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Houses thereon, and that Mr. AsPINALL,
Mr. TAYLOR, Mr. JOHNSON of California,
Mr. SAYLOR, and Mr. TERRY were ap
pointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

NOTICE TO TAKE UP THE PRESI
DENT'S VETO OF THE RAILROAD
RETffiEMENT BILL
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

I have discussed the veto of the railroad
retirement bill with the distinguished
Republican leader and with the chair
man of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. At the present time, the
distinguished Republican leader is en
deavoring to get in touch with the rank
ing Republican member of the commit
tee, Senator JAVITS. It is our intention,
unless something comes up which we do
not foresee, to have a vote on the Presi
dent's veto later this evening.

We make this joint announcement at
this time so that the Senate will be aware
of the situation which has come into
being.

Mr. SCOTT. That is correct-subject
only to clearing it with the ranking mi
nority member of the committee.

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that when the President's veto message
is presented before the Senate later this
evening, there be a time limitation of
20 minutes, to be equally divided pro and
con between the majority and minority
leaders or any Senators they may desig
nate..

This matter has been cleared all the
way around.

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

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, in
connection with the action the Senate
will be taking later today on the Presi
dent's veto of the railroad retirement
measure, I ask unanimous consent that
Jonathan Steinberg of the staff of the
Subcommittee on Railroad Retirement
may have the privilege of the fioor.

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

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS
OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1) to amend
the Social Security Act,to make improve
ments in the medicare and medicaid pro
grams, to replace the existing Federal
state public assistance programs, and
for other purposes.

MISSOURI PASSES ON THE BENEFITS OF THE
SOCIAL SECURITY INCREASE

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, on
September 29 the Senate approved an
amendment to HR. I, the Social Secu
rity Amendments, which would provide
that when there is a general increase in
social security benefits there will be a
corresponding increase in the standard
of need under State public assistance
programs.

I am pleased to call to the attention
of the Congress the fact that the State of

. Missouri is in full agreement with that
position. In fact, 4 days earlier, on Sep
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tember 25, Gov. Warren E. Hearnes an
nounced that the Missouri Division of
Welfare had already taken steps to lib
eralize its old age assistance standards
so that the great majority of old age
assistance recipients in Missouri, who
also receive social security, will r.ot have
their old age assistance benefits reduced
as a result of the 20-percent increase
in social security, effective this month.

In every case, therefore, persons in
Missouri now receiving both old age
assistance and social security will receive
more in total income than they were get
ting before the 20-percent social security
increase passed by the Congress. That,
of course, was the intent of Congress.

Both Governor Heames and Missouri
Director of Welfare Proctor Carter are to
be commended for this action which im
mediately assures a more adequate in
come for some 68,000 Missourians.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
news release from Governor Hearnes'
office, dated September 25, announcing
this humanitarian policy in our State.

There being no objection, the news
release was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NEWS RELEASE FROM THE OFFICE OF
Gov. WARREN E. HEARNES

Governor Warren E. Hearnes today an
nounced that the Division of Welfare will
increase Old Age Assistance standards to fUlly
or partially offset the 20 per cer.;; Increase
In Social Security benefits which becomes
effective In October.

"This action will allow the great majority
of Social Security recipients who also re
ceive Old Age Assistance to keep the 20 per
cent Increase without having their Old Age
Assistance grants reduced," Hearnes said. He
explained that the plan had the approval of
the federal Department of Health, Educa
tion and Welfare.

The Governor said the action was neces
sary to avoid Widespread reductions In pay
ments to Old Age Assistance recipients, since
federal legislation prOViding the 20 per cent
Social Security Increase did not require states
to pass on the Increase to welfare recipients.

Proctor N. Carter. state Welfare Director,
gave statistics showing the estimated effect
Of this ·change on Old Age Assistance recip-
ients. . ...

Of the 93.444 OAA recipients. about 65.000
(69 per cent) also receive Social Security
benefits. About 33.000 of those will receive
the full 20 per cent Increase with no change
in their OAA payments. Another 19.000 w1l1
receive the Social Security Increase and also
an increase In their Old Age Assistance grant.

The remaining concurrent recipients will
have small reductions in their OAA grants.
of $5 or less per month. which w1II be more
than offset by the Social Security benefits.
Carter said the limited OAA reductions
would be for persons whose Social Security
grants are relatively high and who would re
ceive a substantial hike in beneiHs through
the 20 per cent increase.

Both Governor Hearnes and Carter empha
sized that all aged persons Who receive both
Old Age Assistance and Social Security will
continue to have more In total income than
they are now receiVing.

Of the approximately 29.000 Old Age As
sistance welfare recipients not receiving So
cial Security benefits, about 26.000 will have
no change in their payments since they are
receiving the $85 maximum Old Age Assist
ance payment.

The remaining 3,000 recipients w1l1 receive
small increases in theIr Old Age Assistance

payments. According to Carter, these are per-.
sons who now receive less than the $85 maxi
mum and who wlll benefit from the increase
In the assistance standard. The Increased
cost for these recipients wlll be paid from
federal funds and will not affect the state
appropriation.

Because the number of concurrent Social
Security-welfare recipients in the other cate
gories of Aid to Dependent Chlldren. Aid to
the Permanently and Totally Disabled, Aid to
the Blind, and General Relief Is small,
changes In the level of assistance payments
will be minor. Carter concluded.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I move to
recommit H.R. 1 to the Finance Commit
tee to report forthwith with the follow
ing amendment, which I send to the desk.

The amendment reads as follows:
Beginning on page 689, line 11, strike out

everything down through page 863, line 26.
Beginning on page 921, line 2. strike out

everything down through page 932, line 24.
Beginning on page 933, line 9, strike out

everything down through line 2 on page 936.
Beginning on page 947. line 4, strike out

everything down through line 5 or. page 954.
Beginning on page 963, line 19, strike out

everything down through line 17, page 989
and Insert Ir lieu ,;hereof the following:

"FISCAL RELIEF FOR STATES

"SEC. 540. Title XI of the Social Security
Act (as amended by this Act) is further
amended by adding at the end of section
1130 the following new section:

"FISCAL RELIEF FOR STATES

"SEC. 113!.-. (a) The Secretary shall. sub
ject to subsection (c), pay to any State which
has a State plan approved under title I. X,
XIV. or XVI. or part A of title IV, of this
Act. for each quarter beginning after June
30. 1971, In addition to the amounts (If any)
otherwise payable to such State under such
titles. such part. section 1118, anq. section 9
of the Act of April 19. 1950, on iccount of
expenditures as cash assistance, an amount
equal to the excess (if any) of-

"(I) an amount equal to the lesser of-
.. (A) the non-Federal share of the expen

ditures. under the State plans approved
under such title or such part A (as the case
may be). as cash assistance for such quarter
(not counting any part of such expenditures
which is In excess of the amount of the ex
penditures which would have been made as
cash assistance under such plans if such
plans had remained as they were In effect
for January 1971. or

"(B) an amount equal to 120 per centum
of the amount referred to In clause (2), over

"(2) an amount equal to 100 per centum of
the non-Federal share of the total average
quarterly expenditures, under such plans. as
cash assistance during the 4-quarter period
ending December 31. 1970.

.. (b) For purposes. of subsection (a), the
non-Federal share of expenditures for any
quarter under State plans approved under
title I. X, XIV. or XVI. or part A of title IV,
of this Act as cash assistance. referred to
in subsection (a) (1). means the excess of-

.. (1) the total expenditure for such quar
ter under such plans as (A) old-age assist
ance. (B) aid to the blind, (e) aid to the
disabled. (D)· aid to the aged, blind. or dis
abled. and (E) aid to famlJles with depend
ent children, over

"(2) the amounts determined for Such
quarter for such State with respect to such
expenditures under sections 3, 1003, 1403,
1603. 403, and 1118 of this Act and (In the
case of a plan approved under title I or X
or part A of title ~) under section 9 of the
Act of April 19, 1950.

"(c) No payment under this section shall
be made for any quarter to any State on ac
count of expenditures, as cash assistance,
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under a Stf.te plan of such state if the stand
ards, under any plan of such State approved
under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, or part A of
title IV for determiningeligiblllty for, or the
amo\mt of, cash assistance to individuals un
der such plan have been so changed as to be
less favorable, to all (or any substantial CI~S
or category) of the applicants for or recipI
ents of such assistance under the plan, than
the standards provided for such purpose un
der such plan as in effect for January I, 1971,
or If more favorable to any such applicants
or'recipients, for any month after January
1971.

"(d) This section shall be effective for fis
cal years 1972 and 1973 onIy."

MAINTENANCE OF STATE PAYMENT LEVELS
SEC. 403. Section 402(a) of the Social Se

curity Act is amended-
(1) by striking out "and" at the end of

paragraph (22); and
(2) by striking out the period at the end

of paragraph (23) and inserting in lieu
thereof "; and" and the following: "(24)
provide that aid furnished under the plan to
a family for any month Shall not be less than
(A) the amount of aid which would have
been furnished for October 1972 under such
plan to a family of the same size With no
other income, reduced by (B) any inc~me

such family may have which is not reqUIred
to be disregarded by clause (8)."

On page 989, after line 17, add the follow
ing new title:
TITLE VI-EFFECTIVE DATE OF CERTAIN

PROVISIONS
SEC. 601. Notwithstanding any other pro

vision of this Act, title IV (other than sec
tions 401, 402, and 403) and title V (other
th1l.n sections 510, 521, 531, and 534) shall
be effective at such time as the Congress may
determine in SUbsequent legislation.

Beginning on page 689, line 11, strike out
through page 769, line 11, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:
"TITLE IV-PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES

WITH CHILDREN
"PART A-TESTING OF ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS

FOR ASSISTANCE TO FAMILIES WITH DEPEND
ENT CHILDREN

"AUTHORIZATION FOR CONDUCT OF TEST
PROGRAM

"SEC. 401. (a) For purposes of this part
"(I) the term 'family assistance tests'

means (A) the prograIl1ll contained in title
IV of H.R. I, Ninety-second Congress, first
session, as passed by the House of Repre
sentatives, or (B) the program referred to in
clause (A) as amended by amendment num
bered 1669, Ninety-second Congress, second
session, introduced in the Senate on Octo
ber 2,1972, ,

"(2) the term 'workfare test program
means the program contained in parts A and
B, title IV of H.R. I, Ninety-second Con
gress, second session, as reported to ~he Sen
ate by the Committee on Finance on Sep
tember 26, 1972, and

"(3) the term 'family' means a family With
children.

"(b) (1) The Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare (hereinafter in this section
referred to as the 'Secretary') is authorized,
effective January I, 1973, to plan for and con
dUct, in accordance with the provisions of
this section, not more than three teS't pro
grams. One of SUCh programs Shall be the
family assistance test program defined in
subsection (a) (1) (A) of this section, one
of such prograIl1ll shall be the family assist
ance program defined in subsection (a) (1)
(B) of this section, and one of such pro
graIl1ll shall be the workfare test program.

"(2) Whenever the workfare test program
is commenced, there Shall commence, on the
same date as such program, both family as
sistance test prograIl1ll. Except as may other
wise be authorized by the Congress, no test

program under this section shall be con
ducted for a period of less than twenty-four
months or more than forty-eight months,
and to the maximum extent practical each
such test program shall be conducted for
the same lengtll of time.

"(3) Any such test program shall be con
ducted only in and with respect to an area
which consists of one or more States, one or
more political subdivisions of a State, or part
of a political subdivision of a State, and shall
be applicable to all the individuals who are
residents of the State or the area of the State
in and with respect to which such program
is conducted except that no one such pro
gram shall be applicable to more than 100,000
recipients.

"(4) During any period for which any such
test program is in effect in any State or in
any area of a State, individuals residing in
such State or the area. of the State in which
such program is in effect shall not be eligible
for aid or assistance under any State plan or
program for which the State receives Federal
financial assistance under part A of title IV
of the Social Security Act.

"(5) The Secretary, in determining the
areas in Which test programs under this sec
tion shall be conducted, shall select areas
With a view to assuring-

"(A) that the number of participants in
any such program will (to the maximum ex
tent practicable) be equal to the" number of
participants in an~' other such program; alld

"(B) that tlle area in which any family as
sistance test program is conducted shall be
comparable (in terms of size and composition
of popUlation, of average per capita income,
rate of unemployment, and other relevant
criteria) to an area in which a workfare test
program is conducted.

"(c) (1) No test program under this sec
tion shall be conducted in any State (or any
area thereof) unless such State shall have
entered into an agreement with the Secretary
under which the State agrees-

"(A) to participate in the costs of such
test progam; and

"(B) to cooperate with the Secretary in
the conduct of such program.

"(2) Under any such agreement, no State
shall be required to expend, with respect
to any test program conducted within such
State (or any area thereof), amounts greater
than the amount which would have been
expended with respect to such State or area
thereof (as the case may be), during the
period that such test program is in effect,
under the State plan of such State approved
under part A of title IV of the Social Security
Act. For purposes of determining the amount
any State would have under such a plan
during the period that any such test program
is in effect within such State (or any area
thereof), it shall be assumed that the rate
of State expenditure (from non-Federal
funds) under such plan would be equal to
the average of State expenditure (from non
Federal funds) under such plan for the
twelve-month period immediately preceding
the commencement of such test program.

"(d) (1) The Secretary shall, upon com
pletion of any plans for and prior to the
commencement of any test program under
this section, submit to the Conunittee on
Finance of the Senate and the Conunittee
on Ways and Means of the House of Repre
sentatives a complete and detailed descrip
tion of such program and shall invite and give
consideration to the comments and sugges
tions of such committees with respect to
such program.

"(2) During the period that test programs
are In operation under this section, the Sec
retary shall from time to time (but not less
frequently than once during any Six-month
period) submit to the Congress a report on
such programs. Each such report shall con
tain full and complete information and data
with respect to such programs and the oper
ation thereof, together with such recommen-

dations and comments of the Secretary with
respect to such programs as he deeIl1S desir
able.

"(3) At the earliest practicable date after
the termination of all test prograIl1S author
ized to be conducted by this section, the
Secretary shall submit to the Congress a
full and complete report on such programs
and their operation together with (A) the
Secretary's evaluation of such programs and
such comments or recommendations of the
Secretary with respect to such programs as
he deems desirable and (B) his reconunenda
tions (If any) for legislation to revise or re
piace the provision of part A of title IV of
the Social Security Act.

"(e) (1) The Secretary shall-
"(A) in the planning of any test program

under this section; or
"(B) in assembling information, statistics.

or other materials, to be contained in any
report to Congress under this section;
consult with, and seek the advice and assist
ance of, the General Accounting Office and
the General Accounting Office shall consult
with the Secretary and furnish such advice
and assistance to him upon request of the
Secretary or at such times as the comptroller
General deems desirable.

"(2) The operations of any test program
conducted under this section shall be re
viewed by the General Accounting Office.
and the books, records, and other documents
pertaining to any such program or its opera- "
tion shall be available to the General Ac
counting Office at all reasonable times for
purposes of aUdit, review, or inspection. The
books, records, and documents of each such
program shall be audited by the General
Accounting Office from time to time (but not
less frequently than once each year).

"(3) During the period that test programs
lire in operation under this section, the
Comptroller General shall from time to
time (but not less frequently than once
during any six-month period) submit to the
Congress a report on such prograIl1ll which
shall contain full and complete information
and data with respect to such programs and
the operation thereof, together with such
recommendations and comments of the
Comptroller General with respect to such
programs as he deems desirable.

"(4) At the earliest practicable date after
the termination of all test programs au
thorized to be conducted by this section, the
Comptroller General shall submit to the
Congress a full and complete report on such
programs and their operation together with
his evaluation of, and conunents and recom
mendations (if any), with respect to such
prograIl1ll.

"(f) In the administration of test pro
grams under this section, the Secretary shall
provide safeguards which restrict the use or
disclosure of information identfying partici
pants in such programs to purposes directly
connected With the administration of such
prograIl1ll (except that nothing In this sub
section shall be construed to prohibit the
furnishing of records or information con
cerning participants in such programs to
the Committee on Finance of the Senate or
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives).

"(g) For the purpose of enabling the Sec
retary to formUlate operational plans and to
conduct test programs under this section,
there are hereby authorized to be appropri
ated for each fiscal year $200,000,000.

