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On another ma.tter, Aklna said he WlliJ not

aware of the use of saud1Arablan arms agent
Adnnn Kbashoggl as an intermediary in con
tach; between Presldent Nixon and King
FalBal during and after the 1973 Middle Easlr
iYar, as reported yesterday in The Washing
ton PQ.5t. '

Questioned about The Post article. Akins
~aid: "I was not aware of any such oommu
nications and T don't belleve they ,took
place?" If they had, he told the subcommlt'
tee, il;c would haTe been "highly· lrregtilar
and Improper.'·, ',. :',

However, helmld that the saudI defense
mlnlsttn' PrlliceStiltan,had coil.flded to him
that, Khnshoggl. had boasted in Riyadh "that
he got me rl,mioved (as ambassador) In re
prisalfor having blocked agent fees."

The former diplomat testlfied ruefully that
"I still thInk it (Khashoggi's boast) Is a.
joke, but I don't think it's as funny any
n1.ore:'

[From'the New York Times, May 4, 1976}
STl.'1)YFINDS A DECLINE IN SEIPBUILDING FOR

SOVIET NAVY
(By JOhn, W. Finney)

WASllINGTON. May 3.-A library of Con
gTess stUdy has found. that the number of
shipa bul1t for the SovIet Navy has declined
SUbstantIally In recent years, portendlng II
pOSSible reduction in the size of the Soviet
fleet,

The 5rody, prepared for the senate BUdget
CommIttee. reported that in the 1969-1976
period, an average of 17.4 8ll1P8 were deliV
ered annually to the SoViet Navy. This was
less than half the annual, delivery rate of
45.5. ships durIng the 1958-1968 perIod, when
the SovIet Navy was engaged In il. large-scale
bUildUp; .'

If the current constructIon rate is con
tinued, the study said. it will sustaIn a navy
of about 435 ships instead of the present
fleet of about 750 combat. support and auxi
liary ships. The reduction would be dlctated
in large mClliJure by the fact that the Soviet
Union is not bundIng enough ship!? to re
place the large' number of destroyer escorts
,and submarines bUilt during the 1960's,
which face obsolescence in the 1980's.

AMmICAN AVEltAGl!l

In contrast, for the last 20 years delivery
of ships to the United States Navy has aver
aged; about 19 8hipis a year-a construction
rate, the stUdy sald, sufficient to maIntain
the current fleet of about 480 ships.

The stUdy was made public at a time when
the Administration, and congress face II cru
cial. multIbillIon-doIlar declslon on whether
to expand the shipbuildIng program to build
up to the Navy's long-held goal of a 600-ship
fleet in the mld-1980's.

On the basis of instructions received from
President Ford at a meeting 01 the National
Security Council meeting last saturday,
Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld wlIl
appear before the Senate Armed services
Committee tomorrow to present What Penta
gon otIIclals described as the first Installment
on a major, 10ng-termshlpbul1ding program,

In the defense budget submitted. to Con
gress last January, the AdmJDistratlon asked
for $4.4 billion In the comiDg fiscal year for
the construction of 111 shIp5 at a total cost
of $35 bOOon.

REQUEST TO ,;BE AMENDED

Pentagon olllciais said Mr. Rwnsfeld would
amend next year's request to provide for ad
ditlonllJ. 8ll1ps while stating that the Adminis
tration was still atudylng the Navy's long
t<el'm shIpbuilding Objectives.

According to senate sources, Mr. Rums
feld wa.'!I insisting on testlfylng in closed ses
sion, contending that thelong...term shIp
bu1lding plans, wh1cl\: the Defense Depart
ment has talked about openly In the past,
are se.cret. Son:l&Benate Demorcatic, aides
voiced the sU8J'lei<lp.~ttil.~de
!;ire forsecrecymlly.oe pol~~C,ll1limotiv"ted.

particularly after Mr. Ford's defeat by Ronald
Reagan In t.b.e Texas RepUblican Presidential
primary 111810 Saturday.

One of.thecharges being made by Mr.
Reagan '.5 that Administration has allowed
the United States to slJplnto a position of
mlIftary illferlorlty. including naval power.
If Mr. Rumsfeld testlfied In a public session,
he might be forced Into the position of ac
knOWledgIng that the AdmInistration had
not yet developed or approved a long-term
shlpbulldlng pl'Ogram designed. to Increase
the Navy beyond Its pl'esent size.

A SHIPButLDING GAP'

One ¢ the Ilrguments for a larger defense
b\\dget made by secretary Rumsfeld-and
s.lnce. picked up by Mr. Reagan-is that,
since196Z, the Soviet Union has bullt four
tImes Ill! many shIps for Its navy as has the
United States. '

The Library of Congress study, comparing
the Unlted States and Soviet shlpbulldlng
progrllIXlS of. warshlps 1,000 tons and mOl'e,
presentl:l, a somewhat dlfferent picture,

SInce 1958. the stUdy said, more ships have
been delivered to the Soviet Navy than to
the UnIted States Navy (722 to 377). but the
UnIted States. Which bUllds bIgger shIps,
such as aircraft carriers, leads In tonnage
built (3.3 million tons to 2.6 mUllon tons).

And. since 1969, the stUdy said, the United
States has led the Soviet Union in the num
ber of ships constructed by 12 percent and
in tonnage by 71 percent.

Both the United States and the Soviet
Union appear to have problems wIth their
shlpbulkllng capacity.

In testimony to be published shortly by the
:Senate Armed ServIces Commlttee, Adm.
James L. Holloway 3d, the ChIef of Naval
Operations. said the Soviet Union had a
"major problem" In providing enough ship
yard capacity to repair and overhaul the
present fieet,

"The majorIty of the expansion in Soviet
shipyards is designed to improve the repair
faclllties and reduce the time lag in over
haul periods," the admiral said.

ApIIII. 15, 1976.
Hon. J\i!IKE J\ifANSFlELD,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR MANSFIELD: In keeping with
the request of the Congress for a report on
negotIating initIatives with regard to mu
tual arms restraInt in the IndIan ocean, I am
sending letters to the Cha.lrmen of the ap
propriate Congressional committees which
include a statement of the Admlnistra.tion's
posItion on this question. Knowing of your
partiCUlar Interest fn this Is:rne, I thought It
appropriate to send you a copy of the Ad
ministration's report.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT J. HcCLosKEY.

Assistant Secretary for Cong'l'cS$ioru,/
Relations.

REPORT ON INDUN OCEAN AItl\IS LLMIl'ATlON
The Executive Branch has given careful

consideration to the Issues involved In arms
llmitatlon In the Indian Ocean area. We bSl'e
examined the technical problems involved
in any such limitation and we have con
sidered the issue of arms limitation in the
broader polltica.l context of recent events in
the region, as well as our overall relati;>n
ship to the Soviet UnIon. We have concluded
that although 'we might want to give further
consideration to some arms Ilmitation ini
tiative at a later date and perhaps take vI'
the matter with the Soviet government th"".
any such initiative wonld be Inapproprlatl'
now.

The $ltuation LTI the Indian OcC1\n cRn:,>('t
be considered in Isolation from past and
possible tuttlre events on the African r.1:\in
land. Soviet activities in Angola and the '3.1
viet buUdup of fac1lIties in SomalIn ha~"

raised major questIons about the IIltentIm,~
of the Sm'1et Union in areas bordering 0:1

the Indian Ocean. While reemph,,;;izing 0',"'

support for majority rule ill Africa and for
political solutIons of regional problems by
regional stakes, we have made clear that we
cannot acquiesce In the use of Soviet or BUr
rogate forces as a means 01 determinIng the
Qutcome of local confllcts.

We are now seeking to encourage the So
viet Union to conduct Itself with restraim
and to avoid exploiting local crises for uni
lateral gaIn. An arms Umitatlon lnltIati,e
a~ this time ina region immediately con
tiguous to the African continent might COD
vey the rn1staIten impress10n to the Soviets
and our friends and all1es that we were wUl
ing to acqUiesce In this type of Soviet be
havIor.

For these reasons, we coUld not consider
seriously an arms Um1tatlon inItiative fo
cused on the Ind1an Ocean without clear
evidence of SoViet wllllngness t~ exercise
l'eatl"a1nt in the region as a whole. This vIew
has been reinforced by our examination 01
the technical issues which would be Involved
in any arms UuiltatioIlS negotiatloIlS. Al
though the technical complexities do not In
themselve!l preclude negotIations, It is eri
dent that a BtICcessfUI arrangement COllld
OCCUl' only withln a general politIcal frame
work of mutual restraint In this region.

