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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].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by guest
chaplain, Pastor Richard Laue, Calvary
Bible Church, Burbank, CA.

PRAYER

The Reverend Richard Laue, pastor
of Calvary Bible Church, Burbank, CA,
offered the following prayer.

Our Sovereign God, we bow our
heads, we open our hearts that our
lives as well as our lips might give You
praise. We worship You, we love You,
we honor You for the abundant bless-
ings and immeasurable grace that You
have poured out upon us as a nation.
We thank You today for the Senate of
these United States of America. We
pray that You might open the windows
of Heaven and pour out upon these our
governmental leaders that You have
chosen, wisdom and knowledge that
they might lead us in the direction You
have established.

May every soul from coast to coast
and border to border be subject to the
governing authorities that rule over
us, because we know there is no au-
thority, except what You have estab-
lished. Remind us, Lord, that those
who ever resist the authority resist the
ordinance of the Almighty God, and
those who resist will bring judgment
upon themselves. We have learned from
experience that rulers are not a terror
to good works and obedient living, but
to evil in the world. Remind us fre-
quently that rebellion and anarchy
bring judgment.

Remind the citizenry and the leader-
ship of this Nation that when we ‘“‘sow
the wind, we shall reap the whirlwind.””
Burn into our thinking and our deci-
sionmaking that text of Scripture, ‘“‘Be
not deceived for God is not mocked for
whatsoever a man (or a nation) soweth,
that shall he also reap’’—Galatians 6:7.

Senate
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Help us to encourage the weak, lift
up the fallen, and heal the wounds in
our Nation. We pray that the blessing
and the benediction of Almighty God
might rest upon the Senate of these
United States of America. To God be
the glory. Amen.

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

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

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.

Moseley-Braun amendment No. 2471 (to
amendment No. 2280), to require States to es-
tablish a voucher program for providing as-
sistance to minor children in families that
are eligible for but do not receive assistance.

Moseley-Braun amendment No. 2472 (to
amendment No. 2280), to prohibit a State
from imposing a time limit for assistance if
the State has failed to provide work activ-
ity-related services to an adult individual in
a family receiving assistance under the
State program.

Graham/Bumpers amendment No. 2565 (to
amendment No. 2280), to provide a formula
for allocating funds that more accurately re-
flects the needs of States with children
below the poverty line.

Domenici modified amendment No. 2575 (to
amendment No. 2280), to strike the manda-
tory family cap.

Daschle amendment No. 2672 (to amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide for the establish-
ment of a Contingency Fund for State Wel-
fare Programs.

Daschle amendment No. 2671 (to amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide a 3-percent set
aside for the funding of family assistance
grants for Indians.

DeWine amendment No. 2518 (to amend-
ment No. 2280), to modify the method for cal-
culating participation rates to more accu-
rately reflect the total case load of families
receiving assistance in the State.

Faircloth amendment No. 2608 (to amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide for an abstinence
education program.

Boxer amendment No. 2592 (to amendment
No. 2280), to provide that State authority to
restrict benefits to noncitizens does not
apply to foster care or adoption assistance
programs.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from lllinois is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2471

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent under the previous order, there is
to be a final 10 minutes of debate on
two pending amendments which | of-
fered. The vote is to occur at 9:10 this
morning. Therefore, in light of the fact
that we have about 7 minutes left, |
will be very brief and succinct in de-
scribing the two amendments.

At the outset, | would like to submit
for the RECORD an article in the Wash-
ington Post yesterday by Judith
Gueron, which talks about the way out
of the welfare bind. There is one line in
particular that | call to the attention
of my colleagues, and the Senator from
Pennsylvania, who is on the floor and
working this legislation. She talks
about time limits and she concludes
that they should be tested. Then she
goes on to say:

But given the public expectations, we can-
not afford to base national policies on hope
rather than knowledge. The risk of unin-
tended consequences is too great.

Now, the point of these amendments
is to at least provide us with some se-
curity against unintended con-
sequences. | believe the two amend-
ments pending will go to the heart of
the debate about welfare reform. Are
we, as a national community, going to
maintain a national commitment to
poor children, or are we going to gam-
ble with the future of millions of chil-
dren?

I remind my colleagues, in the dis-
cussion that we have had that there are
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some 14 million AFDC welfare recipi-
ents; 5 million of those people are
adults, but 9.6 million—almost 10 mil-
lion of them—are children. Work is im-
portant and certainly we all support
work for adults. But it is the children
who have been forgotten, | think, in
this debate and who are the unintended
targets of this debate and who will suf-
fer if there are any unintended con-
sequences of our policymaking.

