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Through prOVision of services by the rehabilitation. The HELP program at
States--such as day care for children of the University of Minnesota now serves
working mothers, help for drug addicts 300 welfare mothers. These women, with
and alcoholics, education, and training, success rates above their class average,
hot meals and other services for elderly go on to become productive tax-paying
persons at home--the social services pro- citizens. Yet education would be exgram is designed to reduce and prevent cluded from the social services program.
And the role of private charitable
welfare dependency, to strengthen families, and to provide alternatives to insti- groups has been virtually eliminated.
The services program, as it has evolved
tutionalization for the aged, blind, and
over the years, has been a partnership
disabled.
Last year, as part of the Revenue of public and private agencies. Private
Sharing Act-Public Law 92-512-the groups involved in providing day care,
Congress, at the request of the adminis- services for the mentally retarded and
tration, adopted a $2.5 bUlion ceiling and the aged, and a host of other activities,
other refonns for the social services pro- have contributed funds to the States to
gram-to prevent abuses and to require be used in the services program. In turn,
States to more carefully order their States have contracted with many of
these groups to provide services. Yet the
priorities.
The social services program. with its HEW regulations destroy this partnerstrong role for decisionmaking and or- ship by prohibiting States from contractdering of priorities on the State level, ing for services with any agency which
CLERICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS
The Committee blll Includes a number of closely resembles the strategy of "reve- has contributed funds.
Most disappointing of all, the Novemprovisions of a clerical and conforming char- nue sharing" which the administration
ber 1 regulations continue to ignore the
acter designed to correct mistakes and over- has advocated in other areas.
It is designed to reduce welfare de- goal of reducing and preventing welfare
Sights 1n the Social Security Amendments
pendency by helping the poor, the dependency. They limit services to past
of 1972.
TAX PROVISION
elderly, and the disabled to lead more in- welfare recipients to 3 months, and they
Gasoline tax deduction.-The Committee
limit services to potential recipients to
dependent, productive llves.
blll also includes a provision to eliminate the
Yet, last January 16 the Department those likely to be on welfare wi~hin 1
itemized deduction, for Federal income tax of HEW issued new regulations, which year. And for most services, they impose
purposes, of State and local gasoline taxes. would cut the heart out of the program. an additional restrictive income test. In
This provision would be effective for taxable
The Department proposed to sharply most States this would limit servicp-s to
years beginning after 1973.
limit the range of services open to the families below the maximum welfare
Mr. :"ONG. Mr. President. that covers States, and to prohibit the use of pri- level, creating a tremendous disincena brief summary of the committee vately-contributed funds. Most impor- tive towards leaving welfare. And in
amendments. I believe it might be well, tant, they proposed to limit services to many cases, this approach will prohibit
rather than asking that they be agreed to the poorest of the poor, well below the any assistance to intact, two-parent famen bloc. if the Senate at this time would maximum welfare support level.
ilies. It wlll prohibit any aid to elderly
simply proceed in the usual fashion to
These new regulations would reverse persons under 64 years old.
consider each amendment as it comes the basic thrust of the services program.
I find these regulations incredible from
before the Senate. I say that because the By confining services to those below the an administration that claims to believe
request to consider amendments en bloc welfare level, they would create a posi- in granting more discretion to the States,
has not been cleared on the other side tive incentive to get on welfare and stay that claims to be in favor of work, and
of the aisle. There are one or two signif- there.
in favor of reducing the welfare load. I
icant provisions on which I believe the
With great accuracy the Washington cannot understand why, after the great
Senate would very much like to go on Post described these regulations as "im- bipartisan expression of concern from
record. rather than agreeing to an across- poundment by redtape."
the Congress, the Nation's Governors
the-board request.
Last June 30, the Congress adopted local officials, the administration has reMr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the legislation prohibiting implementation fused to modify this callous and counterdistinguished Senator from Louisiana of new social services regulations before productive approach.
yield?
November 1 without approval of the SenAnd I cannot accept Secretary WeinMr. LONG. I yield.
ate Finance and House Ways and Means berger's decision to put these regulations
Mr. HANSEN. May I ask the chair- Committees. No regulations have been into effect November I, in the face of the
man of the Finance Committee a ques- submitted to the committees for ap- Finance Committee's unanimous request
tion about dental services? Does the term proval; but DHEW has announced its for delay while the pending legislation
"physician" as used in the November intention to put revised regulations into moves through the Congress.
1973 committee report mean a physican effect on November 1.
Do we want to deny day care services
as defined under the present medicare
It is a great disappointment that de- to low-income mothers who find work?
law?
spite the concern of the Nation's Gov- And what sense does it make to offer an
Mr. LONG. Yes. it does. As that term ernors and local officials, an outpouring alcoholic help only after he loses his job?
includes doctors or dental surgeons.
of mail from concerned persons and or- The llnes are clearly drawn. In a Finance
Mr. HANSEN. I thank my distinguished ganizations throughout the country, Committee hearing last May, Chairman
chairman.
days of hearings by the Senate Finance LoNG expressed the concerns of the ConSOCIAL SERVICES
Committee, and formal action by the gress:
In these hearings, the committee wlll want
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am Congress to suspend the new regulations,
to be sure that the regUlations are not pennydeeply pleased that the pending bill- the basic problems remain.
The proposed regulations have been wise and pound foolish. We don't want to
H.R. 3153. the Welfare Technical
cut olf lOW-income working persons from
Amendments of 1973-contains provi- revised at least four times since last the
care, family planning or other servsions that would reverse the destructive January and improvements have been ices day
they need to stay olf welfare.
social services regulations put Into ef- made.
On October 3 of this year I introduced
Additional services have been added.
fect by the Department of Health, EduThe redtape involved in reporting on in- legislation together with Senators BENTcation, and Welfare last November 1.
The social services program-first es- dividual cases as often as every 3 months SEN, JAVITS, and PACKWOOD, and 36 cotablished 17 years ago--is among our has been reduced. And eligibility require- sponsors. Companion legislation was inoldest human service programs. It is a ments have been broadened to some de- troduced in the House by Representative
CORMAN with over a hundred cosponsors.
Federal-State partnership, with Federal gree.
matching of State contributions on a 3But important services continue to be That legislation received the support of
to-1 basis. By law, it is directed to past, excluded. For example, education is per- the National Governors Conference and
present, and potential welfare recipients. haps the single most effective means of a broad range of concerned organiza-

section 251 of Public Law 92-603 e1feetive
following publ1catlon of the final regulations.
Study 0/ optometrists' services.-The Committee approved an amendment calling for
a study by the Social Security Administration on the appropriateness of reimbursement under Medicare for services performed
by optometrists with respect to the provision
of corrective lenses following cataract
surgery.
Supervisory physicians.-The Committee
amendment directs the Secretary of Health.
Educ&.tlon and Welfare to undertake a study
covering all aspects related to payment for
professional services in medical schools and
teaching hospital settings. While the study
Is being undertaken, certain provisions of
Section 227 of PL. 92-603, limiting medicare
reimbursement to medical centers for the
services of teaching physicians, would be
suspel1ded. However, the suspension would
not apply to those hospitals which are reimbursed on a costs basis in accordance with
Section 227.
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tions. I ask unanimous consent that a
list of the cosponsors of S. 2528, and a
list of supporting organizations may appear at the conclusion of my remarks.
The provisions contained in the pending bill are not identical to those of S.
2528. In essence, the committee has decided to rest the ultimate judgment of
what services shall be offered, and the
standards of eligibility for those services
up to the states, within the context of
congressionally defined purposes and
goals, and under the requirement that
States report to the Congress, through
the Secretary of HEW, on their uses of
social services funds.
I would have preferred to see the Secretary of HEW vested with authority to
disapprove funding for activities not
consistent with the goals of the services
program. But, in view of the incredible
resistance which this administration has
shown to the legitimate concerns of the
Congress, State, and local government,
and concerned groups and indiViduals, I
will not challenge the committee's determination that ultimate authority should
rest with the States, under requirements
to report, rather than with the Secretary.
The committee reported bill does contain the fundamental objectives which
we want to achieve through S. 2528.
It contains our statement of the
purposes and goals of the services program.
First, self-support goal: To achieve
and maintain the maximum feasible
level of employment and economic selfsufficiency.
Second, family care or self-care goal:
To strengthen family life and to achieve
and maintain maximum personal independence, self-determination and security in the home, inclUding, for children
the achievement of maximum potential
for eventual independent living, and to
prevent or remedy neglect, abuse, or exploitation of children.
Third, community-based care goal: To
secure and maintain community-based
care which approximates a home environment, when living at home is not
feasible and institutional care is inappropriate.
Fourth, institutional care goal: To
secure appropriate institutional care
when other forms of care are not feasible. And it contains a list of 24 services which do meet these purposes and
goals, to prevent any confusion on the
part of a State government and the Department of HEW that key services are
included.
I ask unanimous consent that this list
of services may appear at this point in
the RECORD.
There being no objection, the list of
services was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
(A) child care services for children, to meet
the needs of a child for personal care, protection, and supervision, but only In the case
of a child where the provisiov of such servIce is needed (I) in order to enable a member
of such child's family to accept or continue
in employment, or to participate In education or training to prepare such member for
employment, or (U) because of the death,
continued absence from the home, Incapacity
or inability of the child's mother, or the InabUityof any member of such child's family

to prOVide adequate care and supervision for
such child;
(B) child care services for chUdren with
special needs, including services provided
when appropriate, as determined by the
state, for ellglble children who are mentally
retarded or otherwise have special social or
developmental needs:
(0) services for children In foster care including services provided to a child who Is
under or awaiting foster care and Including
preventive diagnostic and curative health
services not furnished under the State's title
XIX plan, prOVided to or on behalf of a child
who 15 or has within ninety days been receiving maintenance, care, and supervision In
the form of foster care In a foster family
home or chUd care Institution (as those
forms are defined In the last paragraph of
section 408) or who 15 awaiting placement
in such a home or Institution, or prOVided to
a child in or by a nonresidential diagnostic
or treatment facillty. Such services shall be
available whether they are rendered directly
by the providers of foster care or by the nonresidential facillty, or are otherwise provided
or obtained for the child by the State when
such services are needed In order for the
child to return to or remain in his own home,
the home of another relative, or an adoptive
home, or to continue in foster care as appropriate. Such services also Include services
related to the rellnquishment of children for
adoption and the placement of children In
adoptive homes, and activities to develop and
recrUit, stUdY, approve, and sUbsequently
evaluate out of home care resources for foster care;
(D) protective services for children, including multldlsclpllnary (medical, legal, social, and other) services for the following
purposes: Identification, investigation, and
response to incidents or evidence of neglect,
abuse, or exploitation of a child; helping
parents and others to recognize the causes
thereof and strengthening the ablllty of families to provide acceptable care; or, If that
Is not possible, bringing the situation to the
attention of appropriate courts or law enforcement agenCies, furnishing relevant data,
and prOViding followup services;
(E) family planning services (Including
social, educational, and medical services for
any female of child bearing age and any
other appropriate Individual needing such
service): PrOVided, That individuals must be
assured choice of method, and acceptance of
any such services must be voluntary on the
part of the individual and may not be a prerequisite or Impediment to ellglbllity for any
.other service;
(F) protective services for adUlts, includIng identifying and helping to correct hazardous lIving conditions or situations of potential or actual neglect or exploitation of an
individual who Is unable to protect or care
for himself;
(G) services for adults in foster care not
available under titles XVI, XVllI, and XIX,
services for adUlts In twenty-four-hour foster homes or group care In other than medical institutions, including assessment of
need for such care, finding of foster homes
and institutional resources, making arrangements for placement, supervision, and periodic review while In placement, counseling
services for the adult individuals and their
familles, and services to assist adUlts in leaving foster care to attain Independent living;
(H) homemaker services for individuals in
their own homes, including helping indiViduals to overcome specific barriers to maintaining, strengthening, and safeguarding
their functioning In the home, through the
services of a trained and superVised homemaker;
(I) chore services including the performance of household tasks, essential shopping,
simple household repairs, and other light
work necessary to enable an IndividUal to
remain in his own home when he is unable
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to perform such tasks himself and they do
not require the services of a trained homemaker or other speclallsts;
(J) home delivery or congregate meals and
the preparation and delivery of hot meals to
an IndiVidual in his home or In a central
dining facillty, to assist the individual to
remain In his home, and to assure sound
nutrition;
(K) day care services for adUlts, Including
meal preparation and serving, companionship, educational and recreational actiVities,
and rehabilitation activity when prOVided for
less than a twenty-four-hour period in a
group or family setting;
(L) health-related
services,
inclUding
helping individuals to identify health (including mental health) needs and assisting
individuals to secure diagnostic, preventive,
remedial, amelloratlve, and other needed
health services and helping to expedite return to community living from Institutional
care When discharge is medically recommended;
(M) home management and other functional educational services, including formal
or Informal instruction and training in management of household budgets, maintenance
and care of the home, preparation of food,
nutrition, consumer education, child rearIng, and health maintenance;
(N) Housing improvement services, including helping IndiViduals to obtain or retain adequate housing and minor repairs
necessary for personal protection:
(0) a fUll range of legal services, at the
option of the State, for persons desiring assistance with legal problems, including servIces to establish paternity and child support
and services related to adoption;
(P) transportation services necessary to
travel to and from community facilltles or
resources for receipts of services;
(Q) educational and training services for
adult famUy members and services to assist
children to obtain education and training
to their fullest capacities, where there are
needs not met by the work incentive program; and vocational rehabllltation services
as defined In the Vocational Rehabllltation
Act when prOVided pursuant to an agreement with the State agency administering
the vocational rehabilitation program;
(R) employment services to enable individuals to secure paid employment or training leading to such employment, including
vocational, educational, social, and psychological diagnostic assessments to determine
potential for job training or employment and
other services that will assist in the IndiVidual's plan for achieving full or partial
self-support, where there are needs not met
by the work Incentive program;
(8) Information, referral, followup and
determination of ellgiblllty and the need for
services, Without regard to individual ellgibillty criteria;
(T) special services for the mentally retarded, or special adaptations of generiC
services, directed toward alleviating a developmental handicap or toward the social,
personal, or economic habllltation of an Individual of subaverage Intellectual functioning
associated With impairment of adaptive behavior as defined and determined by the
State agency, with such services Including
but not llmlted to personal care, day care,
training, sheltered employment, recreation,
counseling of the retarded individual and his
family, protective and other social and sociolegal services, Information and referral, follow along services, transportation necessary
to dellver such services, diagnostic and evaluation services, and similar special services for
other Individuals requiring such services because of developmental disabillty;
(U) special services for the bllnd to alleviate the handicapping effects of bllndness
through training in moblllty, personal care,
home management, and communication
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ices funds will be used to finance new
actiVities, rather than simply to replace
State fundIng of existing programs.
Third, the committee bill contains our
provision protecting the right of States
to use privately contributed funds as
part of their matching share--so long
as funds are donated on an unrestricted
basis. Contributions may be earmarked
for a particular service in a named community, and States will be free to contract for services \\ith agencies which
have donated funds. However, private
groups cannot condition contributions
on the issuance of a contract. The State
must remain free to provide the service
directly or to contract with another private agency.
Finally, the States would be free to
define eligibility for services, to fulfill
the broad Federal goals outlined above.
I believe that the committee has
reached a livable compromise between
those of us who wish essentially to preserve the social services program as it
has developed over the years and those
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President. second, who wish to convert the program into
the bill contains our provision designed unrestrictive revenue sharing, with no
to assure that in the future social serv- guidelines for provision of services, no

skills; special aids and appplla.nces; and spetor caretakers ot blind chUdren a.nd adults;
(V) services tor alcoholism a.nd drug addiction for a.n individual who is becoming dependent on or is addicted to alcohol or other
drugs as determined by the standards set
by the State agency designated by the State
under the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and
Treatment Act ot 1970 and the Drug Abuse
and Treatment Act of 1972, if such services
are needed as part of a program for prevention or treatment of addiction or the conditions arising from misuse of alcohOl or other
drugs, including but not limited to social
and rehabilltative services for resident patients receiving services in a supportive environment (SUCh as a halfway house. hostel.
or foster home) and including medical servIces (such as psychiatric services) incidental
to the provision of a social service:
(W) special services for the emotionally
disturbed as defined by the State;
(Xl special services for the physically handicapped as defined by the State; and
(Y) any other services which the State
finds appropriate for meeting the goals of
self-support, famUy care or self-care, community based care, or institutional care.

cial counsel1ng
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prohibition against refinancing of existing programs, and no provision for participation of privately donated funds.
I deeply regret the need to impose a
$1.9 billion ceiling on social services expenditures for the current fiscal year, as
the committee bill does. This is the
amount contaIned in the President's
budget, although current spending in the
face of their restrictive regulations has
been reduced to the annual level of $1.2
billion.
This temporary, I-year ceiling is designed in such a way that no State will
be required to reduce the level of services which it is now provided, and the
great majority of states will be allowed
to expand services during the current
year. And for the fiscal year beginning
next July I, the full $2.5 billion ceiling
adopted by the Congress last fall will be
in effect.
I ask unanimous consent that a table
of State-by-State allocations under the
committee bill may appear at this point
in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL SOCIAL SERVICES FUNDS UNDER COMMITTEE Bill, BASED ON HEW ADJUSTED ESTIMATES OF STATE EXPENDITURES IN FIRST QUARTER
OF FISCAL YEAR 1974

Slale

Fiscal year
1974 funding
Estimated to continue
funding for
current
funding
fiscalm~
level I

TotaL ______________ $1,548,219 $1. 598, 096
Alabama __________________
Alaska ____________________
Arizona ___________________
Arkansas ____________ -_____
California_________________
Colorado ___ • __________ ---ConnecticuL ______________
Delaware__________________
District of Columbia ________
Florida____________________

~:~:ii~-_~~==:=========:::=
Idaho_____________________

IIlinois____________________
Indiana ___________________
lowa ______________________
Kansas_______________ - __ --

~~~f~~~~~-====

=== =====:= ==
Maine ____________________
Maryland__________________
Massachusetts _____________
Michigan________________ -Minnesota_________________
Mississippi ________________

16,279
5,895
3,182
7,236
211,584
21,880
21,067
9,297
8,320
42,025
48,488
2,321
4,703
131,371
7,230
12,674
6,902
25,772
20,738
8,672
26,897
16,963
55,341
29,317
11,541

19,980
3,637
3,400
7,488
221. 733
25,200
27,795
6,783
8,976
62,033
48,000
7,564
6,000
68,904
7,283
14,700
7,200
26,032
25.812
7,500
45,872
21,432
75,000
32,000
9,000

Allocation
of funds
Total
above
current fiscal year
level (up 1974 funding
to $1.9
available
billion)
under bill

Funding
available in
fiscal year
1975

State

Estimated
funding for
fiscal year
1973

Missouri ___________________
,. $301. 904 3 $1, 900, 000 $2,500,000 Montana__________________
42,140 Nebraska _________________
25,012
5,032
2,258
5,895
3,901 Nevada ___________________
2,788
23,351 New Hampshire____________
6,188
2,835
10,323
23,747 New Jersey________________
24,000
245,733
245,733 New Mexico _______________
28,298 New York _________________
3,098
28,298
4,418
32,213
37,002 North Carolina_____________
2,514
9,297
6.783 North Oakota ______________
__________
4
8,980
8,980 Ohio___________•
Oklahoma___ • _____________
10,405
87,150
72,439
Oregon____________________
6,766
54,766
56,667
8,724
9,712 Pennsylvania ______________
1.160
1,084
7,084
9,076 Rhode Island ______________
16,128
85,032
135,076 South Carolina_____________
Dakota ______________
63,522 South
7,584
14.867
4,133
18,833
34,612 Tennessee________________ •
3,237
10,437
27,109 Texas_____________________
4,729
30,761
39,607 Utah ______________________
5,332
44,661 Vermont- _________________
31,144
1, 475
8,975
12,354 Virginia _____ • _____________
2,823
48,695
48,695 Washington________________
8,295
29,727
69,477
13,019
88,019
109,036 Wyoming___ •______________
5,585
37,585
46,774
3,244
12,244
27,169

~rs~o~~~i~~~::==:===:===:=

14 limes the funding level attained in the July-September 1973 quarter (but not exceeding
State's maximum allocation under $2,500,000,000 limit). Based on HEW adjusted estimates of
State expend itures for that quarter.
• Allocation on population basis. Includes amounts (not exceeding amounts available for the
1st quarter of Iiscal1973 under sec. 403 of Public law 92-603) necessary to maintain States at
fiscal year 1973 funding level; Alaska, $1,994,000; Delaware, $2,514,000; and Washington, $8,336,000.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, it
should not be necessary to reduce spending for this fiscal year by $600 million
beneath the $2.5 billion level which
Congress and the President promised last
fall. But the need to reverse the administration's regulations is critical, and
the $1.9 billion ceiling should remove the
slightest excuse for Presidential veto.
One major difference remains. Unlike
the coalition bill which I introduced,
the committee amendment fails to provide standards for federally funded day
care.

$15,069
3,731
9,959
1,751
4,048
38,482
6,718
220,497
20,317
3,998
41,653
24,806
26,196
87,931
9,418
9,752
2,469
24,956
99,087
5,479
3,172
20,212
49,672
8,171
54,266
714

Fiscal year
1974 funding
to continue
current
funding
leveil
$18,000
4,860
10,244
1,980
6,589
40,696
9,856
220,497
30,293
4,495
48,000
28,216
26,196
84,804
9,212
13,520
2,340
20,000
90,544
5,400
4,500
24,310
35,168
13,520
54,266
1,266

Allocation
of funds
Total
above
current fiscal year
level (up 1974 funding
to $1.9
available
billion) under bill
$6,813
1,031
2,186
755
1,105
10,561
1,527
0
7,423
906
15,458
3,407
0
17,095
1,387
3,820
974
5,778
16,698
i,614
662
6,829
13,271
2,55g
495

$24,813
5,891
12,430
2,735
7,694
51,257
11,383
220,497
37,716
5,401
63,458
31,623
26,196
101, 899
10,599
17,340
3,314
25,778
107,242
7,014
5,162
31,139
48,439
16,073
54,266
1,761

Funding
available in
fiscal rar
975
$57,063
8,632
18,309
6,327
9,256
88,446
12,786
220,497
62,598
7,588
129,458
31,623
26,196
143,180
11,622
31,995
8,152
48,395
139,855
13,518
5,547
57,195
41,336
21,382
54,266
4,142

3 Includes about $37,000,000 (not shown as allocated) available to States which have already
planned an expansion of their service programs in fiscal year 1974 and for funding of high priority
programs•
Source: Prepared based on material submitted by the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

I have spent a tremendous amount of
time in the last several years working in
the area of day care and child development, as chairman of the SUbcommittee
on Children and Youth and as chief
sponsor of the comprehensive child development and family services legislation which has passed the Senate In each
of the last 2 years.
During this time I have had a chance
to talk with experts, with parents, day
care administrators, and a wide variety
of people interested in and involved in
this field. I have visited a wide variety of

preschool programs including part-day
Headstart programs and full-day day
care programs. This work has convinced
me of the positive contribution that
quality day care-with parental participation, adequate staffing, and a concern
for the health and education of the children Involved-can make to children and
their families. It has also convinced me
that the children can suffer severe and
sometimes permanent damage if the day
care they participate in is understaffed
and otherwise inadequate.
Day care, in short, can be either bene-
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ficial or destructive. Some care is not
always better than no care at all. Indeed,
some low quality day care is downright
harmful.
The single best protection we have
against substandard day care is the
existence and enforcement of decent
standards. It is absolutely essential that
we assure that Federal funds are not
used to encourage or support programs
that harm children.
And therefore I am today introducing
an amendment, on behalf of myself,
Senator BUCKLEY, Senator JAVITS, Senator RIBICOFF, Senator CRANSTON, Senator COOK, Senator HOLLINGS, Senator
STAFFORD, and Senator PACKWOOD to restore the standards under which these
programs have operated for the past 5
years.
Under this amendment, in-home care
would continue to be subject to State
established standards which are consistent with the recommendations of national standards- setting organizations.
And day-care centers would continue to
be required to receive State licensing, or
to meet the standards for such licensing, and to comply with the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements of
1968.
The Congress must continue, as it has
in the past, to insist that federally supported day care programs provide adequate protection for the children and
families involved.
Mr. President, the social services provisions of the pending legislationwhich have faced such persistent and
energetic opposition from this administration-would not have been possible
without the hard work and continuing
commitment of the Nation's Governors
and local officials, and of a broad coalition of public service organizations.
I would like to express my special ap~
preciation for the leadership shown by
Gov. Dan Evans of Washington,chairman of the National Governors Conference; Gov. Dale Bumpers of Arkansas;
and Gov. Jimmy Carter of Georgia, for
their work in organizing the Governors'
contribution. And I wish also to express
my thanks to Allen Jensen of the stat!
of the Governors Conference for all of
his work.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the RECORD a
list of sponsors of S. 2528, the Social
Services Amendments of 1973, and a list
of organizations supporting it.
There being no objection, the lists
were ordered to be pirnted in the RECORD,
as follows:
COSPONSORS OF S. 2528, THE SOCIAL SERVICES
AMENDMENTS OF 1973
Mr. Abourezk, Mr. Bayh, Mr. Burdick, Mr.
Case, Mr. Chiles, Mr. Clark, Mr. Cook, Mr.
cranston, Mr. Eagleton, Mr. Hart, Mr. Hatfield, Mr. Hathaway, Mr. Huddleston, Mr.
Hughes, Mr. Humphrey, Mr. Jackson, Mr.
Kennedy, Mr. Mathias, Mr. McGee.
Mr. McIntyre, Mr. Metcalf, :Mr. Montoya,
Mr. Moss, Mr. Muskie, Mr. Nelson, Mr. Pell,
Mr. Percy, :Mr. Randolph. Mr. Ribicoff, Mr.
Roth, Mr. SChweiker, Mr. Hugh SCott, Mr.
Stafford, Mr. Stevenson, Mr. Tunney and Mr.
Williams.

ORGANIZATIONS SUPPORTING S. 2528, THE SOCIAL
SERVICES AMENDMENTS OF 1973
National GOvernors Conference, Southern
Governors, AFL-CIO, National Council of

State Public Welfare. Administrators, Chlld
Welfare League of America, Councll on Social
Work Education, League of Women Voters,
National Council of Community Mental
Health Centers, National Association for Retarded Children.