Clearly, it is not In our interest for thIs
region to become a theater 01 t{)utention and
rivalry. nor wotild the states of the area
welcome SUch. a. deVelopment. In fact. ovm'
the past two years the naval deployments
of the United Slates and the SovIet Union
have remained relatively atable. For our part,
we will contInUe a poUcy of restraint In our
military actlvlties in the Incl1an Ocean area.
We intend to proceed with our pla;nned im
provements to the support facilIties. on
Diego Garcia, but there is no present inten
tIon to go beyond the plans as presented to
the Congress last year or to Increase onr
nav'al deployments to the area.

We. of course, hope t118,t the Soviets will
exerelse reatraJnt In the area. We wm watch
carefully to determine the impact on the
Soviet military presence of their expanSIon
of naval and all' support faclIltlesin Somalia.
Restraint in Soviet Indlan Ocean deploy
ments. coupled with a. more general fore
bearance from adventurism in the region as
a whole, would provide a better context for
considering the possib1Uties for arms limIta
tion In the Indlan Ocean. Thus, while we
will keep open the matter of a possible fu
ture arms limitation initiative as a poten
tial contribution to regional stabU1ty nnd
to our relationship \\ith the Soviet Union, we
do not perceive It to be In the US. Interest
just at this time.

CHILD DAY CARE STANDARDS
ACT-H.R.9803-VETO

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under tliil\pre~ousunanimous-con
sent agreement, the hour of 1 p.m. having
arrived, the BeRate will now proceed to
consideration of the veto message on H.R.
9803, with a vote thereon to occur at
2 p.m.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. LEAHY) laid before the Sena te
a message from the House of Represcnta
tiv/'s, which was read, as follows:

TIle House of Representatives haVing pI'O
ceeded to reconsider the bill (R.R 9803) en
titled "An Act to facIlltate and encourage the
implementation by States of ehild day care
services prcgraw.s conducted pursuant to ti
tle XX of the Social sec=tty Act. and to pro
mote the employment of welfare recipients in
the prOVision of child day care services, and
for other purpose.,;", returned by the Presi
dent of the Unite<~ States with his objections,
to the Hon&!:' of Repre~elltativl'~, in wbich it
origL'l:lt.-,j, it '","a'l
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Resoll:ed, That the said bill pass, two-thirds

of the House of Representatives agreeing to
pass the same.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The question is, shall the bill pass,
the objections of the President of the
United states to the contrary notwith
standing?

Mr. MAJ.'l"SFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time be
equally divided between the manager of
the conference report, the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. LONG) and the ranking
Republican Member, the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS).'

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objec~ion, it is so ordered.

Mr. CURTIS. MI. ~~',esident, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Donald V.
Moorehead, chief minority counsel of the
Committee on Finance, be accorded the
privilege of the floor during debate and
vote on the veto of H.R. 9803.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I urge the
Senate to sustain the veto of H.R. 9803.
This is ill-advised legislation. It extends
the already long arm of the Federal Gov
ernment even further into the lives of
our citizens.

As senators are aware, Mr. President,
this legislation provides that the manda
tory stafling ratios for day care centers
receiving funds under title XX of the
Social Security Act will go into effect on
July I, 1976. Moreover, additional funds
are provided to enable States to meet
these stringent requirements.

The basic premise of this bill is that it
assumes that we in Washington have
such a monopoly on wisdom and sensi
tivity that only we can decide how many
children can be adequately entrusted to
one adult in a day care center. This
premise is simply wrong as a matter of
principle. We in WashingtOn do not have
the ability to select a single set of stand
ards that will be appropriate to the needs
of children in Minnesota., New York, Ne
braska, and the other 47 States. Our
States are themselves better qualified to
determine what staffing ratios are appro
priate for quality day care. Our citizens
realize that Vvashington does not know
all the answers and we should begin to
realize that fact ourselves.

These staffing ratios are also objec
tionable on practical grounds. First, even
among day care professionals, there is a
dispute about whether the particular
standards mandated by this bill are ap
propriate. At our direction, HEW is
stUdYing the issue to give us its best
judgment. Why do we refuse to await
the facts that we ourselves asked for?
Second, where is the evidence that the
somewhat different standards adopted by
States such as Oklahoma are inadequate'?
There is no such evidence and yet we are
ready to reject the ability-and I believe
the right-of Oklahoma and other states
to care for their children. Third, in some
cases, the standards are unrealistic. For
example, staffing ratios are imposed by
this bill which could not be met by our
best hospitals or our best schools. I see
no logic whatsoever in such an approach.

This bill recognizes that the states
cannot afford these standards so it pro
vides for more Federul funds to permit

compliance. This simply compoWlds the
problem. We are cutting back on many
existing programs and rejecting new
ones for lack of funds. Yet, here we are
providing more fWlds to meet stand
ards that we cannot be certain are ap
propriate. Imposing these staffing ratios
is a serious mistake. It is no less a mis
take because we bury it in a wave of
Federal dollars.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I
urge my colleagues to sustain the veto
of this bill and begin to retum govern
ment to our citizens where it belongs.
Such action, coupled with legislation
postponing these staffing ratios, will give
us time to consider the President's block
grant program and alternative proposal.
First, however, we must sustain this veto.
Our citizens increasingly realize that
Washington does not have all the an
swers. We should begin to realize the
same fact.

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to the
distinguished Senator from Oregon (Mr.
PACKWOOD).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GLENN). The Senator from Oregon is
recognized.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that John
Calvin of my stat! have the privilege of
the floor during consideration of this
measure.

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

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, this
bill I think, bl'ings into clear focus one
of the philosophical issues we face this
year and frankly, this election, bringing
it into clearer focus than any other issue
we are likely to vote on this year, with
the exception, maybe, of general revenue
sharing and I hope we vote on this. This
issue is a microcosm of general revenue
sharing.

In this bill, we are funding money to
impose upon day care centers throughout
the United States mandatory Federal
standards. I mean it in exactly the way
I am saying it-mandatory standards.
Mandatory staffing standards. No flexi
bility, no choice in the State as to wheth
er they might want to open up in the
State 2 or 3 centers with a slightly larger
staff. If they are going to have a day
care center, for every child from zero to
6 weeks, they have to have one adult.
One adult for one child from zero to 6
weeks. The assumption is that a child
of from zero to 6 weeks has to have one
adult to take care of it. I do not know
what this presumption is for the mother
of twins in such a circumstance. From
6 weeks to 2 years, there mllst be one
adult for every four children; from 2
years to 3, there must be also one adult
per four children; for children from 3 to
4 years, one adult for five children; from
4 to 5, seven children per adult; from 5
to 6 ~'ears of age, seven children per
adUlt; for ages 6 to 9, 15 per adUlt, and
from ages 10 to 14, 20 children per adult.
That is the absolute standard. No vari
ance. Any variance, no Federal money.

Now, what is the message that voters
are sending to candidates this year if the
news media's description of the cam
paigns is accurate? That message is boo
on Washington; get them off our backs.
Jimmy Carter is sweeping the Democratic

primal'ies. Certainly, Governor Reagan
has done well recently. But in both cases,
these men are running well as somebody
from outside of Washington, somebody
who is saying, retw'Il government to the
States, return it to local government.

What do we do? We turn around and
impose exact standards of how many
adults per child day care centers in this
country must have.

Where did we get this magic wisdom?
\Vhat makes us so all-fired smarter than
every State welfare division in this
country, most of whom have different
standards from the Federal Govern
ment-imposed standards? How did we
come to this infinite wisdom of what is
right?

We are going to write it into law now
and forever more. I do not think we are
that smart. I do not think we are any
smarter than Mississippi or California or
New York as to what their day care
standards ought to be.

Let us go even further than that. The
Federal Government really is not too
sure of what these standards ought to
be. In 1974, we passed a bill that directed
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare to set up a study to deter
mine what HEW thought day care staff
ing standards ought to be. In 1974, we
ordered that Commission to report some
time between January and June of 1977.
And that Commission is working now.
What are we saying in this legislation?
"Never mind, we don't care what the
Commission is doing. We are going to
impose these standards right now."

I shall make a bet that if we pass this
legislation, if we do not sustain the veto,
and we simply terminate whatever work
this Commission might be doing, or at
least the validity of the results, we will
not terminate the Commission. They
will go on studying this problem for an
other year, even though we, by this act,
are going to impose the standards.

All I am saying is this: One, if we
have any faith that the act we passed
in 1974 has some credibility and we are
going to ask HEW to study this . and
come forth with a recommendation to
Congtess, then we should not be impos
ing Federal standards until that report
is made. .

