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Cal. May he have as many years on the
field as our ‘‘iron man,’’ Senator
STROM THURMOND, has had in the Sen-
ate. He could run that record way up
there.

f

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I mention
as an aside and not part of the state-
ment that my colleague from Mary-
land, Senator MIKULSKI, is calling me
every 5 minutes, 10 minutes. We are
going to try to arrange so that the peo-
ple who want to be at that game can
catch the 5:30 train.

There are Members of the Senate and
others who want to attend that game,
so we are trying to work out some
agreement for the Democratic leader
where either we could have debate on
welfare reform for those who would be
watching it on television, or maybe
take up a nomination that has been
pending for some time and some of my
colleagues on the other side would like
to take up. I thank the managers.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

RECESS

Mr. DOLE. Under a previous order,
we had agreed to stand in recess be-
tween the hours of 1 o’clock and 2
o’clock so that my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle might have an
opportunity to discuss welfare reform.
I am advised there are no speakers and
no speakers asking for recognition be-
tween now and 1 o’clock. Rather than
sit in a quorum call, I suggest we now
recess until 2 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:00
p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:27 p.m.,
recessed until 2 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
GRAMS).

f

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, it is
with enthusiasm I rise to support the
Democratic alternative on welfare re-
form. I support it with enthusiasm be-
cause it is firm on work, provides a
safety net for children, brings men
back into the picture in terms of child
support and child rearing, and at the
same time provides State flexibility
and administrative simplification.

Mr. President, I am the Senate’s only
professionally trained social worker.

Before elected to public office, my
life’s work was moving people from
welfare to work, one step at a time,
each step leading to the next step,
practicing the principles of tough love.

This is the eighth version of welfare
reform that I have been through as a
foster care worker, as a child abuse and
neglect worker, a city councilwoman,
Congresswoman, and now U.S. Senator.
Each of those previous efforts in times
have failed both under Democratic
Presidents and under Republican Presi-
dents. It failed for two reasons. One,
each reform effort was based on old
economic realities, and, second, reform
did not provide tools for the people to
move from welfare to work, to help
them get off welfare and stay off wel-
fare.

I believe that welfare should be not a
way of life but a way to a better life.
Everyone agrees that today’s welfare
system is a mess. The people who are
on welfare say it is a mess. The people
who pay for welfare say it is a mess. It
is time we fix the system.

Middle-class Americans want the
poor to work as hard at getting off wel-
fare as they themselves do at staying
middle class. The American people
want real reform that promotes work,
two-parent families, and personal re-
sponsibility.

That is what the Democratic alter-
native is all about. We give help to
those who practice self-help. Demo-
crats have been the party of sweat eq-
uity and have a real plan for work. Re-
publicans have a plan that only talks
about work and can not really achieve
it.

Democrats have produced a welfare
plan that is about real work, and we
call it Work First because it does put
work first. But it does not make chil-
dren second class. Under our plan, from
the day someone comes into a welfare
office, they must focus on getting a job
and keeping a job and being able to
raise their family.

How do we do this? Well, first, we
abolish AFDC. We create a temporary
employment assistance program. We
change the culture of welfare offices
from eligibility workers to being
empowerment workers. Instead of only
fussbudgeting over eligibility rules, so-
cial workers now become
empowerment workers to sit down with
welfare applicants to do a job readiness
assessment on what it takes to move
them to a job, stay on a job, and ensure
that their children’s education and
health needs are being met.

Everyone must sign a parent
empowerment contract within 2 weeks
of entering the welfare system. It is an
individualized plan to get a job. The
failure of individuals to sign that con-
tract means they cannot get benefits.
Everyone must undertake an imme-
diate and intensive job search once
they have signed that contract. We be-
lieve the best job training is on the job.
Your first job leads you to the next job.
Each time you climb a little bit further

out of poverty and at the same time we
reward that effort.

Yes, this is a tough plan with tough
requirements. It expects responsibility
from welfare recipients. Everyone must
do something for benefits. If you do not
sign the contract, you lose the bene-
fits. If you refuse to accept a job that
is offered, you lose the benefits. If,
after 2 years of assistance, you do not
have a job in the private sector, then
one must be provided for you in the
public sector.

No adult can get benefits for more
than 5 years in their adult lifetime, but
if you are a minor, you are able to stay
in school and receive benefits.

So, yes, we Democrats are very tough
on work. Everyone must work. Assist-
ance is time limited and everyone must
do something for benefits. If you do not
abide by the contract, then you lose
your benefits.

What else do we do? We provide a
safety net for children. We not only
want you to be job ready and work
force ready, we want you to be a re-
sponsible parent. We want you to be
able to ensure that as part of getting
your benefits, your children are in
school and that they are receiving
health care.

Once you do go to work, we will not
abandon you. We want to make sure
that a dollar’s worth of work is worth
a dollar’s worth of welfare, and while
you are working at a minimum wage,
trying to better yourself, we will pro-
vide a safety net for child care for your
children, nutritional benefits will con-
tinue, and so will health care. We want
to be sure that while you are trying to
help yourself, we are helping your chil-
dren grow into responsible adults.

I do not mind telling people that
they must work because I do not mind
telling them that they will not only
have the tools to go to work, but that
there will be a safety net for children.

This is what the Republican bill does
not do. It does not look at the day-to-
day lives of real people and ask what is
needed to get that person into a job.

People we are telling to go to work
are not going to be in high-paid, high-
technology jobs. We know that that
mother who wants to sign a contract
that requires her to work will be on the
edge when it comes to paying the bills.

She does not have a mother or an
aunt or a next door neighbor to watch
her kids. She needs help with child care
to move into the work force.

The Republican bill does not provide
enough money to pay for real child
care. Suppose that mother lives in sub-
urban Maryland or Baltimore city or
the rural parts of my State? She does
the right thing; she gets about an
entry-level, minimum-wage job.

She is going to make about $9,000 a
year, but will have no benefits. She
might take home, after Social Security
taxes, $175 a week. But if her child care
costs her $125 a week, that leaves her
$50 a week for rent, food, and clothing.

So that means, under the Republican
welfare bill, it is like jumping off of a
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cliff into the abyss of further and fur-
ther poverty. Our bill wants to help
people move to a better life. The Re-
publican bill will push them into pov-
erty through its harsh, punitive ap-
proach.

How do we expect this woman to sup-
port a family on $50 a week? There
would be no incentive to do that. Wel-
fare reform is about ending the cycle of
poverty and the culture of poverty.
Ending the cycle of poverty is an eco-
nomic challenge. It means helping cre-
ate jobs in this country and then mak-
ing sure that our country is work force
ready and that welfare recipients are
job ready.

But it also must end the culture of
poverty, and that is about personal re-
sponsibility, that is about bringing
men back into the picture, that is
about tough child support, saying that
if you have a child, you should support
that child and rear that child.

We believe that the way families will
move out of poverty is the way families
move to the middle class, by bringing
men back into the picture, having two-
parent households, by ensuring that
there are no penalties to marriage, to
families, or to going to work.

So, Mr. President, that is what the
Democratic alternative is. That is why
I support it with the enthusiasm that I
do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am
very concerned about the direction in
which the welfare debate is now head-
ed. I come to the floor at this point in
time, not to discuss any specific aspect
of welfare reform or my views on it. I
come, not to cast aspersions on the Re-
publican approach nor to praise the
Democratic approach. But I wanted to
express my concern that the welfare
debate is headed in absolutely the
wrong direction, the direction of par-
tisan bickering.

As far as I know, there has been no
real effort by the other side, or by this
side, to try to work out a compromise
solution. We have had our task force.
The Democrats have been talking
about their approach. I understand the
Republicans have had their groups
talking about their approach. We now
have a bill on the floor. We have a
Democratic substitute. Then there is
the Republican proposal.

I must tell you, I think this is abso-
lutely the wrong way to go. I think
welfare reform is much too important
to the American people and to the tax-
payers to be caught up in some kind of
partisan warfare.

We are tougher than you.
No, we are tougher than you.
We care about kids more than you.
No, we care about kids more than you.
We are going to give the States more flexi-

bility.
No, we are going to give the States more

flexibility.

It pains me to see this happen be-
cause I believe there is enough similar-
ity between the Republican bill and the

Democratic bill to work out a com-
promise, but not if it is done in the
heat of partisan bickering, which I be-
lieve is starting to take place right
now on the welfare bill.

Several years ago my State of Iowa
decided to do something about the wel-
fare problem in our State. We set up
task forces, set up pilot projects
around the State to try to find out
what would work and what would not
work. This went on for several years.
As a result of these experiments, the
State legislature in Iowa a few years
ago pulled together a welfare reform
bill and passed it through the Iowa leg-
islature.

That bill was passed with the support
of conservative Republicans and liberal
Democrats. As I have often said, it was
supported by Pat Robertson conserv-
ative Republicans and Jesse Jackson
liberal Democrats. Only one person
voted against it, because it was put to-
gether in a bipartisan fashion. Folks
from both sides of the aisle worked to-
gether to fashion a legitimate welfare
reform bill.

It passed and was signed into law by
Governor Branstad. We have now had
about 2 years of experience with it and
it is working. We now have the distinc-
tion in Iowa that we have a higher per-
centage of people on welfare who work
than any State in the Nation—Iowa.
We doubled the number of people on
welfare who work. Doubled—went up
by almost 100 percent. Our caseload is
down. And the expenditures per case
are also down by about 10 percent.

So the number of people on welfare is
down. The cost per case is down. The
number of people working is up.

Last of all, of the States that have
gone out and tried to do welfare re-
form, Iowa, according to a New York
Times article that I read, Iowa is the
only State that has actually cut people
off of welfare. It is the only State that
said, ‘‘Here is a contract. We signed the
contract. If you, welfare recipient, do
not live up to your part of the con-
tract, it ends.’’ Iowa has done that.

I do not believe Wisconsin or any
other State has been touted as having
done such a thing. So it is working in
Iowa.

I say that because it was not done in
a partisan fashion. It was done in a bi-
partisan fashion. I believe for welfare
reform to work nationally, it must also
be done in a bipartisan fashion. That is
why it pains me to see what is happen-
ing on the floor of the Senate today.

I was looking in the Congress Daily
of Wednesday, August 9. It quoted the
majority leader, Senator DOLE. It said
that Senator DOLE said that President
Clinton and he were talking privately a
couple of weeks ago about working out
a bipartisan solution on welfare re-
form. DOLE said, ‘‘He pulled me aside
and asked me if there was a chance and
acknowledged that there are some
similarities between the Democratic
and GOP bills.’’

I took that at face value. So on that
same day, August 9, I wrote a letter to

the majority leader and to the minor-
ity leader, Senator DASCHLE. I am
going to read for the RECORD what I
said in that letter.

I said:
DEAR MR. MAJORITY LEADER: I am writing

you regarding our extremely important ef-
forts to reform the welfare system. We clear-
ly have agreement that the current welfare
system is failing those on it and taxpayers
who have to support it and it needs fun-
damental reform. You have put forward a
comprehensive reform plan, the Democratic
leader has done the same, Senator Bond and
I have introduced a plan as has Senator
Gramm and other of our colleagues. And
while there are significant differences be-
tween our plans, I feel strongly that there is
enough common ground that there is no good
reason why we can’t fashion a bipartisan ap-
proach that would garner overwhelming sup-
port in the Senate and among the American
people.

In Iowa, we did just that. Democrats and
Republicans worked together, ironed out
their differences and came up with a biparti-
san plan. It passed with just one dissenting
vote in the legislature and was signed into
law by Governor Branstad. And it is work-
ing. The number of welfare recipients work-
ing and on their way off welfare is up 93 per-
cent. And welfare awards and total payments
are down.

I feel strongly that we should not let wel-
fare reform fall victim to politics. As I’m
sure you agree, the American people don’t
care what political party reforms welfare;
they just want it done. They want to be as-
sured that their tax dollars are being spent
responsibly. I’m concerned that if we don’t
begin now working together to iron out our
differences that when we come back in Sep-
tember we may be no closer to agreement
than we are now and the chance for biparti-
san agreement lost. Therefore, I ask that be-
fore we leave for recess you and the Demo-
cratic Leader appoint a bipartisan task force
to begin work on forging a welfare reform
bill that has strong support across party
lines. I believe this would be constructive
and could well lead to a package of tough, ef-
fective reforms emphasizing work of which
we can all be proud.

Thank you for your attention to my re-
quest. I look forward to your reply. I am
sending a similar letter to the Democratic
Leader.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I did not
hear back from either the majority
leader or minority leader. I do not say
that in any way derogatorily. I know
we have been gone. People have been
busy. That is not my point. My point is
that I still urge the majority leader
and the minority leader to step back
just one step. I request that the major-
ity leader appoint six people and that
the minority leader appoint six people
and that they take the remainder of
this week and this weekend to see if we
can work out a bipartisan approach, to
see if they can agree on something and
bring it back to us the first of next
week.

I believe this would be the best ap-
proach to take. I think we could step
back from this partisan bickering that
we are going to encounter here in the
next few days. It is going to come. I
think we already hear the opening
strains of it—this bill is better than
yours, this and that. The American
people are sick and tired of that kind
of partisan bickering, especially when
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it concerns welfare. I believe there are
enough similarities that we can work
out a bipartisan agreement. It will not
be all of what we want. It will not be
all of what you want. But I believe it
can garner enough support to be a
truly bipartisan effort.

On August 7, I read again for the
RECORD, Senator BREAUX from Louisi-
ana had the following statement. He
said:

‘‘I think we ought to work together.
So we have a decision to make as to wheth-

er we are going to cooperate and work on
this together—

Meaning welfare reform.
or make political points and get nothing
done. That is an option. But if that option is
exercised, I suggest the real losers are the
American people and the American taxpayer.
We will make short-term political points for
short-term political gain. But in the long
run, the real losers will be the taxpayers and
those who are on welfare who will not have
had an opportunity to have a program passed
in a bipartisan fashion.

Mr. President, as I said, the State of
Iowa, of which I am proud to represent,
did it in a bipartisan fashion. It showed
that it could be done and showed that
it can work.

Why is it that we cannot do it here?
Why can’t the majority leader and the
minority leader appoint five or six peo-
ple each? We have business on our cal-
endar that we can spend the rest of the
week on. We have appropriations bills
and other things that we can consider
in the meantime.

I repeat: There has been no serious
effort in the Senate to reach some kind
of bipartisan cooperation on welfare re-
form. I am not blaming that side. I am
not blaming our side. I am just saying
that it is a fact. Neither side has tried
to reach across the aisle to form a bi-
partisan consensus. But I think that is
what we ought to do.

I suppose maybe it is too late now. I
do not know. All I can say is, I take
this time to express my concern about
the direction this debate is headed.

I wish an amendment were possible
or something. I guess the tree is full.
No amendments are possible. I wish
there was some way we could express
ourselves with a Sense-of-the-Senate
resolution to get a bipartisan group to-
gether to work on this.

I think it is too bad. I think the los-
ers are going to be the American tax-
payers and the losers are going to be
people on welfare because it is going to
be caught up in partisan bickering.
Partisan shots being taken here on
something I consider to be equally as
important as the health care debate or
anything else we debated around here.

I guess maybe I would not feel so
strongly about it had I not seen what
had been done in the State of Iowa 3
years ago when both sides reached
across the aisle and worked out a bi-
partisan welfare reform program. And
the fruits have shown that it is work-
ing.

I do not think any welfare reform bill
can work unless it has that same kind
of bipartisan support. So again I call

upon the majority leader and I call
upon the minority leader to step back
one step, appoint six people from each
side, and let us take the rest of the
week to see whether or not we can
reach some kind of bipartisan agree-
ment and bring it back on the floor
next week. If we could do that, we
would save ourselves a lot of time and
we would save a lot of partisan bicker-
ing, and I think the American people
could at last be justly proud of some-
thing that the Senate is going to do
this year.

Mr. President, I want to take some
time here for a second, because I want
to demonstrate what happened in the
State of Iowa with welfare reform. As
soon as I get my easel set up here, I
want to show it for the record here. I
apologize to the President for taking
the time, but I want to show graphi-
cally basically what had been done in
the State of Iowa here.

First of all, in the State of Iowa,
these lines show what has basically
happened with our cash welfare grants.
The yellow line is 1994; the green line is
1993; the blue line is 1992. We can see
that the cash welfare grants have basi-
cally stayed about stable over these
years.

Look at what is happening now under
the new programs since Iowa passed
this. It is going down, constantly going
down. The total expenditures have
gone down considerably since we
passed our welfare reform bill. This is
one measure of how it is succeeding.

