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this problem to. We cannot pass the
baton to someone else. It is our prob-
lem. We are going to have to confront
it now. We are going to have to try to
prevail. That means move to a bal-
anced budget. That means it has to be
done fairly and evenhandedly.

Mr. President, we are going to have
to take steps in these Chambers to re-
move the burdens of business so that
we can expand our economy.

I contend that when we look at this
conversion of but five outlays that con-
sume all of our revenues, we are going
to have to confront what I would char-
acterize as generational contracts. We
are going to have to take these entitle-
ments and honor our agreements to
those who are at the end of their work
careers. But for those coming into the
work career, we are going to have to
entertain and shape new agreements.

Mr. President, this generation of
Americans has a choice. It can do those
things I just talked about—tighten the
belt, move to a balanced budget, ex-

pand the economy, move to
generational contracts on entitle-
ments. If we do that, the American

dream, which has been a part of this
country since its inception—that life
would always be better for the new
generation, that the new generation
would have more opportunity, be bet-
ter educated, it would be a stronger na-
tion—is still possible. If we do the
tightening of the belt, if we enter into
generational contracts, if we do the
things to expand the economy, we will
create millions of new jobs for Amer-
ica’s future. If we do these things, we
will create thousands of new busi-
nesses. And in forming the new busi-
nesses, we will generate new ideas and
better ways to live, and we will elevate
our standard of living in this country.

But what if we choose to flinch?
What if we ignore what we have been
told—that five expenditures will con-
sume all of our revenues in but a dec-
ade. What if we ignore this, while his-
tory is full of nations in ruins because
they failed to confront this kind of cri-
sis?

If we let this happen, the future gen-
erations will have to bear an 82-percent
tax rate to pay for our failure to con-
front this issue. Mr. President, 82 per-
cent of earned wages would be con-
sumed just in order to take care of our
fiscal abuse.

We would be saying to the future
that the present is all we are worried
about. We do not care about those jobs
in the future. We do not care about the
burden of the working family in the fu-
ture.

Mr. President, I began these remarks
by saying that I believe that this gen-
eration of Americans will be called
upon as no other. We are at a unique
crossroads in the history of this Na-
tion.

The other enemies were outside our
borders. They were easier to identify—
Hitler marching. Across America, the
great divide in our Nation, this is a
battle amongst ourselves. This is an in-
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sidious, creeping development that is
much harder to recognize.

Just as sure as the Sun comes up in
the morning and sets in the West, this
generation of Americans will have to
confront this crisis or we will undo our
own Nation.

I want to add one other thing, Mr.
President. There is only one world
power today. We all acknowledge that
we are still living in a very dangerous
world. If we destabilize our currency, if
we wound ourselves because we lack
the discipline to manage our fiscal af-
fairs, we will make the world a very
dangerous place for the future families
of America. It will not be difficult for
our world adversaries to know that if
we do not care for our financial health,
we will be unable to defend our freedom
here or anywhere else in the world.

I have but one request, Mr. Presi-
dent. I hope that every American fam-
ily will take a look at this very simple
chart that says within 10 years, we will
consume all U.S. revenues with but five
expenditures—Social Security, Medi-
care, Medicaid, Federal retirement,
and the interest on debt—and put that
chart on their kitchen table and con-
template what that means to the
planned retirement of the parents, to
the aspirations for education and jobs
of the children, and the future of their
country. I believe, from around that
kitchen table, will come the will and
the resolve to confront this great
moral challenge for the United States.

I ask them to do this for themselves,
Mr. President, and for their families,
and for this Union.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS] is
recognized to speak for up to 35 min-
utes.

———

HOW TO PROCEED ON WELFARE
REFORM

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I am
pleased today to join my freshman col-
leagues to discuss some of the solu-
tions and some of the facts, the inter-
est, that go into the Nation’s welfare
system.

Before the debate on welfare reform
can proceed, however, it seems to me
that we have to make some stipula-
tions. We have to begin with the basic
premise, the premise that everyone in
this Chamber is compassionate about
helping over 26 million people climb
out of poverty. That is not the ques-
tion.

I think if we are really seeking some
solutions to our welfare problems,
some solutions to help Americans ad-
vance themselves, we have to get away
from this idea of saying that this
group—because they have a different
view—wants to throw everybody out in
the cold.

I think we do all start with that no-
tion that every day, each person has a
responsibility to make this a better
place to live. With that premise, we
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wanted to talk some about the funda-
mental question of how we proceed,
and what is the role of the Federal
Government; how can we make changes
that will cause some changes in the re-
sults of the welfare program?

Mr. President, let me first recognize
the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague for yielding. The 11 freshman
Republican Senators have made it a
point to come to the Chamber and
speak each week on an important topic
because we have just gone through an
election, have just spoken very directly
with our constituents, with a large seg-
ment of the block of voters who called
for change in this last election. The
Presiding Officer experienced that as
well, and knows the fervor with which
our constituents approach the issues of
reform and change.

