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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 New Mexico (Mr.
ANDERSON) , the Senator from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from Loui
siana (Mrs. EDWARDS), the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) , the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HUM
PHREY), the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY), 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 Connecti
cut (Mr. RIBICOFF), the Senator from
California (Mr. TUNNEY), and the Sen
ator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND) are
necessarily absent.

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

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

On this vote, the Senator from Loui
siana (Mrs. EDWARDS) is paired with the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBI
COFF) . If present and voting, the Senator
from Louisiana would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Connecticut would vote
"nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAK
ER), the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
BOGGs), the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
CURTIS), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GOLDWATER), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. SAXBE) , and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent.

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

If present and voting, the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. TOWER) would each
vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska (Mr. CURTIS) is paired with the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. BOGGS). If
present and voting, the Senator from Ne
braska would vote "yea" and the Senator
from Delaware would vote "nay,"

The result was announced-yeas 31,
nays 43, as follows:

[No. 532 Leg.]
YEA8-31

Aiken
Allen
~ayh

BeaU
Brock
BrQ9}te _
.Buckley
BUrdick
Cannon
Case

So Mr. LoNG'S motion to lay on the
table Mr. ROTH'S amendment was re
jected.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, so far as I
am concerned, every Senator who voted
against the motion to table I presume
would vote for the amendment and, to
save the Senate's time, I ask unanimous
consent to vacate the order for the yeas
and nays, and I am willing to accept the
amendment by a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INOUYE). Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Louisiana? Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment (putting the question).

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk and ask
unanimous consent that its reading be
waived.

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

The amendment offered by Mr. MON
DALE, for himself, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. RIBI
COFF, Mr. CRANSTON, and Mr. BUCKLEY,
is as follows:

At the end of the blll add the followIng:
CHILD CARE SERVICES

SEC. -- In order to provide financial as
sistance under section 403(a) (3) of the So
cial SecurIty Act for child care services meet
ing the requirements of section 1130(a) (2)
(A) of such Act (In addItion to any funds
which may be made available for such pur
poses from the State's allotment under sec
tion 1130(b) (1) of such Act), there are au
thorltlld to be appropriated $800,000,000 each
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, and
for the succeedIng fiscal year.

(b) From the sums appropriated under
subsection (a) of this sectIon, the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare shall al10t
to each State--

(1) an amount which bears the same ratio
to 50 per centum of the sums so appropri
ated as the population of such State bears
to the total population of al1 of the States;
and

(2) an amount which bears the same ratio
to 50 per centum of the sums so appropri
ated as the number of chlldren In famllles
receiving payments under title IV of the So
cial SecurIty Act in such State bears to the
total number of such children in all of the
States.

(c) The Secretary shall reallot the amount
of any State's allotment under thIs sectIon
which wm not be required for the period
for which such allotment Is avallable to any
other State which he determines has need
thereof.

(d) For purposes of this section, the term
"State" means anyone of the fifty States,
the District of Columbia, or Puerto RIco.

(e) Not withstanding any other prOVision
of this Act, the provisions of section 431
and section 433 (b) of this Act shal1 not be
effective untll such date as the Congress
shal1 deslgna.te to subsequent legislation.

(f) SectIon 422 of the Social Security Act

NOT VOTING-26
Edwards McIntyre
Goldwater Metcalf
Harris Mundt
Hatfield Pell
Hoillngs Rlbicoff
Humphrey Saxbe
Kennedy Tower
McGee Tunney
McGovern

DAY CARE NEEDED

Mr. President, I want to emphasize my
support for an expansion of quality day
care in the pending legislation. There is
a tremendous need for more day-care op
portunities in this country. Half of all
mothers with school-age children, and
one-third of all mothers with preschool
children are working today. Yet, there
are fewer than 700,000 spaces in licensed
day-care facilities to serve the over 5
million preschool children whose mothers
work.

I commend the committee for identi
fying this need, and for authorizing an
additional $800 million to help meet it.
The concerns I expressed yesterday were
directed not at the objective of expand
ing day care, but solely at the mechan
ism proposed to provide this additional
day care.

TITLE IV A PROPOSAL

That is why my amendment retains
the commitment to authorize an addi
tional $800 million for day care. And that
Is why it retains unchanged section 432
authorizing grants to States for estab
lishment of model day care. While I be
lieve very deeply that we need compre
hensive child development legislation to
provide a coordinated approach to day
care and child development efforts, I do
not believe we .can overlook interim

Is amended by insertIng at the end thereof
the following new subsections:

"(c) The Secretary Is directed to establish
appropriated procedures to ensure that no
chUd shal1 be the subject of any research or
experimentatIon under thIs title (other than
routIne testing and normal program evalua
tion) unless the parent or guardian is in
formed of such research or experimentation
and is given an opportunity as of right to
except such child therefrom.

(d) Nothing in this Act shall be construed
or applied in such a manner as to infringe
upon or usurp the moral and legal rights and
responslbllltles of parents or guardIans with
respect to the moral, mental, emotional, or
physIcal development of their chlldren. Nor
shal1 any section of this Act be construed or
applied in such a manner as to permit any
invasIon of privacy otherwise protected by
law, or to abrIdge any legal • • •

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this
amendment is offered by myself, the
junior Senator from New York (Mr.
BUCKLEY), the senior Senator from New
York (Mr. JAVITS), and the senior 'sen
ator from Conneeticut (Mr. RIBICOFF),
and the senior Senator from California
(Mr. CRANSTON) .

It is designed to retain the $800 million
in this bill for day care but send it
through the present delivery system for
day care in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, which involves
the various State departments of welfare,
and in the local government systems.

The amendment would retain the new
$800 million child care authorization
provided in the bill, but would make these
funds available for child care through
the existing title IV-A program, rather
than through the creation of a new Bu
reau of Child Care.

Thus, the amendment suPPOrts the
commitment in the bill for an expansion
of day-care opportunities, but proposes
that a different and more familiar meeh
anlsm be used to deliver the day care
authorized.
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steps such as this while we await enact
ment of a more complete proposal.

. Thus, our amendment would author
ize an additional $800 million for child
care under the existing title IV-A pro
gram in the Social Security Act, in addi
tion to the $2.5 billion presently author
ized under title IV-A for all social serv
ices, including child care. It would dis
tribute these funds among the States ac
cording to a formula based 50 percent
on population, and 50 percent on AFDC
recipients in order to target it on areas
of greatest need.

It would provide the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare with'
authority to reallocate funds from States
which will not use their entire allocation
to States which would use more than
their allocation. And it would be subject
to the existing standards and require
ments for title IV-A programs, includ
ing the Federal Interagency Day Care
Standards.

Shifting the proposed $800 million au
thorization from a Bureau of Child Care
to the existing title IV-A program-as
we propose-would meet the concerns I
have raised about the Bureau. By using
an existing program, it would not add
confusion and further fragmentation to
the system of Federal assistance to child
care. By retaining the Federal-State
local partnership arrangement in title
IV-A it would not bypass the other levels
of government or create a system with
total Federal control. By avoiding a new
and inadequate set of standards with re
spect to adult-child ratios and parent
participation, it would be governed by
the existing interagency day care stand
ards now applicable to all federally as
sisted child-care programs.

Mr. President, I believe this amend
ment provides a more reasonable and
more familiar framework through which
to provide the additional and desperately
needed funds for day care authorized in
the committee bill.

This amendment, it seems to me, is
essential--

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would the
Senator be willing to agree to a time
limitation?

Mr. MONDALE. I think I will in a few
minutes. I am waiting for the Senator
from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY) to arrive.
Then I think we can enter into a time
limitation, because I am anxious to dis
pose of this amendment quickly. At this
time I yield to the Senator from TIli
nois (Mr. STEvEnsoN).

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the de
bate on the amendments toH.R. 1 a
member of the staff of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, Mr. Basil
Condos, be granted the privileges of the
floor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, is the Senator asking
for the whole staff or just one member?

Mr. STEVENSON. I named Basil Con
dos of the Labor and Public Welfare
Committee staff.

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

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

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. I just want to make
sure about this amendment. During the
debate on the child care bill having to
do with the day care centers, I put in an
amendment, as to which I had a big ar
gument with the Senator from Minne
sota, and finally prevailed on it, to let
them go through the States where they
could be prime sponsors, along with ev
erybody else. Do I understand the Sen
ator's amendment, if amended, would
make sure this circle would be retained,
instead of going directly from the Gov
ernment to the welfare mother?

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is cor
rect. My amendment is very similar to
the Dominick amendment which the Sen
ator offered some months ago. The Bu
reau of Child Care which is set forth in
this measure establishes a permanent
new Federal office, which does not now
exist, and permits it to run day care
centers anywhere in the country, in any
fashion it wishes, with no involvement of
State or local government. The Bureau
can completely disregard State depart
ments of welfare, and probably will.
There is no requirement that they do
EO. It is not even mentioned in the meas
ure. It can completely disregard county
and local governments. It ignores :,the
present system, and sets up an entirely
new delivery system. There is no alloca
tion State by State. One State could get
all of the $800 million set out in this
amendment. In addition to that, there
are no real adult-child standards set
forth. The so-called standards in this bill
require that there can be no fewer than
eight or 10 children per staff member.
Real standards are just the opposite, re
quire no more than a certain number of
children per adult.

I know the Senator from New York
(Mr. BUCKLEY), who will speak shortly,
thinks that this--

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator's amend

ment would do what? What would the
Senator's amendment be in place of?

Mr. MONDALE. It would provide $800
million to be used in the present delivery
systems established with HEW and the
State Departments of Welfare, in the
present way the day care under title
IV-A of the Social Security Act is de
livered.

Mr. DOMINICK. I am glad the Sen
ator brought that out. What I do not
want to do is set up a whole new agency
to take care of that program.

Mr. MONDALE. I would like to make
one further comment to the Senator from
Colorado. I believe the Senator from New
York (Mr. JAVITS) will shortly be reading
a letter from the Secretary of Healt~1,

Education, and Welfare in which he very
clearly opposes the committee's approach.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would urge

Senators to remain on the floor during
the debate on this amendment. It should
be brief. One of the worst things is for
Senators to hear the initial presenta
tion, walk out and not hear the other
side of the argument, and then spend
years explaining why they did not un
derstand the other side of the argument.

