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Inherency Frontline – No Incentives Now

Obama not expanding marriage: economy.

USA Today 2-17-09, “Federally funded ad campaign holds up value of marriage,” http://www.usatoday.com/news/health/2009-02-17-marriage-campaign_N.htm

Ron Haskins, co-director of the Brookings Center on Children and Families, disagrees. He advised the Bush administration on welfare policies and the related marriage initiative. "The government finances campaigns on smoking, seat-belt use, drug use," he says. "We spend millions of dollars supporting public campaigns to change public behavior. From that perspective, this is entirely appropriate."  But that was then.  Now, with dwindling federal dollars and a change in political power, the future of many programs is unclear, says Jenny Backus, a spokeswoman for the Department of Health and Human Services.  Although she says President Obama supports marriage and fatherhood programs, the struggling economy is forcing the administration to "make choices based on shrinking budgets and a worsening economy."  "One of the areas we want to take a hard look at is the effectiveness of advertising across the agencies that fall under HHS," she says. "We have not made any decisions in regards to programs or specific ad campaigns, but we are looking carefully at everything."
Case Frontline

Not all incentives are marriage incentives: some just encourage both parents to help raise the child.

Gene Falk and Jill Tauber, Domestic Social Policy Division at the Congressional Research Service, October 30, 2001, “Welfare Reform: TANF Provisions Related to Marriage and Two-Parent Families,” https://www.policyarchive.org/bitstream/handle/10207/1292/RL31170_20011030.pdf?sequence=1

Two-Parent Families or “Married Couple” Families? The goals of the program regarding two-parent families are not limited to marital unions. Not all two-parent families are married couple families. For example, two cohabiting parents of a child represent a “two-parent,” but not a married couple family. Moreover, the TANF goal regarding two-parent families might not even relate to two parents living in the same household. Some states report that they advance the TANF goal to promote two-parent families through initiatives that seek to have both parents be active in their children’s lives, such as responsible “fatherhood” initiatives that focus on the noncustodial parents of children.

No real impact – only 3 states provide “two-parent” incentives, only 1 state provides marriage incentives, and some states even disincentivize marriage.

Gene Falk and Jill Tauber, Domestic Social Policy Division at the Congressional Research Service, October 30, 2001, “Welfare Reform: TANF Provisions Related to Marriage and Two-Parent Families,” https://www.policyarchive.org/bitstream/handle/10207/1292/RL31170_20011030.pdf?sequence=1

According to TANF state plans and a Congressional Research Service (CRS) telephone survey of state TANF eligibility and benefit rules, five states distinguish between two-parent and single-parent families in their rules for determining financial eligibility and benefit amounts. Four of the five states are more generous for twoparent families. Among these states, only Alaska, which reduces cash payments for two-parent families during July-September, provides lower benefits for two-parent families than single parent families. Of the four remaining states, only West Virginia conditions its higher benefits on the two parents’ being married. It provides a $100 “marriage bonus.” Table 5 shows the five states with special rules for two-parent or married couple families.

State marriage incentives means their impacts are inevitable.

Amy DePaul, Professor of Journalism at the University of California, Irvine and California State University, Fullerton, 6-1-09, "You May Kiss the Bride: Government Is Still Pushing Marriage," http://www.alternet.org/sex/140371/bush-era_moral_crusaders_still_pushing_marriage_on_the_rest_of_us/?page=1

Even if the marriage program were to be eliminated by Congress, activists have made initial strides in securing continued government support at the state level.  The "1 percent solution" is a campaign organized by Chris Gersten, a former official at the federal agency that administers the marriage grants and currently the chairman of the Fatherhood and Marriage Leadership Institute. Under the FAMLI "1 percent" campaign, some states have pledged to dedicate funds to marriage-education programs, usually setting aside a small percentage of their federal block grants for public assistance. Nine states have dedicated the funds, with mostly Republican states participating, although New Mexico recently joined up.  Another policy initiative to preserve marriage is to make divorce harder, which is an effort under way already in Texas. There, under a new law, marriage licenses are cheaper to couples who take marriage-education courses before the wedding. The sponsor of that legislation also has proposed a bill that would require one person in a couple seeking a no-fault divorce to attend 10 hours of marriage-crisis education.  Further, leaders of the marriage-education movement are seeking to broaden their coalition, a significant portion of which is devoutly Christian and traditionalist, by reaching out to minorities, who have been targeted in the federal grant programs. (Hispanic and black rates of childbirth outside marriage are higher than whites’.)  "My effort has been to focus on members of the Congressional Black Caucus. A lot of the grantees are African American," said Gersten. In fact, FAMLI’s home page announces, "URGENT… We need to build ties with members of the Congressional Black Caucus in order to save the federal TANF Healthy Marriage and Fatherhood Funding."
AT: Welfare Good – Logical Fallacy

Correlation-causation fallacy – strong economy and other social programs play a more important role than welfare reform

Ron Haskins, Senior Fellow of Economic Studies, 3-16-06, Brookings

Although welfare reform is a major cause of these felicitous outcomes, at least two additional factors are important. First, the economy of the 1990s was exceptionally strong and produced a net increase of 16 million jobs. Second, in the decade leading up to the welfare reform law and in the welfare reform law itself, Congress enacted a series of expansions in social programs — including child care, the child tax credit, Medicaid, the standard deduction and the personal exemption in the tax code, and the Earned Income Tax Credit — that were designed to help low-income families that work.
AT: Welfare Good – Child Poverty

Welfare exacerbates poverty – loss of food stamps and welfare benefits

Diana Zuckerman, Ph. D, October 1999, National Center for Policy Research for Women and Families

All the reports ask the same key question: were single mothers who left welfare to go to work able to earn as much as they had received in welfare benefits? The Children's Defense Fund (CDF) report is the only one to focus on the impact on children. The CDF compared the number of children in extreme poverty in 1996 and 1997, focusing on families headed by mothers. It did its own analysis of a very large national Census Bureau survey, known as the Current Population Survey.      According to the CDF, the number of children in these families who were living in extreme poverty increased from 1996 to 1997 as a result of welfare reform. Extreme poverty was defined as less than half the poverty level (for example, less than $6,401/year or $123/week for a family of three). All kinds of income were included: wages and salaries, child support, government assistance checks, and non-cash benefits such as food stamps.      The author, Arloc Sherman, is a senior program associate who has worked on poverty issues at CDF for nine years, and was previously at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. He points out that child poverty had been decreasing slowly in recent years, from 1.7 million children in 1993 to 1.4 million in 1996. In 1997, the number of children increased 26 percent, to 1.8 million. One of the reasons is that 28 percent of former welfare families earned less than $125 per week. This would keep them below half the poverty level even if they worked all year, which many didn't. Sherman speculates that the loss of food stamps was a major reason for the rise in poverty. Increased employment would have made up for the loss of welfare benefits, but not for the loss of food stamps too. Although families leaving welfare are often still eligible for food stamps, the statistics show that many stop getting them. Similarly, most legal immigrants lost food stamp eligibility under the 1996 revamping of eligibility for welfare-linked benefits.       The report also describes how larger families that leave welfare struggle more, because welfare benefits were more generous for families with more children. Although these "larger" families average only 3.5 children, many single mothers can't earn the larger salaries needed to make up for the loss of slightly larger welfare benefits.      Compared to many other advocacy reports, this CDF report provides solid research data and makes an important contribution by focusing on the poorest families. By including food stamps and other non-cash benefits in its analysis, the CDF avoids some of the usual criticisms made by conservative groups, who claim that progressive groups overestimate poverty rates by excluding the value of food stamps and other benefits.      Although the CDF's statistics do not prove that food stamps could help bring more than a half million families out of poverty, the apparent drop in food stamps deserves attention. Individuals that work with low income children and families can help some of the poorest families by making sure parents know that food stamps are still available to working poor families.  
AT: Welfare Good – Child Poverty

The welfare system entrenches kids further into poverty. 

Robert E. Rector(Robert Rector is a leading national authority on poverty, the U.S.welfare system and immigration and is a Heritage Foundation Senior Research Fellow.) and Patrick F. Fagan, (A former Deputy Assistant Health and Human Services Secretary, Patrick Fagan examines the impact of family life and religious practice on the key areas of social policy: health, mental health, education crime and income.) June 5, 1996. How Welfare Harms Kids. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Welfare/bg1084.cfm 

The simple fact is that children are suffering because the U.S. welfare system has failed. Designed as a system to help children, it has ended up damaging and abusing the very children it was intended to save. The welfare system has failed because the ideas upon which it was founded are flawed. The current system is based on the assumption that higher welfare benefits and expanded welfare eligibility are good for children. According to this theory, welfare reduces poverty, and so will increase children's lifetime well-being and attainment. This is untrue. Higher welfare payments do not help children; they increase dependence and illegitimacy, which have a devastating effect on children's development. Americans often are told that the current welfare system does not promote long-term dependence. This also is untrue. The 4.7 million families currently receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) already have spent, on average, six-and-a-half years on welfare. When past and estimated future receipts of AFDC are combined, the estimated average length of stay on AFDC, among those families currently receiving benefits, is 13 years. Among the 4.7 million families currently receiving AFDC, over 90 percent will spend over two years on the AFDC caseload. More than 75 percent will spend over five years on AFDC. It is welfare dependence, not poverty, that has the most negative effect on children. Recent research by Congressional Budget Office Director June O'Neill shows that increasing the length of time a child spends on welfare may reduce the child's IQ by as much as 20 percent. Welfare dependency as a child has a negative effect on the earnings and employment capacity of young men. The more welfare income received by a boy's family during his childhood, the lower the boy's earnings will be as an adult, even when compared to boys in families with identical non-welfare income.

