May 1, 2002

RETHINK WELFARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DAVIS) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
as we are moving rapidly towards reau-
thorization of TANF and as we con-
tinue to talk about welfare reform, and
we continue to try and figure out what
that really means, what is it that we
are talking about? What is it that we
are attempting to accomplish?

Well, it seems to me that one of the
pieces that is often left out of the puz-
zle is there is conversation about
movement but not necessarily con-
versation about movement away from
what. It seems to me that any time we
talk about that issue, that we really
ought to be talking about the reduc-
tion and ultimate elimination of pov-
erty. And so we talk about these as so-
cial issues, but in reality, they are
really economic issues. And often we
do not talk about the economic impli-
cations. We point out all of the dif-
ficulties of disadvantagement. We
point out the numbers of people, two
million of them in our criminal justice
system, who are locked up in the Na-
tion’s prisons and jails, or we will talk
about the 40 million-plus people who do
not have health insurance, or we will
talk about those folk who lack decent
housing, or people who live in dis-
advantaged areas.

And when we get right down to the
bottom of it, it all revolves around the
issue of poverty. Who are those who
have and who are those who have not.
Who are those who have more than
they need and others who have not
enough.

And so the question becomes, how do
we balance the equation? How do we
mix up the goods, services and re-
sources of our Nation so that all of our
citizens can try and live out the Amer-
ican dream of a decent house, a place
to live, the ability to send their chil-
dren to a good school, to send their
children to college, for children to
grow up, have their own families, and
continue to progress?

When I think about it, it is almost
incongruous that the America of the
21st century is home to millions of
family who have left welfare but are
worse off economically, because many
of the State governments are not
spending the Federal funds that were
intended to help these individuals tran-
sition into work or to take care of
their children. To my mind, it is an
America where child poverty that re-
mains at a historic high, with nearly
one out of every five children in the
United States of America living today
in poverty after a decade of boom in
the national economy, where the aver-
age person living in poverty is poorer
today than they were at the beginning
of the decade. And that is a real con-
tradiction that it is difficult to mor-
ally justify; and I must confess that I
have some difficulty understanding it.
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In my mind, a society which cele-
brates the reduction in welfare roles
but ignores the realities that half of
those who have left welfare jobs have
been unable to pay the rent, buy food,
afford medical care, or keep their tele-
phone or electric service from being
disconnected. That seems to me to be a
serious contradiction.

It is amazing that here we are, a Na-
tion where at most, 15 percent of eligi-
ble children have ever been enrolled in
Head Start. That is an indication that
we talk about Head Start, but often-
times do not provide it. But that is a
national figure. At most, 15 percent of
eligible children are served by Head
Start. Even worse than that, most
Head Start programs do not meet the
needs of working moms because of in-
sufficient hours. Child care for low in-
come families often exceed 35 percent
of the family income. Yet, child care
workers are among the lowest paid and
most poorly trained workers in the Na-
tion. And yet we talk consistently
about leaving no child behind. We talk
about the great education system. We
talk about all of the resources that are
being provided. But what we have here
is a kind of triple whammy. The needs
of working families are not met, young
minds are left unchallenged, and the
families of child care workers them-
selves are locked in poverty.
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It is amazing that you will expect a
person to devote their lives to working
with children, providing child care at a
day care center or a Head Start pro-
gram and yet they themselves remain
poverty stricken for so long as they
continue to do that work.

My mind cannot rest when more than
20 percent of adolescents suffer from
mental disorders, including anxiety,
mood disruption, and substance abuse.
Without new public resource, the prob-
lem of mental illness among children
and youth will not be addressed. So we
have all of these young children and
adolescents growing up with mental
and emotional problems that never get
dealt with, who themselves are headed
towards a welfare system, and so they
will live their entire lives never experi-
encing the fulfillness of the American
dream, what America is designed to be
or yet to become.

The uninsured rate for children in-
creased from 14.5 percent in 1994 to 15.6
percent in 1998. For families with in-
comes of less than 200 percent of pov-
erty, the uninsured rate increased from
23.4 percent to 26.5 percent.

My mind recoils at our growing pris-
on population, which has spawned a
generation of parentless families and a
new source of mass trauma. Our prison
population is now in excess of 2 million
people. More than any other developed
nation on the face of the earth. More
than any percent of prison inmates are
parents, and so one would have to ask
what happens to, with, and for these
children?

The result is that 1.5 million children
have a parent in prison. Yet we have
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few programs to support these families
while the parents are incarcerated or
in the transition of trying to come
back into the normalcy of a society.

