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Times which described the White House
as ‘‘exceedingly eager to support a law
that promises to change the welfare
system,’’ which is to say abolish title
IV–A, Aid to Families with Dependent
Children.

It went on to say the White House
was ‘‘sending increasingly friendly sig-
nals about the bill.’’

This is a bill which three professors
at the Columbia School of Social Work,
including the revered Alfred Kahn, said
would recreate the turn-of-the-century
era in which the children of single
mothers were referred to as ‘‘half or-
phans’’ and sent to orphanages.

In reaction, 40 States established
mothers’ pensions, the forerunner of
aid to dependent children. The 1935 leg-
islation created aid to dependent chil-
dren. In 1939 the mother was entitled to
a benefit, hence family with dependent
children.

They said, ‘‘It is our hope that 100
years later the Nation might be spared
another such misbegotten and shame-
ful era.’’

Mr. President, I spoke this morning
not only about the New York Times
this morning but rather of yesterday’s
statement, a statement by Rahm
Emanuel, a White House spokesman,
who said as the bill headed toward a
vote on final passage, Rahm Emanuel,
a White House spokesman said it was
‘‘moving in the right direction.’’ ‘‘Mov-
ing in the right direction,’’ is moving
in the direction of the misbegotten and
shameful era which took place at the
turn of the century from which we
gradually recovered our senses.

I have since been in touch with the
White House. I have talked to persons
there and asked, can it be that this is
the disposition of the White House? I
am told that, yes, Mr. Emanuel, who I
believe was the fundraiser for the 1992
Presidential campaign of Mr. Clinton
and then was political director in the
White House, that he is in charge of
this matter now and that it is his view
that the Democratic Party should
abandon its commitment 60 years in
place—a commitment Republican
Presidents have been just as firm in—
to a Federal provision of aid to depend-
ent children.

Mr. President, Rahm Emanuel is of
that view, and obviously he is, he does
not disguise it. I wonder about what
other political advice he is giving in
the White House.

I will not speculate. I will state my
alarm. No one can foresee the future. I
do not. Yet we have seen something
like this happen before. I can say
again, when Irwin Garfinkel, Alfred
Kahn, and Sheila Kamerman refer to
the possibility that ‘‘100 years later the
Nation might be spared another such
misbegotten and shameful era before
regaining senses,’’ they say that hope
grows dim.

If this is the advice the President is
getting, that hope is dim, indeed. I say
this with great reluctance, Mr. Presi-
dent, but something of great impor-
tance, in my view, is at stake. I yield
the floor.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the period
of time for morning business be ex-
tended until 4:30 under the previous
unanimous consent request.

Mr. DODD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, may I inquire as to how much
longer that will go? Are we going to
have some sense of——

Mr. SANTORUM. My understanding
is the two leaders are meeting. In fact,
I believe they may be meeting as we
speak, and we are trying to find an
agreement on the legislation before the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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EXTENSION OF TIME FOR
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that a period
for the transaction of morning business
be extended until 5 p.m. under the
same rules governing the previous
unanimous consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the call for
the quorum be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HUTCHISON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, par-
liamentary inquiry.

Are we in morning business, as I un-
derstand it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

f

CHILD CARE

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I will
take advantage of this time while we
are waiting here. Let me explain. Peo-
ple are wondering what is going on—I
have a podium in front of me and pa-
pers in front of me. I am prepared at
some point to offer an amendment on
child care. We had one vote already
several days ago and made an effort
here to try to come to some accommo-
dation, a compromise position on child
care. That may still happen. I was

hopeful that the arrangement put to-
gether would work—and it may still
work.

I am prepared to offer the amend-
ment. I have been here on the floor now
for virtually the last 21⁄2, 3 days, trying
to find a compromise. I am trying hard
to find a welfare reform package I can
vote for. I mean that very sincerely
and deeply. I think the President would
like to have a bill he could sign. And
largely what happens, I suppose, in the
next couple of hours might determine
whether or not we will have a biparti-
san bill.

My own view, Madam President—I
will not take a lot of time here because
people have heard this debate on nu-
merous occasions in days past, weeks
past, months past. Senator HATCH of
Utah and I offered, back some 6 or 7
years ago, the child care and develop-
ment block grant bill, which became
the law of the land in 1990. Five years
ago, we provided child care assistance
to people in the country, particularly
to the working poor families to keep
them off welfare and allow them to
work. It allowed them to get some
child care assistance—it does not take
care of everybody—it provides some
help to some people. There are long
waiting lists in many States for this
assistance. In fact, I recall now—hav-
ing recited these statistics so many
times, I can almost call them State by
State.

As the presiding officer is from the
great State of Texas, I think the wait-
ing list in Texas is about 20,000 people.
In the State of Georgia, it is 41,000 peo-
ple. The numbers are in that range.
And the 36 States that keep data on
child care slots—not every State keeps
waiting lists—but 36 States tell us that
they have long lists. There is a tremen-
dous need and demand out there.

Again, I think the central point of
the Dole welfare reform bill is, of
course, to get people from welfare to
work. And again I think most people
accept the fact that 60 percent of the
people on welfare have children under
the age of 5. Of the 14 million people on
welfare, 5 million are adults, 9 million
or 10 million are children. So what we
are talking about here is a simple
enough notion; that is, to provide some
sort of a safe setting for children as we
move their parent or parents into the
work force.

To do that requires resources. We are
told by the Department of Health and
Human Services that to fill the 165-per-
cent increase in demand that would
occur as a result of the bill that the
majority leader has presented to us, it
would require some $6 billion over 5
years to accommodate that demand.

I offered an amendment in that
amount a few days ago. It failed by a
single vote here. Then, over the last 21⁄2
days, in consultations with interested
parties here—and I will not go into
names of people—we were able to work
out a compromise, a bipartisan com-
promise, on the issue. The compromise


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-16T14:20:18-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