Some 60 percent of the children of
the AFDC recipients are children under
the age of 6. So the first amendment
suggests, or asserts, really, that these 9
million children, 60 percent of whom
are under the age of 6, are too precious
to take a gamble that the States will
construct programs that will, in fact,
work, and that we, therefore, make a
national commitment by allowing for
the child vouchers. We can make a
commitment that we will not allow
children to go hungry or to become
homeless; nor will we allow a child to
become subject to the vicissitudes of
misfortune or accidents of geography.
As a nation with a $7 trillion economy
and $1.5 trillion Federal budget, | be-
lieve that we can provide a minimum
safety net for poor children.

This amendment provides for that
safety net by requiring the States to
provide vouchers for poor children who
live in families that may be ineligible
or kicked off, or somehow or another
not eligible for assistance because of
rental circumstances.

This amendment seeks to hold the
child harmless, to protect the child
even from the behavior of their par-
ents. If anything, Mr. President, it
seems to me that we ought to provide
some basic level of protection for these
children for whom all of our decision-
making will have grave and dramatic
impact.

The second amendment goes to the
parents. Essentially, it says that of
those 5 million parents who are being
called on to work in this welfare re-
form, as to those individuals—par-
enthetically, all of us agree that any-
body who can work should work—but
the State, in the legislation, is re-
quired to set forth a work plan for
those individuals that they deem need-
ed. But if the State does not live up to
its part of the bargain, that State does
not provide jobs assistance, job train-
ing, does not follow its own plan—not a
plan we are imposing from Washington,
but if the State does not do what it
needs to do with regard to job training
and placement of the adult, then this
amendment says that the State should
not eliminate assistance for those indi-
viduals who they have themselves
failed.

Again, | want to bring to the atten-
tion the second part of the article
called “A Way Out of the Welfare
Bind.”” She says:

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
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local administrators are seeking to expand
and strengthen activities meant to help re-
cipients prepare for and find jobs before
reaching the time Ilimit. Otherwise, too
many will “hit the cliff’ and either require
public jobs, which will cost more than wel-
fare, or face dramatic loss of income with
unknown effects on families and children
and, ultimately, public budgets.

That goes to the heart of the debate
here, that in the event there are unin-
tended consequences of our decision-
making, we should assure that the un-
intended consequences do not impact
the children—again, 60 percent of
whom are under the age of 6, or alter-
natively, that people are not penalized
for circumstances beyond their control.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Washington Post article be printed in
the RECORD.

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

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
funded welfare-to-work programs can be
four-fold winners: They can get parents off
welfare and into jobs, support children (and,
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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 everybody 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 | 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.
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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.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | see my
time has expired. | yield the floor.

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HUTCHISON). The Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, |
think the Senator from Illinois hit the
nail right on the head in talking about
the issue of unintended consequences.
How can we risk to do this, to put a
time limit on people on welfare? | wish
we would have had that same discus-
sion back when we instituted all these
welfare programs in the sixties, be-
cause when we did that we had abso-
lutely no idea what was going to hap-
pen. We had no idea of the unintended
consequences. We had no idea that the
harm that has been caused by all of
these programs, the dependency that
exists in this country because of these
programs, had we thought about these
unintended consequences, we may have
not have done that, but we did it any-
way, without any proof that what we
were passing was going to be beneficial
to the American citizens. We had no
proof at all. In fact, in the thirties
when these were initially realized they
were replacements for private charity
systems that were networks of char-
ities that are all over the country.

We said, no, the Government will
take more responsibility. Franklin
Roosevelt warned us about the subtle
narcotic being delivered to the masses
on welfare. We ignored a lot of the
naysayers out there at the time, saying
big Government programs and unlim-
ited welfare were going to be a real
problem for this country, were going to
be a disintegration of community, fam-
ily, and the support that we have seen
in communities. We ignored all that
and just plowed ahead.

Now we are saying, ‘““Oh my goodness,
we cannot change that because we do
not know what will happen.”” Well, we
changed it in the 1930’s and the 1960’s
without knowing what would happen.
We found out what has happened, and
it is a big problem.

To suggest now we cannot find some
moderation, we are not talking about
pulling the Government out of welfare,
we are talking about putting a limit on
the amount of assistance that we are
going to give people, and changing the
system from one of a maintenance and
dependency system to one that is a dy-
namic transitional system.

| think that is a good middle ground
that we have established with this
piece of legislation.

What the amendment of the Senator
from Illinois will do is perpetuate a
system of dependency, of maintenance
of poverty. | think it hopefully will be
rejected by the Senate.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
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numbered 2471. The yeas and nays have
been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 58, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 413 Leg.]