Welfare causes illegitimacy, increasing the likelihood of child poverty.

Robert E. Rector(Robert Rector is a leading national authority on poverty, the U.S.welfare system and immigration and is a Heritage Foundation Senior Research Fellow.) Patrick F. Fagan, (A former Deputy Assistant Health and Human Services Secretary, Patrick Fagan examines the impact of family life and religious practice on the key areas of social policy: health, mental health, education crime and income.) June 5, 1996. How Welfare Harms Kids. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Welfare/bg1084.cfm 

Welfare also plays a powerful role in promoting illegitimacy. Research by CBO Director O'Neill also shows, for example, that a 50 percent increase in monthly AFDC and food stamp benefit levels will cause a 43 percent increase in the number of illegitimate births within a state. Illegitimacy, in turn, has an enormous negative effect on children's development and on their behavior as adults. Being born outside of marriage and raised in single parent homes: Triples the level of behavioral and emotional problems among children; Nearly triples the level of teen sexual activity; Doubles the probability a young woman will have children out of wedlock; and, Doubles the probability a boy will become a threat to society, engage in criminal activity, and wind up in jail. Overall, welfare operates as a form of social toxin. The more of this toxin received by a child's family, the less successful the child will be as an adult. If America's children are to be saved, the current welfare system must be replaced. The automatic and rapid growth of welfare spending must be curtailed. Welfare should no longer be a one-way handout; recipients should be required to work for benefits received. Steps must be taken to reduce future illegitimacy, beginning with restricting cash welfare to unmarried teen mothers. Finally, Americans must help children rise upward out of poverty and despair by enlisting the support of those institutions that have a record of real success. The evidence is clear that religious institutions have enjoyed dramatic success in reducing teen sexual activity, crime, drug use, and other problems among young people. In order to help poor children, America must rely on the healing and guiding force of the churches. This can be done by giving poor parents government-funded education vouchers which could be used to send their children to private schools, including religious schools.
AT: Welfare Good – Employment

Welfare reform hurts income – minimal employment and low wages

Diana Zuckerman, Ph. D, October 1999, National Center for Policy Research for Women and Families

The Urban Institute has probably received more funding for welfare reform research than all the other progressive organizations put together (more than $65 million in foundation grants for their New Federalism Project, which includes welfare reform). Although often described as a progressive think tank, it has bent over backwards to include Reagan Administration appointees for its welfare research, so that it could not be accused of liberal bias.      In its €fourth year of a six-year project, the Urban Institute has produced a regular flow of brief, easy-to-read reports that are available for free. Reports on child care, food stamps, and other important issues are expected in the next few months. The August report is based on the government's 1997 National Survey of America's Families.      This report compares families of women who left welfare with "low income families" with income under 200 percent of the poverty level, and the "near-poor," with incomes below 150 percent of the poverty level. It finds that, not surprisingly, women who have left welfare are working at low-paying jobs. Unfortunately, more than one in four of all these mothers, whether or not they were formerly on welfare, work mostly at night, which raises important and troubling questions about the quality of care and supervision available for their children.      Report author Pamela Loprest (a senior research associate who specializes in disability programs, welfare reform, and health insurance for the elderly) found that 20 percent of former welfare recipients are not working, do not have a working spouse, and are not relying on government disability payments. This raises questions about how they are surviving and what is happening to their children. Presumably these families were receiving help from families, friends, or charitable groups, or were supporting themselves with "off the books" work that they did not report or with illegal activities.      Loprest found that very few (6 percent) of the women who left welfare work less than 20 hours a week, and most (69 percent) work more than 35 hours a week. Their work hours are slightly longer than those of other near-poor or low income workers who are not former welfare recipients.      More than half the adults who left welfare were earning more than $6.61 an hour, which is considerably more than the minimum wage ($4.75 an hour at the time of the survey). Again, this is somewhat higher than the earnings of near-poor and low-income workers who were not formerly on welfare. The income differences apparently reflect other differences, such as educational attainment, race/ethnicity, marital status, and region where they live. The economic status of these families is similar to the other families in the study: on average, former welfare recipients earn approximately $100 less per month than low-income workers, and only $100 more than near-poor workers.      Many of these families are barely surviving economically: one in every three mothers who left welfare reported that they had to cut the size of or skip meals because there was not enough food, compared with one in four of the other near-poor or low-income mothers. More than 38 percent reported that there was at least one time when they could not pay their rent, mortgage, or utility bills, which was almost twice as many as the other near poor and low income families.      The report concludes that policy makers should focus on helping families who are poor, not just on former welfare recipients, since all these families face similar economic problems. Like the CDF, the Urban Institute concludes that there are probably families in all three groups that are not receiving food stamps or other government benefits to which they are entitled. 

TANF fails – overstated employment rates

Wade F.  Horn, Ph. D. 2005. July 14. Assistant Secretary for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services on Employment Levels of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Families. Before Human Resources Subcommittee, House Ways and Means Committee, U.S. House of Representatives. (http://www.hhs.gov/asl/testify/t050714.html)
Now there is even better news related to employment and TANF from a growing body of evidence suggesting more TANF recipients may be working than many believe. First, TANF data on reasons for case closure have persistently understated the role of employment. We alluded to this problem in the Sixth Annual TANF Report to Congress, where we said, �understanding the reasons for case closure is limited by the fact that States reported 26.4 percent of all cases as closed due to �other� unspecified reasons. For example, while independent studies of the reason for families leaving welfare typically find that somewhat over half leave as a result of employment, States reported only 17.2 percent of cases closing due to employment, clearly an understatement of the true rate. Many closures due to employment are coded as failure to cooperate or as some other category because at the point of closure, the agency often is unaware that the client became employed.�
AT: TANF Good – Education Tradeoff Disad [1/2]
1. TANF tradesoff with college education – work over education model
Charles Price, Associate Professor of Anthropology, Sept 2005, Journal of Sociology and Social Welfare
 During 1995-96, more than 650,000 welfare recipients were enrolled in postsecondary education (Department of Education, 1999). The total is likely far greater than this since many colleges and universities do not identify their public assistance-receiving students, and some students prefer not to be identified as welfare recipients. By 1999, however, the number these students had been nearly halved, declining to almost 358,000 (Department of Education, 1999). This pattern materialized across the country. For instance, the City University of New York (CUNY) saw its enrollment of public assistance recipients plummet from 27,000 in 1996-97 to less than 10,000 by 2000 (CUNY Office of Institutional Data, 2001). What caused such a precipitous decline in the participation of public assistance recipients in postsecondary education (PSE)?   Welfare reform was the reason that so many public assistance recipients were leaving college. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), also known as welfare reform, marked the end of welfare as an entitlement. PRWORA mandated a new form of block grant-structured assistance, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), that put, among other things, maximum limits on receipt of assistance and participation in PSE. Assistance was restricted to a lifetime maximum of 60 months, and participation in PSE limited to one year of vocational education. Most states interpreted TANF stringently, offering far less than the maximum limits.   The TANF proscription on higher education became another barrier to poor women's social and economic advancement. TANF's mandatory work requirements began at 20 hours in 1997 and incrementally increased to 35 hours in 2002 (the rules are slightly different for two parent families). For single parents, coordinating child care, course schedules, study time, attending mandatory meetings with social service agencies, and getting to a TANF work placement, meant that many were pushed beyond their capacity to cope with so many challenges. TANF's emphasis on labor force attachment embodied a view that any job is better than none, and that the poor need to learn discipline, workplace norms, and middle class behaviors and values, even where recipients have work experience or desire education over work (Riemer, 1997). To further dampen participation in PSE, case workers unaware of the new rules often told recipients that they could not attend college at all if they wanted to continue receiving public assistance. Countless numbers of public assistance recipients ended up leaving school in order to maintain TANF, their primary source of income, health care, and child care. Combined, the TANF policies and welfare bureaucracy interpretations of the policies became the focus of reform movements, beginning as early as 1997 in Maine.   Recognition of TANF's chilling effect on higher education began soon after implementation of TANE News reporters, often tipped off by college faculty or welfare advocates, provided coverage, albeit spotty. Stories were coming from places as disparate as Caspar, Wyoming (Rea, 1997), Boston, Massachusetts (Chacon, 1998), San Francisco, California (Irving, 1997), and Milwaukee, Wisconsin (Thompson, 1997). What was not being covered was the beginnings of resistance to the burdensome restrictions, as recipients and advocates began to organize and mobilize. 

