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by inserting "(a)" after "SEC. 5B." and (2)
by adding at the end thereot the following:

"(b) No member which is an insured in
stitution as defined in section 401 (a) of
the National· Housing Act and no officer,
director, agent, or sUbstantial stockholder
thereot shall payor agree to pay a broker,
finder, or other person compensation for ob
taining funds to be deposited or invested
in such member (hereinafter in this section
referred to as deposits). For the purposes
at this paragraph, any payment made by
any other person to induce the placing of a
deposit in such a member shaH be deemed
to be a payment of such compensation by
the member it the member had or reason
ably should have had knOWledge of such a
payment when it accepted the deposit.

"(c) Any violation by a member of the
provisions at this subsection or of regula
tions issued hereunder shall subject the
member to a penalty of not more than 10
per centum of the amount of the deposit to
which the violation relates. The Board may
recover the penalty, by suit or otherwise,
for the use of the Federal Savings and Loan
Insurance Corporation, together with the
costs and expenses of the recovery.

"(d) For the purposes of this section, the
term 'payment of interest or dividends' in
cludes an agreement to pay interest or di
vidends and includes payments to the de
positor or investor or any other person di
rectly or indirectly made by any officer, di
rector, agent, or substantial stockholder of
the member in which the deposit is made
if the member had or reasonably should
have had knowledge of the agreement or
payment when it accepted the deposit. The
Board shaH by regUlation prescribe defini
tions of the terms 'payment of compensa
tion' and 'substantial stockholder' and shaH
prescribe such further definitions of 'pay
ment of interest or dividends' as it may
deem appropriate for the purposes of this
section. The Board shaH prescribe such
rules and regulations as it may deem neces
sary to effectuate the purposes of this sec
tion and pre';ent evasions thereof:'

Chapter 3.-CERTAIN GIVEAWAYS
PROHffiITED

Sec.
121. Amendment of section 19 (j), Federal

Reserve Act.
122. Amendment of section 18(g), Federal

Deposit Insurance Act.
123. Amendment of section 5B, Federal Home

Loan Act.
} 121. AMENDMENT OF SECTION 19 (j), FED

ERAL RESERVE ACT.
Section 19(j) of the Federal Reserve Act

(12 U.S.C. 371b) is amended by adding at the
end thereof the foHowlng: "Except for the
payment at Interest on deposits subject to
limitation under this section, no member
bank may offer or dellver any merchandise
or any certificate, stamp, ticket, or other ob
ligation or memorandum which is or may be
redeemable In merchandise, money, or credit
as an Inducement to any person to make or
add to any depOSit:'
§ 122. AMENDMENT OF SECTION 18(g), FEDERAL

DEPOSIT INSURANCE ACT
Section.18(g) of the Federal Deposit In

surance Act (12 U.S.C. 1828(g» is amended
by adding at the end thereof the foHowing:
"Except for the payment of interest on de
posits subject to llmitatlon under this sec
tion, no insured bank may offer or dellver
any merchandise or any certificate, stamp.
ticket, or other obllgatlon or memorandum
which Is or may be redeemable in merchan
dise, money,. or credit as an inducement to
any person to make or add to any deposit:'
§ 123. Al\tEN;DMENT OF SECTION 5B, FEDERAL

HOME LoAN BANK ACT
Section 5B(a) at the Federal Home Loan

Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1425b) is amended by

adding at the end thereof the following: "Ex
cept in the case of interest or dividends sub
ject to llmitatlon under this section, no
member may offer or dellver any merchandise
or any certificate, stamp, ticket, or other
obllgatlon or memorandum which is or may
be redeemable in merchandise, money, or
credit as an inducement to any person to
make, open, or add to any depOSit or ac
count."

Chapter 4.-CERTAIN EQUITY PARTIC
IPATIONS PROHIBITED

Sec.
131. Definitions.
132. Prohibition on equity participations by

lenders.
133. Civilllability.
134. Criminal penalty.
§ 131. DEFINITIONS

(a) The definitions and rules of construc
tion set forth in this section apply for the
purpose of this chapter.

(b) The term "lender" includes any com
mercial bank, trust company, mortgage
banker, savings bank, building and loan as
sociation, saVings and loan association, in
surance company, or other person or orga
nization engaged in the business of making
or placing loans.

(c) The term "eqUity participation" re
fers to-

(1) an ownership interest in any property
or enterprise; or

(2) any right to any payment or credit
Which is proportionate to or contingent upon
the net or gross income from any property or
enterprise, InclUding but not limited to

(A) a share in the profits, income, or earn
ings from a business enterprise of the bor
rower;

(B) warrants entitllng the lender to pur
chase stock of the borrower at a fixed price;
or

(C) shadow warrants entltllng the lender
to compensation based upon changes in the
market price of the borrower's stock over a
specified period.
§ 132. PROHIBITION ON EQUITY PARTICIPATIONS

BY LENDERS
No lender may accept any eqUity partici

pation in consideration of the making of any
loan.
§ 133. CIVIL LIABILITY

Any lender which acqUires an equity partic
ipation from a borrower in violation ot this
chapter shall, upon demand, assign all its
right, title, and interest therein to the bor
rower and in addition be liable to the bor
rower in an amount equal to twice the fair
market value of the eqUity participation at
the time of Its creation or at the time of de
mand, whichever is higher, and shall in ad
dition be liable to the borrower for his rea
sonable attorney's fees and costs of suit as
determined by the court In any action ta en
force the liability created by this section.
Any such action may be brought in any dis
trict court of the United States regardless of
the amount in controversy, or in any other
court of competent jurisdiction, within six
years after ·the date on which the liability
arises.
§ 134. CRIM:INAL PENALTY

Whoever willfully violates the pronsJOns
of section 132 of this chapter, or willfUlly and
knowingly participates in any such violation,
shall be fined not more than $10,000 or Im
primned not more than one year, or both.

DEPARTI\IIENT OF LABOR AND DE
PAR~IENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA
TION. A..ND WELFARE APPROPRI
ATIONS, 1971
The Senate resu.lIled the consideration

of the bill (H.R. 18515) making appropri-

ations for the Department of Labor, De
partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and related agencies, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, and for
other purposes.

Mr. COTrON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment, amendment No. 1068, be
temporarily laid aside.

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

Mr. COTrON. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. COTTON) offers an amendment as
follows: On page 38, at the beginning of
line 14, strike out "services, staff train
ing, and".

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I am of
fering the amendment at this time be
cause, as everyone knows, the distin
guished Senator from New York, whose
amendment is pending, is detained in
getting to the Senate, and we are trying
to accomplish as much as possible.

The bill which the committee reported
placed a limitation in section 208 so that
there was no longer an open ended au
thority to the States to spend all the
money they saw fit to spend, with the
Federal Government contributing 75 per
cent of whatever they contracted for in
these various social services. If it is
thought necessary, I understand an
amendment probably will be offered later
in the day by the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma and the distinguished
Senator from California which will strike
out that provision.

I want to make it clearly understood
that the Senator from New Hampshire,
if he had any ax to grind at all, would
be in opposition to the committee lan
guage because the list of States which
would be most adversely affected by the
provision as it now is in the bill are
Georgia, Hawaii, Michigan, and Penn
sylvania.

I think I am speaking for the commit
tee when I say it was not the intent of
the committee to curtail the activities
of the States in bringing to the people
who need it these services. It was the
strong feeling of the committee and of
the Department downtown that if we
continue in this one instance, which is
about the only instance in Government
of a completely open-ended authority
for the States to spend whatever they
want to spend while the Federal Govern
ment simply pays 75 percent, we are go
ing to bleed ourselves to death. Ulti
mately this will bounce back and hurt
the whole cause.

Therefore, as you know, Mr. President,
the bill, as reported, provided that States
could only increase their costs to the
amount of 115 percent of last year's
figure.

Now, Mr. President, we fUlly realized.
and we realized it even more in the last
few days, that there are some elements
that inadvertently and unintentionally
we did not take into consideration. For
instance, some new services, such as the
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work in alcoholism, are just coming into
being and have just started to grow.
These would be seriously hampered.

I am offering this amendment to try
to make sure that we are at least estab
lishing a precedent so that this will not
continue to be an uncontrollable item
jumping every single fiscal year, with
the Federal Government utterly power
less to restrain it within reasonable lim
its. My amendment narrows down sec
tion 208, the section that provides that
in this field States can only increase the
administrative expenses up to 115 per
cent of last year's figure.

My amendment would change section
208 in a way which would continue to
permit full spending for the so-called
social services such as day care, home
nursing care, alcoholism, and other serv
ices that are carried out for welfare re
cipients. None of those services would be
affected; none of those who are engaged
in bringing that aid to welfare recipients
would be affected in any way under my
amendment.

Furthermore, my alternative would in
no way restrict Federal matching for the
training of staff at the local level. My
amendment would, however, be a limi
tation on salaries and expenses associ
cated with local administration of public
assistance programs. The limitation
would restict increases during this fiscal
year, 1971, for basic staff to 115 percent
of that which was employed last year.
Even with my amendment the States
would be able to obtain increased Federal
matching for about 2,400 additional
State and local workers, a total of about
159,000 employees.

Finally, the concern of so many of my
colleagues and the concern expressed by
many States that section 208 would pre
vent many States from establishing so
cial service programs-or enlarging their
present programs-would be corrected by
my amendment. My amendment would
save the Federal Government about $50
million. In the time I have had since
early this morning I could not give the
State-by-State details on those savings.

Mr. President, my amendment would
do what Congress has always done: it
would require a limit on federally
financed administrative expenses. We
impose this requirement on all Federal
agencies, except for public assistance ad
ministration, and that alone, in most
federally assisted State and local pro
grams. This seems to be fair. It is fair
for every State. It is fair to the Federal
Government, and it is fair to the tax
payer. It is fair to those who are actually
engaged in rendering the social services
for the recipients.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD
of West Virginia). Will the Senator from
New Hampshire permit the Chair to in
terrupt so that the Chair may maintain
order in the Senate.

Senators' aides will take their seats,
except where they are conversing with
their Senators.

I thank the Senator for permitting the
Chair to interrupt. The Senator may
proceed. .

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, in other
words, the language of the Cotton
amendment, which really is in the nature
of a substitute for section 208, would

make the language on page 38 read as
follows:

None of the funds contained In this title
may be used for payments to any state for
fiscal year 1971 for administrative expenses
under titles I, IV (part A), X, XIV, and XVI
of the Social Security Act Which, In the
aggregate, exceed 115 percent of the aggre
gate amount estimated for these programs for
such State for fiscal year 1970.

Now, I think what I have said in ex
planation of the amendment has estab
lished the legislative intent. If it is
adopted it cannot be applied to and
would not affect the services of any so
cial worker or persons engaged in day
care, for working mothers or the alco
holic worker.

In all the various social services en
compassed, only to the administra
tive staff, which is created and ruthor
ized by the State is affected. Even in
that it allows them a 15-percent latitude.

Mr. President, it would seem to me
that this is a reasonable and safe meth
or: of dealing with this matter. The real
point involved is the increasing need of
getting the Federal dollars to the re
cipient. It always reminds me of a story
that I heard and that I keep thinking
about. In the days of foreign missions,
the pastor of a church went to his richest
parishioner and asked him for a donation
for foreign missions. The parishioner,
",;110 was a very wealthy man, proceeded
to give him one dollar. The pastor,
shocked beyond expression, said:

I am sorry. I rarely criticize anyone for
giving what they feel they should give, but
you, the wealthiest man In the parish, and
one ot the wealthiest men in our city-to
give one dollar to foreign missions seems
to me shocking. I do not understand It.

His parishioner reached in his pocket
and said:

Here Is $100 to get the dollar to them.

That is an exaggerated picture, but, in
the first place, it is only in public welfare
that we let down the bars and commit the
Federal Government to 75 percent. I do
not object to that figure, because public
welfare is the very heart and soul of the
things that we do for the people of this
country. But it is only in public welfare
that we let down the bars and say, "Go
ahead and build up all the bureaucracies
you want, because we have plenty of
them here in Washington. Go ahead and
build up 50 other bureaucracies, and
what ever you do, it is an appropriation
with no end, an appropriation with no
ceiling whatsoever."

I have given this matter, as have the
other members of the committee, care
ful thought. We feel that the language
in the bill as reported by the committee
although it is unanimous on the part of
the full committee-because of the in
tent and purpose might very well serve to
curtail the actual carrying of these serv
ices to the recipients. We carefully re
strict it to administrative costs. The
Federal Government continues to say to
the States, "You can spend whatever you
feel you want to or you ought to in deal
ing with the alcoholics, in establishing
day care, in taking welfare to the needy
and also, mind you, you may train; this
does not affect the expense of training
workers-all this you may continue to do

and we will vote the bill up to 75 percent.
We only ask that you do preclude enough
in the strict administrative costs." That
is where they put people behind the desks
and that is where there is a tendency,
no matter how sincere the effort may be,
to have a surplus of people who are not
actually delivering the services to the
poor, the needy, the ailing, and the aged.

It would seem to me that this is fair
and represents a minimum safeguard for
the Federal Government in the only field,
so far as I know, in which we have an
open end commitment in appropriations.

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

Mr. COTTON. I am very glad to yield.
Mr. CRANSTON. I would like to ask

if the Senator knows the dollar effects
on the various States, and overall, of the
amendment. We have rather precise dol
lar figures based on present experience
and present costs that would be lost to
each State if section 208 is not altered
or eliminated. Does the Senator know the
effect of his amendment.

Mr. COTTON. No; as I said very care
fully, I was able to obtain, in the time
since last night, the number of addi
tional State and local workers that this
limitation would permit all over the
country. I understand very clearly we all
have very accurate compilations of the
present language in the bill. If I did not
understand it, the Governor of my State
and the commissioner of public welfare
of my State-which is one of the States
worst affected-would certainly make me
understand it.

Let me repeat what I said. The amend
ment will save the Federal Government
about $50 million. Now, $50 million
spread over 50 States, and including such
huge States as New York, California,
Illinois, and all the rest, cannot mean
the crippling of administrative services,
because it is really a small sum.

The significance of the amendment is
not the $50 million. It is the notice that,
as far as building up administrative costs
is concerned, it is seeking to put some
limit on them.

We further have been able to estimate
that the amendment would not prevent,
even in the administrative field, the ad
dition of 2,400 State and local workers,
which would bring the total up to about
159,000 employees engaged in purely ad
ministrative work.

That is the best we can do.
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. COTTON. I yield.
Mr. CRANSTON. If the Senator does

not mind, I should like to continue for a
moment.

The figures the Senator has are, of
course, rough. '

Mr. COTTON. These figures, I think,
are rather proximate, but we could not
break it down by States.

Mr. CRANSTON. We did get, some
time ago, estimates from the States, pro
vided in August and some as late as this
month, that would indicate that the total
loss to the States if section 208 stood in
its present language would be $211 mil
lion; and of course that would escalate as
time goes on. Therefore, if there is a
saving of $50 million involved in the Sen-
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ator's amendment, there would still be a
loss to the States across the Nation of
$161 million. There would be a loss of
approximately $60 million, under the
Senator's amendment, to my State of
California.

Mr. COTTON. That is the increase.
Mr. CRANSTON. Regarding the 2,400

potential new administrative personnel
under the Senator's amendment, with an
8 percent salary increase about to occur,
and inflation still occurring, it is ques
tionable how long that number of work
ers would be available. Administrative
costs nationwide went up 38 percent last
fiscal year in this general program, and
the service costs went up 36 percent; so
even if the administration costs were
frozen for the States, we would have a
36-percent increase going on for services.

So Immediately there are going to be
higher costs confronting the States. Sec
retary Richardson just announced an un
precedented increase in the caseload for
welfare, and if we have an increase in
caseload, we will obviously have an in
crease In administrative costs also, ac
companying It.

So it seems to me that there would
still be a very severe problem confront
Ing my State and many other States if
the Senator's amendment were adopted.

Finally, I wonder if the amendment is
clear as to what "administration" means.
Because there is administration involved
In child care programs, there is adminis
tration involved in homemaker programs,
and there is administration involved in
every program you can think of. Would
this provision eliminate certain types of
administration vital to those programs,
which in tum would then increase the
costs, or mean certain services could not
be rendered which relate to vitally
needed programs?

Mr. COTTON. First, in reply to the
Senator, I would say that his compila
tions are all based on section 208, which
affects all the costs of all kinds of em
ployees when you cut out every single
social worker, including the training of
social workers, and cut out what is paid
every single doctor or surgeon or other
person who is called in to render assist
ance; when you cut out everything. Now,
it is my understanding that section 208,
if my amendment is adopted, would only
apply to those either at the State capi
tals or in a county headquarters or city
headq11arters who sit behind the desks
and administer the programs and watch
their costs. It could not possibly affect
any person who is engaged in deliver
ing welfare services to the people.

If it does increase the burden on the
States to a significant extent-the Sen
ator has referred to the amazing and
unprecedented increase in the number of
recipients--if the Federal Government
is standing ready to finance every single
care, every single service, no matter how
fast the number of recipients increases,
it would seem reasonable for the States,
including my own, where $5,000 may
mean as much as $300,000 in some of
the bigger States-the contribution the
States would make would be rather small
if this were in e:lIect. It would tend to keep
the States on their toes in the matter
of building up the number of employees

OXVI--2412-Part 28

who are not actually doing the legwork
or delivering these welfare services.

I regret that I cannot say that this
would increase the cost to California so
much, and to Indiana so much, and Ala
bama so much, because we simply could
not do it. But the significance of the fig
ure that is in there--

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? This does not increase
the basic cost; it merely says the Federal
contribution shall be limited. The State
can put on all the people it wants to. But
our only concern-and I appreciate that
there are a lot of programs now involved
in section 208. That caused some concern
to me, and I come from the place that has
the highest employment rate now in the
United States. You fellows in California
are pikers compared to us.

Mr. CRANSTON. The Senator said
"the highest employment rate."

Mr. MAGNUSON. Unemployment rate,
I mean. But when we face HEW, and find
that there are now on the payroll-it is
pretty hard to find these figures, but we
finally got them-618,OOO people on State
and local government payrolls, with their
salaries contained within this appropria
tion. That is 618,000 people throughout
the country, and we think that maybe
the administrative costs are a little too
high. If each one of those 618,000 re
ceived an average salary of $12,000 or
$15,000 a year, that is $9 billion. If there
is any criticism of these programs-that
goes for OEO and our various programs,
of which we have hundreds of millions
in here-the criticism has been, and in
many cases very justifiable, that there is
too much administrative cost, that
salaries are too high.

We have heard that in many places,
and that they are eating up what should
go down to the actual program and the
people. We were trying to figure out some
way in which we could have some kind
of a ceiling, or slow this administrative
growth up, because when you get up to
618,000 people just to administer HEW
programs in the field, while it is true, in
all fairness, that a great many of these
people are in social security shops, where
the people have to go all over the coun
try, that is a pretty large sum.

What the Senator from New Hamp
shire is trying to offer is-I do not like
a particular percentage; I do not think
that is the way to gO at it, but I think
maybe there ought to be some way to
slow this up a little bit, and get more of
the funds to actual recipients.

We have some new programs. I sup
pose alcoholism and drug addiction are
the best examples which we beefed up
last year, but which still had just a min
imum number of employees. This year
we are increasing those two programs,
which appear elsewhere in HEW, but
which do have an impact upon programs
and services we are talking about here.
I know that in welfare much good has
been accomplished With counseling pro
grams on alcoholism, so obviously they
would have to have more than 115 per
cent if they want to do more; and there
have been other cases like that.

I do not know; maybe we ought to
send a few copies of "Parkinson's Law"
around to all these offices. That is a

pretty staggering figure, 618,000 people
outside of the Federal Government be
ing supported by HEW. And if you add
the administrative costs plus the salaries,
you are running into billions of dollars.
What we are trying to do is see if we
cannot put some kind of ceiling on this.

I do not know the answer. This is only
the Federal contribution we are talking
about. It does not stop the States from
adding, if they wish.

