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The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious God, You have called the
men and women of this Senate to glo-
rify You by being servant-leaders. This
calling is shared by the officers of the
Senate, the Senators’ staffs, and all
who enable the work done in this
Chamber. Keep us focused on the liber-
ating truth that we are here to serve
You by serving our Nation. Our sole
purpose is to accept Your absolute
Lordship over our lives and give our-
selves totally to the work of each day.
Give us the enthusiasm that comes
from knowing the high calling of serv-
ing in Government. Grant us the holy
esteem of knowing that You seek to ac-
complish Your plans for America
through the legislation of this Senate.
Free us from secondary, self-serving
goals. Help us to humble ourselves and
ask how we may serve today. We know
that happiness is not having things and
getting recognition, but in serving in
the great cause of implementing Your
righteousness, justice, and mercy for
every person and in every circumstance
in this Nation. We take delight in the
paradox of life: The more we give our-
selves away, the more we can receive of
Your love. In our Lord’s name. Amen.

f

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will report the pending business.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4) to restore the American
family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare
spending, and reduce welfare dependence.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:
Dole modified amendment No. 2280, of a

perfecting nature.
Feinstein modified amendment No. 2469 (to

amendment No. 2280), to provide additional
funding to States to accommodate any
growth in the number of people in poverty.

Conrad-Bradley amendment No. 2529 (to
amendment No. 2280), to provide States with
the maximum flexibility by allowing States
to elect to participate in the TAP and WAGE
programs.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
distinguished Senator from North Da-
kota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. I in-
quire if the Conrad-Bradley amend-
ment is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). The Senator is correct.

AMENDMENT NO. 2529

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New York [Mr. MOY-
NIHAN], for Mr. CONRAD, for himself and Mr.
BRADLEY, proposes an amendment numbered
2529.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi-
tion of the RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the
Conrad-Bradley amendment is based on
the four principles of requiring work,
protecting children, providing flexibil-
ity for States, and promoting the fam-
ily structure. Our amendment fun-
damentally reforms the welfare system
by allowing States to choose between
the pure block grant approach of the
Dole bill and a program that maintains
a safety net for children, provides an
automatic stabilizer for States, and in-
cludes the funding to pay for them.

None of us can predict the future. If
there are floods in Mississippi, earth-
quakes in California, a drought in
North Dakota, or some economic ca-
lamity in Colorado, a flat-funded block
grant approach may not meet the need.
We should retain the automatic sta-
bilizer that allows a State to receive
the help it requires. After all, this is
the United States of America, not just
50 separate States.

Our amendment allows States to
choose the Dole approach or the
Conrad-Bradley option for 4 years.
After that, the State may continue its
program or switch to the other ap-
proach at their option. Our option pro-
vides States with complete flexibility
to design work requirements, job train-
ing programs, to determine eligibility
and sanctions. It allows States to set
time limits of any duration for partici-
pants, provided that no participants
are terminated if they comply with all
State requirements.

The Conrad-Bradley amendment ex-
pands the State flexibility already in-
cluded in the Dole bill. It uses States
as laboratories to experiment, to find
what is effective in welfare reform
strategies. Although the States will
have almost total flexibility to design
their own welfare programs, they will
do so without the risk that a natural
disaster or economic collapse will pre-
vent them from protecting children
and families.

The Dole proposal before us already
includes such an option for the food
stamp program. If an option to choose
between a pure block grant approach
and a system that automatically ad-
justs for the need is appropriate for
food stamps, I suggest we should pro-
vide the same option for the Dole
AFDC block grant.

According to CBO, our amendment
provides protection for children and
States while saving $63 billion over 7
years, compared with the $70 billion of
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savings in the current version of the
Dole bill. In other words, we reduce the
overall savings in the Dole bill, which
are currently $70 billion, by $7 billion
over the 7 years, in order to protect
children and protect the States—to
preserve the automatic stabilizer
mechanism.

Again, it is a State choice. They can
choose the pure block grant approach
of the Dole bill. They can choose that
for 4 years. Or they can choose the ap-
proach in our bill, which represents the
most dramatic welfare reform ever pre-
sented on the floor of the Senate.

Finally, the Conrad-Bradley amend-
ment eliminates the need to struggle
over State allocation formulas because
it allows States to choose, to choose
between the Dole block grant approach
and a funding mechanism that auto-
matically adjusts for State need and
effort.

Proponents of the Dole bill say that
we should let States experiment. We
agree. That is precisely what we ought
to do. Let us let the States go out and
try various welfare reform strategies
and see what works. That makes good
sense. Let us give the States a chance
to experiment. Let us give the States a
chance to determine what works and
what does not work. But let us main-
tain the automatic stabilizer to help
States hit by natural disasters or eco-
nomic calamities. Let us make certain
they have the resources to meet the
need that none of us can foresee. Let us
make certain that we can protect chil-
dren.

We are, after all, the United States of
America, not the divided States of
America. Let us remember our
strength flows not only from our diver-
sity, but from our union.

I thank the Chair and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President at
the request of the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. BUMPERS], I ask unanimous
consent that his name be added as a co-
sponsor of S. 978.

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
thank you.

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

clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I

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

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

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the
Conrad amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. CONRAD]. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. The clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN]
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
SIMPSON] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. SIMPSON] would vote ‘‘nay.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICE. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 409 Leg.]
YEAS—44

Akaka
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Byrd
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon
Feingold

Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Graham
Harkin
Heflin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnston
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin

Lieberman
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Nunn
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Wellstone

NAYS—54

Abraham
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Bond
Brown
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth

Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kohl
Kyl
Lott
Lugar

Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Packwood
Pressler
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—2

Cochran Simpson

So the amendment (No. 2529) was re-
jected.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2469, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of Feinstein
amendment No. 2469, on which there
will be 4 minutes of debate equally di-
vided, followed by a vote on or in rela-
tion to the amendment.

The Senator from California [Mrs.
FEINSTEIN], is recognized.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I re-
spectfully suggest the Senate is not in
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators
will take their conversations off the
floor. The Senate will be in order.
There will be 4 minutes of debate.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we
have order? We need to know what we
are voting on. We cannot hear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The Chair advises
Senators to take their conversations
off the floor. The Senator from Califor-
nia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senate
is still not in order. There are too
many discussions going on toward the
rear of the Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators
at the rear of the Chamber——

Mr. BYRD. And staff. I thank the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from West Virginia,
because I believe this is a very impor-
tant amendment.

Let me quickly sum up how my
amendment, I believe, improves the un-
derlying bill. In the Dole bill, 31 States
have their funding frozen at fiscal year
1994 levels for the next 5 years. Fund-
ing is frozen despite very tough man-
dates to States which require a mini-
mum work participation rate, which
CBO says, as late as last night, only 10
to 15 States will be able to meet. Those
States that cannot meet the minimum
work participation rate will have a
penalty of 5 percent with another 5 per-
cent from the State, or a 10-percent cut
in funds, and all but 19 States are
locked out of the so-called growth for-
mula.

So this is major. What I would like to
say to my colleagues who represent the
31 States that are frozen out of the
Dole bill is this: Not only will your
State be required to meet that man-
date, not only will your State receive
no additional funding for child care or
job training to meet the mandate, and
even though your State will almost
definitely experience an increase in
poor population, your funding is frozen.

This bill, my amendment, takes the
language of the House which says that
the poor population of the State, as re-
flected by the census, will be used to
determine the growth allocation. And,
in fact, 27 States increase their funding
under my amendment over the Dole
bill.

Those charts have been distributed to
you, and I urge, if you are one of those
27 States, that you vote for this
amendment. The amendment is fair. It
is as the House does it. It simply says
the census determines the numbers and
the money for growth is accommodated
in that way.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. Is there fur-
ther debate? The Senator from Texas
[Mrs. HUTCHISON], is recognized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
urge my colleagues not to vote for this
amendment.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
must once again respectfully suggest
the Senate is not in order. We cannot
hear the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair asks that Senators withhold con-
versations. The Senator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Mr. President, it was very difficult to
solve the formula issue when we de-
cided we were going to reform welfare.
The most fair formula is the underly-
ing bill, the Dole-Hutchison formula.
What it does is allow everyone to win
at some point. No one loses what they
have now. Yet, the low-benefit, high-
growth States are not penalized in
years 3, 4, and 5.

When we decided to block grant for 5
years, we had to look at the accommo-
dation for the high-growth States
where they had low benefits. That is
because the high-benefit States get
their windfall in the beginning. Where-
as, California gets $1,016 per poor per-
son grant. States like Alabama get
$148. Mississippi gets $138, as compared
to $1,000.

So the goal of our underlying bill is
to reach parity slowly, without hurting
the New Yorks, the Michigans, and the
Californias, but bringing up the States
that no longer have to have a State
match and are very poor. So it is equi-
table and it is fair.

I ask my colleagues to look at the
overall picture and understand that if
we are going to have welfare reform,
we must start with the new param-
eters, which are that the State match
is going to be phased out. Yes, New
York and California had big State
matches and, therefore, got more Fed-
eral dollars. They are going to keep
those Federal dollars, even as the
State’s match is phased out. But the
low-benefit, high-growth States are
going to get their help in the end. That
is why this is a balance. That is why
this is fair and why the low-benefit
States are not going to have to pay in
order for California to continue to
grow.

We will never reach parity under the
Feinstein amendment. There will never
be fairness in the system as we go to
the Federal dollars, without State
matches. The only way that we can go
toward the goal of parity and equality
in this country is to stay with the un-
derlying bill.

I hope you will vote against the Fein-
stein amendment and stick with the
Dole-Hutchison formula, which is fair
to everyone.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I rise
to oppose the amendment from the
Senator from California.

The reason I oppose this amendment
is because it does nothing to help us

meet our real goal in this debate,
which is the fundamental reform of a
failed welfare system.

Instead it reopens a funding formula
debate that pits State against State,
and puts the whole endeavor of welfare
reform in dire jeopardy.

Let me be clear that my State is one
that would benefit from the adoption of
the Feinstein amendment. There are
elements of the Senator from Califor-
nia’s amendment that I believe have
merit, and I believe she has made some
important points in the debate on her
amendment.

Nevertheless, the practical effect of
her amendment will be to reopen a bat-
tle that can only stand in the way of
the enactment of this important wel-
fare reform bill. I intend to vote
against this amendment, and I encour-
age my colleagues to do the same.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays are ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. LOTT. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Mississippi [Mr. COCHRAN] is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 40,
nays 59, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 410 Leg.]
YEAS—40

Akaka
Biden
Boxer
Bradley
Bryan
Byrd
Coats
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Exon
Feingold
Feinstein

Ford
Glenn
Gorton
Harkin
Inouye
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lugar

McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murray
Pell
Reid
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Simon
Specter
Wellstone

NAYS—59

Abraham
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Bingaman
Bond
Breaux
Brown
Bumpers
Burns
Campbell
Chafee
Cohen
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
DeWine
Dole
Domenici
Faircloth

Frist
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kyl
Lott
Mack

McCain
Murkowski
Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Pressler
Pryor
Robb
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

NOT VOTING—1

Cochran

So the amendment (No. 2469), as
modified, was rejected.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2488

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under a
previous order, the Senate will now re-
sume consideration of the Breaux
amendment, No. 2488, with time until
12:30 to be equally divided between the
sides, and a vote on or in relation to
the amendment to occur at 2:15 p.m.

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

ask unanimous consent that the time
be limited on the Ashcroft and Shelby
amendments to 1 hour on each amend-
ment, equally divided between the
sides.

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

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

ator from Louisiana.
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, the

pending amendment is the so-called
Breaux amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. BREAUX. I ask unanimous con-
sent at this time that Senators JEF-
FORDS, KOHL, Snowe and BAUCUS be
added as original cosponsors to the
amendment.