"(h) Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued as a commitment, on the part of the
Congress to enact (at any future time)
legislatio~to establish, on a permanent basis,
any program tested pursuant to this section
or any similar program.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the instruc
tions contained in my motion would be
the following: First, as the amendment
of the Senator from Delaware (Mr,
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ROTH) that was adopted, it would au
thorize a series of pilot projects to test
out the elements of the Ribicoff welfare
reform proposal, the President's proposal,
and the Finance Committee proposal.
These pilot programs would run from 2
to 4 years. Second, it would authorize an
emergency fiscal relief measure for the
States. Once a State's welfare costs
reached their fiscal 1971 levels, the Fed
eral Government would assume all fi
nancing of any additional costs for the
State up to 20 percent above the fiscal
1971 levels. Above that level States would
receive regular matching. This relief pro
vision would give States retroactive relief
for fiscal 1972 and fiscal 1973.

Certainly the administration has evi
denced its strong support of this measure.
Senator RmICOFF has indicated time
after time his support for it, and the
distinguished chairman of the Finance
Committee, though modifying the for
mUla, has agreed in principle that fiscal
relief must be granted to the States.

Third, it would require that States
maintain benefits at the level they were
paying in January 1971 or the level they
are paying now, whichever is higher.

Fourth, it would require leaving intact
the 10-percent work bonus the Finance
Committee propOsed. The 10-percent
work bonus provides an additional 10 per
cent of wages covered by social security,
up to wages of $4,000. Above that twel
the bonus is phased out at a 25-percent
rate.

Finally and in summary, Mr. President,
the Roth amendment retains major fea
tures of the Senate Finance Committee's
version of H.R. 1 which I think could
be considered repressive, and which I feel
a great many in the senate simply can
not live with. The problems I have with
the Roth amendment include:

First, the wage supplement pOrtion of
the Finance Committee's work-fare pro
gram which encourages employers not to
upgrade hourly wages even to the mini
mum wage and does nothing to assist
workers in the lowest paying jobs.

Second, it provides for a nationwide
system of child care without parental
involvement or local control, which
duplicates the existing system.

Third, the amendment authorizes so
called 2 to 4-year "pilot" programs which
provide: .

No articulated goals to be tested;
No specific standards or safeguards;
No limitations on the number of States

or individuals which may be involved in
the test;

No requirement that the pilot programs
be more than very generally related to
the programs they are to test: H.R. 1
as passed by the House, the Senate Fi
nance Committee's version of H.R. 1, and
the Ribicoff-Administration Compromise.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President. will
the senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I am very happy to yield
to the senator from Minnesota whatever
time he requires.

Mr. MONDALE. I am very pleased to
join in cosPOnsoring the amendment of
fered by the Senator from IDinois. I think
it has great merit. and I hope it will be
adopted by the Senate. .

The amendment offered by the sena
tor from Delaware was represented as a

proposal which would test the essential
elements of the family assistance plan
in a series of pilot projects. That was
partly correct, but in some respects the
Roth amendment establishes major
permanent programs, establishes major
agencies and major fundamental policies
which would be in law on a permanent
basis.

Principal among them is a brand new
and I think very poorly conceived pro
gram to deal with child care in this
country. If fully funded, this permanent
new agency would be the largest day care
program in the country.

It is a bare bones proposition which
establishes a new permanent Federal
bureaucracy called the Bureau of Child
Care, under the control of a director who
is virtually without any restrictions on
how he proceeds, what standards he es
tablishes, where he allocates the money,
what kind of fee schedules he establishes,
whether parents are involved, and what
kind of minimum requirements may be
needed. None of these things are an
swered in this measure. This proposed
agency is contrary to the best advice we
have been able to obtain from anyone,
anywhere about child care. In my opin
ion the whole thrust of it WOUld, in the
long run, damage children far more than
if it were not adopted and were set aside.

We have two major programs in the
country today dealing with child care.
The first is the Headstart program. which
has been in being for some years, but
which would be only half the size of
this program.

Secondly, we have a series of day care
centers set up under existing welfare pro
grams, under title IV-A of the Social Se
curity Act, which amount to about $700
million, but with respect to which there
are certain built-in protections. They are
established under the direction of the
Federal Interagency Day Care Stand
ards; they are established in cooperation
with State and local welfare depart
ments; they are subject to the protection
of local licensing laws affecting fire pro
tection, sanitation, safety protections,
·and the rest. There are protections in
these ex~sUng day care programs dealing
with the 'staff ratios, which are very im
portant. We do not have time to go into
it today, but the top experts in this
country say it is disastrous to put too
many infants and young children under
the supervision of a single staff member.
The psychological damage of under
staffing is enormous. That is why Head
start and title IV-A programs have pro
tections concerning adequate staff ratios
and maintain close relationships between
the programs and the parents whose chil
dren are in the programs.

This pending proposal, in my opinion,
is perhaps the worst proposal dealing
with children that I have ever seen. I
think it is very dangerous. I think it
would establish a national program over
which state and local governments and
parents have no control, in which there
are no guidelines, and would permit pri
vate for-profit corporations to become
involved without any control whatso
ever.

I would just like to discuss that pros
pect for a minute, so that we will

realize what will happen unless the
Percy amendment is adopted.

First of all, this major new program
creates a permanent agency called the
Bureau of Child Care, a new Federal
bureaucracy unrelated to any existing
department or existing programs pro
viding Federal assistance to day care.
This encourages further fragmentation
and duplication.

The establishment of a new bureau
totally ignores the existence of the Of
fice of Child Development in HEW, which
was created to bring some coordination
to our efforts in early childho<X1. It bears
no relationship to child-care programs
authOlized in HEW, the Office of Edu
cation, or OEO. It does not even relate
to the child-care programs in title IV-A
and the WIN programs that are already
authorized and in operation under the
very Social Security Act this bill seeks to
amend. It simply gives applicants for as
sistance one more um'elated source of
funding with separate forms, and dif
ferent requirements.

As such, it runs absolutely counter to
the need for coordination and simplicity
by adding a· new and redundant Fed
eral bureaucracy.

Second, contrary to what this admin
istration and the Congress wants, this
would be a totally federally controlled
and dominated organization. There
would be literally a Federal czar dealing
with children who come within this pro
gram. There is no role for States or local
ities whatsoever in the delivery system.
Child-care programs would be exempted
from State and local housing require
ments regarding health, sanitation, and
the rest. Let me read the language:
the Bureau ••• shall not be subject to
any licensing or similar requirements im
posed by any State (or polltlcal subdivision
thereof), and shall not be subject to any
health, fire, safety, sanitary, or other re
quirements imposed by any State (or polltl
cal subdivision thereof) with respect to facil
ities prOViding child care.

Unlike existing day-care programs, or
the proposed prime sponsorship mecha
nism in the Comprehensive Headstart,
Child Development, and Family Services
Act, the proposal has no role for general
purpose government at the State or local
level. These publlc bodies are not desig
nated for involvement in the delivery
system at all. Their efforts in child care,
health, education, and social services are
not tapped. Instead, a totally new Fed
eral bureaucracy, through Federal field
offices in major cities, would have com
plete responsibility for these programs.

This should be a matter of particular
concern to the President, who expressed
in his veto message last year the fear of
"arrogating initiatives to the Federal
Government from the States" and "re
taining an excessive measure of opera
tional control at the Federal level."

Next the standards in this proposal
are totally inadequate. It assures purely
custodiar care, and while there is a lot
of disagreement in the day care and
child care field, every person we heard
from said the worst thing you can do to
children is take them away from their
parents and put them into cold custodial
care, with no emotional support and no
minimum standards to be sure that the .
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quality of support that one expects in
the home at least is substituted as fully
as possible in these day care centers.
Existing standards of HEW set limits on
the maximum number of children per
adult. This bill sets no maximum-it sets
a minimum, just the other way arowld.

For example, for 3-year-olds in a day
care center, existing day care standards
require that there be no more than a 5
to-l child-adult ratio. In the same case,
the bureau would l'equire no less than a
lo-to-l ratio, and this is just the min
imum. The bureau proposal gives the di
rector the authority to define this ratio
so that it could be 15-to-I, 20-to-I, or
worse. We could put a thousand kids in
the Kennedy Stadium out here, with one
custodian, under this proposal. Mr. Presi
dent, that is no way to treat children.

Adequate adult-child ratios are abso
lutely essential to quality child care. That
point was emphasized time and time
again during the hearings the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee held on day
care and child development over the past
3 years. It was made over and over again
during the hearings the Finance Com
mittee held on child care last summer.
And the child-adult ratios in this bill
were repeatedly criticized at that time
in testimony from the Child Welfare
League, the League of Women Voters, the
American Academy of Pediatrics, the Na
tional Council of Jewish Women, the
National Federation of Settlements and
United Neighborhood Houses, the Wash
ington Research Project, the Maryland
Committee for Day Care of Children,
Mary Rowe, and others--yet no improve
ments were made. The bill retains abso
lutely no protections in this critical and
sensitive area. It remains·· an invitation
for the most damaging kind of custodial
warehousing.

Finally, the bills provision with re
spect to parent participation are totally
inadequate. I think everyone agrees
when you start providing care for pre
school children, you had better make
certain it is in a way which complements
and supports the family. I personally
prefer, wherever possible, that the serv
ices provided in the home, with the par
ents, supporting the parents and keep
ing the family together. But where it is
necessary, because the family has broken
up, where the mother must work, or
where the family is incapable of provid
ing the kind of services that are needed
of one kind or another, at least every
effort ought to be made to keep the
parents as closely involved and, in my
opinion, as much in control as possible
of the programs serving their children.

What does this bill do? It says that
parent participation is limited to a re
quirement that parents be given the op
portunity from time to time .to meet
the staff and observe the children re
ceiving care in the facility. This is sub
stantially weaker tllan the current day
care standards, which require parental
participation in policymaking, staff se
lection, and the rest. The inadequacy
of this provision was pointed out repeat
edly in the hearings on this proposal
in testimony from the .AJi'L.-CIO, the
Child Welfare League, the American
Academy of Pediatrics, file Day Care

and Child Development Council of
America, the National Capitol Area
Child Day Care Association, the Na
tional Council of Jewish Women, the
League of Women Voters, the American
Baptist Home Mission Society, the Wash
ington Research Project, the National
Federation of Settlements, and United
Neighborhood Houses, and others-but
again no improvements were made.

Finally, there is no participation in
the formula for State-by-State distri
bution. If the bill passes, we are au
thorizing the appropriation of $800 mil
lion, and no one knows or has the slight
est idea how much his State will re
ceive. There is nothing at all to assure
that each State will get its appropriate
share.

Mr. President, we have letters from
the National Governors' Council, the
President of the American Academy of
Pediatrics, the National Association for
the Education of Young Children, the
Child Welfare League of America, Inc.,
the National League of Cities and United
States Conference of Mayors and the
Day Care and Child Developmc;mt Council
of America-all spelling out.exactly what
I have said in my remarks. ,

I am hopeful that the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Illinois will
be accepted. That will tmly be in the
spirit of the amendment which we
thought we were adopting, as offered by
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. ROTH),
because it would put this program along
with the others on a pilot basis. We would
not be establishing willy-nilly what I re
gardto be one of the least acceptable
proposals for day care that,I have ever
seen. I think it is a bad proposal. I do
not think it has been considered serious
ly. I do not think it has responded to the
best advice. I regret saying this. When
we start authorizing programs to serve
our children in this country, we had bet
ter be careful what we are doing.

One of tlle key reasons, therefore, that
I hope the amendment of the Senator
from Illinois will be adopted is that we
need a program that really does the job.
The Senate has twice adopted such a pro
gram. On two occasions we have adopted
child development acts which deal with
all the issues with which this measure
fails to deal. If that were adopted and
fully funded, in my opinion we would be
proceeding on the course that this coun
try-but more important-our children
and our families require.

I sincerely hope that the amendment
offered by the Senator from Illinois will
be accepted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letters to which I have re
ferred be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
CHILD WELFAIlE LEAGUE OF AMEIlICA, INc.,

October 2, 1972.
Hon. \VALTER F. MONDALE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Children and

Yonth, Committee on Labor and Pnblic
Weljare, U.S. senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The Child Welfare
League of America is very concerned that
child care programs will be adversely affected
by the actions about to be taken in the Sen
ate. Specifically, we are opposed to the enact-

ment of those provisions of Title XXI of
H.R. 1 which would establish a Bureau of
Child Care in the Department of Labor.

We testified at length before the Commit
tee on Finance of the United States Senate
regarding our concern and some of that tes
timony may be of interest to you. In that
testimony we said the follOWing.

"We believe that there should be adequate
provision for the availability of child care
in order that women on welfare who seek
employment may take jobs without detri
ment to their children's welfare. In this
sense, we agree with Senator Long that the
"availability of child care is a key element in
welfare reform." We do not believe it essen
tial. however, to include legislative provisions
for the establishment of child care programs
in the welfare reform bili. Separate child
care legislation which prOVides for compre
hensive programs for all children needing
child care, including those receiving welfare
assistance. would be preferable. A welfare re
form bill might, however, include authoriza
tions to pay for the needed child care of wel
fare families.

"Child care is not, in our opinion, a proper
function of the Department of Labor. Child
care SllOUld not be viewed primarily as a
manpower device. It must be child and fam
ily-oriented to ensure that the child's wel
fare comes first. Therefore, the Department
of HEW is the more logical department to
administer child care programs. Expertise
with respect to the services required for these
programs is, or should be, in that Depart
ment. The HEW experts in the areas of child
welfare, child development, health, education
and nutrition, etc., are needed to establish
and administer sound child care policies.

"It also seems unnecessary, as well as ad
ministratively and economically unsound, to
have duplicate systems of child care in two
departments.

"We believe that child care legislation now
before the Senate Finance Committee should
have much in common with the comprehen
sive child development program passed by
the Senate and House but vetoed by the Pres
ident. We hope that programs of the same
scope and quality of the vetoed blll will be
come part of all child care legislation, al
though there may be differences in plans for
the administration and financing of these
programs.

"In closing, we wish to stress the need for
quality child care to help all children achieve
their maximum potential so that they may
emerge from childhood as healthy, secure,
and productive adUlts. They are, indeed. the
future of this nation:'

The Child Welfare League of America fa
vors those parts of Title XXI which would in
crease the authorization for child welfare
services and which would establish a National
Adoption Information Exchange System. We
hope that the Senate will agree with these
provisions, and that appropriations will be
made to enable these worthwhile activities to
expand services to the nation's children.

Sincerely,
JOSEPH H. REID.

NATtoNAL ASSOCIATtON FOR THE
EDUCATION OF YOUNG CHILDREN,

Washington, D.C., October 3. 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The National As
sociation for the Education of Young Chil
dren (NAEYC) wants to register its conceril
ror the potential harm that we see evidenced
in some of the child care proposals incorpo
rated into H.R. 1. Specifically, we are con
cerned about the possible reduction of stand
ards for child-teacher ratios for children in
group settings. The voting membership pres
ent at NAEYC's November 1971 conference
passed a resolution which states a commit
ment to environments which permit. "maxi-
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mum development and growth of children",
specifically that all child care programs for
young children must at least me~t the mini
mum standard requirements as stated in the
1968 Federal Interagency Guidelines for Child
Care, particularly those concerning child·
teacher ratios, staffing patterns and parent
involvement. The '68 Guidelines state that
1l1. day care centers, the total ratio of chil
dren to adults should not be greater than 5
to 1.

NAEYC is gravely concerned over the pos
sibility of child care provisions being passed
as a part of H.R. 1 which would set stand
ards for 3-rear-olds in group care centers at
a level of at least 10 children per adult. The
implications are obvious-inadequate super
vision, dehumanization, and no possiblllty of
prOViding quality experiences for children.

We call on you to act strongly to protect the
children of this nation from such circum
stances.

Sincerely yours,
MARILYN M. SMITH, Ed. D.,

Acting Executive Director.

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The American
Academy of Pediatrics wishes to express its
concern with Section 431 of HR 1 which
would establish a Bureau of Child Care. The
Child Care Program provided under this sec
tion represents the same approach to cus
todial care to which the Academy objected
and the Senate agreed at the close of the
last Congress. In a letter to senator Long
of December 18, 1970, the Academy urged the
deletion from the Social security Amend
ments of the provision establishing a Fed
eral Child Care Corporation. In February,
1971, the Academy presented testimony to
the Finance Committee specifying our reser
vations regarding this proposed approach and
we offered positive alternatives for Commit
tee consideration.

Section 431 will not prOVide for the estab
lishment of child care programs of high qual
ity. The minimal standards prescribed in the
proposed legislation will result in mere cus
todial projects which will severely neglect
the intellectual, social and developmental
needs of children. State and local licensing
wlll be superseded thereby negating mnch of
the planning and program developing under
way at the state and local level.

The Academy urges that the duplicative
structure of child care as provided in Section
431 be strnck from HR 1.

Sincerely,
JAY M. ARENA,

President, American Academy Of Pediat
rics.

NATIPNAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE,
~ashington, D.C., October 4, 1972.

Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I appreciate your
request for an analysis of the impact on
States if the provision, as contained in the
Senate Finance Committee's version of H.R.
I, to establish a Bureau of Child Care is
enacted.

The National Governors' Conference has
adopted the follOWing policy statement re
garding child care programs as related to
welfare reform legislation:

"PrOVide for adequate day care programs
for children of parents who are working or
in training programs with provisions for a
central state role and a comprehenSive state
plan, and which would not bypass States in
the administration of such programs."

In analyzing the Senate Finance Commit
tee's proposal in establiShing the Bureau of

Child Care, we wonld like to make the fol
lowing comments:

1. We seriously question whether there is
snfficient federal level knowledge of state or
local conditions or the desirablllt1 as re
lated to other licensing activities to justify
the proposed federal preemption of all state
or local health, fire, safety, sanitary, or other
reqUirements with respect to facilities pro
viding child care.

2. There is a total lack in the proposal of
a presumed role for States in planning and
administering child care programs. This is
a serious deficiency in the proposal and is
totally contrary to the policy position of
the National Governors' Conference.

I hope that these comments will be useful
to you.

Sincerely,
ALLEN C. JENSEN,

Special Assistant.

MAJOR WEAKNESSES IN BUREAU OF CHILD CARE
1. Creates a new Fecleral Bureaucracy, un

related to any existing Departments or exist
ing programs providing Federal assistance to
day care. This encourages further fragmen
tation and duplication.

2. Creates a system of total Federal control.
No role for states or localities in delivery sys
tem. Child care programs would even be
exempted from State and local housing re
quirements regarding health, sanlt.ation, etc.

3. Inadequate Standards. Assures purely
custodial care. EXisting standards set limits
on maximnm number of children per adults.
This bill sets minimum. For example, for
3-year-olds in a day care center, existing In
teragency Day Care Standards require that
there would be no more than a 5-1 child
adult ratio. In the same case, the Bureau
would require no Jess than a 10-1 ratio. And
that is just the minimum. The Bureau pro
posal gives the Director the authority to de
flne this ratio so that it could be 15-1, 20-1
or worse.

4. Parent Participation. Parent participa
tion is limited to a requirement that parents
be given the opportunity from "time to
time", to meet the staff, and observe the chil
dren receiving care in a facility. Substan
tially weaker than existing Interagency Day
Care Standards which require parental par
ticipation in policy making, staff selection,
etc.

5. Licensing. Any facility in which the
child care services are provided by the Bureau
"shall not be subject to any health, fire,
'safety, .sanitary or other requirements im
posed by S.tates or localities,"

6. Dist1ibution Of Funds. No formula for
State by State distribution.

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES,
U.S. CONFEIIENCE OF MAYORS,

October 4, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: We urge you to
oppose any attempt to retain Title XXI, as
currently drafted, in the welfare reform
bill (H.R. 1). A federal child care corpora
tion is an inadequate vehicle to assure qual
ity services to the nation's children or to
meet local needs and priorities. The policy
of both the NLC and USCM mandates local
government involvement in the delivery of
child care services. Local governments must
have the opportunity to plan, coordinate and
operate their individual programs.

Sincerely,
ALLEN E. PRITCHARD, JR.,

Executive Vice President, National
League 0/ Cities.

JOHN GUNTHER,
Executive Director, U.S. Oonference 01

Mayors.

DAY CARE AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT
COUNCIL OF AMERICA, INC.,

Washington, D.C., October 4, 1972.
Hon. Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: In the recent fer
vor to complete Senate deliberations on
H.R. I, it is with great concern that the
Conncil sees the direction being taken as
one which will not emerge in the interests
of the child care we advocate in. our State
ment of Principles.

We enclose a copy of our statement of Sep
tember 24, 1971 1;>efore the Senate Finance
Committee on tLls matter. Needless to say,
the Council's thinking in this area has not
wavered over the course of the past year.

We think that a review of this Statement
by you and other Congressmen concerned
about the direction of child care in our coun
try would be beneficial.

Very truly yours,
THEODORE TAYLOR,

Executive Director.

STATEMENT BY MR. JOHN H. NIEMEYER, PRES
IDENT, THE'DAY CARE AND CHILD DEVELOP
MENT COUNCIL OF AMERICA, INC., BEFORE THE
FINANCE COMMITTEE, U.S. SENATE, SEPTEM
BER 24, 1971
Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of

the Committee: My name is John H. Nie
meyer. I am President of the Bank Street
College of Education in New York City. It is
my honor to serve as President and Chair
man of the Board of Directors of the Day
Care and Child Development Council of
America, and it is in this capacity that I
speak to you today.

The Day Care and Child Development
Council of America which I represent is a
broad and inclusive organization. The Coun
cil brings together more that 4500 civic
groups, public and private agencies, schools,
churches and individuals. Our membership
extends to every state in the union, and,
reflects a full spectrum of involvement in the
care of children-from parents who are day
care cons\lmers, to practitioners whose lL'\i1y
work is the care of children, to professionals
whose research and writings influence the
field of child development. '

The Council is a common effort by people
who are working to achieve quality child care
at aU levels: local, state, regional, and na
tional. It includes day care entrepreneurs;
low, middle and high income parents; Blacks,
Whites, Chicanos, Puerto Ricans, Indians,
Orientals-professionals and laymen from all
walks of life. What brings us together is a
shared concern for the weil being of our na
tion's children.

The purpose and priorities of the Day
Care and Child Development Conncil are
closely described in a Statement of Prin
ciples adopted in 1970 by the Board of
Directors. Since this Statement bears
directly on the concerns of the Committee, I
wlll quote it in full.

THE STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES
The Day Care and Child Development

Council of America believes that quality
child care sen'ices are a right: of every child,
of every parent, of every community.

The goal of the Day Care and Child De
velopment Councll of America is to promote
the development of a locally controlled, pUb
licly supported, universally available child
care system through: Pnblic edncation-to
mobilize pnbllc opinion and resources in
support of children's programs; social ac
tion-to assist in formuiating pUblic policies
which will result in well-planned, adequately
fnnded, and well administered programs re
sponsive to local needs and aspirations.

Assistance to local committees-to help
citizen action groups and service agencies in
meeting their community needs. SOCiety is
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obligated to support the realization of hu
man potential. Child care services are a f~
damental right for: The child-they provIde
children with opportunities to develop the~
fUll capacity as human beings during their
crucial early years; the family-they provide
parents with real choices about employment
and other activities outside the home; the
community-they provide one of the essen
tial elements for improving the quality of
life of the community.

We belleve that America needs a coordi
nated network of child care and development
services which:

Are available to children of all ages from
conception through youth, to families from
every kind of economic and social back
ground and to every community, with pri
ority to those whose need is greatest.

Are available through a wide variety of
different types of programs and during all of
the hours of the day and time of the year
that children, families and communities need
them.

Have the full range of components re
quired to promote the intellectual, emotion
al, social and physical growth of the children
they serve.

Insure parents a decisive policy role In the
planning, operation and evaluation of pro
grams which determine the environment in
which their children live.

Place the major responsibillty for planning
and operating child care and development
services at the local level.

Reflect and build on the culture and lan
guage of children; families and communities
being served and enhance the distinctive fea
tures of the child's culture.

We believe that child care services should
be publlcly supported. The financing of qual
ity child care services is a costly undertaking
but the most prUdent of long-term Invest
ments. The Nation's priorities must be reor
dered to provide the resources necessary for
universal services.

We believe that child care servIces shOUld
be a pUblic, social utility whose cost must be
shared by the entire community much as we
now pay for essential police, fire and pUblic
school services.

It is my purpose today to use the perspec
tive of this statement of Principles as a basis
for analyzing a selection of major issues In
clUded In legislation related to child care
pending before this Committee. This legisla
tion includes:

S. 2003, the Child Care Services Act of 1971.
H.R. 1. the Social security Amendments of

19'71.-
Amendments to HE. 1 proposed by senator

Ribicoff.
. I will also Include in this analysis Title V,

Child Development ProgralllS, of S. 2007
which passed the Senate on september 9.

As a matter of Initial summary. let me say
that each of the specific issues discussed be
low is seen by the Council as a variation of
the fUndamental issue: The guaranteeing of
quality, not just quantity In the care of our
SOCiety's most precious resource, its children.

This Is one of the truly basic enduring
questions with which the American people
and their representatives must grapple to
day. It finds expression regularly In many
forms of policy decision. We believe that the
ability to recognize this issue in its several
variations and to deal with it directly is es
sential to any creative consideration of child
care proposals today.

The following analysis will clearly reveal
the Council's historic concern for quality
child care programs. But this concern has
never-and cannot now-relieve the Council
of Its profound sense of urgency to meet the
growing quantitative need for child care
services in AmerIca.

The issues which we have selected for
analysis are elements in a system Which we
regard as indivisible. We begin from the
premise that a desirable universal child care
system must include:

(a) clear and meaningful local control.
(b) an assurance that parents wlll h.ave

the deciSive pollcy-making role in planmng,
operating and evaluating programs.

(c) a full-range of components required
to promote the intellectUal, emotionai,
social, and physical growth of children.

To this we would add and underline
that it must also include financial resources
commensurate with the job to be performed.

From the Council's point of view the ab
sence of anyone of these elements seriously
calls into question whatever positive vallie
may fiow from the presence of the others.

Thus, In the legislation pending before
your Committee today we find ourselves afi
plaudlng features which facilltate the deli
very of much needed child care services. We
are glad to welcome measures which increase
the supply of day care centers, and raise the
federal government's level .of financial sup
port for day care services to a responsible
point.

However, in the interest of quality, we
have serious reservations concerning the
manner in which S. 2003 and H.R. 1 deal
with the Inherently inter-related questions
of local control, parental involvement, and
comprehensiveness of services. For this rea
son, we strongly recommend that both of
these bills be modified substantially in the
course of their consideration b~··this Com-
mittee. .••.

Now let me turn to the specifics of OUX
analysis.

1. Local control
By "local control" we mean a mechanism

by which an organization or person at the
community or program performance level
can be held accountable for program per
formance and can be designated as an op
erator of child care programs which receive
publiC funds.

In S. 2003, the Federal Child Care Cor
poration is mandated to "take Into account
any comprehensive planning for child care
which has been done." This wording seems
to us only a perfunctory bow to local plan
ning units, and is clearly unsatisfactory.

H.R. 1 provides that grants or contracts for
service delivery may be made to or with any
agency designated by appropriate elected or
appointed olficial in the area and which dem
onstrates capacity to work With the area
manpower agency. Local Educational Agen
cies are designated to deliver care provided
on a group or institutional basis for children
attending school.

The language of the bill provides very
broad discretion for federal administrators
and minimal apparatus for advice from local
communities.

Senator Riblcoff has bolstered the role of
community representatives In his proposed
amendments to H.R. 1. He has proposed in
addition to the stipulation that the Federal
Child Care Corporation "take Into account
comprehensive planning •.•" the creation
of "local, state, and regional councils as nec
essary to Insure that child care services are
appropriately located, that full utilization
Is made of existing resources, that coopera
tion is obtained from education, health,
child welfare, social services, and volttnteer
groups, and that substantial local commu
nity partlcipation (our emphasis) In the es
tablishment, operation, and review of day
care programs is obtained." "Furthermore,
where the Corporation provides child care
services directly, such' councils shall ad
minister and operate (our emphasis) such
programs."

We find that the Riblcoff approach de
scribed here goes further than either S. 2003
or H.R. 1 toward providing meaningful local
control. This Amendment could be strength
ened by Increasing from at least 25% to at
least 60% the representation on its councils
of parents whose children are presently in,
or have In the preceding five years been
enrolled In, a day care program.

However, we urge.. that, in providing for

the delivery of child care resources and serv
ices, the Committee give serious considera
tion to the locally controlled Child Develop
ment Councils mandated in 8. 2007. These
bodies will be composed of persons appointed
by the chief executive of the Prime SpollSCr
unit and of consumer representatives. They
will select local project sponsors and be held
responsible for federal fundiI:g sources for
proper conduct of programs.

2. Parental involvement
Increasingly, OtIr Council has been im

pressed with the contributions which par
ents-particularly low-Income parents-have
made toward Improving child care programs
through their service in policy-making
capacities. In addition, parents have made
significant the contributions as program VOl
unteers (especially in Headstart programs),
as classroom aides, lunchroom helpers, etc.,
and as program staff members. Our Council
itself has benefited enormously from the in
put of parents, who now serve on all Board
committees and lend expertise and extra
vitality to Council deliberations.

We certainly share the Committee's desire
to provide services in as economical a man
ner as possible. Therefore It is Important to
note our experience that the involvement of
pa.rents in the entirety of the educational
experience of their children generates divi
dends even beyond those accruing to the In
volved parents' own children. The children
of participating parents experience firsthand
the commitment to democratic participation
and the intimate concern evidenced by their
mothers and fa.thers. But additional ripples
of benefit accrue to other family members
and other community adults and children
who now have a familiar model to emulate.
The process Is one of self-realization. Through
inVOlvement, parents also exercise latent
skills develop confidence, promote their
sens~ of well-being. This process of enabling
parents has resulted in numerous cases of
the parent a.chlevlng economic self-suf
ficiency, and leaving behind the stigma of
social dependency.

There is a further reason for parental in
volvement in day care. A synthesis Is highly
desirable between the insights of profes
slonais and practitionel'S-1lnd the wisdom,
desires, and "mother-Wit" of parents for the
formulation of child care experience which Is
neither alien nor contradictory to the fam
ily's culture and life-style.

For these reasons, we value significant
parent participation on economic, as well as
educational, social and cultural grounds.

It is highly distressing, therefore, to en
counter in S. 2003 only the requirements
that parents have the opportunity from time
to time, to meet and consult with staff on
the development of the child, and to observe
the child, from time to time, while he is re
ceiving care.

By the same token, we see no purpose
served by restricting membership on 8.
2003's National Advisory Council of Child
Care to no more than one individual repre
senting the Interests of child care recIpients.

While H.R. 1 makes no provisions at all for
involvement· of parents in child care pro
grams, Senator Ribicoff has provided in his
Amendments for a strengthened parental
role via a more influential role for Advisory
Councils to the Child Care Corporation at
the national, local, state and regional levels.

Again, however, a superior provision for
parental participation is found In S. 2007.
There, at tIle project level, a Project Polley
Committee, consisting of a mInimum of 50%
of parents of children being served, l\ields
approval pmyer over project planning, oper
ation, and evaluation. At the Prime Sponsor
level, 50% of the Child Development Council
membership is drawn from representatives
of existing projects to be served. Here pro-.
gram consumers ~xercise a decisive influence
over programmatic policy as well as the se
laction of project sponsors and constituen
cies to be served first.
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3. Comprehensiveness of program

The fundamental reason for establishing
child care programs needs to be Identified
again and again as the development of chil
dren as human beings. As a human being, a
child has ph~'sical, soclai and emotional
needs. A child needs and deserves a surround
ing in which he can exercise his body, can
play, can refiect, can socialize with other
children. A child needs nutritious food and
rest. A child deserves attention and remedy
for any physical deficiencies. A child needs
recognition and affection from aduits as well
as peers. A' child deserves the opportunity
to learn about the world around him, to have
his attention called to events and everyday
factors which influence how he fares In the
future. A child will be called upon to disci
pline his facuities and deveiop sklils in order
to increase his capacity to function ade
quately and independently in the, worid.

It Is the responsibility of those who have
been entrusted with the care of children to
ideutlfy and provide resources which can
meet such needs as these for all of Amel'lca's
children. And this Is what we mean by com
prehensiveness of services.

Last winter, the Child Care Forum of the
White House Conference on Children Issued
a call for a diverse national network of com
prehensive developmental child care serv
ices. It warned against a monolithic day care
institution for children, and the Council
shares this concern. No one type of program
is right for all children. Programs should be
designed for the varying needs of different
children rather than children being molded
to fit available, programs. Allowance should
therefore, be made, for the establishment of
a wide variety. of programs Including where
appropriate, group day care, family care, and
home care; evening care, 24-hour care and
emergency care;' and covering all age groups
from infancy through school age.

However, all of these programs need to
provide comprehensive, services, inclUding
educational, nutritional, health and social'
services to assure each child the opportunity
to grow and develop to his full potential.

The, Colincil is currently studying the
whole issue of federai day care standards,
especially as this relates to assuring com
prehensiveness of developmental services. A
distinguished task force drawn from the
Council's membership wlll report to the
Board of Directors within the week. A care
fully considered position will be Issued by
the Council shortly thereafter.