Now, again, I mentioned we now have
the distinction in Iowa of having a
higher percentage of people on welfare
who work than any State in the Na-
tion. Prior to the welfare reform bill
passing, we had about 18 percent of the
people on welfare working. We now
have about 35 percent. I mentioned it is
about a 100 percent improvement on
that, people on welfare working. They
get the jobs skills they need to get off
welfare. So in terms of workfare, it is
working. Here is the caseload.

I think this chart is interesting, Mr.
President, because it shows what ev-
eryone in Iowa understood. Both Re-
publicans and Democrats, conserv-
atives and liberals, understood that in
changing the system, there was going
to be an increase in the caseload imme-
diately. Everyone knew that, and they
accepted that. Because, for example,
prior to this point in time, if you had
an automobile worth more than $1,500,
you were not eligible for welfare. We
took a lesson from the State of Utah.
Utah had gotten a waiver to allow per-
sons to have a car valued to $8,000 and
still be on welfare. We raised ours to
$3,000. So there are a lot of people that
maybe had a car worth $2,000 or $2,500
or $3,000 before that were not eligible.
Now they are eligible.

So this is why this caseload went up.
We knew that was going to happen in
the beginning. But we were confident
enough in our bipartisan approach that
we knew once that happened initially,
it would come down drastically. And

that is exactly what has happened. Our
total caseload over the last 2 years has
gone from around 36,000 down to around
34,000. So the number of people, the
total number of people on welfare has
dropped after that first initial increase.

I mentioned the average grants were
down. The average grant per family has
gone now from $373 down to $336. That
is over a 10-percent decrease, I guess, in
the average grant per recipient.

So the caseloads have gone down, and
the average per family has gone down,
and the number of people on welfare
has declined. I think this is really the
most important one of all: The number
of people on welfare who are working
has almost doubled.

So, again, that is what happened in
Iowa. But I think it only happened be-
cause people on both sides of the aisle
got together and did it in a bipartisan
fashion. And that is what I hope we
will do here. I do not think it is too
much to ask that—today is what,
Wednesday—Thursday, Friday, over
the weekend, next Monday, a biparti-
san group from both sides of the aisle
get together, appointed by the respec-
tive leaders, and report back a biparti-
san approach to this.

If not, then I am afraid the remain-
der of this week and probably the first
of next week, we are going to be in-
volved in some very serious partisan
bickering—who is going to be toughest,
who is going to be the best for kids,
and who is going to be the most lenient
on States, on giving States flexibility.
There will be a lot of hot rhetoric and
a lot of partisanship. And in the end,
the American taxpayers and the people
on welfare are going to lose.

So I just make one final plea to the
majority leader and to the minority
leader to appoint six people each, work
it out in a bipartisan fashion, and re-
port it next week. And let us take it off
the partisan table.

I yield the floor.
Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas.
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I think

we all would like to have a bipartisan
approach to welfare reform. I, for one,
am a little discouraged.

I remember the President’s rhetoric
in the campaign when he talked about
changing welfare as we know it. For 21⁄2
years, as my colleagues will remember,
we waited to see the President’s wel-
fare reform bill, to see how he was
going to change welfare as we know it.
And when we finally, after 21⁄2 years of
prodding, got to see the bill, it had
three characteristics that came as a
shock to most people.

First, it spent more money; second,
it provided more benefits to more wel-
fare recipients; and, third, it hired
more Government bureaucrats. I do not
believe that is what America has in
mind when America is talking about
reforming welfare.

Now, in my mind, there are really
two issues in welfare reform. One issue,
and the most important issue, had to
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do with the people who are involved. I
want to change the system because
never in history have we taken so
much money from people that are pull-
ing the wagon and given so much to
people riding in the wagon, and made
both groups worse off simultaneously.

Since 1965, we have spent $5.4 billion
on our current welfare system, and
since nobody knows what a trillion dol-
lars is, let me try to convert it into
English. If you took all the buildings,
all the plants, all the equipment, and
all the tools of all the workers in
America, they would be worth slightly
less than what we have spent on all
means-tested welfare programs since
1965.

What has been the result of this mas-
sive expenditure of money? Well, the
result has been that we have made
mothers more dependent, we have driv-
en fathers out of the household, and we
have denied people access to the Amer-
ican dream. If we love these people, if
we want them to be our equals, not just
in theory but in fact, it seems to me
that we have to reform the welfare sys-
tem. And I am hopeful in the end we
will have bipartisan votes in making
that happen.

Here are the reforms that I think we
need. I think we need a mandatory
work requirement. I think able-bodied
men and women on welfare ought to
get out of the wagon and help the rest
of us pull. If the best job somebody can
get in the private sector pays $4 an
hour—there is dignity in working at $4
an hour—we can supplement their in-
come, but they will be contributing to-
ward their own independence, toward
their own well-being.

If somebody cannot get a job in the
private sector, then they can pick up
trash along our streets, they can help
clean up our parks, they can wash win-
dows on our public buildings. But,
again, they will be participating in the
communities they live in. They will be
part of building a better country. And
I believe that they will be richer, freer,
and happier for it. I think able-bodied
men and women ought to have to work
the number of hours that their welfare
check will bring at the minimum wage.

When we started this debate, which
has largely been a debate among Re-
publicans, unfortunately, we did not
have a binding mandatory work re-
quirement in the bill, we did not have
a pay-for-performance provision in the
bill. So from the point of view of the
Federal Government and a mandatory
work policy, we had a peculiar situa-
tion where we asked people to work;
but if they did not work, we did not
have a mechanism that took away
their check.

I am proud to say that has been
changed. We now have a very strong
work requirement. I am very proud of
that. I am very supportive of it.

The second thing we need to do is to
stop inviting people to come to Amer-
ica to go on welfare. People ought to
come to America with their sleeves
rolled up ready to go to work, not with

their hand held out ready to go on wel-
fare.

The original bill that came out of the
Finance Committee continued to invite
people to come to America to go on
welfare and literally would have al-
lowed someone to come to America
today as a legal immigrant and go on
welfare tomorrow.

I am proud to say that after a tre-
mendous amount of work, that that is
something that we have changed. Our
bill now has people come to America to
work, not to go on welfare, and I think
it is a dramatic step forward.

We do have a dispute about how large
the scope ought to be of block grant-
ing. Should we just give AFDC back to
the States and a few training pro-
grams, which is what the current bill
does, or should we give food stamps,
housing subsidies, all training pro-
grams back to the States and let the
States run them? That is something we
are going to have to settle on the floor
of the Senate. I think the more leeway
we give to the States, the more flexi-
bility we give to the States, the better
we are going to do.

The remaining issue that prevents us
from having a consensus among Repub-
licans in the Senate—which is an indis-
pensable ingredient, in my opinion, to
building a bipartisan consensus and
passing this—bill, is, what do we do
about illegitimacy? I believe this is the
biggest problem in the bill.

One-third of all the babies born in
America last year were born out of
wedlock. Under the current trend, ille-
gitimacy could be the norm and not
the exception in America by the turn
of the century. I think anybody who is
not frightened by this prospect fails to
understand that no great civilization
has ever risen in history that was not
built on strong families. No civiliza-
tion has ever survived the destruction
of its families, and I do not believe
America is going to be the first.

We have a system today that sub-
sidizes illegitimacy. If someone is on
welfare and they take a job, they lose
their welfare. If they marry someone
who has a job, they lose their welfare.
But if they have another baby, they get
more cash payments.

I am totally committed to the prin-
ciple that we have to break the back of
illegitimacy in America. We have to
give people incentives under the wel-
fare system to be more responsible. We
have to stop giving people more and
more money to have more and more
children on welfare. I think this is an
indispensable ingredient.

No one is saying that when children
are here and they are needy that we
are not going to help them. No one is
saying we are not going to provide chil-
dren with services and with goods. But
what we are saying is, it is suicidal to
go on giving larger and larger cash
payments to people who simply have
more children on welfare in return for
more and more cash money. That is a
system that has to be changed.

We also have to do something about
the perverse incentives that exist

today where a 16-year-old can escape
her mother, can get almost $14,000 in
pretax equivalent worth of income sim-
ply by having a baby. By having a
baby, they can qualify for AFDC, food
stamps, housing subsidies, gain inde-
pendence of their mother and then gain
additional cash payment by having
more and more children.

This is a system that has to be
changed, and, again, the objective is to
change behavior. When babies are born,
we want to help them. We want to give
them services, we want to give them
goods, but we are not going to continue
to pay people cash money in return for
having more and more children on wel-
fare.

This is an area where there is a deep
division in our party. I believe there is
room for consensus. I am willing to
work with other Republicans and with
Democrats to find that consensus. But
we are not going to end welfare depend-
ency in America unless we want to deal
with illegitimacy. This illegitimacy
problem creates a permanent demand
for welfare, and if we are going to deal
with the problem, if we are going to
end welfare dependency in America, we
are going to have to do it by addressing
illegitimacy. You cannot reform wel-
fare, you cannot, in the President’s
words, ‘‘end welfare as we know it’’ un-
less you are going to deal with illegit-
imacy.

I am committed to the principle that
we have to end welfare as we know it.
I share the President’s commitment.
His program does not fulfill his com-
mitment, something not unusual in
Washington, DC, but I believe illegit-
imacy has to be addressed. A welfare
bill that does not address illegitimacy
is not worthy of its name.

I yield the floor.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia.
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the

Presiding Officer.
Mr. President, I urge the Senate to

improve the welfare reform bill before
us by voting for this very important
amendment known as ‘‘Work First.’’

Before the August recess, it was a re-
lief that the majority leader agreed to
wait until September for us to debate
welfare reform so we have some time.
This is not a subject where we should
pretend that legislating is like order-
ing fast-food. Welfare reform is about
very serious issues—the budgets for the
States we represent and how many bil-
lions of dollars will be spent or cut
from those budgets; the rules qualify-
ing families for assistance or denying
them assistance; the safety net for
children, and whether it will survive;
and other difficult questions about tax-
payers’ dollars, people’s lives, and yes,
values. The Senate should take the
time to produce legislation that justi-
fies the word ‘‘reform’’ next to the
word ‘‘welfare.’’

I hope that the recess provided time
for each Senator to reflect on these
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major questions that we have to an-
swer when we act on welfare reform. I
hope we will do that with our heads
and our hearts. I hope we will think
about the stakes involved in welfare re-
form, for the people we represent, for
our States, and for children.

For a long time, I assumed welfare
reform would be one of history’s en-
deavors that both Democrats and Re-
publicans in the Senate would produce
together. After all, we presumably
want changes in the welfare system to
take root and bring about real, long-
lasting results that most Americans
expect from all of us.

And let me be clear, the Congress and
President should deliver on welfare re-
form. It has been 7 years since we en-
acted any kind of significant change to
the welfare system. We know it is time
to attack the problems with welfare
again, with much more emphasis on
personal responsibility and on work.
This is our chance, but with an obliga-
tion to deal with realities.

When I think of what West Vir-
ginians expect from welfare reform, the
answers are in this amendment, the
Work First plan. It does something
Democrats sometimes have a hard time
doing. We want to bury the past. Out
with the confusing name for welfare as-
sistance, AFDC. Out with welfare’s in-
vitation to some people to live on the
dole forever, while their fellow citizens
struggle to make ends meet by working
and scrimping. Out with the excuses
for not working when you can work.

Simply put, Work First ends welfare
as we know it, and creates a new but
temporary assistance program for par-
ents with children. A fundamental
change will be made from the first day:
Work First requires parents to sign a
tough contract—a Parental
Empowerment Contract—in order to
get benefits. This way, every parent
will know from the beginning that the
rules and expectations are completely
different. Work First will require work
from every able-bodied parent, but also
offer job placement, training when nec-
essary, and child care so that the work
requirement can be met in the real
world.

Work First is tough, but fair. We ex-
pect parents to work, but we also ex-
pect America to still be a place that
protects its children—the majority of
our population that gets help through
welfare spending, and who are getting
forgotten and ignored in the political
halls and talk shows where welfare is
debated. As any parent knows, children
need decent shelter, clothing and food,
and Work First includes the mecha-
nism—through vouchers—to care for
some of these needs. We should not be
punishing innocent children because of
their parent’s irresponsibility or bad
luck.

Work First also retains the partner-
ship between the Federal Government
and States. The country as a whole has
a stake in the future of each and every
child regardless of where a poor child is
born—in the hollows of West Virginia

or the neighborhoods of Houston, Chi-
cago, or Kansas City.

Also, simply converting welfare
spending into 50 or more block grants
for the States is not exactly real re-
form. I can completely understand why
some Governors in office for the next
few years are eager for the money. I
was a Governor for 8 years, but I also
remember what happened in my State
when the block grants created by Con-
gress in the early 1980’s stopped keep-
ing up with need, by design. That is
when Governors have to find other pro-
grams to cut or raise local taxes or just
watch people and small children show
up on the grates.

Having been a Governor, I want to
see a welfare reform bill pass that gives
States a lot of flexibility. But I also
think some basic principles should hold
in every State. The entire country
should take on the same challenge to
promote work, responsibility, and pro-
tect children.

This alternative before the Senate,
Work First, is tough where Americans
say they want welfare to be tough. Ac-
tually, back in 1982, when I was Gov-
ernor, I struck a tough, but fair deal
with many of the adults getting wel-
fare in West Virginia. With our high
unemployment then, I said if you can-
not get a paying job but still need a
welfare check, fine, work for that
check. The term is ‘‘workfare.’’ West
Virginia’s experience is also a reminder
that we do not have to demonize every-
one on welfare. Many of the West Vir-
ginians in my State’s workfare pro-
gram said they liked the approach.
They hated having to resort to welfare,
and with something productive to do—
from cleaning streets to jobs in govern-
ment offices—they felt better about
themselves. Again, let us be sure we re-
member that a lot of people are on wel-
fare out of desperation. If they can get
the basics—certain skills, some infor-
mation, some child care—they are
going to work.

I know it is tempting to just pretend
that everything will get better if we
just send a check, with no-strings at-
tached, to Governors. It would be nice
to pretend that Governors will just
take care of it. It is not that easy.

I do not think we should talk down to
Americans about what it takes to get
real results from welfare reform. Poor
mothers and fathers need child care
just as much as the middle class. Think
about it—we put parents in jail for
leaving their children alone at home.

Some poor Americans simply have to
get more education and job skills, too,
so they qualify for jobs that earn a de-
cent living for the rest of their lives.
And when it is time to cut off the par-
ents, it is not right to pretend children
do not exist.

There are differences between the
majority leader’s bill before the Senate
and this Work First amendment. Dif-
ferences with real, human con-
sequences. Differences in how honest
we are willing to be about what it will

take to deliver on the promises and the
political rhetoric of welfare reform.

Americans are not exactly crusading
for block grants as the prescription for
welfare. They are expecting more than
just a different place to send the
money. We are here to think about the
kind of country we can be and should
be. We are here to be honest about
what it will take to move millions of
poor Americans from welfare to inde-
pendence. And I think we are here to
regard every child in this country as
important as the next one, no matter
what State he or she happens to grow
up in.

The Democratic plan, Work First,
has some essential elements, including
honesty about what it takes to achieve
real change in the welfare system and
how to keep children from being the
ones punished. I hope it will get a seri-
ous look from everyone in this body
over the next days or however long it
takes us to finish this legislative de-
bate on welfare. If there is a middle-
ground, let us find it and work out our
differences. And I urge every Governor
to take a close look at these issues
again—and think about the next 10 to
20 years in our States, not just the next
couple of years. If welfare reform turns
out to be Congress’ slick, painless way
to slash the Federal budget and leave
States holding the bag, we are leaving
some painful work for our successors
and for the people in our States.

We still have a chance to pass a bill
to be proud of and one that is honest
about welfare, poverty, parental re-
sponsibility and other values, what it
takes to work, and the children, who
are two out of three people on welfare.
That is what should determine our
votes and action before reporting to
Americans that we have passed a bill
that actually reforms welfare.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator with-
hold?

Mr. CHAFEE. I will be glad to.
Mr. BREAUX. I ask the Presiding Of-

ficer, what is the order of the day at
this point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are no restrictions on debate.

Mr. BREAUX. No one is in charge of
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no control of time.

The Senator from Louisiana is recog-
nized.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I will
take this time in order to make some
comments about where we are and
what I hope the ultimate result will be.

I want to start off by saying there is
no disagreement that the welfare situa-
tion in this country is a mess. There is
no argument from any Democrat that I
know who would stand up on the floor
of the Senate and say welfare programs
are just fine and we should not do any-
thing to change any of them.

I think most Americans, whether
they be independents, Democrats or
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Republicans, would agree with the
statement that welfare does not work
very well for those who are on it, nor
does it work very well for those who
are paying for it. It is a program that
really cries out for major reform. I
think that is what this body is charged
with doing, coming up with a reform
package that we can send to this Presi-
dent that he will sign, so when this
Congress draws to a closure, we can say
one thing that we did that will benefit
future generations and the very stabil-
ity of this country is that this Con-
gress, when we had a chance, was able
to come together in a bipartisan fash-
ion to reform the current welfare sys-
tem, which we all agree does not work.