No issue that they talked about in
the last campaign had more emotional
feeling to it, I think, than the issue of
welfare reform. Because they not only
recognized that welfare reform could
result in huge savings of money to the
Federal Government, but that we were
destroying generations of people, cre-
ating a cycle of dependency from which
too many people were finding it impos-
sible to extricate themselves.

So it is a very personal challenge as
well as a sound, prudent fiscal policy
that causes us to look to the issue of
welfare reform. We do that this week
because we want to compliment our
House colleagues for passing a mean-
ingful fundamental welfare reform
package, the first real effort to reform
our failed welfare system in decades,
and to say to our House colleagues:
You got the ball rolling and now it is
our opportunity in the Senate to take
advantage of the momentum you have
created, to take the legislation you
have passed and to try to improve upon
it if we can, and to get a bill to the
President which he can sign, truly end-
ing welfare as we know it.

The House bill, in most people’s view,
is not a perfect bill. But it is a very
good start toward this issue of welfare
reform. As I said, it is now our oppor-
tunity.

Let me just make four quick points
about what I think our approach to
this problem ought to be.

Our current system, I think almost
everyone has now recognized, does not
foster independence, and family, and
responsibility—all values that we know
are essential, but, instead, perpetuates
both material and behavioral poverty.
The most compassionate, responsible
course of action that I think we can
take is to find a way to free our Na-
tion’s children and families from de-
pendency in this terribly flawed wel-
fare system.

Toward that premise I think we
should first admit that continued dra-
matic increases in Federal social wel-
fare spending have failed to reduce the
number of people in poverty in this
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country and that more money is sim-
ply not the answer. The Federal Gov-
ernment has spent more than $5 tril-
lion on social welfare programs since
President Johnson declared the war on
poverty, yet, according to the Congres-
sional Budget Office figures, total
spending will rise to 6 percent of the
gross national product by 1998. Since
the mid-1960’s, poverty has actually in-
creased from 14.7 percent to 15.1 per-
cent today. So after spending all this
money we have not eradicated poverty.
It is more in our land than before.

Second, the Federal Government does
not know best how to spend our hard-
earned dollars. One of our colleagues
gave us a test. If you inherit $100,000
and because you are a good citizen you
want to, in effect, tithe a tenth of that
to solve the problem of social
deconstruction in our country, to
whom would you give that $10,000?
What organization would you give it
to, to best help eradicate poverty in
your own community? I daresay none
of us would invest that in the U.S. Gov-
ernment. None of us would say the Fed-
eral Government welfare programs are
pretty good, let us give the $10,000 to
them. We would pick the local home-
less shelter or Salvation Army or some
other local group that really knows
how to stretch the dollars and make
the individual decisions in the commu-
nity that we know work.

It is interesting, several Governors,
including Tommy Thompson from Wis-
consin, whose welfare roles have de-
clined 25 percent over the past few
years, have had to ask for literally
hundreds of waivers from the U.S. Gov-
ernment in order to achieve welfare re-
form in their own States. So giving
States more flexibility to quickly
achieve welfare reform will help those
in need.

Third is the point the Senator from
Wyoming just made, and it is a very
important point, we must end the dam-
aging and incorrect rhetoric which sug-
gests that somehow by reforming wel-
fare we are going to be taking food out
of the mouths of young children. This
is rhetoric of the worst kind. The
House bill, for example, has been criti-
cized, but few point out that the House
bill actually increases funding for
school lunch programs by 4.5 percent
each and every year for the next 5
years, an increase of $1 billion; and
that the block grants to the States will
save money and enable them to apply
those funds to the children.

Fourth, the Federal Government and
the States must continue to search for
ways, whether they be difficult initial
choices or not, which foster self-suffi-
ciency, encourage marriage, and work.
The House bill contains several such
incentives. For example, we should
eliminate the marriage penalty created
in the Tax Code. Fathers should be re-
quired to live up to their financial re-
sponsibilities. Again, giving States the
flexibility to design programs which
will effectively reduce out-of-wedlock
births and other similar conditions
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which create poverty are an important
element of any welfare reform pro-
gram.

There is more, but I think we make
the point that there are several things
that need to be done here. The House
was on the right track and we in the
Senate need to give our backing to
that in the kind of bill we pass out of
Senate and not let this momentum flag
but be able to send a bill to the Presi-
dent.

I conclude with this point. There is a
big difference between taking care of
people and caring for people. Taking
care of people was the philosophy of
the Great Society programs. It has not
worked. True compassion is caring for
people in a way that provides them a
hand up, not a handout. That should be
the guiding philosophy to end the cycle
of dependency that has been created by
40 years of misguided welfare policies.
That should be the guiding philosophy
of true welfare reform that comes out
of the U.S. Senate.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair and
the Senator from Wyoming for again
getting the freshmen Members of the
Senate here to talk about this impor-
tant subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. The Senator from Ari-
zona, I think, has made one of the key
points in this whole discussion, and
that is this is a compassionate society.
All of us are committed to the concept
that we help people help themselves.
Unfortunately, almost everyone agrees
that the war on poverty has failed, and
that we have more of a problem now
than we did when it began. That is
what this is about—how do we have a
better system of helping the people
help themselves.

