts and devastating changes in school lunch, child welfare and help for disabled 
children. It allows states to use federal money to provide vouchers to children whose parents can't find 
work after the time limits expire. It helps protect children by maintaining health and safety standards for 
day care. It allows the 43 states with existing welfare reform demonstrations to use their own work 
requirements and time limits. And it preserves the national Medicaid guarantee for poor children, the 
disabled, pregnant women, and the elderly. 

o Demanding responsibility. The law requires teen parents to stay in school and live at home, and it 
includes the tough child support enforcement measures President Clinton proposed -- the most sweeping 
crackdown on deadbeat parents in history. We can now say to parents, if you don't pay the child support 
you owe we will garnish your wages, take away your driver's license, track you across state lines and if 
necessary make you work off what you owe. Over 10 years, the child support improvements in this bill 
will provide an additional $24 billion for America's children. 

o Parts of the law still need to be fixed. Parts of the legislation are wrong, and the President has pledged 
to fix. them. The law still cuts Food Stamps deeper than it should, mostly for working families with 
children who require Food Stamps and have high shelter costs. In addition, the law includes provisions 
that will hurt legal immigrants, denying medical and other help to families with children who fall on hard 
times through no fault of their own. This Administration is committed to changing these provisions. 

o A record of accomplishment. Over the past three and half years, the Clinton Administration has given 
43 states the flexibility they need to promote work and protect children. The Administration has also 
required teen mothers to stay in school and cracked down on people who owe child support and cross state 
lines. As a result, child support collections are up 40 percent to $11 billion, and there are 1.6 million 
fewer people on welfare today than when President Clinton took office. 



Questions and Answers on Welfare Reform 
August 20, 1996 

Q: Isn't it true that the President only decided to sign the bill because of political concerns? 

A: Not at all. This is a President who has always stood on principle. Our opponents have criticized 
his children's tobacco initiative, but he has not backed down. They have criticized his success at 
getting handguns off the street, but he has not wavered. Refonning the welfare system is something 
that he's always been committed to, and he believes it is important to begin changing the failed 
system as quickly as possible. 

Overall, there _is more good than bad in this bill. Child care spending, for example, is almost $4 
billion above current law. The child support enforcement provisions -- all included at the request 
of the Administration -- will bring in $24 billion for America's children and free up billions more 
in welfare payments that can now be used for job training. This legislation makes other significant 
improvements over the bills the President vetoed -- it drops the deep cuts and devastating changes 
in foster care, adoption assistance, child abuse prevention programs, the school lunch program, and 
aid to disabled children. 

Q: Isn't it true that all of his policy advisors recommended a veto? 

A: No. Some Administration officials have expressed concerns about the final bill, but that's not new. 
The official letters sent to Congress have always expressed concerns. 

But the Administration believes that there is more good than bad in this bill. Child care spending, 
for example, is almost $4 billion above current law. The child support enforcement provisions -­
all included at the request of the Administration -- will bring in $24 billion for America's children 
and will free up billions more in current welfare payments that can now be used for work activities. 

Every Administration official also knows that this bill is much improved from the legislation the 
President vetoed last year. It's still not perfect, but it's imperative that we move away from the 
failed status quo. 

Q: But won't this bill result in more poverty? How can you say that you care about children, and still 
sign this bill? 

A: Very few bills are perfect, and this bill does have some flaws. However, it's important to remember 
how many victories the President has won since he vetoed the previous bill. This legislation does 
not dismantle foster care, adoption assistance, child abuse prevention programs, or the school lunch 
program. It does not deny cash assistance to disabled children. And it includes more funding for 
child care. 

Overall, the Administration believes that there is more good than bad in this bill. Child care 
spending, for example, is almost $4 billion above current law. The child support enforcement 
provisions -- all included at the request of the Administration -- will bring in billions of dollars for 
America's children and free up billions more in welfare payments that can now be used for job 
training. 



It's also important to remember that this Administration expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit, 
and convinced Congress to vote on an increase in the minimum wage. Together with the work 
incentives in this bill, those actions will make many low-wage families better off, and will make 
work a better deal than welfare. In Colorado, for example, a young mother with two children 
receives only $8000 a year in welfare and Food Stamps, and may never be encouraged to look for 
work and become independent. But with our new strategy, she will increase her income by more 
than 50 percent -- to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still 
receive health care for herself and her children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help 
collecting child support. And she'll get help with child care if she needs it. 

Q: Studies, such as the Urb~n Institute study, have indicated that this reform package will force millions 
of kids into poverty. Is this true? What are you going to do ensure that it does not force children 
into poverty? 

A: Let's not forget that millions of children and their parents are trapped in poverty now. No computer 
model can predict with 100 percent accuracy how individuals will respond when the system is 
fundamentally transformed. Under the new welfare law, people will be required to move into jobs, 
but they will also receive the supports they need -- like child care and health care -- to move from 
welfare to work. The legislation also contains tough child support enforcement measures that will 
increase collections by $24 billion over ten years -- providing an enormous amount of money for 
children's food, clothing, and shelter. 

We strongly believe that work is better than welfare. In Colorado, for example, a young mother 
with two children now receives only $8000 a year in welfare and Food Stamps, and may never be 
encouraged to look for work and become independent. But with our new strategy that includes 
changes in the minimum wage and the EITC, she will increase her income by more than 50 percent -
- to $12.600 -- even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still receive health 
care for herself and her children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help collecting child 
support. And she'll get help with child care if she needs it. 

Q: How will the federal government monitor the states under the new program? How can the federal 
government ensure that recipients are protected from unfair treatment or discrimination resulting in 
loss of benefits? 

A: Although states will receive considerable flexibility under the Personal Responsibility and Work Act 
of 1996, the law provides some level of federal oversight and protection for recipients from unfair 
treatment. The law requires states to submit plans outlining how they will implement the new 
provisions. These state plans must include objective criteria for delivering benefits and ensuring 
equitable treatment for recipients. States must also provide opportunities for recipients who have 
been adversely affected to be heard in a state administrative or appeal process. 

In addition, the new law penalizes states that fail to meet bill requirements or misuse federal money 
by removing a portion of their block grant funding. States that are penalized must expend additional 
state funds to replace federal grant reductions. 



Q: How do you justify removing the federal guarantee from women and children, particularly when the 
President is so far ahead in the polls? What will be the safety net for women and children who fall 
on hard times? 

A: President Clinton signed "The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996" into law because the current system is broken, and because Congress made many of the 
changes he sought under welfare reform. His judgement was based on policy, not politics. 

The new law will provide protections for women and children who fall on hard times, including 
time-limited cash assistance, child care, Medicaid, Food Stamps, and nutrition assistance, while 
helping recipients move toward work and self-sufficiency. It also contains the toughest possible child 
support enforcement -- which will provide new resources for children's food, clothing, and shelter. 
And, unlike the vetoed bill, it maintains the open-ended federal commitment to Food Stamps, foster 
care, and adoption services. 

Q: What makes you think this dramatic shift will make a difference? 

A: As the President said, this law gives us a chance to reform our broken welfare system. The law is 
strong on work. It provides almost $4 billion more for child care so that mothers can move from 
welfare to work, and protects their children by maintaining health and safety standards for day care. 
It gives states powerful performance incentives to place people in jobs. It requires states to hold up 
their end of the bargain by maintaining their own spending on welfare. And it gives states the 
capacity to create jobs by taking money now used for welfare checks and giving it to employers as 
income subsidies, as an incentive to hire people, or to create community service jobs. The law also 
includes the child support enforcement measures the President proposed two years ago -- the most 
sweeping crackdown on deadbeat parents in history. And it preserves the national guarantee of 
health care for poor children, the disabled, pregnant women, the elderly, and people on welfare. 

This Administration has already given 43 states the flexibility to reward work, and created millions 
of new jobs. Welfare rolls have already dropped by 1.3 million since 1992, and we think that 
progress will continue. Finally, because of the changes we've proposed in the minimum wage and 
the EITC, the typical welfare recipient will be better off working -- even 20 hours per week -- than 
she was on welfare. In Colorado, for example, a young mother with two children receives only 
$8000 a year in welfare and Food Stamps, and may never be encouraged to look for work and 
become independent. But with our new strategy, she will increase her income by more than 50 
percent -- to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still receive 
health care for herself and her children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help collecting 
child support. And she'll get help with child care if she needs it. 

Q: The President has acknowledged the diversity of welfare recipients. Are there provisions in the bill 
to take into consideration the special circumstances women often face? 

A: Yes. The new law enables states to allow women with children under age six to work only 20 hours 
per week, and exempts single parents with children under age six from the work requirements and 
penalties if they are unable to find child care. States can also exempt women with children under 
age one for a total of 12 months. In addition, the bill allows states to exempt 20 percent of welfare 
recipients from the time limit. 



Q: How will the Administration ensure that women are aware of the exemptions they may be allowed, 
such as in cases of battering or abuse? What must women do to prove that they fall into these 
categories? 

A: The law provides several avenues through which women can be made aware of any exemptions for 
which they may qualify. For example, states will provide this information in their state plan, which 
will be a public document. States will have the option to establish procedures for the screening of 
domestic violence situations, as well as for referral to appropriate counseling. States may also waive 
other program requirements (such as time limits) in such cases. For all states, we anticipate that the 
state plan will ~pecify th~ exemptions which the state has elected. The Administration plans to issue 
some guidance to states on this subject. 

The statute requires that states set forth objective criteria for the delivery of benefits, determination 
of eligibility, and for fair and equitable treatment. As part of these criteria, it must explain the 
administrative or appeals process which will be available to individuals adversely affected by state 
agency decisions. The Administration believes this provision is critical to ensuring that individuals 
within each state receive the benefits and protections available under the state program. 

Q: Isn't it unfair that people with disabilities will be affected so adversely by this legislation? Won't 
the Jong-term impact be greater for individuals who are forced into institutions as result of being cut 
off from SSI? 

A: Under the new Jaw, most legal immigrants will be ineligible for SSI until citizenship. The 
Administration opposes this provision, and the President has pledged to fix this flaw in the bill. The 
Administration has proposed an alternative approach which would require sponsors to take additional 
responsibility for their immigrant family members, but maintain assistance for needy legal 
immigrants without sponsors or whose sponsors become unable to assist them. 

(The law narrows SSI's definition of disability for children. However, over 95 percent of these 
children who would lose Sil are expected to qualify for Medicaid, through the phase-in of poverty­
Jevel children or other mechanisms). 

Q: How will the children of mothers who are cut off from Food Stamps get fed? 

A: Children of mothers cut-off from Food Stamps for failing to meet work requirements will continue 
to receive Food Stamp benefits. In those rare cases, the USDA will redetermine the families' 
eligibility excluding the mothers' needs in calculating total benefits. If a mother were to hit the time 
limit, she and her family would continue to receive Food Stamp benefits, and the Food Stamp 
benefits would slightly increase to offset some of the loss in cash assistance. And everyone in the 
family would continue to receive Medicaid. 



Q: How is the additional $4 billion for child care distributed? Who gets the money? 

A: The new law increases child care funding by nearly $4 billion over 6 years, allowing more mothers 
to leave welfare for work. States will receive an initial allotment each year from a fund of 
approximately $1.2 billion. To access additional funds, states must maintain their own spending at 
100 percent of their FY 1994 or 1995 spending on child care (whichever is higher). Additional 
funding will be available for state match at the 1995 Medicaid rate. By contrast, the bill the 
President vetoed increased child care funding by just $300 million over current law, and did not 
require states to meet child care maintenance of effort requirements to access additional federal child 
care funding, allowing states to lower their own spending. 

Q: How do the expanded child support enforcement measures work? 

A: The new law includes the child support enforcement measures President Clinton proposed in 1994 
-- the most sweeping crackdown on non-paying parents in history. These measures could increase 
child support collections by $24 billion and reduce federal welfare costs by $4 billion over 10 years. 
Provisions include: 

National new hire reporting system. The law establishes a Federal Case Registry and National 
Directory of New Hires to track delinquent parents across state lines. It also requires that employers 
report all new hires to state agencies, which will then report to the National Directory of New Hires. 
The law also expands and streamlines procedures for withholding child support from wages. 

Streamlined paternity establishment. The new law streamlines the legal process for paternity 
establishment, making it easier and faster to establish paternities. It also expands the voluntary in­
hospital paternity establislunent program, started by the Clinton Administration in 1993, Individuals 
who fail to cooperate with paternity establislunent will have their monthly cash assistance reduced 
by at least 25 percent. 

Uniform interstate child support laws. The new law provides for uniform rules, procedures, and 
forms for interstate cases. 

Computerized state-wide collections. The new law requires states to establish central registries of 
child support orders and centralized collection and disbursement units. It also requires expedited 
state procedures for child support enforcement. 

Tough new penalties. Under the new law, states can implement tough child support enforcement 
techniques. The new law will expand wage garnislunent, allow states to seize assets, and enable 
states to revoke drivers and professional licenses for parents who owe delinquent child support. 

"Families First." Under a new "Family First" policy, families no longer receiving assistance will 
have priority in the distribution of child support arrears. This new policy will bring families who 
have left welfare for work about $1 billion in support over the first 6 years. 

Access and visitation programs. In an effort to increase noncustodial parents' involvement in their 
children's lives, the new law includes grants to help states establish programs that support and 



facilitate noncustodial parents' visitation with and access to their children. 

Q: What are individual development accounts? Are they optional or included in every state? 

A: The new law explicitly allows states to use block grant money for programs to fund individual 
development accounts for recipients. These accounts would not be counted as income in determining 
benefits, and could be used by individuals to finance a small or micro-business, to pursue post­
secondary education, or to purchase their first home. Twelve states have already done something 
similar under waivers we've granted. 

Q: Why are you still granting waivers to states? Is this a way to undermine the work requirement 
provisions of the new law? 

A: Although most states will no longer need waivers to implement welfare reform under the new law, 
HHS is continuing to grant waivers to states that have requested them. Some states with pending 
waiver requests asked HHS to either approve the entire waiver request or to extract provisions that 
would apply under the fast track waiver approval process. A few states without waivers already 
approved or pending have also submitted applications under the fast track approval process. The 
Clinton Administration has already approved 78 demonstrations for 43 states, and we're continuing 
our commitment to state flexibility. 

This is not going to undermine the work requirements in the new law. The Congressional welfare 
reform legislation includes a provision that would give states the option to continue their welfare 
reform demonstrations. Also under this provision, states would not have to follow the new 
legislative mandates if those features were inconsistent with the state's demonstration, which include 
defined work activities, time limits, etc. HHS, along with the states, is seeking to clarify the 
language of the bill with respect to this provision. However, it is the department's understanding 
that all states would have to meet the work participation rates in the legislation. 

Q: How does the exemption from the time limit work? Is it 20 percent over a year or at any one time? 

A: The law states that the number of exempt families for a fiscal year may not exceed 20 percent of the 
average monthly caseload. HHS will issue further guidance on calculation of this limit in the future. 
However, it is important to note that the welfare bill vetoed by the President contained only a 15 
percent exemption, and the Administration worked very hard to ensure that the welfare legislation 
included adequate exemptions from the time limit. We believe that the 20 percent exemption in the 
new law is adequate. 

Q: Do you have any estimates on how many states will make use of the domestic violence exemption? 
Does this exemption apply to the work requirements as well as to the time limit? 

A: We do not have estimates on how many states will make use of the time-limit exemption, which is 
optional. We will have that information when the states submit their plans. 



facilitate noncustodial parents' visitation with and access to their children. 

Q: What are individual development accounts? Are they optional or included in every state? 

A: The new law explicitly allows states to use block grant money for programs to fund individual 
development accounts for recipients. These accounts would not be counted as income in determining 
benefits, and could be used by individuals to finance a small or micro-business, to pursue post­
secondary education, or to purchase their first home. Twelve states have already done something 
similar under waivers w~'ve granted. 