It will be a pleasure for us to, share our
findings with this Committee at that time,
for we consider the matter of standards a
very urgent one. '

In the absence of the results of this Coun
cil study, It'may be' helpfUl nevertheless for
me to comment briefly on what appears in
both S. 2003 and H.R. 1 as the raison d'etre of
child care-and which, from the Council's
point of view-is a totally inadequate basis
on which to establish a system of comprehen
sive developmental services. Both S. 2003 and
H.R. I specify child care programs as a re
sponse to the need for parents to be drawn
Into the labor force. But there Is a funda
mental difference between creating a pro
gram as a social good for the benefit of chil
dren-and creating a program to free par
ents for labor force participation. The former
treats chlldrena,s ends in themselves. The
latter treats children as a means to some
other end., The latter needs to be rejected,
however attractively it may be cast.

It Is for this reason that the Council hopes
this Committee wlll not waiver in the need
to thorO\lghly re-thlnk and re-write the con
ceptual basis on which it Is proposing that
Child' Care Services are to be provlde4 for
the children of America.

To this point, the tone of our analysis has
been critical, partiCUlarly of the child care
sections of H.R. 1 and S. 2003. We have been

critical on our jUdgment that the weak pro
visions for parent involvement and local
control augur ill for quality, comprehensive
programs.

On the positive side, we applaud the efforts
of the sponsors and supporters of these leg
islative proposals to address the raw Inade
quacies of facilities and monies to finance
chlld care. We support a maximum alloca
tion of resources to meet children's needs,
and commend the provisions of the Long
bill, S. 2003, which provide loans for con
struction of faclllties and operation of pro
gram. As the Committee has determined, pre
vious efforts to encourage states to utilize
federal funds to finance child care for past,
present, and potential public welfare re
cipients have faltered because of the dlfll
culties over raising tlle 25% non-federal
share under Title IV-A. The importance of
100% financing federally under this title,
as prOVided in S. 2003, cannot be under
stated. We propose that the Committee con
sider a synthesis of the desirable elements
of the proposed legislation, amending Title
IV-A of the present Social security Act to
provide 100% federal financing for past,
present, and potential wclfare recipients and
mandate the Office of Child Development,
HEW, to administer the programs utilizing
the delivery mechanism established in S.
2007 for that purpose. This would serve to
avoid duplication of responsibility within
the government for child care program ad
ministration and would be consistent with
the philosophy of the Administration in sev
ering ellgibillty for welfare assistance from
the provision of social services.
Sttb~idizationof low-income families for

child cnre expense,'
Objection has been raised in the past to

the charging of fees for child care for low
income families who require child care to
accept employment. The Council supports
the provision of child care services as a pub
1)Ie, social utility whose cost must be shared
by the entire community much as we now
pay for essential police, fire and public
school services, and certainly deems it in
equitable that low-income people carry an
extra financial burden for child care services.

Though the Council under present cir
cumstances approves of subsidization of low
income famllies for child care expenditures
a welcome addition to the Long bill in prin
clple--we have reservations about the prac
tical applicability of the approach to subsid
Ization included in the bill. Rather, a c1ear
lmt statemen,t that "the Secretary Is author
Ized to me~t the full cost of child care serv
ices for low-Income families, those beiow the
Lower Living BUdget of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, to enable an adult member of
such family to engage In employment" would
be preferable to the existing proposed lan
guage. Such persons could simply be defined
as eligible for c;)Verage under the Title IV-A
program.

Further, we commend the importance of
the provision of free child care services for
OFF participants during training and for
one year following commencement of full
time employment, as proposed by Senator
Ribicoff. And the sums authorized by Sena
tor Ribicoff-up t< $1.5 billion for planning
and establishing new facilities ($100 mil
lion); evaluation, training of personnel;
technical assistance and research and dem
onstration projects begins to approximate
resources for qUality programs.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, our organiza
tion has appeared before the Committee in
the past to present our views on earlier child
care proposals. Rather than repeat in toto
points made earlier and considered in the
formulation of the present proposalS, I would
like to summarize some views expressed in
earlier testimony;

(1) In any child care bl11, we prefer lan~

guage which emphasizes the intent of pro-

viding (a) a strong education program geared
to the age, ability, temperament, and in
terest of each child; (b) adequate nutrition;
(c) health program and services where
needed; (d) opportunity for social and emo
tional growth, including a balance between
affection, contrOl, and the joy of meeting new
challenges; group experience, and, as ap
propriate time for solitude and internaliza
tion of ideas and experience; (e) oppor
tunities for parent education, participation
and involvement; (f) social services as
needed by the child and hIs family; and (g)
adequate continuing training of personnel.

(2) We view with favor provisions in the
various ieglslative proposals to provide 100%
federal payment of the costs of child care,
Including program planning, operation and
evaluation; construction of faclllties, pro
vision of training and technical assistance;
and research and demonstrative projects.

(3) We oppose requiring any mother of
minor children to take work or training as
a precondition to the receipt of welfare bene
fits, and oppose any mechanism which places
her children In a care situation without her
full consent. Mothers should be free to
choose the appropriate type of care situa
tion for their own children. In this respect
provisions In the Opportunities For Fami
lies Section of H.R. 1 should be revised.

(4) RR. 1 provides that care prOVided
on a group or institutional basis for chil
dren attending school shall be prOVided
through arrangement, with appropriate local
educational agency. We feel that day' care
for school age children should offer a variety,
of program options. The use ,of, school facil
lities and the operation of programs through
contract with local education agencies
should be one Qf many alternate arrange
ments that might be made for this service.
However to limit out-of-school group pro
grams to education agencies would result
in an extremely narrow base of operational
potential. Voluntary social service agencies,
community action programs, recreation de
partments, churches, libraries, and a variety
of other community resources should be
utilized in the planning and operation of
programs that will meet the social, recrea
tional, educational, and protective objec
tives of care for children 6-14 years of age
during the time that they are out of school.

(5) In conjunction with the environmental
conditions in which a child is raised, the
Council remains concerned about the In
come provisions in H.R. 1. We strongly
endorse the principle of a minimum income
for all families and recommend that it be
established at the level of the lower living
standard of the Bureau of Labor Statistics
now $6960 for an urban family of four.

(6) With respect to services financed cur
rently under Title IV of the Social Security
Act, we support the exclusion of the pro
vision of social services from the "state
wideness" requirement, as proposed by Sen
ator Rlbicoff. The statewideness requirement
not only disallows flexibility in meeting the
varying needs of different locales within the
state, but it has been a major hindrance to
the development of new services. States can
often find resources to meet pressing needs In
specific areas, but are unable to provide sen'·
Ices to all people throughout the state. The
result Is that the services are provided no
where!

Finally, my organization commends you
and your colleagues O\"er the serious efforts
you have exerted In the interest of our na
tion's children.

If we can assist you in any way, we stand
available and eager.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President-
The PRESIDINGOFFICER. The Sen

ator from TIlinois has the 11001'.
Mr. PERCY. I recognize the distin

guished Senator from Connecticut.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I object.
Mr. PERCY. Does the distinguished

chairman of the committee want to speak
first?

Mr. LONG. My impression is that the
Senator is not the Presiding Officer of the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from illinois yielded to the Senator
from l\<Iinnesota such time as he might
consume.

Mr. LONG. Are we under controlled
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.
Mr. LONG. Then, the Senator can yield

for a question, or I would like to be rec
ognized.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have no
objection at all to the distinguished
chairman speaking.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Louisiana is correct. The
Senator from lllinois can only ~Tield for
a question without losing the floor, if
the point is raised.

Mr. LONG. I make the point, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from lllinois can continue, but he
cannot yield, except for a question.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a series of questions?

Mr. PERCY. Yes; I am happy to yield.
Mr. RIBICOFF. I ask the distinguished

Senator from Illinois whether his amend
ment would :Jrovide $1.2 billion of fiscal
relief of the States in the first year?

Mr. PERCY. No, it does not.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Fiscal relief to the

States.
Mr. PERCY. My fiscal relief amend

ment will not cost $515.6 million for fiscal
year 1972, as opposed to $1.2 billion for
the Bellmon amendment.

Mr. RIBICOFF. As I tmderstand the
Percy amendment, it knocks out all of
title IV and parts of title V. Is that not
correct?

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that the

Percy amendment, which includes the
language of the Roth pilot program,
also provides fiscal relief and requires
maintenance of benefits at the Janu
ary I, 1971, level or any higher level?

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that the

Percy fiscal relief amendment provides
that once a State's costs reach 100 per
cent of the calendar 1971 level, the next
20 percent of cost would be borne by the
Federal Government?

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
I want to point out specifically that it

does provide for a ceiling. In other words,
we do not want to have the sky as the
limit. The States have an incentive
to hold the costs down, and that is why
the 20-percent ceiling was put in. .

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it 110t true that the
fiscal relief in the Roth-Long measure
just pours 20 percent extra matching
into the States to subsidize the AFDC
mess?

Mr. PERCY. That is true. As a matter
of fact, the States could use that money
for things other than welfare. It provides
for a 20 percent Federal reimbursement
regardless of whether or not they need it.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true, also,

that the 10 percent work bonus in the
Finance Committee bill is left intact?

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that the

proposal leaves much of the Finance
Committee bill intact, in addition to the
work bonus proviso?

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Does not the Senator

believe that the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) exposed
the weaknesses and the dangers in the
bureau of child care now in the commit
tee bill?

Mr. PERCY. Very grave weaknesses.
I might indicate that one of the orig

inal bills I introduced :years ago was to
provide construction money for day care

. centers.
I felt that when the distinguished Sen

ator from Minnesota said that the Roth
Long measure destroyed the value of day
care, he was certainly speaking for what
my amendment was designed to correct.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true, also,
that the Roth proposal would leave intact
the weight subsidy and work bonus pro
visos of the committee bill? .

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. And the stringent child

support and deserting fathers provision
in the committee bill?

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. So, instead of being

a true pilot test, as in the Senator's
amendment, we have some tests, to be
sure, but at the same time freeze in many
of the objectionable features of title IV
of the committee's proposal.

Mr. PERCY. The Senator certainly
has brought out exactly the thrust and
intent of this amendment and what it is
designed to correct.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true, as well,
that the Roth proposal retains many of
the repressive features of the Finance
Committee version of H.R. I?

Mr. PERCY. That is correct..
Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true, also,

that the amendment of the Senator
from Delaware, authorizing the so-called
pilot program, provides no articulated
goals to be tested?

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. No specific standards

or safeguards?
Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. No limitation on the

number of States or individuals which
may be involved in the test?

Mr. PERCY. You could take the whole
State of New York, or the whole State of
California.

Mr. RIBICOFF. No requirement for the
pilot programs to be more than very
generally related to the programs they
are to test. Is that not correct?

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not also correct

that the weight supplement portion of
the Finance Committee's workfare pro
gram, which encourages employers 110t
to upgrade hourly wages even to the
minimum wage-and there is nothing
to assist workers in the lowest paying
jobs-still remains as part of the bill we
are now considering?

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.
Mr. RIBICOFF. I thank the distin

guished Senator for his understanding

and his clear responses. Again I commend
the Senator from minois for his deep
concern in this problem.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, this amend
ment is· a proposal to rewrite titles ill,
IV, and V as the Senator thinks they
should be written. I would point out a
number of things we would find objec
tionable to the Senator's proposal for ti
tles IV and V. In the first place, the State
welfare directors sent a group to discuss
their problems with me some time ago,
and they proposed a solution to it which
is at the desk right now as .the Long
amendment to which the Roth amend
ment has been added. That provides that
the Federal Government shall make a
grant during the next 2 years of an ad
ditional 20 percent over and above what
the Federal Government is providing the
States with today for the cash welfare
programs. By providing an additional 20
percent, they would have the I'elief they
felt they needed to take care of the in
creases in their caseloads and to take
care of the -.:ost-of-living increases which
occurred since that time,

The Senator's proposal would provide
up to an additional 20 percent measured
by the entire amount of Federal and
state funds. So if the State puts up $100
million and the Federal Government puts
up $100 million in matching funds, he
would increase this by up to 20 percent
of the overall.

It would, therefore, seem to me that
instead we should give the welfare ad
ministrators what they are asking for,
and they would be satisfied with that.

Further, we have heard a lot about the
child care problem. I believe, as I recall.
that I voted for the Mondale child de
velopment bill. The bill was vetoed by
the PresIdent, That is not my fault. The
President had his reasons which had to
do with the fact that the bill would cost
$2 billion at the beginning and then go
up from there-some said as high as $20
billion. I do not know how high, but
about $2 billion it would start out with.

I was aware of the administration's
objection to it while the bill was on its
way through the legislative mill. 'The
point was whether it would cost too
much and the administration did not
feel they could afford it and that played
a part in the veto, I am sure.

H we had enacted that bill for child
care, the committee would not now be
trying to provide more. We would be
satisfied to drop out the child care provi
sion in here. But we faced tIns situation:
A lot of people woult'. like to work but
cannot find work because they can.'1.ot
find anyone to take care of their chil
dren while they worked. So we said we
would provide $800 million for child care
as best we knew how, from the infonna
tion availabJe to us, from hearings we
have held, and with the people who put
together the Bureau that will assume re
sponsibility for providing child care to
working mothers or welfare mothers
who want child care so that they can
seek a job.

We provided $800 million. It had a
chance of getting through for the reason
that it is .not a too ambitious figure.
They sent to the President a bill that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE)
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favored. We would think that perhaps
with this lower figure we might be able
toprevail.

The Senator is totally in error when
he says there are no standards. We pro
vided in the bill, and the Senator can
turn to page 44a of the committee report
and pages following and find that:

under the committee blIl. the Bureau may
not require more adults than are needed to
achieve a ratio of:

1. Eight children per adult, if chUd care is
furnished in a home;

2. Ten children per adult if care is fur
nished in a child care center; and

3. 25 to 1 for recreational programs.
Although the Bureau may not require a

lower number of children per adult, it may
arrange for care in facilities with less chil
dren per adult.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD pages
443 through 446 of the committee report,
describing the child care standards.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REC9RD,
as follows:

One of the major administrative tasks of
the Bureau will be the monitoring of child
care facilities to insure that they meet the
Federal standards. The committee bill re
quires the Bureau to establish an Office of
Program Evaluation and AUditing to fulfill
this function. Unfortunately, experience un
der the medicare and medicaid programs has
shown that some individuals wlll abuse Fed
eral programs for personal gain. It wlll be
the Job of the Office of Program Evaluation
and AudIting to do their utmost to prevent
this from happening.

In other provisions of the bill. penalties
would be set for fraud or misrepresentation
concerning the conditions and operation of a
health care facility in order to be certified for
participation under the medicare or medicaid
programs. The penalty was set at imprison
ment for up to 6 months, or a fine of up to
$2,000, or both. To discourage individuals
from fraud or misrepresentation concerning
a child care facility, a similar penalty Is in
cluded in the committee bill with respect
to child care facilltes. In addition, the facility
involved will be ineligible to participate In
any federaily funded or assisted child care
program for 2 years following conviction.