It does not work, as I said, for the
people who are on it nor for the people
who are paying for it. Therefore, there
is no disagreement on the fact that we
have a major problem facing us and
that we should do something about it.

Then, of course, the question that di-
vides us is how do we go about reform-
ing the system? Some have said we in
Washington, working with the States
in the past, have not solved the prob-
lem so we are going to give it all to the
States. We are just going to walk away
from the problem. Let us think of a
phrase we are going to call it. How
about block grants? That sounds pretty
good. People like that term. Let us say
welfare reform is going to be a block
grant. I think most Americans would
say, ‘‘What do you mean?’’ They will
say, ‘‘The Federal Government has not
solved the problems, so we are going to
let the States do it.’’ I guess most peo-
ple would say that makes sense. The
Federal Government has not solved it
so let the States do it.

Let me talk for a moment about
that. This is a problem that cannot be
solved by the Federal Government here
in Washington by ourselves, nor can it
be solved by the State governments,
nor the county governments nor the
city governments, nor in my State of
Louisiana by the parish governments
by themselves. This is a problem that
cries out for all branches of govern-
ment, Federal, State and local, work-
ing together, to come up with a real so-
lution.

Block grants are like taking all the
problems that we have with the welfare
program and putting them in a box,
then wrapping it all up, tying a bow
around it, and then mailing that box of
problems to the States, saying: Here, it
is yours. It is a block grant.

It is a block grant of problems with
less money to help solve those prob-
lems. That, I think, is not a solution. It
is an additional problem. The real solu-
tion is to say that each State, of
course, is different. I have heard my
Republican colleagues say that. I to-
tally agree with that. States should
have the authority to be innovative.
What works in my State of Louisiana
may not work well in the State of Cali-
fornia. What works well in New York
may not work well in Florida or Lou-
isiana or any other State. So, clearly,

each State has an absolute right and a
need to be able to be inventive and to
be able to come up with solutions to
the problems that are unique and will
work in that State that may not work
in some other State.

But that does not mean the Federal
Government walks away from any re-
sponsibility to participate in solving
the problem. What some would suggest
is that a block grant means we in
Washington are going to have to raise
the money and pass the taxes and then
ship the money to the States and say,
‘‘Do what you want with it, it is a
block grant; no restrictions, almost no
guidelines, and spend it as you want.’’
That is an abdication of our respon-
sibility as legislators who are looking
after the interests of the American tax-
payer.

I admit we in Washington have cer-
tainly not solved the problem by our-
selves very well. I admit the States
have not solved the problem by them-
selves. Therefore, I would argue that
any solution has to be a joint venture,
if you will, a partnership, if you will,
between the States coming up with
their best ideas about what fits and the
Federal Government coming up with
our ideas and the financial help in
order to solve those problems. It has to
be a partnership. It cannot be a walk-
ing away and shipping the problem to
the States. That is the first point I
want to make.

The second point is that the States
have to participate. We use this phrase,
‘‘State maintenance of effort.’’ There
are some, particularly my Republican
colleagues, who advocate we are going
to let the States pretty well do what
they want with this block grant but
then we are not going to require them
to put up any money.

States have always, in the true part-
nership, had to participate in solving
the problem. That means raising local
money through their tax system, put-
ting up a portion of the money going
into the welfare program so it can be
used to help solve the problem, match-
ing it with Federal funds. The Repub-
lican proposal, as I understand it, says
no, we are not going to do that. The
State does not have to put up anything
if they do not want to. They can just
walk away from the problem finan-
cially and say, ‘‘We are going to take
all the money from the Federal Gov-
ernment. We are going to do what we
want with it. And, by the way, the
money we used to spend on welfare,
maybe we will pave the roads this year,
or maybe we will give all the State em-
ployees a raise this year. Maybe we
will build some bridges this year. But
we are not going to use it for the peo-
ple who are in poverty in our own
State.’’

That is not a partnership. That is an
abdication of the responsibility that I
think that we have, as Federal legisla-
tors and State legislators, to work to-
gether to solve the problem.

There should be a clear maintenance
of effort by the States. We in Washing-

ton cannot say you have no obligation
to do anything. That is a defect that I
think is very clear in their proposal
which needs to be worked on. We will
offer amendments to say the States
have to be able to participate in help-
ing us solve the problem. We cannot be
responsible for raising all the money
and the States have no requirement to
do so and expect that to solve the wel-
fare problem in this case.

In addition, one of the other concerns
I have is that the legislation the Re-
publicans are proposing takes middle-
income job training programs and
makes them into welfare programs.
Why, I ask, is it appropriate for pro-
grams that work to help dislocated
workers, to help in vocational-tech-
nical training schools that train peo-
ple, students in this country, programs
that are used for dislocated workers
who everyday are finding their job is
taken away from them through
downsizing, and we have programs to
help retrain and relocate those peo-
ple—why are we taking those type of
programs, which are basically pro-
grams that have done a wonderful job
to help middle-income families in this
country, and make them into welfare
programs? I think that is a serious, se-
rious mistake.

Do we need to reform those pro-
grams? Do we need to consolidate
them? Absolutely. But we do not need
to turn job training programs into wel-
fare programs. It does not fit. It cannot
be forced to fit. You cannot put a
round peg in a square hole no matter
how hard you push, without doing
grave damage to the block that you are
trying to push it into. And the same
thing, I think, happens here.

Their proposal tells middle-income
families that have had to get retrain-
ing because of dislocation and being
laid off that all of a sudden those pro-
grams that were meant for you are
going to be used by welfare recipients
and you are going to be left out. What
about the middle-income families that
those programs were designed for when
they find out these programs all of a
sudden are going to be turned into wel-
fare programs? I think it is bad policy.
It needs to be corrected. It is not a so-
lution to the problem. In fact, it aggra-
vates the problem, and it needs to be
addressed.

Child care is another concern I have
that I think we have to address very
seriously. How do you tell a teenage
mother with two children, we are going
to make you go to work but, by the
way, there is no money for child care?
There is not a Governor that we have
talked to, Republican, Democrat, inde-
pendent, or maybe not certain what
they are, that has not said that this is
a very serious problem. It is a serious
defect in the Republican proposal, to
require the States to put three times
more people to work but to give them
less financial assistance in order to
make it happen, to give them less
money or in fact no additional money
whatsoever to pay for child care.
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What is going to happen to the chil-

dren? Who is going to take care of a 2-
year-old or a 1-year old if we put the
mother into a job, which I think is ab-
solutely essential? The best social pro-
gram we can pass is a good job. But
with that requirement that someone
goes to work, there is going to be an
obligation somewhere that somebody
does something with the children. Are
they going to be left home alone, unsu-
pervised, getting into trouble, or caus-
ing more problems from the standpoint
of health than they were before?

So they have a very serious defect in
the sense that the child care provisions
are very deficient. It is one thing to
say we are going to put three times
more people to work. But you cannot
do that unless you address what is
going to happen to the child care provi-
sions. That needs to be addressed. It
needs to be worked on. It cannot in
fact be a real reform bill unless child
care is addressed.

Another issue is the so-called family
cap. I have heard some Members give
speeches that it is time for people who
have been riding in the wagon to get
out of the wagon and start helping pull
the wagon. That is a nice little phrase,
and it sounds pretty good. But when
you are talking about throwing babies
and children out of the wagon into the
street, that is not what America is all
about. That is not what this country
stands for. Sure, make the people who
can afford to pull the wagon, who are
strong enough to pull the wagon, go to
work. There is no problem with that.
But do not throw babies and children
out of the wagon into the street and
say that is welfare reform. That is not.

Children and babies do not ask to be
born. They did not ask to come into
this world. There is a parent some-
where—in fact, two—that had some-
thing to do with bringing that child
into this world. Punish them. Require
them to go to work. Require them to
take training. Require them to be re-
sponsible. Force them to live in adult
supervision. Force them to live with
their parent or parents if there are
some. But do not penalize the innocent
child who did not ask to be born. What
kind of a country are we that we are
going to say if you are a teenage moth-
er and you have another child, you are
not going to get any help for the child?
Why penalize the child? That is creat-
ing more problems, not solving any
problem.

So I suggest that this is a major de-
fect with the Republican proposal that
has to be addressed. I cannot imagine
any Member of this institution saying
they are going to reform welfare by
telling a newborn baby that it is not
going to get any help because its moth-
er made a mistake and it has been born
into this world, and they cannot afford
to take care of it. So it is out of luck.
Go into an orphanage, or be put up for
adoption. I think we have to be wiser
than that in seeking solutions to what
welfare reform ultimately has to be all
about.

So that does not solve the problem.
That is a defect in their proposal to say
that we are going to solve the illegit-
imacy problem in this country by ter-
minating any assistance to people with
babies who are born into this world.
That does not stop illegitimacy. That
does not help solve the problem. It cre-
ates more problems, not less. It abso-
lutely has to be addressed.

While I said what I think is wrong
with the pending Republican proposal,
I do think that there is a recognition
in a bipartisan fashion that we have to
do something. Our plan is called Work
First. It abolishes AFDC. It starts off
by saying there is no more AFDC.
Every time a person comes into a wel-
fare office, they have to sign an em-
ployment contract in order to receive
any benefits. That contract is going to
require them to do certain things. It is
going to start moving them into the
work force.

We put time limits on how long
someone can be on welfare assistance
in this country, but we protect the
child. We protect the children. We pro-
tect the babies who are born into this
world. Require the mother to live at
home, or require the mother to live in
an adult-supervised home if there are
no parents. Require them to move into
the work force. Put on time limits.
Yes, do all of those things. But, yes,
also provide child care as we require
people to move into the workplace, as
we do that.

So it is one thing to sound tough and
to talk tough. But as we all know, talk
is cheap. It does not solve the problem.
This problem is not going to be solved
on the cheap. It is going to be solved
only with thoughtful ideas and tax dol-
lars being spent more wisely than we
have spent them in the past in a rec-
ognition that we do need to make some
dramatic changes.

I want to say something else, too. I
will conclude with this: As I said in the
beginning, this is a problem that the
Federal Government cannot solve by
itself and the States cannot solve by
themselves. This is a problem that
Democrats cannot solve by ourselves
and Republicans cannot solve by them-
selves because we do not have enough
votes, quite frankly, to pass our bill
without some help from the other side.
On the other hand, I suggest that the
Republican Party does not have enough
votes to pass this bill that will be
signed into law without our participa-
tion.

So we are sort of joined together be-
cause we have to be. We have a choice
here. We can start talking to each
other. We can start cooperating on
some of these key issues that I men-
tioned. We can see where we can come
together and devise a proposal that
makes sense that can be adopted. It
may not be everything that I want or
the distinguished senior Senator from
New York, Senator MOYNIHAN, the
manager of the bill, wants; or it may
not be everything that the Republican
leader or Senator CHAFEE, who is on

the floor, wants. But I think there is
enough common ground here to help
address these differences in a way that
we get a compromise that works. By
the way, compromise is not a dirty
word. It is a coming together of dif-
ferent opinions in order to accomplish
something that makes sense.

Therefore, when we talk about fair
compromises in the interest of solving
the ultimate problem, that is what this
body is supposed to do. Very few times
in this world in anything do we get our
way all the way all the time. And this
legislation, welfare reform, which is so
important, is an area that cries out for
some bipartisan cooperation, working
out our differences, because I am afraid
that if we do not do that, we will do
nothing. If we are not willing to meet
somewhere in the middle on these dif-
ficult problems, we will have accom-
plished absolutely nothing.

Some will say, ‘‘But we have a good
issue for the next election.’’ I suggest
that the best issue for all of us is pass-
ing a real welfare reform bill that gets
the job done.

I think all of our colleagues on this
side are ready, are willing, and I think
we are able to sit down in the sense of
compromise and come up with a pro-
posal that in fact gets the job done.

With that, at this time, Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, may
I just express the appreciation of all
Members on this side, and I think on
both sides, for the thoughtful com-
ments of the Senator from Louisiana.
He has worked so very hard on the bill
now before us as a second-degree
amendment that Senator DASCHLE and
he and Senator MIKULSKI have put to-
gether. It is an effort to meet concerns
that are shared on both sides of the
aisle. He is right. We have succeeded in
moving this subject forward when we
have been together.

The Family Support Act passed out
of this Chamber 97 votes to 1. We had a
clear consensus, a clear set of agree-
ments. And we have been hearing re-
peatedly on the floor of programs that
State governments have put in place
which seem to be taking hold.

The Senator from Iowa was speaking
just a few minutes ago about the pro-
posal of Iowa, which passed, as he said,
98 to 2 in their legislature. That is the
program under that Family Support
Act with bipartisan support that came
from this Chamber out to the States.
We have something to show. It would
seem such a loss to give all of that up
at this point.

I thank the Senator. I yield the floor.
Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island.
Mr. CHAFEE. I want to join with the

Senator from New York. Those were
very thoughtful remarks by the Sen-
ator from Louisiana. I hope we can get
a bill out of this Senate that will really
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make some real progress in welfare re-
form. So I think the Senator from Lou-
isiana has made a constructive con-
tribution. I express my appreciation to
him.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
want to add my kudos to the Senator
from Louisiana for his comments. I
share his sentiment that welfare re-
form needs to be bipartisan in nature.
And we have had discussions off the
floor that both sides have moved from
the initial introductions of legislation,
even here in the Senate, and have
moved more together.

I think the Dole bill, as introduced,
comes more toward a common ground.
And I hope—in fact, I am optimistic—
that with some refinements, we can get
bipartisan support for the Dole pack-
age. I admit that the Democratic lead-
er’s package has moved significantly
from past welfare reform efforts that
we have seen here on the Senate floor
from the other side of the aisle. That is
a constructive move in the direction of
real reform.

I have a few questions, if the Senator
from Louisiana will just take a few
questions, about the bill that is on the
floor. I know he was very involved in
drafting it.

I guess it is more of a concern that I
have where I sort of see that the bill
falls a little short, and where we might
be able to move again in a more con-
structive way forward.

Let me start out with three basic
areas. One is the exemptions to the
new Temporary Employment Assist-
ance Program. The Temporary Em-
ployment Assistance Program is a new
program replacing the old AFDC pro-
gram, which is the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children Program,
which generally is conceived as wel-
fare, the cash grant to a mother, in
most cases, single moms with children.
That program is eliminated under the
Democratic leader’s bill and replaced
with what is called the Temporary Em-
ployment Assistance Program. But in
the bill, there is provided a whole laun-
dry list of exemptions to the time limit
on that program.

I guess I have a problem that the ex-
emptions are so broad that it looks, to
me, that there are very few people who
would actually be limited in time,
under this program, to the 5 years. And
let me just read through some of the
major exemptions.

No. 1 is an exemption for high unem-
ployed areas. High unemployed areas in
the bill is defined as an area that has
an unemployment rate of 7.5 percent or
higher. I believe just about——

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?
It is 8 percent.
Mr. SANTORUM. OK.
Mr. BREAUX. We changed the date.
Mr. SANTORUM. That is under the

revised legislation. I know even at 8
percent, because I have seen figures,
most major communities, at least in
1994, would not have met that criteria,
and would have been over the 8 per-
cent. So no recipient in that city, for

the period of 1994, anyway—and my
staff is now looking to see how far back
that goes—no person who lived in the
city of New York, for example, would
have had any of that time they spent
on welfare count toward that 5-year
limit.

I know there are many cities that
have had unemployment rates of over 8
percent far back for many years, and
none of the people would be considered
as time limited.

Many of them would——
Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. SANTORUM. I see that as a prob-

lem.
Mr. BREAUX. I think the discussion

is good. What our Work First bill says
is we require people to go to work. We
know that if you live in a high unem-
ployment area—we pick 8 percent be-
cause that is the same number that ap-
plies in the food stamp program. That
is why we adjusted it to 8 percent. But
we do not think it makes any sense to
push a young mother out into the
street if there are no jobs available in
that area. These people, however,
would operate under the same rules as
everybody else. They are expected to
engage in job search. And if, after 2
years, even in this high unemployment
area, they are not working, they are
then expected to perform workfare,
community service in return for their
welfare benefits.

So when we are saying there are
some areas where there are not any
jobs available, these people still have
to engage in job search. And then, after
2 years, if they are unable to find a job,
they have to perform community serv-
ice or engage in workfare in their local
community. They still have to do
something, in other words, to get the
benefits.

Mr. SANTORUM. Would that be part
of what we would consider your—I
guess it is called the Work First em-
ployment block grant? Would that be
under the Work First employment
block grant, after the 2-year transition
in that program?