This is an important amendment. I do
not agree with the Senator's argument.
I would like Senators to hear the com
mittee's reasons why this amendment
should not be agreed to. I hope Sen
ators will hear both sides of the argu
ment. I think the Senator's argument
should be heard, and so should the posi
tion of the committee be heard.

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

Mr. MONDALE.I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I agree with the Senator

from Louisiana and hope Senators will
listen to the opinion of the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, who
ought to know something about this. He
says, in a letter dated October 4, of which
copies are being distributed to all Sena
tors, the following:

The Committee bill would establish a
Bureau of Child care Within the proposed
independent Work Administration. The pow
ers and duties of the child care bureau would
be essentially the same as those of the Child
Care Corporation which Chairman Long of
fered on the parallel blllin the 9lst Congress.

We would oppose these provisions just as
we opposed them in 1970. We prefer instead
the child care provisions in the House-passed
version of Title IV, which would provide the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
with the authority to brIng together in a
single system all federally-assisted child care,
with priority to children of fam1lles assisted
under the workfare provisions of the Famlly
Assistance Plan. As I have repeatedly testified
before a number of committees, we believe it
is essential to develop a single, primary sys
tem for the delivery of all federally-assisted
day care and child development services
rather than furtI:1er fragmenting the already
highly disorganized and fragmented exist
ing child care resources. In addition, the
Adm1nistratlonprefers the House-passed ver
sion because it would place in· HEW the re
sponsibll1ty for developing national stand
ards for assuring the safety and quality of
all federally-assisted child care services. We
also favor inclusion of parents of children in
such a system in advisory counclls.

I ask unanimous consent that thelet
tel' be printed in the RECORD.

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

WASHINGTON, D.C.,
October 4, 1972.

Hon. JACOB K. JAVlTS.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR JAVIT·S: Thank you for your
letter of Friday, September 29, requesting
the Administration's position on the Child
Care provisions of H.R. 1 as reported to the
Senate by the Comm1tteeonFinance.

The Committee blll wotiid establish a Bu
reau of Child Care within the proposed inde
pendent Work Administration. The powers
and duties of the child care bureau would be
essentially .the same as those of the Child
Care Corporation which Chairman Long of
fered on the parallel blll Jnthe 91st Congress.

We would oppose these provisions just as
we opposed them In 1970. We prefer Instead
the chlld care provisions In the House-passed
version of Title IV, whlchwouId prOVide the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
with the authority to bring together In a
single system all federally-assisted child care,
with priority to children of famllles assisted
under the workfare provisions of the Fam!ly
Assistance Plan. As I have repeatedly testi
fied before a number of committees, we
believe It is essential to develop a single. pri
mary system for the dellveryof all federally
assisted day care and child development serv
Ices rather than further fragmenting the
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already highly disorganized and fragmented
existing child care resources. In addition, the
Administration prefers the HO:lse-passed ver
sion because it would place III HEW the re
sponsibility for developing natknaJ stand
ards for assuring the safety and quality of
all federally-assisted chUd care services. We
also favor inclusion of parents of children'
in such a system in advisory councils.

With kindest regards.
Sincerely,

ELLIOT RICHARDSON,
Secretary.

Mr. JAVITS. I ask the Senator this
question--

Mr. LONG. Mr. President--
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sena

tor has yielded to me and I would like to
complete our argument, if I may.

Mr. LONG. WiII the Senator yield for
just one moment?

Mr. JAVITS. Let me complete the
thought, then I will be happy to yield.
The Senator knows I would never cross
him, but I really want to complete the
point.

Mr. LONG. I do not mind the Senator
completing any point he wants to com
plete, but I would like to get a time limi
tation agreement, so that both sides
would have an equal amount of time.

Mr. JAVITS. Can the Senator hold that
a minute? That can come after I have
completed as weIl as before.

WiII the Senator from Minnesota tell
me whether and to what extent, and how,
his amendment differs from that adopted
by the other body on this subject?

Mr. MONDALE. We do not create a
new system. We retain the present title
IV system. The letter from the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare makes
the same point I made, that this new cor
poration that would be established under
the pending bilI goes completely outside
the present delivery system, completely
ignores the States, completely ignores the
local governments, and sets up an en
tirely new organization With no stand
ards.

I would like to add to the letter the
Senator has read a letter which I re
ceived from the National Governors Con
ference, signed by Mr. Jensen, in which
he opposes the establishment of this bu
reau. It says, among other things:

There is a 'total lack in the proposal of a
presumed role for States in planning and ad
ministering chUd care programs. This is a
serious deficiency in, the proposal and is to
tally contrary to the polley position of the
National Governors' Conference.

Mr. JAVITS. WiII the Senator yield
again?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. How does the amendment

conform to the criteria the Secretary
has stated?

Mr. MONDALE. In the sense that it
turns the administration over to the
Department of Health, Education and
Welfare under the present delivery sys
tem.

May I also add that this proposal for
establishing this separate bureau is also
opposed, in addition to the administra
tion and in addition to the National
Governors' Conference, by the League of
Cities, and the Council of Mayors, by the
National Association for the Education of
Young Children, the Child Welfare

League, the Day Care and Child Devel
opment Council of the American Acad
emy of Pediatrics, and the Children's
Lobby.

I would now like to yield--
Mr. JAVITS. Before the Senator yields,

will he yield to me again?
Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. Let us get clear on this

Governors' conference proposition. Do
the Governors take the same position
the Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare does on this subject?

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.
Mr. JAVITS. That is clear?
Mr. MONDALE. Yes. I ask unanimous

consent that the letter from the National
Governors' Conference opposing the
creation of the corporation be printed in
the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as foIlows:

NATIONAL GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE,
Washington, D.O., October 4, 1972.

Senator WALTER MONDALE,
OlC£ Senate Office BUilC£ing,
Washington, D.O.

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.
1, to establlsh a Bureau of ChUd Care is
enacted.

The National Governor's Conference has
adopted the following polley statement re
garding chlld care programs as related to
welfare reform legislation:

"PrOVide for adequate day care programs
for children of parents who are working or
in training prograIllS with provisions for a
central state role and a comprehensive state
plan, and which wot:1d not bypass States
in the administration of such programs."

In analyzing the Senate Finance Commit
tee's proposal in establishing the Bureau of
Chlld Care, we w0uld like to make the fol
lowing comments:

1. We seriously question whether there is
sumcient federal level knowledge of state or
local conditions or the desirability as related
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
vidi~ 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 polley position of the
National Governor's Conference.

I hope that these comments wlll be use
ful to you.

Sincerely,
ALLEN C. JENSEN,

Special Assistant.

Mr. MONDALE. I have promised to
yield to the distinguished junior Senator
from New York (Mr. BuCKLEY).

Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank my colleague
fronI ~1liIU1esota.

Mr. President, I have become tremen
dously interested in this whole problem
of child care. I did an extraordinary
amount of research into the literature
and the studies, and have talked with
some of the experts, in trying to build
up the case for torpedoing the proposal
offered by my distinguished senior col
league (Mr. JAVITS) and by the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MONDALE), because I thought that the
child development legislation was too

ambitious, going too far, and the system
would harm the children.

But I believe that the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota and I agree. as
a result of what we have read in common,
that the experience abroad and the expe
rience and studies at home demonstrate
that unless the quality and standards of
day care, especially that given to very
young children, is of the highest order,
the chances for serious, real damage are
too large to be ignored.

I therefore have joined in endorsing
'the amendment we are now discussing,
and it includes a' couple of provisions
that I have recommended, for the sim
ple reason that we have established, in
existing legislation, a modus vivendi, we
have established procedures for working
through the States, we have established
safeguards, and I think it would be dan
gerous to ignore those and to set up
this statutory warehousing approach,
when we could channel the children of
welfare recipients through the existing
structure and make sure that we have
insured that limitation of the number of
children per supervisor which we are
told by every expert is critical, especially
to those under 4 years of age.

I therefore urge the adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from New York, and I gratefully
acknowledge his role in helping us to bet
ter understand the potential damage
permanent, disastrous damage-that can
be visited upon preschool children if they
are placed in environments that are cus
todial, understaffed, and unsupportive.

First of all, I think we all understand
the best place for a young child or in
fant is with his parents in a healthy
home. Everyone agrees with that. But if
the parents work, or if the family, for
some reason, is broken down so that the
normal functions of a healthy family
cannot be performed, and there must be
'a substitute day care program, every ex
pert we heard from said, "For crying out
loud, make sure it is a good one, sup
portive, strong, and when you are dealing
with the youngest infants, make sure
there is a very low staff ratio, maybe only
one staff person to three, in order to de
liver the kind of substitute care that of
fers help."

The Senator from New York has made
that point very clear, and I want to say
the bureau proposed here has no real
standards whatsoever, and no govern
ment, not even the state or local govern
ment, wilI be able to intervene to protect
the little children.

I yield to the Senator from Pennsyl
vania.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I think the record

ought to be very clear that Senators are
not discussing the issue of whether there
should or should not be child care, or
whether anyone in this body would for
one moment deny the best possible solu
tion of a very vexing problem. The only
question is how to provide the best child
care for those who justly, reasonably, and
rightly should have it.

What is most persuasive to me, as a
Senator, of anything I have heard yet, is
to have another Senator, namely, the
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mother, she prOVided for her children
when her husband died.

She said:
That cost of day care is ridiculous. I could

take you to good day care centers In Wash
Ington. D.C., where you can prOVide day care
for ycur child at a hundred dollars a month
while you're working to earn a liVing for the
family. At that rate, you could provide for
three children, at the price those people
would have you pay for one. That's ridic
ulous.

So here is our approach. We said, "If
you fellows want to provide $2,400, $3,000
or $5,000 per year for a child, more
power to you. If you can get your busi
ness together with the administration
and you can provide all these fine edu-
cational opportunities,great." ,

I think it is said that a child learns
half of what he is ever going to learn be
fore he is 5 years old. He has learned how
to find his foot with his hand, and he has
learned that this hand can touch this
hand; that the fingers are attached to
his hand, and so forth-all sorts of
things he needs to know. I think it is fair
to conclude that if he did not learn that
at age one, he would learn it by age three.
In any event, he would have found it out
before he reached maturity.