Second, I thinl{ we are saying in this
legislation that despite all of the elec
tionresults-I bet I can read the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD and everyone of us
has said it. Despite the fact. that ~very

one of us has said at one time or all
other, get the Federal Q9vernment out
of regUlation, oft' pur back, out of State
control, zoning, EPA, whatever it is
everyone of the·· people in this Senate
has said it at one time or another. De~
spite the fact that we give lip service to
that, here we are coming down the road,
imposing compulsory staffing standards
on day care· centers throughout this
country. .

I think it is bad judgment. I think it
is bad planning. I thir\k so 100i.g as we
have asked our own Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare to rec
ommend to Congress what standards
they think are appropriate, the mini
mwn we can do to at least be consistent
with ourselves is to wait until that re
port is submitted to this Congress.

I yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seekSrecogmtion?

Mr. CURTIS, Mr'.'President, a pal'lia.
mentarY i'Ilquiry~"

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor will state it.

Mr. CURTIS. If there is no one here
from the majority side to use time, it is
my understanding that if the time is not
used, it runs againSt both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct."

Mr. CURTISiThe minority are here,
have used ,time, were ready to use more,
but we do not want to exhaust the time
that we have. I therefore ask unanimous
consent that if time is not used by the
majority," it run against the majority
only,

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, Pl'esident, I
suggest the absence of a quorum. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the Presi
dent vetoed the bill before us, and the
House of Representatives has voted to
override that '\7eto. I hope that the Sen
ate will also vote to override the veto.

In his veto message, the President
indicates that the issue before us is
whather or not the Federal child care
standards applicable to the social serv
ices program are appropriate or Whether
indeed there should be any Federal
standards. But that is not the issue be
fore us. That issue was settled on Janu
ary 4, 1975, when he signed into law the
Social Services Amendments of 1974
which deny any Federal funding to child
care programs under the Social Security
Act which do not meet specified Federal
standards. These standards set require
ments for staffing ratios, safety and san
itation, SUitability of facilities, and other
matters. These standards were not acci
dentally adopted. They were debated on
more than one occasion. They were op
posed, and I was among those who once
opposed them. But they were also en
acted, and they are now the law today.

The issue before us in H.R. 9803, then,
is not whether we will impose Federal
standards. We have already done that.
Congress did it. The issue is whether we
will make it possible for the States to
obey that Federal law without 'seriously
curtailing their child care programs.
H.R. 9803 will accomplish this by provid
ing additional child care funding-$125
million for the period between now and
September 30 of this year-and by mak
ing it attractive for States to meet the
Federal child care stafiing requirements
by employing welfare recipients in child
care jobs.

In addition to providing new funding,
H.R. 9803 also makes some necessary
modifications to the Federal' child care
sl rtndards, not to make them more strin
gent, but to' ease somewhat their appli
cability in gertain instances. The Federal
staffing standards for preschool children

would be waived under the bill retro
active to February I, the expiration of
the last waiver, and up to July 1 of this
year to give States an opportunity to
come into compliance.

Child care centers and group homes
would be exempted from the Federal re
quirements if they serve oilly a minimal
number of federally paid-for children.
Family day care mothers would be per
mitted to exclude their school-age chil
dren' in determining the maximum
number of children they may care for.
Far from being a bill to establish Federal
child care standards, H.R. 9803 is a b1ll
the only bill with immediate prospects of
enactment-which gives some relief from
the impact of the Federal standards
which are now in the law.

Unfortunately, for essentially techni
cal reasons related to the new congres
sional budget process, H.R. 9803 deals
with the child ca.re problem on only a
temporary basis. I hope that we will be
able to expeditiously bring this matter
back to the Senate to resolve it on a per
manent basis. H.R. 9803 will, however,
meet the immediate crisis of providing
the funding and other relief that will en
able existing child care programs to con
tinue in operation under the law. I urge
the Senate to vote to override the Presi
dent's veto of this bill.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Bert Carp and
Sidney Johnson be given fioor privileges
during the consideration of this meas
ure.

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

Who seeks recognition? Is all time
yielded back?

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I might suggest the
absence of a quorum and that it be
charged equally against both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I would
like very much to accommodate my dis
tinguished chairman.

I would agree to the unanimous con
sent if it be charged to neither side.

Mr. LONG. That is all right with me.
Mr. CURTIS. And then debate beyond

2 o'clock, if necessary.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re

sult would be the same, the vote would
still occur at 2 o'clock.

Mr. CURTIS. And that be set aside
and the vote be moved back to the ap
propriate time.

The' PRESIDING OFFICER. That
would be a change that would require
unanimous consent.

Mr. CURTIS. Well, that is what is
pending, the unanimous consent.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the vote be changed
to 2:15. That will give us time. I should
think, to have the quorum call.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec

tion is heard.
Who yields time?
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ~'ield

myself 2 minutes.
Mr. President, my distinguished chair

man is correct in his statement that this
has already been enacted into law. a law
whereby the Federal Government. the
Congress, fixes the number of children

for one adult in a day care center. But
it has not been implemented and, there
fore, this action is timely, the President
was correct in vetoing it, his veto should
be sustained.

Can you imagine the Senate of the
United States, wrestling with all the
problems, foreign and domestic, that we
have, will periodically be engaged in a
debate whether or not someone in charge
of day care centers should look after 12
youngsters, or 14, or 20?

It is clearly not the responsibility of
the Federal Government. It is cleal'ly not
the responsibility of anybody in Con
gress. It is bad legislation. It is made
worse by the fact that we are in this
proposal saying to the States, "If you
will accept this wrong principle, we w1ll
give you some money to help comply with
it."

MI'. President, that has been the path
followed to the destruction of represen
tative government, that has been the
path followed in taking away from the
people at the local level their proper
voice in matters of self-government that
belong locally.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CURTI~. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inqw"iy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Seutor will state it.

Mr. CURTIS. How much time has now
been charged to the minority and how
much to the majority?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twelve
minutes to the minority, 13 minutes to
the majority.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the mi
nority is prepared to yield back the re
mainder of its time if the majority is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
take unanimous consent to change the
time of the vote.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, we would
not want to change the time for the vote.

I renew my suggestion, Mr. President,
that we might suggest the absence of a
quorum and charge it equally against
both sides.

Mr. CURTIS. Very well.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent ~U;lat J;the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the Senate stand in
recess 'until 5 minutes of 2 o'clock this
aftenloon, and that at that time a quo
rum call be ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? If there be no objection. the
Senate will stand in recess until the hour
of 1:55 with a quorum call following--

Mr. CURTIS. Reserving the right to
object, and I shall not object, but I want
to check with Senator PACKWOOD.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, we
will stay in session then. Just Withdraw it.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President. may we
have the unanimous consent request
restated?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

unanimous consent request was that the
Senate stand In recess unttl the hour of
1:55 p.m., with flo quorum call to occur
at that time, and the vote stUl to occur
at 2 p.m. Is objection heard?

Mr. PACKWOOD. I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I renew my

su!gestion that we might have a quorum
call with the understanding that it will
be charged equally to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MONDALE. Wil1 the Senator yield
before making thaJ; ~otion?

Mr. LONG. I yIeld. '.1.,
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that Larry Gage, of
Senator HATHAWAY'S staff, be granted
the privilege of the floor.

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

Is there objection to the equal division
of the quorum time?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Charles
Warren, of Senator JAVITS' statI', be al
lowed the privilege of the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, It Is so ordered.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quortun.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant ~gislative clerk
proceeded to call the rolf.

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

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS SUBMITTEJ;l ON

H.R. 9803

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
to vote to sustain the President's veto of
the conference report on H.R. 9803. Mr.
President, I agree with Suzanne Woolsey,
senior research associate at the Urban
Institute that the substance of the dis
pute today has to do with the proper
staff-child ratIos to be imposed on day
care centers and whether the Federal
Government or the States should do the
imposing. I would also suggest that the
Federal moneys designated for the ad
ministration of the federally Imposed
standards Is another important aspect
of the dispute.

This bill will only postpone the im
nositlon of several Federal standards
standards often restrictive and burden
~'Jme to consclous day-care operators
throughout the country. Although some
standards would be modified by this blll,
ffi')<t are not. My vote to sustain the
veto should be interpreted as my oppo
fition to these Federal standards for
day-care centers. DelayIng theIr enact
ment really will not help in the long
run.

