United States
of America

Congressional Record

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 104 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

Vol. 141

WASHINGTON, MONDAY, AUGUST 7, 1995

No. 131

House of Representatives

The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Wednesday, September 6, 1995, at 12 noon.

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

PRAYER
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:
Let us pray:

Almighty God, You have blessed this
Nation so bountifully. You have lav-
ished Your love in natural resources
and expressed Your providential care in
the creation of a nation where we be-
lieve all are created equal and given
the rights of life, liberty, and the pur-
suit of happiness.

Today, we regretfully acknowledge
that Your glorious intention for this
Nation is debilitated for many who are
caught in the syndrome of poverty, dis-
advantage, and disability. In Your
Word You consistently call those who
believe in You to reach out to the poor
and those who suffer. But Lord, You
know there is sharp division on how to
implement Your admonition.

As this Senate considers welfare re-
form measures, we ask for Your wis-
dom to discern how best to care for
those in need. Help us to listen for the
echo of Your truth as Senators speak
from the several different approaches
to the role of government in welfare
programs. May what is done be more
than a hand out, but a hand up to lift
people from the vicious cycle of pov-
erty or a life of habitual dependence on
government. Show us the most creative
balance of responsibility between the
Federal Government and the States.

Senate
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Lord, we believe there is a workable
solution for the future, and that during
the hours of discussion and debate, You
will guide the Senators to a way to
unite in creative legislation. To this
end we commit our work this week.
Amen.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THoOMAS). Under the previous order,
there will now be a period for the

transaction of morning business not to
extend beyond the hour of 10:30 a.m.,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for not to exceed 5 minutes
each.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Frist] is recognized to speak for up to
60 minutes.

SCHEDULE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing, the leader time has been reserved
and there will be a period for morning
business until the hour of 10:30. At
10:30, the Senate will resume consider-
ation of the welfare bill.

The majority leader has stated that
rollcall votes can be expected during
today’s session but will not occur prior
to the hour of 4:30 this afternoon. All

Senators should be aware that the clo-
ture vote on the Department of Defense
authorization bill has been postponed
to a later time to be determined by the
majority leader, if that vote is nec-
essary.

It is the hope of Senator DOLE to
complete action on the Department of
Defense authorization during today’s
session, as well as to make progress on
the welfare bill.

PRESERVE MEDICARE

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, over the
next hour, a number of Senators will be
presenting a very simple message. That
message is that we, together, must
work to save Medicare for the current
generation, to strengthen it for all fu-
ture generations, and to simplify it for
everyone to make it easier to use and
easier to understand.

I now turn to the Senator from New
Mexico to make an opening statement
on our efforts to preserve Medicare.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this
morning | want to continue our Medi-
care discussion with the American peo-
ple.

For 30 years, Medicare has provided
health protection to the elderly and
disabled citizens. Medicare has been a
successful program. It has provided an
important source of health security
and needed benefits to millions of
Americans since its inception 30 years
ago. Today, 37 million Americans re-
ceive the benefits and health security
that Medicare provides.
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Medicare has become an expensive
program, and everyone, including the
President, agrees that the system
needs fundamental structural reform.

Medicare is running out of money.
Unless we make changes now, Medicare
will not continue to provide the same
level of health security in the future.

Nevertheless, 1 week ago, the Presi-
dent held a rally for Medicare. All he
talked about was the past. The Presi-
dent forgot the most important ele-
ment of an anniversary celebration—he
forgot to look forward to the next an-
niversary and the next anniversary
after that. If the President fights the
reforms necessary to save Medicare’s
future, then in just 7 years, on the 37th
anniversary of Medicare, the program
will be bankrupt.

In the President’s first budget, which
he sent to us in February, Medicare
would go bankrupt in the year 2002.
Seven more years—that is all we would
give the Medicare Program in terms of
its existence. After that, there would
be no money to pay Medicare hospital
benefits. The President would let you
choose your doctor, he says, but there
would be no money to pay your hos-
pital bills.

The President’s original Medicare
proposal was great—for the next 7
years. But the 37th anniversary of Med-
icare would be its last. Under the
President’s original plan, if you are on
Medicare, you better not get sick 8
years from now.

Back in January, the President did
not listen to his own Cabinet Secretar-
ies. Three of his own Cabinet officers—
Secretaries Bentsen, Shalala, and
Reich—are trustees of the Medicare
system. Along with two public trustees
they told the President and the Con-
gress that the Medicare hospital insur-
ance trust fund had only enough money
to pay benefits for the next 7 years.

The President chose to ignore that.
The Republicans in the Congress did
not. We invited the public trustees up
to Capitol Hill to tell us what needs to
be done. We listened carefully. Now we
are taking their advice.

Let me read from the summary of the
trustees’ report. The full board of
trustees says:

The Hospital Insurance Trust fund * * *
will be able to pay benefits for only about 7
years and is severely out of financial balance
in the long range.

This is the report, the summary of it,
““‘Status of Social Security and Medi-
care Programs.” It clearly indicates:

We strongly recommend that the crisis
presented by the financial condition of the
Medicare Trust Funds be urgently addressed
on a comprehensive basis, including a review
of the program’s financing methods, benefit
provisions, and delivery mechanisms.

This is what the public trustees of
Medicare recommend that we do so
that we can strengthen Medicare and
have many, many, anniversaries to
come. This is exactly what we are try-
ing to do now.

There are those who claim, Mr. Presi-
dent, that we are making changes to
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Medicare for other reasons. They say
we are changing Medicare to balance
the budget. We are changing Medicare
to lessen the tax burden on working
families. That is what some people say.

Both of those claims are false. We are
making changes to the Medicare sys-
tem to save the program, to strengthen
Medicare so it can survive into the
next century. Even if we are not going
to balance the budget, Mr. President,
even if we are not going to balance the
budget, we need to save Medicare. And
whether or not we cut taxes, we still
have to save Medicare.

Any attempt to link the two is no
more than blue smoke and mirrors
from the opponents of reform who
think the status quo will last forever,
and that we will have a 40th anniver-
sary of Medicare by just leaving it
alone, when it is patent it will not be
there in 10 years.

The Republicans in Congress have
chosen to look toward Medicare’s fu-
ture. We decided this spring that we
would save Medicare from bankruptcy,
control the growth of costs of the pro-
gram, and ensure that the program
would survive past its 40th anniver-
sary. We developed and passed a budget
plan in June that guaranteed a strong
Medicare into the next century.

Suddenly—and to some extent we are
grateful for this—the President decided
to join us. In June, he submitted the
outlines of a new budget proposal, one
which he claimed would save Medicare.

In June, the President made a good
start. His budget would save $127 bil-
lion from Medicare over the next 7
years. He is now comparing that with
our budget, which will slow the rate of
growth by $270 billion over the next 7
years.

If I believed that we could save Medi-
care by doing what the President wants
to do, | would do it in a second. But
after a long hard look at the numbers
and the program, and after extensive
discussions with the Congressional
Budget Office, | do not think the Presi-
dent’s plan will save Medicare.

You see, the President assumed that
the costs of the program would not
grow as fast as projected by the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office.

The President’s June budget outline
assumes that a serious Medicare prob-
lem does not exist. He says the problem
is not as hard to solve as the neutral
Congressional Budget Office says. The
President, therefore, is much more op-
timistic in his assumptions than the
Congressional Budget Office.

I wish it were true, but | am afraid it
is not. As much as the President wishes
it would, the problem will not go away.

The President has come a long way
since his first budget in January. Now
all he has to do is use the Congres-
sional Budget Office numbers, and we
will have an excellent starting point
for discussions.

All he has to do is live up to the com-
mitments that he made in his first
State of the Union Address, his prom-
ise that we would use the Congres-
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sional Budget Office as the neutral an-
alyst of budget information.

We in Congress use that neutral
body. The honest, responsible way to
budget is to rely on one single source
of assumptions, and that is what we
did, both in our budget plan and in our
Medicare estimates. We did not make
the problem go away by wishing that it
would go away. We asked the Congres-
sional Budget Office and the trustees
what it would take to save Medicare,
to keep it alive to its 40th anniversary.

The trustees have told us what we
must do. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice has told us what we must do. And
now we have to get on with doing it.

We are going to slow the rate of
growth of the program. Medicare
spending will grow 6.4 percent per year
under the reform plan. Over the next 7
years, Medicare spending is going to in-
crease from $4,800 per person to $6,700
per person. Let me repeat. Medicare
spending in the 7 years of the budget
plan is going to increase from $4,800 per
person to $6,700 per person—$1,900.

I know older Americans are seriously
concerned about the future and what it
will bring to them and what it will
bring to their children and grand-
children. | have found that senior citi-
zens are extremely concerned about the
crushing burden of the debt that our
current policies will place on their
grandchildren. All 1 know is that they
also want a Medicare Program that is
fair, both for them and for generations
yet to come.

I also know that a 65-year-old couple
that starts receiving Medicare this
year will, over their lifetimes, receive
$117,000 more in Medicare benefits than
they will put into the system in pay-
roll taxes and premiums. | know that
this will concern many seniors, who
want Medicare to be there in the future
for them, for their children, and for
their grandchildren. We are going to
spend nearly 5 percent more per year
on Medicare beneficiaries in this budg-
et. So anyone who says we are cutting
Medicare is just not telling the truth.

What, honestly, should scare Ameri-
ca’s senior citizens and disabled citi-
zens is the prospect that we will do
nothing. For if we do nothing, seniors
will have a hospital benefit plan for
only 7 more years. If we do nothing,
seniors will be able to keep their doc-
tors but only for the next 7 years. After
that, you will still have your doctor,
but he will not be able to treat you in
a hospital. After that, the hospital in-
surance trust fund will run out of
money and Medicare will not be able to
pay hospital benefits.

I want to make sure that our seniors
can keep their existing coverage. |
want to give them the opportunity to
choose other health plans, just like my
colleagues and | in the Senate can
choose our own health plans. And | be-
lieve this is exactly what the Repub-
licans in the Senate want to see hap-
pen. They want to give the seniors the
opportunity to choose other health
plans just like we choose every year.
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Most important, | want to make sure
that they can do all of these things for
more than just 7 years. In September
we are going to report legislation that
will strengthen Medicare. We are going
to simplify Medicare, and we are going
to make sure that every Medicare ben-
eficiary has the right to choose his or
her health plan, just like my fellow
Senators and | have. We need to
strengthen Medicare. And to do that
we have to control the program’s rate
of growth.

The first thing we are going to do is
to attack the waste and fraud in the
system. Every senior recently receiv-
ing Medicare knows the system is inef-
ficient, complex, and filled with oppor-
tunities for waste and fraud. We are
going after that money first.

But all experts tell us that will not
be enough. We are going to do that, but
then we are going to have to look at
changes to the program, in both the
short and the long term.

In the short run, we are going to have
to look at how much we pay doctors
and hospitals—that is in the short
term— and the way we pay doctors and
hospitals for the services seniors re-
ceive. We are going to create the right
incentives, so that doctors and hos-
pitals are smart about how they spend
your money.

Most importantly, we are going to
offer seniors more choices. As a Sen-
ator, | have, as has everyone in this
body, an opportunity to choose my
health plan once a year. If | want a
generous program with lots of benefits
and no deductibles, | pay a bit more.

In some of the areas of the country,
Medicare already is experimenting
with this, and seniors have a choice.
But that is a very small portion. For
the most part, the Medicare Program is
stuck in the rigidities of a 30-year-old
program while health delivery in
America has moved strongly away
from that to various choices for our
people, not just one choice.

We are going to expand this program
and gradually change the system so
that all seniors will have choices like
we have in the Senate. Some seniors
are going to have to pay a little more.
There is no way we can get around
that. But we going to come to seniors
last after we have attacked fraud and
waste and after we have made changes
to the way we pay doctors and hos-
pitals and after we have started to
phase in changes that provide seniors
with many choices.

Any changes are going to be phased
in gradually over time. We are con-
cerned and considerate with seniors.
They do not want rapid changes. We do
not think that is necessary. We know
that seniors who are on fixed incomes
have difficulty adjusting to dramatic
changes, and we are taking that into
account.

We are not going to let Medicare go
bankrupt. Yes, | too celebrate the 30th
anniversary of Medicare. It has been an
important program critical to health of
America’s older and disabled people.
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But right now | am thinking about how
we are going to make sure that Medi-
care has a 40th anniversary and be-
yond.

I yield the floor.

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JEF-
FORDS). The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | would
like to continue our discussion this
morning on Medicare and our efforts to
save it, to strengthen it and to simplify
it for the current generation.

As the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico just said, this is the 30th
anniversary of the Medicare system, a
program, a system that is beloved by
over 37 million Americans.

Mr. President, a birthday celebration
is—by definition—a recognition of the
past and not the future. In commemo-
rating the birth of a loved one, we
honor all that he is and has done to
earn our esteem. As much as we may
wish it, however, whether that person
lives to celebrate future birthdays, is
out of our hands.

Perhaps that is why when President
Clinton celebrated the 30th anniversary
of the birth of Medicare last Satur-
day—a system beloved by more than 37
million Americans—he spent the day
reminiscing about its past, and ignor-
ing its future.

But just as blowing out all the can-
dles will not guarantee that your wish
comes true, closing our eyes to the
facts about the health of the Medicare
system will do nothing to prolong its
life.

Mr. President, on April 3 of this year,
Medicare was diagnosed as terminal.
Unless Congress takes ‘‘prompt, effec-
tive, and decisive action’’—we were
told—Medicare will be dead in 7 years.

Who made this diagnosis? Not a band
of wild-eyed, budget-cutters on Capitol
Hill. Not a horde of Robin Hood-like
raiders who want to steal from the old
to give to the rich, as the President
and some in his party would like the
American people to believe.

No, Mr. President, it was the biparti-
san board of Medicare trustees—a
board which includes the Commissioner
of Social Security, two public trustees
appointed by Democrats and Repub-
licans, and three members of Mr. Clin-
ton’s own Cabinet: Robert Rubin, the
Secretary of the Treasury; Robert
Reich, the Secretary of Labor; and
Donna Shalala, the Secretary of Health
and Human Services.

It has already been pointed out in
this report by the Medicare trustees.

So why is the President ignoring
their advice? Perhaps because the
President has no plan of his own to
save Medicare. Perhaps because he be-
lieves that if he just ignores the prob-
lem long enough, it will go away. More
likely, Mr. President, it is because he
hopes that senior citizens will simply
be too scared to understand that they
can take control of their own health
care without the Government telling
them what to do.

Mr. President, Medicare’s impending
bankruptcy is not a Republican nor a
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Democrat issue—neither one. It is just
a plain fact. It is a fact because the av-
erage 65-year-old couple retiring today
will consume about $120,000 more in
Medicare benefits than they paid into
the system, than they paid into this
trust fund, in terms of premiums, in
terms of taxes over their lifetime.

It is a fact because it now takes the
taxes of more than three and a half
workers to pay for one retiring couple’s
health care regardless of that couple’s
income. It is a fact because before long
the number of senior citizens on Medi-
care will far exceed the number of tax-
paying workers. And it is a fact be-
cause for years Congress has been put-
ting off reform, ignoring the warning
signs and tinkering around the edges
by raising payroll taxes and by cutting
payments to providers. Well, we can
tinker no longer.

It is a fact because next year for the
first time in its history Medicare will
be spending more that year than it
takes in. And once that happens, the
trust fund begins to go broke. Once
that happens, the trust fund will be
bankrupt in 7 years.

Mr. President, when it goes bank-
rupt, when that happens under Federal
law, no hospital bills can be paid. In
just 7 years seniors will not have less
Medicare; they will have no Medicare.

Mr. President, unlike President Clin-
ton and some other Members of the
Democrat Party, Republicans simply
are not willing to abandon 37 million
Americans to a wish and a prayer.

Our birthday present to Medicare
will be a plan to save it, to strengthen
it, and to simplify it—to save it for
every citizen who depends upon it now
today, to strengthen it for every person
who is counting on it in the future, and
to simplify it for everyone to make it
easier to use and easier to understand.

Let me make three points very
quickly.
First, under the Republican plan,

Medicare will continue to grow. Yes, it
will be at a slower but a more sustain-
able rate that will preserve it, that will
save it over time.

Today, Medicare spending is growing
at the rate of 10.4 percent per year—
that is more than three times the rates
of inflation, and more than twice the
rate of private health care spending.

Under the Republican plan, Medicare
spending will continue to grow—at the
rate of 6.4 percent per year—which is
still more than twice the rate of infla-
tion.

Spending per beneficiary will in-
crease from $4,800 per senior this year
to $6,700 per senior by the year 2002—an
increase of more than $1,900 per bene-
ficiary, and

Under the Republican plan, by the
year 2002, the Federal Government will
have spent $96 billion more on Medi-
care beneficiaries than it spent in 1995.

Mr. President—any way you slice it—
that is not a cut.

The second point: The Republican
plan will also guarantee that every
senior citizen will have the right to
choose:
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The same traditional fee-for-service
Medicare insurance they have right
now; the same insurance as any Mem-
ber of Congress; the same insurance
their children have; and preretirees
will have the right keep their current
benefit package, without having to
change to a Government system that
offers them less care than they had in
the private sector.

Mr. President, under the Republican
plan, seniors will not lose their Medi-
care entitlement. They will continue to
be entitled to the right to receive all of
Medicare’s benefits—including inpa-
tient hospital care, skilled nursing fa-
cility care, home health care, hospice,
care, physician services, laboratory
and diagnostic tests, and x ray and ra-
diation therapy.

They will continue to be entitled to
the right to remain in the current Med-
icare system that they know today.

But they will also be entitled to a
right that is denied them today under
the current Medicare system, the right
to choose insurance that is available to
other younger Americans, insurance
that may offer them more benefits, be
it prescriptions, be it eyeglasses, than
they have today, and quite possibly at
lower costs.

The third point is that we must take
time to do it right. Mr. President, Med-
icare is just too critical. As a physi-
cian, | have had the opportunity to see
it work, doctor to patient, every day
for the last 18 years. It is too impor-
tant to apply politics as usual. It must
be a bipartisan effort. But the longer
we do nothing, the worse Medicare’s fi-
nancial status becomes.

We must act now—act now to save
Medicare for those who are on it today.

We must begin that process today of
strengthening the Medicare system for
those who will be counting on it in the
future. We must work together, and we
must do it right.

Mr. President, in closing, just as
every birthday offers a new oppor-
tunity to change in many ways to a
healthier lifestyle and a reminder of
what will happen if we do not change,
so too does this Medicare anniversary,
this Medicare birthday provide us with
the incentive we need to begin the
process, a process that, indeed, will
guarantee Medicare not just a 7-year
survival but a long life and many
happy returns of the day.

Mr. President, | thank the Chair. |
look forward to continuing the discus-
sion over the next 30 minutes or so, and
at this juncture | would like to turn to
the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming, who has coordinated much of
what we call the freshman focus which
reflects what many of us in the fresh-
man class, the 11 new Senators, want
to accomplish, and that is significant
change, effective change, because that
is what our mandate was from the
American people.

I thank the Chair and | yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.
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Mr. THOMAS. | thank the Chair.
STRENGTHENING OF MEDICARE

Mr. President, | rise to speak in sup-
port of the strengthening of Medicare,
to continue some of our dialog this
morning about this important issue. As
my friend from Tennessee said, those of
us who came to the Senate this year |
think have been particularly interested
in dealing with those questions that re-
quire change. | think we all came with
a renewed idea of the feeling of voters
because we were elected in this last
election, a feeling of voters that there
does need to be a change; that there
does need to be an honest evaluation of
programs; that we do need to react to
the needs of programs, to change them
when they need to be changed, and not
simply seek to apply some sort of polit-
ical remedy that makes everybody feel
good. So we have found ourselves deal-
ing with some pretty tough issues and
intend to continue.

So | rise in support of strengthening
Medicare, of course. | think most ev-
erybody at this point understands that
there has to be change. Everybody I
know of wants to strengthen the Medi-
care Program. Everybody | know of
thinks that there is value in this pro-
gram, thinks it is a program that needs
to be maintained, one that needs to
continue to be available, not only for
the 37 million people who currently
participate but, frankly, it means a lot
to some of us who do not yet partici-
pate, yet who have mothers, as in my
case, who do participate, and | feel
very good about that. She feels good
about it as well. She feels confident
that there will be care for her as she
grows older.

So it is not a question of whether we
want the program or whether we like
the program. We do. The question is,
How do we preserve it? The question is,
Do we respond to the facts that are
readily available, most graphically
portrayed in the trustees’ report, that
you have to do something or the pro-
gram goes broke? That is fairly clear.
Or | suppose you can seek to use it as
sort of a political tool and then spin it
into a protectionist sort of thing and
try to use it in 1996.

I hope that is not the case. In fact,
Mr. President, that causes me to re-
flect just a moment on something that
bothers me quite a little bit, in that
this issue has become something of a
victim of that tendency to spin and
merchandise issues for their political
value rather than really being willing
to deal with them as the facts dictate.

That is not something unique to the
Democrats or unique to the Repub-
licans or, indeed, unique to groups that
are outside of the parties that deal in
political issues. Frankly, it troubles
me a great deal. If we are, as we are, a
Government of the people and by the
people and for the people, then the peo-
ple who are going to ultimately make
the decisions need to make those deci-
sions based on facts.

It is almost an irony that the tech-
nology of information has changed so
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much that we have more information
available to us, more quickly, wherever
we live. In Wapiti, WY, where I come
from, people can see when Yeltsin gets
up on the tape 10 minutes after it hap-
pens. Imagine this compared to 50
years ago or 100 years ago when issues
and facts and Government only came
to people after months of communica-
tions.

So it is an irony to me that we now
have for each of us as voters the best
opportunity to know facts and to know
them quickly. However, we are faced
with this notion of a continuing
growth in the idea of spinning issues so
that the facts are not there.

It is legitimate to have a different
view as to how you solve problems. It
is legitimate to have great debates. It
is legitimate to say | wish to go this
way and you want to go that way, but
they ought to be based on facts. In this
instance, the facts are before us. The
facts are put forth by a bipartisan
group, not only bipartisan but made up
a majority of this administration’s
Cabinet. So there are facts there.

I do not know what there is new to
say except to reiterate the 30th birth-
day of Medicare. Two weeks ago, the
Democrats flocked to Independence,
MO, to celebrate, as they should, a suc-
cessful program, but there were two
words missing. One was bankruptcy
and the other was 2002 which the facts
tell us should be what we are really
concerned about in making the changes
necessary to strengthen Medicare.

My colleague from Tennessee men-
tioned 37 million people by whom the
program is beloved. It is also beloved
by many others who feel confident that
their mothers and fathers are going to
be taken care of. Unfortunately, the
program has major financial concerns
and the administration has chosen to
ignore them. The administration has
chosen to attack those who want to
strengthen the program by making
some changes.

The fact is there are two choices that
will be available if we do not do some-
thing. One is we will have to eliminate
the coverage for hospital services and
home care and the other is raise taxes
by $711 billion. Neither option is ac-
ceptable. Seniors cannot afford to go
without health care and no one sug-
gests that they should. Indeed, we are
here to strengthen it. The payroll tax
needed to make the part A hospital in-
surance trust fund permanently sound
would be an increase of over 3 percent
on top of the 2.9 percent that is now
paid. This would more than double the
withholding. It means the payroll tax
for a worker earning $45,000 would be
increased by $1,584, nearly $1,600 a year.

One of the interesting notions is the
attempt to tie the tax reduction pro-
posal to the changes being proposed in
Medicare, but it really does not fit
there at all. Part A of this program,
which provides coverage for hospital,
home health care, and skilled nursing
facility services, is financed by Social
Security payroll taxes, not by general
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funds. And for the first time next year,
we will be digging into the reserves to
pay for that.

So those are the options that are be-
fore us. While it has already been de-
scribed, we need to make a change that
reduces the annual rate of growth from
10 percent to roughly 7 or 6.5 percent.
This will allow spending to increase
from $4,800 to over $6,700 per individual.
That takes into account the growing
number of individuals. We also must
change from a defined benefit program
to a defined contribution program.
Older people come in all kinds of finan-
cial conditions. They want to make
choices with regard to the type of cov-
erage they want and should be able to
do that.

We had hearings last year in the
House, specifically in the Committee
on Government Operations which | was
a member of, on fraud and abuse. The
witnesses testified that fraud rep-
resented 10 percent of overall costs in
terms of the amount of money that is
spent on health care. That is almost
$90 billion. Clearly, we must do some-
thing about fraud and abuse.

Another change that must be made is
to encourage all of us, and the elderly
in particular, to look at their bills to
see if double-billing or over-billing ex-
ists. Taxpayers should no longer toler-
ate the response, ‘“What do you care?
You don’t have to pay for it anyway.”’
I ran into this in a nursing home in
Cheyenne, WY, where the materials
that were sent there just happened to
be a mechanical thing that cost about
three times what it ought to cost
them. The answer was, “‘It doesn’t mat-
ter because you don’t have to pay for
it.”” | disagree because it does matter.

So, Mr. President, | am pleased Medi-
care is high on our agenda. | am
pleased we are focusing on a problem
that needs to be fixed. I am pleased
that we are trying to strengthen the
program so it may continue to exist
and provide benefits not just on the
30th anniversary, but the 40th, and the
50th. That is our goal.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. FRIST. | see that the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona is here
as we continue our discussion to save
Medicare and to strengthen it for the
current seniors, individuals with dis-
abilities, as well as for the next genera-
tion.

I should also thank the Senator from
Wyoming for his statements and sim-
ply add that, if we were to do nothing—
when he brought up taxes and how
Medicare is paid for—by the year 2020,
we would have to pay twice as much in
taxes, in payroll taxes, as we pay now
to keep that trust fund afloat.

We must act and we must act now.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

CRISIS IN MEDICARE

Mr. KYL. | would like to thank the

Senator from Tennessee for yielding
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this time. | think it is fortunate that
in the Senate now we have a distin-
guished surgeon, someone very famil-
iar with the delivery of health care,
who can help us in the crafting of legis-
lation to deal with this important
problem that faces us today, the re-
form of our Medicare system to pre-
serve and to protect and to strengthen
Medicare. That is the challenge that
faces us today. And | appreciate the
time to talk on that.

Before | begin that discussion, how-
ever, | would like to ask unanimous
consent that, after my remarks, there
be printed in the RECORD a copy of an
editorial that was carried this morning
in the Wall Street Journal dealing with
the subject we debated much last week
and which, hopefully, will be concluded
this week. The editorial is entitled
““GOP Stakes Missile Defense.” It is
about our missile defense program and
the work that the Senate has done to
foster that program.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, my col-
league, JOHN MCcCAIN, and | have been
conducting a series of townhall meet-
ings in the State of Arizona for the last
several months to talk about this ques-
tion of how we preserve and protect
and strengthen Medicare. We have lis-
tened to our constituents. And | think
the first thing we ought to do here,
when we begin to craft solutions, is to
find out what they think is important
to retain and what needs to be fixed
and how to do that.

So | am hoping that our colleagues
will utilize what little time might re-
main of the August recess to hold such
meetings with constituents, come back
with new ideas about how to address
the problem when we really begin work
on this in September.

People might wonder why we are
talking about this particular subject
this morning. Of course, the reason we
are doing it is because, hopefully, at
the end of this week we will be leaving
Washington for 3 weeks or so for the
so-called recess. And it does offer us
that opportunity to begin to talk to
people about it. We want to begin that
conversation right now.

There has been much conversation
already about the Medicare trustees’
report. | do not think that anyone now
who is familiar with the problem will
deny that there is a problem, that we
have to do something right away to fix
that problem, to take quick action. If
we do not, as has been noted before,
Medicare will be bankrupt beginning in
the year 2002. Let me quote one small
portion from the Medicare trustees’ re-
port.

We strongly recommend that the crisis
presented by the financial condition of the
Medicare Trust Funds * * * be urgently ad-
dressed on a comprehensive basis, including
a review of the program’s financing methods,
benefits provisions, and delivery mecha-
nisms.

Mr. President, that is something that
| like to begin meetings with when |
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talk to my constituents in Arizona, be-
cause the Medicare trustees say we
need to look at all three of these as-
pects.

First, a review of the program’s fi-
nancing aspects. This means talking
about taxes and premiums primarily,
as my colleague from Wyoming just
pointed out. The Medicare part A pay-
roll tax paid by workers would have to
be increased by up to 600 percent if we
are going to solve the financial condi-
tion of Medicare by a payroll tax in-
crease. If we are going to deal with it
by increasing the premiums, the part B
premiums, they would have to be in-
creased by up to 700 percent. | ask sen-
iors in Arizona, ‘“‘Is anybody here in
favor of raising taxes or premiums?”’ It
might not be surprising that no hands
go up, at least very few hands go up on
that.

All right. Let us turn then to the sec-
ond thing that the trustees say we have
to review, a review of the program’s
benefits provisions. Likewise, it might
not surprise anyone here that when
you ask whether or not anyone would
like to see benefits reduced, you see
very few hands go up in the audience.
And, indeed, limiting benefits would
merely exacerbate the Medicare cov-
erage limitations that force seniors to
spend millions per year on MediGap
supplemental insurance.

If we are talking, on the other hand,
about restricting Medicare reimburse-
ments to providers, that has been tried
in the past. That is how we have tried
to deal with this problem so far. And it
has not worked. It only increases the
incentives for rationing. We have seen
the results of that because Medicare
pays only between 60 and 70 percent of
the cost of care. More and more provid-
ers have decided not to provide that
kind of care. So that limits the choice
for seniors.

Well, the third thing that can be
done in dealing with Medicare reform,
according to the trustees, is review of
the delivery mechanisms. And that is
where the real savings are to be found.
That is where the real incentives for
providing better care at an ultimately
reduced cost is going to be found, |
think.

I think review of delivery mecha-
nisms divides itself into two conven-
ient ways of discussing the problem.
The first are specific things that we
can do in the delivery of this care, that
we know will save money and will not
at all adversely affect the care that
seniors receive. When we hold these
townhall meetings, we like to ask the
people in attendance, ‘‘Has anybody
here ever reviewed a bill for something
that they received and had Medicare
pay for and found a mistake in the
bill?”” Well, almost every hand goes up.
And as a matter of fact, during the
question and answer period, again, it is
not surprising that you have tens of
seniors coming up telling their per-
sonal stories about the surgery that
they had to have or their spouse had to
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have and the bill, and they cannot be-
lieve what they charged. They asked
about it, and it was, ‘“Yes, it is an over-
charge, but we do not have the mecha-
nism for trying to deal with that.
Somebody else is paying for it. Do not
worry about it.”

That frustrates seniors very greatly
because they saved all their lives, paid
taxes and they see the waste and abuse
and, yes, sometimes fraud. And it
makes them mad. It ought to make all
of us mad. They want that dealt with.
Before there is any talk about increas-
ing any contribution that they may
want to make or having to deal with
the delivery of health care differently,
they want to know that we have
squeezed every dime of savings that
can be squeezed out of this program in
eliminating the waste and the fraud
and even the abuse.

One of the ideas we talked about to
deal with this is some kind of reward
whereby those who find the mistakes
receive, let us say just hypothetically,
10 percent of all of the mistakes that
have been certified to have existed or
the fraud that has resulted in overpay-
ments. So that is one way to deal with
the problem.

There is also a need, obviously, for
tort reform, because there is too much
excess spending in the program that re-
sults from the necessity of physicians
and hospitals having to practice what
we call defensive medicine, having to
protect themselves from liability law-
suits and, therefore, ordering extra, un-
necessary, and costly tests and proce-
dures. So we need to have tort reform
as a part of this overall reform.

There are other things like comput-
erized billings and some other things
that we know will save a lot of money
and does not affect the delivery of care
at all.

But we also know the second part of
this discussion has to involve actual
changes in the way that the various
health care options are presented to
seniors so that they can then have a
wider array of choices and, with that
wider array of choices being presented,
the competition by the providers will
naturally result in driving costs down.

We also know that if they have the
option of making choices themselves,
where they may be able to keep some
of the savings that result, there will
necessarily be savings because it is no
longer a third party paying it without
consequence, it is rather the seniors
being able to exercise a choice and save
some of the money that is saved in the
system.

So we think these are additional
ways by which we can save money.

Now, we do not have a secret plan out
there as to how to do this. That is why
we want to talk to our constituents to
find out what they think is the best
way to do this. But there have been
some pretty good ideas out there. And
they basically enhance choice. They
say, if you like the current kind of sys-
tem, you can keep that. If you think it
would be beneficial to you to go to an
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HMO, you can do that, although there
should not be any disincentives for
those who do not want to go to an
HMO.

Some people like the idea of going to
PPO’s and some like the idea of the
medisave account. Frankly, | think
this presents a great opportunity for us
because, as | said a moment ago, with
a medisave account you basically pro-
vide seniors with an amount of money
they can spend so long as they can buy
a major medical policy that can take
care of their major medical expenses.
They then have enough money left over
to pay the out-of-pocket expenses that
they have to pay until they reach the
limit that would then kick into a
major medical or a catastrophic policy.
But if they do not spend that money,
they get to keep what is left over and
that provides a powerful incentive not
to be spending as much on health care.
That is the bottom line.

We have to decrease the rate of
growth from about 10 percent down to
about 7 percent, which is still twice the
rate of increase in the private sector
and twice the rate of inflation increase.

So as we go out to visit with our con-
stituents this August, Mr. President, |
suggest we visit with them about some
of these options, ask them what is on
their minds, how they would see the so-
lution to the problem being developed.
And when we come back in September,
hopefully we will have developed some
kind of consensus so we can present the
plans, debate them, have a good, thor-
ough debate around the country, but
eventually this fall come up with legis-
lation that can preserve, protect, and
strengthen Medicare for the seniors
who are currently beneficiaries and all
of us in the future.

Again, | thank the Senator from Ten-
nessee for conducting this important
discussion this morning.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Aug. 7, 1995]
EXHIBIT 1
GOP STAKES MISSILE DEFENSE

Missile defense is back. In an important 51—
48 vote last week, largely upon party lines,
the Senate approved construction of a sys-
tem to defend the nation against attack by
ballistic missile. The House approved a simi-
lar bill this spring. Beyond taking a crucial
step to ensure the country’s future security,
the Republican Senate has thrown down a
huge political marker for the coming presi-
dential campaign.

The part of the bill that has gotten the
most attention is the plan to build a net-
work of land-based missile-defense sites over
the next eight years. Even more important is
its increased funding for an upgrade of the
Navy’s Aegis air-defense system, which could
provide a rough defensive capability for the
continental U.S. by the year 2000. It also ups
the spending for Brilliant Eyes, a space-
based sensor capable of detecting missile
launches and tracking missiles in flight. In
the long run, space-based defenses—Star
Wars—are the most efficient and effective
way to defend against missile attack.

It’s hard to overstate the significance of
the Senate vote. It is a long-delayed recogni-
tion of the need to prepare now for a future
threat. This is not a bad lesson to remember
in the month that we are commemorating
the 50th anniversary of the end of a terrible
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war that we were unprepared to fight. It’s a
lesson, however, that the Administration re-
jects; it’s threatening to veto the Senate
bill, so the campaign issue is clearly drawn.

Nations with ballistic missiles

Afghanistan Iran South Africa

Argentina Iraq South Korea
Brazil Israel Syria
Britian Kazakhstan Taiwan
Belarus Libya Ukraine
China North Korea U.S.

Egypt Pakistan Vietnam
France Russia

India Saudi Arabia Yemen

Sources: Heritage Foundation; other sources.

As to the threat, consider the nations on
the nearby list that already possess ballistic
missiles with conventional weapons capabili-
ties of some range (either developed indige-
nously or bought from a superpower). It’s
hardly difficult to imagine that once some
madman gains this power in one of the
Bagdhdads or Pyongyangs of the world, he’ll
be sorely tempted to threaten a San Fran-
cisco or New York with it.

“Already North Korea is developing mis-
siles that could attack the military installa-
tions in Alaska,” warned Senator Ted Ste-
vens of Alaska in Thursday’s debate. When
that capability eventually exists, it will of
course be too late for the U.S. to start cob-
bling together a national missile defense.

A more immediate reminder of the need for
a national missile defense comes from China.
Two weeks ago in a ‘‘routine test,” it
launched six missiles that splashed down in
the Taiwan Strait. China already has an
ICBM capable of reaching California. The
Taiwan ‘“‘test’” didn’t cause a big news stir,
but imagine what would be our response if
someday it ‘‘tested’” one of those unarmed
missiles by lobbing it into San Francisco
Bay, say, during the visit of a Taiwan offi-
cial to Ithaca, New York? There would be a
popular upheaval in this country.

Apart from the welcome attention it gives
to the need for a national missile defense,
the second significance of the Senate vote
lies in the message it sends about arms con-
trol. The Senate has said, in effect, that it
no longer is going to let the tail wag the dog.
From now on, it’s going to tailor arms-con-
trol treaties to suit national security policy,
not the other way around.

That ultimately means the demise of the
1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, in which
the U.S. made the reckless promise not to
defend itself against missile attack. The Ad-
ministration is screaming that the Senate
bill would violate that treaty, and put in
jeopardy the two Start treaties, under which
the U.S. and Russia are dismantling their
nuclear arsenals. Just so. Those treaties
have always been invoked as the reason for
according the ABM treaty sacred status,
thereby foreclosing any intelligent debate on
missile defenses themselves. While Repub-
licans are talking publicly about modifying
the ABM Treaty, many have come to the pri-
vate conclusion that it has to go.

As a technical matter, that is easier said
than done. There is a withdrawal clause, but
it’s up to the executive branch to exercise it.
That’s something that will almost certainly
have to wait until the next President be-
cause this one subscribes to the ancient
arms-control dogmas. We wonder how that
will play in the summer of 1996.

The pro-missile defense group, Committee
to Defend America, has been raising that
issue in focus groups around the country in
recent months. Along the way it has discov-
ered that most citizens think we now can
shoot down an incoming ballistic missile.
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When they find out we have the ability to de-
velop such a capability but choose not to ex-
ercise it, the overwhelming response is out-
rage—and a demand that we build it imme-
diately.

Ultimately, of course, the Republican can-
didates also have to credibly convince voters
they recognize the modern realities. But if
the party’s candidates hold to the position
staked out by the Senate last week, this will
be one issue on which Bill Clinton will be
sounding like a very old Democrat.

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, as we con-
tinue our discussion this morning,
there have been four central things:
First is that Medicare will be bankrupt
in 7 years; second, under the GOP plan,
Medicare spending will continue to
rise; third, that seniors truly deserve
the right to choose, to have more than
they have today, though they can pre-
serve their traditional fee-for-service
system; fourth, we must take time to
do it right, but we need to act and to
act now.

To continue our discussion this
morning on how best to save and
strengthen Medicare, | turn to the dis-
tinguished Senator from ldaho.