Mr. President, our approach was that
if you look at what mothers are actu
ally doing-keep in mind that 45 per
cent of mothers are working to help sup
port their families. Look at what those
mothers are doing, those who are pay
~ng their own way. They are not enjoy
mg any $2,400 day care or $3,000 day
care. Most of them simply pay a neigh
bor to look after the child while they go
out to earn some income.

We had an argument about the Tun
ney amendment, where a mother pays
someone to come in and do some house
work and look after the child while she
is working. It is true that the person she
is bringing in is not a college professor,
but she does have someone looking after
the child, and it is costing a great deal
less than $2,400. They pay a neighbor or
they prevail upon a relative to look after
the child while they go to work. That is
what people who are paying the taxes to
support this elaborate day care arrange
ment provide for their own children.

So our approach was to say, "Great.
If you can provide $2,400 a year for day
care, or $3,000 a year for day care, or
$5,000 a year for day care, more power
to you. Go ahead and provide it, and we
would advocate that every welfare
mother take advantage of it, if you cali
find the opportunity to use it."

Perhaps it is preferred that she have
the elaborate day care centers that the
Senator from Minnesota advocates than
to have something that costs less than
that, but we could find money to provide
about $800 million of day care. And we
are proposing to do the one thing they
have failed to do in talking about all
tp.eir beautiful standards. We would pro
vide for day care where they do not.
If they can provide the $2,4()0 type of
day care, great. The welfare mother will
get that, if it is available. But suppose
it is not available. We would say "Take
the $800 million; spread it acr~ss the
country, to try to. give every welfare
mother a chance to go to work and im
prove the family income, if that is what
she wants to do."

We want to do the best we can for the
Senators heard the Senator from Min- peoplewith the $800 million. We want to

nesota say tha.t lie would like to have one provide day care where there is no day
person superVising ev~ry t.hree children. . care for themother__for a needy welfare
That is pretty expenSive, If you are go- mother who needs it and cannot get it.
ing to pay ~ goo.d wa.ge, especially for a It would be great if she could get the
person ~uallfied ill child psychology, who $2,400, the $2,600, or the $3,000 day care.
ha,s a COllege degree-one for every three That would be great. But she cannot get
children, It would cost a fortune. We it. The President cannot come into agree
cannot afford all that. ment with Senator MONDALE or with Sen-

Then they passed a bill to establish
so~e standards for day care. They got
thelr standards so high that now the
$2,400 is hardly enough to provide the
care. They are violating their own stand
ards because to comply with the stand
ards would cost at least $2,400 a year,
and they dare not obey the law that has
been passed.

They passed themselves a bill for all
this kind of child development that they
could advocate, with all these lovely gar
den club groups and one thing and an
other. The people who advocate this type
of care do not have the problem for the
most part. They are thinking about how
so~ebody el~e should do it, and they are
gomg ~o make full use of all the p~

chologists, and all the psychiatrists, and
all th~ social workers, and everything
the mmd of man can think of, to give
full development to the child. And what
do they achieve? They get a bill worked
up in that fashion and get it sent to the
White House, and it is vetoed, because it
started out costing $2 billion and wound
up costing $20 billion. The President sent
it bac~ to them with a veto message. They
are still at war with the President today
for vetoing that day care proposal.

It is all right with me if those who ad
vocate the soup-to-nuts day care ap
proach would spend as much as they can
get. But they keep sending their day care
proposals down and getting them vetoed
and finding fault with the President as
though he is not interested in little chil
dren. Meanwhile, the mother cannot get
a job because she cannot find day care.

This is what one of our experts in this
matter told us. He said it appears that
the main thing wrong with day care is
that there is not enough of it, and the
main reason why there is not enough of it
is that it costs too much.

I discussed this problem with Ronald
Reagan, who I think is a pretty knowl
edgeable man on these problems and this
is the way he put it to me: '

I wouldn't suggest that you just put a child
on a playground, In a sandbox; not at all. I
would propose that you provide an adequate
number of people to look after the cnrrd,
have some entertainment, some recreation
some playing for the child to do; and, haVing
done that, that you would provide for the
child that way, and It would learn as much
that way as In the home with the welfare
mother. I would not advocate that you load
the place down with psychiatrists. chlld de
velopment specialists, and so forth.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE
j~ior senator from New York, say that
his research at the beginning was devoted
to the purpose of finding reasons to op
pose this propOsal, this amendment but
having done more research, I su~pect:
than almost any of us, having pursued
all the avenues, he comes out at a dif
ferent exit from that which he expected
to come out, and finds himself, therefore,
able.to give his full and generous support
to the amendment.

That is very persuasive to me, and I
thank the Senator for giving me a chance
to make this observation.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

I should say that if the distinguished
fioor manager wishes to propose a time
limitation agreement, he may do so.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, after those
talking for the amendment have used up
25 minutes, if it is all the same we will
just take our turn when we ca~ obtain
recognition and explain our side without
any limitation.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield to the Senator
from Wyoming. If he cares to have the
fi?or in his own right, I will be glad to
Yield the fioor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would hope
that the Senator would yield and let us
speak on the bill's side for a while.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Louisiana is recognized.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, when we

approached this problem of day care 2
years ago, the answer seemed very sim
I_'le. If you wanted to seek a solution to
a situation in which a mother wanted to
work, she could be provided day care
and could take a job and support the
family. It all seemed very simple. Why
not do that? Instead of paying the $2,400,
for example, to a mother with a family of
three, for doing nothing, why not just
provide a day care center for the child
and let the child be in the day care cente1"
while the mother took a job at $2,400 or
more than that. Why not just let the
mother earn something and put the child
in a day care center?

That all seemed fine, and it seemed like
a fine answer, until we discovered that
these people,. in wanting to seek such
child development and a fulfillment of
all the things that one could desire for
the child, had worked it out so that the
cost of day care for one child would ex
ceed what the administration was pro
posing to support the whole family.

For example, the administration was
proposing a level of $2,400 for a family
of four. How much do you think it was
propos~d to pay for day care for just
one child? $2,400. Now it is $2,700, going
to $3,000. So it would cost more to put
one child in a day care center than it
would to support the whole family of
four, which would cause one to say, "Just
forget about the day center."

If Senators want to get the other side
of the argument, they should just talk
to their own secretaries For example
take the best secretary in my office ~
lady who is as well qualified to be a U.S.
Senator as I am. She was Scott Lucas'
secretary when she came here from the
State of TIlinois. She was the shorthand
champion and the typing champion of
the State of illinois, and she is one of
the best secretaries on the Hill. As a
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ator JAVITS. They cannot get together on
that. But we provide day care that she
can get under this bill.

Now some people say that day care pro
grams must bring all the parents in and
they must consult and they must help in
the teaching of the educational programs,
and so forth. The people we are trying to
help are the mothers who are so tired
when they get home from work that they
are in no position to go to the PTA. still,
we do offer to meet with the parents and
for the parents to consult with the staff
of the facilities on the development of
the child and to observe from time to
time the child while he is receiving care
in such a facility. What more is needed?
We provide in. the bill for establishing
standards in the day care centers, to as
sure adequate staffing-for example, the
Bureau of Child Care could require at
least one person supervising for every 10
children if this is a child care facility or
a child development center.

Most states have about a 12-to-l ratio.
Thus, the Bureau could require a more
favorable ratio from the parent's point of
view than exists in most states today.
Then we say, if there is a playground and
children are running around playing tag
or something of that sort, that on that
basis one person can look after 25 chil
dren which is a fairly safe ratio. I think
most Senators know what it is to be in
school and have the. teacher take the
class out to the playground. You do not
have to have more than one teacher
doing that for 25 children. This is about
the ratio which would seem appropriate.

Then we get into the question of bu
reaucracy. The Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare does not want
anyone to upset their control of these
programs. And the man over there be
lieves in the $2,400 standard. They are
wedded to the situation where they are
spending more money than we think
should be necessary. Here we provide
$800 million to provide for the people
as much day care as can be provicled, and
we require that the day care meet mini
mal standards.

I was amazed when the Senator said
we did not have in this provision any
sort of standards for fire safety.

We were concerned about the fact· of
so many confiicting standards, some dic
tated by building material people for
certain types of gutters, or material for
sewage lines, and so forth and that some
standards were so ridiculously high that
we could not comply with them for that
reason or because they were so confus
ing and contradictory. However, what
we did write into the bill was a standard.

We wrote in a uniform standard, the
National Safety Code of the National
Fire Protection Association, 21st edition,
1967, as the fire standard. Now, why do
we have that? Because that is the fire
standard required in a nursing home.
Many of the older people in those homes
are not ambulatory; they do not have
the power to get up and walk out of a
building under their own power if fire
should break out. So that is a very high
standard, and a Federal standard.

If we meet that standard, that should
be adequate for fire, rather than having
to look at all the different local stand-

ards that might exist around the coun
try. It should be adequate for day care
purposes.

So that this is a matter of providing
day care, of providing the $800 million
on the basis of where the costs for a
single child would not exceed the cost
of supporting the entire family. In other
words, the average family of four in this
Nation under public welfare is getting
about $2,400. The standards our friends
advocate would make us spend more
money than that to provide for a single
child's day care. For three children, it
would cost three times as much as to pro
vide for a family on welfare, if we are
thinking in terms of money-and we on
the committee have to think about that.
We know we have to raise the taxes to
pay for these things and the Govern
ment is limited in the amount of money
it can raise in the long run. And if we
do not have the money we cannot put
the program into effect, and the bill now
is already in the serious position of prob
ably being vetoed by the President, even
though it will hurt the President during
this election year, because the cost would
break his budget something awful. So
when we have to think about the limited
resources available, we see that if we
want to give mothers a chance to accept
a job then we will have to use the $800
million in a program where we will not
try to provide such an elaborate pro
gram that the children wind up with
out day care. Here is the $800 million
for day care. We are trying to provide
that day care for everybody rather than
providing it for a favored few. We will
take what we have available, establish
a reasonable day care standard, and try
to provide day care to all those who
cannot get it.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. BENNETT. My memory is not too

good but it seems to me that the basic
welfare allotment in the State of New
Yor]l: for a woman with three children is
somewhere between $5,000 and $6,000.

Mr. LONG. Yes. If you include medic
aid and public housing.

Mr. BENnETT. What is the money
benefit?

