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Mr. DASCHLE. If the Senator from
Nevada will yield, let me urge my col-
leagues. We have been polling our
Members and have been told that we
have about 130 amendments. If we have
that many amendments, there is no
reason why tonight we cannot have a
good debate on some of these amend-
ments. | would like to see a couple of
them offered and debated tonight. The
ranking member is here and prepared
to work with any of our Members on
this side. So | hope we can do that. If
we have that many amendments, there
is no reason why at 6 o’clock tonight
we do not have more of an opportunity
to discuss some of these important
matters.

So | really urge all of our Democratic
colleagues to cooperate in good faith
and to come to the floor. This is a good
time to be offering the amendments,
and we will accommodate Senators as
they come to the floor.

Mr. DOLE. If the Senator from Ne-
vada will yield further, I make the
same request. This is normally the late
evening, Thursday evening, and we
have not announced any votes this
evening but we are prepared to do that
if we can have the cooperation of Mem-
bers, if they just come to the floor, de-
bate the amendment, with the excep-
tion of the amendment of the Senator
from New York, and then we can agree
to vote on those tomorrow morning.

Following the votes, we would take
up the amendment of the Senator from
New York [Mr. MOYNIHAN], with 1%
hours equally divided for debate. So we
will put out a hotline on this side, and
this is the time to offer amendments.
We had 70-some on our list. You have,
say, 150. If there are 200 amendments
out there, there ought to be somebody
willing to come to the floor at 6:20 on
a Thursday evening—it is not even
dark outside—and offer some amend-
ments. We are prepared to do business.
I know the Presiding Officer is very
pleased to be here, and we will do our
best. | thank my colleague.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

SENATOR BRYAN’S WORK ON THE
ETHICS COMMITTEE

Mr. REID. The first criminal jury
trial that | had involved a burglary
case. As | recall, the jury trial took
about 3 or 4 days. The reason I remem-
ber the case so clearly is that | was the
attorney representing the defendant,
the person charged with the crime. The
prosecutor of that case was RICHARD
BRYAN, then a young deputy district
attorney in Clark County, NV. It was a
good case. We had two young lawyers
who had a real good battle in the
courtroom.

Senator RICHARD BRYAN was an out-
standing lawyer. He was the first pub-
lic defender in the history of the State
of Nevada. He and | took the Nevada
bar together in 1963. We were the only

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

two freshmen elected to the Nevada
State Legislature in 1969.

Not only did he have a successful and
distinguished career as a private attor-
ney, but he also served in the Nevada
State Legislature as an assemblyman
and as a Nevada State senator. He
served as attorney general of the State
of Nevada. He was elected twice to be
Governor of the State of Nevada and
has been elected twice to be a U.S. Sen-
ator from the State of Nevada.

The reason | mention this is | think,
in the events that have taken place
today, those six members of the Ethics
Committee who have toiled months
and months have been kind of forgot-
ten about. This was a job not sought by
Senator RICHARD BRYAN, who was
chairman of the Ethics Committee. In
fact, he took the job at his peril. He
was running for reelection when then
majority leader George Mitchell asked
him to do his duty as a U.S. Senator
and accept this task, this ordeal, to be
chairman of the Senate Ethics Com-
mittee.

I have never talked to Senator BRYAN
about the facts of the case that has
been before this body today. But I
know RICHARD BRYAN. | know him well.
He and | have been friends for 30-odd
years or more. And | know how this
case has weighed on him. | see it in his
face. | see it in his demeanor. As | have

indicated, | have never discussed the
case with him. But | know Senator
BRYAN well, | repeat. I know that his

obligation was to be fair to the vic-
tims, to be fair to the accused and to
this institution and, of course, the oath
that he took as a Senator.

The time that he spent on this case
could have been spent working on
other issues, could have been spent
with his family and his friends, but he
spent not minutes, not hours, not days,
not weeks but months on this case.

When the elections took place last
fall, Senator BRYAN became the rank-
ing member of the Ethics Committee,
and Senator MITCH MCCONNELL became
chairman of the Ethics Committee.

Mr. President, | think that we, as
Members of the Senate, should all ac-
knowledge the work done by the Ethics
Committee. | am speaking of my
friend, Senator BRYAN. | am doing that
because | know him so well. I know the
time that he spent. I know his back-
ground. | know what a good person he
is and how fair he tries to be with ev-
erybody in everything that he does.

Now, | can speak with more author-
ity and certainty about Senator BRYAN
than | can the other five members of
the Ethics Committee, but these other
five individuals coming from their var-
ied backgrounds and experiences led to
this Ethics Committee that had a sense
of duty. It was bipartisan in nature,
and being bipartisan in nature reached
a conclusion in this most difficult case.
Senators MIKULSKI and DORGAN on the
Democratic side and Chairman McCON-
NELL, Senators CRAIG and SMITH are
also to be given appreciation by this
Senator and | hope the rest of this
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body for the time that they spent on
this very thankless job.

Mr. President, 1, of course, have
talked in detail about Senator BRYAN
and the person that he is. If | knew the
other five members as well as | knew
Senator BRYAN, | am sure that | could
say the same things about them and
the difficulty they had in arriving at
the decision they did. | am sure that if
I had spent the time with them as I
have with Senator BRYAN, | could tell
by their demeanor, | could tell by the
looks on their faces the consternation
and the difficulty they had in doing the
work that they did on this case.

Mr. President, there is no way to
compliment and applaud these gentle-
men and the lady who serve on this
committee in an adequate fashion, but
I, 1 hope on behalf of the entire Senate
and the people of this country, express
to them my appreciation and our ap-
preciation for doing what they did in
this case, that is, working the long,
hard, tireless hours they did and arriv-
ing at a decision that only they could
arrive at.

Mr. President, in 1882, a member of
the very small Nevada Supreme
Court—there were three members of
the supreme court in 1882—in a case
cited at 106 U.S. 154, Justice Bradley
said In that case these words that |
think apply to what has taken place
here today: ‘“The event is always a
great teacher.”

Mr. President, the event that has
taken place today has been a great
teacher for us all and will be in the fu-
ture.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The

———————

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

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

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, | rise
today to discuss three amendments
that | intend to propose later in regard
to this bill we are engaged today, this
week, and probably into the next week
with one of the most fundamental re-
forms of the welfare system in over a
generation. It really is a debate of
great historic importance to not only
the people who are on welfare, but to
all Americans.

The millions of Americans who are
trapped in the cycle of welfare depend-
ency need a way out. As we work on
this bill, 1 believe that we have to
make absolutely sure that as we do
this, we do, in fact, give them a way
out and not just put them into another
revolving door.

The purpose of the first amendment
that | will offer will be to make sure
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that the States tackle the underlying
problem of the welfare system. Quite
frankly, Mr. President, too often wel-
fare ends up being quicksand for people
instead of a ladder of real opportunity.

The underlying bill that we are work-
ing on will certainly help change that
and helps change it by creating a work
requirement that will help boost wel-
fare clients into the economic main-
stream of work and opportunity.

We need to help people get off wel-
fare. One very important way we can
do this is by helping them avoid get-
ting on welfare in the first place, and
that is one thing that sometimes we
miss in this whole debate about wel-
fare. We do need to worry about how to
get people off welfare. But if we can
take action as a society that keeps
them from ever going on welfare, that
is a great accomplishment as well. It
will not only do society a lot of good,
but it will be very important to the in-
dividual who we are talking about.

So this brings me to the specific pro-
posal contained in my first amend-
ment.

This amendment would give States
credit for making real reductions in
their welfare caseload, not illusory re-
ductions based on just ordinary turn-
over.

What am | talking about? Since 1988,
14 million Americans have gone off
welfare—14 million. Yet, during that
same period, there has been a 30 per-
cent net increase in the welfare case-
load. What this tells us is there are a
lot of people going on, a lot of people
going off, but we are getting more peo-
ple coming on than are going off.

So we have to make absolutely sure
that we keep our eye on the ball and,
really, the ball that we are trying to
keep our eye on is the objective of
keeping people out of the culture of
welfare dependency.

Under the bill, States will have to
meet a work requirement, and that is
good. But | think this policy will have
an unintended side effect, a side effect
that | believe my amendment will help
cure.

If there is a work requirement,
States certainly will have an incentive
to try to meet that requirement. If
States face the threat of losing Federal
funding for failing to meet the work re-
quirement, | am afraid that they could
easily fall into the trap of judging their
welfare policies solely—solely, Mr.
President—by the criterion of whether
or not they help meet just that work
requirement.

I believe that what we have to re-
member is that the work requirement
is not an end in and of itself. Our goal
must be to break the cycle of welfare
dependency, and we have found that
helping people stay off AFDC, never
going on, through tools used by the
Government—job training, job search
assistance, rent subsidies, transpor-
tation assistance, and other similar
measures—is a cheaper way of doing
this than simply waiting for the person
to fall off the economic cliff and be-
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come a full-fledged welfare client. It
just makes common sense. If we as a
society can intervene early, it is going
to be cost-effective and it is going to
work and it is going to make the dif-
ference in people’s lives.

Under the bill as written, States are
really given no incentive to make
these efforts to help people. If anything
under the bill, there really is a dis-
incentive to do this. If a State takes an
active, aggressive, successful effort to
help people stay off welfare, then the
really tough welfare cases will make up
an increasingly larger proportion of
the remaining welfare caseload, and
that will make the work requirement
much tougher for a State to meet.

Under this bill as written, there is in-
centive really to wait to help people, to
wait, to wait until they are actually on
welfare. Then the States can get credit
for getting people off welfare. That
really does not seem to me to be the
right way to do it or the right incen-
tive.

If States divert people from the wel-
fare system by helping them stay off
welfare in the first place, then the peo-
ple who stay on welfare will tend to be
more hardcore, more hard-to-reach
welfare clients, and that will make it
more difficult for States to meet the
work requirement.

That, Mr. President, really is exactly
the opposite of what we should be try-
ing to do. My amendment would elimi-
nate this truly perverse incentive. My
amendment would lower the work re-
quirement that States have to reach by
the very same amount that the States
have reduced their welfare caseload.

Helping citizens stay off welfare is
just as important as making welfare
clients work, just as important as mov-
ing people off welfare. Indeed, the rea-
son we want to make welfare clients
work in the first place is, of course, to
help them get off welfare. But—and
this is a very important provision in
my amendment—we cannot allow this
new incentive that | propose for case-
load reduction to become an incentive
for the States to ignore poverty.

Under my amendment, States will be
given no credit for caseload reductions
achieved by the changing of eligibility
standards. Ignoring the problem of pov-
erty, Mr. President, will certainly not
make it go away. Arbitrarily kicking
people off of relief is not a solution to
welfare dependency, and States should

not—Il repeat, not—get credit for
changing their eligibility to meet this
objective.

Welfare reform block grants are de-
signed to give States the flexibility
they need to meet their responsibil-
ities. They have to have more flexibil-
ity. But they must not become an op-
portunity for the States to ignore their
responsibilities. States do need to be
rewarded for solving the problem. Giv-
ing States credit for real reductions in
caseload will provide this reward.

I believe this amendment will, in
fact, yield another benefit. It will en-
able States to target their resources on
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the more difficult welfare cases: the at-
risk people who need very intensive
training and counseling if they are ever
going to get off welfare.

It will not do us any good as a soci-
ety to pat ourselves on the back be-
cause people are leaving AFDC, if at
the very same time an even greater
number of people are getting on the
welfare rolls, and if the ones getting on
are an even tougher group than the
ones who got off.

The American people demand a much
more fundamental and far-reaching so-
lution. They demand real reductions in
the number of people who need welfare.

Reducing the number of people on
welfare is certainly going to be a very
tall order. Since 1988, only half a dozen
States or so have really managed to re-
duce their caseload. One of them, Wis-
consin, has managed a very significant
reduction. It is going to be tough, but
it is absolutely necessary.

This issue simply must be faced, and
it will be faced with all the creativity
at the disposal of the 50 States, 50 lab-
oratories of democracy.

How are States going to do it? There
are probably as many ways of doing it
as there are States. | think that is one
of the positive things about the under-
lying bill.

There is no single best answer. That
is the key reason why we need to give
the States the flexibility to experi-
ment. In Wisconsin, for example, the
Work First Program, with its tough
work requirement, has reduced applica-
tions to the welfare system. That is a
promising approach. We have to do
other things, such as reduce the num-
ber of out-of-wedlock births and get rid
of the disincentives to marriage.

The bottom line is this, Mr. Presi-
dent: We have to solve the problem and
not ignore it. States should be encour-
aged to take action. But they should be
encouraged to take action early to
keep people off of welfare, to help them
before they drop into the welfare pit. |
believe this is the compassionate thing
to do. | believe it is the cost-effective
thing to do.

My staff and I, Mr. President, have
spent a considerable amount of time
talking to the people who run Ohio’s
welfare operation, both at the county
levels and at the State level. One of the
problems that they have continued to
talk to me about is just what | have
talked about, and that is, that what we
really need to do is keep people off of
welfare. We do not want to be in the
situation that | used to find years and
years ago when | was practicing law
and when | was county prosecuting at-
torney, where we would have situations
where people were having problems,
where people needed help—either job
training, or education, or just a little
help to tide them over—and they could
not get that help. What the welfare de-
partment would have to tell them is,
wait until you get the eviction notice,
wait until they start putting your
clothes and everything else out on the
street, then we can help you, then you



September 7, 1995

can get on welfare. And once you get
on welfare, all these things will happen
and you will get all these benefits. Our
director, in the State of Ohio, of wel-
fare, Arnold Tompkins, makes an anal-
ogy to a light. He says you go up with
the switch or down, and you are either
on welfare or you are not. If you are on
it, you get all these benefits. If you are
not, you do not get the benefits. We
have a difficult time giving people
some help to stay off of welfare.

I think what we must make sure we
are doing when we pass this bill—which
is a very, very good bill, and one of the
reasons it is a good bill, it has a realis-
tic work requirement in it. One of the
things we have to make sure we are
doing is allowing the States the flexi-
bility and giving them some incentive
to try to take the actions early on
which will prevent someone actually
from ever going on welfare. We must
make sure that we, as we write this
bill, give the States credit for having
done that.

Let me turn to the second amend-
ment that | intend to propose. It has to
do with a rainy day fund. This amend-
ment is a very simple one. It is a rec-
ognition of economic realities. When a
State faces a recession, a number of
things happen. One of them is that the
welfare caseload goes up. The other
thing that always happens is the reve-
nues going into the State go down.

It is as simple as that. When States
are in the middle of a serious recession,
they are reluctant to borrow from a
loan fund because they are, frankly,
afraid they will be unable to pay the
money back. | do not blame them. | be-
lieve that we need an unemployment
contingency grant fund to make sure
that when a recession hits, the Federal
Government will remain a partner in
the process of taking care of the wel-
fare population. You will notice | say
“partner.”’

It should be just as clear, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this rainy day fund must not
become a back door to the re-Fed-
eralization of welfare. The threshold
for disbursements from this fund, | be-
lieve, has to be tough. And the thresh-
old in my amendment is, in fact, tough.
It has been described as follows: A
State, under my amendment, will not
qualify if it has a ‘“‘cold.” It will only
qualify if it has ““pneumonia.”

It is my hope that this amendment
will not be controversial. | believe it is
a necessary precaution for the inevi-
table downturns in the economic cycle.
Under this amendment, the State has
to meet two conditions to qualify for
aid from this fund. First, it has to
maintain its welfare effort at the fiscal
year 1994 level. And unemployment has
to be two percentage points higher
than in the previous year. States will
then have to match these Federal funds
at the same rate as the matching for-
mula for Medicaid. And they will have
to maintain their own effort. This is a
tough requirement, but | believe it is
fair, and | believe that it will be of im-
mense help to the States.
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Mr. President, we need this rainy day
fund, and we need to make sure that it
is not abused.

Let me turn to the third amendment
| intend to offer. It has to do with a
subject that has troubled me in this
country for many, many years, and
that is the issue of child support and
child support enforcement. When | dis-
cuss this issue, | again have to go back,
in my own mind, at least, to my experi-
ence as a county prosecuting attorney.
One of my jobs, of course, was to try to
enforce the child support enforcement
laws. Mr. President, the third amend-
ment really is an attempt to make it
easier for States to crack down on
deadbeat parents. We are all aware
that one of the key cost causes of our
social breakdown is the failure for par-
ents to be responsible for their own
children. The family ought to be the
school for citizenship—preparing the
children for responsible and productive
lives. When the parents do not do that,
it is very difficult for society to step in
and fill the gap.

