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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas.

There was no objection.

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 117 and rule
XXII1l, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4) to re-
store the American family, reduce ille-
gitimacy, control welfare spending, and
reduce welfare dependence, with Mr.
LINDER in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] and the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. GiBBoNS] will each be
recognized for 1 hour; the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY],
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. RoB-
ERTS], and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DE LA GARzA] will each be recog-
nized for 45 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER].

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican wel-
fare revolution is at hand. Today be-
gins the demise of the failed welfare
state that has entrapped the Nation’s
needy for too long. Today we begin to
replace that disaster in social engi-
neering with a reform plan that brings
hope to the poor of this Nation and re-
lief to the Nation’s taxpayers. Working
Americans who carry the load will get
relief.

Government has spent $5.3 trillion on
welfare since the war on poverty began,
the most expensive war in the history
of this country, and the Census Bureau
tells us we have lost the war. The bill
we bring to the floor today constitutes
the broadest overhaul of welfare ever
proposed. The status quo welfare state
is unacceptable.

Today we have the chance to move
beyond the rhetoric of previous years
of endless campaign promises to end
welfare as we know it. Today there
must be no doubt. The rhetoric is stop-
ping, the solution is beginning.

Our bill is constructed on three prin-
ciples which strike at the very founda-
tions of the Nation’s failed welfare
state. The three principles are personal
responsibility, work, and returning
power over welfare to our States and
communities where the needy can be
helped the most in the most efficient
way.

The first and most fundamental prin-
ciple captured by the title of our bill is
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personal responsibility, the character
trait that build this country.

The current welfare system destroys
families and undermines the work
ethic. It traps people in a hopeless
cycle of dependency. Our bill replaces
this destructive welfare system with a
new system based on work and strong
families.

Virtually every section of the bill re-
quires more personal responsibility.
Recipients are required to work for
their benefits. Drug addicts and alco-
holics are no longer rewarded with cash
payments that are often spent on their
habit. Aliens who were allowed into the
country because they promised to be
self-supporting are held to their prom-
ise; fathers who do not live with their
children are expected to pay child sup-
port or suffer severe consequences; and
welfare can no longer be a way of life.
After 5 years no more cash benefits will
be provided.

This bill will reverse the decades-
long Federal policy of rewarding unac-
ceptable and self-destructive behavior.
We will no longer reward for doing the
wrong thing.

The second underlying principle of
our bill flows naturally from the first.
Able-bodied adults on welfare must
work for their benefits. Here it appears
that the Democrats have surrendered
completely to Republican philosophy.
On work we are all Republicans now,
but it was not always so.

During the welfare debate of 1987 and
1988, Democrats perpetuated a system
in which able-bodied adults could stay
on welfare year after year after year
without doing anything. Now the Clin-
ton administration and Democrats in
the House are finally claiming they
want mandatory work too, but the sub-
stitutes they will offer later do not re-
quire serious work.

That is not surprising. Conflict
among Democrats on the basic issue of
work was one of the reasons they did
nothing on welfare reform in the last
Congress. Another was the fact that it
took the President almost 2 years to
write a welfare bill, which he then let
die without so much as a minute of de-
bate in the House or the Senate.

If the Democrats were serious about
welfare reform, they would have taken
action last year when they had the
chance. To the Democrats, welfare re-
form is not a policy objective, it is a
political platform. It is an empty
promise, it is a campaign device that is
put on hold once they get elected.

House Republicans signed a Contract
With America that promised we would
provide a vote on the House floor on
true welfare reform, and we are now
fulfilling that promise within less than
80 days. We are proud to move forward
to change America’s failed welfare sys-
tem.

The third principle which forms the
foundation of our bill is our commit-
ment to shrink the Federal Govern-
ment by returning power and flexibil-
ity to the States and communities
where the needy can be helped the
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most. My own mayor in Houston, TX, a
Democrat, talked to me several weeks
ago and said you can cut the amount of
Federal money coming to Houston by
25 percent, but give me the flexibility
without the Federal regulations and |
will do more with 25 percent less.

Some say, however, that only those
in their ivory towers in Washington
care enough to help the needy and aid
the poor; the only caring people in all
of government throughout the United
States are only here right in Washing-
ton. That is what they say. They say
you cannot trust the States. These peo-
ple seem to think that the Governors
are still standing in the schoolhouse
doors not letting people in. But rather
it is the Democrats in Washington who
are standing in the doors of our Na-
tion’s ghettos and not letting people
out.

The current regulatory morass is
shown on the chart standing next to
me. It shows that the welfare system
Republicans inherited consists of at
least 336 programs in 8 domains of wel-
fare policy. The Federal Government
expects to spend $125 billion on these
programs this year. Here it is, proof of
the ridiculous tangle of overlapping bu-
reaucratic programs that have been
thrust upon the Nation since the begin-
ning of the war on poverty, and the
worst part is that the American tax-
payers, working Americans are paying
the bill.

But these 336 programs are only the
tip of the iceberg. Imagine how many
regulations had to be written to imple-
ment these 336 programs. Just let me
show you. These are the regulations
from just 2 of the 336 programs. They
are standing right next to me here on
the desk. They weigh 62.4 pounds. |
guess | could probably lift them, but it
would be easier with a fork truck.