National Association of Counties, National
Association of Social Workers, United Auto
Workers, United Methodist Church and
United Methodist Church Women's Division,
Washington Research Project Action Council, American Parents Committee and the
Legislature of the State of Michigan.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 542 as modified
and ask that it be stated.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.
The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.
Mr. RIBICOFl". Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the
RECORD.
Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I
urge the Senate to give its swift approval
to H.R. 3153, the Social Security Amendments of 1973 which would provide an
ll-percent increase in social security
benefits, and make improvements in supplemental security income payments to
the aged, blind, and disabled.
The 5.9 percent social security increase
originally scheduled for July 1974, would
have been too little, too late. That is why
I support H.R. 3153 to raise the increase
to 11 percent. This increMe would occur
in two steps. The first step would be a
7-percent benefit increase effective the
month of enactment. This would be followed by a second increase, starting June
1974, to bring the benefits up to 11 percent above the present level. It is imperative that the Senate act soon to protect our senior citizens from the ravages
of infiation.
No group of Americans has been hit
harder by skyrocketing consumer prices
than our senior citizens. Forced to live
on fixed incomes, they do not have the
benefit of timely automatic cost-of-living increases to help stem the tide. The
11-percent increase we consider today is
the. very least we can do to refiect the
unusual economic hardships imposed
upOn older Americans.
While on the subject of automatic
cost'-of-l1ving adjustments, I believe the
Senate' must soon turn its attention to
making this mechanism more responsive
to the needs of social security recipients.
Rather than continual stopgap measures to help the aged catch up to infiation, we should accelerate the automatic
cost-of-living procedure so that it helps
our senior citizens keep even with or
ahead of inflation.
The proposal we consider today would
increase average monthly social security
benefits from $166 to $186 for retired
workers; from $276 to $310 for aged
couples; and from $157 to $177 for elderly
widows.
Although the Social Security Administration's own actuarial tables show a
surplus in the trust fund SUfficient to
cover the proposed increase, the increase
in the tax base proposed by the Finance
Committee is certainly a fiscally respon-
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sible action. It would not affect nearly
80 percent of the Nation's covered employees whose income is already under
the present taxable wage base.
Mr. President, I must note at this time
that I was disappointed when the contents of S. 2528 were struck from HR.
3153 by the Senate Finance Committee.
For quite some time, I have been gravely
concerned ",ith the reduction or elimination entirelY of many social service
programs, particularlY those designed to
serve our senior citizens. For this reason
I cosponsOl;ed S. 2528 which would hav~
r~quired the Secretary of Health, Educa~Ion, and Welfare to give the States maxImum freedom to determine eligibility for
services and the way in which the programs would be operated. I was pleased
when S. 2528 was initially ir.corporated
as an. amendment to H.R. 3153 by the
C?mmittee. This legislation included speCIfic authority to permit the delegation
of eligibility determinations to other
agencies in the case of purchased services. Services for the blind and aged were
defined in the bill as specifically allowable, and it required other services requested by a State be allowed unless
HEW found them inconsistent with the
purpose. of t~e services program. Finally,
this legISlatIOn authorized use of private
donated funds, including "in-kind contributi?ns," as the States share of
~atchlng funds for social services. The
~Jlll currently before the Senate is simIlar and generally consistent with the
provisions of S. 2528. Although I would
!'Iave preferred the language contained
III S. 2528, I, nevertheless support the
pending bill.
'
The text of the amendment is as follows:
At the end of p. 153 of the blll, Insert the
follOWing new section:
SEC. 193. (a) Section 226(c) (1) of the Social Security Act Is amended by striking out
"and post-hospital home health servIces" and
inserting in lieu thereof "post-hospital home
health services, and eligIble drugs".
(b) Section 1811 of such Act is amended
by inserting "and eligible drugs" after "related post-hospital services".
(e) Section 1812(a) of such Act is amended(1) by striking out "and" at the end of
paragraph (2):
(2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof ": and": and
(3) by adding after paragraph (3) the follOWing new paragraph:
"(4) eligible drugs.".
(d) Section 1813(a) of such Act Is amended by adding at the end thereof the folloWing
new paragraph:
"(4) The reasonable allowance, as defined
in section 1823, for eligible drugs furnished
an individual pursuant to anyone prescription (or each renewal thereof) and purchased
by such incUvidual at anyone time shall be
reduced by an amount equal to the applicable
prescription copayment obl1gation Which
shall be $1."
(e) (1) Section 1814(a) of the Social Security Act Is amended(A) by striking out "and" at the end of
paragraph (6):
(B) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (7) and inserting in lieu thereof
"; and"; and (C) by Inserting after paragraph (7) the following new paragraph:
"(8) with respect to drugs or biologicals
furnished pursuant to and reqUiring (except
for insulin) a physlcan's prescription, such

38380

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE·

drugs or biologicals are eligible drugs as defined in section 1861 (t) and the participating
pharmacy (as defined in section 1861 (dd) )
has such prescription in its possession, or
some other record (in the case of lnsulln)
that is satisfactory to the Secretary."
(2) section 1814(b) of such Act is amended(A) by inserting "(1)" after "(b) ",
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and
(2) as subparagraphs (A) and (B) respectively,
(C) by redesignating in suparagraph (A),
as redesignated, clauses (A) and (B) as
clauses (i) and (li);
(D) by inserting "(other than'a pharmacy)" immediately after "provider of services" and
(El by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph:
"(2) The amount paid to any participating
pharmacy which is a provider of services with
respect to ellgible drugs for which payment
may be made under this part shall, subject
to the provisions of section 1813, be the
reasonable allowance (as dellned in section
1823) with respect to such drugs."
(f) Section 1814 of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection:
"LIMITATION ON PAYMENT FOR ELIGIBLE DRUGS

"(J) Payment may be made under this
part for ellgible drugs only when such drugs
are dispensed by a participating pharmacy;
except that payment under this part may
be made for ellgible drugs dispensed by a
physician where the Secretary determines,
in accordance with regulations, that such
ellgible drugs were required in an emergency
or that there was no participating pharmacy
available in the community, in which case
the physician (under regulations prescribed
by the secretary) shall be regarded as a
participating pharmacy for purposes of this
part with respect to the dispensing or such
eligible drugs."
(g) Part A of title XVIII of such Act is
further amended by adding after section
1819 the following new sections:
"MEDICARE FORMULARY COMMITTEE

"SEC. 1820. (a) (1) There is hereby established, within the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, a Medicare Formulary Committee (hereinafter referred to as
the 'Committee'), a majority of whose members shall be physicians and which shall consist of the Commissioner of Food and Drugs
and of four individuals (not otherwise in the
employ of the Federal Government) who
do not have a direct or indirect financial
interest in the composition of the Formulary established under this section and who
are of recognized professional standing and
distinction in the fields of medicine, pharmacology, or pharmacy, to be appointed by
the secretary without regard to the provisions of title 6, United States Code, governing appointments in the competitive service.
The Chairman of the Committee shall be
elected annually from the appointed members thereof, by majority vote of the members of the Committee.
"(2) Each appointed member of the Committee shall hold ollice for a term of five
years, except that any member appointed to
fill a vacancy occurring prior to the expiration of the term for which his predecessor
was appointed shall be appointed for the
remainder of such term, and except that the
terms of ollice of the members first taking
ollice shall expire, as designated by the Secretary at the time of appointment, one at the
end of each of the first five years. A member
shall not be eligible to serve continuously
for more than two terms.
"(b) Appointed members of the Committee, while attending meetings or conferences
thereof or otherwise serving on business of
the Committee, shall be entitled to receive
compensation at rates fixed by the Secretary

(but not in excess of the daily rate paid under 08-18 of the General Schedule under
section 6332 of title 6, United States Code),
including traveltime, and while so serving
away from their homes or regular places of
business they may be allowed travel expenses,
as authorized by section 5703 of title 5,
United States Code, for persons in the Government service employed intermittently.
"(c) (1) The Committee is authorized, With
the approval of the Secretary, to engage or
contract for such technical assistance as may
be reqUired to carry out its functions, and
the secretary shall, In addition, make available to the Committee such secretarial, clerical, and other assistance as the Formulary
Committee may require to carry out its functions.
"(2) The Secretary shall furnish to the
Committee such office space, materiais, and
equipment as may be necessary for the
Formulary Committee to carry out its functions.
"MEDICARE FORMULARY

"SEC. 1821. (a) (1) The Committee shall
compile, pUblish, and make available a Medicare Formulary (hereinafter in this title referred to as the 'FormUlary').
"(2) The Committee shall periodically revise the Formulary and the llsting of drugs
so as to maintain currency in the contents
thereof.
"(b) (1) The Formulary shall contain an
alphabetically arranged listing, by established name, of those drug entities Within
the following therapeutic categories:
" Adrenocortlcoids
"Antl-anginals
"Antl-arrhythmics
"Anti-coagulants
"Anti-convulsants (excluding phenobarbital)
" Anti-hypertensives
" Anti-neoplastlcs
"Anti-Parkinsonism agents
" Anti-rheumatics
"BronchodUators
"Cardlotonics
"Cholinesterase inhibitors
"Diuretics
"Gout suppressants
"Hypoglycemics
"Miotics
"Thyroid hormones
"Tuberculostatlcs
which the Committee decides are necessary
for individuals using such drugs. The Committee shall exclude from the Formulary
any drug entities (or dosage forms and
strengths thereof) which the Committee decides are not necessary for proper patient
care, taking into account other drugs entities
(or dosage forms and strengths thereof)
which are Included in the Formulary.
"(2) Such listing shall include the specific
dosage forms and strengths of each drug
entity (included in the Formulary in accordance With paragraph (1»
which the
Committee decides are necessary for individuals using such drugs.
"(3) Such listing shall include the prices
at which the prodUCts (in the Bame dosage
form and strength) of such drugs entities
are generally sold by the suppliers thereof
and the limit applicable to such prices under
section 1823 (b) (1) for purposes of determining the reasonable allowance.
"(4) The Committee may also include in
the Formulary, either as a separate part (or
parts) thereof or as a supplement (or supplements) thereto, any or all of the following information:
"(A) A supplemental list or lists, arranged by diagnostic, prophylactic, therapeutic, or other classifications of the drug
entities (and dosage forms and strengths
thereof) Included In the listing referred to
in paragraph (I).
" (B) The proprietary names under which
prodUCts of a drug entity listed in the
Formulary by established name (and dos-

age form a.ndstrength) are sold and the
names of each supplier thereof.:
"(C) Any other information With respect
to eligible drug entities which in the judgment of the Committee would be useful· in
carrying out the purposes of this part.
"(c) In considering whether a particular
drug entity (or strength or dosage form
thereof) shall be included in or exclUded
from the Formulary, the Committee is authorized to obtain (upon request therefor)
any record pertaining to the characteristics
of such drug entity which is available to
any other department, agency, or instrumentality of the Federal Government, and
to request suppliers or manufacturers of
drugs and other knowledgeable persons or
organizations to make available to the Committee information relating too such drug.
If any such record or information (or any
information contained in such record) is
of a confidential nature, the Committee
shall respect the confidentiality of such record or information and shall limit its usage
thereof to the proper exercise of its authority.
"(d) (1) The Committee shall establish
such procedures as it determines to be necessary in Its evaluation of the appropriateness of the inclusion in or exclusion from
the Formulary, of any drug entity (or dosage
form or strength thereof). For purposes of
inclusion In or exclusion from the Formulary the principal factors in the determination of the Committee shall be:
"(A) the factor of clinical equivalence in
the case of the same dosage forms in the
same strengths of the same drug entity, and
"(B) the factor of relative therapeutic
value in the case of similar or dissimilar
drug entities in the same therapeutic
category.
"(2) The Committee, prior to. making a
final decision to remove from listing in the
Formulary any drug entity (or dosage forms
.or strengths thereof) which is included
therein, shall alford a reasonable opPOl'tunity for a formal or informal hearing on the
matter to any person engaged in manufacturing, preparing, compounding, or processing such drug entity Who shows reasonable ground for such a hearing.
"(3) Any person engaged in the manufacture, preparation, compounding, or processing of any drug entity (or dosage forms
or strengths thereof) not included in the
Formulary Which such person believes to
possess the requisite qualities to entitle such
drug to be included in the Formulary pursuant to subsection (b), may petition for
inclusion of such drug entity and, if such
petition is denied by the Formulary Committee, shall upon request therefor, showing reasonable grounds for a hearing, be
afforded a formal or informal hearing on
the matter in accordance With rules and
procedures established by such Committee.
<

"LIMITATIONS ON MEDICARE PAYJ4ENT paR
CHARGES OF PROVIDERS OF SERVICES

"SEC. 1822. (a) Any provider of services as
defined in section 1861 (u), whose services
are otherwise reimbursable, under any program under this Act in which there is Federal financial participation on the basis of
'reasonable cost', shall not be entitled to a
professional fee or dispensing charge or reasonable billing allowance as determined
pursuant to this part.
.
"(b) A fee, charge, or bllling allowance
shall not be payable under this section with
respect to any drug entity that (as determined in accordance with regulations) is
furnished as an incident to a physician's
professional service, and is. of a kind commonly furnished in physicians' offices and
commonly either rendered without charge or
inclUded in the physicians' bilis.
"REASONABLE ALLOWANCE FOR ELIGmLE DRUGS

"SEC. 1823. (a) For purposes of this part,
the term 'reasonable allowance' when used
in reference to an eligible drug (as defined
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In sUbsection (h) of this section) means the
following:
"( 1) When used with respect to a prescription legend drug entity, In a given dosage
form and strength. such term means the
lesser of"(A) an amount equal to the customary
charge at which the participating pharmacy
sells or offers such drug entity, In a given
dosage form and strength, to the general
public, or
"(B) the price determined by the Secretary, In accordance with subsection (b) 01
this section, plus the professional fee or dispensing charges determined in accordance
with subsection (c) of this section.
"(2) When 'used with respect to Insulin
such term means the charge not in excess
of the reasonable customary price at which
the participating pharmacy offers or sells the
product to the general public. plus a rea·
sonable billing allowance.
"(b) (1) For purposes of establishing the
reasonable allowance in accordance with sub·
section (a) the price shall be (A) in the
case of a drug entity (in any given dosage
form and strength) available from and sold
by only one supplier. the price at which such
drug entity is generally sold (to establishments dispensing drugs). and (B) In any
case In which a drug entity (in any given
dosage form and strength) is ayallable and
sold by more than one supplier, only each
of the lower prices at which the products
of such drug entity are generally sold (and
such lower prices shall consist of only those
prices of different suppliers sufficient to as·
sure actual and adequate availability of the
drug entity, In a given dosage form and
strength, at such prices in a region).
"(2) If a particular drug entity (in a glyen
dosage form and strength) In the Formulary
is available from more than one supplier, and
the product of such drug entity as available
from one supplier possesses demonstrated
distinct therapeutic advantages over other
products of such drug entity as determined
by the Committee on the basis of its scientific and professional appraisal of information available to it, including information
and other eVidence furnished to it by the
supplier of such drug entity, then the reasonable allowance for such supplier's drug
product shall be based upon the price at
which it is generally sold to establishments
dispening drugs.
"(3) If the prescriber, in his handwritten
order, has specifically designated a particular
product of a drug entity (and dosage form
and strength) included in the Formulary by
Its established name together with the name
of the supplier of the final dosage form
thereof, the reasonable allowance for such
drug product shall be based upon the price at
which it is generally sold to establishments
dispensing drugs.
"(c) (1) For the purpose of establishing the
reasonable allowance (in· accordance with
subsection (a», a participating pharmacy
shall. in the form and manner prescribed by
the Secretary, file with the Secretary, at such
times as he shall specify, a statement of its
professional fee or other dispensing charges.
"(2) A participating pharmacy, which has
agreed with the Secretary to serve as a provider of services under this part, shall, except
for subsection (a) (1) (A), be reimbursed, in
addition to any price provided for in su6Se"ctlon (b). the amount of the fee or charges
filed in paragraph (1), except that no fee or
charges shall exceed the highest fee or
charges filed by 75 per centum of participatIng pharmacies (with such pharmacies classified on the basis of (A) lesser dollar volume
of prescrIptions and (B) all others) in a census region which were customarily charged
to the general public as of June 1, 1972. Such
prevalling professional fees or dispensing
charges may be modified by the secretary In
accordance with criteria and types of data

comparable to those applicable to recognition of Increases in reasonable charges for
services under section 1842.
"(3) A participating pharmacy shall agree
to certify that, whenever such pharmacy is
reqUired to submit its usual professional fee
or dispensing charge for a prescription, such
charge does not exceed its customary charge."
(h) Section 1861 (t) of such Act is
amended(1) by inserting ". or as are approved by
the Formulary Committee" and after "for use
in such hospital"; and
(2) by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: "The term 'eligIble
drug' means a drug or biological which (A)
can be self-administered, (B) requires a
physician's prescription (except for Insulin) ,
(C) is prescribed when the indiVidual requiring such drug Is not an Inpatient In a
hospital or extended care fac1l1ty, during a
period of covered care, (D) Is included by
strength and dosage forms among the drugs
and biologicals approved by the Formulary
Committee, (E) is dispensed (except as provided by section 1814(j», by a pharmacist
from a participating pharmacy, and (F) is
dispensed in quantities consistent with
proper medical practices and reasonable professional discretion."
(I) Section 1861(u) of such Act Is further
amended by striking out "or home health
agency" and inserting in lieu thereof "home
health agency. pharmacy,".
(j) Section 1861 of such Act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:
"Participating Pharmacy
"(aa) The term 'participating pharmacy'
means a pharmacy. or other establishment
(including the outpatient department of a
hospital) providing pharmaceutical services,
(1) which is licensed as such under the laws
of the State (Where such State requires such
I1censure) or which is otherwise lawfully
providing pharmaceutical services in which
such drugs is provided or otherwise dispensed
In accordance with this title, (2) which has
agreed with the Secretary to act as a provider of services in accordance With the requirements of this section. and which complies with such other requirements as may
be established by the Secretary in regulations to assure the proper, economical, and
efficient administration of this title, (3)
which has agreed to Bubmlt, at such frequency and in such form as may be prescribed in regulations, bills for amounts payable under this title for eligible drugs
furnished under part A of this title, and (4)
which has agreed not to charge beneficiaries
tmder this title :\ny amounts in excess of
those allowable under this title With respect
to eligible drugs except as tis prOVided under
section 1813(a) (4), and except for so much
of the charge for a prescription (in the case
of a drug product prescribed by a physician,
of a drug entity in a strength and dosage
form included In the FormUlary where the
price at which such product is sold by the
supplier thereof exceeds the reasonable allowance) as is In excess of the reasonable
allowance established for such drug entity
in accordance with section 1823."
(k) (1) The first sentence of section 1866
(a) (2) (A) of such Act is amended by striking out "and (U)" and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: "(11) the amount of
any copayment obligation and excess above
the reasonable allowance consistent with
section 1861(aa) (4), and (iii)".
(2) The second sentence of section 1866(a)
(2) (A) of such Act is amended by striking
out "clause (11)" and inserting in lieu thereof "clause (Hi)".
(1) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, tne amendments made by this
section shall apply with respect to eligible
drugs furnished on and after the first day
of July 1974.
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Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Sidney
Johnson and Mr. Bert Carp of my staff
have the privilege of the floor during
the consideration of B.R. 3153.
The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. RffiICOFF. Mr, President, this
amendment provides medicare coverage
for certain life-saving drugs purchased
outside the hospital.
Senators may recall that an identical
proposal passed the Senate last year
but, unfortunately, was dropped in conference.
One of the great gaps in the medicare
program has been the coverage for outof-hospital drugs. Medicare pays for
most prescription drugs which are administered while beneficiaries are confined to a hospital or skilled nursing
facility. But out-of-hospital drugs are
not covered.
The costs of these medicines make up
a large part of the expenses associated
with an illness and can run into hundreds
or even thousands of dollars.
The problem is especially acute for
those with chronic illnesses. Their average drug expenditures run three times as
high as those without such illnesses.
For medicare beneficiaries the problem is getting worse every year. Average
drug charges per medicare beneficiaries
increased 40 percent between 1967 and
1971. Total out-of-pocket drug costs for
these older Americans increased from
$777 million to $1.2 billion in 1971.
Our proposal would help these senior
citizens to meet many of these costs.
The proposed legislation I am submitting would provide drug coverage benefits for all persons covered under part A
of medicare-over 20 million senior citizens. The benefits would be available for
drugs necessary in the treatment of the
following chronic diseases:
Diabetes, high blood pressure, chronic
cardiovascular disease. chronic respiratory disease, chronic kidney disease,
a:thritis and rheumatism, gout, thyroid
disease, cancer, epilepsy, Parkinson's
disease, myasthenia gravis, tUberculosis
and glaucoma.
A patient needing prescription drugs to
treat such diseases would be able to purchase them through a participating
phannacy for $1. Medicare would cover
additional costs.
The proposal would exclude drugs not
requiring a physician's prescriptionexcept for insulin-drugs such as antibiotics which are generally used for a
short period of time and drugs such as
tranquilizers and sedatives which may be
used not only by beneficiaries SUffering
from serious chronic illnesses, but also by
many other persons as well.
Ever since the inception of the medicare program it has been recognized
that providing coverage for drugs is of
the utmost impOrtance if we want to help
America's senior citizens hold down their
medical costs. This legislation Dassed the
Senate last year but was deleted in conference. I hope that Congress will take
fast action to bring relief to the millions
of medicare participants who up to now
ha.ve had to single handedly bear the
burden of purchasing drugs,
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Mr. President, this is a very urgently
ator from Louisiana has asked unanireduced the expected cost of the legislation mous consent that the yeas and nays be
needed amendment.
to
$740
milllon
yearly,
whlle
still
providing
I ask unanimous consent that a list
ordered.
for those who need it most.
of the distinguished Senators whose protection
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I am sure every Senator Is aware of the
names are attached to the amendment difficulties encountered by older citizens sub- I hope that the Senator from Louisiana
bc included as cosponsors of the amend- sisting on the little income most of the will forgive me, but I shall have to object
ment.
elderly receive. These tiny amounts made up to that request. However,. I shall be
There being no objection, the list was of t::ensions, social security and retirement happy to assist in obtaining the yeas and
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as benefits, at best are barely able to keep pace nays, so I shall suggest the absence of a
with the cost of living. While a person struck quorum.
follows:
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, permit me to
Cosponsors of amendment 542 to H.R. by a sudden illness may be forced to expend
3153, to prOVide medlca,'e coverage for pre- a great deal of his income over several say that while we are spending time trymonths
for
drugs,
his
illness
will
usually
be
scription drugs purchased outside the hostemporary and require short term expense. ing to get a sufficient number of Senators,
pital.
But a chronic, lingering malady, such as it does seem to me-Moss (Utah).
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The abheart disease, can require such large and
Hart (Michigan),
continuing expenses for medication that sence of a quorum has been suggested.
Burdick (North Dakota).
hopelessness and loss of zest for life ahead The clerk will call the roll.
Blden (Deleware),
may set in. Instead of viewing medicines as
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the SenStevenson (Illinois).
preservers of life, many chronically ill, ator from West Virginia withhold his reMontoya (New Mexico).
elderly people see their lives as wearisome quest to permit me to make a brief stateAbourezk (South Dakota).
splrlt-sapping treks from one costly preHughes (Iowa).
ment?
scription to the next.
Holllngs (South Carolina).
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
We must prOVide those older Americans
Gurney (Florida).
with the normal assistance they need. All but I withhold my request. I yield to the SenChurch (Idaho).
the newest members of the Senate agreed ator from Louisiana.
Dominick (Colorado).
last year on the necessity for this legislation.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, by way of
Humphrey (Minnesota).
I trust we can do so again.
trying to save time, the greatest waste
Clark (Iowa).
We must not be careless with the finances of time that I· know of that exists in
McIntyre (New Hampshire).
of the United States, but we must place this this body, and the greatest waste of
Bible (Nevada).
proposal for the elderly high on the national
Wllliams (New Jersey).
list of priorities. Such action is only humane. energy, involves scurrying around from
Case (New Jersey) .
Moreover,
the measure will eventUally be- pillar to post, trying to drag 70 or 80
Mondale (Minnesota).
come law and its Immediate enactment will Senators into the Chamber, while we try
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ask lighten the burden the elderly must face to get the yeas and nays. Every Senator
unanimous consent that a statement by every month until we act.
knows that all that is necessary is to ring
one long bell, and Senators will come to
the distinguished senior Senator from
Mr.
RIBICOFF.
Mr.
President,
on
this
New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA) be printed
the Chamber. But if there is merely a
I ask for the yeas and nays. quorum
Senators are going to ask.
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my amendment,
The yeas and nays were not ordered. "What iscall,
the
quorum
call for?" They will
remarks.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the ask, "Isn't anyone there?"
They want to
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without Senator
yield?
know whether they are trying to get
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. RIBICOFF. I yield.
more Senators to the Chamber or are
(See exhibit U
Mr. LONG. We will come back to the looking for a speaker. They want to know
EXHIBIT 1
request for the ~'eas and nays in a few just what is in a Senator's mind.
STATEMENT BY SENATOR MONTOYA
minutes.
This matter of hauling 10 or 15 people
In past years I have introduced proposed
Mr. President, I ask unanimous conlegislation to alford some degree of protec- sent that the following staff members be into the Chamber only to go back from
tion to older Americans confronted with the permitted the privilege of the floor dur- whence they came is against my better
judgment and a matter about which I
need to purchase costly prescription drugs.
At the very least, these drugs become a bur- ing the consideration of this measure. have protested. I am aware of the rules
They
are
in
addition
to
the
names
I
have
den on the already tightly stretched bUdgets
of the Senate.
of the elderly. For some, the cost of medica- already requested:
Mr. President, I suggest the absence
Mike Shoumaker, Pam Duffy, John of a quorum in order to cooperate with
tion Is a financial catastrophe that has farreaching elfects both on the elderly person Scales, John Cevette. Jon Steinberg, this dilatory tactic.
and on his family and friends.
Owen Malone. Dave Lambert, Mr.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
Since last I worked on an out-patient drug Mahoney, and Mr. Callaway of Senator
insurance program, the cost of living, staple MCCLELLAN'S sta:li, Gene Mittelman, I could not agree with the Senator more.
We waste a tremendous amount of time
prices and Inflation, have cut deeper into
small, fixed incomes. Now the cost to the old Charles Warren, Jay Cutler, Tyler Craig, trying to secure a sufficient number of
and
Bill
Wohlford.
to heat their homes and provide warm seSenators from time to time to have a
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without show of hands to sustain the demand
curity for their future Is spurting upward.