2. Turns solvency - higher education is key employment, self-sufficiency, and income
Charles Price, Associate Professor of Anthropology, Sept 2005, Journal of Sociology and Social Welfare
Welfare recipients have much to gain from acquiring higher education credentials. According to Occupational Outlook Quarterly, the 1998 median earnings of a full-time worker with a bachelor's degree was $40,387, more than $15,000--or 61 percent--greater than that of a high school graduate (Crosby, 2001). Education beyond the bachelor's further enhances earning potential, although age plays a role in determining this outcome. Postsecondary education is likely to become more important to social mobility as the pace of technological change increases and affects the job prospects of ever larger numbers of Americans. The Bureau of Labor Statistics predict that the fastest growing occupations in the first decade of the twenty-first century will require at least an associate's degree (1999, p. 2).   Higher education is beneficial in other ways. The more education people have the less likely they are to experience unemployment. According to 1998 data, the unemployment rate for high school graduates was four percent compared to 1.9 percent for bachelor's degree holders (Occupational Outlook Quarterly, 1999). And the highest paying occupations typically require at least a bachelor's degree (although some occupations such as 

AT: TANF Good – Education Tradeoff Disad [2/2]
electrician or machinist pay well, but do not require a college degree). Minorities and women, whose earnings and income continue to lag behind those of Whites and men, find higher education to be one of the most reliable means for improving their socio-economic position. Black women, for instance, profit greatly as a result of additional schooling (Mizzell, 2000). Black women with a high school degree earned $365 per week in 1998, in contrast to those with a bachelor's degree who earned $605 (Current Population Survey Annual Demographic Supplement, 1998). Higher education, especially a liberal arts education, increases human capital formation by amplifying cognitive, verbal, and mathematical capacities, and by positively influencing attitudes, values, and behaviors in ways that make for a broadly educated citizenry (Pandey, Zhan, Neeley-Barnes, & Menon, 2000, pp. 110-111).   An early study of welfare recipients and higher education demonstrated that all of the study participants who acquired bachelor's degrees completely ended their welfare dependency, while 81 percent of associate degree holders did the same (Gittell, Schehl, & Fareri, 1990). In a related study of 840 recipients in five states, the findings made clear that while an associate degree enhances the earning power of welfare recipients, it is a bachelor's degree that provides the greatest economic independence (Gittell, Gross, & Holdaway, 1993). Prior to welfare reform, one study estimated that approximately 27% of welfare recipients were capable of immediately entering bachelor degree programs, and another third could, with one semester of remediation, enter associate degree programs (Carnevale & Desrochers, 1999). There is research that suggests that the performance of welfare recipients on measures such as time to complete the degree and grade point average is about the same as for non-welfare receiving students; their performance is bolstered where there are PSE programs that focus on the needs of welfare recipients (Gittell, Vandersall, Holdaway, & Newman, 1996; Price, Steffy, & McFarlane, 2003).   Welfare recipients also stand to gain from the "soft" benefits of higher education. Recipients report that their self-esteem and confidence improve as a result of going to college (Price, 2000). Mothers describe how their children are positively impacted by seeing a parent studying and completing college (Gittell, Gross, & Holdaway, 1993). Increasing and widespread (higher) education is associated with a demographic transition whereby child mortality and birthrates decrease and standards of living improve (Pandey et al., 2000), along with the possibility for a vibrant democracy energized by an astute, discerning, and participatory citizenry. In addition, the more a person earns the more he or she is able to contribute as a taxpayer.   Welfare reform forced those who could have benefitted from getting a credential into the low-wage job market because they were the most "work-ready." Many low wage jobs do not provide the experience that can be used to improve a person's job marketability, and rarely provide benefits such as health care or pensions. The Children's Defense Fund found that among welfare leavers in New York State, the only group likely to escape poverty by relying on earnings alone were those who had at least two years of higher education or a vocational degree (Children's Defense Fund, 2000).   While the steep decrease in the welfare rolls and increases in labor force participation have been taken as illustrative of the success of welfare reform, the situation is far more complex. The robust 1990s economy contributed greatly to welfare reform's success, especially the increase in service sector occupations. However, these are among the lowest paying and most impermanent jobs in the labor market. And even where there are gains in employment and earnings, the benefits are questionable. The Urban Institute asked the question "Does work pay?," noting that "The work incentives under TANF are heavily weighted toward inducing non-working families to move to work. However, the benefits of increased work effort and higher wage rates beyond part-time minimum wage work are offset by declines in cash aid and the phaseout of earned income tax credits (Urban Institute, 1998, p. 27)." A study of welfare reform in 13 southern states concluded that views that "work pays" for welfare recipients does not consider the extra expenses that come with work (Tootle, 1999). A similar observation was made in a study of a major work first program in California: "... gains in income [through earned tax credits and work] were almost exactly counterbalanced by reductions in income from lower welfare and Food Stamp payments and by higher payroll taxes" (Freeman, Knab, Gennetian & Navarro, 2000, p. 5). 

Incentives Good – A2: Incentives Bad – Frontline [1/2]

Government doesn’t force couples into the program-------the program is voluntary.

Robert Rector and Melissa G. Pardue, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Analyst in the Domestic Policy Studies Department at the Heritage Foundation, March 30, 2004, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Family/bg1744.cfm
Furthermore, participation in marriage programs will be voluntary; no one will be "coerced" to participate. In addition, marriage-promotion programs do not assume that all relationships should be saved. In fact, rather than pushing women further into abusive relationships, the programs would urge women to leave situations where significant abuse is occurring. Marriage education programs teach couples how to resolve disagreements peacefully: A primary effect of these programs is to de-escalate conflict and significantly reduce strife and acrimony within relationships. Consequently, the programs have been shown to reduce domestic violence, not increase it.

Turn – the program is voluntary and strengthens marriages, preventing abuse while being realistic about failed marriages.