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

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
thank my colleague for yielding, but
also let me thank him for taking out
this special order to discuss with the
Senate and those who might be watch-
ing this morning the tremendously im-
portant issue of Medicare.

I think I, along with him and many
others, are dismayed and amazed at the
recent attempts to attack the integrity
of the Medicare trustees’ report on the
status of the Medicare trust fund.

There has been a great deal of par-
tisan rhetoric on the validity of the re-
port, as well as criticism of the budget
resolution the Congress has adopted
this year in reflection of that report in
an attempt to handle it in an up-front
way.

When you look at those who are
members of the board of trustees, it be-
comes clear that the report is certainly
not a partisan effort to spin one idea or
another about Medicare. The Medicare
trustees are Robert Rubin, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury; Robert Reich,
the Secretary of Labor; Donna Shalala,
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices; Shirley Chater, Commissioner for
Social Security; Stanford Ross; and
David Walker.

These six people serve on the Social
Security and the Medicare boards of
trustees. The last two members, Stan-
ford Ross and David Walker, were ap-
pointed by the President and confirmed
by the Senate to represent the public.
The boards are requested by law to re-
port to the Congress each year on the
operation of the trust funds and to
project the financial status of those
funds.

The Medicare trustees, in their an-
nual report on the Medicare trust fund
released in April of this year, con-
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cluded that action is needed to be
taken if Medicare is going to operate
after the year 2002. The following is an
excerpt that other Senators this morn-
ing may have mentioned, but | think it
is clearly noteworthy and ought to be a
part of the RECORD. Let me read from
that trust fund report:

The Federal hospital insurance—

HI as it is known.
trust fund which pays inpatient hospital ex-
penses will be able to pay benefits for only
about 7 years and is severely out of financial
balance in the long range. The trustees urge
the Congress to take action.

Let me repeat that:

The trustees urge the Congress to take ac-
tion.

That is their job, Mr. President, to
tell us what is wrong and to suggest to
us what we ought to do, and they urge
us to take action designed to control
the Federal hospital insurance trust
fund to address the projected financial
imbalance in both the short range and
the long range through specific pro-
gram legislation as part of a broad-
based health care reform. The trustees
believe that prompt, effective and deci-
sive action is just critically necessary.

So some people will say this is not an
urgent issue because the trustees have
reported these concerns of solvency, or
lack thereof, over the past and it still
continues to exist today. We hear
Members of the other body shrugging
their shoulders and saying, “This isn’t
big news. This isn’t important news.
We’ve heard these reports before.”’

It is because the Congress in the past
has heard those reports, Mr. President,
and has micromanaged making the
minor adjustments over the years to
control the costs that have allowed us
to maintain the trust funds.

However, those artificial cost con-
trols, lower reimbursement rates, the
growing paperwork that has been a re-
sult of these reactions to reports and
the solutions now no longer work, or at
least that is what the trust funds are
saying, that we have to make the ad-
justments and we have to do it now or
the Medicare beneficiaries in rural
States like mine are simply not going
to be served as they have been served
in the past.

At or below-cost reimbursement
rates have made it difficult to recruit
new physicians in my State of ldaho
and have forced many doctors to limit
the number of Medicare patients they
will treat. In other words, our actions
of the past, while trying to save the
system, have now squeezed it into a
situation where doctors are dividing
and sorting out and saying, ‘“We will,
but we won’t, and we’ll limit our prac-
tices and we’ll limit our ability to re-
ceive and care for Medicare patients.”

As | said many times both on the
floor of the House of Representatives
when | served there and now in the
Senate, rural Idaho is not just 20 miles
down the interstate. It is something
that sometimes requires hundreds of
miles of distance and time. Of course,
if it is the middle of the winter, it may
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be that very difficult passage over a
snowbound pass that results in the care
or lack of care delivered, and that is all
a part of this Medicare equation that
we have to talk about.

I will say that even the President re-
alizes this is a problem now that he
cannot walk away from and it is why
he dealt with it in his own budget. Al-
though his rhetoric does not match up
with the figures of his own budget, he,
too, unlike a lot of other Members of
his party, recognizes the critical na-
ture Medicare is in and has to be ad-
dressed.

President Clinton has launched a
number of attacks on the Congress for
spending too little on Medicare. How-
ever, when you start comparing num-
bers, there is little difference between
the President’s plan for Medicare over
the next 7 years and the budget targets
set in the congressional budget resolu-
tion. They are just a little ways apart.

According to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, President Clinton
proposes to spend $1.697 trillion on
Medicare over the next 7 years. That
figure is very close to the $1.62 tril-
lion—and | said “trillion”’—that was
targeted for Medicare spending under
the congressional budget resolution.

In real money terms, Mr. President,
the difference is less than a nickel on
the dollar between the President and
the Congress. On some of the graphs |
have seen, it is almost nondiscernible.

In addition, the spending targets in
both the Congress’ and President’s
budgets are not cuts in spending, as
others would like to have us believe.
Rather, they are lower rates of growth.
Under the Republican plan, Medicare’s
annual spending will increase by $178
billion this year to $274 billion in the
year 2002. That is an annual growth
rate of 6.4 percent, and yet, there is
this wringing of hands to suggest that
we are severely slashing Medicare to
its recipients.

Let me suggest that it is a 6.4-per-
cent growth, and that is substantially
larger than current rates of health care
increases on a cost annualized per pa-
tient.

Right now we are spending over $4,816
a year per Medicare recipient and, by
2002, under the Republican plan to
strengthen and maintain Medicare, we
would be spending $6,732.

Regardless of which figure you use,
both represent increases in spending
about one and a half times higher than
the rate of growth in private sector
health care spending.

That level of growth can be achieved
without breaking the trust. However,
the trust cannot continue to grow
more than twice as fast, because that
path leads us to bankruptcy.

Mr. President, just 19 months ago,
the President proposed major reduc-
tions in Medicare in order to pay for
his Government-run health care pro-
posal. He said at that time that those
reductions were not cuts:

Today, Medicaid and Medicare are going up
at three times the rate of inflation. We pro-
pose to let it go up at two times the rate of
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inflation. That is not a Medicare or a Medic-
aid cut. So when you hear all this business
about cuts, let me caution you that is not
what is going on.—President Bill Clinton,
speech to the AARP.

So, what is all this rhetoric about?
It’s about politics. Not policy. Not the
future of Medicare, Mr. President. And,
certainly not about meeting the needs
of America’s seniors. The facts are
pretty clear: No one is cutting Medi-
care; the proposed spending levels are
very similar; and, Clinton’s proposal
doesn’t protect, preserve or improve
Medicare.

Mr. President, another accusation |
have heard about the spending targets
proposed over the next 7 years is that
they are being made to pay for a tax
break for the wealthy. Reading the
summary of the 1995 annual report will
dispel that story.

Mr. President, this is not about tax
cuts or spending cuts. This is about
bankruptcy. The President agreed, and
said so on June 11 of this year.

We cannot leave the system the way it is—
when you think about what the baby-
boomers will require—that’s going to require
significant long-term structural adjustment.
We’ll just have to look at what we can do
there. But the main thing we can’t do—we
can’t have this thing go broke in the mean-
while.

In addition, three members of presi-
dent Clinton’s Cabinet and the Com-
missioner of Social Security were in
agreement and said so on April 3 of this
year.

The Medicare trustees stated in their
report issued on the third of April that,
“under all sets of assumptions, the
trust is projected to become exhausted
even before the major demographic
shift begins.””—Page 3 of the report.

Some people will avoid responsibil-
ity, and will say that there is no prob-
lem. They are wrong. Next year, for the
first time in the history of the Medi-
care Program, more money will go out
of the trust fund than will come in.
The debt will continue to grow until
the trust fund is completely depleted.

Mr. President, I am concerned that
the trustee’s annual report is no longer
in print.

In addition, Mr. President, | hope my
fellow Idahoans will take the time to
review this summary.

I will be sending copies of today’s
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to each of my
State offices and will have it available
for review in the office. The summary
is not very long, but speaks volumes
about this problem.

I hope my colleagues will do the
same to make sure that this document
gets out and the American people can
read for themselves the financial prob-
lems that the Medicare Hospital Insur-
ance Trust fund faces.

Mr. President, to cast stones and ig-
nore this problem is not an option. Re-
gardless of age, we all need to be con-
cerned about the solvency of Medicare.
We must act now.

Mr. President, | had the pleasure of
celebrating my 50th birthday in July of
this year. As | embark on my second
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half century, a few harsh realities are
drawing near. | may not be knocking
on the door of my retiring years, but
they are coming fast.

Issues like health care are of interest
and concern to me, like all Americans.
I want Medicare to continue to exist
for those who are now beneficiaries.

I also want it around for my wife and
me. But, more importantly, | want the
program to be there for my children,
and my children’s children, and so on.

An individual from Idaho that | know
fairly well contacted me recently, to
let me know that | would be in big
trouble if anything were done to Medi-
care. The conversation progressed and
finally, this individual told me they
didn’t care if Medicare went bankrupt
in 7 years because there was no way in
the world they’d still be alive.

Well, Mr. President, we laughed a lit-
tle at that. And, then, it was as if it
were finally becoming clear. This indi-
vidual realized that when he was gone,
someone else would be in his situation,
that the need would still exist, and the
situation, if not addressed would be far
worse. After all, the baby-boomers are
no longer thirty-somethings. | know,
because | am a baby-boomer.

In the end, my caller agreed that
what we needed to focus on was long-
term solutions that would reform Med-
icare in a way that will shore up the
solvency of the trust fund. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is a tall order, but there is no
alternative. It must be done.

I ask unanimous consent that the ex-
ecutive summary, the 1995 annual re-
port of the Social Security and Medi-
care board of trustees also be printed
in the RECORD immediately following
my comments.

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

STATUS OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY AND
MEDICARE PROGRAMS
A SUMMARY OF THE 1995 ANNUAL REPORTS
A message to the public

The Boards of Trustees are pleased to
present this Summary of the 1995 Annual Re-
ports of the Social Security and Medicare
trust funds. The reports include extensive in-
formation about these important social pro-
grams and, we believe, fully and fairly
present their current and projected financial
condition.

In particular, we encourage current and fu-
ture beneficiaries to consider what the re-
ports mean for them as individual citizens.
Based on the Trustees’ best estimates, the
reports show:

The Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insur-
ance (OASI) Trust Fund, which pays retire-
ment benefits, will be able to pay benefits
for about 36 years. The Board believes that
the long-range deficit of the OASI Trust
Fund should be addressed. The Advisory
Council on Social Security is currently
studying the financing of the program and is
expected to recommended later this year
ways to achieve long-range actuarial balance
in the OASI fund.

The Federal Disability Insurance (DI)
Trust Fund, which pays disability benefits,
is projected to be exhausted in 2016. The
Board believes that the long-range deficit of
the DI Trust Fund should be addressed. The
Advisory Council on Social Security cur-
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rently also is studying the financing of the
DI program and is expected to recommend
later this year ways to achieve long-range
actuarial balance in the DI fund.

The Federal Hospital Insurance (HI) Trust
Fund, which pays inpatient hospital ex-
penses, will be able to pay benefits for only
about 7 years and is severely out of financial
balance in the long range. The Trustees urge
the Congress to take additional actions de-
signed to control HI program costs and to
address the projected financial imbalance in
both the short range and the long range
through specific program legislation as part
of broad-based health care reform. The
Trustees believe that prompt, effective, and
decisive action is necessary.

The Federal Supplementary Medical Insur-
ance (SMI) Trust Fund, which pays doctor
bills and other outpatient expenses, is fi-
nanced on a year-by-year basis and, on this
limited basis, is adequately financed. The
Trustees urge the Congress to take addi-
tional actions designed to more effectively
control SMI costs through specific program
legislation as part of broad-based health care
reform. The Trustees believe that prompt, ef-
fective, and decisive action is necessary.

Pubic discussion regarding the financing of
the Social Security and Medicare programs
needs to take account of the critical dif-
ferences among the four individual trust
funds and, at the same time, the important
relationships among them. A key aspect of
thinking about future financing of these
trust funds is recognition that under current
law the timing and magnitude of the financ-
ing problems facing the programs are dis-
tinctly different. This summary presents the
current and projected financial status of
these four programs both separately and to-
gether in the hope that it will enhance pub-
lic understanding of them and encourage
necessary program reforms.

By the Trustees:

ROBERT E. RUBIN,
Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and Managing

Trustee.
ROBERT B. REICH,
Secretary of Labor,

and Trustee.
DONNA E. SHALALA,
Secretary of Health
and Human Services,
and Trustee.
SHIRLEY S. CHATER,
Commissioner of Social
Security, and Trust-
ee.
STANFORD G. ROSS,
Trustee.
DAVID M. WALKER,
Trustee.

STATUS OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDI-
CARE PROGRAMS—A SUMMARY OF THE 1995 AN-
NUAL REPORTS

What Are the Trust Funds?—Four trust
funds have been established by law to fi-
nance the Social Security and Medicare pro-
grams. For Social Security, the Federal Old-
Age and Survivors Insurance (OASI) Trust
Fund pays retirement and survivors benefits;
and the Federal Disability Insurance (DI)
Trust Fund pays benefits after a worker be-
comes disabled. When both OASI and DI are
considered together, they are called the
OASDI program.

For Medicare, the Federal Hospital Insur-
ance (HI) Trust Fund pays for hospital and
related care (often called ‘““Part A”’) for peo-
ple over 65 and workers who are disabled.
The Federal Supplementary Medical Insur-
ance (SMI) Trust Fund pays for physicians
and outpatient services (often called “Part
B’’) for people over 65 and workers who are
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disabled. These two trust funds are not usu-
ally considered together, because they are
funded differently.

Who Are the Boards of Trustees?—Six peo-
ple serve on the Social Security and Medi-
care Boards of Trustees: the Secretary of the
Treasury, the Secretary of Labor, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, the
Commissioner of Social Security and two
members appointed by the President and
confirmed by the Senate to represent the
public. The Boards are required by law to re-
port to the Congress each year on the oper-
ation of the trust funds during the preceding
years and the projected financial status for
future years.

What Were the Trust Fund Results in
1994?—Assets of all trust funds except SMI
increased during calendar year 1994. At the
end of the year, 42.9 million people were re-
ceiving OASDI benefits and about 37 million
people were covered under Medicare. Trust
fund operations, in billions of dollars, were
(totals may not add due to rounding):

OASI DI OASDI HI SMI
Assets (end of 1993) .. 369.3 9.0 3783 1278 241
Income during 1994 3283 528 38L1 109.6 55.6
Outgo during 1994 . 2841 389 3230 1045 603
Net Increase ....... 441 140 58.1 50 —47
Assets (end of 1994) .. 4135 229 4364 1328 194

What Were the Administrative Expenses in
1994?—The cost of administrative expenses in
fiscal year 1994, shown as a percentage of
benefit payments from each trust fund, was:

OASI DI OASDI HI SMI

Administrative Expenses (FY 1994) .......... 07 28 09 12 30

How Are the Trust Funds Financed?—Most
OASDI and HI revenue consists of taxes on
earnings that are paid by employees, their
employers, and the self-employed. The tax
rates are set by law and, for OASDI, apply to
earnings that do not exceed a certain annual
amount. This amount, called the earnings
base, rises as average wages increase. In 1995,
the earnings base for OASDI is $61,200. Begin-
ning with 1994, HI taxes are paid on total
earnings. The tax rates for employees and
employers each under current law are:

Year OASI DI OASDI  HI  Total
1990-93 ... 560 060 620 145 7.65
1994-96 526 094 620 145 7.65
1997-99 ... 535 085 620 145 7.65
2000 and lai 530 090 620 145 7.65

People who are self-employed are charged
the equivalent of the combined employer and
employee shares, but only on 92.35 percent of
net earnings, and may deduct one-half of the
combined tax from income subject to Fed-
eral income tax.

All the trust funds receive income from in-
terest earnings on trust fund assets and from
miscellaneous sources. The OASI, DI and, be-
ginning in 1994, HI Trust Funds also receive
revenue from the taxation of Social Security
benefits.

The SMI or Part B program is financed
similarly to yearly renewable, term insur-
ance. Participants pay premiums that in 1994
covered about 30 percent of the cost; the rest
is paid for by the Federal Government from
general revenues. The 1995 monthly premium
is $46.10.

In all trust funds, assets that are not need-
ed to pay current benefits or administrative
expenses (the only purposes for which trust
funds may be used) are invested in special
issue U.S. Government securities guaranteed
as to both principal and interest and backed
by the full faith and credit of the U.S. Gov-
ernment.

How Are Estimates of Trust Fund Balances
Made?—Short-range (10-year) estimates are
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reported for all funds, and, for the OASI, DI,
and HI Trust Funds, long-range (75-year) es-
timates are reported. Because the future
cannot be predicted with certainty, three al-
ternative sets of economic and demographic
assumptions are used to show a range of pos-
sibilities. Assumptions are made about eco-
nomic growth, wage growth, inflation, unem-
ployment, fertility, immigration, and mor-
tality, as well as specific factors relating to
disability, hospital, and medical services
costs.

The intermediate assumptions (alternative
I1) reflect the Trustees’ best estimate of
what the future experience will be. The low
cost alternative is more optimistic; the high
cost alternative is more pessimistic; they
show how the trust funds would operate if
economic and demographic conditions are
better or worse than the best estimate.

What Concepts Are Used to Describe the
Trust Funds?—The measures used to evalu-
ate the financial status of the trust funds are
based on several concepts. Some of the im-
portant concepts are:

Taxable payroll is that portion of total
wages and self-employment income that is
covered and taxed under the OASDI and HI
programs.

The annual income rate is the income to
the trust fund from taxes, expressed as a per-
centage of taxable payroll.

The annual cost rate is the outgo from the
trust fund, also expressed as a percentage of
taxable payroll.

The percentage of taxable payroll is used
to measure income rates and cost rates for
the OASDI and HI programs. Measuring the
funds’ income and outgo over long periods of
time by describing what portion of taxable
earnings they represent is more meaningful
than using dollar amounts, because the value
of a dollar changes over time.

The annual balance is the difference be-
tween the income rate and the cost rate. If
the balance is negative, the trust fund has a
deficit for that year.

The actuarial balance is the difference be-
tween the annual income rates and cost
rates summarized over a period of up to 75
years, and adjusted to include the beginning
fund balance and the cost of ending the pro-
jection period with a trust fund balance
equal to the next year’s outgo; if the balance
is negative, the fund has an actuarial deficit.

The trust fund ratio is the amount in the
trust fund at the beginning of a year divided
by the outgo for the year. It shows what per-
centage of the year’s expenditures the trust
fund has on hand. For example, a trust fund
ratio of 100 percent would reflect an amount
equal to 1 year of projected expenditures.

The year of exhaustion is the first year a
trust fund is projected to run out of funds
and to be unable to pay benefits on time and
in full.

How Is the Financial Status of the Trust
Fund Tested? Several tests, based on the in-
termediate assumptions, are used to review
the financial status of the trust funds.

The short-range test is met if, throughout
the next 10 years, the trust fund ratio is at
least 100 percent. Of, if the trust fund ratio is
initially less, but reaches 100 percent within
the first 5 years and stays at or above 100
percent, and there is enough income to pay
benefits on time every month during the 10
years, the short-range test is met.

The long-range test is met if a fund has an
actuarial deficit of no more than 5 percent of
the cost rate over the 75 years, and if the ac-
tuarial deficit for any period ending with
10th year or later is a graduated amount of
5 percent. If the long-range test is met, the
trust fund is in close actuarial balance.

The test for SMI actuarial soundness is
met for any time period if the trust fund as-
sets and projected income are enough to
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cover the projected outgo and there are
enough assets to cover costs incurred but not
yet paid. The adequacy of the SMI Trust
Fund is measured only for years for which
both the beneficiary premiums and the gen-
eral revenue contributions have been set.

What Is the Future Outlook for the Trust
Funds?—The status of the OASI, DI, and HI
Trust Funds is shown together on charts be-
cause they are financed the same way. SMI
is financed differently, so its status is de-
scribed separately.

The short-range outlook (1995-2004)

Chart A shows the projected trust fund
ratio under the intermediate (alternative I1)
assumptions for OASI, DI, and HI separately.
It also shows the ratio for the combined
OASI and DI trust funds. (Chart not repro-
ducible in RECORD.)

The OASI trust fund ratio line is over the
100 percent level at the beginning of the 10-
year period and stays over that level through
the year 2004. Therefore, the OASI Trust
Fund meets the short-range test of financial
adequacy.

The trust fund ratio line for DI starts at 54
percent, reaches 100 percent in 1996, and re-
mains above that level throughout the re-
mainder of the period. Thus, the DI fund also
meets the short-range test.

The trust fund ratio line for the combined
OASI and DI Trust Funds begins above the
100 percent level and stays over that level
throughout the 10-year period; therefore, the
OASDI program, as a whole, meets the short-
range test of financial adequacy.

Although the trust fund ratio line for HI is
over the 100 percent level at the beginning of
the 10-year period, it falls below that level in
1995. As a result, it does not meet the short-
range test. Under the intermediate assump-
tions, the projected year of exhaustion for
the HI Trust Fund is 2002; under more ad-
verse conditions, as in the high cost alter-
native, it could be as soon as 2001.

The financing for the SMI Trust Fund has
been set through 1995, and the projected op-
erations of the trust fund meet the test of
SMI actuarial soundness.

The long-range outlook (1995-2069)

Chart B shows the actuarial balance, as a
percentage of the cost rate, for OASI, DI, and
HI separately under the intermediate (alter-
native Il) assumptions, as well as for the
combined OASI and DI Trust Funds. (Chart
not reproducible in Record.)

For a trust fund to meet the long-range
test of close actuarial balance, the actuarial
balance line for that trust fund must stay
above the shaded area throughout the 75-
year period. The triangle above the shaded
area but below the zero percent level shows
the range of allowable deficits a fund can
have and still be in close actuarial balance.

None of the three trust funds is in close ac-
tuarial balance over the next 75 years. How-
ever, the chart shows that the actuarial bal-
ance line for OASI, as well as for the OASDI
program as a whole, stays above the shaded
area for many years to come.

The actuarial balance line for DI alone
starts above the shaded area but declines
below it in about 2009 and continues to de-
cline significantly for about an additional 25
years before the rate of decline slows. The
actuarial balance line for HI starts well into
the shaded area and declines continuously
over the long-range period.

The year of exhaustion for the OASI Trust
Fund under intermediate assumptions does
not occur until 2031—36 years from now. For
the combined OASI and DI Trust Funds, the
year of exhaustion would be 2030—in 35 years.
However, combined OASDI expenditures will
exceed current tax income beginning in 2013.
Thus, as Chart C illustrates, current tax in-
come plus a portion of annual interest in-
come will be needed to meet expenditures for
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years 2013 through 2019, and current tax in-
come, annual interest income, plus a portion
of the principal balance in the trust funds
will be needed for years 2020-2029. (Chart not
reproducible in Record.)

Another useful way to view the outlook of
the trust funds is to compare the income
rate for each fund with its estimated cost
rate. Over the 75-year period the income
rates for OASI, DI and HI remain relatively
constant, while the cost rates generally rise
steadily.

For OASI, the income rate is projected to
remain significantly above the cost rate for
a number of years. Starting in about 2010,
however, the OASI cost rate will begin in-
creasing rapidly as the baby boom genera-
tion begins to reach retirement age. In 2014
and later, the cost rate for OASI will exceed
the income rate.

The income rate for DI is slightly higher
than the cost rate only until 2004, after
which the annual shortfall of tax income is
projected to increase slowly over the entire
75-year period.

The cost rate for HI is higher than the in-
come rate, by rapidly growing amounts,
throughout the 75-year projection period—by
the end of the period, the HI cost rate is pro-
jected to be roughly 3 times greater than the
HI income rate. Chart D shows the virtually
level income rates and rising cost rates for
OASI, DI and HI. (Chart not reproducible in
the RECORD.)

An additional way to view the outlook for
the trust funds as projected under current
law is in relation to the economy as a whole.
The table below shows the estimated outgo
from each trust fund as a percentage of esti-
mated gross domestic product (GDP) from
1995 to 2069. OASI and DI increase at about
the same rate over this period, while the in-
creases in HI and particularly in SMI are
much greater.

OASI, DI, HI, AND SMI OUTGO AS A PERCENT OF GROSS
DOMESTIC PRODUCT

Percent
1995 2020 2045 2069 in-
crease

Trust fund

OASI 418 505 572 598 43
DI 060 087 087 086 44
HI 162 2.83 405 4.46 175
SMmI 099 318 401 429 333

Conclusions

The status of the Social Security and Med-
icare programs can be summarized by look-
ing at the results of the tests used to evalu-
ate the financial status of the trust funds
and at the number of years before each trust
fund is expected to be exhausted under the
intermediate assumptions:

FINANCIAL STATUS OF THE OASI, DI, HI, AND SMI
PROGRAMS

Is the test of financial adequacy met:

Short-range  Long-range ~ Years until

Trust fund 10 years 75years  exhaustion
Yes No 36

Yes No 21

Yes No 35

No No 7

The SMI Trust Fund meets its test of actu-
arial soundness.

Based on the Trustees best estimates
(alternative I1)

The OASI Trust Fund is expected to be
able to pay benefits for about the next 36
years while the DI fund will be exhausted in
about 21 years. In view of the lack of actuar-
ial balance in the OASDI program over the
next 75 years, the Board believes that the
long-range deficits in the OASI and DI pro-
grams should be addressed. Accordingly, the
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Board recommended last year that the 1995
Advisory Council on Social Security conduct
an extensive review of Social Security fi-
nancing issues and develop recommendations
for achieving long-range financial stability
for the OASDI program. The Council will
submit its report later this year.

The HI Trust Fund will be able to pay ben-
efits for only about 7 years and is severely
out of actuarial balance over the next 75
years. Because of the magnitude of the pro-
jected actuarial deficit in the HI program
and the high probability that the HI Trust
Fund will be exhausted just after the turn of
the century, the Trustees urge the Congress
to take additional actions designed to con-
trol HI program costs and to address the pro-
jected financial imbalance in both the short
range and the long range through specific
program legislation as part of broad-based
health care reform.

The SMI program, though actuarially
sound, has experienced rapid growth in costs:
program outlays have increased 53 percent in
the last 5 years and grew 19 percent faster
than the economy as a whole. Because this
growth shows little sign of abating, the
Trustees urge the Congress to take addi-
tional actions designed to more effectively
control SMI costs through specific program
legislation as part of broad-based health care
reform.

A message from the public trustees

This is the fifth set of Trust Fund Reports
on which we have reported as Public Trust-
ees. It is also, under the terms of our ap-
pointment, our last report, and we use this
occasion to summarize our views on some
major aspects of the Social Security and
Medicare programs. As representatives of the
public, our efforts have been to assure the
American public of the integrity of the proc-
ess and the credibility of the information in
these reports. We feel privileged and honored
to have been able to take part in this impor-
tant exercise in public accountability, and
want to provide our best advice on directions
for change of these important programs in
the years ahead.

The Need For Action

During the past 5 years there has been a
trend of deterioration in the long-range fi-
nancial condition of the Social Security and
Medicare programs and an acceleration in
the projected dates of exhaustion in the re-
lated trust funds. To some extent, this has
been predictable because when doing annual
75-year projections, an additional deficit
year in the 2060s is being added with each
new projection. But to some extent, the in-
creasingly adverse projections have come
from unforeseen events and from the absence
of prompt action in response to clear
warnings that changes are necessary. These
adverse trends can be expected to continue
and indicate the possibility of a future re-
tirement crisis as the U.S. population begins
to age rapidly. We urge that concerted ac-
tion be taken promptly to address the criti-
cal public policy issues raised by the financ-
ing projections for these programs.

Projections As A Guide To Action

We believe it is important for the public
and the Congress to understand more about
what the projections in the Trust Fund Re-
ports really mean and how they are intended
to be used. These projections represent the
best estimates the Trustees can make based
on the best available information and meth-
odologies. We have, during our period of
service, attempted to test assumptions, ques-
tion methodologies and work with the Of-
fices of the Actuary of SSA and HCFA and
others in and out of government to seek im-
provements in the projections. We have also
stimulated thought through a symposium
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and publication of papers on how methods
and assumptions might be improved to bet-
ter estimate the future income and health
care needs of the elderly and disabled. Action
should be taken to continue and extend sur-
vey and other data development efforts and
to improve modeling capability regarding
the income and health circumstances of fu-
ture retirees. Such information is critical to
the legislative and regulatory activity that
will be required for both public and private
income security and health care programs in
future years.

However, with even the best data and mod-
els, projections ultimately are only esti-
mates and must necessarily reflect the un-
certainties of the future. They are useful if
understood as a guide to a plausible range of
future results and if acted on in a timely and
responsible manner. They are not helpful if
ignored, or if used improperly, or if dis-
torted. We hope that more policymakers will
come to grips with the strengths and limita-
tions of projections such as those in the
Trust Fund Reports and how those projec-
tions can be used most productively.

Social Security Program

The Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund shows a deficit of 1.87 percent of
payroll in the long run. It is by far the best
financed of the trust funds, and we believe
strongly that the OASI program can and
should be maintained over the long term.
Yet even here reforms should be undertaken
sooner rather than later to ease the transi-
tion to providing financial stability in the
next century. We note the recent work of the
Bipartisan Entitlement Commission and the
current work of the Advisory Council on So-
cial Security regarding the long-term financ-
ing of the OASI program. We hope that this
kind of work will continue and that this
problem will be addressed in a timely fash-
ion.

The condition of the Disability Insurance
Trust Fund is more troublesome. While the
Congress acted this past year to restore its
short-term financial balance, this necessary
action should be viewed as only providing
time and opportunity to design and imple-
ment substantive reforms that can lead to
long-term financial stability. The research
undertaken at the request of the Board of
Trustees, and particularly of the Public
Trustees, shows that there are serious design
and administrative problems with the DI
program. Changes in our society, the
workforce and our economy suggest that ad-
justments in the program are needed to con-
trol long-range program costs. Also, incen-
tives should be changed and the disability
decision process improved in the interests of
beneficiaries and taxpayers. We hope that
this research will be completed promptly,
fully presented to Congress and the public,
and that the Congress will take action over
the next few years to make this program fi-
nancially stable over the long term.

Medicare Program

The most critical issues, however, relate to
the Medicare program. Both the Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund and the Supplementary
Medical Insurance Trust Fund show alarm-
ing financial results. While the financial sta-
tus of the HI program improved somewhat in
1994, the HI Trust Fund continues to be se-
verely out of financial balance and is pro-
jected to be exhausted in about 7 years. The
SMI Trust Fund, while in balance on an an-
nual basis, shows a rate of growth of costs
which is clearly unsustainable. Moreover,
this fund is projected to be 75 percent or
more financed by general revenues, so that
given the general budget deficit problem, it
is a major contributor to the larger fiscal
problems of the nation.
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The Medicare program is clearly
unsustainable in its present form. We had
hoped for several years that comprehensive
health care reform would include meaningful
Medicare reforms. However, with the results
of the last Congress, it is now clear that
Medicare reform needs to be addressed ur-
gently as a distinct legislative initiative. We
also believe strongly that Medicare reform
should be included as an integral part of any
broader health care reform initiative which
may be considered in the future.

There are basic questions with the scale,
structure and administration of the Medi-
care program that need to be addressed. For
example, is it appropriate to have a Part A
and Part B today, or should this legacy of
the political process that enacted Medicare
in the mid-1960s be revised to create a unified
program? Is it appropriate to combine par-
ticipants’ social insurance tax contributions
for Part A and premium payments for ap-
proximately one-quarter of Part B with gen-
eral revenues? If so, what should be the prop-
er combination of beneficiary premiums,
taxpayer social insurance contributions, and
general revenues? How are each of these
kinds of revenue sources to be justified and
what rights to benefits and responsibilities
to pay benefits are thereby established? How
can the program become more cost-effective?
How can fraud, abuse and waste be better
controlled?

We feel strongly that comprehensive Medi-
care reforms should be undertaken to make
this program financially sound now and over
the long term. The idea that reductions in
Medicare expenditures should be available
for other purposes, including even other
health care purposes, is mistaken. The focus
should be on making Medicare itself sustain-
able, making it compatible with OASDI, and
making both Social Security and Medicare
financially sound in the long term.

We strongly recommend that the crisis
presented by the financial condition of the
Medicare Trust Funds be urgently addressed
on a comprehensive basis, including a review
of the program’s financing methods, benefit
provisions, and delivery mechanisms. Var-
ious groups should be consulted and reform
plans developed that will not be disruptive to
beneficiaries, will be fair to current tax-
payers who will in the future become bene-
ficiaries, and will be compatible with govern-
ment finances overall.

Institutional Considerations

We have as Public Trustees tried over the
past 5 years to provide continuity and im-
prove the institutional framework surround-
ing the Social Security and Medicare pro-
grams. We have bridged two Administrations
(one Republican and one Democratic), two
Advisory Councils (one appointed by a Re-
publican Administration and one by a Demo-
cratic Administration), and many changes in
the ex officio Trustees. We have consulted
with each of the Advisory Councils, as well
as the working group of the prior Public
Trustees, the Bipartisan Entitlement Com-
mission, the Notch Commission and many
other government entities. We have testified
before both the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee and the Senate Finance Committee
and held regular briefings for Congressional
staff on the Trust Fund Reports. We know
that with the advent of the new Social Secu-
rity Administration as an independent agen-
cy, many of the institutional relationships
in these areas will change. We hope that the
Public Trustees in the future will continue
to make a contribution towards a coherent
institutional structure that serves the inter-
ests of the public.

Finally, we note that although the statute
provides that one of the Public Trustees
must be from each of the major political par-
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ties, we have operated as independent profes-
sionals on a nonpartisan basis. Every state-
ment we have made over 5 years has been
joint and consensual, and without partisan
content or political dissonance. We believe
these programs are too important to be po-
liticized and urge that a highly professional,
nonpartisan approach continue to be fol-
lowed in future reports to the Congress and
the public.

STANFORD G. RoOsS,

DAVID M. WALKER,

Trustees.

Mr. CRAIG. | yield whatever time
there may be to the organizer of the
special order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee has 3 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, in closing
out our special order this morning, our
message has been very simple: to
strengthen and to simplify.

In our remaining 2 minutes, we will
have a closing statement by the Sen-
ator from Maine. | yield to him for
that purpose.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, last April
the trustees of the Social Security and
Medicare trust funds issued a stark
warning that the trust fund that pays
Medicare benefits will be bankrupt by
2002, and that ‘‘the Medicare Program
is clearly unsustainable in the present
form.”

In his speech a few weeks later to the
delegates at the White House Con-
ference on Aging, President Clinton
echoed the trustees’ warning about the
pending Medicare crisis, saying that he
‘“‘cannot support the status quo, and
neither can you.”

The Medicare trustee’s report sounds
an alarm that we simply cannot afford
to ignore. Medicare is on a collision
course toward bankruptcy. The longer
we wait to change this course or apply
the brakes, the more certain we are to
crash.

Mr. President, last week, the House
minority leader, Mr. GEPHARDT, cir-
culated a letter characterizing the
pending Medicare crisis as ‘““more fic-
tion than fact.” Apparently, those who
are dedicated to waging class warfare
are prepared to resort to the tactic of
treating fact as fiction. It is not a
novel tactic, but ironically, one that is
drawn from a novelist’s nightmare vi-
sion of the future: Repeat a falsehood
often enough and the people eventually
will accept it as truth.

The truth is that the 1995 trustees’
report paints a bleak picture for the fu-
ture of Medicare. Next year, the trust
fund will start paying out more in ben-
efits than it gets in revenues from the
payroll tax.

To quote Franklin Delano Roosevelt:

Any government, like any family, can for a
year spend a little more than it earns. But
you and | know that a continuance of that
habit means the poorhouse.

Right now, Medicare is on a sure
path to the poorhouse. By 2002—less
than 7 years from now—the Medicare
trust fund will be totally bankrupt. By
law, it will be unable to pay benefits,
leaving 36 million of our most vulner-

S11725

able Americans—the aged and dis-
abled—without coverage to pay their
hospital bills.

Politically, it would be easy to ig-
nore the pending crisis and continue
with business as usual. However, as
Samuel Johnson once wrote:

When a man knows he is to be hung in a
fortnight, it concentrates his mind wonder-
fully.

Reforming Medicare is not about pro-
viding tax cuts, nor is it about bal-
ancing the budget. Even if the Federal
budget were in balance, the Medicare
trust fund would still be in jeopardy
and the same reforms would be nec-
essary to preserve and improve the pro-
gram.

Let there be no mistake—Medicare
needs reforming for Medicare’s sake.
Let us also be clear that no one is talk-
ing about cutting Medicare spending.
Under the budget resolution passed last
June, Medicare spending will continue
to grow at an average rate of 6.4 per-
cent over the next 7 years and will in-
crease to $273.3 billion in 2002. That’s
$92.2 billion more than the $181.1 billion
that will be spent in 1995.

So far most of the focus has been on
resolving Medicare’s short-term bank-
ruptcy crisis. However, we cannot ig-
nore the fact that Medicare’s real prob-
lems begin in about 2010, when the
baby boomers begin to retire, dramati-
cally increasing the numbers of people
eligible for Medicare and reducing the
size of the work force.

The demographics of the next cen-
tury are daunting. Today there are 33
million Americans 65 and over. But the
aging of the baby boom generation will
swell the number to 70 million by 2030,
imposing new burdens and challenges
for the Medicare and Social Security
systems.

Today, it takes four workers to sup-
port a Medicare beneficiary. By the
middle of the next century, there will
only be two workers available to sup-
port each beneficiary, greatly increas-
ing the amount each will have to pay
in taxes to support the program. Medi-
care must therefore undergo signifi-
cant structural changes if it is to sur-
vive to meet the health care needs of
future retirees.

The ability to change is key to sur-
vival, and the fact is that the Medicare
Program has changed very little in the
30 years since its creation.

While private health care systems
have evolved over the years, Medicare
has remained stagnant. We must find
ways to make the program sensitive to
the needs of older persons while at the
same time making it more cost-effec-
tive.

Sixty-three percent of working
Americans get their health care
through some kind of managed care
program. By contrast, only 90 percent
of Medicare beneficiaries are enrolled
in the kinds of managed care plans
that have become a way of life for their
children and grandchildren.

Most care continues to be provided
on a fee-for-service basis, which offers
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no incentives for efficiency and, in
fact, encourages higher costs and
overutilization of services. As a con-
sequence, Medicare costs are rising in
excess of 10 percent a year, while pri-
vate health spending is growing at less
than half that rate.