YEAS—42
Akaka Feingold Lieberman
Biden Feinstein Mikulski
Bingaman Ford Moseley-Braun
Boxer Glenn Moynihan
Bradley Heflin Murray
Breaux Hollings Pell
Bryan Inouye Pryor
Bumpers Johnston Reid
Byrd Kennedy Robb
Conrad Kerrey Rockefeller
Daschle Kerry Sarbanes
Dodd Lautenberg Simon
Dorgan Leahy Specter
Exon Levin Wellstone
NAYS—58

Abraham Gorton McCain
Ashcroft Graham McConnell
Baucus Gramm Murkowski
Bennett Grams Nickles
Bond Grassley Nunn
Brown Gregg Packwood
Burns Harkin Pressler
Campbell Hatch Roth
Chafee Hatfield Santorum
Coats Helms Shelby
Cochran Hutchison .
Cohen Inhofe Simpson
Coverdell Jeffords Smith
Craig Kassebaum Snowe
D’Amato Kempthorne Stevens
DeWine Kohl Thomas
Dole Kyl Thompson
Domenici Lott Thurmond
Faircloth Lugar Warner
Frist Mack

So the amendment (No. 2471) was re-
jected.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 42

votes. A good vote. | move to recon-
sider.

Mr. NICKLES. | move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2472

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 4
minutes debate equally divided on the
second Moseley-Braun amendment
numbered 2472, to be followed by a vote
on or in relation to the amendment.

Who yields time?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, | be-
lieve the time has been agreed to, 4
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lllinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, the second amendment has been
explained at length.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we
have order in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, | would
like to be able to vote intelligently on
this amendment. | hope the Senate will
give its attention to Members who are
attempting to explain briefly these
amendments. | hope the Chair will in-
sist on order in the Senate, and | for
one will applaud the Chair for the ef-
fort.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Chair can name
names if that becomes necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will Sen-
ators take their conversations off the
floor.

The Senator from lllinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | thank the
Chair very much. I will be brief.

Essentially, the second amendment
also deals with unintended con-
sequences. But unlike the amendment
that applied, or was directed at almost
10 million children who are presently
on welfare, this one applies, or is di-
rected, to the approximately 5 million
adults who are recipients under the
various programs in the States.

Essentially, what it says is that the
State will do what it says it is going to
do. It is intended to address the issue
of unintended consequences where a
State has not provided job assistance,
where the economy in the State has
pockets of high unemployment, where
a recession occurs or plants leave and
individuals cannot work because there
are no jobs. Then the State will not in
that situation throw an individual off
of welfare who wants to work, who
needs to work, who wants to support
their family and has no other way of
providing for their children.

I had introduced earlier an article
out of the Washington Post regarding
welfare-to-work programs. Certainly,
we all agree that anybody who can
work should work. There is no debate,
I think, about that. But in the event
there are no jobs, in the event there is
high unemployment, in the event there
is some economic downturn over which
an individual has no control, the ques-
tion is, are we prepared to accept the
consequences, the unintended con-
sequences of an able-bodied person who
wants to work, who is unable to work,
being unable to provide anything for
their children.

Many States are such as my own. In
Illinois, 64 percent of the caseload re-
sides in one county. In that instance, it
seems to me that a State should be
called on to do what the State says it
is going to do. This is not imposing
anything on the States other than the
States have imposed on themselves.
This, it seems to me, is a reasonable
moderation of our approach in turning
this issue over to the States, letting
the States create their plan. It simply
says the State will do what the State
says it will do in regard to job assist-
ance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 2 minutes have expired.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | rise
in opposition to this amendment. In
my opinion, this amendment really is a
back-door effort to have a continued
entitlement. This creates a new enti-
tlement which requires the States to
provide services. It tries to get around
the idea of having a time limit, a limi-
tation on welfare.

I remember President Clinton’s
statement that we want to end welfare
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as we know it. This amendment basi-
cally is an effort to exempt the 5-year
time limit to keep an open-ended enti-
tlement. This opens up States also to
lawsuits from recipients who do not get
the type of training they want rather
than what the State thinks they need.

I might mention we had a similar
type provision that was earlier de-
feated.

Mr. President, | hope that my col-
leagues would vote ‘‘no” on this
amendment. | yield back the remainder
of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 40,
nays 60, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 414 Leg.]