I can think of no more fitting symbol
of the failed welfare state than these
pounds of Federal regulations. It is
time to remove the Federal middleman
from the welfare system. We can cut
these unnecessary regulations, elimi-
nate Federal bureaucrats and give our
States and communities the freedom
they need to help their fellow citizens.
Our bill will end 40 of the biggest and
fastest growing programs and replace
them with 5 block grants. By ending
counterproductive overlapping and re-
dundant programs, we will win half of
the battle. We are proud, though, that
we have hit upon a much better ap-
proach to helping the poor than this
top-heavy Federal system.

Our new approach recognizes that the
action on welfare reform today is in
the States already. While Washington
twiddled its thumbs for the last several
years, States all over the country were
engaging in actual welfare reform.

The laboratories of democracy are in
the States, not Washington, DC. Block
grants will bring the decisions closer to
the people affected by them, they will
give Governors more responsibility and
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resources to design and run their own
programs.
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And once we have given the State
this flexibility and eliminated the need
for them to beg Washington for permis-
sion to operate outside the stack of
rules in that pile on the desk, the re-
forms they have implemented thus far
will be dramatically expanded and
spread to every State.

Mr. Chairman, welfare today has left
a sad mark on the American success
story. It has created a world in which
children have no dreams for tomorrow
and grownups have abandoned their
hopes for today.

The time has come to replace this
failed system with a new system that
uplifts our Nation’s poor, a new system
that turns the social safety net from a
trap into a trampoline, a new system
that rewards work, personal respon-
sibility in families, a new system that
lifts a load off of working, tax-paying
Americans. It represents a historic
shift long overdue.

Mr. Chairman, | submit the following
correspondence for the RECORD.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, March 21, 1995.

Hon. WILLIAM F. GOODLING,

Chairman, Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities, Rayburn House Of-
fice Building, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN GOODLING: | am writing to
congratulate you for your leadership in
bringing H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility
Act, to the floor for a historic vote this
week. This achievement could not have oc-
curred without the close working relation-
ships developed between the Members and
staffs of our two committees. Thank you for
the outstanding cooperation we have enjoyed
in developing this landmark legislation.

I would also like to clarify certain jurisdic-
tional issues surrounding this unprecedented
effort, and to acknowledge your recent cor-
respondence. On March 8, the Committee on
Ways and Means favorably reported H.R. 1157
as its portion of welfare reform legislation.
The Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities favorably reported
H.R. 999 on February 23. A leadership work-
ing group then combined these provisions,
along with those of the Committee on Agri-
culture and others interested in welfare re-
form, into H.R. 1214. The text of H.R. 1214
will be considered as the base text for floor
consideration of H.R. 4.

As you know, Republicans have been work-
ing diligently to combine social programs
with similar or identical purposes into block
grants. The procedure has been to identify
all the programs with a similar purpose, end
the spending authority for all but one of the
programs with a similar purpose, and fund
the resulting block grant at roughly the
level of funding for all the constituent pro-
grams combined. Unfortunately, this com-
mon sense approach is not easily accom-
plished within the existing committee struc-
ture.

I want to thank you for agreeing to have
the Committee on Ways and Means consoli-
date certain child protection provisions into
a Child Protection Block Grant in Title Il of
H.R. 1157. In addition, H.R. 1157 contains pro-
visions authorizing the transfer of funds
from the temporary assistance block grant
to food and nutrition programs and the child
care block grant. It also contains a technical
correction to ERISA Title |, concerning
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child support enforcement. Thank you for
not objecting to the inclusion of this provi-
sion, and for bringing an additional technical
correction to my attention. | understand
that in order to expedite Floor consideration
of this legislation, your Committee will not

be marking up H.R. 1157.

Similarly, H.R. 999, as reported by the
Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities, contains provisions that fall
within the jurisdiction of the Committee on
Ways and Means. Specifically, H.R. 999 ends
the at-risk child care and the AFDC and
Transitional child care programs for consoli-
dation into a Child Care Block Grant. H.R.
999 includes mandatory work requirements
relating to the JOBS program. These provi-
sions were later harmonized with similar
provisions from H.R. 1157 in the leadership
bill, H.R. 1214. H.R. 999 also includes provi-
sions authorizing the transfer of child care
and family and school nutrition block grant
funds to the temporary assistance, child pro-
tection, and Title XX block grants.

Because of our prior consultations and to
expedite consideration of this legislation on
the Floor, the Committee on Ways and
Means will not mark up H.R. 999. However,
the forbearance in this case should not be
considered as a permanent waiver of this
Committee’s jursidcition over these provi-
sions, and it should not preclude the Com-
mittee from legislating in this area in the
future should the need arise.

Thank you again for your leadership and
cooperation on this landmark legislation.
With warm regards,

Sincerely,
BiLL ARCHER,
Chairman.
COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC
AND EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES,
Washington, DC, March 17, 1995.

Hon. BiLL ARCHER,

Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
Longworth House Office Building, U.S.
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is to alert you to
a provision in H.R. 1214, the Personal Re-
sponsibility Act of 1995, as reported by the
Committee on Ways and Means which is in
need of correction and involves an amend-
ment to Title | of ERISA.