This would be a 15-percent increase
in a new year. I was a little worried about
the 15 percent for the administrative or
the 110 percent. I thought perhaps 120,
but under 115, in 6 years they could be
doubled. That might mean more than
a million people employed just to ad
minister these programs, and this is what
bothers us.

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

Mr. :IIAGNUSON. I yield.
Mr. HARRIS. First, you are talking

about a percentage of last year's money;
you are not talking about last year's
employees. It could be the same em
ployees, with some cost-of-living in
crease. As the Senator knows, last month
we had a considerable cost-of-living in
crease generally.

Aside from that, is not the very De
partment which has asked for this lim
itation on the part of the committee the
very Department which also has some
supervisory responsibility over the way
the States operate their departments
and over the percentage of overhead and
administration, and so forth? Why do
they have to have an arbitrary limit?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I agree with the
Senator. Perhaps we should give them
the responsibility and not have a per
centage. If a State comes in and makes
a technically legitimate case that they
have to hire 100 more people on a certain
welfare activity, we are required to match
it, and it is an open end.

Mr. HARRIS. I think that is not so.
They have some supervisory responsibil
ity.

Mr. MAGNUSON. They can turn
down the whole plan.

Mr. HARRIS. That is correct.
Mr. MAGNUSON. I think this ought

to go in the RECORD at this time. Twenty
three States would not be affected by
this at all. Ten States would have to
reduce expenses to between 90 and 99
percent. Eleven States would be between
80 and 89 percent. There are 10 States,
of which California is one, that would
probably have to reduce their requests
from 100 percent of what they ask to 80
percent in the Federal contribution, in
the field of administration.

I see the Senator from Louisiana in
the Chamber. Louisiana would have to
go dov.'TI to 80 percent, according to
this.

We have all the figures here. The sav
ings-that is a little deceptive-would
be to the Federal Treasury, to this ap
propriation. Twenty-three States re
ceive and would receive, even under the
limitation, all they ask for. My State
happens to be in the category of Louisi
ana. This is under the committee amend
ment, not the Cotton perfecting amend-
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ment. My State is in the same position
as Louisiana.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.
Mr. HARRIS. That is the question I

was going to ask the Senator.
Mr. MAGNUSON. I will tell the Sena

tor the position Oklahoma is in.
Mr. HARRIS. I do not believe the Sen

ator can, because he does not know what
portion applies only to administration
and what portion applies to social serv
ices and training personnel.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Tl1is applies to the
whole.

Mr. HARRIS. The Senator from New
Hampshire earlier indicated that he was
not able to break it down.

Mr. MAGNUSON. This is his amend
ment, which would limit it purely to ad
ministration and not the social workers
and services.

Mr. HARRIS. That is what I mean.
Mr. MAGNUSON. This is for the whole.

This is based on the committee amend
ment, not the Cotton amendment. The
Cotton amendment would save approxi
mately $50 million, but we were not able,
in the short period of time, to break it
down as to States.

It would be about $50 million; where
as, this one, as the Senator from Califor
nia has pointed out, would run approxi
mately $131 million or $161 million, a
significantly larger sum.

Mr. CRANSTON. The figure for Cali
fornia, based on a November figure,
which is later than the committee's, is
$78 million cost to California. If the
Cotton amendment were adopted, it
would still be approximately $60 million
cost to California.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Most of these people
are not in the office, the administrators.
Most of them are out in the field, out
doing their work. They are delivering, we
hope, social services. Senator COTTON'S
amendment applies only to the office
types, and not to services rendered to
recipients.

We have some responsibility with re
spect to spending money. We cannot just
spend it. I have been in some of these
offices in my State, and I suppose other
Senators have. I have not been out with
the social workers on their rounds. I have
been to places where they should be.

What bothers me is the cost of the
618,000 people we have now. If there is
a legitimate criticism, if there is one
legitimate criticism, of our whole welfare
program it is the fact that administra
tive costs take up too much of the money
that should get down to the people, and
there is case after case after case of that.
This is what we are trying to get at. I
just wanted to give the background of
this. Personally, I do not like the per
centage ceiling. I do not think that is
the way to go at it.

Mr. LONG addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BIBLE). The Senator from Louisiana is
recognized in his own right.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, let
me state the parliamentary situation.

We have been setting aside the Javits
amendment by unanimous consent to
discUSS either proposed amendments laid

on the desk or some other amendments
which the committee has discussed and
accepted. Before I would agree to setting
any amendment aside now-the Senator
from New York was in the Chamber a
moment ago.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Javits amend
ment.

Mr. COTTON. No.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Excuse me. The

Senator from New Hampshire has asked
unanimous consent. After that, it will
be the Javits amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I do not
know whether I will be able to be present
for this vote, since I am committed to
be out of town later.

I would like it known that I am op
posed to the amendment.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare has been exerting all the
e1Iorts that any administration has ever
exerted-in fact, I think they probably
have worked harder and more diligently
than any administration in the history of
the country-to try to increase spend
ing for welfare purposes.

We on the Finance Committee have
been besieged by those representing that
Department who want to increase the
cost of the public welfare program by
more than $4 b1llion a year and want to
double the number of welfare recipients.
We have studied their plan. Finally, in
the spirit of compromise, I have gone
even further than my conscience would
dictate to try to accomodate their views
for a $4.5 billion increase in public wel
fare expenditures.

At the same time, while the Depart
ment has been trying to get the Finance
Committee to double the number of peo
ple on welfare and to increase expendi
tures by $4.5 billion, they have been try
ing, on the other hand, to work on the
Appropriations Committee, to get them
to cut the money available for the serv
ices that the States are required by law
to provide-a law which they themselves
advocated. This does not make much
sense at all.

We on the Finance Committee have
the duty and the burden of voting the
taxes to pay for all this legislation,
whether it is social security or public
welfare or some other kind of legislation.
This is the committee's unpleasant duty,
to find the money to do all that-and we
are not complaining about it. The ma
jority on that committee has consist
ently been willing to provide for what
ever we are willing to vote tQ authorize,
and we have never been niggardly. We
always have been willing to walk up to
the lick log and hit our licks and take
our share of the responsibility for rais
ing the taxes to provide for social secu
rity, public welfare, medicare, medicaid,
and other programs.

If we are the ones authorizing some
legislation, we have to find the taxes to
pay for it. The fact that we cannot bal
ance the budget is not the faUlt of the
Finance Committee. It is the fact that
other committees vote to spend more
money than we can raise. If I do say it,

for the most part, that is the work of
our able Appropriations Committee. I am
not complaining about it. I have voted
for appropriations bills but I will say, as
one member of the Finance Committee,
that we tend to be as tight as Dick's
hatband.

I have seen Senators who served on
both the Finance Committee and also on
the Foreign Relations Committee, and
I am one of them-I have seen those
Senators go to the Foreign Relations
Committee and vote to give away every
thing except the Statue of Freedom on
top of the Capitol dome, and then walk
over to the Finance Committee room and
proceed to be as tight as Dick's hatband
about giving anyone anything. When
they are inside the Finance Committee,
it seems almost as though there is an
atmosphere which overwhelms Senators
when they realize that everything they
vote for they will also have to pay for.
The Finance Committee has that duty
and that responsibility. '

Right now, the administration is $4
billion short of getting the money they
are trying to get out of the Finance Com
mittee for welfare. But at the same time
they are aSking the Appropriations Com
mittee, without consulting the Finance
Committee, to deny the States the money
due them for thingS which the Congress
voted by law to require them to do.
What would it mean if we voted for the
limitation in this bill? It would mean
that we would be doing nothing to change
the law which requires States to provide
these services, while at the same time
voting to deny the states the Federal
matching funds that were supposed to
pay for these services. It does not make
any sense at all.

Why did not the Department show the
committee that authorizes this kind of
legislation, the committee that raises the
money to pay for it, at least the courtesy
of consulting them about this matter be
fore they advocate both requiring the
States to provide services and also keep
ing the Federal Govemment from pay
ing its full share. It does not make any
sense.

The idea of a limitation might find
sympathy among some of the members
of the Finance Committee. The senior
Republican member, the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS), I should
think, might well wish to vote for a limi
tation of some sort, to save the Federal
Government money. But it would seem to
me that he should at least be o1Iered the
opportunity Qf being consulted about it.

I would think it would be most ap
propriate that this limitation be stricken
from the bill. If a type of limitation is
to be imposed, then it should be done as
an amendment on the social security or
public welfare legislation pending in the
Committee on Finance light now. This is
legislation we in the committee are work
ing on right now. And when that legisla
tion is out here on the floor and we are
voting on it, it would seem to me that
this would be an appropriate time to
consider this matter.

This limitation on appropriations was
considered, I am told, over in the Appro
priations Committee of the House of Rep
resentatives. I can imagine what hap-
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pened. The chairman of that committee
looked down the state cost table and saw
that this limitation would cost Texas $6
million, the Representative from Georgia
saw that Georgia would be adversely af
fected to the extent of about $5 million,
the California Representative saw that
the cost to California would be $78 mil
lion, and so on. That probably was about
the way it happened. The whole thing
was dropped and forgotten.

Having failed to gain House approval,
the Department went to work on the
Senate side, where we have 46 Senators
from 23 States who would not be affected
at all by the limitation. They figured they
might be able to get a vote on the pro
posal in the Senate, or at least move it
halfway to first base.

I find it passing strange to see the ad
ministration on the one hand trying to
persuade the committee that has the au
thority to act on substantive legislation
in this area to spend $4.5 billion on wel
fare· while at the same time moving be
hind the scenes trying to get another
committee to cut the program affecting
the same people they say they are pro
posing to help.

I would hope that the Senate would
vote down this proposal. If Senators want
not to provide the services or to provide
a. reduction of service, it should be done
on the social security bill that w111 be
coming out. It will be a big one. Senators
can then do whatever their hearts desire
about it. If they do not want to provide
the services, then let them vote to reduce
the services. Having done so, then let
them vote to reduce the spending. It
would be appropriate that the same bill
that provides for additional expenditures
should also provide for whatever reduc
tions Senators want to vote in the pro
gram.

I, for one, would be most pleased, if I
have to vote on this, to vote for a bill that
loosens up on the tight ends at the same
time we are tightening up on the loose
ends. That is what the social security,
medicare, medicaid bill would do that is
now before the Finance Committee. The
bill will make a reduction where we think
it can be justified and it will spend more
in areas where we think more money
can be spent advantageously for the good
of the poor and the less priVileged and
the good of the Nation generally.

I would hope very much that the cut
back in services as proposed by the Ap
propriations Committee would not be
agreed to as an amendment to this ap
propriations bill. I would hope that those
of us who have the responsibility of au
thorizing the services legislation would
be permitted to participate during the
remainder of this session in looking at
this whole problem in the context of the
social security bill that will be before
the Senate later on this year.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Louisiana will yield, I was
very much impressed with the phrase
that he used, when he talked about
loosening up on the tight end and tight
ening up on the loose end.

The amendment now before the Sen
ate, which does not in any way prevent
the whole section 208 being stricken out
later in the day, would make it clear

that the limitation under the I5-percent
increase limitation shall affect only the
administration figures and shall not in
any way affect the social workers, the
day care people, the people who work
with alcoholics, and any of the other
various services-those people who are
carrying the services to the recipient.
That lid will be taken off entirely.

It is a relaxation of section 208. I can
not understand why even those who
want to take 208 out would not want to
take this first step and then go ahead
and take it out of the whole thing as
they see fit.

Mr. LONG. It may very well be that
the Senator's amendment might be an
improvement on what the Appropria
tions Committee has recommended to the
Senate. I am not here to debate that. I
personally think that the whole limita
tion should be laid aside and that it
should be considered in the context of a
much broader bilI.

I am not here to point the finger of
scorn at anyone, because everyone is
trying to do his duty as the good Lord
gives him the light to see it. Just this
morning the members of the Finance
Committee approved an amendment to
provide more liberally for the blind.
Probably everything the limitation in
this bill would save, would be more than
offset by the cost of the committee
amendment. If Senators want to oppose
the amendment for the blind on the
floor of the Senate, I cheerfully invite
them to do it. I tried to do it a few years
ago and the Senate gave me my "lumps"
when I tried to oppose the proposal.

Let me just close by saying this: What
is proposed here is a potential economy
that I think ought to be considered in
a broader, substantive bill when we can
look at the whole welfare picture rather
than pick one item out here for limita
tion. To continue to impose requirements
on the States while at the same time re
fusing to pay the full Federal share of
the expenses just does not make any
sense to me.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I agree
with the distingUished chairman of the
Finance Committee, of which I am a
member. I intend to ask for the yeas
and nays on the amendment.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Massachusetts just left for an
appointment. He wanted to speak on this
amendment.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am not
in control of when we vote. I think that
when we do vote we ought to have a
rollcall vote on the pending amendment
which, I take it, ought to be defeated.
Then we can go the whole way.

I think the amendment is wrong in
plinciple, as the Senator from Louisiana
has said. It is no less wrong if two-thirds
of the original idea is dropped and only
one-third is pressed.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I agree.
We should have a rollcall vote on the
amendment. I presume that very likely
we have the votes to defeat it. We are
trying desperately to get this bill passed
some time before we leave this evening.

If we could have some agreement on
time. say 5 minutes to the side, and then
have a quorum call and later explain the

amendment after the quorum call, we
can get it out of the way. We will have a
lot of time then for the big battle that
may come up on other things.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I say to
the Senator from New Hampshire that
we could not agree to 5 minutes. But we
probably could agree to a time limitation.
We ought to have a rollcall vote.

One way to shorten the matter would
be if the Senator would withdraw his
amendment. We could then offer our
amendment which would strike all three
sections to which this amendment ad
dresses itself. If that amendment fails,
the Senator could bring up his amend
ment which would attempt to strike only
two provisions of the section.

I think we could proceed on that basis.
My hope is that the Senate will strike the
whole section. As the Senator from
Louisiana said, it is bad in principle, al
though it is very well intentioned.

I think that all of us want to hold
down administrative costs. But we have
laid on the departments around the
country additional programs and re
sponsibilities, such as day care centers
and family planning, all of which re
quire additional administration expenses
and other expenses. The people are en
titled to consideration insofar as salary
increases are concerned and the increase
in the cost of living.

This section does not allow even for
that consideration to the degree it
should.

I would hope that the Senator from
New Hampshire might be willing to lay
aside his amendment temporarily so that
we could present the Harris, Ribicoff,
Cranston amendment. If that amend
ment does not carry, the Senator couId
bring up his amendment at that time.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, after all,
no matter how many groups constitute
themselves as an appropriations com
mittee for the Senate, the fact remains
that the Appropriations Committee
worked long and hard on this bill, in
cluding this provision. There are ap
prOXimately 5,000 pages of evidence. It
was unanimous. If the Appropriations
Committee wants to relax some of their
requests, I think they have a right to let
the Senate refuse to let the Appropria
tions Committee change what they voted
for by voting it down

If this is agreed to, the Senator can go
ahead and get rid of the whole thing.

I would feel that it would not be pre
sumptuous for me, representing the
chairman of the committee and other
members of the committee, as well as
myself, to ask that, in view of the fact
that the Appropriations Committee de
sires to make this relaxation and fur
ther curtail section 208, we vote on it.

I should not think we should be com
pelled to withdraw it. I think we ought
to be allowed to vote on it within a rea
sonable time. It does not take too long
to explain what this amendment does.
It does not have any effect whatsoever
on the ultimate question of abolishing
the entire section 208.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I agree
with what the Senator said. However, I
would like to have my say. The Senator
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has had his say. \Ve want to put on our
case now.

I am not prepared to agree to a time
limitation at this time. I do not think
that we will unduly delay the Senate.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, would the

Senator yield to me so that I may make
a brief statement in support of the
amendment?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I have
not had a chance to say what I wish to
say on the amendment. After I have
finished my statement, I will be glad to
yield the floor. I have been waiting for
some time to speak on the matter.

I rise as a member of the Senate Fi
nance Committee and as a Member of
the Senate-as Senators know-who has
somewhat more than a casual interest
in the matter of welfare assistance and
social services.

The Finance Committee is considering
at this time rather sweeping recommen
dations for changes in the entire welfare
program of the country, which I stronglY
feel we should do. As a matter of fact, I
have offered legislation that is now pend
ing in the Senate Finance Committee
which would bring about real reform of
the welfare system of this country which
is desperately needed. It would federalize
the welfare system so that we would have
greater control over the whole question
of administration.

Mr. President, the section which is now
in question before the Senate is not the
way to go about holding down costs.
Rather, legislation along the lines I have
just mentioned is the best way to see that
people themselves benefit more, as they
should, from an improved welfare sys
tem and that we hold the administrative
and other costs within some reasonable

'limitations.
The distinguished Senator from Cali

fornia (Mr. CRANSTON), the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBI
COFF) , I-some 26 other Senators al
together-have offered an amendment
which would delete the entire section
which would limit the expenditures by
the Federal Government for its share in
matching State costs for administrative
expenses, services, and staff training in
the welfare program of the country which
exceed 115 percent of the costs for 1970.

That is a totally unrealistic recom
mendation which the administration has
made. It seems so incongruous, as the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
has said, for the administration, or at
least one arm of the administration-as
a matter of fa<:t, the same arm, Secre
tary Richardson and Under Ser:retary
Veneman-to come before the Appropri
ations Committee and say that they
would like to hold down and restrict the
costs of social services, and, then, these
very same officials come before the Fi
nance Committee and say that we must
improve and expand social services.

That is exactly what is involved. It is
rather difficult to understand what is in
the minds of these men who seem to say
different things on the same subject be
fore different committees.

The truth is that caseloads in this
country have jumped enormously. Secre-

tary Richardson and others have ex
pressed great surprise and said they
wonder why that is so. We do not have
to look very far to see one reason why
they have expanded. One of the princi
pal reasons is because of misguided eco
nomic, monetary and fiscal policies
which have increased the number of
people out of work in this country.

I refer to economic, monetary and fis
cal policies which, for the purpose, as it is
stated, of getting control of the economy,
have increased the jobless lines in this
country. Many people have had their
employment insurance run out; many
people are now working a 4-day week;
and many others have lost their oppor
tunity for overtime. That is not neces
sary in this country, the richest country
in the world with the greatest productive
capacity, with the greatest demand for
goods and services, and the greatest skills
in a work force of people who want to
work. I think it is a wretched and heart
less policy which forces so many people
out of work.

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

Mr. HARRIS. That is what is involved
in this rising caseload. If we want to put
people to work the administration should
join the Senate in support of the bill
which we have already passed to greatly
expand employment in this country.

Any country which calls itself civilized
and tolerates unemployment for those
who want to work is not living up to what
it calls itself.

I hope that we may provide expanded
job opportunities for the people of this
country. They have been diminishing.
That is what is involved here. That is one
reason why there is a rising caseload.
There is also the matter of a rising pop
ulation from which that rising caseload
comes. We also must consider the added
programs the Senate has voted, such as
expanding day care programs and family
planning programs. Therefore, we cannot
now come here and say arbitrarily, "We
are going t'J cut down to 115 percent of
last year.

The distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire is entitled to commendation,
as is the distinguished Senator from
Washington, the chairman of our Appro
priations subcommittee, for what they
intend. They hope we can hold down
costs. But the blunderbuss method is not
the way to go about it' by these overall
limits and I have steadfastly refused to
support such arbitrary limits on spending
in the past. I do not see why tlley should
be put into this legislation.

Furthermore, I think the Senator from
New Hampshire is entitled to praise for
asking the Senate to take away two
thirds of the harsh impact of this section
which is before the Senate; but he does
not go far enough. He is not able to say
what the impact of the remaining portion
of this section would be upon the country.
In answer to a question a while ago he
said he could not say what the increased
cost to the States would be.

The States and local governments are
already terribly burdened with rising
costs and the growing need for services,
without a similarly growing tax base. I
do not see how we can say to them
arbitrarily, "You have to cut back on

these costs or pay more of them your
selves," which is what we would be say
ing. This is not the way to go about
it.