There continues to be gaps in Medi-
care coverage. Medicare generally does
not pay for preventive care and bene-
ficiaries do not have access to benefits
like prescription drugs that are rou-
tinely provided through private health
plans. Many Medicare beneficiaries
would gladly elect to trade their cur-
rent fee-for-service coverage for a more
coordinated system of care that gives
them expanded coverage for prescrip-
tion drugs and other benefits they cur-
rently do not enjoy.

Americans in the private health care
system generally have some choice
about the kind of health plan they are
enrolled in. Most Medicare bene-
ficiaries do not. Congress should con-
sider giving Medicare beneficiaries a
full range of choice of health care
plans, with incentives for beneficiaries
to choose cost-efficient coverage.

We should also consider allowing peo-
ple to stay in their employer’s health
plan when they turn 65, even after they
have retired. Medicare could reimburse
employers for the cost of the premiums
and perhaps provide a tax break as an
additional incentive for them to con-
tinue coverage. This would not only
allow Medicare beneficiaries to remain
in a health plan they are comfortable
with, but it would also keep them in a
pool with younger, healthier people to
lower the cost of their coverage.

And, finally, we must rid Medicare of
the fraud and abuse that robs the pro-
gram of as much as $18 billion a year.
Medicare has become a prime target
for opportunists who bilk the system
by overbilling, unbundling services,
and doublebilling. | have introduced
legislation for the past 2 years to crack
down on fraud and abuse, and it is time
to pass these reforms.

There are no easy answers—either
substantively or politically—to Medi-
care’s financial problems in either the
short or long term. If we are to sum-
mon the political will to overcome the
current crisis and revitalize Medicare
to meet the needs of the future genera-
tions, we must abandon the politics of
fear and take up the politics of trust.

This should not be a partisan issue.
Those who hold a fiduciary duty to
oversee the Medicare system say that
immediate action is necessary, and the
President apparently agrees. Given the
sheer magnitude of the financing short-
fall, bipartisan cooperation is essential
if we are to establish the kind of last-
ing reforms that will be necessary to
keep the promise of Medicare for not
just current but future generations.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.
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EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. REID. | ask unanimous consent
that the time for morning business be
extended so that the order would be
that Senator DORGAN will speak 15
minutes, 1 will speak for 15 minutes,
and Senator WELLSTONE will speak for
10 minutes.

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

The Senator from North Dakota is
recognized.

MEDICARE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, last
week during debate on the defense au-
thorization bill, 1 came to the floor to
point out that someone on the Armed
Services Committee had written into
the bill a special little deal that no one
had asked for. It was $60 million to buy
blimps. Yes, blimps. Airbags. Airships.
| asked the question, Who wrote this
in? Who wants to buy blimps? Who de-
cides that the Hindenburg is important
for America’s defense?

I did not find out who did it, but
there were no hearings, no disclosure—
they just wrote in $60 million to buy
blimps. Now | discover that hot airbags
are not limited necessarily to the De-
fense Department authorization bill.

I have listened this morning to a sub-
stantial amount of discussion about
Medicare. | will tell you, some of it
really surprises me.

Let me talk first about the issue of
Medicare going broke. We were treated
this morning to a half dozen folks who
say: “‘Did you know that Medicare is
going to go bankrupt in 7 years? We
Republicans called the Medicare trust-
ees up to the Capitol for a special
meeting because we were so concerned
about their report.” And the President
is not concerned, they say. He does not
care. ‘“‘But we are concerned, so we
called the trustees up here to the Cap-
itol and had a visit, because we Repub-
licans care.”” | will bet you that I am
safe in saying this is the only meeting
of trustees the other side has ever had
in this Capitol.

Well, here is a list of the trustees’ re-
ports for the last 15 years. Every single
year since 1979, save two—in fact, 23
out of 25 years—the boards of trustees
have sent a report to this Capitol and
this Senate telling us when the Medi-
care system is going to run out of
money.

In 1982, while Ronald Reagan was
President, the trustees sent a report up
to the Capitol that said in 1987 Medi-
care is going to be insolvent. In 1986,
they sent up a report that said in 1996
it is going to be broke. The list goes
on. That is in 23 out of 25 years.

Why have the Republicans invented
this as a crisis when 23 out of 25 reports
have described the time when Medicare
is going to become insolvent? Every
time this happens, Congress makes ad-
justments to make sure that Medicare
will not go broke.
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Why have the Republicans decided to
invent this as a crisis? It is because the
Republicans, under the guise of a budg-
et they say will be balanced, also want-
ed to put up the center tent pole in this
giant tent called the Contract With
America. What is that center pole? It is
a tax cut for their wealthy friends—a
$245 billion tax cut, 80 percent of which
will go to those taxpayers with in-
comes over $100,000 a year.

Now, how do you pay for a tax cut?
How do you pay for a tax cut if you are
up to your neck in debt and have all
kinds of budget problems? You take a
look at another big part of the Federal
budget and say, let us cut that in order
to make room for our tax cut. Ergo,
they have proposed $270 billion in cuts
to Medicare in order to accommodate a
similar sized proposal to cut taxes, the
bulk of which goes to the wealthiest
Americans.

Those are the facts. There is no one
in this body who does not want to
make sure that Medicare exists for the
long term. So to those who came out
here this morning with a hot iron and
ironing board trying to iron out the
President on this issue because, some-
how, the Democrats do not believe in
Medicare, | say, just look at the record.
The first time Medicare was on the
floor of the Senate was in August 1960,
and 97 percent of the Republicans voted
against it. Democrats helped create
Medicare, and | am proud of it. When
we enacted Medicare, less than half of
America’s elderly had health insurance
coverage. Now 97 percent do. | am
proud of that.

Are there some problems with Medi-
care? Yes, there are. America is
graying and getting older. Each month,
over 200,000 more Americans become el-
igible for Medicare because they reach
retirement age. That puts a strain on
the system. So we have to continue to
make adjustments to make Medicare
solvent.

For people to come to this floor and
suggest that somehow the Democrats
are the problem and the Republicans
are going to save Medicare, | am sorry,
but this is just at odds with the facts.
The fact is that Democrats helped cre-
ate Medicare.

There is an old saying that ‘“the lion
and the lamb might lay down together,
but the lamb ain’t going to get much
sleep.” | would observe, after what |
heard this morning, that the Repub-
licans and Medicare might lay down to-
gether as well, but | do not think Medi-
care is going to get much sleep either.
The fact is, we must make Medicare
solvent for the long-term, and we will.
But we must not ever decide to go to
the health care portion of the Federal
budget and try to find massive Medi-
care savings that will result in higher
Medicare costs for older Americans and
reduced access to health care for senior
citizens, in order to accommodate a big
tax cut mostly for the wealthy.

Now, | know that those who are out
here spinning this morning like a ball
of yarn were accusing the other side of
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spinning on Medicare. Well, you do not
have to spin at all to simply open the
budget proposals and find out who gets
what. The budget proposals are simple.
The budget plan provides for a very sig-
nificant tax cut, going largely to the
most affluent Americans, and it pro-
vides for by far the largest cut in Medi-
care expenditures in the history of this
program.

We have had speakers say the cuts in
Medicare are simply a cut in the rate
of growth. If you have more and more
seniors becoming eligible for Medicare,
then the size of the program increases.
If health care—not only for Medicare
recipients but for all Americans—in-
creases in price every year, and it does,
then that increases the cost of the pro-
gram.

Now, if you have those two facts—
more elderly being covered by Medi-
care and higher health care prices—and
you say we are not going to pay, we are
going to cut way back, what that
means is that those senior citizens who
rely on Medicare will pay higher prices
and get less care. | do not think there
is any question about that.

They talk about experts. Most of the
experts look at the numbers and say,
“Yes, it is true we will spend more on
Medicare, but we will still not meet the
needs of older Americans because there
is a graying of America’” and because
health care costs are going to continue
to increase.

The fact is that what the Federal
Government will spend is not going to
meet the needs and the result will be
that the elderly will receive less health
care and pay more for it. That is just a
fact.

Now, my own view of Medicare is, |
suppose, fashioned at least in part by
where | grew up. | grew up in a town of
300 people. There are a lot of elderly
folks in my hometown. | saw a lot of
folks when | was a teenager who
reached the end of their lives and did
not have anything—no money, no as-
sets—who worried, who lived in des-
perate fear that they would get ill and
would not have the ability to afford
health care.

| saw that, as did most other people.
It is nice to know that today, at least,
most of those people do not live in that
kind of fear because Medicare helps
them. Medicare helps provide for them.

I had a woman in my home county,
whom | told the Senate about some
while ago, who showed up at a town
meeting, stood up and said, ‘I have
new knees, a new hip, and | had cata-
ract surgery. | am 75 years old and feel
like a million bucks.”” What a remark-
able thing. Fifty years ago she would
not have had new knees and a new hip,
and she would have been in a wheel-
chair. If she came to the meeting, she
would not have been able to see me.

With the breathtaking achievements
in medical care, plus the program
called Medicare, this woman has a good
life. At age 75, she tells us she feels like
a million dollars.

I am enormously proud of what we
have done. | think what is important

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

as we talk about reform these days is
that we not start to take apart the
things that make this country good. |
am perfectly willing to sit down with
anybody in this Chamber and say, ““All
right, we will decide to work on this
particular issue. We will make sure
that Medicare is solvent for the long
term.”

We have done that before. We will al-
ways do that. We will always make ad-
justments to make Medicare finan-
cially sound. Mr. President, 23 of 25
trustees’ reports in the last 25 years
have described a date by which insol-
vency would occur, and we made ad-
justments and stretched that out.

I am willing to do that. But | am un-
willing, under any conditions, to join
hands with those who say, ‘“‘Let’s make
room for a big tax cut.” Yes, we are up
to our neck in debt. We want to build
Star Wars. Yes, we want to go out and
buy blimps, but then make room for a
big tax cut. How do we pay for that?

There is an easy way: Take it out of
Medicare and Medicaid over here and
invent something that you want to
foist upon the American people as
new—a trustees’ report that says Medi-
care will be insolvent.

If this truly was new, then | suppose
| could understand their angst. But the
fact is, they have had 25 trustees’ re-
ports in 25 years and 23 of those have
said Medicare is going to have an insol-
vent period. Yet they have never had a
meeting of the trustees until this year,
when they began to spin their ball of
yarn about saving Medicare.

If the folks who want to give a tax
cut to the rich believe older Americans
will swallow the minnow that they are
the ones who will save Medicare, after
they have proposed big Medicare cuts
in order to accommodate their tax cut
for the wealthy, well, then, excuse me,
but | guess I am somehow naive about
the art of spending.

Perhaps they are much better, much
more clever, much more artful than I
ever believed possible at spinning a
tale of complete, total, fiction.

It is time just to strip all of this
aside and just strip the budget and all
the other questions aside and ask our-
selves in the sober light of day, as
Americans—not as Democrats or Re-
publicans, but as Americans—what
works in this country and what does
not work.

What should we save and what should
we get rid of? What should we fight for
and what should we decide to scrap? If
we do that, we will all conclude, it
seems to me, not that we will try to
follow the string of some constituency
out there, but that we will aggressively
put our nose to the grindstone here and
work to reduce the Federal budget defi-
cit.

We will aggressively decide to ask
the American people, yes, to pay the
current taxes in order to reduce the
Federal budget deficit. Pay the taxes
that now exist in the current tax law,
and we will aggressively will protect
those things that make this country a
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better country, and make life in this
country better for all Americans, espe-
cially those Americans who have gone
before us in the work force, who have
built this country, who survived the
Depression, who fought the wars, who
beat back the oppression of Hitler’s na-
zism.

To those folks in this country who
helped build and make this a great
country, we are now saying to them,
well, we are sorry, you will have to pay
a little more for your health care. We
will threaten Medicare because we
want to give wealthy people a tax
break. There is nothing wrong with
being wealthy, but | am saying those
priorities are out of whack.

I finish with one more point. | think
the opportunity to do well, be success-
ful, and make money is a terrific thing
in this country. | wish everybody could
achieve those things. But in my home-
town, one person decides that he will
commit his life to making as much
money as he can and does so and is
enormously successful as a business
person. And there is another couple liv-
ing on the other end of the street. He
decides he will be a minister in a small
rural church. Of course he does not get
paid very much. So his wife teaches
piano lessons to make ends meet, and
they reach age 65 or 70. They have
worked very hard their entire lives, but
they do not have anything. No assets,
no pension, no retirement system, no
income.

| just ask the question, did they con-
tribute less to their community? Did
they contribute less, ministering in a
rural church, giving piano lessons,
helping children? Did they contribute
less than the people who decided to, in
every way every day, make as much
money as they could?

No, both contributed to this country.
That is why the things that make life
better to people who contribute in that
way, such as the Medicare Program,
are important.

That is why we fight for them and
why | am proud to say it is my party
that created this program. | think it
will be our party, by reaching out and
joining hands with others, who will
make sure this program is around for
the long-term in this country’s future.
1 yield the floor.

Mr. REID. Would the Chair inform
the Senator when he has 3 minutes re-
maining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAIG). The Senator will be notified.

VIOLENCE AGAINST GOVERNMENT
EMPLOYEES

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Guy Pence
is a Federal employee and a public
servant in the true sense of the word.
He is a forest ranger.

Mr. President, | became acquainted
with Guy Pence about 3 or 4 years ago
at this same time of the year when he
took me on a pack trip into a place in
Nevada called Table Mountain. It is a
Forest Service wilderness area. There
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may be places as nice, as beautiful, but
no place is any more beautiful than
Table Mountain.

It is an area with alpine meadows,
beaver dams, eagles floating through
the sky, deer, elk, all kinds of wildlife.

Mr. President, | came to Table Moun-
tain as one person and left as another.
I became more acquainted with a part
of Nevada that | had only seen from
the air. | became more acquainted with
the problems of a Forest Service rang-
er, as to what should be done with graz-
ing, what should be done with the infu-
sion of elk into that area, what should
be done in regard to mining operations,
and the overuse and underuse of public
lands. | learned a lot about that part of
Nevada.

But | learned as much about Guy
Pence and those other rangers who
were with us on the street. Guy Pence
is truly a fine man in any sense of the
word, he is the father of three young
girls and a volunteer who has a pro-
gram where he acquaints the people in
the Carson City, NV, area with wildlife
and the wild generally.

The reason | mention Guy Pence’s
name this morning is because last Fri-
day night, in the dark of the night, as
Guy Pence was hundreds of miles away
in the wilds of Nevada, leading another
trip as he led me, a coward, or a num-
ber of cowards, in the middle of the
night, came to his home and placed a
bomb near his home. That bomb—I
spoke to Guy Pence—was 10 to 12 feet
away from his wife and three children.
The bomb blew up, totaled his car, blew
out the windows of his house. But for
the fact that his wife and children were
making pickles they would have all
been either dead or injured severely,
because less than a minute prior to the
explosion, around 10 o’clock at night,
the buzzer went off in the kitchen, the
mother said the pickles were ready and
the children and mother went into the
kitchen. Within seconds the explosion
took place.

In the dark of the night an unknown
person or persons planted a bomb be-
neath his van as it sat about 10 feet
away from his house, away from his
wife and his children. 1 do not know
who committed this crime or why it
was committed. The facts are still
being investigated.

But whether it was related to the
controversial job that Guy Pence, for-
est ranger, has to do, or whether it was
unrelated, the timing of this act could
not have been more prominent. This
bombing—by whomever perpetrated
it—comes at a time when our Federal
land managers are under assault. Not
in name only, but actually under as-
sault. This bombing comes at a time
when extremists are destroying the
very fabric of our democracy. We have
only to look at Oklahoma City to ap-
preciate the threat of this extremism.

The rule of law must apply to every-
one. The alternative is anarchy. A red
light at a corner is, at best, a useless
decoration unless it is obeyed. There
are those who think they are above or
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beyond the law, that they represent a
cause so just that it justifies any harm
to others. Those who stray from law to
violence are people too unsure of their
cause to believe they can sway the Na-
tion, the State, or a county, by any
means other than force. There is no dif-
ference, moral or philosophical, be-
tween the Weathermen of the 1960’s,
the Symbionese Liberation Army of
the 1970’s, the Pan American bombing
terrorists of the 1980’s, or the Okla-
homa City bombers of the 1990’s.

There is no distinction, logical or an-
alytical, between Lee Harvey Oswald,
who Kkilled President Kennedy, John
Wilkes Booth, who killed President
Lincoln, Sirhan Sirhan, who Kkilled
Senator Kennedy, Arthur Bremmer
who tried to assassinate George Wal-
lace, and whoever planted the bomb in
Carson City. All were anarchists. Each
was a coward wishing to substitute the
power of tooth and claw for the rule of
law. They wish to abolish the ability of
the Nation to govern its citizens and
instead permit the citizenry to settle
its own scores on the spot, without re-
gard to right or justice or principle. A
coward is someone who has not the de-
cency to stand up for what he believes:
The stab in the back, the bullet in the
night, the bomb on a doorstep of a
woman and children’s home—that is
the way of a coward. When you com-
bine anarchy and cowardice, you get
what happened in Carson City.

I grew up in a small town in southern
Nevada, rural by any definition—no
telephones, very few homes that had
inside plumbing, no television. We were
rural to the core. But the place where
| was raised, people were friendly to
one another. We depended on one an-
other. Neighbors had a sense of com-
munity. That was part of our tradition.

But the West that | loved my entire
life has been sullied. There is now a
pattern of lawlessness that has raised
its ugly head in the Western United
States. For the sake of debate, let us
set aside the case of Guy Pence, even
though it is hard for me to do. We do
not know whether it will ever be solved
or even whether it is connected with
the rising tide of anti-Government
rhetoric which is placing families like
those of Ranger Pence in terrible cir-
cumstances.

Let us address, instead, other in-
stances that illustrate what | have
called the ugly underbelly of a move-
ment called County Supremacy.

I will be the first to acknowledge
that there are a wide variety of views
about how we should manage the lands
owned by the people of this country,
lands available for a multitude of uses:
cross-country skiing, skiing, grazing
cattle, mining, off-road vehicle adven-
ture, hunting and fishing, camping and
hiking.

The pressures in the rapidly growing
West are enormous. | understand and
appreciate the views of those who sug-
gest that perhaps these lands should be
turned over to the Western States. In
Nevada, 87 percent of the land is owned
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by the Federal Government. Some in
our State feel that we need more. Some
less. But | would also point out that
the Federal Government has been flexi-
ble in meeting Nevada’s needs.

Recently, | participated in a cere-
mony where we turned over to Boulder
City, NV, more than 100,000 acres. Pub-
lic land is now part of Boulder City. |
introduced a bill that eventually gave
Mesquite, NV, 4,400 new acres to de-
velop their airport and a golf course. |
was city attorney in Henderson, NV,
now the third largest city in Nevada,
when it got over 100,000 acres of Fed-
eral land.

So it is not as if there is not land
being turned over to the private sector.
But | do not agree with the wholesale
turnover of some of the most scenic
lands in our country, owned by all
Americans. Land in Nevada that is
public in nature is owned by people in
Idaho, owned by people in Minnesota,
owned by people in Nevada. | do not
agree that these scenic lands should be
turned over wholesale to what inevi-
tably would turn out to be a sweet-
heart deal for developers, where only
the most wealthy could own and lock
up streams, valleys, mountains, mead-
ows—the outdoors that we all cherish
so much. | do not agree with the ulti-
mate end advocated by the County Su-
premacist Movement and | am not
afraid to say so.

I am not here to suggest that all
those with strongly held views in the
anti-Federal movement advocate vio-
lence. They do not. Over the weekend
in Nevada a person who is a member of
one of these groups—I believe there
were probably others, but | read where
there was one person, and | appreciate
that—spoke out that she did not be-
lieve in violence after the bombing of
Guy Pence’s home and van.

Any movement must be concerned
about the fringe elements within it—in
this case, fringe elements who live a
paranoid life of conspiracy, who threat-
en revolution, who threaten violence as
a means to achieve their agenda.

Eric Hoffer said,

When cowardice is made respectable its
followers are without number, both from
among the weak and the strong. It easily be-
comes a fashion.

And it has.

Madam Chiang Kai-shek, who re-
cently was here in the United States,
said,

Every clique is a refuge for incompetence.
It fosters disruption, disloyalty, it begets
corruption and cowardice, and consequently
it is a burden upon and a drawback to the
progress of the country. Its instincts and ac-
tions are those of the pack.

And they are.

In the Western United States, Fed-
eral land managers have been threat-
ened and attacked. In California, a For-
est Service employee was shot at. In
Oregon, a Bureau of Land Management
employee was assaulted. In Nevada, the
day the bomb severely damaged the of-
fice of the Forest Service, the Forest
Service supervisor received a call say-
ing he was next.



August 7, 1995

Two years ago, a Bureau of Land
Management building in Reno, NV, was
blown apart, the roof blown off, among
other things. Gate and fee collection
boxes have been booby-trapped with ex-
plosives in the West. Agency employees
were told by a man that they could
have his guns, he just wanted to pull
the trigger one more time—at them.

In my county, a group of armed citi-
zens stood by as a Forest Service em-
ployee helplessly tried to stop the ille-
gal opening of a road with a bulldozer.
A county official later said publicly
that if the Forest Service officer had
reached for his gun, 50 people would
have shot him.

In Garfield County, MT, a group
called The Free Men set up their own
county government, declared the exist-
ing one illegal, and offered a cash
bounty for the arrest of legitimate law
enforcement officials.

In New Mexico, a Fish and Wildlife
employee was told that he would have
his head blown off. The manager of the
Malheur National Wildlife Refuge in
Oregon was threatened with death, and
his family was harassed.

In the West, antigovernment activity
has spread like a prairie fire. Property
rights activists in Nevada, New Mexico,
Montana, and ldaho regularly drown
out Federal officials who speak at pub-
lic meetings. Yet these same activists
illegally graze cattle on Federal lands.

Worried Government agents such as
Tom Dwyer, a U.S. Forest Service offi-
cial, whose encounter with a property
rights leader ignited a court battle,
said, ‘“There are times when | was driv-
ing back from being out of town when
I wondered if my house would still be
there.”

Yes, Mr. President, Guy Pence won-
ders also.

Mr. President, this is not the Amer-
ica that we believe in. It is as if some
sickness has swept our country, as if
we are living in a different age, as if we
have been transported in a time warp
back to the barbarism and violence of
previous civilizations like ““‘Back to the
Future,” | guess.

I am here today to denounce violence
and extremism in any form, whether it
is clinic violence at an abortion office,
or whether it is domestic violence in a
home. It does not matter who commit-
ted an act against Guy Pence, it is vio-
lence, and we have to speak out against
it.

Acts like this, and others which have
been cited, have been legitimized by
anti-Government rhetoric of those in
positions of responsibility who should
know better.

In my own State, elected officials
have rejected the authority of Federal
land managers to do their job on public
lands—not land owned by the counties
or the States, but land owned by all
the people, including the urban resi-
dents of Reno and Las Vegas.

Mr. President, we must speak out.
We must recognize that some Members
of this body and in the other Chamber
have all but advocated violence against
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established law and order and sym-
pathize and apologize for gun-threaten-
ing supremacists. There is legislation
pending in both Houses of Congress
that enshrines and advocates some of
these principles.

One of the problems in our society
today is that people are unwilling to
speak out, are unwilling to speak out
against violence, are unwilling to
speak out against sexual depravity
conveyed to our children through the
mass media, and are unwilling to speak
out against lawlessness, generally.

I am speaking out. | call upon my
colleagues in this Chamber, the elected
officials of the country and the West-
ern United States, and the peaceful ad-
vocates of the county supremacist
movement to decry violence. | would
challenge the leaders of this movement
to write their members, to speak out
publicly, to let everyone know that
while they may disagree with the poli-
cies of the Federal Government that
they do not advocate violence.

We must get the message out that,
while they may not like certain Fed-
eral policies, they do not advocate vio-
lence against innocent people whose
job it is to enforce it.

Teddy Roosevelt said, ‘““No man is
above the law, and no man is below it.”
He also said, ‘“Nor do we ask any man’s
permission when we require him to
obey the law.”” We must obey the law.

Mr. President, | also would like to
express publicly my appreciation to my
friend from Minnesota for allowing me
to go out of order.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
me just say to my colleague from Ne-
vada before he leaves that, after having
heard his statement, it was really kind
of my pleasure to defer to the Senator
from Nevada. That was a very, very
courageous, and powerful statement.

I would like to join him in condemn-
ing this extremism and violence. Mur-
der is never legitimate. Attempted
murder is never legitimate. There is no
place for this in this country.

I think the Senator’s statement is
national in significance. | think what
he said today on the floor of the Senate
is needed to be said. There comes a
point in time when silence is betrayal.
And the Senator from Nevada clearly is
not silent. | thank him for his courage.
Mr. President, my understanding is |
have 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 9 minutes and 46 seconds.

MEDICARE

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
first of all let me ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial today in the
Washington Post entitled ‘‘Cutting
Medicare’ be printed in the RECORD.

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

CUTTING MEDICARE

A new report suggests the congressional
goal of cutting Medicare costs by a quarter
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of a trillion dollars over the next seven years
could be even harder to achieve than pre-
viously believed. The theory had been that
large savings could be had if only the govern-
ment would begin to manage Medicare the
way the private sector has been managing its
health care costs in recent years. The com-
monly cited evidence was that Medicare
costs were rising much more rapidly than
the health care costs of private employers,
which were showing signs of being brought
under control. The principal explanation was
that Medicare remained essentially an old-
style fee-for-service system while the private
sector was turning more and more toward
some form of managed care.

But the new study by Urban Institute re-
searchers says that, properly accounted for,
Medicare and private sector costs have been
rising at pretty much the same speed in re-
cent years. The suggestion is that there
aren’t large, painless savings available sim-
ply by shifting the system by which care is
delivered. It’s true, the study found, that in
the past few years aggregate Medicare costs
have been rising faster than the aggregate
cost of private insurance. But a major reason
has been that Medicare enrollment has been
steadily rising—there are more older people
in the society—while the number of pri-
vately insured has been declining.

If you look, however, at per capita costs
for the same Kkinds of basic health care serv-
ices, there’s been little to choose between
Medicare and private-sector growth rates,
the study says. In the private sector there
have been some one-time-only gains by vir-
tue of shifts to managed care; the private
sector is becoming a shrewder buyer of
health care. But it isn’t clear those gains can
be sustained—and Medicare is already a bet-
ter buyer of health care than the govern-
ment’s reputation might suggest. The gov-
ernment has used its buying power to force
down what it pays providers, so that Medi-
care already pays hospitals less than the
cost of treating many Medicare patients. In
some respects, the private sector is catching
up with cost-cutting steps that Medicare al-
ready has taken.

Just about everyone agrees that (a) there’s
a need to reduce the rate at which Medicare
costs are rising, and (b) there’s room for sig-
nificant reform in the program. And, yes, a
shift toward managed care can help. But
there isn’t a magic wand that can be waved
to achieve large and lasting cost cuts pain-
lessly. In the long run, if the government is
going to pay appreciably less, the program is
likely to provide less or the recipients will
have to pay more.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
what the Urban Institute has come out
with really should not surprise anyone
who is a student of health care. And
what the urban institute has said is
that the kind of conventional wisdom
in Medicare costs have been rising at a
faster rate than private health insur-
ance costs is simply not true once you
look at the capital expenditure.

That is, a matter of fact, what is hap-
pening with Medicare which is, of
course, part of the success of Medi-
care—that more and more people,
thank God, live to be 65, and more and
more people, thank God, live to be 80.
That is really what you have to look
at.

So it is not this sort of promise of
shifting everything from fee for service
to managed care and, therefore, reduc-
ing the costs, which needs to be ques-
tioned.
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The conclusion of this editorial is
that in the long run, if the Government
is going to pay appreciably less, the
program is likely to provide less, or the
recipients will have to pay more.

Mr. President, let me just be clear
about this in response to so much of
what | heard this morning on the floor
of the Senate about Medicare.

The Medicare Program, which passed
in 1965, and the Medicaid Program,
which passed in 1965, made the United
States of America a better country.
And this legislation, this public policy,
was a response to the real pain of elder-
ly people in our country. Half of the el-
derly population prior to Medicare had
no health insurance. It is that simple.
People are no longer working. They do
not have their jobs. So they do not
have their coverage. In addition, when
people are not working their employ-
ment earnings drop precipitously.

Today 36 million elderly and disabled
Americans, including more than 630,000
Minnesotans, are protected by Medi-
care.

Mr. President, | only have about 8
minutes. But | just want to kind of re-
spond to some of what | heard said this
morning in one, two, three, four fash-
ion.

First, the concern of my colleagues
about the Medicare trust fund and the
need to finance Medicare would be
more credible to me if we were not jux-
taposing with the $270 billion in cuts in
Medicare the $245 billion of tax cuts for
wealthy people. It is a little bit sus-
picious, especially since the vast ma-
jority of the tax cuts—some 80 per-
cent—go to families with incomes of
over $100,000 a year.

Mr. President, there is an important
change being proposed here. As opposed
to Medicare being a universal health
insurance program—that is what it has
been about for elderly people, senior
citizens—now the proposal is to have a
fixed amount of cash for each Medicare
beneficiary that they can use to pur-
chase coverage in the marketplace.
And the difference between the value of
that voucher and what happens with
medical inflation, that needs to be
made up by the recipient.

Mr. President, there is something
profoundly wrong with the direction we
are going in. First of all, understand
that what has made this program so
successful—and it has been a huge suc-
cess—is that it is universal for all citi-
zens 65 years of age and over.

Understand, second of all, that we
are not talking about a high income
profile. Elderly people pay four times
as much out of pocket as those 65 years
of age and less. Some 75 percent of the
Medicare expenditures go to families or
households with incomes of $25,000 a
year or less. And | am not even talking
about the, roughly speaking, $40,000 a
year that have to be paid for nursing
home expenditures which is the cata-
strophic expenses that so many elderly
people have to phase in at the end of
their lives which wiped out savings.

Mr. President, the other point that
my colleagues did not want to make is
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that while, on the one hand, we have
the Medicare per person expenditure
inflated to rise under 5 percent per
year, the private health insurance ex-
penditures are slated to go up over 7
percent a year. Who makes up the dif-
ference? Mr. President, there are some
problems with this proposal that are
really quite profound. And they ought
to be laid out, and | have yet to hear
anybody on the other side of the aisle
respond adequately.

No. 1, if you are going to cut $270 bil-
lion a year, then quite clearly bene-
ficiaries are going to have to pay more,
and many cannot afford to pay more.
In addition, you are going to have,
roughly speaking, 50 percent of those
cuts go in the form of less reimburse-
ment for the care givers or for the pro-
viders. But, Mr. President, No. 1, many
elderly people cannot afford to pay
more. And, No. 2, in greater Minnesota
or greater ldaho where 70 or 80 percent
of the patient mix are elderly people,
those hospitals and clinics which have
a tough time making a go of it right
now will go under. That is the case in
Minnesota. That is the case in rural
America.

This policy will not work. This is
slash and burn.

Third of all, Mr. President, what will
happen is it is the same shell game. We
have talked about this over and over
again. | can assure you that when the
providers can transfer the costs—and
they can do that in some of the metro-
politan areas—they will do so.

So if the doctors or clinics or hos-
pitals get less in reimbursements than
the cost of providing care, shifting it to
private health insurance, premiums go
up for employers, who then in turn
drop employees, and we have more em-
ployees dropped from coverage—hardly
a positive change, hardly a reform for
health care.

Mr. President, we do not know how
we are going to finance medical edu-
cation since that right now, much of it,
is out of Medicare. What happens to
our hospitals, our teaching hospitals?

Mr. President, as a Senator from
Minnesota, what happens to my State,
which is a State which has already re-
duced much of the fat in the system,
which has weeded out many of the inef-
ficiencies? We are at rock bottom. This
slash-and-burn approach will not work
for rural Minnesota and it will not
work for metropolitan Minnesota.

Mr. President, the fact is we are not
talking about reform. If we want to
talk about reform, | say to my col-
leagues, do not have the tax cuts, $245
billion.

Second, why are we spending $7 bil-
lion more on the Pentagon budget, but
we are going to cut health care for the
elderly people?

Third, why are we leaving all the
subsidies for the oil companies, the
pharmaceutical companies, the tobacco
companies, but we are going to cut
benefits for Medicare recipients?

And finally, if you want to have cost
containment, do it systemwide. Why
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not get back to health care reform.
Why not move forward. This is not an
effort to take us into the 21st century.
This is an effort to move us back into
the 19th century.

Systemwide cost containment? Yes.
Universal health care coverage? Yes.
Focus on home-based health care so el-
derly people and people with disabil-
ities can live at home in as near nor-
mal circumstance as possible with dig-
nity? Yes. Health care reform but with
financing for medical education? Yes.

We can have health care reform, col-
leagues, but this is slash and burn. And
no set of speeches will be able to ignore
that reality.

And so, Mr. President, this morning
was the beginning of the debate. | look
forward to much more of that debate,
but I wish to be crystal clear what is at
stake here. This is a program which
made a huge difference in our country.
As a Senator from Minnesota, | am
going to fight very hard to maintain
the integrity of this program.

| yield the floor.

TRIBUTE TO LEWIS A. ENGMAN

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, on July
12, 1 lost a friend.

And the country lost a man who had
served with energy and integrity, in
both the public and private sectors.

Lewis A. Engman, ‘“Lew” to the
many friends he leaves from 25 years in
Washington, was taken suddenly by
stroke.

He left life well before his time. Had
he lived longer, | know Lew would have
used it fighting for the strong prin-
ciples that guided all his professional
life.

Lew believed in competition and free
markets.

An antitrust lawyer and economist
by training, Lew saw competition and
free markets as the consumer’s most
efficient and effective protection.

As Chairman of the Federal Trade
Commission in the early 1970’s, Lew
was one of the first Government offi-
cials to observe that some Federal reg-
ulatory agencies had become servants
of the industries they regulated, that
they were more adept at propping up
prices than protecting the consumer.

As much as anyone, Lew Engman was
responsible for setting in motion the
current movement against overregula-
tion.

While a prophet of deregulation, Lew
never took a doctrinaire, anti-Govern-
ment stance. He liked to distinguish
between regulations that improve com-
petitive markets rather than those
which substitute for the market—sup-
porting the former, opposing the latter.

Another principle that guided Lew
was his commitment to full disclosure,
accuracy, and truthfulness. Informa-
tion, in Lew’s view, made markets
function. Without full, dependable
price and product information, con-
sumers were defenseless, Lew often
said. Lew never wavered—not at the
Federal Trade Commission, nor later as
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president of two pharmaceutical asso-
ciations—in his defense of the consum-
er’s right to know.

Lew and | became friends during the
negotiations that led to enactment of
the Drug Price Competition and Patent
Term Restoration Act of 1984, a bill |
was proud to author with Representa-
tive HENRY WAXMAN.

The 1984 law addressed two seemingly
competing needs: The need for brand
name pharmaceutical companies to re-
gain the patent life they had lost
awaiting FDA approval of their prod-
ucts; and the interests of the fledgling
generic drug industry in speeding their
products to market as soon as the in-
novator patent had expired.

We faced this challenge—how to bal-
ance the research-based drug industry’s
desire for patent lives adequate to en-
courage research against the generic
industry’s desire to put competing cop-
ies on the market as soon as possible—
we faced this challenge head-on.

It was a complicated issue, and in-
deed a challenge. The public wants
newer and better drugs, and that neces-
sitates adequate research, which, quite
simply, is costly. At the same time,
consumers also want less expensive
drugs.

Lew represented the research firms.
It was not easy—they had varying in-
terests. But his political acumen, and
his personal belief in competition, got
the job done.

In short, Lew had a fine line to walk,
and he walked it with honor and cour-
age.

In the end, Lew’s refusal to break his
promise to support a compromise, a
compromise that had been worked out
between the House, Senate, and indus-
try, cost Lew his job. He left it head
high, integrity intact.

It would take pages to list all Lew’s
achievements, from selection by Time
magazine in 1974 as one of the coun-
try’s young men to watch, through a
career as a top Washington official.
But Lew’s was not a life to measure in
jobs and titles, but rather by the
thread that ran through it all.

It is a comfortable thing for a man to
know who he is and what he believes.
No one who knew Lew could believe he
died anything but comfortable.

I will miss Lew Engman. My heart
goes out to his wife, Pat, to whom he
was devoted, and to his three boys.

They have lost a loving husband and
father.

We all have lost a man of principle
and a fine American.

I know that Lew will be missed by all
of us.

IN RECOGNITION OF THOSE WHO
SERVE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in Chapter
9 of the Book of Ecclesiastes, we find
the following portrait in verses 14 and
15: “There was a little city, and few
men within it; and there came a great
King against it, and besieged it, and
built great bulwarks against it. Now
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there was found in it a poor wise man,
and he by his wisdom delivered the
city; yet, no man remembered that
same poor man.”’

This is a lesson that is often re-
peated, and, in fact, it is constantly
being played and replayed all about us,
if we but pause to observe it.

As a former welder in the shipyards
on the east and gulf coasts, and as a
Senator who has witnessed the chris-
tening of great oceangoing vessels, |
have attended the splendorous pag-
eantry that accompanies the launching
of a ship, as have many of my col-
leagues. The scene is one in which
great crowds gather, bands fill the air
with their martial music, the trumpets
blare, the banners fly, dignitaries are
assembled, orators declaim, the cham-
pagne sparkles and flows, and shouts
and cheers ring out as the ship slowly
glides into the channel. The program
ends, ‘“‘the tumult and the shouting
dies, the Captains and the Kings de-
part”’, and in the pause that lingers in
the human contemplation, one may
perhaps reflect upon the hours of toil
that were spent by the welders, the riv-
eters, the pipefitters, the mechanics,
the ironworkers, and the scores of
other crafts that went into the build-
ing of the ship. The men who operated
huge cranes, the carpenters who drove
the nails, the workers who pulled the
cables and lifted huge burdens and
swept the decks—the sweat and labor
of thousands of men and women, work-
ing with their hands and minds
through long days and nights—all
these made it possible. Yet, in the glit-
tering pageantry of the launch, who re-
membered these unsung workers whose
work made the dream become a re-
ality?

As a politician, | have attended many
banquets, many church suppers, many
enjoyable evening repasts, as | am sure
all of my colleagues have done. Often,
I have reflected upon the words of Ec-
clesiastes on my way home after such a
delightful event. Long after the pro-
gram has ended, and the echoes of the
speaker’s voice have faded away, and
the handshakes and the goodbyes have
been overtaken by the darkness that
falls from the sable-vested wings of
night, there are those who are still
working in the grimy Kitchen, cleaning
the silverware and the dishes and the
pots and the pans, and putting away
the linens, mopping the floors and dis-
posing of the garbage so that the kitch-
en and the meeting hall will be pol-
ished and clean and ready for the next
church supper. It was an enjoyable
feast, the laughter and the pleasant
conversations will long be recalled, but
who will remember the calloused hands
of toil that prepared the delectable
dishes, that cooked the food, that
washed and dried the dinnerware? Who
will remember those men and women
who gave up the pleasant hours of rest
following the epicurean delights? Who
will remember those who stayed and
turned out the lights and locked the
doors and saw to it that everything was
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in order before returning to the humble
cottage and a bed of hard-earned rest
from the difficult chores?