And drugs themselves, always a financial objection, it is so ordered.
for the yeas and nays.
drain on the elderly, now cost more.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President I ask
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the
Today, I am glad to Join Senator Ribicolf unanimous consent that Sidney Johnson
in sponsoring legislation to provide What I of the Labor and Public Welfare Com- Senator yield?
Mr. LONG. I yield.
beHeve to be a workable insurance program
Mr. MATHIAS. Seek and ye shall find,
that would provide much needed assistance mittee staff and Bert Carp of my staf~ be
granted
floor
privileges
during
the
conask and it shall be given.
to mUllons of hard pressed elderly citizens
with chronic illnesses. In the years since sideration of H.R. 3153.
Mr. LONG. I ask for the yeas and nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
1965, I have olfered proposals substantially
The yeas and nays were ordered.
similar to this measure. Last year, this con- objection, the request is granted.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
cept was endorsed unanimously by the SenMr. LONG. Mr. President, does the question is on agreeing to the amendate, but dropped in conference with the Senator from Connecticut desire the yeas
ment of the Senator from Connecticut.
House. I sincerely feel that the time has and nays on this amendment?
The yeas and nays have been ordered,
come for a new look at the needs of the
Mr.
RIBICOFF.
Yes,
I
do.
elderly who are chronically ill.
and the clerk will call the roll.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask that
When I first introduced legislation to
The legislative clerk called the roll.
prOVide assistance for elderly persons con- the yeas and nays be ordered.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
The yeas and nays were not ordered.
fronted with costs of prescription drugs, I
sought to have the costs of all drugs covered.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani- that the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
During committee hearings, however, it be- mous consent that the yeas and nays be MCGEE), the Senator from South Dacame clear that the measure originally would ordered.
kota (Mr. MCGOVERN) , the Senator from
have been prohibitively expensive. Costs were
New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), the SenaThe
PRESIDING
OFFICER.
Is
there
estimated at $2.6 bUllon. On the other hand,
tor from Utah (Mr. Moss), and the Senobjection?
It became apparent to the committee that
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, ator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON) are
drug costs incurred by the elderly, especially
necessarily absent:
continuing costs of chronic illness, are im- what is the request?
possibly high.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The SenI also announce that the Senator from
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Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is absent
because of illness.
I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MONTOYA) and the Senator from
lllinois (Mr. STEVENSON) would each
vote "yea."
Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER),
and the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GURNEY) are necessarily absent.
The Senator from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) and the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
MCCLURE) are absent on official business.
The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE)
and the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. THURMOND) are detained on official
business.
If present and voting, the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) and the Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) would each vote "nay."
The result was announced-yeas 77.
nays 11, as follows:
[No. 525 Leg.]
YEAS-77
Abourezk
Fong
Metcalf
Aiken
FUlbright
Mondale
Allen
Goldwater
Muskie
Bayh
Gravel
Nelson
Beall
Griffin
Nunn
Bentsen
Hart
Packwood
Bible
Hartke
Pastore
Biden
Haskell
Pearson
Brock
Hatfield
Pell
Percy
Brooke
Hathaway
Burdick
Hollings
Proxmire
Randolph
Byrd.
Hruska
Harry F., Jr. Huddleston
Ribicoff
Byrd. Robert C. Hughes
Roth
Cannon
Humphrey
Schweiker
Case
Inouye
Scott. Hugh
Chiles
Jackson
Sparkman
Church
Javlts
Stafford
Clark
Johnston
Stennis
Cook
Kennedy
Stevens
Cotton
Long
Taft
Cranston
Magnuson
Talmadge
Tunney
Dole
ManSfield
\Veicker
Dominick
Mathias
Eagleton
McClellan
Will1ams
Young
Eastland
McIntyre
NAY8-11
Curtls
Helms
Bartlett
Domenici
Scott,
Bellmon
Ervin
WilliamL.
Bennett
Hansen
Tower
Buckley
NOT VOTING-12
McGee
Saxbe
Baker
Fannin
McGovern
Stevenson
Montoya
Symington
Gurney
Moss
Thurmond
McClure

So Mr. RIBICOFF'S amendment was
agreed to.
Mr. RffiICOFF. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
Mr. THURMOND subsequently said:
Mr. President, when the rollcall wa~ held
on the Ribicoff amendment, I was III the
Official Reporters' Office reading the
transcript and they failed to notify me in
there. If I had been in the Chamber, I
would have voted on the matter.
I ask unanimous consent that the clerk
be authorized to record my name as having voted in favor of that amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT). The Chair is informed
by the Parliamentarian that the Presiding Officer is not permitted to enter-

tRin such a request because it is contrary
to the rules of the Senate.
Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Presiding Officer.
NOMINATION OF DON S. SMITHFEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, as in
executive session, I ask unanimous consent for immediate consideration of a
nomination at the desk which was reported earlier today.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the nominaton.
The legislative clerk read the nomination of Don S. Smith, of Arkansas, to
be a member of the Federal Power Commission.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is considered
and confirmed.
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President
be immediately notified of the confirmation of the nomination.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be so notified.
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(2) by adding a~ the end Of such section
the following new sUbsection:
"(b) (1) From the sums available under
paragraph (2), the Secretary Is authorized
to make grants to public or nonprofit private
regional pedIatrIc respiratory centers, which
are a part of (or are affiliated With) an InstitUtion of hIgher learning, to assist them in
carrying out a program for the training and
instruction (through demonstrations and
otherWise) of health care personnel in the
prevention, diagnosis and treatment Of respiratory diseases in children and young
adUlts, and in prOViding (through such program) needed health care services to chlldren
and young adults SUffering from such
diseases.
"(2) For the purpose of making grants
under this SUbsection, there is authorized to
be appropriated, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1975, and each of the next four succeeding fiscal years, such sums (not in excess of $5.000.000 for any fiscal year) as may
be necessary. Sums authorized to be approprIated for any fiscal year under thls subsection for making grants for the purposes
referred to In paragraph (1) shall be In addition to any sums authorized to be appropriated for such fiscal year for simllar purposes under other provisions of this title."
(b) Section 502(1) of such Act is amended
by lnserting "(a)" immediately after "5U".
Make appropriate conforming changes in
the table of contents to the bill.

TECHNICAL CORRECTION IN THE
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President,lungENROLLMENT OF H.R. 1284
damaging diseases in children affect over
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 10 million youngsters, of whom 35.000 die
send to the desk a concurrent resolution every year. These diseases such as cystic
and ask for its immediate consideration. fibrosis, asthma, and chronic bronchitis,
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before are responsible for 55 percent of all
the Senate a concurrent resolution (H. school days lost.
At present there are 11 pediatric pulCon. Res. 381), authorizing the Clerk of
centers serving the States of
the House to make a technical correction monary
in the enrollment of H.R. 1284, which Colorado, Georgia, Pennsylvania, DelaNew York, Washington, Alaska,
was ready by title by the legislative clerk. ware,
Louisiana, Hawaii, California. New MexThe PRESIDING OFICER. Is there ico,
Wyoming, Puerto Rico, and the
objection to the present consideration of
District of Columbia, at a cost to the
the concurrent resolution?
There being no objection, the concur- taxpayers of only $2 million a year to directly serve over 5,000 children and their
rent resolution was considered and families.
Their value has been demonagreed to.
strated. There is a need for perhaps 10
to 20 more such centers to adequately
AMENDMENT OF THE SOCIAL
cover the country on a regional basis.
SECURITY ACT
and to ultimately serve as a resource to
The Senate continued with the con- 15 percent of the total U.S. juvenile
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3153) to population.
These worthy and vital programs will
amend the Social Security Act to make terminate
30, 1974, unless immedicertain technical and conforming ate action June
is taken. Highly expert teams
changes.
of skilled professionals will be dispersed
Mr. MONDALE obtained the floor.
and years of valuable training will be lost.
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will However, continuity can be maintained
the Senator yield briefly?
by placing the pediatric pulmonary cenMr. MONDALE. I yield to the Senator ters under the permanent administration
from Georgia.
of the maternal and child health program
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I send of the Btlreau of Community Health
an amendment to the desk and ask for Services in HEW. This Agency has alits immediate consideration.
ready assumed program responsibility for
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The these centers and is ready and prepared
amendment will be stated.
to assume full control.
The legislative clerk read the amendCurrent childhood health disorders
ments, as follows:
rapidly become chronic adult problems.
At the end of title I of the b!ll, lnsert the Preventive steps now serve to reduce
following new part:
those problems by a considerable amount
PART I-AMENDl\rENTS RELATING TO in years to come.
MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH SERVMr. President, I ask unanimous conICES
sent that pertinent background informaGRA:ln'S TO REGIONAL PEDIATRIC PULMONARY
tion on pulmonary disease and care proCENTERS
SEC. 196. (a) Section 511 of the Social Se- grams be printed in the RECORD following these remarks.
curity Act is amendedThe PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
(1) by insertIng "(a)" immediately after
"Sec. 511.", and
objection, it is so ordered.
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(See exhibit 1 J
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
amendment I have offered would assure
continued specific authorization of not
more than $5 million annually for continued operation and expansion of pediatric pulmonary programs.
EXHIBIT

1

PEDIATRIC PuLMONARY PROGRAM: FACT SHEET
EXISTING CENTERS AND FUNDING (RMP BUDGET)

Orange County Ped. Pulmonary Ctr., University of Call!. at Irvine, $73,979.
Ped. Chronic Pulmonary Ctr., University
of Colorado Med. Ctr., Denver, Colorado,
$125,839.
Pediatric Chronic Pulmonary Ctr.,· Medical College of Georgia, Augusta, Georgia,
$49,300.
Phll. Reg. Chronic Ped. Pulm. Disease ctr.,
Greater Delaware Valley, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, $300,000.
Regional Pediatric Pulmonary Program,
Kauikeo1ani Chlldren's Hospital, Honolulu,
Hawall, $121,000.
Georgetown University, Washington, D.C.,
$140,651.
University of Nebraska Hospital,·· Omaha,
Nebraska, $N/A.
Southwestern Regional Ped. Pulmonary
Ctr., Lovelace-Bataan Medical Center, Albuquerque, New Mexico, $65,000.
Tulane University School of Medicine, New
Orleans, Louisiana, $259,873.
Pediatric Pulmonary Center, Babies Hospital, Columbia University, New York, New
York, $255,881.
Center for Management and Treatment of
Chronic Pulmonary Diseases in Chlldren,
University Hospital, Rio Piedras, Puerto Rico,
$35,000.
Chlldren's Orthopedic Hospital and Med.
Ctr., seattle, Washington, $92,350.
Total: $2,000,000.
A PEDIATRIC REspmATORY CENTER

A. What it is

A comprehensive and coordinated diagnostic, treatment, training, and clinical and
basic research center for children and young
adults with Chronic Respiratory Disease
(CRD).
B. Why

The prevalance, mortality and morbidity
statistics emphasize the importance of acute
and chronic lung diseases as a health problem in chlldren. The establishment of pediatric respiratory disease centers is the most
practical and economical method of increasing the availability of professional personnel
and improving the quality of care in this
field.
C. Objectives

The primary objective of such a center is
to bring together in a teaching center personnel with special skills for a coordinated
approach to the diagnosis and comprehensive
management of chUdren with acute and
chronic respiratory diseases. Such a center
wlll represent an optimal program unit.
Prevalence 0/ chronic conditions among children in the United States 0/ America

[15.44% of population]
Total population
67,006,000
All chronic listed conditions
15, 620, 000
Hayfever, asthma. and other allergies
_ 6,618,000
Other respiratory conditions __ 3,727,000
Orthopedic and paralytic
_ 1,571,000
Skin diseases
_ 1,006,000
Digestive
_
733,000
Speech disorders
_
575,000
Hearing problems
_
537,000
• Application withdrawn.
•• Approved by Regional Medical Programs,
but never funded.

Visual disorders______________
406, 000
Mental and nervous conditions_
447,000
All chronic respiratory
10,345, 000
(Data from National Health Survey, 1968.)
FuTuRE PRoPOSED REGIONAL PEDIATRIC
REspmATORY CENTERS

In FY 74, it is imperative that the presently existing 11 Centers now in operation
throughout the Country (including centers
in Hawai! & Puerto Rico) be funded. These
highly specialized centers have effectively
proven themselves.
Budgeting beyond FY 74 is difficult to consider at this time. However, to adequately
cover the geographic United States, it is suggested that Ultimately at least an additional
ten centers should be planned for. This
would mean doubling the current funding
figures in the future.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I have
discussed this amendment with the distinguished floor manager of the bill. I
believe that he is prepared to accept the
amendment. And I urge the Senate to
do so.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have not
had an opportunity to discuss this matter
with the minority members of the Finance Committee. An effort is being made
at this moment to see if they agree with
our judgment on this matter.
I personally believe the amendment is
meritorious. The costs of this measure
would not exceed $5 million a year. In
my judgment that would be a very
worthwhile and useful expenditure.
Mr. President, I have now-been advised
that the ranking minority member of the
committee, the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT) agrees with our judgment on
this matter that the amendment should
be accepted.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Georgia (putting the
question) .
The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 724

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I call
up an amendment at the desk and ask
unanimous consent that its reading be
dispensed with.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the
RECORD.
The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the follOWing new section:
SEC.
. Title IV-A of the Social Security
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof
the follOWing new section:
"CHILD CARE STUDIES

"SEC.
. Chlld day care services prOVided
under the Social Security Act shall meet the
following standards: (1) in-home care shall
meet standards established by the State,
reasonably in accord with recommended
standards of national standards-setting organizations (such as the Chlld Welfare
League of America and the National Councll Welfare League of America and the National Councll of Homemaker-Home Health
Aid Services), and (2) out-of-home day care
fac1lities shall be licensed by the State or
approved as meeting the standards for such
licensing, and shall comply with the provisions of the Federal Interagency Day Care
ReqUirements of 1968, and the requirements
of section 422(a) (1) of the Social SecUrity
Act."

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Kentucky.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky is recognized.
Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that Kathryn McElroy of
my staff be granted the privilege of the
floor during the debate and votes on the
pending bill.
The PRESIDlliG OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I offer
this amendment on behalf of myself and
Senators BUCKLEY, JAVITS, HOLLINGS,
RIBICOFF, CRANSTON, STAFFORD, COOK, and
PACKWOOD.
All the amendment seeks to do is to
restore the present standards for federally assisted day care.
In my opinion, this amendment is vel'y
inlporlant for the protection of our children. It is designed to assure that childre~l receiving federally assisted day care
service will continue to be protected
against dangerous, unsanitary, insensitive, and unhealthy programs.
Specifically, it would clarify and assure
that day care services provided under
the Social Security Act must continue to
comply with the Federal Interagency Day
Care Requirements of 1969 and in-home
standards reasonably in accord with recommended standards of national standards-setting organizations. These are the
exact same standards which have been
in effect with respect to these programs
in the past.
In other words, my amendment, if it is
agreed to and becomes law, would make
the law remain as it is today. If the committee bill is adopted without this
amendment, it will be possible to commit
Federal money for day care services
which are unsanitary and dangerous as
to adversely affect the physical and
mental health of the infants and children who are in those day care centers.
Mr. President, I regard this as an
essential, indispensable measure to assure justice for all children of our country.
I have spent a tremendous amount of
time in the last several years working in
the area of day care and child development, as chairman of the Subcommittee on Children and Youth and as chief
sponsor of the comprehensive child development and family services legislation which has passed the Senate in
each of the last 2 years.
During this tinle I have had a chance
to talk with experts, with parents, day
care administrators, and a wide variety
of people interested in and involved in
this fleld. I have visited a wide variety
of preschool programs including part
day Head Start programs and full day
day care programs. This work has convinced me of the positive contribution
that quality day care-with parental
participation, adequate staffing and a.
concern for the health and education of
the children involved-can make to children and their families. It has also convinced me that the children can suffer
severe and sometimes permanent damage if the day care they participate in
is understaffed or othenvise inadequate.
Day care, in short, can be either beneficial or destructive. Some care is not always better than no care at all. Indeed,
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some low quality day care is downright
harmful.
Mr. President, there have been a great
number of studies of the conditions and
standards in day care centers in this
country. Some are excellent. Some are
nothing short of tragedy.
Recently there was a study based on
the finding of the National Council of
Jewish Women, under the leadership of
a remarkable American, Mary Keyserling, entitled "Windows in Day Care." I
wish that all of my colleagues had the
time to read the report. It details example after example in which children
are placed in homes that are unsanitary
or in unsafe day care centers with unskilled staffs, overcrowded conditions,
and all the rest so as to damage physically and mentally the children who stay
there.
A typical first-hand observation goes
as follows:
This center Is housed In a shack of poor
repair. It was over-crowded, filthy and depressing. It was very small for the number
of children. Two of us arrived at nap time
and one tiny room was completely filled With
cots which were right up against one another. There were 22 children In attendance
that day. I have no idea where they would
find a place to nap the extra eight children
enrolled but not present. The odor was noxious and one child had gone to the bathroom
In her sleep and it has not been cleaned
up.
The kitchen was tiny with dishes stacked
up on top of one another. The bathroom
had the tile off the wall and the black tar
was exposed. It has only one sink, one toilet,
and an old bathtub.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. COOK) be added as
a cosponsor of the pending amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, a survey about a year ago by a reporter from
the Washington Post revealed at that
time many examples of day care centers
111 the Nation's Capital which were overcrowded, unsanitary, and had no facilities to stimulate or support the children
during the day. There were boring and
listless programs. There were surroundingS in which no American would want
his children to be found.
The single best protection we have
against substandard day care is the existence and enforcement of decent standards. It is absolutely essential that we assure that Federal funds are not used to
encourage or support programs that
harm children.
Mr. President, it is the purpose of our
amendment to provide that kind of protection and to provide it in a way that
is consistent with the practices of the
past. The standards contained in our
amendment have been in existence since
1968. They have applied on all federally
assisted day care programs for the last 5
years. And they were contained in the
regulations covering day care under the
social services program until HEW began
issuing revised regulations this past
spring.
These standards provide a minimal
level of protection by requiring parental
involvement, setting health and sanita-

tion standards and defining minimum
levels for adult-child ratios in day care
centers or family day care homes.
Mr. President, unless we adopt this
amendment I fear we will be inviting or
endorsing the watering down of the reasonable standards with which we are all
familiar. Without this amendment the
bill is silent on the question of whether
Federal interagency day care requirements would still apply to day care programs existing under this measure. And
without that clarification it is clear from
HEW's most recent regulations that the
existing standards will not be retained.
Indeed, HEW's November 1 regulations
drop all reference to the interagency day
care standards and state simply that
services "must comply with such standards as may be prescribed by the Secretary."
That kind of regulation is utterly
meaningless. It provides no guarantee
that standards ever will be prescribed.
And in the event that standards are prescribed this regulation provides no assurance that they will inclUde the minimal protections that now exist.
Mr. President, the Senate is familiar
with this issue. These standards were
part of S. 2528, the social services amendments I introduced in October with 35
cosponsors and with the support of the
National Governor's Conference. They
have been included in the child development and family service legislation
adopted overwhelmingly by the Senate
in each of the past 2 years. They were
added as an amendment to the so-called
welfare reform bill, when that was considered in the Senate last fall.
I urge my colleagues to continue as they
have in the past insisting that federally
supported day care programs provide
adequate protections for the children and
families involved. I urge them to join as
cosponsors in this amendment and support it when it comes to a vote. A wide
variety of organizations concerned about
children and families-including the
American Academy of Pediatrics, the
Child Welfare League of America, the
National PTA, the UAW, the AFL--CIO,
the American Association of University
Women, the National Council of Jewish
Women, the National Association for the
Education of Young Children, the Black
Child Development Institute, the National Child Day Care Association, the
Citizens Committee for Children of New
York, the National Council of Churches,
the National Association of Social Workers, and the Washington Research Project Action Council are supporting this
amendment.
For the benefit of my colleagues and
the public, I ask unanimous consent that
their letters and telegrams be printed at
this point in my remarks.
There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE
OF AMERICA, INC.,

According to our information, the language
omits references to specific standards for inhome care and the 1968 Federal Interagency
Day Care ReqUirements for out-of-home
care.
We beHeve that this language should be
restored and we support those who wish to
do this when the blll comes to the senate
fioor. We commend your leadership in the
past on this issue and hope that we can
count on your playing a similar role again.
For the League, specific standards language
is absolutely essential. "Some care," that is
any care which is not protective of chlldren,
is not better than "no care." If we cannot
provide care for chlldren which safeguardS
them and allows them to grow and develop
soundly, then those chlldren shOUld not be
in day care but be With their own parents
and under their ftill-time supervision in the
home.
Cordially.
JOSEPH H. REm.
[Telegram)
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.O.:

National PTA strongly urges Senate to reconsider inclusion of standards and guidelines for programs for chlIdren in social security amendments. Social Security regulations that went Into effect on November 1
should at a minimum be made operative In
accordance with the 1968 Federal interagency standards that covered many of the
programs for young chlldren.
GRACE BAISINGER,
Ooordinator 01 Legislative Activity.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE
CHURCHES OF CHRIST,
Washington, D.O., November 27, 1973.

Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
WaShington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: On behalf of the
National Councll of Churches, I want to express support for your proposed amendment
to H.R. 3153 requiring that any day care
services provided through the social services
program conform with the requirements of
the Federal Interagency Day Care Standards
of 1968. Those standards are designed to
assure that Federally funded day care centers have the resources necessary to serve a
child's emotional, cognitive, and physical development. Surely if we love our children, we
ought to do no less.
Sincerely,
R. H. EDWIN Espy,
General Secretary.

UAW,
WaShington, D.O., November 20, 1973.

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The UAW stronglY
supports your amendment to assure that day
care activities under the social services program continue to comply with the Federal
Interagency Requirements. We believe the
adoption of your amendment is absolutely
essential to the protection of children enrolled in day care programs.
On behalf of the UAW, I wish to commend
you for your continUing leadership in the
effort to assure that day care standards are
not relaxed to the detriment of the children
involved.
Sincerely,
JACK BEIDLER,
Legislative Director.

New York, N.Y., November 21, 1973.

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

DEAR SENATOR: We understand that the
senate Finance Committee has completed
its work on the so-called SOcial Services BU!.

NAEYC,
Washington, D.O., November 21, 1973.

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The National Association for the Education of Young ChUdren
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recognizes that within programs for young
chUdren it is necessary to provide an environment which permits maximum development
and growth of chUdren.
We, therefore, urge that provisions for :lhild
care services under the Social security Act
be accompanied by minimum requirements
that are at least equal to the 1968 Federal
Interagency Day Care Standards, including
those concerning child-teacher ratios, staft'ing patterns, and parent involvement.
Sincerely,
MARn.YN M. SMrrH,
Executive Director.

WASHINGTON RESEARCH PROJECT,
ACTION COUNCIL,
Washington, D.O., November 19, 1973.

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

bUl be amended to call for the retention (If
standards comparable to the 1968 Federal
Interagency Day Care Requirements.
Sincerely,
MARy DUBLIN KEYSERLING,
President, National Ohi14 Day Oare
Association.

[Telegram)
Benator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Oapitol Hill, D.O.:

The Early Childhood Education Council of
Nassau County with a membership of 600
support the reinstatement of the 1968 Federal day care standards. We urge the inclusion of the standards in the compromise
social service blll. Thank you for your support of the young child.
MARGARET O'CONNER,
Legislative Ohairman.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: We commend you
for your continued vigorous efforts to expand
developmental chUd care programs and to
assure that any such programs receiving federal funds meet high standards for quality.
We understand that you will be offering an
amendment to the social services provisions
of H.R. 3153, when that measure comes to
the fioor of the Senate, to make clear that
child care programs funded under Title IV-A
of the Social Security Act must meet the
Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements
of 1968.
At a time when the pressure for publicly
supported child care programs is increasing,
it is critical that Congress insist on program
quality to protect the children and fam111es In
need of such services. The answer to the
growing demands for child care is not to
lower quality so as to make limIted funds go
further, but rather to increase the avallab1l1ty of funds so that more children and
famUles have access to developmental programs.
The 1968 ReqUirements are by no means
extravagant. They were designed to assure
minImum standards of care while providing
maximum fiexibil1ty within programs. While
changing circumstances may require some
adjustment in those Requirements to assure
program quality, Congress cannot allow the
pressures for cheaper custodial care to result
in changes which reduce standards. This is
particularly true with regard to child-staff
ratios and parent participation-the two factors which prOVide the best guarantee of
program quality.
Again, we commend your leadership In this
area and fully support your efforts on the
fioor of the Senate.
Sincerely,
MARIAN WRIGHT EDELMAN.
JUDrrH A. ASSMUS.
[Telegram]

BLACK CHILD DEVELOPMENT
INSTITUTE, INc.,
November 19, 1973.

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: It is a pleasure
to respond to your request for us to examine
and analyze, the provisions In H.R. 3153,
"The Social Security Act", from a Black
perspective.
We have found that the social service
amendments attached to H.R. 3153, would
assist the Black communities we serve In
providing quality child development servIces.
We feel that the most Important provisions of 8-2528, "The Social Service Amendments of 1973", are the Federal Standards
for Day Care, the appreciable changes in the
eligib1l1ty of past and potential recipients,
the increased freedom and latitude given to
states to determine eliglblllty and the manner In which those services are to be rendered, and the general Increase in services
rendered to non-welfare recipients from 10%
of the state AFDC monies to 25%.
8-2528 Is more desirable than the general
revenue sharing formula which has proven
its inetfectiveness In the local communities
BCDI serves. Therefore, we feel that the
most appropriate and benefiCial method fcir
distributing funds and services to our constituents Within the 50 states can be found
in S-2528, not a revenue sharing approach.
Moreover, we are emphatically opposed to
any etfort to omit Federal Standards for Day
Care Services as currently being debated in
the Senate Finance Committee.
We support the efforts of Senator Mondale
and his colleagues to prevent the exemption
of Day Care Standards from the provisions of
H.R.3153.
Sincerely,
EVELYN K. MOORE,
Executive Director.

Washington, D.O., November 20, 1973.

Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Oapitol Hill, D.O.:

The American Association of University
Women, representing more than 175,000
members, urges your support for day care
programs and new social service legislation,
which comply with the 1968 Federal interagency day care standards.
Dr. DEBORAH P. WOLFE,
National Legitlative Program Ohairwoman.

NOVEMBER 19, 1973.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: We are distressed
to learn that the proposed compromise blll
relating to social service regulations contains no reference to the essentiality of Federal Day Care standards. We urge that the

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL
ORGANIZATIONS,
November 28, 1973.