Robert Rector and Melissa G. Pardue, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Analyst in the Domestic Policy Studies Department at the Heritage Foundation, March 30, 2004, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Family/bg1744.cfm
Furthermore, participation in marriage programs will be voluntary; no one will be "coerced" to participate. In addition, marriage-promotion programs do not assume that all relationships should be saved. In fact, rather than pushing women further into abusive relationships, the programs would urge women to leave situations where significant abuse is occurring. Marriage education programs teach couples how to resolve disagreements peacefully: A primary effect of these programs is to de-escalate conflict and significantly reduce strife and acrimony within relationships. Consequently, the programs have been shown to reduce domestic violence, not increase it.  The NOW Legal Defense Fund also incorrectly assumes that the main target group of the Healthy Marriage Initiative would be older, single mothers on welfare (i.e., mothers enrolled in the TANF program). However, because most older welfare mothers have relationships with the fathers of their children that collapsed years ago, they would not be a suitable target group for marriage-promotion programs. Instead, the Healthy Marriage Initiative will provide skills to unmarried couples before their relationships turn bitter and acrimonious. By providing skills training at an early stage in a relationship, marriage-promotion programs will help couples to build happy and stable families in the future.  The Healthy Marriage Initiative will focus primarily on unmarried, young adult couples around the time of their child's birth or--even better--prior to their child's conception. These couples have been referred to as "fragile families." The domestic abuse rate among "fragile family" couples--the targets for healthy marriages programs--is only around 2 percent. This represents one-tenth of the domestic abuse level found among current welfare mothers. By helping these couples build enduring and harmonious relationships, the Healthy Marriage Initiative can substantially reduce future domestic abuse. What the Fragile Families Survey Shows  The Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study provides the best information about the low-income couples who would be the focal point of the President's Healthy Marriage Initiative. The study, which has been conducted by a team of researchers at Princeton University's Center for Research on Child Wellbeing and Columbia University's Social Indicators Survey Center, is a joint academic survey of new parents. The study is based on a nationally representative sample of parents--both married and unmarried--at the time of a child's birth.6  Overall, the Fragile Families Survey reveals much surprising information.      * Most out-of-wedlock births occur among young adult women--not teenagers in high school. The median age for women having children out of wedlock is 22.     * Roughly half of unmarried mothers were cohabiting with the child's father at the time of the baby's birth. Nearly 75 percent were romantically involved with the father at the time of the child's birth.     * Very few unmarried fathers had drug or alcohol problems. About 98 percent of fathers had been employed during the prior year. Overall, the median annual income of the unmarried fathers was $17,500.     * Most of the unmarried couples had a strong interest in marriage: Approximately 73 percent of mothers and 88 percent of fathers believed that they had at least a 50-50 chance of marrying each other in the future.     * Among all the unmarried couples in the Fragile Families Survey, the domestic violence rate was 4 percent; however, among the roughly 75 percent of unmarried couples who were cohabiting or romantically involved, the domestic violence rate was lower--1.8 percent. These cohabiting and romantically involved couples would be the main target group of healthy-marriage programs.  Marriage as a Protective Institution  Contrary to the views of the NOW Legal Defense Fund, marriage tends to protect women from domestic abuse rather than increasing it. In general, domestic violence is more common in cohabiting relationships than in marriages. Analysis from the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), administered by the Department of Justice, also shows that mothers who are, or have been, married are far less likely to suffer from violent crime than are mothers who have never married. Specifically, data from the NCVS survey show that:7      * Marriage dramatically reduces the risk that mothers will suffer from domestic abuse. The incidence of abuse by a spouse, boyfriend, or domestic partner is twice as high among mothers who have never been married as it is among mothers who have been married (including those who have separated or divorced).     * Marriage dramatically reduces the prospect that mothers will suffer from violent crime in general at the hands of intimate acquaintances or of strangers. Mothers who have never married--including those who are single and living either alone or with a boyfriend, and those who are cohabiting with their child's father--are twice as likely to be victims of violent crime as are mothers who have been married.9  The pattern of cohabiting relationships among low-income women is a major factor in the increased risk for partner violence. More than half of all children in poverty come from homes with a never-married mother, and nearly two-thirds of welfare dependence occurs among households with mothers who have never married. By intervening at an early point in the lives of women, marriage programs would seek to break this cycle of cohabitation and out-of-wedlock childbearing. They would provide the skills and training needed to help women form loving, stable, and committed relationships before becoming pregnant or moving in with a violent or abusive partner.  The 1996 welfare reform law established national goals of reducing out-of-wedlock childbearing and increasing two-parent families. President Bush's Healthy Marriage Initiative would seek to meet these original 
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goals of welfare reform by proposing--as part of welfare reauthorization--a new model program to promote strong marriages. His proposed program would seek to increase healthy marriage by providing at-risk individuals and couples with:      * Accurate information on the value of marriage in the lives of men, women, and children;     * Marriage-skills education that will enable couples to reduce conflict and increase the happiness and longevity of their relationships; and     * Experimental reductions in the financial penalties against marriage that are currently contained in all federal welfare programs.  All participation in the President's marriage program would be voluntary. The initiative would utilize existing marriage-skills education programs that have proven effective in decreasing conflict and increasing happiness and stability among couples. These programs have also been shown to be effective in reducing domestic violence.11 The pro-marriage initiative would not merely seek to increase marriage rates among target couples, but would also provide ongoing support to help at-risk couples maintain healthy marriages over time.  A well-designed marriage initiative would target participants early in their lives, when attitudes and relationships are initially being formed. Typically, such marriage-promotion programs would provide information to at-risk high school students about the long-term value of marriage. They would teach relationship skills to unmarried adult couples before the women become pregnant--with a focus on preventing pregnancy before couples have made a commitment to healthy marriages. The programs would also provide marriage-skills training and relationship education to unmarried couples at the "magic moment" of a child's birth and would offer marriage-skills training to low-income married couples to improve the quality of their marriage and to reduce the likelihood of divorce.  The primary focus of these marriage programs would be preventative, not reparative. They would seek to prevent the isolation and poverty of welfare mothers by intervening at an early point, before a pattern of broken relationships and welfare dependence has emerged. By fostering better life decisions and stronger relationship skills, marriage programs can increase child well-being and adult happiness and reduce child poverty and welfare dependence. Ddfjdfkjbsdjkfbjsdfbjkdbj  Critics of the President's initiative often claim that there is no evidence showing that the marriage education and enrichment programs envisioned by the Healthy Marriage Initiative would work. This charge is simply false. There is overwhelming evidence that programs that provide marriage-skills training help couples to increase happiness, improve their relationships, and avoid negative behaviors that can lead to marital breakup.  No fewer than 29 peer-reviewed social-science journal articles provide ample evidence (from actual experience) that marriage education, training, and counseling programs--some of which have been around for more than 30 years--have significantly strengthened the marriages of the couples that have taken advantage of such programs.12 These studies--integrating findings from well over 100 separate evaluations--show that a wide variety of marriage-strengthening programs can reduce strife, improve communication, increase parenting skills, increase stability, and enhance marital happiness.      * One analysis--referred to by scientists as a "meta-analysis"--integrated 85 studies involving nearly 4,000 couples enrolled in more than 20 different marriage-enrichment programs. It found that the average couple, after participating in a program, was better off than more than two-thirds of couples that did not participate.13     * A 1999 meta-analysis of 16 studies of one of the oldest marriage-enhancement programs, Couple Communication, observed meaningful program effects with regard to numerous measures: Couples who took the training experienced moderate-to-large gains in communication skills, marital satisfaction, and other relationship qualities.14 For example, in the critical area of marital communication, the average Couple Communication-trained participants outperformed 83 percent of couples who had not participated in the program.     * An analysis of the Relationship Enhancement program shows that it significantly improves marital relationships. As a result of the program, participating couples reported better relationships than 83 percent of couples that did not participate. (Participants in the Relationship Enhancement program were predominantly lower-income couples.)     * A study conducted in 2002 documents the effectiveness of premarital inventory questionnaires and counseling in preventing marital distress. This approach yielded a 52 percent increase in the number of couples classified as "most satisfied" with their relationship. Among the remaining couples, more than half reported improved assessments of their relationship. Among the highest-risk couples, more than 80 percent moved up into a more "positive" category.15     * A 1993 meta-analysis of marriage and family counseling noted that, among 71 studies that compared the results of counseling to no-counseling, couples who participated in marriage counseling were better off than 70 percent of couples that did not participate in counseling.16     * An extensive review of the literature on the effectiveness of marital counseling in preventing separation and divorce found dozens of studies demonstrating that counseling was effective in reducing conflict and increasing marital satisfaction.17  This scientific research demonstrates that marriage programs--whether they are called marital preparation, enhancement, counseling, or skills training--are effective. These studies make a strong case that marriages are not merely enabled to survive, but can also thrive when couples learn the skills necessary to make their relationships work. Moreover, the research shows that these programs are effective in a variety of socioeconomic classes. Polls also indicate that the overwhelming majority of low-income couples that are at risk for out-of-wedlock childbearing or marital breakup would like to participate in programs that would help them improve their relationships.  The institution of marriage has been shown to be overwhelmingly beneficial to children, adults, and society. However, for more than 50 years, government policy has discouraged marriage through the penalties inherent in the means-tested welfare system. There is now a broad consensus that this trend should be reversed and that government should promote healthy marriage. Marriage promotion has the potential to significantly decrease poverty and dependence, increase child well-being and adult happiness, and provide the safest environment for women and children.  Opponents of the President's Healthy Marriage Initiative, who claim that such a program would force women into violent and dangerous relationships by coercing or encouraging them to get married, misrepresent the goals of the program. By specifically targeting young adult men and women and at-risk high school students with information about the long-term value of marriage, marriage programs are preventative, not reparative, in nature. They seek to prevent the isolation and poverty of welfare mothers by intervening at an early point, before a pattern of broken relationships and welfare dependence has emerged. By fostering better life decisions and stronger relationship skills, marriage programs can increase the well-being of both children and adults and can reduce the likelihood of poverty, welfare dependence, and violent relationships.

Incentives Good – A2: Incentives Fail

A Claim that Marriage Incentive doesn’t work is false-------these studies prove

Robert Rector and Melissa G. Pardue, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Analyst in the Domestic Policy Studies Department at the Heritage Foundation, March 30, 2004, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Family/bg1744.cfm
Critics of the President's initiative often claim that there is no evidence showing that the marriage education and enrichment programs envisioned by the Healthy Marriage Initiative would work. This charge is simply false. There is overwhelming evidence that programs that provide marriage-skills training help couples to increase happiness, improve their relationships, and avoid negative behaviors that can lead to marital breakup.

No fewer than 29 peer-reviewed social-science journal articles provide ample evidence (from actual experience) that marriage education, training, and counseling programs--some of which have been around for more than 30 years--have significantly strengthened the marriages of the couples that have taken advantage of such programs. These studies--integrating findings from well over 100 separate evaluations--show that a wide variety of marriage-strengthening programs can reduce strife, improve communication, increase parenting skills, increase stability, and enhance marital happiness.

    * One analysis--referred to by scientists as a "meta-analysis"--integrated 85 studies involving nearly 4,000 couples enrolled in more than 20 different marriage-enrichment programs. It found that the average couple, after participating in a program, was better off than more than two-thirds of couples that did not participate.

    * A 1999 meta-analysis of 16 studies of one of the oldest marriage-enhancement programs, Couple Communication, observed meaningful program effects with regard to numerous measures: Couples who took the training experienced moderate-to-large gains in communication skills, marital satisfaction, and other relationship qualities.14 For example, in the critical area of marital communication, the average Couple Communication-trained participants outperformed 83 percent of couples who had not participated in the program.

    * An analysis of the Relationship Enhancement program shows that it significantly improves marital relationships. As a result of the program, participating couples reported better relationships than 83 percent of couples that did not participate. (Participants in the Relationship Enhancement program were predominantly lower-income couples.)

    * A study conducted in 2002 documents the effectiveness of premarital inventory questionnaires and counseling in preventing marital distress. This approach yielded a 52 percent increase in the number of couples classified as "most satisfied" with their relationship. Among the remaining couples, more than half reported improved assessments of their relationship. Among the highest-risk couples, more than 80 percent moved up into a more "positive" category.
Incentives Good – Abuse [1/2]
President’s Healthy Marriage initiative increases stability of marriage and decreases abuse.

Robert Rector and Melissa G. Pardue, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Analyst in the Domestic Policy Studies Department at the Heritage Foundation, March 30, 2004, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Family/bg1744.cfm
In the United States today, one child in three is born outside of marriage. The decline of marriage is a prominent cause of child poverty, welfare dependence, and many other social problems.  In response to these concerns, President George W. Bush has proposed the Healthy Marriage Initiative to promote and encourage strong marriages. The proposed program would provide $300 million annually in federal and state Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) money to state-level programs that promote marriage and marriage skills, particularly among low-income and "fragile" families. All participation in the President's marriage program would be voluntary. The program would utilize existing marriage-skills education that has proven effective in decreasing conflict--and increasing happiness and stability--among target couples.  However, critics of the President's Healthy Marriage Initiative often assert that such a program would encourage or force vulnerable women into violent and dangerous relationships. Specifically, critics argue that a substantial portion of many low-income women who would participate in the marriage program are in abusive relationships and that the program would push women into marriages with abusive men, thereby increasing the rate of domestic abuse.  These arguments by opponents of the Healthy Marriage Initiative are erroneous for a number of reasons:     1. Marriage-education programs that would be funded under the President's Healthy Marriage Initiative have been shown to reduce--not increase--domestic abuse.    2. The primary target groups for the healthy marriage programs would be unmarried couples at the time of a child's birth, or young, at-risk couples prior to a child's conception. The rate of domestic abuse in these groups is extremely low--around 2 percent.    3. The prevalence of domestic abuse among low-income women is often exaggerated by the use of statistics regarding whether or not a woman has ever been abused in her lifetime rather than whether or not abuse is occurring within a current romantic relationship.    4. Critics incorrectly assume that the target population for the Healthy Marriage Initiative would be older, single mothers in the TANF program. Typically, older welfare mothers have already severed ties with the fathers of their children. Such relationships have often been dead for several years: These mothers, therefore, are not good candidates for a marriage program. Rather, healthy marriage programs would seek to improve the stability and quality of relationships for low-income women at a younger age. Couples at this stage of life--generally termed "fragile families"--have relatively good prospects for entering into healthy, stable marriages.        The rate of domestic violence among these couples is low--around 2 percent. Although the rate of current abuse suffered by older mothers on welfare is far higher--around 20 to 30 percent)--as noted, these women would not be a target group of the Healthy Marriage Initiative.        Thus, the assertion that welfare mothers experience high rates of domestic abuse is irrelevant to an assessment of the prospects of the Healthy Marriage Initiative. By intervening at a younger age, the Healthy Marriage Initiative would seek to improve the well-being of children and to reduce future child poverty and welfare dependence.
Turn – Marriage lowers Domestic Abuse--------the couples that participated in the program had less abuse than the non-participated couples.