Mr. President, these are the kinds of
people who go about daily and do the
hard work that makes the world go
around. They are unobtrusive, they are
unassuming, they quietly do their duty
and earn, in the sweat of their brow,
their daily bread. The farmer at the
plow, the fisherman on the stormy
deep, the miner toiling in the bowels of
the Earth, the sweating ironworker at
the blast furnace, the herdsman on the
hills and plains, the lowly private at
his station, the helmsman of the ship
on the rolling waves, the policeman on
his lonely beat, the mother who spends
a sleepless night by the side of her fe-
vered child, the housewife who mends
and sews and keeps the home fires
burning—these are the unsung heroes
who make the world go around. They
are not often remembered, but too
often forgotten.

Many times, Mr. President, in my 43
years of working in this Capitol build-
ing, after a long day at the office, upon
leaving the Capitol,
| heard the trailing garments of the Night,

sweep through her marble halls,

I saw her sable skirts all fringed with light,
from the celestial walls.

Yet, in our meditations seldom, per-
haps, do we reflect upon those who
sweat and toil to make these walls and
halls beautiful—the charwomen, the
janitors, the people who mop and wax
and polish the floors of Minton tile. |
have seen them in the wee hours of the
morning polishing the brass rails that
go up and down the marbled stairs. |
have seen them dusting the artistic
works of the great Brumidi. | have seen
them carting the desks, moving the
chairs, and carrying the dishes of food
as dinners and luncheons are served.
They make and keep these elegant sur-
roundings clean and attractive for the
tourists and for those of us who work
here. Yet, how often do we remember
them? How often do we pause to thank
them, to give them a pat on the back,
and to express words of appreciation
for the services they perform? The con-
tributions of these dedicated workers
allow the essential work of this body
and much of America to proceed. We
are in their debt. | take these few mo-
ments to salute them here today.

Likewise, we seldom talk to ac-
knowledge and appreciate the essential
labor of the excellent staffers who
serve us here in the Senate. During the
course of my, as | say, nearly 43 years
in this building, 1 have come to appre-
ciate and respect the contributions and
dedication that our staff bring to this
institution. Behind much of the work
that is conducted in committee hear-
ings and on this floor there are many
staff people who have toiled for hours
and days and weeks to make it all pos-
sible. While we, as the elected officials,
carry the ultimate responsibility for
the legislation and policy that are set
by the Senate, the input from our
staffs is considerable and valuable.
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I have been disturbed by the recent
articles in the press which have focused
on the reputation of certain Senate
staff and of one staff person in particu-
lar. It appears that there are those in-
dividuals in the political arena who
have determined that, in order to pro-
mote their particular agendas, it is
necessary to excoriate and vilify any
person who represents a different point
of view. The criticisms leveled have
been vicious and unrelenting. Theirs is
a take-no-prisoner, scorched-earth at-
titude, with little concern for the indi-
viduals who are wounded as part of this
guerilla-style rhetoric.

Mr. President, Sheila Burke has
worked for the Senate since 1977. Since
joining the staff of Senator DoLE, Shei-
la has proved to be a superb employee.
She has represented the interests of
Senator DoLE and those of the Repub-
lican Conference in a way that they all
can be proud. | have always found Shei-
la to be fair and even-handed. When 1|
was the leader of my party in the Sen-
ate, | had the occasion from time to
time to talk with Sheila Burke. | never
came to know her well, but | did come
to admire her greatly. Her abilities
have benefited both sides of the aisle.

The Senate can only operate in an at-
mosphere of compromise and concilia-
tion. There is no place for the slings
and arrows of fortune that have been
directed at Mrs. Burke. Frankly, many
of her critics seem to be more con-
cerned with the operations of the
White House in 1997 than of the Senate
of 1995. My feeling is that we ought to
be more concerned with the difficult is-
sues that face us here and now. The
massive problems facing this nation
demand all of our attention. We ought
to be working together to address these
concerns instead of worrying about
who may occupy the position of White
House Chief of Staff in some future ad-
ministration.

Sheila Burke is a most capable indi-
vidual. She has a family. She is a
mother. She has three children. She
has a husband who commutes back and
forth to Connecticut. Yet, she finds
time to be a good mother, a good wife,
and to be a good chief of staff of a Sen-
ator—in this case, the majority leader.
She is a registered nurse. She is a very
disciplined, professional woman. That
is my perception of Sheila Burke.

She has to be tough. She has to be
tough. She represents her boss and she
does it well. | have a chief of staff. |
have loyal members on my staff, many
of whom have been with me for years.
I know that a chief of staff has to be
dedicated, has to be very capable, and
has to represent the viewpoints of the
Senator who employs her.

It must be very difficult to do the job
and do it well, and especially if one is
criticized in the public press for doing
that job and doing it well.

I consider Sheila a loyal and trusted
employee of the Senate. | think it is
time for the cowards who would hide
behind the uncalled for criticism of a
Senate staffer to direct their venom-
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enhanced energy toward becoming con-
structive players of the legislative
process. As a staff person, she cannot
very well defend herself in the press. It
must be pretty hard for her, with the
stresses that are upon her as a chief of
staff, to bear up under such unfair and
unwarranted criticism.

I admire her courage.

Plutarch tells us, of Aristides, who
was one of the 10 Athenian generals at
the Battle of Marathon in 490 B.C.
Aristides was also at the Battle of
Salamis in 480, B.C.

And as one of the archons, Aristides
conducted himself in such a way and
with such a high sense of justice and
with such great virtue that he was
given the surname, Plutarch tells us,
“the Just,” ““Aristides the Just.” The-
mistocles sought to undermine
Aristides’ standing with the people,
and spread the word that Aristides was
assuming to himself the work of the
adjudicator and making the decisions
himself, and so stirred up the people.

Plutarch tells us that the Ostracism
was a process by which those individ-
uals who excited envy in the minds of
others might be banished. It was not a
punishment for a crime or mis-
demeanor but just a way of lessening
and humiliating, making more humble
those who were achievers.

The process worked something like
this, according to Plutarch. The citi-
zens throughout Attica came to Athens
and they took earthen shells, or pieces
of pots and other earthenware, and
wrote the name of an individual on
those shells—an individual they wished
to see banished. They took the shells
to the marketplace where there was an
enclosure behind a wooden rail, and the
magistrates, then, would count the
shells. And if there were less than 6,000
shells with names, the Ostracism
failed. But if there were 6,000 or more
of these shells, then the individual
whose name appeared on most of the
6,000 shells would be banished.

So, upon this occasion as Aristides
was walking about the marketplace,
witnessing the goings on, a certain il-
literate rustic approached him,
Aristides, and asked Aristides to write
on the shell the name ‘‘Aristides.”
Aristides was somewhat surprised and
curious, and he asked the individual if
Aristides had ever done him, the indi-
vidual, a wrong?

The rustic replied, ‘““No, nor do | even
know him; but it vexes me to every-
where hear him called the Just.”

I wonder sometimes if this is not
what we see all too often, by those who
envy the achievers.

The scriptures say, ‘“Wrath is cruel,
and anger is outrageous; but who is
able to stand before envy?”’

Mr. President, it is the same story
with anyone who accomplishes things
and in some way establishes a good
name for himself. There will always be
those who will criticize the achievers
among us. The world will always be di-
vided into two classes: those who go
ahead and do things, and those who sit
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on the sidelines and say, “Why was it
not done the other way?”’

Alexander the Great bore the cen-
sures of his critics with great modera-
tion and used to say, ‘“There was some-
thing noble in hearing himself ill spo-
ken of while he was doing well.”

And Voltaire says somewhere that it
is a noble thing to make ingrates.

I think it best to heed Polonius’ ad-
vice to Laertes, as given to us in Ham-
let,

Take each man’s censure, but reserve thy
judgment

. . . this, above all: to thine ownself be true,

and it must follow, as the night the day,

thou canst not be false to any man.

So, if I may close with a few words of
comfort and encouragement to Sheila,
they would be these: You have shown
that you “‘can keep your head when all
about you are losing theirs and blam-
ing it on you.” Continue on this path of
duty.

| say to Senators, | think we err if we
do not encourage those who achieve. So
I want to add my words of encourage-
ment to Sheila Burke.

Continue on the path of duty. Do not
be turned aside by the skeptics, the
doubters, the cynics. Satisfaction will
come in the serenity of a clear con-
science and the knowledge that:

Tired of the Senate’s barren brawl,

An hour with silence we prefer,

Where statelier rise the woods than all
Yon towers of talk at Westminster.
Let this man prate and that man plot,
On fame or place or title bent:

The votes of veering crowds are not
The things that are more excellent.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

THE DEFENSE MODERNIZATION
ACCOUNT

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, on Satur-
day, August 5, 1995, | offered an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute to
section 1003 of S. 1026, the National De-
fense Authorization Act for fiscal year
1996. My amendment, cosponsored by
Senator ROTH and Senator GRASSLEY,
was accepted by unanimous consent of
the Senate. At this time | would like to
make some comments about my
amendment. | ask unanimous consent
that a copy of the amendment be print-
ed in the RecorD following my re-
marks, along with some relevant cor-
respondence on this issue between Sen-
ator LEVIN and Office of Management
and Budget Director Rivlin.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. GLENN. | would like to say at
the outset that | share Senator NUNN’s
concerns that the military depart-
ments—indeed, | would say, all agen-
cies of Government—should have in-
centives to find savings within the pro-
grams under their jurisdiction. | would
further agree with the distinguished
ranking member of the Armed Services
Committee that one of the flaws of our
current budget and appropriations
process is that, rather than encourag-
ing cost-savings efficiencies, it induces
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agencies to spend whatever money is
left before their authority expires at
the end of a fiscal year. So, in this
sense, | support the underlying purpose
of the committee in developing innova-
tive methods for providing such incen-
tives, including the defense moderniza-
tion account DMA.

As a long-time member of both the
Armed Services Committee and the
Governmental Affairs Committee—
which | chaired for 8 years—I know full
well, however, the significant problems
and difficulties with DOD’s financial
management and controls systems.
DOD has over 260 disparate accounting
systems which are not yet integrated.
Despite the efforts of John Hamre, the
DOD comptroller, we have not yet
reached the day when DOD can produce
accurate, reliable, and auditable finan-
cial statements. In fact, | can tell you
it will not even be in this century.

These problems have led to over $20
billion worth of unmatched disburse-
ments, where money has been paid out
without proper and sufficient docu-
mentation. We do not know what it
was used for. Moreover, DOD has been
overpaying its contractors by the hun-
dreds of millions of dollars each year,
much of that discovered and returned
by the contractors themselves, not
through DOD followup. | will not both-
er to put everyone to sleep here by dis-
cussing negative unliquidated obliga-
tions—NULO’s, as they are called.

These financial management prob-
lems should make anyone familiar
with DOD pause before we give new and
additional authorities in this area—
however important the goal.

Perhaps the most relevant example
to this proposal of DOD financial man-
agement problems is the infamous M
accounts, or merged surplus accounts.
A few years back, in 1991, I was one of
the first in Congress to uncover this
problem and help close these funds
down. In layman’s terms, M accounts
had all the features of a slush fund,
created by pooling together all excess
appropriations dollars not spent in a
fiscal year and using them for almost
whatever purpose they wanted. Wheth-
er authorized by law, or not. There was
no auditable trail, no accounting con-
trols.

By the time we began our investiga-
tions into the M accounts, they had
grown to over $50 billion. The legisla-
tion which shut these accounts down
required that an audit be conducted to
determine, if we could, for what pur-
poses this money was spent. After more
than 3 years, we still have not figured
out where some $5.2 billion has gone.
There are no matching records for the
disbursements.

There were elements of the defense
modernization account that reminded
me of M accounts—and reminded oth-
ers as well. In fact, my distinguished
friend from Michigan, Senator LEVIN,
was kind enough to share with me an
exchange of correspondence he had
with the Office of Management and
Budget about the problems with this
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account. And as previously stated, |
have asked that this correspondence be
made a part of the RECORD.

I am bound and determined that we
not repeat the past. Since the commit-
tee reported the legislation, | have
been working with Senator NUNN and
others to improve section 1003. I now
believe that we have built in sufficient
financial controls and reporting re-
quirements, while maintaining the
flexibility, incentives, and intent of
the original legislation.

I would like to briefly discuss some
of the problems as | perceived them in
the committee’s language and describe
what my amendment does to address
those problems.

As proposed, the DMA had significant
control and accountability short-
comings. For example, the DMA did
not say who is responsible for identify-
ing savings. If savings are achieved it
is important to know how so that this
knowledge could potentially be applied
to other programs. There was no re-
striction on cross-fiscal year trans-
fers—with the corresponding prospect
that the DMA could be funded by
transferring expired funds; and there
was no limit on the ultimate size or
life of the account. Under the original
legislation, funds transferred into the
DMA would lose their fiscal year and
purpose identities, greatly complicat-
ing auditing. Programs would have
been able to mask accounting and man-
agement deficiencies by transferring
unobligated balances to the DMA at
the end of the fiscal year, and transfer-
ring money back when unrecorded and
forgotten bills show up. There was also
a substantial risk, with no limit on its
size or life, that the account could
grow to embarrassing proportions.

We addressed these problems and |
believe have reached agreement on ac-
ceptable changes to strengthen the fi-
nancial controls. With the agreed
changes, the DMA would require a sec-
retarial determination of excess funds
and identification of their source for
funds transferred into the DMA; it
would limit transfers into the DMA to
unexpired funds available in the cur-
rent year.

It would preserve the integrity of the
Account Closing Act limitation on the
period of availability for expenditure
for funds transferred into the account;
with this limitation, funds would not
lose their fiscal year identity.

It would require notice to the rel-
evant congressional committees of the
amount and purpose of transfers from
the DMA.

It would prohibit transfers from DMA
to cover unliquidated or unrecorded ob-
ligations from prior fiscal years or to
make unmatched disbursements.

It would limit the use of DMA funds
to programs and purposes for which
Congress has authorized funds.

It would require a quarterly report
on transfers to/from DMA with
amount, source and/or purpose.

It would cap the fund at $1 billion;
limit the availability of funds in the
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DMA to the end of the third full fiscal
year after transfer.

It would sunset the authority to
transfer funds into the account after 8
years; GAO is to audit the account
after 5 years and again 6 months prior
to sunset. This will give DOD time be-
fore consideration of sunset to fix
whatever deficiencies are found in first
audit. We also provide for the account
to be closed consistent with the ac-
count closing provisions of title 31. (31
U.S.C. §§1552(a), 1553(a)).

Mr. President | believe that these
controls will help ensure that the de-
fense modernization account does not
become another M account. | appre-
ciate Senator NUNN’s willingness to
work with me on this amendment. |
also appreciate the work and input of
Senator GRASSLEY, Senator RoTH, and
their staff.

AMENDMENT No. 2279

Beginning on page 321, strike out line 15
and all that follows through page 325, line 18,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

““(b) CREDITS TO ACCOUNT.—(1) Under regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary of De-
fense, and upon a determination by the Sec-
retary concerned of the availability and
source of excess funds as described in sub-
paragraph (A) or (B), the Secretary may
transfer to the Defense Modernization Ac-
count during any fiscal year—

“(A) any amount of unexpired funds avail-
able to the Secretary for procurements that,
as a result of economies, efficiencies, and
other savings achieved in the procurements,
are excess to the funding requirements of the
procurements; and

““(B) any amount of unexpired funds avail-
able to the Secretary for support of installa-
tions and facilities that, as a result of econo-
mies, efficiencies, and other savings, are ex-
cess to the funding requirements for support
of installations and facilities.

““(2) Funds referred to in paragraph (1) may
not be transferred to the Defense Moderniza-
tion Account by a Secretary concerned if—

““(A) the funds are necessary for programs,
projects, and activities that, as determined
by the Secretary, have a higher priority than
the purposes for which the funds would be
available if transferred to that account; or

“(B) the balance of funds in the account,
after transfer of funds to the account would
exceed $1,000,000,000.

““(3) Amounts credited to the Defense Mod-
ernization Account shall remain available
for transfer until the end of the third fiscal
year that follows the fiscal year in which the
amounts are credited to the account.

““(4) The period of availability of funds for
expenditure provided for in sections 1551 and
1552 of title 31 shall not be extended by
transfer into the Defense Modernization Ac-
count.

““(c) ATTRIBUTION OF FUNDS.—The funds
transferred to the Defense Modernization Ac-
count by a military department, Defense
Agency, or other element of the Department
of Defense shall be available in accordance
with subsections (f) and (g) only for that
military department, Defense Agency, or ele-
ment.

““(d) USe oF FUNDs.—Funds available from
the Defense Modernization Account pursuant
to subsection (f) or (g) may be used only for
the following purposes:

‘(1) For increasing, subject to subsection
(e), the quantity of items and services pro-
cured under a procurement program in order
to achieve a more efficient production or de-
livery rate.
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“(2) For research, development, test and
evaluation and procurement necessary for
modernization of an existing system or of a
system being procured under an ongoing pro-
curement program.

““(e) LIMITATIONS.—(1) Funds from the De-
fense Modernization Account may not be
used to increase the quantity of an item or
services procured under a particular procure-
ment program to the extent that doing so
would—

“(A) result in procurement of a total quan-
tity of items or services in excess of—

‘(i) a specific limitation provided in law on
the quantity of the items or services that
may be procured; or

““(ii) the requirement for the items or serv-
ices as approved by the Joint Requirements
Oversight Council and reported to Congress
by the Secretary of Defense; or

““(B) result in an obligation or expenditure
of funds in excess of a specific limitation
provided in law on the amount that may be
obligated or expended, respectively, for the
procurement program.

““(2) Funds from the Defense Modernization
Account may not be used for a purpose or
program for which Congress has not author-
ized appropriations.

““(3) Funds may not be transferred from the
Defense Modernization Account in any year
for the purpose of—

“(A) making any expenditure for which
there is no corresponding obligation; or

“(B) making any expenditure that would
satisfy an unliquidated or unrecorded obliga-
tion arising in a prior fiscal year.

“(f) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—(1) Funds in the
Defense Modernization Account may be
transferred in any fiscal year to appropria-
tions available for use for purposes set forth
in subsection (d).

““(2) Before funds in the Defense Moderniza-
tion Account are transferred under para-
graph (1), the Secretary concerned shall
transmit to the congressional defense com-
mittees a notification of the amount and
purpose of the proposed transfer.

““(3) The total amount of the transfers from
the Defense Modernization Account may not
exceed $500,000,000 in any fiscal year.

““(g) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR APPRO-
PRIATION.—Funds in the Defense Moderniza-
tion Account may be appropriated for pur-
poses set forth in subsection (d) to the extent
provided in Acts authorizing appropriations
for the Department of Defense.

“(h) SECRETARY TO ACT THROUGH COMP-
TROLLER.—In exercising authority under this
section, the Secretary of Defense shall act
through the Under Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller), who shall be authorized to im-
plement this section through the issuance of
any necessary regulations, policies, and pro-
cedures after consultation with the General
Counsel and Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Defense.

‘(i) QUARTERLY REPORT.—Not later than 15
days after the end of each calendar quarter,
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the
appropriate committees of Congress a report
setting forth the amount and source of each
credit to the Defense Modernization Account
during the quarter and the amount and pur-
pose of each transfer from the account dur-
ing the quarter.

“(J) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

“(1) The term ‘Secretary concerned’ in-
cludes the Secretary of Defense.

“(2) The term ‘unexpired funds’ means
funds appropriated for a definite period that
remain available for obligation.

““(3) The term ‘congressional defense com-
mittees’ means—

“(A) the Committees on Armed Services
and Appropriations of the Senate; and

“(B) the Committees on National Security
and Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.
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‘“(4) The term ‘appropriate committees of
Congress’ means—

““(A) the congressional defense committees;

‘“(B) the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate; and

“(C) the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

“(k) INAPPLICABILITY TO COAST GUARD.—
This section does not apply to the Coast
Guard when it is not operating as a service
in the Navy.”.

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of
chapter 131 of such title is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:
©2221. Defense Modernization Ac-

count.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 2221 of title
10, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)), shall take effect on October 1,
1995, and shall apply only to funds appro-
priated for fiscal years beginning on or after
that date.

(c) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY AND AcC-
COUNT.—(1) The authority under section
2221(b) of title 10, United States Code (as
added by subsection (a)), to transfer funds
into the Defense Modernization Account
shall terminate on October 1, 2003.

(2) Three years after the termination of
transfer authority under paragraph (1), the
Defense Modernization Account shall be
closed and the remaining balance in the ac-
count shall be canceled and thereafter shall
not be available for any purpose.

A
The Comptroller General of the United
States shall conduct two reviews of the ad-
ministration of the Defense Modernization
Account. In each review, the Comptroller
General shall assess the operations and bene-
fits of the account.

(B) Not later than March 1, 2000, the Comp-
troller General shall—

(i) complete the first review; and

(ii) submit to the appropriate committees
of Congress an initial report on the adminis-
tration and benefits of the Defense Mod-
ernization Account.

(C) Not later than March 1, 2003, the Comp-
troller General shall—

(i) complete the second review; and

(ii) submit to the appropriate committees
of Congress a final report on the administra-
tion and benefits of the Defense Moderniza-
tion Account.

(D) Each report shall include any rec-
ommended legislation regarding the account
that the Comptroller General considers ap-
propriate.

(E) In this paragraph, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress” has the
meaning given such term in section 2221(j)(4)
of title 10, United States Code, as added by
subsection (a).

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, July 17, 1995.

Hon. ALICE RIVLIN,

Director, Office of Management and Budget,
Old Executive Office Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR Ms. RIVLIN: | am concerned about the
efficacy and wisdom of a new Defense Mod-
ernization Account established in Section
1003 of S. 1026, the fiscal year 1996 Defense
Authorization bill just reported by the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee. Although |
agree with one motive behind this effort, cre-
ating an additional incentive for the mili-
tary services to generate savings from effi-
cient program management, the method this
bill establishes strikes me as precedent-set-
ting for other agencies as well.

No other department of government is al-
lowed to keep unobligated balances that
would otherwise expire, and then use those
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funds to procure items or services that Con-
gress has not expressly authorized. And al-
though Section 1003 is crafted to try to avoid
a repeat of past abuses of the DOD ‘““M’ ac-
counts, | believe the protections may be in-
adequate. The laws Congress has passed es-
tablishing new buying practices and requir-
ing more efficient procurement should pro-
vide all the incentive needed. If programs
can be completed for less money, shouldn’t
Congress authorize less money, or rescind
unobligated balances and return funds to the
treasury?

Would you please provide me with the Ad-
ministration’s view on Section 1003, and spe-
cifically address whether the Office of Man-
agement and Budget supports allowing the
Department of Defense the new budgeting
authority in S.1026?

As S.1026 could be before the full Senate
within a week, | would appreciate a prompt
reply.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
CARL LEVIN.
EXECUTIVE OFFICE
OF THE PRESIDENT,
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,
Washington, DC, August 3, 1995.
Hon. CARL LEVIN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: Thank you for bring-
ing to our attention the establishment of a
new Defense Modernization Account (DMA)
in section 1003 of S.1026, the fiscal year 1996
Defense Authorization bill. Enclosed is a pre-
liminary technical analysis of this section
that was prepared by my staff.

We are in agreement with the major pur-
pose of the proposal, which is to assist in the
modernization of our military forces. Funds
in the account would be used for increasing
procurement quantities, increasing Re-
search, Development, Test and Evaluation
(RDT&E) accounts or modernization of an
existing system being procured under an on-
going procurement program, all to support
overall defense modernization.

We are concerned, however, about the ero-
sion of the appropriations process that this
provision would encourage. Although uses of
funds in the DMA would ordinarily be ap-
proved through a reprogramming, and the
Appropriations Committees would be able to
block any use of DMA funds they disagreed
with, reprogrammings are not sobject to the
full appropriations process involving both
houses of Congress.

Also, the definitions of sources for the ac-
count appear broad. The terms ‘‘procure-
ment”’ and ‘“‘support of installations and fa-
cilities’ would allow deposits of a wide array
of funds into the DMA to be used for procure-
ment and RDT&E rather than the original
purposes for which appropriations were
made.

Practical considerations may also limit
the use of funds in the DMA. Use of DMA
funds would increase outlays, and the DMA
would not offer any relief from the scoring
required by the Budget Enforcement Act.
Further, transfers from source accounts
would be constrained by the need to keep
sufficient balances to cover such things as
contract adjustments.

On balance, we think that section 1003
would provide the Department of Defense
some modest additional flexibility in provid-
ing for modernization, but the flexibility
would be offset by the concerns we have
noted above.

Sincerely,
ALICE M. RIVLIN,
Director.
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TECHNICAL STAFF ANALYSIS OF SECTION 1003 OF
S. 1026

Section 2221(a) would establish a Defense
Modernization Account (DMA).

Section 2221(b)(1) would authorize the Sec-
retary of Defense to transfer, without limit,
(A) funds available for ‘‘procurement’” that
would otherwise expire and (B) funds avail-
able for “‘support of installations and facili-
ties’” that would otherwise expire.

Since almost all DOD accounts are avail-
able for “‘procurement’” and the ‘“‘support of
installations and facilities’, funds could be
transferred from many different accounts.
For example, all of the O&M, Procurement,
RDTE, Housing, and even parts of the De-
fense Health Program accounts are available
to procure goods and services and/or support
installations and facilities.

Section 2221(b)(2) specifies that funds may
not be transferred to the DMA by the Sec-
retary if the funds are necessary for pro-
grams, projects, and activities that, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, have a higher prior-
ity than the purposes for which the funds
would be available if transferred.

Section 2221(b)(3) would permanently
reappropriate the amounts transferred to the
DMA from fixed period (i.e., annual and
multi-year) appropriations to no-year appro-
priations.

Section 2221(c) would ‘‘attribute” the
amounts transferred to the DMA. Essen-
tially, funds transferred in by a military de-
partment, Defense agency, or other element
of DOD shall only be available for that de-
partment, agency, or element. It is not clear
that the term “‘element’ is needed. However,
if it is retained, it should be clearly defined
and in a manner that will not complicate
DOD’s accounting system.

Section 221(d) would make the funds avail-
able for a broad range of activities (1) for in-
creasing the quantity of items and services
procured under a procurement program in
order to achieve more efficient production or
delivery rate or (2) for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation and procurement
necessary for modernization of an existing
system or of a system being procured under
an ongoing procurement program.

Section 2221(e) would prohibit the use of
the funds: for a purpose for which Congress
denied funds; or in excess of:

—a specific limitation provided in law on
either (1) the quantity or the items or serv-
ices that may be procured or (2) the obliga-
tion or expenditure obligated or expended,
respectively, for the procurement program;
or

—the requirement for the items or services
as approved by the Joint Requirements Over-
sight Council and reported to Congress by
the Secretary of Defense.

Section 2221(f)(1) would provide permanent
transfer authority up to $500 million each
year from the DMA to accounts available for
the purposes described in subsection (d). This
subsection and subsection (b)(3), when taken
together, would establish a process that
would function through reprogramming.

Section 221(f)(2) would require the Sec-
retary to notify the Armed Services and Ap-
propriations Committees of any proposed
transfers under (f)(1).

Section 2221(g) specifies that funds in the
DMA (to include balances over the $500 mil-
lion transferred under subsection (f)(1)) may
be appropriated for purposes of subsection (d)
to the extent provided in Acts authorizing
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense. This appears to provide another meth-
od to make funds in the DMA available for
obligation in addition to reprogramming.

Section 2221(h) would require the Secretary
of Defense to exercise his authority under
this section through the Undersecretary of
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Defense (Comptroller). If the intent is to
allow the Secretary to delegate this author-
ity it is unnecessary. Sufficient authority al-
ready exists for such a delegation.

There is no sunset date for the DMA.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, | join
Senator GLENN in offering an amend-
ment to Section 1003 of the bill.

Section 1003 establishes a new ac-
count at the Department of Defense
[DOD].

The new account is called the ‘“‘De-
fense Modernization Account.”

When | was first told about the De-
fense Modernization Account, | was
very concerned.

The alarm bells went off.

Right away, | thought | could see an-
other slush fund like the infamous $50
billion M accounts in the making.

Subsection (B)(3) is what really set
me off.

This is what it says:

Amounts credited to the Defense Mod-
ernization Account shall remain available
until expended.

To me that sounds like a permit to
open a laundry operation to break
down the integrity of appropriations.

That sounds like another honey pot
where unlimited amounts of no-year
money could be stashed for a rainy
day.

Like the M accounts, | fear this
money could be used to cover cost
overruns and other wunauthorized
projects beyond the purview of Con-
gress.

Clearly, this is not the intended pur-
pose of section 1003.

But in my mind, it is a potential
problem. Bureaucrats at the Pentagon
might abuse the new authority.

I also think section 1003 may be in-
consistent with various parts of title 31
of the United States Code and most
particularly the M account reform law
enacted in November 1990.

I am afraid that section 1003 might be
used to undermine strict procedures for
closing appropriation accounts that
were established by the M account re-
form law.

That law set up expired accounts.

When the period of availability of an
appropriation ends—as fixed by annual
appropriation bills, those moneys are
placed in an expired account—where
they remain for 5 years.

While in the expired accounts, the
fiscal year and appropriation account
identity must be maintained.

At the end of 5 years, accounts must
be closed and all remaining balances
are canceled.

It is important to maintain the in-
tegrity of appropriation accounts.

And it is important to respect the pe-
riod of availability set in the appro-
priations bills.

But my concerns are not incompat-
ible with the purpose of the Defense
Modernization Account.

The Defense Modernization Account
is supposed to encourage the Defense
Department to save money and to use
savings to meet critical modernization
shortfalls.
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The periods of availability in expired
accounts plus the availability provided
in annual appropriations bills means
that procurement moneys—the pri-
mary focus of section 1003—are avail-
able for 8 years or more.

That’s more than enough time to
identify savings and reallocate them
into top priority modernization pro-
grams—with congressional approval.

Senator GLENN has crafted an amend-
ment that addresses all of my con-
cerns.

His amendment brings the Defense
Modernization Account into line with
current law.

Above all, his amendment protects
the integrity of the appropriations ac-
counts and all moneys involved.

I thank Senator GLENN for making
such an important contribution to fi-
nancial management at the Pentagon.

WAS CONGRESS IRRESPONSIBLE?
CONSIDER THE ARITHMETIC

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, it does
not take a rocket scientist to be aware
that the U.S. Constitution forbids any
President to spend even a dime of Fed-
eral tax money that has not first been
authorized and appropriated by Con-
gress—both the House of Representa-
tives and the U.S. Senate.

So when a politician or an editor or
a commentator pops off that Reagan
ran up the Federal debt or that Bush
ran it up, bear in mind that the Found-
ing Fathers, two centuries before the
Reagan and Bush Presidencies, made it
very clear that it is the constitutional
duty of Congress—a duty Congress can-
not escape—to control Federal spend-
ing.

Thus, it is the fiscal irresponsibility
of Congress that has created the in-
credible Federal debt which stood at
$4,945,941,078,492.53 as of the close of
business Friday, August 4. This out-
rageous debt—which will be passed on
to our children and grandchildren—
averages out to $18,774.87 for every
man, woman, and child in America.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has yielded. Morning business is
closed.

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of H.R. 4, the
welfare reform bill, which the clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

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

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:

Dole amendment No. 2280, of a perfecting
nature.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon is recognized.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, |
have a unanimous-consent request that
has been cleared on both sides. | ask
unanimous consent that only debate be
in order on the welfare bill, H.R. 4,
until the hour of 3 o’clock p.m. today.

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

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President,
“The lessons of history, confirmed by
the evidence immediately before me,
show conclusively that continued de-
pendence upon relief induces a spir-
itual and moral disintegration, fun-
damentally destructive to the national
fiber. To dole out relief in this way is
to administer a narcotic, a subtle de-
stroyer of the human spirit. It is inimi-
cal to the dictates of sound policy. It is
a violation of the traditions of Amer-
ica.”

So spoke Franklin Roosevelt in his
second annual message January 4, 1935,
the year that welfare, as we currently
refer to it, was passed. As a matter of
fact, we are almost 60 years to the day.
One more week and we would be there.
August 14, 1935, we passed the Social
Security Act.

The act had two components. One
was Social Security pensions and the
other was welfare for widows and or-
phans. Both of the above, the pensions
and the welfare for widows and or-
phans, were intended to cover really
the same group of people at that time,
in 1935. But they were covered for dif-
ferent reasons.

Social Security, the pension, was to
be yours, of course, if you worked until
age 65 and collected a pension for the
rest of your life. But support for wid-
ows and orphans, enacted in the same
bill, was to be yours if the breadwinner
died.

This was done in 1935, Mr. President.
In most cases in those days, women did
not work outside of the home for
money. They stayed home, and they
raised the children. The breadwinner
was normally a man.

So the Social Security Act said, all
right, if the man works and he works
until he is 65 and he retires, he gets a
pension, and with the pension he will
still be able to take care of his wife; his
children by that time presumably
would have been grown and off working
on their own. If by chance, however,
the breadwinner died before 65, then
who was left to support the widow and
the children? For that purpose, in the
same act as Social Security, we passed
what we now call Aid to Families With
Dependent Children. We then simply
called it welfare. It was presumed that
the widow would have no more children
unless she remarried, in which case she
would not need welfare support any
more. And in those days, almost all
welfare, that is, as we now call it,
AFDC [Aid to Families With Dependent
Children], over 90 percent of welfare
went to widows and orphans.
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It was not until 1939 that what we
call survivor coverage was added to So-
cial Security. And we now said if the
breadwinner—and this was still pre-
sumed to be the man—died prior to age
65, and if the breadwinner had a widow
with children, the widow would get 75
percent of the pension benefits that the
breadwinner would have gotten had he
lived until 65 and in addition got 75
percent for each child that she had up
to a capped amount. You could not
have 20 children and get 75 percent
each, but most people do not have 20
children.

I emphasize again, in 1935 we passed
the Social Security Act. It has a pen-
sion part and a welfare part. And the
two were really separated.

Then in 1939, 4 years later, we added
this survivors coverage to Social Secu-
rity, and an interesting thing happened
after we added it. Because by and large
the survivors pension to the widow and
the children under Social Security was
larger than welfare, and gradually from
1939 on, first as more people worked in
the system and then as we added by
statute more and more people to the
system and covered more and more
people—I think probably the biggest
single coverage expansion coming in
1953 or 1954 under President Eisen-
hower—by the time we had gotten to
1960, most people were covered by So-
cial Security, and therefore had Social
Security survivor benefits for widows
and children.

So the original purpose of welfare, to
provide for the widows and the or-
phans, was supplanted by Social Secu-
rity. And from 1960 onward, maybe 1970
onward, in a rapidly accelerating pace,
welfare, Aid to Families With Depend-
ent Children as we now call it, started
tilting toward the support of unwed
mothers and children who had never
had a breadwinner in the house.

This was not a substitute for the de-
ceased husband. For the first time, we
began to see the welfare system turn
toward a different concept from that
upon which it was founded. The con-
cept upon which it was founded was, if
the breadwinner dies, there is money
for the widow and the child.

As Social Security replaced and sup-
planted welfare, therefore, | sometimes
wonder—I do not really say this with
any assuredness—but | sometimes won-
der if the bureaucracy that adminis-
tered the old welfare system thought
to itself, “We will soon be out of a
job,” Social Security having taken
over the job, and, ‘““We need to find
some other function.”

It happens in private enterprise all
the time. A classic example, of course,
would be the March of Dimes. Franklin
Roosevelt started the March of Dimes.
We eradicated polio, and the need for
the March of Dimes could have gone
out of existence. If you look at it in the
phone book, it is now referred to as the
March of Dimes, Birth Defects. The or-
ganization—| do not mean this any
way critically—needed another cause
after our having successfully conquered
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polio. 1 do not say this is what hap-
pened with the welfare bureaucracy
from 1960, and certainly 1970 onward.
But instead of welfare now being emer-
gency financial support for an absent,
deceased breadwinner, it began to be-

come a lifetime support system for
somebody that never had a bread-
winner.

Then, unfortunately, it became not
just a lifetime support system, but a
generational support system of a
woman, then a child, and then the
child’s child, and then the child’s
child’s child, all on welfare. And, there-
fore, what we could presume at the
start with welfare, we could no longer
presume from—I will just pick the
date—1960 onward.

When we gave money in 1935, 1937,
1938, and on up until Social Security
took over the principal function of sur-
vivors’ benefits, we were presuming,
one, the woman would have no more
children, or if she got married she may
have more children but she would
marry a breadwinner and be off wel-
fare, and, two, if it was a widow’s pen-
sion with a child, the child grew up and
the woman had her pension until she
died. And society could humanely jus-
tify and support that, because we knew
that this was not going to be massive
in cost. Most breadwinners do not die.
And we knew that, as a matter of con-
science and humanity, we could afford
it.

But as we got into a situation where
we were looking at lifetime support or
generational support, we had to at-
tempt to shift welfare from emergency
support because the breadwinner died
to an effort to teach and train people
to get off of welfare. We did not intend
welfare as a lifetime and generational
support system.

So for a quarter of a century, the
Federal Government has tinkered and
tried to remedy the problem of work.
Mr. President, the Federal Government
has failed. It has not worked. Welfare,
as the Federal Government hoped it
would work, would be a trampoline.
People would spring back to work. In-
stead of a trampoline it has become a
hammock. And it is not working at all.

Let me ask you, Mr. President, has it
failed because we have not spent
enough money? This is often the argu-
ment. “All we need is a bit more
money and we could take care of the
problem.””

Mr. President, | do not know how
much ‘‘a bit more” is, but | do know
that we have spent an increasing
amount of money on welfare by any
measure over the last half century. If
we hoped that by spending more we
would reduce the welfare caseload and
get people off of welfare, we have
failed. The Social Security Administra-
tion puts out a publication annually on
what they define public aid. The Social
Security Administration takes the var-
ious programs that we might generi-
cally call aid to the poor, not just aid
to families with dependent children,
but all the programs—Medicaid, food
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stamps, anything that would go to the
poor—and have added up how much we
spend. They have done it using what we
call constant dollars, current dollars,
and per capita dollars. I will define
what | mean by these.