Despite the fact the amendment of the
Senator from New Hampshire goes part
way, I hope the Senate will reject it.
Then, the Senator from California, and
I, and others will offer an amendment
which goes all the way in recognizing
that this is not the proper way to go
about this matter. Our amendment will
seek to strike the entire section.

Mr. PEARSON. :Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. PEARSON. The Senator makes
the point that, with the increasing case
load today, it is an arbitrary and a rather
heartless position for the administration
to support the retention of section 208.
I have some statistics and figures before
me that come from the Department of
Health, Eduction, and Welfare, relating
to the point on which the Senator spoke
so eloquently.

I know the Senator from Oklahoma
spent a great deal of time on the Com
mittee on Finance. I inquire whether or
not the Senator, in his deep stUdy of
this particular program, could confirm
these facts which give some indication
why there is such great concern about
the increasing costs of administration of
the welfare program. For instance, I am
advised that in the 5 years from fiscal
year 1965 to fiscal year 1970, the admin
istrative costs increased from $0.3 to
$1.3 billion, an increase of 324 percent.
This does not mean very much unless
it is related to the general subject about
which the Senator spoke today, and that
is the increased caseload in that same
period.

Mr. HARRIS. I would like to have the
opportunity to respond to the question.

Mr. PEARSON. I would like to finish
my statement first.

As I said, administrative costs in
creased 324 percent. The number of case
loads increased from 7.1 million to 10.5
million and the amount of money paid
out increased from $4.4 to $7.1 billion.
This is an increase of 48 percent in
the welfare rolls and an increase of
62 percent in payments. So there is a
ratio of over 300 percent increase in
administrative costs while the number
of cases increased about 50 percent and
the amount of money paid out, about
60 percent.

Mr. HARRIS. Where was the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
while that was going on? Does the Sena
tor from Kansas or other Senators feel
that a State can just willy-nilly operate
a welfare program however it pleases
with perhaps any level of administra
tion and overhead it wants? The answer
is no. The Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare has some responsibility
for this program and the States have to
come in with plans to be approved by the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. Where were they when all this
was going on? Are they impotent now?
Why do they have to come in and ask
the Senate to put on some level when
Senators cannot say what that Will mean
when applied to the rising costs of ad-
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ministration? The Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare should
assume its responsibility and if it can
not do that, it should come before the
Committee on Finance arid say to us that
it needs additional laws or powers. The
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare is vested with immense power to
deal with the States in order to work
out arrangements for the administration
of welfare and related programs. If he
does not have sufficient power to hold
down these costs which he feels are rising
unnecessarilY, the Committee on Finance
is open for business. We have jurisdic
tion over these laws and he should come
before us and say so, and not go to the
Committee on Appropriations and ask
for an arbitrary limit of 115 percent on
the cost of administration, social serv
ices and training, or any of those mat
ters.

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

Mr. HARRIS. I yield.
Mr. PEARSON. Could the Senator

state where the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare was during the years
1965 through 1968? At that time a Demo
cratic administration controlled Health,
Education, and Welfare. I do not recall
that HEW made any overture to the
Committee on Finance at that time.

Mr. HARRIS. Four years from now is
the Senator still going to be saying that?
This administration has been in power
a good long while. The laws have not
been repealed. The powers of the Secre
tary are still there; he still has powers
under the laws. If he does not, he should
come before the Committee on Finance
and ask for the powers he wants to help
him see that administrative costs in
these programs around the country are
held down.

Lastly, I would point out to the Sena
tor that since President Nixon took office
the administrative costs to which the
Senator from Kansas refers have risen
38 percent in just the last year, and that
was during the administration of Nixon.

Mr. PEARSON. The point I wish to
inquire about is the Senator's statement
that there should be a rela tionship to the
increased amount of money paid in wel
fare and administration costs. I simply
cite the figures to show the administra
tive costs have increased over 300 per
cent while at the same time the caseload
increased 50 percent. The Senator made
the point, and I think he is absolutely
correct, that if there is going to be an
increased caseload there have to be more
administrative costs. I think the Senator
from New Hampshire made a good point
today. But the ratio is so great between
administrative costs and the caseload
number that I think the Secretary of
HEW is on pretty firm ground when he
comes to the Committee on Appropria
tions and indicates there should be some
sort of limitation to hold these great
administrative costs down.

Mr. HARRIS. I do not want to unduly
belabor the point. The time to bring up
this matter is when we can know the
effect. No one knows the effect of the pro
posed revised section and it is not just a
matter of an expanding caseload, al
though that is a part of it. The Senate

continues to give to the State welfare
departments additional programs and
asks them to fund their portion of these
expanded programs.

For example, I myself offered an
amendment to the 1967 Social Security
Act to set up two :lew programs, one to
provide for the use of social service vol
unteers in the welfare programs of the
country, that amendment was adopted.
The other amendment was to provide for
welfare aides, for hiring poor people
themselves to work in these programs.

In addition, we have expanded the day
care program and .he family assistance
program. All these programs have to be
administered and ~hat costs money.

The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare ought to come before the
Committee on Finance, where we can
look into the whole matter of why costs
are rising, and he ought to recommend
changes in the basic law; or, if he does
not feel that he has enough power to
deal with the rising costs, he ought to
ask for additional powers. But to come
in and ask for an arbitrary upward lim
it which is not workable is not the way
to proceed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I join
with the Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. HARRIS), and the other cosponsors
of the amendment in opposition to sec
tion 208 of the committee bill under
which Federal sharing in payments
made by the States during fiscal year
1971 for services, staff training, and ad
ministrative expenses under titles I, IV
part A-X, and XVI of the Social Se
curity Act-which covers assistance to
the poor, the blind, the aged, and the
disabled-would not apply to expendi
tures in excess of 115 percent of the
amount estimated for these purposes for
fiscal year 1970.

The Senate Committee on Appropria
tions report indicates that this limita
tion will save the Government $181
million in 1971 and adopts the adminis
tration's plincipal defense of the section
that welfare services, staff training, and
administrative expenses cannot be justi
fied as "uncontrollable" or "open-ended
appropriations." I consider this ap
proach to be economically unrealistic
and shortsighted and inimical to the
entire approach of the administration
in dealing with the social problems that
face the Nation.

According to statistics provided by the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, the immediate fiscal result will
be that in 32 States something less than
the full amount will be met, and in 14 of
those States, less than 90 percent of the
request will be granted. In five States
Georgia, Hawaii, Michigan, New Hamp
shire, and Pennsylvania-less than 80
percent of the requests can be met.

Mr. President, there is strong reason
to believe that the effect on the States
will be even worse than predicted by the
Departmel1t of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

The predictable result of this limita
tion will be that most States and locali
ties will either have to scrap a good part
of their social services or assume addi
tional fiscal burdens which are beyond
their capability.

This result "'ill obtain because the
costs of administration and training are
tied directly to the welfare caseload, and
the latter can be expected to increase
during this year at a rate far in excess
of 115 percent. The Secretary of Health,
Education, and \Velfare recently esti
mated that the welfare caseload for this
fiscal year will include 12.6 million per
sons-2 million more persons than last
fiscal year-and that in some States the
case will be 20 to 30 percent greater than
last year. The Department's own projec
tions of the number of States that would
be adversely affected by that plan are
based upon the submissions by States
well in advance of the current rate of
unemployment, which is now at 5.6 per
cent and is expected to continue at this
high level or at even higher levels, push
ing even more individuals onto the wel
fare rolls. In the meantime, inflation will
increase the salary expenses for case
workers and administrators; increases of
between 6 percent and 15 percent are
expected this year, and will effect a lise
in training costs.

Accordingly, a closed-end appropria
tion on services will deal a death blow to
the development of social services in
many States. During recent years, the
States have been encouraged to provide
the services that reduce welfare depend
ency. These have included new forms of
day care, such as family day care, early
childhood education, mental illness, com
munity outpatient and treatment cen
ters, half-way houses, and vocational
centers.

However, States and localities--faced
with rising administrative and training
costs occasioned by the increase in the
welfare caseload-will have no choice
but to cut back on social services. While
HEW statistics suggest that my own
State would not be forced to cut back,
the state itself forecasts a loss of $30 to
$50 million Federal dollars.

The clear result will be that whatever
savings might be effected in these par
ticular categories in 1971 will be paid
many times again and again and in sub
sequent years in the form of dependency
on cash assistance.

Mr. President, this result also is con
trary to three tenets of the New Federal
ism:

First, as noted by the President in his
address to the Nation on August 8, 1969,
the administration's welfare proposals:

Aims at helping the American people to
do more for themselves. It aims at getting
everyone able to work olI welfare rolls and
onto payrolls.

Section 208 will have just the opposite
effect. By reducing State and local ef
forts in child care and other services,
cash recipients of welfare will be unable
to overcome the obstacles that so often
make the difference between welfare de
pendency and economic independence.
The joint review conducted by the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare and the New York State Depart
ment of Social Services, issued in Sep
tember 1969, document an increased
interest of others in training and employ
ment, but identified the lack of child
care facilities as one of the prime ob
stacles in the path that leads from wel
fare dependency:
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NOT VOTING-22

Gore Russell
Hart Saxbe
Hatfield Sparkman
Inouye Stennis
McCarthy Tower
McGee rydings
Mundt
Percy

So the motion of Mr. BYRD of West
Virginia to lay Mr. COTTON'S amendment
on the table was agreed to.
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion recurs on the amendment offered by
the Senator from New York.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President I ask
unanimous consent that part 1 of
amendment No. 1068, which I under
stand is the pending business be tem
porarily laid aside so that I 'may now
call up my amendment No. 1076; that
upon conclusion of amendment No. 1076,
part 1 of amendment No. 1068 again be
cOI?e the pending business, without prej
udlce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President reserving
the right to object, I will not ~onsent to
this unless two conditions are met. First,
there must be a very short time limita
tion.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I was about to ask
that.

Mr. JAVITS. And that was our agree
ment.

Second that we at the same time must
agree upon a time limitation of part 1 of
my amendment, because it is 10 minutes
to 2, and this is Friday, and we at least
want a constituency here to vote on these
critical matters.

Mr. HARRIS. I would be glad to agree
to a 10-minute limitation to a side 011
amendment No. 1076, for a total of 20
minutes, to be equally divided between
~he distinguished Senator from Wash
mgton and myself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I cannot seem to lo
cate amendment No. 1076. Is that the
motion to strike?

Mr. HARRIS. Amendment No. 1076 is
to strike out the whole section 208.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I could
not agree to the unanimous-consent re
quest as I understood it to be proposed.
I have a perfecting amendment to that
which I intend to propose; and unless I
were given equal time, I would have to
object.

Mr. HARRIS. Could the Senator state
what his perfecting amendment is?

Mr. ALLOTT. My perfecting amend
ment would strike the word "estimated"
on line 17 and insert in lieu thereof the
two words "actually expended."

The point is that at the time this was
pending, the Department of Health
Education, and Welfare was actuall;
working upon estimates. They now have
all the figures in, so they know what the
actual expenditures are.

Mr. HARRIS. What the distinguished
Senator from California and I are trying
to do is to strike out the entire section.
Should we fail on that, then the Senator
still couId change that language. There
would be no need to change it if our

Allen
Bayh
Bellmon
Bennett
Cannon
Dodd
Fong
Goldwater

McIntyre
Metcalf
Mlller
Murphy
Packwood
Pearson
Prouty
Smith
Thurmond
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicolf
Schweiker
Scott
Spong
Stevens
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Symington
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Wlll1ams, N.J.
Yarborough
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NAYS-35
Eastland
Ervin
Fannin
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hruska
Jordan, N.C.
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1'...lagnuson
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Aiken
Allott
Baker
Bible
Boggs
Byrd, Va.
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
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Dole
Dominick

Anderson
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Church
Cranston
Eagleton
Ellender
Fulbright
Goodell
Gravel
Harris
Hartke
Hollings

MONDALE). The Senator from West Vir
ginia is correct.

Mr. COTTON. The yeas and nays were
requested by the Senator from Okla
homa.

M:. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I move to lay on the table
the amendment offered by the able Sena
tor from New Hampshire (Mr. COTTON).

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
BYRD) to lay Mr. COTTON'S amendment
on the table. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. I allliounce that the

Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) , the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH) , the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE),
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART).
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Mc
CARTHY), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. MCGEE) , the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), and the Sen
ator from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) are
necessarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON) ,
the Senator from utah (Mr. BENNETT),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) ,
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SAXBE), and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER) are necessarily absent.
. The Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY)
18 absent on official business.

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

Ifpresent and voting, the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT), and the
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) would
each vote "nay:'

The result was announced-yeas 43,
nays 35, as follows:

[No. 388 Leg.]

YEA5-43
Hughes
Jackson
Javits
Kennedy
Long
Mansfield
Mathias
McGovern
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Pastore
Pell

Additional day care facilities serving
school-age chlldren and pre-school children
are urgently needed in neighborhoods where
AFDC and other low-income families live
to enable those women to take advantage
of WIN and other training and employment
programs.

The provisions for child care set forth
in the administration's Family Assist
ance Act underscore the increasing real
ization that lack of child-care facili
ties-not lack of initiative-represents
for millions the primary obstacle to eco
nomic independence, and even now we
are meeting less than one-fourth of the
need.

Second, it is incompatible with the
doctrine of the New Federalism that as
the Federal Government assumes the
costs of cash assistance, the responsi
bility for social services should be shift
ed from Washington to the States and
the localities.

This tenet-which was expressed in
the administration's proposal for man
power training-will have little applica
tion in the social services field under sec
tion 208. The States which have listened
to this rhetoric and have done the most
to respond to it will be forced to close a
number of activities, while States that
were just getting interested in social
services will have straitjackets placed
on any innovative and responsible ef
forts. In contrast with these results, the
administration's background paper for
its social service reform amendments,
submitted June 18, 1970, indicated that
the Federal Government "must be con
cerned with expanding the quality and
capacity of State and local government
to accept these increased responsibili
ties."

Third, it is incompatible with the
tenet of revenue sharing with the States
and the cities. While the administra
tion's figures suggest that these re
straints will save the Federal Govern
ment, the 115 percent will force the
states to make additional expenditures
in order to maintain efforts. While the
administration's proposal permits a 15
percent increase from 1970 to 1971, the
fact is that for 27 states the total costs
in these categories increased between
32.5 percent and 35.5 percent between
fiscal year 1969 and 1970.

Mr. President, the House rejected any
limitation on these essential services;
and I hope that the senate will exercise
similar wisdom: It would be unwise to
continue on the one hand, to tell the
Nation's poor that the road from pover
ty is travelled by those who work, while
cutting back on the very efforts that
allow them to help theIDSelves.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New York.

I hope that we may be able to arrange
a time limitation. So far as I am con
cerned, and if my associates on the
amendment are agreeable, we should be
able to do so.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, do I correctly understand
that the yeas and nays have been or
dered on the pending amendment by
the senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
COTTON) ?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
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amendment were adopted-that is, to
strike it out altogether.

Mr. ALLOTT. That may be true, but
I would not want to put myself in the
position of waiting until that time to
offer this amendment.

Mr. HARRIS. For my part, I would be
willing for those words to be changed
immediately-before we strike the whole
paragraph.

Mr. CRANSTON. I would, too.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, may

we have order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will be in order.
The Chair recognizes the Senator from

Colorado.
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, if this is

the situation, I discussed this very
briefly with the ranking minority mem
ber of the committee yesterday after
noon. I believe that this would be satis
factory to him, but I cannot state so
unequivocally at this time. He is not in
the Chamber at this moment. But I am
perfectly willing to ask unanimous con
sent that I may present this and have it
accepted.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
would like to accept it, but I think that
in all deference to the Senator from New
Hampshire I should wait until he returns
to the Chamber. I reluctantly object.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I will have
to object, then, until I feel that my rights
are protected.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, what
is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
first part of the Javits amendment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I had
hoped that we could work out both these
amendments quiCkly, and I am sure we
will, but we can proceed with the Javits
amendment right now. It has been the
pending business. I ask unanimous con
sent that there be a time limitation of
10 minutes to a side on the Javits amend
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. JAVITS. I object. That is too
short. I said an hour. We will agree to
an how'. We may not use it. A half hour
on a side.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I modify my re
quest to a half hour on a side.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, would that hour start
right now?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.
Mr. MILLER. May I ask this of the

Senator from Washington? Why can we
not dispose of the Allott problem by
putting in a short quorum call, so that
the Senator from Colorado can check this
matter out with the Senator from New
Hampshire, and get it out of the way?
Then we can go on with the Javits
amendment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. We will have to wait
about 20 minutes to do that.

Mr. MILLER. I suggest perhaps 5 min
utes.

Mr. JAVITS. If the Senator objects, we
will have to do it.

Mr. MILLER. I would hope it would
not even be 5 minutes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. If Senators will just
hold up for a moment, we can get both

these amendments out of the way. The
Cranston-Harris amendment will take 20
minutes, and I am sure that the Senator
from New York and I will not take the
entire hour. Then we will get both
amendments out of the way. We have
been wrangling for a half hour. Let us
proceed with the Javits amendment, and
then we can go to the 20 minutes on the
Harris amendment.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, if the Senator thinks
that 15 minutes on a side will satisfy the
senator from New York, let us make it
15 minutes on a side.

Mr. JAVITS. I said a half hour on a
side.

Mr. MAGNUSON. We have wasted 15
minutes talking about it.

The pending order of business is the
Javits amendment, and I ask unanimous
consent that the debate be limited to 1
hour, 30 minutes to a side, the time to be
divided equally between myself and the
Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. That is on part 1.
Mr. MAGNUSON. On part 1.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Who yields time?
Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 10 minutes.
Mr. President, if I can have the atten-

tion of the Senate, I think we can dispose
of this very quickly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, to give the
Senate necessary assurance of Christmas,
I yield myself only 5 minutes.

The essence of this amendment is 'the
following: We seek to increase the ag
gregate overall amount to be allocated
for the antipoverty program by $181 mil
lion, which takes it up to the authoriza
tion for that program in the regular bill.
We do not include in that, in any way,
some $670 million of so-called "add-ons"
which are also authorized for various as
pects of the program; we omit that. So
that we only raise it to the basic author
ization ceiling. In connection with that
$181 million, we earmark $59 million for
Headstart and $41.9 million fo:" man
power training programs, including
Neighborhood Youth Corps, and other
programs. The remainder of the money
$80,780,000-is allocated for the other
antipoverty programs, which include re
search and development, health and nu
trition, legal services, special impact, mi
grant programs, local initiative and other
community action programs.

Other aspects of the amendment,
which is inherent in the way in which
it is presented, is the fact that we con
tinue for this fiscal year the present prac
tice of appropriating this money to OEO,
respecting the agreements under which
OEO delegates the amounts which are
involved respectively to the Departments
of Labor, and Health, Education, and
Welfare. We had an extensive debate on
that subject yesterday. Our point is that
delegation agreements which are entered
into and consummated as among the
HEW, the Department of Labor, and the
000, adequately take care of the fact
that the money will be devoted to pur
poses that the Senate wants it devoted

to. Also the 000 has to coordinate those
efforts of the Government departments
and insure the involvement of the poor
themselves and of the community action
agencies. We should continue for the re
mainder of the fiscal year according to
the way the legislation now provides and
not cut off that system until we renew
the poverty program. Then when we do
renew it-to wit, after July 1, 1971, then
we may be able to approprate directly
through the departments in respect of
manpower and all the education pro
grams.

On the other side, the argument is that
the committee has worked long and hard
and has given the program everything it
can and that, somehow or other, it is
more efficient to appropriate directly. It
is claimed that perhaps it will be more
economical and more efficient, if appro
priations go directly to Labor and HEW.
That, I understand, is their argument.

I think that our point is buttressed by
the fact that when we drew up the legis
lation, we provided that the transition
period must continue through this fiscal
year. We feel that all that time is needed.
When I say "we," I mean the cosponsors,
including members of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare and the sub
committee which has jurisdiction over
this matter.