Mr. LONG. Roughly $4,000.
Mr. BENNETT. Roughly $4,000 for a

woman with three children in New York.
I think that is the highest in the United
States. But if we put these standards on,
even in New York, this woman cannot put
her three children in a day-care center
unless it will be paid for entirelY by Fed
eral money and she makes no contribu
tion to it. This is the basic problem.

I should like to add one other point:
The problem the committee is trying to
wrestle with is to find a practical way in
which women on welfare can go to work
and to make it possible for them to go to
work. One of the ways, obviously, that
first suggests itself is that some women
might take care of their neighbor's chil
dren while the neighbors are at work and
be paid for that service. Now this is with
no psychiatrist and no traLl1ed nurse, but
the children would be approximately in
the same atmosphere as they would be if
the mother stayed at home.

A lot has been made about the fact
that women should not be required to go
to work because it is so important that
the mother stay home and take care of
the children. But we are not willing to
let the children live for part of the day
in the same atmosphere in which they
would be living if the mother. stayed at
home.

And we have the question funda
mentally whether we want to make it
possible for these women to go to work
or whether we want to carry out the
highest possible standard for day care
then force the Government to provide
that for these women who go to work.

If we expect them to pay for it, ob
viously they cannot because they do not
earn enough to pay really for the cost of
the care of one child, let alone three.

So, the effect of the amendment of the
SenatQr from Minnesota, in my opinion,
is simply to say that we do not want them
to go to work. And the easiest way to
prevent them from going to work would
be to write the Senator's proposal into
law.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I will yield

ina moment. I will be glad to yield.
However,! want to continue for a
moment.

This is one more reason why some of
the members of the Finance Committee,
after stUdying the plan somewhat,
thought it was a complete farce to expect .
to be able to put people to work under
these conditions. We can take the city of
New York, for example. From the tax
point of view, they could not afford to
!>ut her to work. It would cost-even
without the liberal benefits in New
York-too much money. She would be
getting $4,000 a year on welfare, plus the
other liberal benefits that are available.
However, if we want to put her to work,
it will cost $7,200 for child care. It would
be an enormous burden on the taxpayers
to ask her to go to work.

If we take the average State, where
the benefits would be $2,400 a year, it
would cost three times as much for her
to go to work as it would for her to stay
home. So, the States would have to beg
her not to go to work.

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

Mr. LONG. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the

trouble with that argument is that the
average annual cost under the proposed
program is not $2,400, but about $800.
That is what HEW testified, taking into
account the fact that two-thirds of those
served would be school-aged children,
and preschool programs would involve
both family day care and day care cen
ters. So, the Senator has built a straw
man that he is knocking down.

Mr. LONG. That is exactly the point.
As it stands now, the Department has a
standard that requires the payment of
$2,400. They an only spending $,800. They
are violating their own law. 'Vhen we
pass a law we should pass a law that we
can comply with. The Senator wants us
to pass a law that we cannot obey.

I do not know how it would be done.
I would hope that we would obey our
own law. The point is whether it is better

; ·Y,'fl: _.li,.· .
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to try to pursue a step that would place
us out of the market and force us to
violate the law or whether it makes better
sense to do what we can afford to do.

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

Mr. LONG. I yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

MUSKIE). The Senator from Wyoming is
recognized.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding. I think we ought
to consider several things.

First, in the financial condition that
most American families are in, they have
to recognize priorities. They cannot have
the best of everything if they are going to
live well, and most people in America
hope to. They have to decide what it is
possible for them to do. They cannot have
an airplane, a new car. and take a 3
months' vacation. They have to decide
what is best. If they are typical, maybe
it is important to take care of their chil
dren. Maybe it is important to give them
a good vacation.

People decide what are the important
things.

That is what the Finance Committee
tried to do in the overall problem in
volved here. I certainly defer to my col
leagues, the junior Senator from New
York and the senior Senator from New
York, in recognizing that they would like
to impose a high ideal. That is all well
and good. We can find all kinds of psy
chiatrists and psychologists who will tes
tify to the extreme importance of child
development before they reach school
age. But after all has been said and done,
not always do the children of psychia
trists and psychologists tum out to be
the best citizens.

It just so happens that tender. loving
care is a pretty important ingredient,
too. It could be that a child's parent
who has a Ph. D. is concerned about this
and is giving the child basic instructions
in honesty, decency, and fairplay. That
child may tum out to be a better citizen
than some child who is raised in what
some psychologists might feel would be
the ideal environment.

We are talking about a situation that
would provide enough child care services
to make it possible for more Americans
to work in order to take care of their
families. Some will say that we must
have one supervisor for every three chil
dren.

If we are to do that, I can do no better
than echo the words of my chairman and
agree that it is a fine ideal. However.
there would not be more than one out
of 100 mothers who would be able to
afford these services although they might
want to go to work. They will not be
able to place the child in that kind of
an institution. It is too expensive.

I want to say that we went through
this same thing when we were talking
about homes for old citizens. or as the
chairman has said, people who are not
ambulatory. I sat on a special subcom
mittee to consider what we might like
to do. If we had incorporated into law
all of the ideas that the experts appear
ing before that Special Committee on the
Aging recommended, I can guarantee the
senate that there would have been few
deaths from fires; there would have been

few deaths from any kind of infection
or disease that could have been con
trolled; there would have been few
deaths from accidents. In short, there
would have been very, very few people in
that kind of home because not one per
son out of 10e today needing that kind of
home would be able to afford to be there.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would the
senator yield for a question?

Mr. HANSEN. I yield.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, is the Sen

ator aware of the fact that in our bill
we say that insofar as there is day care
available as provided for in these other
programs initiated by the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, that they will
seek this care there first and they will
only get the day care we are trying to
provide here if they cannot get it in some
other program?

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the man
ager of the bill is precisely correct. Some
thing else occurred to us. If we were to
make it possible for the neighbors of
mothers to undertake the responsibility
of caring for some extra children-not
many, but maybe one, two, or three
it would provide an opportunity for em
ployment. '"

The chairman of the Finance Com
mittee immediately saw the opportunity
for a job that would be constructive, that
would be productive, that would be help
ful, that would free some other mother
so that she could take a job. I think that
that sort of situation has a great poten
tial.

However. if we are going to impose
standards that require one supervisor for
every three children, we are going to put
the cost up to $2,400. If we have the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare put its finger into this operation, I
can think of no better way to make cer
tain that it is going to fail. Why do I say
that? I say that because HEW recognizes
only one standard. They want to have the
same wages apply in Mississippi, Arizona,
and Alaska, as apply in New York and
Wyoming.

What does that mean? That means
that instead of paying salaries that will
compare with local conditions and the
cost of living in Arizona or New Mexico
as contrasted with Alaska and New York.
they will have a Federal standard im
posed. They will have a Federal grade
level. I suppose that the supervisor will
get a federally set salary.

A garbage collector in New York City.
as I understand it, now starts at $12,000
a year. I would point out that we could
hire plenty of businessmen in some of
the States in this contry for less than
$12,000 a year.

We will run into that situation if we
let the HEW run it. They will tell us
what standards and wages they will im
pose. They will impose such standards
on us that it will not work. I can think
of no better way to defeat this proposal
than to say that we should tum it over
to the HEW. We will then make certain
that it fails.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
never seen so many strawmen estab
lished and then knocked down so suc
cessfully. Two-thirds of the children in
day care centers are not there on a full-

time basis, They cost about $800 and the
l-to-3 .ratio that I referred to was only
for the most tendetaged infants.

Mr. HANSEN. When does the child not
become a !'tender aged infant"?

Mr. MONDALE. Say. age 1 or 2.
Mr. HANSEN. The Senator says "say.

age 1 or 2." I asked the Senator a ques
tion.

Mr. MONDALE. That is very tender
lor 2.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I listened
to the proponents of this amendment.
and as pointed out by the distinguished
chairman. the manager of the bill, I have
listened to the persuasive arguments of
the opponents of the bill. I must say I
have not researched it in such depth as
my distinguished colleague from New
York, but I have visited many day care
centers. and it is regrettable that this
important piece of legislation has to
come before the Senate in the waning
days of the session and at 10:21 at night
with so many Senators who are tired and
so many Senators not in the Chamber.
because it is a very vital piece of legis
lation.

What are we talking about? We are
not talking about cars and airplanes, air
fare. and all those things that have been
mentioned. We are talking about chil
dren, and we are talking about children
in the most formative years of their lives,
the preschool years.

All the arguments that have been made
are money arguments. I know we want
to retain our fiscal sanity. and we have
to be concerned about the cost of these
major programs. But we are not con
cerned with merely putting a supervisor
on a playground and watching the chil
dren play tag. That is what is wrong in
the country today. These children are
on the playgrounds, running the streets
with no supervision at all, and conse
quently in the very early years of their
lives they develop some of the habits
which follow them throughout their lives.

Studies have indicated these children
are not able to comprehend, they are
not able to learn. they are slow readers.
and when they go to school as our com
mittee found out when we had exhaustive
hearings on this subjeCt. they fall far be
hind and they never catch up. They are
doomed at birth and it keeps perpetuat
ing itself so that generation after gen
eration we have hundreds of thousands
of children who are. growing up in the
jungle, who are let run loose like wild
animals without a real opportunity to
learn so that when they get to school
they are completely unable to cope with
the educational process.

Now, what kind of parents are we
talking about? We are not talking about
advantaged or educated parents. In the
main, we are talking about poor, dis
advantaged parents who themselves have
not had the benefit of education. So what
does that child get when he goes home?
He has been in a day care center, with no
supervision as he plays tag; some have
psychiatric problems. some have psycho
logical problems. and some have grave
need for psychiatric and psychological
care at that early age. So if we would
provide these services it would help us
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down the road when we do not have to
bother with the children who would be
come dope addicts,' criminal offenders,
and all the other myriad of social prob
lems that come as a result of unattended
children, . >" '.;, .. ", .

Two: of. the. most important programs
we have had, A.nd they have been suc~

cessfuI, are Headstart and the day care
centers. As has been pointed out by the
distinguished prpponentof this propo
sal, you talk about $2,400 and going to
$3,000, but in the mainmast of them are
getting $800 for' the care of two chil
dren. What tJnd' of care cari you give
that one child 'fdr $800? It is hardly any
care at all. They' are sometimes worse
off in that situation than' they are at
home. .