We need to reconnect parenthood and
responsibility. We need to help States
locate these deadbeats, establish sup-
port orders for the children, and en-
force the orders.

My amendment attempts to address
this problem in two ways. First, it pro-
vides for a more timely sharing of in-
formation with the States. Today, the
Federal Parent Locator Service, in the
U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, gives the States banking and
asset information about potential
deadbeats on an annual basis, only
once a year.

Mr. President, talk to the people who
have to track down these deadbeats,
and they will tell you and other Mem-
bers of the Senate how difficult that
process is. As | mentioned, | used to do
this when | was a county prosecutor. If
you have to wait a whole year to get
information about a deadbeat, there is
a pretty good chance that that dead-
beat is going to flee your jurisdiction.
The information that you get may be
up to a year old—or even more—and
will simply not be information that
will do any good.

My amendment is simple. It would
change that reporting requirement
from an annual basis to a quarterly
basis.

Mr. President, these child support en-
forcers are involved in a very difficult
but a very important job. | believe that
we should cut—by 75 percent—the
amount of time they have to wait for
this very important information.

Mr. President, | look forward to the
debate on these and the other amend-
ments offered by my colleagues. | be-
lieve that we have a great opportunity
in this year’s welfare reform bill—an
opportunity to change the direction of
welfare and to really change the direc-
tion of this country.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first, |
would like to compliment my friend
and colleague from Ohio, Senator
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DEWINE, for an excellent statement.
His experience as a Congressman, his
experience as Lieutenant Governor of
the State of Ohio, as well as a Senator,
gives him a perspective that may be
better than most because he has been
involved in administering these pro-
grams. | think he has had some very
constructive, positive ideas that are
really invaluable. | hope our colleagues
will pay attention. | compliment my
friend for his remarks.

I would also like to say at this time
that we requested a list of amend-
ments, and the numbers were floating
around, whether there was 50 amend-
ments, 60 amendments, or 70 amend-
ments.

We are very willing to take up those
amendments, see if we can incorporate
those amendments into the substitute
bill that will be offered tomorrow, or
have people offer their amendments.
They can debate them. We will set
aside the amendment and vote on the
amendment tomorrow.

If colleagues have amendments that
they would like to be considered and
disposed of, and frankly | think we are
going to be more favorably disposed to-
night than we will be later on Friday
and certainly on Monday and Tuesday.
I encourage colleagues if they have
amendments to please bring those to
the floor and we will try to assist in
any way we can as far as disposing of
them.

Mr. President, | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
understand there is a pending amend-
ment. 1 ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be set aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2469 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2280
(Purpose: To provide additional funding to

States to accommodate any growth in the

number of people in poverty)

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from California [Mrs.
FEINSTEIN] proposes an amendment num-
bered 2469 to amendment No. 2280.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Beginning on page 17, line 16, strike all
through page 21, line 3, and insert the follow-
ing:

““(3) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT AMOUNT FOR
POVERTY POPULATION INCREASES IN CERTAIN
STATES.—

The
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“(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the grant
payable under paragraph (1) to a qualifying
State for each of fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999,
and 2000 shall be increased by the supple-
mental grant amount for such State.

“(B) QUALIFYING STATE.—For purposes of
this paragraph, the term ‘qualifying State’,
with respect to any fiscal year, means a
State that had an increase in the number of
poor people as determined by the Secretary
under subparagraph (D) for the most recent
fiscal year for which information is avail-
able.

““(C) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT AMOUNT.—For
purposes of this paragraph, the supplemental
grant amount for a State, with respect to
any fiscal year, is an amount which bears
the same ratio to the total amount appro-
priated under paragraph (4)(B) for such fiscal
year as the increase in the number of poor
people as so determined for such State bears
to the total increase of poor people as so de-
termined for all States.

‘(D) REQUIREMENT THAT DATA RELATING TO
THE INCIDENCE OF POVERTY IN THE UNITED
STATES BE PUBLISHED.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, to
the extent feasible, produce and publish for
each State, county, and local unit of general
purpose government for which data have
been compiled in the then most recent cen-
sus of population under section 141(a) of title
13, United States Code, and for each school
district, data relating to the incidence of
poverty. Such data may be produced by
means of sampling, estimation, or any other
method that the Secretary determines will
produce current, comprehensive, and reliable
data.

‘(i) CONTENT; FREQUENCY.—Data under
this subparagraph—

“(1) shall include—

““(aa) for each school district, the number
of children age 5 to 17, inclusive, in families
below the poverty level; and

““(bb) for each State and county referred to
in clause (i), the number of individuals age 65
or older below the poverty level; and

“(11) shall be published—

‘“‘(aa) for each State, annually beginning in
1996;

““(bb) for each county and local unit of gen-
eral purpose government referred to in
clause (i), in 1996 and at least every second
year thereafter; and

“‘(ccb) for each school district, in 1998 and
at least every second year thereafter.

“(iil) AUTHORITY TO AGGREGATE.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If reliable data could not
otherwise be produced, the Secretary may,
for purposes of clause (ii)(I)(aa), aggregate
school districts, but only to the extent nec-
essary to achieve reliability.

“(I1) INFORMATION RELATING TO USE OF AU-
THORITY.—ANy data produced under this
clause shall be appropriately identified and
shall be accompanied by a detailed expla-
nation as to how and why aggregation was
used (including the measures taken to mini-
mize any such aggregation).

“(iv) REPORT TO BE SUBMITTED WHENEVER
DATA IS NOT TIMELY PUBLISHED.—If the Sec-
retary is unable to produce and publish the
data required under this subparagraph for
any county, local unit of general purpose
government, or school district in any year
specified in clause (ii)(1l), a report shall be
submitted by the Secretary to the President
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, not later than 90 days be-
fore the start of the following year, enumer-
ating each government or school district ex-
cluded and giving the reasons for the exclu-
sion.

“(v) CRITERIA RELATING TO POVERTY.—In
carrying out this subparagraph, the Sec-
retary shall use the same criteria relating to
poverty as were used in the then most recent
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census of population under section 141(a) of
title 13, United States Code (subject to such
periodic adjustments as may be necessary to
compensate for inflation and other similar
factors).

““(vi) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall
consult with the Secretary of Education in
carrying out the requirements of this sub-
paragraph relating to school districts.

““(vil) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this subparagraph $1,500,000 for
each of fiscal years 1996 through 2000.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
rise today to offer an amendment that
would provide additional funding to
States to accommodate growth which
may occur in their welfare caseloads.

Legislation which provides the basis
for this amendment is included in the
welfare reform bill already passed by
the House of Representatives entitled
H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility
Act.

Title 1 of that bill includes a supple-
mental grant to adjust for population
increases. In the House version, the
grant is $100 million annually for each
of fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, and the
year 2000.

In the Dole bill, the supplemental
grant is $877 million over 5 years. The
House supplemental grant is distrib-
uted to States based on each State’s
proportion of the total growth. How-
ever, the Dole bill handles this formula
in a very complicated manner which
only benefits 19 out of the 50 States.

Frankly, by providing zero funding
for growth, it does in the State of Cali-
fornia. 1 have got to make that very
clear.

The amendment 1 am proposing
today takes the same approach, as the
legislation that passed the House of
Representatives, with respect to
growth, and would apply it to the Dole
bill. California, which is projected to
experience a significant growth in its
poor population over the next 5 years,
under the present draft of the Dole bill,
would receive zero—zero.

There is no additional cost associated
with this amendment. In fact, there is
some reason to believe that this meth-
od of accommodating growth equitably
and objectively among all States might
result in some cost savings when com-
pared to the underlying bill. In any
event, the authorization of appropria-
tions, for the supplemental grant for
each of the fiscal years, remains the
same as in the Dole bill, and distribu-
tion of the additional funds is capped
by those amounts which total $877 mil-
lion over 5 years.

I would add another point. All States
will be held harmless under this legis-
lation. That is to say, no State’s grant
will be reduced if the State experiences
a decline in its poor population. But
each and every State which experiences
an increase in its poor population will
receive a corresponding increase in its
Federal grant to help them carry out
the mandates of this legislation.

Let me briefly contrast this with the
approach in the underlying bill. As I
said, only 19 States, meet the defini-
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tion for use of this money under the
language of the Dole bill, and that is
irrespective of their actual growth of
in poor youngsters. And, it excludes
many States that will experience
growth in their caseloads.

Under the Dole bill, 19 States receive
automatic additional funding, 2.5 per-
cent of the fiscal year 1996 grant in
each of the years 1997 to the year 2000
if, first, their State’s welfare spending
is less than the national average level
of State spending and, second, popu-
lation growth is greater than the aver-
age national population growth.

In addition, for reasons which are un-
clear, certain States are deemed as
qualifying if their level of State wel-
fare spending is less than 35 percent of
the national average level of State wel-
fare spending per poor person in fiscal
year 1996. As | understand it, only two
States qualify. Mississippi and Arkan-
sas are the only two States that would
qualify under that portion of the draft-
ing.

This formula penalizes States which
have traditionally had higher levels of
State welfare spending. So, in other
words, if you have been a high benefit
State, you are actually penalized by
the bill. And, it rewards States, irre-
spective of their projected, or actual,
population growth or decline.

I must say | am astonished that
many States which are projected to
have significant increases in their poor
populations do not meet the definition
required by the Dole bill. It leads me to
conclude that this supplemental grant
is not necessarily to accommodate
growth at all.

Federal taxpayers are being asked to
spend almost $1 billion over 5 years in
the name of growth. But, in fact, the
result is that States which, until now,
have spent less than the average in as-
sisting the poor will now be subsidized.
So, until now, they have not spent
much, and, now, they are going to be
subsidized by the taxpayers of all 50
States. What kind of a bill is that?

Let me take a moment to review for
you what some of the benefit levels
have been from some of the States who
will be beneficiaries of this so-called
growth fund. In Mississippi the maxi-
mum monthly AFDC benefit for one-
parent families with two children has
been $120. That is $120 in combined Fed-
eral-State AFDC grants. In Alabama,
the combined maximum has been $164.
In Texas, the maximum benefit has
been $188. In Tennessee, $185. Louisi-
ana, $190. Arkansas, $204. Kentucky,
$228.

Let us look at one or two States with
similar benefit levels. In Indiana, the
monthly benefit is $288. In Missouri, it
is $292. But even though these levels
are similar to other States, they will
receive nothing, zero, zip—nothing—to
accommodate any increase in their
poor populations. Why? Who would
draw this kind of growth formula?

Let us look now at some high growth
States. Let us see what they get—
Washington, for example. While the
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Bureau of the Census projects a general
population growth of almost 10 per-
cent, the Dole bill provides zero fund-
ing for growth. Idaho is projected to
experience a general increase in its
population of almost 11 percent, Mr.
President. Is it a growth State under
the Dole bill? The answer is no. Fi-
nally, let us take a look at California,
the most populous State in the Nation
and one which is projected to grow by
6.25 percent over the next 5 years. It,
too, receives no additional funds to
meet the anticipated growth in case-
load.

Clearly, the growth fund in the un-
derlying bill is, as | have said, not a
true growth fund. It is a fund for some
other reason, but | do not think anyone
in this body should call it a growth
fund. | believe this is a fundamental
flaw in the Dole bill, as compared to
the House version of the welfare reform
bill.

None of us in this body knows what
the future holds for our States—wheth-
er it is economic recession in a rust
belt State, regional downturn in a sun-
belt State, natural disaster in any part
of our country, or even Federal base
closures. What we do know is there will
be wunanticipated regional economic
conditions and corresponding fluctua-
tions in the incidence of poverty. Any

State is susceptible to these cir-
cumstances. This amendment, the
amendment | am proposing, simply

uses the same approach as in the House
bill, applies it to the $877 million, and
says that you receive additional fund-
ing for growth proportionate to your
numbers published by the Bureau of
the Census. If your poor population
goes up, you will get the corresponding
proportional share of that fund.

This, to me, is the fair way of doing
it. No gimmicks, you use the census
figures. If you are a growth State, you
get extra funding to carry out the man-
date. Frankly, most of the States, the
overwhelming number of States, are
projected to benefit, and also States
with no growth, or actual declines in
population, are held harmless. And, fi-
nally again, it costs no more money.

You will have proposals before you
that use a little sleight of hand. Some
will reduce the base funding level cur-
rently in the Dole bill and then add to
it. This amendment does not alter the
initial grant in the Dole bill. This
takes the initial grant level, applies
the poverty data supplied by the Bu-
reau of the Census, and simply says, as
the House in its wisdom did, that that
data is used objectively to determine
any additional funds which are pro-
vided to each and every State. So, Mr.
President, your State would benefit
from that. My State would benefit
from that for sure. That is what this
amendment does.

Let me conclude on this amendment
by saying that this is not a matter of
“winners’” and ‘‘losers.”” It is a matter
of accuracy and fairness involving the
distribution of Federal funds. | think it
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is very difficult for anyone to argue
against that.

I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be temporarily set aside.

Mr. NICKLES. If the Senator from
California will yield, | appreciate her
amendment, and | want to thank her
for coming to the floor and offering her
amendment. | see other colleagues, as
well as the Senator from Illinois. |
again urge other Senators, if they have
amendments, | think we will be lot
more receptive and also it will expedite
the consideration of those amendments
for tomorrow or on Monday.

I do not know that this—as a matter
of fact, | doubt that allocation amend-
ments are the ones that will be readily
agreed upon because some States win
and some States lose. Allocation for-
mulas are always contested in almost
any type of bill like this, whether it is
a highway bill or a welfare bill or other
allocations. The allocation formula the
Senator is proposing under her amend-
ment would be identical to the one now
currently in the House bill.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. It is the same
basis. That is correct.

Mr. NICKLES. The amendment is di-
rected toward States that have in-
creases in welfare population.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct any
and all States.

Mr. NICKLES. Welfare population
being defined as welfare children, or
just total welfare population of the
States.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. It is defined as in-
crease in poor populations measured by
current census data.

Mr. NICKLES. The information that
the Senator handed out, the distribu-
tion formula that she is recommending
and the impact on the States is on ac-
tually the second page of the handout
but recorded as page 4.

Is that correct?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. | did not bring
those with me because we are making
charts, and we were called, and we
came down before the charts were
ready, | am afraid.

Mr. NICKLES. | have a couple of
charts. | want to make sure. | will con-
fer with my colleague and friend.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. There are four
charts. If |1 can take a look at them
when we finish, I would be happy to.

The Senator is absolutely correct. |
know the formula is going to be dif-
ficult to change. If it looks like a
growth formula, if it is named like a
growth formula, it ought to talk and
walk like a growth formula. That is all
I am saying.

More States are benefited by this. |
think 27 States fare better than in the
underlying bill are clearly benefited by
this, and States which do not experi-
ence an increase are held harmless.

Mr. NICKLES. If my colleague will
yield further, she has 27 States that
would presumably do better under the
great portion of the bill, not the entire
bill.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct.

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator’s amend-
ment is allocating the money set aside
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for growth States, and under her pro-
posed distribution it would increase
benefits under that portion of the fund
to 27 States as compared to 10 States.
In other words, under the Dole pro-
posal.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. As compared to 19
States. The Dole proposal, as we under-
stand it, benefits only 19 States. My
amendment benefits all States. | would
be happy to debate it. If I am wrong, |
would be happy to admit it. This is our
belief. Our formula would benefit 27
States, beyond those in the Dole bill,
and would hold everybody else harm-
less. So nobody would go below what
their 1996 level is.

Mr. NICKLES. Let me further try to
clarify so |1 will know and maybe just
help us tomorrow when we are consid-
ering these amendments.

