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I want our Vice President and their

Prime Minister to know that I support
their efforts to strengthen cooperation
between our two countries. I believe
here in the United States, despite our
concerns about issues like Chechnya,
Russia’s continuing efforts to establish
democracy and an open market econ-
omy actually merit our support. I be-
lieve that the American people want to
engage the Russians constructively. We
want to assist them with reform. Most
of all, we want to prevent a return to
the authoritarianism of the old Soviet
regime.

One topic of conversation between
the Vice President and the Prime Min-
ister will be the future of United States
aid to Russia. Some Senators have ar-
gued that the aid should be terminated,
or at least substantially curtailed, and
I do not agree.

Indeed, I find that after a slow start
3 years ago, the United States aid pro-
gram to Russia is now making a sig-
nificant contribution to advancing po-
litical and economic reform. I would
like to just lay out a few examples.

The largest element of U.S. aid is to
provide technical assistance to help the
Russians privatize their state-owned
enterprises. Think what we have here.
We have people who have lived their
entire lives in a centrally planned
economy. They do not have any idea
how to run a private enterprise. They
have never had to sell their products.
They have never had to worry about
productivity. In fact, when the Berlin
Wall fell, there probably were not more
than 100 people in the Soviet Union
who actually knew how to analyze an
honest corporate profit-and-loss state-
ment. They also did not have stock
markets, banks or the legal system
necessary to support private enter-
prise. You could not enter a contract in
Moscow and have it enforced in St. Pe-
tersburg. You could not enter a con-
tract in Moscow and have it enforced in
other parts of Moscow.

I think it is in our national interest
to help them acquire this know-how.
Thanks in large part to our assistance,
50 percent—50 percent—of the Russian
gross domestic product now comes
from the private sector, and with Unit-
ed States help the Russians are draft-
ing a commercial code, setting up
stock markets, and training their po-
lice to fight the organized crime that
could so easily stifle entrepreneurship.

I support this aid effort. I support the
aid effort because I think that the
more successful private enterprise Rus-
sia has, the more people are going to be
resisting any attempt to reestablish
Communist dictatorship.

I want to assure other Senators we
are simply not shoveling money out
the door to them. In fact, many aid
dollars are going to Americans. We are
sending Americans over to show people
how to run a private enterprise econ-
omy.

More and more, we are leveraging our
taxpayer dollars with contributions
from the private sector. There are pri-

vate enterprises that are interested in
participating in the assistance program
as a part of an effort to sell products.
There are also lots of volunteers. In
fact, these enterprises and volunteers
allow us to multiply what we do.

Another significant element is bring-
ing Russians to the United States.
Most of us remember the days of the
Soviet Union. The Government pre-
vented most Russians from seeing what
life outside their country was like. Un-
less you held a special privileged posi-
tion in academe or the government,
you could not leave. Most people only
had a vague notion of the advantage of
living in an open society. I think that
the more Russians actually visit the
West, talk to Americans, see how we
live, the more likely it is they will re-
sist a return to totalitarianism.

Some have suggested that we suspend
all aid to show our objections to the
sale of nuclear reactors to Iran, or Rus-
sian actions in Chechnya. Of course, I
am intensely concerned about what is
happening in Chechnya. Russian mili-
tary violence against civilians has far
exceeded accepted standards of civ-
ilized behavior, regardless of what they
claim was the provocation by Chechen
separatists. Use of landmines aimed
primarily at the civilian population is
just one of the egregious things they
have done.

By its actions in Chechnya over the
last 6 months, the Russian Government
shows it still has a lot to learn about
democratic values and respect for
human rights. I hope now with the cur-
rent negotiations they are finally
learning. In fact, that is why I joined
with Senator MCCONNELL this spring in
insisting on shifting some of our pro-
posed aid to Russia to provide humani-
tarian assistance to the Chechens as a
token of our disapproval.