One of the persons who has worked
very hard and very diligently, and I
think is most knowledgeable in this
area, is the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, who last year in the House was
basically the author and principal ar-
chitect of the proposal put together by
the Ways and Means Committee that
would accomplish some of those things.

I yield to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Wyoming for
yielding the time. I appreciate the kind
words in the introduction.

I, too, want to say the Senator from
Wyoming and Senator from Arizona
have hit the nail on the head. I think
the reason, the impetus behind us
being here this morning is really to
start this debate out on welfare reform
with a little different tone than it took
in the House of Representatives. The
fact of the matter is, the debate in the
House, with ample support from the
national media, turned into a really
disgraceful event that turned so mean-
spirited and accusatory that it focused
very little on what actually was going
to occur and what the underlying prin-
ciples were in the reform effort that
were underway. It focused just on
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name-calling and, I think, outrageous
allegations about the mean-spirited-
ness of the Republican proposal.

We are here this morning as the
freshman class to say we have exam-
ined and are examining this proposal,
and we see it as a very positive move
forward in helping people get out of
poverty. That is what this is all about.
You will hear some say, ‘“‘The Repub-
licans, they just want to cut people
off.” I would tell you that I would not
be here today—and I do not think any
of us would be here today—if we
thought that was the motivation be-
hind the welfare reform proposal, just
to hurt people.

I am not in the business of hurting
people. I do not like hurting people. 1
want to try to help folks. But I truly
believe, as I think my colleagues will
also state, that you do not help people,
as Senator KYL said, by taking care of
them, by making them dependent on
you, by providing for them instead of
giving them the opportunity to provide
for themselves. That is not truly tak-
ing care of. That is not truly helping
people.

So when you look at these proposals,
look at it not as to how much are we
doing for somebody, but how much are
we helping them help themselves. How
much opportunity are we creating; not
how much are we taking care of. That
is really the test here, because we
know from our history that taking
care of people destroys them, destroys
communities, destroys families, de-
stroys country. That is what is brewing
in our communities that are heavily
laden with welfare populations today.
That destructive element of Govern-
ment dependency is taking control and
is not creating better communities,
families, individuals, and neighbor-
hoods.

I have been asked, because of my
background in the House on this issue,
what the prospects are here in the Sen-
ate. The general conventional wisdom
is the Senate will water it down and we
will get something that is just sort of
tinkering with the system, that they
will not be nearly as dramatic as the
House. I say this: The more the Senate
looks at the problem, the more we
focus in and see the absolute destruc-
tion that is occurring in our neighbor-
hoods today, the morality behind what
we have to do—this is not an economic
issue; providing for the poor in our so-
ciety is a moral issue. We have to look
at it in that context.

When you look at what we are doing
to children, families, communities, and
our Nation, I believe the U.S. Senate
will follow the path very similar to the
House of Representatives.

The chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee just yesterday said that the
block grant idea has merit and that we
should move forward on that track. It
does have merit. Why? Because it takes
all of the power and control out of this
town that thinks it knows best for ev-
erybody, where we make sure that ev-
erything is taken care of from here and
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that all the decisions are made here,
and puts them back into the States
and, more particularly, into the com-
munities and into the families of
America. That is the right direction for
us to take when it comes to taking re-
sponsibility for the poor in this coun-
try. That is the right direction. I be-
lieve that is the direction we all will
take here in the U.S. Senate.

It will be a dramatic bill that comes
out of this Senate. It will not be a wa-
tered down version that looks very
much like the system today. I do not
believe the Senate will stand for that.
And I think we can get bipartisan sup-
port to do it. I am encouraged by that.

There will be some who stand up and
defend the status quo. They will stand
up because they were the creators of
the status quo, and they will defend
the system and accuse anybody who
wants to change it as being cruel, inhu-
mane, and mean spirited. And they will
say in many cases, as happened in the
House, outrageous things about our in-
tent.

Let me clear the air one more time
about our intent. Our intent is to help
people help themselves. Our intent is
to get people off the welfare rolls. I
find it absolutely incredulous that
when you have a program in place that
actually gets people off the welfare
rolls, that is bad. What? A good welfare
program gets more people on the wel-
fare rolls? Is that what we want? Is
that our analysis? Is that our bench-
mark as to what is good? Getting more
people on welfare, making more people
dependent? That is good? No. What is
good is solving poverty, not sustaining
it. Moving people off the welfare rolls
is good. Decreasing those rolls is good.
That is a good objective. That is what
we hope to accomplish here.

Those who stand up and say so many
people are going to be cut off and all
these people are going to be leaving.
That is good. People leaving welfare
and on to productive jobs in America is
good. That is what this program is
going to be all about. You will hear
people say, ‘“Well, you cannot change
this. You are going to harm children.”
Folks, look at all the welfare pay-
ments, AFDC, SSI, on down the list.
How many of those benefits get paid di-
rectly to the children? How many of
them? The answer is none. A child in
this country does not get any money
paid directly to them. It all goes to
parents. They all go to parents.