Q: Why are you still granting waivers to states? Is this a way to undermine the work requirement 
provisions of the new law? 

A: Although most states will no longer need waivers to implement welfare reform under the new law, 
HHS is continuing to grant waivers to states that have requested them. Some states with pending 
waiver requests asked HHS to either approve the entire waiver request or to extract provisions that 
would apply under the fast track waiver approval process. A few states without waivers already 
approved or pending have also submitted applications under the fast track approval process. The 
Clinton Administration has already approved 78 demonstrations for 43 states, and we're continuing 
our commitment to state flexibility. 

This is not going to undermine the work requirements in the new law. The Congressional welfare 
reform legislation includes a provision that would give states the option to continue their welfare 
reform demonstrations. Also under this provision, states would not have to follow the new 
legislative mandates if those features were inconsistent with the state's demonstration, which include 
defined work activities, time limits, etc. HHS, along with the states, is seeking to clarify the 
language of the bill with respect to this provision. However, it is the department's understanding 
that all states would have to meet the work participation rates in the legislation. 

Q: How does the exemption from the time limit work? Is it 20 percent over a year or at any one time? 

A: The law states that the number of exempt families for a fiscal year may not exceed 20 percent of the 
average monthly caseload. HHS will issue further guidance on calculation of this limit in the future. 
However. it is important to note that the welfare bill vetoed by the President contained only a 15 
percent exemption, and the Administration worked very hard to ensure that the welfare legislation 
included adequate exemptions from the time limit. We believe that the 20 percent exemption in the 
new law is adequate. 

Q: Do you have any estimates on how many states will make use of the domestic violence exemption? 
Does this exemption apply to the work requirements as well as to the time limit? 

A: We do not have estimates on how many states will make use of the time-limit exemption, which is 
optional. We will have that information when the states submit their plans. 



The law does not include a specific exemption from the work requirements. However, the bill does 
allow states to waive program requirements for victims of domestic violence, and allows states to 
exempt 20 percent of welfare recipients from the time limit. States may also take this factor into 
consideration in developing individual responsibility plans and in making decisions about how to 
reach the participation rates specified in the bill. 

Q: Now that Medicaid will be separate from AFDC, how will the Medicaid eligibility be determined? 
What will happen to the families who are no longer eligible for AFDC under the new system? 

A: President Clinton insisted that welfare reform not end guaranteed health care coverage for pregnant 
women, poor children, the disabled, and the elderly -- and the new law preserves the Medicaid 
guarantee. In general, individuals who would were eligible for Medicaid before welfare reform will 
still be eligible for Medicaid under the new law. In addition, families that lose cash assistance 
eligibility due to the time limit will remain eligible for Medicaid. The new law also provides one 
year of transitional Medicaid for families that leave welfare because of increased earnings, and 
maintains the current law provision of four months of transitional Medicaid for families who leave 
welfare due to increased child support. 

States do have the option to end Medicaid coverage for some adults -- except pregnant women -- who 
lose their cash assistance eligibility because they failed to meet work requirements. (This is similar 
to current law, which denies Medicaid to adult recipients who refuse to cooperate with paternity 
establishment). However, children will retain Medicaid eligibility even if their mother is deemed 
ineligible. 

Q: In the past. SSI has been the gateway for certain individuals to receive Medicaid and Food Stamps. 
Will those deemed ineligible for SSI under the new legislation still be eligible for Medicaid or Food 
Stamps? 

A: For current legal immigrants, states have the option to eliminate Medicaid assistance along with SSI, 
but we don't expect states to do so. Immigrants who arrive in the future will be barred from 
Medicaid for five years. The President opposes these provisions, and will work to change them. 
As the President said, "This provision has nothing to do with welfare reform; it is simply a 
budget-saving measure, and it is not right ... I am convinced when we send legislation to Congress 
to correct it, it will be corrected." In any case, immigrants will still be eligible for emergency 
medical assistance and other limited kinds of care, such as immunizations. 

The law narrows SSI's definition of disability for children. However, over 95 percent of these 
children who would lose Sil are expected to qualify for Medicaid, through the phase-in of poverty­
level children or other mechanisms. 



Q: How will this legislation impact legal immigrants and when? 

A: Under the new law, most legal immigrants will be ineligible for SSI and Food Stamps until 
citizenship. Current recipients may lose eligibility for these programs immediately at the time of 
regular redetennination for eligibility. States have the option to make most current legal immigrants 
ineligible for Medicaid, AFDC, Title XX Social Services, and state-funded assistance until 
citizenship. Future immigrants will be ineligible for five years for most federal means-tested 
programs, including Medicaid, but these immigrants will be eligible for Head Start and the Job 
Training Partnership Act. 

All applicants for most federal, state, and local programs will be subject to new verification 
requirements to detennine if they are "qualified" or "non-qualified." Qualified immigrants will 
include legal pennanent residents, refugees, asylees, immigrants whose deportation has been 
withheld, and immigrants who have been granted parole status by the INS for a period of one year. 
Non-qualified immigrants would be ineligible for benefits (except emergency medical, school 
lunches/breakfasts if they are eligible for a free public education, short-tenn disaster, limited public 
health assistance, non-profit, in-kind community services such as shelters and soup kitchens, and 
certain housing benefits). 

Future sponsors and immigrants would be required to sign new, legally binding affidavits of support. 
For these future immigrants, the new law extends deeming to citizenship, changes deeming to count 
100 percent of a sponsor's income and resources, and expands the number of programs that are 
required to deem, including Medicaid. 

The President opposes these provisions, and will work to change them. As the President said, "This 
provision has nothing to do with welfare refonn; it is simply a budget-saving measure, and it is not 
right ... I am convinced when we send legislation to Congress to correct it, it will be corrected." 
In any case, immigrants will still be eligible for emergency medical assistance and other limited kinds 
of care, such as immunizations. 

Q: When will you propose legislation to reverse the discrimination against legal immigrants? What will 
that legislation look like? Where will the funding come from to provide assistance for these 
individuals? 

A: The President has said that he will work to fix the Food Stamp and legal immigrant problems in the 
bill, and the Administration is working on legislative proposals to remedy these flaws. We do not 
have a timeline yet for this process, but we'll work with Congress and the states to get it done. On 
immigrants, the Administration has proposed an approach which would require sponsors to take 
additional responsibility for their immigrant family members, but maintain assistance for needy legal 
immigrants without sponsors or whose sponsors become unable to assist them. This proposal would 
still have savings over current law. 



Q: One hundred and twenty-three Democratic members of Congress supported this package. Did they 
understand the impact of the provisions affecting legal immigrants, and did they support these 
provisions, or did they support the bill in spite of those provisions? 

A: Democrats and Republicans voted for this legislation because they know that the current welfare 
system is broken and must be fixed. Like the President, many members of Congress are concerned 
about the provisions affecting legal immigrants, and they are supportive of the Administration's plan 
to fix this flaw in the law. Let's remember that this bill is much better than what the President 
vetoed. That legislation was soft on work and tough on children. It failed to provide adequate child 
care and health care. It. imposed deep and unacceptable cuts in school lunches, child welfare, and 
help for disabled children. The bill came to President Clinton twice and he vetoed it twice. This 
new legislation is much improved. Congress has removed many of the worst elements the President 
objected to, and has included many of the improvements the President called for. 

Q: What specifically is the Administration planning to do to address the flaws in the legislation? And 
when? What about the AFDC portion of the legislation? 

A: The President has said that he will work to fix the Food Stamp and legal immigrant problems in the 
bill, and the Administration is working on legislative proposals to remedy these flaws. We do not 
have a timeline yet for this process, but we'll work with Congress and the states to get it done. In 
terms of the AFDC provisions, states will be able to use their block grant funds, which initially 
provide most states with more resources than they currently receive, to move people into jobs and 
help employers create new positions for welfare recipients. Additional child care funding, new 
resources from child support enforcement, and the guarantee of nutrition assistance, foster care and 
adoption services, and health care coverage will work together to help families move from 
dependence to self-sufficiency. We will closely monitor the states to be sure that they are rewarding 
work and meeting the goals of the legislation. This new law gives states powerful performance 
incentives to place people in jobs. We also know that 43 states are already promoting work and 
protecring children under welfare waivers granted by the Clinton Administration. 

Remember, the minimum wage and EITC changes we've fought for will make work pay. In 
Colorado, for example, a young mother with two children receives only $8000 a year in welfare and 
Food Stamps, and may never be encouraged to look for work and become independent. But with 
our new strategy, she will increase her income by more than 50 percent -- to $12,600 -- even if she 
only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still receive health care for herself and her 
children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help collecting child support. And she'll get 
help with child care if she needs it. 

Q: When does the new welfare system take effect? 

A: The new law goes into effect on July 1, 1997. States are required to submit plans by that date 
detailing how they will meet the law's provisions, and these plans will be reviewed for completeness 
by HHS. Upon completion of their plans, states will be able to draw down block grant funds. 



Q: How will states address such needs as transportation and job training? Where will the resources 
come from? 

A: Most states will initially receive more funding under the cash assistance block grant than they 
currently receive -- resources that will enable states to provide transportation, job training, and other 
work-related services to move people from welfare to work. And, as rolls continue to shrink, states 
will also be able to use money now used for welfare checks to provide these work-related services, 
community service jobs, or income subsidies for employers to hire people. 

Q: What is the President's position on Senator Wellstone's resolution calling for a continued safety net 
for battered women? This did not pass as part of the welfare reform bill -- will the President work 
to have it reintroduced as legislation when Congress comes back into session? 

A: The Administration has not yet decided what would be included in a legislative package to improve 
the welfare legislation Congress passed. 

Q: How will you protect teen mothers who are required to live at home but are at risk of being sexually, 
physically, or emotionally abused in those settings? 

A: The Jaw requires teen parents to live at home or in an adult-supervised setting in order to receive 
assistance. States will be required to locate alternative living arrangements for those teens who may 
be at risk of abuse in their homes. 

Q: There is a two-year limit for women to find jobs -- where will these jobs come from? 

A: This bill gives states the ability to create jobs by taking money now used for welfare checks and give 
it to employers as income subsidies, as an incentive to hire people, or to create community service 
jobs. It also builds on the reforms taking place in 43 states under waivers -granted by the Clinton 
Administration. Some of these states are securing private sector jobs for welfare recipients by 
providing wage subsidies and forging new private/public sector partnerships. In other states, 
employers are providing work place mentoring for participants and contributing to special accounts 
that recipients can later use to increase their education and training. The new Jaw requires that adults 
be engaged in work activities within two years, but allows states some flexibility in defining those 
activities. Private sector jobs, volunteer activities, and community service jobs all count as "work," 
and welfare recipients initially have to work only 20 hours per week to meet the requirements. 

Q: Some Democrats have said that this legislation is just the beginni.ng of needed reforms to the welfare 
system. Do you agree? What do you plan to do to build on this, and when? 

A: This welfare legislation is a critical step in transforming our broken welfare system into one that 
requires work and promotes parental responsibility. The new law will make sweeping changes to 
the welfare system -- through time limits, work requirements, child care resources, and the toughest 
ever child support enforcement. When combined with an increased minimum wage and the EITC, 



we expect that it will make a fundamental difference in moving people from welfare to work. In 
Colorado, for example, a young mother with two children now receives only $8000 a year in welfare 
and Food Stamps, and she may never be encouraged to look for work and become independent. But 
with our new strategy, she will increase her income by more than 50 percent -- to $12,600 -- even 
if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still receive health care for herself and her 
children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help collecting child support. And she'll get 
help with child care if she needs it. 

The President is also planning to take other steps to increase the availability of jobs for welfare 
recipients, which he will announce soon. 

Q: Did you speak with the people who will be affected most by these changes? 

A: The President and other members of the Administration have met with welfare recipients to discuss 
their experiences and ways to best change the system. The President also met with welfare recipients 
at the Blair House meeting on welfare refonn last year. As the President said in his 1995 State of 
the Union Address, "I may be the only President who has had the opportunity to sit in a welfare 
office, who's actually spent hours and hours taking to people on welfare. And I am telling you, the 
people who are trapped on it know it doesn't work." 

Q: For those who have not completed high school, lack sufficient language skills and are functionally 
illiterate, what kind of work can they expect to get? 

A: The new law requires that adults be engaged in work activities within two years, but allows states 
some flexibility in defining those activities. Private sector jobs, volunteer activities, and community 
service jobs all count as "work," and welfare recipients initially have to work only 20 hours per 
week to meet the requirements. We strongly believe that work is better than welfare. In Colorado, 
for example, a young mother with two children now receives only $8000 a year in welfare and Food 
Stamps, and may never be encouraged to look for work and become independent. But with our new 
strategy that includes changes in the minimum wage and the EITC, she will increase her income by 
more than 50 percent -- to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll 
still receive health care for herself and her children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get 
help collecting child support. And she'll get help with child care if she needs it. 

Q: Will children of legal immigrants be denied school lunches under the new law? 

A: All children, including those of legal immigrants, who are eligible for public school will continue 
to receive free school breakfasts and lunches under the new law. 



Q: How does this reform affect public housing? . __ ;; 

A: This new law does not affect public housing -- the Clinton Administration is maintammg our 
investment in housing for poor families. Poor families will also continue to receive Medicaid and 
Food Stamp benefits under the law. 

Q: Who will create and fund the needed job training programs? 

A: Most states will initially receive more funding under the cash assistance block grant than they 
currently receive -- resources that will enable states to provide transportation, job training, and other 
work-related services to move people from welfare to work. And, as rolls continue to shrink, states 
will also be able to use money now used for welfare checks to provide these work-related services, 
community service jobs, or income subsidies for employers to hire people. 

Q: The social services agencies that deal with child abuse and neglect, teen pregnancy, and juvenile 
crime, are already overwhelmed. Will this legislation result in an increased need for these services 
without providing funding? 

A: This legislation preserves the foster care, adoption, child welfare, and family preservation programs -
- the federal government and the states will continue to work to meet the needs of children and 
families at risk. In addition, the legislation contains new funds for teen pregnancy prevention and 
abstinence programs, and it requires at least 25 percent of communities to have teen pregnancy 
prevention programs in place. 

Q: If corporate America has been laying off employees and downsizing, and the job market is filled with 
skilled laborers, how will unskilled workers fit in? 

A: Since taking office, the Clinton Administration has created 10 million new jobs and provided new 
employment opportunities for workers of various skill levels. And, as welfare rolls continue to 
shrink, states will be able to use money now used for welfare checks to provide work-related 
services, community service jobs, or income subsidies for employers to hire welfare recipients. 



Work Will Pay More Under Welfare Reform 

People On Welfare Who Work Will Be Better Off · 

Because of the changes we've proposed in the minimum wage and the EITC, the typical welfare 
recipient will be better off working -- even 20 hours per week -- than she was on welfare. 

In. Colorado, for exampl~. a young mother with two children receives only $8000 a year in 
welfare and Food Stamps, and may never be encouraged to look for work and become 
independent. But with our new strategy, she will increase her income by more than 50 percent -
- to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still receive health 
care for herself and her children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help collecting 
child support. And she'll get help with child care if she needs it. 

People Who Move From Welfare To Work Will Be Better Off 

Because of the EITC and minimum wage increase, single parents who are already working will 
also be better off. A woman working 20 hours a week will see her take-home pay increase from 
$10,000 to $12,600. And a woman working full-time will see her earnings increase from 
$12, 680 to $15, 700 -- an increase of 25 percent. 



