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Basic Background:

· “TANF was formerly AFDC, which was long-time trouble.  Clinton’s overhaul did nothing.  This was a Contract with America issue, and Clinton used his electoral momentum to overcome the National Governors’ Association, which is basically a dead body.  What it did was make TANF into a fixed-funded program, that included a work requirement for the first time ever.”

· “Reauthorization is coming up next year, so now they’re re-debating it.  Now Democrats actually want to repeal it.  As for the community colleges, who have a lot at stake…states employ one of two strategies for the work requirement.  One is work first.  The ‘96 [welfare reform] act is more oriented for work first.  States divert new clients and keep their roles down, and they get rewarded for reduced caseloads.  They keep people in the labor force.  Two, there’s the education/training program.  These are largely for people who have not worked, so there’s no substantial caseload reduction.  See, this population does not perform well in the classroom.  We have plenty of evidence…anecdotal evidence…that the classroom is a means to avoid working or searching for work.  They may not even attend…it’s just an extension of idle dependence.  And it costs more to put them into school.  Mostly, students in this population do not earn more after receiving training.”

Prior Activity on the Issue:  

· In 1996, Congress passed welfare reform legislation that eliminated AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) and created TANF (Temporary Assistance to Needy Families) that, among other things, requires recipients to seek or obtain a job within a certain time period to be eligible for benefits (i.e., “work first” requirements) and gives money to states, if they want it, to pay for job training if they reduce the welfare participation rate in the state.

Advocacy Activities Undertaken:

· Published research reports

· Spoke with “several senators”

Future Advocacy Activities Planned: none mentioned

Key Congressional Contacts/Champions:

· Secretary Tommy Thompson

House:

· Representative Wally Herger

· House Leadership

· Most Republicans on Ways and Means Human Resources Subcommittee, but not subcommittee chair Representative Nancy Johnson

Senate:

· Senator Santorum

· Senator Tim Hutchinson

· Senator Don Nickles

· Senator Phil Gramm

Targets of Direct Lobbying:

· Republican and conservative Democrat MCs

Targets of Grassroots Lobbying: none mentioned

Coalition Partners (Names/participants): none mentioned

Other Participants in the Issue Debate:

· Representative Patsy Mink

· Senator Carl Levin

· Representative Ben Cardin, ranking minority member of W&M Human Resources Subcommittee

Ubiquitous Arguments and Evidence:

· “Aid is based on ‘reciprocal obligation’…of states reducing welfare rolls to get more funding.  We want them to continue to enhance that aspect.  Keep the work first orientation.”

· “We want to raise [state] participation in work first.”

· “If there has to be an education/training, keep it mixed witht the work requirements.”

· “Add a meaningful enforcement mechanism.”

· “Don’t increase day care.  Day care is self-sufficient with the surplus gained by reducing welfare rolls.”

· These are largely for people who have not worked, so there’s no substantial caseload reduction.  See, this population does not perform well in the classroom.  We have plenty of evidence…anecdotal evidence…that the classroom is a means to avoid working or searching for work.  They may not even attend…it’s just an extension of idle dependence.  And it costs more to put them into school.  Mostly, students in this population do not earn more after receiving training.”

Secondary Arguments and Evidence:

· [the opposition: “’Education is good.  Educated people make more money.’  Our response is that that’s not a meaningful argument in this context.”

· “They say they have data on how many people participate, in what activity, etc.  They use poor data.”

Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence:

· “On the training and work issues, we go over the data on the success of work first programs…this is largely unknown to MCs.” 

Nature of the Opposition: The opposition is described as the “extreme left” and Democrats that prefer increasing education and training eligibility for TANF recipients.  Additionally, RR described community college presidents as seeking to expand the education component of TANF because “they’re seeking a large potential clientele.”  Also, RR said “governors tend not to be receptive to new standards [for work requirements], regardless of party.”

Ubiquitous Arguments and Evidence of the Opposition:

· “Welfare mothers are victims, so give them an education.  For a while, we were surprised at the drop in the number of poor.  That has come back in the past six months.”

· “Education is good.  Educated people make more money.”

· “They say they have data on how many people participate, in what activity, etc.  They use poor data.”

· “the Democrats are also interested in day care.  They want to spend more money on day care as participation rises.  Our response is that the caseload surplus should take care of that.”

Secondary Arguments and Evidence of the Opposition: none mentioned

Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence of the Opposition: none mentioned

Described as a Partisan Issue: Yes

Venues of Activity:

· Congress

· House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human Resources

· Senate Finance Committee

Action Pending or Taken by Relevant Decision Makers: 

· “The House passed a reasonable bill.  But, the Senate Finance Committee bill is very liberal.  It basically rescinds the ’96 reforms.  It will come to the floor if Daschle has his way.”

· The full Senate has yet to vote on the Finance Committee version.  If they do, it is likely to go to conference committee negotiations.

Policy Objectives and Support for/Opposition to the Status Quo: The Heritage Foundation’s policy objective is to maintain the TANF status quo “work first” requirements that give states incentives to limit the amount of time TANF participants receive welfare benefits unless they obtain or seek to obtain employment.  They are generally opposed to using TANF funds to pay recipients for education and training, but are satisfied with the House version of the bill that basically maintains the status quo.

Advocate’s Experience: Tenure in Current Job/Previous Experience:

· He has been with the Heritage Foundation since 1984

· Did “some grad school”

Reliance on Research: In-house/External:  The Heritage Foundation is a conservative, research-oriented think tank that produces original research reports on this and several other social and economic issues.  RR has authored several reports on this issue, and he uses government data from the census, CRS reports, and anecdotal evidence from state welfare bureaucrats and participants.

Number of Individuals Involved in Advocacy: did not know

Units in Organization Involved in Public Affairs/Policy: did not know

Advocate’s Outstanding Skills/Assets: Expertise on welfare reform, and reputation among conservative lawmakers (and other participants) as one of the most knowledgeable policy experts on the 1996 welfare reforms.

Type of Membership (None, Institution, Individuals, Both): none

Membership Size: n/a

Organizational Age: about 30 years old

Miscellaneous: see also “Myths and Facts: Why Successful Welfare Reform Must Strengthen Work Requirements” by Brian Reidl and RR in hard file.