So when you hear this argument we
are going to cut children off, we are
going to hurt children, think of where
the money goes and think of where
that money is being spent and by
whom it is being spent; not the chil-
dren. I wish the money could be sent
directly to those children so they could
get the food and education that they
need. But, unfortunately, in many
cases it does not.

Let us focus in on the real problem.
The people who are going to defend the
status quo have put forward a plan for
the past 30 or 40 years that has in-
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creased poverty, decreased hope and
opportunity, has increased crime and
decreased the sense of community safe-
ty and neighborhood, has increased il-
legitimacy from 5 percent in the
midsixties—5 percent of children in
this country were born out of wed-
lock—30 percent today and rising. As a
result, we have seen a decrease in fa-
thers taking responsibility for their
children and a resulting increase in
gang activity because fathers bond
with other males instead of bonding
with females to take care of children.
It is a vicious cycle that is created by
very good intentions of the people who
created this system; very good inten-
tions, but very wrong programs.

I challenge the national media to
give us a break. Tell the truth. Quit
printing that we are repealing the
School Lunch Program when they
know darned well we are increasing the
money. We are cutting out, as was said
in the House, the lunches, the free
lunches, here in Washington by the bu-
reaucrats who suck money from the
system before it even gets to the kids.
Tell the truth about what is going to
go on here in the U.S. Senate with the
welfare reform. Do not be afraid that
your friends on the other side will not
like you by telling the truth about
helping people, that the Republicans
can actually be kind, compassionate,
and be for a more progressive and up-
lifting opportunity type of society for
the poor. Do not be afraid of that.
Stand up and tell the truth about what
is going on here in the U.S. Senate.

Finally, the welfare system in this
country has to change, and there are
four principles we have to accomplish.
First, work. The only true measure of
success of a welfare program is how it
gets people off welfare and into work.
Work has to be a central component.

Second, there has to be a system that
supports families and does not tear
families apart, that supports marriage
and does not foster fathers walking
away from their children.

Third, it has to focus on flexibility to
provide States and communities the
opportunity to have programs that
truly do tailor their needs to the indi-
vidual families and communities and
not be bureaucratic and regulatory
from the Federal level.

Finally, we have to save money. We
heard so much about the people pro-
gram, cutting people off. The Repub-
lican program allows welfare to grow
over the next 5 years 32 percent. If we
did nothing, it would grow 39 percent. I
do not think cutting the program that
is scheduled to grow to 39 percent is
mean spirited or draconian. In fact, a
lot of people listening would probably
say, “Why don’t you do more?’”’ We do
not do more because we want to try to
help and not just be handing out. That
costs money, but it is a good invest-
ment. We are willing to make the in-
vestment of helping people get out of
poverty, but we are going to stop
throwing money at people who stay in
poverty.

S4679

I thank the Senator from Wyoming
for yielding the time. I appreciate his
indulgence in my discourse. I look for-
ward to the rest of the day.

Thank you.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). The Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS. The Senator from
Pennsylvania has obviously given a
great deal of thought to this. I think it
is interesting that almost everyone in
this country, including President Clin-
ton, says welfare is broken and needs
to be fixed. Yet, when you begin to
look at it and take the opportunity to
seek to find a better way to deliver
services, then we run into all of this
criticism and, as the Senator says,
untruths about what is really hap-
pening. But I think there is a real op-
portunity this time to do something.

One of the reasons is that there are
people in this body who are new here
and who are bringing to the body a
brandnew idea, some of it having come
from the campaign, some of it having
come from living regular lives. And one
of those is the Senator from Tennessee.
I would like to yield time to him.

Mr. THOMPSON addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Wyoming for
his leadership in this area and also the
Senator from Pennsylvania for his elo-
quent remarks and for his leadership in
this area, both in the House of Rep-
resentatives and in the U.S. Senate.
He, as usual, assesses the problem very
precisely.

I would like to lend my remarks to
my own assessment of the situation as
we begin this debate because we are in-
deed addressing one of the most funda-
mental problems facing the Nation at
this time. I think if one true thing can
be said about the welfare system, it is
that the American people have over-
whelmingly concluded that we have a
mess on our hands and an intractable
problem that we must do something
about for the preservation of our soci-
ety as we know it.

Too often the program has been run
by the wrong level of government, by
the wrong people.

We have spent $56 trillion trying to
address the welfare program in this Na-
tion, and we have created more pov-
erty, more out-of-wedlock births, a
higher crime rate, more dependency
than we ever thought would be pos-
sible. If the Federal Government had
deliberately gone out and tried to
wreak such havoc with $5 trillion, it
would not have been able to do it, yet
we have done by accident what could
not be done by design.