When Congress enacted the 'legisla
tIon last year, the stalldards were to ha.ve
been e1l'ect!ve last October 1. Day-care
center operators in New MeXico and
throughout the country wrote to protest.
These were not sleazy, marginalda,y
care centers set out to make an easy
buck. Rather, they were trying to do flo
good job serving the children of work
.ing mothers at a reasonable cost to the
centers and to the parents. They told us
they did not mind realistic standards.
but the ones imposed by. Congress last
year simply could not be met. Congtess,
finally recognizing some problems not
earlier envisioned, passed legislation to
postpone the enactment of the standards
for 6 months to give tis time "to study
the new regulations" we had just passed.
To my knowledge, the past 6 months
were wasted; little, if any. review was
made by the House Ways and Means
Committee. And, here we are again faced
with another delaying ploy. My question
is, "For what?" Delaying further will
not help as the past 6 months delay indi
cates.

Let us drop tlle standards we have
apparently imposed too quickly and
which may, in fact, be too burdensome
and unrealistic. ,

I believe the States can get more out of
the dollar and can do a better job In this
area than the Federal Government With
the inevitable redtape and exhaustive
forms. I believe the Federal Government
does not always know best. Nor are pro
grams best administered away from the
people directly involved. Let the people
complaIn to theIr State governments.
Let the day-care center operators have a
say in what are reasonable minimal
standards for their part of the country.
Let the parents talk and discuss stand
ards With their community day-care
centers and theIr State government. I
believe that has to be a better approach
than everyone trying to bang on the
doors of a remote Washington.

~fr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I will cast
my vote to override President Ford's veto
of H.R. 9803, the child day-care center
bill. I believe this veto to have been un
justified for several clear reasons. First,
the title XX day-care program has pro
vided and can contInue to provide chlld
care services for those lower income per
sons throughout the Nation who, but for
the day-care centers, would find it Im
possible to seek or hold employment. Sec
ond, the measure will relax the applica
tion of Federal day-care standards pres
ently in force within the title XX day
care program, and will provide Federal
matching funds to enable States better
to deal with the HEW-developed staffing
ratios. 'Were it not for this legislation,
countless States, including my home
State, would be badly pressed t{) meet the
tremendous cost of the staffing ratios
under the title :XX program.

This legislation furthermore, marks
the first time since 1972 that the Federal
Govermnent has infused addItional sums
into the title :xx program. These dollars
have been badly needed. In Los Angeles
county alone. a survey of various kinds
of day-care centers shows thousands of
child!,pn on waiting lists-lO,OOO just for
the 82 centers run by the Los Angeles

cttyUniftec:1' Bdlool D1str1ct.-/I; national
study by the Child Development Commit
tee of the NatlonalConuniss1on on the
Observance of International Women's
Year pointed out that 6 million children
need day-care services because their
parents work, and yet only 900,000 of
these children currently are served. The
influx of additional Federal dollars, if
only to help meet strict staftL'1gratios, at
least will enable the title :xx day-care
programs to be continued at the same
level of operation instead of being cut
back because adequate funds were not
available to cope with the new ~tamng

guldellnes.
This legislation will go a long way to

insure that quality day care Is provided to
those persons and their children who
qualIfy for title :gx benefits, Moreover,
it should begin to ease the strain on
states which must comply with new
HEW guidelines. Whereas the veto would
spell additional costs to the individual
states, the override of this veto would
mean that the individual States would
receive Federal dollars to help defray the
cost of compliance with the HEW stand
ards. In fact it wouIdcut the cost of
compliance in half. The measure Is with
in the congl:essional budget. as measured
by both Budget Committees. . . .

Last, this measure will not requIre
States to change their own .llay-care
standards. It only mandates that where
Federal funds are used to provide care
for young children outside their homes,
the Federal Government will take some
responsibility !osee that the care re
ceived meets minimum standards. The
sums pl'ovided wi~l allow siates. to help
keep the fees for child care down, partic
ularly at' those sites.which .serve both
welfare and nonwelfarechlldren.

I frankly believe that this legIslation
offers a sage means of dealing. with a
variety of difficulties which· arose when
the HEW title XX day-care standards
were developed, and will allow the pro
gram to provide continued quality day
care services to thousands of .families
whose income capabllitiesare inextrica
bly tied to the availability of adequate
day care. I urge my colleagues to join in
voting to override the veto of this
measure, demonstrating once and for all
that Congress has the force of will to
overcome Presidential whim on a matter
as serious as this.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
going to support the President's veto of
this legislation. I would, however, like to
clarify my posItion at this time. I am in
favor of day-care centers. The bUl before
us does not provide for additional day
care centers; it only provides additional
funding for staffing of the existIng
centers.

Eighty percent of the funds author
ized in this bill, or $100 million, will be
distributed to the States based on a pop
ulation formula. The State of Alaska has
anticipated that $1.4 millIon annually Is
required to meet the costs of implement
ing the regulations. By the ca.lculations
of my staff out state's share of the $100
million will be approximately $130,000.
So even on this half year basis, the State
of Alaska will have to. come UP with
P.J:out $500,000 and that is a'5sumlng that



lJ.rJay 5, 1,976 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 12683
we are ,able to obtain some of the dis
cretionary funds included in the author
izati()lkSome, s,tates have less need for
Fedel'a~ staffing money, yet they too •will
recl;)ive,a. distribution b,ased, on popula
tion.":'-not nel;)d.
. I must also, question one other, well
intentioned provision of the bill which is
the incentive given to theelllploylllent of
welfare mothers, in day:'care .centers. If
a woman is employed in a center, it
stands to reason that her pre-school-aged

, children will have to attend the center.
This: further, .reduces the spaces avail
abie" for children of mothers who work
outside of the home. It is conceivable
that with ,the required staffing ratios,
anunempl()yedmother can be put to
WOJ;k in a. day-care center and be paid
for caring ,only for her children._
. While I am voting to sustain this veto,
I would like to reiterate the fact that this
is not an t\nti-day-care yote. I fee11.'1at
this.·, particular .legislation will further
increase the burdens. on the existing day
care centers" rather than expanding the
availability o~ daY' care services which
are, greatly, needed,in almost every part
of this country. ,
, Furthermore, I think that the people

most, directly. concerned with day care
centers-the parents of the children in
volved-should have more to say about
the day-care centers, than the Federal
Government., ",

Mr•• HATHAWAY. Mr.President, yes
terdaY. our colleagues in the House of
Representatives voted 301 to 101 to over
ride the President's veto of H.E. 9803. I
think we can safely, consider that vote
an overwhelming one during an election
year. and lam pleased to note that both
of my, Republican colleagues from
Maine---:.BILL. COHEN and DAVE EMERY
voted to override.

It is time now for, the Senate to com
pletethejob; , .

The controversial segments of this bill,
Mr. President, concern child day-care
staffing requirements under title XX, and
the ability of many state and local agen
ciestomeetthose requirements. This bill
would' suspend, the ,requirements until
July 1 of this year, and at the same time
provide ample additional funding to en
able the States to meet the requirements.

I will not dwell at length on this as
pect of the bill at this time, since so
many of my colleagues have spoken and
will speak to this issue. However, I would
underscore the fact that this is not a vote
on' whether we agree with the HEW
standards. Whether or not we agree with
them-and I can well sympathize with
those Members who feel perhaps they
have gone a- bit too far-the stringent
standards will go. into effect. It is not
realistic to expect Congress to be able
to schedule another bill solely to post
pone the effect of the standards-even
if we' were inclined to do so. What tr..is
bill does' is provide a little breathing
space for the day-care programs--and
more importantly, provide them ade
quate funding to permit compliance with
the standards. and therefore avoid the
loss of child care programs considered
vital tQ provide people with jobs, rather
than welfare.

I do want to call my colleagues' atten
tion to another aspect of this legislation,
involving title XX funding for alcohol
ism and drUg abuse treatment programs.
Specifically. the second part of this bill
permits retention in the law of three
amendments I offered which were first
accepted by the Senate last autumn.
These amendments, taken together,
greatly eased the problems associated
with such funding for States which have
selected alcoholism and drug abuse as
services to be provided under this law.

My home State of Maine, for example,
set aside over $1 million OUG of its total
$12 million title XX money for alco
holism services. However, it was discov
ered that they would not be able to make
effective use of that money without some
changes in the law or regulations. In
particular, the restrictions on use of title
XX funds for medical and room and
board purposes were being construed too
narrowly to permit funding of any alco
holism services. In addition, statutory
requirements of confidentiality of pa
tient and client records were in danger
of being violated under the new regula
tions.

My amendments sought '.;0 resolve
these problems, without in any way ef
fecting the underlying bases for the reg
ulations-which are largely directed
toward the perfC'ctly sound theory that
title XX was not meant to be a medical
program. Essentially, they exempt a very
short-tel'Ill detoxification period from
the requirements, if the client goes on to
fUlther treatment. And the amendments
also mandate that the entire alcoholism
and drug abuse treatment process be
considered, rather than any individual
service component, in applying the medi
cal and room and board restrictions.