Mr. President, that is our case; we
made that case in an extended argu
ment yesterday, producing charts and
figures to justify the individual items.

I hope very much that the Senate will
vote with us.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I reserve

the remainder of my time and yield now
10 minutes to the distinguished chair
man of the subcommittee handling this
whole matter legislatively, the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NELSON) .

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the dis
tingUished Senator from New York has
discussed both the appropliations as
spects and the devolution of these
funds-from appropriations to the OEO
to the various departments in consider-
able detail. .

I shall not repeat the arguments he
has made respecting the appropriations
and the devolution of the funds, except
to that I endorse and agree with what he
has said.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the statement I have here
respecting the appropriations and their
purposes be printed in full in the RECORD
at this point.

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

REMARKS BY SENATOR GAYLORD NELSON IN

U.S. SENATE

Mr. President, I rise to speak on behalf
of the amendment, No. 1068, to the Labor,
HEW and related Agencies Appropriations
blll (HE. 18515) for Fiscal Year 1971.

The amendment would increase appropria
tions for the Office of Economic Opportu
nity to $2,245,500,000. That Is an Increase
of $181.6 million over the Senate Appropria
tions Committee figure, and $165.3 million
over the Administration's request. It re-
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presents funding at the level of Congres
slonal authorization in the Economic Op
portunity Act lUnendments of 1969.

The bipartisan group of Senators sponsor
ing this amendment seek to meet our obliga
tion to Head Start programs around the
country threatened with cutbacks, to Man
power programs in cities with record high un
employment also threatened with cutbacks,
and to provide sufficient funds to keep exist
Ing poverty programs operating at an ef
fectlve level.

With unemployment at higher levels than
in six years, this is no time to cut back on
the manpower and other poverty programs.

The Economic Opportunity Act Amend
ments of 1969 authorized a total spending
level for regular OEO expenditures for Fiscal
Year 1971 of $2,229,500,000. However, $50
mlllion has already been appropriated, at the
Administration's request, for desegregation
assistance.

There are four parts to the amendment.
They include:

$398 mUlion for Head Start, the full regu
lar authorization, and enough for a modest
increase in the size of the program.

$802 million for OEO manpower programs,
the full Administration request, and an in
crease over the Senate committee figure of
$760 mUlion.

An additional $80.7 mlllion for other OEO
programs, to maintain them at an efficient
level.

Language to assure that Manpower and
Head Start programs are administered ac
cording to OEO delegation agreements by
funneling the money through OEO. The Sen
ate Appropriation's Committee blll directs
the funds directly to the Secretaries of HEW
and Labor in contravention Of the OEO leg
islation.

Mr. President, I want to discuss each of
these matters in some detail. FIrst, however,
I want to make a comment upon the fiood
of mall that my office, and that of my Sub
committee on Employment, Manpower and
Poverty haa received from local Head Start,
Manpower and Community Action officials.

These letters speak of substantial cuts be
ing made in Head Start, Emergency Food
and Medical Care and in such Manpower
programs as the Concentrated Employment
Program (CEP) and Operation Mainstream.

It seems that in a number of instances
the Administration is blaming Congress, and
Congressional earmarking for these cutbacks
in ongoing programs. Mr. President, the
charge is simply not true. In fact, Congress
has increased the funding for the Office of
Economic Opportunity at a steady if modest
pace.

The problem seems to be that the Admin
istration priorities are changing, and money
is being taken from some programs and given
to others.

To be preeise: for both fiscal years 1969
and 1970 Congress appropriated exactly
$1.948 billion. (In FY 1970 the Senate ap
proved a figure of $2.048 blllion, but the fig
ure was cut back in conference.) This year,
Congress is certain to appropriate a good deal
more than the $1,948 billion approved last
year; the House has already appropriated
$2,046 billion and the Senate Appropriations
Committee $2,063 billion.

Therefoce, any dollar cuts in individual
programs are not the fault of the Congress.
They are decisions by the Administration.
The Administration has a right to make such
decisions on priorities. But it is unfair to
blame the Congress for such decisions.

The argument used by the Administration
is that Congressional "earmarking" has
"forced" the cuts. Earmarking is the term
used ro describe the process by which Con
gress spells its best judgment as to how the
two billion in authorizations shOUld be al
located among the OEO programs.

Congress was absolutely determined last

year to earmark funds. The idea of giving
any agency a multi-billion dollar blank cheek
is of course justifiably objectionable. Thus
specific dollar amounts--those by and large
that had been suggested by the Administra
tion in the Spring of 1969-were written into
the legislation, for programs such as Head
Start, Legal services, Alcohol and Drug
Abuse. etc. However, since it was recognized
that a new Administration needed fiexibility,
a provision was written into the legislation,
allOWing the Director of OEO to transfer up
to 15 % out of any program and transfer it
to another program.

The OEO officials have not been very
pleased with earmarking, even with fiexibil
Hy. They drew up their Fiscal Year 1971
budget ignoring the earmarking requirements
written into the blll, apparently confident
that they could get the earmarking provisions
removed. The AdminIstration attempted to
do away wIth earmarking last year. They
managed to get the language stricken from
the blll in the Appropriations conference,
but the Senate refused to accept the Confer
ence language on that point, and the House
in that refusal concurred. This year an ef
fort to eliminate the earmarking in the
House failed.

Apparently in reworking their budget after
this setback the Administration exercised its
15 percent fiexibllity option Vigorously in
order to expand its Research Demonstration
and Evaluation activities. And it has been
informing local Community Action and Head
Start directors of program cutbacks-and
placing the blame on inadequate appro
priations by congress.

The Labor Department is also currently
ordering cutbacks in long established pro
grams, using as a justification the charge that
"the House cut the manpower funds," In
fact, as I said before, although the House cut
the President's request, it actUally appro
priated more for OEO this year than Con
gress appropriated last year. Thus any cuts
in the manpower programs are the result of
internal allocation decisions made by the
Administration. Funds ro begin new pro
grams, such as the $45 million STEP pro
gram to help those who have been laid off
from the JOBS program, and the $25 million
bUdgeted for STEP n, a program to channel
funds through the Governors' offices to help
states with particularly sharp unemployment
problems must be taken from ongoing pro
grams. Again the Administration has a right
to reallocate funds. But how can the blame
be laid on a Congress that is increasing the
funds aVailable for poverty and manpower
programs?

There is only one way that the Administra
tion can be enabled to both carry out the new
programs that it deslres and ro keep faith
with the established programs, and that is
through proViding the adequate funding for
Office of Economic Opportunity programs
proposed in this amendment.

HEAD START

In the Economic Opportunity Act Amend
ments of 1969, Congress authorized $398 mil
lion for the Head Start program. Head Start
has proven to be an exceptionally elfectlve
and popUlar program at the local level. Last
year it spent $342 mUllon. This year, accord
ing to the Office of Child Development in
HEW, the office that administers the program,
it would take some $350 million to maintain
the program at its present level. The New
Obligational Authority for the program last
year was only $326 million. but because of
carryover funds available last year it operated
at the higher $342 million figure. Those carry
over funds, apparently, are not available this
year.

Even at the $342 million level the program
was just beginning to meet the recognized,
documented local need for pre-school training
for the children of the poor. It is estimated
that the program serves only 18% of those

who need year round help and 14% of the
summer need.

If there were ever a federal program worthy
of prudent expansion-in the name of in
vestment in the nation's future-it is the
Head Start program. But instead of expand
ing the program, the Adminlstration in its
bUdget proposed what amounts to a cutback.
With continuation costs pegged at $350 mil
lion, the Administration has asked for only
$339 mUlion for Head Start. And when the
House cut the overall administration request
for the OEO by $34 million the Administra
tion passed more than half Of that cut--$18
milllon-on the Head Start programs in cities
and rural communities around the nation.

The subcommittee did a survey of Head
Start and Community Action programs to se~

just how deep these cuts would be. In re
sponse we received letters from all over the
nation speaking of 7 percent, and 12 percent
and 14 percent cutbacks in Head Start pro
gram funds. And this at a time when a 10
percent to 12 percent dollar increase is neces
sary just to maintain service.

I ask unanimous consent to place in the
Record at this time extracts from some of
these letters.

We propose going to full Congressional au
thorization for Head Start: $398 million. This
would be sufficient funds ro serve an esti
mated 529,400 children, still far short of the
documented need, but a solid demonstration
of the commitment of Congress to the ex
pansion of programs for early childhood edu
cation.

MANPOWER

Unemployment was 5.6 percent of the work
force in October. It has been rising steadily
ever since the present Administration took
office. In the Washington Post of November
18 it was reported that an economic advisor
is predicting unemployment of 8 percent in
1971 and perha.ps 10 percent In 1972.

In an article headlined "Bloodchilling Un
employment" the columnists Evans and
Novak quote New York economic consultant,
Dr. Pierre Rinfret, as projecting:

6 percent for the end of 1970.
6.6 percent for mid-1971.
7.9 percent for end of 1971.
8.5 percent for mid-1972.
9.7 percent for end of 1972.
Mr~ Rinfret's predictions are based on the

assumption that the Administration will con
tinue its present economic policies. Perhaps
those policies will be changed. Such depres
sion level unemployment levels as are pro
jected by Mr. Rinfret are totally unacceptable
to the nation. I hope that he Is dead wrong
in his pessimistic projections.

However, the serious suggestion of unem
ployment rates over 9 percent must give us
pause. It is required that all of us do what
we can to see that the President has the
tools he needs to fight unemployment.

The Senate demonstrated its support for
the expansion of Manpower programs in
September when, by a vote of 68 to 6, it
passed the Employment and Training Op
portunities Act of 1970. That historic act
provides a baslc authorization of $2 blUion
a year for manpower tralning and jobcrea
tlon programs, and further authorizes an ad
ditional $750 mlllion this fiscal year for a
major Public Service Employment program.

This year the Administration requested a
total of $1,549,494,000 for manpower pro
grams, roughly half ($747,494,000) under the
Manpower Development and Training Act
of 1962, and the rest ($802,000,000) under
the Economic Opportunity Act.

The Senate Appropriations Committee
has allowed $1,504,794,000 cutting $44,700,000
from the request. Of this cut $2,800,000 is
taken from the MDTA request and $41,900,000
is cut from the OEO request.

The Administration plans to pass on that
cut to local programs according ro the fol
lowing schedule:
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$6,500,000
5,200,000

3,300,000

7,830,000

7,200,000
9,610,000
2,200,000

Concentrated EmploymentProgram _

Pl.iblic Service Careers Program__
Neighborhood Youth Corpsin-school _
Neighborhood Youth Corpssummer _

Neighborhood Youth Corpsout-of-school _
Job Corps _
Operation Mainstream _

----
Total 41,840,000

In order to assure that these cuts w1l1 not
be made we are including in our OEO
amendment the full administration request
for manpower programs: $802 million.

Even at the Administration's requested
funding levels these programs are grossly
inadequate and underfunded.

During the past year the Subcommittee
on Employment, Manpower and Poverty has
held hearings in many cities around the
country on examining manpower training
programs. In City after city we found that
the chief problem was lack of funds. In Los
Angleles, for instance, local. officials docu
mented a need for 240,000 training oppor
tunities. That Is to say nearly a quarter of a
mimon people in the Los Angeles metropoli
tan area that are both poor and in a posi
tion to gain positive benefit and useful em
ployment through manpower training. To
meet this need, however, they have funds
enough for only 24,000 training opportuni
ties: 10 cents for every $1 of need. This 10
percent ratio was repeated In other cities. We
must appropriate at least the full Admini
stration request and we would urge that
the Administration think very carefully
about using any and all available funds.

OTHER OEO PROGRAMS

The OEO amendment, then, provides full
Congressional authorization for Head Start
and the Administration's request for Man
power programs. In addition, it provides
adequate funds for those programs upon
which the Administration has set priorI
ties-such as research, development and
evaluation-and prOVides continuation fund
ing at near the level of Congressional au
thorization for ongoing Economic Opportu
nity programs.

SPECIAL IMPACT

The Special Impact program provides or
ganization and venture capital funds for the
OEO's promising community based economic
development program. The Bedford-Stuy
vesant program in Brooklyn, N.Y. authored
by the late Senator Robert Kennedy pro
vided the prototype. Senator Kennedy and
Senator Javits drafted the original legisla
tion. Now community corporations are off
the ground or in advanced planning stages
in some 36 urban and rural communities
around the nation with OEO support. Addi
tional hundreds of community groups have
filed prellminary applications. Adequate
funds to give this promising venture a fair
chance of success must be provided.

FOLLOW· THROUGH

This program helps children Who have
been through Head start maintain their
gains during the early years in school. But
the program reaches oniy 74,000 of the
408,000 Head Start graduates under the Ad
InInistration's proposal, 17 percent of the
eligible popUlation. It ought to be expanded.

Without additional funds, health and nu
trition programs will reach only 6.5 percent
of those in need and provide funds for only
a handful of new neIghborhood medical cen
ters. The documented need is for 600 Neigh
borhood Centers.

The scandalous inadequacy of Federal ex
penditure for alcohol and drug abuse is
widely known. The meager OEO programs
must be expanded. Under current program
InIng less than 5 percent of the need for

alcoholic programs, and less than 2 percent
of the need for drug programs will be met.

EMERGENCY FOOD AND MEDICAL SERVICE
PROGRAM

Without additional funds this program will
be funded at about last year's level, reach
ing little more than half those identified as
being In need of food and emergency medical
help in this the richest nation in the world.
And despite months of effort, no food stamp
legislation has emerged from the House
AgriCUlture committee.

LEGAL SERVICES

The Senate Appropriations committee has
allowed three million less for Legal Services
than the Administration requested. Even
With the full administration request the
program would only be reaching 17 percent
of those who need it. Legal Services Is per
haps the most successful of the OEO pro
grams. If peaceful change Is to be accom
plished within the system it Is essentlal that
all Americans have access to the courts and
have their rights protected. That Is the mis
sion of Legal Services lawyers. rhey have
gained the respect of the nation and the
tenacious support of the entire legal profes
sion in recent struggles. It is essential that
we provide adequate funds for the Legal
Services program.

VISTA

The Senate Committee has recommended
a cutback Of $2 million in the Volunteers
in Service to America program. Taken to
gether with Inflation this cut will mean "ub
stantlal drop In the size of this crUcial effort
to engage young Americans to work with
agencies fighting poverty. At a time when all
of us feel a responsibility to provide op
portunity to young people to work con
structively for reconciliation and progress it
Is most unwise to cut back on one of the
handful of Federal programs that provide
such opportunities.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION

The Administration has repeatedly stressed
Its desire to increase and enlarge the role
played by the OEO In testing out new con
cepts. The Agency points to the great val
ue the Income maintenance experimental
and demonstration project In New Jersey
played In the dlscus13lons this year of the
Family Assistance Plan. We believe the Ad
ministration should have the funds It asks In
this area.

Mr. President, with unemployment rising,
with the poor suffering more than propor
tionally from the slow down In the economy,
and with a clear need to stimulate the econ
omy, the time has come to begin to meet
our commitments to the nation and to pro
Vide adequate funding for the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity.

The amendment we have proposed pro
vides full funding for Head Start, the Ad
ministration's request for Manpower pro
grams, and adequate additional funds to
meet both the Administration's priorities in
Research, Development and Evaluation and
to maintain existing programs at an ade
quate level. I urge the Senate to approve
this amendment.

REMARKS ON DELEGATION OF HEAD START AND
MANPOWER PaOGRAMS

Mr. President: The bill which the Ap
propriations Committee has reported to the
Senate proVides for appropriations of funds
directly to the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare for the Head Start and
Follow Through programs and directly to
the Department of Labor for the Work and
TraIning provisions (Title Il of the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act.

The Appropriations Committee would ap
propriate to HEW $339,000,000 for Head
Start and $70,400,000 for Follow Through
and would appropriate the Labor Depart
ment $760 million for Work and Training,

thus leaving $894,400,000 for other OEO pro
grams under the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity appropriation heading In the appro
priations bill as reported by the Senate Ap
propriations Committee. Together these Items
add up to a total of $2,063,900,000 under the
authority of the Economic Opportunity Act,
although the Appropriations Committee
would split up the funds in the bill three
ways to HEW, Labor, and OEO.

The Appropriations Committee's proposal
for appropriating portions of the Economic
Opportunity Act funds directly to HEW and
Labor presents serious problems from the
standpoint of the authorization leglslatlon
the Economic Opportunity Act.

I am chairman of the Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower and Poverty and the
Senator from New York, Mr. Javlts, is the
ranking minority member. Our subcommit
tee has legislative responsibility for the pro
grams with respect to which the Appropria
tions Committee proposes to make direct ap
propriations to HEW and Labor. Our subcom
mittee has drafted legislation Which would
accompliSh direct funding to the Labor De
partment of all manpower training programs.

The Manpower Act, conSOlidating all man
power training programs In the Labor De
partment effective July 1, 1971, passed the
House on Tuesday of this week, after having
passed the Senate on September 17. In a week
or two the conference committee will re
solve the differences between the House and
Senate bills. We held 22 days of hearings and
10 executive sessions over a period of 10
months. However, the House and Senate
bills, while having some differences, are iden
tical in this respect: They both consolidate
the Economic Opportunity Act's Work and
Training provisions with other manpower
training programs In the Labor Department.
But It should be noted that both bUls ac
complish this consolidation effective next
July I, 1971.

But the Appropriations Committee report
attempts to make a jUdgment totally con
trary to that of the authorizing committee.
It would In the middle of the fiscal year
change the arrangements for the rest of this
fiscal year without any time for prepa.rlng
for the changes. In acting upon the man
power bill, both the House and Senate quite
deliberately delayed the effective date for
the consolidation until next July 1. The re
organization of manpower programs Is a
difficult and delicate process, and we wrote
certain protections into the bill to preserve
certain advantages and tie-In arrangements
With Economic Opportunity Act programs. It
will take time to gear up for the changeover.
An appropriations bill should not change the
present arrangements in the middle of the
year with no lead time.

Our committee also has Head Start legis
lation on the agenda. We held hearings on
that program this year. At the beginning of
the next session we will be acting on legis
lation with respect to Head Start as well as
other Economic Opportunity Act programs.

I believe it Is the general expectation such
authorization legislation will place direct re
sponsibility for Head Start with the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare. But there
are many questions for the authorization
committee to consider in acting upon such
a bill. The manner in which the transfer of
authority Is effected Is a complex matter.

This body has never looked favorably upon
appropriations bills making changes In au
thorization acts. That Is the reason legisla
tion In an appropriations bill Is contrary to
the proper procedures of the Senate. What
the bill reported by the Appropriations Com
InIttee does, however, is to appropriate funds
directly to HEW and Labor without legis
lative authority.

Let me explain the situation under the ex
isting legislation, the Econoinic Opportunity
Act. Section 171 of that Act Clearly states
that the "Director (Of the Office of Economic
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Opportunity) shall carry out the programs
under this title" (title I, Work and Training
programs). So by appropriating funds di
rectly to the Secretary of Labor to carry out
title I OEO Act programs, the Appropria
tions Committee has reported an appropria
tion without legislative authority in the sub
stantive authorizing legislation. Likewise,
section 245 applying to Head Start states
that the "Director shall carry out the pro
grams authorized by this title."

It is true that last year the President de
cided to delegate most of the administrative
functions for Head Start to the Secretary of
Health, Education and Welfare. In the same
manner, the Work and Training programs
authorized by the OEO Act have been dele
gated to the Labor Department for admin
istration.

These delegations are in complete accord
with the Economic Opportunity Act. Section
602 (d) of the Economic Opportunity Act
authorizes the delegation of flll:ctlons of
the Director of OEO to other agencies, with
the approval of the President.