As contained in section 711 of the bill, sub-
title H—Medical Support, the provision in
question amends section 609 of Title | of
ERISA to add a judgement, decree, or order
issued by an ‘“‘administrative adjudication”
to the criteria required for such an order to
be considered a ‘‘qualified medical child sup-
port order.”

The term ‘“‘administrative adjudication” is
not defined in the bill or under current law.
However, the intent appears to be to expand
the definition to encompass orders issued
through an administrative process estab-
lished under state law.

Although our committee has no objection
at this time to the inclusion in H.R. 1214 of
this amendment to ERISA Title I, over
which the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities has exclusive juris-
diction, it is our opinion that the technical
flaw should be corrected before the bill is
considered in the House. In this regard, |
have referred the following technical correc-
tion to the House Legislative Counsel for in-
clusion in the final bill—-ERISA section 609
(@)(2)(B)(ii)(11), as added by section 771(q)(3)
of H.R. 1214, should be amended to read “‘(I11)
is issued through an administrative process
established under state law and has the force
and effect of law under applicable state law.”

This is also to inform you that the Com-
mittee on Economic and Educational Oppor-
tunities will request that its members be ap-
pointed as the exclusive conferees on section
771, inasmuch as there are other technical
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changes to ERISA section 609 that will be
necessary to remove current ambiguities to
this section of ERISA Title | over which our
Committee’s exclusive jurisdiction has never
been disputed.
Sincerely,
BiLL GOODLING,
Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, March 21, 1995.

Hon. FLOYD D. SPENCE,

Chairman, Committee on National Security,
Rayburn House Office Building, U.S. House
of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SPENCE: Thank you for
writing me regarding committee consider-
ation of H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility
Act. In response to your letter, | would like
to clarify certain jurisdictional issues sur-
rounding this unprecedented effort.

On March 8, the Committee on Ways and
Means favorably reported H.R. 1157 as its
portion of welfare reform legislation. The
Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities favorably reported H.R. 999 on
February 23. A leadership working group
then combined these provisions, along with
those of the Committee on Agriculture and
others interested in welfare reform, into
H.R. 1214. The text of H.R. 1214 will be con-
sidered as the base text for floor consider-
ation of H.R. 4.

As you noted, during its consideration of
the child support enforcement title of H.R.
1157, the Committee on Ways and Means in-
cluded a provision dealing with enforcement
of the child support obligations of members
of the Armed Forces falling within the juris-
diction of the Committee on National Secu-
rity. | want to thank you for waiving your
committee’s jurisdictional prerogatives in
this instance to expedite Floor consideration
of this legislation, and | understand that you
are reserving your Committee’s jurisdic-
tional prerogatives for future consideration
of this provision.

Thank you again for your leadership and
cooperation on this landmark legislation.
With warm regards,

Sincerely,
BiLL ARCHER,
Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY,
Washington, DC, March 13, 1995.
Hon. BiLL ARCHER,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Committee on
Ways and Means has recently ordered re-
ported H.R. 4, a bill that would reform the
welfare system. During markup of the legis-
lation, the committee adopted a provision
dealing with the enforcement of child sup-
port obligations of members of the armed
forces. This provision falls within the legis-
lative jurisdiction of the Committee on Na-
tional Security pursuant to House Rule X(k).

In recognition of your committee’s desire
to bring this legislation expeditiously before
the House of Representatives, and with the
understanding that a clause in the above de-
scribed provision to which this committee
objects has been removed from the bill, the
Committee on National Security will not
seek a sequential referral of H.R. 4. This for-
bearance should not, of course, be construed
as a waiver of this committee’s jurisdiction
over the provision in question. This commit-
tee will seek the appointment of conferees
with respect to this provision during any
House-Senate conference.

I would appreciate your including this let-
ter as a part of the report on H.R. 4 and as
part of the record during consideration of
the bill by the House.
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With warm personal regards, | am
Sincerely,
FLOoYD D. SPENCE,
Chairman.
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, March 21, 1995.

Hon. THOMAS J. BLILEY, Jr.,

Chairman, Committee on Commerce, Rayburn
House Office Building, U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BLILEY: Thank you for
sharing with me your recent correspondence
with the Speaker regarding committee con-
sideration of H.R. 4, the Personal Respon-
sibility Act. In response to your letter, |
would like to clarify certain jurisdictional
issues surrounding this unprecedented effort.

On March 8, the Committee on Ways and
Means favorably reported H.R. 1157 as its
portion of welfare reform legislation. The
Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities favorably reported H.R. 999 on
February 23. A leadership working group
then combined these provisions, along with
those of the Committee on Agriculture and
others interested in welfare reform, into
H.R. 1214. The text of H.R. 1214 will be con-
sidered as the base text for floor consider-
ation of H.R. 4.

As you noted, during its consideration of
H.R. 1157, the Committee on Ways and Means
included provisions dealing with the Medic-
aid program. | want to thank you for waiving
your Committee’s jurisdictional prerogatives
in this instance to expedite Floor consider-
ation of this legislation, and | understand
you are reserving your Committee’s jurisdic-
tional prerogatives for future consideration
of these provisions.