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

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, what we
present today in this amendment is a
bipartisan effort, which is the way that
welfare reform has to be accomplished
in this country. There is no way that
we as Democrats can write the bill by
ourselves. There is no way the Repub-
licans, by themselves, could write a
bill that will become law. This amend-
ment recognizes that, and it is a bipar-
tisan effort.

We have worked with distinguished
Members of the other side, Republican
colleagues, to craft this amendment to
make it fair, to make it one that can
receive bipartisan support and reach a
majority. It may not be perfect, but I
think it reflects the best thoughts of
those of us who have been involved in
this effort for a long period of time,
and I ask that our colleagues give it
their favorable consideration.

Let me just preface what my amend-
ment does by mentioning, just for a
moment, a little of the history of this
effort to try to solve welfare in our
country. It has always been a joint ef-
fort between the States and the Fed-
eral Government.

On average, the States generally con-
tribute about 45 percent of the total
welfare funds to welfare programs
within their State borders and the Fed-
eral Government contributes the other
55 percent, on the other hand, of the
welfare dollars going into various
States.

It has always been a joint venture, if
you will, a partnership, if you will, be-
tween the Federal Government and the
States. For the first time in the 60-year
history of this bill, the other body—our
colleagues and friends in the House—
has terminated that partnership. They
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have said that there is no longer any
requirement that the States put up any
money if they do not want to help
solve this problem. They say they are
for block grants, and that in their
minds means that the Federal Govern-
ment sends them all of the money and
they have no obligation to put up any-
thing. They say that the Federal Gov-
ernment will continue to give the same
amount over the next 5 years even if
some of the programs that they have
developed in their State reduces the
number of people on welfare.

That is right. Under the House pro-
posal, the Federal Government would
continue to send the States the same
amount of money every year for wel-
fare even though there are fewer people
each year in that State that are on
welfare. What kind of a partnership is
that? That is giving the Federal Gov-
ernment all of the responsibility of
raising all of the money, and giving the
States the same amount of money each
year, no matter what happens within
those State borders.

I think the concept of block grants
can be made to work sometimes, but it
has to be a partnership. We all know
that when you are spending somebody
else’s money, it is much easier to spend
it in any way you want to spend it. All
of the legislative bodies, if they think
the money is coming from Washington,
are less responsible, in my opinion,
when it comes to spending those funds
than if they have to raise it through
the tax programs in their respective
States.

We have all heard stories about block
grant programs that have not worked
at this very point in the sense of hav-
ing States misuse block grants coming
from the Federal Government. We
heard the story about the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration block
grants. Someone in one community
was using the Federal money to buy a
tank for the police chief. Why not? It is
Federal money. They did not have to
contribute to it. They thought it was a
nice thing to do, and they did it. So the
police chief got a tank.

The Wall Street Journal just re-
cently reported how State auditors in
one State discovered that the State
squandered $8.3 million in Federal
child care grants on such things as per-
sonal furniture and designer salt and
pepper shakers. Robert Rector, of the
Heritage Foundation, certainly not a
Democratic organization by any
stretch of the imagination, recently
commented on this phenomenon by
saying:

If there’s anything less frugal than a poli-
tician spending other people’s money, it’s
one set of politicians with no accountability
spending money raised by another set of
politicians.

That is the point, Mr. President.
That is the reason the Finance Com-
mittee considered this proposal, a pro-
posal that said the Federal Govern-
ment would continue to maintain our
effort here in Washington in helping to
solve welfare problems, that the State

had no obligation to spend any of their
money whatsoever. Therefore, I offered
an amendment in the Finance Commit-
tee which required the States to main-
tain the same effort the Federal Gov-
ernment was maintaining; that if the
States reduced by $5 the amount of
money needed for welfare because of
fewer welfare people, then the Federal
Government would reduce our con-
tribution by the same amount. That is
why the amendment that is now before
the Senate has been scored by the Con-
gressional Budget Office to save $545
million over 7 years.

This is a bipartisan amendment that
the Congressional Budget Office says
will save $545 billion over the next 7
years. That is why I think that all of
our colleagues who are interested in
trying to save money on welfare reform
would look with favor and support my
amendment.

I want to point out on this first chart
how the current system works, and
why I think it makes sense. When you
have a real partnership, with Federal
and State funds both being used and
contributed, you see here in the chart
that about 9 million children of Amer-
ica get help and assistance under this
program. You see, according to the
blocks here, that we have five blocks
with the representative Federal con-
tribution and four blocks representing
the State contribution to help 9 mil-
lion kids. That is the current partner-
ship. Without any State funds, under
the House bill, if you say all right, the
State does not have to put up any-
thing, obviously, you are going to lose
the blue boxes which represent the
State contribution and instead of help-
ing 9 million children get aid and as-
sistance, you are now only helping 5
million.

What we are saying essentially by
this amendment is that we want to
maintain the partnership, we want to
maintain the effort. We think what the
House has proposed is absolutely unac-
ceptable because it says that States
should not have to contribute anything
if they do not want to. That is not
what real reform is all about.

The second chart that we have would
also show something that I think is im-
portant. It shows that if you have the
States willing to put up nothing, how
it would affect the number of jobs that
have been created over the past years.
Right now, there are 630,000 job slots.
These include work programs, edu-
cation, training, and child care that
are provided for through the Federal
and State partnership.

If State spending were to be cut by 10
percent, which would be allowable
under both the House and the Senate
proposals, if they were cut by only 10
percent, you are talking about a cut
down to 290,000 jobs being available, a
dramatic reduction. If the States were
to cut their contribution by only 20
percent, you would not have any jobs
funded at all. We all know that without
work, you are not going to have real
reform. Welfare reform is about creat-

ing jobs. If you allow the States to do
less than they have been doing, or
nothing at all, you are going to obvi-
ously dramatically adversely affect the
creation of jobs under the welfare re-
form bill. Therefore, this amendment is
absolutely critical.

The third thing is that my amend-
ment would enable both the Federal
Government and the State govern-
ments to share the savings of welfare
reform. One of the reasons we are try-
ing to enact welfare is to save both the
Federal Government and the State gov-
ernments money. My amendment says
that if the State government is going
to reduce the amount of money they
spend on welfare, so should the Federal
Government. The House bill, in com-
parison, says: Look, if the States are
going to spend a lot less because fewer
people are on welfare, the Federal Gov-
ernment is still going to continue to
give the same amount of money to the
States. What kind of nonsense is that?
If the State is getting $10 million from
the Federal Government and reduces
the number of people on welfare, under
the House bill they still get the same
amount of money from the Federal
Government. There is no reduction.
That does not make any sense whatso-
ever in times of tight budgetary re-
striction. If the State government can
save money because of fewer people
being on welfare, that is a good thing
to happen. But the Federal Govern-
ment should also say that we should
also be able to reduce our contribution
if the States have been able, through
new inventive programs, to reduce the
number of people on welfare.

Also, my amendment, which requires
the States to continue to contribute 90
percent of their funding, would discour-
age the supplementing of existing
State resources.

With the budget that we passed in
the Congress, we made a clear state-
ment that, ‘‘Federal funds should not
supplant existing expenditures by
other sources, both public and pri-
vate,’’ and that the ‘‘Federal interest
in the program should be protected
with adequate safeguards such as main-
tenance of effort provisions.’’ My
amendment would ensure that Federal
dollars are not used to replace State
welfare spending, which could be di-
verted to other uses like roads and
bridges.

Mr. President, simply put, under the
House-passed amendment on welfare
reform, the States under this provision
have no requirement to have any main-
tenance of effort, no requirement to
participate financially in solving the
welfare problem. If a State wants to
say, ‘‘Well, we used to spend X amount
of dollars on welfare programs. We
want to take half of that, and we are
going to use it for roads and bridges, or
to buy furniture for State employees,
or we are going to use it to pay for
State raises for all of the State em-
ployees,’’ Mr. President, under this
amendment, the Federal Government
still continues to contribute the same
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amount. The State is left off the hook
for any real obligation to help solve
the problem.

We are not going to be able to solve
the problem just here in Washington.
States are going to have to be involved,
and they are going to have to be in-
volved financially in order to see that
the programs are handled properly,
that there is a real interest in the pro-
gram, and that adequate funding for
the program is available. We all know
that when you come to lobbying for
scarce State funds that people on wel-
fare, and children in particular, who
are innocent victims, do not have a
very strong lobby. People who build
roads and bridges and highways do. So
if a State all of a sudden sees the
House-passed bill in front of them they
are going to say, look at this pot of
money. We are going to take all the
money that we used to use for welfare,
and we are going to build roads and
bridges and give State pay raises be-
cause that is what gets you reelected.

I think that is wrong. Another thing
that they could say is by reducing the
amount of money they contribute to
welfare programs, by reducing the in-
come of a person, they are entitled to
more food stamps because this is 100
percent federally funded. This is an-
other unique way that the Federal
Government is going to get stuck with
the tab under the proposal in the
House—let us just reduce the amount
of money we give on welfare, and we
know by doing that welfare recipients
are going to get more in food stamps
and, by golly, food stamps are paid for
by the Federal Government 100 per-
cent. Is this not a great way of getting
rid of an obligation.

What that is going to do is cost the
Federal Government and the taxpayers
substantial amounts of money. That is
one of the reasons CBO has scored my
amendment as saving $545 million over
the next 7 years. There is no other
amendment pending that is going to
produce those types of savings. It is
very simple. As a State legislator, I
know if I reduce my State’s spending
on a program for welfare recipients,
they are just going to get more money
in food stamps that are paid for by the
Federal Government 100 percent. Is
that not a great way to get out of my
obligation and stick it to the Federal
Government and stick it to the Federal
taxpayers because they are going to
have to pick up 100 percent of the tab
for the cost of food stamps.

The only way we are going to solve
this problem is with a real true part-
nership. My understanding of what the
majority leader on the other side has
offered is to say I think you have a
point, BREAUX, and this zero contribu-
tion by the States is really insuffi-
cient. They have devised an amend-
ment I think that says, well, we are
going to require the States to pay up
to 75 percent of what they have been
spending and contribute 75 percent for
the next 3 years. But then after that it
disappears. If a 75 percent contribution

is good for the first 3 years, why is it
not good for the life of the program or
5 years? What is magical about having
it for 36 months and then, poof, it dis-
appears? If it is good for the first 3
years, it should be good for the years of
the program.

The real critical point is this. And I
am really trying to speak in a biparti-
san fashion. If my colleagues on the
Republican side of the aisle really
think 75 percent is a reasonable con-
tribution by the States—I think it is
too low, but they think it is reason-
able—does anyone who has been around
here more than 6 weeks think if we go
to the conference with the House with
the requirement that the States put in
75 percent of what they have been
spending and the House has a provision
which requires zero, does anybody
think we are going to come out with 75
percent? Of course not.

If you have been on a conference be-
fore, you know how these things are
generally settled. You divide by 2. The
difference between 0 and 75 is 371⁄2 per-
cent. And that is what likely is to
come back from a conference when the
House comes in with a zero require-
ment and the Senate comes in with a 75
percent requirement.

So I urge my colleagues who may
think that my requirement requiring a
90 percent contribution by the States
of what they have been spending is too
high to recognize that this bill has to
go to conference. If we are going to
come out with anything near 75 per-
cent, I suggest it is absolutely essen-
tial that we come in with a minimum
of a 90 percent requirement, knowing
that in the conference it is going to be
conferenced out and you generally split
the difference when you go to con-
ference.

I think we can pass all the laudatory
measures and resolutions we want say-
ing that our conferees should stick
with 75, and we know they are going to
stick with 75, and they will argue for
75. That is good. That is fine. I have
been on conferences time and time
again, and I have been around here too
long to know that is not what happens.
The other body feels very strongly that
there should be no contribution by the
States. I think almost everybody in
this body thinks there should be a con-
tribution. If you think 75 percent is a
fair amount, it is absolutely essential
that we go to conference with a higher
amount.