'Again, we are concerned with children
who in many instances come from father
less homes, so when they go home they
have no paternal supervision at all, 'as
pointed out by my distinguished col
league from Wyoming, or the distin
guished manager of the bill; the
mother has been working all day;
she is tired. when she gets home,
and she has perhaps four or five
teenage children to cope with; she
does not have the reserve of'energy to
even give supervision or any guidance to
this preschool age child who is in a day
care center. So we are talking about
something much more than just dollars
and cents. We are talking about the fu
ture of this country because we are going
to continue to have thousands and hun
dreds of thousands of children run wild
in the streets of this Nation, and we are
going to perpetuate all the social ills we
have today. They are going to be mul
tiplied over and over again, and we are
going to compound our problems. We are
not adding money to this bill; we are
asking for a distribution formula. I wish
to ask the Senator from Minnesota if
that is correct.

Mr. MONDALE. If the Senator will
yield, the difference is this. Under both
the committee bill and my amendment
the money which will be provided is ex
actly the same: $800 million. But under
my amendment it would be provided un
der the present system which involves
State welfare departments. But under
the committee bill it would be provided
by something no one can describe, a new
bureau, not accessible to the States and
not accessible to local government. And
all the $800 million authorized in the
pending bill could be spent in a single
State.

Mr. BROOKE. And HEW made an in
depth studY of it. I do not accept the
charges that HEW is not knowledgeable.
They are experts in the field. They have
watched this day care center program
and they know its strengths and its
weaknesses. I have great respect for the
Secretary, Elliot Richardson. He is an
able administrator. I am sure he would
not support this if he had not done re-"
search and if he did not believe this was
the best way to do it. I think that is but
tressed by the distinguished junior Sena
tor from New York who ac!mits initially
he was opposed to the bill and he has
come around because of his research.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I want to say that I

voted against the bill. I 'will explain
why.

Mr. BROOKE. Very well. That is a
stronger case. He voted against the bill,
and he did research and now believes
this is the best way to handle it.
. So I say this is very, very important
legislation and I do not want to prolong
the Senate on this. I think the debate is
important. I have great sympathy with
the chairman of the committee. We all
do. We know he has money problems,
but we recognize the need to take care of
these hundreds of thousands of young
children of preschool age who need train
ing and care, and this treatment, in many
instances that they can only get in a day
care center where they have these capa
bilities.

Mr. MONDALE. I would like to say in
response that I agree. In light of the
hour I wonder if the distinguished fioor
manager would like to agree on a time
agreement· of his choosing because I
think at this point we are imposing on
everyone and I certainly would like to
agree, if he would, to a time agreement.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am going
to move to table, after awhile, to bring
this to a vote, but I shall wait until I
obtain recognition.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from New York (Mr.
BUCKLEY).

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the
hour is late. I shall take only 3 or 4
minutes.

I want to point out that I voted against
the child development program after I
did my homework, because I do not be
lieve in mass produced, even quality mass
produced, day care for children. I am
talking about children under 4. I think
every study and common human exper
ience indicate that the best place for the
average child is at home, and I do not
exclude women on welfare from being
average. The average mother gives the
affection and attention which the child
needs.

Iflo for some reason, the mother can
not stay at home, then the next best.
place is to bring in a relative or place
that child with neighbors, where there
is a continuity of a single adult the child
gets. to know, where the bonds of affecM

tion are established, and where the sur
roundings are familiar. I believe child
care for children of these ages should
be reserved only in a remedial situation,
in the rare case where the mother is
positively a bad influence, or where she
cannot find neighbors to take care of the
child. .

I believe the parts of the bill which
encourage one mother in an apartment
with children to take on two or three
more is terriflc. It is good. But for that
situation where a given child has to be
taken out of its home and away from
a kind relative or a foster home or a day
care family and placed in the hands of
someone who has no interest in him or
abuses him, or is placed in a large group
where he is adequately cared for, then,
if we are not going to damage that child,
we have to have these extraordinary and
expensive measures. Given the great
danger of psychological, intellectual, and
emotional damage to young children

from deprived or neglectful care, we can
not afford to scrimp when providing
child care arrangements.

That is why I am arguing for stand
ards which take this into consideration,
even while being in a different camp from
my distinguished friend from Minnesota
and my distinguished friend from Mas
sachUsetts, as far as the desirability of
day care centers as institutions and the
wisdom of a massive day care program
for'children in general is concerned.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. BROOKE. The Senator referred to

a statement which was made by the dis
tinguished Senator from Wyoming about
the mother putting her child for super
vision with a neighbor and her children.
But now, who is the neighbor in those
instances? The Senator from New York
has been in those areas. He knows what
we are talking about. Is that neighbor
any better qualified to take care of the
child of her neighbor who is working,
with her brood of four or five children,
usually, and on an average, who in the
main are running the streets themselves?
Is that going to be the solution? Can we
really in good conscience say the best
system is to let the neighbor take care of
the child of a neighbor wh6 wants to
work?

Mr. BUCKLEY. If that mother is the
average mother with the average
instincts.

Mr. BROOKE. How do we tmderstand
that? We have a problem--

Mr. BUCKLEY. I wish I had my file
with me of exhibit after exhibit of people
who have studied this situation with the
greatest care. I think the most speciflc
answer is in some of the European coun
tries where they had day care centers for
children--Czechoslovakia, for example
which are now discouraging it because of
the experience they have had. Their ex
perience has been that it is better to
leave the mother at home or find a dif
ferent situation.

Mr. BROOKE. The Senator is talking
about children between the ages of 1 and
4?

Mr. BUCKLEY. Yes.
Mr. BROOKE. That is all right. I am

not taking away from a mother's in
stinct, but do we find that in such
neighborhoods?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I will credit all aver
age mothers with mothers' instincts.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
to the senior Senator from New York.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, who has
the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota has the floor.

Mr. MONDALE. First, Mr. President,
I would like to say that I would hope
that those Senators who have joined
with me in this amendment could agree
that we could end our arguments as soon
as possible, so the fioor manager could
make his case and we could come to a
vote.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall
take only 5 minutes. I shall not duplicate
what any other senator has said, but I
invite Senators who are here to look at
the record.
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The Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
LoNG) has given us no figure for day
care under his system. The fact is that,
whether HEW is violating its own guide
lines or not, it is spending only just about
what would be spent under the Senator
from Louisiana's plan, or even less, and
for this reason: It would provide also
for $800 million, but being piped through
HEW, and HEW estimated it would pro
vide for 175,000 slots. That is less than
$1,000 a slot. That is divided, $219,000
for preschool and $584,000 for after
school. So, on the cash expenditure, there
is not any real difference.

The second point is that much was
said about one employee to three chil
dren, but is there any difference in the
Long proposal? If one reads the fine
print, and I generally do, at page 839 ,of
the bill, line 5, it reads:

Any child under age three shall ,be con
Sidered as two children.

Lay that beside the items of super
vision, and the ratio is 8 to 1. The highest
is 10 to 1. That is 1 to 4 supervision of
a child under 3, or 1 to 5.

What is the House proposal? From 3
to 8 years, 1 to 5; 4 to 6 years, 1 to 7;
9 to 14 years, 1 to 10,

One other point, again looking at the
record: The committee has very nobly
and very generously set forth the pur
pose of its title. Let us see if the pur
pose of this title sounds any different
from the Senator from Louisiana's criti
cism of the purpose of HEW:

It Is therefore the purpose of this title to
promote the availability of adequate child
care services throughout the Nation by pro
viding for the establishment of a Bureau of
Child Care which shall have the responsibil
ity and authority to meet the Nation's unmet
needs for adequate child care services, and
which, in meeting such needs, wlll give spe
cial consideration to the needs for such
services by famllles In which the mother Is
employed or preparing for employment--

And here it is-
and will promote the well-being of all chil
dren by assuring that the child care services
provided will be appropriate to the particu
lar needs of the children receiving such
services.

This child care, I might tell the Sena
tor, under this definition, is likely to,be
more gold plated than which the Senator
is accusing HEW of doing andwhich it is
not.

The whole point is that the committee
does not trust HEW. It is not that the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr, MONDALE)
and I are in conflict with the President.
If we were in conflict with the President,
would the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare write us as being for
our position and not for the committee's
position? That is the whole point.

The reason why we have, with Senator
BROOKE'S views, with Senator MONDALE'S
views, and \vith Senator BUCKLEY'S views,
proposed this amendment is that it
makes more sense to do this through a
single agency that is doing it anyway
and which is thoroughly experienced.
There is every good reason for doing
what we propose in the amendment, and
not for doing it any other way.

I deeply believe this is one amendment
that truly makes sense if we are going

to do the job we have to do, and that the
Senate ought to adopt it.

Mr. President, I would like now to
present a statement of our basic posi
tion in respect to this proposal, in terms
of the elements involved.

Our amendment would strike from the
committee bill section 431 which would
add to the Social Security Act a new title
XXI for Child Care and establish a new
"Bureau of Child Care" to administer the
program; the new title contains an au
thorization of $800 million for fiscal
year 1972 and "such sums" for years
thereafter.

In lieu of the completely new program
contemplated under title XXI, our
amendment would provide a special au
thorization for child care in the amount
of $800 million for each of the fiscal
years 1973 and 1974, to be administered
through the existing social services pro
gram conducted under title IVA of the
Social Security Act.

We submit that now that implementa
tion of comprehensive welfare reform
will be delayed it is inappropriate to
launch a new comprehensive program
through an essentially new agency and
that the interim authority which we prp
pose is needed.

THE COMMITTEE PROPOSAL

Mr. President, unlike the Ribicoff
and administration backed provision of
H.R. I, the committee proposal is not
merely an effort to provide a new quo
tient of child care to deal with the prob
lem of welfare dependency.

The committee proposal is in fact,
nothing less than a comprehensive pro
posal for child care throughout the Na
tion for all children.

Section 210l<b) of the proposed new
title states as its purpose:

To promote the availability of adequate
child care services throughout the Nation
by prOViding for the establishment of, a Bu
reau of Child Care which shall have the re
sponslblllty and authority to meet the Na
tion's unmet needs for adequate chlld care
services, and Which, In meeting such needs
wlll give special consideration to the needs
for such services by famllles In Which the
mother Is employed or preparing for employ
ment, and wm promote the well-being of
all children.

Mr. President, as a _ comprehensive
proposal for child care throughout the
Nation it must not be adopted.