Mr. President, I think it would be ap-
propriate, as we address this problem,
that we do so with a certain amount of
humility. We are not the first people to
address this problem. This is not the
first time the Senate has addressed it.
This is not the first time the House of
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Representatives has addressed this
problem. It has been with us for many
years. It has been growing and growing.
Many people have come up with dif-
ferent ideas and different people of
good faith can have different ideas
about this.

So I think as we proceed into this de-
bate, we ought to be openminded. We
ought to be constructive. I think there
is only one thing that we should not
tolerate and that is the status quo. We
have a miserable system now that is in
large part participating in the decline
of the United States of America; a
country that we have all grown up in
and has been the strongest, most pow-
erful and most respected Nation not
only in the world but in the history of
the world.

The time has come for change. It
seems to me these problems fester and
are debated for years on end, but fi-
nally there comes a time when we real-
ly have to face up to them. I think we
are beginning to do that in the Senate,
and in the Congress of the United
States with regard to many areas for
the first time. We are talking about
changing the way we do business in the
Congress of the United States, and
there is no more clear example of that
than our approach to the problems in
our welfare system.

I think that going into it we can cer-
tainly conclude there are certain
things that have been proven not to
work. We know, for example, that
merely throwing money into a failed
system is not the answer. We could
have taken all of the assets of all the
Fortune 500 companies in America and
given those assets to the poor and still
have saved money. That alone gives us
some indication of the amount of
money we have poured into a system,
and a rising poverty level indicates the
results we have achieved from that
money.

I think it is also clear that large Fed-
eral programs are not the answer. We
are now talking about workfare. We
are talking about job training as if this
was the first time these ideas have
come about. Some people think if you
take a little more money out of this
pot and put it in here or if we reduce a
program a little bit and add it to an-
other, if we fine tune it enough, we are
smart enough that we can come up
with the right solution to solve this
problem from Washington, DC.

We have been trying this for 30 years
to no avail. We are dealing with a sin-
gle problem, and that is poverty. It is
a problem that has many causes. We
are trying with one set of overlay pro-
grams from Washington, DC, to cover
situations where on the one hand we
have a person who is trying to get off
welfare and trying their best to get out
of a temporary hardship; on the other
hand we have people who have been on
welfare for generations and have no in-
terest in working until they are abso-
lutely forced to do so. The same pro-
gram from Washington, DC, cannot
cover the myriad of conditions and cir-
cumstances that we face.
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There are certain principles we can
adhere to as we begin to address this
problem, and one is that we must give
the States more flexibility. We must
get this problem down closer to the
people who can see their neighbors,
who know the person down the street
or across the way, and who knows who
is trying and who is not trying and who
legitimately needs help and who should
be told it is time to go to work. All of
the innovation that has taken place in
this country with regard to the welfare
problem in the last decade has been at
the State and local level.

We have to take advantage of those
innovations and those remarkable Gov-
ernors we see all across this Nation
who are coming up with solutions and
trying different things under heavy
criticism and heavy barrages of acri-
monious statements but are standing
tall and standing strong and changing
those programs and showing that cer-
tain basic programs and changes of mo-
tivation of people can really work and
help the system.

We should not be embarrassed to ask
local churches, local communities, pri-
vate organizations to step up to the
plate and do more. That is the way it
used to be in this country. It is not
turning back the clock. It is a way of
moving forward. I still believe that this
country is full of well-meaning, caring,
big-hearted people who, if they knew
the nature of the problem, they knew
someone down the way who really was
having a hard time, would be willing to
jump in and lend a hand. If it were
brought to our attention and we had
the responsibility and felt the responsi-
bility to do something about it, there
are millions of people out there who
would be willing to step forward and do
something about it. They cannot take
care of the whole problem, and we can-
not turn over the whole problem to
them overnight, but they have to be
brought back into the system. People
have to feel a sense of responsibility
for their neighbors the way they used
to in this country.

We have to have a system that pays
more to work than it does not to work.
As I travel around the State of Ten-
nessee and go into these little res-
taurants and coffee shops and see these
young women working hard, many
hours a day, some of them with a child
or maybe two children at home, never
been on welfare, you talk to them,
working at low-wage jobs trying their
best, working hard, and they see some-
one down the street from them or
across the road who does not work, who
has never worked and are netting out
more than they are in terms of take-
home pay, they see that, Mr. President.
People see that. It has a debilitating
effect on them and our country. It has
a debilitating effect on these people,
young people especially, who are not
into the welfare mentality, who have
worked all their lives and want to
work, and we are delivering a message
to them that really it pays more some-
times not to work.
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We have to change a system like
that. As the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania pointed out, there will be those
against reform. There will be those
who want to stay with the status quo.
A lot of people have done very well on
the system that we have. A lot of peo-
ple in Washington, DC, elected rep-
resentatives over the years by sending
out more money and getting more
votes have done very well for them-
selves under the current system. Cer-
tainly the bureaucracies that run the
tremendous system that we have now,
that siphon off most of the money be-
fore it ever gets to anybody that it can
help, have done very well under the
system. They will come up with every
horror story known to man to Kkeep
from having to do without a little more
money for their agency or a few less
jobs as we try to move this down to the
State and local level where the prob-
lem is and where people know what to
do better to solve that problem.

