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On the other hand, then, the whole
promise of this reform of enabling wel-
fare mothers, sometimes welfare fa-
thers, to be able to work becomes a
promise that is never fulfilled. This
amendment goes a long way toward en-
abling us to fulfill that promise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mr. KENNEDY. | yield 1 minute.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, in
a minute, | cannot even do justice to
the point | will try to make.

What has cropped up in this debate |
think is a very interesting argument,
which is all too often some of my col-
leagues will say, well, look, if you have
a family with an income of $35,000,
maybe two parents, they are paying for
child care, why should we talk about
investment of resources for affordable
child care for welfare mothers?

I do not know why we are paying off
middle-income and moderate-income
citizens versus low-income women. We
should focus on what is good for the
children.

The fact of the matter is our country
has not made a commitment to afford-
able child care. It is a shame. This is a
perfect example of where we could allo-
cate some of the resources at the Fed-
eral level and decentralize it and let all
the good things happen at the commu-
nity level, at the neighborhood level
—be it for low income, moderate in-
come, middle income—with some sort
of sliding fee scale.

That is really the direction we ought
to go, not in the direction of not in-
vesting resources in child care and
therefore putting mothers in a difficult
position, and most important of all,
punishing children.

This is a very important amendment
which really kind of is a litmus test as
to whether we are serious about reform
as opposed to reformatory.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if | might,
let me inquire how much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has 14 minutes
and 18 seconds.

Mr. DODD. On the side of the Senator
from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has 67 minutes and 22
seconds.

Mr. DODD. I would just inquire of my
colleague from Utah if | might take 5
of his minutes? | am fearful he may not
be on the floor, someone else may come
over, and we will have run out of all of
our time.

Mr. HATCH. | will be glad to yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Connecti-
cut.

Should | say a few words first? Or |
will be happy to wait.

Mr. DODD. No, go ahead.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.
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THE CAPITAL GAINS DEBATE

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, it is not
quite on this subject, but since my
friend from Massachusetts raised the
issue | thought | would just spend a few
minutes on it because it is something
that is near and dear to my heart and
| think near and dear to, really, those
of a pretty good majority of this body.

One of the worst perceptions about
the capital gains debate is that only
the rich are going to benefit from a
capital gains rate reduction. My friend
from Massachusetts implied that and
implied that those of us who are for a
capital gains rate reduction are basi-
cally taking care of our good old rich
friends. | do not have many rich
friends. | have to say that | was born in
poverty, came up the hard way. | am
one of the few in this body who learned
a trade, went through a formal appren-
ticeship program, became a journey-
man and worked in the building con-
struction trade unions for 10 years,
putting myself through high school. |
had to work to get through high
school, college and law school. So | do
not think it is a matter of rich friends
at all.

The fact of the matter is, nothing
could be further from the truth with
regard to capital gains. In fact, Ameri-
cans at all economic levels will benefit
from increased growth. President John
F. Kennedy once said, basically while
he was enacting a capital gains rate re-
duction which proved to be very effica-
cious for our country, ‘“‘a rising tide of
investment lifts all boats.” President
Kennedy supported a capital gains cut
because thousands of middle-class
Americans would benefit from it.

In 1992, 56 percent of Federal income
tax returns claiming capital gains—56
percent of those returns claiming cap-
ital gains—were from taxpayers with
incomes of $50,000 or less, and 83 per-
cent came from taxpayers with in-
comes of less than $100,000. Almost all
of them came from people who earned
less than $100,000. But, again, keep in
mind, 56 percent came from those who
earned less than $50,000. Only the rich?

The preferential capital gains tax
benefits every American who believes
in the American dream, who is willing
to take a risk for a long-term reward.
Millions of American families that own
farms or small businesses will benefit
from the capital gains tax. Yes, in 1
year of their productive lives, a hus-
band and wife may have a high income,
in the year they sell their family farm
or small business. But that is one rea-
son these statistics can be so mislead-
ing. The capital gains differential is
just as much about Main Street as it is
Wall Street. This amendment rewards
risk taking and sacrifice, and that is
the right thing to do.

The opponents of the capital gains
tax rate cut argue that it benefits
mostly the wealthiest income groups.
This assertion is based on deceptive
statistics. The income figures used in
these statistics include the taxpayer’s
entire income, which includes the cap-
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ital gain. This makes the capital gains
tax cut appear to be a tax cut for the
rich.

A far more accurate picture results
when only recurring or ordinary in-
come is considered. Let me give an ex-
ample. An elderly couple living in
Cache County, UT, has been farming on
land they owned for 40 years. The land
was purchased for $50,000 in 1950. They
decided to retire to St. George, UT, and
thus, they sell their farm for $250,000
after farming it for 40 years, having
paid $50,000 for it.