Under the proposal of the Senator
from California, it benefits 27 States.
You do not change the amount of
money. So you spread it out over a few
more States. Senator DOLE’s proposal
would have additional for the growth
States that have large increases in pov-
erty. It would benefit 19 States. So pre-
sumably they would do a little bit bet-
ter. So you are dividing up the same
amount of money as compared to your
growth proposal. We will have charts
to make an analysis or comparison
under both proposals.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. They are not nec-
essarily all of the growth States that
are benefited.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | thank
my colleague. Senator DOLE’s proposal,
I believe, is directed toward States
that have significant increases in
growth in poverty. And my guess is—I
have not studied these charts—but he
talks about the growth funds for States
that have significant increases in pov-
erty. Yours maybe is a little broader
distribution.

I will tell my colleagues that there is
a dispute on both sides of the aisle.
This is probably not a partisan amend-
ment as such because people wrestle
with distribution formulas, and trying
to come up with most equitable for-
mula is not always the easiest thing to
do, particularly if they have a lot of in-
equities in past distribution formulas
which we have had with different pro-
grams.

But I, again, want to thank the Sen-
ator from California for offering her
amendment and sending it to the desk.

Does the Senator also have another
amendment?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct, for
tonight.

Let me just say what | understand
the Dole does in this area. Then if | am
wrong, | would be happy to know that.

These funds apply, if two things are
met: one, the State’s welfare spending
is less than the national average of
State spending; and, second, population
growth is greater than the national
population growth. That does not nec-
essarily relate to welfare population
growth. That is one problem that |
have with it.
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AMENDMENT NO. 2470 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2280
(Purpose: To impose a child support obliga-

tion on paternal grandparents in cases in

which both parents are minors)

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. If I may, | now
send the second amendment to the
desk and | ask for its consideration

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the pending amendment is
temporarily set aside, and the clerk
will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from California (Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN) proposes an amendment numbered
2470 to amendment No. 2280.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 654, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the following:

SEC. . ENFORCEMENT OF ORDERS AGAINST PA-
TERNAL GRANDPARENTS IN CASES
OF MINOR PARENTS.

Section 466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)), as amended
by sections 915, 917(a), 923, 965, and 976, is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

““(17) Procedures under which any child
support order enforced under this part with
respect to a child of minor parents, if the
mother of such child is receiving assistance
under the State grant under part A, shall be
enforceable, jointly and severally, against
the paternal grandparents of such child.”.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, as |
have listened to the debate, there has
been a lot of talk about teenage preg-
nancy, youngsters impregnating
youngsters, walking away from their
responsibility, and really young chil-
dren becoming pregnant, becoming
teen mothers often by teen fathers. |
have heard many Senators say we must
stop this. | believe we have a way to
send a major message to a constitu-
ency, and it is contained in this amend-
ment.

What this amendment would do is
say that every State must have in ef-
fect laws and procedures under which a
child support order can be enforced,
where both parents are minors, and,
the mother is a minor receiving Fed-
eral assistance for the child, against
the paternal grandparents of the child.

So if you are the mother and father
of a boy child, and your boy child goes
out and impregnates a minor girl who
ends up on welfare as a result, you will
be liable for a child support order
against you as the parents of that
young boy.

What | find increasingly is that child
support is a growing crisis. This has
also been debated—and, frankly, the
lack of child support is one of the
major causes of children living in pov-
erty in my State; that is, the absence
of child support—a parent, usually the
father, not always, but usually it is the
father that just walks off and does not
support his child.

Well, if this is going to be a tough
welfare bill, let us address it. Let us
say, ‘‘Parents, you are responsible for
the behavior of your adolescent son. If
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your adolescent son is going to go out
and get a young girl pregnant, you are
going to have to pay for the uprearing
and the child support of that off-
spring.”’

I think the time has come for this
kind of amendment. It is strong. It is
an amendment that attributes family
responsibility. It is an amendment that
says parents of minors have respon-
sibilities and one of those responsibil-
ities is to see to it that their sons do
not enter into this kind of conduct and
then walk away from their responsibil-
ity.

So, | would now ask that that amend-
ment be set aside.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment will be set aside.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, while
my colleague from California is here, |
have not had a chance to totally review
her second amendment. I am very in-
terested in this amendment. It is a
tough amendment. If | understand it
correctly, if my colleague from Califor-
nia will correct me if | misunderstood
her statement, but the Senator’s
amendment would basically, if you
have a minor with a child, a single par-
ent—the paternal grandparents would
be liable for what expense?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. For the child sup-
port. A court order would be obtained
and the parents of the male child would
be responsible for the child support of
that offspring.

Mr. NICKLES. Let me talk out loud
or think out loud. So if you have a
teenage mother, if you have in this
case an unmarried single mother, and
if there is a court order placed against
the father for child support, if that is
not collectible from the father, then
the parents of the father in this case
would be liable for the child support?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct
where the father is also a minor.

Mr. NICKLES. The primary respon-
sibility would still be the father.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct.

Mr. NICKLES. But if the father is de-
linquent, if the father is not available
or unable to pay, for whatever reason,
unemployed, you name it, then the par-
ents of the absentee father in this case
would be liable?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct for
minor fathers. And | would certainly
welcome the Senator from Oklahoma
looking at this. If there is any way he
thinks it could be made better, | would
be delighted.

Mr. NICKLES. | compliment my col-
league from California for offering the
amendment tonight. | appreciate that.
I am interested in the amendment. It
looks good from what | have seen. |
will study it further and see if we can

support it.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. | thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |

join with the Senator from Oklahoma.
Senator FEINSTEIN’S second amend-
ment, | think, is a positive amendment
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and one that maybe we can work on
and get it accepted on both sides. |
think it is a good amendment.

I am not as enthusiastic about the
first amendment. In defense of Senator
HuTCcHISON, who really did an outstand-
ing job on this side of the aisle in
working on the issue of formulas and
trying to bring some compromise into
a very difficult issue, nobody is happy
with allocations of formulas, as the
Senator from Oklahoma said. There are
States that win; there are States that
lose. What we tried to do is hold at
least everybody harmless. We did under
the formula that is in the Dole bill and
then provided some reasonable amount
of money for growth. | guess what is
really the bugaboo here is how we de-
termine what growth is and what is
fair.

I suggest to you that if the Senator
from Texas [Mrs. HUTCHISON], were
here, what she would say is what is fair
should not be based on what is—a sys-
tem that you receive money from the
State based on how much money you
put up, not on how many poor people
you have but how much money you are
willing to give to the poor people in
your State. So if you are a State like
California, which is a high-benefit
State and puts up a lot of money, you
get more Federal dollars. It is a match.
The more you put up, the more money
you get. And so as a result, States like
California and, | would say, Pennsylva-
nia where | am from, which is above
average—not as high as California but
above-average State as far as welfare
dollars—get more money from the Fed-
eral Government because we are will-
ing to put up more State dollars to
match the Federal funds.

Now, that is an equitable system the
way it exists today, but we are chang-
ing the system. Effective as a result of
this bill’s passage there is no more
Federal match. There is no more every
dollar we put up or every—I think it is
roughly 50-50—every dollar we put up,
you put up a dollar and we go on to-
gether.

What we do now is send a block grant
to the States. Every State gets a block
grant. What is that? It is an amount of
money irrespective of anything else. Ir-
respective of how much you are con-
tributing, we are going to give you an
amount of money that you will be able
to spend on AFDC to help mothers with
children. It is not dependent anymore
on how much money you put up. It is
just a block grant.

Now, if we were going to design a
block grant program from the start, if
we did not have the existing AFDC pro-
gram in place, how would we distribute
that money? Well, let me tell you how
it is distributed under the bill. It is dis-
tributed based on how much money
you got last year.

Think about this. Now we are giving
a block grant to take care of a popu-
lation of children and in most cases
mothers and we are basing it on last
year’s amount of money that the State
got, which, of course, from last year,
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was based on how much the State was
willing to pony up to get Federal dol-
lars and match it. It has no relation
again to how many more persons but to
how much the State was willing to
spend.

So what happens, there are many
States that are high-benefit States
that are getting a lot more money per
child than low-benefit States are get-
ting per child. If we were going to de-
sign a program today from start—let
us say we did not have an AFDC pro-
gram, we had no poverty assistance
program at the Federal level; we were
going to start a program today—how
would we design a model for helping
children?

I suggest that what we would do is
exactly what the Senator from Califor-
nia suggested. We should figure out
how many poor people there are in the
State, people eligible for welfare, for
AFDC, and allocate so many dollars
per person on welfare. We would take
the number of people on welfare in the
country, we would say here is how
many dollars per person each State
will get for that person on welfare and
divide it up among the States. That
would be a fair allocation formula. No
child in California is worth more than
a child in Mississippi or Vermont or
Oklahoma.

But that is not what we did. We did
not start out and say everybody is
going to get the same irrespective.
What we did was say children in Cali-
fornia actually get more money be-
cause the State in the prior legislation,
the current AFDC law contributed
more so children in California get $200
per month per child and a person in
Mississippi may get $50.

Now, what the Senator from Califor-
nia says is that, well, we are subsidiz-
ing these bad States like Mississippi
that did not contribute a lot of money
to help the people in their State.

I hear a lot from the other side of the
aisle about we should not be punishing
children—except, of course, if they hap-
pen to live in a State that is not a
high-benefit State in this example be-
cause that is exactly what we do with
the Feinstein amendment. We punish
children who live in low-benefit States
that continue to get low benefits under
the current program.

What Senator HUTCHISON did was say,
look, let us look at, since we now no
longer require in this bill any kind of
matching State funds—there is no
maintenance-of-effort provision in this
bill. California can completely pull the
plug on every dollar of welfare spend-
ing that they are now required to spend
to get the Federal match. They do not
have to contribute a cent anymore and
they get all the money. And they get
two or three times as much per child as
Mississippi. But now, again, California
does not have to spend the money to
get that money.

Now, how is it fair to say that Cali-
fornia should get, because they are in-
creasing in population, even more
money per child than Mississippi which
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maybe is not growing as fast? If you
look at it from the perspective of not
what has been but what a fair alloca-
tion formula should be now based on a
completely new model, you would sug-
gest that States having low-benefit lev-
els that are growing should be the re-
cipients of the increasing growth funds
to have their children come up to par-
ity with States like California and
Pennsylvania and New York and oth-
ers.

That is what the Senator from Texas
is suggesting. | would also suggest the
Senator from California is doing her
duty. She represents a mega-State, a
State that has been very generous with
welfare dollars, and under her alloca-
tion formula of the pot, | think Califor-
nia—I think it is about $1.5 billion,
money that would be allocated over the
next 7 years for these programs. They
get roughly half the money in Califor-
nia under this program. It is a big
chunk. California is a big State. It has
one-eighth of the population of the
country but they get about half the in-
crease under this formula allocation.

If 1 was from California, | would de-
sign a program that got me half the
money, too. | understand that. But it is
not fair when you consider the new
rules that we have put in place. No
longer do we require match. That is the
key here. California does not have to
put up a penny to get this money any-
more.

What we are saying is because we do
not make them put up a penny any-
more and because they are getting
much more per child than | think any
other State, with the possible excep-
tion of New York, we are not going to
give them even more money because
they happen to be growing. We are
going to take care of the States that do
not get a lot of money and that are
growing also.

So that is the basis for this discus-
sion. And so while it may, to the virgin
ear on this subject, be a very appealing
argument from the Senator from Cali-
fornia that this is only fair, I mean we
are growing and therefore we deserve
more money, | would suggest that if we
are looking at it for the sake of the
child and not looking at where that
child lives but looking at what the
Federal Government’s obligation is to
a child under a new system where
State matching dollars are irrelevant,
then | would suggest that growth fund
should be targeted to those States
where the Federal contribution per
child is the lowest. And that is what
this amendment does.

I speak against my own interest in
this case because Pennsylvania is not
as high a benefit State as California
but it is an above-average benefit State
that is not going to receive any growth
dollars according to the estimates. We
are not going to receive a penny, and
we would receive a small amount of in-
crease under the Feinstein bill.

So it would be in my interest for
Pennsylvania to vote for, | think it is
$6 million. It is not a whole lot of
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money for Pennsylvania, but it is a lit-
tle bit of money under the Feinstein
amendment. That might be my benefit,
but I do not think it is fair under the
new allocation. | think it is fair to
focus on the child, not where that child
lives, in what State.

As the Senator from Connecticut said
earlier in the day, this is a Federal
problem and we should have a Federal
solution. | did not agree with the sec-
ond part. It is a Federal problem. We
do not need Federal solutions, we need
local solutions. But the dollars that
come from Washington should be equi-
table across the country. That is what
this growth formula attempts to do, to
bring other States with lower benefits
up to meet the average.

I know it is going to be a difficult
vote. | happen to be from one of those
States that does not benefit under the
current growth funds but would under
the Feinstein growth fund. You would
be very tempted, and I know many
Members will be, to jump on for your
parochial interests.

No. 1, I think it would be very dam-
aging for the long-term interests of
this bill. 1 think it is absolutely unfair
when you look at the child, not where
the child lives and how much the Fed-
eral Government is paying per child. |
think that should be the fundamental
test of whether this formula is fair.

I know this is going to be a very
heated issue. It is one that is going to
be talked about tomorrow, and | know
the Senator from Texas will be far
more eloquent than | have been in de-
fending her formula. | just want to
commend the Senator from Texas, Sen-
ator HUTCHISON, one more time, for the
tremendous work she did in putting to-
gether an allocation formula which no
one thought could be done. We did not
think we would be able to work this
one out. This was the issue that was
bogging us down.

When it comes to money, everybody
gets real tightfisted around here. We
were able to work out something which
I think is defensible, not only from a
political standpoint of folks being able
to explain back home, but | think it is
very defensible from a fairness perspec-
tive of what this bill actually accom-
plishes.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

AMENDMENT NO. 2471 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2280
(Purpose: To require States to establish a

voucher program for providing assistance

to minor children in families that are eli-
gible for but do not receive assistance)

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN] proposes an amendment numbered
2471 to amendment No. 2280.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, | ask unanimous consent that the
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reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 12, between lines 22 and 23, insert
the following:

“(G) Assess and provide for the needs of a
minor child who is eligible for the child
voucher program established under sub-
section (c).

On page 15, between lines 19 and 20, insert
the following:

““(d) CHILD VOUCHER PROGRAM.—

“(1) ELIGIBILITY.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State to which a
grant is made under section 403 shall estab-
lish and operate a voucher program to pro-
vide assistance to each minor child who re-
sides with a family that is eligible for but
not receiving assistance under the State pro-
gram as a result of any reason identified by
the State, including—

“(i) the time limit imposed under section

405(b);
“(ii) a penalty imposed under section
404(d); or

“(iii) placement on a waiting list estab-
lished by the State for recipients of assist-
ance under the State program.

‘““(B) PERIODIC ASSESSMENTS.—The State
shall conduct periodic assessments to deter-
mine the continued eligibility of a minor
child for a voucher under this subsection.

““(2) AMOUNT OF VOUCHER.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount of a vouch-
er provided under the program established
under paragraph (1) shall be equal to—

‘(i) the number of minor children in the
family multiplied by

“(ii) the per capita assistance amount de-
termined under subparagraph (B).

““(B) PER CAPITA ASSISTANCE AMOUNT.—For
purposes of subparagraph (A), the per capita
assistance amount is an amount equal to—

“(i) the amount of assistance that would
have been provided to a family described in
paragraph (1) under the State program; di-
vided by

“(ii) the number of family members in
such family.

““(3) USE OF VOUCHER.—A voucher provided
under this subsection may be used to ob-
tain—

“(A) housing;

““(B) food;

““(C) transportation;

““(D) child care; and

“(E) any other item or service that the
State deems appropriate.

‘“(4) DELIVERY OF ITEMS OR SERVICES.—A
State shall arrange for the delivery of or di-
rectly provide the items and services for
which a voucher issued under this subsection
may be used.

On page 15, line 20, strike ““(d)”” and insert
“(e)”.

On page 24, line 24, insert ‘““(including the
operation of a child voucher program de-
scribed in section 402(c))”" after ‘“‘part’’.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, | attempted earlier today to
speak to this issue in general, and now,
I would like to speak to the issue of
welfare reform and the legislation be-
fore us generally as well as file several
amendments.

At the outset, | would like to say
that, quite frankly, I am very pleased
with the way this process is working.
In spite of all the slogans and the polit-
ical speeches and the hot buttons and
the wedge issues, the fact is that be-
cause of this debate, we are undertak-
ing a conversation among ourselves as
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legislators and, again, indeed with the
country around the issue of welfare
generally, welfare reform and the ap-
propriate response to the challenge our
current system poses to this nation.