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The AFL-CIO
strongly supports the Mondale-Buckley
Amendment to H.R. 3153 prOViding adequate
federal day care standards necessary to assure the safety and proper development of
the children of working parents. Unfortunately, HEW has given no indication that it
will establish adequate standards. Passage
of the Mondale-Buckley Amendment Is essentiaL
Sincerely,
ANDREW J. BmMILLER,
Director, Department Of Legislation.

AMERICAN ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS,
Evanston, Ill., November 28, 1973.

Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.s. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The American
Academy of Pediatrics, the profeSSional organization which represents 14,000 physicians
prOViding health care to 1nfants, children
and adolescents, has been Involved for over
40 years in efforts to improve the general
health and welfare of children. Spec11lcally
In regard to day care, the Academy has appeared on numerous occasions before various committees of both the House and Benate. The Academy has filed statements with
DHEW In response to proposed regulations.
It has also labored as a standards setting organization and has recently published Standards for Day Oare for Infants and Ohildren
Under Three Years Of Age and Reoommendations for Day Oare Oenters for Infants and
Ohi14ren.

One of the basic prinCiples upon which
Academy work has proceeded, which is presented In the Recommendations, Is that
"services otfered should first be based on the
health and developmental needs of the child
to be served, then on the needs of his family. . . . The provision of 'parking lots' for
children or of programs whIch do not meet
the child's needs but force him into routInized group programs with little variation
cannot be sanctIoned:'
The quality of child care programs Is
threatened. Recent federal regulations have
omitted reference to standards. Until research further evaluates present standards
and programs, the use of the 1968 Federal
Interagency Day Care Standards as minimal
and their modification in the direction suggested by research is the preferred approach.
Consequently, the Academy would urge that
action be initiated to assure that day care
service supported by the Social Security
Act be governed by standards no less than
the 1968 Federal Interagency Day Care Standards.
Your efforts to establish a base line for
quality day care services are commended.
Sincerely yours,
ROBERT G. FRAZIER, M.D.,
Executive Director.

[Telegram]
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Oapitol Hill, D.O.

Attention Sid Johnson, room 433, we are
distressed to learn that the social service
legislation under consideration In the Senate
omits Federal standards for child care services. Congress has the obligation to guarantee
high standards of care for children in federally supported programs urge you to continue your pressure for responsible Congressional actions.
BERTRAM BECK,
Ohairman

Oitizens

Oommittee for
Ohildren Of New York.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JEWISH WOMEN,
New York, N.Y., November 20, 1973.

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: We wish to commend you for all your efforts to modify and
improve the Social Welfare regulations promulgated by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare this year, which were so
detrimental to an etfective administration
of social service programs.
We regret that the Senate Finance Committee did not accept for inclusion among
the provisions of H.R. 3153, your recommendation for federal standards for child
development programs.
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As you know, the National Council of JewIsh Women conducted a national survey of
day care and found that many of the programs in operation did not adhere to acceptable standards, or even minimum standards.
In testifying before the Senate Finance Committee in 1972, we stated:
The data produced by one survey indicates that quality day care, which can help
children to develop to their full potential,
Is not too frequently encountered, and vigorous action at the national, state and local
levels on behalf of children must be undertaken . . . Legislation to provide care for
chUdren must include: Well defined standards not lower than those of the InterAgency requirements of 1968.
We are greatly pleased that you plan to
offer a standards amendment when H.R. 3153
reaches the Senate floor and we pledge our
support for your effort.
Sincerely yours,
Mrs. ELEANOR MARVIN,
National President.

NOVEMBER 19, 1973.
SENATOR MONDALE: Our organization be·
Heves that it Is imperative that child day care
provided. under the social service titles of
the· Social Security Act must meet the Inter-Agency standards of 1968 and therefore
we strongly support your effort to introduce a
floor amendment to H.R. 3153 to make such
services a mandatory provision.
LORENZO TRAYLOR,
President, NASW.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, it is the
policy in this country to encourage welfare mothers to take training and to find
.
work.
It seems to me that one of the elements
in that bargain ought to be that when the
children are required to stay in family
day care homes or day care centers while
the mother is working, at the very minimum they ought to be certain that the
children are kept safely from harm.
That is not only the humane thing
to do. In addition to that, in the long
run it will cost more if we have generations of youngsters who have been pushed
aside and ignored or shoved into cold
warehouses of this kind.
The day care standards that we are
talking about are not radical. They are
the very minimum one needs for decent
day care. They provide a staff ratio
that has been found by expensive experience to be the minimum necessary.
They recognize the special problems
and the vulnerability of the very young.
There have been many, many stUdies
that have shown that when children are
infants or ages I, 2, and 3, the failure to
assure adequate staff ratios and properly
skilled assistants can damage those children physically and damage them mentally in ways that later are dimcult to
repair.
I ask unanImous consent that a summary of the minimum day care standards
that we wish to continue be printed in the
RECORD at this point.
There being no objection, the summary
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
SUMMARY OF 1968 REQUIREMENTS
1. 8t6ff Ratios (including volunteers)
a. FamUy Day Care Home (no more than
6 children total) 1 to 5 ratio for children
under age 6; 1· to 6 ratio for chUdren aged
3-14.

b. Group Day Care Home-l to 5 ratio
where preschooler involved; 1 to 6 ratio
otherwise.

c. Day Care Center-l to 5 for 3 to 4 years
olds; 1 to 7 for 4 to 6 year olds; and 1 to 10
for 6 to 14 year olds.
2. Safety and Sanltatlon-"must meet requirements of appropriate safety and sanitation authority."
3. Education-"Educatlonal opportunities"
must be provided, with supervision of staff
members trained or experienced in child
growth and development.
4. Social Services must be provided Including guidance and counseling to families
about appropriateness of day care.
5. Health & Nutrition. Requires supervision by quallfied physician; dental and
medical evaluation of children; dental and
medical treatment for children "using eXisting community resources" If available; and
"nutrition needs."
6. Staff Training. In service training required.
7. Parent Involvement requires opportunities for parents to "work with" and "observe" day care programs; and whenever
agency provides care for 40 children or more
it must have Pollcy Advisory Committee
composed of at least 50% parents to assist in
development of programs and approval of
appllcations, and participate in selection of
program directors.
8. Waiver. "Requirements can be waived
when administering agency can show that
requested waiver may advance innovation
and experimentation and extend services
without loss of quallty in the Faclllty."
Four states now have waiver (Michigan,
Missouri, Oregon and Colorado.)

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at that point?
Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield.
Mr. LONG. Can the Senator tell me
how many States are complying with
those standards?
Mr. MONDALE. There are waivers in
only four States. I concede to the distinguished fioor manager-we have discussed this before-that there are states
which have not complied with it, and
there are day care centers which fall
beneath these standards. But I think that
is another reason why we should continue
them as they are, and try to insist that
the centers be brought up to standard.
Mr. LONG. The reason I asked the
question is that I have in my hand a
pamphlet containing data on child care
prepared for the committee as of June
16, 1971, and I do not think that the
situation has changed drastically in that
respect. These are the minimum stamng
requirements of the states.
Take, for example, ages 3 to 4; the
Federal standards would require that
there be one adult for every five children
between the ages of 3 and 4.
The great majority of the States in
their licensing laws would require a
minimum of 1 woman for every 10
children. So, assuming that the States
are following their own laws, the propOsed standards would mean a doubling
of the staffing.
We have only $2.5 billion for social
services; so if we have to double the cost
in most states, that means we can pay
for day care for only half the number of
children we now can take care of.
Mr. MONDALE. It is my feeling that if
the day care standards in a particular
setting are so damaging to children that
they affect their physical and mental
health, it is better not to have day care;
it is better to have the children with their
mothers.
But If the welfare strategy is to en-
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work, then at a minimum we ought to
courage and sometimes force mothers to
make certain that the children do not
have to suffer in the meantime.
When I grew up, the standards for
me when I was 1 year old was two aclults
to one child. My mother and dad were
with me all the time, r..nd I was grateful
for it. But if my mother had had to
work, I would have been grateful if
there had been enough people around to
take care of me.
We have situations in this country
where there are infants 1 and 2 years old,
sometimes 14 or 15 of them with only
one adult. Everything we have heard
indicates that that is very damaging.
Mr. LONG. How many states can
meet this requirement the amendment
would make with regard to education?
I quote:
Educational opportunities must be provided for every child under the supervl.
sion and direction of a staff member trained
or experienced in child growth and development.

How many mothers can meet that
standard?
Mr. MONDALE. It says "trained or
experienced." The requirements do not
require graduate teachers, but what they
do say is that it is not right to take a
child and put it in boring environments
for 8 hours a day, and do absolutely
nothing to stimulate the child; the requirements indicate that there should be,
in addition to decent food and decent
cleanliness and health standards, some
educa tion along with it.
It is a modest, requirement which is
not difficult to comply with, but something we think, should be required.
These standards were developed by
the Executive. They were developed as
minimum standards by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, and
have been in the regulations since 1968.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, the States
cannot comply with the standards the
way it is now. There are only two states
in the Union who meet the staffing re':
quirements for children age 3 to 4; not
even the senator's own State is complying with this requirement. The only
states that require by their laws one
adult person to every five children age
3 to 4 are the States of Rhode Island
and New York. We have 48 States of the
Union that do not comply with that
requirement, and if they tried to comply
with it it would mean that they would
have to reduce by half the amount of
day care they would have available for
children of working mothers.
It would seem to me that it is rather
dimcult to think that the Senator's judgment t.r my judgment is all that much
better than the judgment of the legislators of 48 out of the 50 States in the
Union. Certainly those legislators who
are from the grassroots of democracy,
are concerned about children.
As a matter of fact, if we look at all
the States of the Union, the overwhelming view seems to be that for children
from ages of 3 to 4, 10 would be about the
proper maximum number of children 1
staff member could keep an eye on. And
when the children get to be 6 through 14,
by this law that the Senator wants to
impOse upOn the States, they could not
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have more than 10 children per staff
attendant.
Mr. President, I was brought up in a
classroom with 30 children.
Mr. MONDALE. How old was the Senator?
Mr. LONG. And I thought that was a
good school.
Mr. MONDALE. How old?
Mr. LONG. I was between 6 and 14.
Mr. MONDALE. We are talking about
1- to 3-year-olds. I hope the Senator was
not brought up in a classroom with 30
children when he was 2 years old.
Mr. LONG. No, I am talking about the
requirement tha~ there be not more than
10 children age 6 through 14 per staff
member. 1.. lot of people use 14-year-old
children for babysitters. But if you look
at the amendment as it concerns 14year-old children, the States would have
to have 1 staff member for each 10
children. One would think they could
look after themselves, but, no, they have
to have 1 staff member for each 10
children.
If they go to school, they usually have
1 teacher for every 25 or 30 children.
Let us see why the States do that.
For those age:::, most States seem to think
25 to 30 children per adult is all right.
I was not abused by the schoolteachers or the kindergarten attendants where
I happened to go as a child. By requiring standards that are far beyond the
capacity of anyone to pay for, including
the Federal Government, the Senator
would make it impossible for people to
provide the opportunity for mothers to
improve- the situations of their families
by working.
In my own office, we have a mother,
one of the most competent women I have
ever had the opportunity to work with
in my life. She is one of the most efficient
secretaries on Capitol Hill, a fine woman
who knows what it is to be a mother and
a widow, and to bring up children to
make fine young citizens of themselves.
She was shocked to hear that the
Federal standards would mean you might
have to pay as much as $2,400 per child
for day care. The family assistance plan
proposed to pay that much for a family
of four. So it would cost as much to put
one child in day care as to take care of
three children and the mother under the
whole family assistance program.
She was shocked to hear about that.
She said. "How can they possibly justify
that? They propose that it would cost
$2,400 a year per child. That means $200
a month." She said, "When I brought my
children up, I was a widow and a working mother, and I put them in a good
day care center where it did not cost
but about half that much money. They
provided the child with meals and everything else, and a mother has a right to
expect that of them."
When good and competent working
mothers find out that it will cost $100 a
month for adequate and satisfactory care
for their own children. why will they want
to pay for something that would cost
$2,400 a year a child to have 1 person
for every 10 14-year-old children, or to
have 1 person for every 5 small children? If we require someone who can
qualify as a child care development spe-

cialist. then we have to pay her a minimum salary for a schoolteacher, and we
run the cost up to $200 a month and
make it look as though the cost of looking
after one little child in a day care center
will exceed what it would cost on the
average welfare roll of this Nation to take
care of a family of four.
I thought the way to help people better their condition was to provide day
care operations for families to encourage
mothers to take jobs, but at this rate we
will not be able to afford for anyone
to take a job because it would take 4
times as much money to look after one
child as it would if the person did not
take the job. That is why I have been
dismayed when we are confronted with
these standards, where now only two
States can comply with them, and impose that on the other 48 States. If the
States could comply-all right. If we had
$10 billion to spend, we could do it, but
we have only $2.5 billion for all the social
services. So it means that we either have
to be hypocrites, to approve these standards and then look the other way, or we
will have to reduce by 50 percent the
day care available for the children of
mothers who would like to gO to work
to improve their family condition.
So while I would like to be able to support the Senator's amendment, Mr. President, if we cannot afford more than $2.5
billion for this program, the simple fact
is that to insist on these standards would
mean that we would drastically reduce
day care available for mothers of small
children who would like to go to work
and improve the conditions of their families by earning money and to increase
their standard of living.
I regret, Mr. President, that we do not
have the money it takes to afford all this.
But the fact is that we do not. So if we
do not have the money, the best we can
do is to provide as much as we can to
the States and expect them to do what
they are doing now; namely, the best
they can with the money they have
available to them. We call1ot afford
everything we would like to do.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield?
Mr. MONDALE. I had promised to
yield to the Senator from South Carolina
but I wiII yield to the Senator from
Nebraska in a minute.
Mr. President, this is the same debate
we had last year when the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY)
and I insisted on day care standards and
when the Senate by an almost 2-to-l
vote agreed that, as a condition of
Federal aid to day care centers, we must
insist that those day care centers have
sUfficient minimum standards to assure
that the children will not be damaged
while in day care. The Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. LoNG) says we cannot
afford to do that. I say we cannot afford
not to do that. I say that we can afford
any program which will prevent damage
to our children.
Mr. President, in the debate a year
ago, the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. LONG) used the same exaggerated figures he used a moment ago,
suggesting that the standards would cost
$2,400 a year or $3,000 a year, when the
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figures show tha.tit WOtl1dcost $1.600
on the average for full-time day care. the
full year around, and only $400 for part-_
time. after school services.
These standards are not extravagant.
They are not unrealistic. They were established by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare in consultation
with the best people in this country. I
think that wlf should ask ourselves, what
do those, who have concerned themselves with children in day care think
about removing the day care standards?
I state as a fact that almost everyone
in this field, almost everyone who has
learned and knows what happens in day
care, are in favor of this amendment. We
insist on minimum care standards so
that our children will not be damaged.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield?
Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. CURTIS, I thank my distinguished
friend from Minnesota for yielding to
me.
If this amendment is not adopted, then
we have a situation where the day care
centers must be licensed by the States;
is that not correct?
Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.
Mr. CURTIS. Is it not also true that
day care centers are a part of the social
services portion of the social security
laws?
Mr. MONDALE. Yes, but if I may-I
will get back to that question. It is true
that in the absence of my amendment, it
would be the first time in over 5 years
that there are no such standards. If there
were new standards, it would be the
States that would impose them, if they
wanted to. That is the catch.
According to our information, there
are two States that have no standards
whatsoever with respect to adult-child
ratios whatsoever. There are 11 States
that have no standards whatsoever for
family day care. There are 9 States that
have standards which would permit 10
children per single staff member for children under 2 years of age, which everyone I know of who has studied this probblem says is disastrous.
So while it is true that States still can
impose standards, the studies we have
seen, plus these records, show at this
point that without Federal standards,
there will be thousands and thousands
of children placed on day care standards where no child should ever be
found.
Mr. CURTIS. Is it not true that the
provisions for social services adopted
by the committee are entirely controlled
by the States ur.der a revenue-sharing
program?
Mr. MONDALE. In some respects, that
is correct, except, for example, we have
regulations in our bill here that prohibits supplanting of state funds for
social services with Federal funds. There
are some restrictions in the committee
bill and this one concerning the health
and well-being of children, in my opinion, is just as important as that one
concerning supplanting.
Mr. CURTIS. Well, I believe the entire
thrust of what the committee has done
with reference to social services is that
the States shall decide who shall be
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eligible for social services, what programs shall be included in social services, and the type and extent of program
standards.
Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is basically correct. The Senator from Nebraska
and I stood together in the achievement
of that objective. In other words, we
wanted the States to have a wIde range
of discretion both in detennining eligibility for social services and for determining what social services the States
wanted.
We did, however, impose certain restrictions and these restrictions, I might
add, were imposed on the States with
the unanimous support of all the Governors. One was to prohibit the supplanting, by which Federal funds would aidsimply pick up existing State expenses
and, in effect, through indirection, permit the State to divert the money to
other purposes, to roads or whatever they
wanted. That we prohibited.
Second, we require mandatory services
in three areas: foster care, child protective services, and familY planning. So
there are other restrictions.
Traditionally, if I may say, our social
services money has carried with it the
interagency day care standard since
1968, which I wish to retain at this point.
So this is nothing new, but merely attempts to continue existing standards in
day care.
Mr. CURTIS. If the bill remains as reported by the committee, a State does
not have to have any day care centers
at all; does it?
Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is correct.
Mr. CURTIS. So if we impose Federal
restrictions on them, they can spend that
money on protective service for children,
family planning services, protective services for adUlts, services for adults and
foster care, homemaker services, chore
services, home delivery of meals, day
care services for adults, health related
services, home management, other functional educational services, housing improvement services, a full range of legal
services, transportation services, educational and training services, employment
services, information referral and followup services. special services for the mentally retarded, special services for the
blind, services for alcoholism and drug
addiction, special services for the emotionally disturbed, and special services
for the physicallY handicapped.
Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.
Mr. CURTIS. So long as they did not
use the money for some program they
would carry on, anyway.
Mr. MONDALE. The senator is correct.
The point I should like to make to the
Senator from Nebraska is this: Thousands of children have been served in
day care centers since the social services
program began some years ago. During
all this time-since 1968, at least-we
have had the same day care minimum
national standards that I am proposIng
we continue. In other words, what I am
proposing to do is not to change the law
but to keep the standards the way theY
have been for the last 5 years, almost 6
years.

Mr. CURTIS. Until when?
Mr. MONDALE. Until November I,
when as the Senator knows, the Secretary of HEW, through new regulations in
effect, eliminated everything, including
most of the social services.
Mr. CURTIS. Then, is it true that the
standards which the Senator seeks to
impose have been imposed until a few
weeks ago?
Mr. MONDALE. The interagency day
care reqUirements I want maintained
have been in being since 1968, except, if
the Secretary can get away with it, since
November I, when he tried to change it
through regulations.
Mr. CURTIS. If they already have had
what the Senator proposes now and the
Senator in his opening statement decided that many day care centers were
deficient, dangerous for the chIldren. and
injurious to their health and welfare,
what does the Senator gain by continuing
the provision of law that was in effect
and resulted in all those undesirable
conditions that he enumerates?
Mr. MONDALE. If we remove the
standards that we have, I think it is an
invitation to a wholesale disregard of
the minimum standards needed for the
care of children. It is true that even under the present day care standards, there
have been far too many examples of day
care centers that have fallen clearly beneath the minimum standards which
everyone in this field considers to be
minimally necessary for the physical and
mental health of chIldren. But the answer to that problem is not to delete the
standards. The answer is to retain them,
and enforce them so that day care programs can be brought up to a level that
assures minimal protection for the children involved.
I want to say one other thing, because
I think it bears on the question of the
Senator from Nebraska and the statements made by the Senator from Louisiana.
The standards we are talking about
have been arrived at on the basis of consultations with practically every responsible person in this field. I do not know
of anyone who has stUdied day care seriously who does not believe that we need
some kind of minimum standards.
The day care standards we are talking about were in the original amendment which was unanimously supported
by the Governors of our country. These
day care standards are supported by the
American Academy of Pediatrics; by the
National PTA; by the American Association of University Women; by the National Council of Jewish Women, which
has done as much as any other organization to try to study what is really going
on; by the National Association for the
Education of Young Children; by the
Black Child Development Institute; by
the National Child Day Care Association;
by the National Council of Churches; by
the AFL-CIO; by the UAW;-bYtOe
Washington Research Project Action
Council; and by the National Association of Social Workers.
Part of the problem here is not just
what happens to welfare mothers. There
are thousands and thousands-indeed,
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ing and need to work in order to provide,
along with their husbands, iecent minimum income to live in these diffiCUlt. inflationary times. They, too, need available to them day care, which is not only
needed for their employment but also
which is good enough and sound enough
in terms of minimum standards to assure that their children are not damaged during the hours they are working.
That is all these standards involve.
They are not new; they are not imposing anything new. They are standards
that have been in being since 1968. It is
true that they have not been fully enforced in some areas. But to remove them
now, in my opinion, would be to say that
the Federal Government has abandoned
its interest in minimum standards. To
remove them would be to encourage a
wholesale disregard and deterioration of
day care standards in this country.
I give the Senator from New York (Mr.
BUCKLEY) a good deal of credit, because
he studied this problem extensively, and
I think it is his opinion that all day care
is damaging. But Senator BUCKLEY, who
will be here shortly and who is support-ing us fully in this amendment, is convinced that if you are going to have day
care, it had better be day care that is
good, of high quality, where children get
safe surroundings. where they get decent
nutrition, where they get stimulation,
where they are supported emotionally as
fully as possible.
I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts.
Mr. BROOKE. I thank the Senator for
yielding.
Mr. President, it seems to me that in
the debate we had on the floor of th€.
Senate in the waning hours of the last
session of Congress. the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY)
intimated that he had opposed these day
care standards but that, after doing some
research, he had found for himself that
there was a great necessity in the country to establish national standards.
The Senator from Minnesota has
pointed out that what we have at the
present time, unfortunately, in too many
instances is merely custodial care. Custodial care, I think it has been very
clearly proved, is not sufficient to take
care of the thousands of young children
who are in day care centers. Many of
them are in need of psychiatric and
psychological care and treatment.
We are talking here more about money
than anything else. We are not talking
about the real issue, as the Senator from
Minnesota has tried very valiantly to
point out. We a.re talking about children
and we are talking about people. and
what we can do to salvage the lives of
these young people, many of whom are
let loose to run in the streets without
any care at all. We call it supervisory
care but there is no educational component, there is no development component, and there is very little, if anything,
that they really get out of it at all. In
many instance~and I have seen this as
a result of my own personal researchthese children are far worse off in some
of these day care centers than they
would be if they were not there in the
first instance.
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The Senator has pOinted out that great
research has been done, and he has given
credit to the National Council of Jewish
Women who did quite an exhaustive
study and rendered a report. I shall not
read the entire report, but I do think
that parts of the report are very pertinent.
Although all states, With the exception of
two (Idaho and Mississippi) require that day
care centers be licensed a number of exclusions and exemptions provide little protection
for the chlIdren receiving care. Some ten
states exclude from regUlation centers operated or regulated by another state or local
Governmental agency. About haIt the states
exclude centers operated by the public school
system; such centers usually come under
regUlations of the State's Department of Education. Centers operated by private or parochial schools are exempted from licensing
requirements In fifteen states. Nine states
exempt centers operated by rel1glous organizations. Facilities operating prlmarlly as an
educational program, as a kindergarten or
nursery school are excluded from licensing
regUlation In sixteen states.
The foregoing provides the most forcefUl
argument for Federal standards If the children of this nation will receive the kind of
care necessary tor beneficial chlId development.

We all have sympathy with the chairman and the ranking minority member
of the Committee on Finance. They have
a serious money problem and we recognize they have a serious money problem.
But it always seems that we are looking
to cut back on programs that are so
vitallY needed as this program and contend they cost too much money. Does the
Senator from Minnesota have any idea
as to what kind of money we are talking
about, because that seems to be the main
objection that has been raised by the
opposition to the Senator's amendment.
I do not think anyone denies it would be
good to have national standards for day
care centers.
Mr. MONDALE. This is a report prepared by the Library of Congress which
states:
According to the Ofllce of Child Development, Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, the national average cost for
providing day care under the existing
standards--

Those are the ones we seek to maintain; we are not opposing anything new.
Is approximately $1,600 a year for pre-school
children and $400 a year for children of
school age.

My friend from Louisiana keeps saying
$2,400, $3,000. It is not true. These are
maximum expenditures and many times
the volunteers are able to reduce the
cost. Those involved in this field the
longest are unanimous in favor of the
minimum standards. The committee decided to eliminate all standards and let
any community do as it chooses, no matter how much it damaged the children.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, w1ll the
Senator yield?
Mr. MONDALE. I shall yield in just
a moment.
The Senator from New York (Mr.
BUCKLEY) said in the last debate, and I
agree:
I believe and agree as a result of what we
have read In conference that the experience
abroad and especially studies at home dem-

onstrate that unless quality and standards of
day care, especially care given to very young
chlldren, is of the highest order, the chances
for serious real damage are too large to be
Ignored.
In this debate, all we have heard from
those who face this condition in our society of $1 trillion gross is that we are
trying to cut comers on physical care for
children who go to day care centers.
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, it seems
to me, fw·ther, that it is pennywise and
pound-fcolish-that is an old clichebecause what happens to the child is that
he gets involved in crime. Then that
child has to be dealt with later on in
the criminal courts. The child generally
will end up either in some prison in the
Nation, after having committed' some
heinous crime, such as we read about day
after day.
So it seems to me that we are not
saving money. If saving money is our
main purpose, it seems to me that we are
defeating the purpose by not trying to
give the child some education and some
training, rather than merely to let him
go without any standards established at
all.
This research was a most exhaustive
stUdy and indicates that there are just
not enough standards; and that where
there are standards, they are not being
lived up to.
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. PACKWOOD. When I knew that
this issue was coming up again I referred
to a telegram received from the Director of the Children's Services Division in
Oregon, Don Miller, and also contacted
the Division to ask his opinion as to
whether the amendment, requiring adherence to the Federal day' care standards, would adversely affect Oregon. He
indicated that it would not; that he preferred that the amendment to the bill be
adopted, to guarantee that these standards would be met.
But he also said that Oregon feels so
strongly about the importance of these
day care standards that Oregon intended
to comply even if it were not written in
the law as a Federal requirement.