Mr. Speaker, as the old saying goes,
“You can run but you can’t hide.” No
part of our society can escape the con-
sequences of the great inequalities
which plague us as a Nation. We talk
about disparities, the difference be-
tween this group and another group.

A report was just released about a
month ago talking about the tremen-
dous disparities in health status of Af-
rican Americans, of Latinos and other
minorities in our country. It is in the
national interest, in the best self-inter-
est of every sector of our society to ad-
dress these great inequalities and in-
equities and to address the con-
sequences and inequities in a construc-
tive, humane and just manner.

It follows logically that the problems
facing urban America require that
every sector of our society become a
part of the solution, public and private,
secular and faith-based. When I think
about problem-solving, I often think of
what used to be the slogan of the Black
Panther Party, and I used to think of
what they would say. They would say,
“You’re either part of the solution or
part of the problem,” and it really
means that every sector of American
society must indeed be a part of the so-
lution because injustice anywhere di-
minishes justice everywhere.

So I welcome all of those who rallied
to the cause of the most vulnerable.
My understanding of history suggests
that the great movements in American
history, our struggle for independence,
our struggle to end the curse of slav-
ery, our struggle for civil and human
voting rights, our struggle for the
equality of minors and women, our
struggle for dignity in the workplace,
have only succeeded when we called
into action every resource, every heart
and every hand of goodwill.

Mr. Speaker, welfare reform in the
1990s proved in a perverse kind of way
that government does work and it
works well. We just had the wrong pub-
lic policy goals. We set a goal of reduc-
ing the number of persons on welfare
and we succeeded. We succeeded spec-
tacularly well. However, our failure
was in setting the wrong goal.

We did not set the goal of reducing
poverty. We did not set the goal of in-
creasing the quality of life or improv-
ing health or education outcomes. I
agree with those who hold that the
record of welfare in America is a cycle
of reducing benefits to force people to
work, then increasing benefits when
the activism of the poor begin to dis-
rupt society. Then we cut benefits
again to replenish the lower wage pool.

Let me just tell my colleagues that I
am one who believes seriously in the
concept of work. I believe very strong-
ly in the work ethic, and I believe that
we work not just to earn a living or to
be able to live. I believe that we work
because through work we demonstrate
that we are a contributing member of
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the society. We help to perpetuate that
of which we are a part of. So we work
not just to get paid, but we work as a
kind of pay for the privilege of living
in this society.

I maintain that not only is work a
virtue, but it is difficult to be fulfilled
if one does not feel that they are con-
tributing to experience the wholeness
of one’s being, and so I maintain that
it is time to break the cycle that we
have become accustomed to by fun-
damentally changing the paradigm of
our attack on the problem.

If we look at a problem one way, then
we attack it one way. If we look at it
another way, then perhaps we attack it
differently. Let me walk through a few
of the parameters which define for me
where our children are today and what
reform of our welfare system ought to
really mean.

In 1994, 14 percent of all children were
receiving welfare benefits. By 1999,
only 7 percent of children received
these benefits. The share of poor single
mothers in the labor market grew from
39 percent to 57 percent, while the
share of poor married mothers in the
labor market remained constant at 39
percent.

There are those who would want to
debate the merits and demerits of mar-
riages and who want to spend a great
deal of time talking about welfare re-
form couched in whether or not people
should get married and whether or not
they should not get married, whether
there is coercion to get married,
whether there are incentives for mar-
riage, and I tell my colleagues, I do not
believe that people ought to be coerced
or skyjacked in any direction.

I also can tell my colleagues that I
have no difficulty with the concept of
marriage. As a matter of fact, marriage
is a form of social organization, and I
believe that where there is more orga-
nization, there is less chaos. So the
first form of organization perhaps
starts when two people form a union,
and then of course the union might get
larger, there might be other joiners,
there might be other members of it,
and then people expand it and we get
something called a family.

Could my colleagues just imagine
what our society would be like if there
were no families, if everybody just kind
of individually went their own way,
without any of this social organization
that comes as a result of the union and
unification of people, oftentimes begin-
ning with two?

Since the current recession began,
and we are still arguing whether or not
it is over, more than 2 million Ameri-
cans have lost their jobs, and the old
rule of last hired, first fired proved
itself to be true once again, but, of
course, that was not anything to not be
expected or anything out of the ordi-
nary.