So, Mr. President, these are my ob-
servations as we go into this debate.
We have a problem on which we all
agree. We all know that we have been
trying for years to do something about
it, essentially nibbling around the
edges. I think we have all concluded
now that the time has come for action;
that we must take bold action; we
must change. We are better than this.
We cannot go down the road to destruc-
tion of this Nation. The people who
genuinely need help in this country de-
serve a better system, and the people
who work hard for a living and pay for
this system deserve better.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming has 5 minutes and
24 seconds remaining.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we got
started a little late. We would like to
have about 15 more minutes, if there is
no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Hearing none, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I think
it is exciting; I think it is exciting that
Senators like the Senator from Ten-
nessee and others are willing to take a
look at this program. It has been a
long time since we have said: Does this
program work? What are the results?
How do we measure the results? What
is the measurement of success?

Instead of that, over the years, we
have simply said: We have a program.
It is not working. Let us put some
more money in to make it bigger.

Now we have an exciting oppor-
tunity, and that opportunity is to
evaluate it, to change it, to find better
systems, to look for duplications, and
to eliminate some of the things that do
not work.

One of our colleagues who has had an
opportunity to work with this very
closely at the local level as Lieutenant
Governor is the Senator from Ohio. I
yield to the Senator.
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Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, let me
first thank the Senator from Wyoming
for putting this group together this
morning. His comments are certainly
well taken, as are the comments of my
colleagues from Arizona, Pennsylvania,
and Tennessee.

I think it is fitting and appropriate
that the new Members of the Senate,
who just finished the campaign, just
finished talking directly to the Amer-
ican people, should be the ones who are
on the floor this morning talking about
welfare reform, because I am sure that
the experience my friend from Wyo-
ming, or my friends from Tennessee,
Pennsylvania, and Arizona, had was
the same experience that I had.

I could not find one person—not one
person—in the State of Ohio who
thought welfare worked. And that in-
cluded people who were on welfare. It
included taxpayers. It included the av-
erage citizens, whom I see day after
day after day. I could not find anybody
who thought welfare works. So it is ap-
propriate that we, really, in this coun-
try engage in this national debate.

Mr. President, the House has just
concluded this debate and the Senate
will take up this debate in a few weeks.
In this debate, we seem to be focusing
on adults, on money, on jobs. But, Mr.
President, underlying all these consid-
erations is really the future of our chil-
dren, because that is really what this
debate is all about. It is about our chil-
dren. It is about breaking the cycle of
poverty. It is about breaking the cycle
of despair.

We are, it is true, Mr. President, try-
ing to rescue the adults who are
trapped in the welfare system. But if
we are brutally frank and honest with
ourselves, I think most of us will admit
that it is our concern for the children
that really underlies this debate and
makes it so imperative that we do
something, that we do something dif-
ferent.

Fixing welfare will not be easy, and
it will not be done overnight. And fix-
ing welfare, frankly, is not all we have
to do. We also have to tackle the
broader problems of violence, poverty,
and lack of education that is posing
such a threat to the well-being of our
country’s children.

Mr. President, the fact is that Amer-
ica’s children are in crisis, and welfare
dependency is part of the cause of that
crisis.

The statistics in regard to our young
people today are absolutely staggering
and frightening. In 1960, about 5 per-
cent of the children born in America
were illegitimate. Today, almost one-
third are. In some major cities, that
figure is now at two-thirds, and in
some cities, even higher than that.

Since 1972, the rate of children hav-
ing children has doubled. What happens
to these children, Mr. President? Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office, half of all teenage unwed moth-
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ers are on public assistance within 1
year of having their first child, and
within 5 years, 77 percent are on public
assistance. This takes a huge toll on
the children. The poverty rate among
children is the highest of any age group
in the country.

Our young people today are the only
age group in America—listen to this—
the only age group in America that
does not have a longer life expectancy
than their parents did at the same age.
A recent study revealed that of the
children born to a married adult with a
high school education, only 8 percent
live in poverty. But of the children
born to unmarried minors without a
high school diploma, 80 percent live in
poverty.

The children born out of wedlock are
three times more likely than the chil-
dren of married parents to become wel-
fare clients when they grow up.

What kind of a life are these children
being prepared for? What kind of values
are they learning in a family where
many times no one works, and bare
subsistence income is given by, frank-
ly, a distant and grudging Federal Gov-
ernment?

Mr. President, what do we do? That is
what we are going to be talking about
in the weeks and months ahead.

I think it might be tempting, par-
ticularly for those of us on this side of
the aisle, now that Republicans control
the Senate and Republicans control the
House, to once again do what we have
done in this country time and time and
time again, and that is to impose a
Washington solution on this problem. I
think, however, Mr. President, that
would be a mistake. I think it is very
tempting to do this now that we are in
control, but I believe it would be a
grave mistake because history has sim-
ply taught us that Washington does not
have all the answers.

