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of Amersica PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE

Congressional Record

9 2% CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

No. 195

Vol. 117

CHILD CARE.VETO

Mr, MUSKIE. Mr. President, President
Nixon's veto of the Comprehensive Child
Development Act, as I recently sald in
Houston, Tex., s an affront to Americans
who care for thelr children, and who
realize that the central theme of human
activity concerns the enriching and de-
velopment of the coming generation.

The President has turned his back on
his own promises. On February 19, 1969,
he called for a “major commitment to
provide all American children an oppor-
tunity  for & hkealthful and stimulating
life.” On April 9, 1969, President Nixon
reaflirmed his position:

I again pledge myself to that commitment,

He has reneged on that pledge.

Experts at the White House's 1970
Conference on Children convened un-
der the President’s own ausplces, agreed
that a comprehensive child development
program such as the act contained was
the single most jmncrtont and desirable
undertaking ~ Tor the Natlons very
young. The President has ignored his ex-

perts, .

The Presldent also Iznored the rece
ommendations of numerous organiza-
tions, all of them respected and respon-

proach” to child The bill's only
alteration of fi relationships would
them. Participal

rearing.
‘The President’s objection to the cost of
the program’ furnishes further sad evi-
dence of his priorities. He would spend
ons to build an 88T, but objects to
'cost of supporting our children. He

WASHINGTON, MONDAY, DECEMBER 13, 1971

cellent analysis of the President’s actions.
There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Rxcoxp
as follows: :
(Prom the Washington Post, Deo, 12, 1971]
"THE PREsmzeT’s VETo oF DAY Caxz

Congrees yooara
for $T50 million for funds ¢o provide day care

for passage of that weifare day oare program,
saying that it would fill one bf the needs of
ths country, a need “for day oare, to enable
mothers, particularly those at the lowest in-
ooma® levels, to take full-time jobhs."”

Now, if that were all Mr. Nixon had dons
in favor of day care, it would be fair to con-
cluds from his veto message that he is for

poor pecple to put their children
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which would have given a much needed spur
to day care development. This bill, he sald,
1is “the most radical piece of leglalation” to
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‘“Heither the immediate need nor the de-
sirability of & national child development of
this character has been demonstrated.” . . .

school of opinjon that this legis-
1ation ‘would Iead toward altering the family |
relationship . . .

“All other factors being equal, blis
- - e‘,zomllﬂl ‘
diminish  both

parental involvement with children—par- |
Hoularly in those decisive early yesrs when
mlochl ntutuda:::d & consclence are formead,
religious moral princi
inculcated . . . . pmmm.i
_“For the federal government to plunge |
headlong financisily Into supporting child |
development would commit the vast moral
authority of the national government to the
side of communal spproaches to child rear- |
ing over against the family-centered ap-
proach.” 4
uwendnm:hn?‘mmumm_mnm«
nguishes the day care program Mr. Nixon |
vetoed from the day care program he is sup- |
porting. His specifics apply to all child care |
facllities and it i3 logically impoisible to |

square his assertion that wo need to enhance |
parental involvement with children with his
program to oompel welfare mothers to put
their children in day care centers, Perhaps
he did not distinguish between the programs
because drawing such distinctions is difficult.
_That Is what convinces us that this veto
message is the bone he has decided to throw
to the right wing of his party. If i1t were not,
Mr, Nixon ocould have vetoed this bill on the
other specific objections he set out—it would,
for instance, créats major sdministrative
problems—and Congress ocould have met {
them. But as it u.bt.hn mmdonttc:;u“g i
kill the ole idea by spelling ou
i traight from the |

far right, language that distorts what the |
DI wes all ‘bout and what 1t would have |
done. !
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