I am just trying to understand.
Mr. BREAUX. It is a legitimate ques-

tion.
The short answer is yes, it is a re-

quirement that after the 2 years, they
have to engage in community service,
workfare programs, located in that
community.

In other words, what we are saying is
there is no free lunch. They are not
going to be able to continue receiving
benefits for not working if they are ca-
pable of working.

Mr. SANTORUM. Even if they are in
a high unemployment area—I am going
through the other exceptions here—
even if their children are living with
other than a parent; even if you have a
child who is ill or incapacitated, irre-
spective of all of these exemptions,
after 2 years, you have to go into some
sort of community work program?

Mr. BREAUX. I would say this is one
of the areas that perhaps we agree on,
State flexibility, because the State

would have the flexibility to make that
determination on what best fits the
people in their State, would have the
flexibility to determine the conditions
and the time restraints that would be
effective in their particular States.
Some States may be different than oth-
ers.

Mr. SANTORUM. Does that apply
just to those exemptions or the high
unemployment exemption also, so if
the State of New York, for example,
did not want the people to go to work
in New York City? Or is that an auto-
matic? Is there no State flexibility
there?

Mr. BREAUX. The point I make in
response is that in the high unemploy-
ment areas, the 8 percent or above,
they have to go to work. I mean, that
is a requirement. They would have to
engage in workfare or community serv-
ice or whatever.

Mr. SANTORUM. Now, my under-
standing is also that one of the limita-
tions on this workfare program is that
after 2 years, you then go into the
Work First employment block grant
program, which requires you to per-
form—is it 20 hours, is that correct, 20
hours of some sort of work?

Mr. BREAUX. Twenty hours. It actu-
ally goes into effect not after 2 years;
it goes into effect after 6 months. So
that is a requirement that starts from
the very beginning of the program
after 6 months, not after 2 years. The
community service, the 20 hours of
community work or workfare in their
local community, is something that is
kicked in very early in the program,
not after 2 years, but after 6 months.

Mr. SANTORUM. I guess then my
question is, let us say you have some-
one who is a single mom with a couple
of children, and she is on the program
for 2 years and has been in job search
and doing things that are required
under the temporary employment as-
sistance part. She hits her 2-year limit
and then is required, to continue on
with those benefits, to work.

Now, my understanding from the par-
ticipation requirements is that 30 per-
cent of your caseload would be in that
situation, is that correct, in the year
1996? So you are talking about 30 per-
cent would be in this transition pro-
gram, temporary program, and then
would eventually get into the block
granted work program? Is that your
understanding?

Mr. BREAUX. I am not sure I under-
stand the direction the question is
leading to in the sense that——

Mr. SANTORUM. My understanding
is you have participation rates. We
have participation rates in our bill and
you have participation rates in your
bill.

Mr. BREAUX. If I can respond to the
Senator, I think the Senator may be
misreading the amendment that is
pending with regard to participation.

Mr. SANTORUM. Now I ask maybe a
broader question.

How many people who go into the
welfare program have to participate in
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this new program as designed by the
leader’s amendment? What is the par-
ticipation—I know what it is in our
bill. We eventually get up to 50 per-
cent, but we do not have exemptions.

Mr. BREAUX. I think the Senator
will find what we are trying to do in
both our bill and his is similar in that
regard. We are talking about participa-
tion rates. We are talking about really
work rates, not participating in a pro-
gram.

We feel we have enough programs out
there. We are not judging the success
of our bill on people participating in
programs, but on participation in ac-
tual work. We go from 20 percent up to
50 percent in actual work, in jobs, in
earning their benefits that they are re-
ceiving—not participation in the sense
of participating in a job training pro-
gram, but actually require working;
they move from 20 percent up to 50 per-
cent in a work program, actually work-
ing.

Mr. SANTORUM. So, again—and my
analysis here may be a little dated be-
cause I know you have revised your bill
and I may not have the current analy-
sis. That is why I am trying to under-
stand.

So those who are required to work, in
1996, at least according to our 30 per-
cent of the State caseload, would have
to be working in 1996?

(Mr. THOMAS assumed the chair.)
Mr. BREAUX. That is correct. That

is working; not in a program, actually
working.

Mr. SANTORUM. That goes up to 50
percent by the year 2000.

Mr. BREAUX. That is correct.
Mr. SANTORUM. And it is up to the

State to determine who those people
are that should be working or should
not, which 50 percent. It is a State
flexibility issue?

Mr. BREAUX. Very similar to the
Republican proposal.

Mr. SANTORUM. That is the point I
was trying to make. On this issue, it
seems like there is some agreement
that 50 percent is a fair figure and al-
lows for some State flexibility in con-
sidering the fact that roughly a third
of the parents who are on the current
AFDC caseload are disabled in one way
or another. They have a disability or
their children are disabled or there is
some problem where they would not be
a good candidate for work and, there-
fore, would not be required under the
bill to have a work requirement. We
allow the States the flexibility to de-
termine that.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield
at that point?

Mr. SANTORUM. Yes.
Mr. BREAUX. We allow the States

flexibility because we believe, again, in
maximum flexibility, but we have ex-
emptions that are exemptions with
which I think most people would agree.
You are talking about people who are
ill, incapacitated, someone with a child
under 12 months old. There are certain
exemptions we feel should be there and
spell those out, but we still have the

work requirements from 30 to 50 per-
cent. That is locked in with some ex-
emptions.

Mr. SANTORUM. Let me understand
this. Maybe we are a little more dif-
ferent than I thought we were. What
you are saying is you take the entire
caseload of people that are on welfare,
and you say a certain number of them
are ineligible because of an incapacity.
I think that is the term the current
welfare law uses, ‘‘incapacitation.’’ We
figure that that number is roughly a
third. So you take them out of the mix
before you apply the 50 percent stand-
ard?

Mr. BREAUX. Well, it is 20 percent.
That is correct. It would start from 20
percent up to 50 percent.

Mr. SANTORUM. Thirty. I think it is
30 in 1996, up to 50 percent in the year
2000, just according to the numbers I
have here.

Mr. BREAUX. On the work rates; the
Senator is correct on the work rates.

Mr. SANTORUM. Right. So what you
basically take is, let us say, 65 percent
of the people who come into the pro-
gram, and then by the year 2000, half of
the 65 percent must be in some sort of
work program.

On the Republican side, we do not
make that initial separation. What we
say is that 50 percent of the entire
caseload, and it would be up to the
States’ discretion, and I am sure they,
in all likelihood, because of the ex-
pense of someone who has an incapac-
ity of some sort, would not require
them to work.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield
on that point?

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield.
Mr. BREAUX. Does not the Repub-

lican bill have an exemption for moms
with children under 1 year old?

Mr. SANTORUM. That would be the
one exemption, but there is no exemp-
tion for someone who has a disability
or something like that.

Mr. BREAUX. Will you disagree with
that being a viable exemption?

Mr. SANTORUM. My feeling is we
should allow the States complete flexi-
bility to deal with this issue instead of
the overall goal of what percentage of
the entire caseload should be in work.
I think 50 percent is fair of the entire
caseload, given the fact that we know a
substantial number cannot work. It is
usually around a third. That is what we
found. We are even giving more of a
fudge factor of another 15 percent or
more of people who can work, but we
are not going to require them to work
or the State required to put them to
work.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?
Apparently you made some decisions
that exemptions from the national
level are acceptable.

Mr. SANTORUM. I said that would
not be my preference. My preference
would be to have no exemptions at the
Federal level. We allow the States the
ultimate flexibility to determine who
is going to work and who is not, given
the standard of half, which is a fairly

generous standard where usually only
around a third has a disability problem
that would make them ineligible for
work.

We do allow, I think, a fair amount of
flexibility. I just want to understand
the difference, and the difference is
that you would require half of two-
thirds to work. We would require half
of the entire caseload.

Mr. BREAUX. I respond to the Sen-
ator by saying under our bill, we are
even tougher on those who are capable
of working, because we are requiring
by the year 2000, 50 percent are re-
quired to work. That is 50 percent of
those eligible.

The Senator from Pennsylvania is
saying his 50 percent is looking at the
whole broad range, a larger group say-
ing 50 percent of them. We are saying
that when you find the people who are
able to work, let us make sure you get
them to work. I think we are even
tighter than you are on that particular
point.

Mr. SANTORUM. I do not know how
you can be tighter if you have a mil-
lion people—let us assume we have a
million people in the welfare system in
Pennsylvania, which is high, but let us
say we have a million people, and we
say 50 percent of those people have to
go to work. That is 500,000 people.

Under your standard, we say 667,000
are technically under your new pro-
gram because the other 333,000 are in-
eligible right from the start, and if you
take half of 667,000, you are now down
to 333,000, not 500,000. So we are going
to have, in the case of a million, we are
going to have 120,000-some more people
working, required to work than under
your bill.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. SANTORUM. I will be happy to.
Mr. BREAUX. I think what we are es-

tablishing by our conversation, and I
think it is helpful in understanding the
two approaches, is that we both have
requirements of people who are now on
welfare to go into the work force. Even
the percentages, I think, are ulti-
mately the same: 50 percent by a date
certain.

We both have exemptions as to who
should not be forced to work. Ours are
more broad. We have people who are in-
capacitated, mothers with children
under 1 year old. You have fewer ex-
emptions.

I think the key point that needs to
be made here is that we require these
people to be put to work, and we are
going to help the States fund the pro-
grams that put them to work. The con-
cern that I and other Democrats have
about the Republican proposal is that
it is an unfunded mandate in the sense
you are telling the States they have to
meet these goals, but not providing
them any financial assistance in order
to meet it. That is a bigger question,
and I think is a legitimate question for
discussion: How are the States going to
meet these goals with less help than
they are getting now?

Mr. SANTORUM. I will be happy to
answer that question. I would really
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defer to the Governors of the States
that have come to us and have been
very strongly in support of what we
have been putting forward. How they
are going to do it is, we are going to re-
lease them from all the Federal strings
attached to the current program.

What Governors will tell you is they
can run a much more efficient program
than we can out of Washington through
the States. I happen to believe—I had a
conversation just this past week with
my Governor from Pennsylvania, Tom
Ridge, a former Member of the House,
who feels very strongly if given the op-
portunity to design their own program,
given the existing amount of AFDC
dollars coming through, existing
amount of what was the Jobs Program
coming through, which is what is in
the Republican bill, they cannot only
design a better program, put more peo-
ple to work, get more people off the
rolls, get people back into productive
work in Pennsylvania at less money,
that without the hoops they have to
jump through here at the Federal
level—I know the Senator from Oregon
put up a chart earlier today about all
the things you have to do to process
someone through the system—we now
provide that flexibility for them to be
able to design their own system, which
we hope and I believe will be a lot more
efficient.

It is a good question. It is one I think
most Governors would say they would
like the responsibility, the opportunity
to design a program based on. I know
the Senator from Iowa was up here just
within the last couple of hours talking
about what they have done in Iowa and
the fact they have cut caseload, they
have cut the amount of money in the
program. Why? Because they got a
waiver to allow them to run their own
program. So we have seen, even with
the limited waivers that have been al-
lowed already, programs that have
spent less money, that have put more
people to work and have been better for
the taxpayers and people in the sys-
tem. I think we have seen a history
that we can do this if the States are
given the opportunity to design a pro-
gram.

Mr. BREAUX. If the Senator will
yield on that point, Governor Thomp-
son, who I think has done a good job of
trying to reform welfare in Wisconsin,
when he testified before the Finance
Committee, made the point very clear-
ly that some States are able to do some
of these things because they have the
financial wherewithal to do it. But
there are an awful lot of States, when
they face a 50-percent requirement of
putting people to work with less money
coming from the Federal Government,
they are simply not going to be able to
do it.

That is why the concept of a partner-
ship, where the Federal Government
puts up a certain amount and the
States put up a certain amount, a re-
quirement that the States participate
financially, is so important.

I think the discussion is good. I think
there are some areas for us to meet in
the middle. When I talk about a com-
promise, I am talking about not just
agreeing with the Dole bill. A com-
promise is your side moving a little
over to the middle of this aisle and our
side moving toward the middle on some
of these things—we have some common
goals and we are close, I think—in
order to reach an agreement that the
President can sign and that will ulti-
mately be reform. I hope to continue to
work with the Senator from Penn-
sylvania to reach that goal.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Does the Senator
from Pennsylvania yield the floor?

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield the floor.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. While the Senator

from Louisiana is here, I want to say I
very much appreciated this exchange.
It made me feel like we are back in
1988.

There are two things to say. One is
that there is a participation require-
ment in existing law of 20 percent. It
was put in the law in 1988—to be phased
in to 20 percent—with the clear expec-
tation that as the program took hold,
the jobs program, it would move for-
ward. In a bill before the Finance Com-
mittee—which the administration has
abandoned, and I grant that—we moved
that rate from 20 percent, as antici-
pated, on schedule just about, to 35 per-
cent in 1998, to 40 percent in 1999, to 45
and then 50 percent in the year 2001.

What we lose in so much of what is
on the floor right now is the specific
Federal funding to do this. Governors
and mayors will look up in despair in 5
years.

I say to my friend from Pennsylva-
nia, there will be on the desk very
shortly now the estimates for the pro-
portion of children on AFDC, welfare,
in 1993. These are estimated, but they
are fairly accurate. In Philadelphia, at
any point in time, 44 percent of the
children are on AFDC. In the course of
a year, 57 percent are.

Now, those numbers overwhelm the
system. Thirty years ago, when it
would have been 10 percent at one time
and 13 over a time, you could say, all
right, Philadelphia, PA, you take care
of this problem. I have watched it come
that these numbers overwhelm the
city. These problems are so much deep-
er.

On last Saturday in Baltimore—the
Senator from Connecticut will be in-
terested in this—there was a kind of
public celebration as they blew up the
Lafayette Public Housing Complex in
downtown Baltimore. It happened in
Newark a year ago. It first appeared in
St. Louis, where the Pruitt-Igoe
Houses were blown up in 1972. In the
city of Baltimore, it was announced,
and the mayor had the plunger, and
they had T-shirts, and they made the
most of it. They described the housing
as ‘‘warehousing the poor.’’ When it
was built, it was a model complex. It
got awards everywhere. What a nice
way to live, right downtown, and I
think they could see the harbor. They

are going to replace them now with
townhouses. Eighty-five percent of the
persons in the townhouses will be on
AFDC. Each will have a case manager
from the Johns Hopkins School of So-
cial Work. They will be very carefully
attended to and all these things. There
will be townhouse case managers. How
many townhouses? There will be 317.

Those are the realities. How many
hundreds of thousands of children in
Baltimore will be eligible? I plead to a
Senate that does not hear me on this.
These numbers of people receiving wel-
fare benefits are beyond the capacity of
the States and local government. Cut-
ting off the Federal commitment that
we have had for 60 years is an action
bordering on mindlessness. And I make
the case with no very great expectation
of persuading anyone.

Thank you, Mr. President. I thank
my friend from Pennsylvania. This
morning, the Senator from Oregon and
I were going over these numbers. If
Philadelphia is 57, Detroit is 67. New
York, which is larger, is 39.

Mr. SANTORUM. If the Senator will
yield——

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield the floor.
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I say

to the Senator from New York that I
think he makes a strong point that
work programs are expensive to admin-
ister. They are very expensive to ad-
minister.

I chaired the Republican task force
last year in the House as a member of
the Ways and Means Committee that
drafted a bill that was different from
the bill that passed the House, but it
provided a substantial amount more
money for work programs. In fact, I
think over the 5-year period in the bill
that I, in a sense, authored, we spent
$12 billion more, understanding the ex-
pense of doing so. So I have some sym-
pathy with what the Senator is saying
as to the problems States are going to
confront.

I am telling you, from the perspec-
tive of governors who I have talked to,
they feel comfortable that if we re-
moved all of the restrictions, which in
a sense in the Republican bill we do—
there are some, but very minimal—if
we remove the restrictions in place,
they believe they can get sufficient
savings to be able to run a work pro-
gram in addition to the current AFDC
program. I am hopeful that they can. I
have my own skepticism. I hope they
can. Given the budgetary realities, I
think that is going to be something we
are going to challenge the Governors to
do.

If we did nothing with the AFDC pro-
gram—that program is not doubling
every couple of years or so. This is not
a program projected to dramatically
increase, and it is not that we are not
keeping up with the skyrocketing
costs. I do not have the numbers in
front of me—and correct me if you
have them—but my understanding is
that I think, in the next 7 years, AFDC
was to go from $16 billion to maybe $18
billion, something like that—maybe $19
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billion. It is an increase, but it is not
like the numbers on AFDC are growing
like we have seen on SSI and some
other programs. In fact, we are seeing
a lot of people on AFDC moving over to
the SSI.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Which is 100 percent
Federal money.