Thank you again for your leadership and
cooperation on this landmark legislation.
With warm regards,

Sincerely,
BiLL ARCHER,
Chairman.
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, March 15, 1995.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,

Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, The
Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: | am writing for two
purposes: first, to indicate that, in order to
expedite Floor consideration, the Committee
on Commerce will waive its right to mark up
both H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act,
and H.R. 1214, the Personal Responsibility
Act; and second, to indicate the Committee’s
interest in preserving its jurisdictional pre-
rogatives with respect to a House-Senate
conference on either of these two bills and
any Senate amendments thereto.

H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act of
1995, was introduced on January 4, 1995, and
referred, by title, to the Committee on Ways
and Means, the Committee on Agriculture,
and the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities, as well as to other
Committees. The Committee on Commerce
received an additional referral on two of the
eight titles: Title IV, Restricting Welfare to
Aliens, and Title VIII, Effective Date. Within
the Committee, the bill was referred to the
Subcommittee on Health and Environment
and the Subcommittee on Energy and Power
for those provisions which fell within their
respective jurisdictions.

H.R. 1214 was introduced in the House on
March 13, 1995, and represents a consensus
bill developed by the three Committees with
primary jurisdiction for consideration on the
House Floor in lieu of H.R. 4. In addition to
the three primary Committees, H.R. 1214 was
also referred to the Committees on Com-
merce, the Judiciary, National Security, and
Government Reform and Oversight, in each
case for consideration of those provisions as
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fall within the jurisdiction of the Committee
concerned.

Staff of the Commerce Committee has
carefully reviewed both the text of H.R. 4
and H.R. 1214 and has worked with the staff
of the Committee on Ways and Means in
drafting language contained in H.R. 1214 as it
relates to provisions within this Commit-
tee’s jurisdiction. Specifically, the following
provisions of H.R. 1214 have been identified
as falling squarely within the Commerce
Committee’s jurisdiction:

TITLE |

Section 106: Continued Application of Cur-
rent Standards under Medicaid Program
TITLE 1l

Section 203: Continued Application of Cur-
rent Standards under Medicaid Program
TITLE IV

Section 401: Ineligibility of lllegal Aliens
for Certain Public Benefits Programs

Section 401(a): In general: Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, any alien who is
not lawfully present in the U.S. shall not be
eligible for any Federal means-tested public
benefits program.

Section 401(b): Exception for Emergency
Assistance

Section 402: Ineligibility of Nonimmigrants
for Certain Public Benefits Programs

Section 402(a): Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, any alien who is lawfully
present in the United States as a non-
immigrant shall not be eligible for any Fed-
eral means-tested public benefits program.

Section 402(b): Emergency Assistance—
emergency medical care

Section 403: Limited Eligibility of Immi-
grants of 5 Specified Federal Public Benefits
Programs

Section 403(a)(4): Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, any alien who is le-
gally present in the U.S. shall not be eligible
for Medicaid.

Section 403(b)(4): Exceptions (Emergency
Assistance, including emergency medical
care)

Section 403(b)(5): Transition for Current
Beneficiaries

Section 431: Definitions

TITLE VI

Section 601(d): Funding of Certain Pro-
grams for Drug Addicts and Alcoholics

Section 602(b): Establishment of Program
of Block Grants Regarding Children With
Disabilities

Section 1645(b)(2): Medicaid Program: For
purposes of title XIX, each qualifying child
shall be considered to be a recipient of sup-
plemental security income benefits under
this title

Section 602(c): Provisions Relating to SSI
Cash Benefits and SSI Service Benefits

“Treatment of Certain Assets and Trusts
in Eligibility Determinations for Children”’

Section 602(e): Temporary Eligibility For
Cash Benefits For Poor Disabled Children
Residing in States Applying Alternative In-
come Eligibility Standards Under Medicaid

TITLE VI

Section 701(a)(1): State Obligation to Pro-
vide Child Support Enforcement Services

Section 702(b): Definition of Federal Medi-
cal Assistance Percentage

H.R. 4 and H.R. 1214 are an essential com-
ponent of the House Republican Contract
with America. The Members of the Com-
merce Committee have no desire to delay the
House’s consideration of this important
measure. Therefore, at this time, | am
waiving this Committee’s right to take up
both H.R. 4 and H.R. 1214. | wish to make
clear that by waiving its opportunity to
mark up these bills, the Committee does not
in any way prejudice the Commerce Commit-
tee’s jurisdiction with respect to H.R. 4 or
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H.R. 1214 or to any of the legislative issues
addressed therein in the future. In addition,
the Committee respectfully requests that if
H.R. 4 or H.R. 1214 or any amendments there-
to should be the subject of a House-Senate
conference, the Commerce Committee shall
receive an equal number of conferees as
those appointed for any other House Com-
mittee with respect to the provisions con-
tained in H.R. 4 or H.R. 1214, and any Senate
amendments thereto, which fall within this
Committee’s jurisdiction.
Sincerely,
THOMAS J. BLILEY, JR.,
Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, March 21, 1995.

Hon. HENRY J. HYDE,

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, Ray-
burn House Office Building, U.S. House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN HYDE: | am writing to con-
gratulate you for your leadership in bringing
H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, to
the floor for a historic vote this week. |
would also like to clarify certain jurisdic-
tional issues surrounding this unprecedented
effort.