In fact, in its original conception in 1964,
the Economic Opportunity Act embodied the
deiegation concept. It was understood from
the beginning that certain programs under
the Act will be carried out directly by OEO
and other functions would be delegated for
actual administration to other agencies but
that the Director of OEO would retain cer
tain policy and coordinating functions. Now,
maybe that is a bad idea. But we've had
that idea for 5 years and sUddenly, in an ap
propriations bill, there is an attempt to do
away with that concept. The Appropriations
Committee has reported provisions which
have no authority in the authorizing legis
lation. Maybe those who don't like the Idea
of delegated programs have a good pOint. But
why shouldn't a member who felt that way
come before the authorization committee
and testify as to his feelings. Furthermore
any member can propose an amendment to
the authoriZing legislation.

It should also be noted that It occurs in
the final stages of action In the appropria
tions bill, with a third of the fiscal year
having already passed, that the OEO appro
priations Is being split up into direct fund
ing to three separate agencies. When the
President's budget was submitted at the
beginning of the year, it followed the past
practice of keeping the OEO appropriation
all in one item. The House Appropriations
Committee reported a bill and the House of
Representatives passed a single appropria
tion item for the Economic Opportunity
program. But then, In Act III, the Senate
Appropriations Committee reported out
provisions breaking up the OEO item Into
separate appropriations items scattered
throughout the bill, from page 2 to page 42.

The amendment sponsored by the Sena
tor from New York (Mr. Javits) and myself
and over a dozen other Senators, would
place the appropriations for the Economic
Opportunity Act programs back In one 10
,cation in the bill, as it was in the Presi
dent's BUdget Report and the House-passed
bill. If an amendment is adopted, the Sen
ate-House conference will resolve the differ
ences in one item, rather than having one
item in the House bill facing several scat
tered items throughout the Senate bill, as
would be the case If the proposal of the
Senate Appropriations Committee's reported
bi!! is retained.

Let me point out, however, that our
amendment recognizes the concern of the
Appropriations Committee that it be made
clear that the Head Start and Work Train
ing funds not be held back from the operat
Ing agencies. It does this through a limita
tion. earmarking specific amounts for Head
Start and Work and Training programs and
by providing that such amounts shall be
used pursuant to dclegation arrangements

under section 602 (d) of the Economic Op
portunity Act. My staff consulted with the
Parliamentarian to be sure that these pro
visions follow the clear precedents of the
proper If It accords with the authorization
legislation itself.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Ap
propriations Committee felt that the
current arrangement under the statutes,
by which appropliations are made to the
OEO and the responsibilities under the
act are delegated from there to other
agencies was an inefficient way to handle
the appropriations.

It so happens that the authorizing
committee which conducted the hearings
on the manpower bill is in agreement
with the fundamental position taken by
the Appropriations Committee, that the
appropriations should go directly to the
D~partment of Health, Education, and
Welfare having Headstart and Follow
Through and directly to the Department
of Labor for Work and Training pro
visions, title I of the OEO Act. Thus, in
the authorizing legislation which passed
the Senate ~n September, we provided
that the appropriations would, effective
July 1, 1971, be made directly to the
agencies which are now actually admin
istering these programs under delegation
agreement between the Director of OEO
and these agencies.

We decided in the legislation passed
here in August that the effective date
should be July 1 of next year, in order to
give time for the effective agencies to
gear up in preparation for managing the
programs. Thus, it turns out that the
authorizing committee is in agreement
with the objective of the Appropriations
Committee, but the Appropriations Com
mittee wants to make the direct appro
priations to these departments right now.

First, I point out that this really is leg
islation in an appropriations bill. I have
so frequently heard senior Senators
on Appropriations Committees and
other committees advising everyone on
the floor that we should not be legislat
ing in Appropliations Committees, but
that is exactly what this is. If I thought
the Appropriations Committee was going
to circumvent this principle and include
legislation in appropriations bills, I do
not know why I would bother to conduct
any hearings such as we conducted from
November to May-22 days on the man
power bill, 11earings that were conducted
in Los Angeles, Corpus Christi, Cleve
land, Milwaukee, and Washington. Then,
after conducting the hearings from No
vember to May, we had executive ses
sions extending over a period of 2
months, in which we marked up the bill.
It was our considered judgment that the
effective date for removing the responsi
bility from the OEO for working out
delegation agreements for the perform
ance of the various functions by HEW
and Labor should be July 1, 1971. That
judgment was based upon the extensive
hearings.

No one from appropriations, not a sin
gle member, appeared before us and said,
"No, the change should be in the middle
of the year." Not a word was ever said to
me. Now we are in a situation where the
Senate decided in passing the authoriza
tion liquidation that manpmver authori-

zations shOUld be transferred from the
OEO to Labor on July 1, 1971.

Last Tuesday the House of Represent
atives passed a manpower authorization
bill. We will gO into conference on it
very shortly. The House bill agrees with
the Senate bill: the transfer should be
on July 1 of next year. But the Appro
priations Committee wants to transfer it
in the middle of the year.

We are agreed in principle. That is why
the authorizing committee recommended
and the Senate accepted the proposal to
transfer the functions directly to Labor
in the manpower authorization bill, be
cause we were in agreement that is what
it should be. That is how we passed it in
September. That is why the House of
Representatives passed it that way.

Another concern we have with mid
year transfer of funds without authori
zation concerns delegation. There is no
law governing the use of the money if
it is appropriated directly to HEW and
Labor because the authoriZing legislation
says the money is authorized for OEO.
OEO has worked out delegation agree
ments with Labor and HEW. It is under
these delegation agreements that the
funds and the programS are operated by
HEW and Labor.

No one has answered what happens to
the money if we appropriate it directly to
the Labor Department and the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.
How would such action affect the delega
tion agreements on how the money will
be spent?

It seems to me that the rational way
to do it would be to select the date of
next July 1, the beginning of the next fis
cal year. We are in agreement on
objective.

We preceded the Appropriations Com
mittee in reaching the conclusion that
the money ought to be appropriated di
rectly to the operating departments.

If we pass this legislation, there will be
no delegation agreements at all. Well,
perhaps we can have letters of agree
ment between HEW, Labor and OEO,
but who would they bind? The law is
there. It gives them the money. In my
judgment we should adopt the effective
date of next July 1, which acomplishes
what the Appropriations Committee in
tends to accomplish here. It is a better
date on which to do it.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from New York and the Senator
from Wisconsin have pretty well given
the arguments on both sides of this
question. And they have done so very
well.

The real problem was that the admin
istration promised that they would do
that last year on July 1. They did not
do it. They piously said this year that
they would do it this coming July 1. \Ve
did not think this was a very good way
to do business, to appropriate money to
one department and tell them that this
was for certain programs and let another
department spend the money and let the
first department delegate the power.

We do not know which ones they are
going to delegate to the Labor Depart.
ment or to HEW. They are now operating
Headstart under HEW and the Job
Corps program under the Labor Depart-
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ment. That constitutes the bulk of the
OEO appropriation. It is not actually
the bulk of it. It is about 40 percent.
about. $800 million plus of the total $2
billion appropriations. In total about
57 percent of the OEO budget in the
President's requests would actually be
administered by other departments.

We thought the Appropriations Com
mittee could not exercise its responsi
bilities unless it could appropriate money
tG the departments actually doing the
work. We would have no check on it. We
appropriate it to the OEO and then lose
track of it. The Appropriations Com
mittee has this responsibility and we try
to do the ~)est we can to watch the ex
penditure of all Federal funds.

The administration officials agree that
the way they are doing it is the wrong
way. I imagine that they testified before
the Senator's· committee, they should
have. They tell us that they would like
to make the change. They said that be
fore our committee. However, they
promised us that same thing last year.

We said that if HEW is going to ad
minister Headstart and spend all of the
money-or supposedly so, because we do
not know what happens to it-and if the
Labor Department is going to spend the
Job Corps money, we should appropri
ate the money to the people responsible
for it so that we keep a close check on
them.

As I said before, the truth of the mat
ter is that I get the impression that the
general objective-and it may be the
right thing to do; I am not passing on
the merits of the administration policy
is to keep delegating things out of the
OEO to other departments to the point
where there will be nothing left.

I think they left the Appropliations
Committee of both the House and the
Senate a little better than they usually
do on total dollars. It is easier perhaps to
get money for OEO than for other de.
partments because the other departments
have other fish to fry, so to speak. The
OEO has only one.

I am glad to have the assurances of
both the Senator from New York and the
Senator from Wisconsin that next year
we will at least get it straightened out.
We cannot continue to appropriate
money that way.

If the Senator from New York had
separated his amendment, the Senate
could work its will on this policy matter.

The Senator from Washington has not
any particular feeling about it. But it
has been a bad way to do business in the
last year and a half. On ,;op of that, last
year, as the Senator from Wisconsin well
knows-and he was critical of this-we
waited until December before they even
sent up the authorization bill for OEO.
We did not know whether there would be
an OEO in existence until late in the year,
and then $2 billion was added to the
bill.

This is a matter of policy. I do not know
why they do not do it the right way
now. Why should we wait until July? I
do not understand that.

The senator does not know. We are
dealing with over $1.186.000.000. The La
bor Department or HEW. or a combina
tion of agencies come before the com-

mittee. They do not understand it them
selves. The power to delegate is one that
the Secretary of Realtl', , Education, and
Welfare or the Director of the OEO can
exercise any way he wishes to under
this arrangement. We have no way of
knowing whether it goes to a given pro
gram such as Headstart or to some other
programs.

The committee did a good job, We put
the money requested in for all their pro
grams. We hope it will work. Some of
these programs are intertwined. One is
delegated and another is not. There is
a lack of coordination and proper direc
tion. Last yea~' we did not know who was
gomg to be the Director for 9 months.

The Appropriations Committee should
not be put in the position of appropriat
ing money for a lot of programs when
the expenditure power is going to be dele
gated, We did not even know who the di
rector of OEO was going to be. Inciden
tally, he changed his mind about OEO.
He was critical of this when he was a
Member of the House. I think he is doing
a fine job. Before the House committee
he did not want it appropriated to those
running it. and he probably does not sup
port our position.

But this is a bad way of doing business.
Mr. President, I will not take much

more time. But added to the bill by the
Javits amendment would be $181 mil
lion. The Senator from New Hampshire
and I pleaded with the Senator from
New York to separate these two items
and let the Senate work its will.

We think that we have done a good
job. If this amendment is rejected-and
I hope that it will be-all of these pro
grams, item by item, will be open to
amendment. The committee itself in
tends to offer an amendment on Head
start.

I think there should be an amendment
to the job training program, which is
also very important. We have already
added to the bill in the senate $311 mil
lion over the President's requests.

I am getting used to vetoes now, I will
say to the Senator from Wisconsin. How
ever. I do not like them. I do not want
to get a third veto on this bilI. I have
been the recipient of most of the vetoes
around here with the exception of the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PAS
TORE) •

The committee did what was within
its responsibilities. The $181 million
brings many of these 15 items right up
to the authorization ceilings.

I know that the Senator from New
York said yesterday that the classic
argument of the Appropriations Commit
tee is-and I made that argument yes
terday-that if we appropriate every dol
lar that is authorized, the Appropria
tions Committee might as well be done
away with.

We have a chance after the bills are
authorized to go through every item. We
do that. The Senator from Wisconsin
heard a lot of witnesses on job training.
We heard pretty close to 250 witnesses
on this bill for all of the programs in
volved.

My interpretation is that the author
ization is a ceiling and that the Appro
priations Committee has to take as fine

to that authorizaUon.
a tooth comb as it can and go through
each item and within its capabilities and
resources say whether we should go up

That was my interpretation but if
you are going to appropriate everything
that is authorized in legislative acts we
might as well quit. The Senator said he
spent several good, solid weeks on this
matter and that he should not have had
to do that. There is no use in our spend
ing 4 months on this bill, sometimes
morning, afternon, and evening, if the
authorizations are to be substituted.

The Senator said there is a great deal
of argument about what has been said
about policy. It could be argued on beth
sides, but the amendment contains all of
these other items and the Senator from
New York did not see fit to separate
them. There is contained here an item of
$43.9 million. Does the Senator know
what that is for? That is for "Other pro
grams." What are the "Other pro
grams"? We never heard about them.
They would be given $43 million to dis
tribute or allocate or do what they want
to do for one vI' any number of pro
grams.

I think Congress has a responsibility to
know where the taxpayers money is be
ing spent. That is what this is all about.
I am sorry the amendment was not sep
arated, and strongly oppose it.

Does the Senator from New Hamp
shire have anything to add at this time?

Mr. COTTON. No; I merely want to
corroborate and agree with my distin
guished chairman. The trouble is we
have so few Senators in the Chamber.

I, too, have discovered the deficit in
Headstart. The committee wants to in
crease the amount for Headstart and I
am in perfect agreement.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And every other
item is open for amendment.

Mr. COTTON. There are several items
v'e want to increase and if ';;his blanket
ball-of-wax approach is defeated, this
$181 million measure which imperils the
entire bill, I want Senators to under
stand that we will offer an amendment to
increase Headstart, and it ;:an be
amended by other Members of the Sen
ate. We want to teparate the wheat from
the chaff and give Senators an oppor
tunity to deal with these matters individ
ually, an opportunity which we are re
fused by the way this amendment is
drafted. We were refused unanimous
consent to take them up one at r. time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes in order to reply.

The Senator said that the manager of
the bill and the ranking minority mem
ber were refused something. I do not
think they were refused anything. We
have introduced an amendment because
we believe the appropriation should be
increased by $181 million; not by $60
million alone for Headstart or $40 mil
lion alone for manpower training, or a
few million dollars for legal services or
nutrition. We believe it should be in
creased by all those amounts, and not by
just one of them. They cannot tell us
that we have to submit the matter the
way they wanted it submitted. After all,
we are the ones who are fighting the
battie. We have a right to say what we
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want. We want to increase the appropri
ation for all these items. Senators should
have the opportunity to vote on these
items en bloc.

Second-with all respect-and I am
not trying to be invidious-I think that
the matter of delegatioL i:, a "red her
ring" issue. Anyone who reads our
amendment will see that the delegation
agreements in effect between the OEO,
Labor, and HEW continue in effect as to
earmarked appropriations. The two areas
in which they are big and important are
Headstart and manpower training, and
in those areas we continue them.

The only difference is that we continue
the delegation agreements and the Com
mittee on Appropriations wants to abort
what the law is now until next June
when the whole operation may phase
out. The delegation agreements are in
effect. I would like to read that language
to the Senate. It is critically important
in connection with this amendment. The
whole amendment will now be voted on
in one vote. The amendment states:

On page 42, line 1, strike out "$894,400,000"
and insert in lieu thereof "$2,245,500,000",
and insert after "prOVided," the following:

The reason that seems to be a large
figure is that the committee has written
in the additional sums in other parts of
the bill.

Then, we say:
That of such amount $802,000,000 shall

be for work and training programs under
parts A, B, and E of title I of such Act pur
suant to delegation arrangements under sec
tion 602(d) of such Act and $398,000,000
shall be for the Project Headstart program
under section 222 (a) (1) of such Act pur
suant to delegation arrangements under sec
tion 602(d) of such Act: Provided further,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is recognized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we pre
serve fully the delegation; we ir.corporate
it into our amendment. The only point
is that the legislative committee wants
to appropriate it that way and disregard
the delegation agreements. We think the
delegation agreements are valuable be
cause it is under them that the poor are
given a "look in" under these programs
and we want to preserve that. There are
no tricks about this matter.

The committee would prefer that we
offer the amendment the way they want
it, but we believe we have the right to
submit the amendment the way we want
it. We hope the Senate will support our
position. That is our privilege, just as it
is their privilege to proceed in the way
they want to proceed.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from New York does not suggest
that on all these items the Senator from
Washington and the Senator from New
Hampshire did not take each one up
and give everything we thought we
could? We did. Some Senators would like
to have had more; others think we gave
them plenty or perhaps too much. But I
hope the implication is not here that
I like to see Headstart where it is. I op
pose that.

I wish the administration would keep
it all under OEO. I do not like to see
disintegration and elimination processes
going on in successful OEO programs. If
there are many more disintegrations
pretty soon there will be nothing down
there but an empty office, a shell.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

When I started this debate yesterday
I made a statement and I would like to
repeat it every minute we discuss this
matter. The first thing I think I said was
that I know the Senator from Washing
ton ~nd the Senator from New Hamp
shire feel the need as much as I do.
There is no question they did their
utmost in committee. I know this com
mittee and so do other Senators. They
did the best they could. Now, if the Sen
ate is going to do better it is up to the
Senate. I have no argument with them
on that score.

The second matter is with respect to
the devolution question, and we say that
OEO should continue to have a role. But
at least let us not change the procedure
before the authorizing legislation expires,
and when OEO has some vestige of au
thority to bring the poor into the picture.
Sa-

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. PASTORE. If that is the case,

why did not the Senator agree to sepa
rate the question?

Mr. JAVITS. We cannot separate it.
Mr. PASTORE. Can we not separate

the amounts from the policy?
Mr. JAVITS. The House tried the same

thing. If the Senator will look at the bill,
he will see that the House amount of $8
billion was stricken and $800 million was
ins~rted. That is where the decision was
made. If one has to pose the question,
that is where to pose it. We have to pro
vide money to OEO and then lock it in,
making it subject to these delegation
agreements.

The Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. COTTON) put the question to us
yesterday and asked unanimous consent.
He was asking unanimous consent that
the Senate vote on a principle. Nothing
was sent to the desk to show how it could
be done. It was sent to the desk for a vote
on the principle, and that was on devolu
tion, and not on an appropriation.

Mr. PASTORE. Could not the Senator
write language to say that?

Mr. JAVITS. There is no need. If our
view prevails, it will prevail. If not, we
will go to it item by item. We either take
it the way the House did it-except the
amount is increased-or we do not. We
will vote on that.

Mr. MAGNUSON. It was increased.
Mr. JAVITS. The way the House did

it, but with an increased amount.
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. COTTON. There were two com

ments made by the distinguished Sena
tor from New York that I cannot let
pass. In the first place-and I am not at
this point interested in whether this
money is handled by OEO or HEW or the
Labor Department; I am now talking

about the money-he said the committee
wants Senators to introduce it our way,
not their way. Well, this is their way.
When we attempted to divide the amend
ment-and I am now not talking about
who is going to amend it-as to what the
amount was going to be for Headstart,
for manpower training, and so on and so
forth, we discovered, after the Parlia
mentarian had ruled-he ruled again or
he examined it again-that on division
one we had to vote on the whole amount.
Then, after that, it was a matter of
dividing up the whole amount.

I specifically asked the distingUished
Senator from New York if he would not
let us vote on each of those five divisions
of appropriations separately, so those
who want to increase Headstart would
have the privilege. He admitted-and he
will correct me if I am wrong-that by
this method that is forced upon us by
the form of this amendment, on the
No. 1 vote, if the whole amendment
is appropriated, and we attempted
after that to change the other amounts,
as I remember his words, he said. "There
will be an ambiguity."

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would
like to interrupt the Senator-he said for
me to correct him-on my own time. I
do not recall ever using the word "am
biguity," and this amendment already
earmarks $60 million for Headstart-I
am talking about the amendment we are
going to vote on now-and $41 million
for manpower. Th~re is no question about
that-and it puts it under these dele
gation agreements. So those assertions
are not correct.

Mr. COTTON. I do not quite accept
that, because I distinctly recall it. I do
not know what condition the record is
left in, but I distinctly recall it. I think
the Senator is a man in whose integrity
and honor I have complete confidence; if
it is not the word "ambiguity," perhaps
it is "inconsistency." But he said, "You
can vote the full amount under my
amendment; then the rest is dividing up.
and if in your attempts to divide it up
you change the one full amount," he ad
mitted, "there would be some question
about its effectiveness."

So I insist-and I am not challenging
and putting my recollection against his;
whoever is right or wrong-in this form
the Senate is not given the freedom to
work its will on the different programs.
We take the $181 million increase. Then
perhaps we can reduce some of it. Per
haps we can divide it up. I do not know
what happens after we vote it. But I in
sist that the Senate is not given the op
portunity to work its will.

Second--
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield for a question?
Mr. COTTON. Certainly.
Mr. PASTORE. Is the Senator SUg

gesting that only if this amendment is
defeated in toto can we take up part
for part?