Let me also say, Mr. President, that
the amendment I have offered has a
great deal of support from people who
believe in block grants in particular. I
know that Gov. Tommy Thompson
from Wisconsin, who has been quoted
so often on welfare, has said that ‘‘wel-
fare reform requires a cash investment
up front. That investment eventually
turns into savings.’’

I agree with that, but I am concerned
you are not going to be able to get
money out of State legislative bodies
for welfare reform without this provi-
sion. If States are told they do not

have to put up anything, many States
will put up nothing. That is simply a
fact of life. Therefore, a requirement
that they contribute in this mainte-
nance of effort is absolutely essential.

We can argue all we want about what
is proper, 75 or 90, but I remind my col-
leagues when we go to conference we
will be going to conference with a
group of House Members who will feel
very strongly that zero is the proper
amount. If we are ever going to come
out with something that maintains ef-
fort on the States at an appropriate
and proper amount, then we absolutely
are going to have to come in with an
amount that is consistent with what I
have in my amendment, and that is a
90 percent requirement. That allows
the Federal Government to save sub-
stantial amounts of money—$545 mil-
lion over 7 years as scored by CBO. It
requires the States to participate in a
partnership arrangement for the solv-
ing of this particular problem.

Mr. President, with those comments,
I reserve the remainder of my time at
this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I ask,
how much time does the Senator de-
sire?

Ms. SNOWE. Five minutes.
Mr. BREAUX. I will be happy to yield

5 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine is recognized.
Ms. SNOWE. I rise in support of the

amendment that has been offered by
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
BREAUX], because I do think it is essen-
tial that we ensure a continued Fed-
eral-State partnership with respect to
welfare programs, and certainly re-
garding the welfare reform we are at-
tempting to make in the Congress
today.

The amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Louisiana underscores a very
essential point, and I think it gets to
the heart of what welfare reform is all
about—that it is in fact a mutual coop-
erative effort between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the States to get Ameri-
cans off welfare, so that they can pur-
sue opportunities to self-sufficiency,
personal responsibility, and discipline.

Since 1935, when title IV of the Social
Security Act was adopted, welfare has
always been a Federal-State partner-
ship. And as we attempt to reengineer
the welfare system in America today as
we know it, I also think we should
renew our commitment to that part-
nership. The bottom line is the States
have a tremendous stake in the success
and outcome of welfare reform.

At the same time, I think it is also
essential that they have a financial
commitment and a financial stake in
this reform. Many States—and I think
we all can understand this—will con-
tinue to extend their programs to the
neediest, as they do today, but they are
also facing the same antitax,
antigovernment, antiexcessive spend-
ing sentiment that we are in the Sen-
ate and in the entire Congress.
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These States at the same time also

have balanced budget requirements and
commitments. In fact, most States do
throughout the country. So they will
be facing competing demands and in-
terests for money.

Under the legislation that is pending
before the Senate with respect to wel-
fare reform, there is no requirement
that the States contribute what they
have spent in the past with respect to
welfare. That is a concern which I have
and one I share with the Senator from
Louisiana.

In the last 20 years, cash assistance
by the States toward welfare has been
reduced by 40 percent when you take
into account inflation. That is 40 per-
cent. I do not think there is any ques-
tion, as we pursue welfare reform, that
we are going to still make a commit-
ment, probably as great as what we are
making today, in order to ensure that
those individuals who are on welfare
will move toward self-sufficiency in the
future.

As the Senator from Louisiana men-
tioned, Governor Thompson, who has
had a very successful welfare reform
program in the State of Wisconsin, had
to make a commitment of fivefold to-
ward job training and child care in
order to make it a success. For every
dollar they invested, they got $2 in re-
turn from benefits.

Now, the Breaux amendment says
that if the States do not wish to make
their commitment of 90 percent of
their spending at the 1994 level toward
welfare, they can reduce it, but at the
same time the Federal share will be re-
duced as well, dollar for dollar. I do not
think that is unfair. I think the Fed-
eral Government should share in the
benefits and the success of the program
as well as the savings because this
should be a shared partnership. If we
are able to save money, the Federal
taxpayers should save it as well. We
should stand to gain from the successes
as well as the savings. So we are asking
the States to spend 90 percent of what
they spent at the 1994 level over 5
years.

I think it is essential there is a 5-
year commitment toward the mainte-
nance of effort. It is not that we are
saying that we do not expect States to
make a commitment, but there have
been some States who made a greater
commitment toward welfare in the
past than others. It is not saying we do
not trust the States. I do not think it
is a question of trust. It is a question
of shared responsibility and the ques-
tion of fairness.

Without the requirement for a fiscal
commitment by the States to at least
spend 90 percent at the 1994 level to-
ward welfare, some States may not
keep their end of the deal. Now, welfare
reform was not designed to get the
States off the hook. We are trusting
them immensely through the enormous
flexibility that is being granted to
them through the block grant program.
They stand to gain enormously in
terms of how they implement a welfare

reform program that is tailored to
their particular State and to their con-
stituency.

And we think that they can do a bet-
ter job than the Federal Government.
But we also know that it is going to
continue to require a commitment on
their part in terms of contributions.
And that is, as we were having this de-
bate this week on the issue of child
care, we know we are going to need a
tremendous commitment toward child
care. And that is why I was pleased
that Senator DOLE included language
that I and others proposed with respect
to child care so that those families who
have children of 5 years or under who
demonstrated a need for child care and
were unable to obtain it because of dis-
tance or affordability will not be sanc-
tioned. And I think that is an impor-
tant provision in the legislation.

But I also think that we have to en-
sure that the States will continue to
make their commitment toward child
care or job training or health care. And
they will have the flexibility under this
legislation to transfer from one to the
other. But the fact of the matter is,
they should make a maintenance of ef-
fort toward what they have contrib-
uted in the past, and we are asking
them to provide 90 percent, which is
less than what the Federal share would
be, because the Federal Government
would be required to pay 100 percent of
their share of their contributions to
the States at the 1994 funding level.

I think this is a very important prin-
ciple to adopt, Mr. President, because
combined Federal and State spending
approximates more than $30 billion.
The States contribute about 45 percent
of the total amount of money spent in
this country on welfare. That is 45 per-
cent. So without the Breaux amend-
ment, we risk having nearly half of
what is now spent on welfare siphoned
off to other programs. That may mean
that we will not have the kind of com-
mitment toward child care or job train-
ing or education programs that are ab-
solutely essential and necessary if we
are going to make welfare reform
work.

We want the States to reduce the
rolls, absolutely. But the question is
how they reduce those rolls. We want
to make sure they do it in a way that
we reach the final goal of allowing wel-
fare recipients to become independent
and self-sufficient. That is the bottom
line. Because that is in the best inter-
est of this country. So I think it is im-
portant to have a maintenance-of-ef-
fort requirement in this legislation be-
cause we know that essentially the
States cannot spend much less than
what they are spending today on wel-
fare and think that we are going to
have a successful welfare reform pro-
gram. I do not believe it can happen, as
you can see, in the State of Wisconsin,
when Governor Thompson made a five-
fold commitment toward an increase in
commitment toward education, job
training and child care.

So I think that this is a very impor-
tant amendment. And as I said——

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

Ms. SNOWE. If States want to reduce
their commitment, then the Federal
share will be reduced as well. It is not
preventing the States from reducing
their share, but if they do, then we
have a proportionate reduction of the
Federal share as well.

I will be glad to yield.
Mr. BREAUX. I commend the Sen-

ator for her comments on this legisla-
tion. And I prefer calling it the Breaux-
Snowe amendment and thank her for
her contribution in that regard.

I wanted to—the Senator served in
the other body, as I have. And the
statement that some have said is that,
‘‘Well, you know, we really think that
75 percent is an appropriate amount.
That is why we should pass a mainte-
nance-of-effort requirement, and the
States will have 75 percent, and then
when we go to conference we will come
back with 45 percent, and that will be-
come law.’’ And my concern is—and I
ask the Senator to comment—the
other body has a zero requirement for
the States spending anything.

Does the Senator from Maine also
have the same concern about what
would happen in the conference if we
start out and figure it with a substan-
tially lower amount than the body of
this amendment?

Ms. SNOWE. Yes, I share the Sen-
ator’s concern in that regard because
there is no maintenance of effort what-
soever.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BREAUX. I yield 2 additional
minutes.

Ms. SNOWE. Thank you.
I share that concern because the

House does not include any mainte-
nance of effort, no percentage in that
regard. So we go in, and we know there
is going to be much less than that be-
cause of the House’s position. So we
are at 90 percent. We are going to come
out with much less. And I think that is
why this amendment is preferable in
that regard. I think it is essential to
have a 5-year commitment. If we go in
with less than 5 years, we know we will
probably, at best, probably get maybe 3
years. But I do think it is important
that we have both the 90 percent and
the 5 years to go with a strong position
into the conference.

Mr. BREAUX. I thank the Senator.
Ms. SNOWE. I yield back the remain-

der of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I

yield myself such time as I may
consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr.
President. I hear great consternation
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of what is going to go on when this bill
reaches conference. We have to vote for
the Breaux amendment because of posi-
tioning, and we have to position our-
selves at 90 percent so we can get some-
thing, because the House is at zero and
we are at 90 percent. The Senator from
Louisiana suggested we may get up to
45 percent. If we go in with 5 years, the
House has nothing, we will get 21⁄2
years.

I do not want to speak for the major-
ity leader, but I think we would be
willing to say that we will go with 45
percent and 21⁄2 years, and we will stick
to that in conference.

So if the Senator is concerned about
what we are going to bargain, I think
we are willing to make that commit-
ment right here on the floor of the Sen-
ate. And I think the leader could come
over and say that we will fight and
stand firm on 45 percent and 21⁄2 years.
And if that is——

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. SANTORUM. We are willing to

take that tough stand.
Mr. BREAUX. Now the Senator is ar-

guing that 45 percent is the appro-
priate, proper amount?

Mr. SANTORUM. No. I was respond-
ing to what the Senator anticipates
happening in conference. And I think
we can save ourselves a lot of prob-
lems. I think what this shows is that
this is not really an area of precision.
I mean, we do not have a lot of preci-
sion here of what should be the mainte-
nance of effort, whether it is 90, 75, or
50 percent.

It is really a question of philosophy
as to whether you want to give the
States the flexibility to be able to reap
some rewards in managing their own
program and whether you trust Gov-
ernors and State legislatures. I think
there is and has traditionally been at
the Federal level a mistrust. I think
that is unfortunate.

I will have comments later. But I see
the Senator from Missouri, who was a
Governor of the State of Missouri, and
who was elected as Governor and Sen-
ator. I would be interested to hear from
the Senator from Missouri as to wheth-
er those constituencies that elected
him to both offices require him to do
different things, whether he should feel
differently as Governor and not care
for the poor as Governor but care for
the poor more as a Senator. I would be
interested in whether there is that
transformation as held in the State of-
fice as opposed to holding the Federal
office, whether you care more about
poor people as a Senator than you did
as a Governor.

I would be happy to yield 10 minutes
to the Senator from Missouri.

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

ator from Missouri.
Mr. ASHCROFT. Thank you, Mr.

President. I rise to question the public
policy value of trying to lock States
into spending 90 percent as much as the
Federal Government has on a series of
programs, many of which not only have

failed, but have locked people into de-
pendency and have locked people into
poverty. I think there are very sub-
stantial and significant public policy
reasons to say that we should allow the
States the flexibility to correct the er-
rors of the Federal Government rather
than to pass legislation which would
require State and local governments to
persist in the errors of the Federal
Government.

The Breaux amendment would re-
quire that there be a 90-percent main-
tenance of effort. And in my under-
standing of it, that means that we
would require that States spend 90 per-
cent of any block grant just as the Fed-
eral Government did, in other words,
lock in an amount of spending. This
could be a serious problem for States
because, in some instances, it could ac-
tually require that States build the
program to be a much bigger program
than it now is. It might require States
to go out and get far more people into
the program than they now have.