Let us think about what we are talk-
ing about as far as aid to Russia is con-
cerned. We are talking about $200-$300
million overall in aid. Think about
what we spent in waging the cold war
over the years with the former Soviet
Union. This does not even cover the in-
terest on what we used to spend. It is
also a drop in the bucket compared to
the Russian Government budget. If we
cut the aid off, nobody in the central
government in Russia is going to no-
tice, because the amounts would not be
that large. The people who will notice
are those reformers and those entre-
preneurs and those in the private sec-
tor in Russia who are pointing to the
West and the United States especially
as somebody who is helping them move
to democracy. They will notice, be-
cause they are the ones who will find
their voices not heard as well if aid is
cut off.

And so, Mr. President, I support the
Vice President’s mission to Moscow. I
believe that promoting democratiza-
tion of the second greatest military
power in the world enhances U.S. secu-
rity. I know that the Vice President
will convey forcefully to Prime Min-
ister Chernomyrdin America’s concerns

regarding Chechnya and the Iran reac-
tor sale. I also know that he will work
to strengthen dialog and cooperation
between our two countries. And I do
not know of any better way to promote
world peace.

f

MAJOR LEAGUE BASEBALL
ANTITRUST REFORM ACT

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I note
that we are approaching the end of
June. We are approaching the July
Fourth weekend. I must say, I hear
staff and everybody else’s sigh of relief,
and I agree.

But as we approach the July Fourth
weekend, we know the All Star game,
featuring the finest major league base-
ball players, cannot be all that far be-
hind. It looks like the All Star game
will actually be played this year and
the year-old dispute about player pen-
sion fund payments has now been re-
solved.

We should also note that this year
the major league season did not begin
until a Federal judge granted an in-
junction, and the owners and the play-
ers, who shut the game down last Au-
gust and robbed the fans of pennant
races and the World Series, finally de-
clared a cease-fire in their ongoing hos-
tilities. They then had to scramble to
begin a shortened 144-game schedule.

Another unfair labor practice pro-
ceeding against the owners is still
pending, although that hearing has
now been postponed. I hope that this is
a sign that the owners and the players
will finally do the right thing, finally
be responsible, finally get back to the
bargaining table and reach a collective
bargaining agreement that will remove
the cloud that is hanging over the rest
of the season and all of major league
baseball.

I am not the only one who expresses
that concern, Mr. President. Look at
the fans. Interest in major league base-
ball is undeniably down. Attendance
figures show it. They are down between
20 and 30 percent. I suspect the
viewership figures show it and cer-
tainly advertising and merchandising
revenue show it as well.

In fact, in another major blow to the
grand old game this morning, both
NBC and ABC have indicated that they
are not even going to bid on broadcast
rights for baseball in the future.

When I go to a baseball game this
evening, I suspect for the first time in
years I am going to see empty seats. I
think that is really something we
should all be concerned about, those
who love baseball.

Older fans have been turned off, and
the younger ones have decided to spend
their time and attention on other pur-
suits.

Of course, injuries to some of the star
players have not helped. Those injuries
are not the cause of baseball’s decline,
however. Indeed, other players and
teams are having outstanding seasons
and major league rosters are full of
bright, young, talented players.
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The problems are anger, disillusion-
ment, and disdain. As the season
began, the acting commissioner was
quoted as saying: ‘‘We knew there
would be some fallout. It’s very tough
to assess, but there is a residue from
the work stoppage, there’s no question.
There is a lot of anger out there.’’

Let me tell him, there is. At our Feb-
ruary 15 hearing on legislation to end
baseball’s antitrust exemption, I asked
the acting commissioner how fans get
their voices heard. I will quote what I
said at that time: ‘‘Fans are disgrun-
tled; I mean, they are really ripped. Do
they vote with their feet?’’