Mr. COTTON. Yes; precisely.
Mr. PASTORE. If the amendment does

carry, because it is all-inclusive, we will
have lost that opportunity? Is that what
the Senator is trying to say?

Mr. COTTON. That is exactly what I
mean.
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One other comment. I regret to get
into these personal disputes, but the Sen
ator from New York said he did not
understand. Now, if there is a man in
the Senate whose understanding is very
clear on every point, it is the Senator
from New York. He said:

I do not know what they mean when they
say that we refuse to let the Senate work its
wlll on this item by item. We did not refuse
any such thing.

As a matter of fact, the unanimous
consent agreement was requested, and
the Senator from New York was the one
who objected, which was his right. To
be sure, we could have put it in writing.
It would have taken only a minute or
two to do it. But when I realized the
situation we were in, I requested unani
mous consent that the Eienate be allowed
to deal with these item' one at a time,
and that request was objected to. I am
not criticizing that right of any Senator.

Then the Senator comes here today
and says he does not understand what
we say when we say the Senate was not
given the privilege of dealing with this
question in a down-to-earth, common
sense way, letting every Senator express
himself on Headstart, on manpower
training, on each one of these. I still say
that is the only fair way.

I hope the Senate wiIi reject the
amendment and then we can start to
take them up one at a time and the Sen
ate will have the opportunity to work its
will.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, how much
time do I nave?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York has 8 minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON).

INCREASE POVERTY AND HEADSTART
APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise
in support of amendment No. 1068,
which I am sponsoring with Senators
JAVITS, NELSON, and MONDALE, as well as
a number of other Senators, and which
would provide additional appropriations
for programs conducted under the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964.

Under the amendment, an additional
$59 million would be earmarked for
Headstart; $41.9 million for work and
training activities; and $80.7 million for
other essential poverty programs.

I strongly support each of these needed
increases, but I would like to speak for a
few moments with specific regard to the
Headstart portion of the amendment.

Our amendment would earmark the
full $398 million authorized for Head
start in the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1969. And it would con
tinue OEO's responsibility for insuring
a poverty orientation, community in
volvement, and parent participation in
Headstart programs by restoring Head
start's appropriation to OEO to admin
ister under its delegation agreement with
OEO.

It is estimated that the $398 million
level of spending would enable Headstart
to provide for 529,406 children, 57,806
more than were served during the last
fiscal year and 120,606 more than could

be served with the administration budget
request figure adopted by the Senate Ap
propriations Committee.

I want to stress that our amendment
to appropriate thE. full authorized
amount for Headstart is not a rash at
tempt to expand this program in any way
that is out of line with previous levels.
Under the administration's budget re
quest for fiscal year 1971, Headstart
would be able to serve nearly 200,000
fewer children than were served during
fiscal year 1969, a reduction of nearly
one-third in the total number of children
served. Even the 529,406 children who
would be served under our amendment
is still 134,594 less than were served in
1969, and would reach only 36 percent
of the children who are eligible for and
could benefit significantly from the
Headstart experience.

The President made a strong c'Jmmit
ment to early childhood education in his
message to the Congress of March 3.
1970.

It is unacceptable to do any less than
to provide the full authorized amount
for Headstart, set by the Congress after
detailed hearings by the authorization
committees in both Houses.

The comparatively small increase we
propose over fiscal year 1970-approxi
mately 58,000 more children than were
served then-will make it possible to of
fer essential education, nutrition, and
health services to a few more of poverty's
children, for whom Headstart is perhaps
the best chance to escape from the debil
itating and degrading cycle of poverty
and dependence.

There has been an enormous outpour
ing of support for Headstart in my own
State in the last few months. I have
received hundreds of letters from con
cerned parents, boards of education,
mayors' offices, chambers of commerce,
social welfare agencies, poverty agencies,
and private individuals urging that the
threatened cutback be rescinded and
that the program be strengthened and
expanded. Only yesterday I was visited
by Headstart mothers and administra
tors who traveled at their own expense or
with community-raised funds to deliver
their plea to me in person. They gave me
petitions with almost 5,000 signatures of
San Francisco residents.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a selection of the hundreds of
letters I have received on this subject be
printed in the RECORD at the end of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibit U
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, pres

ently, there are 19.000 youngsters in Cal
ifornia under a full-year Headstart pro
gram, plus another 1,300 in summer pro
grams. Under this amendment, there
would be funds for an estimated 4,250
more children in California Headstart
programs. Based on the present ratio be
tween summer and full-year programs,
this would provide space for approxi
mately 4,000 more children in full-year
programs and 250 more in summer pro
grams.

The consensus of the letters I have re
ceived from California and from around

\
fully share, is that Headstart is one of
the most promising and highly effective
programs in our antipoverty effort.

The intellectual stimulation and
growth which a disadvantaged child ex
periences in Headstart has a profound
effect on his mental and social abilities,
on his sense of personal worth and,
therefore, on his later performance in
formal education and his overall life
style.

Parental involvement, a central tenet
of the program, is important in develop
ing a parent's greater understanding of
his or her child and the child's needs and
abilities and encourages parents them
selves to become actively involved in
learning activities which can also have
a bearing on the future of non-Headstart
children in the family.

Finally, Headstart has had significant
impact on educational institutions at the
local level, encouraging innovative al)
proaches to educating both the di,ad
vantaged and the nondisadvantaged and
demonstrating the value of paraprofes
sionals in improving teacher-pupil ratios
and providing individualized attention.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to
support our amendment to provide a
Headstart for an additional 58,000 dis
advantaged children. With a universe of
unmet need totaling 839,000 children
under the budget request figure this
small increase is a minimum step. It still
leaves 719.000 children considered eligi
ble for and in need of Headstart services
without any such opportunity.

Our action to approve this increase
would have significant symbolic impact
and would increase the confidence of the
poor in the willingness and ability of the
Congress to back up our national goal
of ending poverty in America.

Mr. President, already cuts of about
10 percent have been implemented
around the country based on the overall
poverty program reduction passed by tte
House.

Senator MONDALE and I joined in a Jet
ter to the President pleading with him to
find the funds necessary to prevent a
reduction in the scope 01' a dilution of the
quality of Headstart, and citing his 'lU
tority to do so.

I am sad to report today that we have
not yet had a response to our plea and the
pleas of thousands of Headstart mothers
across the country.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent. that the text of this letter be
printed in the RECORD at this point prior
to the other insertions I have requested.

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

OCTOBER 19. 1970.
President RICHARD 1\1. NIXON,

The White House.
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to ex
press our very grave concern about the cut
backs in funds for Head Start programs dur
ing this period prior to enactment of the
Labor-HEW appropriation bill for FY 1971.

In our States of Callfornia and Minnesota,
local Head Start projects are being advised by
the HEW regional office that their total funds
will be cut back by some 10 to 14 percent for
this school year. They are also being urged to
reduce the numbers of chlldren sened rather
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than the quality of services offered until the
appropriation blll Is enacted and the level of
appropriations for Head Start is finally deter
mined.

As we understand it, the nationwide Head
Start appropriations situation is as follows:
Your budget request for operations under the
Economic Opportunity Act includes $339 mil
lion for Head Start. The House has passed
H.R. 18515, the Labor-HEW appropriation bill
for FY 1971, with $2,046,200,000 to carry out
the provisions of the Economic Opportunity
Act, including Head Start. Based on the
House appropriation figure, we understand
that OEO has tentatively concluded that
Head Start's proportionate share would be
only $321,300,000. That Is almost $5 million
less than was allocated for Head Start In FY
1970 and almost $18 million less than your
FY 1971 budget request.

On October 13, the Senate Appropriations
Committee reported H.R. 18515, earmarking
for Head Start $339 million, the amount you
had requested. However, this figure still falls
$11 million short of providing the same qual
ity of services to as many fUll-year children
(263,000) as were provided in FY 1970. (That,
of course, Is because of some unexpected de
velopments since your budget was prepared,
principally a reduction in the traditional
level of lOcal programs' carryover balances,
salary Increases and new requirements for
experimental Head Start programs.)

Under the continuing resolution for ap
propriations as interpreted by the admin
istration, the Head Start program is pres
ently trying to operate with a shortage of
some $29 million, and almost 26,000 children
may have to be dropped from this extremely
beneficial program. However, since no spe
cific amount for Head Start Is included In the
House-passed appropriation blll and since,
within the overall House-passed l\1llount, the
earmarking in the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1969 authorizes at least
$365 mlllion for Head Start, there is no ques
tion of the legal authority to expend FY 1971
funds at a level to maintain the FY 1970
program rate of operations.

We are writing to suggest that you au
thorize the Head Start program to advise
regional officles, and in turn local programs,
that the $29,000,000 needed to maintain the
program at the FY 1970 level of operations
wlll eventually be funded within funds ap
propriated to OEO and HEW and that local
programs should not, therefore, ellmlnate
any children from the program or reduce
.the effectiveness of the supplementary serv
ices provided.

Insofar as Senate action on the appropria
tion bill is concerned, we are sponsoring an
amendment to increase substantially the ap
propriation for programs under the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act and particularly to
earmark $398 mlllion for Headstart-the
amount earmarked for that program in the
authorization bill. We belleve that amend
ment has an excellent chance of adoption
by the Senate and that the final FY 1971
appropriation for EOA programs wlll very
llkely be at least as much as your $2.080.2
blllion request, which includes $339 mllllon
for Head Start.

Under the above analysis, what we are
really proposing would mean that no more
than $11 mlllion above your Head Start
budget request would have to be made avail
able for Head Start programs out of other
non-apportioned appropriated funds. This
seems a very small price to pay for prOViding
the poor of our country and their children
assurances that we are committed to con
tinuing at least the same level of effort on
their behalf and will not tolerate a cutback
in services. Given the concept in your for
ward lOOking proposed Family Assistance
Plan legislation, which we have supported
from the outset, your February 1969 state-

ment of commitment to providing oppor
tunity for the development of children dur
ing their first five years of 1lfe, and your
creation and elevation of the Office 'of
Child Development In HEW, we are well
aware of your dedication to giving poverty's
chlldren a fall' chance.

We respectfUlly urge your favorable con
sideration of the recommendation we have
made so that no children wlll have to be
dropped from Headstart in frustration of
the commitments which have already been
made to them and their parents.

Sincerely,
ALAN CRANSTON.
WALTER F. MONDALE.

EXHIBIT 1
SOCIAL V10RKERS UNION,

Los Angeles, calif., November 12, 1970.
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON,
Senate Office Bllilding,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: The Executive
Board of this Union at Its regUlar meeting in
Los Angeles on November 8, 1970, has directed
me to request that yO'1 take whatever action
is necessary to Increase appropriations for
the Head Start Program for preschool chil
dren from low-Income familles.

Head Start should be accepted as a very
significant part of the national effort to stop
the poverty cy(;le. It ~rovides early involve
ment of both parents and children in the
educational system. It provides a means for
early diagnosis and treatment of physical dls
ablllties that could be permanent educa
tional handicaps if not detected early.

We urge you to support an expanded budg
et to enable Head Start partiCipation for an
Increased number of low-Income chlldren.

Sincerely yours,
LOUIS GRAY,

President.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL
WORKERS, INC.,

San Francisco, Calif., October 20, 1970.
Selll\tor ALAN CRANSTON,
Washington, D.C.:

We are deeply concerned about press re
ports of White House decisions to substan
tially cut already meager anti-poverty pro
grams administered by the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity, the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare, and the De
partment of Labor. These cuts, when
coupled with announced transfers of such
defenseless programs as legal services for the
poor to new auspices, seem tantamount to a
calculated effort to render impotent and in
effective what needs to be made stronger.
Certainly Head Start and Community Action,
two of the threatened programs, must be pro
tected at all costs.

The fact that OEO Director Donald Rums
field is protesting these cuts and changes
Indicates that the Administration is itself
divided On the Issue. We ask that you do
everything within your power in relationship
to both budgetary cht.nges and appropria
tions, and the impact of your oftice on White
House decision-making, to question these
planned cuts, and attempt to reverse them.
At a time when the spectres of increased un
employment and llvlng costs haunt the poor
and threaten to impoverish new segments of
our population, it would seem essential to
strengthen and innovate, and not to weaken
federai anti-poverty efforts.

JAMES M. KARLS,
President.

RESOLUTION BY BIOLA-PERSHING UNION ELE
MENTARY SCHOOL BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Whereas, the Biola-Pershing Union Ele
mentary School Board of Trustees has had
a continuing Interest In Project Head Start's

offer of social, educational, and medical serv
Ices to chlldren in the school district; and

Whereas, research h(la shown Head Start
to be one of the most effective community
action programs actually helping to break
the poverty cycle; and

Whereas, proposed budget cuts will mean
the possible dropping of. the Biola-Pershing
Union Elementary School Head Start Class
and the ellminatlon of eighteen pre-School
students from a vitally needed educational
service; and

Whereas, there is dire need to Increase
Head Start funding rather than decrease It
since only ten.percent of the ellgible children
can now be served; and

Whereas, it is now accepted that preventa
tive programs such as Head Start are ulti
mately less expensive to the taxpayer than
are remedial programs,

Therefore, be it resolved that ihe Board go
on record as strongly urging that Head Start
funding cu~s be immediately restored, that
Head Start funds be Increased in the imme
diate future, and that monies appropriated
by Congress for Head Start be earmarked for
Head Start in order to ellmlnate the Ukell
hood of cuts by the national administration.

Adopted this 4th day of November, 1970.
FRANCIS McEWEN,

Board. President.
AUGUST KERBER,

Clerk.
JACK RUDOLF,

Borzrd Member.
CARROLL NELSON,

Board. Member.

ESCONDIDO UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT,
Escondido, Calif., November 9,1970.

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON,
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Bllilding, Wash

ington, D.C.
DEAR SEN. CRANSTON: I am certain that

you are already well aware of theO.E.O.
plan to channel soine of the funds preViously
available for Head start programs into other'
programs during the current funding year.'
Here, in San Diego County, we have been
told that the program in Escondido wlll most
llkely have to absorb a 13% cut in its opera
tions starting In February. Since we are now
operating the program with more than the
required 20% in-kind contribution and with
less expensive non-credentialed help and
the most frugal possible use of transporta
tion funds, there is nowhere left to go but
to cut the number of children. In our pro
gram, we are, at present, only able to handle
those chlldren with the most llmlted Engllsh
and the greatest medical needs. To cut any
of these wlll be heartbreaking.

It Is my understanding that in making
funds available to O.E.O. for the operation of
Head Start, the Congress had not really In
tended for them to appropriate some of this
money for other uses. If this was indeed the
intent, is there anything that can be done
to prevent this cut-back? It is particularly
sad to contemplate at a time when costs are
rising and, at the same time, at a time when
the community commitment to Head Start
and other compensatory education programs
is growing. Many of our volunteers come
from the middle-class community and their
understanding and enthusiasm for Head
Start is apparent.

Please help us if you are at all able to do
so.

Sincerely,
Mrs. MARGARET HORTON,

Coordinator, Compensatory Education.

BOARD OF EDUCATION, FREsNO CoUNTY,
Fresno, Calif.

RESOLUTION
Whereas, the Fresno County Board of Edu

cation has long been a supporter of the
Head Start Program conducted by OEO and
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the. local Economic Opportunities Commis
sion. and

Whereas. the present project has reached
only 10% of the number of preschool chil
dren eligible for the program due to lack of
proper funding. and.

Whereas. the. program has been a most suc
cessful community action component of the
War on Poverty within our community. state
and the nation, and.

Whereas. the present proposed cutbacks of
15% would severely curtail the operation of
the program for the children and families
involved.

Therefore. be it resolved. that the Fresno
County Board of Education urgently requests
reconsideration and restoration of author
ized funding for the Head Start Program,
and.

Further resolves that this resolution be
forwiuded to all representatives charged with
making this decision.

ERNEST A. POORE,
Secretary, Fresno County Board 01

Education, Superintendent Fresno
County Schools.

OCTOBER 29, 1970.

THE CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA.
November 6, 1970.

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON,
U.S. Senator,
Senate Office Building,
W/lShington, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: The Regional
Head Start office in San Francisco has cut
the funds for Head Start in San Diego
County by $206.000 for our next funding
year. This is a cut of 13.45%. but figuring
the increased prices of food. transportation
and labor, it is actually a 20% cut.

It Is a shame that an apparently success
ful program such as that developed by Head
Start in San Diego County is now faced with
the possibillty of dropping 300 to 400 children
from the program before the school year is
out.

Older citizens are able to compensate and
adjust for changes that must be made, but
when a program is started for children and
is then suddenly curtailed. their inabillty to
understand may have a profound effect on
their entire lives.

Please reconsider funding of the Head
Start program for San Diego County.

Sincerely yours.
THOMAS D. HAMILTON, Jr.

Mayor.

SOCIAL SERVICE DEPARTMENT,
Santa Rosa, Calif., November 6, 1970.

Senator ALAN CRANSTON,
U.S. Senate,
senate Office BUilding.
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: I am directing
this letter to you as an appeal for your sup
port in blocking a pending cutback in the
funding of the Headstart program.

I believe I can speak With some authority
regarding the success of this program in ac
complishing its stated goals during the few
short years it has been in existence. I base my
observations and comments on the follOWing
vocational background and direct experi
ence with the program. During the last 19
years. I have been employed in the Public
Welfare System in California. The last five
of these years have been as Director of a
County Welfare Department; the first four
years in Kings County and the past year in
Sonoma County. During these five years. I
have also served on the Board of Directors
for the local COmmunity Action Agency. in
each County, responsible for administering
the Office of Economic Opportunity programs.
including Headstart. During the four years
I was in Kings County, I served as a member
of the evaluation team for the Headstart
program. We annually assessed the success

of the program and its effectiveness and sub
mitted a written report of our findings to
the Regional Office of Economic Opportunity.
This past year, since coInIng to Sonoma
County. I have served as an agency repre
sentative to the Sonoma County Headstart
Council. Inc. I think you can see that I speak
from more than just a rUdimentary knowl
edge of the Headstart program.

During my years of experience in Public
Welfare. I have become aware of many rea
sons for the patterns of dependency and pov
erty with which we work. One of the primary
reasons. is a lack of basic vocational and
educational skills. A study, which I con
ducted while in Kings County, of the char
acteristics of our Aid to Families with De
pendent Children Unemployed Parent case
load showed that the average grade level
attained by the fathers was sixth grade and
by the mothers seventh grade. These parents
came from family backgrounds in which they
were culturally and/or economically severely
deprived. Most had dropped out of school
at an early age because they could not suc
cessful1y compete With the other students
and because of the economic pressures at
home requiring them to seek employment.
Most of these parents wanted something bet
ter for their children and saw Headstart as
a means to that end. I belleve the effective
ness of the Headstart program can best be
illustrated by the following true story.

During one of my visits. as a member of
the Headstart evaluation team. to a local
school where a Headstart program had been
in operation for two years. I had the 00
casion to taik with one of the kindergarten
teachers regarding her impression of the
Headstart program. She was critical of the
program, stating that because of it she had
been forced into changing her whole teach
ing pattern. The children entering her class
from the Headstart program were so much
further ahead of the other children, as re
flected in their knOWledge, inquisitiveness
and classroom skills. that they were a real
chal1enge to her teaching skills. While this
observation was intended as a criticism, it
was. in fact, a welcome compliment. for it
highlighted the very goals Which Headstart
endeavors to accomplish.

At a time when our national leaders are
seeking solutions to the problems of de
pendency and poverty. it does seem sOmewhat
incredulous that they would sharply reduce
the effectiveness of one of the most potent
weapons in the war on poverty. I am con
vinced that if the generational pattern of
poverty is to be altered. we must place our
greatest efforts on the upcoming generation
represented by the preschoolers who are now
being helped so effectively through the
Headstart program.

Thank you for your help as a concerned
and responsible legislator in continuing
the adequate funding of this most worth
while investment in our Nation's future.