Mr. SANTORUM. And more, because
the benefits are more generous. I sus-
pect we will see more people moving
from the AFDC rolls, in an attempt to
claim some sort of disability to get
into the SSI.

I suggest that given the fact that this
program is not rapidly increasing in
many States—maybe New York and
Pennsylvania being two of them—we
will see a leveling off and maybe even
a decline where we have in those States
an opportunity to get work into these
programs and get significant cost sav-
ings. And we have provided in this bill
a growth factor of $1.5 billion, I think,
over the next 7 years for the higher
growth States to tap into more money
to be able to deal with the increases in
AFDC population. So we have not com-
pletely turned our backs to the possi-
bility of growth.

We hope that with the combination
of the Governors being able to redesign
programs with some limited additional
assistance from the Federal Govern-
ment, we can handle those States that
are having growth problems in AFDC.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. SANTORUM. Yes.
Mr. BREAUX. Here is my problem

with the Republican proposal. We both
have the requirement that States put
50 percent of the welfare recipients into
work by the year 2000. We are the same
on that essential provision. But the dif-
ference is that your proposal does not
provide the States with the funding to
do that.

Here is my concern. It is that if they
do not have the funding to do that,
they are not going to be able to meet
that target. Your response to that, as I
understand it, is that we are going to
eliminate the redtape we now have im-
posed upon the States.

Now, my question is, what type of
redtape are we going to be eliminating
that would give the States the extra
funding that they need in order to put
50 percent of the recipients to work?

What type of redtape elimination is
going to add up to those type of dollars
in order to meet the 50 percent require-
ment that we both agree is an appro-
priate target?

Mr. SANTORUM. Obviously, they can
redesign the entire program. They can
redesign eligibility criteria. They can
do a whole host of things that put re-
quirements in that we do not have now.

For example, you mentioned the
work requirement. Several States have
put in an immediate work requirement.
I think it is Wisconsin that did, and we
saw the number of people on welfare
drop, by some enormous number like 20
or 30 percent, like that because people
did not want to sign up and work.

I think we will see, and I think Gov-
ernors believe if you make welfare into
a system that is a dynamic system
where people are going to have their
lives changed, turned around, back out,
it is sort of—I think of the Wizard of
Oz. When Dorothy got to the Wizard of
Oz, before they saw the wizard, they
went in and the scarecrow got stuffed
full of hay and the tin man got all
shined up.

If you see this as this program where
you come in and try to change peoples
lives as a dynamic process, in a shorter
scope as opposed to one that is more of
a long-term maintenance kind of sys-
tem, you will see people opting out in
some cases, so we have lower caseloads.

We have seen that happen in States
that put those kind of requirements in
place, and we will see people on for less
periods of time, because if the system
works well—I remember debating this
in the House—if the system works well,
people will not end up in the welfare
system, because if it works well, we
will get them ready for jobs and get
them back into job placements.

That, to me, is what we have to sort
of change—the entire psychology of
what is going on here. I think what we
have done is give States the flexibility
to do that in a way that we have seen
in other experiments works very, very
effectively.

Mr. BREAUX. If the Senator will
yield for a comment, I appreciate the
Wizard of Oz analysis. I am afraid it is
more like an Alice in Wonderland ap-
proach.

Mr. SANTORUM. I have small chil-
dren.

Mr. BREAUX. Hopefully, we will see
the merits of each other’s approach be-
fore the day is over and reach an ac-
commodation that does get the job
done.

Mr. SANTORUM. I will be happy to
yield the floor.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank my friend and colleague from
Pennsylvania.

I was enjoying and benefiting from
the thoughtful colloquy between the
Senator from Pennsylvania and the
Senator from Louisiana, and, of course,
as always, benefiting from the thought-
ful comments of the Senator from New
York.

I will say two things about what I
just heard. One is that it is from this
kind of thoughtful colloquy that, hope-
fully, a bill will emerge that has a
strong bipartisan base of support. We
will see whether that happens.

Second, I say to my friend from New
York who raised the question a mo-
ment ago of whether anybody is listen-
ing, I am listening. I have always found
the Senator from New York to be right
on target on these matters. Sometimes
the role of the prophet is not to have
the masses behind him, but if you
speak the truth, ultimately they will
come to you. I think that is where we
are today.

Mr. President, I rise to support the
substitute that is now pending offered

by Senator DASCHLE, Senator BREAUX,
Senator MIKULSKI and many others. I
am privileged to be a cosponsor of the
so-called Work First plan, which really
represents a genuine attempt at wel-
fare reform.

Mr. President, before I speak about
this pending substitute, I do want to
say a few words about the colloquy
that we have just heard and the com-
ments of the Senator from New York.

This is a real test for this Chamber,
for the body politic, as to whether we
can do what is right and what is rea-
sonable on the question of welfare. I
have yet to find, and I will be glad to
present an award to, anybody who can
present to me an elected official who
will support the status quo regarding
welfare in America today. No one does.
Everyone is for reform of one kind or
another. The question is what kind will
it be.

Do we have the capacity to break out
of the business of competing images,
even our own perspectives—sometimes
accurate, sometimes skewed—on what
is causing this dreadful problem not
just of poverty but of the underlying
problem of babies being born in in-
creasing numbers to mothers who are
not married, and who do not have fa-
thers?

That is the main way people get on
welfare, because it is aid for dependent
children. One of the most frequent
ways that one qualifies for welfare, is
when one is born in a situation where
one’s parents cannot support them.
Over and over again in the millions—
not the thousands, but the millions—
there are children being born to par-
ents unmarried and therefore needing
welfare.

These are central challenges, not just
to our capacity to be reasonable and to
break through the competing images
and politics and to do something
thoughtful, to prove that Congress can
legislate, break through the politics,
shake up the system, make it work,
make it reflect the values of the Amer-
ican people as the American people are
so convinced it does not now—that is,
the welfare system does not now reflect
their best values.

Mr. President, this is a welfare pro-
gram that started with such good in-
tentions in the 1930’s and now is dispar-
aged by those who benefit from it and
by those who pay for it. It is a program
that has grown very, very large—bil-
lions and billions of dollars every year.

Part of what is at work here is our
ability to prove as elected representa-
tives of the people of this country that
we are capable of changing the status
quo if they are not happy with it. A
problem that took 60 years to get into
will not be solved in 6 days or maybe
not even in 6 years. The effort did
begin with the Family Support Act,
which I consider to be an act of genu-
ine welfare reform. I believe that the
Daschle substitute which is before the
Senate continues that work.

To me, with the prevailing mood in
this country of questioning the credi-
bility, the legitimacy, the effectiveness
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of Government to step out and deal
with real problems, part of the test
that we are facing in this welfare re-
form debate is a more general one,
which is, are we capable of truly deal-
ing with this program that has gone off
the course, bringing it back to be cost
effective, to be helpful to people who
are beneficiaries of the program, and to
better reflect our values?

Let me deal with that second point.
Part of the great public anger about
welfare is the perception, too often ac-
curate, that it does not reflect the best
of American values. When programs of
our Government, particularly ones as
central and large as this one, do not re-
flect the values of the American peo-
ple, we lose their support. It is as sim-
ple as that.

What is a great basic American
value? We speak about it so much it
loses its meaning. It is work. It is work
in the broader sense, in the sense that
this is an impulse that drove so many
of our parents and grandparents and
great grandparents before them to
come to this country. Not just, of
course, the dream of political freedom
which impelled millions of Ameri-
cans—millions—to emigrate to Amer-
ica, but the dream of economic oppor-
tunity, the understanding of people
who came from feudal, oligarchic, un-
fair economic systems where they had
no opportunity that America was the
country where, if you worked hard,
there was nothing you could not
achieve. The welfare system seems to
have turned this on its head, motivated
by good intentions, charitable inten-
tions at the outset, and created a sys-
tem that does not encourage work,
that seems at times to reward the op-
posite, and that offends the great ma-
jority of people who are out there,
working hard, who, too often in the
last decade or two, do not see their
standard of living going up but do see
themselves paying large tax bills and
believe in their minds, understandably,
that a lot of that money they worked
hard for goes to people who are not
working as hard, not reflecting the val-
ues of work in this country.

Family, in this society and other so-
cieties, the core unit, the basic, primal
sense of responsibility, the kind of nat-
ural division of familial labor between
man and woman, mother and father, is
destroyed in our society in numbers, as
the Senator from New York has point-
ed out, that we do not find—I have
heard him say this—in other societies.
Increasing numbers, more than a third
of the babies, as I said before, are born
in this country every year with no fam-
ily, a mother living alone without a fa-
ther, a desperate situation causing all
sorts of problems for our society in-
cluding contributing greatly to the
problem of crime and violent crime.

But the point I make here, as I speak
about values, is that of the basic value
of parents caring for their children. Let
me focus on the fathers, whose absence
is the cause of so many millions of
mothers having to go on welfare, fa-

thers not accepting and carrying out
what we would think would be the
most fundamental, uncomplicated, nat-
ural sense of obligation: to take care of
their children.

So, this program, as it exists, offends
some basic American values. It chal-
lenges us to bring the program into
line with those values, to gather more
support, to open the way for the Amer-
ican people to return to their basic na-
ture, which is to be charitable, which is
naturally to want to help people who
cannot help themselves. But the major-
ity of American people, I am afraid,
feel that welfare, as it exists now,
takes advantage of their good natures.
I think part of the challenge that we
have is to break through and reform
this program, genuinely reform it so it
reflects the values held by most Ameri-
cans and once again liberates their bet-
ter natures to care for those who can-
not care for themselves.

I will make one final point in this
opening, general part of my statement,
Mr. President, which is this. The Sen-
ator from New York touched on this as
he talked about the extraordinary per-
centages of children in various of our
cities who are at one time or another
on welfare, AFDC: 47 percent, 67 per-
cent. These are astounding numbers,
but they bring me to make this point.

I want to urge my colleagues here to
go forward with a certain sense of hu-
mility and caution, understanding that
as we reform welfare we are not dealing
here with widgets. We are not dealing
here with constructs of wood and metal
and paper. We are dealing here with
people, and particularly with millions
of children—if I may say so, millions of
God’s children—whose fate it was,
through no act of their own, to be born
poor, to be born, in the majority of
cases, with only one parent accepting
any responsibility for them.

So, as we go forward, understandably
in the direction of reform, I hope we
will remember that it is these children
who are going to be affected and that
they are innocents. Let us innovate, let
us demand, let us come down hard on
those whose misbehavior is the cause
of this system that in so many ways
has failed. But let us not punish the
children. And let us not leave the
streets of our cities and towns full of
children for whom no one will take re-
sponsibility. We do not want a country
like that.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
yield for just a question?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Certainly I will.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I know he would be

aware, he is speaking so well, so feel-
ingly and wisely, that in 1992 the num-
ber of children born to unmarried
women was 1,224,876 souls, one and a
quarter million children in 1 year.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I say to the Sen-
ator, the numbers are overpowering. Of
course, remember, as we think of the
accumulated welfare rolls, we are talk-
ing about those children, in a sense,
times 18—it comes out to a little bit
less—but until they reach the age of

majority. That tells us two things. One
is the extraordinary number of chil-
dren involved here. And second, the ex-
traordinary cost of the program. I saw
a number about a year or two ago that
said in any given year we spent $34 bil-
lion on children born out of wedlock.
That is an amazing number, $34 billion.
That is the accumulation of funding to
support children from birth to 18.

So this program needs reform, but let
us do it with a sense of humility and
understanding about the human impact
of what is happening here.

Mr. President, let me come now to
the so-called Work First plan, intro-
duced by Senator DASCHLE and many
others of us. I think this is real reform
that would improve the lives of welfare
beneficiaries, break the cycle of de-
pendency, better serve the taxpayers of
this country, and better reflect the val-
ues of the American people. The pri-
mary welfare program in this country,
AFDC, is failing in what ought to be its
most important task—moving welfare
beneficiaries into the work force. We
have seen some improvement as a re-
sult of the jobs program coming off of
the Family Support Act. This Work
First plan continues that improvement
by changing the strategy and devoting
the resources for moving real people
into real jobs.

This proposal would also give welfare
beneficiaries some genuine incentives
to break the cycle of poverty, give
them the same incentives that we have
associated with characteristic Amer-
ican values instead of trapping them,
enslaving them in dependency by dis-
continuing current programs that re-
ward single parents who do not work,
do not marry, and have children out of
wedlock.

These are steps that many of us on
this side are united in taking because
the existing system really does con-
tradict our most cherished values and
contributes to society’s most serious
problems. The Work First plan actu-
ally replaces the AFDC program, so
welfare as we have known it will not
exist if the Daschle substitute is adopt-
ed. It replaces AFDC with a Temporary
Employment Assistance Program that
is focused on putting people to work. It
gives States the flexibility and the in-
centives they need to successfully
move people into the private sector for
jobs.

It also addresses two of the key
causes of welfare dependency that I
have spoken about. Through child sup-
port enforcement it finally forces dead-
beat dads to assume at least their fi-
nancial responsibility, and it starts a
major national campaign to reduce
out-of-wedlock births, particularly to
teenagers.

Mr. President, others have said it but
I will say it again, and it is very impor-
tant to say. While preserving the kind
of guarantee that those who are genu-
inely poor and unable to work will re-
ceive some benefits, the minimum as-
sistance consistent with what I have
described as America’s best charitable
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nature, the Work First substitute ends
unconditional welfare benefits. Each
person receiving assistance will have to
sign an individualized personal
empowerment contract. This is some-
thing new that has come up from the
States.

As the Senator from Iowa indicated
earlier, if the recipients do not comply
with the contract—in other words, you
do not just get the benefit but you
have to promise in a signed contract to
do some things in return, including, of
course, looking for work from day one
on welfare—then the beneficiaries will
lose some, and ultimately could lose
all of their benefits if they do not com-
ply with their end of the bargain—mu-
tual responsibility.

While the contract may include some
training for education, the emphasis is
going to be on work experience. All re-
cipients will be required to search for a
job from day one. Eligibility for bene-
fits is going to be limited to 5 years, al-
though children whose parents reach
this time limit will still be eligible for
vouchers to enable them to receive
basic sustenance. This I think reflects
the principle, the value, that I de-
scribed earlier, which is that these are
kids. These are innocent kids. Let us
not punish them more than they de-
serve while we are trying to solve this
problem, and unintentionally create a
greater problem for our society.

States under this Daschle substitute
must focus this program directly on
placing people in private sector jobs.
As has been discussed in a colloquy be-
tween the Senators from Louisiana and
Pennsylvania, the bill requires States
to have at least 50 percent of their
caseload working by the year 2001. It
moves away from telling States how to
succeed and instead rewards results.
States that have high private sector
job placement rates will receive a fi-
nancial bonus.

Mr. President, the work require-
ments in this bill are tough, and just as
important, they are funded. We under-
stand that child care assistance is the
critical link between welfare and work.
Unlike the alternative proposal, this
substitute gives States the child care
funding they need to put people in jobs
and move them off welfare.

Mr. President, I noted a discussion
among my colleagues a short time ago
about the importance of trying to
achieve a bipartisan result. I could not
agree more. I recall the Senator from
New York indicated the overwhelming
bipartisan support for the Family Sup-
port Act of 1988.

As you look at these bills, as I have,
there is a lot that holds them together.
There is a lot in common. I hope we
can build on that common base in the
next week as we move toward passing
legislation. In some ways, it has actu-
ally been quite gratifying to watch the
bills change, and in this sense, watch
Senator DOLE’s bill as it has evolved.
The first major change, as I see it, was
related to the so-called participation
requirements in the original version of

Senator Dole’s bill. These requirements
for the States did not require the
States to move beneficiaries into jobs,
as I read the original proposal. That
has now changed. And work standards
very much like those included in the
Daschle substitute are now included in
the Dole bill. And there, I hope, is one
common basis from which we can build.

Mr. President, the Daschle substitute
also tackles the critical problem of
teen pregnancy. Unmarried teen par-
ents are particularly likely to fall into
long-term welfare dependency. More
than one-half of welfare spending goes
to women who first gave birth as teens.

This legislation, among other things,
requires teen mothers to live at home
and helps communities establish super-
vised group homes for single teen
mothers; that is, second-chance homes.