On March 8, the Committee on Ways and
Means favorably reported H.R. 1157 as its
portion of welfare reform legislation. The
Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities favorably reported H.R. 999 on
February 23. A leadership working group
then combined these provisions, along with
those of the Committee on Agriculture and
others interested in welfare reform, into
H.R. 1214. The text of H.R. 1214 will be con-
sidered as the base text for floor consider-
ation of H.R. 4.

As you know, Republicans have been work-
ing diligently to combine social programs
with similar or identical purposes into block
grants. The procedure has been to identify
all the programs with a similar purpose, end
the spending authority for all but one of the
programs, and fund the resulting block grant
at roughly the level of funding for all the
constituent programs combined. Unfortu-
nately, this common sense approach is not
easily accomplished within the existing com-
mittee structure.

I want to thank you for agreeing to have
the Committee on Ways and Means to con-
solidate certain child protection programs
under your Committee’s jurisdiction into the
Child Protection Block Grant in Title Il of
H.R. 1157. | understand that in order to expe-
dite Floor consideration of this legislation,
your Committee will not be marking up this
legislation. Specifically, H.R. 1157 consoli-
dates the missing and exploited children pro-
gram, grants to improve the investigation
and prosecution of child abuse cases, and the
children’s advocacy centers program. In ad-
dition, you requested that the Committee in-
clude in H.R. 1157 provisions concerning wel-
fare and immigration, and the treatment of
aliens.

Thank you again for your leadership and
cooperation on this landmark legislation.
With warm regards,

Sincerely,
BiLL ARCHER,
Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, March 21, 1995.

Hon. JAMES A. LEACH,

Chairman, Committee on Banking, Rayburn
House Office Building, House of Represent-
atives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN LEACH: | am writing to
congratulate you for your leadership in
bringing H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility
Act, to the floor for a historic vote this
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week. | would also like to clarify certain ju-

risdictional issues surrounding this unprece-

dented effort.

On March 8, the Committee on Ways and
Means favorably reported H.R. 1157 as its
portion of welfare reform legislation. The
Committee on Economic and Educational
Opportunities favorably reported H.R. 999 on
February 23. A leadership working group
then combined these provisions, along with
those of the Agriculture Committee and oth-
ers interested in welfare reform, into H.R.
1214. The text of H.R. 1214 will be considered
as the base text for floor consideration of
H.R. 4.

As you know, Republicans have been work-
ing diligently to combine social programs
with similar or identical purposes into block
grants. The procedure has been to identify
all the programs with a similar purpose, end
the spending authority for all but one of the
programs, and fund the resulting block grant
at roughly the level of funding for all the
constituent programs combined. Unfortu-
nately, this common sense approach is not
easily accomplished within the existing com-
mittee structure.

I want to thank you for agreeing to have
the Committee on Ways and Means consoli-
date the Family Unification Program under
your Committee’s jurisdiction into the Child
Protection Block Grant in Title Il of H.R.
1157. | understand that in order to expedite
Floor consideration of this legislation, your
Committee will not be marking up this legis-
lation.

Thank you again for your leadership and
cooperation on this landmark legislation.
With warm regards,

Sincerely,
BILL ARCHER,
Chairman.
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, March 21, 1995.

Hon. WiLLIAM F. CLINGER, JR.,

Chairman, Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, Rayburn House Office
Building, House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN CLINGER: | am writing to
thank you for your assistance in bringing
H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, to
the floor for a historic vote this week. I
would also like to clarify certain jurisdic-
tional issues surrounding this unprecedented
effort.

On March 8, the Committee on Ways and
Means favorably reported H.R. 1157 as its
portion of welfare reform legislation. The
Committee on Economics and Educational
Opportunities favorably reported H.R. 999 on
February 23. A leadership working group
then combined these provisions, along with
those of the Committee on Agriculture and
others interested in welfare reform, into
H.R. 1214. The text of H.R. 1214 will be con-
sidered as the base text for floor consider-
ation of H.R. 4.

During its consideration of the child sup-
port enforcement title of H.R. 1157, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means included a provi-
sion dealing with enforcement of the child
support obligations of members of federal
employees falling within the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight. | understand that in order to ex-
pedite Floor consideration of this legisla-
tion, your Committee will not be marking up
this legislation.

Thank you again for your leadership and
cooperation on this landmark legislation.
With warm regards,

Sincerely,
BiILL ARCHER,
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance

of my time.
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Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
6 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. ForD], the ranking Demo-
crat on the Welfare Subcommittee of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. FORD asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, we have
now brought the welfare reform bill to
the House floor, which is the Personal
Responsibility Act.

Mr. Chairman, as we go through this
bill over the next 5 hours tonight and
as we take amendments on this bill to-
morrow and maybe Thursday, we, as
Democrats want to point out to the
American people that what the Repub-
licans have brought to this House floor
is a bill that is weak on work require-
ments. The Republican bill does not
put work first, and the Democrats, we
have said all along, if we are going to
reform the welfare system in this Na-
tion, is that we must make sure that
those who are able to work should go
to work and that the State and the
Federal Government should participate
in making sure that we link welfare to
work.