Any facility in which child care was pro
vided by the Bureau, whether directly or

CHILD CARE STANDARDS under contract, would have to meet the
Of the millions of children who are not Federal standards in the law, but it would

cared for by their parents during the day, not be subject to any licensing or other re
well under one million receive care in li- qUlrements imposed by states or localities.
censed child care facilities. One of the major If any individual, group, Stat", or locality
goals of the committee bill is to insure that feels that the fire and safety standards are
the facillties prOViding care under the Bu- less protective of the welfare of children than
reau's auspices meet national child care those imposed by State and 10caI ordinances,
qUality standards which are set forth in the a hearing procedure is ;>rovided.
bill. Requiring facillties to meet only the Fed-

Many persOns have argued that State and eral standards will make it possible for
local licensing requirements are all too often many gr<lllps and organizations to establish
overly rigtd and restrictivc--to the point child care facilities under contract with the
where instead of protecting children, they Bureau where they cannot now do so because
relegate them to unsupervised and unli- of overly rigid State and local requirements.
censed care, if indeed any care, while their From the standpoint of the group or indi
parents work. vidual Wishing to establlsh the facillty, this

The committee bill includes standards re- provision would end an administrative night
quiring child care facilities to have adequate mare. Today, it can take months to obtain a
space, adequate statllng, and adequate health license for even a perfect child care facility,
requirements. It avoids overly rigid require- by the time clearance is obtained from
menta, in order to allow the Bureau the agency after agency at the local level. Under
maximum amount of discretion in evaluating the bill, persons and groups wishing to estab
the sUitablllty of an individual faclllty. The Ush a child care facility would be able to
Bureau will have to assure the adequacy of obtain technical assistance from the Bureau;
each faclllty in the context of its location, th"y would have to meet the Federal stand
the type of care provided by the faclllty, and ards and they would have to be wl1ling to ac
the age group served by It. cept children whose fees were partially or

To promote the healthy development of ", wholly paid from Federal funds, in order to
children, parents should be actively involved contract ~ith the Bureau.
in their children's progress. The committee CHILD CARE AND EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

bill sets as a Federal standard the require- An emotional and controversial issue fre
ment that every child care facillty provide quently raised in the discussion of child care
the parents wtth an opportunity to meet and concerns the position taken by some persons
consult wtth the stall concerning the child's that all child care shOUld prOVide an early
development. and an opportunity to observe childhood education experience. Without be
the child while he is receiving care. ing too specl1l.c about the nature of this

Under the committee bill, the Bureau may experience (for example, the Federal inter
not require more adults than are needed to agency day care requirements only state that
achieve a ratio of; "the daily activities for each child in the

1. Eight children per adult, if child care is facillty must be designed to in1luence a posi-
furnished in a home; tive concept of self and motivation, and to

2. Ten children per adult if care is fur- enhance his social, cognitive, and commu-
nished in a child care center; and nication skills"), early childhood education

3. 25 to 1 for recreational programs. advocates contrast it with "mere custodial
Although the Bureau may not require a care" that is, care like that prOVided by

lower number of children per adult, it may mothers in their own home to their own
arrange for care in facilities with less chil- children.
dren per adult. Effectiveness 01 early childhood educational

To assure the physical safety of children, programs.-Though advocates of early child
the blIl requires that faclllties (other than hood education programs cite the immediate
homes) must meet the Ufe Safety code of the IntellectUal gains children realize as a result
National Fire Protection Association. Homes of their participation, evaluations of the pro
in which chUd care is provided must meet grams have been VirtUally unanimous in
requirements adopted by the local area that agreeing that the gains are short-Ilved. For
are applicable to general residential occu- example, in a summary of recent research on
pancy. This wll1 provide protection for those early childhood development Issued by the
many chlldren today who are being cared for National Institute of Mental Health In 1970,
in unlicensed facilities, the Safety of which the authors noted the "consistent findings
is unknown. of a dropoll of the gains achieved in the

short-term programs when these programs
are terminated.... Almost all the stUdies In
the llterature SllOW a decline in performance
after the short-term programs are ended for
the children.... The evidence is fairly
clear, that the gains of programs that are of
a short term are gains that fail to last....
There Is no evidence ... that pre-schooiin
struction has lasting effects upon mental
growth and development."

In an article entitled "The Environmental
Mystique" that appeared in the magazine
Childhood Education in 1970, Dr. Edward
Zigler, Director of the Office of Child Devel
opment in the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, stated:

"Learning Is an inherent feature of being
a human being. The only meaningful ques
tion, therefore, is not "Why do children
learn?" but, "\V11y is it that some children
do not learn?" Approached in this way, the
problem is not one of getting intelllgence
into nonlearners but rather of determining
the conditions and attitudes that interfere
with the natural process of learning. We are
all aware that children learned before cogni
tive theorists told us how and before the
Invention of talking typewriters. Indeed, c;,il
dren learned before schools of any sort
existed. How could this learning have been
possible without the formal programing of
experiences which we have come to asso
ciate with the formal educational process?
The answer, I think, Is that in his natural
state the child is a much more autonomous
learner than adherents of the pressure-cooker
approach woud belleve. I am convinced the
child does most of his learning on his own
and often the way to maximize it is simply
to let him alone. He accomplishes some of
the most significant learning in his every
day interaction with his environment. Learn
ing for the child is, thus, a continuous proc
ess and not one limited to the formal in
struction and whizbang remedial efforts that
have recently captured our attention....
Whatever the nature of cognitive develop
ment has been overemphasized in our cur
rent society."

Thus it has been repeatedly found that
by the third or fourth grade there is no dif
ference between children who have had pre
school educational experience and those who
have not. Professor Carl Bereiter, who has
devoted his career to the education of young
children, drew the following conclusion in a
paper presented at Johns Hopkins last year:'

"It appE'ars that the main thing wrong
with day care is that there is not enough of
it and the main reason there is not enough
of it is that it costs too much. At the same
time, those who are professionally dedicated
to advancing day care seem to be pressing
continually to make It more costly by setting
certification requirements for day care work
ers and by insisting that day care should be
educational and not just high-quality in
stitutionalized babysitting.

"... Producing a measurable educational
effect in young children is far from easy; ...
it requires as serious a commitment to cur
riculum and teaching as does education in
older children. I cannot imagine day care
centers on a mass basis carrying out educa
tional prcgrams of the kind needed to pro
duce measurable ellect. If they cannot do so,
then it will prove in the long run a tactical
blunder to:: keep insisting that day care must
be educational. Sooner or later those who pay
for it will begin demandlng to see evidence
that educational benefits are being produced,
and the evidence wlll not come forth.

"It would seem to me much wiser to seek
no more from day care than the sort of high
quallty custodial care that a chUd would
receive In a well-run home, and to seek ways
to achieve this level of care at a cost that
would makE' it reasonable to provide it to all
those who need it. One shOUld not have to
justify day care on grounds that it will make
children do better in school any more than
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one should have to justify a hot ltmch pro
gram that way."

EducationaZ services lor school-age chil
dren.-It is anticipated that most of the chil
dren receiving child care under the guar
anteed employment program in the commit
tee bill will be children who are in school
most of the hours of the day for nine months
of the year, and who will require supervision
only during the hours they are not in school
and during vacation periodS. There appears
to be no reason to require that educational
services be provided to a child who already
spends six hours a day in school.

In testimony before the Finance Commit
tee, Dr. Zigler stated that for $80 a year per
child an enrichment program could be pro
vided for children receiving child care in
family day care homes. Another approach
suggested would have children receivt:lg care
in family child care homes go to a child care
center several times during the week for a
more educationally oriented experience at a
much lower cost than if they spent full time
in the day care center. Thus it should be pos
sible with some Imagination to enrich the ex
perience of children who receive care in a
home setting while at the same time not add
Ing prohibitively to the cost of child care.

Committee bill.-In view of the considera
tions discussed above, the committee bill does
not require that all child care arranged for
by the Bureau of Child Care be educational in
nature, nor does it require a formal educa
tional component. However, in arranging for
a child's care the Bureau would first have to
see If a place is available under a child de
velopment program under other legislation if
the parent prefers this type of care. Further
more, educationally oriented child care could
be arranged for by the Bureau if fees are
available to pay for this kind of care.

Any educationally oriented child care ar
ranged for by the Bureau would have to meet
any applicable State or local educational
standards. in keeping with the general philo
sophy of State and local control over educa
tion.

Mr. LONG. MI'. President, there is a
great deal of detailed language spelled
out in the committee report. One point
that strikes me particularly about the
Senator's statement is that he says we
do not require that we go by State fire
hazards or State fire codes. That has been
one of the big problems. Some of the local
groups have provided standards for fire
hazards and matters of that kind, build
ing code standards, and so forth, that
cannot be met. So that we have some
antiquated standards on the one hand
and standards put there because the
manufaetw'ers of a particular product
lobbied to get State and local governing
bodies to put their particular proposal
into elIect, and in many cases people
cannot provide the child care because of
completely unrealistic building code re
quirements.

In order that this could be made avail
able to everyone, we said that in the case
of facilities that are not homes, they
must meet the standards of the Life
Safety Code of the National Fire Pro
tection Association, 21st edition, 1967,
would provide.

So as far as we know, if we are willing
to adopt a uniform code that everyone
will meet in providing for fire safety for
day care centers, that is as good as any.
n anyone knows of anything better, I
would like to know about it. We would
be willing to consider it.

This is the same Life Safety Code we
require that nursing homes meet. I point
out that the fire standard we provide for

nursing homes is where patients are not
ambulatory so that if this is a safe
enough standard for them, where they
are not able to get out of bed and move
around, it should be safe enough to pro
vide for child care centers where chil
dren are able to move about under their
own power under the guidance of some
one, if something of that sort should
develop.

So these things have been considered.
It has been suggested by some that be
cause of the cutback in the social serv
ices programs, that was a part of the
revenue-sharing bill, there is not ade
quate money for child care.

It is sort of hard to satisfy some of our
liberal friends, coming or going. They
complain on the one hand that we do not
provide enough money for child care and
then, when we do provide it, they take
us to task because the safety codes we
provide are only those of national stand
ards required for nursing homes, where
the patients are bedridden and cannot
get out and walk under their own power.

It is sort of hard to satisfy all of the
demands they impose on us. I would be
happy for the Committee on Labor an.d
Public Welfare to provide chlld care for
all these working mothers, for all these
welfare mothers who would like to seek
jobs so that they can have it. We did pro
vide that this child care would be in ad
dition to child care that working moth
ers would be provided and what other
facilities could be made available by
these other programs. I regret the SeUli
tor from Minnesota and those who join
in him are not able to work out a bill and
get together with the President to pro
vide adequate child care for these wel
fare mothers or these working mothers.

But since they wel'e not able to do it,
we found ourselves with the burden of
trying to provide child care for people
who would like to work.

There are good prOVisions in this bill
that the Senator would seek to strike.
For example. his proposal would strike
the child support requirement in the bill.
I have grave difficulty in believing that
he is being urged to do that by this ad
ministration, because even Mr. Richard
son and Mr. Veneman and all those in
the administration who spoke to us took
the view with respect to everyone of
these provisions that they would recom
mend that these fathers ought to be re
quired to support their children. They
are now seeldng to duck that responsi
bility.

We ought to pursue them across State
boundaries, and the Federal authorities
ought to try to help in this matter.

We have yet to find the first objection
to this. Those representing the admin
istration said that anything we wanted to
do along that line, they would recom
mend. It seems strange that those who
would agree with the Department of
HEW keep trying to strike these provi
sions where we would encourage the dis
trict attorneys and the U.S: attorneys to
get these fathers to support their chil
dren.

This is about the third elIort that has
been made now to strike the proVision in
the bill that would catch these runaway
fathers and make them do their duty.

I do not know why the Senator and

those who do not like the committee's
handiwork keep trying to strike out the
child support provisions.

We had the overwhelming endorse
ment of all women's organizations in
terested in the matter. When they saw
that we had provided in our bill an ef
fective way to make these fathers sup
port their children and give the mothers
lawyers, at Government expense if need
be, and pursue them at Government ex
pense wherever we had to and make them
pay for the support of their children,
even if they were Federal employees, 01'
make them pay something for the sup
port of their children, as far as I know,
every organization representing women
supported the proposition.

I do not know why the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr, RIBICOFF) wants to
strike it. The senior Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PERCY) wants to strike it. The jun~

lor Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVEN
SON) wants to strike it. We cannot find
anyone in the Nixon administration 01'
in HEW who will publicly admit that he
is against child support, even though
they have not olIered us any direct SUg
gestions as to how it could be done. How
ever, they have indicated that if we
wanted to do something about it, they
would go along with it.

The Senator would strike the child
support provision.

I come now to the provision having to
do with people working at low-paid jobs.
In our bill we do not in any way modify
the minimum wage law. We respect the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare. However, the law
permits people to pay less than a mini
mum wage in a great number of situa
tions. One example is when a person
goes. to work in a home as a domestic.
That employment is not covered by the
minimum wage, and the wage that per
son might receive might be only $1 or
$1.50. A person might be able to make a
little money to help increase the family
income by taking a babysitter's job so
that a workingman and his wife may go
out for a night and enjoy themselves and
leave their children in the care of some
one they could trust.

If they take such a job, that is not
covered by the minimum wage. If it hap
pens to be a welfare mother who is try
ing to do what she. can to aid her little
family, and she goes into the home of a
working family and babysits for 6 hours
while that man and wife go out for an
evening's entertainment, and she makes
$1 or $1.50 or $1.20 an hour-to gear it in
with the present minimum wage-I do
not know why our friends are against our
paying an addiUonal 30-cents-an-hour
increase in the income of that welfare
mother who takes her children with her
and does some babysitting to help earn
money for her family,

Here are some other situations where a
working mother could be expected to
earn some money that is not covered by
the minimum wage: recreation aide,
s\vimming pool attendant, park service
worker, environmental control agent,
sanitation agent, library assistant, police
agent, fire department assistant, social
service aide, family planning aide, child
care assistant, consumer protection aide,
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caretaker; home for the aged, work in Let us analyze this for a moment. Here
the agricultural pursuits: jobs picking, is a businessman who is in a position to
grading, sorting, or grading crops; fer- hire someone at a job which pays the
tilizing, and other preparatory work; minimwll wage or better.
milking cows; caring for livestock. He has two people available to him.

In small. retail stores: sales clerk, One of them has four or five children to
cashier•. cleanup man. support, and that person is on welfare

Insmall service establishments: beau- because he does not have a job. The other
tician assistant, waiter, waitress, busboy, person does not have any children to sup
cashier, cook, porter, chambermaid, port. If you want to help the little chil
counterman. dren and you would like for that family

In, domestic service: gardener, handy- to get off welfare and help papa or mama
man, cook, household aide, child attend- get a job so they can earn their way
ant, attendant for aged or disabled per- rather than be on welfare, you would
son.. hire that man. They would strike the

When people take any· one of those provision to encourage those people to
jobs, just going into a home where there hire the poor person on welfare who has
is an· aged person and helping to cook children to support. We must recognize
and helping with some of the housework, that these people on welfare, for the most
if the person doing that is comes off part, do not have skills, training, or work
welfare, what is wrong with the Federal experience. You need to give someone an
Government subsidizing or supplement- advantage or some incentive to hire this
ing the income that such a person can poor fellow or lady who does not have the
make- in that way? Is it not better to skill, the experience, or the training.
add something to what they might make, That person must be helped to get off
than keeping them on welfare? of welfare and into workfare. But they

Mr. President, it makes better sense would strike that provision. I do not
to, me. And if we do it the way the com- know why.
mittee suggested, when that person goes Put all these people on welfare and
to work and makes some money by help- then when they go to work, take two
ing to· look after some person in the old thirds or 60 percent out of their checks,
folks home, for example, it is to their which encourages them to work and not
advantage to report it so that we can add report their income.
something to it for their benefit. How- It is not right for people to talk about
ever, proposals are made to strtke that welfare reform when they encourage
out oJ the. bill. They would like to have people by the tens of millions and provide
it. so that when a person goes to help them with the incentive to do the wrong
grandpa or grandma cook the food and thing, when we could just as well take
pass the time of the day with grandpa the same amount of money to encour
or grandma, the person would be en- age people to do the right thing.
couraged to be a cheater, because every The Percy amendment would cost more
time. that person would make a dollar, money in-fiscal relief than we are pro
Uncle Sam would reach in and take 60 posing. It would prevent the Senate-
cents away from him. That is the ap- Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, would the
proach they recommend. Under this Senator clarify that statement? I want
amendment, as a matter of fact, if a man to be sure I heard it correctly. My fiscal
makes over $30, Uncle Sam would take relief amendment would be more costly?
67 percent of that money away from him. As I understand the Bellmon amend-

Mr. President, that makes people want ment the cost would be $1.2 billion,
not to report. their income. We on the against $515 million for the Percy
committee propose to encourage people to amendment.
do the. honest thing rather than to en- Mr. LONG. The Senator's proposal
courage them to do the dishonest thing.-'would: be permanent legislation and it
We say, "If you get a job cooking, as a may be aIter a couple of years that they
maid, a library assistant, or a swimming will not need this big increase. For ex
pOGl attendant, tell us about. what you ample starting in 1974 the provisions we
made and we will add something to it." have i~ this bill would take virtually all
What is cruel or oppressive about this? aged people out of poverty and a State
The only thing I can find about it-and would either need to have n~ program for
that is not objectionable-is that it tends the aged or they would need very little.
to defeat this silly system under which After all, when a businessman is pro
we encourage people not to report their vided a tax advantage in terms of invest
income and we put them on welfare. We ment tax credit, the cost to us is $2.5
on the committee would encourage them billion. I voted for that and so did the
to be honest people and reward them for Senator from lllinois.
doing this. Mr. PERCY. Would the Senator yield

It is just the opposite approach. It is for a clarification?
a divergent point of view. If we want to Mr. LONG. I will in just a moment.
encourage the people of this Nation to be When we prOVided a businessman, not
honorable and reward .them for ha!d for his advantage but for the good of the
work, we should agree WIth the comnnt- country, a 7-percent investment tax
tee proposal. We do not want to encour- credit, it will cost us $3 billion a year and
age them to get on the welfare rolls and more in future years to do that to en
not tell us that they are working. courage a man to buy new ma~hinery,

Do we want to move in that direction, because it provides new employment.
or do we want to do the things that are It will not. cost that much to give that
right? Furthermore, we on the commit- same businessman a tax advantage to
tee would provide a. tax advantage to a hire a person on welfare rather than to
businessman who hires someone who is hire a person who would not need to ap-
on welfare. ply for welfare assistance.