Robert Rector and Melissa G. Pardue, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Analyst in the Domestic Policy Studies Department at the Heritage Foundation, March 30, 2004, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Family/bg1744.cfm
    * Marriage dramatically reduces the risk that mothers will suffer from domestic abuse. The incidence of abuse by a spouse, boyfriend, or domestic partner is twice as high among mothers who have never been married as it is among mothers who have been married (including those who have separated or divorced).
    * Marriage dramatically reduces the prospect that mothers will suffer from violent crime in general at the hands of intimate acquaintances or of strangers. Mothers who have never married--including those who are single and living either alone or with a boyfriend, and those who are cohabiting with their child's father--are twice as likely to be victims of violent crime as are mothers who have been married.

Incentives Good – Abuse [2/2]
Incentives good – education programs help abusive marriages.

Robert Rector and Melissa G. Pardue, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Analyst in the Domestic Policy Studies Department at the Heritage Foundation, March 30, 2004, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Family/bg1744.cfm
5. Many low-income mothers are trapped in patterns of serial cohabitation, moving through a sequence of fractured, failed relationships with men. Domestic violence is most likely to occur within this pattern of serial cohabitation. The Healthy Marriage Initiative could help prevent couples from falling prey to this destructive pattern by providing them with the knowledge and skills needed to build healthy, stable relationships. The proper time for such training is when couples are at a relatively young age--either prior to a child's conception or at the time of a child's birth--before self-defeating patterns of distrust and acrimony have developed.

      By helping couples to avoid the pitfalls of serial failed relationships, the Healthy Marriage Initiative will substantially reduce, rather than increase, domestic violence. Indeed, unless couples are equipped with the skills they need to develop healthy relationships, it is difficult to imagine how the current rates of domestic violence in low-income communities can be reduced.
   6. Prototype healthy marriage programs, such as the Oklahoma Marriage Initiative, have not led to increases in domestic violence. In Oklahoma, more than 14,000 individuals have received training, but not a single instance of domestic abuse linked to the program has been reported. The marriage initiative works closely with local domestic violence prevention groups, and these groups have made no complaints regarding the operation of the program.
Marriage key to keep women and children from being abused. 

Robert E. Rector, (Robert Rector is a leading national authority on poverty, the U.S.welfare system and immigration and is a Heritage Foundation Senior Research Fellow.) Patrick F. Fagan, (A former Deputy Assistant Health and Human Services Secretary, Patrick Fagan examines the impact of family life and religious practice on the key areas of social policy: health, mental health, education crime and income.) Kirk A. Johnson, (senior policy analyst for the Heritage Foundation, has held research positions at George Mason University, the U.S. Census Bureau, the Mackinac Center for Public Policy, and the University of North Texas.) March 9, 2004. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Family/bg1732.cfm  

The institution that most strongly protects mothers and children from domestic abuse and violent crime is marriage. Analysis of ten years worth of findings from the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), which the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) has conducted since 1973, demonstrates that mothers who are or ever have been married are far less likely to suffer from violent crime than are mothers who never marry.
Specifically, data from the NCVS survey show that:

Married women with children suffer far less abuse than single mothers. In fact, the rate of spousal, boyfriend, or domestic partner abuse is twice as high among mothers who have never been married as it is among mothers who have ever married (including those separated or divorced).

Married women with children are far less likely to suffer from violent crime in general or at the hands of intimate acquaintances or strangers. Mothers who have never married--including those who are single and living either alone or with a boyfriend and those who are cohabiting with their child's father--are more than twice as likely to be victims of violent crime than are mothers who have ever married.
Other social science surveys demonstrate that marriage is the safest place for children as well. For example:

Children of divorced or never-married mothers are six to 30 times more likely to suffer from serious child abuse than are children raised by both biological parents in marriage.2
Without question, marriage is the safest place for a mother and her children to live, both at home and in the larger community. Nevertheless, current government policy is either indifferent to or actively hostile to the institution of marriage. The welfare system, for example, can penalize low-income parents who decide to marry. Such hostility toward marriage is poor public policy; government instead should foster healthy and enduring marriages, which would have many benefits for mothers and children, including reducing domestic violence.

Incentives Good – Abuse – A2: Incentives Bad [1/2]
Target Women are not abused-----in fact, they are less abused than other married couples.

Robert Rector and Melissa G. Pardue, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Analyst in the Domestic Policy Studies Department at the Heritage Foundation, March 30, 2004, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Family/bg1744.cfm
Opponents of the President's Healthy Marriage Initiative claim that the policy will target women who are likely to be in abusive relationships. Critics also charge that the marriage program will push these vulnerable women further into dangerous and violent relationships and possibly even endanger their lives. For example, the NOW Legal Defense Fund asserts:

    Because of the prevalence of intimate violence among women receiving public assistance, promotion of marriage will jeopardize the safety and lives of women and children. As many as 60 percent of welfare recipients are survivors of domestic violence. Marriage-promotion programs, which target a population that is made up to such a large degree of women who are domestic violence survivors, can have disastrous results.... [I]f [the healthy marriage initiative] goes forward, survivors may well be coerced into abusive marriages that they may not survive.3

These ominous claims are based on a misunderstanding of marriage-promotion programs and the characteristics of the couples who would participate in them. First, the figure that 60 percent of welfare mothers are "survivors of domestic violence" indicates that a high percentage of welfare mothers have experienced some level of domestic violence at some point during their lives; it does not mean that 60 percent of welfare mothers are experiencing violence in a current relationship. The figures for current (or recent) domestic abuse among welfare mothers are considerably lower: Some 20 percent to 30 percent have experienced violence in a current relationship or within the past year. 4 While these figures are still regrettably high, they indicate that most welfare mothers, at present, are not in abusive relationships.

Furthermore, participation in marriage programs will be voluntary; no one will be "coerced" to participate. In addition, marriage-promotion programs do not assume that all relationships should be saved. In fact, rather than pushing women further into abusive relationships, the programs would urge women to leave situations where significant abuse is occurring. Marriage education programs teach couples how to resolve disagreements peacefully: A primary effect of these programs is to de-escalate conflict and significantly reduce strife and acrimony within relationships. Consequently, the programs have been shown to reduce domestic violence, not increase it.
The NOW Legal Defense Fund also incorrectly assumes that the main target group of the Healthy Marriage Initiative would be older, single mothers on welfare (i.e., mothers enrolled in the TANF program). However, because most older welfare mothers have relationships with the fathers of their children that collapsed years ago, they would not be a suitable target group for marriage-promotion programs. Instead, the Healthy Marriage Initiative will provide skills to unmarried couples before their relationships turn bitter and acrimonious. By providing skills training at an early stage in a relationship, marriage-promotion programs will help couples to build happy and stable families in the future.

Target Women are neither teenage students nor abused severely-----couples participates in this program have strong interest in marriage.

Robert Rector and Melissa G. Pardue, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Analyst in the Domestic Policy Studies Department at the Heritage Foundation, March 30, 2004, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Family/bg1744.cfm
      Most out-of-wedlock births occur among young adult women--not teenagers in high school. The median age for women having children out of wedlock is 22.

    * Roughly half of unmarried mothers were cohabiting with the child's father at the time of the baby's birth. Nearly 75 percent were romantically involved with the father at the time of the child's birth.

    * Very few unmarried fathers had drug or alcohol problems. About 98 percent of fathers had been employed during the prior year. Overall, the median annual income of the unmarried fathers was $17,500.

    * Most of the unmarried couples had a strong interest in marriage: Approximately 73 percent of mothers and 88 percent of fathers believed that they had at least a 50-50 chance of marrying each other in the future.
Incentives Good – Abuse – A2: Incentives Bad [2/2]

Can’t solve from domestic abuse – statistic prove non-married mothers also suffer

Robert E. Rector, (Robert Rector is a leading national authority on poverty, the U.S.welfare system and immigration and is a Heritage Foundation Senior Research Fellow.) Patrick F. Fagan, (A former Deputy Assistant Health and Human Services Secretary, Patrick Fagan examines the impact of family life and religious practice on the key areas of social policy: health, mental health, education crime and income.) Kirk A. Johnson, (senior policy analyst for the Heritage Foundation, has held research positions at George Mason University, the U.S. Census Bureau, the Mackinac Center for Public Policy, and the University of North Texas.) March 9, 2004. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Family/bg1732.cfm  

The DOJ's National Crime Victimization Survey collects data on victimization through an ongoing survey of a nationally representative sample of Americans. The survey defines violent crime as rape, sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault. Domestic or intimate abuse is defined as violent crimes performed by a spouse, former spouse, boyfriend, or former boyfriend.3
Ten years of NCVS data (from 1992 to 2001) reveal interesting patterns among mothers (ages 20-50) with children under the age of 12.4 Specifically:

Never-married mothers experience more domestic abuse. Among those who have ever married (those married, divorced, or separated), the annual rate of domestic violence is 12.9 per 1,000 mothers. Among mothers who have never married, the annual domestic violence rate is 26.3 per 1,000.