When we look at the Republican bill,
there is no requirement that any AFDC
recipient actually go to work. States
can fulfill there work requirements by
cutting people off the welfare rolls.
They can meet that 50-percent require-
ment by the year 2003, yes, you just
roll them off, no work requirements for
the first 2 years.

Democrats are saying what we want
is a self-sufficiency plan. The day that
you enter the welfare office is that you
will have to sign up in a self-suffi-
ciency plan which means that the
States would have a responsibility. We
would also fund the States to make
sure that they would have the moneys
necessary to do just that. For the first
2 years, as | have said, under the Re-
publican bill recipients need not work.
There is no work requirement that
would say to the States, ‘“You must
place someone in the work force,” and
after 2 years under the Republican
plan, the State only has to obtain 4-
percent work participation; after the 2
years, only a 4-percent work participa-
tion.

The Democrats think that Repub-
licans ought to come together and let
us pass a bill that would say to the
able-bodied men and women on welfare
that, ‘“You must work, and we are
going to assist you in placing you in
the work force.”

And when you look at the Repub-
licans, they have no commitment to
move people from welfare to work.
They only move you off of welfare, and
they will place the problem and the
burden on the cities and counties and
neighborhoods throughout America. No
resources are provided under the Re-
publican plan to help States provide
education, training, and there is no
child care under this bill.

Democrats offered amendments in
the subcommittee and the full commit-
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tee to say to those mothers who want
to go to work that we guarantee a min-
imum child care component in the wel-
fare reform package. Democrats, once
again, we put people first through a
self-sufficiency plan that will place
them in the work force.

The self-sufficiency plan would put
people to work immediately, and those
recipients would be able to go to work,
and if they needed education, training,
and child care, the Democrats wanted
to provide that. Democrats put work
first, because we do not use caseload
reduction to fulfill the work require-
ment.

And like | said earlier, Democrats
want to include the private sector, to
make sure that the private sector can
help us create some of the jobs that
will be needed in order to put people to
work.

And let us go on a little further than
that. Child support enforcement, it was
the Democrats who insisted upon the
Republicans bringing this provision of
this title to the bill to the House floor.
We are proud of the fact that you did
included 90 percent of what the Demo-
crats wanted, but the other 10 percent
is what the children of this Nation are
in need of.

Why not put the drivers’s license, at-
tach them to make it possible to hold
up those licenses or to make sure that
when you get a ticket, in one State and
you do not pay it, is that your license
will be revoked until that ticket is
paid? We are saying the professional li-
cense, why not, in the child support en-
forcement bill.

I commend you, | say to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAw] and
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. AR-
CHER], for bringing the title to this bill
that will address child support enforce-
ment, but, you know, and we know as
Democrats, that you did not go far
enough.

Or when we look at how you want to
punish children. I mean, why take in-
fant kids, why should we take innocent
kids, infant kids to say that because of
the behavior of your parents you will
be penalized? Why would we say to Kids
who are born to welfare families in
America that we are going to penalize
kids?

The rhetoric that the Republicans
have given us in saying that we need to
change welfare, we would agree with
that, but there is no need of us saying
that we will not link welfare to work
and make work first in priority in a
welfare package. Democrats want a
welfare reform bill, but we want a bill
that will send people to work, hope-
fully in the private sector.

We want to make sure that the day
you enter into the welfare office that
you sign up with a plan, and that will
be a self-sufficiency plan that will put
you to work, keep you in the work
force, and for you to provide for your
children and not be mean to children, |
mean, just plain mean to children, like
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this Personal Responsibility Act that
is before this House today.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman,
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, today we begin taking
the final steps to revolutionize welfare.
We are keeping our pledge to the Amer-
ican people to replace the current
failed system with one that encourages
personal responsibility, family unity,
and work.

Under our proposal dozens of pro-
grams are merged into block grants to
provide States flexibility in meeting
the cash welfare, child protection,
child care, and nutrition needs of their
residents. Overnight, States would
have real incentives to get welfare re-
cipients into work. States that are suc-
cessful can save for recessions, expand
child care, or invest in more job train-
ing. Individuals would have to work to
keep cash welfare, food stamps and
other benefits.

Working families will stop seeing
Federal tax dollars subsidize behavior
they know is destructive: Unmarried
children will not receive welfare
checks and an apartment if they have a
baby; families already on welfare will
not get added payments for having
more children they cannot support; and
aliens will no longer be eligible for sev-
eral welfare benefits. Welfare will be
transformed into temporary help, not a
way of life.

Supplemental Security Income bene-
fits are reformed to protect taxpayers
and target help to the truly disabled.
Drug addicts and alcoholics will no
longer receive monthly disability
checks because of their addiction. And
by refocusing SSI children’s benefits,
we provide more help to severely dis-
abled children while protecting tax-
payers against fraud and abuse.

Child support enforcement is
strengthened to achieve better coordi-
nation between States, surer tracking
of delinquent parents, and more effi-
cient collection of support. All agree
that holding absent fathers account-
able is critical to any real welfare re-
form, and our proposal does just that.