I yield to the Senator from Illinois.
Mr. PERCY. I am very pleased that the

distinguished chairman raised this point
of open-ended fiscal relief because it
gives me the opportunity to clarify this
point. Because, as the distinguished Sen
ator from Utah thoughtfully said on this
fioor, try to be fiscally conservative in
every way I can. In this amendment I
have limited my fiscal relief provisions
to fiscal 1972 and 1973.

So I ask the question again. In view of
the fact that the Bellmon amendment
costs $1.2 billion in the first year, and
more in the second, and the percy
amendment costs $515.6 million the first
year, and $704.5 million in the second
year, can it not be said that the Percy
amendment is more fiscally sound and
less costly than the Bellmon amendment,
which has been accepted?

Mr. LONG. The Bellmon amendment
has not been voted on at this point. I
hope it will.

Mr. PERCY. I accept something as
tantamotmt to being accepted if the
chairman expresses himself and says
that it will be accepted. But I want a
clarification here now that the Percy
amendment is far less expensive than the
Bellmon amendment.

Mr. LONG. It might be somewhat less
expensive.

Mr. PERCY. Somewhat? $515 million
as opposed to $1.2 billion?

Mr. LONG. I was informed; and if the
information I was given was wrong I
stand corrected, but I was informed it
went on indefinitely in the future.

Mr. PERCY. That is not true.
Mr. LONG. Then, my understanding

is, and what I am posing here, would
cost $1.2 billion in fiscal 1973, and it
would be about $1 billion in fiscal 1974.
That is what the welfare administrators
came to me asking for. This does at least
have the advantage of encouraging them
to economize on their own systems be
cause if they can save some money this
would be something they could be use
as they felt it should be used~ I would
think between the two figures in this
regard I would rather go to conference
with what they are asking for, and if
we find what they are asking for is too
much we could gO to the figure the Sena
tor is suggesting, rather than to go with
the Senator's figure and find that is not
adequate. I think what the Senator
wants to do in this respect is pretty much
or about the same thing that I want
to do.

But I cannot agree to these proposals
to strike out things in this bilI we think
would do a great deal to help the poor,
when we want to help them. With regard
to the test proposals the Senator made,
it was the thought of the Senator from
Louisiana that the Secretary of HEW
should try to work out his test for the
family assistance plan in a fashion that
the Ways and Means Committee would
agree that would be a fair test because
they recommended the family assistance
plan to us.

Mr. PERCY. Will the Senator yield for
a brief comment?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. PERCY. I accept absolutely the

Senator's statement that he wants to
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help those people on public welfare who
really need it, for whom there is no alter
native, and he does not want to see them
discriminated against when they have no
other way to maintain themselves.

But certainly the Bellmon amendment
does not protect welfare recipients from
benefit reductions. It is for that reason
States are required and should be re
quired to maintain benefit levels when we
provide this kind of relief to them. We
are not trying to have another disguised
revenue sharing bill. We are not trying
to provide additional funds so that they
can use it for whatever expenditures they
want.

It should not be looked upon and re
garded by the States as another way of
baving revenue sharing.

I really feel the Bellmon amendment
is far too expensive. I cannot imagine how
a conservative can support it, when it
provides a flat 20-percent Federal reim
bursement regardless of need for every
single State in the Union.

Mr, LONG. In the first place, we do
not think there should be a maintenance
of-effort requirement here, for many
reasons. The Senator is trying to strike
the child-support requirement, but we
feel that by providing that reqUirement,
a State will reduce its caseload at least
by 15 percent, and we think it possible
to reduce it by more than that. By the
requirement we have provided that
fathers must support their children, and
by providing incentives for district at
torneys to prosecute fathers who are
denying their responsibility toward their
children or escaping them, and by re
quiring that U.S. attorneys participate
in those efforts, it is our judgment that
where this has been done it results in
about a I5-percent saving. We think the
saving would be that much.

If a State Is going to save that much,
I do not see why we should require the
money to be spent, when the whole pur
pose is to make the father do his duty.

We have provisions in his bill whicl1
provide that where a father is not pay
ing for the support of his children, his
check can be garnished. Even though he
may be working for the Federal Gov
elnment, his check can be garnished. In
other words, we propose to reach across
State boundaries to get those people,
even though they may be Government
employees, and make them pay for the
support of their children and their fam
ilies.

When the welfare rolls can be reduced
in that fashion, there should not be a
maintenance of effort requirement to
make them spend more.

In the State of Nevada, to give an ex
ample, where somebody made an effort
to purge the rolls of people who did not
belong there, that GoVe1110r reduced the
welfare rolls by about 20 percent and he
also reduced payments to the extent that
over 50 percent of those people who were
being paid too much because they were
not reporting income that was available
to them.

After the welfare rights people and
others fought it and made the State go
through hearings and different delays,
and one thing and another, the Governor
reported that, after having been forced

.,..,<

to go through hearings, the expense came money for people who are abrogating
to just about the same magnitude. theil' responsibility,.who are refusing to

Governor Reagan reported that he had - work, who are refusing the training and
had significant success in reducing the education necessary to provide them with
welfare rolls by eliminating people who skilled job opportunities. Certainly, to
are not eligible and by requiring fathers the extent that we are going after legiti
to be honest toward their families and mate welfare deadbeats, I sympathize
by trying to make people work. with the committee and will cooperate

By the Roth amendment, which the with it.
Senator is seeking to resist, for example, We know also that there is a certain
New York State and California would be amount of fraud. We do not know ex
permitted to do things which they have actly how much. It is like the old adage
been seeking to do and have had some about advertisements-"half of the
success in doing, and that is requiring money is wasted." It is true of General
some of these people to work for their Motors, and it is true of other big cor
welfare money. By doing that, they will porations. The problem is, Which half?
be able to reduce their welfare rolls, be- They try to cut out expenses which pro
cause welfare will not be that much more vide the least retwn on investment. We
attractive than working. try to provide welfare systems that cut

If we followed that principle, Govemor out as much fraud as is possible. Very
Rockefeller would like to do it, and so often fraud is due to the administrative
would Governor Reagan. If they do it, setup. There are not a sufficient number
they are going to reduce their costs of of caseworkers. They are inundated
welfare. Why is the Senator going to with paperwork and do not have time to
make them spend more money? provide the necessary services. That is

One of the biggest justifications for why we have excessive costs.
getting them to spend money is the argu- We all agree that we want to do some
ment, "Go ahead and waste the money. thing in this area. As to fathers who want
Put people on who do not l:!~long on the to escape responsibility. every reasonable
rolls. Do not be strict about the rolls. effort should be taken to find them, but
Let them have the run of it and let them I maintain that while we are looking
have their say. because, in the last analy- for the fathers, we cannot penalize the
sis, Uncle Sam pays 50 percent or Uncle children. They are, after all, innocent.
Sam pays a great deal of it. Therefore, They are going to be the welfare recipi
just go ahead and pour the money down ents of the future. and they are going
the rat hole." to be on welfare the rest of their lives

A while back we had the story of what unless they have adequate care at this
happened, under the maintenance of ef- time.
fort position, in Missouri, which was So while we are looking for the dead
locked into a situation in which it was beats, we should i10t be punishing those
in fiscal straits. The officials asked for who need help.
relief from the maintenance of effort re- Those are factors on which we. do not
qUirement, and we finally got it for them. disagree at all. We just disagree on
Some of the bureaucrats had objections, whether this fraud is the overwhelming
but we finally got relief for them. A patteln or whether it is a exception to
State ought to be encouraged to save the rule. One can say that all business
money. is corrupt, or he can say that all labor

I would have proposed-and it would unions are corrupt, but we are probably
be no longer in the bill because of its talking about a 3- to 5-percent factor.
being stricken by the amendment-that Survey after sw'vey has been conducted
in the future we should not pay money to ascertain whether welfare recipients
on an open-ended basis to the States, are just a bunch of deadbeats. The find
because it does not encourage economy; 1ngs have shown that to be false. We
that we provide cash amounts, so that have to have an understanding on this
if a State found its money was being point.
wasted and it tended to find ways to As far as fiscal relief is concelned, I
eliminate that waste, and eliminated only ask my distinguished colleague, is it
from the rolls people who should not be not only fair to require States to main
on the rolls, the State would benefit in tain benefit levels if they are to receive
that way and at the State budget lev- additional Federal help?
el, and those people would have the in- As we establish a fiscal relief program,
centive to take ineligible people off their should we not prevent States from fur
rolls. That provision would be eUmi- ther reducing their present benefit levels
nated, because they would be forced to which are already low? The State of Con
spend the money even though they might necticut is the only State in the Union
not think it necessary. to provide a benefit level that ishigher

For those reasons,. I do not think the than the poverty level.
proposal should be agreed to. I am sure that the distinguished Sen-

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I would ator, when he indicates his compassion
like to respond. Then I shall be very for the poor-and his record through the
happy to yield to my distinguished col- years has evidenced that, time after
league to cover the day care portion. time-would want that kind of a safety

I have been very sympathetic with the valve feature in a fiscal relief measure.
Finance committee, with its chairman, The Percy amendment provides that
and with the ranking Republican mem- safety valve, and the Bellmen amend
bel' on the Finance Committee in trying ment simply does not provide it.
to do everything we conceivably can to - I am not offering another revenue
get at the problem of welfare deadbeats. sharing bill here. We do not need to
There is no one that I know of who provide. under a welfare bill, money to
would in good conscience vote to provide States that do not need it.
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I do feel it is quite necessary to set it have their people pay taxes to send their
right. As far as I am concerned, I be- money to states which have not kept
lieve my colleague, the chairman of the their programs within cost, so that states
Finance Committee, agrees with many which have let their programs run out
of my feelings on this. We all have com- of bounds and become very costly would
passion for the needs of the elderly, get a substantial amount of help, and
especially the elderly poor. There are 5 those which have not done it would not
million impoverished people 65 and over receive help.
in this country. There is no stigma to be- The proposal I am recommending to
in;5 poor, particUlarly when you are old the Senate, 'which is a proposal that the
and poor and there is no way for you to welfare administrators have recom
get a job. And it is not a crime to be mended to this Senator and that the
poor. But it is a crime when a society Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON)
with the means of our society does not was recommending, is one which all wel
make provisions to care adequately for its fare administrators think is fair, because
low-income poor. it would treat all the States the same

The Percy amendment is designed to and say, "All right, we will provide 20
provide some relief for that type of percent more Federal money to all the
situation, and it is far less costly than States," and that the State which has
the Bellmon amendment. I feel that the closely policed its program would get 20
direction we are taking is the right direc- percent more Federal money, and the
tion, and I would urge the distinguished State that has done the opposite would
chairman of the Finance Committee to get 20 percent more as well.
let us vote this amendment up or down. That makes better sense. As far as the
And I would hope that it would receive so-called maintenance of effort is con
his support because it embodies a prin- cerned, the reason we are providing this
ciple which he has supported time after money to the States is so they can pro
time on this fioor. He agrees with the vide the additional amounts that they
principle of fiscal relief. This is one of want for additional benefits to their peo
the few opportunities we have to provide pIe, but if we provided some additional
the fiscal relief that I think the states funds to help Florida, for example, and
need in this respect. Florida did not want to raise their bene-

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the fit level and did not want to expand the
Senator yield? eligibility, I would assume that Florida

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield. would spend the Federal money in their
Mr. CHILES. I understood the sena- program, and they might reprogram

tor, in his colloquy with the chairman of some of their State money to spend it
the Committee on Finance awhile ago, on something else, where they thought
talking about the Bellmon amendment, it was needed morc.
which would cost $1.2 billion and to say But I would think the Senator from
that the Percy amendment would cost Florida, the Senator from Louisiana, or
roughly $500 million. Would the Senator a Senator from any State would be a
explain to the senator from Florida why little reluctant to provide additional
the Bellmon amendment is more expen- money for Illinois, because Illinois let
sive, and where the additional cost comes their program expand until it has them
in? in financial difficulty, and deny his own

Mr. PERCY. The Bellmon amendment State its proportionate amount of funds
costs more because it would provide merely because his State has kept its
States with a fiat 20-percent Federal program within the budget.
reimbursement over their fiscal 1972 If we want to do justice among all the
welfare expenditures. My amendment, States I would think we would treat
on the other hand, would provide States ", them ~ll alike and provide a fiat across
with up to a 20-percent Federal reim- the-board increase for all and that is
bursement, based ~n the states increases what I suggested, becaus~ the welfare
in welfare expen~htures over and above administrators suggested it to me.
what they spent III fiscal 1971. The Senator has offered his proposal.

lv'!-r. L01'!G. Mr. Presid~mt, let me ex- It is not identical with the one he sug
plam this m a slightly dIffe~'ent way, so gested before, but the one thing they
that the Senator from Flonda can un- all had in common was that they took
derstan~ it. very good care of Illinois. Some of the
Th~ Idea is that some.States, such proposals I have seen, as I recall the pre

a.s llimois, find themselves m a financial vious Percy amendments, would provide
tIght SpOt, and other States have man- zero for Louisiana, but provide a great
~ged their progra~s so .that they are not deal of money for Illinois. I do not see
m the same finanCIal difficulty. The Per- whoy Louisiana should be penalized be
c~ ~mendmentwould save money b,Y pro- cause it has tried to keep its program
Vlding it ~ the States that are m the within its estimated cost, any more than
finll;ncial bmd, and not ~ake money any other State ought to be penalized
~vallable to ~he ~tates which are r;ot for that reason. It sems to me they ought
III the finan~Ial bmd. It wou}d ?r!?VI~e to be treated the same
money to Illmois because lllmOls IS III '. .
a tight situation at the moment. If Flor- Furthermore, le.t me say thIS: While
ida is not in that kind of &ituation, Flor- ther~ may be merIt to some of the Sen
ida would not get anything. ator s proposa~s of what he would seek

The welfare administrators of this to do here, this is a blunderbuss attack
country did not think something of that on this bill. This bill has incentives for
sort should be agreed to by the Senate, people to go to work. They would be
for the simple reason that they do not stricken. This bill has incentives for
see why Senators who come from States people to hire those who are on welfare.
wWch have policed their prOgl'ams so They would be stricken. This bill has
as to stay within cost should have to strong, effective provisions to seek and

require a father to support his children.
They would be stricken. This bill has
money for child care, and arrangements
to provide for child care. That would be
stricken.

Those things, M:r. President, should
not be stricken in any such blunderbuss
fashion as this. If they are to be changed,
they ought to be changed by tr.e Senate
looking individually at each one of these
individual items.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I wonder
if the distinguished Senator from Flor
ida, in response to his question, would
really like some facts. Because I cannot
accept the fact that in the State of Illi
nois, the State of Ohio, and the State of
Indiana, all our problems are created by
poor administration. We have one of the
best administered programs in Illinois by
any measurement test.

But let me just tell the Senator why
we have these problems, and why we need
fiscal assistance and help.

First of all, the State of Illinois pays,
though the poverty level is around $4,000
for a family of four, $3,276 to a family of
four. Contrast that with Alabama, which
pays $972; Arkansas, $1,272; Mississippi,
$720; and the State of Texas, which pays
$1,776.

Let me give the figures as to what has
happened in the way of migration into
the State of Illinois-and these same fig
ures are available for many other States
in the Union that have been recipients of
migration. Minnesota certainly has been
the recipient of migrants from the South
and other parts of the country where
people cannot get a job. They cannot
make do. The problem is that we in Illi
nois do provide, though not even at the
poverty level, benefits at something closer
to the poverty level than many other
States.

In 1972, we had an increase in our
welfare rolls of 770 families from the
State of Mississippi. They came to Illi
nois in 1972 and went on the Illinois wel
fare rolls. From the State of Missouri,
682 families; from Puerto Rico, 474 fam
ilies; from Tennessee, 361 families; from
Arkansas, 302 families; from Texas, 209
families. In the most recent 12-month
period, an average of 580 families a
month were added to the nIinois wel
fare rolls after liVing there less than a
year.

What should the State of nIinois do
put a barricade at the State entrance
and say, "You can't come into the State"?
We must receive these people. We must
take them in. They use public transporta
tion facilities. They come by bus or ja
lopy, by every means of transportation,
and somehow the State has to provide for
them. We are not going to let them
starve.

That is why we have the problem. It
is not the result of faulty administration.
The administration is thorough and done
und~r an able, tough Governor. It has
been good administration under several
Governors, Democratic and Republican,
and the problem is the same. These are
the facts. This is not fiction.