YEAS—40

Akaka Ford Lieberman
Bingaman Glenn Mikulski
Boxer Graham Moseley-Braun
Bradley Harkin Moynihan
Breaux Heflin Murray
Bryan Hollings Pell
Bumpers Inouye Pryor
Conrad Johnston Robb
Daschle Kennedy Rockefeller
Dodd Kerrey

Sarbanes
Dorgan Kerry N
Exon Lautenberg Simon
Feingold Leahy Wellstone
Feinstein Levin

NAYS—60
Abraham Faircloth McCain
Ashcroft Frist McConnell
Baucus Gorton Murkowski
Bennett Gramm Nickles
Biden Grams Nunn
Bond Grassley Packwood
Brown Gregg Pressler
Burns Hatch Reid
Byrd Hatfield Roth
Campbell Helms Santorum
Chafee Hutchison Shelby
Coats Inhofe Simpson
Cochran Jeffords Smith
Cohen Kassebaum Snowe
Coverdell Kempthorne Specter
Craig Kohl Stevens
D’Amato Kyl Thomas
DeWine Lott Thompson
Dole Lugar Thurmond
Domenici Mack Warner
So the amendment (No. 2472) was re-
jected.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, |

move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2565

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 20
minutes for debate equally divided on
the Graham amendment No. 2565, to be
followed by a vote on or in relation to
the amendment.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, | yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Ne-
braska, Senator KERREY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY] is
recognized for 2 minutes.
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Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, under
the Dole bill, we are fundamentally
changing the covenants of welfare. It
seems to me and other supporters of
this amendment that we should be fun-
damentally changing the way we de-
sign our formulas. Instead, under the
Dole bill, we continue to use a formula
that is based upon an older system.

Instead, what the Graham-Bumpers
amendment does is provides a formula
that is based on fairness and guided by
three principles: First, that the block
grant should be based on need; second,
the funding level should respond to
changes in the poverty level; and third,
the States should not be permanently
disadvantaged based upon their policy
choices and circumstances made in
1994.

Mr. President, the Graham-Bumpers
children’s fair share proposal meets the
test that | have just described by allo-
cating funding based upon the number
of poor children in each State, a for-
mula just for changes in the population
of children in poverty, so it does not
lock States into an outdated funding
level.

I point out to my colleagues some-
thing | suspect they already know, and
that is, child poverty has enormous
economic costs. It has huge human
costs as well. Low-income children are
twice as likely to suffer from stunted
growth, twice as likely as other chil-
dren to die from birth defects, and
three times more likely to die from all
causes combined.

It has been estimated that there are
$36 to $177 billion in lower productivity
coming from the American economy as
a consequence of child poverty. It has
enormous future costs as well. There is
a University of Michigan study that
those children under age 5 who experi-
ence at least 1 year of poverty have sig-
nificantly lower 1Q scores. If we are
going to change our welfare system to
a block grant, we need to change our
funding formula to address child pov-
erty. | cannot imagine—except for
States that lose money, and some will
under this formula. Unless your States
lose money, | do not know how you can
do anything other than to support this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield back his time?

Mr. KERREY. | yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Texas
[Mrs. HUTCHISON] is recognized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
yield 4 minutes from our 10 minutes to
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM] is recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator from Texas. | find it
interesting that the Senator from Ne-
braska is standing up here arguing for
this amendment. It is very magnani-
mous of him. | know originally his
State gains. | am not too sure he is
aware that after 5 years, the State of
Nebraska goes from $100 million down

September 13, 1995

to $23 million, which is actually less
money than they are getting now under
the current formula. They will get less
money.

The Senator from Nevada spoke on
this amendment yesterday. They will
get less money under this formula.
There is no hold harmless here.

You should look at the formula not
just in the first year, but over 5 years.
Your numbers come down. Nevada is
one. Actually, your maintenance of ef-
fort in Nebraska and Nevada, under the
80 percent maintenance-of-effort provi-
sion, will be required to pay more than
what the Federal share will be, because
you will be required to maintain 80 per-
cent, but your number is going to come
down below that.

Look at the numbers over the 5 years
and you will see States like California,
Connecticut, Hawaii, Maryland, Massa-
chusetts, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jer-
sey, New York, Rhode Island, and
Washington all will have higher main-
tenance-of-effort requirements than
Federal contributions under the Gra-
ham amendment.

Throw away parochialism. This is
bad public policy. We are going to say
on the floor of the Senate that we are
going to make you pay more than what
the Federal share will be to your
States. That is wrong.

Hawaii is one of the big losers. | see
the Senator from Hawaii here. They
are going to have to pay more out of
their own State coffers than will come
from the Federal Government over a
period of time. Some of these States
get a little bump at the beginning, but
what you do not see is they do not hold
the small States harmless, and, over
time, their number comes down and
comes down dramatically.

In fact, if you look at the States that
lose over time—I will go through them
quickly—other than the States | just
mentioned, because all the States |
mentioned lose over time. In addition
to those States, you have Alaska, Dela-
ware, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota,
Montana, New Hampshire, North Da-
kota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Vermont.
I mentioned Washington State before.
You may think you are getting a boost
under this, because if you look at it in
the first year, you do, but with a lot of
those States, over time their alloca-
tion, according to the formula, goes
down.