Let me just give you one example
that flows out of my experience as Gov-
ernor, but really persists and has come
as a part of the testimony that has
been in the debate about welfare from
my successor and from the people in
his administration. As you know, I did
not have the privilege of being suc-
ceeded by a Republican. So a Democrat
is now Governor of our State. And so, I
want you to know that these figures
are not Republican figures or Democrat
figures. They happen to be Democrat
figures, but they came from an admin-
istration that followed mine.

Take one of the biggest welfare Pro-
grams of all. The most costly welfare
program of all is the Medicaid Pro-
gram. In the Medicaid program in my
home State, the Medicaid director has
said that if he could just have the
money and not have all the Federal red
tape, instead of serving 600,000 people
with the money, he would be able to
serve 900,000 people with that same
amount of money, meaning that there
are tremendous inefficiencies in the
Federal program; that these inefficien-
cies, as a matter of fact, if they could
be wiped out, would be more than a 10-
percent benefit to the program. They
could provide for a 50-percent increase
in the population being served.

If we were to apply the Breaux
amendment to that kind of a situation,
what would happen? The Breaux
amendment would require spending 90
percent of the money, which would
mean that you would get 90 percent of
the increased number of people that
could be served absent the Federal reg-
ulations. That would, in a program like
the Medicaid program in Missouri,
automatically boost the program from
a 600,000 population program to an
810,000 population program, because we
would mandate that they spent 90 per-
cent as much as they would now be
spending, but do it in a context with-
out the Federal regulations, which
would allow for greater efficiencies.

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

Mr. ASHCROFT. Yes.
Mr. BREAUX. Does the Senator real-

ize the Republican amendment locks in
the Federal contribution at 100 percent
for 5 years? Even if the State is suc-
cessful in reducing the amount of peo-
ple on welfare, your amendment locks
the Federal Government into spending
100 percent for 5 years. If it is improper
to lock the State into spending 90 per-
cent, why is it proper to require the
Federal Government spend 100 percent,
even though you have fewer people on
welfare?

Mr. ASHCROFT. We would do so by
ending the entitlement, and that pro-
vides an incentive to the States to re-
duce welfare, as opposed to the Breaux
amendment which would provide a
mandate, in many instances, to in-
crease welfare.

Mr. BREAUX. If the Senator will
yield further on that point, just to
clarify. It is an important point. Under
the Republican amendment, the Fed-
eral Government is locked into spend-
ing 100 percent no matter what the
State does.

Mr. ASHCROFT. The Federal Gov-
ernment is locked into spending 100
percent by an amount determined by
its expenditures last year, and then
any savings that come out of that
should inure to the States. The dif-
ference is under the block grant pro-
posal. There would be a massive incen-
tive for the States to save money and
to reduce welfare rolls.

Under the Breaux amendment, which
would require a 90-percent expenditure,
instead of saving the money and devot-
ing it to things that might be more
needy, they would be required to spend
it in the same way they had previously,
which could result in the anomaly of
increasing welfare substantially.

Let me just move away from the area
of Medicaid, for instance. Food stamps
are the second largest of all the welfare
programs. The testimony from the Of-
fice of Inspector General and from the
Food and Nutrition Service and the De-
partment of Agriculture is there is
about a 12-percent administrative cost
in food stamps. There is about a 12-per-
cent slippage when you consider traf-
ficking in food stamps and fraud and
mistakes and those kinds of things, or
about 24 percent of the program—24
percent of the program—does not real-
ly get to needy folks. If you are to take
that kind of a welfare program and
send it back to the States with a 90-
percent requirement that they keep
spending the money for the same pro-
gram, it is another case where they
might have to increase the number of
people on welfare.

Mr. President, I think what we have
here is a classic situation: Are we here
to reform the welfare system? Are we
here to reduce welfare or are we here to
increase welfare? In my State, the peo-
ple of Missouri spell ‘‘reform’’ r-e-d-u-
c-e. They believe they sent us here in
the year 1994, last year, to do some-
thing about an epidemic of welfare
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which is pulling more and more people
into the category of dependence and de-
spair and fewer and fewer people into
the category of independence and in-
dustry.

I think we have to ask ourselves the
question: What is our purpose in re-
form? I think our purpose in reform
ought to be giving States the incentive
to move people off welfare and, yes, if
there are surplus funds and they have
been successful in doing that, let the
States devote those funds to the bene-
fit of the entire population.

Let me just raise another issue. The
other issue is this: If States do get the
number of people down on welfare—
and, after all, we should be trying to
get fewer people on welfare, not more.
The index of a compassionate society,
J.C. WATTS said, and he is profoundly
correct on this, and the Chair, being
from Oklahoma, knows Congressman
WATTS well, the compassion of a soci-
ety should not be how many people you
can get on welfare, but a really com-
passionate society should have few peo-
ple on welfare.

If you are required to keep spending
lots and lots more money on welfare
per capita than you have, if you have
any inefficiencies now that are ex-
pressed in the program, if you have to
spend more money per case, what does
that do? If you have the case level
down to 75 and you still have to spend
at 90, you have to make that case much
richer, you have to provide more bene-
fit.

As you increase the benefit, what do
you do? You attract people back into
the system. The pernicious impact of
the Breaux amendment would be to at-
tract more people into welfare to the
extent the States were able to reduce
the welfare caseload and the adminis-
trative cost to a level below 90 percent.

We do not want to build a welfare
system here; we want to make a wel-
fare system that helps people out of
welfare into work. We do not want to
make the benefits richer so it makes it
harder for people to move from welfare
to work; we want this system to be de-
signed to meet the needs of truly needy
individuals but without a Federal man-
date that might require the State of
Missouri, for instance, if it were to be
applied to Medicaid, to move from
600,000 people on welfare to 810,000 peo-
ple on welfare, or, in the area of food
stamps, if you could somehow get a
good bit of that 24-percent slippage out
of the system, that would require an
increase in the benefits so that more
people would be enticed into the sys-
tem rather than fewer.

This is a fundamental point that if
you are going to reduce the number of
people on welfare and you require the
amount of money to be maintained at
a very high level, you have to make the
benefit richer and richer and richer.
And if you enrich the benefit while you
are decreasing the population, then all
of a sudden people will start seeing the
benefit being richer again, and you will
attract more people into the system.

We do not want to build into welfare
reform. We do not want to sow the
seeds of its own destruction. We do not
want to build a structure and mecha-
nism which will result in welfare being
increased and grown.

I said the people of Missouri spell
‘‘welfare reform″ r-e-d-u-c-e, and they
do not want to grow welfare, they want
to slow welfare, not because it is so
much a question of how much money
we are spending, it is a question of how
many lives we are losing. We are losing
generations of children.

Another point: There seems to be
some question—and I am glad the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania raised this
with me—as to whether people at State
capitals can be sensitive to the needs of
the needy. It is as if somehow people
can only be heard if they have needs in
Washington, DC. I suppose it might be
as a result of the history of this whole
enterprise of welfare, if we could mis-
label welfare as an enterprise. It might
be that if we were to discuss the his-
tory, we could see why that question
comes up, because there was a time in
America’s history when individuals
who were needy were not well rep-
resented in politics.

Back in the fifties and sixties, there
were laws that related to access to vot-
ing which kept a lot of people from vot-
ing. The civil rights movement was a
response to that. And then the Su-
preme Court of the United States in
the 1960’s said, ‘‘We can’t have rural
communities have an improper impact
on legislation because they do not have
the population anymore.’’ So there was
a Supreme Court case called Baker ver-
sus Carr that provided for one man, one
vote. And there is only one legislative
body in the United States of America
that does not represent one man, one
vote. It is the U.S. Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). The Senator’s time has
expired.

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield the Senator
an additional 5 minutes.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, this
is the only body in America that is not
equally represented by the people of
this country. Every State capital has a
specific, both in their senate and house
of representatives, except for Ne-
braska, of course, which only has one
house, every State capital has one
man, one vote. People have access to
the ballot box like never before. As a
matter of fact, the civil rights laws of
the third quarter of this century moved
to guarantee access and moved to re-
move legal barriers from voting and
political participation. But just this
decade, the Congress of the United
States moved to remove virtually any
kind of barrier. As a matter of fact,
there is a special privilege for people
on welfare. They are automatically
asked to register when they go on wel-
fare.

There can be no argument that peo-
ple in need are people who are
disenfranchised in the United States.
The idea that you have come to the

Federal Government to be heard or to
have an impact as a citizen is a bank-
rupt argument. It may have had cur-
rency at one time, but that currency
has been substantially devalued by a
change in the law, both the judicial law
and the legislative law.

The people of this country are rep-
resented and can be heard in their
State capitals. I submit that they will
be heard there better than in Washing-
ton, DC. As a former Governor, I wit-
nessed far more people visiting me in
the State capital than visiting me here
in Washington, because the only dis-
enfranchisement that comes now is a
disenfranchisement of distance. Frank-
ly, I cannot name a single State for
which Washington, DC, is a closer des-
tination than their State capital. It is
simply not the case. If we give States
discretion about how to spend this
money so we can have real reform,
needy people can go to the State cap-
ital. Needy people know that if the
State makes a mistake, it is easier to
correct and more quickly corrected
than it is if the country makes a mis-
take. Needy people know that if there
is a mistake in 1 program out of 50, it
is not nearly as bad as if it is a na-
tional mistake. Needy people know
that to get legislation changed in
Washington, DC, you have to fight
your way through special interests and
all kinds of power groups, politically.
They know that at the State level indi-
vidual voices are heard, and the voices
of neighborhoods and communities are
heard.

So I rise to oppose this amendment
because I think it will hurt the people
who are in need in this country. I rise
to oppose this amendment because I
think it is an amendment which is de-
signed to institutionalize and guaran-
tee the maintenance of the current sys-
tem. It is incomprehensible to me,
after the people spoke in 1994 as loudly
as people spoke to me just last month
when I was home, just incomprehen-
sible to me that we would not want to
really reform this system, that we
would want to guarantee that the sys-
tem is 90 percent the same as it is now.
If a State can save enough money to go
below that 90 percent, or devote that
resource to additional education or ad-
ditional ways of helping people pick
themselves up and carry themselves
out of poverty, we say: No dice, no; you
have to be at least 90 percent as ineffi-
cient as the Federal Government, 90
percent as punitive as the Federal Gov-
ernment; you have to be at least 90 per-
cent as unsuccessful as the Federal
Government.

I think we need to turn these States
loose. There is very little doubt in my
mind that there are just ways that peo-
ple will solve these problems. Ninety
percent, I think, would lock in a spend-
ing level. Ninety percent would likely
lock in, in some cases, an increase in
the number of people on welfare. I can-
not think of anything more tragic than
the State to sweeten its system, to re-
design its program, and as a result of
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the redesign of the program, end up
sucking more people into a system
which has already impoverished many
and stolen the future of generations.

In some communities, like Detroit, 79
percent of all the children are born
without fathers. We have an epidemic
that is aided and abetted by this sys-
tem, which is counterproductive. We
should not institutionalize the status
quo, and we must reject the Breaux
amendment.

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

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I

thank the Senator from Missouri for
his insightful comments. I think he
really speaks from the kind of experi-
ence that we need here in this Cham-
ber, as somebody who served as a Gov-
ernor and has managed a welfare pro-
gram, who understands the dynamics
in the State capitals and the likelihood
of success of the Dole substitute.

I think his words of support and en-
couragement for the bill, as it is today,
and particularly the maintenance of ef-
fort provisions, are important, and I
want to congratulate him for not only
his statement here, but the tremendous
amount of work he has done on this
legislation, to bring consensus to the
Republican side of the aisle and move
this matter forward. He has really been
a standout on this issue. I thank him
for his comments and for his work on
this legislation.