Its formulation is inimical to each of
the basic criteria outlined by the 1970
White House Conference on Children.

It proposes a plan contrary to the ad
ministration's own general criteria for
a comprehensive child care system and
it is in fact opposed by the administra
tion.

It is duplicative and inconsistent with
S. 3617, the Comprehensive Headstart
Child Development and Family Serv
ices Act of 1972, which passed the Sen
ate only 3 months ago by a vote of 73
to 12 and is now awaiting House action.

THE 1970 WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON
CHILDREN

The 1970 White House Conference on
Children identified the establishment of
a comprehensive system of child care as
Lhe No. 1 priority and took pains
to elaborate on the central elements of
any system to be established.

The Conference statement was very ex-
plicit: .

We recommend' that the Fede11l-1 Govem
ment fund comprehensive' child care pro
grams, Which will be family centered, locally
controlled, and universally available with
initial priority for those Whose needs are
the greatest. These programs should provide
for active participation of family members
in the development lind .Implementation of
the program. These, "programs-including
health, early childhood education, and so
cial services--should have' sufficient variety
to ensure that fam111es can select the options
most appropriate to their needs.

Mr. President, the committee proposal
offers virtually none, of these essential
elements. ' ,

First in terms of comprehensiveness,
it is quite clear that there will be no
guarantee that the programs to be pro
vided under the new title will be com
prehensive in nature; that is, provide as
options early childhoodeducation, health
and other essential items.

The statement of purpose refers to the
promotion of the well-being of all chil
dren and appropriateness for the par
ticular needs of ,the. children receiving
such services, but there is little provision
for the essential ingredients of health
and other services which would insure
full attention to the, needs of children,
as opposed to the needs of working par
ents.

The committee bill does not indicate
that educational, health and other serv
ices will be provided by the Child Care
Bureau to children whose parents re
quest them; in fact, the report at page
446, goes out of its way to say the edu
cational components will be hard to find
under the title.

In view of the considerations discussed
above, the committee blll'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 educational com
ponent. However, in arranging for a chUd's
care the Bureau would first have to see if a
place Is aV!lllable under a child development
program under other legislation, If the
parent prefers this type of care.

Mr. President, this distinction between
"child development"and "child care", is
false. The fact is that no legislation re
quires education in any case, but that all
authorities recognize education as a com
ponent that should ,be available under
any child care progrllm.

President Nixon, commenting upon the
child care provisions contained in the
House-passed H.R. 1 has said:

The child care I propose is more than cus
todial. This Administration is committed to
a new emphasis on child developmentiQ the
first ;five years of life. The ,dllrY care that
wouid be part' of t!}ls, plan would be of a
Cluallty ,that 'will helpln~he'development of
the child and provide, for'Its health and
safety, and would break the, poverty cycle
for the new generation: .

Second, rather than local control, the
committee bill envisages a system of
child care from the top 9-ownvirtually
ignoring the ,'. contrib).ltion wllich the
States, counties and cities have made
and should continue to make in this
essential area.

Section 2103 charges the Bureau with
an obligation to arrange for child care
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services. in the various communities in
each State.

Virtually no provision has been made
for local decisionmaking or involvement.

But even more critically the establish
ment of yet another agency outside the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare-which has been responsible for
administration of most child care pro
grams to date--exllausts any hope of in
tegration and coordination of programs
at the 10calleveI.

At the present time, the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare-hav
ing concern over the Nation's children
administers approximately $800 million
in funds for child care programs;
through the Headstart program, the so
cial services program, WIN, day care and
educational sources.

We should be bringing these sources
together and not adding yet another cen
tralized layer to the child care bureauc
racy.

S. 3617, the Comprehensive Headstart,
Child Development and Family Services
Act of 1972 would provide the basis for
that kind of consolidation and coordina
tion through its system of State and local
prime sponsors and in fact that bill con
tains coordination·. provisions which I
worked out with the Committee· on Fi
nance.

The committee's bill would merely add
to the confusion by establishing a new
Bureau of Child Care.
In so doing, it would seem to collide

with President Nixon's action in 1969 in
establishing the Office of Child Develop
ment in the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare; while all HEW child
care programs are not administered by
that office, it does provide a possible fu
ture basis for coordination.

Mr. President, with respect to family
involvement,. the committee bill lacks
any sense of the participation of parents
or even their consent in the running and
ccnduct of child care programs.

Wr: took great care in thecomprehen
sive legislation to meet the necessary con
cerns of a number of member8-'-includ
ing my colleague Senator BUCKLEY, to
insure that child care services would be
provided only when requested by par
ents, and then under safeguards of the
most careful nature.

This proposal lacks those safeguards
in fact rings of the. universal care notion
for which we were unfairly attacked
and beyond that fails to provide for
parental involvement in programs or in
decisionmaking.

THE ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION
Mr. President, for these and other r«:.a

sons. the administration opposes this
measure.

I ask unanimous consent that there
be included at this point in the RECORD
an exchange of correspondence between
me and the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion. and Welfare Eliot Richardson.

There being no; objection. the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE SE<;RETAl\l' O~.HEA~TH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,

Washington, D.C.• October 4.1972.
Hon. JACOB K. JAVlTS, . .
U.S. Sen~te,." •
Washingtoia.# D-.cJ:. [!(j.-:':-;

DEAR SENATOl\ JAVITS: Thank you for your

letter of Friday, September 29. requesting
the Administration's position on the Child
Care provisions of H.R. 1 as reported to the
Senate by the Committee on Finance.

The Committee bill would establlsh a Bu
reau of Child Care within the proposed in
dependent Work Administration. The powers
and duties of the child care bureau would be
essentially the same as those of the Child
Care Corporation Which Chairman Long of
fered on the parallel bill in the 91st Con
gress.

We would oppose these provisions just as
we opposed them in 1970. We prefer in
stead the child care provisions in the
House-passed version of Title IV, which
would provide the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare with the authority
to brIng together in a single system all fed
erally-assisted child care, wIth priority to
children of families assisted under the work
fare provisions of the FamIly Assistance
Plan. As I have repeatedly testified before a
number of commIttees, we believe It is es
sential to develop a single. primary system
for the delivery of all federally-assisted day
care and child development services rather
than further fragmenting the already high
ly disorganized and fragmented eXisting chUd
care resources. In addition. the Administra-

. tion prefers the House-passed version be
cause it would place in HEW the responsibil
ity for developing national standards for as
suring the safety and quality of all federally
assisted child care services. We also favor in
clusion of parents of children in such a sys
tem in advisory councils.

With kindest regards.
Sincerely,

ELLIOT RICHARDSON.
Secretary.

SEPTEMBER 29, 1972.
Hon. ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON,
Secretary, Department of Health, Education,

and. Welfare, washington, D.C.
DEAR Ma. SECRETARY: As you know, the

Senate is considering H.R. 1, the Social Se
curity Amendments of 1972.

As reported by the Senate Committee on
Finance, Section 431 of the blll would add a
new title XXI to the Social Security Act es
tablishing a Bureau of Child Care. within a
new Work Administration to be formed for
the administration of the welfare program

-contemplated under the Committee bill.
I am aware, of course, of the Administra

tion"'s opposition to the welfare provisions
contained in the Senate Finance Committee
blll and its insistence on its own proposal,
as passed by the House.

However, I would appreciate very much a
statement of the Administration's position
with respect to the proposed "Bureau of
Child Care" and the other provisions of pro
posed title XXI as a separate measure.

Sincerely,
JACOB K. JAVITS.

Mr. JAVl;TS. Thus-while the Depart
ment may. disagree on certain elements
of the comprehensive bill passed by the
Senate-and these can be worked out
with the House--it opposes this measure
as going in a basically different direction
than desired.

THE PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE
Mr. President, while we do not con

sider the committee bill an appropriate
comprehensive system, we share with the
Senate Committee on Finance a recogni
tionthat additional needs should be met
through the Social Security Act.
; I have consistently supported an ele
ment of child care in the context of wel
fare reform.

The fact that the vehicle which has
held this element-welfare reform-ap
pears once again to have stalled along

the road does not obviate the necessity
of meeting the need which it was de
signed to reach.

We continue to have a dramatic rise in
the number of persons receiving welfare
assistance, particularly under Aid to
Families With Dependent Children and
we cannot merely wait until action on
comprehensive welfare reform.

The Department of Health, Educa
ton, and Welfare estimates that it will
pay a total of $7.7 billion in fiscal 197i!:
in cash payments to 12,479,074 persom'
on AFDC; this represents an increase 01
1.1 billion and 1,486,188 persons aboVF'
the amounts in fiscal 1972. In New York
State alone, the number of AFDC recip
ients has jumped from 1.1 million to 1.3
million in the last 2 years and the Fed
eral expenditures have risen by $123 mil
lion.

And so we must provide adequate child
care to meet these real needs, in the
interim until welfare reform can be en
acted.

We propose that the same quotient of
$800 million identified by the Senate
Committee on Finance-incidentally
only $50 million above that contained
in the administration-backed House
bill-be made available for fiscal years
1973 and 1974 for child care under title
IVA.

Title IVA is focused on former and
potential welfare recipients; the same
focus generally as the proposed child
care provisions under the committee bill.

And it is to be run by the Social Re
habilitation and Services Administra
tion of the Department of Health, Edu
cation and Welfare through a system of
State plans, with the localities partici
pating, thus ensuring administrative ef
ficiency.

Therefore, we do not have to add a
new administrative organization to do
the job.

Mr. President, we propose this quo
tient-the Committee's own quotient
as an amount addition to the $2,500,
000,000 which may be available for social
services generally, of which child care
is a part.

The committee amendments already
incorporates that agreement-which is
contained in the Revenue Sharing Ap.t~

for that limit.
It is well known that under that lim

itation, it will be necessary for a num
ber of States and cities to cut back on
child care efforts under present law'
New York City and New York State ar~
among those which would be adversely
effected.

I reserve the right to question or
modify the overall limitation-as it af
fects so many social services-but I hope
that the Senate will agree that the ad
ditlo.\lal amount for child care which the
committee was willing to add to general
social service funds available--may best
be channeled for now through the social
services system under title IV-A and not
through a new structure such as pro
posed.