Mr. RmICOFF. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that I can comment to
the distinguished Senator from lllinois?

Mr. CHILES. I yield.
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Mr. RIDICOFF. I have llstened to the
Senator from Dllnois response to the
Senator from Florida.

From long experience as a Governor
and as Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, and from following the
problems of welfare, I know that the
State of lllinois, for many years, under
Democratic and Republican Governors,
has always had one of the most able,
imaginative, and best administered wel
fare programs in the United States. The
State of lllinois was a bellwether State,
where other states came to. observe and
tried to understand what the State of
lllinois was trying to do.

The Senator from Illinois explanation
of the situation in nlinois is correct,
from my personal experience and knowl
edge; so it has nothing to do with mis
feasance or bad management of the wel
fare program in the State of Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. I thank the Senator. He
has had an overview that very few in
the Senate have had.

Of all the States in the Union, only
Connecticut provides a family of four
"..ith a benefit payment over the poverty
level-$4,020.

No wonder, then, that its need for fiscal
relief is greater than a State which, by
its unconscionably low payments, drives
people out of the State. .

I have seen evidence that this is true
in other States. They would be ",..illing
to offer a one-way bus ticket to get peo
ple out of the State and shift their prob
lem to the State of Illinois, the State of
Florida, the State of Connecticut, what
ever State it may be. I think that wel
fare is a national problem, not one that
can be blamed on poor administration in
Illinois or any other State.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the point
about this matter is that the reason why
the fiscal relief provisions cost less in
the Percy amendment is that it is pro
vided 10r the so-called needy States,
and for the purpose of tl1at amendment,
lllinois is a needy State.

I do not know whether Florida would
be a needy State. but Illinois would get
$41 million of the $515 million that the
Senator would provide. Because of the
generous program they have in nUnois,
the State finds itself in financial straits,
so lllinois would get $41 million. Some
States would get a great deal, and some
would get nothing.

In Louisiana, if we are forced by a
court decision to add people to the rolls
that we did not think belonged there,
we would perhaps have a cutback across
the board in order to manage the budget,
the increased caseload that the court
pushed onto us. If you have done that
and you are well within your budget,
then you would not be a needy State.

Proceeding with that standard of need,
some States-illinois in particular
would receive a great deal of help and
other States would not receive any help.
I do not think that States that would
appear not to be needy, just because they
have carefully administered their pro
gram or have kept it within the amount
of money they have appropriated and
budgeted for their program, ought to be
denied their share of the fiscal relief

money, simply because they have pru
dently and carefUlly managed their pro
gram.

I can sympathize with illinois and peo
ple who have migrated to that State. I
point out that it is not the fault of this
Senator, and it certainly is not the fault
of the Finance Committee, that the
courts have stricken dov,n all the resi
dency requirements. We have aflirma
tively provided by law that States could
have residency requirements. As the
Senator knows, the Supreme Court says
we cannot authorize a State to have a
residency requirement if it is imposed
by the State.

When States such as New York and. to
a lesser degree. lllinois have very high
levels of benefits, they do attract people.
and it creates a problem. That is one
reason why I would urge that they do
some of the things we ought to be doing
here, to try to put some of these people to
work, so that welfare would not be all
that attractive.

I do not think the Senate would want
to vote for a kind of relief that gives a
great amount of advantage to some. I do
not think the Senate would feel that, on
the motion of a single Senator, we ought
to let him strike all the provisions that
provide incentives to go to work, or strike
out all provisions that provide incentives
for employers to hire people who other
wise would be on welfare, or strike out
the provisions against which I have yet
to hear the first argument-that U.S.
attorneys and distlict attorneys ought to
be encouraged to pursue runaway
fathers; that we ought to have stronger
laws to act against those fathers; that
we ought to have the power to garnishee
their income from the employer, so that
"'hen these fathers move from place to
place, they can be pursued and made to
do the honorable thing.

I do not see why those provisions
should be stricken, but that is what the
Senator would do with his instruction
to recommit this matter to the commit
tee and report back and to write the
bill the way he would like us to write it,

I would hope that such suggestions
Senators might make would be offered
individually, if they wish, so that we
could consider them on their own merits.
But I do not think the Senate would
want tv proceed with the kind of blun
derbuss attack the Senator makes.

Also, the Senator provides in his
amendment that States cannot reduce
payment levels. That is about the only
way up to now that some States have
been able to keep going at all or to
defend .themselves against completely
unpredictable court decisions. For exam
ple, in Louisiana, when the court said
we could not attribute the income of
anyone living in the home to the family
living there with him, they could not
have any kind of a man in the house rule
of any sort whatever, and could not have
a residency requirement, the caseload in
Louisiana at that point was increased
50 percent. How are we supposed to
comply with the court decision if we can
not reduce the level of the payments?
That is a problem created by the court
decisions which so far as many were

concemed was an error. But, after .all,
that is their function to rule on· those
things. Sometimes the States have to
have the power to make reductions in
order to continue to stay fiscally solven
and comply with court decisions..

So that all these different things, the
bunderbuss attack the senator would
make on the provisions in the Roth
amendment, or in the committee bill, I
wou,d say, should not be agreed to. If
he wants to come back and offer separate
amendments, perhaps we could consider
them better.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a clarification of one
point? Did he not say that under the
Percy amendment--

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, has not the
Senator yielded the fioor? I would like
to seek recognition.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, who has
the fioor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator had yielded the fioor. The Chair
will recognize the Senator from Florida
(Mr. CHILES).

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I have
been on the floor for about two and a
half hours now trying to corner every
one I could corner, the staffs of commit
tees. the staff of the Senator from Il
linois, and everyone else I could find, to
try to understand what the amendment
of the Senator from lllinois does, what
the amendment of the Senator from
Oklahoma is, and where we stand on
this particular bill.

I can tell you, Mr. President, that I do
not understand it now. I do not know
whether anyone else in here understands
it either. But I know that every other
Senator who is off the fioor does not
understand it. What we are talking about
and what the Senate thinks is whether
we will adopt a pilot plan and, if so, what
kind of pilot plan will we adopt.

I find that we are dealing with things
well beyond the pilot plan, that we are
dealing with the provision that the com
mittee worked on, workfare, which a
number of States had recommended sup
port for. We are dealing with a provision
of $500 million in one of them and $1.2
billion in another. .

'When we come in to vote on a motion
to table or on an amendment, everyone
will walk in that door thinking they are
voting for a pilot plan, the Percy pilot
plan as opposed to the Roth pilot plan.
Certainly this is complicated. There are
over a thousand pages in the bill. But
when we are having this kind of debate
in the closing hours of this session, deal
ing v.ith $500 million or $1.2 billion and
I cannot even find out from the staffs
what they are, as they are not printed,
and I cannot find out what they are, we
begin to see how we are doing business
here. It is ridiculous that we can come
in here and cannot find out what is go
ing on. We would think that we are
going into this pilot plan and look at
everything about it. Are we not going
to pass on something in title IV,behlg
a study. That is not true. All kinds of
things in addit~on to a study are con
templated. All kinds of major changes in
the present plan are contemplated in
addition to the study.
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Mr. President, I will bet that 80 per- should work on tllis in some kind of

cent of Senators do not wlderstand that, pieces, to try to determine, will we deal
and they do not understand what we with a pilot plan, will we deal with a dis
are talking about and what you have tribution of the formula, or will we deal
been talking about, and what I have been with separate things? Are we going to
trying to listen to. I wonder how many say that we are adopting parts of a ma
Senators on the fioor right now under- jor reform as proposed by the commit
stand it. Your staffs do not, I have been tee in the workfare proposal, or are we
trying to talk to those to try to find out talking about just a pilot study?
whether they understand it, what we are Mr. President, if you will tell me some
dealing with here, we are dealing with a of the ground rules, then I will make up
major question of reform, but we are my mind how I want to vote. I should
dealing with it in the 11th hour of this like to be able to know what amendment
session, and we are dealing with it when I am voting on because I have to be re
we are talking and we cannot get any- sponsible for my vote to the people of
one on the fioor to understand it when we Florida. I cannot understand it now.
talk about dealing with pilot plans and Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if the Sen
then get off into a change of a major ator from Florida will yield, I can an
formula, and then providing money for swer that. I can answer it in 1 or 2 min
the States-whether to give 20 percent utes. Because the States did not get wel
to every State whether they need it or fare reform as scheduled, and because
not, or 20 percent to such of those States they did not get revenue sharing as orig
who would like to get additional money, inally scheduled, 22 Governors contacted
or whether they need it-either one of me to say that they were in a fiscal crisis.
which I am not sure of. I have no way of I therefore put in an emergency welfare
trying to determine whether we are deal- relief amendment, with White House
ing with that kind of question when we agreement, which would hold harmless
think we are studying going into a pilot the states up to a maximum of 20 per
plan. cent in welfare costs over their June 30,

I walked outside a nllnute ago and I 1971, expenditures. Several reimbw'se
was approached by Common Cause, and ments have been made to insure welfare
the League of Women Voters, and they cost control. At the same time, also, to
said they are supporting the Percy pilot protect the welfare recipient by requir
plan, that they were for that pilot plan ing the States to maintain a benefit level
because they think it is a better pilot plan as a condition to receiving the interim
than the Roth pilot plan, but they do not fiscal relief. Federal reimbursement un
know that this amendment changes the del' my amendment would be calculated
major cost factors. They did· not under": strictly according to the welfare costs of
stand that. They did not understand the the case needs of each State.
Bellmon amendment, and that is one The HEW studies show that Florida
that will be adopted, yet we talk on the would be ,eligible to receive $6.6 million
floor as though it were an existing part for fiscal 1972, and $6.6 million for fiscal
of the Roth plan already-tantamount to 1973.
being accepted because we have discussed I cannot tell the Senator how much
it. Yet I cannot find a copy of the Bell- the Bellmon amendment would provide
mon amendment. It has not been reduced for the State of Florida because those
to writing. Yet it is such an integral part figures are not available for Florida, Illi
of this debate, already assuming that the nois, or for any other State. But I can
amendment is a part of the Roth amend- assert that the chairman's statement
ment and has already been adopted. that the Percy amendment would not

Mr. President, this is a heck of a way permit the State to reduce its welfare
to do business. This is a heck of a way to " benefits is simply not accurate. Any State
say that we are making headway with can reduce its welfare payments down
major reform in welfare, especially when to zero if it wants to under the Percy
we generally can pick up the newspaper amendment. All that happens is that it
and read that we have already decided is not eligible to receive the extra Fed
to scrap title IV and there is just going eral relief payment which would make
to be a study-a study of the workfare the whole half of the fiscal year 1972. So
plan by the committee and the distin- that is as clear and concise an explana
guished chairman, that there will be a tion as I can give. It is very simple, and
study of the Ribicoff plan, and that there it is exactly what the amendment would
will be a study of the administration's do.
plan. Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, that is

I thought that was the direction in very clear, but that is only one part of
which we were going but I find that is the percy amendment. I want to know
not true. We are not talking about just something else about the Percy amend
a stUdY, we are talking about adopting ment. I want to know about the reform.
many major items that the committee I want to know what it does with regard
had in relation to reform. Now we are to child care. I want to know what it does
talking about a change in the formula with respect to striking the welfare por
and how we will distribute the funds, but tion of the bill. I want to know all about
there will be one or two different amend- the amendment. The Senator has ex
ments. plained just a little part of the Percy

Senators will walk in that door and feel amendment.
that they are voting either on a motion Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, in no more
to table or this pending motion. They are than 1 minute I can explain its other
no more going to understand the provi- provisions.
sions in that than anything in the world. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield

The Senator from Louisiana said one me 1 minute, I nllght precisely explain
valid thing and that is, he thinks that we the language.

My amendment knocks out title IV, the
workfare plan. It accepts a work bonus
and tax rebate for the elderly.

Second, it authorizes three pilot pro
grams. No one program is allowed to
test more than 100,000 participants.

That is as simple an explanation of
the amendment as I can make. We do not
have a great deal of time remaining. If
the Senator from Florida would yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota.
we could complete our total explanation
and could get into the aspects which the
chairman of the committee wants to dis
cuss.

Mr. CHILES. I \\'ould be delighted to
yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
a good deal of sympathy with the points
made by the Senator from Florida. I
think that most of my colleagues when
they voted on the Roth amendment felt
that they were voting in effect on a series
of pilot tests for the principles involved.
They did not feel that they were estab
lishing a major program on a permanent
basis.

Embodied in the Roth amendment is
the establishment of a massive, new pro
gram of child care which is different from
the program adopted twice by an over
whelming margin in the U.S. Senate.

It would establish a totally federally
controlled, permanent, massive, new
agency in which the States and local
communities would have no say whatso
ever, in which the parents would have no
say-so whatsoever. It would authorize in
the first year $800 million and then such
sums as necessary in following years. It
is sort of like the old foreign aid. No one
knows where it will end. It violates every
principle that I have been able to deter
mine to be essential for decent child care.

It is opposed by virtually every orga
nization that has shown any interest in
this matter in the whole Nation with re
spect to child care.

I think the cosponsors of the amend
ment-and I would suspect that many of
our colleagues-may not have been aware
of the fact that it was not a pilot pro
gram, but was a permanent, massive,
new, and, I assume, a multimillion-dol
lar program which among other things
could seriously tamper with families.

It is too bad that not every Senator is
present when we discuss this matter.
However, I have a great deal of sympathy
with what the Senator says.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I agree
with the Senator from Minnesota that I
feel a majority of the Senate felt when
they were voting on the Roth amendment
that they were voting on a test of the
different proposals. Again, I think the
same thing can be said when they come
in to vote on this matter and on the mo
tion to table. They will not understand
what is in the amendment.

We are going back to try to take out
the child care program. We are going
back to try to take out some of the work- .
fare proposals. We are changing the dis
tribution monetary formula or trying to
change it, and the Bellmon provision is
coming behind it or in front of it.

We are dealing with all of these frus
trations. It is a complicated issue to try
to make a decision on one of these mat-
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tel'S at a time. We did not hear the testi
mony or participate in the hearings. And
I know how many hours the Finance
Committee has worked. It is hard enough
for me to try to decide these things one
at a time. And when they throw them all
in at once and when I do not know they
are in here, it makes it twice as hard.

This is a deliberative body. We are not
making our decision in the right way.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I want
to compliment the Senator from Florida
for throwing some light on the opera
tions of the U.s. Senate. The Senator
from Florida has pointed out very clearly
that the U.S. Senate has been confused
here today. The Senator from Florida has
a just complaint.

The reason that the parliamentary sit
uation developed this way is so that the
Roth amendment would be voted on first
for the exact purpose indicated by the
Senator from Florida. Everyone thought
we were going to pass a pilot program;

Everyone thought that if they voted for
one pilot program they would have ac
complished what they wanted.

What I tried to do this morning in
the motion to recommit was to open up
this bill to some sunshine, the sunshine
that the Senator is trying to bring to
bear on the processes of Government.

Under my amendment to recommit, we
would have been in a position to debate
and discuss each and every proposal and
facet of title IV. This motion failed by
a vote of 44 to 41.

Now we have voted for a proposal that
is not a true pilot program. The public
thinks that we will have a true pilot
program. While I do not have much
sympathY with the way the Administra
tion has handled this whole welfare sit
uation since its inception, I have the
utmost sympathy for the Secretary of
HEW when he tries to put into effect
what was accomplished by the Roth
amendment and the Roth vote.

The only thing that will bring order
out of tlllS confusion is the common
sense of WILBUR MILLS, chairman of the
'House Ways and Means Committee when
this bill gets to conference.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CHILES. I yield.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I would

like to point out to the Senator from
Florida that the Senator from Dela
ware sent to every Member of the Sen
ate on October 2 a letter explaining
exactly what this amendment contains.
I know that this is a complex situation.
However, advance notice was given as
to what was contained in the amend
ment. And of course, tllis morning when
the so-called Roth amendment came up
we outlined what was included. So an
effort was made to notify everyone what
was included in my proposal. It is only
fair for everyone to recognize he was giv
en the information. I realize time is lim
ited and it is difficult to catch up with
things, but it is not because those SPOll
SOling the legislation did not put the
Senate on notice.