““Current dollars” means what you
spend today. It does not necessarily
mean a dollar of the same value. Let us
say you spend $100 on welfare today,
and $100 will buy you a certain basket
full of groceries. Let us say you have
100 percent inflation, and in order to
buy the same basket of groceries the
next year, you would need $200. So we
spend $200 on welfare. That is called
current dollar spending. Basically, it is
just what we spend now and takes no
account of inflation. The $200 does not
buy you any more than the $100 did be-
fore the 100 percent inflation. That is
one way to measure things.

If you take all of the programs that
Social Security counts as public aid in
terms of current dollars, in 1947 we
spent $2 billion in this country, includ-
ing what the States spent—$2 billion.
We now spend $180 billion on roughly
the same programs. Some programs
have dropped by the wayside and oth-
ers have been added, but on balance it’s
roughly the same types of programs.

A better test is what we call constant
dollars. You assume that the value of
the dollar has never changed, there has
been no inflation. You adjust the
spending backwards so you know what
you would have spent based on today’s
dollars as if there were no inflation for
50 years. On a constant dollar basis, in
1947 we spent $10 billion, not $2 billion
but $10 billion. Today it is $180 billion.
We have gone in uninflated dollars
from $10 billion to $180 billion.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
would the Senator yield for a question?

(Mr. THOMAS assumed the chair.)

Mr. PACKWOOD. No, not until I fin-
ish, thank you.

Have we fixed the welfare problem?
We have not even come close. Maybe
the best figure, though, is per capita
spending. How much do we spend per
person in this country on a constant
dollar basis? In 1947, we spent $70 per
person in this country; in 1991, which is
the last year we have figures for, we
spent $713 per person. This assumes the
dollar has never been inflated. The $70
has risen to $713, and the welfare prob-
lem is getting worse.

Last figure. What percent of our
total gross domestic product do we
spend on what Social Security calls
public aid? In 1947, 0.7 percent of our
entire gross domestic product of all the
goods and services in this country was
spent on public aid. We now spend over
3 percent.

So by any measure of money we have
spent on welfare, we have spent it in
spades. We have doubled and redoubled
and redoubled and redoubled and redou-
bled the money we have spent on wel-
fare. 1 would suggest, Mr. President, it
has not solved the problem.

Next, has it failed then because of in-
sufficient regulation? | have here in my
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hand the 1935 section of the Social Se-
curity Act for welfare. It is about two
and a quarter pages long. That is it.
That was the welfare law. There were
no regulations. There was a little pam-
phlet that could not have exceeded 30
pages that sort of explained what this
two and a quarter pages of law meant.

You know what we have today? Let
me show you this. This is what an Or-
egon caseworker has to go through to
make sure that they are meeting the
eligibility standards of a potential re-
cipient. This is not for all of welfare.
This is only for welfare eligibility, not
the administration of the program once
you are on it. This is what we have
come to.

Do you wonder why the States are
asking us to give them a block grant
and saying, ‘‘Let us try it.”” Can you
imagine what it is like for a case-
worker, who is a decent person who
would like to help somebody, who
would like to spend the bulk of his or
her time working person to person with
people who are deprived and genuinely
entitled to welfare? That is what this
caseworker would like to do. The case-
worker does not want to spend time
reading these kinds of regulations and
filling out forms to make sure that
what they are doing comports with the
Federal regulations which are equally
thick. And that is what we have come
to year by year, year by year, year by
year.

There was a wonderful example yes-
terday. It is unrelated to welfare. It in-
volves the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration. This tells you the folly of fed-
eral rules.

Portland has a drug-sniffing pig. It is
a Vietnamese pot-bellied pig, and it
can sniff out drugs better than a dog
and it is cheaper than a dog. Here is
the picture of Harley. People keep
these things for pets.

The Portland police bureau applied
to the Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion for funds for Harley and the Drug
Enforcement Administration said, ‘“No,
only dogs, not pigs.”’

The Portland police bureau said,
“But the pig can smell better, the pig
is cheaper.”

““No, only dogs.”’

We finally got them to admit that
the pig was all right. This is the kind
of thing that States have to go through
to do perfectly normal things.

I realize we are not all used to drug-
sniffing pigs, but they work. We ought
to let States try it.

Here is the best statement | could
find. This is from Duncan Wyse, who is
the former executive director of the
Oregon Progress Board monitoring wel-
fare. This is his statement. Oregon
comes very close to being the best,
probably the best State, in terms of
trying innovative welfare and Medicaid
approaches. It has been like pulling
teeth to get the Federal Government to
give us waivers and to cooperate. This
is what Duncan Wyse says:

Almost all of the Oregon option undertak-
ings require the use of Federal funds and, in

S11737

many cases, the waiver of Federal rules and
restrictions on how the money is used. We
need the Federal Government as a partner.
But Federal programs that provide money
tend to be so severely prescriptive and rid-
dled with redtape that stifles innovation. In
the biggest area of Federal aid—welfare—at
least 20 percent of our administrative time
and money costs have been spent on Federal
paperwork.

Twenty percent is spent on Federal
paperwork. When people say, what hap-
pens if we give welfare to the State,
will the State be able to administer it
well and compassionately, to begin
with, Oregon can save 20 percent off
the top if they do not have to cross
every “t’” and dot every ‘i’ of the Fed-
eral regulations.

So where are we after 60 years, 60
years this year, of Federal welfare al-
most divided in two with the dividing
line coming maybe 1960, maybe 1970
when it moved from widows and or-
phans as survivors of the deceased
breadwinner to what welfare as we
know it now? | thought Senator CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN from Illinois phrased
it best at the Finance Committee
markup on May 24, 1995: “In this $7
trillion economy, we still have 40 mil-
lion people living in poverty; some 14
million of those people are in the wel-
fare system in the States and 9 million
of those people are children.”

Mr. President, that is welfare as we
know it. This is the welfare as we know
it that President Clinton has said he
wants to end. This is welfare as we
know it that has been fostered, foisted,
and directed by the Federal Govern-
ment. Do we have any reason to as-
sume after 60 years of toying and tin-
kering with the system that the Fed-
eral Government will do any better if
we tweak it here, twist it there and
hope that this beast will fly? It is like
a hippopotamus, Mr. President. No
matter how long you make his ears or
how long you screw up its tail, it is not
going to fly.

Every now and then, you run across a
little pamphlet. | say to Senator Mov-
NIHAN, this was written 20 years ago,
“To Empower People—The Role of Me-
diating Structures in Public Policy.”
Jack Kemp would like the title.

I mention Senator MOYNIHAN because
almost 20 years ago—he came to the
Senate in 1976, so it is not quite 20
years ago—he and | tried to get tuition
tax credits for parochial, private school
students. | think we would have settled
for vouchers if we could get vouchers.

This book—book is the wrong word,
pamphlet is better—is only 42 pages
long. | do not know the two gentlemen
who wrote it, but I was intrigued with
their opening page statement:

Two seemingly contradictory tendencies
are evident in current thinking about public
policy in America.

Do not forget, this is 1977.

First, there is a continuing desire for the
services provided by the modern welfare
state. * * * The second tendency is one of
strong animus toward Government bureauc-
racy and bigness as such. * * * We suggest
the modern welfare state is here to stay, in-
deed that it ought to expand the benefits it
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provides—but that alternative mechanisms
are possible to provide welfare state services.

There are a number of us who would
quarrel with whether or not we want to
expand the services or not. What | was
intrigued with was the authors’ sugges-
tion. They almost bypass States and
local governments. What they refer to
as the role of mediating structures in
public policy they define as neighbor-
hood, family, church and voluntary as-
sociations. They go through what could
be done if we were willing to attempt
to administer our welfare programs
through these organizations, and they
have any number of quotes. I am not
going to quote them all, but there is
one | find interesting:

If a policy furthers a legitimate secular
purpose, it is a matter of legal indifference
whether or not that policy employs religious
institutions.

How many of us have been to a Sal-
vation Army workshop or Goodwill
workshop, or any of the sheltered
workshops where private charities are
doing a sensational job beyond any-
thing that we seem to be capable of
doing? And yet, in many of these areas,
we have run up against the argument,
“Well, it’s a religious institution.”

Mr. President, the time has come
when institutions should not be prohib-
ited from trying to help us, the Gov-
ernment, solve our welfare problems
simply because they have a cross on
the wall or a menorah in the hall. That
does not disqualify some of the most
extraordinary organizations in Amer-
ica from being able to help.

Lastly, and then | will go on to the
bill itself, 1 will quote just very briefly
from a speech that | made also in the
same year, 1977, to an annual Repub-
lican conference in Oregon called the
Dorchester Conference, in which | was
attempting to delineate major dif-
ferences between parties. | said | do not
find overwhelming differences on for-
eign policy or on transportation, or on
a number of areas, but | said there
were two where they were significant
differences.

One was in the providing of social
services. And, on average—speaking ge-
nerically because it is not of every Re-
publican or every Democrat, but on av-
erage—Democrats would prefer that
Government rather than private enti-
ties—be that business or religious enti-
ties, neighborhood associations, or
anything else—deliver those services,
whereas Republicans prefer private en-
tities to deliver the services. The other
was the feeling that if government had
to deliver the services, the Democrats
would prefer that the Federal Govern-
ment did it. Republicans would prefer
that State and local government did it.
I am not sure that, generically, those
two differences—Government versus
private sector—and in the private sec-
tor, | include all kinds of nonprofit
charities, let alone business—and
central Government versus State and
local government—have changed.

In that March 5, 1977, speech, | said:

In considering this difference, we first
must get over our hangup about which gov-
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ernment the taxpayers’ money belongs to
—Ilocal, State, or Federal. The money does
not belong to any government. It is the tax-
payers’ money, and government—be it local,
State, or Federal—simply holds it in trust
for a time after collection and before dis-
bursement. The argument that money col-
lected by the Federal Government is Federal
money and, therefore, the Federal Govern-
ment has not only a right but a duty to say
how it is spent is poppycock. But even as-
suming the Federal Government does have a
right to say how it should be spent, there is
nothing obtuse about saying that the Fed-
eral Government policy on spending money
will be: Give it back to the State and local
governments with minimal strings. Let them
spend it as they like. We don’t need dozens of
housing, health, urban, and other kinds of
programs, let alone 50 to 100 categorical
grant education programs. If a local govern-
ment doesn’t know better whether it needs a
park block or a fire engine or a day care cen-
ter or a school librarian, then how can those
in Washington, DC, possibly know better?

I want to get to the outline of the
bill now, Mr. President. | want to em-
phasize once more what | just said and
what Professors Berger and Neuhaus
would say. In essence, we are saying
that you cannot run this country well
from Washington, DC. It is interesting
that we are finding the same philoso-
phy existing in some of the major busi-
nesses of this country. They realize
they can no longer run their business
well from corporate headquarters.
Businesses are devolving, giving re-
gional managers more authority than
they ever had, giving plants more au-
thority to organize than they ever had.
You are seeing this devolution outward
from the center in all areas of this

country except the Federal Govern-
ment.
The Federal Government has pre-

empted one of the best sources of rais-
ing money and that source is, of
course, the income tax. Some States
have high income taxes. My State is
one that has a high income tax as com-
pared to other States. One of the rea-
sons we have a high income tax is be-
cause we have no sales tax in Oregon.
All States are pikers in comparison to
the amount of money the Federal Gov-
ernment gets from the income tax. It is
a progressive source of revenue from
everybody, and we collect most of it.

There is nothing wrong with our say-
ing we want to see if we can solve this
welfare system. “We,”” being collec-
tively the States, the local govern-
ments, Salvation Army, and the Catho-
lic Church. We want to see if collec-
tively we can solve this problem. We
have failed to solve the problem since
we first got into this area in 1935, and
we have progressively failed in the last
quarter of a century. We have geo-
metrically failed.

Is there a possibility—just a scintilla
of a possibility—that State and local
governments, if we let them experi-
ment and innovate, might come up
with solutions that we have been in-
capable of thinking of, or if we have
been able to think of them, for what-
ever reason we were incapable of ad-
ministering and achieving? That, in es-
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sence, is what the bill before us today
attempts to do.

First, | will describe the bill’s provi-
sions on what we call welfare, aid to
families with dependent children. This
bill has a number of sections to it of
which this is one.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for one question?

Mr. PACKWOOD. Not until I finish.
Thank you.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | hope later on we
will have time for questions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon has the floor.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President,
AFDC or welfare, as most people call
it, is a section of this bill. I am going

to take it section by section, but I will
take this one first.

The bill takes the seven AFDC pro-
grams—they are, one, cash assistance;
two, administration of the program;
three, the so-called JOBS Program;
four, emergency assistance; five, child
care for the JOBS Program; six, child
care for transition to work; seven,
child care for at-risk families—we take
those seven programs and consolidate
them into one program called a block.
We say to the States, we will eliminate
these programs as we now know them,
and we will give you the money in-
stead, and you must spend this money
on the needy, not airport tarmacs, or
rebuilding piers for their port, but to
spend it on the needy as you see fit.

Here you have a battle, a philosophi-
cal battle, because we have put some
strings on this bill. The ultimate would
be to say to the States, here is the
money, you spend it on welfare as you
want to define it. But because we did
not want to be that broad and did not
know what they wanted to do, there
have been two very tough restrictions
put in the bill.

The first one is work. Welfare recipi-
ents must go to work. They must go to
work no later than after they have
been on welfare for 2 years. But the
States can make that much shorter if
they want. If the State determines that
somebody is work ready, then they
have to go to work then.

The States have to have 50 percent of
their total number of adults who are on
welfare in work by the year 2000.
Today, we do not even approach that.
On occasion, people will give you a per-
centage that seems quite high, but that
is because, under the present law, there
are all kinds of exceptions to those who
do not have to work at all. So say you
had 1,000 people on welfare, but you say
200 do not have to work because they
have a child under 3; another 100 do not
have to work because they are dis-
abled; and another 100 for another rea-
son. You get down to 500, and then you
say of the 500, 250 are working. That is
50 percent. Well, that is 50 percent of
500. It is 25 percent of a thousand. This
bill says by the year 2000, 50 percent of
what caseworkers would call your
adult caseload, your welfare caseload,
must be working. Second, we say that
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you can only be on welfare for a maxi-
mum of 5 years in your lifetime, cumu-
lative period, total. You run out the 5
years, it is zip, finito, gone. Those are
the two major strings that we put into
this bill.

The States and the Governors, by and
large, find this acceptable, but there
are some Governors who do not agree
with what we have done. Most like
what we have done because we have
said to the States, this is no longer a
Federal entitlement program as we call
the words ““entitlement,” which means
we determine who is eligible for wel-
fare.

We are saying to the States, ‘“‘Here’s
the money; you determine who is eligi-
ble, but you have to put a certain per-
centage of those you determine as wel-
fare-eligible to work. That is basically
all we are requiring of you.” They can-
not be on welfare for more than 5
years. That is the broad outline of the
welfare portion of the bill.

We have a second section called SSI,
supplementary security income. | do
not find a great deal of dissent with
what we have done to SSI. This is an-
other welfare program, often for the el-
derly, but not always for the elderly.
We have said that there will be three
categories that will no longer be eligi-
ble. SSI is totally a Federal program.
No State money and no State adminis-
tration is involved in this at all. The
bill says that you will no longer be eli-
gible if you are disabled because of a
drug addiction or an alcoholism addic-
tion. You may be an alcoholic or a drug
addict, and you may be eligible for this
program for other reasons, but you are
no longer going to be eligible solely for
drug addiction or alcoholism. Non-
citizens will no longer be eligible un-
less they do work and pay taxes for
specified periods of time, and children
with modest disabilities will no longer
be eligible. 1 do not find overwhelming
argument with the SSI provision of the
bill.

The third part of the bill is child sup-
port enforcement. Here we have
strengthened the Federal role, and the
States agree. By ‘‘child support en-
forcement,” we are talking about cus-
tody orders. The child’s parent is or-
dered to pay $100 a month, $500 a
month, $1,000 a month, and the parent
moves to another State. The parent
may not even disguise their name, but
it is almost impossible to enforce child
support orders between States. It costs
more than it is worth. This particular
provision of the bill significantly beefs
up the interstate, between-State, en-
forcement of child support.

Next is food stamps. This part of the
bill is somewhat controversial. | have
to give great credit to the Agriculture
Committee. They came forth with re-
forms of the program in their commit-
tee that were extraordinary in terms of
both the reforms and saving money.
The bill includes all of their reforms.

We have added a particular wrinkle
to food stamps. We have given States
the choice of taking a block grant for
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food stamps. The way food stamps
work now is that the Federal Govern-
ment determines if you are eligible,
then you get food stamps and take
them to the grocery store for groceries.
You give the grocer food stamps, you
receive groceries, and the grocer turns
the food stamps in to the Federal Gov-
ernment, and we pay the grocer money.

Some States under experimental pro-
grams with waivers are doing what is
known as cashing out food stamps. In
some cases they are doing it statewide,
and in some cases only in counties.
What they do is take the money that a
recipient would otherwise give for food
stamps, use it as a subsidy with an em-
ployer, and put the person to work. Al-
most invariably the person has more
money from working than they get
from the food stamps and welfare. The
food stamp money is used as a wage
subsidy. You can only do that now if
you get a waiver from the Federal Gov-
ernment. This bill would make it easier
for States to do this.

As | said, the bill also gives States
the option to take a block grant for
food stamps. We have put a limitation
in it. 1 would go further and say the
States can cash out totally and use the
money as they see fit. | recognize there
are not the votes to go this far. In-
stead, this bill allows States to cash
out food stamps, but at least 75 percent
of the money must be used for food for
the poor and the remaining 25 percent
can be used for wage-subsidy programs
which, if we are trying to get people off
of welfare and into work, probably are
a better use of the money than any-
thing else that we might suggest.

On the child nutrition programs and
the commodity distribution programs,
we have included in the bill the Agri-
culture Committee reforms exactly as
they reported them without change.
They are good reforms. | think they
are relatively noncontroversial re-
forms.

We have taken from the Labor Com-
mittee, Senator KASSEBAUM’s commit-
tee, her child care and development
block grants. She consolidates three
Labor Committee child care programs
into a single program, and we have put
it in this bill with a minor modifica-
tion. We have also included another
bill that the Labor Committee reported
which takes 90 different job training
and education programs and consoli-
dates them into one block.

Then we have taken suggestions on
housing with relatively modest
changes in rent subsidy eligibility
rules and housing assistance rules.
Again, | think there is no controversy.
Those provisions came principally from
the Banking Committee.

Then we have changed the rules on
noncitizens for what are called Federal
means-tested programs. Means-tested
programs are those that determine eli-
gibility based on how much income and
money you have. If your income and
resources exceed a certain level, you
can not qualify for the program. The
bill provides a uniform rule for
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noncitizens who apply for Federal
means-tested programs. | believe there
is some controversy about this provi-
sion in the bill.

But, Mr. President, | think the over-
whelming bulk of the controversy falls
in two or three areas of the bill and not
most of the latter ones | talked about.

Then lastly, we have called for a re-
duction of 30 percent in Federal em-
ployees who administer the AFDC wel-
fare programs and the work force job
training programs.

Mr. President, that is it. It is not
very often that we have a genuinely
philosophical debate in this Congress.
This is a genuinely philosophical de-
bate. Do you prefer that the Federal
Government continue to fund and ad-
minister the welfare programs in this
country and the food stamp programs?
If yes, in essence, you are saying you
like the way they are working. Or do
you say, | am not happy with the way
the welfare programs are working, and
try as we might, well-intentioned as we
may be, the Federal Government has
failed to make them work and we
would like to let the States experi-
ment?

Mr. President, the problems of the
States in this country are difficult. A
State that has immense immigration
has different problems than a State
that does not. A State that has a dis-
proportionately large number of poor
has a different problem than a State
that does not. One size does not fit all.

This bill, as we debate it, and as we
finally vote upon it, is going to be a
touchstone showing the difference be-
tween the parties and between those
who prefer a Federal system, no matter
how badly run, to a State system which
we cannot guarantee will work but |
think we can guarantee it cannot work
any worse than it is now working.

Is it worth a try? You bet it is.

Over the next 2, 3, or 4 days, or how-
ever long we debate this, keep in mind
a few objectives: Federal versus State,
and work. Those are the issues that we
are talking about.

| thank the Chair.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). The Senator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, | rise
to continue the debate from this side of
the aisle, but first to congratulate and,
as always, to express appreciation to
my colleague and friend, the chairman
of the committee, for his thoughtful,
persuasive arguments—not all of which
have persuaded me; | am sure there are
those who will feel the same way—and
in particular to thank him for citing
this, | will call it a booklet, “To Em-
power People, The Role Of Mediating
Structures In Public Policy.” This was
the work of Peter L. Berger, who is a
professor of sociology at Rutgers, and
Richard John Neuhaus, who is the sen-
ior editor of World Review. He is a the-
ologian, and a much-respected one.

This is a product of a research group
the American Enterprise Institute had
started. Nathan Glazer, my colleague
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and friend, headed the section on wel-
fare and social services.

Mr. President, once again | am proud
and happy to report that this impor-
tant social analysis was sponsored by
the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities. | cannot think of a more
trenchant argument for securing its fu-
ture and that of other such matters.

| thank my friend for having brought
it to our attention. It is, curious—what
they argue is the extension of the anal-
ysis by Professor Putnam of those com-
munities in Italy over the last 700
years that have been successful and
those that have not, and the degree to
which empowering activities locally, a
choral society in Tuscany or a volun-
teer fire department, characterized——

Mr. PACKWOOD. Or a local soccer
team. | am indebted to the Senator for
calling to my attention this book by
Professor Putnam in which he studied
all the provinces of Italy which had
identical charters given to them in
1920. Professor Putnam discovered that
the provinces governed themselves dif-
ferently, although the charters were
identical. And after extensive research
and evaluation, Professor Putnam con-
cluded that local and civic traditions
was responsible for most of the dif-
ferences and the charter did not make
much difference at all. And the best ex-
ample we have of that is the Soviet
constitution, which hardly had a peer
in the world as a Constitution.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. As a youth in New
York City, I had more than one occa-
sion to study the Soviet Constitution
and see that this, obviously, had to be
the finest society on Earth because it
had the best Constitution.

I will try to argue that the outcomes
of our efforts with dependent children
and families will, in fact, depend less
on statute and more upon the local en-
ergies and enterprise which either rise
to the effort or do not. I will argue that
in some cases we see there are dimen-
sions of size that overwhelm individual
effort. And | will argue that we did
very well in 1988. We are beginning to
see results with exactly this theory in
mind.

With those facts in mind, on May 18
I introduced the Family Support Act of
1995, a bill *“to enable each State to as-
sist applicants and recipients of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children in
providing for the economic well-being
of their children, to allow States to
test new ways to improve the welfare
system, and for other purposes.”

The measure was referred to the Fi-
nance Committee. It was taken up on
May 26, and failed on a 12 to 8 vote,
whereupon the committee, by a similar
12 to 8 vote, adopted the predecessor of
the Work Opportunity Act of 1995, the
bill which Senator DOLE has introduced
as a substitute.

But, first, let me describe the think-
ing behind an earlier, quite significant
revision of welfare law, the Family
Support Act of 1988, basic legislation
which | propose now we build on.

In his State of the Union Address in
February 1987, President Reagan
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pledged his support for what he called
““a new national welfare strategy.”
Democrats and Republicans in Con-
gress saw a window of opportunity to
redefine our welfare system, to replace
the half-century-old AFDC Program
with a program designed for the social
realities of the last part of the 20th
century.

The Governors led the way. Governor
Clinton, chairman of the National Gov-
ernors Association, and then Gov. Mi-
CHAEL CASTLE, of Delaware—now Rep-
resentative CASTLE—was chairman of
the Welfare Prevention Task Force, a
bipartisan effort, and they presented
the Governors’ concerns: improve en-
forcement of parental child support ob-
ligations; permit flexible State-de-
signed employment programs—include
remedial education, training and work
experience; mandate participation in
such programs for parents with chil-
dren over age 3, and create a ‘‘social
contract”’—Il say once again a social
contract—to obligate State agencies to
provide opportunities to become self-
sufficient while also obligating recipi-
ents to take advantage of these oppor-
tunities.

The Family Support Act of 1988
sought to turn the existing welfare sys-
tem on its head. And we used that term
conscious of the historical reference.
Rather than beginning with a public
assistance payment that is supple-
mented with sporadic child support
payments and occasional earned in-
come, it placed the responsibility for
supporting children where it belonged:
With parents—both parents. And the
focus was to be on the long-term de-
pendents—not the divorced woman who
needs some help while she puts her life
back in order, but the teenage mother
who has a child and is at risk of spend-
ing most of her life on the dole.

On September 29, 1988, just this side
of 7 years ago, the Family Support Act
passed the Senate. We had 63 cospon-
sors and the vote was 96 to 1. It went
out the door 96 to 1, a bipartisan judg-
ment the like of which is rarely seen in
this body and which, unhappily, evi-
dently has now disappeared.

I was the manager on our side, and |
recall the atmosphere, the emotion. At
a Rose Garden ceremony that followed
were Senators DoOLE, BENTSEN, and
BROWN, Speaker Foley, Mr. Michel, and
Governors Clinton and CASTLE.

President Reagan, on signing the bill,
told the assembled company that:

They and the members of the administra-
tion who worked so diligently on this bill
will be remembered for accomplishing what
many have attempted but no one has
achieved in several decades, a meaningful re-
direction of our welfare system.

It may seem unimaginable to us
today. But the Family Support Act of
1988 was not a partisan political meas-
ure. Democrats and Republicans alike
joined in near unanimity to do what
needed doing, a good half a century
into the experience of what we have
called welfare under the Social Secu-
rity Act of 1935, a history the chairman
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has set forth very ably and very accu-
rately.

The Governors had asked for flexibil-
ity in designing State programs to help
poor parents overcome their depend-
ence on public assistance, and they got
it. With the Job Opportunities and
Basic Skills Program, JOBS, States
were free to offer a variety of edu-
cation, training and work activities.
States were directed to involve the pri-
vate sector in designing their JOBS
Programs and to coordinate with other
work-related programs, such as the Job
Training Partnership Act.

The Family Support Act brought the
statute in line with a new reality.
Again, as the chairman has said, the
original Social Security Act of 1935,
adopted in the midst of the Depression,
provided aid to dependent children
wherein the Federal Government took
over the widows pensions that had been
adopted in almost half the States by
this point. Those States were under se-
vere economic stress in the Great De-
pression. The Federal Government as-
sumed the responsibility for children.

In 1939, the mother of the children
was included as well. So it became Aid
to Families With Dependent Children,
and it was expected to be a bridge until
widows with their children were enti-
tled to old age and survivors insurance,
and, indeed, it was a bridge in the time
that survivors insurance matured.

Then something new happened. In
1960’s, Samuel H. Preston, in his ad-
dress to the American Demographic
Association in 1964, put it that ‘“‘an
earthquake shuddered through the
American family—an earthquake shud-
dered through the American family.”
Family structure began to change.
Out-of-wedlock births surged.

We now have a ratio of births of chil-
dren in single-parent families that has
reached an estimated 33 percent. By
1992—I have a table here. Can | bring
that over?

Mr. President, this will give you
some sense of what we are dealing
with. These are the ratios in the 20
largest cities in the country: Balti-
more, 61 percent; Boston, 48; Chicago,
56; Columbus, 41; the District of Colum-
bia, 70; Indianapolis, 40; Milwaukee, 58;
New York, 46; Phoenix, 42; San Anto-
nio, 20.

These are numbers unknown to social
conditions of the north, west, east, or
southern man or woman. So far as |
know it is without precedent in human
experience. | have said this before and
have been saying it for 15 or 20 years.
And no one has ever contradicted this.

Early in the century, an anthropolo-
gist named Malinowski, who practiced
and worked and lived in London, set
forth the universal law of human soci-
ety, which is that in any society, every
society that has ever been known, ever
examined, ever studied, ever recorded,
all children knew who their male par-
ent was. That was the first law of an-
thropology. And everyone agreed. Once
it was said, it was obvious.

It no longer is, Mr. President. The ra-
tios, Baltimore is 61 percent, Detroit 72
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percent. They are without precedent.
And the thing to know is that we are
not alone in this. Something like the
same phenomenon has overtaken the
United Kingdom, France, and Canada.
We find it difficult to explain what has
happened here. But they find it dif-
ficult to explain what has happened
there. What we cannot do is deny the
reality.

We think this increase is largely a
matter of demography.

In the 1950’s, the child-bearing popu-
lation was flat or even declined a bit.

Then starting in 1989, the caseload
began to rise.

What | am trying to say, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that this obviously has led to
increases in the Aid to Families De-
pendent Children Program of late. In
the aftermath of our 1988 legislation,
the number of children on the AFDC
rolls has gone up again. It went from
3.5 million cases to almost 5 million in
4 years. You can see this right here.
Here is where we passed the bill. Then,
seemingly, after we passed the bill,
things get out of control again.

You have to start this discussion, if
it is going to be in any way honest and
open, with acknowledging the fact that
if anyone had supposed in 1988 the
number of AFDC cases would go
down—and we never said that, but if
anyone thought that might happen—
they would have been wrong. Indeed,
they went up. We think we know why
they went up.

The Congressional Budget Office has
established that about 60 percent of the
increase is simply the increase in the
number of single-parent families. The
demography of persons in that popu-
lation, the number of people coming
into the reproduction ages, suddenly
bumped up. It will happen. It happens
all the time—up, flat, up, and some-
times indeed declining, as was the case
in late 1930’s or late 1940’s.

The thing is, we know very little
about this. We know a certain amount
about the duration of benefits. More
than a quarter of new entrants onto
the AFDC rolls remain there less than
a year. Almost half are gone in 2 years.
Data are elusive. The Federal Govern-
ment has never collected systematic
time series data on this information.
And we would do well to remind our-
selves of the maxim that you should
never really do anything about a prob-
lem until you first learn to understand
it.

Annual unemployment rates did not
appear in the United States until 1948.
We used to take the unemployment
rate from the census. We took it in
April 1930 and April 1940, and there was
no Great Depression. We learned sam-
pling and we did it by counting every-
body. We learned to sample and get
numbers. It was a development in the
late 1930’s and matured in the early or
mid-forties.

We have not done this at all with re-
spect to welfare dependency because we
have not seen it, in part, as the prob-
lem it has become. By 1948, we knew
unemployment was a problem.
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I might say last year, in 1994, Con-
gress enacted the Welfare Indicators
Act.

It is a measure | had been seeking for
many years, an annual report com-
parable to the Economic Report of the
President which deals with unemploy-
ment or employment and which has
begun long-term analyses of trends,
disaggregating large numbers and find-
ing significant subsectors.

The act specifies that with respect to
welfare indicators, the following sub-
jects be addressed: indicators of the
rate and degree to which families de-
pend on welfare income; predictors of
welfare receipt; an assessment of the
adequacy of existing data resources;
and an annual report of welfare indica-
tors.

For the moment, Donna Pavetti at
the Urban Institute has compiled this
distribution, one of the few things we
seem to have. Note we get it from the
Urban Institute, not from the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

This chart depicts ‘“‘Distribution of
Total Time on Welfare.”

This is important, Mr. President, be-
cause both the bills that the distin-
guished Republican leader and the
chairman of the Committee on Finance
have introduced, the bill that our able
and distinguished Democratic leader
has introduced, have 5-year time lim-
its.

I am sorry to turn this into a statis-
tics exposé, but we are talking about
numbers here, and we never learned to
do anything about unemployment until
we got hold of those numbers. And the
numbers are simply that half the
AFDC population who enter the system
leave it within 24 months. We do not
know who they are. There is no ac-
count kept. There are no samples
taken. But we have a pretty good idea.
These are mature women whose mar-
riages have come apart, have been dis-
solved in some way or other. For them,
AFDC is a form of income insurance
just as unemployment insurance pro-
tects those persons working. They need
it for a while, then they need it no
longer and they leave.

We knew this much in 1988. We said
not to worry about this group. It takes
care of itself. You simply have a simple
income insurance—as Social Security
is income insurance—and let them be.

The Manpower Demonstration Re-
search Corp. had established with great
clarity that you can train such folk,
you can educate such folk. They do not
need the training or the education.
They just need to get their affairs to-
gether, and they do.

On the other hand, sir, three-quarters
of the recipients, adults and children,
who at a given point in time are on
welfare are on for more than 5 years.
The mean duration is 13 years. That
means half below 13, half above 13. The
mean is 13—12.9 it says here.

So let it be clear. You are putting at
risk an enormous population, about
which we know very little in terms of
what works and which we have only
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begun to attempt to know. Three-quar-
ters of those who are on the welfare
rolls at any one time are going to be
there for more than 5 years, and half
will be there more than 13 years. That
is why this is a social crisis which we
had best get hold of or who would want
to be sure of the future of this society.
And that is why, sir, in this Senator’s
view, and in the view of the whole Sen-
ate, not 7 years ago there was a na-
tional response.

The fact is that, as | said, divorce is
one source of dependency and separa-
tion another. These are the people up
here in the first two lines. But there is
a much greater cause, and that is
nonmarital births. In the State of the
Union Message of January 25, 1994,
President Clinton included this pas-
sage:

We cannot renew our country when within
a decade more than half of our children will
be born into families where there is no mar-
riage.

I repeat:

We cannot renew our country when within
a decade more than half of our children will
be born into families where there is no mar-
riage.

To my knowledge, no President in
our history has raised this issue in a
State of the Union Address, nor very
possibly in any address. On the follow-
ing June 14 in Kansas City, the Presi-
dent unveiled a new welfare reform
proposal and his address contained this
passage.

We also have to face the fact that we
have a big welfare problem because the
rate of children born out of wedlock
where there was not a marriage is
going up dramatically. The rate of ille-
gitimacy has literally tripled since this
Senator first called it to our attention
30 years ago. At the rate we are going,
unless we reverse it, within 10 years
more than half our children will be
born in homes where there never has
been a marriage.

Unless we reverse it, within 10 years
more than half our children will be
born in homes where there has never
been a marriage.

These things happen, Mr. President,
in a sometimes sort of random way. In
1993, | happened to see the nonmarital
birth ratio for 1991 and said, ‘““You
know, that looks like a straight line
going back to 1970 or so.”” And we took
it and we plotted the actual ratio. And
then we saw what would be the correla-
tion with a straight line, and as | said
on ‘“‘Face the Nation’ yesterday morn-
ing, anyone watching this, if you have
a daughter or a son in high school, they
will explain correlations to you. Other-
wise, you have to take it on faith. Sen-
ator WELLSTONE can handle it, | am
sure.

The correlation is 0.99. That means it
is almost a straight line. The perfect
correlation is 1.00. Well 0.99 does not
happen in statistics. You reel back.
And then you say, ‘“‘Do it again; that
cannot be.” But there it is. And the
slope is 0.86, which is almost 1 percent
a year. We figure now we are almost at
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one-third. But we figure—I say we fig-
ure because no one else figures, Mr.
President, not the Census Bureau or
the National Center for Health Statis-
tics.

None of them does this. They have
avoided this. And this is where we have
gone. That is what avoidance will do
for you. The President was citing that
50 percent ratio in a State of the Union
Message. He got it in a conversation
from me. In the main, Presidents have
better sources of data. But that is how
we have avoided this issue.

Let me show you something that
ought to chill us all. What you are see-
ing here, sir, is that part of an expo-
nential curve, when it begins to take
off, is like a jet plane. Here we go back
to 1940. In 1940, we had a ratio—here
again we fit a curve, and we have come
up with something almost as remark-
able as our straight line. | said that
correlation was 0.99. This correlation is
0.98. Again, things like that do not hap-
pen in statistics. But with this correla-
tion, a slope of just about 0.5 percent
per year. You start out a ratio of 4 per-
cent, and like any of these curves you
get very slow impact, but then it accu-
mulates. Keynes referred to ‘““the magic
of compound interest.”” You did not
have much. Nothing seemed to happen.
Then suddenly you are soaring.

This curve right in here, if | showed
you a straight line, that is when you
start going steadily upward. If you fol-
lowed this curve you would, in fact, be
at 50 percent in the year 2003. Now,
that makes me uneasy. It probably
would make you, Mr. President, un-
easy. But, sir, we are going to be at 40
percent within a decade. We are at 33
percent now.

I will put it this way. If, in 1970, when
we had a ratio of 10 percent, someone
had come along and said that by 1990,
they thought it would be 30 percent,
people would have said, ‘““You are
loony. Are you crazy?”’ No. Well, we
did. And the thought that we will go
further and reach 50 percent—I do not
want to say 50 percent. | just do not
think that is possible. | think some-
thing awful will happen in the country
before we do. But we will get to 40 per-
cent. We are not that far now. If we go
on at the rate we have gone the last 10
years, we will be at 44 percent by the
year 2000. It is as simple as that.

I want to acknowledge this work was
done by Jack Fowle, a scientist who
was on leave from the Environmental
Protection Agency. He did this with a
great deal of clarity and consistency,
as you can see.

Mr. President, we have had this re-
cent increase in the caseloads. In July
1993, the Congressional Budget Office
issued a staff memorandum entitled
““Forecasting AFDC Caseloads With an
Emphasis on Economic Factors.”” What
they found in brief is that the increase
that followed from 1989 to the third
quarter of 1992 is basically due to the
increase in single-parent families.
About two-thirds is that, and the re-
mainder is economic. And the economy
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has an effect. We begin to see that. It
particularly has an effect where you
would expect, with AFDC-UP, which is
aid for two-parent families which
began in the 1960’s. CBO found that 70
percent of the increase in the two-par-
ent family caseload during the period
is explained by the economic downturn.

That is exactly what you would pre-
dict. And it is somewhat reassuring.
But the caseload of regular AFDC fami-
lies responds to the change in family
structure, and little else.

Now, sir, what did happen even as the
caseload was going up? | want to say
that in this Senator’s view, what hap-
pened was exactly what we hoped
would happen. The States were told to
experiment. The States were told to in-
novate. The States were encouraged to
think up things on their own. And they
did. There is a basic fact which is that
Aid to Families With Dependent Chil-
dren, welfare, is not an entitlement to
individuals. We have allowed it to be
seen as such. A lot of waivers and regu-
lations accumulated at the Federal
level, and people thought it could be
such. But it is not.

AFDC is an entitlement of States to
have the Federal Government match
funds States spend on this population.
The matching rate varies, but if Wis-
consin spends $1, the Federal Govern-
ment will give $1, and $2 will be spent
on the program. But States do not have
to have AFDC. As a matter of fact,
Wisconsin, at the end of 1997, will not
have AFDC at all. Or a State may have
AFDC, and what you pay individuals is
$1 a month, $1 a day, $100 a month. It
is a State option entirely. The notion
that it is an entitlement of individuals
gets us off into discussions which | do
not think are very helpful.

