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Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, it is in-

teresting to listen to the Democrats
talk. They have the fantasy of Disney,
the creativity of Steven Spielberg. And
if they could speak as eloquently as
Bill Clinton, they, too, would be in the
White House.

Let me start by yielding the floor to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
point out that, with respect to the
State of Massachusetts from which the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
OLVER], who just spoke on the other
side of the aisle, comes and actually
comes from a town that is close to my
heart. I happened to go to Amherst
College, and I believe that is the city
he represents, among others in western
Massachusetts.

According again to CRS, the State of
Massachusetts will see a $7.255 million
increase in the block grant program,
1996 over 1995, for school-based child
nutrition programs.

If anybody can show us how that is a
cut over the CBO baseline, over demo-
graphics, over interest rates, over in-
flation rates, please come forward and
show us how that is a cut. I keep seeing
these red flags appear, and I am baf-
fled. All I can do is go back to this
other chart.

Mr. OLVER. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. KINGSTON. I control the time,
but I would be happy to yield to you.

Mr. OLVER. I think if the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] would remember,
I was very careful to point out that my
8,000 children are at risk of losing their
school lunches, and the major reason
why that is possible is because we have
lumped several programs together in a
block grant, which is the movement of
the plates that has been talked about
from last night.

In that process, 20 percent of that
money can be moved at the whim of
the Governor of Massachusetts to other
programs in a whole series of different
block grants. So there is extreme dan-
ger that a very large number of chil-
dren may be left out of food in this par-
ticular program.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me reclaim my
time only to keep it going quickly be-
cause we have got 5 minutes.

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. If there is extreme danger
of any child being at risk in the State
of Massachusetts in 1996 for nutrition
programs, then there would be even
greater danger that that child would be
at risk under the CBO baseline, the
President’s own numbers for 1996, be-
cause we are increasing the amount
from 1996 under the block grant pro-
gram more than under the CBO base-
line program for the administration.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
would yield back.

Also, the Governor of Massachusetts
could put that 20 percent into the nu-
trition program rather than take it
out.

Now I do not know who the Governor
is, but I would trust my Governor. My
Governor is a Democrat Governor of
Georgia, and the Democrat Governor of
Georgia, who is a big NEWT GINGRICH
supporter—he is in the national Demo-
cratic clique—he says, ‘‘Give me the
money. I can spend it better.’’

Now, whether your Governor is Dem-
ocrat or Republican, I will bet our Gov-
ernor will be willing to go up there and
show you fine people up in the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts how to
better spend your money. And if the
people of Massachusetts do not trust
him, maybe it is time to change water.
That might be true also of the State
senate and State legislature.

Mr. OLVER. Would the gentleman
yield?

Mr. KINGSTON. I am going to yield
to you, but we have got a real brief
time, so please go quickly. No speech-
es.

Mr. OLVER. The gentleman is cor-
rect in indicating that it would be pos-
sible to move money from others of the
five large block grants in this welfare
bill. But take, for instance, the child
care bill. You claim you want to put
people to work. Our bill requires people
to go to work.

Mr. KINGSTON. Reclaiming my
time. When we are talking nutrition,
and I guess we scored a hit because the
gentleman has moved over to another
field, let me say this real quickly.
There is something that is very fun-
damentally important about this whole
welfare debate, and I am glad we are
here tonight. I am glad to hear folks
like you talking about the Deal bill be-
cause it would have never gotten to the
floor of the House had the Republican
majority not taken over.

It just frankly was a very, I think,
fairly responsible moderate proposal,
but it never would have made it to the
floor last year, and it did it now.

You know, the President said he is
going to end welfare as we know it. He
never offered a bill. Never. He ended
welfare debate as we know it by not of-
fering a bill.

Mr. HOKE. Would the gentleman
yield for a question?

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes.
Mr. HOKE. How many years did the

Democrats control the House?
Mr. KINGSTON. Forty.
Mr. HOKE. When did the Great Soci-

ety start?
Mr. KINGSTON. 1965.
Mr. HOKE. 1965. So the Democrats, is

this their welfare program that we are
talking about?

Mr. KINGSTON. Generally.
Mr. HOKE. Did they try to reform it?