Mr. President, Oregon has had serious
budget problems, like many other States,
but even this being the case, my state
felt that the Federal day care standards
were realistic enough, and necessary
enough, to require compliance on a voluntary basis. Now it seems to me that
my own State of Oregon, even though
but a single State, provides ample evidence that we are not here talking about
unrealistic, exhorbitant costs. We are
simply talking about providing safe,
healthful, properly supervised care for
children needing that care.
Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from Oregon. I think his statement reflects the experience of one serious administrator in one State. It shows that
the standards are reasonable and practical for the children involved.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, what we
are seeking to impose is what we have had
for several years. The prime issue is not,
in my opinion, whether it is fair that
the Federal Government shall write the
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standards or leave it to the States. The
Federal .Government has been writing
standards since 1968, until a few weeks
ago, and we have the conditions described by the principal proponent of
the amendment. It is a bad situation, unhealthy, unsafe, and so on.
The question is whether we are going
to vest authority in .the Federal Government or in the States. Who is it that
licenses physicians? It is the State. Who
is it that licenses lawyers? IUs the State.
If Senators do not think the States are
tough on discipline, try starting to practice in my State.
Who is it that licenses nurses? Who
sets the standard for their training? It
is the State. Who is it that licenses
teachers? It is the State. Who is it that
licenses realtors? It is the State. Who is
it that licenses certified public accountants? They do not have Federal licenses.
Who is it that licenses barbers and architects? Who is it that licenses hospitals?
It is the State. Nowhere in the Federal
Government does one get a license to
run a hospital.
We have had Federal standards, and
we learn that the situation is deplorable. What do we have to gain by perpetuating them?
I happen to believe that the State
officials in my State can and will do
greater justice to the children of all ages
than will a clumsy, far-removed, impersonal, blundering bureaucracy in
Washington.
It is not a question of money; it is a
question of where the authority should
rest.
I do not believe that there are any day
care centers in my State that are filthy
and unhealthy and dangerous, and if any
Senator has any evidence of any such,
I wish he would present it.
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. MONDALE. I would first like to
respond to the comments of the Senator
from Nebraska.
I think that the Federal Government
does have a proper concern about the
health of these children. It is Federal
policy which, by and large, is encouraging and sometimes bring mothers at work
under Federal welfare laws. It is social
services money which is going to these
programs. The Federal Government
drafts people. The Federal Government
pays most of the welfare costs. The Federal Government pays for penal costs.
The Federal Government. pays for a
whole range of costs when people are
damaged.
Everything that we have read, everything we have seen, everything that the
experts in this field say indicates that
when we fall beneath the standards required as a minimum,and which have
been required since 1968, we risk the
chance of damage to these children.
For example, the Child Welfare League
of America, which I think most people
recognize as one of the most responsible,
balanced associations of experts in the
field, said this:
Some .' care-that Is, any care-which has
not protective at chlldren Is not better than
no care. If we cannot provide care for children which safeguards them and allows
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them to grow and develop soundly, then
those children should not be in day care
but be with thelr own parents and under
fUll-time supervision in the home.

I would find it very ironic, in the midst
of this wealthy and powerful society.
that we decided to save money at the
emotional and physical expense of
youngsters and infants who are unable
to protect themselves.
I yield first to the Senator from Massachusetts. I will then yield to the Senator from Wyoming.
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President. just on
the point of my colleague from Nebraska.
and then I will be very glad to yield to
the Senator from Wyoming, at first
blush the arguments that the states license doctors and lawyers and accountants and nurses might seem persuasive.
but we are not talking here about licensing of professional groups or anything of that kind at all. We do not subsidize lawyers in this country. We do not
subsidize doctors in this country. We do
not give Federal money to many of the
different groups that are, quite properly.
licensed by the individual States.
We are talking about Federal money
which is being spent for day care centers
in day care in various States which have
no standards and which are taking care
of young children under the most deplorable conditions known.
What is the purpose stated? It says:
Family-care or self-care goal: To strengthen family Ufe and to achieve and maintain
maximum personal independence, self-determination, and security in the home, including, for children, the achievement of
maximum potential for eventual independent living, and to prevent or remedy neglect,
abuse, or exploitation of children.

Is that rhetoric, or is that a meaningfUl, purposeful goal which we of the
U.S. Congress have established? That is
what we are talking about here.
I did not raise the question of money.
That question was raised by the opponents of the proposal. They were the ones
who said money was the main issue. That
is why I tried to address, and did address,
the question to the distinguished Senator from Minnesota about money.
If it is not money. if it is just a question of States rights versus Federal
rights, how can we, by any means of
imagination, try to say at this time that
of all the Federal money we are putting
into this program, we should not establish standards by which these day care
centers should be run and operate?
Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator.
I think that is a very valid point. I tried.
particularly when I stated the purposes.
to show that one of the four purposes is
contained in the bill, because one of the
key elements of the whole social services
program is to strengthen family life and
provide the full range of developmental
support for children who are being served
through the use of these funds. And
now there is being proposed a full-scale
retreat on minimum standards which
have been in existence since 19GB-not
reducing. the standards; eliminating
them entirely-at a time when we have
all kinds of sordid reports we have seen
by the hundreds, and we have the report
of women .who actually went in and

looked at day care centers and reported
on hundreds of day centers in which we
would not want a dog to be, let alone
children.
Now we are told: "Forget about these
standards. Let them do what they want.
We will save some money by doing that."
Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I am going to conclude, but let me first say that history
has come full circle now. I see that the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY)
has come on the fioor. It seems to me we
have some of the same parties who
entered into this debate a year ago. including the Senator from New York (Mr.
BUCKLEY) and the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN) , to whom I am going
to yield the fioor shortly. Certainly the
author of this amendment (Mr. MONDALE) and the distinguished Chairman
and I had this debate a year ago.
All I can say, in conclusion, is if that
argument was valid in 1972, it is even
more valid in 1973, and I think all of the
reports, all of the research that has been
done. will bear that out.
I commend the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota and my distinguished
colleague from New York, who are proponents of this amendment, and I hope
that the Senate in its wisdom will accept
it.
Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator.
In just a moment I am going to yield
to the Senator from Wyoming, but first
let me say it is interesting that while
we hear the argument of States' rights,
we have not heard it from the Governors
Who represent the States. When my
amendment was put in for social services,
it had the unanimous support of all the
Governors, and they asked for these provisions and the continuance of these day
care center standards.
I yield now to the Senator from
Wyoming.
Mr. HANSEN. I thank my distinguished colleague from Minnesota for
his courtesy.
Mr. President, let me say at the outset that none of us disagrees at all wita
the desire on the part of the sponsors of
this amendment with respect to the objectives that they hope to achieve. I certainly do not. I know that the distinguished fioor manager of the bill does
not, nor does the ranking minority member of the Finance Committee disagree.
We are not really talking about
whether or not we can agree upon objectives. I think we do agree. I certainly
recognize, as does everyone who has
studied the problem at all, that children
are important. Their welfare is important. Why, precisely, do mothers
work? They work in order that they can
do a better job in taking care of their
children than they would otherwise have
an opportunity to achieve.
r am a member of the Special Committee on Aging, and much of what has
been said this afternoon has been said,
in a broad-brush fashion, about nursing
homes. There are those who say we need
far more stringent regulations imposed
on nursing homes in this country.
It is not hard to document a good case
because one does not have to travel very
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far, nor does he have to look at many
homes without observing conditions that
anyone would say could be made better.
I stress those words "could be made better." Why do we not make them better?
Why have we not imposed the same sort
of regulations upon nursing homes that
we are talking about here?
I sat in on some hearings that followed in the wake of the tragic fire in
Ohio when a number of people were
burned to death. It tore our hearts out,
as it did everyone who read in detail or
who heard about the tragedies in that
fire.
Some of the proposals that were made
to try to obviate a recurrence of that fire
in a nursing home in Ohio were that
nursing homes should not be built more
than one story high, that there should
be two exits from every room, one into
an inner area where the people ate and
congregated, and another into an outside backyard so that in the case of fire
each person, if he were ambulatory,
could go out the back door.
Mr. President, that sounds like a pretty
good idea. However, it was not put into
effect for a very simple reason. If we
were to impose standards of that nature
on nursing homes, we would automatically exclude from the services those
facilities which provide for, I suspect,
more than 90 percent of all people who
now have to use them.
I have talked with the distinguished
senior Senator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES)
about this matter, and I have talked
with others. I know that the Senator
from Iowa has told me that from personal experience as Governor of the
State of Iowa-and from my personal
experience as Governor. I know that it is
not hard to impose standards on these
facilities, whether one is talking about
day care centers or whether he is talking
about nursing homes, or whatever.
We can impose standards, and we will
achieve something. We will raise tht:
standards. However, in the process we
may very well exclude most of the persons we are trying to serve.
So, despite what has been said about
money. the problem does return to money. And the reason we had imposed a $2.5
billion limitation on social services that
are to be provided by Federal dollars at
this time is that we saw a proliferation
of services provided by the State which,
by State definition, were includable
within the broad category of social services. And as a consequence, with the
single exception of my State of Wyoming. everyone of the other 49 States
displayed a sharp escalation of the expenditure of Federal dollars on the basis
of the expansion of social services.
I would hope that we could be realistic
and that we could realize what the facts
are.
I have talked with people who are
knowledgeable about the HEW laws in
this respect. And they recognize that
mothers today have at least two alternatives if they want to work and they
have children who are eligible for day
care center treatment. They may either
take advantage of those facilities or they
will see that their children are taken
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care of by another mother in the neighborhood who is not actually running a
day care center.
However, we come back to this proposition. Why do mothers do this? They do
it because they want to be able to help
their children live better. We all feel this
way. I think that the distinguished chairman of the Finance Committee is not
suggesting at all that we give every child
a free Cadillac.
However, I would have to say that I
read in the paper today that General
Motors has about three-fourths of a
million cars on hand now, the biggest
inventory of new cars that it has ever
had at this time of the year.
Jobs are in short supply. There will
be more people unemployed. If one was
watching television this morning, he
probably saw that one of the main truck
lines in northern California shut their
doors because there was not enough fuel.
He also probably saw that one of the
major airlines furloughed thousands of
people.
Anyone that has a job wants to keep
that job. I would hope that we would not
take action on the floor of the Senate
that would make it impossible for those
mothers who did want to work to continue working because we had raised the
Federal standards imposed on each of
the 50 States with respect to day care
centers so as to make it impossible for
them to work.
We can all be sympatheic, and indeed
we all are sympathetic. We want to do
whatever we can for people so that they
can live better. However, let us not get
so carried away in our enthusiasm for
a particular type of service that we price
it so high as to make fewer Federal dollars available for other members of society, and that is exactly what we could
do.
There is just so much money. We are
talking about $2.5 billion. And if we
punch the bag in one place, it will come
out at another place. And if we pull the
bag in here, it will collapse on the other
side. I wish that there were more money.
If we had all the money in the world,
we could do things that we cannot do
now.
We will find as the winter progresses
that jobs will be more at a premium than
they are now. I would hope, Mr. President, that we do not take action that
will result in making opportunities for
employment fewer in the future than
they are now.
I hope that this country will be ableas I am certain, indeed, that it intends
to-to improve on all of thos'C services
and to make every program better. However, we cannot achieve that objective
by impOSing Federal standards that are
not realistic. And when only two of the
50 States now comply with the Federal
standards we are talking about, it seems
pretty ill-advised to me to say that
whether the States want it or not or
whether any of them are now complying
with it or not, we will demand that they
do this.
We can do that. However, when we do,
it will mean that there w1ll be more
mothers who have to forego the opportunity of working. There will be more

people in America who live in pOOrer
conditions than they now live because
they cannot be as productive as they
otherwise would be simply because we
have priced day care centers out of the
market.
Mr. President, I thank the Senator
from Minnesota for yielding.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Wyoming. The main
point of difference I have with the Senator is the apparent assumption that
we can serve many people with substandard day care centers, no matter how
poor the conditions are.
I would repeat what the Child Welfare
League said:
If we cannot provide care tor children
which .safeguards them and allows them to
grow and develop soundly, then these children shOUld not be In day care but be with
their own parents and undpr full-time supervision In the home.

Let us ask whether States are in here
urging the elimination of these day care
centers. The answer is that the~Y are not.
We are not hearing from them. We heard
from the director of the State of Oregon.
We know that the Governors unanimously supported the bill I introduced
earlier which contains a continuation of
the day care standards that we have had
since 1968. That is all we are asking for
here.
The organizations which most closely
represent the parents and the children
in day care, and the labor unions and
organizations which represent them, are
almost unanimous in support of the extension of the day care standards as required in the pending amendment.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I shall
yield in a moment to the Senator from
New York (Mr. BUCKLEY). Before doing
so, I would like to express my appreciation to him .lor the special studY he made
on the damaging effects of institutionalized care of children which is of a substandard nature. It is not a delightful
picture, the physical and mental damage
that can occur to infants and children
when they are placed away from their
parents and their families in day care
centers, hospitals, and foster home care
situations which are substandard.
The Senator from New York has compiled an enormous amount of undeniable data which warn us of the severity
of the damage that follows when we fail
to properly care for these children when,
under certain circumstances, day care is
required.
I am pleased to yield to the Senator
from New York.
Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota for his very kind remarks. I believe this is the third time
that the Minnesota-New York axis has
mobilized itself on common ground, and
I believe this is ground where our general points of view, although they may
be different, unite in a common concern
for the actual potential impact of a Federal program on those who are supposed
to be aided by it.
Frankly, I have never been and am not
now an enthusiast for day care as a general palliative for certain social ills, and
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I would be the last to recommend that it
be adopted on a large scale. However
where day care is deemed necessary, it
ought to be of high quality for the sake
of the children involved. This was a
major point of contention in the last
Congress during the debates on the child
care section of H.R. 1 and of the comprehensive child development bill. The
latter proposal, and I supported the President's veto. The bill represented in my
opinion a classic case of Congress promising to provide that which the Federal
Government could not possibly deliver.
Also, as I pointed out at the time, the
mere fact that it seemed to be imposing
the whole concept of day care on an
undiscriminating basis could change
public attitudes as to whether or not it
would be truly suitable for a particular
child. As the Senator from Minnesota
has pointed out, experience has proven
that the natural mother is the best possible institution for the care of a child.
On many points in last year's bill, I
was in sharp disagreement with its sponsors. But on one point there was complete concurrence, that being the damage arising from the "warehousing" of
children. The evidence on this point, Mr.
President, is both substantial and uniform in its findings; namely, that day
care for the very young--chiefty those 3
years of age and under-is psychologically unwise and should be resorted to
only under exigent circumstances. In
order to minimize such risks, it is necessary to maintain a low adult/child ratio.
This, of course, involves considerable expense, a fact which proponents of last
year's measure acknowledged, even while
insisting that somehow the money would
be found to pay for it. On a number of occasions, I pointed out to the proponents
of the comprehensive bill that their attempt to expand the eligibility base and
to insist at the same time that the care
be of a high quality would, given the imminent budgetary crisis, lead precisely to
the very "warehousing" that their proposal was ostensibly designed to prevent.
And just such a consequence, I fear, will
also result if the Federal Inter-Agency
Day Care Standards are diluted or eliminated as a condition for the receipt of
Federal funds for day care.
It is for these reasons that I have in
the past urged that Government ought to
concentrate its necessarily limited day
. care resources upon high quality care
for those for whom extrafamilial care is
a real necessity, and that I now urge the
Senate to restore high quality day care
standards to H.R. 3153. By accepting our
amendment.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield?
Mr. BUCKLEY. I am glad to yield.
Mr. CURTIS. Is the Senator aware
that the standards which would be imposed by the pending amendment have
been in the regulations for several years?
Mr. BUCKLEY. I am aware of that.
Mr. CURTIS. What is the problem
that makes it difficult, impossible, or improbable that the State of New York
could and would adequately license, police, and supervise day care centers if
the responsibility were upon the State?
Mr. BUCKLEY. I believe that in many
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instances, in many areas, the state of
New York would undoubtedly exercise
appropriate judgment; but quite frankly
there are groups and communities within
New York who still have not caught up
with the growing body of evidence as to
the danger to the young if we do not
have the very expensive adult-child
ratio.
I share with the Senator from Nebraska his general confidence in the
abilities of the states to look after themselves, but here we are talking about a
program utilizing Federal funds that can
do positive damage. This is why I am
standing here today. I feel that we may
become an instrumentality of harming
children.
It is not a question of wasting money;
it is not a question of mismanagement;
it is not a question of being sloppy. But
I know from my own experience and the
lobbying that I have received in this area
that there are groups that are uninformed. I do know that the standards
are being tightened at the Federal level.
I do know that there is a growing awareness of the validity of the concerns of
those like Mr. Dale Meers, who has documented what happens to these children.
I say it is preferable to have no Federal day care program than to have one
in which we are not assured-because we
are responsible for how this money is
expended-that we have the essential
safeguards that we know are necessary.
Mr. CURTIS. I call my distinguished
friend's attention to the fact that we rely
upon the States to license their doctors,
to license their nurses, and to license
their hospitals. I also agree with him
that the primary concern is what happens to children.
My feeling is that the children are in
better hands under the jurisdiction of
the State of New York than under a
bureaucratic government at the Federal
level if responsibility was placed there.
That is the reason for my opposition to
the amendment.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I believe there is a distinction between having the States conduct an activity financed by the Federal Government in
accordance with certain guidelines and
having the Federal Government administer the entire program. I agree, subject
to the appropriate guidelines, that I
would rather see New York State handle
the problems; but, again, we get back
to the point here where we are dealing
with something special. We are not dealing with the question of waste, or of the
selection of priorities, or other questions
which are utilized as an excuse for substituting Federal administration for
State administration. But I see an authorization having a significant sum of
money that can be utilized to harm children unless we, here today, take full
consideration of the medical facts now
available to us and act accordingly.
Mr. President, I would not want to
read from the remarks I made on June
20, 1972, at the time I introduced the
amendment to upgrade and tighten
standards on day care, but I would ask
unanimous consent that my remarks on

that date be printed in the RECORD at the
conclusion of my remarks.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HATHAWAY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.
(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, let me
quote one sample from a paper by Dr.
Humberto Nagera, director of the child
psycholanalytic study program at Children's Hospital, University of Michigan:
On the basis of the information available
regarding different types of child-rearing
practices and their known outcomes, as well
as our present day knoWledge of the basic
needs of the human infant to develop normally and ideally, I cannot but seriously
question (for the age group I have been
referring to) the advisablllty of moving to
the establishment of day care centers in the
grand scale that this country is now planning. I fear that widespread and unthoughtfUl use of such facilities in this country, for
infants in the age range between birth and
two and a half years of age, could someday
result in the United States mass-producing
large numbers of children with serious emotional problems and psychopathology. Furthermore, we may mass-produce large numbers of low achievement, low I.Q. youngsters,
babies whose brains are understimulated and
mismanaged, whose emotional development
has been interfered with by inappropriate
day care center's practices.

Here is another quotation from Mr.
Dale Meers, child psychoanalyst, at Children's Hospital in Washington:
The most consequential and controversial
question of early day care is that of potential
danger and damage to the very children for
whom the centers are designed...• The significant causal variable appears to be the
depersonalization of human relationships
that are vital to the child's healthy maturation. . . . Depersonalization can readily take
place in institutions. . . . It is a chronic
potentiality in group care of children.

Mr. President, there are other samplings, and I do call the &enate's attention to them as to the opinions expressed
therein. All I can say is that the literature
of the past year has served only to corroborate the extensive evidence I quoted
on that day.
Thus I urge my colleagues to vot€. in
favor of the Mondale amendment if we
are to have Federal funds going for child
care purposes. If we do not adopt this
amendment, then we must assume the
individual responsibility for setting time
bombs around the country-time bombs
that can harm our children for the remainder of their lives.
EXHIBIT 1
AMENDMENT No. 1247
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 1247 and ask that it be
stated.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RIBICOFF). The
amendment wlll be stated.
The assistant legislative clerk read as follows:
"On page 74, line 15, insert a new section
(2) as follows and renumber succeeding sections:
.. (2) In the case of parents who request full
day child care services made available under
this Act, the Secretary shall inform them
in writing of the following: (a) that the
mother-infant relationship is the cornerstone of healthy development for the vast
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majority of children; (b) that group day care
is primarily a remedial or emergency device
whose value extends mainly to children who
are developmentally disadvantaged, handicapped, abused, neglected, or are otherwise
receiving harmful care; and (c) that separation from the mother or mother figure on
a systematic basis, or for long periods of
time, combined v.ith placement in a group
care faclllty, can cause psychological harm
to the child, and especially to those under
three years of age."
Mr. BUql:LEY. Mr. President, the purpose
of my amendment is not dissimilar to the
purpose of those who sell medicines, who
alert the patient to certain possible hannful
side effects of the medicine. I am very much
concerned that the potential for harm to
young children under the day care programs
prOVided for in this blll far outweighs the
good contained in other parts of the bill now
before us. While there is unquestiocably a
need for remedial services for "developmentally disadvantaged" or neglected children, no
convincing demonstration has been made for
the type of broad-reaching programs here
authorized.
A fundamental objection to the overall
tone and intent of this blll is what I would
call the overselllng of the concepts of child
development and day care. In the first place,
the assumption is conveyed that the Government and its agents know how to provide
"healthful and stimulating development" of
children. As Dr. Ernest Van Den Haag, psychoanalyst and sociOlogist at New York University, recently observed in congressional
testimony:
"If the government has such knowledge it
is a well kept secret of which the scientific
community is quite unaware. . . . The assumption that social science has as yet produced a tested theory of child rearing is
sheer fantasy. Only a few variables have been
detected. And they suggest that family care
should be encouraged, not replaced."
The simple fact is that the state of the
art of child development is as yet primitive.
Mr. Jule Sugarman, former Director of the
Office of Child Development underscored this
fact in testimony before Congress in December of 1969 when he said:
"As we enter the 1970's we are stlll seriously deficient in (a) our understanding of
how children develop, (b) the causes and
nature of the deficits found among disadvantaged children, (c) the techniques for
appraising the state of development and
(d) the design and delivery of programs and
curriculum to prevent or overcome developmental deficits."
He went on to say:
"Early childhood programs are being created and operated on an inadequate base of
knowledge. There is general agreement that
the early years have great Importance in the
growth and development of the child. There
is also general agreement that high proportions of children from economically disadvantaged families begin to show developmental deficits very early in life."
But, he added--and I wish to emphasize
this very strongly, Mr. President:
"There is far less agreement on what constitutes effective intervention to improve the
opportunities for development of SUCh. children,"
I am informed that Mr. Sugarman is a
supporter of the pending legislation, as indeed he was of last year's bill. But if what
he said in December of 1969 is true-and I
believe it is-I cannot for the life of me see
how he can be so bold in his support of the
current bill. Has there been some dramatic
breakthrough In the art or science of child
development since December of 1969 Has
some hitherto undiscovered body of knowl-

38394

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE

edge come to light since then? I do not
believe it has, and know of no one who claJ.ms
tt has. While some progress has been made,
the descrtption of the state of the art offered
by Mr. Sugarman in December 1969 holda
true today. As Dr. Zigler indicated in testimony In 1971, and If it is true, Congress
would be premature to enact such a farreaching program as that proposed today.
There is, in short, much disagreement in
the field of child development today. At
present, the educattonal approach to child
development seems to be most pppular. Indeed S. 3617 reflects this preoccupation with
educational preschool programs. Yet there
is widespread criticism by respected child
specialists of the current emphasis on academic training for young children. It Is
argued that attempts at programed cognitive
stimulation can destroy the creative and
developmental value of play and, by pressure
for performance, virtually make our children
old and gray before their time.
In addition, attempts to Increase the cognitive level of children outside of the home
have usually been relatively Ineffective, or
eise the successes have been of short duration. On the other hand, efforts to increase
the parents' knowledge of good child-reartng
techniques, such as the Homestart program,
have been markedly successfully in their reSUlting effects upon the development and
well-being of the children, while at a much
lower cost than preschool programs like
Headstart.
My purpose in mentioning these disagreements is only to point out that a Federal
program of child development will necessarily
tend to impose one approach to child development on perhaps mUllons of children-and
it could turn out to be the wrong approach.
The field of child development and preschool education is not a value-free, objective science. It Is a field of controversy involving diverse value jUdgments about a
variety of sensitive Issues, from permissiveness versus discipline to the teaching of
belief In God or sex education. It is an area
in which congress would be well advised
to tread cautiously.
The fact is that group day care has been
overSOld. It has been made to appear to be
a safe, Indeed desirable, form of chlld rearing and education for virtually all children.
S. 2007 is Intended to make day care centers eventually available to all children,
from birth to 14. The distinguished Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) even stated
last year, "I hope that we can come up with
a national, pre-school developmental program. . . ." While S. 3617 is not as expllclt
tn this regard, nonetheless, the spirit remains
the same and both its wording and provisions
enable and encourage future expansion on
a universal basts. But such an optimistic
view of the potential of day care, even the
developmental kind, is erroneous on at least
two counts. First, chlld specialists have accumulated strong evidence indicating that
the institutional environment of day care
centers, even the better ones, can actually be harmfUl to the psychological well-being
and development of young chlldren. Second,
as Dale Meers, child psychoanalyst at Chlldren's Hospital here in Washington, and an
authority on international day care recently pointed out, the notion that day care offers some general educational advantage is
in error:
"I do not understand where this Idea origlnated-"
He said"Though I once shared it as a prejudice.
The U.S.S.R. does not try to use day care as
an educational vehicle, indeed, that country
initiates its educational efforts a year later
than we do in our publlc schools."
Mr. Meers explained that developmental
day care has potential value as a remedial
measure for those children who have been

socially depriVed, neglected, or handicapped
in order to circumvent development decline.
He further stated:
"In falllng to designate that day care is remedial in its intent, the legislation infers
that intact famUles can securely use such
fac1l1tles; and . . . since day care is only remedial at best, it bypasses the basic problem of prevention:'
The potential hr>rm in day care involves
the :ly now fairly well established fact that
the early childhood years, especially 0 to 3.
and to a lesser extent 3 to 5, are crucial to a
child's later emotional and intellectual development. The quallty of parental care and
the experience, or lack thereof, during these
years significantly affect how well a chlld wlll
eventually develop physically, mentally. and
emotionally.