VETOED BILL CURRENT BILL 

Guaranteed Medicaid NO YES 

Block Grants Food Stamps YES NO 

Block Grants Foster Care YES NO 

Cuts Funding for Foster Care YES NO 

Block Grants Adoption Assistance YES NO 

Cuts Funding for Adoption Assistance YES NO 

Cuts Funding for Investigation of Child Abuse YES NO 

20% Exemption From Time Limit NO YES 

Adequate Child Care Funding NO YES 

Child Care Health and Safety Standards NO YES 

80% Maintenance of Effort Required NO YES 

Teens Required to Live at Home YES YES 

Performance Bonus for States NO YES 

Child Support Enforcement YES YES 

Cuts Cash Assistance by 25% for Some Disabled Children YES NO 
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The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 

On August 22, President Clinton signed into law "The Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996," a comprehensive bipartisan welfare reform plan that will 
dramatically change the ·nation's welfare system into one that requires work in exchange for time­
limited assistance. The bill contains strong work requirements, a performance bonus to reward 
states for moving welfare recipients into jobs, state maintenance of effort requirements, 
comprehensive child support enforcement, and supports for families moving from welfare to work 
-- including increased funding for child care and guaranteed medical coverage. 

Highlights of "The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996" follow. 

MAKING WELFARE A TRANSITION TO WORK 

o Work requirements. Under the new law, recipients must work after two years on 
assistance, with few exceptions. Twenty-five percent of all families in each state must be 
engaged in work activities or have left the rolls in fiscal year (FY) 1997, rising to 50 
percent in FY 2002. Single parents must participate for at least 20 hours per week the first 
year, increasing to at least 30 hours per week by FY 2000. Two-parent families must work 
35 hours per week by July 1, 1997. 

o Supports for families transitioning into jobs. The new welfare law provides $14 billion in 
federal child care funding -- an increase of $3.5 billion over current law -- to help more 
mothers move into jobs. The new law also guarantees that women on welfare continue to 
receive health coverage for their families, including at least one year of transitional 
Medicaid when they leave welfare for work. 

o Work Activities. To count toward state work requirements, recipients will be required to 
participate in unsubsidized or subsidized employment, on-the-job training, work experience, 
community service, 12 months of vocational training, or provide child care services to 
individuals who are participating in community service. Up to 6 weeks of job search (no 
more than 4 consecutive weeks) would count toward the work requirement. However, no 
more than 20 percent of each state's caseload may count toward the work requirement solely 
by participating in vocational training or by being a teen parent in secondary school. Single 
parents with a child under 6 who cannot find child care cannot be penalized for failure to 
meet the work requirements. States can exempt from the work requirement single parents 
with children under age one and disregard these individuals in the calculation of 
participation rates for up to 12 months. 



o A five-year time limit. Families who have received assistance for five cumulative years (or 
less at state option) will be ineligible for cash aid under the new welfare law. States will be 
permitted to exempt up to 20 percent of their caseload from the time limit, and states will 
have the option to provide non-cash assistance and vouchers to families that reach the time 
limit using Social Services Block Grant or state funds. 

o Personal employability plans. Under the new plan, states are required to make an initial 
assessment of recipients' skills. States can also develop personal responsibility plans for 
recipients identifying the education, training, and job placement services needed to move 
into the workforce. 

o State maintenance of effort requirements. The new welfare law requires states to 
maintain their own spending on welfare at at least 80 percent of FY 1994 levels. States 
must also maintain spending at 100 percent of FY 1994 levels to access a $2 billion 
contingency fund designed to assist states affected by high population growth or economic 
downturn. In addition, states must maintain 100 percent of FY 1994 or FY 1995 spending 
on child care (whichever is greater) to access additional child care funds beyond their initial 
allotment. 

o Job subsidies. The law also allows states to create jobs by taking money now used for 
welfare checks and using it to create community service jobs or to provide income subsidies 
or hiring incentives for potential employers. 

o Performance bonus to reward work. $1 billion will be available through FY 2003 for 
performance bonuses to reward states for moving welfare recipients into jobs. The 
Secretary of HHS, in consultation with the National Governors' Association (NGA) and 
American Public Welfare Association (APW A), will develop criteria for measuring state 
performance. 

o State flexibility. Under the new law, states which receive approval for welfare reform 
waivers before July 1, 1997 have the option to operate their cash assistance program under 
some or all of these waivers. For states electing this option, some provisions of the new 
law which are inconsistent with the waivers would not take effect until the expiration of the 
applicable waivers in the geographical areas covered by the waivers. 

PROMOTING RESPONSIBILITY 

Comprehensive child support enforcement. The new law includes the child support enforcement 
measures President Clinton proposed in 1994 -- the most sweeping crackdown on non-paying 
parents in history. These measures could increase child support collections by $24 billion and 
reduce federal welfare costs by $4 billion over 10 years. Under the new law, each state must 
operate a child support enforcement program meeting federal requirements in order to be eligible 
for Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) block grants. Provisions include: 

o National new hire reporting system. The law establishes a Federal Case Registry and 
National Directory of New Hires to track delinquent parents across state lines. It also 
requires that employers report all new hires to state agencies for transmittal of new hire 
information to the National Directory of New Hires. This builds on President Clinton's 
June 1996 executive action to track delinquent parents across state lines. The law also 
expands and streamlines procedures for direct withholding of child support from wages. 



o Streamlined paternity establishment. The new law streamlines the legal process for 
paternity establishment, making it easier and faster to establish paternities. It also expands 
the voluntary in-hospital paternity establishment program, started by the Clinton 
Administration in 1993, and requires a state form for voluntary paternity acknowledgement. 
In addition, the law mandates that states publicize the availability and encourage the use of 
voluntary paternity establishment processes. Individuals who fail to cooperate with paternity 
establishment will have their monthly cash assistance reduced by at least 25 percent. 

o Uniform interstate child support laws. The new law provides for uniform rules, 
procedures, and forms for interstate cases. 

o Computerized state-wide collections. The new law requires states to establish central 
registries of child support orders and centralized collection and disbursement units. It also 
requires expedited state procedures for child support enforcement. 

o Tough new penalties. Under the new law, states can implement tough child support 
enforcement techniques. The new law will expand wage garnishment, allow states to seize 
assets, require community service in some cases, and enable states to revoke drivers and 
professional licenses for parents who owe delinquent child support. 

o "Families First." Under a new "Family First" policy, families no longer receiving 
assistance will have priority in the distribution of child support arrears. This new policy 
will bring families who have left welfare for work about $1 billion in support over the first 
six years. 

o Access and visitation programs. In an effort to increase noncustodial parents' involvement 
in their children's lives, the new law includes grants to help states establish programs that 
support and facilitate noncustodial parents' visitation with and access to their children. 

Teen Parent Provisions 

o Live at home and stay in school requirements. Under the new law, unmarried minor 
parents will be required to live with a responsible adult or in an adult-supervised setting and 
participate in educational and training activities in order to receive assistance. States will be 
responsible for locating or assisting in locating adult-supervised settings for teens. 

o Teen Pregnancy Prevention. Starting in FY 1998, $50 million a year in mandatory funds 
would be added to the appropriations of the Maternal and Child Health (MCH) Block Grant 
for abstinence education. In addition, the Secretary of HHS will establish and implement a 
strategy to (1) prevent non-marital teen births, and (2) assure that at least 25 percent of 
communities have teen pregnancy prevention programs. No later than January 1, 1997, the 
Attorney General will establish a program that studies the linkage between statutory rape and 
teen pregnancy, and that educates law enforcement officials on the prevention and 
prosecution of statutory rape. 



IMPROVEMENTS OVER THE VETOED BILL 

President Clinton vetoed the previous welfare reform bill (H.R. 4) submitted by Congress because 
it did too little to move people into jobs and failed to provide the supports -- like child care and 
health care -- that families need to move from welfare to work. "The Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996" includes several improvements over the vetoed bill, 
including: 

o Guaranteed medical coverage. The new law preserves the national guarantee of health 
care for poor children, the disabled, pregnant women, the elderly, and people on welfare. 
H.R. 4 would have ended the guarantee of Medicaid coverage for cash assistance recipients. 

o Increased child care funding and mandatory child care maintenance of effort. The new 
law provides $14 billion in child care funding -- an increase of $3.5 billion over 6 years -­
allowing more mothers to leave welfare for work. States will receive an initial allotment 
each year from a fund of approximately $1.2 billion. To access additional funds, states 
must maintain their own spending at 100 percent of their FY 1994 or 1995 spending on 
child care (whichever is higher). By contrast, H.R. 4 increased child care funding by just 
$300 million over current law, and did not require states to meet child care maintenance of 
effort requirements to access additional federal child care funding, allowing states to lower 
their own spending. 

o Incentives for states to move people into jobs. The new law includes a $1 billion 
performance bonus to reward states that meet performance targets. H.R. 4 did not contain a 
cash performance bonus. 

o Preservation of nutrition programs. H.R. 4 would have given states the option of block 
granting food stamp benefits. The bill would have also capped federal food stamp program 
expenditures, limiting maximum benefit increases to 2 percent per year, regardless of 
growth in need for assistance. The new law maintains the national nutritional safety net by 
eliminating the block grant option as well as the food stamp cap. 

o Current law child protection and adoption. Unlike H.R. 4, the new plan maintains 
current law on child protection and adoption, and does not reduce funds for child welfare, 
child abuse, foster care and adoption services. 

o Improved contingency fund. The new law includes a $2 billion contingency fund to 
protect states in times of population growth or economic downturn. H.R. 4 included a $1 
billion contingency fund. 

o Current law child care health and safety standards. The new law protects children by 
maintaining health and safety standards for day care. H.R. 4 would have eliminated health 
and safety protections. 

o Protection of disabled children. H.R. 4 would have cut SSI by 25 percent for many 
disabled children. The new law eliminates this proposed two-tier system. 

o Optional family cap. Under the new law, states have the option to implement a family 
cap. H.R. 4 required states to deny cash benefits to children born to welfare recipients 
unless the state legislature explicitly voted to provide benefits. 



NECESSARY Th1PROVEMENTS 

President Clinton has stated that the new law requires several improvements. Specifically, he has 
pledged to fix two provisions of the welfare bill which he believes have nothing to do with welfare 
reform. 

o Food Stamps. According to President Clinton, the new law cuts deeper than it should in 
nutritional assistance by capping the excess shelter deduction, which helps some of 
America's _hardest-pressed working families. 

o Legal Immigrants. The law includes provisions that would deny most forms of public 
assistance to most legal immigrants for five years or until they attain citizenship. The 
President has said that immigrant children and disabled immigrants who need help should 
get it. 

BUILDING ON THE PRESIDENT'S WORK TO END WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT 

Even before Congress passed welfare reform legislation acceptable to President Clinton, states were 
acting to try new approaches. With encouragement, support, and cooperation from the Clinton 
Administration, 43 states have moved forward with 78 welfare reform experiments. The Clinton 
Administration has also required teen mothers to stay in school, required federal employees to pay 
their child support, and cracked down on people who owe child support and cross state lines. As a 
result of these efforts and President Clinton's efforts to strengthen the economy, child support 
collections have increased by 40 percent to $11 billion in FY 1995, and there are 1.6 million fewer 
people on welfare today than when President Clinton took office. "The Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996" will build on these efforts by allowing states 
flexibility to reform their welfare systems and to build on demonstrations initiated under the Clinton 
Administration. 
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM MAJOR PROVISIONS 

AFDC - RELATED PROVISIONS 

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

Child Care A child care block grant would be Increases mandatory child care funding Increases mandatory funding over 
authorized at $2.1 billion annually as over current law by $0.3 billion over six current law by $3.5 billion over 6 years 
discretionary spending for FY s 1996 years (April 1996 CBO baseline). (April 1996 CBO baseline). Authorizes 
through 2000. Overall. child care would Authorizes $9.9 billion in mandatory a total of$13.9 billion in mandatory 
be cut by $1.95 billion over 7 years. funding for FYs 1997-2002 and $7 funding for FYs 1997-2002 and $7 

billion in discretionary funding for FYs billion in discretionary funding for FYs 
1996-2002. States would receive 1996-2002. States would receive 
approximately $1 billion of the approximately $1.2 billion of the 
mandatory funds as a capped mandatory funds each year as a capped 
entitlement. The remainder would be entitlement. The remainder would be 
available for state match (at the available for state match. Requires 
Medicaid rate). Requires states to states to maintain I 00 percent of FY 
maintain I 00 percent of FY 1994 child 1994 or FY 1995 child care 
care expenditures to draw down expenditures (whichever is greater) to 
mandatory funds. No child care draw down (at 1995 Medicaid rate) the 
guarantee, but single parents with mandatory funds. Single parents with 
children under six who are unable to children under 6 who are unable to find 
find child care are exempted from child care are exempted from sanctions 
sanctions and penalties. Eliminates and penalties. Maintains current law 
health and safety protections. health and safety protections. 

Performance No provision No provision. States that exceeded a $I billion would be available through 
Bonus to performance threshold with respect to FY 2003 for performance bonuses. The 
Reward Work these measures would have their Secretary of HHS (in consultation with 

maintenance of effort standard reduced the NGA and APWA), would be 
by up to 8 percentage points. required to develop a formula measuring 

state performance using employment-
related criteria, taking the 
unemployment conditions in the state 
into account. States would receive a 
bonus based on their score on the 
measure(s) in the previous year. but the 
bonus could not exceed 5 percent of the 
family assistance grant. 

Time Limits Familics who have been on the rolls for Families who have been on the rolls for Same as vetoed bill. except includes a 
5 cumulative years (or less at state 5 cumulative yt::ars (or less at state 20 percent exemption and states would 
option) would bt:: ineligible for cash aid. option) would be ineligible for cash aid. not be permitted to use federal funds to 
Statc.:s would be permitted to exempt up States would be permitted to exempt up provide noncash assistance to families 
10 I O'Y., of the c.:aseload from the time to 15% of the caseload from the time that reach the time limit. States could 
limit. States would be permitted to limit. States arc permitted to use block use their own funds, and federal Title 
provide noncash benefits to families that grant funds provide noncash benefits XX funds, for vouchers. 
have.: reached their time limits. vouchers to familit::s that are time 

limited. 

Personal No provision No provision States are required to make an initial 
Responsibility assessment of each recipient's skills. 
Contract work experience. and employability. 

Personal responsibility contracts could 
be developed at state option. 



ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

Economic No contingency fund. States with high The bill includes $1 billion contingency Adds $1 billion to the contingency fund 
Contingency unemployment could borrow from a$ I fund (FYs 1997-2000) for grants to for a total of $2 billion. States could 
Grant Fund billion national Rainy Day loan fund. states with high unemployment (state meet one of two triggers to access the 

Funds would have to be repaid. must match): payments from the fund contingency fund: the unemployment 
for any fiscal year would be limited to trigger in the H.R. 4 Conference 
20 percent of the state's base grant. Agreement or a trigger based on food 
$800 million grant fund for states with stamps. Under the second trigger, a 
high population growth, benefits lower state would be eligible for the 
than 35% of the national average. or contingency fund if its food stamps 
above average growth and below caseload increased by I 0 percent over 
average AFDC benefits (no state the FY 1994-95 level (adjusted for the 
match); and $1.7 billion loan fund. impact of the bill's immigrant and food 

stamp provisions on the food stamp 
caseload). Payments from the fund for 
any fiscal year would be limited to 20 
percent of the state's base grant for that 
year. A state's federal match rate (for 
drawing down contingency funds) 
would be reduced if it received funds for 
fewer than 12 months in any year. Also 
includes a supplemental fund for high 
population growth states and loan fund 
as in H.R. 4 Conference Agreement. 

Block Granting Bloi:k grants AFDC, EA. and JOBS into Block grants AFDC. EA, and JOBS into Block grants AFDC, EA, and JOBS into 
AFDC a single capped entitlement to states. a single capped entitlement to states. a single capped entitlement to states. 

No individual guarantee of assistance. No individual guarantee of assistance. No individual guarantee. but the state 
plan must have objective criteria for 
delivery of benefits and ensuring 
equitable treatment. 

The state must provide opportunities for 
recipients who have been adversely 
affected to be heard in a state 
administrative or appeal process. There 
are no provisions to give the Secretary 
authority to enforce this provision. 