So do not look at the first year and
be suckered into a vote in favor of this
amendment because you get a little
bump at the start. Over time, the big
winners—and | give a lot of credit to
the Senator from Texas for standing
up—Florida and Texas are the two big
States that are going to be the big, big
winners under this and the rest of the
other States, particularly the small
States in the West, the Midwest, and
Northeast, are going to get hammered
over the next 5 years.

Again, throw parochialism aside. To
suggest that we are going to make 12
States maintain a higher effort of
State dollars than we will give them
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Federal dollars is wrong. It is abso-
lutely wrong, | do not care where you
come from. That is what this amend-
ment does. It is misguided, it is unfair,
not just to the States involved, but I
think unfair to children in general.

| yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, | yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Arkan-
sas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] is
recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me
start by asking the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, before he leaves the floor, if
he thinks this country is fair to the
children, when the District of Colum-
bia, under this bill, is going to get
$4,222 per child, and the State of Ar-
kansas is going to get $390.

Do you know why a child in the Dis-
trict of Columbia is worth $4,200, 11
times more than the child in Arkansas?
Because for years, the Federal Govern-
ment says whatever you put in, we will
match it. So they have matched it over
the years. And now we are institu-
tionalizing a gross inequity.

What we are saying in this bill is, if
you happen to come from a poor State,
no matter how hard you try, no matter
how much money you did your very
best to put in AFDC, you could not
match Pennsylvania, New York, Mas-
sachusetts. Those States made a monu-
mental effort, and we should congratu-
late them for it. But to say now 1994 is
the be-all and end-all, whatever you
contributed in 1994 is what you are
going to get forever?

In short, if you are poor, you stay
poor. If you are affluent, you stay af-
fluent. There are Governors in this
country—the Republicans got a lot of
Governorships last year, and | guaran-
tee you that a lot of them have already
cut their contribution. No matter, it is
1994 that counts.

I cannot believe we are doing this. |
could not vote for this bill in 100 years
with this formula in it. How will 1 go
home and tell the people of my State
that a child in New York is worth $2,200
and their poor children are worth $400,
or a child in the District of Columbia is
worth $4,200 and our children worth
$400?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Who yields time?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator from Texas. | rise to
oppose this Graham-Bumpers formula.
I must say—and | say it respectfully—
this formula is sudden death for Cali-
fornia. It will cost California about $1
billion. It is enormous in its impact.

There is no fiscal year in which Cali-
fornia comes close to what is offered in
the Dole bill, and I think the Dole bill
formula is bad for California. So that is
why | say this is sudden death.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Frankly, | respect the Senator from
Arkansas very much, but how a for-
mula can be justified, which essen-
tially says we will reward States who
do very little for their poor people and
we will seriously disadvantage States
that are willing to do more for their
poor people, | have a hard time under-
standing that logic.

This is a Government that has prac-
ticed devolution. This is a Government
that has said more and more that it is
the responsibility of the State. Yet, in
this bill, they seek to punish those who
have a high maintenance of effort.

For California, over the 5-year pe-
riod, this bill will cost $1 billion. The
impact is enormous. There is no
amendment that has been proposed
that has a greater negative impact on
the State of California than does this.

I thank the Senator and yield the
floor.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr.
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida has 6 minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM. We will reserve our 6
minutes to close.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
yield 2 minutes to the senior Senator
from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. | thank my friend
from Texas.

Mr. President, last evening, we de-
bated this matter in greater length. |
took the liberty to go over the histori-
cal provision of the entitlement by
States to a matching share of their ex-
penditures on children. From the first,
it has been a formula designed to move
more Federal funds to the South and
West, out of the North and East. The
ratio is determined by the square of
the difference between the State’s per
capita income and national per capita
income. States have received as much
as an 83 percent Federal match. New
York and California get the lowest
Federal match rate: 50 percent.

We have since recalculated our pov-
erty data to account for cost of living.
Mr. President, may | make this point?
Adjusted for the CPI, New York State
has the sixth highest incidence of pov-
erty in the country. Florida has the
20th highest. Arkansas has the 19th
highest. New York is a poorer State
than Arkansas. A new idea, | grant;
new data, | assert. But truth as well.

This amendment would cost Califor-
nia $5.4 billion and New York $4.6 bil-
lion. Not because we have had an ad-
vantage in the Federal formula. To the
contrary. It is because we have had a
civic policy that has sought caring for
children to be a higher priority than
perhaps some others have done, or we
felt we had the capacity, even in the
face of the data that suggests we have
not.

This is an elemental injustice. | am
openly conflicted. If this amendment
passes, the bill dies. But in the first in-
stance, | will remain loyal to the prin-
ciple of the last 60 years.

My time has expired. |
Senator from Texas.

President, how

thank the
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Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
yield 2 minutes to the junior Senator
from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from New York [Mr.
D’AMATO] is recognized.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, |
thank my colleague from Texas and
the distinguished senior Senator from
New York, who are opposing this
amendment.