Let me see if | cannot just talk a lit-
tle bit about the kinds of waivers that
the States have requested and have
been granted by the Federal Govern-
ment. The President, | think very prop-
erly, makes the point that he has been
saying yes. President Bush said yes.
There are various Secretaries that are
very encouraging. Look at this. Thirty-
three States have asked for waivers
that increase the earnings disregard.
That means you say to a mother, ‘“The
first $30 a month you earn, you do not
lose any welfare benefits,”” or the first
$50. This is encouraging people to get
to work. For if you earn $1 and you lose
50 cents, that does not encourage work,
obviously.

To me, a very important thing is
that 31 States have asked for an in-
crease in asset accumulation. This is a
subject which is painful but necessary.
One of the conditions we placed—and it
is a Federal condition—one of the con-
ditions we placed upon receipt of AFDC
benefits, Federal moneys, in 1935 was
that the child be a pauper—not a pleas-
ant word, very much not a pleasant re-
ality. The families can have $1,000 in
assets, plus a car worth not more than
$1,500. And there are places in the
country where you cannot work with-
out a car.
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A worker who was laid off when a
plant closes is not suddenly a pauper. |
mean, there is a good car around. The
house is around. There are some sav-
ings, some pension—not always, but
normally. The welfare department is
under these rules. | have a mother in
one State that will come to mind—I
think she was found to have secreted
some $9,000 away in a bank account to
help her daughter go to college in
Connecticut.

They discovered it. They confiscated
the money, and | do not suppose they
sent the mother to jail. You cannot
save. If you save, you are breaking the
rules.

Another 29 States have asked to ease
up on eligibility for unemployed par-
ents [UP].

Time requirement. JOBS participa-
tion. Deny aid for failure to attend
school—some 24 States have been al-
lowed to say, ““If your Kkid is not in
school, you lose something.”

Family cap: 16 States have applied, 11
States have been given the waiver, so
that if you have an additional child
while on welfare, you receive no addi-
tional benefit.

Further down the list we have: Deny
aid for child support noncooperation,
and teen parent residency requirement.
Seven States have applied to do what I
think we are going to do this week,
which is to say that teenage children
must stay with their parents.

Senator CONRAD has a proposal for
maternity homes. Senator PACKwWOOD
has a provision which provides second-
chance homes, if you like, for very
young women with children who do not
themselves have a home that is a
promising place to raise a child. 1
think this is a point we have reached
agreement on. There was disagreement
for a while, but now we are reaching
agreement.

All this innovation and experimen-
tation at the State level which is being
carried out under current law is finally
starting to show results. Six weeks
ago, we received the first numbers from
the national evaluation of the Family
Support Act being conducted by the
Manpower Demonstration Research
Corp. Of those placed in a program em-
phasizing rapid job entry, the number
of cases dropped by 11 percentage
points, employment rose 8 percentage
points and expenditures dropped 22 per-
centage points.

If you recall, Mr. President, in 1988—
1987 when we introduced the bill—we
based our bill on the findings of the
Manpower Demonstration Research
Corp. based in New York, a very profes-
sional group trying to estimate what
worked, what did not. Mostly nothing
worked. Hence, this statement. They
said the results they are finding from
the Family Support Act programs “‘ex-
ceeds the savings achieved by experi-
mentally evaluated programs of the
last 15 years.”

They have never before seen such re-
sults. Spectacular results? No. We did
not tell anybody to expect anything
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spectacular in the face of this demo-
graphic change. But real? Yes.

Moreover, of the two large States
whose programs have been evaluated
rigorously, California and Florida,
earnings are up and caseloads down. In
Riverside, CA, there was a 26-percent
increase in the share of AFDC recipi-
ents working, a 49-percent increase in
average earnings, a 15-percent decline
in welfare outlays, all of which helped
the program return to taxpayers al-
most $3 for every $1 spent.

Recently, Prof. Lawrence Mead of
New York University, now visiting pro-
fessor at Princeton’s Woodrow Wilson
Center, who has been a conservative
critic of the welfare system, certainly,
looked at the growth in the AFDC
caseload between 1989 and 1993, the pe-
riod during which the JOBS Program
began to come into play.

He concluded that for every 1 percent
of the caseload enrolled in JOBS, case-
load growth was 1 percent lower, even
when total caseloads were going up.
For every percentage point that JOBS
participation grew during this period,
caseload growth was three-quarters of
a point less. Not spectacular, but real
and in the right direction, in the direc-
tions you had hoped for.

Again to say, States can do what
they want in the system. They ask for
a waiver, they get it. Just 2 months
ago, George Allen, Republican Gov-
ernor of Virginia, announced such an
effort. He called it ‘“the most sweeping
and | think the most compassionate
welfare plan anywhere in the Nation.”
It is 2 years and you are out, and Presi-
dent Clinton approved the waiver and
said he approved of the program.

In any event, AFDC rolls are now
coming down. Over the last year, case-
loads have declined by 240,000 cases or
4.7 percent. It breaks out to 4.4 percent
for the single-parent families and 9.4
percent in the two-parent families. You
see that drop, Mr. President. | will say
the old adage, if you turn the rudder on
the battleship, it is a long while before
you see the bow turn. I cannot prove it,
but | do think we have seen this pro-
gram taking hold.

Now, something we did not know, and
we may have stumbled on new informa-
tion—when we look at the numbers by
State, where have these declines taken
place? It is very important. It is a pret-
ty rash person who suggests he has
learned anything about welfare, but we
may have done it.

In this period of decline, May 1994 to
1995, the decline for AFDC-R—which is
what we call regular—in California and
New York was zero. AFDC-UP was up a
little bit. Not important. The two big
States with a quarter of the caseload
had no effect. There were good pro-
grams in Riverside, things like that,
but nothing changed.

You go to a group of middle-sized
States—Texas, Florida, Pennsylvania,
Illinois, and Ohio—AFDC down 6 per-
cent; AFDC-UP, down 20 percent. We
are not used to numbers like that. Mr.
President, | have been with this 30
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years, you do not see numbers like
this.

Then you go further down to the
many States that have small case-
loads—anyway, small numbers. They
are down 9 percent for AFDC and 19
percent for the AFDC-UP Program.
The real problem here is the regular
caseload, as AFDC-UP is, again, a form
of unemployment insurance. This is
what matters: Zero in the big States, 6
percent in the mid-sized, 9 percent in
the small States.

My friend, Dr. Paul Offner, who is
with me on the floor today, was head
commissioner of welfare in Ohio and
who will shortly be the head of the
health care financing agency for the
District of Columbia, would say you go
out to the small towns or cities in Ohio
and you would go to the welfare offices
and a kind of culture had developed.
Yes, they knew who their clients were,
the recipients and they knew what you
might be able to do and they were
doing it and feeling pretty good about
themselves.

In New York City, about 23 years ago,
the very able and distinguished head of
the human resources administration
with a million persons on welfare and a
quarter million in her employ, put on a
wig and an old coat, went around to
four welfare offices and said she was
applying for welfare and they handed
her papers to fill out. She was their
commissioner. They never once sug-
gested that she might be interested in
taking a job.

The contrast between welfare pro-
grams in big cities and elsewhere is
something worth keeping a hold of.
Last spring, as my friend, the distin-
guished chairman recalls, the Commit-
tee on Finance had a retreat down in
Maryland in which we talked about
welfare, among other things, and we
discussed this question of whether
teenage mothers with children should
be required to live at home, or should
receive welfare benefits at all. There is
a movement to stop their benefits, and
groups like Catholic Charities say do
not do that, that is God’s child, too.

One of our Members, a Senator from
a Midwestern State, was back home
and he was interested in this, so he
called the State officials involved and
he said, how many such cases do we
have in our State? Let him identify it
if he chooses. Cases of teenage mothers
with children, living on their own? He
said, yes, that is what I mean. Well,
there is Mary Ann, she lives down
there. And there is Sue Mary, and
there is Alice, and then there is Flor-
ence. The last two just moved in from,
like I say, West Virginia. They had
four, and they knew them by name. In
that State they have four.

The population on welfare in New
York City is almost as large as the en-
tire population of one of those States.
So you have a problem of scale which |
do think we begin to see. | make the
point, Mr. President, that we know so
little. There has been so little inquiry.
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Here | would like to make a final
point on nonmarital births. Senator
GRAMM, my friend with whom | was de-
bating this matter yesterday, along
with a number of other Senators, nota-
bly Senator FAIRCLOTH of North Caro-
lina, has raised the issue of the connec-
tion between the present welfare sys-
tem and the extraordinary rise of
nonmarital births over the last genera-
tion. | said to him yesterday privately
that this certainly was an issue. | said
it then and | will say it again—the
most important thing to know about
this subject is how little we know
about it. Candid officials within the ad-
ministration will grant that for much
of the 1960’s and 1970’s and into the
1980’s, the subject was taboo. Forces
from the traditional left and tradi-
tional right, if such terms are mean-
ingful in this context, simply did not
want the matter raised.

A mode of denial was obviously in
place. In this regard, Mr. President,
may | say that the one honorable ex-
ception is the annual report entitled
“Kids Count Data Book,” published by
the Annie E. Casey Foundation. It puts
the annual laments of the other advo-
cacy groups to shame. The Annie E.
Casey Foundation comes out and tells
you what they found about this central
fact of being a child in the United
States. The work is called “The Kids
Count Data Book.” It is the first time
we have had an advocacy group that
could speak up and deal with the re-
ality of the problem of single parent-
hood.

However, if the argument that higher
levels in welfare produce higher levels
of illegitimacy cannot be proved, nei-
ther can it be disproved. Thus, the
State of Texas ranks 50 in combined
AFDC food stamp payments to welfare
families, as of July of last year. At the
same time, it has an overall illegit-
imacy ratio of 17.5 percent, which is
half the national average. States with
high benefit levels have twice that
ratio.

For example, California had 34.3 per-
cent, and New York had 34.8 percent. It
would not be fair to say that the bur-
den of proof is on California and New
York to demonstrate that higher levels
of welfare produce higher levels of ille-
gitimacy. You cannot prove it but you
cannot dismiss it.

On the other hand, if Texas, with its
low level of welfare support has a low
illegitimacy ratio, Mississippi, with
equally low payment levels, has the
highest illegitimacy ratio. | will read
some more.

The lowest ratio, as you might sup-
pose, is Utah, at 15 percent, which is
four times the 1940 ratio, but 15 per-
cent. Texas was 17.5; ldaho, 18.3. But
now we get to South Carolina, 35.5; Ari-
zona, 36.2; New Mexico, 39.5; Louisiana,
40.2; Mississippi, 42.9.

Mr. President, we have not got a pur-
chase on this issue yet. We know that
there is great variation and when there
is variation, there are explanations.
Some would say it is the weather. Well,
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we can check that out. Longitude, alti-
tude, Mormons. But you can begin to
find out about these things. Unemploy-
ment was a mystery, a baffling mys-
tery until we began to break it down to
aggregate, correlate and learn.

I hope that we do that. | make the
point, Mr. President, that we are begin-
ning to see the effects of the Family
Support Act of 1988. That is why | have
sponsored the Family Support Act of
1995. The matter that | have proposed
is a serious effort to continue and build
on the base that we have now estab-
lished. 1 hope that the Senate might
understand the enormous value of con-
tinuing a bipartisan program, involv-
ing various levels of government, na-
tional and State, which is in place and
appears to be working.

Remember, we did not promise a rose
garden. We did not say it would be
easy. | think we can find in our de-
scriptions in the debate warnings that
it will be worse before it is better. But
it begins to seem like it may be taking
hold. That is by far the most promising
thing | have seen with this subject in
30 years.

I repeat one point. Examining the
specific programs, Riverside, CA, and
others, 6 weeks ago, the Manpower
Demonstration Research Corp. said
they are seeing the strongest results
they have seen in 15 years. We seem to
be getting the hang of working with
the problem. We seem to have defined
it reasonably well.

I hope we do not give this up, Mr.
President. It would be a prelude to bit-
ter political division and, far more im-
portantly in my view, to a bitter expe-
rience for millions of dependent chil-
dren throughout our country.

Mr. President, | am not through with
the remarks | had intended to make
this morning, but the morning has
come and gone. | see the Senator from
Texas is on the floor. He has been very
patient. He is even smiling. Senator
WELLSTONE was up earlier regarding
questions on the opening statement.

Given this attractive choice on either
side of the aisle, it might be prudent
for me to yield the floor, unless the
Senator wished to address a question.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
would like to ask a few questions of the
Senator from New York, if | could.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Please.

Mr. WELLSTONE. First of all, Mr.
President, I wanted to ask my col-
league from New York, in talking
about the whole question of birth out
of wedlock, is it not true that roughly
speaking 80 percent of welfare families,
AFDC families have two or fewer chil-
dren?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes, sir, | believe
the number of children—Mr. President,
you have to forgive statistics—it is un-
likely, but the number of children is 1.9
children. Actually one, two, or three
children averaging out to 1.9.

These are not large families.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
me just go on and let me get a response
from my colleague from New York.
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As | understand the premise that
Senator PACKwWOOD is proposing—and
Senator GRAMM probably has, | argue,
a more extreme version—there are two
premises here.

One argument is that in most cases it
is single parents, women, who do not
want to work. That is the first argu-
ment. The second argument is welfare
causes women to have more babies. It
seems to me that is the case, if | had to
get to the essence of it, unless you just
sort of hate welfare mothers, and I
doubt that is what is going on here.

Could I ask my colleague to just very
briefly respond to each of these argu-
ments. Let me take the first one.
Franklin Delano Roosevelt in 1935 said,
“I hope to be able to substitute work
for relief altogether.” He talked about
the importance of work. Then we went
to the family assistance program. In
1970, we had the WIN Program by
President Ford. We had the Better Jobs
and Income Program by President
Carter. We have had any number of dif-
ferent programs. We had the Senator’s
important program in 1988.

I am trying to be empirical about
this. Let me take the first argument.
Does the Senator believe that, as a
matter of fact, welfare prevents women
from working? Is it not true that
roughly speaking, 70 percent plus of
AFDC members go to work within a 2-
year period? The problem is that many
then come back to welfare because
they cannot afford child care. The job
does not pay enough to support a fam-
ily.

)Ils it true that welfare is the reason
that women do not work?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. We certainly have
never demonstrated that in any serious
way.

Sandy Jencks, at Northwestern Uni-
versity, has done some case histories
which argue that welfare is a mode of
optimizing income when you both work
and get welfare.

I give you my view, which is that this
is all falling from nonmarital births to
young people.

As we say, about half the people com-
ing on welfare are on for less than 2
years. They are mature people whose
marriages are in trouble one way or an-
other. They do not need your advice or
help. What a steelworker needs is a
monthly check. And then they go
away. It is income insurance.

The other group is more problematic.
I said three-quarters of the children
will be on for more than 5 years—not
consecutively but intermittently. The
median now, the mean duration is 13
years. Imagine that.

We cannot demonstrate—and one of
the reasons we cannot demonstrate,
surely, we have not tried to find out.
Most of the data | have been presenting
here will be found from Manpower,
from the Urban Institute, or places like
that.

I would not in any way dispute what
I believe to be what you imply, that
there is no evidence that people are on
welfare because they do not wish to
work, no.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. If | could ask an-
other question, is there any evidence of
higher payments—understanding that
there is not one State in the country
that provides an AFDC benefit up to
what we define as poverty, am | cor-
rect?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Understanding
that point, is there any evidence that
higher payments—that is, any correla-
tion, much less causation, between
higher payments and larger welfare
families, women having children?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. No, none, zero.

Higher payments are not hard to ex-
plain. States with higher per capita in-
come have higher per capita benefits.
They just have higher everything, in-
cluding higher cost of living.

If you adjust for cost of living, New
York State has the sixth highest pov-
erty rate in the Nation, but you would
not know it from our numbers of dol-
lars.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Just looking at
this comparatively for a moment, in
other countries that have more gener-
ous, if you will, more broadly defined
welfare payments, do we see more chil-
dren born out of wedlock in those coun-
tries?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sir, I will ask you
to let me evade that question because |
simply do not know. You can see the
ratio of nonmarital births as being
much higher in those Nordic countries
which have high benefits, but I make
this point, that in 1960—the Senator is
very generous with his time, but | ask
him to hear me—in 1960, in the United
Kingdom, the illegitimacy ratio was 5
percent; by 1992, it was 31 percent. In
Canada, in 1960, it was 4 percent; in
1992, it was 27 percent. In France, in
1960, it was 6 percent; in 1992 it was 33
percent. So you go from 6, 5, 5, 4, to 33,
31, 30, 27. You see the same change.

If | were to speculate, | would say in
France, which began big programs of
child support in the late 19th century—
they thought they were dying out and
they would have no soldiers to fight
Germans, Prussians, literally—there
was a pronatalist policy. It made it
very suspect in Protestant circles in
the United States, but the payments to
familles nombreuses, the ordinary
child allowance—the more children you
have, the more you get—they had that
in place in 1960 enhanced from 1930.

But they, even so, went from 6 per-
cent to 33 percent.

I do not know how much of this is
simply the absence of marriage, formal
marriage, in what are nonetheless sta-
ble relationships. I do not know. | wish
you could go and write a book and tell
me.

I can say the Netherlands went from
1 percent to 12—that is 12 times. And
the Netherlands had very generous ben-
efits in 1960.

Italy, however went from 2 to 7—not
high. Switzerland, 4 to 6.

We were entertaining the hypothesis
that the critical variable might be dis-
tance from the Vatican. But then we
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noticed Japan. Japan was 1 percent in
1960 and 1 percent today.

That was a joke.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRIST). Does the Senator yield? Is the
Senator yielding the floor?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator yields
the floor. May | say | understand we
will alternate speakers. | hope Senator
WELLSTONE might be the next speaker
on our side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the Chair’s understanding.

The Senator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me
begin by saying | always find it inform-
ative to listen to our distinguished col-
league from New York. Nobody in this
country, in the last quarter of a cen-
tury, has had more reasonable things
to say about this subject than he has.
I feel very strongly about this issue,
and | know that he feels just as strong-
ly as | do. And, while we have very
great differences on this issue, even
among Republicans, | think everybody
should know that in my mind, and 1|
think in the mind of any reasonable
person, everybody who is debating this
issue is sincere. Everybody understands
what profound consequences await the
Nation in this area. In fact, yesterday,
as the distinguished Senator from New
York and I discussed this issue, the one
thing we agreed on was that a continu-
ation of the current trend means a pro-
found change in our country and the
loss of the America we know.

I think, as we start this debate, it is
important to begin it with this fact in
mind. The Senator from New York and
I are far apart as to what the remedies
are in dealing with this problem, but
we are in total agreement that a fail-
ure to deal with this problem means
the end of America as we know it. It is
from this premise that | want to start
the debate today.

In the last 30 years, if you take all
the means-tested programs in Amer-
ica—that is programs where money is
allocated, directly or indirectly, or is
spent on behalf of people who are
poor—if you take all those programs
and add them up, you find that over
the last 30 years, in fighting this war
on poverty, as Lyndon Johnson deemed
it to be in 1965, the American taxpayer
has spent $5.4 trillion on programs
aimed at helping poor people.

Mr. President, nobody here, | believe,
really knows what $1 trillion, or even
$1 billion, is. | have a constituent from
Dallas named Ross Perot who knows
what $1 billion is. But | readily admit
that | have a hard time fathoming
what it means. But let me take a cou-
ple of cracks at what it means and why
it is a very big number.

No. 1, the newest estimate by the
Heritage Foundation of the value of
every building or plant in America, the
whole physical capital of the United
States of America, the greatest econ-
omy in the history of the world—if you
add up the value of every building and
improvement, every factory and all the
tools of all the workers in America, it
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is roughly $5 trillion in value. So, one
measure of the commitment of the
American taxpayer to fight and win
the war on poverty, is that in the last
30 years we have spent slightly more
than the total value of all the build-
ings, all the plants, all the equipment
and all the tools of all the workers in
our country. The net physical wealth
of the Nation is roughly equal to what
we have expended over the last 30 years
in our efforts to try to help people help
themselves.

A second figure which | think is
equally revealing is that, if you simply
look at the burden of the welfare pro-
gram as it exists today—not how much
we spent in the last 30 years but the
amount we are spending today—and
you distribute that whole burden
among all the families in America that
file a Federal income tax return, that
burden adds up to $3,357 per family fil-
ing a Federal income tax return last
year.

Most working Americans do not
know what $1 billion is, but virtually
every working family in America
knows what $3,357 a year is, and that is
what we are talking about in terms of
our annual commitment, as compared
to the number of families in America
that filed an income tax return last
year.

The point | am trying to make here
is no one can say the American people
have not made a legitimate effort to
deal with this problem. In fact no soci-
ety in history has ever made a similar
effort over such an extended period of
time. Never in the history of the world
has a society taken more away from
the people who are pulling the wagon
and given more to people riding in the
wagon; and, as | will argue later, in
doing so has made both groups worse
off.

If we look at what have been the
fruits of this massive expenditure of
money, | do not think anyone would
find the results to be anything but dis-
appointing. We have seen, under this
program, the illegitimacy rate ex-
plode—from 5.3 percent in 1960 to al-
most a third today. Last year, in our
big cities, about one-half of all the
children born were born out of wed-
lock.

And nationwide, almost one out of
three children born in America was
born out of wedlock. And we might de-
bate what, under the current trend, the
illegitimacy rate is going to be at the
end of the century. Is it going to be 40
percent? Is it going to be 50? We can de-
bate how that will break down across
various identifiable groups in America.
But nobody can dispute the fact that
under the current system the trend in
illegitimacy is up, and no one can
argue that we have seen, from this
massive and unprecedented expendi-
ture of money, tangible results in
terms of people becoming less depend-
ent, nor in terms of people breaking
the cycle of poverty. That is not to say
that you can spend $5.4 trillion without
helping somebody. But when you look
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at America | think it is very, very dif-
ficult, if not impossible, to argue that
after spending $5.4 trillion on welfare
programs over the last 30 years that
America is better off today than it was
when we started. | believe.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GRAMM. Let me finish my state-
ment and | would be very happy to
yield.

| think that, by any definition, peo-
ple are more dependent on Government
today than they were in 1965. We have
more people who are poor today than
we had when we started. | think if you
look at the quality of life in those
areas where you have high concentra-
tions of poor people, especially in our
inner cities, by any definition of the
quality of life, people are worse off
today than they were when we started
this program.

The first point that | want to make is
that this is not the kind of debate—and
we have many debates on the floor of
the Senate that | think would qualify
under this heading—where we are talk-
ing about whether to undertake an ac-
tivity; where there is real debate about
whether or not the problem would get
better more quickly if we left it alone.
This is not a marginal kind of debate.
I think there is a consensus—whether
you are a moderate Member of the Sen-
ate or more conservative—that this is
an issue where the future of America is
on the line, that our house is literally
on fire. And | would argue—and | think
the evidence is convincing on this ar-
gument—that what we have done in
the last 30 years has not only failed to
put this fire out, but rather has made
it burn even brighter. The time has fi-
nally come for a dramatic change in
public policy.

In a series of amendments today and
for the next few days I, and others, will
offer proposals that are aimed at dra-
matically changing the system.

Some will argue that if we can do
anything that is an improvement on
the current system, we ought to do it.
But | would like to remind my col-
leagues that we have reformed welfare
on numerous occasions. In 1988, we had
what was touted as a dramatic change
in welfare. The Senator from New York
today announced that there may be a
glimmer of hope that positive results
are being produced and, obviously, |
hope that he is correct. But again, let
us look back at what the world looked
like in 1988 in terms of poverty, and let
us look at what it looks like today. |
think that when we look at the num-
bers we cannot help but be discouraged.

Between 1988 and 1993, welfare spend-
ing in America has risen by roughly 50
percent. The poverty rate has risen
from 13 percent of the population living
in poverty in 1988 to 15.1 in 1993. So, in
other words, as spending has risen by 50
percent, the percentage of the popu-
lation living in poverty in America has
actually gone up by almost 2 percent.
During this 5-year period, from 1988 to
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1993, 95,000 new bureaucrats have been
added to the welfare system.

So we reformed welfare in 1983. But
we clearly did not make any dramatic
changes. And while the Senator from
New York may see some glimmer of
hope, | think his hope is very, very dif-
ficult to see in these statistics.

But the point is that these statistics
represent a very small part of the cost
of the failure of the American welfare
system, because there is a human face
behind each of these numbers—because
not only have we spent record amounts
of money, but we have made people
more dependent and in the process we
have changed behavior.

I was talking to my mother the other
day about welfare, something that any-
one who wants to be a leader on this
issue would be well advised to do. My
mother made the point that the prob-
lem today with welfare is that young
people do not have the same pride that
she had when she was growing up. And
I argued. “Well, mother, I am not sure
that is right. I am not sure that young
people are so different today than they
were when you were growing up. But |
will tell you one thing that | know is
different; the system is different.”

| tried to explain to my mother that
if we had back then, when she was
young, had two little children, and was
working at the mill, if we had then the
kind of welfare system we have now,
she would have probably taken it. And
my mother argued she would not have
taken it. She said that she would have
starved to death before she would have
taken it. | said, “Well, mother, you
would have been better off taking wel-
fare than you would have been work-
ing. Everybody you would have known
would have been taking it. There would
have been no stigma involved, and peo-
ple would have made fun of you for not
taking it.”” To which my mother re-
sponded by saying, ‘I would not have
taken it, and if you ever say | would
have taken it, | will go on television
and denounce you.”’

Maybe my mother would not have
taken it. But the point is that a lot of
people have. We started out with the
idea of helping people. We started out
to build a social safety net. But what
happened somewhere along the way,
during these past 30 years, the social
safety net instead became a hammock.
We started to change people’s behavior,
which is not surprising because under
the current system, generally, if a wel-
fare mother takes a job she loses her
welfare. If she marries somebody who
has a job, she loses her welfare. But if
she has more children, she gets more
welfare.

So not surprisingly in spending this
massive amount of money, $5.4 trillion,
we have not broken the cycle of pov-
erty. We have not helped people
produce independence. But what we
clearly have done is changed the way
people behave.

The other day, in debating this issue,
one of my colleagues said, ‘““We are not
going to solve this problem until we
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find a way to change how people be-
have.”” | would argue, Mr. President,
that we have found the way to change
how people behave. It is our current
welfare system. Not only have we made
people more dependent, not only have
we taken away their initiative and de-
nied them access to the American
dream, but we have affected their spirit
and their pride in themselves. Because,
as people have turned more and more
to Government to take care of them, to
fix their every mistake, they have
turned away from self-reliance, turned
away from their family, and turned
away from their faith in themselves.

How do we fix it? The Senator from
New York says the plain truth is that
we do not know. And | think that no
one can definitively disagree with that
statement. The question is, however,
having traveled one road for 30 years—
a road that is littered with the wreck-
age not only of the expenditure of $5.4
trillion but with the lives of people
who were caught up in this whole cri-
sis—is it not time for a dramatic
change?

Let me try to define the debate, if |
may. And | know that any time you try
to define your position relative to
somebody else’s, almost by the very
nature of the debate, you are unfair.
But let me, at least as | see it, try to
define where we are.

We have basically three proposals
that are going to be discussed and
voted on in the Senate. We have the
Dole-Packwood bill, which is an effort
to try to institute marginal change.

First of all, it deals with only 13 per-
cent of means tested programs, even if
you do not count Medicaid. And even
within the areas where it provides
block grants, for example, Aid to Fami-
lies With Dependent Children, despite
all the talk of removing strings, in
truth the strings are still present. |
will just give you an example.

According to the Dole-Packwood bill,
if under the block grant of AFDC my
State wants to require welfare recipi-
ents to wash windows on public build-
ings, but is currently paying State em-
ployees to wash these same windows,
then they cannot use welfare workers
because it would displace State em-
ployees.

Mr. President, clearly, when you are
looking at this kind of restriction, you
are looking at a focus being put on the
interest of someone other than the tax-
payer.

Let me run down other problems
with the Dole-Packwood bill and how a
group of some 24 Senators that | will be
working with on this issue will try to
deal with them. First of all, the Dole-
Packwood bill fails to establish a real
mandatory work requirement. There is
clearly a consensus in the country on a
mandatory work requirement, but
right at the final stage of the bill’s
work requirement—when a decision is
made whether or not to actually termi-
nate somebody’s welfare if they refuse
to work—the Dole bill leaves the deci-
sion up to the States. The House, in
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contrast, has a real pay-for-perform-
ance provision that basically says if
somebody shows up to work half time,
they get half their welfare benefit; if
they do not show up, they get none.

I do not believe the District of Co-
lumbia will terminate welfare benefits
for people who refuse to work and | am
not sure what other States will do. | do
know that there are some people who
say, well, let us just turn this whole
thing over to the States.

I, too, want to give the States a mas-
sive expansion in independence, but
there is an absolute consensus in
America that able-bodied men and
women riding in the welfare wagon
should get out of the wagon and help
the rest of us pull.

We will offer an amendment later
today, or sometime this week when we
have the opportunity, that would put a
pay-for-performance provision in the
bill. Members of the Senate can vote
either for or against having a real pay-
for-performance provision which will
simply say that whether or not some-
body gets AFDC—and our goal will be
to expand this provision to food stamps
and housing subsidies—depends on
their willingness to work. If people
refuse to work, we ought to cut off
their benefits.

That is how it works in America.
That is how it works in the real world,
where families and businesses operate
every day; if you do not show up for
work, you do not get paid. So that is
the first change we will institute, and
it is a fundamental change. | believe
that unless we are willing to have a
real mandatory work requirement, not
only are we not fulfilling the commit-
ment that Republicans made in the
election, | think we are not doing what
has to be done in order to deal with
this problem.

Let me remind my colleagues that we
claimed in 1988 that we had a work re-
quirement, but what happened was,
when it finally went into effect, there
was an outright exemption for 57 per-
cent of the people receiving welfare.
When you finally get down to the bot-
tom line, less than 7 percent of the peo-
ple ever complied with the work re-
quirement. | want everybody in Amer-
ica who is on welfare to understand
that able-bodied men and women are
expected to work, and if they do not
work, they are going to lose their bene-
fits.

But the most serious problem with
the bill before us is that it does not
deal with illegitimacy. If there is one
underlying problem in American wel-
fare today, if there is one self-perpet-
uating quality to poverty, it is the ex-
plosion of the illegitimacy rate. This is
not an easy problem to deal with, and
the proposal that | and others will
make is not a proposal that is easy to
accept. What we are going to propose is
that we stop giving people more and
more money to have more and more
children while on welfare.
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A discussion occurred earlier in
which someone pointed out that West-
ern Europe has the same illegitimacy
problems we have. 1 would argue that
it largely has the same welfare pro-
gram we have. We have tried for 30
years with a system that provides mon-
etary reward for having more and more
children on welfare. | believe the time
has come to terminate that monetary
reward. | think the time has come to
say to people on welfare that we are
not going to give you more and more
money to have more and more children
while on welfare.

This is a tough decision to make, but
| believe that without this change, we
are not going to fundamentally change
the poverty problem in America. | am
very proud of the fact that the House
made the change, and they made it in
two important ways. No. 1, they
stopped giving direct cash payment to
children who have children. The House
bill ends the absurd system which al-
lows a 16-year-old to escape her mother
and her family by simply having a
child; at which point she qualifies for
AFDC, food stamps, and housing sub-
sidies, and can immediately qualify for
enough benefits to leave her family. |
believe that the current policy basi-
cally represents a national policy of
suicide. It is one that has to be
changed.

We will offer two amendments. One
will deal with teenage mothers, and the
other will deal with a provision where-
by we will deny additional cash pay-
ments to people on welfare who have
more and more children.

We have had on occasion debate
about how many children people on
AFDC have, but | think the facts are
pretty clear. First, people on AFDC
have children at a younger age than do
people in the population as a whole.
And on average, if you look at the age
groups roughly through age 34, the fer-
tility rate among people who are re-
ceiving a financial reward for having
children is about 25 percent higher
than those who are not.

How outrageous is our current policy
where we have working families—fami-
lies that are saving money and delay-
ing having children they want—paying
taxes to encourage and even reward
other people to have more children
while on welfare.

I think clearly this policy has to be
changed. The House bill has a bonus for
those States that reduce the illegit-
imacy rate through their programs. It
also has a provision—and we will add
and strengthen that provision—to see
that nothing we do encourages States
to promote abortion in order to try to
qualify for these bonuses. But | believe,
and many people in America believe,
that the solution to the poverty prob-
lem lies in trying to deal with illegit-
imacy.

I also believe we need to promote
marriage. | believe there are only two
things that can prevent or eliminate
poverty: work and family. No great civ-
ilization has ever risen that was not
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built on strong families. No great civ-
ilization has ever survived the destruc-
tion of its families, and | am fearful
that America will not be the first.

We need some clear incentives for the
formation of strong families. | would
like to eliminate the marriage penalty
for moderate- and low-income families.
Under the current system, if two work-
ing people fall in love and get married,
they pay a higher tax rate than they
would pay if they had stayed single.
Clearly that cannot be good public pol-
icy. | want, as we promised in the Con-
tract With America, to have a tax cred-
it for families that adopt children,
something we desperately want to pro-
mote. | would like to have favorable
tax treatment for families that take
care of parents in their own home.

We are trying to figure out now how
to deal with these issues in a bill that
is not a revenue bill from the House.
And that is something that we are
working on. But | think it is fun-
damentally important that in the last
30 years we have tried everything to
deal with welfare except work and fam-
ily. And | think if we are going to solve
this problem, we are going to have to
make that change.

I believe that the paternity provision
in the Dole bill is a weak provision. It
basically requires the unwed mother to
cooperate in trying to identify the fa-
ther, whereas the House language is
very, very strong so that except in very
extreme circumstances, if the mother
does not identify the father, she does
not get the benefits. | believe that is a
change that has got to be made.

Probably the first amendment that
we will offer will have to do with peo-
ple coming to America to get welfare. |
think most Americans are shocked to
find that someone can come to Amer-
ica today and qualify for welfare to-
morrow. | think we have room in
America for people who want to come
and work. | am not in favor of tearing
down the Statue of Liberty. New Amer-
icans are often the best Americans.
They bring new vision and new energy.
And we have got room in America for
people who want to come and work.
But people ought to come to America
with their sleeves rolled up, not with
their hand out. We do not have room in
America for people who want to come
in here and live off the fruits of some-
one else’s labor.

I want to make it clear that our
amendment is going to be prospective.
So what we are going to say is, as of
the adoption date of this bill, from that
day forward, anybody who comes to
America comes here understanding
that they cannot immediately qualify
for welfare. Now, if they come here,
and are productive members of society,
and if in 5 years they meet the citizen-
ship requirement, once they become
citizens, obviously, under the Constitu-
tion they have the same rights as any-
body else. And that is how it should be.
But | do not believe that we ought to
continue to provide incentives for peo-
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ple to come to America to look for wel-
fare.

I want to see us block grant more
programs. | think it is important that
we vote on block grants for food
stamps. | would also like to vote on
block grants for housing subsidies. |
would like to see us give the entire
welfare program back to the States and
set the States free to come up with a
tailored program that will fit their in-
dividual needs.

A final major point in the bill which
I think just defies logic is that, while
we eliminate AFDC as a Federal pro-
gram and give the money back to the
States, the bill will eliminate only 30
percent of the AFDC positions in the
Federal bureaucracy. In other words, in
AFDC and in those training programs
that will be block granted under the
Dole bill, 70 percent of the Federal bu-
reaucrats that are currently working
for those programs which we are going
to be eliminated at the Federal level
will stay on the Federal payroll.

| believe that we need to eliminate
those Federal bureaucracies when we
eliminate the programs. | mean, is the
only thing in life that is immortal a
Government job or a Government posi-
tion? It seems to me that it is impos-
sible to justify keeping 70 percent of
the bureaucrats that are running a pro-
gram in place when we are going to
eliminate the program.

Now, we are working, we hope, to ne-
gotiate a compromise where you might
keep 10 percent of the people to help
monitor the program. | would prefer to
do that through a contract with some
private accounting firm. But there is
no way that | can be supportive of a
bill in which we eliminate a program
but we keep 70 percent of the people
who were running it.

In short, the Dole bill does not live
up to the commitments that Repub-
licans made in the election. It will not
solve the problem. It does not have a
binding, mandatory work requirement.
It does not deal with illegitimacy, and
it continues to provide the resources to
give people more and more money to
have more and more children while on
welfare. It continues to invite people to
come to America, not with their
sleeves rolled up but with their hand
out in order to get welfare. And for
even the programs it eliminates, it
keeps 70 percent of the Federal bureau-
crats in place with no other job, it
seems to me, other than to interfere
with the State’s ability to truly reform
the program.

The choice we must make, is to dra-
matically strengthen the Dole bill.
With all due respect to my Democratic
colleagues—and | have no doubt as to
the sincerity of their position—when
you get down to the bottom line, their
position is basically that we can still
make this thing work, that after
spending $5.4 trillion if we could just
spend more money, if we could just
start a new entitlement we can fix the
current system. They are going to pro-
pose, it is my understanding, that we



S11748

start a brandnew entitlement to give
child care to welfare recipients. This
will be a massive and expensive entitle-
ment. But basically their argument
is—not that they are going to make it,
but when you get down to the bottom
line—is that what is lacking in the wel-
fare system is a greater commitment,
that if we simply had more benefits, if
we simply had more money, that we
could make this whole thing work. I
believe the American people passed
that view 15 or 20 miles back down the
road.

The tragedy, it seems to me, in this
debate in the Senate is that the Amer-
ican people are far beyond us in terms
of the proposals that they are ready to
accept. The American people are ready
to dramatically change welfare. The
American people understand that our
house is on fire, and they are willing to
put the fire out. They are willing to
make dramatic change.

I have no doubt that if the amend-
ments that | and others will offer could
be voted on by the American people, if
you took the three bills that in essence
we are going to be debating in amend-
ment form, and you reduced them down
to an agreed-upon, two-sheet summary
of each, and put them on every Kkitchen
table in America, | do not have any
doubt about the fact that 80 or 90 per-
cent of the people in America who do
the work, pay the taxes and pull the
wagon would be in favor of the changes
that will be proposed by those of us
who believe that the Dole bill is not
strong enough.

This is not an issue where cutting a
deal in Washington, DC, is going to
solve our problems. We need, on this
issue, to stand up and fight for a
change because the future of America
is on the line and we are going to lose
our country as we know it if we do not
make the necessary changes.

Finally, there are a lot of people who
have worked in trying to put together
an alternative that reflects the will of
the American people. But there are two
people that | want to talk about before
closing. One is JOHN ASHCROFT, our new
colleague from Missouri, a former Gov-
ernor, who understands the functioning
of welfare in the States, who probably
has as much practical experience as
any Member in the Senate with wel-
fare, who certainly has administered a
major welfare program more recently
than any other Member of the Senate.