Thus, never-married mothers suffer domestic violence at more than twice the rate of mothers who have been or currently are married. (See Chart 1).

Never-married mothers suffer more violent crime. The NCVS provides data on total violent crime against mothers with children under the age of 12. Total violent crime covers rape, sexual assault, robbery, aggravated assault, and simple assault committed against the mother by any party. Total violent crime covers violence against mothers by former and current spouses and boyfriends as well as by relatives, acquaintances, and strangers.  As Chart 2 shows, never-married mothers with children suffer from overall violent crime at an annual rate of 38.5 crimes per 1,000 mothers. Never-married mothers with children, by contrast, suffer 81.0 violent crimes per 1,000 mothers.
Thus, never-married mothers experience violent crime at more than twice the rate of ever-married mothers. Based on these data, the institution of marriage best shelters mothers from the specter of violence. 
These differences in crime rates across married versus single mothers are statistically significant.5
Incentives Good – Poverty [1/2]
Marriage incentives good: poverty.

Emily Amick, The Nation, March 6, 2007, “Marrying Absurd: The Bush Administration's attempts to encourage marriage,” http://www.thenation.com/doc/20070319/marrying

Bush argues that strengthening marriage is important because it is in the best interest of children. In a 2003 speech announcing Marriage Protection Week, Bush said, "Research has shown that, on average, children raised in households headed by married parents fare better than children who grow up in other family structures.... By supporting responsible child-rearing and strong families, my administration is seeking to ensure that every child can grow up in a safe and loving home." Advocates for marriage promotion programs frame this issue, like many other "family values" issues, as a decision about which women must make the "right" choice if they are to be good mothers.  The interplay between marriage and child well-being has been subject to debate in the cultural zeitgeist for the past decade. Theodora Ooms, a consultant for the Center for Law and Social Policy, told Campus Progress that there is strong scientific evidence for the long-term benefits of growing up in a stable, two-parent household on children, even taking socioeconomic differences into consideration. Compared to children raised by their biological parents, children who are born out of wedlock or whose parents divorce are more likely to have behavioral and emotional problems, have lower academic achievement, use drugs, and end up on welfare as adults. In their book Growing Up with a Single Parent, sociologists Sarah McLanahan and Gary Sandefur also conclude that divorce and single parenthood diminish children's well-being.

Marriage incentives good: poverty.
Robert Rector, leading national authority on poverty, the U.S.welfare system and immigration and Heritage Foundation Senior Research Fellow, 2006, “Marriage Promotion,” http://www.heritage.org/research/features/issues/issuearea/marriagepromotion.cfm

Marriage is a fundamental social institution, deeply rooted in all societies, that has been tested and reaffirmed over thousands of years. The erosion of the institution of marriage over the past four decades has had large-scale negative effects on children and adults and lies at the heart of many social problems with which government is currently grappling. The beneficial effects of marriage, both for individuals and for society, are beyond reasonable dispute. There is a broad and growing consensus that government policy should promote rather than discourage healthy marriage. Recommendations         * Expand President George W. Bush’s Healthy Marriage Initiative. Despite the fact that the landmark 1996 welfare reform legislation set forth clear goals to increase the number of two-parent married families and reduce out-of-wedlock childbearing, little has been done to promote and encourage healthy marriage. Out of more than $100 billion available to states over the past seven years through the federal Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program, only 0.02 percent ($20 million) has been spent promoting healthy marriage. President Bush’s Healthy Marriage Initiative, designed to implement welfare reform’s original goal of strengthening marriage, would spend one cent to promote healthy marriage for every $7 spent subsidizing single parents. This program was enacted in February 2006.        The Healthy Marriage Initiative will provide individuals and couples with information on the value of marriage to men, women, and children; teach conflict resolution skills that will increase marital happiness and stability; and experiment in reducing the financial penalties against marriage among welfare programs. All participation in the program would be voluntary. The primary focus of these marriage programs would be preventative, not reparative. They would seek to prevent the isolation and poverty of welfare mothers by intervening at an early point before a pattern of broken relationships and welfare dependence had emerged. By fostering better life decisions and stronger relationship skills, marriage programs can increase child well-being and adult happiness and reduce child poverty and welfare dependence. Congress should promote healthy marriage within other social service programs that address problems related to the collapse of marriage, such as domestic violence programs within the Department of Justice.     * Reduce penalties for married couples under government means-tested welfare programs. All government means-tested programs (such as the welfare system) penalize marriage financially. This lamentable public policy must be reversed. While it is difficult to eliminate the anti-marriage bias fully in programs such as the welfare system, it is possible to reduce it. The most effective way to do so would be to increase the value of the Earned Income Tax Credit for married couples with children.

Incentives Good – Poverty [2/2]
Marriage incentives good: poverty.

Gene Falk and Jill Tauber, Domestic Social Policy Division at the Congressional Research Service, October 30, 2001, “Welfare Reform: TANF Provisions Related to Marriage and Two-Parent Families,” https://www.policyarchive.org/bitstream/handle/10207/1292/RL31170_20011030.pdf?sequence=1

Welfare Recipients Who Marry. Marriage is one of the routes off of welfare. TANF “leaver” studies indicate that between 2% and 9% of those who left welfare recently did so because of marriage.11 A new spouse often brings additional income to the family, making its income too high for further assistance. Though a TANF recipient might marry someone who is a biological parent of her children (or at least one child), she might also marry someone else who would become a stepparent to her children.
Marriage incentives good: poverty.

Gene Falk and Jill Tauber, Domestic Social Policy Division at the Congressional Research Service, October 30, 2001, “Welfare Reform: TANF Provisions Related to Marriage and Two-Parent Families,” https://www.policyarchive.org/bitstream/handle/10207/1292/RL31170_20011030.pdf?sequence=1

The impact of welfare policies on discouraging or encouraging marriage has long been a topic of discussion. Welfare programs, by providing single parents with the economic means to support their children, are thought to discourage marriage by their nature.1 The negative economic effects of single motherhood are well-known. In 2000, the poverty rate for children raised in female-headed families was 39% compared with 8% for children raised in married couple families.2

Marriage incentives good: poverty.

Wei-Yin Hu, Department of Economics, University of California, Los Angeles, October 1998 “Marriage and Economic Incentives: Evidence from a Welfare Experiment,” http://www.northwestern.edu/ipr/jcpr/workingpapers/wpfiles/Hu_Marriage.pdf

“The decline of the American family” has been a catch-phrase applied to a variety of demographic trends in recent decades. The trend that is probably most responsible for this view is the increasing prevalence of families headed by unmarried women. The proportion of children living with only one parent increased from 12 percent in 1970 to 28 percent in 1996 (U.S. Department of Commerce 1997a). Female headship is of interest to economists because it is highly correlated with poverty: the poverty rate for female-headed families was 33 percent in 1996 compared to just 6 percent for married couple families (U.S. Department of Commerce 1997b). Thus, two avenues that policymakers have taken to reduce poverty are to discourage women from having children out of wedlock and to encourage couples to stay married.1 A central policy concern is whether economic incentives can be used effectively toward these ends.
States CP

States play a crucial role in ensuring successful marriages and family formation. 

(Danielle White and Jan Kaplan, 06 03, “The State’s Role in Supporting Marriage and Family Formation”, http://76.12.61.196/publications/supportingmarriageandfamilyformationIN.htm) 
 

States can also address tax provisions, TANF requirements, and other government program rules that may discourage marriage. For example, states can revise income-based eligibility policies under TANF and Medicaid that result in decreased benefits or ineligibility for married couples. Specific changes in TANF include eliminating eligibility rules that require a work history for two-parent families. Instead, states can base TANF eligibility solely on financial status for both single and married parents. They can also disregard all or some of a second parent’s income when determining cash assistance levels. In addition, some states are using state-only funds to provide TANF services to two-parent families and are not subjecting them to higher federal work requirements. Other states include stepparents as eligible members of an assistance unit when determining cash benefit levels. Finally, some states have added incentive payments to monthly benefits for married couples and are training TANF staff to teach marriage skills to their clients.
States – A2: No authority

New TANF regulations give states almost complete control.