This couple has never reported more
than $35,000 of gross income on their
tax returns in their life, never more
than $35,000 in any given year. But in
the year of the sale of their farm, they
report more than $200,000 of gross in-
come. Are these people among the very
wealthiest income earners of our Na-
tion? Of course not.

The Department of the Treasury sta-
tistics show that this example is not
just the exception, it is the rule. If cap-
ital gains are excluded from income,
only about 5 percent of tax returns
containing long-term capital gains
have incomes of over $200,000. Only 5
percent.

A Treasury study covering 1985 shows
that taxpayers with wage and salary
income of less than $50,000 realized
nearly one-half of all capital gains in
1985. In addition, three-quarters of all
returns with capital gains were re-
ported by taxpayers with wage and sal-
ary income of less than $50,000 in that
year. So let us not kid anybody. Of
course, those who are wealthy will ben-
efit, but they generally put their mon-
eys back into investments or into busi-
nesses, into creation of jobs and eco-
nomic opportunity for others. So we
should not begrudge the fact that they
benefit as well.

But a huge, huge number of middle-
class people benefit from capital gains
rate reductions not just because they
themselves have capital gains to pay
taxes on, but because they benefit from
the stimulation of the economy that
occurs when money is rolled over and
utilized in creating new jobs and new
job opportunities.

A Joint Tax Committee analysis of
the years 1979 to 1983 found that 44 per-
cent of taxpayers reporting gains real-
ized a gain in only 1 out of 5 years. This
is the occasional investor, the home or
business owner, who is realizing these
gains. When we move beyond the class
warfare rhetoric, we find that capital
gains tax cuts help working Americans.

High capital gains taxes especially
hurt elderly taxpayers. Capital gains
for seniors average four to five times
the size for capital gains for younger
taxpayers. In fact, in any year more
than 40 percent of taxpayers over the
age of 60 pay capital gains taxes.

So, the fact of the matter is, it is de-
ceptive to argue that capital gains ben-
efit only the wealthy. They benefit ev-
erybody.

I believe if we cut capital gains, we
will unleash some of the $8 trillion in
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this economy that is locked up in cap-
ital assets that people will not sell be-
cause they do not want to pay 28 to 39
percent in a capital gains tax. Once we
unleash that—if we could just unleash
10 percent of that money, can you
imagine what a stimulation and stimu-
lus that would be to our economy?

Taxpayers are very sensitive to cap-
ital gains reductions. This is especially
true for the most affluent Americans.
As a result, Americans will realize
many gains as soon as the rate
changes. This will raise tax revenue,
probably by an amount far above joint
tax estimates.

Joint tax estimates are among the
most conservative estimates you can
have. | will not go into the details on
this, but we can say in the last 30
years, every time capital gains rates
have gone up, revenues to the Federal
Government have gone down from sell-
ing capital assets. Every time capital
gains rates have been dropped, or low-
ered, revenues to the Government have
gone up. It just makes sense, especially
when you realize there is $8 trillion
locked up in capital assets that they
will not sell, they will not trade, they
will not move because of the high rate
of taxation that we have today.

Let us lower that capital gains rate
and benefit all Americans, but espe-
cially—especially—the middle class
and those earning under $50,000 a year
who will benefit greatly from it, and
get some sense into this system so we
push the better aspects of our system.
Let us get rid of some of this demean-
ing rhetoric that literally cuts into
the—really cuts against what are the
real facts with regard to capital gains
and capital gains rate reductions.

I am very strongly for a capital gains
rate reduction because | think it will
benefit virtually everybody in our soci-
ety, the poor as well, because there will
be more jobs and more economic oppor-
tunity than before the rates are cut.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY
ACT

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator be good enough to yield 5
minutes?

Mr. HATCH. | will be happy to yield
5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. | thank the Senator.

Mr. President, | just want to put in
the RECORD some of the comments
from some of the leading church and
legislative and active groups that have
been focusing on the welfare debate. |
will include all of the statements in
the RECORD. But | would like to refer
at this time to individual sentences
and comments that summarize their
position.

One was from the National Council of
the Churches of Christ in the USA. It
said:
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The religious community is a major pro-
vider of center-based child care. Throughout
the nation, millions of children are cared for
every day in church-housed child care. Our
churches have long waiting lists of parents
seeking quality care for their children. We
are not able to accommodate the demand be-
cause the resources to expand the supply are
so scarce. We know this problem first hand,
because the desperate parents are in our con-
gregations, as are the overworked providers
of child care services. Their facilities are in
our buildings, and our congregations are en-
riched by the lively presence of their chil-
dren.