I do believe that there will be times,
as we debate this bill and this reform,
when I will vote for some uniformity. I
think, for example, that it makes emi-
nent sense in the area of child support
enforcement, an area that has been a
problem for many, many years, to have
more uniformity, to have more co-
operation between the States. I saw
this 20 years ago as a young assistant
county prosecuting attorney when we
tried to enforce child support. I saw the
problems we had in going from State to
State to State. I think uniformity in
that area does make sense.

But I think, in most cases, we are
going to be much better off in allowing
the Governors, the legislators, and the
people of the States to design their
own programs.

Too often, Mr. President, we think,
here in Washington, we have all the an-
swers. Indeed, the crisis of welfare de-
pendency in today’s America is, I be-
lieve, in large measure a consequence
of Federal policies written right here
in this Capitol.

Mr. President, to be very blunt, I do
not believe we should replace the
Democratic Party’s version of Federal
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micromanagement with the Republican
version of Federal micromanagement
of our welfare system. I think it would
be a mistake. The answers are not here
in Washington, not even on this side of
the aisle.

If we are going to find answers, we
need to be looking to the States and
the local communities.

My colleague from Tennessee, Mr.
THOMPSON, said it very, very well. Who
better knows their neighbors, their
friends, their communities? Who better
knows the solution to this problem
than the people of the local commu-
nity?

I believe, Mr. President, that welfare
reform experiments in Ohio, Wisconsin,
Michigan, and other States do in fact
show a great deal of promise. But we
should not try to force all States into
a single mold. We still have a great
deal to learn about what works in wel-
fare, and we certainly know already
what does not work.

We should not standardize the Fed-
eral solution to which all States and
communities have to conform. We need
the States to continue to experiment,
to be the laboratories of democracy,
and to lead the way toward a 21st cen-
tury welfare system in this country
that does, in fact, work.

Finally, Mr. President, we, I believe,
as we approach this welfare debate,
must always remember that welfare is
not, first and foremost, a money prob-
lem. Over the last few weeks, we have
heard a great deal about the money
side of welfare, and that is quite nat-
ural. Some say we are taking money
away from the needy. Others say we
are saving money for the taxpayers.

But beyond the welfare debate in re-
gard to money is something much more
important, and that is human beings,
and that is young children.

The problem, frankly, Mr. President,
is the kind of culture we are building
in this country and the kind of lives
America’s children will inherit.

As we begin this debate, I propose a
very radical solution. It is particularly
radical for this town and this city, this
Capitol Building, this Chamber. And
the radical solution is to say, ‘“We
don’t have all the wisdom here. We
don’t know all the answers.”’

Let us trust the States to be the lab-
oratories of democracy. Let us turn
back power to the States and let them
try things, and let them find out what
will work and what will not work.

They cannot do a worse job than the
Federal Government has done. That
may be a radical solution. It may be
something that is foreign to Congress
in the past. Quite frankly, Mr. Presi-
dent, we have tried everything else. I
think it is time for a radical solution,
a radical change, and I think, quite
frankly, that it will work. Thank you
very much.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to wrap up our focus, our effort
this morning.

Let me just say, again, that I con-
gratulate the House on what they have
done. I think they moved forward. I
think they have examined and have
come up with new ideas. Do I support
all of it? Probably not. Is it a perfect
bill? Of course not. But it gives us an
opportunity to take a new look at
something that needs a new look.

What we are seeking is the best way
to deliver services, the best way to help
people help themselves, to find a way
to help people who need help back into
the workplace. That is what it is all
about. That is the purpose of this pro-
gram.

I went into our welfare office in Cas-
per, WY. I expected to find a staff that
was very defensive when we talked
about change. That is not true. They
felt frustrated with the program that
they now have to administer. The di-
rector showed me this whole shelf full
of regulations. He said, ‘“God, I spend
half my time working on regulations.”
They come from different Depart-
ments. They come from Agriculture,
they come from Housing, they come
from the welfare program. We need to
put them together so that they do
work.

We try to do something to encourage
people to work, and if a mother on
AFDC does not have a job or does not
look for one or does not do what is re-
quired, they seek to reduce the pay-
ments. They reduce the payments here
and they go up in food stamps, they go
up in housing. They are very frustrated
that they are not being able to accom-
plish what they want to accomplish.

There is a perception that more Gov-
ernment is needed by some, that more
money is needed. Since the war on pov-
erty, the Federal Government has
spent nearly $5 trillion on social wel-
fare programs. Federal, State and local
governments combined now spend $350
billion a year, 20 percent more than the
Government spends on national de-
fense.

Separate Medicaid from food stamps
and aid to families with dependent
children and you find a program that
costs taxpayers approximately $90 bil-
lion a year, more than five times what
it was in 1981.

Specifically, the Federal share for
Medicaid spending in the State of Wyo-
ming has grown from $42 million to
over $107 million from 1990 to 1994. The
State’s share for that program has
grown from $24 to $61 million in that
same period of time. And we all know
what the results have been.