Mr. President, | submit to you that
this is an issue that, as the French
would say—there is an old expression—
“plus ca change, plus c’est la meme
chose,” the more things change, the
more they remain the same.

Quite frankly, | brought to the atten-
tion of the Finance Committee, on
which | serve as a member, an article
that had appeared in the Chicago His-
tory magazine in their spring issue.
The article was entitled ‘“‘Friendless
Foundlings and Homeless Half-Or-
phans.”” The caption of the article said:

In 19th century Chicago, the debate over
the care of needy children raised issues of
Government versus private control and insti-
tutional versus family care.

The article goes on at great length
and, indeed, | have some pictures here
from the article that showed the condi-
tion of poor children in turn of the cen-
tury Chicago sleeping in the gutters
and the, turned over by their parents
to orphanages, unable to be cared for
because of the poverty of their parents.
The homeless half-orphans title refers
to women who during the turn of the
century struggled to raise children
alone and because of their economic
circumstances could not afford to do so
and were often called upon, compelled
even, to turn their children over to
halfway houses and orphanages and
others in order to provide just for the
basic sustenance of those children.

I raise this not to inflame this debate
because I, again, very much appreciate
the way and the tenor this debate has
taken, certainly this evening, but real-
ly to begin talking about my amend-
ment which calls on the States to es-
tablish a safety net for children, and to
put that amendment in context.

Essentially, the amendment itself
says that when all is said and done, if
you will, at the end of the day, after
the States, under the primary legisla-
tion, have made all their rules, that in
the final analysis, no child—no child—
in America will be left to fend for
themselves, will be left without sub-
sistence, will be left homeless, will be
left hungry.

Bottom line, this amendment calls
on us to make an affirmation of our
commitment to provide for the chil-
dren and to make certain that welfare
reform does not become a subterfuge or
outlet for punishing kids for the sins of
their parents or the misfortune, indeed,
of their parents to be born into pov-
erty.

I think it is important for us to talk
a little bit about welfare in the context
of poverty as an issue, because really
that is what it is. Welfare is not a
stand-alone problem, it is not some-
thing you just say exists over here in a
vacuum by itself. Welfare is not, and
never has been, anything other than a
response to poverty. It is a system, a
set of rules that calls on a Federal-
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State relationship and cooperation,
and we can debate, as no doubt we will
and will continue to, what that rela-
tionship must be. But it, essentially, is
a relationship between Government
that calls on our national community
to care for the welfare of poor children
so that we do not have to go back to
the friendless foundlings and the home-
less half-orphans that plagued so many
of our communities at the turn of the
century in America.

So welfare reform then should, at a
minimum—at a minimum—ask the
question, and answer in the affirmative
the question: What about the children?
We must always have an answer that
says that no State, no locality, no
community, no part of our national
community will allow for children to
go homeless and to go hungry.

So this amendment requires the
States to establish a child voucher pro-
gram to provide services to minor chil-
dren who reside in families that meet
the State’s income and resource cri-
teria for the temporary assistance to
needy family block grant, which is the
name of the block grant in the underly-
ing bill, but who are not receiving as-
sistance. The amount of the voucher
will be based on a pretime limit, per
capita rate, and would be a total
amount for each child.

The State would be called on, there-
fore, even if the parent did not qualify
for failure to live up to the rules or for
cutbacks or whatever reason, to assure
that the children would be entitled to
essential services through a voucher
system.

The voucher would be paid to a third
party that would provide the service.
So a child living in a family which no
longer qualified for assistance would
still be assured of essential services.
This amendment would assure that
children, are not punished for their
parents’ behavior.

Let us talk a little bit about welfare
for a moment. | think it is important
to go back to the big picture issue—
welfare as a response to poverty.

Right now, in this country, Mr.
President, 22 percent of the children
live in poverty. This is higher than in
any other industrialized nation. One in
every 5 children in America lives in
poverty. That means that 15 million
children live in poverty—40 million
Americans total overall, but 15 million
children live in poverty. That, Mr.
President, is greater—frankly, it is 40
percent more than it was even in 1970.

To talk about what we mean in terms
of poverty, for families of three, the
poverty rate is $12,320 a year. A family
of four is considered to be poor if they
have an income of $14,800 a year. Mr.
President, 53 percent of female-headed
households in this Nation are poor, and
23 percent of American families overall
are headed by women. So this becomes
a problem of particular urgency for
poor children, and particularly for poor
women.

Our child poverty rate here in the
United States is two times that of Aus-
tralia and Canada. Our child poverty
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rate is four times that of France, Swe-
den, Germany, and the Netherlands.
And so we can see that child poverty is
a particular problem here in the United
States. It is a problem that has been
addressed somewhat by the existence of
what is known as welfare, the AFDC
program. Again, AFDC is simply a re-
sponse to poverty.

| have a chart, Mr. President, of child
poverty rates among the industrialized
countries. This is the most recent data
available. As you can see, here is Fin-
land, Sweden, Denmark, Switzerland.
It goes from 2.5 percent up to the Unit-
ed States, which is 21.5 percent. We
have a higher rate than Australia, Is-
rael, the United Kingdom, Italy, Ger-
many, France, The Netherlands, Aus-
tria, Norway, Belgium, Switzerland,
Denmark, Sweden, and Finland.

Child poverty is a particular problem
here in the United States. The gap be-
tween rich and poor children is greater
in our country than in any other indus-
trialized country. Affluent households
with children in the United States—the
top 10 percent in terms of wealth—are
amongst the wealthiest children in the
18 industrialized countries that have
been surveyed. Of the poorest, the bot-
tom 10 percent of children in the Unit-
ed States in terms of wealth, we are
the third poorest among the 18 indus-
trialized countries surveyed.

So the disparity in the children of
the wealthiest in the world and the
children among the poorest is greater
in this country than in any other in-
dustrialized nation.

I have another chart here. This de-
picts poor households with children.
Here is the United States with $10,923.
Affluent households average almost
$65,536 annually. The length of the bars
represent the gap between rich and
poor children. As we can see, here in
the United States, this gap is greater
than anywhere else in the industri-
alized world.

So, as we approach the issue of wel-
fare reform, we are approaching an
issue of dealing with our response to a
problem that is unique in the industri-
alized world and a problem that has
been getting worse, not better.

The issue of welfare inflames pas-
sions in the United States. Without
getting into the passions, | want to
talk a little bit about the facts in
terms of the AFDC program or what is
known as the welfare program. As the
Chair is no doubt aware, AFDC has
been a response to poverty that has
been with us for a while. The system
has come under great challenge, and
that is really why we are here right
now, to debate the direction that we
are going to take in terms of reforming
this program. What we generally refer
to as welfare is Aid to Families with
Dependent Children, which was estab-
lished under the Social Security Act of
1935. States obviously play a major role
in operating this program. States de-
fine eligibility, the benefit levels, and
actually administer the program. So,
again, while we will talk further and in
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greater detail about the level of State
involvement, the fact is that the
States already make a huge determina-
tion about who will participate in the
AFDC program.

Mr. President, presently there are
some 14 million people receiving AFDC
in the country. That is a lot of people.
The fact of the matter is that that is
about 5.3 percent of our total popu-
lation. But | think a more stunning
and compelling fact is not just that 14
million Americans receive some sort of
assistance under the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children, but that 9
million of those 14 million people are
children; 9 million of those people are
children. So we hear the discussion
about folks not pulling the wagon and
in the wagon having to be pulled and
about whose fault all of these problems
are and the like. | think it is important
that we remain mindful of the fact that
fully two-thirds—9 million out of 14
million—who will be the subject of
what we do here, are children. Only 5
million of those people receiving AFDC
are adults.

Of those 5 million adults, Mr. Presi-
dent, states reported that some 3.6 per-
cent of their caseloads were disabled or
incapacitated. That encompasses the
people who are not able to work. So,
really, of the folks we are talking
about in terms of welfare reform, some
4.1 million out of the 14 million are
able bodied and able to work. Cer-
tainly, we start this debate with the
notion that anybody who can work
should work, and anybody who can
take care of themselves should be able
to do so. The question becomes, how-
ever, what about the children? What do
we do about the children?

| daresay, Mr. President, that right
now the way this legislation before us
is constructed, the children will lose
out. There is no guarantee or commit-
ment by our national community that
the children will be protected by the
decisions that get made at the State
level. On the one hand, | think we can
all agree that State flexibility is some-
thing that is a positive change, and
States ought to be able to make deci-
sions about how they handle their local
population.

At the same time, legislation that
does not provide a safety net for the
children essentially penalizes those
children and makes any child living
here in the United States really at the
mercy of their location or geography.
So a child who lives in New York may
well find himself in the presence of a
benevolent State legislature and Gov-
ernor and find himself cared for and
not having to sleep in the streets, as in
the original picture | showed you. A
child in New York may benefit, and in
another State a child may not. So the
children, once again, become victims
to fortune and victims to the accident
of geography and the accident of their
birth and of their address. It seems to
me, Mr. President, that that is not a
result that we as a national commu-
nity should allow to happen.
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By the way, Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that a copy of the
article “‘Friendless Foundlings and
Homeless Orphans’ be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Chicago History magazine,
Spring, 1995]
FRIENDLESS FOUNDLINGS AND HOMELESS
HALF-ORPHANS
(By Joan Gittens)

Editor’s note: The debate over the care of
dependent children is not new. In the follow-
ing excerpt, Joan Gittens explores nine-
teenth-century attitudes towards child care
in Illinois and Chicago.

There is perhaps no greater catastrophe for
children than when their families, for what-
ever reason, no longer functions for them.
Not only must they contend with emotional
upheaval; they are left without caretakers
and must look to the broader society for sus-
tenance and protection. If they are fortu-
nate, relatives or friends will step in and fill
the gap—if not emotionally, at least on a
practical level. The children unlucky enough
to have no surrogate parents must look to
the society at large to take an interest in
their well-being. That this is at best a tenu-
ous situation for a child is demonstrated by
the prevalence of the pathetic and mis-
treated orphan in folk and popular culture.

Yet folklore could scarcely exaggerate
life’s hazards for children dependent on pub-
lic bounty in Illinois. Despite the citizenry’s
occasional intense regard—usually when a
particularly brutal story hit the news-
papers—dependent children have been gen-
erally isolated, remote from public con-
sciousness, and without natural allies.
“Their very innocence and inoffensiveness
leads to their disregard,’”” wrote one observer
bitterly. “They make no loud outcry and
menace no one. Since there are so few voices
raised in their behalf, it is not surprising
that the persons charged with their care
should be ignorant of any problems they
present, and blind to their real interests.”

Besides being easy to ignore, dependent
children have historically been costly to the
state, requiring years of expense before they
could become self-sufficient. How much the
issue of their poverty has shaped their pros-
pects the State Board of Charities noted late
in the nineteenth century, citing the telling
fact that as early as 1795 the territory of Illi-
nois had created an orphans’ court to deal
with the estates of children who had lost
their parents. The children most desperately
in need, children without means or property,
had no court to watch over their interests.
They had instead the overseer of the poor,
who could apprentice children from destitute
families even over their parents’ objections.

Another territorial law underscored the in-
ferior protection accorded to dependent chil-
dren. The law provided that apprentices and
masters could take grievances to a justice of
the peace to rule on, thus enforcing on the
one hand the master’s right to obedience and
hard work and on the other the apprentice’s
right to decent treatment and competent
education. The law specifically excluded
from protection children apprenticed by the
local poor law officials.

The conscious separation of ‘“‘the state’s
children” from those with parents continued
in the Poor Law of 1819, the social welfare
law passed the year after Illinois attained
statehood. But revisions of apprenticeship
and poor laws in the next fifteen years re-
flected a growing sense that the state owed
a more even-handed treatment to the vulner-
able children who looked to them for sup-
port. The Apprenticeship Law of 1926 and the
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Poor Law of 1833 made it the concern of the
state that dependent children’s apprentice-
ships be monitored to some extent by the
probate judge, who was charged to keep the
bonds of indenture in his office and to inves-
tigate indentured children’s situations from
time to time. The laws also articulated some
of the expectations that the children might
have: the right to decent treatment, ade-
quate education, a new Bible, and two suits
of clothes (suitable to their station in life) at
the end of the apprenticeship. Masters still
had great discretion to decide what was fit
and proper treatment, but there was at least
some sense that children dependent on the
state had a right to proper care.

The Apprenticeship Law of 1826, in addi-
tion to voicing some concerns about the pro-
tection of dependent children, gave a further
indication of an increasing sense of state re-
sponsibility by expanding the definition of
children requiring state attention. This law
gave wide latitude to the overseer of the
poor in indenturing children whom he
deemed to be inadequately cared for, like the
children of beggars, habitual drunkards, and
widows of ““bad character.” This was the first
recognition that the state might need to in-
tercede even in families who had not turned
to the overseers of the poor for help. And it
was the first articulation that the state had
an interest in doing more than warding off
imminent starvation, that it also had an in-
terest in the proper rearing of children and
an obligation on some level to step in if such
proper rearing was not going forward.

This concern about proper child rearing
was a nineteenth-century phenomenon all
across Western culture, but in the United
States it was especially tied to the repub-
lican experiment that must have been very
much on citizens’ minds in 1826, that fiftieth-
anniversary year of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence. The adequate raising of children
was a humanitarian concern, but it was also
a practical matter for the survival of the
noble but risky political enterprise that was
the focus of so much anxiety and so much
international attention. In the 1840s, the Illi-
nois Supreme Court gave this rationale for
the state’s presumption to interfere in fam-
ily life:

The power of chancery to interfere with
and control, not only the estates but the per-
sons and custody of all minors within the
limits of its jurisdiction, is of very ancient
origin, and can not now be questioned. This
is a power which must necessarily exist
somewhere in every well regulated society,
and more especially in a republican govern-
ment, where each man should be reared and
educated under such influences that he may
be qualified to exercise the rights of a free-
man and take part in the government of the
country. It is a duty, then, which the coun-
try owes as well to itself, as to the infant, to
see that he is not abused, defrauded or ne-
glected, and the infant has a right to this
protection.

To some extent the laws dealing with the
adult poor reflected increased humanitarian
concern as well—Illinois outlawed the prac-
tice of auctioning off the destitute to the
lowest bidder in 1827, for example—but it is
striking that in its increased concern about
neglected children, the state paid little or no
heed to the rights of poor parents. Earlier
poor laws had given the overseer of the poor
the right to indenture children without pa-
rental consent if the family had become a
charge upon the state, even if their poverty
was only a temporary catastrophe. The 1826
law expanded the overseer’s discretionary
powers to decide on the fitness of parents,
and while on the one hand that showed an in-
creased concern for the well-being of chil-
dren, it also reflected a callousness toward
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the civil rights of poor parents that had al-
ways pervaded American poor laws.

This cavalier approach toward destitute
families remained characteristic of those en-
gaged in child welfare right through the
nineteenth century, a striking anomaly in a
society where the sanctity of family ties was
a paramount value. It was not until the end
of the nineteenth century that some child
welfare theorists would begin to argue for
the rights of poor parents and to insist that
the best care society could offer for children
was to support them in their homes rather
than removing them.

URBANIZATION AND THE GROWTH OF THE CHILD
WELFARE PROBLEM

The growing awareness of children in need
was a key characteristic of nineteenth-cen-
tury social welfare endeavors. In lllinois, as
in other areas of the country, this concern
had its roots in a mix of philosophical, so-
cial, and practical considerations. The years
before the Civil War saw an outpouring of re-
form efforts on all levels, and because of
their vulnerability and dependence on
adults, children were prime subjects of this
heightened humanitarian sense. They ap-
pealed further because during the course of
the nineteenth century the concept of child-
hood as a special stage of development grew
apace, drawing the attention of everyone

from popular novelists to learned
theologians.

Nineteenth-century culture celebrated
childhood’s intuitive goodness and inno-

cence, in contrast to the gloomy assessment
of earlier centuries, which had seen children
at best as profoundly ignorant and at worst
as little bundles of depravity. Another rea-
son for the attention to children’s needs was
the abiding concern that they be trained to
be independent, responsible citizens, not
merely for their own sake but for the health
of the republic. Finally, attention turned to
dependent children because their numbers
swelled so markedly with the rapid growth of
urban centers during the nineteenth century.