I asked that question of the acting
commissioner at that hearing. Unfortu-
nately, that was in February. The
strike dragged on, fans suffered
through the owner’s experiment with
so-called replacement teams—and what
a laugh that was—and the matter re-
mains unsettled and unsettling.

Mr. Selig answered me last February
by declaring he understood the frustra-
tion fans were feeling, but he observed
that when the strike ended, there
would be an enormous healing process.
I told him back in February, ‘‘The
longer you go, the harder that healing
process is going to be.’’

I wish I had been wrong; I believe I
was right. Because it is sad that for
some, the wounds will not heal; for
others, it will take a very long time;
for still others, they will never have
the attachment to the game that be-
gins in childhood and binds generations
and nurtures over time.

I do not think that those who are the
game’s current caretakers appreciate
the damage they have done. I do not
believe those who are running major
league baseball today, with few excep-
tions, realize the enormous damage
they have done to baseball. Slick ad-
vertising and discount tickets and spe-
cial giveaway nights are not going to
make up the difference. The last year
has been disastrous. There are a lot of
people who are more interested in their
own egos and own pocketbooks than
they were in the true interest of the
fans.

What the fans are saying is, ‘‘You
took us for granted, you hurt us, you
insulted us, you disregarded us, you
worried only about your own egos and
your own pocketbooks, so now maybe
we will let you know how we feel.’’

With broadcast networks, who were
partners with the baseball owners in
the baseball network, today indicating
that they will be abandoning the game,
fans across the country who had ex-
pected to follow their teams over free
television will likely be forced to suffer
another blow.

Nothing has been solved. The prob-
lems and differences persist, and things
are getting worse. There is no collec-
tive bargaining agreement and, as far
as the public is aware, no prospects of
one any time soon. To borrow from an
old baseball observer, ‘‘It ain’t over.’’

Why should people return to the
game or, as we are apparently viewed,

why should we patronize this commer-
cial activity if the risk remains of hav-
ing affections toyed with again and
having hopes of a championship
dashed—not by a better team but by
competing economic interests?

So I believe the time has come for
the Senate to act. The Senate Anti-
trust Subcommittee has reported a bill
to the Judiciary Committee. This con-
sensus bill, S. 627, is sponsored by Sen-
ators HATCH, THURMOND, MOYNIHAN,
GRAHAM, and myself. It would cut back
baseball’s judicially created and aber-
rational antitrust exemption. Congress
may not be able to solve every problem
or heal baseball’s self-inflicted wounds,
but we can do this: We can pass legisla-
tion that will declare that professional
baseball can no longer operate above
the law. We can say the same laws that
apply to every other business apply to
baseball. The antitrust laws that apply
to all other professional sports and
commercial activity should apply to
professional baseball, as well. Profes-
sional baseball has a very special ex-
emption that no other business got. It
was given to them with the trust and
expectation that they would use it in
the best interests of the game. They
have violated that trust. They have
had people testify before us who were
less than candid with the Congress.
And they turned their backs on the
most important people—the hundreds
of thousands, even millions, of fans
throughout this country.

Along with the other members of the
Judiciary Committee, I recently re-
ceived a report of the section on anti-
trust law of the American Bar Associa-
tion that examines the Hatch-Thur-
mond-Leahy, et al., bill. The antitrust
section of the ABA reasons that profes-
sional baseball’s antitrust exemption is
not tailored to achieve well-defined,
justified public goals. The antitrust
section, therefore, ‘‘supports legisla-
tive repeal of the exemption of profes-
sional major league baseball from the
Federal antitrust laws.’’ Moreover, the
report notes that putting professional
baseball on an equal footing with other
professional sports and business and
having the antitrust laws apply ‘‘can-
not fairly be criticized as ‘taking
sides’ ’’ in baseball’s current labor-
management battle.