Under our proposal families on wel-
fare are expected to work, just as tax-
paying families must work to support
themselves. So after a maximum of 2
years on welfare, and less if States
choose, families must work or lose
their welfare checks. After 5 years of
cash welfare, families must become
free of government dependence, period.

Despite these unprecedented changes,
Democrats, who won the White House
pledging to reform welfare and then did
nothing for 2 years, are charging that
Republicans are soft on work. This
charge is simply incorrect, for numer-
ous reasons.

Under the Democrat substitute of-
fered by Congressman DEAL, States are
required to provide 2 years of education
and training, not work, for all recipi-
ents. So States like Massachusetts
that want to get welfare recipients into
work after 2 months, not 2 years, would

I yield
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be barred from doing so. As a result,
the Deal substitute would prolong, not
shorten, families time on welfare.

Further, under the Deal substitute,
simply searching for a job satisfies the
supposed requirement that people on
welfare work first.

Finally, because the Deal substitute
allows States to count everyone who
leaves welfare as meeting the work re-
quirement, the number of people re-
quired to work by the bill is actually
lowered by 500,000 per month. Even if a
State somehow found a way to fail to
meet this so-called requirement, no
penalty would result.

Whether these and other flaws in the
Deal substitute are due to drafting er-
rors, oversights, or intentional omis-
sions, the effect is the same: the Deal
substitute offers too little, too late on
requiring work for those on welfare.
This debate will bring that into focus
for many of my colleagues who | know
want to support real welfare reforms.
Unfortunately, especially on work, the
Deal substitute is right on rhetoric but
wrong on substance.

It’s not hard to see which bill pro-
vides real welfare reform—the Personal
Responsibility Act. Our plan is nothing
short of a revolution in social policy
that replaces the current failed welfare
system with one that will better meet
the needs of the poor and get millions
into work and off welfare. That is the
only way to solve the welfare mess, and
we are here to deliver on our promise
to do just that.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], a member of the
welfare subcommittee, the Human Re-
sources Subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, you know,
as | listened to the majority, this is, |
think, very clear, Americans, the
American people, want firmness. They
do not want harshness. And you come
across as harsh, harshly partisan, and
also harsh on people and soft on work.

And let me explain why you are soft
on work. It is very simple. The struc-
ture of this bill and other bills requires
States to meet participation rights. It
is a certain percent the first year, a
certain percent the second year, et
cetera into the next century.

Under the Republican bill, the States
do not have to put a single person to
work to meet participation require-
ments, not a single person. That is just
the truth.

On page 22 of the bill it says that in
plain English. And why does it say
that? Because the majority bill does
not provide any money to the States to
help them put people on welfare to
work. It was in your bill of a year ago.
What happened to it?

You want to save money, | guess, for
tax cuts for a privileged few instead of
helping people get off of welfare into
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work. That is why you come across as
soft on work, because you are, and that
is why you come across as harsh, be-
cause you are. Firmness, yes; harsh-
ness, no.

And a rainy day fund? The Repub-
lican Governors themselves said $1 bil-
lion over 5 years is not enough to pro-
vide in cases of recession, in cases of
inflation, and you just look the other
way.

Now, why tough on kids? Look, we
have done a lot of work on SSI. There
is abuse in this program for kids. Some
families are gaming the system, but
most of these families are handicapped
Kkids, parents struggling to provide a
decent life for their handicapped chil-
dren, and SSI says what you do to
them; 21 percent would still qualify
under the present program.
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And the rest of them would be at the
mercy of a State bureaucracy or off the
rolls altogether. Those are the facts.
You are going to eliminate from the
rolls 700,000 kids by the year 2000.

Now, look, there is abuse, let us
make that clear; but you are abusive in
getting at abuse, you are harsh. You
use a meat ax against handicapped
children and their parents. And they
say they do not want a bureaucracy,
State or Federal, telling them what to
do. They will account for the money,
but they know best for their kids.

You turn your back on kids, you are
soft on work, and that is why your bill
is not worthy of passage.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to a member of the commit-
tee, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
CAMP].

(Mr. CAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, we stand here today
at the threshold of righting a wrong.
We have the opportunity to reverse an
injustice that has plagued this country
for decades. We can, and will, fix a
broker welfare system that has lit-
erally trapped generations of Ameri-
cans in a cycle of dependency from
which there is little chance of escape.

We must not let this opportunity
pass.

The Committee on Ways and Means
took testimony from 170 witnesses. No
one defended the status quo.

So we know the current system is
broken, but what’s wrong with it?

First, it discourages work. Second, it
fosters out-of-wedlock births. Third, it
is anti-family. And fourth, by the Fed-
eral Government deciding on a one size
fits all welfare system for everyone
from Los Angeles to Boston, it is
anticommunity.

In our welfare reform package, we
not only encourage work. We demand
it from able-bodied people. Those who
can work will work.
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Unlike the Democrats whose answer
to work is temporary subsidized em-
ployment we give people the dignity of
work.

Our package fights illegitimacy by
not giving cash benefits to children
having children. And let me preempt
those who try to paint us as cruel or
mean: Noncash benefits such as Medi-
care, Food Stamps and child care will
continue, to ensure the child is cared
for. But giving 15-year-olds cash pay-
ments so they can move out of their
parents’ home and into Government
apartments or trailers, is the cruelest
thing you could do to that young par-
ent and their baby.