Gene Falk and Jill Tauber, Domestic Social Policy Division at the Congressional Research Service, October 30, 2001, “Welfare Reform: TANF Provisions Related to Marriage and Two-Parent Families,” https://www.policyarchive.org/bitstream/handle/10207/1292/RL31170_20011030.pdf?sequence=1

TANF gives states almost complete flexibility in the design and operation of their cash welfare programs. States also had considerable discretion in the design of their AFDC programs, determining standards of “need” for eligibility and benefit amounts. However, the AFDC program had federal rules that prescribed who was eligible for benefits, what types and the amount of income to consider when determining a family’s eligibility and amounts of cash welfare, and special restrictions for two-parent families. TANF ended federal rules regarding categories of families eligible for assistance and the counting of income; it also ended federal rules restricting assistance for two-parent families.
Improve Marriage Incentives CP [1/2]

<INSERT TAG>
Deborah A. Harris and Domenico “Mimmo” Parisi, Department of Sociology, Anthropology, and Social Work within the Social Science Research Center at Mississippi State University, November 29, 2005, Gender Role Ideologies and Marriage Promotion: State Policy Choices and Suggestions for Improvement, Review of Policy Research, Volume 22 Issue 6, Pages 841 – 858

Policy Suggestions and Conclusion While the initial focus of post-PRWORA welfare policy has been on moving clients into the workforce, lately the issue of marriage and what it can mean for low-income families has been the source of considerable attention. States have taken a myriad of approaches to encourage marriage and no clear best practices have emerged. Despite the numerous attempts by states to encourage marriage, the results of such programs are mixed. While some states cite modest increases in marriage rates, there are still questions of whether these increases are the result of marriage promotion policies or other factors. There also remains the issue of whether marriage has been followed by an improvement in the quality of life for these families. We maintain a neutral position over whether the government should be involved in promoting marriage. Our goal is to examine and evaluate the marriage promotion as it has been applied as a social policy. Thus, we present five suggestions meant to improve marriage promotion policies and make marriage a more viable, safe option for women and children, as well as to make sure these families have the supports they need to have a successful life together. Acknowledge the Multiple Factors Affecting Marital Decisions The role that economics plays in couples’ decisions to marry is often taken for granted. However, research indicates that many low-income couples desire to reach a certain level of financial security before they wed even if they already have a child together (Edin & Kefalas, 2005). Another study on the effects of neighborhood economics finds high male unemployment related to low marriage rates (Blau, Kahn, & Waldfogel, 2000). In such places, encouraging job growth can be expected to have a positive affect on marriage rates. While economics does play a large role in marriage decisions among the lowincome, culture also plays a part. One of the biggest social changes of the last halfcentury is the acceptance of nonmarital births. In many low-income communities, having children prior to marriage is considered the normal sequencing of life events. Many of the marriage education and media programs acknowledge the role of culture in shaping expectations about childbearing and marriage; however, these programs often focus on convincing the individual about the importance of marriage. What may be better is to try and address these issues at the community level. Currently, community involvement in marriage promotion is one of the major foci of the DHHS. Local church and civic leaders can be instrumental in stressing the benefits of marriage while tailoring these programs to their local populations. Create Programs More Applicable to the Low-Income Population Many of the current marriage education programs are geared toward a middleclass audience. As a result, many of the relationship skills, such as conflict resolution, may not touch on the issues faced by welfare clients and their partners. The language and examples given in these programs also need to be adapted to fit the family and cultural patterns of different ethnic-racial groups. Without addressing these differences, clients may not feel that these programs are beneficial to them and may drop out of the programs. Differences in place need to be addressed, as well. While inner-city clients may cite the lure of the drug trade and other criminal activities as major stressors to their relationships, rural clients may be more burdened with social and spatial isolation that may leave them far from sources of support. Integrate the Program with Other Services Just as there are one-stop centers focusing on employment barriers, counties should also have a central place where clients can receive information about available marriage support programs. Orth and Goggin (2003) found that, in some states, the number of women who took part in available marriage promotion services was actually quite small. One reason for this is that clients are not informed about what services are available. While some states have begun integrating marriage promotion programs with other services, such as county extension offices, these efforts need to be expanded. Community outreach could be useful in this case also. If local leaders discuss these programs with clients, this will help increase word of mouth within low-income neighborhoods and help convince clients of the program’s worth. Provide More Carrots, Less Sticks This suggestion refers to the incentives and punishments built into marriage promotion policies. Support programs such as child care and transportation assistance can help clients move into the workforce. These same supports can also impact marital decisions by decreasing the stressors in family life. They can allow both 
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partners to work—a situation that low-income women tend to favor because it reduces power inequalities in a relationship—even though this does not fit into the breadwinner-homemaker model that some marriage promotion programs seem to advocate. Other important “carrots” states should consider can include increasing the number of and funding to emergency services programs to ensure that women and children live in safe environments and have help available if they find themselves in abusive or otherwise dangerous situations. Create Programs with Evaluations in Mind The federal government has encouraged innovation among the states in regard to their marriage promotion policies. While several states have created unique programs to encourage marriage among their low-income, welfare-reliant populations, many of these programs have not been exposed to rigorous evaluation of their outcomes. States need to set clear, realistic goals in regard to marriage policies. Statements such as “creating a culture of marriage” need to be replaced with specific goals and guidelines. Programs also need more rigorous evaluation. Experimental programs that use random assignment control groups and samples representative of the larger, low-income population need to be encouraged and the results assessed before statewide implementation. We have seen how the social views of women and motherhood have impacted past and current welfare policy. It is important that we understand the ideology underlying social policy and how they may create unrealistic demands for these women and their families. We acknowledge that two-parent families do provide benefits to both parents and children and that, in the right environment, help lead families out of poverty. However, family and relationship issues do not exist in a vacuum and low-income women face more barriers than most to providing a stable and safe home for their families. Thus, any efforts to encourage marriage must be based on sound knowledge of these women’s life experiences and not outdated notions of how a family should be—particularly when the rest of society has found such arrangements impossible. Most importantly we believe that the philosophy guiding these programs need to place emphasis on equality, tolerance, and compassion, and although we advocate a scientific approach to policy creation and evaluation, we still believe that state policymakers must always keep in mind that their actions have the opportunity to impact the lives of many families.
Marriagiability CP?

Michele Hirsch, The Alternatives to Marriage Project, June 2007 “Let Them Eat Wedding Rings: The Role of Marriage Promotion in Welfare Reform,” Second Edition, http://www.unmarried.org/rings2.pdf

In 2003, I attended a conference where a speaker was talking about government-funded programs to promote marriage and stable families. One of the goals she discussed for these programs was to increase the “marriageability” of poor, disadvantaged unmarried people. My gut response was to laugh. The government is going to fund programs designed to increase marriageability? Would the Department of Health and Human Services hire dating consultants and pay for matchmaking services? But as I listened to this policy expert describe marriageability programs, I stopped laughing. The kinds of things she was calling “marriageability” programs were good old social service programs. Helping substance abusers get clean makes them more likely to get married. Men who are employed are more marriageable, too, since women generally don’t rush to marry guys who can’t earn a living. Research shows that people with more education are more likely to get married and stay married. Call me crazy, but maybe we’ve uncovered an unexpected diamond, however rough, among the crackerjack-box jewelry of marriage-promoting rhetoric. I think substance abuse programs have value quite apart from whether they can help someone get married, but if “marriageability” is the buzzword that puts smiles on grant reviewers’ faces in this era of marriage-fanaticism, we’d be fools not to start using it. Since poor people are less likely to marry, living wage activists can argue that paying the working class living wages is fundamentally a marriageability program. Domestic violence shelters might be a longterm marriageability strategy, since they can help women leave a violent relationship and someday find a better prospect for marriage. When it comes down to it, nearly any social program that improves people’s lives also boosts their marriageability, because people who are hungry, cold, sick, jobless, or poor are usually too busy trying to survive to worry about planning a wedding. I’m not a marriage-promoter by any stretch of the imagination. But do I support using “marriageability” if that’s what it takes to get funding and support for programs to help people? I don’t use these words often, but – I do.

Courts CP

The courts have a moral obligation to act against gender oppression.
Robin L. West, Professor of Law, Georgetown University Law Center, 05, 17 Yale J.L. & Feminism 385, lexis