Mr. President, within the last couple
of years, I have been so perplexed by
this problem of babies being born to
unmarried mothers. I have spent some
time visiting programs in Connecticut,
visiting with teens, trying to under-
stand how this has happened, how these
numbers have skyrocketed as they
have. I do not have any conclusive an-
swer. But one thing I found in some of
my conversations with young women
who have had babies while they were
teenagers is when you ask them,
‘‘Why? Why did you do it,’’ it is very
interesting. Almost every time I have
had this conversation, the mothers will
say, ‘‘I love my baby, but I wish I had
waited.’’ Of course, in that, they are
acknowledging that it is not only the
child born to the unwed mother in pov-
erty that suffers. It is the mother,
whose dreams are severely restricted as
a result of suddenly having a child to
care for.

But once you get beyond that, and
they say they wish they had waited,
and you ask why this happened, some
just give the obvious answer. ‘‘I did not
use birth control.’’ I found others say-
ing that they did it intentionally. They
had the child because they wanted to
get out of their homes. They wanted to
be independent. And they knew that if
they had a baby, they could receive
welfare payments and that would be
the basis for establishing their inde-
pendent residency. Obviously, that is a
sad and sorry commentary—I shall
leave it at that—as a motivation for
bringing a child into the world.

But this Daschle substitute gets to
that problem by removing that motiva-
tion, by requiring teenaged mothers to
live at home or live in the supervised
group homes, if their home is not a
suitable environment, and by requiring
teenaged mothers to remain in school
or in a training program, all as a condi-
tion of receiving welfare benefits. No
longer will there be a blank check re-
gardless of the behavior of the recipi-
ent. Instead, we will demand mutual
responsibility. Society will try to take
care of your child. We will try to help
you out of dependency, but only if you
make the effort yourself.

Finally, Mr. President, this Daschle
substitute incorporates very strong
child support enforcement legislation
which Senator BRADLEY and others in-
troduced earlier this year. I was privi-
leged to be a cosponsor of it. I was at-
torney general of the State of Con-
necticut, before I was honored to be
elected by the people of my State to
serve in this body. One of my respon-
sibilities was enforcing child support
orders. I was startled, as I went
through the files—thousands of them—
to see the degree to which men who
had fathered children refused to accept
fiscal responsibility, financial respon-
sibility for those children, and found
100 different ways to try to avoid or
make excuses for not doing so.

The legislation that is part of the
Daschle substitute will make it easier
for States to locate absent
noncustodial parents; that is, parents
not having custody of the children, al-
most always the fathers. It will also
make it easier for States to establish
paternity. Science has been a great
help here in facilitating the establish-
ment of paternity through blood tests,
and also establishing a court order and
enforcement of court orders. The tough
child support enforcement system will
help keep millions of children out of
poverty and off welfare. It is a simple
statement. It is as simple as the fact
that when babies are born to unwed
mothers, they are much more likely to
end up on welfare. But the fact is that
if fathers took care of the children, so-
ciety would not have to do so and the
welfare rolls would go down.

Of course, these tough child support
enforcement laws will send a message
of responsibility to would-be deadbeat
parents, deadbeat dads. In an era of
skyrocketing out-of-wedlock births and
rising teen pregnancy rates, child sup-
port payments must become a clearly
understood, highly visible, and un-
avoidable fact of life for absent par-
ents. In other words, these absent par-
ents must live in fear of their local
prosecuting attorney or attorneys gen-
eral coming after them to make sure
that any money they earn will go in a
substantial degree to supporting the
children they have fathered.

Mr. President, I will have an amend-
ment that I will introduce later in the
proceedings that expands the effort to
deal with teen pregnancy, building on
some work done by Kathleen Sylvester
of the Progressive Policy Institute es-
tablishing a highly visible national
campaign to cut the rate of teenage
births, setting goals for States, giving
them some money to innovate with
programs to cut the rate of teen preg-
nancies, and rewarding them as we do
with regard to placement of people in
private-sector jobs when they achieve a
reduction in teen pregnancies.

One of the dreadful facts that comes
out as we go over this problem of teen
pregnancies is that a remarkable per-
centage of the babies born to teenage
mothers have been fathered by men
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who are considerably older. So the vi-
sion that we may have of two reckless
teenagers casually creating a baby is
not the norm. As I understand it; it is
men who are typically older than these
teenaged girls who, in a setting that is
often abusive, exploitive, or overpower-
ing, are fathering these children in acts
that from a legal point of view are pure
and simple statutory rape.

And there is not much we can do
from Washington to deal with that ex-
cept to—and my amendment will have
some element to it that will—try to en-
courage the States, the local prosecut-
ing attorneys, the district attorneys to
be very aggressive in working with the
welfare authorities to once again take
statutory rape as a serious crime and
to prosecute it, understanding that
this is done to deter adult men from
committing a sexual act that will re-
sult in a child born to poverty, who to
a devastating degree is likely to end up
a part of the criminal problem in soci-
ety.

So I hope we can begin to take from
these statistics of the ages of the men
who are fathering too many of the chil-
dren born to teenaged mothers, some
attempt to build a genuine national ef-
fort among prosecuting attorneys to
look at the seriousness of a crime that
in an age of permissiveness has been
winked at, which is statutory rape.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I think
this Daschle substitute, the Work First
plan, is true welfare reform. It does de-
mand responsibility from parents while
providing continued protection for
children, and it does address the two
key causes of welfare dependency—teen
pregnancy and unpaid child support. It
does reflect the values of the American
people. And it does take on the welfare
status quo, building on the work of the
Family Support Act, and really does
amount to genuine welfare reform. I
understand that over the next week we
will hear conflicting views on this sub-
ject. But I can only echo the senti-
ments expressed earlier in this Cham-
ber, let us cut through the politics, let
us get to the heart of the problem. And
let us see if we can, as happened in
1988, resoundingly adopt a true welfare
reform proposal. I thank the Chair and
I yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

THOMPSON). The Senator from New
York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Senator
from Connecticut for his extraor-
dinary, moving, judicious, serious com-
ments. I know his capacity for some-
times biblical patience, and I also
know his capacity for indignation when
things have gone on for too long. We
have been too long on the subject.

In 1971, a Republican President,
President Nixon, had proposed a guar-
anteed income as a substitute for this
subject. It was H.R. 1 in the House of
Representatives. And it happened that
on February 8, 1971, all three of the
then major news magazines—and still
those—had the subject of welfare on

their covers. News Week on its cover
had welfare. ‘‘WELFARE: There Must
Be a Better Way,’’ it said of the Presi-
dent’s program, ‘‘It will constitute a
humanitarian achievement unrivaled
since the New Deal.’’ It was not hu-
manitarian enough for Democrats; too
humanitarian for some Republicans.

The cover story of Time was devoted
to ‘‘The Welfare Maze.’’ It began: ‘‘The
U.S. welfare system is a living night-
mare that has reached the point of the
involuntary scream and chill awaken-
ing.’’ That is how Time began its issue.

The cover story of US News & World
Report: ‘‘Welfare Out of Control—Story
of Financial Crisis Cities Face.’’

Now, in that year, sir, the illegit-
imacy ratio for the nation was 11.2 per-
cent. It is now three times that, the
number of children born in that cir-
cumstance. Where we have 1,225,000
today, in 1971 it was 400,000. It is three
times, almost, that ratio. The ratio has
increased by a factor of three, the num-
ber of children by a factor of three.
That is the central phenomenon.

I think the Progressive Policy Insti-
tute has been very helpful in this re-
gard. There is this phenomenon of stat-
utory rape. As deviancy gets redefined,
we do not think much of that anymore.
But it is still law.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. That is right.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. What would the

Senator hypothesize? Would the Sen-
ator hypothesize that the households
in which the children grow up no
longer have anyone who will defend
them? ‘‘You can’t come in here. And
you will please go out there and close
the door behind you.’’

Lee Rainwater, a whole generation
ago studying the public housing in Pru-
itt-Igoe in St. Louis, wrote an essay on
the feeling within a household, ‘‘Can
you say no to someone who wants to
come in?’’ A thought that perhaps
would not occur to many persons here.
Close your door at night, and that is it.
Close yours, and I close mine.

The French sociologist, Henri Berg-
son spoke at the turn of the century of
society becoming a dust of individ-
uals—no ties. I think this new data on
ages of the fathers suggests that. I
think you are absolutely right; if any-
body could mobilize the attorneys gen-
eral, the Senator from Connecticut
could. I will certainly support that
amendment. I look forward to it. And I
thank you for your comments. I know
the Senator from Pennsylvania would
agree we are trying to reach some un-
derstandings here. We have under-
standings. And where we have different
assessments, well, that is why we have
the Senate.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. LIEBERMAN addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut.
Mr. LIEBERMAN. I very briefly want

to thank the Senator from New York
for his kind words. He has made here
what is to me a very important point,
a very stunning point, and I just want

to repeat it if I may, which is that
there is a way in which the collapse of
the family opens the door, in the meta-
phor that the Senator has used, to the
further collapse of the family. And we
are, of course, generalizing here. There
are many circumstances where this
does not take place. But if you have a
situation where babies are born to un-
married women and there is no father
in the house, then as the baby, if it is
a girl, grows up, will the mother be
able to alone protect the child from a
man who may be a predator? And I un-
derstand it is much more complicated
in many cases than that.

But there is a way in which nature
has created this unit, and we all have
our roles to play in it. The single, poor
mother may be ill-equipped to alone
defend her child, against a man whose
intentions are not good. The Senator is
right, we do not enforce these statu-
tory rape laws anymore, but they are
statutory. These acts are illegal, and
they are illegal for a good reason. The
consequences are disastrous, and I
think if we can put some fear out there
by more vigorously enforcing these
laws, we not only will be doing what is
right, but we may actually have an ef-
fect on the rate of out-of-wedlock
births.

I thank the Senator from New York.
I personally thank the Senator from
Pennsylvania, not only for the
thoughtfulness of his earlier com-
ments, but for the kindness of yielding
the floor to me. I went on a bit longer
than I expected to, but I appreciate
very much his kindness to me.

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr.

President. I thank my friend, the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, for his thought-
ful comments and for his kind remarks
about me. I look forward to working
with him and others in, again, trying
to craft what I believe will be a biparti-
san solution to this problem. We may
not get the resounding vote that we got
in 1988 in this Senate on this measure,
but I think the measure that passes in
the Senate this year will be quite sig-
nificantly more dramatic than what we
did in 1988. When you stretch the enve-
lope, you leave more people behind.
There is, in a sense, less consensus.

I think it would be easy to craft
something that is watered down that
could get everybody’s vote here, but I
do not think we would accomplish
what we set out to accomplish, which
is truly reforming the welfare system.

I am hopeful we can stretch the enve-
lope, be bipartisan and really help mil-
lions of Americans get out of poverty.

I rise to just finish up on some of the
comments and discussion I was having
with the Senator from Louisiana. He
asked, really, the question that is
asked probably most about the Repub-
lican proposal, which is how are States
going to be able to put people to work
and run these work programs and, at
the same time, do that, which is very
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expensive, with a flat amount of fund-
ing, given that some States are going
to see increases in poverty population?
I mentioned the fact those States that
do experience increases, we do have a
pot of money there that would help
them.

What about just dealing with the in-
creased cost of providing for a work
program? I cite an example of River-
side, CA. The Senator from New York,
on many occasions, has cited Riverside,
CA, as an example of an existing pro-
gram that seems to be having some
good results in a work-related pro-
gram, the GAIN program, and other
Members on the floor have done the
same thing.

I just state for the RECORD that in
Riverside, and I will add Grand Rapids
and Atlanta, those three programs
combined, which have gone into a pro-
gram that is a work program that re-
quires a substantial investment of time
and energy on the part of the welfare
recipient, is this dynamic program that
I believe the States would go to under
the Republican proposal.

In those areas, what we have seen is
a dramatic cost savings. So, assuming
that this could be replicated on a State
level, we are seeing flat funding, yes,
but in these three communities that
put this program in place, this work re-
quirement and other kinds of dynamic
turnover off the welfare roles back into
productive society, there was a 22 per-
cent reduction in AFDC—22 percent re-
duction in AFDC. Not flat, not an in-
crease. They saved 22 percent in costs.
Their caseload went down 16 percent
overall. Food stamps went down 14 per-
cent.

So to suggest that we have to pump
in more dollars to accomplish this pur-
pose of putting people to work I do not
think meets with the numbers. And, by
the way, Riverside, CA, had a 9 percent
unemployment rate at the time. So we
have the exemption for anything over 8
percent that you do not have to go to
work, you do not have to go to work in
the temporary assistance program. You
can do it.

I can tell you, I come from south-
western Pennsylvania. We have had
some very tough economic times and
continue to have them. I can tell you
there are lots of people who say,
‘‘Look, there are jobs out there, you
just have to go out and find them and
be willing to work and go do it. It
proves the case that, No. 1, there are
jobs out there and you can save money
in the process and run a better pro-
gram that is being lauded by both sides
of the aisle.

So the numbers of what we have seen
of what has been successful in this
country prove that you can run a pro-
gram with less money, get people off
welfare into work even in high unem-
ployment areas. I think what we have
seen is you have these programs that
really do focus on the individual, and
they provide what the individual needs.
That is not a check the first of the
month and, ‘‘Thank you, ma’am,’’ and

out the door, but it is care and concern
and cooperation and an intensive desire
by the people in the system to see that
person who walks through that door
who has had a tough run of luck in a
problem situation get that kind of as-
sistance they need to turn themselves
around.

I have another comment I want to
make about the discussion I had with
the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield just to make a unani-
mous consent request for staff on the
floor?

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield the floor.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Debra Wirth, a
fellow in my office, be granted the
privilege of the floor for the duration
of the welfare debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President,

what we talked about was the 8 percent
figure as any area of what I thought
was a Bureau of Labor Statistics area,
which is a geographical area defined by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics as an
area they will then determine the num-
ber of people, the percentage of people
in that area that are unemployed.

If those areas are above 8 percent, in
the Democratic leader’s bill, those peo-
ple who reside in those areas that have
an unemployment rate of over 8 per-
cent, that time in which they live in
those areas of high unemployment does
not count toward their 5-year limit. In
fact, it can be indefinite.

What I found out was that, yes, it
was 7.5, they raised it to 8, but they
eliminated the requirement that they
had to be a defined Bureau of Labor
Statistics area, that the State could
now define what the area would be. It
could be an entire State. It could be a
portion of the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics area. It could be a neighborhood.

What it does is it makes this deter-
mination completely arbitrary on the
part of the State, potentially even in-
decipherable, because you could have
literally neighborhoods picked out or
communities picked out.

I think it is poor policy, but I think
it creates a huge loophole in this whole
area of exemptions from the time limit
on welfare, not a step in the right di-
rection. They gave with one hand and
took away with the other. They gave
by increasing the unemployment rate
from 7.5 to 8 percent, and then they
said we will define where the area is,
we will not use the current Bureau of
Labor Statistics area, we will let the
States determine what they mean.
That really does take away any real
change in that policy.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for a moment?

Mr. SANTORUM. I will be happy to.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Does not the Bu-

reau of Labor Statistics—who does the
survey right now on unemployment, of-
ficially?

Mr. SANTORUM. Bureau of Labor
Statistics.

Mr. WELLSTONE. And the Senator
is concerned they continue to do the
surveys? I do not quite understand the
Senator’s position.

Mr. SANTORUM. No, no. In the
Democratic leader’s bill, what they
have done with their most recent modi-
fication is eliminate the boundaries for
determining who would be eligible for
the exemption from the 5-year limita-
tion. And so——

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be al-
lowed to address the Senator from
Pennsylvania directly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I will check this out
and have an answer for you directly,
but I believe the actual surveys of
household unemployment are done by
the Bureau of the Census and the data
is analyzed by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. And I think you are on to a
point which should be resolved. I will
do my best to do so. I thank the Chair.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Senator
from New York. There are two addi-
tional points I wanted to make. No. 1,
I stated before there would be many
cities that, for potentially the foresee-
able future, unfortunately, people in
those cities would not be subject to the
time limit under the Democratic lead-
er’s bill. I point to the cities of New
York, which has an 8.7 percent unem-
ployment rate; Los Angeles, which has
a 10.6 percent unemployment rate;
there is an 8.2 percent unemployment
rate in Washington, DC; Detroit has a
10.8 percent rate. Those are a few cities
where the unemployment rate exceeds
8 percent. As a result, under the bill
put forward by Senator DASCHLE, none
of the people living in those cities
would have any of their time limit
being worked off during those periods
of high unemployment.

So you could have, potentially, in a
city like Detroit, which has histori-
cally had very high unemployment
rates, no time limit for people who live
in those cities. You are not talking
about small or insignificant welfare
populations. You are talking about
New York, Los Angeles, Detroit, Wash-
ington, Miami, and many others. You
are talking about a very large percent-
age of the caseload that will never, po-
tentially, be time limited or will be
time limited to 10 or more years. That
is a big loophole in this bill, let us
make no mistake about it. I believe
that needs to be addressed.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. What the excep-
tion is saying—I agree that in the big
cities you have an unemployment rate
at 8 percent and many higher. That
does not tell us anything about self-
employment, part-time workers, dis-
couraged workers, which is much high-
er. Why is the Senator so troubled by
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this when it could be a mother with
small children who could be penalized
if they live in a community with high
levels of unemployment—unofficially
defined unemployment? You keep call-
ing that a loophole? Why does he see it
that way?