By encouraging independence and
concentrating on keeping families to-
gether, we provide recipients dignity,
opportunity, and hope. Three charac-
teristics missing from the current sys-
tem.

The other side of the aisle hold tight
to their belief that Federal bureaucrats
based here in Washington are somehow
more compassionate, and more capable
of caring for the needy. To hear them
tell it, our communities, local govern-
ments, and Governors will starve the
children and give the money to the
rich. Drop the heated and false rhetoric
and let go of the status quo.

Let us bring Government closer to
home. The welfare needs in the Fourth
District of Michigan are different from
those in Detroit. Just as the needs in
New York are different from those in
Dallas. Let us give these communities
the freedom and flexibility to create
innovative new programs based on
their specific needs. By cutting out the
Federal middle-man, we can save 10 to
15 percent of administrative costs right
off the bat.

We’'re not cutting welfare benefits;
and in some cases we are increasing
them. What we are cutting is bureauc-
racy and that is driving the defenders
of big Government and redtape crazy.

By giving hope and opportunity, we
again make welfare a safety net and a
helping hand, not a life sentence to
poverty.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MATsuI], a member of the
Subcommittee on Human Resources of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MATSUI. | thank the ranking
member for this time.

You know, it is very interesting. |
heard during the debate on the rule the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE]
say there is really not much difference
between the different bills we have be-
fore us. Second, he also said that this
is just the first step of the legislative
process so that any imperfections or
flaws could be changed as we move
along.

I might just have to make a couple of
observations. First of all, there is a big
difference between what the Democrats
are proposing and what the Repub-
licans are proposing.

For example, on the issue of work,
the Republican proposal, all they do is
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provide the same amount of resources
currently existing in the system, they
block grant it, send it to the States
with very few restrictions or very few
standards.

Well, how are you going to get people
to work? We all know that in order to
create jobs, in order to create people in
the work force, you have to provide job
training, you have to provide edu-
cation, you have to provide day care
and even transportation, because most
of these people on welfare do not have
cars. So you have to provide them bus
tokens.

The Republican bill does not provide
any of that.

Nevertheless they expect within 7
years to get 50 percent of the American
people on welfare off of welfare to jobs.
We know that is not going to happen.
In fact, the reason the Republicans are
making that proposal without any ad-
ditional resources is because in 2 or 3
weeks on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives we are going to be debat-
ing a tax bill. That tax bill will cut
taxes by $188 billion over 5 years, or
$640 billion over 10 years.

Bear in mind this is not going to go
to the middle class. In fact, the top 1
percent of the taxpayers in America
will get 20 percent of that tax cut, and
those that make over $100,000 a year
will get 58 percent of that $640 billion
tax cut.

So this is not a program to move peo-
ple from dependency to independence,
from welfare to work,; this is a pro-
gram basically to give tax cuts to the
very wealthy. We knew they were
going to do that when they took power
on November 8, and they are doing it
now. The American public should begin
to realize that.

I might just conclude by making one
final observation. We have a safety net
in America. When a child is in an
abused family, we put him either in
foster care or provide adoption services
to him. The Republicans are going to
eliminate that program and block
grant it. Those standards to the
States—and you know the reason we
had to do this in the first place was, in
1980, 1980, the States were doing such a
terrible job with these children that we
had to take over and set forth national
standards. In fact, standards—Iittle
things, what they would call additional
paperwork, things like providing medi-
cal records for the child when the child
moves from one foster care family to
another, or maybe the child’s edu-
cational records.

That is what we are really talking
about here. That is why this bill is
mean-spirited and that is why this bill
should not pass.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. McCRERY], a member of the
committee.

(Mr. McCRERY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Personal Responsibility Act, H.R. 4,
but I rise particularly, Mr. Chairman,
to discuss the portion of the bill deal-
ing with SSI disability for children.

This program has experienced explo-
sive growth over the past few years.
Since 1989, both the costs of the pro-
gram and the number of children quali-
fying for the program have tripled.
Why? Two things: First, this is the
most sought after welfare program in
America. The average monthly cash
benefit of about $450 per child per
month is the most generous cash pay-
ment in our welfare system. Second, a
Supreme Court decision in 1989, the
Zebley decision, radically liberalized
the criteria under which children qual-
ify for the program.

Besides the wasteful drain of tax-
payer dollars, consider the harm this
Federal program does to too many chil-
dren. In testimony before a Federal
commission studying this program, Dr.
Bill Payne, a physician who oversees
disability decisions in Arkansas, said,
“There is no doubt in my mind that
there are a lot of children that receive
disability checks who are not really
disabled at all.”

Willie Lee Bell, principal of an ele-
mentary school in Lake Providence,
LA, said students were refusing to per-
form academically so that they could
qualify for disability checks. Mr. Bell
told of a Lake Providence child who,
prompted by a mother seeking SSI
checks, fabricated a story of bizarre be-
havior so convincing that doctors com-
mitted him to a mental hospital, fear-
ing that he was a threat to his family.
A psychologist in another Louisiana
Parish, Ray Owens, also said that par-
ents were coaching children to do poor-
ly, saying ‘“The children are being
d