The $800 million would therefore be
an addition to approximately $326 mil
lion for child· 'care to be spent in fiscal
year 1973 under the social services sec
tion generally.' .

Mr. President, as title IV-A-l1ke the
committee proposal-allows for fiexi-
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bility in the kind of child care provided
in terms of family care and other forms
and they vary considerably according to
cost, there can be no clear estimate of
the number of opportunities which
would be made available with the $800
million.

However, as a guideline it may be
noted that under H.R. I-which pro
vided a slightly lesser amount--the ad
ministration contemplated the provision
of 875,000 slots, consisting of 219,000
preschool opportunities and 584,000
after-school opportunities.

Finally, I should note that this is
only an interim authority-for 2 fiscal
years and thus we do not wish to under
mine either the need for welfare reform
or comprehensive child development
legislation which is still pending.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter from the Child Wel
fare League be inserted in the RECORD.

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

CHn.n WELFARE LEAGUE
OF AMERICA, INC.,

October 2, 1972.
Han. JACOB K. JAVITS,
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR JAVITS: The Chlld Welfare

League of America believes that a very im
portant principle regarding child care pro
grams may be discarded during the debate
of the complicated welfare legislation, H.R. 1,
this week. For that reason, we would like to
bring to your attention our position on parts
of that legislation which relate directly to
the well-being of children.

As you know, the Chlld Welfare League
testified before the Senate Finance Com
mittee on a number of occasions over the
last months regarding our position on child
care and other matters. I am attaching, for
your Information, a copy of our most recent
testimony as it appeared in the Hearings
record. Since that testimony runs to many
pages, I have selected the following para
graphs from that testimony which is par
ticularly pertinent.

First of all, we believe that there isa need
for child care. Second, we believe that, there
is no need for the establishment of flo new
Bureau of Child Care in the Department of
Labor. Third, we belleve that child care legis
lation should be similar to the comprehen
sive child development legislation passed by
the Senate and the House but vetoed by the
President. Fourth, there are portions of Title
XXI of H.R. l--expanded authorizations for
child welfare services and language setting
up a National Adoption Information Ex
change System-which we believe the Senate
should pass and that we hope the Conference
would retain.

Excerpts from our Feb. 2, 1972, testimony
before Senate Finance follow:

"We believe that there should be adequate
provision for the availability of r,Child care
in order that women on welfare who seek
employment may take jobs without detriment
to their children's welfare. In this sense, we
agree with Senator Long that the 'avaUabU
ity of child care is flo key element in welfare
reform.' We do not believe it essential, how
ever, to include legislative provisions for the
establlshment of chUd care programs in the
welfare reform bU!. Separate child care legis
lation which provides for comprehensive pro
grams for all children needing chUd care, in.
cluding those receiving welfare 8Sl?istance,
would be preferable. A. welfare reform bill
might, however. include authorizations
to pay for the needed child care of welfare
families.

"Child care is not, in our opinion, a proper
function of the Department of Labor. Child
care should 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, educa
tion and nutrition, etc., are needed to estab
lish 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 compre
hensive child development program passed by
the Senate and House but vetoed by the
President. We hope that programs of the
same scope and quality of the vetoed bill will
become 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 ail 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."

Senator JAVITS, we know that the Senate
agrees that our children are the future of this
Nation; we hope that their votes wlli reflect
this fact.

Sincerely,
JOSEPH H. REID.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I think the
Senator from New York made clear that
the money could not all be spent in one
State, because the act provides that day
care shall be provided throughout the
United states.

It is our proposal, and we require in
this committee proposal, that we provide
day care where it was not provided by
other agencies such as HEW and Head
start. By all means we have to go there
if the day care is available. Otherwise,
if it is not there, we will provide day care.

What is the big differenc.e in the
standards? The big difference is, Mr.
President, that we do not have an edu~

cational requirement here. We would
provide educational day care if we had
the money to provide it, but, if we do not
have the money, we have to trim our
sails according to what is available so
that we can fill the need for day care for
these mothers.

A point has been made, Mr. President,
about the cost. In many cases, States
have requirements that you have to have
all these additional degrees/college de
grees or other degrees, in ofderfor a per
son to work in a day-care center where,
in most instances, what we are trying to
do is just provide day care for a child
from the time the child comes home
from school until the time the mother
can pick the child up and take him home
with her. School-age children are being
educated in the schools, and presumably
they are being tat:ght all their little
minds can absorb during the hours in
school. We are just trying to find some
one to look after them and keep them
out of harm's way after school, until the
mother can come and pick them up at
the day care center, wherever that may
be.

So,th<educatiPH requirement which
many"States have' and the .Senators
would rElquire here is totally superfiuous,
if all we are trying to .do·is find someone
to look after. the child after school until
the mother can pick him up.

Mr. President, I move that the amer-d
ment be laid on the table.

Mr. JAv"'ITS.I ask"forthe ~'eas end
nays.

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

HARTKE). The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from LoUisi
ana (Mr. LONG) to lay on the tatle the
amendment of the Senator from Minne
sota (Mr. MONDALE). On this question,
the yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. SPARKMAN (after having voted
in the affirmative). Mr. President, on
this vote I have a pair with the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF). If he
were present andvotil1g, he would vote
"nay." ILl were at Uberty to vote, I
would vote' "yea," Therefore, I withdraw
my vote, ... . '"

Mr. ROBERT C.' .BYRD. I announce
that the Senator .from New Mexico (Mr.
Al'l'DERS0ri) ,the Senator from Texas (Mr,
BJhlTSEN), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EAGLETON), the Senator from Mis
sissippi (Mr. EASTLAND). the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. EnWARDS), the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), the Sena
tor from South Carolina (Mr.HoLLINGS),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HUM
PHREY), the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY) , 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) , and the Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) are necessarily
absent.

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

On this vote, the Senator from Lou
isiana (Mrs. EnWARDS)is pa~red with the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Louisiana would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Rhode Island would vote
"nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN.. Iann:ounce that the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT), the
Senator. from Tennessee .(Mr. BAKER),
the Senator from Delaware (Mr,
BOGGS) , the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
CURTIS), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLDWATER), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr, HATFIELD), and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. TOWER) are necessarily ab-
sent. .I

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

Also, the. Senator. from Connecticut
(Mr.. WEICKER) and· the Senator from
North Dakota ·(Mr. YOUNG) are neces-
sarily absent. . . . .

If present and voting, the Senator
from Texas (Mr. TOWER) would vote
"yea.""

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska (Mr. CURTIS) is paired with the
Senator from Oregon (Mr, HATFIELD).
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of welfare reforms which we have proposed.
Neither the phllosophy of the President nor
our. currently-restricted budgetary situation
would have permitted us to propose such rev
olutionary and expensive legislative initia
tives unless we were convinced that they were
Inescapably necessary.

And, indeed, since the President first
proposed his family assistance plan· on
nationwide television inAugust 1969, the
American people have been bombarded
with accounts centered around the fail
ure of our present welfare system, We
have heard that it is not a system at all,
but a "confused clutter of many sYstems"
from which has fiowed "disparity, in
equity, and inefficiency".

We have been told by the administra
tion that the AFDC program with its 54
different programs in 54 different juris
dictions operating without national
standards for benefits or eligibility ceil
ings, has resulted virtually in an uncon
trollable drain on the Federal Treasury.

Indeed, the current system has been
indicted by the administration for-

Its notorious redtape, paternalism, and
endless paperwork, which places social
caseworkers in the role of policemen.

Reaching only 34 percent of the poor
children in the country.

Making it possible for a man on wel
fare who does no work at all to be eco
nomically better off than a man who
works full time.

Providing social. tension with ominous
racial overtones because current AFDC
recipients are about 50 percent non
white--while the working poor-those
who are excluded from help are about 70
percent white.

Providing wrong-way incentives--in
centives which encourage men who are
employed part-time to keep their work
effort limited and not seek full-time em
ployment-incentives which encourage
families to dissolve and couples not to
marry.

As a result of all these deficiencies, our
society pays a lot--in economic, human,
and spiritual terms-but gains very little.

In· reporting out its welfare reform
proposal, H.R. 1, the House Ways and
Means Committee noted the alarming
rate at which the AFDC caseloads size
and maintenance costs have mounted
32.1 and 36 percent, respectively
less than a year and a half· after the
President's initial welfare message to
Congress was submitted in August 1969.

The Senate Finance Committee report
on the social security amendments ob
served further that--

The number of recipients under (AFDC)
program has more than doubled since Janu
ary 1968, and the need to pay for AFDC has
forced states to shift funds ~nto welfare that
would otherWise go for eaucation, health,
housing, and other pressing social needs.

I also read \\'ith great interest the
lucid description of our welfare sYstem's
failures that the Senator from Connect
icut provided last week when he intro
duced his proposal.

We all know that most of our states
are operating at tremendous deficits with
public assistance being responsible for a
major share. Spending and services are
either being cut back or eliminated,
funds are being transferred among pro
grams, and our State legislatures are

Education, and Welfare to prepare a
summary for me.

I ask unanimous consent that Secre
tary Richardson's letter outlining the
reasons for the administration's oppo
sition to this amendment be printed in
the RECORD.

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

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCA
TION, AND WELFARE.

Washington, D.O., October 5, 1972.
Hon. HUGH ScOTT,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR SCOTT: In response to your
request, I would be glad to explain why I
oppose the provisions of the Long-Roth
amendment added to H.R. 1 by the Senate
yesterday.

First, the Administration would oppose a
test amendment even if it stood alone. Tests
of the kind this amendment would involve
would delay real reform for at least five years,
as I explained In the letter I sent each Sena
tor on October 2. ReSUlts are avallable from
already-completed and ongoing tests. The
pattern we see in these tests, which I feel
w11l be dupllcated in any additional testing,
reflects the inexactness and controversy
which inevitably ?ottach to social experimen
tation.

The Long-Roth amendment, however, goes
far beyond testing and contains provisions
which would effect sublStantial permanent
Changes In this Natlon'lS welfare system,
changes which I beHeve are both expensive
and undelSirable. Together these provilSions
would cost at least $5 bill10n and perhaps as
much as $6.5 blllion more than current law
projections. By way of comparison, the entire
1'amily welfare reform contained in the
House-passed version would cost approxi
mately $3 b1llion more than current law.