I think his contributions, in terms of
wanting to change the system where
we have the Treasury allocate the
funds to the States and where the Fed-
eral Government gets out of the way
and where we eliminate the Federal bu-
reaucracy, are vitally important. | in-
tend to follow his leadership on this
issue, and I am very hopeful that the
amendments he will offer will be adopt-
ed.

Finally, our relatively new colleague,
LAUCH FAIRCLOTH, has probably been
more courageous on this issue than
anybody else. It is often easy in party
meetings, regardless of which party,
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when people are trying to talk about
supporting a bill to simply nod and
hold your tongue.

I think the willingness of LAuUcH
FAIRCLOTH to stand up and say no, es-
pecially on this issue of illegitimacy,
has been vitally important. | think it
has awakened conservative Repub-
licans to the fact that this is some-
thing that is worth fighting for.

I think if we pass a good bill, and I
am hopeful we will, and when the dust
settles—and | do not know when that is
going to be—when we finally enact a
bill, that we will have strengthened the
bill’s provisions on illegitimacy, we
will have strengthened its provisions
on work, and we will have strengthened
its provisions in terms of denying bene-
fits to people who come to America and
get welfare. | think in the end, prob-
ably none of our colleagues will be due
more credit for making that happen
than LAUCH FAIRCLOTH.

So we will have a series of amend-
ments. | am hopeful we reduce the
number, though | have to confess, as of
right now, we have about a dozen.
Some of them will be very controver-
sial, such as the illegitimacy reduction
amendments. Some of them, | hope,
will be accepted. | think we will see a
split. Members on both sides of the
aisle will vote for and against some of
these amendments, but | think we have
an opportunity to make history. |
think we have an opportunity to write
a welfare reform bill that will live up
to its name. What we really ought to
be debating is not simply reforming
welfare but replacing it. 1 think the
amendments that we will be offering
represent a major step in that direc-
tion.

I want to thank my colleagues who
have worked on this effort, and | yield
the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr.
President. | have tried this morning to
engage my colleagues and put some
questions to them, and | know later on
we will have time for debate. They
wanted to get through with their state-
ments. So | am going to do the same
thing. | think that is unfortunate be-
cause, frankly, |1 think rather than a
series of speeches we ought to have a
real debate about this.

Mr. President, as | was listening to
my colleague from Texas, | heard a lot
of apples and oranges, kind of mixed up
together. | heard $5.4 trillion, and then
| heard a lot about the AFDC Program.
One would think we have spent $5.4
trillion since 1965 on Aid to Families
With Dependent Children. Hardly the
case.

In another point in time, because |
am not going to yield my time, | want
to put questions to my colleague later
on—we will have time for debate—I
simply have to say, it will be very in-
teresting to find out what has been
lumped together in this $5.4 trillion. |
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am sure it is financial aid for students
and all sorts of different programs that
are means tested. Let us not confuse
the issue and spend 90 percent of our
time on the floor bashing away at
AFDC, welfare mothers and their chil-
dren, and then every once in a while
talk about $5.4 trillion, because | am
afraid people who are listening to this
debate will get the impression that
that is what we have spent on the
AFDC Program. That is hardly the
case.

Mr. GRAMM. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will not yield for
a question now. | tried to get col-
leagues to yield for a question all
morning. | intend now to lay out what
I think is a different perspective.

One would think from listening to
some of my colleagues that we have
seen an explosion in the number of
children born out of wedlock within
welfare families. That is not the case.
As a matter of fact, we see smaller
families. We see, over the last several
decades, the typical welfare family is a
smaller family. The average size now is
less than two children: One mother,
two children. One would think from lis-
tening to my colleagues that what we
have is an explosion in the number of
children in welfare families. That is
not the case—that is not the case.

Mr. President, one would think that
the reason for that is that we have seen
a dramatic increase in welfare benefits,
although the AFDC benefits have been
cut in real dollar terms. | heard my
colleague from Oregon earlier on—I
wanted to put a question to him—talk-
ing about increase of benefits. But the
AFDC benefit, in real dollar terms, has
gone down about 40 percent or so since
1970.

But we only know, | say to my col-
league from New York, we only know
what we want to know and sometimes
we leave out inconvenient facts. Mr.
President, one would think, listening
to my colleagues, that the reason for
the $4 trillion-plus of debt, the reason
for the budget deficits, the reason for
the crime, the reason for the unem-
ployment, the reason for difficult lives
for all too many children in this coun-
try is the AFDC Program. This is just
preposterous scapegoating. That is
what this is all about. Scapegoating:
Drive the cheaters off the rolls and the
slackers back to work, and we can
eliminate the total debt of the country
and eliminate all the budget deficits.

Mr. President, who are we talking
about? Let me just say at the begin-
ning, when 1 listened to my colleague
from Texas—and | am sorry to speak
with some indignation, | will try to
keep it to quiet indignation—speaking
about the American people and what
they are for, the American people do
not want us to be reckless with the
lives of children. The American people
do not want us to be reckless with the
lives of children. And, Mr. President,
there is a big difference between re-
form and reformatory.
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Let me tell you what reform is. The
Senator from New York has been pro-
phetic on this issue forever. I am al-
most embarrassed to be speaking while
he is out on the floor, because | have so
much respect for his work over the
years. But at the very minimum, if we
are going to be talking about welfare
reform, we have to be talking about
several things. The Senator’s bill in
1988 talked about that. There is noth-
ing new here. The Senator talked about
the need to have education, talked
about the need for job training and to
focus on jobs and, as | remember, it
had a transition period of time where
you did not get cut off from Medicaid.

That is what it is all about. When we
are talking about welfare recipients,
the 15 million recipients including 5
million families, and we are talking
about driving the slackers back to
work and cheaters off the roll, 9 mil-
lion are children under the age of 18,
and the rest are overwhelmingly single
parents.

Interestingly enough, and | will get
to this later on in my comments when
we talk about the States and leaving it
up to the States, actually all too few
States have been willing to have the
AFDC-UP Program. Too few States
have been willing to have that, if we
want to talk about what quite often
encourages the breakup of families.

But, Mr. President, | have to say to
you today that there is a tremendous
amount of scapegoating that is going
on here. If you want to have welfare re-
form as opposed to reformatory, No. 1,
what Minnesotans will say is, ‘““Look,
we think it’s important, work is impor-
tant, to be able to have a decent job is
dignity.” That is what all of us desire.

By the way, I might be one of the few
Senators who spent 20 years, or there-
about, organizing with welfare moth-
ers. | might know this community bet-
ter than some people here. Maybe | do
not. Maybe that means | do not have
any objectivity.

But on the other hand, at least | do
not perpetuate a lot of stereotypes. At
least | have some examples that | can
give based upon some personal experi-
ence. Most welfare mothers that |
know want nothing more than to get
out from under the thumb of the wel-
fare department and work.

My colleague from New York wrote
in his book, ““The Politics of the Guar-
anteed Income.”” To be poor in America
is one thing, but to be poor and depend-
ent is all too often to be despised.
There is a tremendous amount of stig-
ma. We all want to work.

Mr. President, it is very difficult to
work. If you want to have real welfare
reform and not reformatory, No. 1,
there has to be affordable child care.
What are you going to do?

What are you going to do if you have
small children and you are going to
work? Is there going to be a way you
can afford child care? By the way, Mr.
President, that is not just an issue for
welfare mothers. It is also an issue for
many working families in this country.
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In this Congress, we have cut invest-
ment in child care. So at the same time
that we say what we need in America is
more workfare and less welfare—I say
to my colleague that we have heard
that for a long time—we are cutting
money and we are retreating from an
investment in resources in child care.

What are we saying? | thought we
valued family. | thought we valued
children. We are saying to welfare
mothers, you take a job, and if you do
not take a job, you are cut off from as-
sistance. But if that mother cannot af-
ford child care, if she loses her Medic-
aid coverage and the job she gets is $5
an hour, or thereabouts—which is ex-
actly the job opportunity structure
that many welfare mothers face—she is
worse off.

| say to my colleagues, where in their
alleged reform proposal is there any
funding for child care? There is no in-
crease in funding for child care. In fact,
we are cutting child care assistance. So
if we are going to speak for the major-
ity of people in the United States, let
us make a distinction on the floor of
the Senate right now. People want to
see reform, yes. People would like to
see less welfare and more workfare,
yes. But people do not want to see chil-
dren punished. They do not want to see
legislation in the name of reform
which is degrading and punitive. They
do not want to see us being reckless
with the lives of children.

By the way, just because a child is in
a welfare family, just because a child is
low income and of a single parent, does
not mean that child is a boy or a girl
of any less worth or substance than
any of the rest of us. These proposals—
especially the proposal of the Senator
from Texas—is not reform, it is reform-
atory.

It is based upon a tremendous
amount of scapegoating. And you know
what, Mr. President, there is not one
former welfare mother on the floor of
the Senate. Welfare mothers do not
have the money to buy ads on CBS,
NBC, and ABC to fight some of these
cultural stereotypes. | have heard my
colleagues come to the floor and give
examples.

Are we going to now govern by anec-
dote? | have examples, too, Mr. Presi-
dent. | say to my colleague from New
York, “There Are No Children Here” is
a wonderful book. The title is trou-
bling. Here is the basis of the title. The
basis of the title is that a journalist
from the Wall Street Journal is talking
to a mother. He has come to know this
family who lives in a housing project.
He wants to write about the children.
The mother says to him, Mr. President,
“Well, if you want to write this book,
you can, but there are no children
here.” What she is saying is, given the
brutality of their lives, there are no
children, there is no innocence; they do
not have the chance to be children.

But, Mr. President, for all of these
stereotypes about these welfare moth-
ers, my God, we have heard it forever.
“They have Cadillacs.” You would not
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think that the maximum benefit in the
median State is $366 a month, which is
what it is. You would not think in
every State the welfare benefits are
way below poverty—in the State of
Texas, not even 20 percent of poverty.
From listening to my colleagues speak,
you would think welfare mothers are
receiving huge amounts of money, liv-
ing high on the hog, all of them having
tons of children. You would think that
the average size of a family was 10. But
that is not true. The average size of the
family is one mother and less than two
children.

Seventy percent of welfare families
have one or two children. You would
think welfare mothers do not want to
work. But | raised the question with
my colleague from New York earlier.
As a matter of fact, about 75 percent of
AFDC mothers go to work. But within
2 years, quite often, they return back
to welfare. And then they go to work
again. | will tell you exactly what hap-
pens, because | know some of the peo-
ple we are talking about. It does not
make me better than anybody else in
the Senate, but at least, for God’s sake,
I am not operating on the basis of vi-
cious stereotypes.

You have a mother and she goes to
work and tries to make it, and it is a
$5.50 an hour job, or whatever the case
is; and then she tries to work out a
child care arrangement and is able to
do that for a while. But pretty soon she
is further behind. So she goes back to
welfare. Then she finds another job and
she is doing pretty well at that job, but
her child gets sick and she has to stay
at home, and this time around, she
loses that job. And then she seeks em-
ployment again. As a matter of fact,
that is the pattern, that is what is so
dangerous about the 5-year cutoff.
That is the pattern. But this does not
represent the pathology of welfare
mothers. This represents a group of
citizens—women—who are trying to
work and support their families.

Mr. President, | have not heard one
of my colleagues on the other side talk
about how it is that in many of our
large cities, small children go to
school, all too often crossing through
gunfire, and get home and graduate
from high school, and some go on to
college and some have rewarding lives.
Do you know who takes them to
school? Do you know who takes them
home? Do you know who organizes
against the drug pushers? All too often,
they are welfare mothers.

I have not heard any stories on the
floor of the Senate about any of those
women. No, no, no. We only want to
know what we want to know. Better to
have all of the cruel stereotypes; better
to do all of the scapegoating. That is
the way we are proceeding right now
on the floor of the Senate.

This is not reform, this is reform-
atory. Some of these proposals are very
reckless with the lives of children. We
should not be so generous with the suf-
fering of other people. It is a great hot-
button issue; you can push it and you
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can get a lot of support. But | will tell
you something, there is a lot of good-
ness in this country. When people see
some of these proposals for what they
are, people will be furious and they will
object.

I know a woman in Minnesota, a wel-
fare mother. | say to the Senator from
New York, do you know why? Actually,
she had a middle income and lived in a
middle-income family. She was doing
fine. She was full of hope. She had chil-
dren. Everything was going right.
There was only one problem: Her hus-
band battered her.

For many women, like it or not, the
welfare program, the AFDC Program,
is the only alternative to an abusive
relationship. That is correct. So she
left her husband, and now she has
small children and receives aid to fami-
lies with dependent children. | do not
hear any of my colleagues talking
about such examples. I know another
mother, and she has two small chil-
dren. You know what, | say to my col-
league from New York, it reminds me—
boy, I am going to get in trouble politi-
cally for saying this—but it reminds
me of the book entitled “Let Us Now
Praise Famous Men.”” It should have
been ‘““Men and Women.”’

I would not praise all welfare moth-
ers. | can give examples of abuse. But
this woman should be famous. She is
an AFDC mother. Her husband left her.
He is not taking any responsibility for
supporting the children. She has two
small children that she takes care of.
She goes to community college, and
she works at a job, as well. She is try-
ing to be independent. She takes good
care of those children. She is amazing.
I do not know how she does it. She is a
welfare mother, folks. She is a welfare
mother. | have not seen any of my col-
leagues out here with her picture. |
have not heard any of those stories.

Mr. President, it is time to maybe
talk about the basic facts on welfare.
Let us not base public policy on the
basis of stereotypes.

Mr. President, | remember a study by
Gilbert Steiner, an institute study that
quoted FDR. He gave a speech and said,
“l hope soon to abolish relief alto-
gether.” Then he moved forward and
talked about the WIN Program. Leon-
ard Goodwin, of Brookings, wrote a
piece in 1970. He was doing an analysis
and found that what happened was very
interesting. A lot of welfare mothers,
rather than saying they heard about
this work incentive program now, said
they could not wait to work. The prob-
lem is we only ended up placing 2 per-
cent of them in jobs that put them in
a better position than they were in
when they had welfare.

Does anybody want to look at the job
opportunity structure in America? Do
any of my colleagues have children in
their twenties? | do. Have you taken a
close look at the jobs that are avail-
able right now for people? Has anybody
looked at that? Then | hear this won-
derful argument on the floor of the
Senate, and the argument goes as fol-
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lows: What is going on here is welfare
is causing poverty. And you get all
these statistics. | think my colleague
from Texas does this. You get all these
statistics on the rise of poverty in
America. That is true. The statistics
about the state of children in America
should shame all of us. One would
think that welfare is the cause of the
poverty.

Not a word about the political econ-
omy of the country. Not a word about
the minimum wage of $4.25. Not a word
about increasing minimum wage. Not a
word about an expanded job oppor-
tunity structure. Not a word about the
huge number of people today in our
country who work 52 weeks a year, 40
hours a week, only to make poverty
wages. Not a word about any of that.

The argument that welfare causes
poverty is tantamount to arguing that
Social Security causes people to get
old.

Come on, colleagues. Get your inde-
pendent and your dependent variables
straight. This is the kind of argument
that is easy to make when there are a
group of people that you can bash be-
cause they are not the big political
campaign givers. They do not make the
big contributions. They are not the
heavy hitters. They are not the play-
ers.

But that is still no excuse for bashing
people and then basing policy on these
myths.

Then we have the Family Allowance
Program. Back then, maybe | made a
mistake. | think my colleague from
New York certainly would say | did. |
thought it was equity within inad-
equacy. But | do not know. At least
President Nixon and his chief urban ad-
viser, now Senator MOYNIHAN, | think
that they were right. They are trying
to say, ‘‘Let’s have some kind of in-
come floor. Let’s have some real re-
form.” That was defeated. Certainly we
lost that opportunity.

Then Jimmy Carter came in and he
said welfare was a disgrace. He had his
Better Jobs and Income Program. Ron-
ald Reagan pulled hundreds of thou-
sands of people off the rolls in the early
1980’s. He thought it was encouraging
people to get out of work and stay on
welfare, and there was abuse there. But
it actually did not lead to anything
good for children. Not at all.

My colleagues talk about all of this
discussion about illegitimacy and fam-
ily caps. My colleague from New York,
correct me if | am wrong, as | look at
the New Jersey experience, Rutgers
came out with a study recently and
what they found was that, frankly, it
did not seem to make any difference
one way or the other in terms of the
cap. The only difference it made was it
took some food off the tables.

Am | correct?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator is cor-
rect. The study done at Rutgers Uni-
versity showed that.

Mr. WELLSTONE. This was a study,
for the information of my colleagues, a
study of the family cap; to have an ad-
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ditional child, there will not be any
more assistance.

Initially, there were, as | remember—
I am kind of going by memory—there
were initially proclamations and
claims that, as a matter of fact, this
had cut down on the number of welfare
children and the number of people who
were obtaining welfare.

I think probably what happened, it
was underreported. | think probably a
lot of mothers just did not report it.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will the Senator
yield?
Mr. WELLSTONE. | am happy to

yield to the Senator.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Reasonable persons
learned there would be no additional
money when an additional child was
born; they did not report it, and in
time these numbers got resolved and
there appeared no effect of any kind.

Mr. WELLSTONE. For the record,
the best known study of the effects of
the family cap was the Rutgers study
of the New Jersey plan. Here is the
principle investigator for that study
who recently reported that during the
first year of the program, ““There is not
a statistically significant difference be-
tween the birth rates in the experi-
mental and control groups. We find a
6.9 percent rate for women subject to
the family cap, and a 6.7 rate for those
in the control group.”

As a matter of fact, Mr. President,
there is not one bit of research that |
know of that suggests policywise we
are going to be able to do anything to
stop out-of-work wedlock births.

Does the Senator know of any re-
search that suggests we can do that?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. 1 ask unanimous
consent to address the Senator di-
rectly.

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sir, | do not. | wish
I did. | prepared for this debate by can-
vassing acquaintances around the Na-
tion. Did they know? No, they did not.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, we
are talking about, we should listen to
the foremost expert, not just among
people in the Senate but in the country
on welfare, Senator MOYNIHAN, if we
want to base our policy not on stereo-
types, some of them crucial stereo-
types, but on whatever evidence there
is.

As a matter of fact, | heard the Sen-
ator from Texas proclaiming we will do
this all in the name of helping chil-
dren. The only thing that happened
was there was less money for food.

Senators, that is the only thing that
happens. And we are profamily? And we
are going to take food out of the
mouths of hungry children?

Senators, if you have some studies
that you can bring to the floor of the
Senate, if you have some empirical evi-
dence that these proposals will, in fact,
make a difference in terms of reducing
the rate of out-of-wedlock children,
fine. If you have some evidence that a
family cap or other harsh proposal will
reduce the rate of “illegitimacy,” fine.
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If you do not have evidence, please un-
derstand on the basis of what studies
have taken place so far, a family cap is
no help whatsoever.

Also, remember, that over 70 percent
of welfare mothers have one or two
children at the most. But what you
will do is you will, by this kind of
change, make sure that these fami-
lies—and, Senators, there is not one
State in the lower 48 that has a welfare
benefit up to the poverty level in-
come—will have less income to feed
their children.

Is that what we are about? Is that
what we are claiming to be reform?
That is not reform. It is punitive. It is
degrading. It is reformatory. It is hot-
button-issue politics. That is all it is.

It is not a policy based upon evi-
dence. It is not sound public policy. We
are being very reckless with the lives
of children in the United States of
America.

Mr. President, who receives AFDC?
Eight percent of all AFDC families are
headed by teens. The vast majority, 81
percent, are young families headed by
mothers in their twenties and thirties.

How many people receive AFDC?
Nine point five million children. Who
are we talking about? These cheaters
we want to drive off the rolls and the
slackers we want to drive back to
work, who are we talking about? Mr.
President, 9.5 million of the 14 million
AFDC recipients are children.

A little less than 5 million are moth-
ers, and many of them are mothers of
small children. And you do not have
any additional funding for child care at
all. You do not want to raise the mini-
mum wage for working families. You
do not want to have additional assist-
ance for child care.

Some of you, | ask the Senator from
Oregon, | assume that Medicaid is car-
ried for an additional 2 years? | do not
want to give up the floor, but let me
say that | assume—I ask unanimous
consent to ask the Senator from Or-
egon whether or not in his proposal
there is a transition period of time, 2-
year period of time, where a welfare
mother is able to keep her Medicaid?
Under the unanimous consent, | ask
the Senator from Oregon, and | keep
my time on the floor.

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

Mr. PACKWOOD. One year.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Family Sup-
port Act, 1 year.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
how many children do AFDC families
have? | went over this, but we should
be clear. The average family receiving
AFDC has two children, about the
same as a typical nonwelfare family; 73
percent of the families receiving AFDC
in 1992 have only one or two children.

The average number—for my col-
league from Texas—the average num-
ber of children in an AFDC family has
actually dropped 33 percent since 1970.
You would think, from what my col-
leagues are proposing, that we are hav-
ing this explosion of additional chil-
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dren to welfare mothers. Quite to the
contrary. But do not let the facts get
in your way, because it is easy to bash
these people. It is easy to bash them.

Are AFDC families mostly white or
black? | tread on some sensitive ground
here. But | have noticed all too often,
when my colleagues come out with
their pictures, we have African-Ameri-
cans, usually. So let us be clear about
this. Recipient families are about as
likely to be white as black. In 1992, 39
percent of the families were non-His-
panic white, 37 percent non-Hispanic
black, and 18 percent Hispanic.

Mr. President, are you ready for this?
This is an important piece of informa-
tion. How much do AFDC families re-
ceive each month? The maximum cash
grant for a mother and two children in
a typical State is $366 a month.

Now, my colleague from New York
pointed this out earlier when he was
talking about entitlements—actually,
the State defines the benefit. The Fed-
eral Government is willing to make a
contribution, but the State defines the
benefit. And there is a tremendous var-
iation. Mississippi, which is the least
generous State, provides $120 per
month. By the way, | am not picking—
before my colleagues from Mississippi
come out here, let me be clear. | think,
and | would be willing to be corrected
by the Senator from New York, usually
what happens here is it is the per cap-
ita wage that sets the level of AFDC
benefits. Those States which have
lower working wages, those States that
are poorer States have lower benefits,
by and large.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Plus food stamps.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Plus food stamps.
I am going to talk about food stamps
in a moment, | say to my colleague.

AFDC—I will get from my colleague
in a moment the 1995 figures. In 1992,
the AFDC payment programs cost the
Federal and State Governments com-
bined $22 billion; 1 percent of the Fed-
eral budget, and the States’ share was
about 2 percent. One percent of the
Federal Government.

Now, the Joint Tax Committee, in
talking about corporate welfare, says
we have $425 billion a year in tax ex-
penditures. We have a total of welfare
for the poor, Federal and State, of $22
billion, or a little more now. One per-
cent of the Federal budget. And now we
have an all-out attack.

I am all for reform, by the way. But
reform means affordable child care and
reform means there has to be a job so
a parent can support her or his chil-
dren. That is what reform is all about.

You would think from the way in
which we see this bashing of welfare
that we were spending huge amounts of
money. Mr. President, that average
$366 per month is, roughly speaking,
$4,392 per year. | do not know what the
Federal poverty line is, it must be
$13,000 per family of four?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Fourteen.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
about $14,000 for a family of four. We
can get into a long debate about pov-
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erty. We will not today. We have a defi-
nition of poverty, first defined by
Molly Orshanski—who | think regrets
some of the ways in which it has been
used—but we have a definition of pov-
erty. Our definition of poverty is, we
say this is the definition of what a fam-
ily needs to purchase the minimum
amount of needed goods and services.
We are talking about children here.
Now, when we define poverty, we say
this is the income a family needs to
purchase the minimum amount of
goods and services.

The next piece of evidence is there is
not one State in the United States of
America with welfare payments and
food stamps combined that even equals
what we say a family needs to purchase
a minimum amount of goods and serv-
ices. And we are going after these
mothers and these children.

Mr. President, from hearing my col-
league from Texas speak especially,
one would think we have seen this dra-
matic increase in welfare benefits. The
Senator from Texas combined all the
programs in this statement earlier.
But, again, | do not think we can be
talking about all the programs. If you
wanted to have a debate about the wel-
fare state broadly defined, let us have
that debate. But do not keep mixing
apples and oranges and throw out a $5.4
trillion figure here and talk about in-
creases here. With the AFDC program,
which is the program we are talking
about, benefits have decreased 47 per-
cent since 1970 in real dollar terms.

It is pretty amazing to me. You have
an average benefit of $366 a month for
a family of three, and then | think the
maximum increase of a benefit for an-
other child in a typical State is $72
more. We make $130,000 a year as Sen-
ators. Think about this for a moment.
Think about what it costs to raise your
child. Do you really believe that, with
a typical benefit being $377 per month,
and you get an additional $72 a month,
that that is why women have children?
Do you think they are further ahead?
Do you think that is a good deal, with
what it costs to raise a child?

There is no evidence of that. No evi-
dence supporting that. No evidence for
that whatsoever. And if you are honest
with yourselves and you think about
your own family, you will know that it
costs much more than that to raise a
child.

We have heard a lot. | will conclude
just with a little bit more factual in-
formation. This is just an average
monthly AFDC benefit per family, in
1992 dollars. From 1970 to 1992, the real
value of the AFDC benefit fell 45 per-
cent. If anybody wants to dispute me
on the floor of the Senate, do so. Does
anybody want to? Good. We have estab-
lished that fact.

Mr. President, AFDC and food stamp
benefits as a percentage of poverty line
for a family of three, from 1980 to
1993—AFDC only, average benefit is
now 38 percent of poverty line; AFDC
and food stamps is 67 percent of pov-
erty line. It was 83 percent in 1980, 74
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percent in 1985, 72 percent in 1990. It is
now down to 67 percent of poverty. So
I guess we have not seen a dramatic in-
crease in benefits. Not even on the av-
erage 67 percent of what we say it
takes a family to purchase a minimum
amount of goods and services; 1 percent
of the Federal budget. And this is
where we are targeting all of our guns.
Right?

Mr. President, here is a chart called
“Percentage Spending for AFDC as a
Percentage of Total Federal Outlays,
1970 to 1992.”" In 1970, it was 1.40 per-
cent; 1975, 1.5 percent; and 1992, 0.88
percent. Is it 1 percent now? Is there
any dispute about that?

Mr. President, now we are going to
talk about just block granting; cut
child care, tell people they have to
work, no affordable child care, do not
even talk about the job opportunity
structure, do not try to raise the mini-
mum wage—not just for welfare moth-
ers but for working families, and Med-
icaid for 1 year. Then what happens
after 1 year, given the job opportunity
structure, and how do you afford de-
cent child care?

I am going to make a child care
point. 1 am going to make a State
point. And then | am going to sit down.
But | cannot wait for us to get into
some real debate on the floor of this
Senate, because if there is any role |
can play, it is to make sure that no-
body gets away, with just impunity,
with coming to the floor with all these
stereotypes. Senators can disagree, and
that is fine. | am all for that. | just
want to make sure when the final pol-
icy is enacted it is not based on myths
about many of these women who can-
not fight back.

By the way, we are talking about
women and children in the main.
Women and children.

On the child care part—I will not go
into child care. We will wait. We will
have that debate.

Mr. President, let me just give you a
feel for the AFDC benefits in States. |
see my colleague from Texas. Texas—
but I will not pick on Texas. | will talk
about a lot of different States. The
maximum monthly AFDC benefits, as
of January 1994, was $184. That is for a
family of three—$184. That is 19 per-
cent of the poverty level.

Mr. President, the decline in the
monthly benefits for a family of three,
after adjusting for inflation, in the
State of Texas was 67 percent, a de-
cline.

In Alabama, it was $164. That is 17
percent of the Federal poverty line.

In Maryland—I am going through
this at random—$366, 38 percent of the
poverty line.

Minnesota, $533, 54 percent of the
poverty line.

New York, $577, 60 percent of the pov-
erty line.

This is just welfare benefits. This is
AFDC, not the food stamp part.

New Jersey, $424, 44 percent of the
poverty line.

Vermont, $638, 67 percent of the pov-
erty line.
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Arkansas, $204, 21 percent of the pov-
erty line;

Mississippi, $120 per month, 13 per-
cent of the poverty line.

Mr. President, let us just finish up
this way. Quite to the contrary, people
are not living ‘““high off the hog.”” Quite
to the contrary, people are trying to
obtain work. Quite to the contrary,
most welfare mothers and most policy
analysts | know are for reform. But
you have affordable child care, and 1
think the biggest job we have is job op-
portunity, to be able to get the job, to
be able to support yourself. Look at
the jobs available.

Let me say this to my colleague from
New York. With regard to this whole
notion of ‘“‘get off your duff and get a
job” mentality, a recent study on the
availability of jobs in the fast food res-
taurants found that for each job, there
were 14 applicants. As the study’s au-
thors put it, ““In short, it is simply not
the case that anyone who wants even a
low-wage job can get one.” This is the
study “The Job Ghetto.”” This was in
the American Prospect, summer of
1995.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, if |
may say, the Senator is correct. That
was the article.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
will conclude with the following poem
that was just given to me. It comes
from Julia Dinsmore, a welfare mother
in my State of Minnesota.

My name is not ‘‘those people.”’

We always call them ‘‘those people,” and
we had a Member on the floor of the House
refer to animals— ““‘wolves and alligators,” a
shameful debate.

My name is not ‘“those people.” | am a lov-
ing woman, a mother in pain, giving birth to
the future where my babies have the same
chance as anyone. My name is not “‘inad-
equate.” | did not make my husband leave
us. He chose to and chooses not to pay child
support. While society turns its head, my
children pay the price. My name is not
“problem’ and ‘‘case to be managed.”” The
social service system can never replace the
compassionate concern of loving grand-
parents, uncles, fathers, cousins, commu-
nity. Oh, the people who need to be but are
not present to bring children forward to
their full potential. My name is not “lazy,
dependent welfare mother.” If the unwaged
working parent’s home making, community
building was factored into the gross national
product, my work would have untold value.

By the way, Mr. President, this is
really counterintuitive where this de-
bate is going, and | do think it is very
important to have jobs with decent
wages. | want to remind my colleagues
that being at home and taking care of
children, whether you are a woman or
a man, is important, vitally important,
productive work.

My name is not ‘‘ignorant, dumb and
uneducated.” | live with an income of $621
with $169 in food stamps. Rent is $585.”

This is from Minnesota. Our benefits
are much higher than most.

That leaves $36 a month to live on. I am
such a genius at surviving that | could bal-
ance the State budget in an hour. Never
mind that there is a lack of living-wage jobs.
Never mind that it is impossible to be the
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sole emotional, social, and economic support
to a family. Never mind that single mothers
can work another job outside the home and
lose their children to the gangs, drugs, steal-
ing, prostitution, social workers, kidnap-
ping, street predators. Forget about putting
money into our schools. Just build more
prisons. My name is not ‘“‘lay down and die
quietly.” My love is powerful and my urge to
keep my children alive will never stop. All
children need homes and people who love
them. AIll children need safety and the
chance of being the people they were born to
be. The wind will stop before I let my chil-
dren become a statistic. Before you give in
to the urge to blame me, the blame that lets
us go blind and unknowing into isolation
that disconnects us, take another look. Do
not go away, for I am not a problem but the
solution. And my name is not ‘“‘those people.
| yield the floor.

Several Senators
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, |
want to make sure the Senator from
Minnesota does not misconstrue. In the
play ‘“Man for AIll Seasons’” where
Thomas Moore is being tried—and |
will paraphrase the best | can recall—
for he would not assent to the king’s
divorce, he never said anything about
it. He just did not assent to it. But he
would not sign on it. And in the trial
they accused him of opposing the di-
vorce. He said, ‘“No. | said nothing
about the divorce.” And the prosecutor
said something about the law and pre-
sumptions, and Moore says, in that
case, it is not to presume that silence
assumes assent. He said nothing.

I do not want my silence—in response
to his papers when he is holding them
up saying ‘“‘anybody here disagrees’—
to be assent. He said nothing.

I do not want my silence—in response
to his papers when he is holding them
up saying ‘‘anybody here disagrees’’—
to be assent. At the appropriate time, |
will respond to those. But | do not
want to leave you with the impression
that | agree with everything or barely
anything that he said.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, for the
first time in 30 years or more, | believe
the Senate is beginning a broad range
of debate over a system of welfare, not
a single program such as AFDC or Med-
icaid or any of half a dozen or more
others, but a system of welfare.

During that period of at least 30
years, the debate over particular as-
pects or programs that are a part of
that system has always been on what
additional program, what additional
help the Government can provide to
deal with what was a serious problem
of family breakdown, of dependent sin-
gle parents, of illegitimacy and occa-
sionally homelessness. During the
course of those three decades, AFDC,
supplemental Social Security income,
subsidized child care, job training,
Medicaid, and other programs have all
been debated as a part of the solution
to our Nation’s social pathologies. And,
in most cases, these programs have ei-
ther been brought into existence or
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have been expanded in an attempt to
alleviate social conditions. But each
one of those additions, each one of
those increases, has been accompanied
by not by a decrease in welfare depend-
ency—both in terms of families and il-
legitimacy, but an increase in those
terrible social challenges.

So it is appropriate that we debate
this issue at this time. | must say that
simply the fact that increases in the
challenges and pathologies which have
accompanied increases in programs
does not create an irrefutable inference
of cause and effect. But it certainly
does state the proposition that at the
very least, these increases, these new
programs, these new requirements have
not alleviated the conditions at which
they were aimed at the time of their
creation or increase.

Each liberal attempt at reform which
was offered as a way out, or as a par-
tial solution to the way out, has proved
at the very least not to have provided
that way. So what we have today is a
system elaborate in its complexity, re-
quiring a huge Federal bureaucracy to
establish and to enforce rules related
to welfare here in Washington, DC,
mirrored by huge State bureaucracies
designed to administer and to enforce
those rules and, of course, in the case
of each State, to add to them.

The total, the net result is a set of
programs and of benefits that clearly
provides at a certain level a disincen-
tive to entry-level work, and as a con-
seguence or as an accompaniment, the
social pathologies continue and grow.

And so we are now presented with
roughly three alternative proposals for
reform. Maybe there is a fourth. In lis-
tening to the extended statement by
the Senator from Minnesota, the clear
implication is that we simply need to
do more in the way of programs to pro-
vide a greater degree of income and
comfort and benefits for those on wel-
fare. But | do not believe that implied
solution—and | put the word ‘‘solu-
tion” in quotation marks—finds much
support either in the American people
or even on that side of the aisle in this
debate.

The proposal which seems to have
the most support over there is essen-
tially more of the same thing
masquerading under a set of work re-
quirements and limitations on the time
during which an individual can draw
AFDC benefits. But these apply to only
a modest handful of the total bene-
ficiaries.

The second alternative presented elo-
quently by the senior Senator from
Texas an hour or so ago was to sub-
stitute for the detailed liberal require-
ments somewhat less detailed but
nonetheless significant ideological re-
quirements from the conservative side
of the spectrum on the ground that
rules which limit benefits going to
teenage unwed mothers and single par-
ents will reduce the rate of illegit-
imacy.

The third alternative is the alter-
native proposed by the majority leader,
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building on the proposal from the Fi-
nance Committee and from its distin-
guished chairman, the Senator from
Oregon. While it includes significant
work requirements and significant lim-
itations on the amount of money and
time an individual can draw these var-
ious welfare benefits, its philosophy is
that far more experimentation should
be permitted on the part of individual
States; that we should not have one
centralized system but allow 50 dif-
ferent systems for dealing with wel-
fare.

I imagine that the goals of each of
these proposals are to try to see to it
that there is less dependency, to pro-
vide fewer incentives for illegitimacy
and single-parent families, to provide
relatively greater incentives for work,
provide more effective requirements of
support on the part of the absent par-
ent—almost always the father—and to
terminate or limit the misuse of the
SSI disability policies.

I think with respect to some of these,
particularly absent parent responsibil-
ity and SSI, there may not be too great
a difference among these various pro-
posals. It seems to me, as one of the
sponsors of the third proposal, that
identified by the Senator from Oregon
and the majority leader, that it has at
least the virtue of modesty—modesty,
that is, in the sense of our saying that
we are not certain what program, what
reforms will work to reach the goals
that | and others have outlined. We can
be, 1 think, reasonably confident,
maybe overwhelmingly confident, that
what we have now has not worked, and
we can be reasonably confident that
not only has it not worked but it has
actually exacerbated the very situa-
tion, the very set of conditions it was
designed to alleviate in the first place.
Of that we can have a fair degree of
confidence.

I submit that | do not have a great
deal of confidence in attempting to
outline a system that | know will
work. The Senator from Minnesota
seems to be very confident without
much evidence that all we need to do is
more of what we have been doing in in-
creasing amounts for the last 30 years.
I submit that he will find relatively lit-
tle agreement with that position.

If it is the case that none of us, not
only U.S. Senators but all of the pano-
ply of professionals and so-called ex-
perts and academics in this field, can-
not be certain of how we can deal suc-
cessfully with these social pathologies,
then this third alternative, the Dole-
Packwood alternative, is clearly the
way in which to go because it is clear
that if we pass this proposal, 50 States
will engage in 50 different experiments.

It is doubtful that any two States
will pursue the quest for a better wel-
fare system in exactly the same way.
There is a fear that some will not en-
gage in a maintenance of effort. That
may indeed happen. But if there are
failures, we will learn from those fail-
ures and have a clearer idea of what
works and what doesn’t work.
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It is true that some States will incur
severe penalties, at least when we com-
pare it with the present system, for il-
legitimacy and for teenage births, and
we will determine whether or not that
works as against more liberal States
that retain something like the present
system.

It may be, Mr. President, in 5 years
or 6 years or 10 years of such experi-
mentation, we will have learned that
certain State welfare systems work—
that is, if the conditions they are de-
signed to alleviate are, in fact, allevi-
ated. Others will not have worked—
they will have increased the amount of
dependency. Others, finally, will have
had no impact at all. And it may be
that we here in this body, or our suc-
cessors here in this body, will, with
that experimentation, be able to have a
greater degree of confidence in how we
should design a national system.

But, Mr. President, we cannot claim
that confidence here today. We only
know that what we have done cumula-
tively over the last 30 years has been a
disastrous failure, not only for the pub-
lic Treasury, but even more so for the
American social condition.

So, Mr. President, let us take the
great advantage that a Federal system
like ours offers to us, the ability to
have different solutions in different
parts of our country, the ability to use
the 50 States as a laboratory for experi-
ment, the ability under those cir-
cumstances to determine what may
help us to solve this tremendous social
problem and meet this social crisis,
and what may not.