Mr. SANTORUM. What I think is im-
portant in this whole debate is an un-
derstanding that the work requirement
provision in the bill is not a penalty, it
is an opportunity. It is an opportunity
for people who have not had the chance
to go out to find work, in many cases
to be placed in a work program so they
can go out and be productive and learn
skills and, in many cases, because you
have people who have never had jobs
before, they can learn what it is to get
up in the morning and get their chil-
dren ready for day care, or for someone
else to come into the house, and get
yourself to a work site, work an 8-hour
day, and get home and again provide
for their children. That is an experi-
ence that, unfortunately, many people
in our society have not experienced.
That is a very valuable one. I add that
it is something many people in our so-
ciety have never seen a parent do. They
have no idea what it means to grow up
in a house where they never saw that
happen.

So it is important that we provide to
everyone the opportunity to work and
that we require it, in a sense, and that
we say that this is a temporary pro-
gram; this is not a program that is
going to go on and on. Welfare is not a
maintenance system where we provide
for people in poverty for indefinite pe-
riods of time, but it is a dynamic tran-
sitional program that prepares people
to get from a position where they can-
not work, or they are not prepared to
work, to a position where they will and
do work. That is lost if you provide
what I call ‘‘impoverishment zones,’’
not ‘‘empowerment zones,’’ where you
basically tell a group of people that be-
cause you are in a big city that has
high unemployment, we have no expec-
tation that you will ever be able to find
work, and therefore you can stay on
welfare. But the rest, everybody else,
we will change the system for you. But
you in Detroit and you in the City of
New York, you cannot make it, and we
do not believe you can, so we are going
to sort of write you off.

I do not want to write anybody off. I
think everybody should have the same
level of expectations. As I cited before
the Senator from Minnesota came to
the floor, the Riverside, CA, example,
where during the period of time of the
GAIN program they experienced a 14
percent drop in food stamps, a 16 per-
cent drop in caseload, and a 20 percent
drop in AFDC, and they had in excess
of 9 percent unemployment. People
were getting off the rolls, getting to
work, doing the things that many on
both sides of the aisle said is a success-
ful program.

So I believe it must happen. I think
to write off particular areas of the

country because of difficulties in un-
employment is an unwise move.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. SANTORUM. Yes.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. In making a

thoughtful point and comment, he
would be aware that the GAIN program
in Riverside, CA, is a program devel-
oped under the Family Support Act?

Mr. SANTORUM. There have been
many experiments done under waivers
under the Family Support Act.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. If I may put it in
question form. He might know that in
the summer of 1992, President Bush vis-
ited Riverside and was making a point
that it seemed to be working and is
catching on. I rushed to the floor with
a photograph of President Reagan sign-
ing the Family Support Act and shak-
ing hands with then-Governor Clinton,
who was head of the Governors Asso-
ciation at that time. He and the Gov-
ernor of Delaware, now our colleague
in the House, worked together on a bi-
partisan basis. I just wish that we
would be conscious of this. I do not ask
the Senator to agree. But I am saying
we have something working, and we
may miss it.

Mr. SANTORUM. If I can, I say to the
distinguished Senator from New York
that there are isolated instances where
the current law is working and, I
think, from social science evaluations,
modestly working. We have come in
welfare to expect that modest improve-
ment is as good as we will ever get.
Maybe that is the case. I am not satis-
fied with that as a benchmark for the
ceiling. I think what we need to do is,
as I said, to stretch the envelope.

While the Family Support Act of 1988
did create a window of opportunity for
certain areas to get waivers and to try
new things and to engage in work and
other kinds of things, which we believe
on this side and I know many on the
other side believe is the way to go, we
believe it needs to be more dramatic,
that we need to do more and try new
things. That is what this Dole-Pack-
wood bill does, I think, and does it in a
very dramatic way.

The final point I want to make is on
the cost side. I know the Senator from
Minnesota is here. I say to my col-
leagues on the Republican side, it is
getting rather lonely over here. There
are plenty of opportunities to speak on
this issue. I hope that those who have
comments will come to the floor and
make their comments and debate this
very important issue. There are no
speakers on this side at this point. I
say to those listening, if you have
statements you would like to make,
this is a good time to come down and
make those.

I say, with respect to the cost esti-
mates on this program, what we see is
really a cost-neutral program on the
part of the Democratic leader’s bill
when it comes to welfare spending. The
bill saves, over 7 years, roughly $20 bil-
lion. But $19 billion of the $20 billion in
savings is in food stamps. So what we

see is what most on that side would
consider welfare and SSI and AFDC
and child care. A lot of those—in fact,
most of those go up in spending. What
we see is most of the savings really
being gathered out of the Food Stamp
Program. I say those, over a 7-year pe-
riod, are rather modest compared to
what the Republicans suggest. I think
we had about 50 percent more in sav-
ings under the Food Stamp Program.

So it does not meet with what I think
most would see as what is necessary to
get Government spending under con-
trol.

I say that even under the Republican
bill, spending goes up dramatically in
virtually all these programs. I know
the block granted AFDC Program does
not go up and the child care program
does not. But the rest of the pro-
grams—the SSI, Food Stamp Program,
everything else—goes up at very dra-
matic rates. In fact, we are talking
about a very minimal reduction in the
spending on welfare in this country. If
this was being judged solely based on
how much money we are saving on wel-
fare, I think both proposals in the eyes
of the American public would be con-
sidered a failure. This is not a big cut
in welfare spending. We are just barely
curving the rate of increase in welfare.

I think given the dramatic nature of
these proposals, that may be the best
we should do. As I had the discussion
with the Senator from New York,
transitioning people, making the pro-
gram a dynamic system is expensive.
We are turning a system where you ba-
sically have someone behind a com-
puter cranking out checks to people
who come and show up and verify cer-
tain things, and they get a check or
stamp and leave. That is not a lot of
time consumed by that person, not a
lot of effort involved.

When you are taking that system
from a maintenance processing system
and turning it into a system where you
actually sit across the table from
someone and try to figure out what
their problems are and how you can
help them and what we need to do to
change their lives, that takes energy,
it takes time, it takes resources.

To suggest that we can change wel-
fare at the time that we can slash it or
cut it dramatically, I think would be
unwise. We have not done that on this
side. In fact, I have not heard a lot of
comments on the other side about how
we are slashing welfare. The reason is
because we are not. Welfare is going to
grow fairly dramatically over the next
7 years.

It will be different. It will be dif-
ferent than anything we have ever
seen. I think it is worth a try. We may
come to the point in time where we
look at what has happened with this
bill, if it is successful, and I believe it
will be, and all the attempts will be
made and all the different projects will
be tried by the different States, you
might find out we get modest gains at
best, or we get no gains.
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We may have to step back and say, is

it worth it? You have some writers in
this town who are suggesting that we
should just give up. That it is not
worth trying any more. It is not worth
spending the money. We may be there.

I think it is worth a try of a different
way, and what we have suggested here
in this bill is a dramatically different
way of dealing with this problem. It is
truly ending welfare as we know it.
Welfare will no longer be the image of
someone showing up and receiving a
check, but almost go back to the image
of the Depression when we had the
WPA—can the Senator help me?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The WPA and PWA.
Mr. SANTORUM. And programs

where you saw it more as a dynamic
program where people were there to do
things, to make a positive contribution
to their community.

I am hopeful that is what will result
in this. I am very optimistic that we
can find, I think, very solid support
from the Republican side and a signifi-
cant number of Democrats to pass this
Dole bill or something very similar to
it and do it while being very kind, I
think compassionate, in the truest
sense of the word, compassionate with
the people who find themselves in-
volved in this system, and at the same
time respectful of the people who work
hard and pay taxes to fund the system.
I yield the floor.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Carolyn
Clark, who is a fellow, be admitted for
the duration of the debate on welfare
reform.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
say to my colleague from Nevada, I
will be relatively brief. I wanted to
analyze the Daschle bill and I wanted
to talk about why I think the dif-
ferences between the Daschle bill and
the Dole bill make a difference. I also
wanted to talk about some of the
weaknesses in the minority leader’s
bill, or at least raise some questions.

Again, I think there is hardly any
comparison when I look at the two. I
think—and it is hard when you ask a
Senator to yield, and the Senator from
Pennsylvania certainly did that—it is
difficult to really get into the debate,
so let me try and first try and respond
to some of what was said.

When I hear Senators come to the
floor and talk about how optimistic
they are and how they think this will
be such a huge change, I sort of think
to myself that part of the problem is
they are not really passing legislation
that is going to affect them or their
children.

I think part of the problem, and I
will try and stay away from the harsh-
ness, I think the point can be made we
would do better if we had less hate and
more debate. I do not come here to the
floor with malice.

But, it does seem to me, Mr. Presi-
dent, that some of my colleagues just

want to ignore some unpleasant facts,
some unpleasant realities.

My colleague from Pennsylvania
talked about opportunities. Well, we
will take the minority leader’s bill. If
there is an 8 percent officially defined
unemployment, there are many more
people who are working part-time who
are not counted. There are many peo-
ple who are discouraged workers who
have dropped out. If you have that high
of an unemployment rate—by the way,
in some of our cities it is higher than
that, than there is not really an oppor-
tunity for a single parent, usually a
mother, to find a job, but she gets cut
off welfare anyway, regardless of the
employment conditions in the commu-
nity.

How can that be called an oppor-
tunity? That is not an opportunity. Of
course, part of what is bogus about this
reform effort is that if you look at the
job opportunity structure and you look
at some of the communities where we
have large numbers of welfare mothers,
the unemployment level is so high, the
under-employed level is so high, that,
as a matter of fact, there is no evidence
whatever that the jobs are going to be
there that these women can support
their families on.

So in the absence of that evidence,
with those kind of high rates, it is
hardly unreasonable to say if you can-
not obtain the opportunities, the em-
ployment opportunities, because they
are not there, then we are certainly
not going to cut you off of assistance
for yourself and your children. That is
what this is about. That is really what
this is about.

Mr. President, as I look at the
Daschle bill on the floor, I do think
there are some very significant and
positive features about this piece of
legislation. I think the main feature,
Mr. President, that I want to zero in on
has to do with maintaining the com-
mitment to children to make sure that
there will be benefits for some of the
most vulnerable citizens in this coun-
try.

Today at caucus, and my colleague
from New York, Senator MOYNIHAN, is
free if I say this and as he listens it
seems that it was too personal and he
did not mean for this to be public, I
want him to cut me off. He said some-
thing that has stayed with me most of
this afternoon. Senator MOYNIHAN said
the last piece of legislation that Presi-
dent Kennedy signed publicly, was a
piece of legislation we all had high
hopes for: This was deinstitutionaliza-
tion.

It made sense as a philosophy. We
would take people in the mental hos-
pitals and we would basically move
them out and then there would be com-
munity-based care. But we never did
that. What we wound up with in all too
many communities in this country was
an ever larger population of homeless
people. We see that all over the coun-
try.

Then the analysis was there that it
was a lack of affordable housing. What

Senator MOYNIHAN said today during
the caucus meeting was really the an-
swer to the question: We did it. We
passed that legislation. But, we did not
follow through on the commitment,
and that is what happened.

He then went on to say, and this is
exactly how I feel about this debate,
that we should not pass a piece of legis-
lation that ends the basic commitment
that there will be support there for
families, for single parents and chil-
dren. The support has got to be there,
it will not just be block granted to
States who can pretty much do what
they want to do.

It does not matter whether there is a
recession or not or what kind of re-
sources are invested, if we end that
kind of commitment, that is a commit-
ment we made as a nation, then I will
tell you exactly what is going to hap-
pen. It is easy for Senators to tell us
this is an experiment. ‘‘Gee, we think
this is going to do a lot better.’’ It is
not them. It is not their families. I will
tell you what is going to happen. I will
predict it. We will have many more
children among the ranks of the home-
less. And then we are going to ask our-
selves the question: How did that hap-
pen?

We did it. That is exactly what the
Dole bill does. I do not think it is the
intention of the Senators, but that is
exactly, that is precisely what the ef-
fect of this are going to be.

To the credit of the minority leader,
that commitment is maintained in his
bill, at least for 5 years. And it is im-
portant.

There is a second issue which is, I
think, maybe one of the most impor-
tant features of the Daschle bill, the
Work First bill. The Daschle bill pro-
vides childcare. That is, if you are
going to say to a single parent—almost
always a woman; quite often men who
should be there with support are not
there—you work, and she has small
children, what about the children?
Where is the commitment of resources
to child care? Actually, what we are
doing here in the Congress, for those
citizens who are watching this debate,
is we are cutting investment in child
care.

So, we are saying to parents: You go
to work. You have small children. That
is it. And we do not provide any sup-
port for child care. By definition,
please remember, in spite of all of the
scapegoating and all of the stereotypes,
there is not a welfare benefit in this
country that is even up to the official
definition of poverty, and now we are
saying to single parents, almost always
a woman: You go to work and we do
not invest any resources in child care.
The Daschle bill does make that in-
vestment.

You cannot have welfare reform—all
you have out here right now, at least
with the Dole bill, is reverse reform.
You are saying to a parent: You go to
work. It does not matter if you have
small children. We know you are poor.
You work, and there are no resources
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for child care so you can afford decent
child care for your children.

That is antifamily. That is
antifamily. I challenge any Senator in
here, how would you like it if you were
the single parent of low income, told
you had to work—and you wanted to
work. There is more dignity in work.
And you hoped it would be a decent
job. There is nothing you would like to
do more, but there was no way—let us
not kid ourselves. In a lot of these
communities where we have large pop-
ulations of welfare mothers, there are
not an abundance of jobs that pay any-
thing near what Senators make, or
even middle-income salaries. So we are
not going to be talking about, by and
large, high-wage jobs. You are told,
‘‘You take the job. It does not matter.’’

And you say, ‘‘OK, I want to work in
that job, and it is $6.50 an hour and I
will do it and I want to.’’ And then you
are told, ‘‘By the way, but when it
comes to your two children who are
under 3, there are no resources for
child care. You figure out what to do.’’
And you cannot afford it. That is why
many mothers get off welfare and then
go right back on.

The minority leader’s bill makes a
commitment to child care. I do not
know how my colleagues on the other
side, in all due respect, can deal with
that contradiction.

The third feature I think is impor-
tant is that, in the minority leader’s
bill, there is the transition so people
are not immediately cut off Medicaid. I
do not remember the precise provision
of the majority leader’s bill. I ask the
Senator from New York, is there a
transition period of time for Medicaid
in the Dole bill?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I would say I do not
know. There is, of course, a 1-year
transition in the current law of the
Family Support Act. We will find that
out.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Because my un-
derstanding is the Daschle bill allows
for the currently provided year of tran-
sitional Medicaid, plus an extra year of
transitional care on a sliding scale
basis to ease the transition.

I do not think that in the Packwood-
Dole bill, there is such an allowance for
that second year of transition.

It seems to me, now we have a situa-
tion where we are saying it does not
matter what the unemployment level
is in your community and, in addition,
it does not matter from State to State,
what States decide to do. It does not
matter whether there is a recession. It
does not matter how many children are
born into poverty. It does not matter
what the population growth is going to
be. It does not matter whether or not
there is going to be a commitment of
resources to child care. By and large,
we are ending our commitment to low-
income children. And in addition, you
have 6 months, that is it, that is the
only guarantee you have of being able
to keep your Medicaid.

This is called reform? These women
and their children are in a worse posi-

tion than when they all started. The
Daschle bill is a significant improve-
ment over that.

I say to my colleagues, we should not
be so reckless with the lives of chil-
dren. That is what I do not understand.
I have colleagues, on both sides of the
aisle, who are friends. I understand the
political climate in the country. I un-
derstand some of the scapegoating. But
I cannot understand how men and
women of such good will can be so
reckless with the lives of children.

The minority, the Daschle bill, as I
understand it, does not block grant
food stamps. There is a reason for that.
The Senator from New York knows
this history well. What happened—and
it was President Nixon, as I remember,
who really took the final initiative in
making sure there was a national
standard. Although the Federal Gov-
ernment was going to pay that bill,
States got to decide what would be the
level of benefits and many States had
the level of benefits pegged at an ex-
tremely low level. Much to the shame
of the United States of America, we
saw it on television with documen-
taries about Hunger USA. We saw chil-
dren with distended bellies, and we
learned about scurvy and rickets and
malnutrition and hunger among chil-
dren in America.