Here, then, is the heart of MacKinnon's legal formalism: If justice requires formal equality; and formal equality demands the like treatment of likes; and women like men are human, then women, like men, must be treated with equal dignity and respect. What MacKinnon has added to this syllogism is nothing other than the premise that treating women like men, with equal dignity and respect, requires an end to sexual terrorism. She hasn't attacked the edifice of the western tradition. What she has done is to articulate, and pretty powerfully, exactly what it requires. There is nothing here, then, that courts should not do. In fact, everything here courts must do. There is no attempt here to transcend history, occupy an Archimedian point outside it, upend anything, or turn the ideals of western culture inside out. Rather, by reference to the best understanding of formal equality, MacKinnon has articulated what that mandate requires: that women are human beings, and so must be treated as such.  What is it, though, to treat all as human? Here again, what is distinctive about Feminism, Modified as revealed in the structure as well as content of Sex Equality is its striking continuity with - rather than any earth-shattering challenge to - the western tradition. From the book's structure we learn the unexceptional claim that work, love, autonomy, family, education, political participation, and community are the components of the good life; enjoying them is what it means to be human. n92 We learn that sexual subordination, exploitation, appropriation, and terror are the obstacles to women's enjoyment of these human rights and capacities. We are presented with the ethically unassailable claim that the fact that women are so barred is unjust. We encounter the ethical mandate that women must have access to these lives. We re-encounter - meet anew - the familiar bromide that the work of law and the courts is to justice. We are led to conclude that law must be the vehicle of justice. The courts must ensure the delivery.  The core, albeit unstated, ethical commitments of Sex Equality, of Feminism, Modified, and of Catharine MacKinnon's life work are that justice is the ethical mandate that demands all of this, and that, because justice demands it, this equality is a legal entitlement, not simply a political goal. The point of the book, of the theory, and of all of this advocacy, is not the political point that women as an interest group operating within a decent political system ought to be able to extract some measure of equality from a more or less representative legislative assembly. The point of all of this work is not that the community, as a community, would be better off if women's labor were put to  [*419]  better use, or if women's health were better protected, or if women's nurturing capacity were not so exploited, or if women's safety were better ensured. The point is certainly not that efficiency, or overall utility, or overall well-being, or social welfare would thereby be increased, or even that all of this - were it to transpire tomorrow - would simply be a very good thing, all things considered. All of that may be true, but it is so clearly just not the point. The point is that justice demands it. Justice demands that this be done. Sex equality is a mandate; it is an imperative. It is not just a good idea. It is not a policy that might ensure better governance. It is what justice requires, with as much force and potency, as much inevitability, as much universality, as much clarity, and as much power as propels the laws of arithmetic and logic from premises to inferences. Justice defines the end of law and the point of adjudication - not politics, legislation, education, or culture. The law must engage this project. Therefore the courts must.  Ought, though, implies can. If courts ought to do this, through law, then it must be the case that they can. So the text of Sex Equality turns out to be a lawyer's argument: This picture of equality is the deep and deeply forgotten meaning of two thousand years of western adjudication, two hundred years of American constitutionalism, and fifty-plus years of civil rights law. There are, no doubt, other possible readings of our law, of our constitution, and of our history, and Catharine MacKinnon has provided plenty of scathing ones: law as complicitous, law as mendacious, law as hypocritical, law as legitimation, and law as mystification. At the end of the day, though, the message of her casebook and life is not law's mendaciousness, but law's nobility.  Law, MacKinnon clearly believes, can do this audaciously hopeful thing that justice requires. Readers - judges and lawyers - must and can provide the ethical ballast. But the legal materials - the materials, that is, for a highly ethical reading of real equality, and sex equality, as at the heart of the impulse for justice - are there. They may be hidden, and they are not self-actualizing; they do not realize themselves. But they are there. Underneath the gauze of a dreary and familiar legal history that readily prompts despair - the legitimation, the mystification, the reification, the hypocrisy, the complicity, the mendacity, the mind-boggling stupidity, and the willful illogic, in which courts have engaged, all toward the end of securing women's inequality in cement - MacKinnon has found in law, in adjudication, in courts, and in legal process an ethical impulse. She has enlarged upon it, insisted upon it, used it, magnified it, and made it grow, in theory and in practice, in the world of ideas and in our lives.
Politics – Marriage Incentives Popular

Marriage incentives popular: GOP.

Michele Hirsch, Dorian Solot, and Marshall Miller, The Alternatives to Marriage Project, June 2007 “Let Them Eat Wedding Rings: The Role of Marriage Promotion in Welfare Reform,” Second Edition, http://www.unmarried.org/rings2.pdf

Why did the Bush Administration and the Republican-dominated Congress dedicate three quarters of a billion dollars to unproven marriage programs while cutting other welfare initiatives? The Wall Street Journal notes that Mr. Horn “pushed to include funding for marriage promotion, despite some reluctance from his boss, HHS Secretary Tommy Thompson. ‘It wasn’t my first priority,’ Mr. Thompson acknowledges, but says he came to see the political advantages. ‘The religious right certainly found this a plus and we could find more supporters for the legislation.”[17]  The so-called “religious right” is not alone in seeking more government emphasis on marriage. Conservatives (or neoconservatives) who are generally considered secular, and who generally oppose government-funded social programs, also support marriage money. For example, influential New York Times columnist David Brooks writes: “Once you acknowledge that there is a basic tear in the way the market economy is evolving, you begin trying to figure out the causes. In declining order of importance, they seem to be: First, the generally rising education premium. … Second, the widening marriage gap. Middle-class people are increasingly likely to raise kids in stable two-parent homes, while kids in poorer families are increasingly less likely to have these advantages.”[18] “[T]he most important thing we can do to increase social mobility is to come up with second-generation human capital policies. The first-generation policies gave people access to schools, colleges and training facilities. The second-generation policies will help them develop the habits, knowledge and mental traits they need to succeed once they are there. … [This] means strengthening marriage. Only half of American kids can expect to live with both biological parents at age 15 (compared with two-thirds of kids in Western Europe). That has calamitous effects on education and development.”[19]

Politics – Marriage Incentives Unpopular

Marriage incentives are unpopular: Dems and lobbies hate it.

(Mary Leonard, Globe Staff and Correspondent, 05 22 01, “Marriage incentives for poor considered,” http://lists101.his.com/pipermail/smartmarriages/2001-May/000639.html)

The marriage-promotion issue is difficult for many Democratic lawmakers. While most acknowledge that two-parent families help lift children out of poverty, and some, including Vice President Al Gore in the past campaign, have advocated responsible-fathering programs, many fear that earmarking money for untested marriage-promotion initiatives will deny assistance to single parents in need.  A senior Democratic aide said the big question is whether Republicans are going to force states to set up marriage programs or take money from the Temporary Assistance block grant and fund a separate marriage initiative. ''Both would be very controversial and set off a very partisan fight,'' the aide said.  The fight already has been joined by the NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund, which last week launched an attack on Horn's nomination. If confirmed by the Senate, Horn, who was at HHS in the previous Bush administration and then founded the private National Fatherhood Initiative, would be the administration's point man on the welfare legislation.  ''Wade Horn wants the government to discriminate against families that don't meet his ideal,'' said Tim Casey, a lawyer for the NOW fund. ''In benefit programs where there is not enough for everybody, single-parent families would go to the back of the line.''  Feminist groups generally are suspicious of marriage-promotion programs, arguing that social conservatives want men to be head of the household and have little regard for the women who leave marriage, or won't marry, because of domestic violence.
Politics – TANF Popular

Both the Democrats and Republicans love the TANF block grant – they would pass an increase on it. 
National Association of Social Workers, 03 11 05, “Senate Finance Committee Approves Bipartisan TANF Bill,” http://www.socialworkers.org/advocacy/updates/2005/031105.asp)

On Wednesday, March 9, 2005 , the Senate Finance Committee approved the Personal Responsibility and Individual Development for Everyone (PRIDE) Act by voice vote. The PRIDE Act would reauthorize the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) through fiscal year 2010. PRWORA replaced the entitlement under AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Children) with the TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families) block grant. Further Action. The bill is not expected to be debated on the Senate floor until sometime after the spring congressional recess (March 21 - April 1). Therefore Congress will need to pass another TANF extension; the current extension expires March 31. In the House, the Human Resources Subcommittee of the Ways and Means Committee may mark up its version of the PRWORA reauthorization bill, the Personal Responsibility, Work, and Family Promotion Act, as early as next week. A Love Fest Unlike the Finance Committee mark-up last year, when the bill was voted out of Committee on a strict party-line vote (all Republicans voted "yes" and all Democrats voted "no"), this year bipartisan cooperation was the order of the day. The only "no" vote on the bill came from Senator Trent Lott (R-MS), who opposed the amount of child care funding in the bill and the number of activities that states can count as work. Senator Rick Santorum (R-PA) also opposed the increased child care funding saying that "the child care issue is a Washington-based issue. It is not an issue out in the states," but he did not vote against the bill. Speaking in support of the child care funding was its lead sponsor, Senator Olympia Snowe (R-ME) and Sens. Orrin Hatch (R-UT), Blanche Lincoln (D-AR), and Chairman Chuck Grassley (R-IA). Other Committee members present for the mark-up were Ranking Member Max Baucus (D-MT), Jeff Bingaman (D-NM), Gordon Smith (R-OR), Craig Thomas (R-WY), and Ron Wyden (D-OR).’ 

Politics – TANF Unpopular

TANF funding is contentious.

National Advocacy Center 2005, “The Familiar Tune – TANF Stalled Again,” http://www.gsadvocacy.org/tanf_stalled.html
After promising developments in the Senate earlier this year, TANF reauthorization fell victim to the politics of the budget debate. A floor vote had been expected in early April, but was postponed after the Senate Budget Committee Chairman, Judd Gregg (R-NH), and other conservatives objected to the cost of the PRIDE (Personal Responsibility and Individual Development for Everyone) Act reported on a bipartisan vote by the Senate Finance Committee.  Senator Gregg has indicated that he wants more spending cuts to offset the increased costs of the PRIDE Act – even though these costs are modest, especially when compared with the $70 billion in new tax cuts (that are NOT offset) called for by the budget resolution. The PRIDE Act’s costs include $4 billion to extend Transitional Medical Assistance (for families leaving welfare for work) for 5 years, $5.5 billion over 5 years in new funding for child care (partially offset by some controversial changes to the Earned Income Tax Credit), $1 billion in new funding for the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG), and $1 billion for transitional jobs and employment placement linked to business needs.  These are all critical components to support states’ efforts to help families move off and stay off of welfare.     It remains unclear how this Senate impasse will be resolved.  With the recently passed budget resolution calling for a number of cuts to mandatory spending programs through the reconciliation process, it will be difficult for the Senate to move a TANF bill that calls for spending increases.  However, Sen. Chuck Grassley (R-IA), Chairman of the Finance Committee, has been a staunch defender of the PRIDE Act produced by his committee and the bill likely has enough support to beat back any budget points of order that might be raised if it was brought to the floor for a vote.     On the House side, TANF reauthorization remains at the committee level and no action is currently scheduled. House conservatives have also expressed opposition to the costs of the PRIDE Act and remain committed to the more punitive provisions of previously passed House reauthorization bills. These concerns over costs again stand in sharp contrast to the House’s willingness to pass expensive estate tax repeal.
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