Chicago, a frontier outpost at its incorpo-
ration in 1833, grew in the next sixty-seven
years to be the second largest city in the
United States, an industrial center that at-
tracted immigrants from all over the world.
According to the national census, the popu-
lation of Chicago was 4,470 people in 1840;
298,977 in 1870; and 1,698,575 in 1900. The rapid
growth of the city brought great wealth to
some, but it brought in its wake much suf-
fering as well. Immigrants who came to the
city seeking a better life sometimes found
Chicago to be a place of opportunity, but
many found themselves enmeshed in a web of
poverty, depression, and squalor, and the
devastating effects of urban life were par-
ticularly visible in children. In 1851 the city
charter noted a group that greatly concerned
officials: ‘““‘children who are destitute of prop-
er parental care, wandering about the
streets, committing mischief, and growing
up in mendicancy, ignorance, idleness, and
vice.”” These children, popularly called
‘“‘street arabs,” were viewed as potential
trouble makers and therefore received offi-
cial attention early.

In addition to these children there were
others affected by the disruption of city life.
The legislature had made minimal legal pro-
visions for illegitimate children, for exam-
ple, in the early years of statehood; the pre-
sumption was that the mother would keep
her baby and the town would support her and
her child at subsistence level (and with the
most grudging of attitudes) if the father
could not be held to account and she could
not manage for herself. But in the vast,
anonymous city, a desperate mother could
simply abandon her baby on the streets with-
out busy neighbors discovering the deser-
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tion, as they would inevitably have done in
a small town or rural setting. The increase
of this phenomenon of deserted children, lit-
tle ““foundlings” as they were called, was a
gruesome measure of the hazards that the
city could hold in store for young women and
their unwanted children.

Orphans as a group grew in number as well.
All the dangers of disease were compounded
by crowded city life, by filthy tenements and
equally filthy and dangerous work places.
Children could lose one or both parents to a
host of diseases such as cholera, small pox,
and tuberculosis. The United States suffered
through three cholera epidemics, in 1832 and
again in the 1840s and 1850s, and the fact that
the disease was waterborne insured that the
poor, crowded into tenements and using the
foulest of water, were among the hardest hit
by the recurring plagues.

““Half-orphans”” (the standard term for
children who had lost one parent) also
claimed the reluctant attention of the state.
If the mother died, the children might come
to the attention of the larger society because
they stood in need of care and nurturing. It
was possible that they would turn into some
of the little “‘street arabs’ about whom Chi-
cago city officials expressed such concern.
But a father’s death, on a practical level,
was even more catastrophic. Most poor fami-
lies patched together their meager income
from money brought in by fathers, mothers,
and children; working men, although they
were paid very little, were routinely paid
more than women and children, and they
made the largest contribution to the family
income. Widowed mothers, ill-equipped to
provide for their families, might find them-
selves turning to the city or county for help
to support their children. Children were also
left “*half-orphaned’ in fact, although not in
law, by their father’s desertion of the family.
Sometimes this desertion was absolute; but
Hull-House resident Julia Lathrop wryly
noted ‘‘the masculine expedient of tem-
porary disappearance in the face of
nonemployment or domestic complexity, or
both,”” contending that ‘‘the intermittent
husband is a constant factor in the economic
problem of many a household.”’

Natural catastrophes like the Great Fire of
1871 were another cause of dependency in
children, and family problems and the
stresses of urban life were compounded as
well by the labor unrest that characterized
the last twenty-five years of the century. In
addition, the country experienced a financial
panic approximately every twenty years: in
1819, 1837, 1857, 1873 and 1893. In Chicago, the
Panic of 1893 was delayed for a time by the
Columbian Exposition, but with the close of
the exhibition, jobs disappeared and all the
severity of that worst of nineteenth-century
depressions was visited on the city. The year
1894 was in many ways a terrible time for the
poor of Chicago. Compounding the depression
was the violence and bitterness of the Pull-
man Strike, and the ultimate defeat of orga-
nized labor in the prolonged struggle. A
small-pox epidemic struck the city; and the
winter was one of the worst on record. The
dependency rate soared. Families who had
never been able to save enough to have a
cushion against disaster were utterly de-
stroyed by such compounded misfortune and
had to turn to the city and country for help.
THE STATE RESPONSE TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Although the vicissitudes of urban life and
economic instability throughout the century
greatly expanded both the number and types
of children in need of help, public officials
resisted innovation in dealing with the needs
of dependent children, lumping them with
the rest of the dependent population rather
than addressing their particular needs as did
the private organizations that began to
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flourish in Chicago in the 1850s. In downstate
Ilinois, dependent children were still pri-
marily indentured through the middle years
of the century. An 1854 revision of the ap-
prenticeship law manifested some special at-
tention to children’s needs, strengthening
their right to basic education and protection
by Poor Law officials who were to monitor
their treatment and to ‘“‘defend them from
all cruelty, neglect, and breach of contract
on the part of their master.”” An 1874 law fur-
ther defined the child’s rights to proper care,
specifically forbidding ‘“‘underserved or im-
moderate correction, unwholesome food, in-
sufficient allowance of food, raiment or lodg-
ing, want of sufficient care or physic in sick-
ness, want of instruction in their trade.”
Such bad behavior on the part of the master
gave the state sufficient cause to end inden-
tures. These revisions of the original appren-
ticeship law reflected the state’s ambiva-
lence about parental rights. The 1854 revision
deleted the clause authorizing the removal
of children from parents whom the overseer
of the poor deemed unfit. But the 1874 law re-
stored intervention to some degree, allowing
the overseers of the poor to apprentice with-
out parental consent any child ‘“‘who habit-
ually begs for alms.”

Although the basic concept of apprentice-
ship for dependent children was shortly to
reappear in social welfare parlance as the in-
novative notion of ‘“‘free foster homes,” the
whole system of formal, legal apprenticeship
as a means of caring for dependent children
was beginning to die out in nineteenth-cen-
tury America. In northern Illinois counties,
particularly Cook County, poor law officials
instead placed children in the poorhouse, and
this trend became state-wide by the end of
the century. Most often children were in the
poorhouse with their mothers, but a few or-
phans and illegitimate children ended up
there as well.

The presence of children in the almshouse
was an enduring affront to reformers. In 1853
a Cook County grand jury found the alms-
house to be grossly inadequate, noting with
disapproval that ‘‘the section devoted to
women and children is so crowded as to be
very offensive.”” The physical conditions of
this particular poorhouse did improve some-
what over time, but those who concerned
themselves with child welfare universally ac-
cepted the maxim that the poorhouse was no
fit place for children. Forty years and much
reform agitation later, the situation was not
significantly better. Julia Lathrop, who
toured the Cook County poorhouse many
times as a member of the State Board of
Charities, wrote this description of the chil-
dren there in 1894:

There are usually from fifty to seventy-
five children, of whom a large proportion are
young children with their mothers, a very
few of whom are for adoption. The remain-
der, perhaps a third, are the residuum of all
the orphan asylums and hospitals, children
whom no one cares to adopt because they are
unattractive or scarred or sickly. These chil-
dren are sent to the public schools across the
street from the poor-farm. Of course they
wear hideous clothes, and of course the out-
side children sometimes jeer at them.

These children, as part of the poorhouse
population, were among the most stig-
matized and outcast members of nineteenth-
century society. Nobody went to the poor-
house if they could help it. These institu-
tions were deliberately set up to be as unat-
tractive as possible, a meager social mecha-
nism intended merely to sustain life in the
dependent population. The poor, who could
pay with no other currency, were expected to
pay with their dignity for their board and
room. Lathrop spoke of ‘““the absolute lack of
privacy, the monotony and dul[l]ness, the
discipline, the enforced cleanliness.”” Nor
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was enforced cleanliness always the problem.
The poorhouse superintendent in Coles Coun-
ty reported in 1880, apparently without em-
barrassment, that he could not remember
one bath having been taken in his sixteen
years in charge. The institution’s surround-
ings reflected his laissez faire approach to
hygiene.

It was still possible for poor families to re-
ceive some measure of ‘‘outdoor relief” in
most counties of the state in the mid to late
nineteenth century, but such support was
very limited. Nineteenth-century economic
theory, reinforcing the already parsimonious
attitude of Americans, posited that handouts
merely increased dependency and led to the
“pauperizing’” of families, destroying their
initiative and drive to do better. Poorhouses
were set up to replace most outdoor relief,
created with the notion that they must not
be too attractive or they would be crowded
with shiftless types simply trying to live on
the bounty of the town. In reality, authori-
ties need not have feared such a thing. Any-
one who could possibly manage it stayed out
of the poorhouse. Those who entered were
the unfortunate souls who had no one to pro-
tect them or find them a tolerable situation
in the outside world. Children shared the
poorhouse with the chronically sick, the el-
derly poor, the insane, and the mentally and
physically disabled, as well as the “‘paupers’’
who simply could not make an economic go
of it on the outside. In Cook County, and
elsewhere on a less grand scale, the essential
misery of the poorhouse was compounded by
corruption. The staff jobs were filled by pa-
tronage, and those in charge of the various
wards were thus unlikely to be much exer-
cised about the humane care of inmates.

One of the most critical voices raised
against the abuses of the poorhouse and the
presence of children there was that of the
Board of State Commissioners of Public
Charities, established by the legislature in
1869 to monitor and coordinate the various
social welfare efforts throughout the state.
The board’s power was originally very re-
stricted. ‘““The duties required of the commis-
sion are quite onerous,” the First Biennial
Report stated ruefully. “The powers granted
are very limited. The board has unlimited
power of inspection, suggestion and rec-
ommendation, but no administrative power
whatsoever.”” Still, the State Board could
and did register vigorous disapproval, and it
made enough impact so that a bill to dis-
solve the new monitoring agency was intro-
duced into the legislature almost imme-
diately. The bill failed, but hostile legisla-
tors were able to limit inspection dramati-
cally at one point by cutting off all travel
funds for the commissioners.

Despite such constraints, the State Board
fulfilled an important function as the first
official agency in the state to collect and
tabulate information about the actual living
conditions of dependent members of society,
including children. For example, the board
reported that in 1880 Illinois almshouses
housed 386 children; forty were assessed as
feebleminded, twenty-four diseased, fourteen
defective, and eighty-three had been born in
the almshouse. Of that eighty-three, sev-
enty-nine were illegitimate, a fact pointed to
by almshouse critics to illustrate their con-
cern about the inadequate separation of the
sexes in the institutions. Some poorhouses
had schools or arranged that children should
attend the public schools in the vicinity; but
in many county almshouses, the children did
not go to school at all. Still, there was no
doubt in anyone’s mind that these children
were getting an education, a thorough
grounding in the seamier side of life.

In 1879 there was a movement in Cook
County to get children out of the almshouse
and into private child care institutions. This
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effort revealed the prevailing attitudes of re-
formers toward the parents of children who
were dependent because of poverty. Much ne-
gotiation was necessary to settle which or-
phanages were to take the children, since re-
ligious groups insisted that the children’s re-
ligious affiliations be respected. Yet in all
the negotiations, no one considered that the
poorhouse mothers might have an opinion
about the removal of their children. The pri-
vate institutions involved required the ter-
mination of parental rights before they
would take the children. When the mothers
in the Cook County poorhouse learned that
their children’s well-being was to be bought
at the expense of their parenthood, they pro-
tested vigorously but without success. Some
reformers, in fact, expressed the view that
the mothers’ unwillingness to give up their
children demonstrated their lack of affection
for their families. But in the end, the moth-
ers succeeded in making an eloquent state-
ment about these high-handed methods.
When the officials from the child care insti-
tutions arrived to pick up the children, they
found that most of them were gone. To pre-
vent their removal to the orphanages, the
mothers had managed to find places outside
the poorhouse for all but seventeen out of
seventy-five children. The Cook County
poorhouse had a rule that no parents who re-
fused to give consent to the adoption of their
children could enter the poorhouse, but in
1880, the county agent objected to the rule as
inhumane and cruel. He refused to enforce
the policy, and his stance meant that chil-
dren began to enter the Cook County poor-
house again, with and without parents, less
than a year after the ‘“‘rescue operation” of
1879.

The concern that children were growing up
in such a wretched setting did not disappear,
despite the limited success of the Cook
County effort, but it took another forty
years for the Illinois legislature to close
almshouses to children. In 1895 a law pro-
vided that orphan children could be removed
from the poorhouse and placed in private
homes, but only when a private charity or
individual would assume the expenses con-
nected with such placement. By 1900 a dozen
states, beginning with Michigan in 1869, had
ended the practice of putting children in the
poorhouse, but Illinois proved more resistant
to thoroughgoing reform. Finally, in 1919 the
legislature passed a law limiting the time in
the poorhouse to thirty days for girls under
eighteen and boys under seventeen, after
which other arrangements would have to be
made for them. This effectively ended the
use of the poorhouse as a child welfare insti-
tution. By that time the number of children
in Illinois poorhouses had shrunk consider-
ably: to 171 children in 1918 compared to 470
at the peak, 1886.

CHILD CARE INSTITUTIONS UNDER PUBLIC
AUSPICES

Although the county poorhouses provided
most of the public care of destitute children
in nineteenth-century Illinois, no one made
much of an argument to counter the accusa-
tions leveled against them of pinch-penny
meanness and spiritual demoralization. In
reality, they existed as the most frankly
minimal of offerings for children in need,
with a policy set far more by a consciousness
of county expenditures than of children’s
welfare. Noted social welfare thinker Homer
Folks remarked in 1900 that ‘‘the states of Il-
linois and Missouri, notwithstanding their
large cities have been singularly backward
in making public provisions for destitute and
neglected children.” In fact, Illinois had only
two child welfare institutions under public
auspices during the nineteenth century, both
far more specialized than the catch-all
poorhouses provided by most counties. These
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institutions were the Soldiers’ Orphans’
Home and, until 1870, the Chicago Reform
School.

The Illinois Soldiers’ Orphans’ Home
founded in 1865 in Normal, lllinois, was a
state-funded institution for the care of chil-
dren whose fathers had been killed or dis-
abled in the Civil War. An institution with a
limited purpose, the Soldiers’ Orphans’ Home
was meant to close once its original popu-
lation had been cared for. But in the 1870s
the eligibility for care was broadened to in-
clude children of all Civil War veterans, an
act that established the institution on a
more permanent basis. Frequently the chil-
dren were half-orphans whose mothers sim-
ply could not feed them any more. In 1872,
for example, 532 out of 642 children had living
mothers. In 1879, the superintendent gave
this description of the newly arrived children
for that year: ““The class now entering are,
for the most part, young and in particularly
destitute circumstances—those whom their
mothers have struggled long and hard to
keep, but who now find themselves, at the
commencement of winter, without the means
for support, and know they must either send
them away to be cared for elsewhere, or per-
mit them to remain at home to suffer. The
state must now take these burdens of care
and responsibility where the weary mothers
lay them down.””

The separation of children from mothers
unable to provide for them financially was a
tragic constant in nineteenth-century chil-
dren’s institutions. At least at the Soldier’s
Orphans’ Home there was some connection
maintained between children and their fami-
lies; mothers were not required to terminate
their parental rights when they placed their
children there, and it was not uncommon for
the children in the institution to spend time,
sometimes whole summers, with their moth-
ers. The population of the home fluctuated
with the season and with the economic cli-
mate of the times.

This enlightened aspect of the place, how-
ever, was not typical of the administration.
The Soldier’s Orphans’ Home was often
plagued by scandals and investigations, and
the treatment of the children was very
harsh. The fact that it was a publicly funded
institution meant that it was scrutinized
fairly intensively by the State Board of
Charities, and the board found little to
praise in the orphanage. The quality of ad-
ministrators varied widely, since they were
appointed by the governor. The first super-
intendent, Mrs. Ohr, was a Civil War colo-
nel’s widow with small children but no busi-
ness capacity and a rapacious appetite for
elegance, furnished at the expense of the
state. In 1869, early in her tenure, both the
Springfield Register and the Chicago Times
voiced accusations about serious mistreat-
ment of the children. Although Mrs. Ohr and
her staff were exonerated, one steward was
dismissed on the grounds that he had made
sexual advances to a number of little girls in
the institution. Mrs. Ohr weathered this
upset, kept on because she was ‘‘a mother to
these orphans,” in the words of the inves-
tigating committee. But eventually she went
too far; a combination of totally ignoring
the trustees’ instructions, keeping the chil-
dren from school in order to perform chores
around the institutions, and thoroughly
profligate spending finally ended her career
at the Soldiers’ Ophans’ Home some twenty
years after she had launched it.