This amendment is not about welfare
reform. It is about pitting region
against region, about enriching certain
States at the expense of others, about
taking money from States which have
made an effort to deal with the plight
of poor children and poor adults and
just identifying 15 States and saying
we are going to give you more money
so we can buy your votes. That is
wrong.

Let me tell you what it does to our
State of New York. It costs us, as Sen-
ator MoOYNIHAN has indicated, $4.5 bil-
lion over 5 years. It will cost us nearly
$1 billion in the first year alone.

Let us talk about maintenance of ef-
fort. Senator SANTORUM has spoken to
it. We have to maintain an effort at 80
percent. Under this amendment, the
State of New York will spend $600 mil-
lion a year more than it gets from the
Federal side. Let us talk about rich
and poor, about poverty, and what peo-
ple are worth and are not worth, as it
relates to the Northeast and Midwest.
We sent $690 billion more in taxes to
Washington than we received in the
past 14 years. | thank my distinguished
colleague, the senior Senator from New
York, because under his stewardship,
the coalition put these numbers to-
gether.

Let us talk about the State of New
York. In the last 14 years, during the
same period of time, we sent $142.3 bil-
lion more to Washington in taxes than
we have received in what we call ‘““allo-
cable spending.” Let us look at the
State of Florida. They have gotten
back from Washington $38.5 billion
more during that same period of time
than they sent down to Washington in
taxes. Now we see nothing other than a
raid on New York, and its poor children
in particular. Maybe what we should do
is discuss an amendment to reallocate
some of the Federal funds that flow to
States such as Florida to give relief to
those disadvantaged States in the
Northeast and Midwest—New York,
Pennsylvania and others—that already
get less than their fair share of Federal
allocable spending. Instead we have be-
fore us an amendment that would
transfer more money to Florida at the
expense of poor children in New York.

So | urge defeat of this amendment.
It is a bad amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida has 6 minutes re-
maining.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Has our time ex-
pired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, to
close on this amendment, we have
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heard a lot about the phrase that “‘we
want to change welfare as we have
known it and that it is a failed sys-
tem. There are many citations as so
what those failures are. If one of the
objectives of the welfare system was,
as the senior Senator from New York
has stated, to move resources from the
Northeast to the South and West, we
will add that as an additional failure of
the welfare system.

How can you say that a system has
accomplished that objective of assist-
ing the poorest States in America when
Texas receives one-fifth the amount of
funds for its poor children as does New
York and when Arkansas receives one-
eleventh of the funds per poor child as
does the District of Columbia? Another
example of the failed system.

Assume that we were to start this
process with a blank piece of paper. As-
sume we had never distributed Federal
money for the purposes of assisting
poor children and assisting the guard-
ians—particularly the single, female
heads of households—of those poor
children to get off welfare and on to
work and thus independence. How
would we go about allocating the
money?

First, |1 think we want to allocate it
in a manner that would, in fact, make
the system work, that would provide a
sufficient amount of resources into
each of the communities of America to
allow the kinds of training programs
and child care to be functional, to ac-
complish the objective of moving from
dependence to independence through
work.

Second, we want to have elemental
fairness in how those funds are distrib-
uted. That is the essence of the amend-
ment that is before us today, Mr. Presi-
dent.

This amendment follows the simple
principle, take the total number of
poor children in America—they are
America’s poor children. They are not
Florida’s poor children or California’s
poor children, they are America’s poor
children. The funds will come from all
Americans through the Federal Treas-
ury. Take the number of poor children
in the country, divide that into the
funds we have available, approximately
$17 billion a year, and distribute the
money wherever the poor children are.
That seems to me to be an imminently
reasonable approach and a fair ap-
proach in terms of achieving the objec-
tive.

The amendment that has been offered
by Senator DoLE would distribute 99
percent of the Federal dollars to the
status quo. However, the money which
was distributed in 1994 will be distrib-
uted in the year 2000, without regard to
any changes. There can be a depression
in Colorado, you can have enormous
growth in Arizona, you can have a de-
populated Michigan, and yet you will
get the same money in the year 2000
that you got in the year 1994. That does
not sound like a fair, reasonable plan,
or a plan which will accomplish the ob-
jective of this legislation.
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Much has been made by the Senator
from Pennsylvania about maintenance
of effort. Frankly, maintenance of ef-
fort has been a moving target through-
out this debate. We had no mainte-
nance of effort when we started this de-
bate. We defeated an amendment yes-
terday to require a continuation of
maintenance of effort. Whatever final
position we take on this formula, obvi-
ously, we will have to readdress the
issue of maintenance of effort.