For many form of welfare recipients,
there is little or no security in the job
market. Less than 60 percent of welfare
leavers are currently working, though
as many as 70 percent have had em-
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ployment at some time or another, but
only 40 percent have worked consist-
ently. Those who do work are likely to
earn wages which fail to bring the fam-
ily above the poverty line.

One group of studies determined that
the median earnings in the first quar-
ter after leaving TANF for people was
$2,626 and in the fourth quarter $2,821.
About 40 percent of the leavers are not
working at all. This group is more like-
ly to have less education, less prior
work history, and greater health prob-
lems. They are more likely to face
problems of domestic violence, which is
not necessarily in many instances an
issue by itself. It is oftentimes an issue
that is intertwined with other factors
that cause people to exhibit this kind
of behavior.

They are more likely to be dealing
with mental illnesses. Families which
have been sanctioned have a very high
poverty rate, 89 percent, according to
one study, and after leaving assistance,
many families lose their food stamps
and Medicaid, even though they are
still poor, and fewer than one-third re-
ceive child care subsidies.

In other words, the support system
for low income families is riddled with
holes. Thirty-three percent of leavers
report not enough food, 39 percent re-
port inability to pay the rent, and 7
percent report having to move in with
others because of inability to afford
housing.

We know that today 82 percent of
new mothers return to the workforce
in less than 1 year, but only 42 percent
are able to work full time. Most Head
Start programs do not meet the needs
of working mothers because of insuffi-
cient hours. Child care for low income
families often exceeds 35 percent of
their total income.

So when we talk about our ability to
move, the fact of the matter is that
many of the individuals are in a Catch
22 position, and that remains the case.
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In a majority of the States, and in
my State, the great State of Illinois,
the land of Lincoln, the recession has
decimated the State budget. Illinois
now has unpaid bills totaling over $1.2
billion and is facing a $1 billion deficit
over the coming year. Every program
in the State budget is vulnerable, in-
cluding education.

In the area of education, we have
faced for a long time tremendous dis-
parities. While average spending na-
tionally is about $6,000, in Illinois, and
in some other States, spending ranges
from less than $4,000 to more than
$15,000. That is to say, in some school
districts they are spending $4,000 per
pupil; in other school districts they are
spending as much as $15,000 per pupil.
Now, I am not a mathematician, and I
am not sure I always know exactly
what equality means, but I guess any
way that you cut it, there is something
uneven and unequal about that equa-
tion.

Since most school funding comes
from property taxes, rich communities
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have well-financed schools and poor
communities, those most in need of
supportive programs, have less-than-
well-financed schools. Instead of focus-
ing on the needs of students with
smaller class sizes and repairing sub-
standard buildings and providing reme-
dial and before- and after-school pro-
grams, we are being swept away by the
rhetoric of testing.

I spent a little bit of time teaching
and serving as a counselor, and I can
attest to the fact that testing can help
teachers, students, and parents to un-
derstand what materials remain to be
mastered, or it can be used as an arbi-
trary and irrelevant standard, in which
case the curriculum is narrowed to
whatever the test is on, and instruc-
tional time is allocated to whatever is
on the test. The result is higher test
scores but less real learning and a fail-
ure to develop the real potential of our
children.

As you know, after the great debate,
we passed a major reform of Federal as-
sistance to education with bipartisan
support. What many Americans do not
know is the refusal of this House, and
if we are very honest, a very partisan
refusal, to pass a budget which pro-
vides funding for many of the new pro-
grams and initiatives. So we have pro-
grams and initiatives on the books, but
it is like saying there is still no water
in the well; or, in many instances, it
would be the same as having a brand-
new shiny automobile but no gasoline.

The surgeon general’s recent report,
‘“Mental Health,” has highlighted the
critical need for expansion of mental
health services for children and youth.
Many of these children are the very
same children who need assistance
from TANF. They are the children of
needy families. More than 20 percent of
adolescents suffer from mental dis-
orders. The report details some of the
inherent limits of the for-profit health
system in addressing our mental health
needs. Without new public resources,
the problem of mental illness among
children and youth cannot and will not
be seriously addressed.

The share of children without health
insurance increased from 14.5 percent
in 1994 to 15.6 percent in 1998. For fami-
lies with incomes of less than 200 per-
cent of poverty, the uninsured rate in-
creased from 23.4 percent to 26.5 per-
cent.

The CHIP program, Children’s Health
Insurance Program, is struggling be-
cause it is not an entitlement program,
like Medicaid or Medicare. States can
cut back on CHIP when budgets face
crisis, as we are experiencing in my
State of Illinois. Medicare and Med-
icaid have been enormously successful
in providing health care to their target
populations; 98.7 percent of seniors
have health insurance. We need a simi-
lar entitlement for children.