Have they changed it?
Mr. KINGSTON. No. They got a lot of

religion November 8.
f

FOOD ASSISTANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row, the debate in the House on the
Personal Responsibility Act will con-
clude. We will take a vote, and it may
pass. But that will not end the fight.
This struggle will continue in the Sen-
ate. And if the bill passes there in sub-
stantially the same form as the House,
that will not end the fight. In America,
nothing becomes law until both the
House and Senate have acted and until
the President of the United States has
signed the bill. If the Personal Respon-
sibility Act passes the House and Sen-
ate in its current form, it is my hope
that the President will veto the bill.

Tomorrow, we will also consider the
Mink substitute. Either the Deal sub-
stitute or the Mink substitute would be
better alternatives to the Personal Re-
sponsibility Act. Both Deal and Mink
provide resources to help move recipi-
ents from welfare to work—resources
such as education, training, child care,
and transportation.

The Deal substitute received a sig-
nificant number of votes tonight.
There is a chance that it may have
more votes than the Personal Respon-
sibility Act will get. In that case, it
will pass the House.

One of the issues that remains as a
point of contention is whether the Per-
sonal Responsibility Act cuts or in-
creases spending for child nutrition
programs. According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, an office now
headed by a Republican appointee, the
bill cuts child nutrition programs by $7
billion over the next 5 years.

In 1996, we will spend $300 million less
on these programs than we are spend-
ing this year. When less is being spent
from year to year, that is a cut in
spending, not an increase. And, while
there are dollar increases in spending
in the years beyond 1996, those in-
creases make no provision for infla-
tion; population increases, that are
certain; or for economic downturns. In
other words, any increases in spending
in the out years, will be offset by other
cost considerations. Under current law,
those cost considerations are taken
into account.

By changing current law, the effect is
that we are spending less for nutrition
programs. When we spend less, that is a
cut. Worse yet, under the block grant
proposal, the States will be able to
shift one-fifth of the funds to
nonnutrition uses. When 20 percent of
the money goes elsewhere, that is a
cut.

The Republican majority calls these
cuts ‘‘savings.’’ But, while insisting on
calling them ‘‘savings,’’ they refuse to
apply the money to deficit reduction.
Instead, they intend to apply these
‘‘savings’’ to tax cuts for the wealthi-
est Americans. It may seem confusing;
however, let me summarize. The Re-
publicans say their bill will increase
spending. To increase spending, they
want to ‘‘reduce’’ spending and call a
cut a ‘‘savings’’, but instead of apply-
ing the ‘‘savings’’ to ‘‘reduce’’ the defi-
cit, they want to apply the ‘‘savings’’



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 3716 March 23, 1995
to a tax cut. By applying the ‘‘savings’’
to a tax cut, they will ‘‘increase’’
spending. Does that make it more
clear? Some refer to this logic as ‘‘sin-
cere confusion.’’ In my State of North
Carolina, we call it ‘‘sleight of hand.’’
If it wasn’t so sad, it would be very
funny. They claim they want to help
children, but their bill hurts children.

Under their bill, there is no guaran-
tee that poor children will receive free
meals when they are hungry. Under
current law, children in poverty levels
get their meals free. Under their bill,
only 90 percent of funding is targeted
for children at certain levels of pov-
erty. Under current law, about 10 per-
cent more of such funding is targeted
for these same children.

They say that block grants will save
on administrative costs. But under
their bill 80 percent of the ‘‘savings’’ or
cuts will come directly from food as-
sistance. Tomorrow, the debate on the
Personal Responsibility Act will con-
clude in the House. We will take a vote,
and it may pass. But that will not end
the fight.

f

WELFARE REFORM NEEDED IN
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. NORWOOD]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to yield to my friend, Mr. HOKE.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to point out to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON], that
according to the CRS report of March
20, 1995, that for her fine State of North
Carolina there will be a $10,343,816 in-
crease from 1995 to 1996 in the Repub-
lican block grant program for school-
based child nutrition programs.

b 2145

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this evening to speak about fathers. In
our debate on this critical welfare re-
form bill, it seems to me that in all our
talk of mothers and children, we have
forgotten the role of fathers. Now I
know that our welfare reform bill in-
cludes tough legislation to make dead-
beat dads pay for the children they
have fathered. But I would ask my col-
leagues to consider the much larger
issue of why we have such a problem
with absentees fathers. The tragedy of
the present welfare system is that it
has lead to in increase in illegitimacy.