We believe that it is not responsible public
policy to require parents to work without
providing adequately for their children’s
safety and nurture while the parents are at
their jobs. If the government is going to in-
sist that mothers of young children leave
them to go into the workplace, then the gov-
ernment must make it possible for the par-
ents to do so in the confidence that their
children are in a safe, wholesome environ-
ment. To do otherwise puts our children at
risk and almost guarantees that parents,
preoccupied with concern for the well-being
of their youngsters, will not perform to the
best of their ability.

That is an excellent statement of the
National Council of the Churches of
Christ.

The National
Legislatures:

NCSL has been concerned about the lack of
coordination of existing child care funding
streams. We are interested in working with
you to consolidate these funds. Child care is
an essential component to support welfare
recipients moving from welfare to work and
is critical for low-income working families.
Our experience suggests that a renewed com-
mitment to work by welfare recipients will
require additional child care funds above
current levels.

That is the National Conference of
State Legislatures; that is, Repub-
licans and Democrats.

The American Public Welfare Asso-
ciation:

Current proposals in the Senate do not cre-
ate a separate state block grant for all child
care programs. APWA supports a separate
child care block grant, in the form of an en-
titlement to states, not as a discretionary
spending program subject to annual funding
reductions. States will not be able to move
clients from welfare to work without ade-
quate and flexible funding to provide essen-
tial child care services.

Catholic Charities:

We are very concerned that the new work
requirements and time limits for AFDC par-
ticipation will leave children without ade-
quate adult supervision while their parents
are working or looking for work. The key to
successful work programs is safe, affordable,
quality day care for the children. The bill be-
fore the Senate does not guarantee or in-
crease funding for day care to meet the in-
creased need associated with the work re-
quirements and time limits. Please, support
amendments by Senators Hatch and Kennedy
to guarantee adequate funding to keep chil-
dren safe while their mothers try to earn
enough to support them.

The Governor of Ohio:

I would like to see the child care and fam-
ily nutrition block grants converted into
capped state entitlements. In the House bill,
funding for these block grants is discre-
tionary. Key child care programs currently
are individual entitlements. The need for

Conference of State

S 13183

child care only will grow as welfare recipi-
ents move into the workforce.

The National Parent Teacher Asso-
ciation:

The potential for success of welfare reform
depends on former recipients becoming em-
ployed an being able to meet basic needs for
shelter, food, health care and child care.
Subsidized child care for low income working
parents is crucial.

Every single organization that has
responsibility and which has studied
this is and which are out on the front
lines on the issue of welfare reform has
understood the importance of providing
child care, and the Dodd-Kennedy
amendment provides it.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that these documents be printed
in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE CHURCHES OF
CHRIST IN THE USA—STATEMENT ON THE IM-
PORTANCE OF CHILD CARE IN WELFARE RE-
FORM

(By Mary Anderson Cooper, Associate
Director, Washington Office, August 9, 1995)

As the Senate works to overhaul the na-
tion’s welfare system, we urge Senators to
make the well-being of those who are im-
pacted by that system their primary con-
cern. As people of faith and religious com-
mitment, we are called to stand with and
seek justice for people who are poor. This is
central to our religious traditions, sacred
texts, and teachings. We are convinced,
therefore, that welfare reform must not
focus on eliminating programs but on elimi-
nating poverty and the damage it inflicts on
children (who are %s of all welfare recipi-
ents), on their parents, and on the rest of so-
ciety.

Further, we support the goal of helping
families to leave welfare through employ-
ment, because we believe that those who are
able to work have a right and a responsibil-
ity to do so. However, we also recognize that
just finding a job will not necessarily mean
either that a family should leave welfare or
that its poverty will end. Since full-time
jobs at minimum wage yield a family income
that is below the poverty line, and since such
jobs often do not provide health care bene-
fits, employed people trying to leave welfare
may still need some government subsidy in
order to become self-supporting.

Key among the kinds of help such people
need is child care. The Children’s Defense
Fund tells us that one in four mothers in
their twenties who were out of the labor
force in 1986 said they were not working be-
cause of child care problems (high cost, lack
of availability, poor quality or location, lack
of transportation, etc.). Among poor women,
34% said they were not working because of
child care problems.

The Government Accounting Office tells us
that increasing the supply of child care
would raise the work participation rates of
poor women from 29 to 44 percent. For near-
poor women, the rates would rise from 43 to
57 percent. Thus, increasing the supply of
safe, quality, affordable child care would
help some women escape poverty while help-
ing others avoid falling into it in the first
place.

The religious community is a major pro-
vider of center-based child care. Throughout
the nation, millions of children are care for
every day in church-housed child care. Our
churches have long waiting lists of parents
seeking quality care for their children. We
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