The Senator from Vermont is here. I
will yield the floor.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I yield
myself 30 seconds just to make the
comment that there clearly must be a
grave amount of misunderstanding of
what the Breaux amendment does.

The Breaux amendment allows the
State to spend as much or as little as
the State wants to spend. But it says
that when a State spends 10 percent
less than they are spending now, the
Federal Government will also reduce
our contribution. We on our side, in a
bipartisan spirit, do not want to make
the Federal Government spend 100 per-
cent of what we are spending now for
the next 5 years. If the State reduces
their amount, the Federal Government
should have the right to do that, as
well. That is what the Breaux amend-
ment is all about.

I yield at this time to the very dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont, who
has a long history of outstanding work
in welfare reform and looking out for
the needy. I yield 10 minutes to the
Senator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the Breaux amendment. I
listened to the very eloquent and excel-
lent statement of the former Governor
of Missouri, and there is no question in
my mind that if all the Governors of
this Nation were like the former Gov-
ernor of Missouri, we might not need
this amendment.

My memory goes back to the 1960’s,
when we started the welfare reform. It
was because there were many areas of

this Nation where the States dropped
the ball with their responsibility on
welfare, and the Federal Government
came in to try to get some uniformity
of standards in the ability to take care
of the people of this country who were
unable to take care of themselves or
needed help in getting into a position
where they could do so.

I point out that in the Breaux
amendment here, we are dollar for dol-
lar, not percentage. So you could elimi-
nate all your State moneys and, in
many cases, end up with plenty of Fed-
eral funds left, so you are only going
down dollar for dollar. I think that is
an important concession to those of us
who want to see this; that is, not to go
over the formula reduction, so if they
go down 1 percent, we go down 1 per-
cent. It is a modest proposal in that re-
spect.

Second, the 90 percent is, I think, a
reasonable figure to utilize. It does
allow some drop in State effort, with-
out losing Federal funds.

I would like to also emphasize how
critically important this amendment is
to some of us who want to reach a con-
sensus on welfare reform. There are
about three areas, to me, which make
the difference on whether I will support
the bill or not. This is one of them. It
is critical in the length of time, as well
as percentage. But we cannot reduce
the participation of States as an im-
portant part of the welfare reform and
make it important that they continue
to participate in the financing of that.

Without a partnership provision like
this, States could reduce their welfare
expenditures to zero and use only Fed-
eral dollars for the entire costs. But
with this amendment, States will have
a continuing incentive to use their own
resources in conjunction with Federal
funds. Without, I foresee a major shift
of the entire financial responsibility
for welfare onto our already overbur-
dened Federal budget. I see us return-
ing to the problems we had before the
advent of the Federal help.

Our efforts to reform the welfare sys-
tem must not dismantle the current
partnership by allowing this cost shift.
We simply cannot afford it. Right now,
the Federal Government funds only 55
percent of the total national welfare
funding, while States contribute the
remaining dollars, almost $14 billion in
fiscal year 1994.

While the exact State-by-State ratio
of State to Federal dollars spent on
welfare varies by State, depending on
available resources, both overall and
individually, States make a major con-
tribution. This should continue to be
the case even after welfare reform.
Welfare is a joint State/Federal respon-
sibility that will not be there if there
is not a monetary commitment.

While it is true that the leadership
has incorporated a partial provision, an
expectation of 75 percent effort from
the States for the first 3 years of the
bill, I believe that this provision for 90
percent for the full 5-year term of the
bill is essential and critical to this bill

being passed. Either we believe States
have a responsibility to contribute
State funds toward welfare or we do
not. I do not think that responsibility
somehow evaporates after the first 3
years.

Some may argue States rights
against this provision. That States
must be allowed to decide how much to
spend and on whom to spend it. Some
may argue States must be able to inno-
vate in their delivery of benefits to
save money.

I agree. I agree that States should be
able to set their own funding levels,
their own benefits, design their own
programs, save money. As we know,
perhaps too acutely right now, the ap-
propriations process is a difficult one,
requiring painstaking decisions. State
budgets around the country are also
under stress, some States may well de-
cide that welfare is not a priority for
them that it was in 1994, that they
want to save money for welfare to use
somewhere else in their budget.

I believe that when money is saved,
and less is spent on welfare, both the
State and Federal taxpayers should
share in the savings. If the State share
goes down, so should the Federal dol-
lar, on a dollar for dollar basis.

The welfare partnership amendment
has been called a maintenance of ef-
forts provision. It is, in that it would
encourage States to continue to con-
tribute State dollars toward welfare
costs. But it is not the same as many of
the maintenance of effort provisions of
the past that I think my colleagues are
most familiar with.

Under the partnership, we ask that
the States maintain a spending level of
only 90 percent, not 100 percent, only 90
percent of their 1994 fiscal year expend-
itures on cash benefits, job education,
and training and child care. Most
maintenance of effort provisions re-
quire 100 percent effort or penalize with
a total withdrawal of all Federal funds.

This partnership provision is much
more reasonable. If a State chooses to
go below the 90 percent of the fiscal
year 1994 State funding levels, it will
experience a dollar for dollar reduction
in the Federal grant. For every dollar
the State chooses not to spend, they
will receive one less Federal dollar. Of
course, the reduction does not even
begin to occur until the State funding
levels fall below 90 percent of the 1994
levels, and that is important to remem-
ber that baseline is there. If you create
savings, if you were able to reduce your
roles, then that baseline still is there.

In other words, assume that Ver-
mont, through its innovative dem-
onstration program, becomes so adapt
at moving people off welfare to work
that they save money. They do not
need as much as they did in 1994 be-
cause the caseload is dramatically re-
duced.

So the State decides it can afford to
spend less overall on welfare. Under
this proposal, the first 10 percent of
savings goes to the State alone. They
we can reduce State spending by 10 per-
cent without affecting their Federal
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grant. After that, as the savings grow,
the Federal Government share will go
dollar for dollar in that spending re-
duction, once it goes below 90 percent
of the 1994 level. If it does not go below
the 1994 level they can make the sav-
ings without the provision.

Without this provision, we, the Fed-
eral Government, will continue to send
the same amount to States while they
cut back their own expenditures.

However, I think that Vermont, like
all other States, should continue in
partnership with us for welfare spend-
ing. The States will be able to set lev-
els of spending based on need. There is
no financial cliff in this provision. No
financial cliff as has been indicated by
some. If you go one dollar below the
1994 levels you lose all your Federal
funds. No, that is not the case. The re-
duction is gradual and proportionate to
what the States set as need.

The States currently have some flexi-
bility in setting their benefit levels.
Under this bill, the flexibility will be
enhanced and expanded. I believe that
many of these State flexibility changes
are positive, that State innovation
should be encouraged and the Federal
requirement should not be overly pre-
scriptive.

The bill will allow States to experi-
ment with benefit levels, benefits de-
livery and eligibility, and do all they
want within the guidelines to be able
to bring about savings.

Left to their own devices, States can
probably show us here in Washington a
thing or two about designing programs.
I am sure they can. My own State of
Vermont has been involved in a very
interesting and successful demonstra-
tion project using a combination of
sanctions and additional support serv-
ices with its welfare population.

I also believe that States may well be
able to save money as they innovate
and become more efficient. As they
save money and are able to reduce
their State welfare spending by moving
people off welfare into work, this
amendment would allow the Federal
Government to share in those State
savings. This provision allows us to
share in those provisions. I want to em-
phasize that.

Without it, States would no longer
need to spend their State funds on wel-
fare cash assistance, child care, edu-
cation, and job training in order to re-
ceive Federal dollars. Regardless of
State funding commitment, the Fed-
eral Government’s funding stream will
remain constant, frozen at the 1994
level.

Mr. President I want to remind my
colleagues that it is those very num-
bers, the 1994 Federal funding levels,
that were set in proportion to the
amount spent by the States in 1994. To
continue at those same Federal levels
without a requirement that States also
spend seems very dangerous to me.

Realistically, the entire responsibil-
ity for the welfare system would be
shifted to the Federal Government.
States would no longer have a financial

incentive to use State dollars along
with their Federal allocations. The in-
centives for making the system better
would go away. If they wanted they
could choose to narrow their welfare
eligibility and reduce benefits and pay
for it all with Federal dollars.

I guess this amendment is about sev-
eral things. It is about savings for the
Federal Government as well as the
States after reform. It is about fair-
ness. And it is about continuing shared
responsibility for welfare. It is ironic
that we talk of the devolution to the
States, the importance of governance
at the local level, we simultaneously
make welfare a solely Federal respon-
sibility.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
supporting what I believe is one of the
most critical amendments we will have
here today. I yield the floor.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that prior to
the vote on the Breaux amendment
scheduled for 2:15 that each side be
given 2 minutes to explain their bill.

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

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
yield briefly 2 minutes to the Senator
from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania. The suggestion has
been made that somehow the incen-
tives for savings persist in this bill. I
think it is pretty clear that once you
get below 90 percent for every dollar
you save, when you would otherwise
have gotten $2 for having saved that
dollar you only get $1 because the dol-
lar you would save in regard to the
Federal Government then is shared
back to the Federal Government.

The question is, how much incentive
do we want to put in this bill to reform
welfare? I believe we want to put a sub-
stantial incentive in this bill to reform
welfare. We want it reformed signifi-
cantly.

I do not think the people want us tin-
kering around the edge with the pro-
gram, but they want us to give States
broad latitude and broad incentives.

My understanding of the Breaux
amendment is it would reduce that in-
centive substantially. To the extent
that the incentive for reform is reduced
by having the States benefit less finan-
cially when there has been reform, I
think we will get less reform.

I think the question is, do we want a
lot of reform? Do we want major re-
form? Do we want sweeping reform? Or
do we want reform that is incremental,
and if there are incentives to addi-
tional reform they are diminished sub-
stantially.

In my judgment, we want to provide
the maximum level of incentives which
is what I believe the Dole bill does, and
is the appropriate way for us to move
in this manner.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
want to thank the Senator from Mis-
souri and add to that the Senator from
Vermont said that there would be a
sharing of the savings on the Federal

Government side with the 90 percent
maintenance of effort, and I remind the
Senator in the Dole modified amend-
ment that if you fall below 75 percent,
every dollar you fall below is shared
dollar for dollar from the Federal Gov-
ernment.

In other words, if the State drops
below 75 percent, every dollar they
spend less, the Federal Government has
to give $1 less. So there is the same
identical provision already in the Dole
modified bill as in the Breaux amend-
ment.

There are several points I could make
on the Breaux amendment and they go
beyond the philosophy that we are dis-
cussing here as to whether we should
be requiring States to maintain effort.

I think one of the most important
things is the drop in caseload that we
have experienced in the last year. If
you look at the numbers from the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices, what they show is that since May
1994 we have seen a drop from 14 mil-
lion recipients on AFDC, to May 1995 a
little under 13.5 million—a drop of over
525,000 recipients in the program.

The principal reason for the reduc-
tion is not based on the economy or
anything; it is because we have seen
States like Michigan and Wisconsin
and others institute these work pro-
grams and change the welfare laws to
reduce caseloads. Michigan has reduced
their caseload by 30 percent in the past
couple of years. What we are seeing is
States that are doing exactly what this
bill will facilitate other States to do,
are reducing their caseloads. By reduc-
ing their caseloads, they are obviously
saving money and they are putting
more people to work.