Could the welfare system be any
more destructive to the family than it
is? It has made fathers trivial. The ille-
gitimacy rate in this Nation has risen
from 7 percent in 1965 to 32 percent in
1992. The more I think about it the
more I struck by one simple question—
where have the fathers of these illegit-
imate children gone? The answer is ter-
rifying. Fathers have been replaced by
the Federal Government through the
welfare system. What a ridiculous idea.
The Federal Government is nobody’s
father. The Federal Government should

never try to serve as anyone’s father. It
is disgraceful that so many people have
become dependent upon the Federal
Government

Mr. Speaker, when I was growing up
in Valdosta, Georgia, my father
Charles Norwood was there for me. He
was a simple man, a printer, and he
was there for me, to teach me right
from wrong, to let me know in no un-
certain terms when I behaved unac-
ceptably. My father put bread on our
table, clothes on our backs, and a roof
over our head.

All I learned about respect and re-
sponsibility, I learned from my Demo-
cratic father. From him, I learned that
I needed to be responsible for myself,
not ever once considering that govern-
ment would take care of me.

Mr. Speaker, an entire generation of
young people are being born today
without fathers. Why do children need
fathers in today’s America? The food
on their table comes from food stamps.
The roof over their head comes from
public housing. When you need a doc-
tor, there’s always Medicaid. And of
course the clothes on their backs come
by way of a welfare check. We are re-
placing the financial importance of fa-
thers with the power of the Federal
Government to take from one man’s
labor and give to others. But what of
the moral importance of fathers? That
role has simply been abandoned by the
welfare system. The social fabric of our
society is being torn apart by the dis-
appearance of the family unit.

Mr. Speaker, our welfare reforms are
an important step forward in trying to
restore the value of fatherhood in this
Nation, because we say to those people
who would seek the assistance of gov-
ernment * * * you must be responsible
in having children; you cannot con-
tinue to expect an additional payment
simply for having an additional child.
We say to welfare mothers, you must
name the father of your child * * * and
we say to those fathers, you must be
responsible for your actions. Our re-
forms force people to consider the re-
sponsibility of their behavior in
parenting.

Mr. Speaker, I know the debate has
tended to focus on welfare mothers, but
I’m deeply concerned about the fathers
of the 1 in 3 babies born out of wedlock.
I want to say to them, be a man and ac-
cept your responsibilities. Parenting is
not a game; it means tremendous obli-
gation that you must uphold. It is not
just a financial responsibility, it is
being there for your children, it is
teaching them right from wrong, it is
teaching them values and making sure
they know what it means to be a pro-
ductive member of our society. It is
being sure that your children learn to
take care of themselves. It is making
sure that your children live a better
and more productive life than their
parents. It is making sure that you
leave your children a better America.

To my colleagues on the other side, I
would ask you to step back and con-
sider what has happened to our society.

This bill is not simply about welfare
mothers and their children. This bill is
about the destruction of families. You
cannot possibly defend what the wel-
fare system has done to families. It is
deplorable; it is immoral; it is undeni-
ably wrong. Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to drop the nasty rhetoric
we have used the past few days, and do
what is so clearly right to reestablish
the sanctity of the American family.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the House,
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LEWIS], is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. LEWIS of Georgia addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

FALLACIES IN REPUBLICAN
REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GENE GREEN]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I want to address some of the
CRS report Mr. HOKE brought up to-
night and last night, because we have
had a chance to analyze that. Mr.
Speaker, I want to place in the record
a letter from a student I received today
from the Aldine School District who
talks about how important the school
lunch is to her and how she believes
the Preamble to the Constitution
pointed out that we are supposed to
provide for the general welfare. Now,
we need to reform welfare, but we need
to recognize that is still a part of our
Constitution.

The student praises the benefits of
the school lunch program in the Aldine
community, and last night Members
from the Republican side and Congress-
man HOKE talked about the CRS
memorandum, that I had a chance to
read today and claims that school
lunch funding under the welfare block
grants was sufficient.

However, this memorandum points
out that the children under the Depart-
ment of Defense were left out, were left
out, until it was put in on the floor, be-
cause three committees looked at it
and forgot 57,000 children. This memo
says that was left out.

The memo does not take into effect
the programs folded into the school nu-
trition block grant. The memo does not
estimate the 1997 to year 2000 funding
based on the assumption that the CRS
did not want to guess at what new pro-
grams would be established by the
States.

This does not do anything except
talk about next year. When they talk
about the State of Ohio getting $11 mil-
lion, we hope the Committee on Appro-
priations in 1997, 1998, and 1999 would
fund that money, but there is no guar-
antee. This assumes the system will
change in such a dramatic way that
the current assumptions will not work.
That is what this CRS report says.
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