In connection with this finding it was
learned through years of experience and research that many children who were raised
in institutions, who spent long periods of
their early years away from their mothers
and a normal famlly environment, were sig"
nificantly retarded In their development and
suffered from psychological disturbances of
varying degrees of severity. The primary
cause of these problems was determined to be
"maternal deprivation," that Is, the absence
or the Inadequacy of (1) a relationship to a
mother figure who need not be the real
mother, (2) the continuous loving care of
such a person, as well as (3) the lack of
proper emotional and sensory stimulation as
a result of such absence or inadequacy.
John BOWlby, a distinguished British doctor, reviewed the extensive research on the
effects of many child speclallsts in his famous monograph "Maternal Care and Mental
Health" (1951). He concluded from the evidence that"It Is plain that, when deprived of maternal care, the chlld's development is almost always retarded-physically. Intellectually, and socially-and that symptoms of
physical and mental 1l1ness may appear. Such
evidence Is disquieting. but skeptics may
question whether the retardation is permanent and whether the symptoms of lllness
may not easily be overcome. The retrospective and follow-up studies make it clear that
such optimism is not always justified and
that some children are gravely damaged for
Ufe. This is a somber conclusion which must
now be regarded as established."
In the succeeding years a great deal of research and investigation into these Issues
has shed valuable llght on the processes of
chlld development and the circumstances and
effects of "maternal deprivation:' Nearly all
studies have tended to confirm Bowlby's
basic hypotheses, with several qualifications.
Maternal deprivation can mean the absence
of a "mother figure," which need not be
the real mother; maternal deprivation also
refers to the absence of the emotional relationship and sensory involvement which the
mother figure uniquely provides; the effects
of institutional care are not always as severe
or Irreversible as he had thought.
Now. how do these findings relate to the
question of a large increase in the number
of day care centers Which this blll encourages?
First, we must realize that day care centers
are institutions and o1fer institutional care.
Second, the essential factor of institutional
care is not the nature of the facllltles, but
rather the institutionalization of human relationships-the impersonal. the necessarily
formal and homogeneous nature of the care.
Third, the time an Infant spends in a center
represents most of his formative, waking
hours. Thus. the quallty of the center experience is critical and can have a great effect on
a child's development.
Because. in nine cases out of 10, care in s
center is much the same as that in a fulltime Institution, there is Widespread agreement among child specialists that center care
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should be avoided. if possible,for children
under the age of 3.
The Federal Government's interagency day
care requirements state that:
"Day care centers should not accept children under three years of age unless the
care available approximates the mothering In
the family homt!. Centers usually do not
attempt to stimulate fam1ly llving."
The Child Welfare League of America
recommends that a family day care home
or some other variation of fam1ly environment be used if a mother is unable to
care for her children. The league also advises
that for children over the age of 3, carefUl
consideration ought to be given to each
child's needs and condition in determining
Whether or not he should be placed In center. In general, the domestic atmosphere and
personal scale of care in a decent family day
care home is preferred as safer and more
appropriate than care in a center.
The reason for this caution and concern
about center care or, Indeed, any form of
group care, Is that group day care exposes
children to many of the same conditions and
hazards which are found in full-time children's Institutions. The hazard of the "material deprivation" syndrome exists in nearly
all centers, due to the lack of trained staff,
high chlld to staff ratios, and the necessarily lesser concern and Interest felt by the
staff toward the children, as opposed to the
concern of the children's parents or relatives. In an article in 1970 Margaret Mead
noted that-"Paid, well trained nurses Who are trustworthy, intelligent and have the character
appropriate for the continuous care of an
infant are almost nonexistent today. And no
State-supported child care center can afford
enough well trained, nurturing persons.
The Child Welfare League of America, In a
1962 policy statement, observed that "research and cllnical experience have given evidence that group care of preschool children
may result in emotional and intellectual
damage:' The mUltiple and intermittent
mothering that is-infrequent care given by
several different people-and lack of sufficient personnel in day care centers results
in a situation where a young chlld cannot
form the vital, continuous and close relationship with one particular adult. Furthermore, the child almost never receives sufficient stimulation, especially verbal, necessary for his cognitive and other developmental needs. Indeed, the common absence of
socially stimulating conditions in exchanges
with adUlts, for example, probably accounts
for the backwardness In speech often found
in chUdren In day care centers.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. President, at this time I ask unan-

imous consent that a member of my staff,
Mr. Michael Uhlmann. be granted the privilege of the fioor for the duration of the day.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without obJection,
it Is so ordered.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President. this situation
arises not only from lack of sufficient personnel. but, more fundamentally. from the
depersonalizing nature of institutional child
care. Psychoanalyst Meers, Whom I earlier
quoted, points out in a recent article on day
care that:
"The most consequential and controversial
question of early day care is that of potential
danger and damage to the very children for
whom the centers are designed...• The significant casual variable appears to be the
depersonalization of· human relationships
that are Vital to the chUd's healthy maturation. • . . Depersonalization can readily take
place in institutions. • . . It is a chronic
potentiality in group care. of children."
In a cautionary article, "Psychiatry and
Day Care Centers" in the care of chUdren
in day care centers, published by the World
Health Organization in 1964, Dr, S. Lebovici.
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But this very statement Is an admission
the noted French child psychiatrist, remarks the con1l1ct between the mother's contribUthat some day care centers which pride them- tion and social demands In regard to the that the center experience causes retardation
in most children and signlftcant behavior
selves on maintaining quiet and order and child's needs.)"
In addition to the psychological problems disorders In at least some children.
cleanliness, and which point proudly to rapid
associated
with
day
care
centers,
there
Is
the
Dr. Humberto Nagera, director of the child
progress in certain areas of development may
create an excellent first impression on the question of the social effects of group care. psychoanalytic study program at Chlldrens
As the Auerbach Corporation's report on the
Hospital, University of Michigan, has recentsuperficial observer. But, he says:
"It is easy, perhaps, in such cases to lose work incentive program comments, in its ly written an impressive paper on the developmental and psychiatric problems of day
sight of the fact that the children are dull section on child care"Health and education authorities are con- care centers entitled "Day Care Centers: Red
and apathetic, respond passively to the demands of their educators and demand too tinually diSCUSSing the merits of all-day care, Light, Green Light, or Amber Light?" in it
much of themselves. This may have serious because children growing up In groups are he speaks of the "violence that is introduced
different from chlldren who do not grow up into the developmental patterns of the young
effects upon personality formation."
A study of emotional deprivation in a in groups. Young children who spend most baby and toddler, by a day care situation. He
nursery by M. David and G. Appel in 1962 of their time with a group of other children concludes that(and 'day care' covers most of a young
"On the basis of the Information available
found much evidence of depersonalization:
"The routine of day-nursery as a rule pro- child's waking hours) learn to function In a regarding dllferent types of child-rearing
tects the nurse against establishing any link group environment; they do not necessarily practices and their known outcomes, as well
with the children by obliging her to pass function equally well without the group. as our present day knowledge of the basic
qUickly from one to the other. Accomplish- There is a posslblllty that 'day care' and needs of the human infant to develop noring her tasks conscientiously and skillfully, other full-time group faclllties for children mally and Ideally, I cannot but seriously
able to obtain a smile here and a look there, may develop too conforming a group of chil- question (for the age group I have been
the question of real contact with the chil- dren-ehildren who are more comfortable in referring to) the advlsablllty of moving to
dren does not arise, and she feels no need of the group setting and who wlll lind It diffi- the establishment of day care centers in the
grand scale that this country Is now planit in the tasks she performs. This attitude cult to function alone."
Mrs. Mary Rowe, a noted child care eco- ning. I fear that Widespread and unthoughtprevents any attachment but also any feeling of aversion to a child-which Is palnful- nomic consultant, commented In congres- fUl use of such faclllties In this country, for
and it also avoids any painful separation at sional testimony on the loss of individuality Infants In the age range between birth and
amongst children in Soviet day care centers: two and a halt years of age, could someday
the end.
"In the SOViet Union I have seen groups result In the United States mass-prOducing
"It is easy to see from this that the
where
women were taking care of 15 or 30 large numbers of children with serIous emonursery routine "is useful to the nursing
staff, and why they oppose change--even ap- small children, ages 3, 4, and 5. Those chil- tional problems and psychopathology. Furparently simple and obviously necessary dren are decorous, well-behaved, they move thermore, we may mass-produce large numchange. Such change in fact exposes the in circles, in groups. The child who steps out bers of low achievement, low I.Q. youngsters,
nurse to a frustrating experience, either be- of the circle to pick up a leaf or to run babies whose brains are understimulated and
cause she cannot give sufficient time to her around a tree, as a chUd wlll, is qUietly and mismanaged, Whose emotional development
favorite child-from whom, moreover, she gently called back to the circle. The circle has been interfered with by inappropriate
must eventually separate-or because she moves together to eat, moves together to the day care center's practices."
We In the United States must ask ourselves
finds herself faced with indifference or hos- bathroom."
Meers notes that in Russia and the East- Whether or not we are willing to give unqualtlllty which makes her feel gUilty and risks
ern
European
countries,
where
day
care
and
Ified endorsement and support to a program,
giving her misgivings about her capacity for
preschool centers have long been provided such as Is authorized In this pending legismotherhood."
by
the
government
for
preschool
chUdren,
lation
which could have these kinds of adMeers points out that the greatest potenthere is growing concern over the effects of verse effects on significant numbers of our
tial for harm to children exists-"In the early years since babies wlll adapt such care on the children. Recent research children:
As Meers warns:
to anything. The price of accommodation to has led to a reevaluation of the desirablllty
noise, confusion and different types of han- of these programs. In Czechoslovakia, for ex"I think that the dangers of a compredling in day care centers is that babies re- ample, the Government no longer allows in- hensive day care program for children under
treat Involuntarily into passivity. They re- fants under 3 to be placed in centers, and three years of age are so problematic that
spond by apathy, they stop crying and re- child researchers are reviewing their deslra- It's like asking Congress to approve a new
treat withi. themselves. For example, I've blllty for the 3- to 5-year-olds. In other drug for the market that wlll relieve headseen one nursery In Budapest Where hungry countries child specialists would like to cut aches, though we already suspect that this
infants under the age of six months were al- down on day care programs, Which were once drug may have a carcinogenic side effect.
most totaily silent. They appear to abandon necessitated by a postwar shortage of man- There are so many real and significant dangers we know of In institutional type care
their genetic potential for crying and activity power.
Dr. Sally Provence of the Yale Child Study (and Institutional care is not confined to
(as expressions of distress) as theY retreat
into passivity. If some measures of pain and Center poses some Important questions con- four walls, but refers to institutionalization
distress were the only question, that is if cerning group care In her book, "The Care of of human relationships) that this proposal
babies would outgrow the consequences, it Infants in Groups":
entails a potential and very real danger. To
"Wlll there be significant dllferences in establish day care centers across the counmight be alright. But the evidence is anythe
personaUty
structure
of
children
reared
try without having empirical, psychiatriC asthing but clear that this is so. 'The price of
adaptation may be a severe psychiatric dlsa- in groups by persons not their own parents sessments over time, is an undue and foolbillty, and It seems probable that even phy- compared with children reared In familles? hearty risk. Why should we expose large perSiological damage may ensue, as in our fail- Will children reared largely in group settings centages of our children to such risk When
ure to thrive children. In Esst Germany, be able as adUlts to form famllles and care there are potentials for severe psychiatric
Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, it looked to for their own chUdren? How does a long danger?"
me, as a clinical observer, that one could period of grqup care, With the many parent
It can be argued that the dangers outVisibly discern, by age five, which children figures inevitably inVOlved, infiuence such lined above may in fact be present in existaspects
of
personality
as
the
development
of
had been placed in day care centers since
ing day care centers, and that one of the
birth, since two or four years of age. That is, internalized controls over behavior or the purposes of this legislation is to eliminate
the older they were when they went in, the capacity to love? What are its effects on in- them by prOViding quality, comprehensive
more alert and responsive they were. Con- tellectual development and on creativity? day care and development centers. This may
versely, the earlier they went in, the more How will our society be infiuenced It large be possible, but I believe it is unlikely for
numbers of its members are reared from in- the following reasons:
passive, retiring and perhaps retarded.'''
Dr. Lebovici explains that even temporary fancy in group care settings?"
First. There is as yet insufficient knowledge
Can we as legislators authorize such a and an uncertainty both as to what causes
separation of the child from the mother may
program
as
is
here
proposed
Without
conresult in frustrational pathology:
and how to prevent early developing psycho"In the opinion of many authors, frustra- crete answers to these vital questions?
logical and emotional disorders;
Prof. B. Gornlckl, Director of National
tional pathology includes certain mental disSecond. Quality standards of care, espeorders In the fields of psychopathy, delln- Research at Poland's Mother and Child In- cially In terms of personnel will be very
quency and even schizophrenia. In any case, stitute, in an article on day care centers hard to meet and maintain for a large scale
the study of frustrational pathology shOUld published by the World Health Organization program; and
be extended to cover not only the limited in 1964, felt obUged to point out that-Third. The problem of impersonal, com"The environment of a well organized day paratively uninterested care by paid attendfield of sudden complete separation but also
the more subtle effects of temporary and care center does not markedly retard the ants wUl continue indefinitely.
partial separations and especially of what has child's psychomotor development or, in the
The problem of the lack of knowledge in
been called emotional or sensory deprivation. majority of children. cause behavior dis- the field of child development has been dis"This, as indicated above, may represent orders or partiCUlar ditficultles other than cussed earlier In an attempt to remedy these
lll-timed and delicate changes in the mother- those found in children of the same age deficits in understanding concerning proper
child development and child care policies,
child relationship (and may throw light on brought up in their own homes."
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The Department of Health, Education and
Welfare Is currently involved in a variety of
experimental child care programs designed to
evaluate the different kinds of approaches
and their effects and costs. Training programs
are also being devised. Final results will begin to accumulate after 1973, when the experiments are completed. The very important
longitudinal study which will describe the
long range effects of the dilIerent approaches
is to be completed in 1976.
If, rather than mounting the large scale
day care program that will report from this
bill, we instead expand a systematic program
of research and experimentation into various
approaches to center care and environment,
we may at least be able to identify the more
effective techniques for cushioning the impact of the potentiall~' traumatic conditions
arising in day care centers, and perhaps develop more desirable alternatives.
In the absence of such concrete knowledge,
I ask you whether the implementation of a
large-scale day care program, with its attendant risks, should be permitted.
Realizing that day care centers are a
reality and, in some cases, a necessity for
children who are developmentally disadvantaged, handicapped, abused, neglected, or
otherwise receiving harmful care, we must
insure that centers have high standards, not
only for facllities-which, given certain minimums, are secondary in importance-but
especially for quality of staff and programs.
The Child Welfare League of America sets
forth the requirements for good developmentally oriented centers in its standards for day
care service. Most important, of course, is
the number of staff and their training and
attitudes. The CWLA recommends, when
there is no superior alternative available,
that infants be cared for in groups of not
more than four, with one adult per two
children, and that they receive "individualized, consistent, and continuous care from
one per~~n with whom the ch'nd can interact . . .
But finding qualified and appropriate staff
personnel is a difficult task. Staff members
are thus expected to understand the developmental processes and needs of children and
to be trained in the methods of transmitting
the appropriate skills and assisting children
in discovering themselves and the world
around them. They must be of a temperament which is willing and able to relate to
and give continuous and individualized care
to each of their charges.
Good care in short, should try to approximate the concern and attention of a good,
average mother.
Good care, then, necessarily costs a lot of
money; the operating cost of good developm"ntal care is usually considered to run
about $2,500-$3,000 per child, with staff expenses accounting for apprOXimately 75 percent of the total. But to meet the desirable
staff/child ratios, the costs of care in a center may be as much as $4,000 per child, not
including any construction costs.
Before Congress passes a major program,
it must consider whether the goals of the
legislation can be achieved in fact, and
whether there is reasonable hope that they
will be achieved. Let us consider S. 3617 in
this regard.
The effect of the legislation before Congress would be the establishment of federally supported and regUlated child care and
development facllities across the Nation. Its
support~rs claim that it wUl not only meet
the existing need for such facilities, but also
provide the desired high quality, developmental care. The original legislation, Which
was vetoed, was intended to establish centers for millions of children, eventually making them available to all children through
age 14, regardless of whether or not their
mothers work, but for the time being this
aspect has been toned down.

Such proposals, idealistically conceived and
intended, may sound good on paper. But.
aside from the issue, which I have discussed
above, of the desirability of launching a full
scale program of public child care as opposed
to family oriented approaches, there are good
grounds for questioning whether the reality
of such a program will correspond to its
theory.
Mr. President, I submit that it will be
nearly impossible to achieve and maintain
the high quality care required to prevent
damage to young children if the number of
day care facll1ties is swelled significantly by a
large increase in Federal funds for that purpose. The reasons for this are essentially
threefold: First, the high cost of care, second,
inadequate knowledge, and third, lack of
trained and capable human resources. The
high cost per child for good care Is related
in particular to the number of staff. The
large increase in demand for staff which
would result from a major Government program, would force up the costs of staffing
significantly. Gwen Morgan, day care consultant to the State of Massachusetts, says
that-"Many day-care operators think they can
pay the staff low wages, because most States
only require the director of a day care center
to have full credentials in the field of early
childhood development. But, as the industry
grows, there wUl be a lot of pressure for parity with the teaching profession-look at
what happened in New York City."
She refers to a several-week-long strike by
day-care employees in the fall of 1969, out of
which the employees won a 25-percent pay
increase in 1970, followed by a 13-percent
hike in 1971.
Even more important than costs is the
lack of the necessary knowledge. As discussed
earlier, specialists are uncertain as to how a
child develops and as to what specifically
should be done to promote a child's optimum
development. They are even more in the dark
as to the prevention of childhood psychological, emotional, and behavior disorders.
W~ simply do not know enough at present to
give the right answers.
As regards to the problems of staffing, the
number of trained personnel available to
staff future centers is woefully inadequate,
even for present needs. The Auerbach report
on the work incentive program found in 1970
that-"As the situation now stands, the number
of graduates from early childhood education
(child development nursery school management, or whatever name it is given), wllo
have also had a few years experience and
could therefore qualify as head teachers and
directors, is too small to meet the present
need, much less any expansion in the number
of facillties. . . . The major barrier is still
lack of training of staff."
Currently there are very few colleges or
universities offering undergraduate or graduate degrees of this nature.
Dr. Humberto Nagera, director of the child
psychoanalytic study program at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, was reported
in a recent interview in the Detroit News
as feeling that there are· no more than 300
people in America knowledgeable and qualified enough to be directors of developmental
day care centers. Yet estimates of the number
of new facil1ties to be set up under recently
proposed legislation run as high as 40,000.
His view brings to mind again the statement of Margaret Meade that the type of
persons needed to make a good day-care cen.
ter are "almost nonexistent today."
The shortage of good staff· Is perhaps the
major concern, for it is at the crux of good
care a. Dr. Lebovici noted in regard to the
Paris svstem.
Mr. Meers has some pertinent comments
regarding personnel problems:
"We sometimes assume that recruitment,
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stafilng and· training of •daycarepel'llOnnel
should I?e !llemllntary. The assumption Is
most. questionable. The status. of mothers,
and. their substitutes. (Whether babysltters
or caregivers) ,Is minimal in the hierarchy
.of U.s. social conventions. Since we iack the
emotional nest of the kibbutzin or the ideological thrust of the Communist world, it
appears singularly unlikely that U.S. recruitment of caregivers could be maintained at a
ievel much beyond that of France or East
Germany. One might expect that the principle of lesser employabllity would determine
the caregiver's self-selection and that, in lieu
of high payor high status, mobillty of caregivers would be considerable."
The mobility of staff is a serious matter
because it further reduces the possibllity of
continuity of care and results in the breaking up of whatever close personal relationships the caregiver may have established with
some children. It is an aggravation of the
problem of "multiple mothering." Meers adds
that it is a widespread problem in European
day-care center operations, as well as our

own.

Finally, Mr. President, we can expect to
see a widespread substitution of these centers for the current arrangements of working
mothers, mothers taking advantage of this
subsidy to seek work, and a number of
Dlothers who find It easier to let the government rear their children than to accept and
fUlfill this responsibility themselves-which,
by the way, seems to be a perfect inducement to parental J;leglect. As Muriel Katz, director of New York City'S day care program
observed in 1970:
"Every time we open a new center, especially in a new neighborhood, it just seems
to stimUlate demand that much more."
Dr. Zigler, Director of the Office of Child
Development, recently made a revealing observation in regard to this problem:
"If nothing else, women's liberation will
see to it that we have day care. I know it is
coming, but I am apprehensive. I am concerned that we may destroy family life."
Given the numbers of children potentially
involved under the proposed Federal program
and the lack of qualified pe~nnel available, not to mention facillties, it seems that
the quality of care given to children will
necessarily have to SUffer. Standards will
have to be waived or lowered in order to accommodate the crush of children created by
the availability of relatively free, Government subsidized and approved day care facllities. The first thing to go will undoubtedly be. the very important high staff/child
ratio requirements. Indeed, because of complaints from States and localities that the
high staff/child ratio requirements of the
existing Federal interagency day care standards are too expensive and inhibit this expansion of facilities, the Department of HEW
is currently circulating a proposed revision
of standards which lowers staff reqUirements.
In the Soviet Union, Meers found that-"The vast extension of the programs appears to have made recruiting demands that
do not permit the quality of staff selection
aspired to by planners."
The Soviet experience has great relevance
to our own situation. If we greatly expand
day care facilities, as is proposed, not only
may we have to make do With less staff than
is reqUired for good care, but we will be
forced to hire people who are both inadequately trained and who lack the warmth
and the concern so necessary for the successful development of children. In fact, we run
the serious risk not only of putting the
children of working mothers and others into
depersonalized and potentially hazardous institutional settings, but also of putting them
into the hands of people Who may be less
capable of and less interest~d in giving them
good care than many of those Who now loolr
after them.
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Mr. President, I want to say that I had
marvelous cooperation with the sponsors of
the blll, the Senator from Wisconsin and the
Senator from Minnesota. I agreed I would
not ask for the yeas and nays on this amendment but rather that I would submit it for
a voice vote, whIch I am prepared to do at
this time.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. PresIdent, the first
amendment Is an amendment which Is not
printed, which I send to the desk. ThIs
amendment would make clear that nothing
in this act shall be construed to authorize
the creation or maintenance of chUd advocacy programs unless specifically authorized by statute.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment
will be stated.
The amendment was read as follows:
"Onpage 76, line 11, before "Repeal" insert
the following additional paragraph (c) :
"(c) Nothing in this Act shall be construed
to authorize the creation or maintenance of
Child Advocacy programs,. nor shall any funds
appropriated under the authority of this Act
be used for the creation or maintenance of
Child Advocacy programs unless specifically
authorized by statute."
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. PresIdent, I believe that
the amendment is selt-explanatory. I have
no further remarks to make on it.
Mr. President, my second amendment is a
substitute for my amendment No. 1248,
which I send to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment
will be stated.
The amendment was read as follows:
"On page 3, between lines 9 and 10 insert
the following new subsection:
"(c) Congress finds that the famUy is the
cornerstone of healthy physical and psychological development for chUdren, that the
value of day-care services extends primarily
to economically disadvantaged children. with
special emphasis upon those chlldren Who
have special developmental needs or other
hardships. and to other children for whom
SUitable care is not otherwise available. and
that day-care services outside the child's own
home must be designed to supplement .and
support, and never to replace, the parentchUd relationship. This Act is not intended
or designed to provide a framework for the
universal application of outside-the-home
care to chlldren in general."
Mr. JAvrrs. Mr. President, would the Senator yield?
Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield.
Mr. JAvrrs. I believe the clerk read "physiological" and I think the amendment states
"psychological."
Mr. BUCKLEY. That is correct. I thank the
Senator.
Mr. President, the amendment is self-explanatory. The purpose is to focus the resources under the b1ll to those who are
mostly in need. The resources are limited
and I am sure that aU concerned want them
to go to those who cannot get suitable care.
Mr. President, the next amendment I call
up is amendment No. 1246.
The PRESIDING OFFlCEa. The amendment
w1ll be stated.
The amendment was read as follows:
"The Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY) for himself and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) propose an amendment as follows:
"On page 68. line 14, strike the period and
insert the following at the end of the line:
"operated or funded by the Federal Government."
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, this is purely
a technical amendment. The amendment
would make sure that where the Federal
Government is authorized to coordinate 16
programs in the child-care fleld. we are talking about programs operated or funded by
the Federal Government.
maX--2418-Part 29

Mr. President, my next amendment is No.
1245.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment
w1ll be stated.
The assistant legIslative clerk proceeded
to read the amendment.
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with. The sponsors
and I have agreed to certain modificatIons
which I ask be incorporated in amendment
No. 1245; namely, on Une 3, strike out the
word "three" and insert the word "two"; on
line 8, strike out the word "three" and insert the word "two"; on page 2, Une 2, insert
the word "SUItable" after the word "other";
on line 5, strike out the word "three" and
insert the word "two"; and on Une 8, page
2, insert "to the extent possible" after the
word "receive".
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection,
it is so ordered.
The amendment, as modified, IS as follows:
"Mr. BUCKLEY, for himselt, and Mr. TOWER
proposes an amendment:
"On page 59, line 3, after the date ..1968....
insert the follOWing: "Provided. however.
That in the case of group care fac1l1t1es. the
ratio of caregivers to chlldren under two
shall not be more than one to two, such care
to be prOVided for in groups of not more
than four."
"On page 75, line 8, after the word
"served-", insert the following and renumber the succeedIng paragraphs:
"( 1) Chlldren under the age of two shall
not be placed in group care facllities unless
it is deemed necessary and unless other suitable alternatives are unavatlable. In any case
where group care is provided for such children, the ratio of caregivers to chlldren under the age of two shall not be more than
one to two, such care to be prOVided for in
groUps of not more than four. Such care
must approxImate the mothering in the
faInlly home. Each chlld must receive to the
extent possible individUalized, consistent,
and continuous care from one person with
whom the child can intereact."
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the next
amendment which I send to the desk is technical in nature.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment
will be stated.
The amendment was read as follows:
"On page 6. line 12, after "homes" and before the period (.), insert the following: ".
including family day care homes."
Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President. again the
purpose of the amendment is clear. It is to
make plain that it includes not Only the
child's own home, but any other home where
the chlld can receive suitable environment
and care.
Mr. President. those are the lot. Again I
want to express my very great appreciation
for the cooperation and help which I have
received from the sponsors.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President. I ask
for the yeas and nays.
There was not a sufficient second.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, it would
be my hope that we would not vote on
this amendment tonight. It is unprinted
and I am sure that most Senators have
not had the opportunity to examine it.