Mr. President, these amendments are
no longer controversial to any of the
parties involved. The administration
originally opposed them, but tlle last
time around supported the amendments,
as in keeping with their philosophy of
easing title XX restrictions on the States.

However, these amendments w1ll ~o

down the drain right alongside the con
troversial ones, if the Senate does not
vote to override this afternoon. And
many States, which have set aside title
xx: funds for these services, will be hurt
in the process. As it turns out, most of
these are the smaller States, which have
fewer independent resources for alco
holism and drug abuse treatment. New
York, California, and Wisconsin, for ex
ample, set aside little or no title xx:
money for these purposes. But Maine,
Maryland, South Carolina, Iowa, West
Virginia, and others set a.side relatively
sizeable amount-s.

On December 17, I held hearings before
my Subcommittee on Alcoholism and
Narcotics into the effects of these
amendments. Testimony was presented
that 42 out of 45 States surveyed felt
tllese amendments were required, even
though only 33 of those States set aside
title xx: money for alcoholism or drug
abuse. In a separate survey by drug abuse
experts, 20 out of 20 States demanded
that the amendments be retained.

I have asked tllat a copy of the tran
script of these hearings be available for
you at this time, and you should have
copies on your desks. I ask that you pay
particular attention to the letters from
34 top alcohol and drug abuse officials in
25 different States who wrote support
ing these amendments.
, I strongly urge you to vote to override
the President's veto of this bill.

SENATi'l OVERRIDE OF CHILD CARE VETO

IS ESSENTIAL

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I urge
my Senate colleagues to join with the
House in decisively overriding the Presi
dent's veto of HR. 9803.

The primary purpose of this bill is to
assist the states in meeting Federal
standards for child-care centers which
provide services to children served by
title xx: of the Social Security Act, so
cial services.

In order to ease the burden of com
pliance with Federal standards of care
which must be provided in certain child
care centers, this bill would postpone
until July 1, 1976, the deadline for com
pliance with Federal regulations which
became effective on February 1. Principal
among these regulations is a requirement
that these centers have a specified num
ber of staff members for the number of
children se1'\~d.

Congress has acted to ease the burden
on State governments in meeting these
standards by increasing, at an annual
rate of $250 million, the $2.5 billion ceil
ing on social services. H.R. 9803 provides
that $125 million will be made available
through October I, 1976. These funds
will be distributed on an 80-20 matching
formula, on the basis of State population.

In my own State of Minnesota, the
increased cost of compliance with these
regulations would be some $11 million,
with a total of some 3,340 extra staff
needed for both title XX and non-title
xx: children. Approximately 20 percent
of these additional staff members could
come from welfare rolls in Minnesota.
Under the current formula, Minnesota
receives $46,325,000 in social services
funds. Its allocation under H.R. 9803 for
the period from April 1 to October 1,
1976, would be some $2,316,000.

Other provisions of the bill have the
effect of further relaxing Federal stand
ards. These standards, for example, may
be waived by the States for centers in
which fewer than five children or 20 per
cent are children whose care is provided
with Federal>f.und&i' Moreover, mothers
who manage lioni'e day-care facilities
will be allowed, to disregard their own
school-age children in the determination
of child-staff ratios.

Finally, the biU seeks to provide in
centives for giving jobs to those who cur
rently are receiving public assistance by
allowing states to reimburse 100 per
cent of the first $5,000 in salary for these
employees. Up to $4,000 may be reim
bursed in profitmaking centers, with the
additional $1,000 subject to an existing
tax credit, which currently is schedUled
to expire on June 30.

Mr. President, there has been a good
deal of controversy O\'er this bill. Some
of our colleagues, as well as the Presi-
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dent, ha.ve criticized the lmpoSitiOll of
any Federal standards m the area. of
child care. They believe that the States
must be totally responsible for setting
child care standards. In many States,
staffing ratios and other standards do
exist. But in others, there are no stand
ards, or where they do exist. they are not
always consistent with the Federal inter
agency day care requirements-FIDCR
which technically have been in effect
since 1968, although full compliance has
not been achieved.

These standards, Ml:. President, will
apply only to child-care centers in which
a certain number of the children served
receive support under social services. If
you bru,sh away alUheRQlitical rhetoric,
what it boils down to is'accountability.
Where Federal funds are inVOlved, the
Federal Government has a responsibility
to see to it that certain minimum stand
ards are enforced, to insure that these
children receive the kind of care they
deserve. The money made available in
this bill is simply to ease the burden the
states will face in meeting these mini
mum standards.

These facts have been realized by more
than two-thirds of the House, and I hope
that my colleagues in the Senate will fol
low suit by overriding the President's ill
advised, ill-conceived veto of this impor
tant bill.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, after much
hard study, I have decided to vote to
sustain the President's veto of H.R. 9803.

'Ibis bill has been advertised as essen
tial to the provision of adequate day-care
services for chndren of working parents
across the country. It has been said that
thousands of day-care centers will have
to close for lack of funds if this bill does
not pass. This is simply not the case.

It is true that we have painted our
selves tnto something of a «orner by pre
maturely enacting Federa:iday-care cen
ter staffing requirements. 'Ibis was done
in spite of the fact that the Congress,
recognizing the inadequacy of informa
tion in this area, has commissioned the
Department of HEW to conduct a major
study of our day-care needs. The solu
tion to the problem is simply to extend
the recently ended moratorium on im
position of these standards until further
information Is available. H.R. 9803,
which would make emergency funding
available to help those states which have
not yet complied with the Federal stand
ards, would be the second of two wrongs
which do not make a right.

The day-care standards area is clearly
a case in which the States. knowing bet
ter than Washington the needs of their
people, the availability of personnel. and
the quality of private. state, or local day
care centers, are In a superior position to
determine programs and assess stand
ards.

The President has proposed a block
gr~nt approach to title XX social serv
iee pl'ograms. This grant, of slightly over
$2,5 binion, would represent an ll-per
cent increase in Federal funding for the
selcial service programs, a part of which
could go to day care. It is hoped that the
States l\ill continue to provide propor
t50nal matchIng funds.

I said that it is hoped that the states
will provide such funds. because the
block grant proposal also contains & pro
vision which eUmhlates the requirement
for State matching funds. In addition,
the proposal eliminates most restrictions
and requirements on the use of the Fed
eral funds. It does add emphasis that
the funds are to be used for services to
low-income citizens, with income below
the poverty guidelines. but it allows the
States to choose which programs are best
suited to meet the needs of the people
in their areas.

This is not to say that the block grant
approach does not ha.ve Its ditllculties. I
am concerned that some states might
choose to cut back sharply on their own
contributions to title XX programs,
either across the board, 01' by shifting
funds rapidly out of one service and Into
another. I would look favorably on some
sort of maintenance-of-effort require
ment, and restrictions which would re
quire that shifts in emphasis be done
gradUally, so as not to result in the sud
den curtailment of any class of services.

There are many States, Including
Ohio, which would benefit from the re
moval of the matching requirement for
title XX services. This would be espe
cially true if there existed a mainte
nance-of-eJJort provision in the block
grant program. For example, my own
State of Ohio is entitled, under the pop
ulation formula, to nearly 140 percent of
the Federal title xx: money it now re
ceives, The money Is not forthcoming
because the State has not put up the re
quil'ed matching funds, This has been
the free choice of the State legislature
and the people of Ohio against raising
State taxes. Nonetheless. it meansgiv
ing up certain Federal funds. If the State
were to continue its current spending for
title XX programs, and if the adminis
tration's block grant proposals are
adopted, the State's title XX services
would receive an increase of roughly 33
percent in funding, Even if State effort
were not maintained, this would mean
an Increase of nearly 9 percent for these
services,

Increases of this magnitude would per
mit the State to maintain services of all
types while still being able to shift em
phasis to programs which are most ur
gently needed in particular localities.

Because the President's block grant
proposal is a far better solution to the
problem of title xx: services, including
day care, and because H.R. 9803 moves in
the opposite direction from the block
grant program, by Increasing mandated
expenditures while reducing local fiexi
bllity. I have decided to support the Pres
Ident's veto of this measure. I do not be
lieve we should be taking action which
might jeopardize a block grant proposal
which, with a few modlficatlons,wlll be
a major improvement over cUlTent poli
cies.

Another serious problem with H.R.
9803 are the serious inequities across
states in the distribution of funds.