For example, the Bellmon provision of
the Long-Roth amendment for State fiscal
reUef could cost almost $1.5 b1llion In fiscal
1973. Beyond this the 10% Social security
rebate w1l1 cost over a b1llion dollars a year.
The wage supplement is estimated to cost
almost $2 blll10n a year.

Furthermore, numerous changes which the
Long-Roth amendment would make in exist
ing programs would severely restrict the au
tqority of the Secretary of HEW and cause
major administrative problems. Some of the
provisions concerning deserting parents and
chlld support, While certainly well-motivated,
raise serious questions of administrative
feaslb1l1ty and the protection of indiVidual
rights. The chid care provisions of the b1ll
would establish a' sweeping new system
which would further fragment the already
high disorganized and fragmented existing
chlld care resources.

In short, the Long-Roth amendment would
enact Into law welfare proposals broader in
scope and more costly than any since 1967.
While we have agreed with some of the prin
ciples involved, such as coverage of the work
ing poor, we cannot agree with the chaotic
and costly manner in which they have been
assembled.

With kind regards,
Sincerely,

ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON,
Secretary.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, when
the distinguished Secretary of HEW, El
iot L. Richardson testified on July 21,
1970, before the Senate Finance Commit
tee on behalf of the administration's wel
fare reforms proposal,· then called the
Family Assistance Act of 1970, he ob
served that-

This Administration did not enter office de
termined to put into effect the specific kinds
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If present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska would vote H yea" and the sen
ator from Oregon would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 26,
nays 47, as follows:

[No. 533 Leg.]
YEA8-26

Allen Cotton
Bellman Ervin
Bennett Fannin
Bible Fong
Brock Gambrell
Byrd, Gurney

Harry F., Jr. Hansen
Byrd, Robert C. Hruska
Cannon Jordan, N.C.

NAY8-47
Aiken Hart
Bayh Hartke
Beall Hughes
Brooke Inouye
BuckleY Jackson
Burdick Javlts
Case Magnuson
Chiles Mansfield
Cook Mathias
Cooper Miller
Cranston Mondale
Dole Montoya
Dominick Moss
Fulbright Muskie
Gravel Neison
Griffin Packwood
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-1
Sparkman, for

NOT VOTING-26
Edwards McIntyre
Goldwater Metcalf
Harris Mundt
Hatfield Pell
Hollings Ribicoff
Humphrey Tower
Kennedy Welcker
McGee Young
McGovern

So the motion to lay on the table was
rejected.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the mo
tion was rejected.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, in view of
the fact that the majority of the Senate
did not see fit to table, I assume that the
majority wants to vote for this amend
ment, and I would urge that we have a
voice vote on the amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, nor
mally I would demand a rollcall vote; but
in light of the time and in light of the
large margin, I would ask my cosponsors
to agree to a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to

reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SCOTT. :Mr. President, yesterday
evening I voted against the Roth-Long
amendment for several reasons, one of
which was the administrative problems
this so-called test would create and an
other, the almost unbeli~7able costs of
conducting such a test. Becaure I
thought Senators should have a more de
taUed analysis of what the effects of this
amendment will be if. it is enacted into
law, I asked the secretary of Health,



being pressured to provide supplemental
appropriations.

There may be many great issues that
divide us in the country, but there is one
on which we can all agree: our present
system of welfare is in abysmal chaos.

For 3 long years, welfare reform has
been the subject of intense study and
debate in the Congress and our States.
We now face decisions on the subject of
welfare at several levels. In each of the
State capitals, local questions must be
answered immediately about the level of
welfare assistance in the days immedi
ately ahead. We must decide if we want
to bring about a structural reform of the
present welfare system; we must decide
if we shall provide fiscal relief to our
States and cities. As Secretary Richard
son stated recently:

The Nation can no longer afford the luxury
of talking about welfare reform but doing
nothing about it. Public confidence in gov
ernment itself requires that we now create
a system which taxpayers can support and
administrators can administer, and which
effectively aids the poor.

We cannot postpone action on this crit
ically important problem. The choices we
have before us today may be difficult
and unpleasant; however, they must be
made. We cannot afford to perpetuate
this current mess.

I commend the distinguished senior
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG) and
his colleagues on the Senate Finance
Committee for their intensive work on
this problem. Their proposal reflects
many long hours of thoughtful consid
eratiun and hard work. But, I am disap
pointed with this proposal for it fails to
do what we had hoped welfare reform
would do. Rather than reform the sys
tem, it would set in concrete the d~fects
of the current program by leaving mtact
the inefficient State-administered AFDC
system for those who are unemployable.
It fails to represent the kind of decent
and humane welfare reform measure
that this Congress, the administration,
the American taxpayers, and th~ poor
are looking for. Accordingly, I could not
support the bill reported out of the com
mittee.

What then do we have left to consider?
Frankly, Mr. President, I am perplexed.
Here we have the President of the United
States in favor of welfare reform, Con
gress and our States want reform of our
welfare system, the American taxpayer
is demanding that we do something about
this welfare mess, and, of course, the
beneficiaries or shall we say the victims
of the AFDC system want to see positive
changes in the welfare system. Every
body, it seems, stands behind welfare
reform. Can I assume, Mr. President,
that the distinct possibility of welfare
reform being dropped this year has come
about as a result of our 1,000 percent
backing for welfare reform?

We want welfare reform 'so badly that
we dropped the Ribicoff compromise. Our
passionate desire for ridding ourselves of
the present system with its "crazy quilt"
of standards, disincentives to work, and
incentives for family breakup is such that
we have dropped the administration's
proposal which ironically enough was de
signed to correct all that.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
9 A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business tonight, it
stand in adjournment until 9 o'clock to
morrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The distinguished chairman of the~CIALSECURITY AMENDMENTS OF

Senate Finance Committee and his colJ .:::l\. 1972
leagues on that committee haye labored The Senate continued with the con
long and hard t? find a So.lutlOn to this sideration of the bill (H.R. 1) to amend
problem-in SPI~ of WhICh we shall the Social Security Act, to make im
probably d~op theIr proposal. . provements in the medicare and medic

The subject of welfare has troubled aid programs, to replace the existing
government for tho~sands of years. The Federal-State public assistance pro
Romans ~restled WIth the proble~ of grams. and for other purposes.
how m~ch .IS e!10u~h and how much ~ too Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I send
much m dIstrIbutmg both general aid to an amendment to th d k
the po~r. and veterans be!1efits. It ~as The PRESIDIN~ e~FFICER The
the deCISIon on these questlOns that Glb- . .
bon felt accelerated the decline and fall amendmen~WIll be st~ted:
of the Roman Empire. And so, if misery The aSSIstant legislative clerk pro-
loves company, we have a long record of ceeded to read the amendment.
fellow men who have been anguished by Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask
the dilemma of the poor and the states' ~nanlmous consent that ~urther re~d-
responsibility for them and to them. mg of the amendment be dispense~WIth.

Now that we examined in detail these ~e.PR~S~INGOFFICER. W~thout
proposals before us, perhaps we should ob~ect~on, It IS so ordered; ~nd, wI~hout
also have thought a little about the pur- ?bJectlOn, the amendment Will be prmted
pose the scope and the philosophy of m the RECORD.
welf~re. Most people would agree that The amendment Is as follows:
government has a duty to see that every Insert at the end of section 1131 of the
citizen has a minimum of the necessities Social Security Act, as added by section 306

. . of this Act, the following new subsection:
of .hfe-at least enoug~ to sustam bare "(c) For the purposes of this section, any
eXIstence. Some would Justify this on hu- increase In the standard of need made by a
mane or moral grounds, while cynics State after June 30. 1972. and before the cer
would say that it is done in self-interest tlficatlon made by the Secretary pursuant to.
to prevent riots and violence by the hun- subsection (b) of this section on account ot
gry, the unclothed and the unhoused. the Social Security increase contained In

Beyond the bare subsistence level is the Public Law 92--336, may be included in the
area of debate. Some envision welfare as Increase in th~ standard of need reqUired
an institution in its own right, but I by this section.
would prefer to think of it ideally as a Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President,let me
process. Its goal should be like that of a say, first, without apology, that I have
flood relief program-to go out of busi- five amendments. Four will take no time
ness when its work is done. at all. They should go very quickly, one

Welfare beneficiaries should constantly way or the other. The fifth will take a
have the hope that they can be liberated little time, but I hope not too much.
from welfare and should constantly be Mr. President, earlier this week, Sen
aware of the availability of assistance to ator TUNNEY and I offered an amend
learn how to break out. This, it seems to ment, No. 1619, which was graciously ac
me, must be the focus of welfare. cepted by the distinguished chairman of

If we in this body who truly want wel- the Finance Committee (Mr. LONG).
fare reform can find some common I insured that recipients of aid to the
ground on which we all might stand, let aged, blind, and disabled would receive
us agree to: Remove the faults and the full 20 percent social security in
abuses of our present wasteful, destruc- crease intended for them by congress.
tive and degrading welfare system that This was accomplished by requiring
victimizes 7 million children; the States to raise the standard of need

Help those who can work, find and used to determine eligibility for aid to the
keep work-work which fosters inde- aged, blind, and disabled by an amount
pendence, pride, and a sense of dignity; commensurate with the social security

Provide fiscal relief for our States and increase.
local governments from this awfUl fi- It has since been brought to my at
nancial burden-a burden that has more tention that the $12 increase in aged,
than tripled in the last 10 years with the blind, and disabled benefits recently en
end nowhere in sight. acted in California would not be counted

I regret that the proposals of the dis- in this commensurate increase-but
tinguished Senators from Connecticut rather, because of a technical error in the
and lllinois have been tabled. They are amendment adopted the other day, Cali
to be commended for their efforts at at- fornia woUld ')e required to enactan ad
tempting to fashion a decent and humane ditional 20 percent increase in benefits-
reform measure. on top of the $12 increase.

I believe the American people do want This was certainly not our intention,
to change the welfare system-it is still and the amendment Senator TuNNEY
up to us to do it. and I have just sent to the 'desk would

correct this situation.
I believe this to be anollcontroversial

ameI1dment.And I would hope the com
mittee coUld.accept .th.is. amendment.

Mr. LONG.lVIr. Pre~ident, this isa
necessary modification of an amend
ment we accQPtedthe otherday.

Mr. CRANSTON. That is cOITect.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The'ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment.
The amendment y,ras agreed to;