Mr. RIB1COFF. Mr. President, if I
may comment briefi~·, 1 have the utmost
respect for the Senator from Delaware.
He was a constructive Mcmbe;' of the

House and he is a most constructive ment establishes a mammoth new
Member of this bodY. agency dealing with child care, which I

1 tip my hat to the Senator from Dela- think violates ever.! principle 1 have
ware because no one has been as much seen that makes sense in child care.
in the forefront as he has in helping peo- Mr. RIBICOFF. The difference is this.
pIe understand the Federal bureaucracy. U the Percy amendment is tabled or de
But I am sure that he will admit that feated, then the Senator and all of us
no one this morning had the slightest are stuck with the Roth amendment. If
idea that the amendment in the first the Percy amendment prevails the entire
degree that would be presented would subject matter is open for discussion
be the Bellmon amendment to which and amendment. At that stage the'Sen
your amendment was attached. The ator from Florida or any other Senator
Senator did make clear what he intend- can introduce individual amendments
ed to do with his amendment, but the and vote on every provision of title IV.
Senate was not aware what the vehicle But if the Percy amendment goes down
was. or is tabled, these issues are closed to us.

It is not the fault of the Senator from That is the situation that faces the Sen
Delaware, or the SenatOl' from Louisi- ate.
ana, or me that there is poor attendance Mr. CHILES. What provision would
in the Senate when matters of such im- keep the Percy amendment from being
portance are discussed. modified, and dealing with this subject

Here we are disposing of matters of matter by subject matter?
grave import, affecting millions of peo- Mr. RIBICOFF. The Percy amendment
pIe, and involving billions of dollars and to recommit with instructions puts the
confusion surrounds the issue, Tha~ is entire subject matter of welfare reform
why I compliment the Senator "rom on the table before this body for amend
Florida. What he said today should be ment and for discussion. The Senator
required reading for all of us. can discuss or amend any part of title

Mr. CHILES. The concern of the Sen- IV.
ator from Florida is that I am here vot-.. At the present time the Senate has be
ing and I do not understand what I am fore it the Roth amendment which can
voting on. I think we are entitled to get not be changed and will prevail if the
to these questions before us in pieces so Percy amendment is tabled. This will
we can understand them and so that it probably happen and that is why 1 say
will not be reported to be a pilot plan or the only hope on this issue is the COl11

one thing, when, in effect, it is another mon sense of WILBUR MILLS in confer-
major issue the other way. ence,

The amendment of the Senator from Mr. LONG. Mr. President, those of us
Illinois covers many items. It is said this who serve on the Committee on Finance
is a pilot plan. The amendment of the have been working on this bill for the
Senator from Delaware certainly covered better part of 3 years, and much of even
extensive items. I reiterate, the thing I the House language in this bill was writ
am interested in is trying to see if we ten in the Committee on Finance during
can break these things down so that the previous Congress.
we know what we are voting on. If we It was not the idea of the Senator from
are voting on a pilot plan we know Louisiana that the Senator from Dela
that is what we are voting on, and v,-are (Mr. ROTH) should offer his pro
if there is a difference in those plans, posed amendment to titles IV and V; but
that we understand the difference, and if it was a subject he was privileged to of
we are voting on workfare, we know that; fer. He wrote to every Senator and told
and if it is on a permanent basis or a them he was going to offer the amend
study basis, we will know that; we will mcnt, so we had some idea what' his
know if we are creating a new agency for amendment was going to be, and some of
child care. All of those matters need to us had a chance to talk to him about it
come before us issue by issue and that is and say, "U you want to offer an amend
the only way the Senate would be able merit of that sort, I hope you will not
to address itself to them and make a want to strike froIll title IV and title V
proper determination on the i.,sues in- provisions which as far as we are abld
volved. This amendment fails to do that to determine not a man in the Senate has
and I think the other amendment fails any objection to. And it would seem to us
to do that. if you are ~oncerned about the cost of

Mr. :MONDALE. The Senator's point is something, you are concerned about the
well taken. The Senate is supposed to work program in this bill."
handle these matters issue by issue. But So the Senator drafted his proposal.
regretfully, the Roth amendment was which any Senator in this body, includ
adopted in the nature of an amendment ing the Senator from Florida, has a right
in the second degree so we have no way to do. He did not try to fool the Senate
to modify it. It is true that the Senator or make any sort of end run on anybody.
f1'Om Delaware sent us a letter explaining He wrote to every Senator in this body
this, but we thought "'hen it was pro- and said. "1 am going to offer this
posed we would have a chance to debate amendment. \Vould you like to be a co
it and discuss critical items in the sponsor. I hope you will vote for it."
amendment, but it was put to us in the The Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
form of an amendment in the second RIDICOFF) had ever~' right to do what he
degl'ee and no amendments were in 01'- did. He proposed a substitute for the en
del'. So all we 11ave left is the Percy tire Roth amendment.
amendment, and I am deeply interested If that substitute had been agreed to,
in that amendment. The Percy amend- then that would not have been subject to
ment preserve., the status quo the ques- amendment. \Ve cOl.:ld not have amended
tion o~ chHd care. while the Roth amend- it, because it was in the second degree.
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If it was agreed to, we could not amend
it; we could only vote up or down on that
amendment.

Apparently the Senator from Connect
icut saw nothing wrong about substitut
ing an amendment for the other amend
ment, where his would not be subject to
amendment, either before or after. He
had every right to do it. I find no criti
cism in that.

Yesterday evening we were notified
there was another amendment to be of
fered in the second degree, in the nature
of a substitute for the Roth amendment.
That was the stevenson amendment.
There appeared every prospect that the
Roth amendment would :10t get to a vote;
that every time, some Senator would call
up his family assistance plan or other
proposal, and they would write another
substitute for the Roth amendment.

They do not have to do business that
way. If the amendmen~were agreed to,
they could amend the bill at the end of
the bill. They could add an amendment
which would read that "cotwithstanding
what appears elsewhere in the bill, thus
and so shall be the case." They cO\;,ld of
fer a substitute for the entire bill even
if it had become law. They could change
the Roth amendment anyway they
wanted to. But Senators have had their
amendments voted on, either directly or
on motions to put them aside, so we
could vote on the Roth amendment.

So facing an interminable series of
substitutes for the Roth amendment, the
Senator from Louisiana offeree an
amendment. because, if we are going to
strike out the work ;>rograms then the
States are going to have to have fiscal
relief that does not appear· elsewere in
the bill. That was not suggested by the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. ROTH), so
I offered an amendment that would
strike titles IV and V, well understand
ing he was going to offer an amendment
in the second degree, so he would have
a chance to have a vote on it.

I do not know why it should be thought
that every Senator should have a chance
to have a vote on his amendment except
the Senator from Delaware. I guess the
only reason for that is that he appears
to have a majority, so it appears it is
not goin~ to come to a vote.

So when we faced a parliamentary
situation where they could not vote on
the amendment or offer an amendment
to it, then those who are opposed to it
started offering motions to recommit, to
redraft the bill back to the way they
want it. They have had this in common.
Whereas we on the Finance Committee
spent years working on what is in titles
IV and V, individual Senators who are
not even on the committee have moved
to recommit and report back after strik
ing out provisions that would pass by
unanimous vote, save perhaps for them
selves. I think they would even vote for
provisions they were striking out.

I was led to believe that we were con
fronted with a situation where someone
else would offer a substitute for titles IV
and V, and having an amendment offered
to that, it would be in the second degree
and would not be subject to amendment.

I personally believe. the Roth amend
ment should have come to a vote. That
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is why the Senator withdrew it, so he
could offer it in the second degree. If it
is not going to be done, we are going to
have interminable motions to recommit
or to write the bill according to what in
dividual Senators think should be in it.

Mind you, Mr. President, motions to
recomit are not being offered by the Sen
ator from Delaware; he says, "Senator,
here is my amendment. Here is what I
am going to propose. Would you like to
join as a cosponsor?"

The proposals made are not even in
print. Take the Percy proposal. I was told,
"Senator, you mean you cannot tell me
anything about it?" Of course not. I did
not see what was in there until the Sena
tor from Illinois offered it. How could
I lmow? I did not know, and neither did
my staff.

Under the Percy amendment, Florida
would receive $6 million. Under the for
mula I offered, which the State admin
istrators agree is fair, how much would
Florida get? $44 million.

Suppose Senators had voted for this
when it was offered. Why could not we
offer information on it? Because nobody
told the committee staff or anybody else
what it was all about. This would be a
substitute for what the Srmate would be
committed to, where presumably it would
not be changed, in which Florida, which
the welfare administrators think it fair,
including the Senator, would be getting
$44 million, and under this proposal he
would get $6 million. Nobody was in
formed about that proposal.

What I have proposed relates to how
the money would be divided between the
various States.

I think I understand the Roth amend
ment. What the amendment would do is
strike from titles IV and V those provi
sions about which he has very serious
doubts and feels should be tested. It is
directed toward the item in the bill that
the administration says would cost $4.1
billion. We do not think it would cost
that much. We think it would cost 9.bout
$2.6 billion. But he would strike that
part of the amendment. He would also
leave out the part which provides that
benefits would not be paid to strikers.
Generally speaking, he would keep these
other provisions which would try to make
a father do his duty toward his children.

I have yet to hear anybody stand here
and make the first argument about what
is wrong with our child support provi
sion, which would seek to make a father
do his duty toward his children and pros
ecute him for not doing it. Yet we have
had a vote today on three motions
whereby each Senator would, by his mo
tion, rewrite titles IV and V,leaving that
provision out.

That was also in the Percy motion
today. It would rewrite titles IV and V
and leave this section out.

Mr. CHILES. The Senator has in
informed the Senator from Florida on
something. That is what I have been try
ing to get information on for 3 or 4
hours. For the first time I have been
able to get a figure. I would like to check
the figure. It was brought out that un
der one proposal, which is the Bellmon
amendment, which has not been adopted
here, but we talk like it has been adopt-

ed-and that is a little confusing to the
Senator from Florida; I do not know
how that works.

Mr. LONG. It is right at the desk.
l!.'[r. CHILES. We assume it is ah'eady

part of the Roth amendment when we
talk about that.

Mr. LONG. I have never assumed it
was, because I have never said that. I
have stood on the floor and said that
was the difference between the Roth pro
posal and my proposal. That was a part
that was not stricken by the Roth pro
posal. After the vote on the Roth pro
posal, I stood up and said that the Sen
ate ought to know that was my proposal
and the Roth proposal did not substitute
that part of it. I am sorry the Senator
did not hear it, but if he reads the
RECORD tomorrow, he will see it is there.
I explained it to the Senate, because
it is a very important item.

Mr. CHILES. It is very important, be
cause in the discussion it was suggested
that under the Roth proposal, Florida
would get $44 million, and under the
Percy amendment it would get $6 mil
lion.

Mr. LONG. This is what the welfare
administrators recommend. I have been
recommending it for more than a year.

They recommended that to relieve the
situation for the remainder of this year
and for next year, up until January 1974.
the simplest way would be to provide a
20-percent increase in the Federal grant.3
to the States.

It may be that Florida may not need
all that money in that category of pro
grams, and if so, if they want to spend
it for social services, for example, they
could spend it for that, or for whatever
sort of things they want to spend it for,
or they could reduce some of their State
contribution, if they wanted to, and use
the State money for something else.

Mr. CHILES. Again, the Senator from
Florida would like to be able to face that
test clearly, as to whether I want to go
under one formula or the other, without
feeling I am being influenced, in what I
am going to do on child care, workfare,
and all these other provisions all lumped
together, because I would like to be atle
to determine how I want to vote on those
others on their own merits, rather thar.
with something that directly affects dol
lars to the State. Perhaps the Senator
can add that as a sweetner or kicker
and influence my vote on the other mat
ters. but I do not think he should. I
think I ought to be able to decide on
each of those other items without haVing
it all lumped together.

Mr. LONG. I can assure the Senator
that as far as the Senator from Louisi
ana is concerned, I do not want to deny
anyone the right to have a vote on am,
thing in this bill that he is interested
in. Insofar as the Senator from Louisiana
is concerned, before we are through vot
ing on this bill, the Senator will have
that opportunity.

I noticed that the Nader people wrote
something up very critical of the Finance
Committee. They say we operate with
no rules, or practically none.

Generally, the way this Senator tries
to do business as committee chairman
is to try to see that on everything we
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So Mr. LONG'S motion was agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of
the Senate to the following bills:

H.R. 11047. An act for the reHef of Donald
W. Wotring; and

H.R.11629. An act fOl' the reHef of Cor
poral Bobby R. Mulllns.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S.
2770) to amend the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act.

I further announce that. if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PELL) would vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT). the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK).
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
TH:JRMOND) , and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

Also, the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
BOGGs), the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. CASE), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. DOMINICK), the Senator from Ore
gon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. SAXBE). and the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER) are neces
sarilyabsent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. BOGGS), the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Senator
fron. South Carolina (Mr. THuRMOND),
and the Senator from Texas <lvlr.
TOWER) would each vote "yea."

The result was announced-yeas 49,
nays 32, as follows:

[No. 517 Leg.)
YEAS--49

NOT VOTING-19
Hatfield Pell
Kennedy Saxbe
McGee Thurmond
McGovern Tower
McIntyre Welcker
Metcalf
Mundt

INCREASE IN RAILROAD RETIRE
MENT ANNUITIES-VETO

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAVEL). Pursuant to the previous order
laid before the Senate a message from
the House of Representatives, which was
read, as follows:

The House of Representatives having pro
ceeded to reconsider the bill (H.R. 15927) en
titled "An Act to amend the Railroad Re
tirement Act of 1937 to provide a temporary
20 per centum increase in annuities, to sim
plify administration of the Act, and for other
purposes," returned by the President of the
United States With his objections, to the
House of Representatives, In which it origi
nated, it was

Resolved, That the said bUi pass, two
thirds of the House of Representative agree
ing to pass the same.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED
The message further announced that

the Speaker had affixed his signature
to the following enrolled bills:

H.R. 7378. An act to create a. Commission of
the Federal Court Appellate System of the
United States.

HE. 12652. An act to extend the life of the
Commission on Civil Rights. to expand the
jurisdiction of the Commission to Include
discrimination because of sex, to authorize
appropriations for the Commission, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 14909. An act to amend section 552(0.)
of title 37, United States Code, to prOVide
continuance of Incentive pay to members
of the uniformed services for the period re
quired for hospitalization and rehabilitation
after termination of missing status.

The enrolled bills were subsequently
signed by the Acting President pro tem
pore (Mr. HOLLINGS).

The message also announced that, 011
reconsideration. two-thirds of the House
agreed to pass the bill (H.R. 15927) to
amend the Railroad Retirement Act of
1937 to provide a temporary 20 per cen
tum increase in annUities. to simplify
administration of the act, and for other
purposes, which had been returned by
the President of the United States with
his objections.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that time
on the conference report on S. 2770 just
received from the House be limited to
30 minutes, to be equally divided be
tween the majority leader and the dis
tinguished Republican leader, or their
designees.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President. I re
spectfully suggest that several Senators
will want to make comment on that
particular conference report. I think
more time is required.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, most Senators on this side of the
aisle are willing to accede to that re
quest and put their statements in the
RECORD.

Mr. BUCKLEY. If they had time to
prepare them, but the Official Report
ers can only report what is being stated.

Has this been cleared with the chair
man?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I understand
it is agreeable to him.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I withdraw my ob.,
jection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. it is so ordered.
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do, on every semicolon. every comma.
every period, any member of the com
mittee can have a vote on anything he
wants to vote on, as many times as we
want to vote, so that one member can
not bar another from haVing his item
considered; so that no matter in what
order we take the thing up, when we are
through the thing we are voting on is
not only what the majOlity wants, but
so far as possible what everyone wants.
And I am confident that by the time we
get through with this measure, we will
have done that.

But at the moment we are confronted
with a blunderbuss proposition.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President. if the
Senator will yield, I think we are con
fronted with a second blunderbuss prop
osition. We have already been hit by
one today. and this is a second one.

Mr. LONG. But the Senator can offer,
if he wants to, an amendment which
attempts to reWlite 100 pages of this bill.
If he wants to do it, he has that privilege.
That is what the Senator from Illinois
has done. So now we have a proposal to
rewrite it in a different fashion. I just
hope that the Senate will see fit to let
us vote on the Roth amendment, and
then, having done so. proceed to do what
ever the Senator wants done. Even if
he wants to change it, it can be done;
and I think I can show the Senator how
to do it. All he needs is 51 votes to bring
it about.

Mr. President, I move that the pend
ing motion be laid on the table.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, before
he does that, will the Senator yield for
a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President.
I ask unanimoUS consent that immedi
ately following the vote on the motion
to lay on the table the pending motion.
the Chair receive a message from the
House of Representatives with respect to
the President's veto message, and that
the time in connection with the veto
message then begin to run.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I move that
the pending motion to recommit I1nd re
port back be laid on the table.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President. I· ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,

GRAVEL). The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Louisiana
to lay on the table the pending motion to
recommit. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce

that the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
EASTLAND). the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN). the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE).
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MET
CALF). the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PELL) • the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. HARRIS). and the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) are neces
sarily absem;,

I further announce that the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) is absent
on official business.