However, if we stick those States
with a 90-percent maintenance of ef-
fort, what you say to Michigan is, ‘‘OK,
Michigan,’’ or someone like Michigan,
who after this bill passes enacts a pro-
gram similar to Michigan’s, ‘‘You can
reduce your caseload by 30 percent but
you cannot reduce your welfare ex-
penditures by 30 percent; you still have
to spend 90 percent of what you were
spending now, based on 1994, not 1995,’’
where, as I said, we have already seen
a reduction. So you are basing it on
last year’s figure, which was a histori-
cally high figure, saying you have to
maintain 90 percent of that even
though you may drop your caseload
under programs that are, today, as
much as 30 or more percent reduced. So
you are holding States, as the Senator
from Missouri said, to spend money on
people on welfare even though there
may not be those people to spend it on.
I think that is unwise.

As the Senator from Missouri said, it
is an incentive not to reform. It is an
incentive not to reform if you cannot
save any money by reforming. One of
the reasons you see welfare reform is,
obviously, you want to get people to
work and off welfare. But also you
want to save taxpayers’ dollars in the
process. So this is a real disincentive.
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If we were going to have a figure, 90

is much too high. It does not allow for
innovation. It does not take into ac-
count innovations that we have seen in
States today and the dramatic reduc-
tions in caseloads that we have seen in
programs that I think are going to be
more common after this legislation is
passed. I think it is a step very damag-
ing to reform. This is a back-door way
of trying to keep the status quo in
place, and I think it is a very dan-
gerous addition to this bill.

I also would say, you have an inter-
esting question about what is fair. You
say maintain effort at 90 percent. That
sounds fair to all States. Every State
has to maintain their effort at 90 per-
cent. That would be fair if every State
had the same effort in the first place.
But they do not. In fact, there are wide
disparities as to what States’ efforts
are today.

For example, I pulled this out of the
Wall Street Journal of August 21. It is
from the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee. It says that if you have a State
like Mississippi, that their average
monthly AFDC payment per family is
$120 per family. A State like Alaska’s
is $762 per family.

What we are saying in the Breaux
amendment is, ‘‘Mississippi, you have
to maintain 90 percent of $120; Alaska,
you have to maintain 90 percent of
$762.’’ Is that fair? Is that fair to States
like Alaska, which are now being given
a block grant and, under the Dole for-
mula, are not going to be growing as
much? Why? Because the Hutchison
growth formula targets low-benefit
States. They will grow. Their mainte-
nance of effort is 90 percent of the low
number, but they will grow. States like
California, which has a $568 per family
contribution and Hawaii which has
$653, Vermont, $548, those States with
high-dollar contributions now will not
participate in the growth fund. So you
are locking them in at a high-partici-
pation rate and not giving them any
more money.

I do not think that is a fair way to do
it, and, in fact, it could even get worse
because there are many people who are
going to vote for the Breaux amend-
ment who are also going to vote for the
Graham amendment, the amendment
of Senator GRAHAM from Florida, who
will be offering his fair share amend-
ment. That will completely eliminate
all past relationship of how AFDC was
distributed and make it purely on a
per-person-in-poverty allocation. So
the State match will be irrelevant
under the Graham amendment.

So, what would happen, in fact, will
happen if we adopt the Breaux amend-
ment, and then, as again many who
will vote for the Breaux amendment
will vote for the Graham amendment,
what will happen is there will be States
like New York and Alaska and Hawaii
and California that will be required to
spend more money than the Federal
Government will give them under the
new formula. So their maintenance of
effort will actually be higher than

what they get on the Federal level.
How is that fair?

We are saying you have to keep your
contribution high and, oh, by the way,
we are going to take ours and cut yours
substantially from your current level.
Those are kinds of games that you get
into when you have a block grant and
try to keep a maintenance-of-effort
provision in a block grant proposal. It
does not work.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. SANTORUM. Sure, I will be

happy to.
Mr. BREAUX. Back to the basic

point I think the Senator is making, it
is that somehow if the Breaux amend-
ment passes States will not be able to
reduce the amount of money they
spend on welfare. That is absolutely
and clearly incorrect. States are en-
couraged to spend less through re-
forms. We just say if they are spending
less than 90 percent of what they spent
the year before, the Federal Govern-
ment will also reduce our contribution.

Does the Senator disagree that under
the Republican proposal, you lock in
the Federal contribution for 5 years?
Even if the State has less people on
welfare, saves money, the Federal Gov-
ernment is still required to spend 100
percent of what they spent in 1994?

Mr. SANTORUM. Yes. And the reason
we lock in—reclaiming my time—the
reason we lock in the number is be-
cause, as the Senator from Louisiana
knows, if we did not block grant this
program and did not reform this sys-
tem and allowed what happened, for ex-
ample, under the Daschle amendment,
to occur, AFDC would continue to
grow. In fact, the Federal commitment
would be even greater in 5 to 7 years.

So the fact we lock it in now, many
would say, because of inflation, is ‘‘a
cut.’’ We are in fact locking in. In fact,
I think one of the biggest criticisms I
have heard from the other side of the
aisle is that what we are in fact lock-
ing in, that is not generous enough. We
need to give more. In fact, we had an
amendment there today to put in $7
billion more. We had an amendment
from the Senator from Connecticut to
put in $6 billion more for children.
There is a barrage, and I assume it will
continue, of amendments from your
side of the aisle to say we should be
spending more.

We are going to try to strike a bal-
ance. We do not want this program to
continue to increase. We do not want
to cut back the Federal share because
we, too, believe in a partnership. But
we will say, we will tell you, States, we
will commit you to flat funding over
the next 5 years. And what we want
you to do is to be innovative. We will
keep the dollars there to allow you to
innovate and allow you to move for-
ward. And the incentive, then, is for
you to get more people off the pro-
gram, to get more people into work,
and, yes, save some State dollars.

We think those are powerful incen-
tives, if we keep there the steady hand
from the Federal level. So I think it is

a fair compromise, in a sense, not to
increase funding but to hold the level
funding.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator
yield?

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

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
think it is well known that States are
paying disproportionate shares of the
welfare benefits in their States. Some
States pay 25 percent or 28 percent of
the welfare benefit. Some States pay as
much as 60 percent of the welfare bene-
fit.

In the event that some States are
paying 60 percent, if they save——

Mr. SANTORUM. The Senator from
New York——

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Fifty.
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, 50

percent, pardon me. I stand corrected
and thank the Senator from New York.
Fifty.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. New York is 50.
Mr. ASHCROFT. New York is 50.
A State that pays 25 percent of its

benefit is able, by paying that benefit,
to attract 3 Federal dollars to the
State. And, so, if they were to effect a
savings and they only got to save the
State’s part and they had to give the
Federal part back, by saving 25 cents
for the State they could curtail the
flow of $1 for the State; they would
curtail the flow of 3 additional dollars
to the State.

What I am trying to say is that a pro-
gram which provides reductions, of
course, savings—if it is just one for
one—is a program which does not pro-
vide the same amount of incentives as
if you get to keep the amount that is
left in the block grant.

If it is a one-for-one savings, it is the
same for all States. But we want to
have States with an incentive to re-
form the program, and the larger the
reward for reforming the program and
reducing the roll, the larger the incen-
tive. And it seems to me the incentive
is larger under the Dole bill, which pro-
vides that you not only get to keep the
State’s share which you save, but you
get to keep a dollar that reflects the
State’s share for every dollar you save
in the Federal Government.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
think the Senator from Missouri is
right, that the Dole formula is fair.
And it is also, I think, structured to
create the incentive for States to re-
form their welfare system. Remember,
if we are going to pass the Dole amend-
ment, the States will then have the op-
portunity—I am confident that every
State will take this opportunity be-
cause under this bill we block grant
money to the States—they will have to
at some point convene their legislature
and with the Governor will have to de-
velop their own welfare plan. I think it
would be incumbent upon them, almost
a requirement, that they do so because
they would have block grant funds and
would have to take some action to
spend the dollars. So we would be forc-
ing every legislature in the country to
go forward and redesign their program.
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What the Dole amendment does is

say for the first 3 years you have to
maintain 75 percent of effort. There is
a lot of argument here about States
racing to the bottom. You cannot race
to the bottom, particularly if you are a
high-dollar State, if you have to main-
tain 75 percent of your revenue. If we
are going to make the State legisla-
tures reform welfare, they are going to
do it relatively quickly within the first
year or two. So we will have the re-
sults.

To suggest that we need to stretch
this to 5 years suggests that State leg-
islatures are going to continually
every year be reforming and cutting
their welfare rolls. As we know, we do
not do that. We do not do that here.
The State legislatures do not reform
welfare every year. They pass a welfare
package, and, like this body, see how it
works. It takes some time.

So I think a lot of this, whether we
have 3 or 5 years, is really just a mat-
ter of making yourself feel comfortable
in Washington. The real changes in
welfare will occur in the first 1 or 2
years. I think that is the important
thing to look at.

I want to talk a little bit more fol-
lowing up on the disparity among
States. I think this is really an impor-
tant and significant problem with this
90 percent basis of effort. One of the
things that I had suggested—and we
are not able to come to closure on
this—is that it is not fair for New York
and Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania spends
per child, based on the State cash aid
relating to this block grant, about
$1,092 per child. That is ranked 17.
Alaska is No. 1 with $3,182, and last is
Mississippi with $107. So the disparity
is just tremendous. To suggest that we
are being fair hereby saying Mississippi
has to maintain 90 percent of $107, and
Alaska has to maintain 90 percent of
$3,182, again does not reflect the reality
of a block grant.

Eventually over time what this block
grant is hoping to do, as the Senator
from Texas, Senator HUTCHISON, sug-
gested with her growth formula is to
equalize the Federal contribution per
child across this country. So a child in
Alaska should not be paid more out of
the Federal coffers than a child in Mis-
sissippi. I think that is sort of a non-
sense thing. I think most of us, if we
are going to go to this block grant,
would like to see us achieve a program
where the Federal payments per child
would be the same. I do not see how we
get there, in fact, I do not think we can
get there, if we require States to main-
tain this high share of effort.

I am hopeful that we agree to this
compromise that was in the Dole modi-
fied bill at 75 percent. It is a reasonable
compromise. It puts the compromise in
place for 3 years, which I think is the
most crucial time when these State
legislatures are enacting their pro-
grams, and it does not penalize a high-
dollar State.

The compromise that I had even of-
fered was to suggest that States like

New York and Pennsylvania would not
have to maintain 75 percent of their ef-
fort but they would only have to main-
tain 75 percent of what the average ef-
fort is among States. So, if you took
all the States’ contributions already
and set an average, I think according
to the gain per child average of State
cash aid here, I would guess would be
around—just looking at the numbers,
the 25th State is Wyoming at $758. That
is the median. I assume the average is
somewhere close to that; to suggest
that Alaska would have to maintain 75
percent of $758 instead of $3,182 and any
State above the average would only
have to maintain 75 percent of the av-
erage, I think is a fair burden to put on
States given the fact that a lot of these
States are going to be growing, or are
big States and are not going to get any
more money.

Any State below the national aver-
age, Maine being one, which is 26th,
and Louisiana, which is 50th out of the
51 jurisdictions, Louisiana is at $155. I
mean, I can understand why the Sen-
ator from Louisiana wants a 90 percent
maintenance of effort for Louisiana. It
is $155 per child in 1994. But I am in
Pennsylvania. I have $1,092. You are
saying that the State government of
Pennsylvania has to maintain $900-plus
in Pennsylvania but $130 in Louisiana.
How is that fair when we are block
granting the funds? We are not over
the next 5 years giving Pennsylvania
one additional dollar, and I might add
Louisiana gets a big chunk of the
growth fund because they are a low-
dollar State. This is having your cake
and eating it, too.