Very trUly yours,
PAUL M. ALLEN. Jr.,

Director.

HEADSTART,
Oxnal"d, Calif., November 12, 1970.

Senator CRANSTON,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: The Head Start
parents and staff of Ventura County, Cali
fornia. would like to express the deepest and
sincerest appreciation of the efforts you have
made in behalf of the Head Start Program.
We hope that we can. with your help. make
our needs more strongly felt.

A letter campaign supporting the amend
ment proposal co-sponsored by your office
has been organized. Please help us to concen
trate our efforts Where they will be most
beneficial. In your opinion. would it be best

to write to the Representatives who might
"ote against the amendment? 11 so. we re
quest the names of these representatives in
order to make them aware of our needs and
opinions.

Thanking you for your concern. we hope
to hear from you very soon.

Sincerely.
CREDA STANLEY,

Parent lltv. Coordinator.

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE.
National City, Calif.• November 12, 1970.

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CRANSTON: The members of our
Education Committee, as wel1 as our Board
of Directors. are concerned with the decision
to reduce Project Head Start operating funds
by 13.45 percent. This cutback will lower the
number of children enrol1ed in the program
in San Diego County from 1.200 to 900.

We feel that the Head Start Program has
established a record of success in helping
young children and urge you to do whatever
is in your power to restore the operating
funds.

Your consideration wlll be appreciated.
Respectful1y.

BERNARD C. SCHEMMER.
President.

THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA. CALIF.•
November 12, 1970.

Senator ALAN CRANSTON.
Senate Office BUilding,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: Speaking on my
own behalf. I would like to express at this
time my support for the Senate Appropri
ation Committee Amendment to B.R. 18515,
which provided $339 million for Head Start,
to be administered from the Department of
Health. Education and Welfare. I feel that
Head Start has been a vital and viable pro
gram in our community.

It Is my sincere hope that this amend
ment will meet with your approval and will
be adopted by Congress and signed by the
President. Programs of this type truly de
serve our support and financial assistance
in order for them to attain the highest pos
sible degree of success.

Thank you for your consideration of this
issue and I know that your decision wlll be
in the best interes ts of all concerned.

Sincerely,
GARY G. GILLMOR, Mayor.

CONSTRUCTION AND GENERAL LABOR
ERS' LOCAL UNION No. 270

San Jose, Calif., November 11, 1970.
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON.
U.S. Senate,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR: The members and of
ficers of Construction & General Laborers
Union Local 270 are vitally concerned with
the continuance of the Head Start Program
for pre-school children in low-income
families.

This important program for pre-schOOl
children has been cut three of the last four
years, and this last proposed cut of 13.5 per
cent wlll destroy it.

We have been informed that you will in
troduce an amendment to increase Head
Start funds by $398 milllon when the
Health. Education & Welfare appropriation
reaches the Senate fioor after the recess.

Your great concern in seeing that this
program be increased and not cut by 13.5
per cent for the best interest of these chil
dren is commendable and appreciated by 9011
your constituents.

Respectful1y )·ours.
R. H. MEDINA,

Secretary-Treasurer.
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THE CENTRAL LABoR COUNCIL OF

SANTA CLARA COUNTY, AFL-CIO,
San Jose, Calif, November 9, 1970.

President RICHARD NIXON,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Upon reliable infor
mation that the nationwide Head Start Pro
gram cutback for the coming year 1971 of
about 13 % would mean a cut of $66,282, or
13.45 %; a loss of at least 60 children and 10
to 12 staff or a reduction leaving no pre
school education for 280 children for four (4)
months and no jobs for 70 persons for four
(4) months, delegates of the Central Labor
Council of Santa Clara County, AFIr-CIO, in
regular meeting November 2, 1970, voted
unanimously to concur In its EKecutlve Board
recommendation to protest such cutback
and to support an increase in HEW appropri
ation for Head Start.

Organized Labor in Santa Clara County
sponsored the very first Head Start program
In this area and has since been strongly be
hind this type of program for pre-school chil
dren in low income families. This support is
even more critical at this juncture of in
creasing un-employment and what seems to
working people to be inappropriate and un
just frugality in education, particularly In
the dual language and lower income seg
ments of Santa Clara County's social struc
ture.

The Council therefore urges your support
of a Senate Appropriation Committee amend
ment to Increase Head Start funds when the
Health, Education and Welfare appropria
tion reaches the Senate fioor after recess.

Sincerely yours,
EMERSON STREET,

Business Representative.

CITY OF CARPINTERIA, CALIF.,
October 23, 1970.

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON,
U.S. Senator,
Los Angeles, Calif·

DEAR SENATOR CRA.NSTON: The Carpinteria
City Council has become seriously concerned
about the possibility of reduction in some
of the programs sponsored by the Community
Action Commission of Santa Barbara County.
We are particularly concerned about the
Head Start Program and the proposed cuts
as they affect our area. We have attached to
this letter an editorial which you may have
already seen but which we feel very accurately
and succinctly expresses our concern relat
ing to this matter. We urge that you restore
any cuts In this particular area and suggest
instead, since we do agree on the need for
economy in the government, that there are
other areas much less critical to the future of
our nation which can survive this type of
reduction.

Sincerely yours,
ALLAN R. COATES, Jr.,

Mayor.
CRESENCIANO DE ALBA,

President, Carpinteria Valley Community
Council.

RORERT "OLLY" OLIVAS.
. Councilman and Community Action

Commissioner.
JACQUE PAULSEN,

Community Action Commissioner.

COUNTY OF TULARE, BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS,

Visalia, Calif., November 9, 1970.
Senator ALAN CRANSTON,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAB SENATOR CRANSTON: We have been ad
Vised by our local Community Action Agency
that a 10% cut-back Is proposed for the
Child-Care and Head Start portions of the
OEO program. It is our observation that
these have been the most acceptable and
productive of the anti-poverty efforts. We

would think that there might be other areas
to consider cutting back before these.

Sincerely,
DONALD M. HILLMAN,

Chairman, Board. Of Supervisors.

HEAD START CUTS HURT CIULDREN
An effect of the Nixon administration's

strange order of spending priorities has
struck home in Sacramento, with a $100,000
cut in funds for the admirable Head Start
program.

This program is one of the more salutary
and practical aspects of the War on Poverty,
prOViding educational, medical, dental,
psychiatric and dietary services for preschool
children in low-income neighborhoods.

It achievements have been Widely ap
plaUded, in sacramento and elsewhere
through the nation. It has served to prOVide
otherwise disadvantaged children that first
foot up the ladder which enables them to
go on successfUlly through their later school
years.

Al though Congress specifically allocated
funds for this popular program in a manner
intended to defeat any slashes by the ad
ministration, officials In the Health, Educa
tion and Welfare Department have been able
to subvert Congress' wHl and have ordered
budget cuts in communities across the coun
try where Head Start programs have proved
so valuable and elfective.

It Is scant solace to the Sacramento com
munity that the $100,000 cutback Is being
balRnced in a way that no single aspect of
the program w1ll be killed outright.

The fact is this worthy program will not be
available on the scale of the demonstrated
need. Instead of being contracted, its activi
ties should have been expanded.

This Is a strange index of the adminlstra
tlon's scale of value;; concerning the natton's
priceless asset-its children. (Sacramento
Bee.)

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
November 5, 1970.

Mr. ALAN CRANSTON,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Ma. CRANSTON: Please be advised that
the Fresno County Board of Supervisors, at
their regular meeting of November 3, 1970,
unanimously approved the enclosed resolu
tion urging restoration of funds cut from
Project Head Start's bUdget.

Your attention to the enclosed resolution
wlll be greatly appreciated.

RespectfUlly,
CARL H. MELOM,

Clel'k of the Board of Supervisors.

RESOLUTION
Whereas, the Fresno County Board of Su

pervisors has had a continuing Interest in
Project Head Start's offer of social, educa
tional, and medical services to children in
Fresno County; and

Whereas,research has shown Head Start
to be one of the most effective Community
Action Programs actually helping to break
the poverty cycle; and

Whereas, proposed budget cuts wlll mean
dropping some 200 of the 625 chlldren now
being served In Fresno County, and cutting
the number of classes from 37 to around 25;
and

Whereas, there is dire need to increase
Head Start funding rather than decrease it
since only one-tenth of the eligible chlldren
can now be served; and

Whereas, it Is now accepted that preventive
programs such as Head Start are ultimately
less expensive to the taxpayer than are re
medial programs;

Now, therefore, be it resolved that this
Board go on record as strongly urging that
Head Start funding cuts be immediately re
stored, that Head Start funds be substan·

tially increased in the immediate future, and
that monies appropriated by Congress for
Head start be earmarked for Head Start in
order to eliminate the likelihood of cuts by
the national adm1nlstration.

Adopted by the Fresno County Board Of
. Supervisors this 3rd day of November, 1970,
by the following vote, to-wit:

Ayes: Supervisors Reich, Ventura, Cassidy,
Krebs, Craven.

Noes: None.
Absent: None.

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNXVEB
SITY WOMEN, LA MEsA BUNCH,
La Mesa, Calif., November 11, 1970.

Hen. ALAN CRANSTON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

SIR: As Area Representative fnr Education
of the La Mesa Branch ot American Associa
tion of University Women I wish to express
my concern over the proposed cut of 13.45%
of the budget of the Head Start Program In
San Diego for the coming year.

The present bUdget serves only one of
fifteen children eligible between the ages of
3 to 5. The 13.45% cut w1ll eliminate 300 of
the 1200 children we are currently serving.

We are asking your special help in the
name of the children, parents, and the Com
munity at large, so that we may avoid such
a cut.

RespectfUlly,
Mrs. KENNETH GREENLEAF.

YOUNG WOMEN'S
CHRISTIAN AssoCIATION,

Santa CrUll, Calif., November 4, 1970.
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAB MR. CRANSTON: The Publlc Affairs
Committee of the Y.W.C.A. would like to
register its objection to the possibWty of cut
backs in the Headstart budget for the 1970
fiscal year.

The Y was closely associated with early
Hearstart programs in Santa Cruz, proViding
both volunteers and space. We feel strongly
that any program that alms at preventing
poverty through the increasing and improv
ing of educational opportunities deserves top
priority in bUdget considerations.

Reducing the Headstart bUdget by 13.45%
prevents the program from serving the num
ber of children who need it, thereby letting
down the whole co=unity.

We strongly urge you to support ali eI
forts to increase rather than decrease the
funds allocated to Headstart in this and In
succeeding years.

Mrs. HUGH S. JOHNSTON,
Chairman, YWCA Public Alfairs Com

mittee.

PASADENA-FOOTHILL VALLEY YWCA,
Pasadena, Calif., November 4, 1970.

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: The Board of DI
rectors of the Pasadena Young Women's
Christian Association Is concerned by the re
cent cuts in the Head Start budget. We feel
that it is essential to prepare the disadvan
taged pre-school child for the challenge of
the school system: otherwise, the disadvan
taged child slips behind his peers and soon
drops out.

Head Start Is one of the most successful
programs in our country's etrort to break the
poverty cycle. In Pasadena the Head Start
programs have proved to be etrective, not only
for the children, but aiso for the parents who
are invoived through Head Start in educa
tional and self-help programs.

Surely now Is not the time to reduce serv
ices. We hope that you w1ll do everything pos
sible to restore Head Start funds and to en-
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large the Head start and pre-school programs
for the disadvantaged.

Sincerely,
ELIZABETH RHODES,

President.
DOROTHY TADA,

Executive Director.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, just
one thing. I hate to belabor this point,
but nobody is suggesting that Headstart
should not be taken up as a separate
item.

I was one of the originators of Head
start. What we are talking about is this
particular amendment. The Senator can
submit any amendment he wants in ref
erence to Headstart, any kind of amend
ment he wants, and bring it up in any
way he chooses so that the Senate can
work its will, up or down, the same as on
any of these items.

I do not want Headstart to get mixed
up with this basic policy question on
fiscal management. The Senator can
have all the time he wants to talk about
Headstart. and move to increase the
money or reduce it, either way.

Mr. CRANSTON. I understand.
Mr. MAGNUSON. But why talk about

Headstart now. until we finish this
amendment?

Mr. CRANSTON. The defeat of the
amendment would eliminate certain
funds that have been designated to in
sure that certain funds go to OEO, to
increase the Headstart program-not be
yond what it was in 1969; it would
still be below that, but it would start
moving back toward serving as many
people as were once served.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Well. that is what
we intend to do. But I do not know why
the Senator brings Headstart into this.
There are 15 other programs; we will
take them one by one. The Senator from
California can offer any kind of amend
ment he wants to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 3 minutes to the
chairman of the committee, the Sena
tor from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH).

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
rise in support of this amendment, be
cause it does include an appropriation
for Headstart. This amendment also pro
vides additional funds for the Office of
Economic Opportunity to maintain past
commitments in its basic, essential pov
erty efforts which meets the administra-'
tion request for innovative programs, re
search, and evaluation.

I am well aware and sympathetic to
ward congressional efforts to pare the
budget. However, I cannot sympathize
with austerity which sUbstantially cuts
back the programs designed to benefit
the poor, whose interests are continually
being sacrificed in the interest of econ
omy. If this Nation is to maintain the
confidence of the poor, our priorities and
spending must reflect genuine concern
for their needs.

The Headstart program is particularly
dear to me because I have been close
to it since its very inception. It was orig
inally started by the League of United
Latin American Citizens. It was then
called the Little Schools of the 400 be
cause its basic objective was to teach
Mexican-American children who did not
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know English, 400 basic English words so
that when they entered school they could
begin to understand tlleir English-speak
ing teachers.

The program was severely limited be
cause of lack of money but it was so suc
cessful that the State of Texas passed a
law incorporating the conGept as part
of their educational system. However, as
often happens to programs for the poor,
the State legislature did not appropriate
enough money and so it died before it
had started.

I can tell the Senate when Headstart
originated.

During the early formative days of the
great society, Dean John Silber of the
University of Texas brought this pro
gram to my attention and I was able to
get him an appointment with President
Johnson and OEO Director Sargent
Shriver, and a few months later Head
start was made part of this Nation's war
on poverty.

When the OEO program was being
written at the White House, Dr. John
Silber, who was dean of the College of
Arts and Sciences at the University of
Texas, phoned me and told me about the
program. I did not know anything about
it. It sounded a bit early for children to
start in such a program. I phoned to
Sargent Shriver, and he granted a
30-minute interview, which, after listen
ing to Dr. Silber, he extended to 2 hours.
Out of this interview the Headstart pro-
gram was born. '

From the very beginning, Headstart
has been the most successful of all our
efforts to fight poverty. It has been im
proved many times to the point that we
now provide educational, nutritional, and
medical benefits to children who are en
rolled. Their parents are benefited also
by allowing them for the first time to
participate in program decisions affect
ing their children.

I have received letters from Texas and
from nearly every State in the Union
protesting the projected cuts in the
Headstart programs. Most of these let
ters are from the parents of the children
who will suffer from these cuts in the
program. They plead for the opportunity
which the Headstart program provides
for their children. They know it will cer
tainly make a difference in the lives of
their children. We know it will too. How
can we allow one less child to go with
out the opportunity that will make the
difference in life for him?

All this amendment does is to make
good our promise to those mothers and
those children and to all Americans by
earmarking the $398 million we author
ized for Headstart when we extended the
Economic Opportunity Act.

Another thing :;: want to mention is
this program for jobs. We now have an
unemployment rate that has gone to the
highest level in years. This past Septem
ber, the Senate overwhelmingly passed
the Employment and Training Opportu
nity Act in response to record setting un
employment rates. We have never had as
many people unemployed since the great
depression. The Department of Labor re
ports that the actual number of unem
ployed workers totaled 4.3 million in
October. Since last OCtober, 1 year ago,
the number of unemployed persons re-

ported by the Department of Labor has
increased by 1.4 million. 'TIle most alarm
ing fact about this statistic is that near
ly 85 percent of this increase was among
long-employed full-time workers who
had lost their last jobs. Experts tell us
that there is no end in sight to this
downward spiral in emplo~'ment.

Clearly this is a time when we should
increase, not decrease our manpower
programs. The funds we are requesting
in this amendment will provide for man
power training activities at the levels
originally requested by the administra
tion.

The Senate Committee on Appropria
tions recommends $1,504,794,000 for
manpower programs under the Manpow
er Development and Training Act and
the Economic Opportunity Act. Our
amendment increases this amount by
$44,700,000 to equal the amount re
quested by the administration. The addi
tional money requested in our amend
ment will prevent cuts in established
programs which are effectively providing
manpower and training services for our
rapidly growing unemployed work force.

In addition to providing full funding
for the Headstart program and restor
ing the amount requested by the admin
istration for Manpower and Training
programs, our amendment provides
funds for other essential antipoverty
programs and activities in the Office of
Economic Opportunity at levels ap
proaching those which Congress intended
through the passage of the Economic
Opportunity Amendments of 1969.

These commitments made by Congress
in 1969, before inflation became so se
vere, will provide minimum essential
amounts needed to continue these high
ly successful and effective programs at
visible levels If the so-called war on
poverty is to maintain any sort of for
ward thrust it is important that Con
gress hold the line against retreat in
such essential and effective programs as:
legal services, emergency food and medi
cal service programs, comprehensive
health service programs, educational fol
low-through programs, VISTA, special
impact programs for economic develop
ment in urban and rural areas, and com
munity action-local initiative programs.

Our amendment appropriates a total
of $2,245,500,000 for programs conducted
under the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964. This amount is identical to the au
thorized figure in the bill which was
amended in 1969. The Senate Committee
on Appropriations has recommended
$2,063,900,000 for these programs. We
seek an increase of $181,600,000 which
will be earmarked as follows: Headstart,
$59,000,000; manpower and training,
$41,900,000; and the remaining $80,700,
000 will be allocated among the other es
sential poverty programs which I de
scribed.

I have no criticism of the Appropria
tions Committee. I am on it. They have
great difficulties. We have budget limita
tions. We are spending our money for
the wrong purposes in this country, and
I know the Appropriations Committee
has great pressures on it. But, Mr. Presi
dent, I consider this amount a reason
able and modest increase which is essen
tial to maintain a forward thrust in our
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efforts to combat poverty. I strongly
urge its adoption.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator for
yielding.

I understand that the committee has
reported out an amount of $339 million
for Headstart. I also understood the Sen
ator from Washington to say that it is
the intention of the committee members
to offer an amendment to the )J€nding
bill which would raise that amouf)t
still further.

Can the Senator from Washington tell
us how much more the committee plans
to increase the amount of the appropri
ation for Headstart?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I can answer that
question quickly. We had an amendment
prepared because we checked with offi
cials at Headstart. The sum of $339 rr:il
lion is what they had originally askeu for.
I think in the last 3 or 4 months, since
they appeared before the House and
Senate they claim now that they need
another $11 million, or $13 million-in
that range-to maintain their program
at the same level of activity for this com
ing year. We have an amendment pre
pared to that effect. If the Senate wants
to make it more--

Mr. AIKEN. Is it $15 million?
Mr. MAGNUSON. It is $15 million, or

something like that, we will be glad to do
it. I think $15 million is a better figure.
We are already $13 million over last year,
and the $15 million would make it $28
million over last year, or close to 10
percent.

Of course, everyone is for Headstart.
There is not a person in this country
who is not in favor of Headstart. But
someone has got to have some responsi
bility. This is what they said they could
use for it, and it is $50 million over last
year.

I hate to see Headstart where it is. I
wish it would be aimed the other way.
But that is the way the administration
wanted it, and that is what they did.

I am not wedded to this figure, but
this is what they say will keep it going
and do the job.

One would think, to listen to some of
these speeches, that we were asking for
the repeal of Headstart. Some repeal
$350 million. That is no repeal of Head
start. The sum of $350 million, I think, Is
a pretty good, sound endorsement of
Headstart by us.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

M. COTTON. How much time is left
on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York has.2 minutes re
maining. The Senator from Washington
has 8 minutes remaining.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sena
tor from New Hampshire such time as
he may require.