According to the Senate Finance Com
mittee, many States, including Ohio,
have already met the Federal standards.
ThUS, If we read the bill's fine print, we

learn that; Federal money could replace,
rather than·inerease. the money given to
day-care centers by the states. Further
more. these States are Inellg1ble for the
special categorical grants the bill pro
vides for States which are not even close
to meeting Federal standards. States al
ready in compliance will send a great
deal of tax money to Washington to pay
for this bill, and get; back very little
Indeed.

In short, we need an extension of the
moratorium on imposition of these Fed
eral standards, and we need to take a
hard look at the block grant alternatives,
especially if such an alternative contains
a maintenance-of-effort provision, and
a clause to make sure tha.t any shifts in
emphasis are gradual rather than
sudden.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President. when
the day care bill was before us In Jan
uary I voted against the amendments
which were designed to delay the imple
mentation of the new standards propOSed
by the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, but I voted against the bill
on final pa.ssage for two spec1fle' reasons.

First, at that time there was a contro
versy as to whether or not the additional
funds were in the congressional.budget,

A memorandum to Congressman
BROCK ADAMS, the chairman of the House
Budget Committee, printed .in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD for January 29,1976,
during the debate on the bill, stated
that-

The Hous~Budget ComInittee staifC&ll find
no Indication that the new day care benefits
were ever specUlcaUy contemplated, In.. the
FY 1976 bUdget resolution.,

As It has been my policy tovoteagalrist
most proposals Which are outside the
budget or which exceed the budget In'any
significant way, I felt I' should vote
against final passage of the bill even
though my votes on .the amendments
were essentially favorable .. to the pro-
gram. . .

Second, unemployment'had been run
ning at 8.5 percent for the fourth quarter
of 1975-whlch were the latest 'figlltes
then avaUable--.c-which.led me .to' believe
that the most welfare mothers 'W'hose
children were cared for by day care cen
ters would not themselves be abletCI find
employment due to the generally high
level of unemployment then in effect.

Since then two things have happened.
First, the funds provided in this bill for

this fiscal year and for the fiscal year be
ginning in October have been Included
in'the congressional budgetceUing.

Second, there has been a significant
drop in unemployment, includillgunem
ployment among adult women who are
heads of househ')ldsand supporting rel
atives, so that the opportunities for those
whose children are in. day:-care centers to
gain pal·t or full-time employment is very
much greater than It was, .

Thus the argument that some welfare
mothers can wOl'k in. day-care centers
taking care of children of other welfare
mothers who can then gain employment
is much truer now tllan it was in Janu
ary when the latest unemployment fig
ures indicated unemployment at 8.5 per
cent for the fourth quarter of last year.
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I have, therefore, decided to vote to

override the .', President'g veto on' the
gr(nmds tliatthe reasons for my initial
oPpOgi~ion.no longer apply due to the fact
that) the congressional, budget includes
the funds under its ceiling and the unem
ploymentsituation has improved con
siderably. ,,'
'Mr. MONDALE.Mr. President, I rise

to" join 'the 'distinguished Senator from
LoUisiana' (Mr.' LoNG) in urging the
Senate/to overridethlf President's veto
or'B.R; '9803; the' efuergency day, care
services bill.' ';
"The:teeordwill show that I have long

believildtna sti'ong State role in the ad
ministration of social services. For near
ly2 Years'1worked closely with a broad
coalition including the Governors and
other State officials as a chief sponsor of
the new title XX of the Social Security
Act. ,That bill;signed into law in January
of last year', freed the States from exces
sive; HEW regulations and established
fundamental State control over the fiow
and direction: ot social service funding,
within a congressionally imposed ceiling,
1 am proud, of our accomplishments in
tha~bi1l•• ,:,,:

But at ~he same time, I have been im
pressed with, the special responsibility
we in the Federal Government must bear
wh~nwe U11dertake to provide care for
children, and especially young children,
6utllide their homes. Arid that is why I
have support~d,andmustcontinue to
support, Federal minimum standards for
feder~JT',financedday care.

It is ,important to understand that the
existing standards, first established in
1968, do not only establish child/staff
ratios. They also require day care cen
ters receiving Federal aid to meet their
States' own safety and health standards.

"And" there" is ,presently widespread
failuretonleet safety and health stand
ards as well as child/staff ratios. A 1974
GAO stUdy of 607 centers in 9 states
found 425. failing to meet health and
safety requirements, and 243 failing to
meet child/staff ratios. This is an in~
excusable record of failure-almost of
childlleglect-:-by all levels of govern
ment.

,Thepla.in fact is that we can expect
mtle progress in the near future without
contitlt1ed Federal standards.
"And," whether States and day care

providers act voluntarily or at Federal
urging, the plain fact is that meeting
health and safety standards and im
provirig child/staff ratios will cost
money,....more than $200 million over the
neJl:t year. according to State estimates
collected by the staff of the Senate Fi
nance Committee.

It1 many cases this is money that
states simply do not have, and cannot
obtain from local governments or private
SQurces. Unless additional funds are pro
.ided. meeting standards will require re
ducing services. Anj reducing services
Will risk driving tens of thousands of
working families back onto the welfare
rolls. increasing Federal, State. and local
costs., •:
,~Woql4l;lopethat no one intl1is body

wants.·t()h~ ,responsible fo;' providing
l\ubstaD:ci9.rd care to young children.

And, certainly most, of us do not want
t·) drive working, taxpaying Americans

back onto the welfare rolls. This is the
dilemma that H.R. 9803 attempts to
solve, in a balanced and reasonable way.

First. the bill further relaxes the ap
plication of da~'-care standards-by
permitting States to waive Federal
child/staff ratios in centers with fewer
than 5 or fewer than 20 percent title
XX-connected children" and by per
mitting the disregard of a family day
care mother's own' school age children
in the application of child/!>taff ratios
to family day-care homes. These changes
are estifuated to cut the cost of com
pliance with the standards in half.

Second, the bill provides additional
funding for day care at the annual rate
of $250 million, effective as of this
April 1. These funds. which will be
available as an entitlement on an 80
20 Federal-State matching basis, will
help to meet the additional cost of com
pliance with the standards.

Third, where day-care employees are
hired' from the welfare rolls the bill
would permit States to reimburse 100
percent of the cost of the first $5,000 of
salary cost. with no Federal match.
With respect to profitmaking day-care
centers, the bill would limit such reim
bursement to $4,000, with the remaining
$1,000 supplied by an extension of the
existing incentive tax credit, scheduled
to expire June 30.

I believe this emphasis is a hopeful
OLle, promising both to reduce the net
cost of this program by reducing Federal
and State welfare payments, and to pro
vide productive work for many who long
for this oppOrtunity. I would note that
funds for training are available on an
80-20 matching basis under this bill,
and on a 75-25 basis under existing law
outside the title XX ceiling.

Fourth. the bill extends suspension of
the child/staff ratios from February 1
until July 1, to pelmit necessary ad
justments to be made.

In order to satisfy objections raised
by the House Budget Committee, all pro
visions in this bill would expire on Oc
tober 1 of this year. Grants of $125 mil
lion to States would be available during
the 6-month life of this bill, and further
extension will be in order, following
adoption of the first concurrent resolu
tion on the budget, scheduled to take
place by May 15.

This compromise bill cut the cost of
compliance with day-care standards in
half. It supplies funding to meet these
costs. It is within the congressional
bUdget, as measured by both Budget
Committees.

And if tllls bill does not become law
the existing, tougher standards must be
applied retroactively, back to Febru
ary 1.

If this bill does not become law, there
will be no waiver. The cost of compli
ance will double.

If this bill does not become law, there
will be no funds to help States, local
governments and day care providers
come into compliance.

r"Ir. President, this bill does not re
quire states to change their own day
cere standards. It. says only that where
Federal funds are used to provide care
for children outside their homes, then
the Pedel:al Government has some 1'e-

sponsibility to see that the care they
receive meets minimum standards.

And H.R. 9803 calls for only a modest
investment in decent care for children
whose families are struggling toward
economic self-sufficiency. It is the kind
of investment that Americans should be
glad to make.

This bill has received broad support
from Governors aDd other State officials
in a majority of States, and from orga
nizations ranging from the American
Public Welfare Association to the AFL
CIO. The House of Representatives over
rode the veto by a vote of SOO to 101. I
would urge the Senate to join in enact
ing H.R. 9803 into law.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I will
be voting to sustain the President's veto,
but, for the record, I would like to take
exception with one of the reasons he gave
for his veto.