Explicitly allows states to use block 
grant money for programs to fund 
individual development accounts for 
recipients. Individual development 
accounts would not be counted as 
income in determining benefits, and 
could be used by individuals to finance 
a small or micro-business. to pursue 
post-secondary education. or to 
purchase their first home. 

Maintenance of No provision States would be required to maintain Requires 80 percent maintenance of 
Effort 75% of FY 1994 spending on AFDC effort (reduced to 75 percent if a state 

and related programs for FY s 1996- meets its work requirements) and 
2000. States with best or most tightens the definition of what counts 
improved performance on specified toward the work requirement. No 
measures would have their maintenance additional reductions in MOE. 
of effort requirement reduced by up to 8 
percentage points. 



ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

Transferability A state would be permitted to transfer A state would be permitted to transfer A state would be permitted to transfer 
up to 30 percent of the cash assistance up to 30 percent of the cash assistance up to 30 percent of the cash assistance 
block grant to one or more of the block grant to one or more of the block grant to the child care block grant 
following: the child protection block following: the child protection block and the social services (Title XX) block 
grant. the Title XX block grant, any grant, the Title XX block grant. or the grants. No more than one-third of the 
food or nutrition block grant, or the child care block grant. amount can be transferred to the social 
child care block grant. services block grant. and all funds must 

be spent on programs and services for 
children and families with incomes that 
do not exceed 200 percent of poverty. 
Title XX funds can be used for 
vouchers. 



ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

Work A state's required work participation rate A state's required work participation rate A state's required work participation 
Requirements would be set at I 0% in 1996, rising to would be set at 15% in 1996, rising to rate for all families would be set at 25 

50% by 2003. Provides pro rata 50% by 2002. Provides pro rata percent in FY 1997, rising to 50 percent 
reduction in the participation rate for reduction in the participation rate for in FY 2002 and thereafter. Includes 
reductions in caseload levels below FY reductions in caseload levels below FY pro-rata reduction in rate due to 
1995 that are not due to federal law. 1995 that are not due to eligibility caseloads below FY 1995 levels. 
Individuals must work an average of 35 changes. Recipients would be required Single-parent recipients would be 
hours in FY 2002. Work activities to participate 35 hours per week by FY required to participate 30 hours per 
include unsubsidized or subsidized 2002. Activities that count toward the week in FY 2000 and thereafter. Two-
employment, work experience, four work requirement include unsubsidized parent families must work 35 hours per 
weeks of job search, education and and subsidized employment, work week immediately. In families 
skills training directly.related to experience. community service, four receiving federally-funded child care, 
employment, and teens in secondary weeks of job search and 12 months of both parents must work at least 20 hours 
school. vocational training. States have the per week, unless caring for a severely 

option to exempt single parents with disabled child. The bill allows mothers 
children under age I from work with children under age 6 to work 20 
requirement. No part-time work option hours per week. States could e~empt 
for mothers with young children. from the work requirement single 
Parents of children under six who parents with children under age one for 
cannot find child care cannot be a total of 12 months (not necessarily 
penalized for failure to meet work consecutive). Parents of children under 
requirements. age 6 who cannot find child care cannot 

be penalized for failure to meet the work 
requirements, but states may not 
disregard such an adult in calculating 
work rates. Allows 6 weeks (no more 
than 4 consecutive) of job search, 12 
weeks if state unemployment is at least 
50 percent above the national average. 

Activities that count toward the work 
requirement are similar to those in H.R. 
4, except states could allow 20 percent 
of caseload to count 12 months of 
vocational training and secondary 
school for teens (up to age 19) toward 
work requirement. Also counts hours 
parents spend providing day care for 
other welfare families. 

States which receive approval for 
welfare reform waivers before July I, 
1997 have the option to operate their 
cash assistance program under some or 
all of these waivers. For states electing 
this option, some provisions of the new 
law which are inconsistent with the 
waivers would not take effect until the 
expiration of the applicable waivers in 
the geographical areas covered by the 
waivers. 

Family Cap States could not use federal funds to States would be required to deny cash No provision (due to Byrd rule), so state 
provide cash benefits to children born benefits to children born to welfare option. If state has family cap, state 
while parent is receiving assistance. recipients unless the state legislature may use Title XX funds to provide 

explicitly votes to provide benefits. vouchers. 



ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

Teen Parent States would be prohibited from In order to receive assistance, unmarried In order to receive assistance. unmarried 
Provisions providing cash benefits to minor minor parents would be required to live minor parents would be required to live 

mothers. with an adult or in an adult-supervised with an adult or in an adult-supervised 
setting and participate in educational or setting and participate in educational or 
training activities. training activities. In addition, states 

would be responsible for locating or 
For FYs 1996-2000. an additional $11 assisting in locating adult-supervised 
billion would be authorized to assist settings for teens. Starting in FY 1998, 
states in locating or providing ;'second $50 million a year in mandatory funds 
chance homes." would be added to the appropriations of 

the Maternal and Child Health (MCH) 
$75 million per year would be set aside Block Grant for abstinence education. 
from the Maternal and Child Health In addition. the Secretary of HHS will 
(MCH) Block Grant for an abstinence establish and implement a strategy to (I) 
education program. prevent non-marital teen births. and (2) 

assure that at least 25 percent of 
communities have teen pregnancy 
prevention programs. No later than 
l/l/97, the Attorney General would 
establish a program that studies the 
linkage between statutory rape and teen 
pregnancy, and that educates law 
enforcement officials on the prevention 
and prosecution of statutory rape. 



MEDICAID PROVISIONS 

Medicaid 
Guarantee 

Medicaid 
Coverage After 
Five-Year Time 
Limit 

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL 

Welfare Bill: States would be required 
to use rules in effect as of March 7, 
1995. thus freezing pre-welfare reform 
AFDC rules for Medicaid eligibility. 

Medicaid Bill: Eliminates guarantee of 
Medicaid coverage for cash assistance 
recipients. 

Welfare Bill: Requires states to use 
state plan provisions in effect on March 
I. 1995 to determine Medicaid 
eligibility. 

Medicaid Bill: States determine 
cligihility; no guarantee of Medicaid 
covcragc. 

VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) 

Eliminates guarantee of Medicaid 
coverage for cash assistance recipients. 

States determine eligibility; no 
guarantee of Medicaid coverage. No 
provision on Medicaid coverage for 
families that reach the time limit. 

One-Year 
Transitional 
Medicaid 
Coverage 

No provision. Transitional Medicaid No provision 
Assistance is therefore allowed to sunset 
on 9/30/98 per current law. 

CURRENT BILL 

States have two options for providing 
Medicaid coverage: I) States may 
guarantee coverage for individuals and 
families in accord with current AFDC 
income and resource standards; or 2) 
states may run a single eligibility system 
provided that eligibility is no more 
restrictive than the income and resource 
standards in effect as of July 16, 1996. 
(Note: for both provisions. states may 
return to May I, 1988 standards as 
allowed under current law). States may 
deny Medicaid to any adult receiving 
both Medicaid and benefits under the 
cash benefits whose benefits are 
terminated because of failure to meet 
work requirements. 

Coverage continues as long as families 
would have qualified for AFDC under 
July 16, 1996 rules. 

Families receive one year of transitional 
Medicaid if the family leaves welfare 
because of increased earnings. 
Maintains current law of providing 
transitional Medicaid for four months to 
families who leave welfare due to 
increased child support. Provisions arc 
extended through 2002. 



FOOD STAMPS PROVISIONS 

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

Food Stamps The House bill would cap federal The conference bill disqualifies able- Eliminates the block grant option. 
program expenditures regardless of bodied adults between 18 and 50 if they Limits childless able-bodied adults 
growth. The bill would limit maximum received food stamps for more than four between 18 and 50 to three months of 
benefit increases to 2% per year, months in the last year and did not work food stamp benefits in a 36-month 
regardless of the increase in food costs. or participate in a work program, unless period, unless they were laid off, in 
It would terminate benefits for non- they live in an area with greater than 10 which case the exemption is for a total 
disabled childless individuals between percent unemployment. An optional of 6 months. Allows two months of job 
18 and 50 years old unless they are food stamp block grant would be search or job search training and 
working at least half-time or in a work available to states that have a fully hardship exemptions for up to 20 
program. Optional food stamp block implemented EBT system or meet percent of persons subject to this 
grant would be available to states that certain payment accuracy standards. requirement. Freezes the cap on the 
operate a statewide EBT system. The States choosing block grants would be shelter deduction at $342 after I /I /97 
bill would freeze the standard income required to meet specified requirements. and reduces the standard deduction to 
deduction and the limit on excess shelter $132 in FY 1997 and $122 inFY 1998-
expense deductions at their current 2002; indexing of standard resumes 
kvels. afterward. 



OTHER PROVISIONS 

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

Child Nutrition Replaces child nutrition programs No mandatory child nutrition block No school nutrition block grant. 
operated outside of schools, WJC, and grants, but permits up to 7 school 
commodity distribution programs with a nutrition block grant demonstrations. 
block grant to states. Creates a separate WJC remains a separate program. Child 
block grant to states for school-based nutrition spending would be reduced by 
child nutrition programs. These about $6.3 billion over 7 years. 
provisions would result in cuts of $10 
billion over 7 years. 

Child Support lnclutks major comprehensive child Includes major comprehensive child Similar to vetoed bill, except it 
support enforcement measures proposed support enforcement measures proposed eliminates a provision in current law 
by the Clinton Administration. by the Clinton Administration, which requires that child support awards 
including paternity establishment, state including paternity establishment. state in AFDC cases be periodically reviewed 
central registries of child support orders. central registries of child support orders, and adjusted to ensure that awards are 
uniform procedures for interstate cases. uniform procedures for interstate cases, adequate. Also includes a minimum 
and penalties such as license revocation. and penalties, such as license reduction of 25 percent of monthly cash 
Eliminates the $50 pass-through of child revocation. Eliminates $50 pass- assistance for an individual's failure to 
support to cash assistance recipients. through of child support to cash cooperate with paternity establishment. 

assistance recipients. 

SSI For Children who arc now eligible for SSI Upon enactment for pending and new Upon enactment for pending and new 
Children under the medical listings would applications, would eliminate the applications, would eliminate the 

continue to receive cash benefits and comparable severity standard, the IF A, comparable severity standard, the IF A, 
Medicaid. For applicants after and references to maladaptive behavior and references to maladaptive behavior 
enactment. cash benefits would only be in the listing, and would establish a new in the listing. and would establish a new 
available for children who meet the disability definition for children. disability definition for children. 
medical listing and arc institutionalized Effective January 1, 1997, for current Current beneficiaries found ineligible 
or would be institutionalized if they do recipients and new applicants, a 2-tiered would lose benefits no sooner than July 
not receive personal assistance services benefit system would be established. 1, 1997. Continuing disability reviews 
n:quired because of their disability. All Children who need personal assistance would be conducted for low birth 
childn.:n who meet the medical listings in order to remain at home would weight children within one year of birth, 
would be eligible for services under a receive I 00% of the benefit. Children and at least every three years on 
stat.: block grant funded at 75% of the who meet the listings but not the children under age 18. Representative 
amount otherwise payable in cash personal assistance criteria would payees for children would be required to 
benclits. There would be no guarantee n:ceive 75% of the benefit. Continuing present evidence at the time of a 
of s.:rvic..:s under the bl01.:k grant. disability reviews would be conducted continuing disability review that the 

for low birth weight children within one child receiving treatment to the extent 
year of birth. and at lea~t every three considered necessary and available for 
years on children under age 18. his or her condition. Eligibility would 
Ri:presentative payees for children have to be redetermined. using the adult 
would be requin:d to present evidence at criteria, within one year following a 
the time of a continuing disability recipient turning 18. For privately 
revii:w that the child receiving treatment insured. institutionalized children, cash 
for his or her condition. Eligibility benefits would be limited to $30 per 
would have to be redetermined, using month. No two-tier benefit system. 
the adult criteria. within one year 
following a recipient turning 18. 



Child 
Protection and 
Adoption 

Immigrants 

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL 

Eliminates the current federal 
entitlement for Foster Care and 
Adoption Assistance, the capped 
entitlements for Family Preservation and 
Support and Independent Living, and a 
number of discretionary programs for 
abused. neglected, abandoned, and at­
risk children (including the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act, and the 
Missing and Exploited Children's Act). 
Replaces these programs with a capped 
entit!.:ment block grant to the states, and 
reduces funding available to the states 
by $6.3 billion over 7 years. 

With certain exemptions. noncitizens 
would be ineligible for SSL Medicaid, 
food stamps, transitional assistance. and 
social services block grants. Immigrants 
would become eligible upon 
naturalization. Exceptions include 
immigrants too disabled to naturalize 
and immigrants over 75 with five years 
residence. Most federal and state needs­
bascd programs would be required to 
deem the income and resources of 
sponsors. Deeming would be extended 
until the immigrant naturalized and 
would apply to current recipients. 

VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) 

Maintains the entitlement for foster care 
and adoption assistance maintenance 
payments and block grants 
administration and child placement 
services funding. as well as IV-8 parts I 
and 2 and Independent Living. CAPT A 
and several discretionary programs are 
combined into a Child and Family 
Services block grant. Overall, reduces 
mandatory funding by $400 million 
over 7 years. 

Most legal immigrants would be 
ineligible for SSI and Food Stamps until 
citizenship. Current recipients would 
lose eligibility after January I, 1997. 
States would have the option to make 
most current legal immigrants ineligible 
for Medicaid. AFDC, Title XX Social 
Services, and state-funded assistance 
until citizenship. Future immigrants 
would be ineligible for five years for 
most federal means-tested programs, 
including Medicaid. 

All applicants for most federal, state, 
and local programs would be subject to 
new verification requirements to 
determine if they arc ··qualified" or 
""non-qualified ... Qualified immigrants 
would include legal permanent 
residents. refugees. asylees, immigrants 
whose deportation has been withheld, 
and immigrants who have been granted 
parole status by the INS for a period of 
one year. Non-qualified immigrants 
would be ineligible for benefits (except 
emergency medical: short-term disaster; 
limited public health assistance; non­
profit, in-kind community services such 
as shelters and soup kitchens; and 
certain housing programs). 

Future sponsors/immigrants would be 
required to sign new. legally binding 
affidavits of support. For these future 
immigrants. H.R. 4 extends deeming to 
citizenship. changes deeming to count 
I 00 percent of a sponsor's income and 
resources. and expands the number of 
programs that arc required to deem, 
including Medicaid. 

CURRENT BILL 

No block grant. Current bill: (I) gives 
states authority to make foster care 
maintenance payments using IV-E funds 
on behalf of children in for-profit child 
care institutions; (2) extends the 
enhanced federal match for statewide 
automated child welfare information 
systems through 1997; (3) appropriates 
$6 million per year in each of FY s 
1996-2002 for a national random sample 
study of abused and neglected children; 
and ( 4) requires that states consider 
giving preference for kinship 
placements, provided that relatives meet 
state standards. 

Same as H.R. 4. except: (I) eliminates 
eligibility of legal immigrants for SSI 
and Food Stamps immediately at the 
time of redetermination. rather than one 
year atier the date of implementation; 
(2) allows non-qualified immigrant 
children to be eligible for school 
lunches/breakfasts if they are eligible 
for a free public education; (3) adds 
JTPA and Head Start to the list of 
programs explicitly exempted from the 
5-year eligibility ban on future legal 
immigrants; and (4) provides states the 
option to determine whether non­
qualified immigrants are eligible for 
WIC and other child nutrition programs. 



STATEMENT BY PRESIDENT CLINTON ON WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 31, 1996 

PRESIDENT CLINTON: Good afternoon. 