I think that is just too penalizing of
larger States that have made substan-
tial contributions to welfare. You are
going to stick them with a program
that maybe passes the administration.
We have a new Governor in Pennsylva-
nia, and the Governor, I know, is very
aggressively pursuing a reform of the
welfare system. And what we are going
to do with Pennsylvania is lock them
into high contributions of 1994 forever,
that they have to continue if they want
to continue to receive their Federal
dollars. Remember, you say, ‘‘Well, if
you reduce the amount of people on
welfare, you lose dollar per dollar.’’
Pennsylvania is not going to have any
increase in Federal dollars. If Louisi-
ana goes below 75 percent, they are
still going to get an increase in Federal
dollars because of the growth formula.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. SANTORUM. I think it creates a

lot of inequity in the system.
I am happy to yield.
Mr. BREAUX. The decision of what

the States do is their decision taking
into account the cost of living in the
respective States. The cost of living in
Louisiana is substantially less than in
your State or New York. That is a
State decision. But with the Senator’s
own amendment—the alternative does
not in fact lock in the Federal Govern-
ment at 100 percent. If it is inappropri-
ate to lock in the States, why is it ap-

propriate to lock in the Federal Gov-
ernment at 100 percent no matter how
much the State reduces their caseload?
Under your approach, the Federal Gov-
ernment continues to have to give 100
percent of what they are giving in 1994.
If we are going to have savings, why
should not the Federal Government
share in the savings, which, according
to the Congressional Budget Office,
saves the Federal Government $545 bil-
lion?

Mr. SANTORUM. Because we would
like to see some innovation occur at
the State level. We believe if you lock
in the Federal contribution and give
the States the opportunity to actually
save dollars, that is the key. When you
say, ‘‘Well, the States can go ahead and
reduce their dollars,’’ but when they
reduce their dollars, they lose Federal
dollars. So in a sense they are a wash
because, sure, they have spent $1 less of
their money but they get $1 less. So
they are pretty much held harmless.

I think that is not a great incentive
to save money if in fact for every dol-
lar you save you lose a dollar.

Mr. BREAUX. Why is it inappropri-
ate? If the States can save a dollar,
why should not the Federal Govern-
ment save a dollar?

Mr. SANTORUM. The point that I am
trying to make is that, in effect, when
you consider the net amount of money
spent by the State, it is not really sav-
ing any money because what they are
doing is, when they reduce their dollar,
they lose a Federal dollar. So they are
at zero. So there is no incentive finan-
cially for them to go below the 90 per-
cent.

That is why I am saying this is sort
of a bad way of supporting high expend-
itures of welfare dollars. What we are
trying to do is say, if you want to inno-
vate, we want you to innovate. We are
willing to put up money so we will en-
courage you to innovate. We will en-
courage you to do what Michigan has
done—as the Senator from New York is
fond of saying—under the current law,
under the 1988 Family Support Act, to
reduce your caseload, get people to
work. And by coming up with these in-
novative solutions and getting people
back into the work force, you will in
fact benefit financially. Under the
Breaux amendment, they will not bene-
fit financially because for every dollar
where they go below 90 percent, they
will lose a Federal dollar. So they are
at a zero position as far as benefits. I
think that is a real impediment to the
kind of innovation that we want to see
on the State level.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in support of the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Louisiana.

This amendment is straight forward.
It says to States, all States, if the Fed-
eral Government turns over a block of
money to do as you please in welfare
reform, we ask that you commit your
own resources as well. That is a fair
deal.
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Welfare reform is a partnership. It

isn’t just a State problem and it isn’t
just a national problem. It’s
everybody’s problem. Unfortunately
not every State has viewed it that way
over these past decades. Some States
simply don’t want to make a commit-
ment. If this legislation passes without
a requirement that the States main-
tain their commitment, I have no
doubt some Governors and State gov-
ernments will quickly cut their fund-
ing to real welfare reform at the very
same time they are accepting Federal
dollars.

Mr. President, what of those States
that are sincere about welfare reform?
What happens when the next recession
hits? Will political pressures force
them to fund other programs from cur-
rent State welfare funding? There will
be more people who will need assist-
ance but at the same time many school
budgets will be squeezed by that reces-
sion and they will be asking for some
of these welfare dollars. In the next re-
cession what if the crime rates in-
crease? If the prison system needs more
dollars where will these Governors get
the money? And what about a race to
the bottom? If one State cuts its spend-
ing on welfare will the neighboring
State be forced to do the same? One
State may decide it can attract new
jobs and companies from another State
by offering a business tax cut funded
from State welfare dollars.

In my state of Maryland we have not
received an overly generous Federal
match when it comes to welfare fund-
ing. We are willing to do our part.
What we do not want is to be forced
into a race with another State that is
more concerned about cutting benefits
as a substitute for real welfare reform.

If we are serious about welfare re-
form then it is time we demand that
the State governments as well as the
Federal Government make a commit-
ment. That commitment demands
more than just different ideas, it de-
mands both Federal and State re-
sources and dollars.

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

ator from Louisiana is recognized.
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I yield

to the distinguished ranking member
of our Finance Committee, the Senator
from New York, 8 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. I
thank my friend from Pennsylvania for
his very open and candid remarks.

I would like to approach this subject
from a slightly different angle, which
is to make the case that Federal initia-
tives have begun to show real results in
moving persons from welfare to work.
It took a little while for the 1988 legis-
lation to take hold, but it did. What we
put at risk at this point is giving up all
that social learning, about 20 years
really, that built up to the 1988 legisla-
tion and has followed on since.

The Senator from Louisiana men-
tioned it when in the Chamber he gave

a clip from a Louisiana paper, in Baton
Rouge, ‘‘Project Independence Trims
Welfare Rolls Across State.’’

Just a few days ago, last week, we
heard Senator HARKIN of Iowa describe
the legislation that had been adopted
for new pilot projects on welfare
around Iowa, passed by Governor
Branstad, now having 2 years of experi-
ence. ‘‘The number of people who work
doubled, went up by almost 100 percent
and the expenditures per case are also
down by about 10 percent.’’ And I point
out once again that is the Family Sup-
port Act.

Now, in this morning’s Washington
Post, we have a very able essay by Ju-
dith Gueron, who is the head of the
Manpower Development Research
Corp., ‘‘A Way Out of the Welfare
Bind.’’ As I have said several times, re-
search at MDRC was the basis of our
1988 legislation. Data we had. She
makes a simple point that ‘‘Public
opinion polls have identified three
clear objectives for welfare reform:
Putting recipients to work, protecting
children from severe poverty, and con-
trolling costs.’’ And she makes the
point that this triad involves conflict-
ing goals at first glance. She then goes
on to say that we seem to be learning
how to resolve those conflicts.

I will read one statement, if I may.
A recent study looked at three such pro-

grams in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Mich., and
Riverside, Calif. It found that the programs
reduced the number of people on welfare by
16 percent, decreased welfare spending by 22
percent, and increased participants’ earnings
by 26 percent. Other data on the Riverside
program showed that, over time, it saved al-
most $3 for every $1 it cost to run the pro-
gram. This means that ultimately it would
have cost the Government more—far more—
had it not run the program.

Now, Mr. President, it is not at this
point any longer politically correct to
say that those programs began under
the Family Support Act. They are pro-
grams under the job opportunities,
basic services. I regret that you cannot
say this. The Department of Health
and Human Services would deny it. Si-
lence is the response to the first suc-
cess we have ever had with this incred-
ibly defying, mystifying, sudden social
problem. If we give up the maintenance
of effort, we will give up the resources
that made these programs possible.

Senator GRASSLEY has been talking
about the wonders in Iowa, Senator
HARKIN about the wonders in Iowa,
Senator BREAUX about fine programs
such as Project Independence in Louisi-
ana. Atlanta, Grand Rapids, River-
side—real results. They are results
from a secret program called the Fam-
ily Support Act, the job opportunities,
basic services.

I hope we do not do it, Mr. President.
I hope we support the Senator from
Louisiana. This is not a moment of
which anybody can be particularly
proud.

Let me be clear. If we put through
time limits, we strip the Federal Gov-
ernment of responsibility, you will cut
caseloads 10, 15 percent. There is al-

ways on the margin people who really
do not—if the alternative was suffi-
ciently unpleasant, they would leave.
But you will not change the basic phe-
nomenon of nonmarital births, out-of-
wedlock births such that in the city of
New Orleans, 47 percent of the children
are on welfare at one point or another
in the year. That is small compared to
the city of Washington, but it is not
small compared to the concern of the
Senator from Louisiana. He cares
about those children. They are his chil-
dren. They are our children, too. And if
we abandon the Federal maintenance,
the Federal level of effort, we abandon
those children.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article in the Washington
Post about the secret Government pro-
gram that has done such wonders in
Riverside and Grand Rapids and At-
lanta be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 12, 1995]
A WAY OUT OF THE WELFARE BIND

(By Judith M. Gueron)
Much of this year’s debate over welfare re-

form in Washington has focused on two
broad issues: which level of government—
state or federal—should be responsible for
designing welfare programs, and how much
money the federal government should be
spending.

The debate has strayed from the more crit-
ical issue of how to create a welfare system
that does what the public wants it to do. Nu-
merous public opinion polls have identified
three clear objectives for welfare reform:
putting recipients to work, protecting their
children from severe poverty and controlling
costs.

Unfortunately, these goals are often in
conflict—progress toward one or two often
pulls us further from the others. And when
the dust settles in Washington, real-life wel-
fare administrators and staff in states, coun-
ties and cities will still face the fundamental
question of how to balance this triad of con-
flicting public expectations.

Because welfare is such an emotional issue,
it is a magnet for easy answers and inflated
promises. But the reality is not so simple.
Some say we should end welfare. That might
indeed force many recipients to find jobs, but
it could also cause increased suffering for
children, who account for two-thirds of wel-
fare recipients. Some parents on welfare face
real obstacles to employment or can find
only unstable or part-time jobs.

Others say we should put welfare recipi-
ents to work in community service jobs—
workfare. This is a popular approach that
seems to offer a way to reduce dependency
and protect children. But, when done on a
large scale, especially with single parents,
this would likely cost substantially more
than sending out welfare checks every
month. To date, we haven’t been willing to
make the investment.

During the past two decades, reform ef-
forts, shaped by the triad of public goals,
have gradually defined a bargain between
government and welfare recipients: The gov-
ernment provides income support and a
range of services to help recipients prepare
for and find jobs. Recipients must partici-
pate in these activities or have their checks
reduced.

We now know conclusively that, when it is
done right, the welfare-to-work approach of-
fers a way out of the bind. Careful evalua-
tions have shown that tough, adequately
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funded welfare-to-work programs can be
four-fold winners: They can get parents off
welfare and into jobs, support children (and,
in some cases, make them better off), save
money for taxpayers and make welfare more
consistent with public values.

A recent study looked at three such pro-
grams, in Atlanta, Grand Rapids, Mich., and
Riverside, Calif. It found that the programs
reduced the number of people on welfare by
16 percent, decreased welfare spending by 22
percent and increased participants’ earnings
by 26 percent. Other data on the Riverside
program showed that, over time, it saved al-
most $3 for every $1 it cost to run the pro-
gram. This means that ultimately it would
have cost the government more—far more—
had it not run the program.

In order to achieve results of this mag-
nitude, it is necessary to dramatically
change the tone and message of welfare.
When you walk in the door of a high-per-
formance, employment-focused program, it
is clear that you are there for one purpose—
to get a job. Staff continually announce job
openings and convey an upbeat message
about the value of work and people’s poten-
tial to succeed. You—and everyone else sub-
ject to the mandate—are required to search
for a job, and if you don’t find one, to par-
ticipate in short-term education, training or
community work experience.

You cannot just mark time; if you do not
make progress in the education program, for
example, the staff will insist that you look
for a job. Attendance is tightly monitored,
and recipients who miss activities without a
good reason face swift penalties.

If welfare looked like this everywhere, we
probably wouldn’t be debating this issue
again today.

Are these programs a panacea? No. We
could do better. Although the Atlanta, Grand
Rapids, and Riverside programs are not the
only strong ones, most welfare offices around
the country do not look like the one I just
described.