I look forward to working with our
Judiciary Committee chairman to have
our bill, S. 627, considered by the Judi-
ciary Committee at our earliest oppor-
tunity and then promptly by the Sen-
ate. It is time the Senate act and end
this destructive aberration in our law.
Then maybe when baseball is subject to
the same laws as everybody else, when
they are subject to the same laws as all
other professional sports, as all other
commercial activity, maybe they will
realize that they are not above the
law—just as I hope they begin to real-
ize they are not above the fans’ inter-
ests.

So, Mr. President, when I go to the
baseball game this evening—something
I will thoroughly enjoy doing with

friends and family—I hope I see more
people than we have seen in the past.
But I also hope I see owners and play-
ers coming together to put the inter-
ests of baseball above themselves.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the report of the ABA section
on antitrust law be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
REPORT OF THE SECTION OF ANTITRUST LAW

OF THE AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION ON THE
PROPOSED MAJOR LEAGUE BASEBALL ANTI-
TRUST REFORM ACT OF 1995—JUNE 9, 1995
These views are presented on behalf of the

Section of Antitrust Law of the American
Bar Association. They have not been ap-
proved by the Board of Governors or House of
Delegates of the American Bar Association
and, accordingly, should not be construed as
representing the position of the Association.

INTRODUCTION

On March 27, 1995, Senators Hatch, Thur-
mond, Moynihan, Leahy and Graham intro-
duced the Major League Baseball Antitrust
Reform Act of 1995 (the ‘‘Baseball Antitrust
Act’’).1

The bill would amend the Clayton Act 2 to
subject the business of professional major
league baseball to the federal antitrust laws.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Senate is considering legislation to re-
verse major league professional baseball’s ju-
dicial exemption from the antitrust laws.
The exemption dates to a 1922 Supreme
Court decision that the business of major
league professional baseball was not engaged
in interstate commerce.

Supreme Court decisions affirming the
baseball exemption on the grounds of stare
decisis in 1953 and 1972 indicate that judicial
reversal of the exemption is highly unlikely.
These decisions cite repeated Congressional
consideration and inaction in support of the
conclusion that it is up to Congress to repeal
the exemption.

The American Bar Association disfavors
any exemptions that are not narrowly tai-
lored to achieve well-defined goals. The base-
ball exemption, rooted in a limited, long-
since-abandoned, view of interstate com-
merce, does not meet this test. Accordingly,
the Section of Antitrust Law of the Amer-
ican Bar Association (the ‘‘Section’’ or the
‘‘Antitrust Section’’) supports legislative re-
peal of the exemption of professional major
league baseball from the federal antitrust
laws.

Repeal of the baseball exemption can and
should permit uniform development of anti-
trust law in the sports industry. The Su-
preme Court has ruled that other sports busi-
nesses are subject to the federal antitrust
laws, giving rise to a substantial body of
sports-related antitrust law, notably in con-
nection with football and basketball. The
very interest in uniform application and de-
velopment of antitrust law that prompts
support for repeal of baseball’s anomalous
exemption demands that Congressional con-
sideration of any such provision be industry-
wide rather than baseball-specific.

DISCUSSION

In 1922, the Supreme Court ruled that the
business of professional baseball was not en-
gaged in interstate commerce, and, con-
sequently, was exempt from antitrust scru-
tiny.3 Both professional baseball and judicial
interpretation of the commerce clause subse-
quently evolved. In 1953, the Court upheld
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the exemption in a per curiam opinion.4 By
1972, the Court, acknowledging that profes-
sional baseball was in fact a business en-
gaged in interstate commerce,5 refused to
overturn the exemption on the ground that
Congressional failure to reverse it was tanta-
mount to endorsement.6

The Court’s adherence to precedent, in 1953
as well as 1972, was based on Congress’ posi-
tive record of inaction. Removal of profes-
sional baseball’s antitrust exemption has
been the subject of various unsuccessful leg-
islative efforts. At least one such effort, in
the early 1950’s, was abandoned in the belief
that the Supreme Court would reverse its
earlier position with respect to baseball.7 In
baseball terms, the Supreme Court and Con-
gress have been pointing to one another and
shouting, ‘‘Yours’’ for decades.8