When I ran for president four years ago I pledged to end welfare 
as we know it. I have worked very hard for four years to do just 
that. Today the Congress will vote on legislation that gives us a 
chance to live up to that promise -- to transform a broken system that 
traps too many people in a cycle of dependence to one that emphasizes 
work and independence, to give people on welfare a chance to draw a 
paycheck, not a welfare check. It gives us a better chance to give 
those on welfare what we want for all families in America, the 
opportunity to succeed at home and at work. 

For those reasons, I will sign it into law. 

The legislation is, however, far from perfect. There are parts 
of it that are wrong, and I will work -- I will address those parts in 
a moment. But on balance, this bill is a real step forward for 
our country, our values, and for people who are on welfare. 

For 15 years I have worked on this problem, as governor and as 
the president. I've spent time in welfare offices, I have talked to 
mothers on welfare who desperately want the chance to work and support 
their families independently. A long time ago I concluded that the 
current welfare system undermines the basic values of work, 
responsibility and family, trapping generation after generation in 
dependency and hurting the very people it was designed to help. 

Today we have an historic opportunity to make welfare what it was 
meant to be: a second chance, not a way of life. And even though the 
bill has serious flaws that are unrelated to welfare reform, I believe 
we have a duty to seize the opportunity it gives us to end welfare as 
we know it. 

Over the past three and half years, I have done everything in my 
power as president to promote work and responsibility, working with 41 
states to give them 69 welfare reform experiments. We've also 
required teen mothers to stay in school, required federal employees to 
pay their child support, cracked down on people who owe child support 
and cross state lines. As a result, child support collections are up 
40 percent to $11 billion, and there are 1.3 million fewer people on 
welfare today than there were when I took office. 



From the outset, however, I have also worked with members of both 
parties in Congress to achieve a national welfare reform bill that 
will make work and responsibility the law of the land. 

I made my principles for real welfare reform very clear from the 
beginning. First and foremost, it should be about moving people from 
welfare to work. It should impose time limits on welfare. It should 
give people the child care and the health care they need to move from 
welfare to work without h,urting their children. It should crack down 
on child support enforcement, and it should protect our children. 

This legislation meets these principles. It gives us a chance we 
haven't had before to break the cycle of dependency that has existed 
for millions and millions of our fellow citizens, exiling them from 
the world of work. It gives structure, meaning, and dignity to most 
of our lives. 

We've come a long way in this debate. It's important to remember 
that not so very long ago, at the beginning of this very Congress, 
some wanted to put poor children in orphanages and take away all help 
from mothers simply because they were poor, young, and unmarried. 
Last year the Republican majority in Congress sent me legislation that 
had its priorities backward: It was soft on work, and tough on 
children. It failed to provide child care and health care. It 
imposed deep and unacceptable cuts in school lunches, child welfare, 
and help for disabled children. 

The bill came to me twice and I vetoed it twice. The bipartisan 
legislation before the Congress today is significantly betcer than the 
bills I vetoed. Many of the worst elements I objected to are out of 
it, and many of the improvements I asked for are included. 

First, the new bill is strong on work. It provides $4 billion 
more for child care so that mothers can move from welfare to work, and 
protects their children by maintaining health and safety standards for 
day care. These things are very important. You cannot ask somebody 
on welfare to go to work if they're going to neglect their children in 
doing it. It gives states powerful performance incentives to place 
people in jobs. It requires states to hold up their end of the 
bargain by maintaining their own spending on welfare. And it gives 
states the capacity to create jobs by taking money now used for 
welfare checks and giving it to employers as income subsidies, as an 
incentive to hire people, or being used to create community service 
jobs. 



Second, this new bill is better for children than the two I 
vetoed. It keeps the national nutritional safety net intact by 
eliminating the food stamp cap and the optional block grant. It drops 
the deep cuts and devastating changes in school lunch, child welfare 
and help for disabled children. It allows states to use federal money 
to provide vouchers to children whose parents can't find work after 
the time limits expire. And it preserves the national guarantee of 
health care for poor children, the disabled, pregnant women, the 
elderly, and people on weJfare. 

Just as important, this bill continues to include the child 
support enforcement measures I proposed two years ago -- the most 
sweeping crackdown on deadbeat parents in history. If every parent 
paid the child support they should, we could move 800,000 women and 
children off welfare immediately. With this bill, we say to parents, 
if you don't pay the child support you owe we will garnish your wages, 
take away your driver's license, track you across state lines and if 
necessary make you work off what you owe. 

It is a very important advance that could only be achieved in 
legislation. I did not have the executive authority to do this 
without a bill. So I will sign this bill, first and foremost because 
the current system is broken; second, because Congress has made many 
of the changes I sought; and third, because even though serious 
problems remain in the non-welfare-reform provisions of the bill, this 
is the best chance we will have for a long, long time to complete the 
work of ending welfare as we know it, by moving people from welfare to 
work, demanding responsibility, and doing better by children. 

However, I want to be very clear. Some parts of this bill still 
go too far, and I am determined to see that those areas are corrected. 

First, I am concerned that although we have made great strides to 
maintain the national nutritional safety net, this bill still cuts 
deeper than it should in nutritional assistance, mostly for working 
families with children. In the budget talks, we reached a tentative 
agreement on $21 billion in food stamp savings over the next several 
years. They are included in this bill. However, the congressional 
majority insisted on another cut we did not agree to, repealing a 
reform adopted four years ago in Congress which was to go into effect 
next year. It's called the excess shelter reduction, which helped 
some of our hardest-pressed working families. Finally we were going 
to treat working families with children the same way we treat senior 
citizens who draw food stamps today. Now, blocking this change I 
believe -- I know -- will make it harder for some of our hardest-



pressed working families with children. This provision is a mistake, 
and I will work to correct it. 

Second, I am deeply disappointed that the congressional 
leadership insisted on attaching to this extraordinarily important 
bill a provision that will hurt legal immigrants in America, people 
who work hard for their families, pay taxes, serve in our military. 
This provision has nothing to do with welfare reform; it is simply a 
budget-saving measure, and it is not right. These immigrant families 
with children, who fall on hard times through no fault of their own -­
for example, because they face the same risks the rest of us do from 
accidents, from criminal assaults, from serious illness -- they should 
be eligible for medical and other help when they need it. 

The Republican majority could never have passed such a provision 
standing alone. You see that in the debate in the immigration bill -­
for example, over the Gallegly amendment -- and the question of 
education of undocumented and illegal immigrant children. This 
provision will cause great stress for states, for localities, for 
medical facilities that have to serve large number of illegal -- of 
legal immigrants -- legal immigrants. It is just wrong to say to 
people, "We'll let you work here; you're helping our country. You'll 
pay taxes. You serve in our military. You may get killed defending 
America. But if somebody mugs you on a street corner, or you get 
cancer, or you get hit by a car, or the same thing happens to your 
children, we ·re not going to give you assistance anymore." 

I am convinced this would never have passed alone, and I am 
convinced when we send legislation to Congress to correct it, it will 
be corrected. 

In the meantime, let me also say that I intend to take further 
executive action directing the INS to continue to work to remove the 
bureaucratic roadblocks to citizenship to all eligible legal 
immigrants. I will do everything in my power, in other words, to make 
sure that this bill lifts people up and does not become an excuse for 
anyone to rum their backs on this problem or on people who are 
genuinely in need, through no fault of their own. 

This bill must also not let anyone off the hook. The states 
asked for this responsibility; now they have to shoulder it and not 
run away from it. We have to make sure that in the coming years, 
reform and change actually result in moving people from welfare to 
work. The business community must provide greater private-sector jobs 
that people on welfare need to build good lives and strong families. 
I challenge every state to adopt the reforms that Wisconsin, Oregon, 
Missouri, and other states are proposing to do, to take the money that 



used to be available for welfare checks and offer it to the private 
sector as wage subsidies to begin to hire these people, to give them a 
chance to build their families and build their lives. 

All of us have to rise to this challenge and see this reform not as a 
chance to demonize or demean anyone, but instead as an opportunity to 
bring everyone fully into the mainstream of American life, to give 
them a chance to share in the prosperity and the promise that most of 
our people are enjoying today. And we here in Washington must 
continue co do everything .in our power to reward work and to expand 
opportunity for all people. 

The earned income tax credit which we expanded in 1993 
dramatically is now rewarding the work of 15 million working families. 
I am pleased that congressional efforts to gut this tax cut for the 
hardest-pressed working people have been blocked. This legislation 
preserves the EITC and its benefits for working families. 

Now we must increase the minimum wage, which also will benefit 
millions of working people with families and help them to offset the 
impact of some of the nutritional cuts in this bill. 

Through these efforts we all have to recognize, as I said in 
1992, the best anti-poverty program is still a job. 

I want co congratulate the members of Congress in both parties 
who worked together on this welfare reform legislation. I want to 
challenge them to put politics aside and continue to work together to 
meet our other challenges, and to correct the problems that are still 
there with this legislation. I am convinced that it does present an 
historic opportunity to finish the work of ending welfare as we know 
it, and that is why I have decided to sign it. 
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The Briefing Room 
3:12 P.M. EDT 
MS. GLYNN: Good afternoon, everyone. To finish the briefing on 

welfare reform we have Secretary of Health and Human Services Donna 
Shalala and Assistant to the President for Policy Planning Bruce 
Reed. 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Thank you very much. I think the President 
outlined his reasons for signing the bill brilliantly. Let me talk 
a little about the reasons why the President vetoed earlier bills 
and what we've gained, what the policy gains have been in this 
bill. 

First, Medicaid is a stand-alone entitlement program. No longer 
is it linked -- it's not linked to welfare, and the Medicaid 
program is allowed to continue. We would still like some reforms in 
that Medicaid program, but the important thing is that welfare 
recipients will not be losing their Medicaid, and Medicaid will 
continue for millions of poor Americans who need health care. 

Second, there's $4 billion more for child care in this bill, and 
we were able to restore the health and safety standards for the 
child care system in this country, which were absolutely critical. 
There was an attempt by the Republicans to remove them. 

Third, there is no food stamp block grant. The food stamp 
program stays intact. There's no ceiling limit on it. The President 
did outline that we have some concerns about the way the cuts were 
taken, and we'll be looking at those as we do our detailed 
analysis. 

Fourth, there's no child welfare block grant. The child welfare 
services, which have been the most sensitive kind of services in 
this country, to limit them in any way -- these are the services 
that cover foster care, adoption services, 21 states are already 
under some court order. The Republicans originally wanted to curb 
those services, put caps on it, block grant it. We said not a 
chance. These are the most vulnerable children in our society and 
you have to back away from those proposals. 

There are greater protections in this bill for disabled 
children. There is a doubling of the contingency fund to protect 
against economic downturns. It's now $2 billion, instead of $1 
billion, which is what they had in previous bills. That's extremely 



important. 
For those that believe that we ought to continue to entitlement, 

the contingency fund becomes critical. That's what is taken up and 
used if there is an economic downturn in a state. If a state goes 
into an economic downturn, the peopl!! that need help are working 
folks who get laid off from their jobs and need to come into the 
welfare system for a very short period of time. So a contingency 
fund or an alternative like an entitlement becomes increasingly 
important. The contingency fund here is $2 billion to protect 
against economic downturns. 

There is a 20 percent hardship exemption, which gives the states 
the flexibility of exempting a large group of people who cannot 
meet either the work requirements or the time requirements for one 
reason or another. There is no mandatory family cap. You'll 
remember that the Catholic Church in particular has been deeply 
concerned about a family cap that would limit the payments that a 
state gives, a national family cap if a family·has another child --
if a woman has another child. The work requirements in this have 
actually been made more flexible at the 11th hour. A very 
interesting change was put in place in this bill, which has not 
actually been written about, which allows the states to keep the 
work requirements they negotiated with us in their waivers, as 
opposed to moving to the work requirements that are in the bill. So 
the states will have the options during the course of their 
waivers, and these waivers have been granted between five and 11 
years. So for many states they'll have flexibility on the packages 
they put together. 

The school lunch, and the nutrition block grant was eliminated in 
this bill. We fought that early on. And any kind of cut in 
unmarried teen moms from getting assistance was eliminated. There 
are major gains in this bill that made it possible for the 
President to sign the bill, but more importantly from our point of 
view, made it possible for the bill to work. 

Q Secretary Shalala, you have outlined a number of improvements 
of this bill over the previous two that he vetoed, but in your 
opinion is this a good bill, is this an improvement on the status 
quo? Secondly, did you recommend to the President this morning or 
last night that he in fact sign it? And third, did you ever 
consider resigning over this bill? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: First, on the issue of is this an improvement 
over the status quo, it is a significant improvement over the 
status quo. As early as 1984 a number of my colleagues who are now 
with me at the Department of Health and Human Services, including 
Mary Jo Bane and I, recommended to Governor Cuomo that we move to 
an employment-based program with time limits. This program moves us 
into the modern age, moves -- gives people genuine opportunity to 



move from welfare to work and puts the support systems around. If 
you combine this with Earned Income Tax Credit and with the minimum 
wage, we have powerful incentives to support people, even as 
they're entering entry-level jobs in this country. And the 
President has always believed, as all of us do, that the best 
opportunity for anyone in this country. is a job. 

This is a significant improvement over the status quo. As to the 
other two questions, I never reveal publicly advice I give to the 
President. And I never considered resigning. 

Q Ms. Secretary, on the 10 things that you named for us, I 
wanted to just ask a couple of clarifying questions. The doubling 
of the contingency fund from $1 billion to $2 billion, is that over 
what period of time? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Over six years. 
Q And the same is true of the $4 billion more for child care? 
SECRETARY SHALALA: Yes. 
Q What does that bring the total to of child care for the six 

years? 
SECRET ARY SHALALA: Fourteen billion dollars. 
Q And the 10th thing -- one other question, guys. Will that 10th 

thing that you named -- you listed -- the unmarried teen moms -­
SECRET ARY SHALALA: Remember, one of the original bills -­
Q What's the provision now? 
SECRETARY SHALALA: Unmarried teen moms will be able to finish 

high school. They'll get support while they're finishing high 
school as opposed to being cut off from any kind of aid. 

Q Is that required or is it up to the states --
MR. REED: When the House Republicans put forward their bill 

early last year, they- Included a provision that would have required 
every state to ban every teen mother from receiving assistance just 
because they were poor, young and unmarried as the President said. 

Q It wasn't in the bill that went to the President the first 
time was it? 

MR. REED: No, no. That's something that was in the original 
House bill and the President singled that out in his 1995 State of 
the Union. We had a hard-fought battle which we won early on, and 
it's not included in the final bill. 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Remember for many of us, it's the improvement 
since our first discussions with the Republicans. Dragging them 
originally into getting child support into the bill became very 
important. They did not have it in their original bill; we insisted 
on it. Child support enforcement for the first time will have the 
national dimension to it, which means we'll be able to track people 
down successfully across state lines. 

Q Secretary Shalala, you never said whether you liked the bill 
in response co the last question. And, also, you have liberal 



Democrats like Charlie Rangel going to the floor saying my 
President will boldly throw 1 million children into the street. How 
do you react to those sorts of comments? 

SECRET ARY SHALALA: Well, first, I hope that the governors intend 
to prove Charlie, my good friend Charlie Brown -- Charlie Rangel 
--Charlie Rangel wrong. And it's the way they're going to manage 
this program. 

Second, I do think it's a good welfare bill. There are parts of 
it that the President outlined that are outside the welfare bill 
that we have deep and serious concerns about that include the 
immigration provisions and the nutrition provisions and, hopefully, 
we'll be able to make significant strides in getting improvements 
over our concerns. 

Q Will you outline what it is exactly about the nutrition 
provisions that are objected to? 

SECRET ARY SHALALA: The President outlined the shelter allowance 
as one example. For people that -- for low income people working 
people in some cases, who have very high shelter costs having their 
calculation for food stamps based on taking into account a certain 
amount of their shelter costs, the issue is -- it's over 50 percent 
of their shelter cost, how much above that will be taken into 
account. 