We have heard a great deal of criti-
cism from the administration regard-
ing the Republicans’ efforts to reform
welfare. On the other hand, that is
what the President talked about when
he came here. He said, ‘“We’re going to
change welfare as we know it.”” Unfor-
tunately, we have not heard much late-
ly from the administration. The pro-
posal introduced by the President in
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1994 exempted all welfare mothers born
before 1972 and proposed $9.3 billion in
additional spending. Exempting 80 per-
cent of the current caseload is not an
answer, nor is the infusion of more
money without change.

So what we are talking about is a
great opportunity to provide real help,
to provide a system that delivers the
help to the people who need the help,
not take it off on the way there.

I hope that we can start, as we said
in the beginning, with a stipulation
that everyone in this place is compas-
sionate about children, everyone in
this place wants to find a system that
works and that we do not polarize our-
selves by saying, ‘‘These folks want to
throw everybody out; these folks want
to help everybody.” That is not the
case.

Like the Senator from Pennsylvania,
I call on the media to help, to help
really say what the facts are, to really
lay out that cuts are not cuts, reduc-
tions in spending proposals are not
cuts, that consolidation of programs
can end up with more benefit to recipi-
ents, and that is where we are.

Mr. President, we appreciate this op-
portunity in the morning time, and we
look forward to participating in devel-
oping a program of assistance to Amer-
icans that will bring them out of pov-
erty and into the workplace.

I yield the floor.

———

GREEK INDEPENDENCE DAY

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, last
Saturday the people of Greece cele-
brated 172 years of Greek independence
from the Ottoman Empire. The Greek
emancipation from the reins of tyr-
anny brings to mind our own ancestors’
struggle for freedom. Greece and the
United States share a common struggle
rooted in a common philosophy of lib-
erty and self-governance put forth by
the ancient Greeks.

Thomas Jefferson looked to the an-
cient Greeks when he made the case for
representative democracy. Jefferson
once said, ‘“* ** to the ancient
Greeks * * * we are all indebted for the
light which led ourselves out of Gothic
darkness.”” The Declaration of Inde-
pendence closely mirrors the ideals of
ancient Greek philosophers. Greek
Independence Day not only commemo-
rates Greece’s victory over oppression,
but also celebrates deeply rooted philo-
sophical symmetry—one honed by
great statesmen from Aristotle to
Thomas Jefferson.

America’s relationship with the
Greeks came full circle when, on the
eve of their revolution for independ-
ence, the Greek commander in chief,
Petros Mavomichalis implored Ameri-
cans for assistance:

Having formed the resolution to live or die
for freedom, we are drawn toward you by a
just sympathy since it is in your land that
liberty has fixed her abode, and by you that
she is prized as by our fathers. Hence, hon-
oring her name, we invoke yours at the same
time, trusting that in imitating you, we
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shall imitate our ancestors and be thought
worthy of them if we succeed in resembling
you . . . it is for you, citizens of America, to
crown this glory.

Cognizant of the familiar ideals upon
which the United States was founded,
Greeks emigrated to the United States
en masse during the early 1900’s. Thus,
generations of Greek-Americans have
been able to contribute to the reaffir-
mation of their ancestors’ political
philosophies.

Greek immigrants emulated their an-
cestors’ drive for knowledge. By 1970,
Greek-Americans already topped other
ethnic groups in median educational
achievement. Combined with this intel-
lectual drive, Greeks brought with
them a diligent work ethic. Greek
Independence Day also gives us an op-
portunity to pay special tribute to the
industrious traditions of Greek-Ameri-
cans and their outstanding contribu-
tion to our society.

I take this opportunity to wish all
Greeks, whether they be in Greece or
my home State of South Dakota, the
very best during this 172d year of
Greek independence.

———

TRIBUTE TO JENNIE BLAIR

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the
Democratic Party of Alabama lost one
of its most ardent supporters and ac-
tivists on March 12, when Madison
County Chairwoman Jennie Blair
passed away. She was a strong, dedi-
cated woman who contributed greatly
to her State and community over the
years.

Jennie was a very eloquent spokes-
person for the causes and programs
that help the people who are least able
to help themselves. She was a positive
force for good. Activists on the other
side felt a kindred spirit with her, and
also felt the loss.

She was a retired South Central Bell
employee and labor activist who had
long been involved in local Democratic
Party politics. Just last month, Jennie
was elected to a 4-year term as Madi-
son County chairwoman. Huntsville,
Alabama’s third-largest city, is located
in Madison.

A native of Lincoln County, TN, she
was a member of the Communications
Workers of America and a delegate to
the Democratic National Convention.
She held many other leadership posi-
tions in the State and national party,
and played a pivotal role in the 1992
convention.

Jennie Blair’s determination, energy,
enthusiasm, and drive will be sorely
missed by those who knew and worked
with and against her. She took her pol-
itics seriously, and truly believed in
the principles of the Democratic Party.
She believed that Government can be a
positive force in people’s lives and was
never shy about expressing that view.
She was a dynamic example of the best
things about politics and public serv-
ice.



		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-23T22:56:18-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