In the past, the ‘‘bargain’’—the mutual ob-
ligation of welfare recipients and govern-
ment—has received broad support, but re-
formers have succumbed to the temptation
to promise more than they have been willing
to pay for. Broader change will require a sub-
stantial up-front investment of funds and se-
rious, sustained efforts to change local wel-
fare offices. This may seem mundane, but
changing a law is only the first step toward
changing reality.

It’s possible that more radical ap-
proaches—such as time limits—will do an
even better job. They should be tested. But
given the public expectations, we cannot af-
ford to base national policies on hope rather
than knowledge. The risk of unintended con-
sequences is too great.

States, in any case, are concluding that
time limits do not alleviate the need for ef-
fective welfare-to-work programs. In a cur-
rent study of states that are testing time-
limit programs, we have found that state and
local administrators are seeking to expand
and strengthen activities meant to help re-
cipients prepare for and find jobs before
reaching the time limit. Otherwise, too
many will ‘‘hit the cliff’’ and either require
public jobs, which will cost more than wel-
fare, or face a dramatic loss of income with
unknown effects on families and children
and, ultimately, public budgets.

Welfare-to-work programs are uniquely
suited to meeting the public’s demand for
policies that promote work, protect children
and control costs. But despite the dem-
onstrated effectiveness of this approach, the
proposals currently under debate in Wash-
ington may make it more difficult for states
to build an employment-focused welfare sys-
tem. Everyone claims to favor ‘‘work,’’ but

this is only talk unless there’s an adequate
initial investment and clear incentives for
states to transform welfare while continuing
to support children.

Many of the current proposals promise
easy answers where none exist. In the past,
welfare reform has generated much heat but
little light. We are now starting to see some
light. We should move toward it.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Thanking the Chair
and thanking my friend from Louisi-
ana, I yield the floor.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for 10 seconds——

Mr. BREAUX. Absolutely.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. While I put on a

button from Riverside, CA. It says,
‘‘Life Works If You Work.’’ That is the
spirit of these programs, and they are
working. But we cannot talk about
them, evidently.

I thank the Senator. I thank the Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BREAUX. I yield to the Senator
from West Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the
Chair.

I wish we could solve all of our prob-
lems with a button; it would make it a
lot better.

What interests me about this amend-
ment, Mr. President, in a sense, it may
be the most important amendment we
are making to this bill and yet it has
such an awkward title, maintenance of
effort, that vast numbers of folks who
might be listening or watching do not
know what we are talking about.

The Breaux amendment has to pass if
welfare reform is going to work. It ab-
solutely has to pass. A welfare reform
bill with this name should free up
States to do all kinds of things with
new flexibility, without micro-
management from the Government.
But welfare reform should not encour-
age States, or in fact even egg them on,
to back out of their commitment to
poor children. If you look around now
at State legislatures, what is it they
are discussing? Their woes with Medic-
aid and the temptation—believe me, if
they are not required to participate in
welfare reform, a number of them will
not. They simply will not.

To me, the Breaux amendment is the
answer. It very clearly says to the
States, you keep your end of the bar-
gain, and we at the Federal level are
going to keep our end of the bargain,
just as we have always done on both
sides.

Again, speaking as a former Gov-
ernor, I sincerely doubt that Governors
who like the welfare reform bill before
us just exactly the way it is without
the Breaux amendment, for example,
would ever propose that kind of a rela-
tionship in some of their dealings with
local communities or counties in terms
of matching grants.

In fact, that is part of what money is
for, is to leverage more out of other

people. You say, ‘‘Here is a certain
amount. You put up some more, and
together we can do this. But if you do
not participate, we cannot.’’ And it is
human nature in State and local gov-
ernment, just as it is at any level.

The majority leader made some
modifications to the Republican wel-
fare package just before the recess.
And one of them involves the claim
that he added a maintenance-of-effort
provision. It is not, in fact, that. It is
very weak. And we can and must pass
the Breaux amendment, in this Sen-
ator’s judgment, and not accept the
majority leader’s modification.

In the first place, the majority lead-
er’s modification only lasts for 3 years.
We are talking about a lot longer pe-
riod than that before we come back to
this subject in a major way. And it
asks States to put 75 percent of a por-
tion of their AFDC spending back in
1994 back into their future welfare re-
form system.

In fact, the Dole provision adds up to
only asking all States to invest a grand
total of $10 billion a year just for the
first 3 years, with no basic matching
requirement whatsoever for the last 2
years on this bill. So it is a fraud.

This leaves a gaping hole in the
State’s share, if compared to the cur-
rent arrangement across the country.
So $30 billion could and possibly will
disappear from this country’s safety
net for families and children.

What is worse to me, almost more
cynical, is the clever attempt in how a
State’s share is calculated under the
Dole modification. The Dole bill would
allow States to count, so to speak,
State spending on a whole variety of
programs simply mentioned in this bill
but not pertinent.

For example, States would be able to
get credit, essentially, for their spend-
ing on food stamps, SSI, other pro-
grams that help low-income people to-
wards meeting their requirement. That
means that money for programs not
specifically directed to financing basic
welfare for children could easily count
towards the so-called maintenance of
effort. Again, this is a flatout invita-
tion for States to back out of keeping
their basic historical responsibility to
children.

And remember, two out of every
three people that we are talking about
in this country on welfare are children.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I hope urgently
that colleagues on this side of the
aisle, and as many colleagues as pos-
sible on the other side of the aisle, will
support the very important Breaux
amendment.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is recognized.
Who yields time to the Senator from

Iowa?
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Mr. SANTORUM. I would be happy to

yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, be-
cause I do not want to speak on the
amendment, I ask unanimous consent
to use my 5 minutes to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
f

REINVENTING AMERICORPS
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I had

an opportunity to read in the New
York Times this morning that the
President has been making speeches
around the country and particularly in
response to action yesterday by one of
our subcommittees of appropriations,
because yesterday the National Service
Corps was zeroed out by the sub-
committee. And the statement that I
do not like is referenced to the fact
that we are just playing politics when
a program like this is zeroed out. I
hope I can stand before this body as a
person who has criticized the National
Service Corps or AmeriCorps with
credibility and say that I can be watch-
ful of how the taxpayers’ dollars are
spent without being accused of playing
politics. Most of my colleagues would
remember that during the Reagan and
Bush years when we controlled the
White House and even controlled this
body during part of that period of time
I was not afraid to find fault with my
own Presidents—Republican Presi-
dents—when this was a waste of tax-
payers’ dollars when it comes to ex-
penditures for defense.

I think I have a consistent record of
pointing out boondoggles, whether it
be in defense or anything else. And I
have raised the same concerns about
AmeriCorps based upon the General
Accounting Office saying that each po-
sition costs $26,650 and that that is
about twice what the administration
said that these would cost. And the
poor AmeriCorps worker getting $13,000
out of that $26,000 for their remunera-
tion so that much of the money is
going to administrative overhead and
bureaucratic waste. And I do not see,
when we are trying to balance a budg-
et, that we can justify a program that
is going to have about 50 percent of its
costs not going to the people that are
supposed to benefit from that program.
And so I have pointed out to the Presi-
dent the General Accounting Office
statement. I wrote a letter to the
President on August 29 of this year,
more or less saying reinvent the pro-
gram or it is going to be eliminated.

I have not heard a response from my
letter to the President yet. I hope he
will respond. But I have suggested that
he needs to keep the costs of the pro-
gram within what he said it would cost
a couple years ago when it was in-
vented, and that most of the benefits of
it should go to the people that are
doing the work, not to administrative
overhead.

And I suggested reinventing it by
doing these things. And I will just read
from the letter six headlines of longer
paragraphs that I have explaining ex-
actly what I mean.

No. 1, limit the enormous overhead in
the Americorps program.

No. 2, ensure that the private sector
contributes at least 50 percent to the
cost of AmeriCorps. This was an impor-
tant point that the President was mak-
ing when the program started, that at
least $1 or 50 percent of the total cost
would come from the private sector; $1
of taxpayers’ money leverages a dollar
of private sector investment. I doubt if
we would find fault with the program if
it were to do that. Then I also sug-
gested limiting rising program costs by
not awarding AmeriCorps grants to
Federal agencies. They say that they
get match on this—if EPA has a pro-
gram with an AmeriCorps worker, that
whatever the EPA puts in is part of the
match. Well, that is the taxpayers’
match; that is not a private sector
match.

I said funds must be targeted to as-
sist young people in paying for college
because some of the money is going to
volunteers who will either drop out or
not use the money to go to college.

Then I said to increase the bang for
education bucks by making sure that
the money is used for those who are
going to go to higher education.

Finally, I suggested that if the Presi-
dent wants to reinvent the program, to
tell us where in the VA budget, VA-
HUD appropriations bill the money
ought to come from because there is a
lot of other money used. As Senator
BOND said yesterday, the money was
taken from AmeriCorps and put in the
community development block grant
program.

I am suggesting to the President that
he needs to take into consideration—
could I have 1 more minute, please?

Mr. SANTORUM. One additional
minute.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I suggested to the
President that he, according to this
chart, consider the fact that he has
20,000 volunteers of AmeriCorps; and we
have got 3.9 million Americans who
volunteer. These are young people, vol-
unteers who do not worry about get-
ting paid anything for volunteerism.

A second thing that the President
should consider is that for one
AmeriCorps worker we can finance 18
low-income people to go to college with
a PELL grant. Those are some alter-
natives that the President ought to
think about as he has a news con-
ference today to expose what he says is
playing politics with his program.

When I make a suggestion to the
President that he reinvent the program
according to his own definition of how
that program should be financed and
operated, I mean reinvent it. Just do
what the President of the United
States said the program was going to
cost and who it was going to benefit or
it will be lost. I speak as a person who
wants no playing of politics, but as a

person who wants to make sure that
the taxpayers’ dollars are used well,
whether it is in AmeriCorps or whether
it is in a defense program.

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

ASHCROFT). Who yields time to the
Senator from Oklahoma?

Mr. SANTORUM. I yield 7 minutes to
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first I
would like to compliment my colleague
and friend from Iowa for his work on
AmeriCorps. I hope that the American
people realize, according to the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, that the cost
per beneficiary is $27,000. The Senator
from Iowa has been very diligent in
trying to awaken America to this enor-
mously expensive program. It is a new
program. I understand it is one of
President Clinton’s favorite programs,
but it is enormously expensive—enor-
mously expensive.

So I compliment my colleague from
Iowa for bringing it to the attention of
this country, and, hopefully, we can
stop wasting taxpayers’ money and
maybe do a better job either through
the student loan program or PELL
grants and help lots of people go to
school and obtain a college education
instead of a few select receiving bene-
fits in the $20,000-to-$30,000 category.
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FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2488

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the amendment of my
friend and colleague from Louisiana,
Senator BREAUX. I think if we adopt
the so-called Breaux amendment, we
are preserving welfare as we know it.
President Clinton said we want to end
welfare as we know it, and I happen to
agree with that line. But if we main-
tain or if we adopt this maintenance of
effort, as Senator BREAUX has pro-
posed—he has two amendments, one at
100 percent and one at 90 percent—if we
adopt either of those amendments, we
are basically telling the States: ‘‘We
don’t care if you make significant wel-
fare reductions, you have to keep
spending the money anyway.’’

So, there is no incentive to have any
reduction of welfare rolls; certainly, if
you had the 100-percent maintenance of
efforts. ‘‘States, no matter what you
do, if you have significant reductions,
you spend the money anyway.’’ That is
kind of like ‘‘in your face, big Govern-
ment, we know best; Washington, DC is
going to micromanage these programs
anyway. Oh, yeah, we’ll give money to
a block grant, but if you have real suc-
cess, you have to spend the money.’’

I think that is so counter to what we
are trying to do that I just hope that
our colleagues will not concur with
this amendment. This is a very impor-
tant amendment.

I just look at the State of Wisconsin.
Currently, they are saving $16 million a
month in State and Federal spending.
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