I believe that when it comes to
health care, we have to set our sights
on universal health care and coverage
for everybody without regard to their
ability to pay. There is a new move-
ment afoot to develop a consensus
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around a set of family support prin-
ciples and to find ways to

operationalize them with regard to
public policy. So let me offer just as
suggestions a few thoughts; and, hope-
fully, some of these will be found in the
TANF reauthorization bill once we are
finished with it.

The goal of TANF should be to re-
duce poverty, to improve the quality of
life and to enhance the independence of
families. The health, education, and
well-being of every child in America
must be protected. People in need
should receive assistance whenever and
wherever they need it, and in many
forms, not just in face-to-face visits.

People in need of assistance need to
have necessary information and the
ability to exercise the degree of control
they choose over decisions which affect
them and their lives. Each member of
the community needs to be unfettered
and have access to personal informa-
tion to the status of their community
and to the latest advances in social and
scientific practice.

Individuals and families should be
protected from injury caused by the
system. The community needs to play
a key role in anticipating the needs of
the Nation and being involved in that.
There has to be cooperation among
programs and professionals. There
should be no reason to have a maze of
programs that people cannot find their
way through when we have stated and
indicated that all of these programs
were in fact for the benefit of the peo-
ple.

So as we reauthorize TANF, we must
be serious with ourselves and say to
ourselves that we know that education
is the key, and so there ought not to be
these restrictions on training for peo-
ple. Because we already know that un-
less they get serious education and
training, there will be no jobs in the
workplace for them. How do they move
from welfare to work unless they have
the ability to do what somebody else
needs to have done?

Lyndon Baines Johnson was supposed
to have said one time that we have to
speak truth to the American people.
We have to let them know that there is
no gain without some pain. So as a Na-
tion we have to adopt that same prin-
ciple, and we have to know that if we
are going to successfully move people
from welfare to work, they must be
able to convey to others that they are
in a position to do for them what they
need to have done.

Nobody gives a person a job just be-
cause they need to work. I mean, there
is no such thing as a job in a capital-
istic society just because somebody
needs to work. People are able to ac-
quire jobs because they can go into the
marketplace with a demonstrable skill,
and they can say to that marketplace
that I can do for you whatever it is
that you are willing to pay for, and I
can do for you what you need to have
done.

A good example: lots of people go to
the barber shop, and some of them will
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go there and just sit and engage in con-
versation and talk and have fun. Here
the barber is wanting to cut hair be-
cause he wants to make money. But if
people do not need a haircut, they do
not just get in the chair and say cut
my hair because you need to make
money. No, they get in when they need
a haircut or when they need a shave.

So we have to give people the oppor-
tunity to develop the skills that they
need to go to school, to get educated,
to learn technology, develop computer
skills, to be able to go in the market-
place.

And then we have to be serious about
this whole business of the minimum
wage. I do not know how you get off
welfare and out of poverty with a job
that pays $6.25 an hour or $6.50 an hour.
You certainly cannot do it in Chicago.
I do not believe that you can do it in
New York, I do not believe you can do
it in Los Angeles, you cannot do it in
St. Louis, you cannot do it in Philadel-
phia, and you cannot do it in Jackson,
Mississippi. The real deal is you cannot
do it anywhere in this country.

So we need to seriously, seriously, se-
riously look at raising the minimum
wage so that there can be a greater
level of sharing of the great resources
of this Nation.

Yes, people go looking for something.
But when they do, I am reminded of
the song that Billie Holiday used to
sing: ‘“Them that’s got shall get and
them that’s not shall lose. So the Bible
say, and that still is the rule. Mama
may have, Papa may have, but God
bless the child that’s got his own.”” And
what we have to provide for the indi-
viduals in need of assistance is their
own computer skills, their own edu-
cation, their own carpentry training,
their own sheet metal training, their
own mechanical training, their own
ability to go into the workplace and
provide for someone that which is
needed.

They ought to be able to get an asso-
ciate in arts degree in college, at the
very least. We all talk about how edu-
cation has been the great equalizer,
and yet we will restrict how much edu-
cation and training that we are willing
to provide for the individuals on TANF.