It has long been the position of the Amer-
ican Bar Association that any exceptions to
antitrust regulation should be narrow and
focused to achieve well-defined goals.9 Pro-
fessional baseball’s exemption is neither. Ac-
cordingly, we recommend that major league
baseball should be made subject to the same
antitrust laws generally applicable to all
other American businesses in general and
sports businesses in particular.10 To that
end, we support the bill, S. 627, proposed by
Senators Hatch, Thurmond, Leahy, Moy-
nihan and Graham, to the extent that each
reverses baseball’s anomalous antitrust ex-
emption and places professional baseball on
the same footing as other professional
sports.

The courts have readily acknowledged, and
the Section agrees, that a certain level of co-
operation among franchises is essential to
the business of baseball and that this is an
important difference from most other busi-
nesses. Although, for example, the Dodgers
and Giants may want to dominate one an-
other on the field, they do not want their ri-
vals to go out of business. There is little dis-
pute that sports businesses can agree on
many matters, such as scheduling and rules
of play, essential to the joint enterprise.11

Accordingly, baseball owners may persua-
sively argue that they may lawfully enter
into agreements as joint venturers that own-
ers of other business could not. However,
much the same can be said of other Amer-
ican sports businesses. While baseball owners
particularly emphasize franchise relocation
issues and their commitment to the minor
leagues in support of the exemption, all pro-
fessional sports leagues face franchise relo-
cation issues and at least one, professional
hockey, supports a minor league player de-
velopment structure. With parity in cir-
cumstances should come parity in treatment
under the law.

Arguments as to the alleged necessity of
various trade restraints can and should be
made in court. Like professional baseball
and commerce clause interpretation, anti-
trust law has also evolved since 1922. The
‘‘rule of reason’’ standard of review, which
has largely supplanted the labeling of var-
ious acts as per se antitrust violations, and
which is routinely applied to antitrust cases
involving sports,12 will afford baseball ample
opportunity to demonstrate that specific co-
operative activities among its franchises do
not unreasonably restrain competition. Any
truly pro-competitive conduct should be ade-
quately protected by proper application of
the rule of reason. The existing baseball ex-
emption is not based on any determination
to the contrary; indeed, because of the ex-
emption, there is essentially no judicial his-
tory upon which to base a contention that
the rule of reason cannot be properly applied
to professional baseball. Nor do fact-specific
applications of the rule of reason in cases in-
volving other sports support such a conten-
tion.

In addition, professional baseball cannot
and should not be prevented from seeking ex-
plicit Congressional authority for internal
governance of, for example, minor league
player development or the location of major
league franchises.13 The antitrust laws sanc-
tion legitimate efforts to petition the gov-
ernment for legislative action. While we
take no position at this time on the need for
any particular grant of such authority, we
note that the current judicial exemption im-
munizes professional baseball from antitrust
scrutiny without the factual predicate nec-
essary for Congress to make an informed de-
termination. Continuation of this exemption
is therefore inconsistent with the goal of
narrow, focused exceptions to antitrust prin-
ciples and the status of the other major
sports businesses that do not enjoy exemp-
tions.

The proposed legislation would permit ju-
dicial determination of the proper applica-
tion to baseball of the labor and antitrust
laws. The non-statutory labor exemption,
and the statutory labor exemption, embody
the delicate and sometimes elusive balance
between the oft-conflicting goals of antitrust
law and labor law. Properly striking this bal-
ance is no small task, particularly in the
context of professional sports. The contours
of this body of law have been shaped by deci-
sions rendered over more than half a cen-
tury.14 The judicial process of resolving the
proper application of the non-statutory ex-
emption to professional sports is well under
way,15 and the proposed legislation will fur-
ther this process.