The President took exception with the
fact that the legislation stipulates rigor
ous standards for the staffing of child
care centers. It happens that I was the
coauthor, with the Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. MONDALE) of the amendment
establishing the standards about which
the President complains. The fact is that
there is very ample evidence that sig
nificant damage can be done to infants
who are in Meet warehoused in institu
tions supervIsed by an inadequate staff
that cannot develop the continuing iden
tity with a single adult that is essential
to the healthy development. of very young
children.

My reasons for supporting these high
standards in a bill that I nevertheless
voted against is that if Federal funds are
to be utilized to promote the establish
ment of a national network of child care
centers, then the Federal Government
has a duty to see to it that those centel's
are operated in a manner that will not,
on the best of evidence, do more harm
than good.

My central problem with the legisla
tion involves other considerations. First
of all, it represents still another intru
sion by the Federal Government irito an
area in which the States and localities
are totally competent to make their own
decisions in response to the demands of
their own citizens.

Second, Federal sponsorship of the
programs in question inevitably carries
with it an implicit endorsement of cer
tain institutionalized arrangements for
the care of very young children that will
tend to unde1fCut ¢e more personal ar
rangements that' the vast majority of
working mothers make, arrangements
which, because they involve a constant
relationship between a gh'en adult and
the child in question, provides the
healthiest environment for the \'ery
young.

Third, the insertion of "specialists"
and administrators between mother and
child tends to encourage the dangerous
myth that parents somehow are not com
petent to look after their own children.

It seems to me that the institution of
the family is already under sufficient
stress in our country without adding one
more area for bureaucratic intervention.
I therefore urge my colleagues to vote to
sustain tile veto.

Mr, Pre~ident. at this point. I a~k un-
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animous consent that there be printed
in the RECORD an essay on the bill by
Daniel Oliver that appeared in the
April 23. 1976, issue of the National Re
view Bulletin. It states a lot of common
sense things that have been too rarely
heard in connection with public discus
sion of this very important and mis
chievous bill.

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

AT HOME

(By Daniel Oliver)
There is nothing new abOut organized day

care: it has existed in this country since
the 1800s. What the current debate is about
is how much the Fede!1fl1 Oqvernment should
get 1nvo1ved in the imsiness-and whether
greater federal involvement won't be at the
expense of the private day-care facilities now
operating In the country,

There are three ways in which the Federal
Government could get involved. One would
be for the Federal Government to provide
a tax break for the parent who may have to
send his child to a day-care center in order
to go to work himself. A second would be
for the Federal Government to provide money
to existing day-care centers. A third would
be for the Fedel'a1 Government to get into
the day-care center business itself, and this
is where the controversial Child and Family
Service Act (CFSA), sponsored by Senator
Walter Mondale (D.• Minn.) and Representa
tive John Brademas (D., Ind.), comes In. It
has aroused spirited opposition from those
who fear that It will be the thin edge of
the wedge of further government interfer
ence In the way Americans have traditionally
brought up their children. Those who are
fighting the blIl have seen how federal monies
1n other areas have led to tightened federal
controls.

Obviously there are many working mothers
With children. In 1960, 18.6% of all married
women with children under six who llved
with their husbands had jobs. In 1974 the
figure was 34.4 %. Among widows, divorcees,
and women not liVing with their husbands,
the figure was 54%. (There are'.also numerous
households with a single male parent.) In
all, about six million children of pre-school
age in 1974 had working mothers. But
licensed day-care faclllties can accommodate
only a ml1!ion of them. Where have the other
five mlllion been? Playing in the street? Sllre
ly, the argument has gone, ~here is a demon
strable need for more federal support for
licensed centers. But there are alternatives to
federal intervention. sucl} as building more
local centers. or even persuading mothers to
stay home and look after tlleir own children.
In fact, most of the othcr five million chil
dren are receiving family or neighborhood
centered care, which most working mothers
in all income brackets seem to prefer.

But it is not the preference of the AFL
CIO or the N~.tlonal Federation of Teachers.
They favor the Mondale-Brademas CFSA,
which would finance day care, With "prime
sponsors" (I.e., centers) designated by the
Federal Government. To be sure, they favor
it with a difference: they want to "prime
sponsors" to be the schools.

Actually, the MondaJe-Brademas blll is very
similar to one vetoed by President Nixon in
1971. Former HEW Secretary Caspar Wein
berger said that bill would be impossible t<l
administer because it involved thousands of
prime sponsors, would duplicate existing pro
grams, and would be very expensive. The
!'lo:ldale-Brademas blll wOllld authorize first
:'<a~ spending of $150 mlllion. second-year
S:'''llding of $700 mlllion. And in the third
yC'a:: $1 billion.

How much control would parents maintain
(JVd" their children in CFSA centen<? Lots.

claim the blll's supporters. No child would be
subjected to experimentation w1thout the
knowledge of the parent. who can exempt
the child if he or she chooses. But how much
easier it would have been to prOVide for no
experiments w1thout prior consent. And
that's not all. The wording of the bill is am
biguous as to who in fact is considered to
be the parent. According to the statute. a
parent is "any person who has primary day
to-day responsibility for any child": a defini
tion that could seem to include the day-care
center woman and possibly even exclude the
·'real"-non-statutory-parent.

CFSA is sllspectfor other reasons too. It
has provisions that would prevent private,
"for-profit" centers from participating fully
in. the programs: i.e.• eligibility would be
based not on performance. but on politics.
Additionally. some are suggesting that pro
visions should be Included in the bill re
quiring that. in stalling the centers. prefer
ence be given t<l mothers on welfare. That
too suggests that proponents are less con
cerned with the quality of the care given the
children than With a jobs-creation bill.

Often those who favor this kind of day
care/child-development legislation have a
mechanistic view of society in which elll
ciency and convenience sllpersede traditional
social values. Many favor women's libera
tion and abortion. Pregnancies that interfere
with careers--or with pleasure-have to be
"terminated." Children who interfere with
career development or job holding belong 1n
day-care centers. That's part of the ,current
social revolution. But despite fancy titles and
rhetoric that always promises benefits for
children, modern day care seems designed
mainly to liberate women from their family
responsibilities.

Ironically. one of the reasons for working
may be the very incentive that subsidized
baby-sitting offers. For most people, the ex
penses of a job-clothing, transportation.
taxes, nurses, whatever-are costs to be con
sidered in computing the real value of a
salary. But if the baby-sitting is free. the net
proceeds from the job are correspondingly
higher.

The Child and Family Services Act Is a
concept that would get the Federal Govern
ment right into the middle of child rearing,
with rules and regUlations and 'approved
methods for this and that. It would push
bureaucratic entanglements down to the six
year-Old level and younger-WhiCh, on second
thought. may be exactly where they belong.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have been
a proponent of quality enrichment day
care governed by reasonable standards. It
is only through adequate standards and
licensing that children in federally as
sisted day care programs can be assured
adequate care and protection. The Fed
eral interagency day care requirements
have been basically in effect since 1968,
and through the years they have received
much public review, comment. and re
finement. states, however. have been
continually lax in enforcing the stand
ards. Federal standards. even if we are to
go the route of block grants as proposed
by the administration, are necessary.
Where Federal moneys are concerned.
the Federal Government cannot abrogate
its responsibility to account for their use.

R.R. 9803, notwithstanding, existing
law mandates states' compliance with
the Federal Interagency Day Care Stand
ards to qualify for Federal day care fund
ing. Day care centers in most States are
not up to standard, and most states need
the funding provided by H.R. 9803 to
come into compliance. The defeat of R.R.
9!l03. therefore. would result in virtuallY

every State losing a. SUbstantial. portion
of its funding for. day care services.

Dlinois currently receives. $30 ,million
in Federal funds for day ,care services.
These services reach some 40,000 chil
dren, Most of Illinois.day care.PrOgrams
do not comply with the new Federal
standards requiting stricter staffing
ratios. If these standards are enforced,
programs affecting an estimated 35,000
children could not continue. Illinois,
Which supports the standards. needs the
$13 million that H.R. 9803 would provide
to meet the standards. The money would
be used to improve medical, nutritional,
program, and safety standards in Illinois
day care progratns and. also, to hire wel
fare recipients-thus taking them off the
welfare roll-as additional staff for
those programs.

As I understand it, the full amount
provided in this bill has been included
in the Senate bUdget resolution.

For these reasons I am voting to over
ride the veto of H.R. 9803.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President,although I
have previously made known my reser
vations concerning this legislation, I
would just like to briefly explain again
my position in support of the President's
veto of H.R. 9803.

In the minority views of the Finance
Committee report on this bill, we ex
pressed our uniform concurrence with
the objectives which it was designed to
accomplish. We did take exception,how
ever. to the manner in which it would
address the goal of quality dayca.ce
services for every child .of wOl'king
parents. . .