Mr. President, | believe there are a
number of considerations that Mem-
bers of this Senate ought to take into
account as they decide whether to vote
on this amendment. First, the Dole
amendment does not respond to eco-
nomic or demographic changes. Sec-
ond, the Dole amendment rewards inef-
ficiency. New York State spends over
$100 per welfare case for administra-
tion. West Virginia spends $13. Yet,
those inefficiencies are going to be re-
warded in that New York State will get
a higher proportion of the money, in
part because it has been more ineffi-
cient in utilizing the funds available.

The mandates that we are imposing,
heavy mandates in training and in
child care, will be much more difficult
to meet in a State like Texas, where 84
percent of the money Texas gets from
the Federal Government will have to
be spent to meet the mandates of train-
ing and child care. In Mississippi, 88
percent of the money will have to be
used, whereas in more affluent States,
less than 40 percent of their Federal
funds will be required in order to meet
these mandates.

Much has been said about the fact,
Mr. President, that we are going to be
moving toward parity under the Dole
amendment, that eventually we will
get to the goal that all children will be
fairly and equally treated. How long
will that trail take? Let me give some
examples.

How long will it take from today,
using the Dole formula, for the State of
Alabama’s poor children to have the
same worth in terms of the distribu-
tion of Federal funds as do the poor
children of the rest of America? Mr.
President, 74 years is how long it will
take Alabama; Delaware, 39 years; Lou-
isiana, 79 years; ldaho, 42 years; Mis-
sissippi, 100 years before the poor chil-
dren of Mississippi reach the average of
the Nation; Florida, 29; Nevada, 29; Illi-
nois, 13; South Carolina, 78 years before
South Carolina’s poor children reach
the average of the Nation in terms of
the distribution of the Nation’s re-
sources for poor children; South Da-
kota, 27 years; Texas, 75 years.

How, in 1995, do we support a formula
which has that degree of inequity and
unfairness, and the fundamental under-
mining of the ability of this legislation
to achieve its intended result, to
change welfare as we have known it by
giving people a chance, a chance to
move from dependency to independence
through work.

I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment.
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2565, offered by the Senator from
Florida [Mr. GRAHAM].

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 34,
nays 66, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 415 Leg.]

YEAS—34
Akaka Exon Mack
Baucus Ford McConnell
Biden Graham Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Gregg Nunn
Breaux Heflin Pell
Bryan Hollings Pryor
Bumpers Inouye Reid
Byrd Jeffords Robb
Coats Johnston Rockefeller
Conrad Kerrey Simon
Daschle Leahy
Dorgan Lugar
NAYS—66

Abraham Frist McCain
Ashcroft Glenn Mikulski
Bennett Gorton Moynihan
Bond Gramm Murkowski
Boxer Grams Murray
Bradley Grassley Nickles
Brown Harkin Packwood
Burns Hatch Pressler
Campbell Hatfield Roth
Chafee Helms Santorum
Cochran Hutchison Sarbanes
Cohen Inhofe Shelby
Coverdell Kassebaum Simpson
Craig Kempthorne Smith
D’Amato Kennedy Snowe
DeWine Kerry Specter
Dodd Kohl Stevens
Dole Kyl Thomas
Domenici Lautenberg Thompson
Faircloth Levin Thurmond
Feingold Lieberman Warner
Feinstein Lott Wellstone

So the amendment (No. 2565) was re-
jected.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, |

move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2575

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order there will now be 20
minutes of debate equally divided on
the Domenici amendment, No. 2575, to
be followed by a vote on or in relation
to the amendment.

The time will be divided four ways—
5 minutes each to Senators DOMENICI,
GRAMM, DASCHLE, and DOLE.
POSTPONEMENT OF VOTE ON AMENDMENTS NOS.

2672 AND 2608

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | have a
consent agreement that has been
cleared by the Democratic leader, Sen-
ator DASCHLE.

I ask unanimous consent that the de-
bate time and the rollcall vote sched-
uled with respect to the Daschle
amendment, No. 2672, and the Faircloth
amendment, No. 2608, be postponed to
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reoccur at a time to be determined by
the majority leader after consultation
with the Democratic leader.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2575

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair.

Mr. DOMENICI. Regular order, Mr.
President. What is the regular order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order is the consideration of the
Domenici amendment with 5 minutes
to each to be allocated to Senators Do-
MENICI, DASCHLE, GRAMM, and DOLE.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, it
was my understanding that there was
to be 20 minutes equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. It totals 20 minutes di-
vided four ways.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico, [Mr. DOMENICI],
is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN, on the minority side,
and | have decided that | will control 10
minutes with him using part of that.
That means there are 10 minutes under
the control of Senator DOLE, 5 minutes,
and Senator GRAMM, 5 minutes.

Mr. President, | am going to speak
for 2 minutes, and if you will tell me
when | have used the 2 minutes | would
appreciate it.