We neither endorse nor reject the major
league player associations’ argument that
were professional baseball subject to anti-
trust laws, the non-statutory labor exemp-
tion would not exempt from antitrust scru-
tiny the owner’s unilateral imposition of a
salary cap.16 Such an argument should be
made in court, so that it may be resolved in
harmony with analogous cases. Similarly,
the courts are also the proper forum for reso-
lution of any dispute over whether and to
what extent labor markets are a proper sub-
ject of antitrust regulation.

Putting professional baseball on an equal
footing with other professional sports cannot
fairly be criticized as ‘‘taking sides’’ in favor
of players in baseball’s current labor strife.
Representatives of the baseball owners have
repeatedly argued that baseball’s current ex-
emption is irrelevant to its bargaining rela-
tionship with major league players because
the owners’ conduct is protected by the labor
laws and the non-statutory labor exemp-
tion.17 Repeal of the exemption will afford
the owners the opportunity to prove this
contention. Freeing them from the respon-
sibility to do so, by Congressional inaction,
would be ‘‘taking sides’’ in favor of the own-
ers.

We look forward to working with the mem-
bers of the Judiciary Committee on legisla-
tion to reverse major league baseball’s ex-
emption from the antitrust laws.
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antitrust exemption would have no effect on mat-
ters involving major league players’ salaries or
working conditions, the subjects of the current
strike, now or in the future, so long as the players
remain unionized’’ (p. 10).
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tionship with the players is governed by the federal
labor laws’’ (pp. 3–4).

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I note
that the distinguished Senator from
Ohio is on the floor.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to proceed as in
morning business.

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

f

AT-RISK YOUTH

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, this
Congress and the American people are
now engaged in a historic debate about
welfare. I would like to talk this after-
noon about the people we need to focus
on in that debate.

Mr. President, when I was in Youngs-
town, OH, a couple of months ago, I
visited a church that ran a program for
what is termed ‘‘at-risk youth.’’ The
kids that I saw that evening were seat-
ed in a circle talking about their lives,
talking about their problems. One of
the teenagers was asked this question:
‘‘Why do you get up in the morning?’’
That is a simple question. This young
man responded: ‘‘Because I don’t want
to be dead.’’

Mr. President, people that were there
that evening thought he might have
missed the meaning of the question and
misunderstood it. So they asked him
his goals for the rest of the day. He
said, again, that he did not want to die.

That was his objective for an average
day.

Mr. President, that teenager, that
young man, is growing up in a different
country from most of the rest of us—a
country most of us would have a very
difficult time recognizing.

Now, the sociologists call that teen-
ager at risk. That is kind of a strange
term. As parents, we know that, in a
sense, all children are at risk at all
times. But these children are at risk in
a different sense, in a different way.
They are in grave danger of living very
sad, very unhappy, very tragic lives.

By the term ‘‘at-risk,’’ we mean chil-
dren who are not learning the skills
they need to really participate at all in
society; children who are more than a
grade behind in school; children who
drop out; children who are abused, as-
saulted and live in constant danger of
violent crime; children who are home-
less or who run away from home. By
at-risk, we mean children who are hav-
ing children, children who are juvenile
offenders themselves, already experi-
encing the justice system because of
the crimes that they have committed.

By at-risk, we mean children who
live in neighborhoods where work is
more the exception than the rule, chil-
dren who do not have any responsible
adults playing a meaningful role in
their lives—no role models, no one to
look up to, no one to trust.

These young people are growing up so
far outside the mainstream that they
are going to have really very little
chance of ever joining what you and I
know as the American community.

They will certainly have very little
chance to ever participate in the Amer-
ican dream.

Mr. President, these young people do
not share in the values of America. It
is not so much that they reject our val-
ues. It is not that they are protesting
against our values. Rather, they never
learned these values to begin with.
This group of young people is, unfortu-
nately, tragically, growing.

Since 1965, the juvenile arrest rate
for violent crime has tripled. Children
are the fastest growing segment of the
criminal population.