This bill makes some dollar improvements but the law was 
actually going to take off the limit over 50 percent, a law that 
was passed which would have protected those who live in high 
housing cost areas. That becomes extremely important for working 
families because they do have some income, because they have jobs, 
but they also need food stamps to supplement and we need to take 
into account those higher shelter costs. 

That becomes a very sensitive issue for us. 
Q -- bill does what as --
SECRET ARY SHALALA: The bill puts a cap on that amount, and we 

simply want to be able to take a very careful look at that. In 
addition, the bill goes into the food stamp program and removes 
some increases that we have some concerns about, and we will be 
reviewing those. But remember, we got this bill at midnight last 
night. The President needed to make a decision fast, so we've done 
the analysis --

MR. REED: Just to add to what Donna said, there is a cap in 
current law that was set to expire, effectively next year, and this 
bill maintains that cap and shaves the increase --

SECRET ARY SHALALA: It was the Mickey Leland Food Act, and it was 
Mickey Leland's legacy to take off that cap. 

Q Madam Secretary, when you came this morning to this meeting, 
did you have a sense, or did you know in your bones what the 
outcome would be --



SECRETARY SHALALA: No. 
Q -- and was it what you expected? 
SECRET ARY SHALALA: No, I didn't. I expected it to be a full and 

healthy discussion and thoughtful discussion with the President. 
And as he described it, that's exactly what it was. 

Q And did you believe when you came that either outcome was 
possible and we just happened to arrive at this outcome? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: I don't -- I don't know. I came for a 
dis_cussion. The President has never invited me to a meeting in 
which he has already made up his mind, so it was a full discussion 
this morning. 

Q Could you give some of the flavor of that meeting? 
SECRETARY SHALALA: No, I think it's inappropriate. We have never 

described the meetings or the flavor of the meetings. I think the 
President described the meeting, and I'll stick with the 
President's description. 

Q The President said there is an element of experiment about 
this. Nobody can say with absolute certainly how it will work or 
how different states will approach it. What do you think is a fair 
window of time to be reviewing what the states are doing? And if 
there is a race for the bottom, when will we know? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Well, as you well know, we have essentially 
taken the first step towards for welfare reform using the waiver 
process, so we know something about state behavior and we're just 
starting to get in the evaluations on state behavior and what's 
happening in those particular states. The President would want us 
to monitor what's happening very carefully. We will be able to tell 
whether states are adding additional money. We will know how many 
states are moving people into jobs and whether they're staying in 
those jobs. So we will have information, hopefully state by state, 
that will tell us what's happening and be able to report to the 
President and report to Congress about what's going to happen. 

The important thing about this bill, and every piece of research 
has told us, that the states must have a stake in the outcome. They 
must be a full partner. The more they're involved in it, the more 
likely you are to get success in terms of state programs. That's 
what the MDRC told us in their research, and so we have moved 
dramatically to give the states the authority to design their own 
programs. 

Q Will the bill change anything that's happening in the many 
states with waivers? Are they exempt -- in addition to being exempt 
from the work requirements in the bill, are they exempt from any 
other provisions? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Well, the states will be able to --we have to 
go back and look at this very carefully. I think that they will be 
able to take their waivers, look at the new bill, and be able to 



shape what their overall program -- and remember, some of our 
waivers are for one county. They will have a lot more flexibility 
in terms of statewide programs now, in terms of expanding some of 
those county activities. And so I do expect some changes in the 
states. 

Q Will they be forced to change anything, though, or --
SECRETARY SHALALA: The bill basically allows them to keep their 

waivers and to work with the rest of the bill. So to the extent 
that they're forced to it, is -- I think the answer is, there is no 
forcing, but there are more opportunities in the new bill that they 
will want to take advantage of. And I think that's the best way to 
characterize it. 

Q -- follow up to that. What's the fate of the Wisconsin waiver? 
SECRETARY SHALALA: Well, Wisconsin now has -- I can't talk about 

Wisconsin. You're going to have to answer Wisconsin. I'm recused. 
Go ahead. I'm going to Wisconsin --

MR. REED: When this bill becomes law, Wisconsin should be able 
to do the welfare reform plan that they submitted to us. 

Q In other words, the President will take no action on the 
pending waiver request? What's the -­

Q Is it moot --
MR. REED: Yes, I think it's essentially moot. 
Q Bruce, when will -- the President said he'd be sending 

legislation up to fix some of the holes, the problems he saw with 
the bill, notably the immigrants who will not get Medicaid and 
other proposals. When will that legislation be ready? When are you 
planning to send --

SECRETARY SHALALA: He is -- you know, we just analyzed this bill 
for the President. We just got it, and he told us to get to work. 
So, we'll let you --

MR. REED: I think that the prospects of enacting that 
legislation in this Congress are not very good given the 
circumstances we've run into in the last several weeks. 

Q Just to follow up, the prospects of enactment have in the past 
not necessarily stopped you from the process of promulgation. And 
the President made it sound as if he thought that was a serious 
enough concern. Will a proposal from the administration be 
forthcoming in the remainder of this year or would that wait for 
the second term? 

MR. REED: Well, I think it's likely, but I -­
Q Which is likely --
SECRET ARY SHALALA: I think it's -- what the President told us to 

do -- let me go back to the point. What the President told us to do 
was to get to work and to look at those -- we have to finish our 
analysis of this bill. We've seen, obviously we've read it and seen 
enough of it. We need to come back to him and tell him specifically 



what in the immigration parts of the bill, what in the food stamps 
parts of the bill that we need to change. And so we're going to 
work immediately. 

You're detail questions about when we're going to have the 
legislation, we'll just have to answer later. 

Q Can I just follow up one second: I think the question is 
prompted by the President's confidence in expressing that that as a 
stand-alone provision wouldn't have passed and his apparent resolve 
in saying that it's so unjust and really unjustifiable as to 
require a relatively i.mnlediate response by you and that it would in 
fact prevail. 

MR. REED: I think as the President said, that he believes that 
over time as more is learned about the potential impact of these 
provisions that a consensus will emerge to fix them. But, you know, 
we have a month left in this Congress. It doesn't seem likely that 
it would happen. 

Q Secretary Shalala, when the Republicans went after politically 
popular middle class programs from Medicare and on down -- some of 
them that they tried to block grant to the states ~- the President 
fought like a tiger and said he was willing to put his political 
future on the line for them. Now here, he has a bill where he 
himself points to serious flaws affecting children and affecting 
legal immigrants. Is it just a coincidence that those who are 
adversely affected by this bill, by your own and by the President's 
own admission, don't have the vote? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: In fact, I come to the opposite conclusion. 
We fought like tigers to make sure Medicaid wasn't block grant, 
which hurts -- seriously hurts poor people in this country. We 
fought like tigers to make sure food stamps wasn't block granted. 
We fought like tigers to make sure the child welfare services were 
not block granted or nutrition services. We were successful in 
holding off some of the most vicious proposals and in shaping a 
bill that sets out the goals and meets the President's goals that 
he laid out both in the campaign in the beginning and throughout 
this administration. And that combined with the earned income tax 
credit and the minimum wage are significant steps forward for low 
income Americans and genuine opportunities for them, which after 
all, is what welfare reform is all about. 

Do you want to --
MR. REED: Can I just make one more point about how far we've 

come in this debate? The original House bill had $75 billion in 
budget savings related to welfare reform and $34 billion in EITC 
cuts -- a total of $109 billion in their welfare package. This bill 
that the President has indicated his support for has $57 billion. 
So we think that we've come a long way. 

Q But from your own starting point --



MR. REED: Our own starting point was, I think -­
SECRETARY SHALALA: Deficit-neutral, basically. 
MR. REED: The President's 1996 welfare refonn plan saved $42 

billion combined. 
Q No, I mean your own starting point when -­
MR. REED: In 1994? 
Q Yes. 
MR. REED: Which was deficit --
SECRET ARY SHALALA: Which was deficit-neutral, basically. Let me 

also point out that the President has laid out a series of gains 
for the low income people in this country. From food stamps to Ryan 
White, to protections in the Medicare program, we have a superb 
record in this administration. For a generation of vulnerable 
Americans, this is the most important step we can take --to move 
from the status quo, to move people from dependency on the welfare 
system to a job. And I support the President in his decision. 

Q Secretary Shalala, can you talk about the sufficiency of the 
$2 billion contingency fund? If we had a serious national downturn 

SECRET ARY SHALALA: If we have a serious national downturn, we 
need to go back to Congress and make changes. Everybody knows that. 
The Republicans know that. We know that. The Fed just put out a 
report in Cleveland pointing out the importance of the economic 
stabilizing effect of federal money. If you don't, recessions go 
deeper and broader in states. And the business community could 
hardly be taxed to pull them out. And everybody will be clamoring 
back for more resources in the contingency fund. And that, I think, 
everybody has conceded. 

MR. REED: But also, saving the food stamp program has an even 
greater stabilization effect. Food Stamps is much more responsive 
to economic downturns than the current AFDC program. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 
END 3:34 P.M. EDT 
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The Total Nutnber of AFDC Recipients Has 
Declined Under the Clinton Adtninistration 
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Work and Training Activities Among AFDC Recipients 
Have Increased Under the Clinton Administration 
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Child Support Collections Have Increased 
Under the Clinton Adm.inistration 
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Paternity Establishtnents Have Increased 
Under the Clinton Adlllinistration 
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Families Served by Child Support Enforcement 
Have Increased Under the Clinton Administration 
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REMARKS BY T.HE PRESIDENT 
AT THE SIGNING OF THE 

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND 
WORK OPPORTUNITY RECONCILIATION ACT 

The Rose Garden 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. Thank you very 
much. Lillie, thank you. Thank you, Mr. Vice Pres.ident, to the 
members of the Cabinet. .All of the members of Congress who are here, 
than~ you·very much. 

. I'd like·t6 say to Congressman Castle, I.'m especially 
glad to see you here, because eight years ago about'this time when 
you were the Governor of Delaware and Governor Carper was the 
congressman from Delaware, you and I were together at a signing like 
this. · 

Thank·you, Senator Long, for coming here .. Than~_ you, 
Governors Romer, Carper, Miller and Caperton. · ' 

I'd also like to thank Penelope How~rd and Janet Ferrel 
for coming here. They, too, have worked their way. from welfare to 
indep·endenc~ and we 're honored to have them here. I 'd 1 ike to ·thank 
all of the people who worked on this· bill who have been introduced 
from our staff ~nd Ca~inet, but I'd also like tb especially thank 
Bruce Reed, who did a lot to do with working on the final compromises 
of this bill; I thank him. 

Lillie.Harden was' up there talking, and I want to tell 
you how she happens to be here today. T.en years ago, ,Governor castle 
and I were asked to cochair a .Governors Task· Force on Welfare Reform, 
and we'. were ask~d· together on -it, .and when· we met at.Hilton Head in 
$outh Carolina, we had a little ·panel. And 41 governors showed up to 
listen to people wh6 were on welfare fran several states. 

I • . . . ' ' 

'So I asked·carol Rasco to find me somebody.-frOJ;n·our 
state who had been in one· of our welfare reform.programs and had gone 
to work. She found Lillie Harden and Lillie showed up at the 
p~ogram. And· I was conducting this·. meeting and .I comm_itted a mistake 
that they always tell lawy,ers· never to· do: never ask a questi.on you 
do not know the answer to. (Laughter.) 

But she was doing so well talking about it, as you sa'ef. 
how well-spoken she was today -- and I said, "Lillie, wh~t's the best 
thing about being off welfare?" And she looked me straight in the 
eye and said; "When my boy goes t.o ·school and they say what does your 
mama do for a· living, 'h.e can give an·answer. 11 I have never forgotten 
that~ (Applause~) And when I saw the success ot all of her children 
and the success that she's had in the past 10 years, ·I can tell you, 
you've had a bigger impact on me than I've· had on you~ And I thank 
you· for the power of your example, ·for your family's. And for all of 
America, thank_ you very much. (Applause.) 

What we are trying to do today.is to overcome the flaws 
of the welfare system for the people who are trapped on it~ We all 
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.know that the typical family on welfare today is very different from 
the one that welfare was designed to deal with 60 years ago. We all 
know that there are a lot of good people on welfare who just get off 
of it in the ordinary course of business, but that a significant 
number of people are trapped on welfare for a very long time, exiling 
them from the entire ·community of work that gives structure to our 
lives. 

Nearly '30 years ago, Robert Kennedy said, "Work is the 
meaning of what this country is all about. We need it as 
individuals, we need to sense it in our fellow citizens, and we need 
.it as a society and as a people." He was right then, and it's right 
·now. 

From now on, our nation's answer· to this great social 
challenge will no longer be a never-ending cycle of welfare, it will 
be the dignity, the power and the ethic of work. Today, we are 
taking an historic cha~ce.to make welfare what it was meant to be: a 
second chance, not a way of life. 

The bill I'm about to sign, as I have said many times, 
is far from perfect, but it has come a ·Very long way. Congress sent 
me two previous bills that I s£rongly believe failed to protect our 
children and did too little to move people from welfare .to work. I 
vetoed both of them. This bill had broad bipartisan support and is 
much, much better on both counts. 

The new. bill. re.stores America's basic bargain of 
providing opportunity and demanding _in return responsibility. It 
provides $14 billion for child care, $4 billion more than the present 
law does. It is good because without the assurance of child care 
it's all but impossible for a mother with young children to go to 
work. It requires states to maintain their own spending on welfare 
reform and gives them pow.erful perforl'l'\ance incentives to place more 
people. on welfare in jobs. It gives states the capacity to create 
jobs by taking money now used for welfare checks and giving it to · 
employers as subsidies as incentives to hire people. This bill will 
help people to go to work so they can stop drawing a welfare check · 
and start drawing a paycheck~ 

It's also better for.children. It preserves the 
national safety net of food stamps and school lunches. It drops the 
deep cuts and the devastating changes in child protection, adoption, 
and help for disabled children. It preseryes the national guarantee 
of. health care for poor children, the disabled, the elderly, and 
people on welfare -- the most important preservation of all. 

It includes the tough cpild .support enforcement measures 
that, as far as I know, every member of Congress and everybody in the 

. administration and every thin.king person in the country h~s supported 
for more than two years. 

It's the most sweeping crackdown on deadbeat parents in 
history. We have succeeded in increasing child support collection 40 
percent, but over a third of the cases where there's d'elinquencies, 
involve who cross ·state lines. For a lot of women and children, the 
only reason.they're on welfare today -- the only reason -- is that 
the father up and walked away when he could have made a contribution 
to the welfare of the children. That is wrong. If every parent paid' 
the child support that he or·she owes legally today, we could move 
aoo,ooo womep and children off welfare immediately. 

With this bill we say, if. you don't pay the child 
support you owe we'll garnish your wages, take away your driver's 
license, track you across state lines; if necessary, make you work 
off what you pay -- what you owe. It is a·good thing and it. will 
help dramatically to reduce welfare, ihcrease independence, and 
reenforce parental responsibility. (Applause.) 

MORE 
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As the Vice President said, we strongly disagree with a 
couple of provisions of this bill~ We believe that the nutr~tional . 
cuts are too deep, especially a~ they affect low-income working 
people and children. We should not be punishing people who are 
working for a living already; we should do everything we can to lift 
them up and keep them at work and help them to support their 
children. We also believe that the congressional lead_ership insisted 
in cuts in programs for legal immigrants that are far too deep. 

These cuts, however, have nothing to do with the 
fundamental purpose of welfare reform. I signed this bill because 
this is an histdric chance -- where Republicans and Democrats got 
together and· said, we're going.to ~ake this historic chance to 'try to 
recreate the nation's social ba~gain with the poor. We're going to 
try to change the parameters of the ,debate. We're going'to make ·it 
all new again and. see if we can't create a system of incentives wh_ich 
reenforce work and family and independence. 