This proposal was considered by the
Committee on Finance and rejected, I
feel very strongly that it is not a question of being for good and adequate.
properly run. child care centers, or being against them. It is a question of
where the responsib1l1ty should rest.
The amendment before us would perpetuate the regulation that has prevailed
for the past several years. Without that
amendment. the responsibility shifts to
the States.
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Mr. President, I believe that the concern of the States and State officials for
children, for their health and safety, for
their education and their nurture. is
greater than that of the Federal Government.
That is true for many reasons. The
State is closer to the parents. The State
is closer to the children in the schools
and the other problems.
Now. so long as we have Federal regulation. the objective of the States will
be to do no more than is necessary to
comply. in order to keep the money from
being shut off.
I do not think that the great State
of Massachusetts or the great State of
New York, or my own State, or any other
State, will be part of a program of running substandard child health care
centers.
Mr. MONDALE. If the Senator will
yield for a moment. he mentioned earlier
that, in his judgment. he would prefer
this amendment to be laid over to vote on
tomolTow, If that is the Senator's intention, then I should like to ask the leadership whether. perhaps, we could agree on
a time agreement to vote tomorrow. That
is the reason why I interrupt the Senator
at this point.
Mr. CURTIS. Very well.
Mr. MONDALE. Because I should like
to make some other plans. Perhaps the
Sergeant at Arms could ask Senators
BYRD or LoNG to come into the Chamber.
Mr. CURTIS. I think it would be helpful so that we would know what time we
are expected to come in tomorrow. From
all appearances. the completion of this
bill will take quite a little time. There are
a number of provisions adopted by the
Finance Committee that many of us believe should have further attention, and
there might very well be major amendments offered. It will do no particular
harm to let this particular amendment go
over.
Mr. President. in the absence of the
presence of the distinguished chairman
of the committee in the Chamber at this
time, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.
The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MONDALE. 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. MONDALE. Mr. President. I ask
unanimous consent that the vote on the
pending amendment take place at 12
noon tomorrow.
Mr. JAVITS. Before that request is
acted on, may I ask the Senator to include in the request the fact that a
quorum call may be called for before a
vote?
Mr. MONDALE. I ask unanimous consent that the vote occur following the
calling of a quorum.
Mr. JAVITS. I do not think it is necessary to mandate it, but just to have it
clear.
Mr. MONDALE. I would be glad to
modify my request accordingly. I make
the unanimous consent request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. it is so ordered.
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Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amendment.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator MONDALE, Senator BUCKLEY, Senator RIBICOFF, Senator
CRANSTON, Senator HOLLINGS, Senator
PACKWOOD, and Senator STAFFORD in this
amendment to H.R. 3153, the "Social
Security Amendments of 1973."
The purpose of our amendment is to
insure that child care programs to be
conducted under the new social services
title of the Social Security Act meet
existing minimum established Federal
standards.
As Senators know, under the committee bill, the States and localities
would henceforth be given considerable
flexibility in formulating and conducting
child care and other social services programs in such matters as eligibility,
duration of programs and other basic
elements.
We believe, however, that the area of
comprehensive child care programsaffecting as it does our greatest resource-is one in which an exception
should be made and the flexibility of
States and localities should be subject
to some Federal direction.
Under our amendment, the programs
would have to meet the existing Federal
"Interagency day care standards" which
deal with such important matters in the
case of "out of the home" care as student-teacher ratios, parental involvement, educational activities, and health
and nutritional standards; with respect
to "in home" care standards would have
to be consistent with national standard
setting organizations, such as the Child
Welfare League.
The committee bill essentially leaves
this matter completely UP to the States;
the HEW regulations, which this new
authority would replace, merely provide
generally for the Secretary to promulgate standards as to out of the home
care; with respect to "in home" care,
the States would have considerable leeway.
Mr. President, these same interagency
standards were part of S. 2528, the social
services amendments which I sponsored,
along with Senator MONDALE and 34
others and with the support of the National Governors Conference-the Governors themselves.
The committee, while adopting the
basic elements of that bill in its rewrite
of the social services law, chose not to
take that element.
But Congress has already on numerous
occasions adopted them as a matter of
legislative intent.
These standards, which were promulgated originally in 1968, were actually
placed in the law just last September
when they were made applicable to the
Head Start program although the Economic Opportunity Act Amendments of
1972, which became law on September
19,1972.
Previously, .on June 21, 1972, these
standards were adopted by the Senate
as a part of S. 3617, the "Comprehensive
Headstart, Child Development, and
Family Services Act."

The standards are already applicable
to a number of other federally funded
day care programs, including programs
under the Manpower Development and
Training Act and the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act.
Generally speaking, they were applicable to social services programs prior to
the regulations.
Mr. President, it is not difficult to
imagine the "horror stories" that may
result if the States and localities are permitted to provide child care of any variety, without Federal standards, for the
stories already exist.
Already, in the case of child care programs not subject to Federal standards,
there have been some very horrendous
situations; for example, as indicated in
a 1972 report entitled "Windows on Day
Care" by Mary Dublin Keyserling, a
report based on findings of the National
Council of Jewish Women, the following
description, from a case stUdy was set
forth:
This Is an abominable center. It was
very crowded. In charge were several untrained high school girls. No adults present.
No decent toys. Rat holes clearly vlsible. To
keep discipline, the children were not
allowed to talk. This mass custodial center
couldn't have been much worse.
This center should be closed. It was absolutely filthy
broken equipment .•.
broken windows
2 children, aged 10 and
12, In charge. The kitchen was very dirty •..
Very poor basement dark room.' All ages
together. Rigid control and discipline. Rundown equipment. This Is a sad case of inhumane, dehumanizing of kids by an owner
who makes plenty of money.

The risk of repeating these circumstances through the country in the absence of standards is increased by the
fact that social services are to be under
severe cost regulations as a result of the
$2.5 billion ceiling generally applicable
and the $1.9 billion ceiling for this fiscal
year under the committee bill, compared
with estimates nationwide of $4.5 billion
just 2 years ago.
We cannot take the chance that states
may sacrifice quantity for quality.
Mr. President, in principle one would
have thought that by now there would be
complete bipartisan agreement on the
need for haVing quality child care.
President Nixon, in commenting on
child care provisions contained in his
Family Assistance Act in 1969, said:
The child care I propose is more than
custodial. This Administration is committed
to a new emphasis on child development In
the first five years of life. The day care that
would be part of this plan would be of a
quality that will help In the development of
the child and provide for its health and
safety, and would break the poverty cycle
for the new generation.

The White House Conference on Children, conducted in December 1970 and
attended by experts from all sections of
the United states, voted that child care
was the No.1 priority for children, urged
high standards for the programs, and
then stated:
The question Is not whether America
"shOUld" have day care, but rather whether
the day care which we do have. and will have,
wlll be good-good for the child, good for
the family, and good for the nation.
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The American Parents Committee, Inc., •
headed by George J. Hecht, a recognized
leader in matters a:l!ecting children,
stated in its February I, 1973, "Legislative Goals on Behalf of Children":
The general principle that APe will work
for is: all care provided children, whether
supported totally or in part by Federal funds,
shall meet the 1968 requirements, regardless
or the place Where such care is given or the
auspices under which such care Is given.

A wide variety of organizations concerned about children and families-including the American Academy of Pediatrics, the Child Welfare League of
America, the National PTA, the UAW,
the American Association of University
Women, the National Council of Jewish
Women, the National Association for the
Education of Young Children, the Black
Child Development Institute, and the National Child Day ·Care Association-are
supporting this amendment.
Mr. President, it will undoubtedly be
argued by some that to have these requirements will force "astronomical"
costs in child care.
That argument has been made repeatedly in previous considerations of this
very issue. But HEW estimates that these
standards cost approximately $400 per
year for after school care and $1,600 for
full day care-hardly extravagant.
But what if it does raise costs? Can
there be anyone here that would want
the standards to be otherwise? As my
colleague Senator BROOKE said so forcefully during the debate a little over a year
ago on H.R. 1:
What are we talking about? We are not
talking about cars and airplanes, airfare, and
all those things that have been mentioned.
We are talking about children, and we are
talking about children In the most formative
years of their lives, the preschool years.

Even those who would put things
purely in cost effective terms would agree
that, over the long run, it is the best investment that can be made.
Mr. President, it might be noted that
in some cases the standards might operate as a minimum as well as a maximum,
thus preventing a "gold plated" approach running to the .other extreme
were no standards applicable at all as
under the committee bill; certainly in the
field of education· there have been some
horrendous examples of excesses in physical plants occasioned by such leeway.
Moreover, it is important that we keep
these programs consistent with one another and as I mentioned all of the present programs are now subject to these
very same standards.
Mr. President, the question of comprehensive child development has been debated back and forth in this body. Many
of us are still concerned that we continue to establish a comprehensive child
care program. But the sad fact of the
matter right now is that continuing
what we have now without standards
could perpetuate the kind of damage to
children that the greatest opponents of
comprehensive child care legislation
fear.
I believe it is fair to say that this concern is what has prompted my colleague,
Senator BUCKLEY, to take such a con-
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the poor of this Nation, the aged, the
blind, the disabled; and we have not
been niggardly in recommending a great
deal for the people of this country. But
here is where we reach a parting of the
ways with some of our colleagues who
have been more liberal on the day care
issue than those of us on the Finance
Committee.
We have seen those on the Committee
The point of this story is that, while this
may not be the time for large new initIa- on Labor and Public Welfare, on which
tives, it is certainly time for decision-makers the Senator from Minnesota serves, as
to examine extant social policies and prac- well as others with clearly good intentices important to families so that we might tions, propose day care programs far beat least correct those policies which are, at yond the ability of this Nation to fione extreme, thoughtless and uneconomical, nance, in the opinion of the President,
and at the other, involve the government as
in the opinion of the Bureau of the
a. co-conspirator in the abuse of children.
Budget, and in the opinion of the execuMr. President, the situation requiring tive branch generally. We have seen at
this amendment arises, in my judgment, least one measure of that sort, which
because of our deep interest in the fu- would have cost many billions of dollars,
ture of the' child as a person and as a go to the White House, be vetoed, and be
working citizen, and a very strong effort sent back to us by the President, without
to avoid the concept of custodial care or our power to override the veto.
a kind of storing bodies of small chilWe have seen very ambitious programs
dren. I wish to identify myself with that of that sort proposed which cost many
point of view.
billions of dollars, only to see them fail.
I hope very much that by maintain- The approach of the Committee on Fiing these standards, our government will nance in the matter is that we recognize
really strike a blow in the way of not improvements of day care centers could
abusing children by the fact that cir- cost $10 billion a year. We do not see that
cumstances require the type of care we have the availability of that much
which is dealt with in the social security money for that purpose when we comamendments.
pare it to all the other great needs of the
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I regret that country. The attitude has been that we
I find myself in a difference of opinion would try to provide as much additional
with my good friend, the distinguished funds as we could find to go forward to
and very able senior Senator from Min- provide better day care for children.
nesota (Mr. MONDALE). He has worked That is about the same attitude we take
very diligently on this bill and has made with regard to the poor. We are prOVidan excellent contribution in the Nation's ing tens of billions of dollars to help the
interest. I applaud his position on every- poor and we would like to do more, but
thing except this item. He has been as much as we would like to do more, we
statesmanlike, considerate, understand- realize there is a limit on the ability of
ing, and right about everything except taxpayers to pay for it.
Against that background, let us look at
this item.
Mr. President, for sometime we on the this amendment. We had a social services
Committee on Finance have had a dif- program. We had regulations proposed
ferent attitude about the child care prob- by the administration which the States
lem from those on the Committee on La- felt were difficult or impossible to combor and Public Welfare. It has always ply with. So we turned the States loose
been a tradition in the Committee on to use their own judgment in using social
Finance, that when we think of recom- services funds, and limiting them only
mending something, we think in terms with regard to the amount of Federal
of what it will cost, and we usually think money the Government would pay for
in terms of where we will find the money these services.
to pay for it: Other committees do not
It was agreed by the Senator from
have the same burden, and it has some- Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) and others
times been amusing to me. I have sat on on the committee that the States should
the Committee on Foreign Relations and have the right to decide what kinds of
voted on a foreign aid bill and have felt things they are going to do and should
that we had been so generous that we had have the freedom to do them quite difgiven our friends abroad everything ex- ferently from the way the Department
cept the statue on top of the Capitol of Health, Education and Welfare might
dome. Then I have seen Senators from recommend. But now, as an exception,
the same committee walk across the Cap- the Senator from Minnesota would like
itol Plaza to the Committee on Finance, to see Federal standards imposed on
where that committee would be voting just one social service-day care.
on matters that involved benefits to variAnd what Federal standard do they
ous and sundry groups, and I have seen want to apply? They want to apply a
them proceed to be as tight as Dick's hat- standard which exists in name only, a
band and not vote for anything for any- standard with which States have been
body because it was going to cost money unable to comply with today and with
and they had the responsibility of rais- which States w1ll be unable to comply
ing the money.
in the future.
This was an innocuous bill sent to us
The amount of money for social sevfrom the House, of little moment, and it ices will be limited. The amount of
has now been amended to increase the money for child care can only be a part
cost by billions of dollars, a great deal of of the $2.5 b1llion we are making availmoney. We on the Finance Committee able for social services.
are anxious to do a great deal of good for
With whatever part the states may use

structive role in this effort joining with
us, as he has before.
Dr. Edward Zigler, former head of the
Office of Child Development, a selfless
public servant concerned with children,
and now at Yale, sized up the situation
well in an appearance before Senator
MONDALE'S subcommittee on Monday,
September 24, 1973, in stating:
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of this $2.5 billion for day care, if they
adopt these standards, this can only
mean in State after State they will find
it necessary to reduce the number of
children for whom day care can be made
available because the standards imposed
in this amendment will be far beyond the
ability of the States to provide it.
For example, I hold in my hand a
table on State child care staffing requirements, which has been prepared by the
staff of the Committee on Finance· This
table shows the standards by State law
for day care centers as effect in 1971.
This is not too far out of date-there
might be a few changes but not many.
With regard to the number of adults
that would be required for children ages
3 to 4, for example, the Mondale amendment would require about twice as many
adults as State l<;.ws now require. State
laws would generally require one adult
for every 10 children in day care centers,
while the Mondale amendment would
require one adult for every five children.
The amendment would require a doubling of staff, just to discuss one item.
Under the Federal standards, educational opportunities must be provided
every child under the supervision and
direction of a staff member trained or
experienced in child growth and development.
What that requirement would mean
as far as the states are concerned is
that they would have to have a person
in each of these day care centers that
would have a right to make the same
level of pay as schoolteachers in that
State, and that would mean that where
ordinarily they might be able to get by
with a woman who had all the credentials of a very fine and thoughtful
mother, they would now have to have
someone to meet the standards and pay
scale of a schoolteacher to care for these
children.
I understand that standard, is the New
York standard. As a matter of fact, Mr.
Sugarman, who has been mentioned in
this debate, told me he helped draft
these regulations and I assume this is
more or less a New York standard. He
finds that it costs more than $2,400 a
child to apply that standard in the State
of New York.
According to this table only the States
of New York and Rhode Island meet
that standard of one adult per five children age 3 to 4.
We heard the discussion by the distinguished Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. BROOKE) with reference to children
running in the streets and getting into a
life of crime and developing bad habits.
That is what happens when children run
without any supervision or care and it is
what happens when they are not in dlloY
care at all.
.
It would stand to reason that if this
additional burden is to be placed on the
States by being written into law and enforced on the States, rather than merely
being a regulation that is not being observed, this would mean that States
would be forced to reduce the number
of children in day care centers because
they are unable to hire the number of
attendants for the day care centers.
This means the children would, indeed,
be running in the streets and getting
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mto'bad h~bits, keeping 'bad coinpany;
and being in a bad environment-just
\\;hat all of us seek to avoid.
Why should we remove large numbers of children from the day care centers by insisting on a standard that few,
if any, states can meet?
The Senator said he spoke to virtuallY
everyone who had any credentials or
background in the day care area. I do not
agree. I wish to quote, for example, from
the committee report last year on H.R.
1. I wish to quote from the testimony of
Prof. Carl Bereiter, who has devoted his
Cal:eer to the education of young children. In a paper presented at Johns
Hopkins he said:
It appears that the main thing wrong
with day care Is that there is not enough of it
and the main reason there Is not enough of
it Is that it costs too much. At the same time,
those who are professionally dedicated to advancing day care seem to be pressing continually to make It more costly by setting certification reqUirements for day care workers and by insisting that day care should be
educational and not just high-quality Institutionalized babysitting.
. . . Producing a measurable educational
effect in young children is far from easy; ...
It requires as serious a commitment to curriculum and teaching as does education In
older children. I cannot imagine day care
centers on a mass basis carrying out educational programs of the kind needed to produce measurable effect. If they cannot do so,
then it wl1l prove in the long run a tactical
blunder to keep insisting that day care must
be educational. Sooner or later those who pay
for It wll1 begin demanding to see evidence
that educational benefits are being produced,
and the evidence will not come forth.
It would seem to me much wiser to seek
no more from day care than the sort of high
quality custodial care that a child would receive In a well-run home, and to seek ways
to achieve this level of care at a cost that
would make It reasonable to provide It to
all those Who need it. One should not have
to justify day care on grounds that It will
mak.e children do better In school any more
than one should have to justify a hot lunch
program that way.

Mr. President, we could have some disagreement and differences of opinion
about how much it would cost to comply with the Senator's standard.
It appears to me that it would cost
$2,400 per child per year-as much
money as the average welfare family of
four may receive in the States of the
Nation today.
But even if we take the' word of the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE)
that it would cost $1,600 a year to provide
the care, it is still, for just one child,
about $200 a year more than the State
of Louisiana is able to provide for a family of four. That is the standard that
would be imposed on Louisiana, and that
standard would cost more for a single
child than it would cost for a family of
four in the home. Louisiana simply could
not afford to put children in day :lare
centers With that standard. Nor could
many other States.
At the present time the law in Louisiana requires, for children of ages 3 to
4, 1 attendant for every 14 children.
It. might be suggested that perhaps we
should have a standard of 10 children
per day care worker. That would mean

we would have to get one-third more day
care workers. But the Senator wants us
to provide three times as many attendants in each day care center than the
law in Louisiana provides for now, if he
could enforce what he wants to write
into law. What he is seeking here, as
far as the States are concerned, is so
impractical that they have not been able
to comply with it. So the matter has been
the subject of deliberate avoidance or
pretense that they do not know it is not
being complied with, because it is a regulation with which the States are unable
to comply.
The authority I have cited is not the
only one who feels the same way. Here
is a quotation from Gwen Morgan, child
care consultant for the state of Massachusetts, a very enlightened State of the
Union, explaining exactly the same type
thing with regard to this problem.
I ask unanimous consent that that
statement, as well as explanatory material, appear at this point in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
PROBLEM OF WRITING STAFF-CHn.D RATIOS INTO
LAW

We would all agree that there should be
enough people on the staff of a child care
center to take care of the children. The Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements define what "enough" Is in a very precise way:
for 3 to 4 year-olds the ratio of children to
adults must be no greater than 5 to I, for 4 to
6 year-olds no greater than 7 to 1, and 6 to
14 year-olds no greater than 10 to 1. Presumably, Federal funds would be lost 1t these
ratios were exceeded.
Yet very few experts if called upon would
be willing to say that these ratios would be
necessary In all situations. Gwen Morgan,
Child Care Consultant to the State of Massachusetts, has pointed out some of the
problems of using this kind of arbitrary
standard. She says:
"Traditional approaches have been to use
an arbitrary figure for the staff-child ratio
for an age peer group. This does not take into
account a number of factors which would
afl'ect the staff-child ratio upward or downward in writing requirements. For example,
the needed adUlt-child ratio Is affected by
(1) the fact that children are not necessarily
going to be In groups all the same age; (2)
the time of day and type of activity; (3) the
size of the center. It is easier to do a good
job In a small center where everybody knows
each other wel!, with fewer stafl' than might
be needed In a center of more than 100 chlldren: (4) the number of children in the program Who have some special need; (5) the
type of program: for example, drop-in centers
may require more staff: (6) the involvement
of parents and the community.
"In addition to all of those variables which
might affect stafl'-child ratio, and more important than any of the others, is the abl11ties of the stafl'. The staff-chlld ratio needed
varies with the experience and skills of the
teacher. A skl1lful teacher can create an atmosphere in which the chUdren themselves
are encouraged to relate well to one another
and contribute to one another's growth. One
good teacher can create this kind of group
With ten children, if the center is organized
wel!. Superior teachers might even go beyond this. Some programs w1ll wish to use all
Skilled teachers, and licensing requirements
should not inhibit them from doing this."
A look at the present State licensing. requirements should give some indication of
the lack of consensus that exists in this

area--thei presentl;'V'arY·~··gi-eataeal.tnwhat
Is required for licensing' of programs within
the various States.
Perhaps some day the experts can agree on
What the perfect adult-child ratio Is, but in
the meantime there should .beroom both
for experimentation and responsiveness to
local needs an~ situations.

Mr. LONG. Here is a statement from
Dr. Edward Zigler, former Director of
the Office of Child Development of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, dealing with the question of
requiring that day care be educational.
I ask unanimous consent that it appear in the RECORD at this point.
There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
Learning is an inherent feature of being a
human being. The only meaningful question, therefore, is not "Why do children
learn?" but, "Why Is It that some children
do not learn?" Approached In this way, the
problem Is' not one of getting intell1gence
Into .nonlearners but rather of determining
the conditions and attitUdes th.at Interfere
with the natural process of learning. We
are all aware that children learned before
cognitive theorists told us' how and before
the Invention of talking typewriters. Indeed.
children learned before schools of any sort
existed. How could this learning have been
possible without the formal programing of
experiences which we have come to associate
with the formal educational process? The
answer, . ~ think, .Isthat in his natural state
the chUd is a much more autonomous learner than adherents of the pressure-cooker approach would believe. I am convinced the
child does most of his learning on his own
and often· the way to maximize it is simply
to let him alone. He accomplishes. some of
the most significant learning in his every day
interaction with his environment. Learning
for the child Is, thUS, a continuous process
and not one limited to the formal instruction and whlzbang remedial efforts that
have recently captured our attention:'. , •
Whatever the nature of cognitive development might be; such development has been
overemphasized in our current society.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to place in' the RECORD at
this point a. statement of the major features of the Federal interagency day
care requirements.
There being no objection, the statement was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD. as follows:
MAJOR FEATURES OF FEDERAL INTER-AGENCY
DAY CARE REQUIREMENTS

1. State and local licensing:
All faclllties: must be licensed under applicable State "and local licensing laws; Federal regulations are In addition to State and
local requirements.
2. Statllng requirements:
a. Child care center:
Not more than 5 children a~e 3 to 4 per
adUlt; not more than 7 children age 4 to 6
per adult; "not more than 10 children age 6
through 14 per adult.
b.Home child care:
Generally, not more than 6 children per
adult.
3. Staff qualifications:
Must meet State requirements: al! staff
must receive continuous In:~servlce training
In ChUd.d~velopment;l1onprofessio!lalstaff
must be given career progression opportunities.
4. Safety:
Meets State and local requirements.
5. Health:
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Genera.1 requirements of sanitation and
pUblio health measures.
6. Education:
Educational opportunities must be provided every child under the supervision and
direction of a staff member trained or experienced in chUd growth and development.
7. Social services:
Provision must be made for social services
under the supervision of a· staff member
tra1.ned or experienced in the field.
a. Parent involvement:

Parents must be provided opportunities to
work with the child care program and to observe their children in the fac1lity; whenever
an agency provides child care for 40 or more
children, there must be a policy advisory
comm1ttee (with at least 50 percent parents
or parent representatives selected by the parents in a democratic fashion) which assist in
the development of child care programs, participate in the selection of program directors
and staff, and are otherWise involved in the
administration of child care programs.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to place in the RECORD a
chart demonstrating that, with regard to
the minimum staffing requirements of
State laws, very few States in the Union
have been able to comply with those
standards.
There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

CHILD CARE CENTERS; MINIMUM STAFFING REQUIREMENTS, BY AGE OF CHILDREN, UNDER STATE LICENSING REGULATIONS
Maximum number of children per staff member 1
.
if age of children is-

Alabama ••••••••••••••••••
Alaska ••••••••• , ••••••••••
Arizona•••••••••••••••••••
Arkansas..................
California••••••••••••••••••
Colorado •••••••,. """'"
ConnecticuL ••••••••••••••
Delaware••••••• , ••••••••••
District of Columbia ••••••••
Florida. _••••••••••c•••••••
Georgia ••••••••, .'• ••••••••
HawaiL •••••••• , ••••••••••
Idaho•••••••••••••••••••••
III inois••••••••••••••••••••
Indiana •••••••••••••••••••
Iowa •••••••••••••••••, ••••
Ka nsas•••••• ~ •••••••••••••
Ken.l~cky•••• ' •• "" •••••••
LOUISIana •••••••••••••••••
Maine••••••••••, ••••••••••
Maryland••••••••••••••••••
Massachusetts•••••••••••••

~i~~~:o~a::::::::::::::: ::

Mississippi 18•••••••••••••••
Mlssoun••••••••••••••• '.'.

under 2

2 to 3

3 to 4

4 to 5

25
5
10
4

•5
5
10
6
12
18
4
'15
10
10
10
10
110
8

10
10
15
10
12
10

20
10
20
10
12
12
9
20
10
10
18
20
10
u 10
12
IS
12
12
14
15
(')
10
12
10
15
10

(')
(.)

4
88
10 10
5
"10
(6)
(.)
6

(')
(.)
(.)

6
·°14
(.)
(.)
(6)

)~

('~
~.