We also need to understand where
jobs are and what is going on. Seventy-
five percent of all new jobs in this
country are being created in what is
called suburban America.
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So many of the people who are unem-
ployed live in inner city or rural or
semi-rural communities. If there are
no jobs in those locations for them, and
we cannot create the jobs for them,
then we have to make sure that they
can get to where the jobs are, which
means that we need strong transpor-
tation access. So in the TANF reau-
thorization, there has to be enough
money to get people on welfare, to get
the participants from where there are
no jobs to where there are some jobs.

I live in a community where we have
lost more than 130,000 well-paying,
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good manufacturing jobs over the last
30 years. I can go by places and point
to them and say there used to be 10,000
people working here, there used to be
10,000 working here. There used to be
2,000 people working here. All of those
companies are gone. Many of them
have moved not only out of the areas
where they were, but they have actu-
ally moved out of the country. They
have moved to Taiwan, to Mexico, to
other places in South and Central
America. They have gone where the
labor costs are not the same. And yet
the ability to explore it continues to
exist.

So when some of the Members of this
body talk about trying to make sure
that there are labor protections and
standards so that people who work earn
enough money to live and so that they
have decent places in which to work,
they are trying to maintain a quality
of life to which we have become accus-
tomed, and we are saying that other
countries ought to be able to move in
this direction as opposed to allowing
businesses and corporations and com-
panies to move out in other directions
and not only diminish the quality of
life for those in our own country, but
also the quality of life for others in
places where they would go.

And so welfare reform is more than
just a notion. Welfare reform has to
provide the necessary support services
so that as individuals are trying to
make this transition, there are people
available to help them.

What does that really mean? It
means every time we develop a self-suf-
ficient person, that person can take
care of him or herself and their family
and does not have to look to public re-
sources, does not have to go to the pub-
lic warehouse or public storehouse or
do what some people call ‘‘feed from
the public trough.”

I believe that America, my country
’tis of thee, that America is big
enough, strong enough, understands
enough, recognizes the need enough,
that we can provide for all of our citi-
zens, even those who have fallen be-
hind, even those who have maybe got-
ten off track, even those who are
maybe incarcerated and coming back
home this year, like the 630,000 people
who are slated to be released from pris-
ons and jails but do not necessarily
have warm, inviting communities to
come back to that will help them read-
just, help them to have a solid place to
live, the opportunity to get training,
develop a skill, get a job, work their
way back.

That is why I introduced in February
something called the Public Safety Ex-
Offenders Self-Sufficiency Act of 2002,
which is not a difficult program to un-
derstand. Build 100,000 units of SRO-
type housing over a period of 5 years so
that as ex-offenders come back home,
they will have structured living envi-
ronments in which to live and receive
help. And the good thing about it, it
does not ask for any Federal grants be-
cause we model the program after the
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low income housing tax credits, but
rather than using the population of a
State, we use the ex-offender popu-
lation of the State to determine the
number of credits that a State would
be allocated or would be eligible for.

We think that there are innovative
and creative ways of meeting the needs
of those who are disadvantaged in our
society, and we think that there are in-
novative and creative ways of helping
structure reform of our public welfare
system so that it does not recycle peo-
ple on and off, but so that it develops
people into solid, self-sustaining, self-
developing citizens who themselves can
reach the point where they can take
care of themselves.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to engage in this discussion, for
the opportunity to express a position
and a point of view that we have a
great opportunity with TANF reau-
thorization. We have an opportunity to
help demonstrate that America can be-
come the America that it has never
been, but yet the America that it can
and must be, that we can lift even
those boats at the bottom.

I have been told that a rising tide
would 1lift all boats. If we can lift peo-
ple out of poverty, get them off wel-
fare, we also reduce the number of indi-
viduals in prison. We reduce the num-
ber of children who are walking and
wandering the streets, we reduce the
number of those who have not been
able to experience all of the greatness
and the goodness of what this United
States of America, my country ’tis of
thee, has the potential for being, has
the potential to become. I believe, Mr.
Speaker, that we will do that. It may
take a little longer than we hope, but
I think we are moving in that direc-
tion.

———

PROBLEMS WITH THE FARM
SECURITY ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
B00ZMAN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I am going to spend some minutes
talking about something that I think
is very important to this country, cer-
tainly important to farmers. That is
the new farm bill.

In 1996, we passed farm legislation
that was called Freedom to Farm. It
was actually a program that phased
out government farm program pay-
ments, and the challenge that we are
facing in this country, almost every-
body wants some of those open spaces,
almost everybody in America would
like the opportunity to have fresh
products. In America, we appreciate
the fact that we have the most
healthy, the most low-cost food in
terms of a percentage of our take-home
dollar of any country in the world.