We can change what is wrong. We should not have passed 
this historic opportunity to do what is right. And so I want to ask 
all of you, without regard to party, to think through the 
implica~ions of these other non-welfare issues ·on the.American people 
and let's work together in good spirits and good faith to remedy what 
is wrong~ We can balance the budget without·these cuts, but let's 
not obscure the fundamental purpose of the welfare provisions of this 
legislation which are good and solid, and which can give us at least 
the chance to end the terrible, almost physical· isolation of huge 
numbers of poor people and their children from the rest of mainstream 
America. We have to do that. (Applause.) 

. Let me also say that there's something really good about 
this legislation. When I s'ign it we all have to star~ again. And 
this becomes everybody's responsibility. After I sign my name to 
this bill, welfare will no longer be a political ·issue. The two 
parties cannot attack each·: other over it. Politicians cannot attack 
poor people over it. There are no encrusted habits, systems and 
failures that cari be laid at the foot of someorie else. We have to 
'begin again. This is not the end of welfare reform, this is the 
beginning. And we have to all assume responsibility. · (Applause.) 

Now that we are saying with this -bill· we expect work, we 
·have to make sure th• people have a chance to go to wotk. If we .. 
re~lly valu• work, everybod~ ih this society -- businesses, non­
profits, religious.institutions, individuals, those in government-~ 
all have a responsibility to.make sure the jobs are there. 

These· three women.have great stories. Almost everybody 
. on wel.fare would like to have a story like that. And t;he rest of us 
now have a responsibility· to give them that story .. We cannot blame 
the system for the jobs they don't have anymore. If it doesn't work 
now, it 1 s everybody 1 s fault -- mine, yours, and everybody els'e. 
There is no longer a system in the way. (Applause.) 

I've worked hard over the past four years to create jobs 
and to steer investment into places where there are large numbers of 
people on welfare because there's been no economic recovery. That's 
what the empowerment zone program was.' all about .. That's what the 
community development bank initiative was all about. That's what our 
urban Brownfield cleanup initiative was all about -- trying to give 
.people the means to make a living in areas that.had "been 'left behind .. 

I think we have to do more here in Washington to do 
that, and I'll have more· to say about that later. But let me say 
again, we have to build a new work and family' syste~. And this-is 
everybody's responsibility now. The people on welfare are people 
j~st like .these three people we honor here today and their families. 

'MORE 
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They are human beings. And we owe it to all of them to give them a 
chance to come back. 

I talked the other day when th.e Vice President and I 
went down to Tennessee and we were working with Congressman Tanner's 
district, we were working on a church that had burned. And there was 
a pastor there from a church in.· North· Carolina that brought a group 
of his people in to work. And he started asking me about welfare 
reform, and I started telling him about it. And I said, "You know 
what you ought to do? You ought to go tell Governor Hunt that you 
would hire somebody on welfare to work in your church if he would 
give you the welfare check as a wage supplement, you'd double their 
pay and you'd keep them employed for a year or so and see if you 
couldn't train them and help their families and see if their kids 
were all right." I said, "Would you do that?" .He said, "In a 
heartbeat." · 

I think there are people all over America like that. 
(Applause.) I think there .are people all over America like that. 
That's what I want all of you to be thinking about today -- what are 
we going to do now? This is not over, this is just beginning. The 
Congress deserves our thanks for creating a new reality, but we have 
to fill in the blanks. The governors asked for this responsibility; 
now they've got to live up to it. There are mayors that have 
responsibilities, county officials that have responsibilities. Every 
employer in this country that ever made a disparaging remark about. 
the welfare system needs to think about whether he or she should now 
hire somebody from welfare and· go to work. Go to the state and say, 
okay, you.give me the check, I'll use it as an income supplement, 
I'll train these people, I'll help them to start their lives and 
we' 1.1 go forward from here. 

Every single person needs to be thinking -- every person 
in America tonight who sees a report of this who has ever said a 
disparaging word about the welfar~ system should now say, "Okay, 
that's gone. What is my. responsibility to make it better?" 
(Applause.) 

Two days ago we signed a bill increasing the minimum 
wage here and making it easier for people in small businesses to get 
and keep pensions. Yesterday we.signed the Kassebaum-Kennedy bill 
which makes health care more available to up to 25 million Americans, 
many of them in lower-income jobs where they're more vulnerable. 

The bill I'm signing today preserves the increases in 
the earned income tax credit for working families~ It is now clearly 
better to go to work than to stay on welf~re --·clearly better. 
Because of actions taken by the Congress in this sessio~, it is 
clearly better. And what we have to do now is to make that work a 
reality. 

I've said this many times, but,· you know, most American· 
families find that the greatest challenge of their lives is how to do 
a good job raising their kids and do a good job at work. Trying to 
balance work and family is the challenge that most Americans in the 
workplace face. Thankfully, that's the challenge Lillie Harden's had 
to face for the last 10 y~ars. That's just what we want for 
everybody. We want at least the chance to strike the right balance 
for.everybody. 

Today, we are ending welfare as we know it. But I hope 
this day.will· be remembered not for what it ended, but for what it 
began -- a new day that offers hope, honors responsibility, rewards 
work, and changes the terms of the debate so that no one in America 
ever feels again the need to criticize people who are poor on 
welfare, but instead feels the responsibility to reach out to men and 
women and children who are isolated, ·who need opportunity, and who 
are willing to assume responsibility, and give them to opportunity 
and the terms of responsibility. (Applause.) 



'! 
'I 

- 5 -

Now, I'd like to ask Penelope Howard, Janet Ferrel, 
Lillie Harden, the governors and the members of Congress from both 
parties who are here to co~e up and join me as I sign the welfare 
reform bill. 

Q Mr. Presidenti before you sign the bill, can you 
tell us whether you think it's right to regulate tobacco or nicotine 
as a drug? 

THE PRESIDENT: You know, .Wolf, under the law, I have to 
wait until the OMB makes· a recommendation to me. I think we have to 
anticipate things. I can't say more than that right now. · 

(The bill is signed.) 

Q Mr. President, some of your core constituencies are 
. furious with you· for signing this bill. What.do you say to.them?· 

THE PRESIDENT: Just what I said up· there. We .saved . 
medical care. We saved food stamps. We saved child care. We.saved 
the aid to disabled children. We saved the school lunch program. We 
saved the framew~rk of support. What we did was to tell the state, · 
now you have to.create a system to give everyone a chance to go to 
work w~o is able-bodied, give everyone a chance to be independent. 
And we did -- that is· the right thing to d~. 

And now, welfare is no longer a political football to be· 
kicked around. It's a personal responsibility of every American who 
ever criticized the welfare system to help. the poor people now to 
move from welfare to work. That's wh~t I say. 

This is going to be a good thing for the country. We're 
going to monitor it and we're going. to fix whatever "is wrong with it. 

Q . '. What guarantees are there that .these things will be 
fixed, Mr. President, especially if Republicans remain in control of 
congress? 

THE PRESIDENT: That's what we have elections for. 

END 11:33 A.M. EDT 



ENDING WELFARE As WE KNOW IT 

August 22, 1996 

"I will sign this bill. First and foremost because the current system is broken. Second, because 
Congress has made many of the changes I sought. And, third, because even though serious 
problems remain in the non-welfare reform provisions of the bill, this is the best chance we will 
have for a long, long time to complete the work of ending welfare as we know it by moving people 
from welfare to work, demanding responsibility and doing better by children." 

• 

• 

• 

• 

- President Clinton, July 31, 1996 

A broken system. President Clinton will sign the current welfare bill because the existing 
welfare system undermines the basic values of work, responsibility and family, trapping 
generation after generation in dependency and hurting the very people it was designed to help. 

A last, best chance to move people from welfare to work. President Clinton believes that 
passage and enactment of this bill is the last best chance to make welfare what it was meant 
to be -- a second chance, not a way of life. The bill presents an historic opportunity to 
finish the work of ending welfare as we know it. 

The President saved the Medicaid guarantee once and for all. Congressional 
Republicans tried to use welfare reform to take health care away from the poor, the elderly, 
and the disabled, but President Clinton said no. He also fought successfully to ensure that 
women on welfare continue to receive health coverage for their families, including 
transitional Medicaid when they leave welfare for work. 

A much improved bill. Because of President Clinton's earlier vetoes, objections and 
improvements, Congress is sending him a significantly better welfare reform bill. We have 
come a long way in this debate, and stopped extremists in Congress who wanted to ban help 
for poor, young, unmarried mothers and cut low-income programs and the Earned Income 
Tax Credit by $110 billion. 

• 

• 

• 

The new bill is strong on work, giving states performance incentives for placing 
people in jobs, guaranteeing health care, providing $14 billion for child care, and 
maintaining health and safety standards for child care -- so that women on welfare get 
the help they need to support their children. 

The bill is also better for children. Unlike the vetoed bill, it keeps the national 
nutritional safety net intact by eliminating the food stamp cap and the optional block 
grant, and dropping the deep cuts in school lunch, child welfare and help for children 
with disabilities. 

Thanks to the insistence of President Clinton and Democrats in Congress, the bill 
includes the most sweeping child support enforcement measures in history. The 
bill says to parents who fail to pay child support: we will garnish your wages, take 
away your license, track you across state lines, and if necessary, make you work off 
what you owe. 



• 

• 

• 

* 

Requiring work, and helping people succeed at work and at home. President Clinton 
has always believed that the best anti-poverty program is a job. This bill will not only 
move people from welfare to work, it will help them make it in the workplace by providing 
the health care and child care they need to succeed at work and at home. With this bill, 
President Clinton also preserved the Earned Income Tax Credit, which rewards the hard 
work of 15 million hard-pressed working families and which Congress had tried to gut. 

The nation's basic safety net remains strong. By standing firm throughout this debate, 
President Clinton has saved and strengthened the nation's basic safety net, which helps 
millions of vulnerable women and children. In addition to stopping the Medicaid block 
grant, he stopped Republican efforts to block grant Food Stamps, SSI for disabled children. 
child protection and foster care, and the school lunch program. This bill preserves those 
safety net programs, which work, and fundamentally reforms the welfare system, which does 
not. 

Parts of the bill still need to be fixed. President Clinton has pledged to fix some non­
welfare provisions of the bill which he believes go too far: 

* 

* 

Congress insisted on a cut that would cap the excess shelter deduction, which 
helps some of our hardest-pressed working families. This provision is a mistake, 
and the President will work to correct it. 

Congress insisted on provisions that will hurt legal immigrants who work hard for 
their families, pay taxes and serve in our military. Immigrant children and 
disabled immigrants who fall on hard times through no fault of their own should 
get medical and other help when they need it. 

A record of accomplishment. Over the past three and one-half years, President Clinton has 
done everything in his power as President to promote work and responsi~ility, working with 
43 states to give them 77 welfare reform experiments. The Administration has also required 
teen mothers to stay in school, required federal employees to pay their child support, and 
cracked down on parents who owe child support and crossed state lines. Child support 
collections are up 40 percent, to $11 billion, and there are 1.3 million fewer people on 
welfare today than there were when President Clinton took office. 
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WELFARE REFORM Q&A 

Q. Many in your own party were upset with your decision to sign the welfare reform bill. 
Do you expect protest demonstrations in OUcago? 

A. I am proud to sign national welfare reform into law because the current welfare system 
is fundamentally broken, and we must seize this last best chance to fix it. I respect 
the views of those who disagree \'-ith me -- this bill is far from perfect, and the 
Congressio~al leadership insisted on tacking on some cuts which have nothing to do 
Yt'ith welfare reform and which I am determined to correct. But we cannot let this 
opportunity slip through our fingers, and I'm glad that a majority of members in both 
parties joined with me to improve this bill and give us a real chance to demand 
responsibility, promote family, and move people from welfare to work. 

Q. Didn't you sign this just because of election-year politics? Isn't this virtually the same 
bill you vetoed twice before? 

A. We've come a long way in this debate. Not so long ago, some in Congress wanted to 
ban all aid to unwed teen mothers, and put their children in orphanages. I said no. 
Some wanted to undermine the basic nutritional safety net anq the school lunch 
program, and cut ihild welfare and aid for disabled children. I said no. Some wanted 
to gut the EITC which rewards work over welfare. I said no. And the Republican 
leadership tried to take away the guarantee of health care for poor children, the 
elderly, and the disabled. I said never. So instead of the narrow partisan bill 
Congress sent me in December, ·we passed a bipartisan bill that provides health care 
and child care and protects the EITC so people can move from welfare to work, and 
drops the deep cuts and structural changes that Congress had tried to pass off as 
welfare reform. 

Q. What are you going to do to soften the impact of this bill in the areas where you 
weren't sntisfied? 

A. I objected in particular to two provisions that have nothing to do with welfare reform -
- capping the so-called shelter deduction for food stamps, and eliminating all benefits 
for legal immigrants. These provisions could never have passed Congress on their 
own, and I believe that as they become more widely known, a bipartisan consensus 
will emerge around the country to come back and fix them. I also believe. that every 
one of us has a responsibility to help make welfare reform work: States need to 
shoulder the responsibility they sought; businesses need to help provide jobs for people 
to go to. and :i.11 of us need to do e·>erything we can as volunteers, role models, and 
citizens to help turn our most distressed communities around 
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Q: Isn't it true that the President only decided to sign the bill 
because of political concerns? 

A: Not at all. This is a President who has always stood on 
principle. Our opponents have criticized his children's 
tobacco initiative, but he has not backed down. They have 
criticized his success at getting handguns off the street, but 
he has not wavered. Reforming the welfare system is something 
that he's always been committed to, and he believes it is 
important to begin changing the failed system as quickly as 
possible. 

Q: Isn't it true that all of his policy advisors recommended a 
veto? 

A: No. Some Administration officials have expressed concerns 
about the final bill, but that's not new. The official 
letters sent to Congress have always expressed concerns. 

But the Administration believes that there is more good than 
bad in this bill. Child care spending, for example, is more 
than $J billion above current law. The child support 
enforcement provisions -- all included at the request of the 
Administration -- will bring in billions of dollars for 
America's children and will free up billions more in current 
welfare payments that can now be used for job training. 

Every Administration official also knows that this bill is 
much improved from the legislation the President vetoed last 
year. It's still not perfect, but it's imperative that we 
move away from the failed status quo. 

Q: But won't this bill result in more poverty? How can you say 
that you care about children, and still sign this bill? 

A: Very few bills are perfect, and this bill does have some 
flaws. However, it's important to remember how many victories 
the President has won since he vetoed the previous bill. This 
legislation does not cut foster care, adoption assistance, 
child abuse prevention programs, or the school lunch program. 
It does not deny cash assistance to disabled children. And it 
includes more funding for child care. 

overall, the Administration believes that there is more good 
than bad in this bill. Child care spending, for example, is 
more than $3 billion above current law. The child support 
enforcement provisions -- all included at the request of the 
Administration -- will bring in billions of dollars for 
Alnerica 's children and free up billions more in welfare 
payments that can now be used for job training. 
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It• s also important to remember that this Administration 
expanded the Earned Income Tax credit, and convinced Congress 
to vote on an increase in the minimum waqe. Together with the 
work incentives in this bill, .those actions will make many 
low-wage families better off, and will make work a better deal 
than welfare. 

Q: Why did it take the President so long to make up his mind on 
this issue, when he's pledged to end welfare as we know it 
since 1992? 

A: As the President said yesterday, the bill has been improved in 
many ways, but still falls short in others. The President's 
goal is to move single parents to work while protecting their 
children, and he wanted to carefully review the legislation 
himself. He also wanted to hear from his Cabinet how the work 
incentives in the bill will work, and how the increase in the 
minimum wage he's been fighting for would help reward work 
over welfare. 