Notwithstanding the efforts by many
to characterize opposition to this meas
ure as a vote against the very concept of
day care centers, my views have ..not
changed on the matter of pre'empting
State responsibility and .. authority
through imposition of mandatory Fed
eral staffing standards. I continue to be
lieve, that is. that we are making a big
mistake by asserting Federalcontl'ol over
an area of traditional local jurisdiction.

Unfortunately, there are many fea
tures of this measure which I would like
to see enacted-and am confident it
would be if considered independently. I
refer in particular to the amendment
governing funding of medical services
provided to addicts and alcoholics under
State social services programs. as well as
the general limited financial support for
upgrading of day care supervision itself.

Such provisions make it very difficult
to oppose H.R. 9803 and I regret that. on
balance. my fundamental objection.to
Federal intervention with regard to the
staffing ratios compels me to do, so. I
would like to point out. however, that
should the motion before :us fail' this
aftenl0cn, I··have every.expectationwe
can give expeditious consideration to an
acceptable alternative which will meet
most of the administration's concerns
and satisfy the desires of those advocat
ing an override.

As is typical of many lobbying efforts,
Mr. President. this bill has been some
what "oversold" by its proponents with
the suggestion that it would go beyond
staffing requirements alone and somehoiV
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AI\IEND:MEN'T NO. 1632

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re
sume consideration of Senate Resolu
tion 406 with 5 mInutes of debate on the
pending Allen amendment, t<J be equally
divided and controlled between the Sen
ator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) and the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HUM
PHREY) , and the vote thereon to follow,

The clerk will stat.e the amendment.
The second assistant legislative cIE;rl,

read as follows:
Amendment proposed by MI'. ALLEN:

On page 6, between lines 19 and 20, add
the following new section:

"SEC. 2. The prinCiple that any future
trea.ty or agreement between the United
states and the Sovl.et Union shall not limit
the United States to levels of intercontinen
tal strategic forces inferior to the limIts pro
Vided for the SovIet Union.".

Renumber subsequent sectiolls p.ccorc!
lngly;

Mr. HELM:S. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
Senator DoMENICI, BUCKLEY, and HAN
SEN be added as cosponsors of the amend
ments of Senator ALLEN, Nos. 1632 and
1633.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Pl'esidel1t, I ask
unanimous' 'consent, in view of the fact
that the vote Is going to be very close,
that the votes on the two Allen amend
ments and on passage of the resolution,
whIch is the pending business, take up
only 10 minutes apiece.

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

Who yiclds time?
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ~iield m~'

self such tIme as I may use.
lVIr. President, the resolution an

nounces a number of principles which It
supports and it calls on the Soviet Union
and the United States to enter into ne~

gotlations and to reach agreement plac~
Ing limitations on the arms race.

It does not give any criterion as to
what those agreements shall provide.

This amendment adds, as a principle
which the resolution supports, and I
read from the amendment, the principle
that any future treaty or agreement be
tween the United States and the Soviet
Unjon shall not limit the United States
to levels of intercontinental strategic
forces inferior to the limits provided for
the Soviet Union. .;.

In other v:aids, {his would say that the
U.S. Senate supports the concept of
parity as between the United states and
the Soviet Union in the area of nuclear
strategic weapons and that any future
agreement shall not provide that the
United States shall be inferior to the
Soviet Union in this area.

This is a concrete statement of a
principle that subsequent agreements
with the Soviet Unio11 on the part of the
United States must contain, and the
amendment has been agreed to by the
managers of the resolution.

I think that it is neceSsarv to have
some definite language as to ihat these
agreements shall contain or shall llot
contain.

It !)uts .~on1e Dlea t into the l'i:solution.

RECESS
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President. I ask

unanimous consent that the· Senate
stand in recess for 5 minutes so my col
leagues may be able to meet these dis~

tinguished members of the British Bi~

centennial Heritage Mission.
[Applause.]
There being no objection, the Senate,

at 2:21 p.m., recessed until 2.26 p.m.:
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
Whe..ll called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. BAKER).

RELATIONS WITH THE SOVIET
Ul-tJ:ON

The Senate continued "ith the con
sIderation of the resolution (So Res. 406)
relatiIlg to the importance of sound re
lations with the Soviet Unioll.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

yield to the distinguished Senator from
Ma.ssachusetts (Mr. BROOKE).

Mr. BROOKE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the

Senatol' please suspend while we restore
order in the Chamber? Will Senators
please take their seats?

Does the majorIty leader ask unani
mous consent to vacate the previous or
der in order to seek recognition of the
Scnator from Massachusetts?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, Mr. President,
to lay it aside temporarily for the pur
pose of recognizing the Senator from
Massachusetts.

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

Will the Senator please withhold for
a moment while the Chair attempts to
obtain order in the Senate? Will the
Senate please be in order?

The Senator from Massachusetts is
recognized.------
VISIT TO THE SENATE BY MEMBERS

OF THE HOUSE OF LORDS OF THE
UNITED KINGDOM
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, the U.S.

Senate is honored to have four distin
guished members of the House of Lords
of the United Kingdom: Lord Montagu,
the Duke of Marlborough, the Duke of
Argyll, and Earl Dunmore.

Dole Helms Scott.
Domenlcl Hruska William L.
Eastland Laxalt Stennis
Fannin McClellan stevens
Fong McClure Taft
Garn Morgan Talmadge
Goldwater Nunn Thurmond
GrUfin Packwood Tower
Hansen Roth Young
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-l
Sparkman, aga.lDst.

NOT VOTING-5
Chiles Hartke Ribicoff
Durkin Javlts

Mr. CURTIS. Regular order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. ·On thIs

vote, the yeas are 60 and the nays a.re
34. Two-thirds of the Senators present
and vot1Ilg not having voted in the af
firmatIve, the bill, on reconsideration,
fails of passage.

Byrd.
HarryP., Jr.

Curtis

Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskle
Nelson
Pastore
Pearsoll
Pell
Percy
Proxmlre
Randolph
Schweiker
Scott,Hugh
Stafford
Stevenson
Stone
Symington
Tunney
Welaker
Willlams

NAYS-Sol,
BeUmon
Brock·
Buckley

Allen
Baker
Bunlett

affect health and safety conditions of daY
care ". operations.. While I. can certainlY
appreciate the enthusiall.tIl.of those who
have inspired it, I am. afraid that: is. a
rather inaccurate representatIon of what
this blll seeks to accomplish.

The real thrust of H.R. 9803 Is nothing
more than to requIre every State to come
into compliance with a magic set of Fed
eral. day care staffing·. standards as of
July I, 1976. Thepropriety of that man
date Is thus the' paraxpoullt issue to be
decIded byourcOIn1Ilg vote--arid "ith
the House haVIng twice1Ildicated its
preference for a suspension, there Is no
question we can and should allow HEW
to complete its study of thematter before
approVing final implementation.

Those who favor this legislation in its
present form should be willIng to under
stand, Mr. President, that we have been
deliberat1Ilg thIs probleni since last sep
tember......and that a failure to resolve it
now would simply mean a brief delay
until a suItable substItute can be drafted.
I hope Senators who are concerned over
the "State responsibilitY" aspect· of this
legislation-but do not want to be
portrayed as an opponent 01 quality day
care--will gIve that observation their
attention before casting a vote on the
pend1Ilg motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tIon is, shall the bill paSs; the objections
of the President of the United States to
the contrary not wIthstanding? The yeas
and nays are requIred. The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative c1erkcalled the roll.
Mr. SPARKMAN (after having voted

In the negative). Mr. PresIdent, I have
voted "nay.',' I have a live pair with ·the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) , and
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Rm
lCOFF) if present and voting they would
have voted "yea." I wIthdraw my vote.

.Mr. ROBERT C. BY'RrD. I. announce
that the· senator from IndIana (Mr.
HARTKE) is necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Florida (Mr. CHILES), the Senator
from New Hampshire (Mr. DURKIN) , and
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Rm
ICOFF) are absent on official busIness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS) is
absent on official business.

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 60,
nays 34, as follows:

fRolIcaU Vote No. 165 Leg.]
YEAS-60

Abourezk Hart, PhUlp A.
Barh Haskell
Beall Hatfield
Bentsen Hathaway
Blden Holllngs
Brooke Huddleston
Bumpers Humphrey
Burdick Inouye
B}'rd, Robert C; JacksOn
Cannon Johnston
Case ' Kennedy
Church Leahy
Clark Long
Cranston Magnuson
Culver Mansfield
Eagleton Mathlns ,
Ford ~ICGee

Glenn McGovern
Gravel McIntyre "
Hart. Gary· Metcalf