(I~
(15)
8
14
18
(<)

g~

10
8
(14)

7

15
10
10
IS
IS
10
10
10
12
12
10
14
10

\~

10
10
10
10

School
5 to 6
age
20
10
25
10
12
IS
9
20
10
10
20
25
10
25
IS
18
16
IS
14
18

W
20
10
20
15

25
10
25

\'151
12
25

(ll)

15
25
25
10
25
20
25
16
IS
14
20

\'~

lJ

25
IS

Minimum
number of
adults on
premises

under 2

2 Montana •••••• " " " " " "
2 Nebraska ••••••••••••••••••
32 Nevada .••••••••••••••••••
'2 New Hampshire.•••••••••••
1 New Jersey••••••••••••••••
2 New Mexico •••••••••••••••
2 New York •••.•••••••••••••
I North Carolina 18•••••••••••
111 North Dako/a ••••••••••••••
I Ohio •••• _•••••••••••• ____ •
2 Oklahoma_ ••••••••••• __ •••
1 Oregon_••••• _. _••••••• __ ••
13 1
Pennsylvania •••••••• _•••••
1 Rhode Island ••••••••••••••
2 South Carolina. __ ••• _••••••
2 South Dakota ••••• _._ ••••••
161 Tennessee••••• _•••••••••••
32 Te~as •••• , •• _••••••••••• _.
32 Utah •••• , •• __ •••••••• _••••
2 Vermont ....... _•••••••••••
I Virginia•• _•••••.•••••••••••
2 Washinglon••••••••••••••••
32 West Virginia ••••••••••••••
1 Wisconsin ••• _._ •••••••••••
2 Wyoming. _•••• _.•••••••• ,.
2

1 I neludes only persons providing child care; when there is a mi~ture of ages, the ratio for the
youngest child is generally applicable.
• Children under age 3 must be in separate facilities.
3When lhe number of children e~ceeds 10.
• Not specified under licensing requirements.
• When the number of children exceedS 10, during peak hours of the day.
• Children under 2 generally may not be accepted.
I Ages 2)1 to 3. Children 2 to 2)1 generally may not be accepted.
• 5, if children are under I.
• 8, if children are under 2)1.
" 6, if children are under 1)1.
u 2, when there are at least 10 children of school age.
lJ 7, if children are under 1)1.
lJ 2 if possible•
.. If full day; 20, if half day.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I point out
that the best thing that can be said for
the Senator's amendment is that at least
in two categories the Senator would rely
upon State laws. With regard· to State
and local licensing, he would follow state
laws, and with regard to safety requirements, he would follow State laws. At
least to that extent we are in agreement.
All I am saying is that I would be
happy to agree with the Senator if he
would merely say the States would have
to comply with State laws. But to set a
standard that. according to my best information, only two states are complying with, if. that many, is really more
than I think we have a right to expect.
Mr. President, what has been accomplished so far in the effort to reach the
millennium in one quick jump in the day
care area has been utter frustration.
Those who wanted a big new program
sent a bill to the President. It was vetoed.
There were not enough votes to override
the veto. We on the Finance Committee
proposed a Federal day care corporation
and to make $800 million available to do
as much as could be done under proper
conditions of day care, adding to that
what was already available. The Sen-

Maximum number of children per staff member 1
if age of children is-

(6)

('1
(.)

\6J

115
'8
3
" 10
206
10
(6)

('t

8

(.)

4

(.)

2
3
(6~
(6

234
(')

2 to 3

3 to 4

4 to 5

5 to 6

15
(")
10
(15)

15

20

25

10

10

(.)

(.)

10

(.)

\'~

\'~

\'~

l~

20
10
15
IS
10
10
8
14
12
15
IS
IS
6-8
10
10
15
12
15

25
12
20
IS
10
10
13
15
18
25
18
20
6-8
10
10
18
16
20

5
12
5
10
8
10

(16)
(I')

8
8
10
8
10
6-8
10
'10
8
"8
(16)

7

5
15
10
IS
12
10
8
5
10
8
10
12
IS
6-8
10
10
10
10
10

7

7

7

7

School
age
25
12
15

f1

30
12
20
20
10
13

\'~

25
30
25
25
(.)
10
10
20
16
(.)

Minimum
number of
adults on
premises
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
"I
2
2
21 1
I
2
2
2
.. I
"I
I
2
2
2
32
131
212
1

16 Children under 3 generally may not be accepted.
•• licensing not required; standards relate to voluntary certification by State Department of
Public Welfare. For MissiSSiPpi, ratios apply to number of children enrolled.
II 4, if children are under ~.
18 2, if more than 6 children under age 3;
" 8, if children are under I~.
20 4, if infants in cribs.
21 2d adult must be available in case of emergency.
22 Under proposed regulations.
,. 3, if children are under I.
" 6, if children are under 2~
" When lhe number of children exceeds 9.

Source: Based on material submitted to Office of Economic Opportunity.

ator and those who agreed with his position voted to strike from that bill the
Federal child care corporation because
it did not contain these kinds of standards. So the result was nothing-not one
red, copper cent being added for day
care. Instead of getting another $800 million for the benefit of little children, in
H.R. I, we got zero, which was a rather
unfortunate result for those of us who
wanted to move forward with the bettering and improving of conditions for
children.
I would submit that as to the amendment that the Senator from Minnesota
sponsored and that which he recommended to the committee, saying that the
States should be accorded the freedom to
set their own social services programs,
and do as much as they could with the
amount of money available, with a minimum of Federal interference of that
character, he was right when he submitted it, he was right when he urged
it, and he was right when he voted for
it. The only point on which the Senator
was in error was the matter which I
know is closest to his heart, when he said
that in everything except day care the
State should have the privilege of spend-

ing the money as they deemed advisable.
But in this area it is very obvious that
the outside hand of the Federal Government will reach in and dictate a standard that cannot be followed, and with
which the States have been unable to
comply. It is, to me, an unfortunate thing
for those of us who favor day care, and
want to do as much as we can for it, to
find ourselves repeatedly frustrated by
the effort to insist on something that
costs so much that it results in nothing
happening, and in the Senate being unable to provide larger amounts of funds
for the purpose, leaving to the States and
to those who have the responsibility, the
power, the capability, and the freedom
to do just as much as they can for as
many people as they are able to help With
the amount of money we are able to make
available.
I hope very much that when .this
amendment is voted on tomorrow, the
Senate will not see fit to try to make an
exception in the day care area which it
does not make in any of the other areas
of social services: that it will not try to
impose a Federal standard here. I hope
so particularly in 'view of the fact that
this is one area where the Federal stand-
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ard, which the States have been unable
to comply with, would be one which the
States would not be able to comply with
using the funds available at present for
that purpose.
I submit that these impossible types
of standards have been passed by the
Senate on other occasions. Whenever
that happens, it results in suffering by
day care, because no other funds are
made available for the purpose.
I hope very much that the Senate will
see fit to be practical and prudent, and
will move as we have urged. We should
move toward a higher standard that we
can afford, rather than to impose a
standard which cannot be met and which
can only be met with frustration on the
part of those opposed, who realize it is
a practical problem, and that we can
only do as much as we can with the
money we are able to extract from the
taxpayers for this purpose.
THE MINIMUM TAX

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, at an
appropriate time, I intend to call up, on
behalf of Senator NELSON and myself, a
tax reform amendment to H.R. 3153, to
improve the minimum tax in the Internal Revenue Code. The minimum tax was
the imaginative measure adopted by
Congress in 1969 as a means of insuring
that wealthy individuals and corporations did not escape their fair share of
taxes through excessive use of tax loopholes. Unfortunately, however, because
of certain crippling amendments adopted on the Senate floor, the minimum tax
has not achieved its goal.
Over the past 4 years, both Senator
NELSON and I have worked toward closing the loopholes in the minimum tax.
Last year, in two major efforts on the
Senate floor in 1972, Senator NELSON
made outstanding efforts to reform the
minimum tax. And only last June, by
the narrow margin of 49 to 47, our reform proposal was defeated on the Senate floor. The amendment we plan to
offer tomorrow is identical to the one we
offered in June, and we hope that this
time it will be successful.
At an appropriate time, as well, Senator NELSON plans to offer a tax reform
amendment to delete the provision in the
committee bill that eliminates the gasoline tax deduction. Previously, Senator
NELSON had proposed an amendment
to the bill by which the revenue effect
caused by deleting the committee provision could be almost exactly offset by
including the minimum tax amendment.
I support Senator NELSON'S position on
the gasoline tax deduction, because,
Whatever the merits of eliminating the
deduction as a tax reform concept, it
would be unjustifled to do so at this time
of rumored astronomical increases in the
gasoline tax. And so, I urge the Senate
to support both of the amendments we
shall offer.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, tomorrow the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY) and I shall call up an
amendment to H.R. 3153 as amended by
the Senate Finance Committee which
would restore the present deduction allowed for State and local gasoline taxes,
proposed to be eliminated by the com-

mittee, and offer in its stead a revision
of the minimum tax which would disallow deductions for regular income
taxes paid before preferred income Is
subject to the minimum tax. Whatever
the merits of the proposed elimination
of the deduction for State and local gasoline taxes, this proposal was not subject
to any testimony or hearings before the
Senate Finance Committee this year and
was proposed by the committee principally as a revenue producing measure
to pay for other proposed changes contained in H.R. 3153.
The revenue effect of these two amendments is almost identical. It is estimated
that the revision of the minimum tax
will increase tax revenue by $580 million
whereas elimination of the State and
local gasoline tax deduction will increase
revenues by $589 million. While their
revenue effects are the same, the consequences for the ordinary American
taxpayer are radically different. The
minimum tax, even with the revisions
we propose today, applies only to wealthy
individuals who have more than $30,000
in preferred income each year, regardless
of how much regular income they also
have. The State and local gasoline tax
deduction, on the other hand, is of beneflt to low-income Americans. The gasoline tax helps workers to pay some of the
cost of traveling to work.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the RECORD at this time
a table showing the amount of deductions taken in 1972 for State and local
gasoline taxes for various income tax
brackets.
There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
Income tax deductions taken for State and
local gasoline taxes

[Amount of deduction-in millions]
Income
tax bracket
$0-$3,000
$3,000--$5,000
$5,000-$7,000
$7,000-$10,000
$10,000-$15,000
$15,000--$20,000
$20,000-$50,000
$50,000-$100,000
$100,000-over

1
7
27
83
165
136
147
19
6

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, this table
shows that individuals with taxable. income of $20,000 or less receive the beneflt of $419 million of the $589 million deducted for State and local gasoline tax.
This amounts to 71.1 percent of the total
amount deducted.
The comlnittee proposal would therefore add substantially to the tax burden
of low- and average-income taxpayers.
It is much more equitable to raise additional revenues by taxing income which
escapes taxation entirely rather than
adding to the tax burden of middle-income Americans.
Probably nothing discredits the tax
system more than the knowledge that
many wealthy people are paying little
or no income taxes. The Secretary of the
Trea&ury heralded a "taxpayer revolt"
when he disclosed that in 1967, 155
Americans with incomes of over $200,000
paid no Federal income tax and in fact
21 of them made incomes in excess of
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$1 lnillion each. In 1969, some 300 individuals with incomes of more than $200,000 paid no Federal income tax.
In an attempt to correct, to a limited
extent, this inequity Congress in 1969
established a minimum tax providing for
a flat 10-percent tax rate on income that
had escaped entirely being subject to tax.
Congress enacted the minimum tax on
tax preference income because, regardless of the individual merit of the provision which established such preferences, we did not want them to be pyramided by wealthy individuals to allow
them to escape liability entirely.
It is not at all inconsistent to take the
position that while certain tax subsidies may be desirable, a taxpayer who
takes advantage of such subsidies in an
excessive amount or who reduces his
tax contribution to an Insignificant
amount should be required to include
such excess in his tax base. The purpose of this amendment is not to reduce
the amount of the tax subsidies except
in those cases in which taxpayers take
undue advantage of such subsidies
through excessive manipulation of the
tax code.
It is generally agreed, however, that
the minimum tax has not achieved its
stated purpose that every wealthy individual and corporation should pay at
least a minimum tax on his preference
income.
"
In 1970, the first year when the
minimum tax was in effect, 106 individuals with adjusted gross incomes exceeding $200,000 still paid no Federal income
tax. Incredibly, three taxpayers with
adjusted gross incomes of more than $1
million each paid no income tax at all.
In 1971, 276 taxpayers with Incomes
over $100,000 paid no Federal income tax
at all.
The effective tax rate in 1970 for individuals who paid the minimum tax on
their preferred income was 4 percent
rather than the statutory rate of 10 percent. In 1971, individuals paid $163 million in minimum tax on total preference
income of $6.2 billion, for an overall
effective tax rate of 2.63 percent and
98,000 individuals reported· tax preferences but only 24,000 of them actually
paid a minimum tax on their preference
"income for an effective rate of 4.13
percent.
In 1970, 6,000 corporations paid $280
million in minimum tax on preference
Income of $4.1 billion for an effective rate
of 6.7 percent; 7,5,000 corporations, however, paid no minimum tax on preference
income of $1.6 billion for an overalleffective minimum tax rate of 4.8 percent.
When the minimum tax was enacted,
it was estimated that it would raise $590
million in calendar year 1970, $600 million in 1972, and $635 million in the long
run. In fact, actual revenue gai'ls are far
below these estimates. In 1970, it raised
only $117 million from individuals and
$280 million from corporations. In 1971,
it raised only $163 million from individuals.
It can be argued that the minimum
tax failed to raise estimated revenues
because of the volatile nature of capital
gains. While unquestionably the minimum tax on individuals falls most
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heavily on capital gains and therefore its
revenue would be affected by the volatile
nature of capital gabs; this does not
mitigate the fact that tha deduction
for income taxes paid obviously reduce the effectiveness and the revenue
gained from the minimum tax. For
example, in 1970, for individuals the
aggregate figure of total regular taxes
that could have been deducted before
payment of the minimum tax was
$2,629,467,000.
Although there were several different
minimum tax proposals submitted to
Congress, the one finally adopted was
that of the Senate Finance Committee
which applied a fiat 5-percent tax rate
on all preference income in excess of
$30,000. The Finance Committee bill was
amended on the Senate fioor by an
amendment offered by Senator MILLER of
Iowa to raise the rate from 5 percent to
10 percent and to allow a deduction of
other Federal taxes paid. A year later, in
December 1970, a further fioor amendment by Senator MILLER was passed
under which this minimum tax exclusion
was broadened to incorporate a 7-year
carryover of regular income tax liabtlity
to the extent not initially utilized to offset tax preferences. It is this deduction
of other Federal taxes paid that this
amendment would eliminate.
I completely support proper and orderly legislative process but it should be
noted that provisions for deduction for
income tax paid, which this amendment
seeks to remove, were themselves not subject to the normal legislative procedure.
No hearings were held, no witnesses were
heard, no staff investigation made or
committee report filed on these amendments. The amendments allowing for the
deduction of Federal income taxes paid
and for the 7-year carryover were never
considered by any tax-writing committee, but were added by amendments on
the Senate fioor with little debate as to
their merit or effect.
Senator MILLER'S first amendment was
offered December 10, 1969, to the Tax
Reform Act of 1969.
Senator MILLER'S principal arguments
were that his amendment, by raising the
statutory rate from 5 percent to 10 percent, would be more equitable and that
it would raise more revenue. As Senator
MILLER stated at that time:

Mr. President, I think the proposition before the Senate is very simple. Are we going

to be satisfied with the application of the
pending blll to those taxpayers who are payIng no tax, for example, by taxing them only
5 percent on their tax preferences, or do we
want to do a better job, a more eqUitable
job?
My amendment w11l tax them to the extent
of 10 percent. I would like to see this bll1 do
more equity than It is doing now. I do not
think anybody in the Senate could be proud
of going before the American people and
saying, "the best we could do with people not
paying taxes is to nip them 5 percent."
. I think we could hold our heads higher if
we set It at ten percent.
I am very pleased to tell the 8enatorll that.
whereas. under the pending b1ll the mInI",um tax would pick up $700 m1ll1on additional revenue. my amendment would pick
up $740 mUlion.
My amendment does equity. It makes sure
that those who are not paying any taxes at
all w1ll have to pay at least 10 percent of

their tax preferences, and It will bring added
revenue Into the Treasury compared with
what the tax bill does.

As I indicated above, in fact, the minimum tax's effective rate was really only
2.63 percent and its revenue yield was
$163 million for individuals in 1971.
On December 18, 1970. Senator MILLER
offered on the fioor. an amend~ent to
H.R. 17473, a bill to extend tile period
for filing certain manufacturers' claims
for fioor stock refunds under Section
209(b) of the Excise Tax Reduction Act
of 1965. No questions were asked and the
amendment was accepted by voice vote.
The conference report on this bill was
discussed on December 22, with Senator
MILLER expressing his unhappiness that
his amendment had been dropped.
On December 29, Senator MILLEh offered the same amendment to the
Excise, Estate and Gift Tax Adjustment
Act of 1970 which as modified became
law. Both times Senator MILLER'S amendment provided for 3-year carryback and
a 5-year carry forward. This approach
was opposed because of its complexity
and because it would require some refunds. The amendment as finally adopted
provided for a simple 7-year carry forward as was discussed in the conference
report on this bill on December 31, 1970.
It is. therefore, hardly defensible to
argue that these amendments, adopted
on the Senate fioor with so little consideration, can only be repealed by the most
formal and laborious legislative procedure.
The basic rationale for the minimum
tax is that it is needed because certain
taxpayers have amassed certain items of
income which are not included in their
regular tax base. The minimum tax addresses itself not to individuals who have
escaped taxes, but to large sources of
preference income. Even with the most
rigorous enforcement of the minimum
tax there will still be wealthy individuals
who would escape taxes. Furthermore,
concentration on the few wealthy individuals who pay no taxes at all diverts
attention to a much graver problem of
a scandalously low tax rate for many
wealthy individuals on their preferred
income. For example, in 1971, 98,000 individuals reported tax preferences totalling $6.2 billion but the eff3ctive tax
on preferred income was 2.63 percent.
These excluded items stand apart from.
and in addition to. the items normally
taxed. The reason the taxpayer is subjected to the minimum tax is that his
effective tax is too low in relation to his
real income due to the amount he received from tax preference items. To give
him credit for the tax that he pays on
his regular income defeats the purpose of
the minimum tax. The tax on "regular"
income is simply unrelated to the tax
on excluded items of tax preference. It is
illogical to establish a tax on the preferred income escaping taxation, and
then allow a deduction for taxes paid on
regular income.
The proposed amendment does not in
any way change the structure or composition of the present minimum tax. It
does not:
First, change or raise the statutory
rate of 10 percent;

Second, reduce or eliminate the deduction of $30,000 presently available to
every taxpayer before calculating income
subject to the minimum tax;
Third, add a single new item of preference income to the base of the minimum tax, for example, intangible
drilling and development cost as has
been proposed from time to time.
This amendment merely tries to
guarantee that the minimum tax achieve
its stated goal and raise additional revenue not by taxing already overburdened
average American taxpayers but by taxing forms of incomes that escape taxation entirely.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the RECORD at this time
three case examples of how the minimum tax presently works and how it
would apply under this amendment.
There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
THREE CASE EXAMPLES

The follOWing are illustrations of the effect of disallowing a deduction for regular
Income taxes under the minimum Income
tax, with details of tax computations included. AU examples assume a joint return,
four personal exemptions and Itemized
deductions at 10% of total Income.
Case I-An Individual With a $60,000 salary and a $60,000 capital gain.
$50,000 of the capital gain would be taxed
under the alternative tax of 25% for a tax
lIabl11ty of $12,500. One half of the remainIng $10,000 capital gain would be included
in regUlar Income.
Computation of regular tax llabil1ty:
Salary
$60,000
Plus capital galn________________
5,000
EqUals
Minus (Itemized deduction)

65,000
12,000

Equals
Minus (Four personal exemptions
of $750)______________________

53,000

Equals (taxable Income)
~
Tax lIablllty from table__________
Plus alternative tax_____________

50,000
17.060
12,500

Equals
ity)

(regular tax

liabil-

Minimum tax computation:
Preference Income
Minus (exemption)
Equals (minimum tax)

3,000

29,560
30.000
30.000
0

Minimum tax lIabUlty under amendment-none.
Case II-An IndividUal with a salary of
$200,000, other regular Income of $400,000
and a capital gain of $1,000,000.
$50,000 of capital gain would be taxed under the alternative tax, for a llabUlty of $12,500. For the remaining $950,000, $475,000
would be Included In regular income.
Computation of regular tax liability:
Salary
$200,000
Plus other Income______________ 400,000
Plus capital galn
475,000
Equals (adjusted gross income)
1,075,000
Minus (itemized deductions)
160.000
Equals .__________________
Minus
$750)(4 personal exemptions of

915.000

Equals (taxable lncome) __

912.000

3,000

38404
from table
Plus alterna.tive
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tax___________

Equals
ity) (regular tax liabil-

$609,000
12,500
621,880

Computation of current Inlnimum
tax liabllity:
Preference income______________
~Unus exemptions______________

500,000
30,000

Equals
~nus regular tax_____________

470,000
621,680

Senate completes its business today it
stand in adjournment until 10:30 a.m.
tomorrow.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

November'28,1973

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call'be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF THE
MAJORITY LEADER AND FOR
TRANSACTION
OF
ROUTINE
ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10:30 A.M.
MORNING BUSINESS TOMORROW
TOMORROW
Equals (no minimum tax)
0
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
Computation of InU1lmum tax 11aI ask unanimous consent that after the if there be no further business to come
b1llty under amendment:
Preference Income
500,000 two leaders or their designees have been before the Senate, I move, in accordance
~Inus exemptlon_______________
30,000 recognized under the standing order to- with the previous order, that the Senate
morrow, the distinguished majority stand in adjournment until the hour of
Equals
470,000 leader be recognized for not to exceed 15 10:30 a.m. tomorrow.
Times a 10 percent tax equals
minutes, after which there be a period
The motion was agreed to, and at 5:55
(mUnlrnum tax)
47,000 for the transaction of routine morning
p.m. the Senate adjourned until tomorCase III-An Individual with a salary of business of not to exceed 15 minutes, row, Thursday, November 29, 1973, at
taOO,OOO, other regular Uncome of $600,000 with statements therein limited to 3 min- 10:30 a.m.
and a capital gaUn of $2.000.000.
utes.
$50,000 of capital gaUn would be taxed unThe PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
der the alternative tax for a llabllity of objection, it is so ordered.
NOMINATIONS
$12,000. For the remaining $1,950,000 one
Executive nominations received by the
half would be Included In regular Income.
Senate November 28, 1973:
Computation of regular tax 11aORDER FOR THE RESUMPTION OF
blllty:
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Salary
_
THE UNFINISHED BUSINESS TO$300,000
James W.Plummer, of California, to be
Plus other Income
_
600.000
MORROW
Under Secretary of the Air Force, vice John
Plus capital galn
_
975,000
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani- L.~CLucas,elevated.
IN THE ARMY
mous consent that at the conclusion of
Equals (adjusted gross Income)
1,875.000 routine morning business tomorow, the
The following na.med person for appoint~Inus (Itemized deductions) __
290,000 Senate resume consideration of the ment In the Regular Army of'the United
States, In the grade specUl.ed. under the
Equals
1.585.000 social security bill.
provisions of title 10, united Sta.tes Code,
The
PRESIDING
OFFICER.
Without
sections 3283 through 3894 and 3311:
~Inus (4 personal exemptions
of $750)____________________
3,000 objection, it is so ordered.
To be captain
Equals (taxable Income) __ 1,582.000

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.
The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HARRY F. BYRD, JR). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

PROGRAM
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
on tomorrow the Senate will convene at
the hour of 10: 30 a.m.
After the two leaders or their designees
have been recognized under the standing
order, the distinguished majority leader
will be recognized for not to exceed 15
minutes, after which there will be a period for the transaction of routine morning business lasting not more than 15
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes.
At the conclusion of routine morning
business, the Senate will resume the consideration of the then unfinished business, H.R. 3153, a bill to amend the Social
Security Act to make certain technical
and conforming changes.
A vote will occur at the hour of 12
o'clock noon on the amendment by the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE).
Other votes will occur on amendments
to the social security bill tomorrow.
Whether or not the Senate will complete
action on that measure tomorrow is in
doubt to some extent, but following the
action on the social security bill, it is anticipated that the leadership will call UP
the daylight saving time bill, on which
there is a time limitation agreement.
There will, I repeat, be rollcall votes
tomorrow.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
10:30 A.M. TOMORROW
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the

QUORUM CALL
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

Tax from table
1.078,380
Plus alternative tax___________
12,500
Equals (regular tax liability)
1.090,880
Computation of current minimum
tax liability:
Preference incorqe
1,000,000
~Inus exemptlon______________
30.000
Equals
970,000
regular tax
I, 190,880
Equals (no Inlnlrnum tax) _
0

~Inus

Computation of minimum tax
liabllity under amendment:
Preference income
1,000,000
~Inus exemptlon______________
30,000
Equals --_________________
Times a 10 percent tax equals
(minimum tax llabillty)

970,000
97,000

SChroeter, Barbara A., 562-42-5633.
IN THE ~ARINE Coaps
The following-named temporary disabilIty retired officer for reappointment to the
grade of colonel In the Marine Corps, subject to the qualifications therefor as proVided by law:
Beck, Donald~. 505-14-6970.
The following-named temporary disability retired officer for reappointment to the
grade of captain in the ~arine Corps, subJect to the qualifications therefor as provided by law:
Tucker, William ~., 097-34-1013.
The followlng-na.med (Navy enlisted scientific education program) for permanent
appointment to the grade of second lleutenant In the ~arine Corps, SUbject to the qualUl.catlons therefor as prOVided by law:
Dublin, Charles
Nlkula, Raymond A.
Edwards, Paul S.
Stockburger, Richard
Fairchild, Charles R. Turley, John
Glosenger, Carl 1\1
Wageman, John P.
Harrison, Stephen G. Welker. Lawrence E.
Kupar, Michael
Withrow. Ronald
~iller, C. J.
The following-named (Naval Reserve Officer Training Corps) graduates for permanent
appointment to the grade of second lleutenant In the ~arlne Corps, subject to the
qualifications therefor as provided by law:
Absher, Alton L.
Butcher, Donald R.
Armstrong, Elwood M. Carnahan, James C.
Austin, Robert B.
Carrese, Robert T.
Barnette, Charles R. Carthan, Mitchel
Barry, Robert L.
Casad, Daniel D.
Beck, Donald F.
Chartier, Gregory J.
Blair, John F.
Chevis, Leroy
Boddlngton, Craig T. Clagett, Robert
Bogue, Edward W.
Clarke, steven R.
Brannan, Charles E.
Clarkson. B111y J.
Brickell, Randy W.
Coddington, Steele
Brown, Richard A.
Conklin, William D.
Buechler. l\lark A.
Connally, ~Ichael B.
Burfield, Terrence
Conway. Daniel A.
Burns, Ronald K.
Cook, ~Ichael W.