Overall, the President is convinced that there is more good 
than bad in this bill. Child care spending, for example, is 
more than $3 billion above current l~w. The child support 
enforcement provisions -- all included at the request of the 
Administration -- will bring in billions of dollars for 
America's children and will free up billions more in current 
welfare payments that can now be used tor job training.· But 
it's a decision the President wanted to make carefully and 
thoughtfully. 
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This is a good, solid welfare reform bill. It includes many of the 
provisions we have called for from the start -- tough time limits, 
work requirements, child support enforcement, child care so that 
parents can go to work, requirements that teen parents live at home 
and stay in school, and performance bonuses to reward states for 
replacing welfare with work. 

This bill is not perfect, but it unquestionably includes more good 
than bad. Child care spending, for example, is more than $3 
billion above current law. The child support enforcement 
provisions -- all included at the request of the Administration -­
will bring in billions of dollars for America's children and will 
free up billions more in current welfare payments that can now be 
used for job training. 

It's imperative that we move away from the failed status quo. The 
current system is badly flawed, and must be dramatically 
transformed. Welfare should be a hand up, not a hand out. 
Unfortunately, the spending reductions in this bill are no less 
extreme than the cuts in the bill the President vetoed. Many of 
these cuts would hurt working families and their children, 
particularly those who live in big cities. And next year, when 
election year politics are over, we will work hard to erase those 
cuts, particularly those that affect children. 

Critics say that this bill represents unprecedented change in the 
welfare system -- changing it from an indefinite source of support 
to a temporary, transitional one. That is true. But society has 
also undergone unprecedented change since AFDC was created in 1921. 
Single parent families are more common. Most mothers work. Most 
children who are not in school are in day care. And we now know 
that the right kinds of child care can have enormous benefits for 
poor children. 

This bill is much improved from the legislation vetoed last year. 
This legislation does not cut foster care, adoption assistance, 

child abuse prevention programs, or the school lunch program. It 
does not deny cash assistance to disabled children. And it 
includes more funding for child care. 

It's also important to remember that this Administration expanded 
the Earned Income Tax Credit, and convinced Congress to vote on an 
increase in the minimum wage. Together with the work incentives in 
this bill, those actions will make many low-wage families better 
off, and will make work a better deal than welfare. 

f4]002 
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/I 
VETOED BILL CURRENT BILL 

Guaranteed Medicaid NO YES 

Block Grants Food Stamps YES NO 

Block Grants Foster Care YES NO 

Cuts Funding for Faster Care YES NO 

Block Grants Adoption Assistance YES NO 

Cuts Funding for Adoption Assistance YES NO 

Cuts Funding for Investigation of Child Abuse YES NO 

.... ~lo Exemption From Time Limit NO YES 

Adequate Child Care Funding NO YES 

: 

Child Care Health and Safety Standards NO YES 

I 
80% Maintenance of Effort Required NO YES 

I 

l Teens Required to Live at Home YES YES 

I 

' ' 
· Performance Bonus for States NO YES 

Child Support Enforcement YES YES 

I Cash Assistance by 25 Percent for Some YES NO 
L.J, .. abled Children 
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STATEMENT. BY.· THE'. PRESIDE~T 

'.I'oday, I have. s'igned· into. law H.-.R. 3734," the. ":Personal . 
Responsibility ·and· work: Opport:~nity Reconciliation Act."of 199.6 .. " ' " 
While far from perfect, this. legislation provides.an. historic · 
oppor.tunity. to· end welfare as ·we ·know· it· and transform.· our,,.· 
broken, welfare system by. promoting. the·. furidamentCil': values .of 
work, responsibilit;y, and family~ · · .. · " 

T~is Act hon.6rs my b~s-ic principles of re~l .· welfa:re reform.· 
It requires work qf welfare.recipients, -limits.the.time'they ·can· 
stay'on welfart;!; and'.provides child care'and health.c'are to' help 
them make the move from welfare t:p work. 'rt' demands personal 
responsi~ility, and.puts in plage.tough· child, support 
enforcement measures. It. p~o'motes family and protects .children. · 

This ~ipartisan l~~islation is signif ican~ly b~tter than 
the bills that I vetoed. The°Corigress.P,as·removed marty·of the· 
worst ·provisions .. of the .vetoed bills and has inc.luded many of 
the improvements that I sought.· · I. am e'specia!ly pleased :that· 
the Congress has preserved·the·gµarantee of ,health care for the 

.poor,. the ··elde.rly, and ·the d'isabled:' . _· .· · · ·· · · 

. Most. important~· this Act: is tough on -~erk. Not only .. does 
it include f i,irn but. fair work 'requi'.!'='ements I it provid.~·S ; " ,' ... 
$4 billion more in child.care than.the vetoed .bills -- ·so that 

·parents can· ·end thefr dependency .·ori·"welfare ahd go: to ·W:ork · '.""- .· 
and maintains health Cind safety standards . for day care.· .. ' " . . 
providers. The -.bill, also gives States. positive· 'incentives·, to 
'move people into . j o}?s 'and ~olds _'them._ accountabl~: 'for ·maintaining 
spending on welfare reform·. '.In .Ciddition, '.it gives':-stat~s. the . 

. ability to .create subsidized' Jobs :and>to provide employers with 
incentives· to hire· people off. ·welfare ... - · · · .. · · 

rlie Act also ·.does tnu.ch. mor.e to proteqt children . than the .. · 
vetoed bills. It cuts spending ·On. childhood· dJ.sapility. programs . 
less ·_deeply· and does· riot unwisely-: change tl:ie child 'proted:ion .. · 
program·s . .- It mainta.ins.:.the natiori~l nutr.i~ional safety net, . ·,. 
by eliminat;:ing the Food· Stamp al'l:nual spending, cap".and .the Fqod· . 
Stamp. and Scho.ol Lun~h~ block .. grants: that 'tpe· v~toed .. bills"· .. · ... : 
cont~ined. · In ·addition,· it: preserves: the F~de~~1 · guarari,te~ .: " .. .. 

· of. health· care· for· individu~1s.· who ~re· ·cu.'rrently e~igib1~: ·for. 
·Medicai<:i through· ·the: ~FDC progz:am or ... are · i~ ·,trarisitio.D,: from·_: · · 
· welfar.e· to work; _ · ·· · " · · . ·. " ... · · · '·· ':,: ... · · .· 
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. Furthermo~e, · this ·Act· incl ~des .:tile· tough . pe~.sonal. . . . ·::: .: : : 
responsibility and child support" enforcet'(1ent .measures :that· ',f:' ', . · '. .. :I:·.'::;:,: 
propose:a 2 years ago. "rt. require~ .. minor· mothe·rs to'.. liV,e" :~t )16me. .. ..... 
and stay in sc.hool as a ciondltlon of' assi~tanc~. :=.· ·It ·crack~ do.wn : .' ·, · :),~ .. ·; 
on par~nts who ·'fail .to pay· chi19. support .. by.·garriishing, their'..,;': .. · ... L· ....... ·: 
wages·, suspe~ding their q,river'·er lice~se.s·, · tra9~'irig: tl;le~.:across· ~: . .. ..· .·. 
State• lines I . and, . if ried!f!!Sary,. :·making t'hem work; .off '\-ih.at':: they ·_ : "· . : .·· .. \·. 
owe. · · .. '·. · .··:· · · :")": .. :.: .. ' ... 1'.:,.::"·; ..... ' ...... ::.<<<·: .. :\~:>~·::::·:/·<: ... ·" ... ·:.i .,::.\.'":-. 
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For these ·reasons,·. I am :proud. ·t6 ."have· .. sigried· thir{ ·. ": '.'··:· .... ·,. :'::"" \ ·~: · '· 
·legislation .. · The c~rrent' ·w·elfare' system'.is,-: fun<:lall}e~tal:lY. :" ... '..'. ... . ·· ... -·· ... · :· .,. " .. · 
broken, and this may b'e · our : 1'ast ··best chance to .. ·set it straight .··." · . · ·.. . . -. :· 
I am. doing' so;' :however I ,with .st:.r.011:g objec'tions· .to. ce'rtalti' "·.:" . ' I. " .... : 

provis:i,ons.; which I am determined ··to correct.·· .. . ,. .. -. 
t. • •• ·':·'" • • 

First,. wh:il~ the ·-Act--pre~e:rves the• nationa.1:··tlutriti~nal 
safety ne·~, 'i:ts qut~. to.: the Food Stamp program are· too,· deep·.. . 
Am6z:ig other .~hings,. the Act .re;nstates, a ·maximum OD: the. amqtint · ·:. 
that .can.be. deducited'--~or··shelt:er cost.a ·when dete.rmihirig,.a:··. : .. · .. ·.·. :. 

. household's elig;Lbiiity eor'- Fqod Stamps. . This:'pZ.ovision· wiil : . - . 
dispropbr'-tionately' affe_ct · 16:w-·in(::6me families'. with. chi1'dren:-. and 
,high 'housing. costs. . . •' . > ' •. ' 

. ' . : ' 

·· · · second;. ·I am .. deeply ·disappointed that this legi.slati.o~ · · 
would deny Federal assistance t·o legal immi.grants ·and th~ir 
chil~ren; . ~nq give. States the optlon.~of .doing the. same. My. 
Administration supports· holding sponsors:·who bririg .. immigrants 
into this' country more responsible' for. tQeir WEHl-be.fng_;. Legal 
imi:nigr~ntS . anc;i their· Chi,l.drezl, : however I. Should .not· be :_penalized .. 
if they 'become. di.sabled and require ··medic.al assistance through · · 
no fault of their own. 'Nefth~r should .they b.e··d~prived :of·'. food .. 
stamp assistance· with9ut 'proper procedure~ o'r due, :regard.· for 
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inc;iividual circumstan.ces .. · 1'herefore·~ I will direct the. . . 
Immigration and Naturalization :ser:vice. to acc::el'erate "it·E:I · . 
unprecedent~d. progress "in. removing: a·11 ·bureaucr(!ltic"'o~stacle.s ·. 
that stand. in the way' of citizenship for legcfl. immig.rants. who . ·· 
are ·eligible ... :i:n addition,. I: \./ill" take·· ·any pqssible .' execut.ive.· 
actions. to· avqid i·naccurate or inequitable decisions· to. cU_t .. off 
·food._stamp benefits -.- .'~or exampl'·e,., ·to .. a legal· immigrant . . ~po h.as· ....... ; . ,:.·,. ~.-·: 
performed military service. for t_his ·.~ountcy or. to.' one. who .has : ,· . . : .. - : 
applied for and satisfied ,all. the req'liireme~ts of. c'itizenship; . .,,. . ". 
bu.t is awaiting governmental :-approval. of ·J.:iis or 'her .·application.:·. .. ,,'.'. 

. ' ' . . . . . . . . .. 
. ' \ . ' . .· ,,. . . .. . . . ~ . . ·, . . . 

In addition .to plac·ing an undue ha,rdship on affected 
'individuals, denial ·of Fede.r:al assistance to. ;Legal· immigrants 
will·· shift .. co.sts to. States, localitie:s, · hospi.tals, ·'and. medical. 
clinics that serVe ·la,rge. immigrant._,, populations. · Fur_thermor·e, 

· States ·elec;ting to'· deny these· individu.als :assistance dotil.d· be 
faced Y1ith serious..,c6nstitutiona~ challenges· anQ pr.otracted. -. 
leg~l · bat~.les ~ · · < · · . . ·:· · · . · .. ·. . · · 

. I hav~. conc.erns ab9U:t >othe:i;-. pro~is:i.ons · oi· this .... legislation 
as well. It fails to provide sUfficd:ent con~i.ngency· func;iing .t:o:r 

.. "states that 'experience a s'eriqus economic. downturn.,.: arid ~t fails ... 

' '. 

.. ; 

·' 

. . ' . . ~ 

. ' ... '• 

to provide. Food Stamp !Sl,lpport ~to chi.ldle.ss.· adults .who_ want ~·to . · ' 1 

. work, but. cannot. find· a job _or are :not· given the ·opportµnity ·. · · ... , : 
. to participate -in a :Wc;>rk prqgrai:n: .~n ~ddition·, w~·.-ml,lst·: ·.~o~k · ~o .. ·.. . · .: .: .: .-·:·:: 
ensure that ,..State's p·rovide: in"'."_kind· vouchez:~_, to childreri' .-whos~ .:· : .. . ·, ~···: ·:·. ·<: 
par~nts. reach the· s.-year Fed~ral. tiI11e- _li.init· witAo.u~· .. f.fnd:i~g .. ,- ,- ,; · ·. · · · ··> 
work. .. · · . 1. . · '.-· - ... · .. ·,·: ·: ... ,,.···., ·::-.>: · .. · . . : ·; ._-:.:·::·i· ·> .:·. .' . · .. · ... '. 1 .. ! 

.. ., . ·: •_: .· . . . ' . :. ·. ' : . .. . ~ 

This Act gives: states . the r.esponsi.bil.~.'ty that- ·they, . _ · · 
have ·sought· to reform t;:he welfare. ~ystem. ·.·This is· .a· profound . · .: · .. 
resp'ori1;db~lity I and. st·ates ·must, . fac~ it. square~y ... " ·we. will 1h0ld . , · .. ; ' 
them .accountable, insisting that they fulfill 'their' duty ·to· move -. · · 

. people· from· welfare ,tfr'.work .a~d ... to. do right by OU~· most .·.. . ... . . .; .'-. i 
·-vulnerable .citizens, including. childien.:arid' b~ttered':w,9men.:,. . ' .. '., ·, ·-:; 

I chall'enge each· state to. t:ake·.,.advaritage_ ·of .. it's· riew :,·!+exibility . :· ·, · ·,_:-:::.<)) 
to u·se money formerly· :availal;>le ,:'.fop, wel~a~e :·checks:/t·o .. :e_ncdu:t;"ag~· "· ·. -.. \--:.:}; \,; 

t~e ·. pr~::t:e::~::: i:;~:::~~::o!::t:~~' • lt~{l~ ,j :b: :'!f o2~~i~>: ', ..•..• :,' ··.•·•.):;fi}\ti 
with . the newly increa~_e.d ·.··minin;it1m. w:age. ,a:nd ';th~ :Earne~- .;·J:~cc:>in~:. '!'.ax;,.· .... · ' ... >. •.:· ,.'.·.Yf 
credit· --·.which· this .1eg·tslat'fon· tnaiht'airi's" .,,,~;:· .. if~RY.3'73'4"~wi-i:l:·: · '.· · ·· -., -:. ·. ·.-:·/. ;,?) · k,' . ' • ' '·' .; ·' · ··i·~> ··". •'"7• ;. ~ ·~ 1 1 •. ,·' • r. ",,·'.· • • ,,.,"\'1'.1., •• :,:.,· r , , ,: ... •.; ·' ~ ma e work. pay· for more ·.Amer ·cans~,,_.:,..-;·;.·: ...... ~ ···: :/.: ....... ~, '.f·,.:·'._,,.·_,_.;:'7.- · · .'.: ·• ·1 • • •• .. • .!·<:\·, •. ~., 
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I a~ detern,tined to w~rk with the .congress in-a.bipartisan 
effort ·to correct the provisions· of this 'legislation that go· 
.too far and have' nothing to do with welfare ·reform. But, on 
balance, this bill is a .rea.l step forWard. ·for _our.· count-ry ,· for 
our values,· and for .people on welfare. . It shoula represent· not · 
simply 'the end.ing of a. syst.em that··. too. oft.en hurts those it. is 
supposed. t.o ·help,: :but the beginning' of ·a. new- e.ra' in' which. . 
welfare· will b.ecome what· it: was meant . to be: a· second chance,· 
not a· way. of life. It ·is now"up .to: all o'f ·us . .__ st_a.tes ·:anci'­
cities~: the. Federal Government,· businesses and-ordinary. 
.citi_zeris .- - .to .wol;k:• together tc:>: -make." the· promise of 'this rie'w 
day .. real. · · · ' .. '- · · .. : ...- ".- - · · · .. 
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