Therefore, President Nixon led the
way and we set national standards and
we had a national food stamp program.
We are a national community. We
made a national commitment to chil-
dren. Now we are going to back away
from that? The minority leader’s bill
does not back away from that commit-
ment, nor should it, Mr. President.

Questions to raise. Maybe my col-
league from New York, or colleague
from Tennessee, can help me out on
this. Again, I raise these questions
more in a constructive way. This is
just out of intellectual integrity that I
want to raise these questions about the
minority leader’s bill. I cannot
cheerlead on everything.

There still is this feature in this leg-
islation that, as I understand it—we
can get technical—it is in the Dole bill,
it is in the Daschle bill, that now
counts LIHEAP benefits as income,
low-income energy assistance. So what
happens is, for the purpose of calculat-
ing food stamp benefits, LIHEAP bene-
fits, low-income energy assistance, gets
counted as income and this becomes
this classic choice of eat or heat. I do
not know why we are doing that. That
is the question I raise.

The second question somebody has to
ask on the floor of the Senate, I talked
about earlier the importance of mak-
ing sure we do not back away. It is my
understanding—and I quote from an
Urban Institute study—of all families
that have become dependent on welfare
systems, about 43 percent receive bene-
fits for less than 24 months. But at any
point in time there are many more
long-term recipients, for example,
more than 75 percent of families on

welfare, at any point in time, are on
for more than 60 months.

So if it is an aggregate 5-year period,
I have some very serious concerns
about what we are doing because I
think quite often the pattern is that a
mother—by the way, mothers do not
need Senators to tell them that they
ought to work. Most are—75 percent
within 2 years—are off welfare and are
working.

Now, the problem is that all too
often what happens is, think about
this: You go to work, and you try to
work out a child care arrangement.
But you cannot afford it. Then you go
back to welfare. By the way, for the
low-income people, the monthly ex-
penses of child care is not like 7 per-
cent. It is 35 percent, or 40 percent of
income. Or you go to work again.

When Sheila and I were younger, we
did not have much money at all. We
had this experience. You find out. It is
the most horrifying thing in the world
when you leave your child, whom you
dearly love, with a child care center
and the conditions are awful.

By the way, according to the na-
tional reports on the state of child
care, we are not investing resources in
child care—not just for low income, but
for middle income. You get paid more
money to work the zoos than you do to
take care of children in the United
States of America.

Mr. President, so what happens? You
are supposed to be there at 5 to pick up
your child. You show up at 4, and you
find the conditions are awful. So it did
not work. Now you are back to welfare.
Or, Mr. President, remember, you are a
single parent. You get sick or your
child gets sick, and your child is sick
more than a week. You get laid off
work. This happens all the time.

So I will raise three questions and
then get a response. I am really very
worried about this 5-year period be-
cause it seems to me that if, in fact,
the Urban Institute is right and more
than 75 percent of families on welfare
at any point in time will receive wel-
fare for more than 60 months, we are
cutting a lot of people off, who are
mainly children, Aid to Families With
Dependent Children, the children who
do not give the big campaign contribu-
tions, the children who are not the big
players, the children who are not the
heavy hitters, the children who do not
get on television with their ads. They
are the ones that some of these propos-
als treat so harshly, though I must say
again I believe that the minority lead-
er’s bill, thank God, is at least a sig-
nificant improvement over Packwood-
Dole.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, does
the Senator wish to have these data at
this point?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I would be. I will
yield for that.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am happy to.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that I may address the Senator di-
rectly.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

FRIST). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. It happens that we
presented this data in the debate that
was a truncated debate in August. The
Senator is exactly right in what he has
said. But there is more to say. This was
the work of Donna Pavetti at the
Urban Institute—the Urban Institute
was established under the auspices of
President Johnson in the 1960’s—of
‘‘distribution of total time on welfare.’’

The Senator is absolutely right.
About 27 percent of welfare recipients
are on for less than 1 year. About 40
percent are on for less than 2 years.

We do not know as much as we
should. We have been very poor about
gathering data. We, in the last Con-
gress, enacted a Welfare Indicators
Act, which I spent 14 years trying to
get passed, that will start giving us an
annual report on the subject.

So this is data from the Urban Insti-
tute. A number of people who go on
AFDC are two groups. There is this
group that is on for 2 years or less, 40
percent, 41 percent. We know who they
are. They are married women whose
marriages breakup. They need some
time to get their affairs together. And
they do. A very refreshing counsel of
the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corp., when we were drafting the Fam-
ily Support Act, was to say, do not
bother with these good people. The
Senator is absolutely correct—at any
given time 76 percent, three-quarters,
of the persons on welfare have been
there more than 5 years.

The Urban Institute also went on to
estimate the number of families af-
fected by a 60-month time limit, a 5-
year time limit. Between the year 2001
and the year 2005—2001 you can reach
out and touch that—1.4 million fami-
lies will have exceeded the 5 years. By
2005, 10 years from now, 2 million fami-
lies will have exceeded the 5 years.
This assumes the caseload does not
grow. That is half the caseload.

You were kind enough to mention
what I had said in our caucus today. I
said it earlier on the floor. In 10 years
time we will wonder where these rag-
ged children came from. Why are they
sleeping on grates? Why are they mak-
ing life miserable for themselves and
others? What happened? We will have a
city swarming with pauper children,
penniless and without residence. You
said it could not happen. It happened
to the mentally ill. And half the fami-
lies in 10 years will have been dropped
by a 5-year time limit.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator so
hugely. And this is the point.

Mr. President, I would ask these ta-
bles be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL TIME ON WELFARE

Time on welfare (in months) New entrants
(percent)

All current
recipients at

a point in
time (per-

cent)

1–12 .............................................................. 27.4 4.5
13–24 ............................................................ 14.8 4.8
25–36 ............................................................ 10.0 4.9
37–48 ............................................................ 7.7 5.0
49–60 ............................................................ 5.5 4.5
Over 60 .......................................................... 34.6 76.3

Mean Duration (in years) .......................... 6.10 12.98

Source: Urban Institute, 1995.

NUMBER OF FAMILIES AFFECTED BY A 60-MONTH TIME
LIMIT, FY 2001–FY 2005

[in millions]

Fiscal year
Families cur-
rently receiv-
ing benefits

New entrants Total families

2001 .............................. 1.34 .08 1.42
2002 .............................. 1.41 .24 1.65
2003 .............................. 1.37 .43 1.80
2004 .............................. 1.29 .61 1.90
2005 .............................. 1.19 .77 1.96

Note: This table assumes that the caseload remains at its current level of
4.35 million families headed by an adult over the next 10 years.

Source: Urban Institute, 1995.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Presi-
dent for allowing me to ask the Sen-
ator to yield.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
have more to say, more of a critique.
But I think that what the Senator from
New York just said was very powerful.
I cannot add to that at this time.

I would yield the floor to the Senator
from Rhode Island. I ask the Senator
from Nevada, will the Senator from
Rhode Island then speak?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I believe the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island was told he
would be in sequence after Senator
WELLSTONE, and that our good friend
from Nevada knows that. We look for-
ward to our most distinguished, re-
vered colleague.

Mr. PELL. I thank my colleagues and
my friends, one and the same.

I am very glad that the Senate has
resumed debating the matter of welfare
reform. And I am encouraged that the
first few days of this debate—both be-
fore the August recess and again
today—have been composed largely of
thoughtful concerns and constructive
suggestions about what can be done to
make the current system work better
and cost less.

In reviewing the legislation before
us, however, we must each decide for
ourselves what it is we believe about
the current welfare system and how it
can best move people from dependency
to self-sufficiency, and from poverty to
a living wage.

I continue to believe that our welfare
system should provide temporary— I
emphasize the word temporary—finan-
cial assistance to those in need. There
are millions of people who fall on hard
times; losing a job, getting divorced, or
becoming widowed should not be a
ticket to poverty. Welfare is there
largely to help women and children get
back on their feet—and to protect
them from hunger, homelessness, and
desperation in the interim. In this re-
spect, welfare is a compassionate and

needed social program and I support its
continued existence.

But there is also no question that the
system has, at times, been abused, and
that it has been viewed by some wel-
fare recipients as a free ride with no
concomitant responsibility. These indi-
viduals, whom I believe to be a minor-
ity of welfare recipients, have never-
theless prompted understandable wrath
in many other Americans who work
hard, play by the rules, and do not re-
ceive any Government assistance. I un-
derstand their anger at what they per-
ceive as a Government handout, and I
think there is considerable merit to
their claim that this abuse must stop.

In fact, many of us who believe that
welfare has a role to play in helping
people get a hand up also believe that
certain responsibilities go along with
Government help. I strongly believe
that those welfare recipients who are
able to work should work, and that
every American should understand
that our Nation’s welfare system pro-
vides a safety net, and not a way of
life.

But with that said, the question
arises ‘‘how do we get people to work?’’
Do you simply impose a requirement
that they must work to receive bene-
fits or they will no longer receive
them? And what do we do if they try to
find a job but can’t due to high unem-
ployment, a lack of skills or education,
or an inability to find anyone to care
for their infant child? Do we simply
say that if they do not work they will
receive no benefits?

To me, Mr. President, that approach
is too harsh and far too unlikely to
produce the results we seek. What we
want to do, what we need to do, is cre-
ate a system that moves people off of
welfare—for good. A system that gives
them the tools they need to find a job,
get employed, and stay employed at a
living wage. Only then—and perhaps it
will take some additional investment
by both the Federal Government and
the States—can we end the cycle of de-
pendency and poverty that keeps gen-
eration after generation on welfare and
discouraged from seeking to work.

The Democratic alternative—the
Work First bill—addresses many of
these issues in a thoughtful and com-
prehensive way. It fosters the transi-
tion from welfare to work by providing
health care, and, when needed, access
to affordable child care services. And it
provides a reasonable period of time for
people to move into the workforce.

In fact, the Democratic alternative
involves welfare recipients in a full-
scale, full-time search for real employ-
ment; a job they can be proud to have.
Its Work First Employment Block
Grant makes one and only one demand
on States: an increasing number of
their welfare recipients must find a job
and keep the job. How the State does
that is up to the individual State.

Mr. President, on another matter, I
am distressed to see that the Dole bill
lumps vocational and adult education
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with welfare reform. Simply put, edu-
cation is not welfare. Vocational and
education programs are not, and should
not be considered welfare. And while I
certainly endorse enthusiastically the
idea of a welfare recipient undertaking
education as a means of obtaining a
good job to move off of welfare, I do
not think that this welfare legislation
should tinker with existing education
or vocational education programs, and
shall oppose their inclusion in this leg-
islation. In fact, we have already re-
ported a comprehensive education and
training bill from the Labor and
Human Resources Committee, which I
supported. It is a very important bill,
and ought to be considered independ-
ently and in its own right.

Mr. President, there are a number of
other parts of the Democratic bill that
I think are crucial to our effort to re-
form the welfare system. I strongly be-
lieve in ensuring the ability of all who
financially qualify to receive welfare,
and thus do not support the concept of
a limited block grant. Such an ap-
proach, adopted by the Dole bill, would
leave millions of women and their de-
pendent children with no financial as-
sistance at all. And further, it would
prevent them from participating in the
new system we hope to create—which
will give them the tools to get off of
welfare once and for all.

Mr. President, as we undertake the
very difficult task of reforming our Na-
tion’s welfare system, we may be
tempted to seek simple answers to
complex questions or be moved by rhet-
oric rather than fact. In my view, two
basic principles should guide us in
these discussions: fairness to taxpayers
and compassion to those in need. I hope
that my colleagues will share this view
and spend the time and care necessary
to make the right changes, not simply
any changes.

I yield the floor.
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. May I just once

again say it is a great pleasure to have
the opportunity twice in one week to
express my great appreciation to the
Senator from Rhode Island, who has
very cogent remarks on education and
carries weight in this Chamber. None
has done so much as he in a generation
of legislating. He is revered, respected.
I hope and trust he will be listened to.

Thank you, Mr. President.
Mr. PELL. I thank my colleague.
Mr. REID addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. I see the majority leader

on the floor.
Before the Senator from Rhode Is-

land leaves, may I say a few words in
his direction?

Mr. DOLE. I just want to get a unani-
mous-consent request.

Go ahead.
Mr. REID. Mr. Leader, I will just ask

him to stay.

If the Senator from Rhode Island
would stay at his desk for a couple
minutes.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader.
Mr. DOLE. I say this has been cleared

by the Democratic leader.
I ask unanimous consent that the

vote occur on the Daschle amendment
numbered 2282 at 4 p.m. Thursday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. That will be tomorrow.
For the information of all Senators,

there will be no further votes today.
However, Members who wish to debate
the Daschle amendment are urged to
do so this evening.

Also, Members should be aware, prior
to the close of business Thursday, the
two leaders will ask consent to limit
the remaining amendments in order to
the welfare bill to finish the welfare re-
form bill by Tuesday or Wednesday of
next week.

And there will also be after the vote,
depending on the vote on the Daschle
amendment, additional votes and de-
bate tomorrow evening.

But we are trying to accommodate a
number of our friends who want to at-
tend the very historic baseball game
tonight in Baltimore to see Cal Ripken,
Jr., break the record of Lou Gehrig. So
we hope that all those who are able to
go will be very cooperative the rest of
the week.

I thank the Senator from Nevada.

f

TRIBUTE TO CLAIBORNE PELL

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I wanted to
take this opportunity, as unprepared as
I am, to say a few words about the sen-
ior Senator from Rhode Island.

I had been planning the last couple of
days to prepare a statement and come
to the floor and give a speech that re-
flected my feelings about the Senator
from Rhode Island. But, coincidentally,
we are on the floor at the same time,
and I want this time to be used while
the Senator is on the floor and direct
these remarks to him personally.

I cannot recite a great deal about the
Senator from Rhode Island. I know the
Senator from Rhode Island graduated
from Princeton University, one of the
premier schools of this country, cum
laude. He also attended Columbia Uni-
versity. It is my understanding he has
about 50 honorary degrees that have
been awarded to him over the years. He
served in the U.S. Coast Guard. He is
an author.

I often, after having come from the
House to the Senate, tried to deter-
mine how this Senator from Rhode Is-
land had the ability to communicate in
the way he does, in such a gentlemanly
way but yet with so much authority
and wisdom. Probably the basis for
that, more than any other thing, is his
service as a member of the U.S. For-
eign Service.

In my time in Washington, being a
Member of the House and the Senate, if

there is a group of people that I think
represent this country better than any
other group, it is those people who are
in the Foreign Service. Wherever I go,
whether it is here in Washington meet-
ing with them, or around the world, I
find a group of people who are tremen-
dously underpaid and highly educated
and overworked and do a better job
than anyone else representing our
country as Foreign Service officers.
Senator PELL served for 7 years in the
U.S. Foreign Service.

I think that is the foundation, the
background that has allowed him to do
the many things he has done in the
way he has done them.

It has been said many times on this
floor that it is an honor to be able to
serve with a man of CLAIBORNE PELL’s
ability, and certainly that is true.

Mr. President, it is also true that it
is not only an honor to serve with him,
but to be associated with him. I was in
the Senate dining room with some con-
stituents and, of course, people walk in
who are known all over America. But
the person sitting with me asked me if
they could meet Senator PELL. Why?
Because he felt his ability to go to col-
lege was made possible as a result of
his having obtained a number of Pell
grants. I took him over. The only Sen-
ator he wanted to meet was CLAIBORNE
PELL of Rhode Island, because it was
his feeling that he is responsible for his
having been able to get a college edu-
cation.

That is the way, Mr. President, that
not only thousands but millions of
young Americans would feel if they
would direct their attention to Wash-
ington; that is, their ability to be edu-
cated as a result of the foresight of
Senator PELL setting up Pell grants,
allowing young people who ordinarily
would not have the ability to go to col-
lege to be educated.

I, 6 years ago, on more than one occa-
sion, went to Senator PELL and said: ‘‘I
think that your service is needed here
in Washington and we need you very
badly.’’

I am one of many, many people that
went to Senator PELL and told him
that. I was right; we did need his serv-
ice for another 6 years, and his service
has certainly been as dedicated these
past 6 years as it was the prior 24
years.

I appreciate the Senator waiting on
the floor to allow me to impart my ad-
miration and respect and love. There is
no one in the Senate that deserves
more attention and credit than the
senior Senator from Rhode Island. As I
go through life, there will be no one
who has given me more pleasure serv-
ing with in any capacity of Govern-
ment than the Senator from Rhode Is-
land. So on behalf of the Senate and
the people of America, I extend my ap-
preciation to you.

Mr. PELL. I thank my colleague and
friend for his kind words and appre-
ciate them more than I can say.
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