The Freedom to Farm Act passed in
1996 gave farmers a farm payment in
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1996. The total payout amounted to
about $6 billion. It phased down the
payment for each of the next 7 years,
in a sense, telling farmers in the
United States that they are going to
have to start producing for the market,
not for government programs. They are
going to have to make their best guess
on how much of what crop to plant
based on the information they have for
the marketplaces. That is the way that
the system in America has always
worked.

That is why we have surged ahead
economically. We had a system when
our Founders wrote the Constitution,
that the people that work hard and try
and are most efficient and learn, and
put that learning to use end up better
off than those that do not, and that has
been part of the motivation in our
economy. And it has also been part of
the reason our farm industry has be-
come probably more efficient than any
other country, and we are competitive
in almost every commodity. If there
was an open playing field, we probably
could compete effectively with most
countries.

We are now making a dramatic
change to make farmers dependent on
government farm payments, and we do
this in a couple of ways. We encourage
more production which brings down the
price of the commodity that they sell,
and we say to the very huge mega-
farms and large landowners with 20,000
acres of farmland or 80,000 or 120,000
acres of farmlands, the giants, the cor-
poration-type farms, that we will give
them a government price support
check for every bushel of grain that
they produce and every pound of cotton
that they produce.

What reaction does that have in the
marketplace? It is going to mean that
there is going to be more production,
and the challenges are that more pro-
duction is going to result in lower
prices. We now find ourselves in the
midst in a battle for democracy. Even
as the President works against the un-
democratic axis of evil, he may want to
take a few moments to counter some
undemocratic currents in our own Con-
gress.

At the conclusion of the conference
on the farm bill reauthorization that
was just completed, H.R. 2646, the con-
ference report was filed earlier this
morning and it is on the floor tomor-
row, I think it is clear that the con-
ferees have defied the will of both
Houses of Congress by perpetuating
these unlimited farmer subsidies which
will allow farms to draw millions of
dollars in price support payments. By
giving these very large farms this kind
of unlimited guarantee of a govern-
ment price support, they can farm the
program rather than farm the products
of their soil in relation to the market-
place.

The purpose of subsidies since farm
programs began back in 1933 has been
to protect family farmers. It was a mis-
take to get into the business of sub-
sidizing every single acre and sub-

May 1, 2002

sidizing every single bushel and every
single pound of production, regardless
of the producer’s size and income.

[J 1600 By providing unlimited pay-
ments, we encourage farm oper-
ations to get bigger and bigger.
About 82 percent, Mr. Speaker, 82
percent of all farm production sub-
sidies now go to the largest 17 per-
cent of farms.

I would like to take a moment, Mr.
Speaker, to invite any of my col-
leagues, both who support unlimited
payments and those that do not sup-
port unlimited payments, to come to
the floor to talk about this issue, be-
cause tomorrow we are going to have a
recommit vote of the agriculture bill.
We are going to talk about the agri-
culture bill, and then there is going to
be a motion to recommit with instruc-
tions that some of the provisions of
limitation apply to that particular
farm bill. So it is important that we
talk about this today, because under
the rules of the House, there will not
be any debate or discussion tomorrow
on that motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, this policy of giving
most of the farm government payment
subsidies to the largest farms also puts
upward pressure on land prices and
rents, and, as we mentioned, it contrib-
utes to overproduction because the
largest farm operations can get a guar-
anteed government price on unlimited
acres. The result is lower commodity
prices, driving more family farmers off
the farm.

I see the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) has arrived in the Cham-
ber. I want to yield to the gentleman.
I was disappointed that the gentleman
did not have a chance to present his
motion to instruct because they very
quickly brought to the floor their fil-
ing of the agriculture bill, which pre-
empted your opportunity to give more
suggestions to the conferees.

But, on the other hand, when 265
Members of this Chamber, almost two-
thirds of this Chamber, voted the other
week to instruct conferees to have
some Kind of real payment limitations,
they disregarded it. It approaches arro-
gance when they say we do not care
how most of the Members of this
Chamber vote or, how many, it was 64
to 31 in the Senate, that said let us
have real payment limitations. Maybe
the gentleman’s amendment would not
have accomplished what we hoped it
would.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 1
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy
and I appreciate his leadership in fo-
cusing America’s attention on the tre-
mendous lost opportunity that is rep-
resented by the agriculture bill that
has been put before us for a vote to-
morrow.

The gentleman is right, there are
issues large and small that illustrate
the problems with the mindset that we
have been greeted with the Committee
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