The two superintendents who followed Mrs.
Ohr were more business-like in their ap-
proach, but they had no training in the care
of children, orphans or not; they were strict-
ly political appointments. The most difficult
regime for the children up to the turn of the
century was that of a Republican politician
named J. L. Magner, who was nicknamed
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‘“the cattle driver’” by some of the Blooming-
ton/Normal locals because of his harsh treat-
ment of the children. There was consistent
criticism that the children were made to
work too hard, at tasks that were sometimes
beyond them, and they were often kept home
from school to work. One particularly dis-
tressing instance of work beyond the chil-
dren’s capacity was the scalding death of a
three-year-old child, burned while being
bathed by some of the older children of the
institution.

Nor were the superintendents and their
policies the only difficulty. The building,
planned by a board of trustees with a poeti-
cal turn, was gracefully adorned with turrets
and ‘“‘crowned with a tasteful observatory.”
But Frederick Wines secretary of the State
Board of Charities, assessed the building as a
thoroughgoing failure on a practical level.
There were no closets, no playgrounds, only
two bathrooms for over three hundred chil-
dren, no infirmary, and no private quarters
for the superintendent’s family. Perhaps
worst of all, there was no deep wellspring to
supply water. The well went dry after the
first year, and water had to be brought in by
railroad. The Soldiers’ Orphans’ Home, beset
by scandals and mismanagement, conjured
up the worst fears of Illinois citizens about
public institutions run badly because of pa-
tronage appointments.

The Chicago Reform School, also a public
institution, won approval from most critics
for efficient management and humane treat-
ment of its inmates. But the school’s in-
volvement with pre-delinquent boys ended
with the noted O’Connell decision of 1870,
and the institution closed shortly after this.
With the exception of the inadequate provi-
sion of the poorhouse, the responsibility for
dependent children in Chicago, from 1871 to
the end of the century, was under private
auspices.

THE GROWTH OF PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS IN THE
19TH CENTURY

The state’s minimal response to dependent
children was an obdurate problem in the
nineteenth century. An equally disorganiz-
ing feature of child welfare in Illinois result-
ing from state reluctance was the prolifera-
tion of private agencies to care for children.
These institutions mushroomed in the state
(particularly in Chicago) in the last half of
the nineteenth century, offering a wide vari-
ety of services to children, based in part on
their religious and cultural identification
and in part on the variety of needs that the
complex crises of urban life created. These
agencies, originally meant to fill the gap left
by the inadequacy of state responses quickly
because entrenched in the public life of the
city. Their presence contributed to the frag-
mentation that would plague child welfare
efforts in Illinois through the twentieth cen-
tury, resulting in a lack of coordination that
left many dependent children unserved. By
the end of the nineteenth century, critics in
Illinois and around the country began to see
the dominance of private agencies as a nega-
tive and talk in terms of a stronger state or-
ganization; but in the mid-nineteenth cen-
tury, the private child welfare institutions
were autonomous, both organizationally and
financially, not always by their own choos-
ing.

The Chicago Orphan Asylum, founded in
1848 to respond to the crisis of the cholera
epidemic of that year, was the first orphan-
age in Cook County. It was followed in 1849
by the Roman Catholic Orphan Asylum,
which aimed to serve Catholic children and
keep them out of the Protestant Chicago Or-
phan Asylum. This carving out of religious
turf, begun so early in the history of child
care institutions was to be a major factor in
the development of orphanages in Chicago.
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In addition to a competition among religions
for the care of children, a strong sense of
ethnicity motivated founders of these insti-
tutions. Chicago had institutions represent-
ing all nationalities; there were German or-
phanages, Irish orphanages, Swedish, Polish,
Lithuanian, and Jewish orphanages, as well
as institutions founded by ‘‘native Ameri-
cans’’ of English stock.

Besides motives of religion and ethnicity,
institutions developed to respond to a vari-
ety of needs among children. Many of them
took in the children of the poor but insisted
that parents relinquish their rights to the
children before they were accepted. A few,
like the Chicago Nursery and Half-Orphan
Asylum, were founded to offer support to
working mothers who could not keep their
children at home, yet wanted to preserve
their families. The children lived at the in-
stitution, but mothers were expected to visit
them regularly and contribute something to-
ward their children’s support. The Chicago
Home for the Friendless originally took in
homeless and battered women as well as chil-
dren but soon revised its mission to focus on
only on children. The Chicago Foundling
Hospital specialized in caring for the aban-
doned infants found with such appalling reg-
ularity on the streets and brought by the po-
lice to the institution for what care and
comfort it could offer. The mortality rate in
foundling hospitals was always shockingly
high; the babies had frequently suffered from
exposure, and feeding them adequately and
safely, in the days before infant formula and
pasteurized milk, posed a major problem.
The desertion of infants was a disturbing and
highly visible form of child mistreatment,
provoking an 1887 law that made such aban-
donment a crime resulting in automatically
terminated parental rights. But not all chil-
dren left at the foundling hospital were
abandoned on the streets. Dr. William Ship-
man, founder of the hospital, witnessed a
poignant scene in which a mother and her
little boy said a heartbroken farewell to
their baby before placing it in the cham-
pagne basket used as a receptacle outside the
foundling hospital. In typical nineteenth
century fashion. Shipman sympathized with
a mother pushed to such lengths, yet his as-
sistance took the form of only taking the
baby, not of investigating ways that the
family might stay together.

One development among private institu-
tions that especially reflected the growing
awareness of children and their needs was
the Illinois Humane Society, which began its
child saving work in 1877. By the time the
population of Cook County had begun its
phenomenal growth, going from 43,383 people
in 1850 to 607,524 in 1880. Both the stresses of
city life and its anonymity provoked child
abuse, according to Oscar Dudley, director of
the Illinois Humane Society, who observed
that ‘““‘what is everybody’s business is no-
body’s business’; and thus children could be
terribly treated by parents and guardians
even though there were laws in effect to pro-
tect them. The Humane Society originally
began as the Society for the Prevention of
Cruelty to Animals, but in 1877, Director
Dudley transferred the society’s attention to
cruelty against children by arresting an abu-
sive guardian. There was, he wrote, ‘“‘no rea-
son that a child should not be entitled to as
much protection under the law as a dumb
animal.” The Illinois Society for the Preven-
tion of Cruelty to Animals changed its name
to the Illinois Humane Society in 1881, rec-
ognizing that over two-thirds of its inves-
tigations involved cruelty against children
rather than animals. Dudley asserted that
from 1881, when the Humane Society began
to keep records, until the time that he was
writing (1893), over ten thousand children
had been rescued.
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The rescue operations were broadened from
cases of abuse to the protection of children
exploited by their employers, particularly
when children were forced to beg or were en-
tertainers or victims of the infamous pa-
drone system. Dudley reported great success
in finding asylums and homes for these chil-
dren, a situation receiving tacit approval
from the state, which did not at this point
assume responsibility for neglected or
abused children or supervise private child
placement activities.

STATE INVOLVEMENT IN THE LATE 19TH
CENTURY

The only real state or city involvement
with private institutions originally was that
the mayor, acting as guardian for dependent
children, had the power to place them in
child care institutions. The city of Chicago
(where most of the children’s institutions
flourished), the surrounding countries, and
the state of Illinois all proved very reluctant
to contribute financially to private institu-
tions. The city did give very occasional as-
sistance, in times of real crisis like the chol-
era epidemics or the Great Fire of 1871, but
it was limited in quantity and very episodic.
The most the city would do for the Chicago
Nursery and Half-Orphan Asylum, for exam-
ple, was to provide that the city could buy or
lease the land upon which the asylum would
be built. For the Englewood Infant Nursery,
the assistance was even more meager: in 1893
the city provided ten tons of hard coal and
burial space for dead babies. For the children
who managed to survive, the funding had to
come from other sources.

The state did make one major concession
in funding when it agreed to provide sub-
sidies for the industrial schools that devel-
oped in the last years of the century. The
schools were modeled after English institu-
tions made famous by the renowned English
reformer Mary Carpenter, who in the 1870s
and 1880s enjoyed considerable influence in
the United States. The primary point of the
schools, reflecting the use of the word “in-
dustrial,” was to train children to earn their
own living in later life, although in fact the
training tended to be geared much more to-
ward a traditional agricultural economy
than toward anything having to do with in-
dustry. Boys learned farming, some shoe and
broommaking, woodcarving and academic
subjects. Girls were primarily given a com-
mon school education and taught domestic
skills.

The willingness to fund the industrial
schools was traceable to their mission: they
were founded to deal with older,
predelinquent street children who threatened
the public order by begging, consorting with
objectional characters, or living in houses of
ill-fame. The law establishing industrial
schools added that children in the poorhouse
were proper subjects for the schools, which
meant that in practice there was a mix of
younger veterans of the street. The State
Board of Charities, which inspected the
schools, objected to this mix, but the indus-
trial schools survived this criticism, as well
as a series of court challenges ranging from
civil liberties concerns to objections that the
schools were sectarian institutions and
therefore not appropriate recipients of state
funds.

The development of the subsidy system,
the state funding of private institutions on
an amount-per-child basis, was a phenome-
non noted by Homer Folks in The Care of the
Destitute, Neglected and Dependent Chil-
dren, his end-of-the-century assessment of
child care trends in the United States. Nei-
ther Folks nor other observers of current
philanthropic trends, groups like the na-
tional Conference of Charities and the Illi-
nois State Board of Charities, really ap-
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proved of such an arrangement. They urged
Illinois to move in the direction of states
like Kansas and lowa, which had converted
veterans’ orphans’ homes similar to the Illi-
nois Soldiers’ Orphans’ Home to state insti-
tutions that served all dependent children,
regardless of religion, ethnicity, or parental
status. These states and others around the
country were moving toward a point where
the state assumed primary responsibility for
dependent children, not by warehousing
them in local poorhouses but by placing
them in state-run, central institutions from
which they were placed out into foster and
adoptive homes. This system of central state
control was known as the ‘““Michigan Plan,”
after the first state to enact the policy. Illi-
nois’s neighbors Wisconsin and Minnesota, as
well as Michigan, had state institutions for
dependent children, winning the approval of
child welfare theorists who applauded such
centralization. It was, they argued, more ef-
ficient and economical, providing children
with far better, more consistent care than I1-
linois’s system, where a child might be
placed with a superb private agency but
might also be made to endure the grim inad-
equacies of the poorhouse.

“The real contest, if such it may be
called,” wrote Folks in 1900, “‘will be be-
tween the state and the contract or subsidy
systems. To put it plainly, the question now
being decided is this—is our public adminis-
tration sufficiently honest and efficient to
be entrusted with the management of a sys-
tem for the care of destitute children, or
must we turn that branch of public service
over to private charitable corporations, leav-
ing to public officials the functions of paying
the bills; and of exercising such supervision
over the workings of the plan as may be pos-
sible? “Illinois was seen as nonprogressive in
its increasing use of the subsidy system, al-
lowing private agencies to dominate the field
while the state remained relatively unin-
volved in the care and protection of depend-
ent children.

This minimal level of state involvement
offended against another philanthropic
tenet, the idea that the state should have a
monitoring function over all agencies, public
and private, as well as keeping in touch with
children who had been placed in families.
The State Board of Charities did visit the in-
dustrial schools, which got public funds, but
it was not until the Juvenile Court Act was
passed in 1899 that the State Board was given
responsibility for inspection of private as
well as public agencies for children.

Another significant change from an earlier
view, at least among the more ‘“‘advanced”
thinkers, was a rejection of institutions as
the best substitute for a child’s family. In
the nineteenth century, institutions and asy-
lums of all kinds had sprung up, not only in
Ilinois but all across the United States.
Asylums were not intended to be a dumping
ground for society’s unfortunates, as the
county poorhouses were, but were rather
supposed to be a specialized environment in
which the needs of a particular dependent
population could be met most effectively.
But it was not long before a set of critics
arose who stressed the negative effects of in-
stitutions and urged that institutional life
should be resorted to only under special cir-
cumstances or on a very temporary basis.
For special cases, like the handicapped, per-
haps institutions could provide resources and
training that they would not receive else-
where, these critics agreed; but for children
whose greatest problem was that for one rea-
son or another their families were not func-
tioning, the negative effects of institutions
far outweighed the positive aspects.

According to the anti-institutional analy-
sis, the regimentation in institutions was de-
structive of initiative and individuality. The
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qualities that brought rewards in an institu-
tional setting—mindless obedience, depend-
ence, obsequiousness—were the very traits
that all agreed were destructive to the form-
ing of a healthy, independence adult citizen.
Furthermore, institutions by their nature
seemed to foster abuse and bad treatment.
Exposes and investigations of various insti-
tutions featured accusations of physical cru-
elty and psychological debasement.

Institutions were expensive, physically and
psychologically barren, and downright un-
natural for children, according to Charles
Loring Brace, a minister who worked for the
Children’s Aid Society of New York. Brace
began a program that took the street chil-
dren of New York City and sought to im-
prove their lives not by placing them in the
highly controlled environment of an institu-
tion but by resettling them in homes in mid-
western and western states such as Illinois.
He was convinced that the best solution for
children in need of placement was to provide
homes in the simplest and most direct way,
relying as much as possible on the basic
goodness that he believed informed the souls
of most Americans, especially those who still
lived away from the corrupting city in the
virtue-producing agricultural heartland of
the nation. The methods of the Children’s
Aid Society reflected the simplicity of
Brace’s moral equation. Brace and his associ-
ates would arrive in a western town with a
trainload of children, and using the medium
of the local churches, would call upon citi-
zens to give these needy young people a
home. The entire plan of “‘free foster homes”
was really only an updated version of ap-
prenticeship, in which the child agreed to
work in exchange for care and training, ex-
cept that this child-placing organization,
aided by such technological developments as
the railroads, reached much farther afield
than the overseers of the poor had done in
earlier times. Free foster homes differed fur-
ther in that they were no legal bonds struck
at all between the child and his foster fam-
ily. Brace firmly believed that a child who
brought a willing pair of hands to a family
would be valued accordingly and could safely
count on good treatment in his new home.

This notion proved, not surprisingly, to be
overly sanguine, as the Children’s Aid Soci-
ety came to discover when the accusations
began to grow in the later years of the cen-
tury that New York was not really solving
children’s problems by the use of its ““Chil-
dren West” program but was merely dump-
ing one of its troublesome populations onto
other states. At various times the Children’s
Aid Society conducted surveys and studies of
its “alumni,” claiming a very high success
rate for the program, but critics questioned
the quality of these studies, and oppositions
to Brace’s program continued. The 1899 Illi-
nois Juvenile Court Act forbade any agencies
to bring children unaccompanied by their
parents or guardians, without the approval
of the State Board of Charities. This was
partly a protection against the importing of
child labor in Illinois, but it was a response
as well to organizations like the Children’s
Aid Society. The law included the provision
that any child who became a public charge
within five years of arrival in Illinois should
be removed to his or her home state.

The notion of placing children in families
and the belief that normal family life was a
far healthier situation than institutions was
firmly entrenched in child welfare thinking
by the end of the century. But the earlier,
more naive, notion that foster families could
be trusted to care for dependent children
without supervision had been replaced in
philanthropic thinking by a belief that it
was important for an outside agency regu-
larly to check on the child and act in his be-
half. Coupled with this was the beginning of
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a move away from ‘“‘free’”’ foster homes to the
belief that boarding homes, foster homes in
which a family got payment for keeping the
foster child, were most productive of humane
treatment. Child welfare theorists and prac-
titioners worried that if a family’s greatest
inducement to take a foster child was the
child’s potential economic contribution,
there might be a strong incentive for them
to over-burden him with work, at the ex-
pense of his academic education, which re-
formers were coming more and more to see
as the true and proper occupation of child-
hood.