And it is for that reason, Mr. Presi-
dent, that while the history of the last
30 years has shown us that the liberal
prescription for welfare has been an al-
most unmitigated disaster, so perhaps
may be the conservative prescription
for welfare. Let us exercise our voices
and our votes with a degree of mod-
esty, a degree of uncertainty, a degree
of the point of view that we are not
quite certain what the answer is, and
in doing so, accept the amendment
that is before us at this point, allow for
experimentation and innovation and
see how, through our Federal system,
we can learn what will work to solve
the problem of welfare.

Mrs. HUTCHISON
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Mr. President, | think from the de-
bate that we have heard so far on this
issue, that we see clearly the fun-
damental differences about what wel-
fare should be and how we make it
what we want it to be. We are taking
up a reform of historic magnitude. We
have laid the framework for a revolu-
tion in the way our country goes about
giving help to those who have been told
for too long that they are incapable of
helping themselves.

Over the past 30 years, our welfare
system has become an agent of despair
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for those who are trapped in its coils.
And if we know one thing about our
current welfare system, it is that we
are not getting our money’s worth.
There are two constituencies that we
must serve in this reform—the tax-
payer and the welfare recipient. Nei-
ther the taxpayers, who foot the bill,
nor the beneficiaries themselves are
getting fair treatment under the
present welfare program. You do not
help anyone by encouraging self-de-
structive behavior.

The original intent of welfare was
something very different from what we
have in place today. In the 1930’s Amer-
icans wanted to open our hands and our
hearts to the most desperate victims of
the Great Depression, indigent widows
and their children. Then beginning in
1965, our War on Poverty attempted to
nudge those on the bottom rung of the
ladder in the direction of middle-class
security. But we have failed miserably.

The percentage of Americans living
in poverty has risen steadily at the
same time that our welfare apparatus
has grown. What we have created in-
stead is a self-perpetuating monster
that sustains the most distressing ills
of our society—illegitimacy, the dis-
integration of the family, weakening of
the work ethic, and crippling depend-
ency. Indirectly, it feeds ever-rising
levels of functional illiteracy, violence,
and juvenile crime.

The American people are demanding
to know why, after an expenditure of $5
trillion, there are more people living in
poverty today than ever before in our
country. A partial explanation is the
growth of the welfare delivery sector of
the Government and the private sector
hangers-on. It is in their interest to
make sure that more and more money
is spent on poverty programs without
regard to whether we are reducing the
number of people living in poverty.

The American people also wonder,
after spending $5 trillion, that anyone
could think a continuation of the
present system with more money could
be even a step in the direction of solv-
ing this problem. The fact is, those who
administer these programs and those
who advocate them have no incentive
to encourage welfare beneficiaries to
move forward with their lives. Depend-
ency is presented as acceptable and in-
evitable. Individual responsibility and
all it implies is discounted. This is nei-
ther beneficial nor benign.

We have lured those in need down a
dead-end street. The welfare reform
measures we are considering today
would short circuit the bureaucracy
which the Federal Government has cre-
ated and hand most of the responsibil-
ity over to the States. This will free
each State to experiment with new
strategies for welfare, new approaches
to giving beneficiaries incentives to
work and contribute to the American
economy.

This State involvement with the wel-
fare apparatus is a pivotal element of
our reform plans. Unless the Federal
Government steps aside and lets the
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States go forward, we will lose the in-
novation that the States have put into
the system. That is where the creativ-
ity has been. And in many instances
this has happened in part because the
States, unlike Congress, are required
by their constitutions to come up with
a balanced budget every year. Because
they are closer to the people and can
respond to changing conditions more
quickly than the Federal Government,
the States have been able to come up
with effective, innovative programs in
their reform efforts.

Nearly 30 States have requested
waivers from the Federal Government
to enact reforms. Wisconsin Gov.
Tommy Thompson says the welfare
rolls in his State have dropped 19 per-
cent while the national rate has in-
creased to 32 percent. Here are some of
his innovative programs: learnfare,
which requires welfare teenagers to
stay in school; marriagefare, which
creates incentives to marry and have
no additional children while still on
welfare; and workfare, which ends cash
assistance after 2 years and requires
work in return for other benefits.

Because of forward-looking programs
like these, the States have earned the
reputation for being laboratories for
innovation. Passage of the bill we have
under consideration today will encour-
age the States to achieve reform quick-
ly and give them the freedom to con-
tinue their experimentation. It is time
for the Federal Government to step
aside and let the States run with the
ball. Mr. President, the American peo-
ple are entitled to know that we mean
business here today. The Republican
welfare reform bill we are debating
will:

End welfare as a way of life by limit-
ing the amount and time of assistance
that can be made available.

It will require able-bodied recipients
to work, not enrolled in an endless se-
ries of job training programs, but begin
to work, showing up every day like the
rest of us do, no later than 2 years after
the assistance begins.

Reinforce families and cultivate per-
sonal responsibility. States will be able
to deny cash payments to teenage
mothers but instead require single
teens to stay in school and live with
adult supervision, preferably their par-
ents or grandparents. Applicants for
benefits will be required to cooperate
in establishing the paternity of their
children. Deadbeat parents will be con-
fronted with the painful consequences
of their irresponsibility.

That is how our bill will affect wel-
fare beneficiaries. But it has other
ramifications as well. No State will
lose its present Federal allotment, and
growth States will have an increase
each year to help with growing needs. |
am going to talk about this later in the
debate when there will be an amend-
ment on allocation of Federal dollars. |
have worked very hard on a formula
that | think is fair, fair to the States
that are not growing, fair to the States
that are growing, and fair to the States
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that get more in the beginning and fair
to the States that get more in the end.
It is a good formula. It takes into ac-
count each specific State’s unique
problems.

The Federal welfare bureaucracy will
be reduced by 30 percent. Federal wel-
fare spending will drop by more than
$65 billion below current projected lev-
els over the next 7 years. We must not
lose sight of the goalpost. We are actu-
ally going to reduce the cost of welfare
in this country for the first time in a
long, long time.

This bill will empower the States as
never before. What is more, moving the
responsibility for these programs to
the States will give taxpayers more di-
rect say in the targeting of welfare as-
sistance.

Last, and perhaps most important,
Mr. President, I, like most Americans,
believe that no one should have an un-
restricted right to live off the toil of
others. The crucial element in this wel-
fare legislation is its work provisions.
Under this bill, work means work as
most Americans understand it. It
means participants will have to go to
work every day and, yes, maybe do
things they do not particularly like to
do. We have all had that experience in
life.

The decisions of welfare bene-
ficiaries, like ours, will have con-
sequences. A welfare recipient whose
assistance is reduced for failing to
work will no longer be able to turn
around and get a handout from another
source in the form of food stamps or
housing assistance increases. States
will be able to require welfare appli-
cants to look for a job before they ever
get a welfare check. That will be their
option.

This bill requires 25 percent of each
State’s welfare caseload to be working
by 1996 and 50 percent to be working by
the year 2000. The States can exceed
these requirements if they choose, and
we hope they will. The bill imposes a 5-
year lifetime limit on welfare benefits.

Mr. President, when we have enacted
this legislation, we will be able to look
the American people in the eye and tell
them that we have made a difference,
that we are trying to make things bet-
ter for both constituencies: The tax-
payers who are footing the bill and the
welfare recipients who we want to give
a hand up to. We want the welfare
beneficiaries to have the dignity that
comes with making a contribution,
with giving an honest day’s labor for
the money they receive. They will be
better off and their children will be
better off if we can make individual re-
sponsibility a part of this country once
again.

If everyone would work together on a
bipartisan basis, we can have a biparti-
san victory, a victory for the recipients
who will know the pride of earning a
living, paying their own way in soci-
ety, and a victory for the taxpayers
who are working people who are trying
to meet their own family responsibil-
ities.
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Mr. President, that is what this bill
is all about. | hope that at the end of
this week, we will be able to go back
home and tell the American people
that we have made a giant step forward
for both the recipients of welfare and
the taxpayers who have carried a heavy
load and know it has not worked.

Thank you, Mr. President, and | yield
the floor.

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, | am
pleased—very pleased—-that we are fi-
nally debating a very important issue:
The issue of welfare reform. I am happy
for two reasons.

No. 1, I think if there is any issue |
heard over a long, long period of time
the constituents have asked us to do
something about, it is the issue of wel-
fare reform, and also from the stand-
point of those who are on welfare, to
give them a better opportunity and a
better environment to move from wel-
fare to work and to move from Govern-
ment dependency to being independent.

We all know that the President needs
credit for highlighting this issue. | sup-
pose maybe every President has had
welfare reform to some extent in his
platform. But this President in 1992
made it a very important issue, be-
cause he said, ““We are going to end
welfare as we know it.”” Probably it is
his ability to use words, to use them
well that brought attention to this
issue that maybe other Presidents be-
fore were intending to bring as an issue
and could not. There was also the ne-
cessity of a Democratic President to
highlight it, because you remember in
that 1992 campaign, he was going to
run as a new Democrat, not the typical
tax-and-spend Democrat. We were
going to have a whole new Democratic
Party approach to Government.

So the President was elected, and |
suppose the American people found out
he was not a new Democrat, more the
typical type of Democrat. Maybe that
is why it took another election in 1994
to show the President’s inaction and to
question whether or not he was really
serious about dramatic change of wel-
fare.

The people demonstrated in 1994 that
they wanted change, and they have not
seen it from the Democratic President
and the Democratic Congress on the
issue of welfare reform.

So the American people have now
placed their confidence in our party
and given us an opportunity, as well as
a responsibility, to change the system,
to end welfare as we know it, as the
President said he wanted to change it.

So we have taken the people’s chal-
lenge expressed in the last election,
and we Republicans bring this bill to
the floor.

As our good friend, Senator MoY-
NIHAN, discussed this morning, in 1988,
we passed welfare reform with 96 votes,
one person opposing.

Unfortunately, | believe that it failed
our hopes and expectations. | know
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there are a lot of people in this body
who would disagree with that point,
and | would be happy to speak at great
lengths as to why | feel it has not met
our hopes and expectations. In doing
that, | do not in any way express re-
sentment toward those who feel it has
been very successful. It is probably a
difference of opinion of what was sup-
posed to be accomplished by that bill.

But one of the ways | measure it is
that we have more people on welfare
today than we did then. | do feel that
one positive thing that did come out of
the 1988 Family Support Act was the
movement toward more experimen-
tation at the State level, which | think
the Republican bill today is a fulfill-
ment of the ultimate goal that has
been expressed here for a decade.

Under the 1988 bill, the States took
the initiative to try new ideas in wel-
fare reform. It was 20 years since the
States had that sort of an encourage-
ment, or if they had the encourage-
ment, a willingness to do it. In spite of
the need to come, as they must, hat in
hand on bended knee, for permission
from the Federal Government, the
States still tried new ideas. That spir-
ited example of the States is what
spurred some of us toward giving
States maximum flexibility in address-
ing the crisis in our current welfare
system, as we do through the Dole-
Packwood legislation.

Last year, Senator KoHL of Wisconsin
and | introduced a bill to give States a
block grant for the AFDC JOBS Pro-
gram and for the AFDC Food Stamp
program. We introduced that bill back
then because we believed the States
had shown the initiative to reform the
current welfare system. Leaders in
States like lowa, Wisconsin, Michigan,
and some might be surprised that East-
ern seaboard States like New Jersey
and Massachusetts, where generally
you think there is a more liberal politi-
cal philosophy, all of these States were
coming up with the best ideas to
change the system and to move people
from welfare to work. | think the State
of lowa has demonstrated the great
benefits of a system designed with the
citizens in mind.

Two years ago, my State legislature
proposed a bill to totally revamp the
welfare system. State leaders, after it
was passed, came to the Federal level,
HHS, to receive the waiver necessary
to implement their ideas. Yes, the
State of lowa wanted to very dramati-
cally reform welfare, move people from
welfare to work, and save the tax-
payers money.

They could not do that on their own.
They could only do that within the
Federal law, and then they had to
come, as | said, on bended knee to the
officials at HHS to get permission to do
what | think everybody recognizes is
working so very well, not only in the
State of lowa, but in several other
States.

To the President’s credit, he has
granted these waivers more expedi-
tiously in late months than in early
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months, and he has granted waivers to
several States—I do not know whether
every State, but | think well over 20
States have requested waivers.

But why, when dealing with a subject
like welfare reform, should States that
want to move people from welfare to
work and, hopefully, in the process,
save the taxpayers money, have to get
the permission of some lowly bureau-
crat at HHS? We even had to make
some modifications to satisfy the Fed-
eral bureaucracy. It took several
months to get the waiver approved.
But my State of lowa began the imple-
mentation of its program in October
1993. In the last 2 years, the number of
AFDC-employed recipients has in-
creased from 18 percent of all welfare
recipients to 34 percent—I believe now
the highest of any of the States—as a
percentage of welfare recipients who
are working.

I think this dramatic increase shows
the ingenuity of people at the State
level. Specifically, in my State—but
not to any greater degree than other
States—you hear about them trying to
do these things, to move people from
welfare to work. | think it also shows
the importance, though, of providing
much greater flexibility for State lead-
ers, so more of this reform of welfare
can be accomplished where people seem
to be willing to accomplish it. Because,
you see, we passed legislation in 1988,
but here it is, 7 years later, and we are
just now talking about welfare reform.
In the meantime, there are 3.2 million
people on welfare.

It was the creative approach of State
leaders like Governor Branstad and Di-
rector of Human Services Chuck Palm-
er that allowed for such a dramatic in-
crease in the number of people work-
ing. It was not here in Washington. We
did not get any encouragement out of
Washington. It was almost like fight-
ing the bureaucracy to do this very
modest reform. They had to negotiate
changes in our claim to get the permis-
sion to do that.

Now, that is micromangement from
the Federal level. It is the type of
micromangement that this Republican
bill will eliminate, so that the people
of our 50 States, through their own
State legislatures, can prescribe their
own welfare system if they want to
meet their own unique ways and needs,
moving people from welfare to work,
moving people from dependency to
independence.

I think it is impossible, Mr. Presi-
dent, with a country that is geographi-
cally as vast as our country, a popu-
lation that is so heterogeneous, for us
to pour one mold in Washington, DC,
and say you have to take care of your
welfare people in New York City the
same way you do in Des Moines, IA.
No, because of the differences of our
people, because of the geographical
vastness of it, | think it dictates that
we not try to do this from Washington,
DC, not only from the standpoint of
saving the taxpayers’ money, but also
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from the point of building on the inge-
nuity of our local people, closer to the
grassroots.

So the whole idea behind the pro-
posal that | spoke about just recently
of Senator KoHL and mine, which we
introduced last year, and also, | think,
the bill before us—although, quite
frankly, the bill goes much further
than anything that was anticipated by
any political party in either House a
year ago—that says something, that
the people at the grassroots are mak-
ing changes faster than we are willing
to make them.

The bill before us, as well as the one
Senator KoHL and | introduced last
year, is to block grant these programs
to the States so that the States can
change the system in ways that fit the
culture of that individual State.

In the leadership bill, we remove the
need for permission from the Feds be-
fore States can experiment to help the
people of their State.

It is amazing to me when | hear that
if we give authority back to the States
that children will be left starving in
the streets. Somehow, many have
brought into this debate the idea that
we, at the Federal level, know best and
that we are the only ones who can fix
a social problem.

Frankly, | think it is very arrogant
to assume that only Federal leaders
are compassionate toward the needs of
those less fortunate in our society. It is
a way of saying that we in the Congress
have more compassion toward the
needs of the people than our State leg-
islators do. | say that for each of our 50
State legislators that | do not think
that that is an accurate assumption.

Clearly, it is not the basis for this
legislation, because this legislation
gives so much flexibility. If there is
going to be compassion, and there will
be, it will be demonstrated at the State
legislatures. | can say that there is
compassion—probably more so—in the
State plan of the State of lowa than
anything we have had on the books for
the last 40 years in lowa.

Clearly, as | have pointed out, States
have already demonstrated their abil-
ity to creatively manage welfare pro-
grams. Unfortunately, in 40 years of
Federal control, all we have seen is the
ongoing destruction of the historic and
traditional American family under the
programs that we have had at the Fed-
eral level.

If we as Republicans and Democrats
agree on anything, it is that the cur-
rent system must be changed. It must
be changed dramatically.

Now, in this body of 100 people, 46
Democrats and 54 Republicans, there
still may be a legitimate debate about
whether the welfare state is worthy of
our time and consideration and an in-
strument for delivering public policy.
There is no disagreement that the wel-
fare system within the welfare state is
broken and needs to be fixed.

The statement of the President of the
United States in both State of the
Union Messages and in his own cam-
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paign rhetoric as a Democratic leader
demonstrates that better than any-
thing a Republican can demonstrate.

The way, then, to make the nec-
essary change is to give the authority
back to the ones who have been coming
up with the most innovative ideas in
recent years, the ones who have dem-
onstrated that they are worthy of our
trust—the people at the State and local
level. | believe that States will live up
to that trust. They will meet the needs
of the less fortunate in ways that are
compassionate and as caring as any-
thing we can do, and yet require and
enable people toward independence.

This is the American way. It says
that we, as a society, now more so
under the State legislatures than under
the Federal Congress, if you have a
need, we are going to extend a helping
hand if you need it. We will help you
over a period of trial and tribulation in
your life. We are not going to help you
forever if you have the capability of
helping yourself.

We hope that when you move from
welfare to work, when you have been
helped over the hump, that you then
will be in a position to give back to the
community by helping others as they
have helped you.

I think the leadership bill meets
three of four chief goals that | want to
accomplish in legislation: To provide
for a system that meets the short-
terms needs of low-income members as
they prepare for independence; next, to
provide for much greater State flexibil-
ity; next, to prevent the incidence of
out-of-wedlock births; finally, to save
the taxpayers some of their hard-
earned money.

The leadership bill provides for a
block grant for the AFDC Program to
the States so they can meet the needs
of low-income Americans in the most
community-oriented, cost-efficient
manner. That is good. It also gives the
States greater flexibility in designing
their programs to meet the needs of
their individual citizens. It also saves
the taxpayers some of their hard-
earned money.

The one goal that | had that still
needs some work is the issue of reduc-
ing out-of-wedlock births. The House
bill set a clear goal for the States of re-
ducing the number of out-of-wedlock
births. In my judgment, however, the
House bill goes too far in telling the
States how they had to reach this goal.

I do not support exchanging liberal
prescriptiveness for conservative
prescriptiveness. It is just as wrong to
have conservative micromanagement
in the future as we have had 40 years of
liberal micromanagement of welfare
programs.

The whole idea behind the leadership
bill is to set clear goals for the States
and to give the States the flexibility to
reach the goals in ways that work best
for those States. | support that ap-
proach in getting more people to work.
I also support the approach of reducing
out-of-wedlock births. | will promote
efforts to strengthen this portion of

August 7, 1995

the bill without mandating prescrip-
tive approaches.

Mr. President, the real difference
here is not between those who want
strings attached or do not want strings
attached in this welfare block grant, as
some of the media has wanted to con-
centrate on a few minor differences be-
tween Republicans; the real difference
here is between a philosophy that has
dominated welfare reform debate for
the last 40 years, and a new approach.

The old approach is
micromanagement from Washington,
DC, versus State flexibility. That real
difference of liberal micromanagement
came from Federal control that came
through the welfare system being an
entitlement program. There are still a
lot of people, particularly on the other
side of the aisle—the more liberal
Democrats—who do not want to give up
that Federal control and that Federal
entitlement. It is that side versus
those who want to give control to the
States.

It is interesting to me that many
Members will oppose this bill because
they say it will hurt children. Yet they
fail to admit that the current welfare
system hurts children, as well. The re-
search shows that children born into
families receiving welfare are three
times more likely to be on welfare
when they reach adulthood. How, then,
is the current system good for chil-
dren? If we truly care about these chil-
dren, we will reform the current det-
rimental welfare system.

What about the children, then, who
are not on welfare? We have equal re-
sponsibility for all children. What
about them? Are we concerned about
these children?

With our current budget debt of al-
most $4.9 trillion, each man, woman,
and child owes $18,000 toward that debt.
A newborn babe right this minute owes
$18,000. If we do not reverse the deficit
crisis, our children will pay 80 percent
of their lifetime earnings in taxes.

What do we do about these children?
Are we concerned about them? It is ap-
propriate for us to be concerned for the
children of Ilow-income members.
Frankly, 1 think we should be con-
cerned for all the children of America.
That means that we have to reduce the
deficit while we change the welfare
system to free those currently trapped
in governmental dependence.

If we take steps to move people from
welfare to work, if we give more flexi-
bility to the States, and if we reduce il-
legitimacy, we will, in the long run,
save the taxpayers money. This will be
the natural result of positive changes
to the current system.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
distinguished leader is on the floor. |
know he wants to speak. | will not
delay him but 90 seconds, perhaps, to
thank the Senator from lowa for his re-
marks about the energetic new pro-
gram that has been developed in lowa,
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which was done in the context and
under the rules of the Family Support
Act. It is exactly what we looked for.
Federal money is involved. They had to
get a waiver. It took a few months.
They got it. What more, | do not know,
could be asked of a level of government
that is participating in the financing.

I wish we did not have to have this
rhetoric of liberal micromanaging. The
AFDC Program has been in place for 55
years. During those 55 years, we have
had a Democratic Presidency for 27; a
Republican Presidency for 28. It is
about even.

The Aid to Families with Dependent
Children Program—the programs are
set by the States, not by the Federal
Government. You can have a large and
generous program, you can have no
program. Wisconsin, at the end of 1997,
will have no program. That is its right.

Finally—I do not want to keep the
majority leader waiting—a certain
touch of reality here. We have heard all
day long about this suffocating, all-em-
bracing, ever-expanding Federal bu-
reaucracy that runs the welfare pro-
grams. Mr. President, | have here a let-
ter from Mary Jo Bane, the Assistant
Secretary for Children and Families. It
reports that in the 55 years of the
AFDC Program, the monster Federal
bureaucracy here in Washington run-
ning that program has reached 92 per-
sons—92 persons—the JOBS Program,
26 persons. In the regions, AFDC is 144
persons; JOBS, 65 persons.

In the entire Nation there are 327
Federal employees dealing with what
we generically call welfare; 327. That is
not a staggering number. There are 327
elevator operators in the U.S. Capitol
and we have automatic elevators—or
some such number. It is being said of
the majority leader’s bill that he only
cuts this bloated bureaucracy back 30
percent. If you cut it back 30 percent,
Heaven help us, that might mean 100
people. If we cut it in half, that could
mean 150.

| do not know what we need do, but
we surely need not begin a serious de-
bate like this with such little respect
for data, which data is not difficult to
obtain.

I have also heard at some length this
morning about how little we know
about so much of this problem. The
Senator from Washington made that
point with great clarity, | thought. But
we do know how many people are work-
ing on AFDC in Washington and the
Department of Health and Human
Services. The number is 92. They are
dealing with 15 million people. | leave
it there.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter from the Honor-
able Mary Jo Bane be printed in the
RECORD.

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

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN
SERVICES, ADMINISTRATION FOR
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES,
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Washington, DC, August 7, 1995.
Hon. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: As you re-
quested, the following table shows the num-
ber of staff, expressed as full-time equiva-
lents (FTEs), who work with the AFDC and
JOBS programs in the Administration for
Children and Families (ACF).

Program Cen}irgé of- Regions Total
AFDC ... 92 144 236
JOBS ... 26 65 91
L 118 209 327

This table includes employees in the Office
of Family Assistance here in Washington,
D.C. and in the ten Regional Offices.

Thank you for your attention. If you need
additional information, please let me know.

Sincerely,
MARY JO BANE,
Assistant Secretary for
Children and Families.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The majority leader
is present. | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I know
there are a number of people who de-
sire to speak. | will not take but a few
moments.

I had a chance to speak briefly on
Friday, and | have listened to both
Senators MOYNIHAN and PACKkwooD and
others today. It is my hope that in the
end we will end up with welfare reform,
or whatever we want to call it. We call
ours—the word “‘work” is in ours—
Work Opportunity Act of 1995. On the
other side, the Democratic bill, the
first word is “‘work.” So that is where
the emphasis is. That is where 62 per-
cent of the American people say they
have the deepest interest—they want
to find work for the people.

I felt the same way back in 1988. | of-
fered, with Senator Armstrong, at the
time a workfare amendment. It was the
first time we had one. There was an ef-
fort to table the amendment. The vote
was 49 to 41. It failed, and the first
workfare amendment was adopted in
1988. It also dealt with participation
rates.

Some people opposed work, and it has
not worked that well since, 1 might
add. But at least there was an effort
made. It turned out to be bipartisan ef-
fort after the initial skirmish. Now ev-
erybody is focused on work 8 years
later. Maybe we should have been fo-
cused on it before. | offered, along with
Senator Long, in 1979, a block grant on
AFDC—in 1979.

So, some of us have had these ideas
for a long time. But | hope in the end
we have a bill that will have enough
support to get out of the Chamber and,
hopefully, support on both sides of the
aisle. We have had bipartisan support.
The vote was 96 to 2?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Ninety-six to one.

Mr. DOLE. It was 96 to 1, with three
absent.

This is, really, the first day of de-
bate. | have listened to most of it care-
fully. I think there is probably enough
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debate to last for another 2 or 3 hours,
and | hope we can continue the debate.
But before that, | do want to modify
my amendment.

I send the modification to the desk. |
do not need consent to do this, it is
simply a modification. 1 will explain
what the modification does.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to modify his amend-
ment. It is so modified.

The modification of the amendment
(No. 2280) is as follows:

On page 32, line 19, strike “‘and”.

On page 33, line 3, strike the end period,
and insert ‘“; and”’.

On page 33, between lines 3 and 4, insert
the following:

“(F) vocational educational training (not
to exceed 12 months with respect to any indi-
vidual).

On page 33, strike lines 9 through 10, and
insert the following:

““(1) reduce the amount of assistance other-
wise payable to the family pro rata (or more,
at the option of the State) with respect to
any period during a month in which the
adult so refuses; or”.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me ex-
plain what the modification does. It
modifies the bill to include the House
provision regarding sanctions on those
who refuse to work. While our amend-
ment does require the States to sanc-
tion, it leaves it up to the States as to
the actual reduction, and some suggest
this leaves in doubt our commitment
to work. There is not any doubt about
our commitment to work. I have had
one since 1988. But to clarify it, we say
at a minimum, the States must reduce
the benefits by at least the amount not
worked.

We have also heard from a number of
Governors with reference to the second
modification, and | talked this morn-
ing with Gov. Mike Leavitt, of Utah,
who says we were shortsighted in this
in excluding vocational education in
the list of those activities permitted
under our definition of work. That con-
cern has been expressed by a number of
my colleagues.

QOur view was, some people get in
these vocational education programs
and they never do work. They are in it
for a year, 2 years, 3 years. So we tried
to strike a balance because of the in-
terest of many of the Governors and
many of our colleagues, by permitting
vocational education for up to 1 year.
We do not expect it to be a career. But
I do believe that some of the Governors
believe they have very good vocational
education programs in place and they
would like to keep them.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That makes sense.

Mr. DOLE. It made sense to me, so
we have made that change.

I heard my friend from Texas refer to
this bill as ““the Dole bill.”” This is the
leadership bill. This is a bill sponsored
by every Republican Member of the
leadership and 28 other Republicans,
and we hope to have more. We hope to
have 54, and we hope to have some
Democrats.

And | believe there is some oppor-
tunity here because | am getting hit by
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the White House on the one side and
my friend from Texas on the other. The
White House says that ‘‘the Dole bill,”
which is the leadership bill, is unac-
ceptable. And that is pretty much what
the Senator from Texas, Senator
GRAMM, said: It is unacceptable; only
his is acceptable, which | have not
seen.

So maybe if that is the case, there is
some room for adjustment here.

I read here from a press release from
conservative Governor Branstad of
lowa who said that conservative
micromanagement is just as bad as lib-
eral micromanagement. So the Gov-
ernors are concerned, and we have 30
Republican Governors. We are very for-
tunate to have 30 Republican Gov-
ernors. | am very proud of it. They rep-
resent States that have 70 percent of
the population in those States, 70 per-
cent. Every Governor supports the
leadership effort, the Republican lead-
ership effort. Every State, every Gov-
ernor, including the Governor of Texas,
including the Governor of New Hamp-
shire, including the Governor lowa, in-
cluding the Governor of Arizona, to
name a few early primary States.

So this is an important matter that
we are debating. | hope we can resolve
it this week. This is not about Presi-
dential politics. It is about welfare,
about work, about opportunity, and
about changing a failed system. And |
want to mention what this debate is
not about.

I do not think this debate is about
which party cares the most for those in
need. It is not about which party has
the biggest heart, because every Sen-
ator knows there are some Americans
who need help.

I do not care what bill we pass. Some
Americans are going to need help, and
they ought to have it. Every Member
knows, and you probably know of
someone in your hometown or neigh-
borhood right here, who is struggling
every day to keep their head above
water. Some of us know it because we
have watched our parents and our
grandparents and others go through
it—to do everything they possibly
could to make ends meet. And | will
bet half of the Members—maybe not
half—I will bet a fourth of the Members
in this body are in that category; not
now, but when they were growing up.

So it is not about which party has
the most compassion. It is not about
which party wants to do the most to
hurt someone who finds themselves in
a condition where they have to have
help. It is not about that either.

In my view, | think we are all pretty
much in agreement around here that
the system has failed.

I remember being in North Carolina
with the Senator from North Caro-
lina—now a Senator, but he then was a
candidate—that was his total, No. 1
issue in his campaign: welfare reform.
And he has not changed his commit-
ment. He has not changed it, and it
should not change. And | know other of
my colleagues who have done the same.
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We all know the system has failed. It
has failed American taxpayers, and it
has failed the Americans who we tried
to serve. | think we made every good
effort, and maybe we have not given
the 1988 bill enough time to work. But
there are a lot of people out there with
no hope. That is what this debate is all
about: How do we change the system?
It is not how many people we dump on
the street and how many children we
left to go to bed hungry, or how much
more we spend.

I carry around in my pocket a copy
of the 10th amendment. It is only 28
words in length. It simply says:

The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to States re-
spectively, or to the people.

That is what this debate is all about,
as far as | am concerned—giving power
back to the Governors and to the State
legislatures, Democrats or Repub-
licans, in either case—on the theory
that they are closer to the people.

There are some who think we can fix
the system by just tinkering around
the edges here and apply a Band-Aid
here and a Band-Aid there. It is not
going to work. And | think that is a
prescription offered, frankly, by the
distinguished Democratic leader, Sen-
ator DAscCHLE. The American people
want to go forward, far beyond fine
tuning.

So | am proud to be joined by at least
32 of my colleagues, and | hope more,
in the process, and by every one of our
Republican Governors in supporting,
along with Senator PAckwooD, S. 1120.

We have been criticized because we
could not get a tough bill in the Fi-
nance Committee. You have to count
votes when you have tough bills around
here. | have learned from experience.
The bottom line is, how many votes do
you have? It is not how many speeches
do you make or how many times you
criticize somebody else; it is, how
many votes do you have?

This is a legislative body. | cannot
stand up and say, ‘“This is going to
pass.”

I happen to believe that S. 1120 will
change the very principles and values
on which the system is based. It is
going to change that attitude that
“Washington knows best.”’

So what we are trying to do in our
approach—certainly it can be changed,
it can be improved, it can be strength-
ened by what the words may be, and
some people may interpret those words
differently and have a different idea
about what improvement or strength-
ening or whatever might be. But we are
going to combine AFDC, child pro-
grams under AFDC, and job training
programs under AFDC into one block
grant, and the States are free to spend
the money as they see fit.

I, for one, advocate food stamps as a
block grant. | said that publicly in the
Senate Agriculture Committee. We did
not have the votes. | think it is a great
idea. It would also go a long way in
solving some of our formula problems
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in this bill, and there will be some de-
bate on it. It may not have the votes,
but we will find out.

As a result of the work of the Senate
Labor Committee and my colleague,
Senator KAsseBAuM, we will consoli-
date and put into another single pro-
gram 88 job training and training-relat-
ed educational programs, including the
Job Training Partnership Act and the
Carl Perkins Vocational Training and
Education Program.

For some reason, returning power to
the States makes President Clinton
nervous. And he has been a Governor.
Maybe he learned from other Gov-
ernors who are nervous because they do
not believe the Governors or the States
can handle it. 1 hope that is not the
case. But he said giving our States con-
trol will incite a ‘“‘race to the bottom.”
I do not know which States he has in
mind. | hope not Kansas or Missouri or
any other State represented here.

I have asked the President in Bur-
lington, VT, and would question him
today, which States—rhetorically, be-
cause he was not there at the time—
which States will participate in such a
race? Not my State, not New York
State, not Arkansas.

And | want to thank the Senator
from Arkansas, Senator BUMPERS. He
voted for Work Fair in 1988, one of a
number of Democrats who joined us.

Which Governor does he think does
not care about the people in need? | do
not know of any, Democrat or Repub-
lican.

And which State legislatures cannot
be trusted with the welfare of their
people? 1 do not know of any. Maybe
there are some out there. Maybe they
would take this money and spend it for
bridges and highways. That is not
going to happen. It cannot happen.

So | would also say that in our bill,
the leadership bill, the Work Oppor-
tunity Act of 1995, that we want to re-
duce the very disturbing number of
children born out of wedlock just as
much as everybody else, and there are
no magic solutions out there that this
Senator knows about. We do not be-
lieve the best way is to do it through
more Federal control.

Our bill recognizes that States are
better able than the Federal Govern-
ment to determine what programs will
best reduce illegitimacy.

S. 1120 recognizes the importance of
the family. It recognizes that families
that stay together are far less likely to
be on welfare than those that do not.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator be
willing to yield?

Mr. DOLE. I want to finish my state-
ment. This is the first statement | have
made except a brief introductory state-
ment.

Mr. KENNEDY. | thank the Senator.

Mr. DOLE. But | would ask unani-
mous consent that we continue debate
on the bill without amendments until
5:30.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it takes
the commonsense approach of requir-
ing that single teenaged parents receiv-
ing welfare must stay in school and
live under adult supervision. | know
this is a breaking point with some of
my colleagues on this side. I am not
certain about that side.

In S. 1120, we give the States author-
ity to deny benefits to teenage mothers
and to place family caps. Again, | be-
lieve the Governors can make that
choice. Many will make that choice.
Others, for reasons that they feel are
justified, and maybe better than ours,
just want to do it at the Federal level.
They want to mandate that you have
to do it. We want it so the Governors
can do it without asking Federal ap-
proval. Give them a little flexibility,
give them a little freedom.

S. 1120 also requires that welfare ap-
plicants cooperate with paternity es-
tablishment of their children and re-
quires the States to achieve a 90 per-
cent success rate. Now, if some mother
out there identifies the father and the
search is begun, they cannot find the
father, should we go so far as to say she
cannot have any benefits even though
she cooperated? | do not think so. Oth-
ers would deny benefits until the father
is apparently located.

One of the reasons the present sys-
tem has failed is it provides no time
limit for receiving welfare. And it of-
fers in effect motivation for recipients
to leave the welfare rolls for a payroll.
We have long fought to put work back
in. As | said, in 1988, with the former
Senator from Colorado, Bill Arm-
strong, we made a number of modifica-
tions to the Family Security Act which
many of my colleagues and then the
chairman, Senator MOYNIHAN, accepted
because he was just as genuinely sin-
cere as we were in trying to make
changes.

So there was a feeling back then by
the American people and by the Mem-
bers of Congress in both parties that
work was important.

We also introduced at that time what
we now know as participation stand-
ards that required States to make cer-
tain a percentage of their population
was actually engaged in work.

S. 1120 goes further. With no excep-
tions, every adult recipient must start
working and stay working. In our bill,
work means work—no year-long job
searches, no graduate degrees, no mov-
ing from one training program to an-
other. And as | said, in the modifica-
tion | just made, you cannot stay in
vocational education forever either.
There is a 1-year limit. | assume some
Governors would find this to work be-
cause that would satisfy their con-
cerns.

And then there is the question about
whether we have strong work require-
ments in S. 1120. The bottom line is
that S. 1120 contains the same provi-
sions that are in the House bill with re-
spect to the number of hours that must
be worked, and it actually contains
tougher participation requirements be-
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cause States must sanction bene-
ficiaries who refuse to work. And we
have made a modification in that area,
too. But | would just say that the gen-
eral thrust is hopefully we can work
out any differences on this side. As |
have said, let us have a jump ball. We
will throw it up in the air, and whoever
gets the tip wins, and we are all still in
the game. We do not say, well, if | lost,
I am out of the game. Some will win
and some will fail.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office—and | think Senator PAck-
wooD mentioned this—we will save in
S. 1120 over the next 7 years—and these
are estimates, CBO estimates which
could be off either way—$70 billion.
That is a lot of money. The House
saves—they do not have a 7-year figure;
they have a 5-year figure—$65 billion.
So | would assume they save much
more in 7 years, at least according to
assumptions.

The point | wish to make today is
this is the first day of the real debate.
I would like to complete action on this
bill this week. | do not see why we can-
not. We will only have one or two dis-
tractions. We are still trying to work
out an agreement on the DOD author-
ization bill. 1 think as we speak Sen-
ators are meeting to see if they can
modify a couple of things that might
permit us to complete action on that.
If not, that will not be taken up.

But we will have 5 long days here,
and maybe—I said Saturday we would
not have a Saturday session, but if it
meant completing action on this bill
Saturday, obviously that would be dif-
ferent. | am not trying to threaten
anybody. | say we ought to finish this
before we leave. | am not saying if we
just stall it until Friday we are out of
here. That is not what | am saying. We
ought to finish it before we leave, and
that can be interpreted differently by
different Members.

I hope we do not become overly par-
tisan in the debate. As | said at the
outset, it is not about compassion. It is
not about generosity. It is about a sys-
tem for some reason that is not work-
ing, despite all the good efforts by
many and some in this Chamber now. |
think it is our duty to fix it.

It is our duty to fix it. We ought to
get it fixed this week. We ought to get
it fixed before we leave here for what
may be left of the August recess, so we
will be in a position to go to conference
with the House.

I must say, in the White House re-
lease that 1 referred to earlier, one
thing that was encouraging, Mr.
McCurry, the White House spokesman,
made it very clear that they were not
threatening a veto. ““A long way from a
veto” and ‘“‘wants to cooperate with
Capitol Hill.”” Their biggest objection
is that ““‘It does not require States to
offer child care opportunities for wel-
fare recipients going to work.”’

That is the big objection the White
House has apparently at least today
with the so-called leadership bill, the
Work Opportunity Act of 1995. And |
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might say there are some on this side
who have the same concern.

That is what it is all about. How do
you get enough people together with
different views to pass it? You cannot
pass it with 23 votes. You cannot pass
it with 33 votes. You cannot pass it
with 