First, | ask unanimous consent that
Senator SPECTER be added as a cospon-
sor.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Gov-
ernor Engler testified before the Budg-
et Committee that conservative strings
to block grants were no better than lib-
eral strings to block grants. A man
saying that was not just an ordinary
Governor but a Governor who is advo-
cating no strings on the block grants
in welfare. He said leave this issue that
is before us—the family cap—up to the
States. Give them the option to decide
amongst a myriad of approaches to the
very difficult problem of welfare teen-
agers and welfare mothers having chil-
dren. He said let us experiment in the
great democratic tradition in the sov-
ereign States, and we are apt to do a
better job.

What | propose is very simple. It
mandates nothing. So nobody should
think | am mandating that there be no
family cap. | am merely saying each
State in its plan decides this issue for
itself. If they want a cap, they can
have a cap. If they want to decide to
try something different, they try some-
thing different.

It seems to me that is in the best tra-
dition of what Republicans and con-
servative Democrats have been saying
when they say send these programs to
the States so they can manage them
properly and let those who are closest
to the grassroots—the State legisla-
tures and Governors—decide how to do
it.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

There is nothing complicated about
it. Again, | do not mandate anything.
What my amendment says is the States
can do it however they want with ref-
erence to the family cap or using cash
payments for children who are part of
a welfare situation where there is al-
ready one child, another one is born,
and the States can decide how to han-
dle that. We do not have all the wisdom
here in Washington. That is the issue.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield 2 minutes to
Senator BRADLEY.

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

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, | rise
in support of the Domenici amend-
ment.

New Jersey is the only State that has
actually implemented a family cap. It
took effect almost 2 years ago as part
of a comprehensive reform of welfare
which combines such disincentives as
the family cap along with strong posi-
tive incentives for welfare recipients to
work, and to marry. Almost from the
day the family cap took effect we have
been bombarded with people declaring
absolutely that it works, and abso-
lutely that it does not work. We have
heard that there is a 1l-percent reduc-
tion in birth rates to parents on wel-
fare. We have also then, based on an
evaluation by Rutgers, heard that
there was no difference in births. We
heard there was an increase in abor-
tions. Then we heard that there was
but it was not statistically significant.
Never have such dramatic conclusions
be drawn from such shaky and prelimi-
nary numbers.

Let me simply reiterate that from
New Jersey’s perspective—what every-
one involved in the program has said—
it is an experiment. | repeat, it is an
experiment. We only have a year of
data. We know only that a total of 1,500
fewer children were born to welfare re-
cipients than over the previous 12
months. But births overall are down,
and a difference of 1,500 births does not
mean at all much compared to 125,000
total births in the State in the same
period. At the same time, we penalize
6,000 families on welfare in which chil-
dren were born.

Is the tradeoff of 6,000 children denied
benefits worth the 1,500 hypothetical
children whose mothers thought twice
before becoming pregnant, or, on the
other hand, who had abortions? | do
not know. Will these numbers change?
Will the message sink in? | do not
know.

The basic point is that it is an exper-
iment. We have inconclusive data.

We should not mandate something
when we do not know what we are
doing. States should be able to experi-
ment.

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

Who yields time?

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized to speak for
5 minutes.
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, | have the
greatest respect for the Senator from
New Mexico, but | rise in opposition to
his amendment.

So let me tell you that we have been
trying to craft a bill here and maintain
a balance to get enough people on
board to pass a very strong welfare re-
form bill. And | believe we are on the
verge of accomplishing that. In fact, |
hope we can do it by tomorrow. In fact,
we need to do it by tomorrow.

I understand precisely what the Do-
menici amendment does. It simply
strikes a provision in our bill that pro-
hibits additional cash to children born
to families receiving assistance.

I know the Catholic bishops feel very
strongly about this, and the Catholic
charities, because they deal with a lot
of these families. They understand
some of the problems.

As | have suggested, | think our bill
has structured the right balance on the
important issue of out-of-wedlock
births.

I am committed to supporting a pro-
vision in our bill which allows States
to provide vouchers in lieu of cash as-
sistance. We think that goes a step in
the direction that we think the bishops
and others who support the Domenici
amendment want to go.

Under this provision, | believe the
children in need will be provided sup-
port. They are going to have vouchers,
not going to have cash but vouchers,
and the important thing is that these
vouchers may be used for goods and
services to provide for the care of the
children involved. In addition, we all
know that other forms of Federal and
State aid remain available.

This has been one of the most dif-
ficult issues. The family cap and
whether you have cash payments for
teenage moms are probably the two
most difficult issues we have faced, two
of the most difficult issues we have
faced in putting a welfare reform pack-
age together.

I understand the concerns that Sen-
a