One final change in philanthropic theory
that saw little reflection in practice but was
to bring about a revolution in twentieth-cen-
tury social welfare was the growing convic-
tion that the best thing that could be done
for children was to keep them with their
families whenever possible. Students of soci-
ety came increasingly to regard poverty as a
result of faulty economic and social struc-
ture rather than of personal failings of feck-
less or lazy individuals, and they disapproved
of the kind of casual invasion of poor fami-
lies’ lives that could demand the sacrifice of
parental rights in return for assistance. This
belief in the preservation of the family be-
came a basic underpinning of the social wel-
fare faith as it was articulated in the next
fifty years, and the state of Illinois, with its
experiment in mothers’ pension programs,
was to be in the forefront of progressive
practice in this area.

In the last decade of the nineteenth cen-
tury, through, the innovations that would
make Illinois notable a few years later were
nowhere in sight. Surrounded by vigorous
neighbors, Illinois was considered conserv-
ative in its reluctance to deal with its child
welfare functions and in its willingness to re-
linquish the charge to private agencies. In
fact, the state’s attitude toward dependent
children had changed very little in the
course of the nineteenth century. The first
laws and provisions for dependent children
had reflected a lack of ardor bordering on in-
difference, and at the end of the century, the
state’s engagement in child welfare, despite
the crisis engendered by rapid growth and
economic stress, was tepid at best. The com-
bination of fiscal conservatism and ethnic
and religious tensions meant that state ac-
tion was regarded with suspicion in many
quarters and kept efforts fragmented and in-
adequate to the need. There was also a fear
that the patronage and corruption for which
Ilinois was already famous might make
state administration of programs for depend-
ent children less effective than privately run
efforts. Ironically, it was in part this very
disorganization and inaction that would lead
to the founding of the Juvenile Court and
bring Illinois, however briefly, within the
pale of reformers’ approval.

FOR FURTHER READING

The Historical Society Library has numer-
ous pamphlets, annual reports, and other
materials from institutions such as the Chi-
cago Nursery and Half-Orphan Asylum, the
Chicago Home for the Friendless, and the
Chicago Foundlings’ Hospital. For a broad
historical perspective on the United States’s
care for needy children, see Joseph Hawes’s
The Children’s Rights Movement: A History
of Advocacy and Protection (Boston: Twayne
Publishers, 1991) and James Leiby’s A His-
tory of Social Welfare and Social Welfare
and Social Work in the United States (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1978). To
learn more about child welfare reform be-
tween the Progressive era and the New Deal,
see Mina Carson’s Settlement Folk: Social
Thought and the American Settlement
Movement, 1885-1930 (Chicago: The Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1990) and Robyn
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Muncy’s Creating a Female Dominion in
American Reform, 1890-1935 (New York: Ox-
ford University Press, 1991). Marilyn Irvin
Holt’s The Orphan Trains: Placing Out in
America (Lincoln: The University of Ne-
braska Press, 1992) discusses one nineteenth-
century solution to the plight of urban or-

phans.
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. So, Mr.
President, in order to make certain

that we do not have this accident of ge-
ography become the difference between
children sleeping in the streets or chil-
dren provided for and given suste-
nance—food and shelter—I have pro-
posed this amendment, which says that
the safety net will, in any event, be
there for the children. And that child
poverty, which is a national issue for
us as Americans, will not then become
balkanized in terms of the response
that is given by the Government, that
our national community recognizes
that child poverty is a national issue,
and child welfare, in the final analysis,
has to have at least a national safety
net. And that is what this first amend-
ment provides.

Mr. President, with regard to this
amendment | understand that these
amendments will be taken up tomor-
row. Let me say also that there are ta-
bles that | ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the RECORD showing
the number of children who will be de-
nied or who are in jeopardy of being de-
nied assistance by virtue of the oper-
ation of the underlying legislation.

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

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN
DENIED AFDC DUE TO THE 60 MONTH TIME LIMIT IN
THE SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP PLAN

Percent-

Number of C?]?ﬁjgn

Projected  Children de- Tyonieq
nurrj1ber of nied AFDC AFDC be-
children on because the cause the
State AFDC in family re- gy re-

2005 under ceflgsdmlglr:g C ceivyed
current law than 60 AFDC for

more

months than 60

months
Alabama . 122,000 37,000 30
Alaska . 30,000 8,000 27
Arizona 170,000 46,000 27
Arkansas . 63,000 20,000 32
California 2,241,000 807,000 36
Colorado . 101,000 28,000 28
Connecticut . 136,000 41,000 30
Delaware ...... 28,000 8,000 29
District of Columbia .. 56,000 21,000 38
Florida 605,000 156,000 26
Georgia 348,000 116,000 33
Hawaii 48,000 15,000 31
Idaho .. 17,000 4,000 24
llinois . 598,000 203,000 34
Indiana 177,000 56,000 32
lowa ... 82,000 25,000 30
Kansas 73,000 22,000 30
Kentucky . 187,000 59,000 32
Louisiana 235,000 81,000 34
Maine . 55,000 19,000 35
Maryland . 185,000 59,000 32
Massachusetts 256,000 82,000 32
Michigan ... 553,000 217,000 39
Minnesota 155,000 50,000 32
Mississippi 153,000 53,000 35
Missouri .. 218,000 73,000 33
Montana . 28,000 7,000 25
Nebraska 39,000 12,000 31
Nevada ... 30,000 9,000 30
New Hampshire 24,000 7,000 29
New Jersey ... 302,000 100,000 33
New Mexico .. 72,000 19,000 26
New York ..... 917,000 303,000 33
North Carolina . 281,000 88,000 31
North Dakota 15,000 5,000 33
Ohio 597,000 171,000 29

September 7, 1995

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN
DENIED AFDC DUE TO THE 60 MONTH TIME LIMIT IN
THE SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP PLAN—Contin-
ued

Percent-

Number of c%?l%r%?

Projected cmg?}:gg' denied
number of because the AFDC be-
children on : cause the

State AFDC in family re- famil

ceived AFDC Iy re-

2005 under for more ceived
current law than 60 AFDC for

more

months than 60

months
Oklahoma .. 111,000 37,000 33
Oregon .. 97,000 30,000 31
P Ivania 517,000 194,000 38
Rhode Island 52,000 16,000 31
South Carolina 135,000 37,000 27
South Dakota . 18,000 6,000 33
Tennessee .. 246,000 75,000 30
Texas 670,000 185,000 28
Utah .. 45,000 12,000 27
Vermont 22,000 7,000 32
Virginia . 166,000 50,000 30
Washington 237,000 75,000 32
West Virginia . 93,000 33,000 35
Wisconsin .. 205,000 61,000 30
Wyoming 14,000 4,000 29
Territories .. 173,000 47,000 27
TOtal oo 12,000,000 3,900,000 33

HHS/ASPE analysis. States may not sum to total due to rounding.

The analysis shows the impact at full implementation.

It assumes States utilize a 15 percent hardship exemption from the time
limit as permitted under the bill.

Child poverty rates among industrialized

countries

Percent

Finland ..o 2.5
SWEAEN ..eiiiiiiiiiiie s 2.7
Denmark .....ccooviiiiiiiiiiiie s 3.3
Switzerland 3.3
Belgium ....... 3.8
Luxembourg . 4.1
Norway ..... 4.6
Austria ...... . 4.8
Netherlands ............coooiiiiiiiiiiinnan, 6.2
France .....coooooiiiiiiiiiieiieeieeieeeeeeans 6.5
Germany (West) . 6.8
Ttaly .o 9.6
United Kingdom .........c.ccoviiiieiinennen, 9.9
Israel 111
Ireland ... 12.0
CaANAA ..evuiiiiii 13.5
Australia ..... . 14.0
United States ..........cccovevieeniiiiiinnennnns 21.5
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, in my State of Illinois, quite

frankly, it suggests some 34 percent of
the children may be denied AFDC or
may be denied subsistence if the family
violates the time limitation rule,
which would translate, Mr. President,
in some 203,000 children being at risk of
homelessness, being at risk of hunger.

I do not believe, Mr. President, that
we can take the kind of chances to
allow our children to once again end up
as homeless half-orphans and friendless
foundlings. We have to assure our na-
tional commitment is to child welfare,
and that the safety of our children is a
paramount concern and one that will
not be abrogated without regard to
what we do with regard to this legisla-
tion overall. It is for that purpose that
I file and submit this first amendment.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | make
a unanimous consent agreement re-
quest. | ask unanimous consent that
all amendments to H.R. 4 must be of-
fered by 5 p.m. tomorrow; that if clo-
ture is filed in relation to H.R. 4 or an
amendment thereto that the vote not
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occur on that cloture motion prior to 6
p-m. on Wednesday, September 13; that
no amendment be given more than 4
hours equally divided; and the two
leaders have up to 10 relevant amend-
ments that would not have to be of-
fered by 5 p.m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | thank
my friend and my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle.

I announce that there will be no fur-
ther rollcall votes until morning.
There will be votes tomorrow morning,
votes starting at 9:30. We may have as
many as three or four amendments we
will be voting on, for Senators’ infor-
mation, so we ask them to be prompt.
Again, no more votes tonight.

We will stay here for some additional
time if Senators have additional
amendments they wish to have consid-
ered. We will be happy to consider
those. We have taken up a lot and we
are setting those aside and so | think
we are making some good progress on
the bill.

Again, no further rollcall votes to-
night, and we will have rollcall votes
stacked tomorrow morning beginning
at 9:30. | thank my friend and colleague
from Illinois for allowing me to inter-

rupt.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to submit all of my
amendments at this time. 1 want to

make certain that | have enough time
to discuss and file my amendment this
evening.

AMENDMENT NO. 2472 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2280
(Purpose: To prohibit a State from imposing

a time limit for assistance if the State has

failed to provide work activity-related

services to an adult individual in a family
receiving assistance under the State pro-
gram)

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, my second amendment speaks to
the issue of State responsibility. | call
it a State responsibility amendment. |
send the amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN] proposes an amendment numbered
2472 to amendment No. 2280.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, | ask unanimous consent reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 40, between lines 16 and 17, insert
the following:

“(4) FAILURE OF STATE TO PROVIDE WORK-AC-
TIVITY RELATED SERVICES.—The limitation
described in paragraph (1) shall not apply to
a family receiving assistance under this part
if the State fails to provide the work experi-
ence, assistance in finding employment, and
other work preparation activities and sup-
port services described in section
402(a)(1)(A)(ii) to the adult individual de-
scribed in paragraph (1).

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. The second
amendment | call the State Respon-

The
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sibility Act. Essentially it says that
States shall not just knock somebody,
a family, off for failing to meet the
work requirement unless they have
helped them to try and find a job.

It is kind of basic. | will read it:

The limitation described . . . shall not
apply to a family receiving assistance under
this part if the State fails to provide the
work experience, assistance in finding em-
ployment, and other work preparation ac-
tivities.

Mr. President, the underlying legisla-
tion, has a cutoff for assistance and
rules regarding work. For individuals
who do not go to work, they will not
receive any support.

That is fine, Mr. President. | think
we can all agree again, anybody who
can work should work and anybody
who has children ought to be respon-
sible in the first instance to take care
of them.

However, Mr. President, it is also a
reality that there are parts of this
country in which frankly there are not
the employment opportunities avail-
able that people can even take jobs.

The absence of jobs in some areas |
think is a major problem and frankly
defies some of the suggestions made
here that the problem with people re-
ceiving public assistance is that they
just do not want to work. The fact of
the matter is that the problem in very
many instances is that there are no
jobs for people to work at. Even if they
wanted to work there are no jobs.

In fact, in my own State, we have
areas of my State in which unemploy-
ment ranges from 20 to 40 percent. The
statistics indicate that 80 percent,
frankly, of African-American males be-
tween the ages of 16- and 19-years-old
in the city of Chicago are currently un-
employed.

Mr. President, 55 percent of the 20- to
24-year-olds are out of work. It is not
possible to move recipients into perma-
nent private-sector jobs if there is no
effort to provide or create those jobs
and if the jobs are not there and if indi-
viduals have not been given some as-
sistance in terms of transitioning.

Under the bill that we have before
the Senate, the number of people par-
ticipating in the work/job preparation
activities is estimated to increase by
over 161 percent by the year 2000.
Again, that means that States like Illi-
nois will receive some $444 million less
in AFDC funds, but on the other hand
be required to increase by 122 percent
the number of people participating in
work and job preparation activity.

Those numbers just do not fit. Eight
into three will not go. The numbers do
not add up therefore, | think it really
is a real concern that States not be al-
lowed to just kick people off without
having done what the bill says they
should do in providing people with
transition to work.

The text of the legislation says that
the State has to outline how they in-
tend to ‘“‘provide a parent or caretaker
in such families with work experience,
assistance in finding employment and
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other work preparation activities and

support services that the State find ap-

propriate.”

Now, that is fine language. | have no
problem with that. But the question
becomes what if the State does not do
this? What then happens to the fami-
lies? What then happens to the chil-
dren?

Again, this amendment simply, |
think, seeks to clarify that in the
event the State has not done that, has
not provided work experience assist-
ance in finding employment or the
work for the work preparation activi-
ties, that the individual then will not
be penalized for circumstances frankly
that then are legitimately and, in a
way that can be documented, beyond
their control.

So that is the second amendment
that | submit for consideration of my
colleagues.

Mr. NICKLES. | appreciate the Sen-
ator offering her amendments tonight.
Would the Senator please give us a
copy of the amendments? | have a copy
of your first amendment and comments
or questions | might ask. If the Sen-
ator would like to go ahead, if we could
have copies of both the second and
third amendments, that would help.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Absolutely. |
thought | had provided the Senator
with a copy, but I will give it to him
right now.

This is the third amendment and this
is the second.

AMENDMENT NO. 2473 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2280
(Purpose: To modify the job opportunities to
certain low-income individuals program)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the previous amend-
ment will be laid aside.

The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Illinois [Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN] proposes an amendment numbered
2473 to amendment No. 2280.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, | ask unanimous consent that
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 122, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

SEC. 111. MODIFICATIONS TO THE JOB OPPORTU-
NITIES FOR CERTAIN LOW-INCOME
INDIVIDUALS PROGRAM.

Section 505 of the Family Support Act of
1988 (42 U.S.C. 1315 note) is amended—

(1) in the heading, by striking
ONSTRATION";

(2) by striking ‘“demonstration’” each place
it appears;

(3) in subsection (a), by striking “‘in each
of fiscal years’ and all that follows through
10’ and inserting ‘‘shall enter into agree-
ments with”’;

(4) in subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘“‘aid to
families with dependent children under part
A of title IV of the Social Security Act’” and
inserting ‘“‘assistance under the State pro-
gram funded part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act in the State in which the indi-
vidual resides’’;

(5) in subsection (c)—

“DEM-
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(A) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking ‘“‘aid to
families with dependent children under part
A of title IV of the Social Security Act’” and
inserting ‘‘assistance under the State pro-
gram funded part A of title IV of the Social
Security Act’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘aid to
families with dependent children under title
IV of such Act” and inserting ‘‘assistance
under the State program funded part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act’’;

(6) in subsection (d), by striking “‘job op-
portunities and basic skills training program
(as provided for under title IV of the Social
Security Act” and inserting ‘‘the State pro-
gram funded under part A of title IV of the
Social Security Act’’; and

(7) by striking subsections (e) through (g)
and inserting the following:

‘“(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the purpose of conducting projects under
this section, there is authorized to be appro-
priated an amount not to exceed $25,000,000
for any fiscal year.”.

Redesignate the succeeding sections ac-
cordingly.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am actually delighted that the
Senator from New York is on the floor
at this moment, because this next
amendment essentially makes perma-
nent a part of the Family Support Act
that establishes what is called the Job
Opportunities for Low-income Individ-
uals Program.

The JOLI Program—that is what it is
called, JOLI, Job Opportunities for
Low-income Individuals—is to create
job opportunities for AFDC recipients
and other low-income individuals.
Grants can be made to private, non-
profit corporations to make invest-
ments in local business enterprises
that will result in the creation of new
jobs. This amendment authorizes ap-
propriations for a program that is al-
ready in place as a demonstration pro-
gram. This would make it permanent.