Mr. President, since 1975, homeless-
ness has been on the rise, and it has in-
creased faster among families with
children than among any other group.
Every year, nearly one million young
people between the age of 12 and 19 are
themselves victims of violent crime.

Mr. President, too many young peo-
ple are not getting the education they
need either. Since 1960, we have spent
200 percent more on public schools, in
real dollars. But the quality of edu-
cation is not improving. A 1988 study
found that of all the nations tested, the
United States finished dead last in
science.

In my home State, the State of Ohio,
the Ohio Department of Education says
that they really do not have complete
statistics on graduation. But the sta-
tistics they do have suggest that of the
children who enter Ohio high schools,
only 75 percent graduate 4 years later.
But that statistic really sugarcoats the
much more dismal reality in many of
our cities. In Youngstown, OH, for ex-
ample, the reported figure is that only
46 percent graduate after 4 years; in
Columbus, only 44 percent; and in To-
ledo, only 37 percent. I suspect that
these figures would not be different in
any major city in this country today.

Mr. President, these children are
really not being educated. We all know
what not educating a young person
leads to. According to the educational
testing service, half of the heads of
households on welfare are dropouts.
That should not be a surprise. The Ohio
Department of Rehabilitation and Cor-
rections—our State prison system—re-
ports that at least 25 percent of the in-
mates in Ohio prisons are dropouts.

I would say, Mr. President, based on
my own experience as Lieutenant Gov-
ernor in Ohio and being in charge of
our prison system and working with
the Governor in this area, that figure
is probably a lot higher than that.

Mr. President, these young people are
falling behind every day. They are fall-

ing behind too far and too fast. Almost
5 million children are growing up in
neighborhoods where the majority of
men are unemployed for most of the
year.

And certainly too many children are
having children. Since 1960, the rate of
unmarried teenagers having children
has increased almost 200 percent.

Since 1960, the percentage of families
headed by single parents has also tri-
pled. You hear a lot, of course, about
single-parent families. But I feel that
too many people really are missing the
point. They are missing the point
about why this is really an important
issue and what all of the ramifications
really are.

Let me point out for the Senate, Mr.
President, one reason why that statis-
tic, that figure, is so very important. It
is important because children growing
up in single-parent families are poorer
than children, on the average, who live
with two parents.

Children who do not have fathers
around are five times more likely to be
poor. They are also 10 times more like-
ly to be extremely poor, to live in the
kind of grinding poverty which is very
hard to escape.

Mr. President, it is hard to escape
this poverty because it is more than
economic poverty. It is a poverty, real-
ly, of the spirit, the poverty especially
of young men who are growing up with
no role models.

It is a basic fact of human existence
that when boys grow up without fa-
thers, they become men without know-
ing what mature manhood really is
supposed to be. That is really what fa-
therhood is all about, giving young
people an adult male, a role model, to
learn from. Young people need to have
strong adult role models around if they
are going to break out of the cycle of
dysfunctional behavior.

All the social pathologies I talk
about in this speech really reinforce
each other. Only the involvement of
strong, caring adults in children’s lives
can ever truly break this vicious cycle.

Consider another fact: 54 percent of
all females who drop out of school are
either pregnant at the time or already
have children. Mr. President, the early,
decisive intervention of a strong adult
role model can certainly prevent a lot
of problems. The young people I am
talking about many times lack fathers.
They lack role models, they lack edu-
cation, they lack hope. That is why
America today is losing these young
people.

The class of young people I am talk-
ing about who are seriously at risk is
growing, and it is heading toward an
explosion, right in the middle of what
is and what should remain the richest,
greatest, the most powerful country in
the world.

Mr. President, that is simply wrong.
We, as a society, cannot afford to lose
more and more young people to social
trends that hurt people and destroy
lives. We simply cannot let this prob-
lem continue to grow. We have to do
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