The rationale for the amendment is
that the underlying bill does not pro-
vide any support at all for job creation.
Even though S. 1120 requires some kind
of work activity within 24 months, and
eligibility for assistance ends after
some 60 months, whether the individ-
ual has found a job or not. So, there is
no question but that we will need to
see a great creation of thousands of
private-sector jobs in order to absorb
the influx of new workers.

So the JOLI Program actually helps.
It is working. It helps individuals to
become self-sufficient through the de-
velopment of microenterprises for eco-
nomic development and other Kkinds of
job training. The really good news
about JOLI is that this 1is not
reinventing the wheel. It is already in
place. It was authorized under section
505 of the Family Support Act of 1988.

Under a recent evaluation of JOLI,
the first 20 JOLI intermediaries—that
is, community-based organizations
that are the grantees—have assisted
some 334 individuals to start or sta-
bilize their own businesses, and it has
assisted an additional 535 people to se-
cure employment in jobs paying an av-
erage wage of about $8 an hour, which
is really quite remarkable. Of the 869
low-income individuals benefiting from
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the demonstration program, most of
them had become economically self-
sufficient within a year of their in-
volvement or interaction with the pro-
gram.

So the JOLI Program addresses the
scarcity of jobs in many urban as well
as rural communities and recognizes
the need to ensure that welfare recipi-
ents and other low-income people have
access to employment opportunities in
the private sector. It utilizes the ca-
pacity of community-based organiza-
tions and the private sector to develop
jobs so individuals who right now are
mired in poverty will have some op-
tions and have some hope, and will
have the ability to take care of them-
selves and their families.

Again, we are talking about the 5
million people who are adults who are
presently receiving public assistance
and who will, therefore, hopefully, be
given a hand up as opposed to a hand-
out—will be given the ability to work,
will be given the ability to care for
themselves and their children. | think
job creation is an integral part of any
honest welfare reform that we under-
take to have in this session of the Sen-
ate.

AMENDMENT NO. 2474 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2280
(Purpose: To prohibit a State from reserving

grant funds for use in subsequent fiscal
years if the State has reduced the amount
of assistance provided to families under
the State program in the preceding fiscal
year)

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, | have a last amendment | send to
the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the pending amend-
ment will be set aside.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from lllinois [Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN] proposes an amendment numbered
2474 to amendment No. 2280.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 25, strike lines 13 through 18, and
insert the following:

““(3) AUTHORITY TO RESERVE
AMOUNTS FOR ASSISTANCE.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State may reserve
amounts paid to the State under this part for
any fiscal year for the purpose of providing,
without fiscal year limitation, assistance
under the State program operated under this

art.

P ““(B) EXCEPTION.—In any fiscal year, a
State may not exercise the authority de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) if the State has
reduced the amount of cash assistance pro-
vided per family member to families under
the State program during the preceding fis-
cal year.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, this last amendment—again, this
is one of these efforts to keep the worst
from happening. Again, we all hope it
does not happen, that the States are
not less than responsible in their exe-
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cution of the underlying bill. This
amendment is designed to serve as a
buttress against what has been charac-
terized as the race to the bottom.

Essentially, if a State decides to cut
its cash assistance benefits, to cut the
amount that it spends to address the
issue of poverty within that State,
then that State will be prohibited from
carrying forward unused block grant
funds.

This is called—I call this the race-to-
the-bottom amendment. The notion is,
if we send the States this money in a
block grant, there is nothing to pro-
hibit that State from saying we do not
want to have assistance for poor chil-
dren. We are not going to address the
issue of job creation. We are not going
to train people to go back to work. We
are not going to provide the children
with any assistance. We are just going
to further squeeze the amount of re-
sources devoted to the whole issue of
poverty in our State and we are going
to take the money we get from the
Federal Government and use that to go
from year to year to year to year and
not maintain our own effort.

If one State does it, then the next
State would be incentivized, if you
will, to do as much, which will then
start—hopefully not, but might well
start, if you will—a race to the bottom
and a cycle of the States trying to un-
derbid one another in terms of the
amount of assistance that they provide
for poor people who live in that State.

| think that would be a real tragedy.
As a result, this amendment simply
says that a State may not carry over
funds from one year to the next if they
have reduced the amount of benefits
that are available for poor children and
for poor families in that State.

Again, this stops the States from pe-
nalizing poor people in ways that
would be inconsistent with the legisla-
tion. So it is, in that regard, simply a
preventive, protective, prophylactic
amendment, if you will.

The other reason for this legislation,
just to be real candid in terms of the
dollars, frankly, is that this legisla-
tion—because of the level of appropria-
tions, it has been estimated that the
States will, overall, have to cut. They
will not have enough money, frankly,
to do what is required of them in the
legislation. CBO has already advised
that most States will not have the
money to provide for the kind of job
training, the kinds of transition serv-
ices—or certainly child care in this leg-
islation. So, that being the case, there
should not be any money left over. But
in the event there is, | think we should
put a buttress and a stop that says we
are not going to allow States to engage
in this race to the bottom, engage in
this effort to see who can be the most
punitive with regard to poor people in
that State.

So that is the last amendment.

Mr. President, 1 want, in closing—
and | have wanted to give my colleague
a chance, so | kind of rushed through a
little bit to try to speed up so he would
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have the opportunity to present his
amendment—to talk about this issue in
another context.

I had occasion, back in my State, to
meet with and work with a task force
members came from all sectors—from
the business sector, from the commu-
nity activist sector, people who were
advocates, actual welfare mothers
served on the panel—to talk about the
issues having to do with our response
to poverty. | started my conversation
this evening saying welfare is not and
has never been anything other than a
response to poverty; a response that
engenders strong feelings, certainly,
but that is what it is. We must not lose
sight of the underlying issue as we ap-
proach the question of how well the re-
sponse works.

The point is that | believe we have,
when all is said and done—we can talk
about differences in philosophy about
block grants and whether or not there
is too much Federal bureaucracy. Al-
though, frankly, the numbers, by the
way, do not support the notion that a
whole lot of money that is presently
dedicated to the AFDC Program goes
into administration on the Federal
level.

In fact, most of the administrative
expenses take place at the State level.
I think it is important that we make
that point.

I think it is also important—and I
am digressing here—to point out that
because most of the administration
takes place at the State and local
level, it is likely that by operation of
this new law, should it pass, the States
will in fact be stuck with what has
been called a huge unfunded mandate
in that they will be called on to admin-
ister and to do things that they do not
presently have the resources to do. And
they are going to have to find the re-
sources to do that from places other
than the Federal Government. We will
not be there to help out with State ef-
forts to create jobs. We will not be
there to help out with child care. We
will not be there to help out with the
administration of whatever the State
response is. That is a fundamental
problem | think with the underlying
bill.

But the point that | really want to
make is one that the Senator from New
York | think has eloquently spoken to,
and it does go to the fundamental issue
of debate in all of this. That is the
question of common ground. That is
the issue of whether or not we have a
commitment as a national community
to address the issue of poverty, to ad-
dress the issue of child welfare, or
whether or not we are prepared to bal-
kanize as a country into 50 different
welfare systems, into 50 different re-
sponses to poverty, into 50 different ap-
proaches to child welfare, and whether
or not the welfare and the well-being,
the possibility of potential for hunger,
the possibility of the potential for
homelessness of a child in this country
will depend on an accident of geog-
raphy. It is bad enough that a child
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who is born into poverty suffers the ac-
cident of having been born poor. As a
friend of mine once said, “It is your
own fault for being born to poor par-
ents.” | could not disagree with that
point.

But the fact of matter is, we have to
make sure that the accident of being
born to poor parents is not exacerbated
by where that took place.

The question is whether or not, as
Americans, we will have the foresight
to recognize that through this as the
very central issue of the nature of our
Federal Government, the nature of
Federalism and the nature of our Na-
tion and the kind of country that we
will have. Will we have a country in
which everyone recognizes that the
welfare of a child in Oklahoma, in Ne-
vada, or lowa is as important to the
Senator from California and the Sen-
ator from Illinois and the Senator from
New York as the welfare of a child in
his or her own State, or will we have a
situation in which by virtue of the bal-
kanization provided by this underlying
bill, the only children about whose wel-
fare you or | can have a say about are
the children in the State from which
we are elected?

I do not think, Mr. President, that is
a direction that the American people
want to see us fall off to.

As we talk about the devolution in
Government, the devolution that we
ought to consider to welfare work bet-
ter, making it work efficiently, giving
people opportunity, giving people an
opportunity to go to work, giving chil-
dren the kind of care and the kind of
safety net that they need to have so
that they will have opportunities, so
they possibly will not have to be born
to poor children, and their children,
whether or not they will have to be
born to poor parents, that their chil-
dren will have a chance to do better.

That is, it seems to me, consistent
with the American dream and is con-
sistent with the whole concept of what
this Nation is about.

I therefore hope that a direction that
this bill takes in the final analysis,
when all is said and done, and the
amendments are put on it, that we re-
affirm and not reject and walk away
from our national commitment to ad-
dress the issue of poverty and to pro-
vide for the welfare of all of our chil-
dren.

Thank you.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

I compliment my colleague, one, for
her interest in her State, her constitu-
ents, and also for the fact that she has
I think four or five amendments, and
she was waiting to offer those tonight
and discuss those. | have not had a
chance to review all of them. | have
looked at a couple of them.

I know my colleague from Pennsylva-
nia has an amendment he wishes to
offer. We may have other amendments.
So | will be very brief. | will review
these amendments a little more in de-
tail over the night and talk about them
possibly tomorrow.
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But the first amendment that the
Senator has is a big one. It is an impor-
tant one. Our colleague should be able
to understand it. So | ask this ques-
tion: 1 am reading under “‘eligibility.”
This is talking about the underlying
bill. But also | might mention under
the Daschle bill, there was a time limit
for welfare payments from the Federal
Government, 5 years. Under the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois, it
says after the 5 years should expire and
a welfare recipient still has a depend-
ent child, the State would be mandated
to provide a voucher program to pro-
vide assistance to the minor child.

Is that correct?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator also men-
tions that she did not want to have un-
funded mandates in one of the other
amendments but this would be—correct
me, if I am wrong, you do not fund this
program. You just mandate that the
States after 5 years would have to pro-
vide a voucher program to provide as-
sistance even though we do not give
them any money?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. We will not
give them the money. In fact, if any-
thing, the welfare of those children in
those families, if anything, should have
first dibs on the block grants that we
at the Federal Government level are
providing the money that goes to the
States that is calculated to, and the
whole idea is to provide for the welfare
of minor dependent children.

So if that minor dependent child has
a parent who does not comply with the
work requirement or misses some other
test that is set up, that child will still
be provided for first.

So, if anything, | call this the child

voucher, but really, if anything, it
should be called the Child First amend-
ment.

Mr. NICKLES. | wanted to make

sure, though, that we understood. Be-
cause this has a benefit, it would not
have been provided under the Daschle
substitute.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes, it would
have. This particular safety net for
children was provided for in the
Daschle substitute.

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to re-
view it. | appreciate my colleague.

I just looked at the other amend-
ment. She has one amendment that
says you want to have a pilot program
and you wanted to authorize $25 mil-
lion for the job opportunities for cer-
tain low-income individuals. Is that
correct?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. NICKLES. That is a program we
have ongoing now.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. NICKLES. How much are we ap-
propriating for that program at this
point?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. We are right
now at about 5.6. So $5.6 million.

Mr. NICKLES. Just for my col-
leagues’ information, according to
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CRS, we have 154—I have heard now
155—various employment and training
programs. This is one program that
you would like to maybe take out of
the block grants and increase its fund-
ing by fivefold. Is that correct?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. This is a
demonstration. This is not just about
training. There is a demonstration pro-
gram that is already in existence for
micro-enterprises development, for a
variety of approaches to economic de-
velopment and job creation for low-in-
come individuals. This already exists.
Yet the increase is $5.4 million in fiscal
year 1995.

Yes, there is a fivefold increase in the
funding for this job training and job
creation program for low-income indi-
viduals. It is that increase.

But | would point out to my col-
league that there is no question—
again, in the eyes of what we are with
doing here—that there is a suggestion
that you cannot do welfare reform and
put people to work on the cheap. You
are going to have to make investment
in those counties, in those States such
as Wisconsin where there is a success-
ful welfare reform experiment under
way. There is no question that to tran-
sition people from welfare to work re-
quires that we give them something to
work at, give them skills, training, and
micro-enterprise loans to start busi-
nesses or whatever. But there is some
assistance required to leverage human
capability to provide that they get
back into the private sector and to get
back to work.

There are two counties in Wisconsin
in which there have been work to wel-
fare, a work transition pilot program.
There is no question but that the in-
vestment is made on the front end to
give individuals the ability to transfer
off of welfare and to transfer from de-
pendency to independency.

The JOLI Program has done that. It
has done it successfully. It was initi-
ated as a part of the Family Support
Act. It works. It is not like trying
something brand new. It has worked.

It seems to me that in light of the
fact that job creation is not addressed
at all in the underlying legislation—
and it is not. There is no ability for
creating jobs in the bill without this
amendment.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator yield
on that?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Let me fin-
ish my point. In light of that fact that
there is no effort to leverage private
activities to create jobs, this amend-
ment says let us take something that
works and let us expand it so that since
the States have to have, since individ-
uals who live in these various States
will have to comport and comply with
work requirements, let us give the
States some assistance in providing job
creation and private sector entre-
preneurial activity.

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | will
just make a brief statement, not nec-
essarily continue the colloquy.

| appreciate the commitment of my
friend and colleague from Illinois. Just
a couple of comments pertaining to
this amendment.

This second amendment we have been
discussing is rather small. It says we
would have a $25 million pilot program
to continue a program we already have
and quadruple its costs or multiply it
by five.

That is directly contrary to what we
are trying to do in this bill. As I men-
tioned before, according to CRS we
have 154—I put this in the RECORD ear-
lier today—Federal job training pro-
grams, some of which—and | know my
colleague from New York is the author
and sponsor of some—some of which
have probably done some good. A whole
lot of them probably have not. And so
to think that we have 155 and my col-
league from Illinois has picked out
one—

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator yield for just a comment?

This is not a job training program.
This has nothing to do with job train-
ing. The JOLI Program is job creation.
It gives poor people the opportunity to
access money, equity capital in order
to start their own businesses and start
their own jobs. It is not job training.

That is why it was distinct from the
job training debate. That is a whole
other debate. If you take a look at
what the Family Support Act language
that created the JOLI program you
will see that it is not a job training
program. This amendment says let us
give poor people the opportunity to
create their own jobs.

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. If | may just
respond to my colleague, since we are
in a colloquy, some of the initiatives
under JOLI have come from other parts
of the world. There has been a famous
experiment that started actually in
India, | say to the Senator from New
York, in which poor people were given
tiny loans called microloans to start
their own businesses.

So it is not job training, and it is to
be distinguished from the job training
debate.

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has the floor.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | again
appreciate my colleague’s initiative,
her commitment to her cause. | will
just state that this Senator is going to
vote against it, and this will probably
be one we will have a rollcall vote on
tomorrow. It does increase the author-
ization of this program by fivefold. One
may not call it a jobs program. | would
have to look and see if it was included
on the list according to CRS as a Fed-
eral employment and/or job training
program. Maybe it is a lending pro-
gram. | am not sure it belongs—if it is
a lending program and financing pro-
gram, maybe it should or should not be
in this bill. | do not know that | want
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to multiply programs by that kind of
multiplier at this point.

The overall scope of this bill says we
are going to be saving—if we pass this
bill, we are going to be saving $70 bil-
lion. Now, we are talking about big
money. | will go back to the amend-
ment that our colleague from Illinois
raised before, but | wish to be really
brief because | know our colleague
from Pennsylvania has an amendment.

But the initial amendment is a very
big amendment. And | will have to
compare it—and | appreciate her state-
ment that it was in the Daschle sub-
stitute, but as | understand it, it is a
bill that would basically waive the 5-
year requirement or time limit.

President Clinton said that he want-
ed to have a time limit, and we are
talking about Federal payments—have
a time limit on how long an individual
or family can receive money from the
Federal Government. If we are to end
welfare as we know it, we are going to
have to have some limitations. A