Mr. COTTON. Does the Senator from
New York intend to use his 2 minutes ~

Mr. JAVITS. I do.
Mr. COTTON. Then I serve notice,

Mr. President, that as soon as the Sen
ator from New York has used his 2 min-

utes, I shall move to lay the amendment
of the Senator from New York on the
table, just as they laid mine on the table.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may I say
to the Senator from New Hampshire
that I think he has now done what I
thought he would do yesterday, in defer
ence to his own point of view, with which
I heartily disagree.

I yield myself 1 minute.
r am not a bit insulted. The essence

of this matter is this: Senators who want
to increase this appropriation by $181
million will, I hope, see through this per
siflage, with all respect, about devolution
and direct appropriation, and under
stand that this is dollars and cents.

First, the fact is that we wish to in
crease the Headstart program by $60
million. Last year it was $326 million,
and we are seeking to raise that to $398
million.

I yield myself 1 final minute.
So far, the Senate Appropriations

Committee has raised it only $13 mil
lion, to $339 million.

Second, we want to raise the man
power funds by $41 million; and third,
we want to raise a whole list of other
items-health, nutrition, legal services,
community action programs, Vista, mi
grant programs, by approximately $80
million.

These are the real issues: do we want
to increase these programs to the extent
that this amendment does? That is the
basic issue, in my judgment. Mind you, I
have no arrogance about it whatever, on
this question of whom it is appropriated
to, because I think we have completed
that by locking in these devolution
agreements to expressly apply to any
tIling which Is appropriated.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
yield such time as he requh'es to the
Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. May I say to the Senator
from New York that my purpose in mak
ing the motion which I intend to make
is not in any way hostile to him, but it is
to enable the Senate, if it desires, to rid
itself of this amendment, which does not
leave us free to act in each case, and be
able to devote ourselves to this, without
it being interpreted as being against this
program or that program or some other,
so that we can start from scratch.

Mr. President, I move to lay the first
part of the amendment of the Senator
from New York on the table.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, as a sup
porter of the poverty program and a co
sponsor of the pending amendment to in
crease the OEO appropriation, I rise to
urge passage of the amendment by the
Senate.

When the Congress enacted the OEO
legislation in 1964, it recognized at that
time the need for specific efforts on the
part of the Federal Government to as
sist economically disadvantaged citizens.
At that time there were approximately
30 million Americans whose incomes fell
below the established poverty level of
$3,000 per year. Today, there are an esti
mated 25 million people with incomes be
low the poverty index. The number has
decreased but endless deprivation and
frustration still shatter the lives of two
many Americans. This is why it is im
portant that every avilable resource, pub-

lic and private, be mobilized to change
these conditions.

The amendment before us, if passed,
would provide a total of $2.25 billion for
programs conducted under the Office of
Economic Opportunity. Considering the
seriousness and the extensiveness of pov
erty in the United States, this in itself
is a small amount. The appropriation
could easily be three to four times tha t
amount. Be that as it may, the amount
is nonetheless $182 million over the
amount recommended by the Senate Ap
propriation Committee. It also repre
sents a substantial increase over the
amounts requested by the administra
tion and the House.

The $2.25 billion represents the re
mainder of the appropriations authorized
under the Economic Opportunity Act
Amendments of 1969, excluding $50 mil
lion which were appropriated earlier this
year for school desegregation assist
ance.

Under provisions of the amendment
$398 million are earmarked for the Head
start program and $802 million for work
and training opportunities. Fifty-nine
million dollars of the $182 million pro
posed increase would be added to Head
start, while $41.9 million would be used
for work training programs. The remain
ing $80.7 million would be dispersed
among a number of important OEO pro
grams such as legal services, community
action, research and development, and
others.

Prior to the development of Head
start, thousands of disadvantaged chil
dren, ages 3 to 6, did not have the oppor
tunity to participate in meaningful child
development programs. Through the ef
forts of Headstart they have been given
a chance and much has been done to en
hance their educational and physical
growth and development. By far, Head
start has been one of the most popular
and successful poverty programs. Not
only has it reached out into disadvan
taged neighborhoods to help children,
but, perhaps equally as important is the
fact that it has involved the parents of
the children in the program also. There
fore, I do not believe that this is the time
to allow 26,000 youngsters to be dropped
from this important program. If any
thing, the program should be expanded.
The 1970 appropriation of $326 million
allowed the full year program to serve
262,900 children which represented only
about 18 percent of the nationwide eli
gible population. An additional 14 per
cent, 208,700, of the eligible children par
ticipated in summer programs. For fiscal
1971 the administration requested $339
million which is the amount the Senate
Appropriations Committee has recom
mended. However, due to inflation and
other factors, the Office of Child Devel
0pment estimates that at least $350 mil
lion will be needed in fiscal 1971 just to
maintain programs at the level of the
previous year. Furthermore, the $350
million will not be sufficient to permit the
conversion of all children to fun-year
programs which is what the Office of
Child Development would like to do. The
amendment before us will permit expan
sion of the program to accommodate an
additional 50.000 to 60,000 children in
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the program, This request is justified 1n
view of the fact that the program has
proven its effectiveness in helping dis
advantaged children overcome many of
the handicaps of their immediate en
vironments and because the need for
more youngsters to participate is so great
at this time.

It seems to me that if the priorities of
this Nation were reoriented toward the
resolution of our problems here at home
and for improvement in the quality of
life for all Americans, programs like
Headstal't might well be funded in terms
of billions of dollars. As an October 24,
1970, Washington Post editorial stated,
"there are easily that many children who
need it, not only among the poor but
among the lower and middle classes,"
as well.

Finally, Mr. President, unemployment
in this country has consistently risen
during the past 18 or more months.
Latest figures for the month of October
1970 show that at least 5.6 percent of
the American workforce is now unem
ployed. This is one-tenth of 1 percent
higher than it was in September of 1970
and an increase of 2.4 percent over the
figure for October of 1969. Hardest hit by
the unemployment are those individuals
and famllies residing in urban poverty
communities with an estimated 24 per
cent of these individuals unemployed.
Equally appalling are the rates for teen
agers at 17 percent with unemployment
among black teen-agers residing in pov
erty areas at approximately 35 percent.
Some experts predict that unemploy
ment will continue to hold at the current
level or grow increasingly worse before
it gets better. We must begin now to
attack this serious problem. That is why
we have offered this amendment. Passage
of the amendment will eliminate the
necessity for cutting back the Concen
trated Employment program by $6.5 mil
lion; the Public Service Careers program
by $5.2 million; $2.2 million from Opera
tion Mainstream; $9.6 million from the
Job Corps program; and $18.3 million for
the Neighborhood Youth Corps in school,
out-of-school, and summer programs.

If the amendment fails, all of these
programs will be drastically reduced. It
is imperative that we work to bring relief
to the many families now affected by
high unemployment. To do so requires a
commitment-a commitment by the
Congress and by the administration. As
unemployment gets worse, more and
more people and organizations will turn
to the Federal Government for assistance
and relief from the problem of chronic
unemployment. This body made an ini
tial commitment when it passed the Em
ployment and' Training Opportunities
Act little over a month ago. I was
delighted to see that the House passed a
similar bill on November 17. Both bills
provide for the creation of public service
jobs as a means for providing employ
ment for the unemployed. All of these
efforts are necessary if we are to be suc
cessful. Therefore, I urge the Senate to
pass this amendment.

CHILDREN: OUB FIllST PRIORITY

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the
amendment No. 1068 to the Labor-HEW
appropriations bill, S.· 18515, providinl

full funding for the OEO Headstart pro
gram is worthy of attention and support.
We can in good conscience do no less
and indeed we should be doing more
for the children and families of the poor
who benefit so greatly from this program.

For too long, this program, one of the
few that we have created which promise
to make it a reality in this country that
all children, rich and poor alike, have
the benefit of a decent education, has
been underfunded, and therefore under
staffed and handicapped in achieving its
goals: to provide a head start for chil
dren and families who, because of the
vicious cycle of poverty, must enter regu
lar school already behind their fellow
students.

Many children are behind, not because
of a lack of ability, but as a result of the
limited educational opportunities avail
able to poor children at critical ages be
cause of the environment of our ghettos
and barrios, in rural and urban areas.

Many children are behind, not because
of a lack of initiat~ve, but because dis
ease and maln~trition,which cripple the
body and spirit, have gone undetected.

Many children are behind, not because
of an unwillingness to learn, but because
by being denied warmth, companionship,
and respect for ethnic and cultural iden
tities they are retreating before they
have a chance to know the dignity and
self-respect which sparks self-con
fidence.

Many children are behind, not because
of lack of parental supervision, but be
cause the parents of the poor have them
selves been denied the opportunity to
learn and know the benefits of education
and thereby create that home environ
ment which n:otivates their children to
learn.

Headstart was designed to attack
these problems-to broaden the educa
tional horizons of the poor child by
bringing new educational opportunities
to him; to halt disease by providing sup
portive health services; to end malnutri
tion by providing nutritious meals; to
bring children into contact with staff
and personnel who would extend love,
care, concern, and respect to poor chil
dren; to bring parents into the program
as paraprofessionals and advisers to pro
vide them the opportunity to learn and
to teach. Headstart has done a com
mendable job to the extent that we have
supported the program.

If we do not Increase the Headstart
appropriation, it means that we w1ll
reach fewer children in poverty, when
there are millions of children who qual
ify for the program but have no program
to enter. If we do not increase funds, it
will mean one less center here, one less
health aid there; an increase in the
pupil-staff ratio, a cold lunch rather
than a hot one; and, no eye checkup
versus a complete eye examination.

We have an obligation to human be
ings, and particularly children, who are
powerless to fight for themselves. It
seems that we tend to forget that as we
rush headlong into nonhuman spending
on a massive scale for bombs, weaponry,
highways, and the like. We must have as
a real priority our children, including the
children of the poor and disadvantaged.

How are we going to end poverty if we
create another generation of handi
capped children? How are we going to
prevent the rage and violence that has
plagued our cities if we deny another
generation of youth access to the Amer
ican dream?

The amendment would raise the over
all OEO appropriation to the level nec
essary to fund fully the amounts ear
marked for each program in the Eco
nomic Opportunity Amendments of 1969.
The bill reported by the Appropriations
Committee appropriates a total of $2.0G3
billion for these programs. Our amend
ment would increase the appropriation
for all OEO programs by $182 million so
as to fully fund those programs at the
authorized level. While the Appropria
tions Committee bill places the appropri
ation for Headstart, work and training
programs, and follow through in differ
ent locations throughout the bill, this
amendment consolidates the OEO pro
gram appropriations in one place, as CCll1

talned in the House passed bill, and thus
assures that the agreements delegating
administration of OEO programs to th~

Departments of Health, Education, and
Welfare, and Labor will be adhered to.

Let me emphasize that hearings be
fore both the Senate and House author
izing committees have amply demon
strated the need for more Headstart
funds. It takes $350,000,000 merely to
continue existing Headstart programs at
the fiscal year 1970 operating leve:. When
the Economic Opportunity amendments
of 1969 were enacted less than a year
ago, the specific allocation of $398,000,
000 was written into that legislation as
the earmarked amount for Headstart.
While Congress agreed to give the ad
ministration substantial fiexibility to
vary from these figures to the extent of
15 percent, the Congress did not intend
an idle gesture earmarking these specific
figures for particular programs. I find it
dimculty to understand why Headstart
has been chosen as the object of cutbacks
by the administration from the allocated
amounts. This seems to me to be an
abuse of the substantial fiexibility which
we gave the Director of OEO.

I think it is entirely apropriate, there
fore, in enacting this appropriation leg
islation to stress that with respect to
Headstart the Congress intends that
there be no cutbacks below the specific .
amounts of $398,000,000. Such fiexibllity
as we gave the Director of OEO should
be used to increase the amounts available
for Headstart. Instead of doubling and
then tripling so-called research and de
velopment programs which the OEO has
not yet developed adequate plans for, we
should be supporting and enhancing
proven antipoverty programs, particu
larly those that directly benefit and in
volve poor children and their parents.

Mr. President, I urge Senators to vote
for this amendment to the Labor-HEW
appropriations bili.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I support
enthusiastically the Javits amendment,
No. 1068, to the Labor-HEW appropri
tions bill.

This amendment, which I have cospon
sored. is necessary if we are to renew
our commitment to improving opportu-



38320 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE November 20, 1970

nities for all Americans. Programs like
Headstart and manpower training which
have proved successful should be ex
panded, not cut back. Even the increased
funding which this amendment would
provide is inadequate to fill present
needs.

The administration requested $339 mil
lion for Headstart. But it is clear that
to keep the program running at even its
present level, a minimum of $398 million
will be needed.

The last segment of society to fall vic
tim to the slash of the budget cutter
should be our children. Headstart is a
program that has given renewed hope
to hundreds of thousands of youngsters
all across America.

In my own State of Maine, there are
presently 15 Headstart programs help
ing over 1,000 children. Now is not the
time to deny them the benefits of pre
school development.

Instead of dropping children from the
program, we should be adding children.
Instead of cutting corners here, we
should be building Headstart into the
kind of constructive national program
it has shown itself capable of being.

If the appropriations which passed the
House of Representatives are not in
creased, 26,000 children who are pres
ently enrolled in Headstart will have to
be dropped. That would be a tragedy that
we simply cannot afford.

There are some 6 million disadvan
taged children under 6 years old in Amer
ica. Yet Headstart enrolls only one-quar
ter of a million. We are helping less than
one in 20 of the children who most need
our help.

There can be no excuse for our not
doing a better job in this area. We have
a proven, workable program, and we have
millions of children who can benefit from
that program. We should bring the chil
dren and the program together.

Some say this issue has become em
broiled in politics. There are some things
that must be more important than poli
tics. The lives of our children must be
more important than politics.

HEADSTART-MANPOWER-OTHER OEO

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the Of
fice of Economic Opportunity remains as
a clear symbol of hope to 25 million per
sons in this country who face the endur
ing misery of poverty. They lack ade
quate food; they are forced to live in
unsafe and deteriorating homes and they
are the last to receive basic medical care.
These are the constituents who have a
vested interest in whether the Senate
adequately funds the myriad of anti
poverty efforts that we have slowly de
veloped over the past 5 years.

The amendment now before the Sen
ate which I have cosponsored along with
colleagues of both parties would bring
Headstart funding to a level that more
nearly reflects our national educational
needs and responsibilities.

Headstart has been the cutting edge
of our attempts to provide adequate early
childhood education for disadvantaged
children. In countless cities and towns
throughout this Nation, children from
culturally deprived backgrounds have
been given a step up by Headstart so that

they might have the chance for an equal
educational opportunity.

Despite the accomplishments of Head
start, we were forced to accede last year
to a cut in the number of children served.
As Headstart was changed to a full-year
program in most cities, costs increased
somewhat but that rise was not matched
by adequate funds. As a result, some
150,000 fewer children participated in the
program.

Now, the $339 million appropriated by
the Appropriations Committee, while an
improvement over the House version, will
leave another 62,000 children without a
chance for Headstart this summer.

In Massachusetts I am told by Head
start directors that the proposed level
of funding will mean an ll-percent cut
back in funds which will nearly gut the
summer Headstart program. Last year,
Massachusetts Headstart was cut by
$443,000 and if this amendment is not ap
proved, another $633,000 is expected to be
cut from those programs.

Parents, teachers, and administrators
have been united in their strong and con
tinuing support for full funding of Head
start. I ask unanimous consent to intro
duce letters from Headstart Directors
who have written in support of the
amendment. They argue and I concur
that this is not the way in which we
should cut back on unnecessary spend
ing. Our priorities must assure that these
children have an opportunity to use the
educational resources that this has avail
able. Surely, if the, Nation is willing to
spend billions of dollars for unnecessary
weapons systems we can afford $398
million for a program that offers a
unique learning experience to 529,406 dis
advantaged children.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,

as follows:
MASSACHUSETTS

COMMUNITY TEAMWORK, INC.,

Lowell, Mass.
Present Head Start funding level of $166,

740 will be cut by 11 %. Reason given: "Budg_
et cuts due to previous over-extension of
funds and funneling of money into pilot
projects." 20 youngers will be cut from pro
gram; salarieS and services will be affected.
This program serves 33 Yo % of eligible popu
lation and an 8-12 % increase would be neces
sary to maintain present level.

Concentrated Employment Program is cur
rently funded at $1,600,000 and will be cut
to $1,408,127. 240 enrollees will be eliminated.
This program serves 12y:' % of eligible popu
lation, and a 20% increase would be neces
sary to maintain present level. NYC lost 20
slots due to reduction.

The overall program serves 5 % of eligible
population, and a 12% increase would be
necessary to maintain current level.

"Our concerns about Impending cuts in
manpower programs are especiRlly acute
since the employment picture In the area is
quite grim. The unemployment rate Is now
9.3%, the highest In Massachusetts and one
of the highest in the nation."

LEO F. DESJARLAIS,

Executive Director.

FRANKLIN COMMUNITY

ACTION CORPORATION,

Greenfield, Mass.
Present funding level is $147,000, of which

$60,000 is for community action and $87,000
for Head Start. Head Start will be cut by
11%, by $9,570. 15 children will be dropped

from program. 40 % of eligible population Is
being served, and a 10% Increase would be
necessary to maintain present level.

STANLEY GAWLE,
Director.

\VORCESl'ER COMMUNITY

ACTION COUNCIL, INC.,

Worcester, Mass.
Present funding level for Head Start is

$414,300 and will be cut by 9-11 %. or $37,
287 to $45,573. 40 children will be dropped;
program will be Shortened; adverse effects
on personnel and services. Program serves
405 out of 600 eligible children, or about
66%%, and an increase of 6.03'70 would be
necessary to maintain present level.

ROBERT T. CRONIN,

Worcester, Mass.

Present funding level of $143,200 will be
reduced to $127,448. "Deficits from prior
years, now beiilg felt, combined with Con
gressional cuts" was reason given. 20 chil
dren will be dropped from program, staff will
be affected, and 20 families will be deprived
of multi-aide services. 60% of the popula
tion Is now being served, and a 20% in
crease In funds would be necessary to main
tain current level.

Mrs. MARGARET DAVITT,

Director, Project Head Start,
Child Development Center,

Framingham, Mass.

Present funding level of $109,000 will be
cut by 9-11 %. 36 children wlll be dropped.
and percentage of needy population will
drop from 65% to 50%. 108 children are now
served. Services will be affected. A fund
ing level of $118.000 Is needed to maintain
present level, $160,000 would be an effec
tive level of operation.

WILLIAM C. EMSLEY,
Director, Operation Head Start,

Taunton, Mass.

Present funding level for Head Start is
$46,836. One of four full-year centers would
be closed if there is a reduction. 20% of
eligible populalion Is now served.

Mrs. ELIZABETH KIPP,
Director, Hampshire County Heart Start,

Northampton, Mass.

Present funding level is $280,000 includ
Ing $40.000 for Head Start. Head Start will
probably be reduced to $35.000. Reason
given: "All Headstart funds for this year
must be cut from 7 to 9% given by HEW
(0. C. D. Region I)". One of four classrooms
will be eliminated, dropping 15 children. 25 .
33 % of eligible popUlation is now being
served, and an increase of 20% In Head Start
and 20% in OEO funding would be neces
sary to maintain present level.

JAMES L. LAWBAUGH,

Executive Director, Haverhill
Community Action Committee, Inc.

Haverhill, Mass.

Present funding of Head Start Is $112,967
and will be cut 9-11 %, to about $100,000. 125
children (out of 6,000 eligible children) are
currently being served, and the reduction
will necessitate dropping 40 of these children.
A funding level of at least $130,000 is recom-.
mended to operate at sufficient level.

ROBERT S. SWAN,
Director, Project Head Start,
Springfield Action Commission,

Springfield, Mass.

Present funding of program IS $2,655,340
and will be reduced to $2,363,252. "Reduced
appropriations In OEO funded program, over
projections' of 1969 and 1970 unexpended
funds needed for refunding 1971 programs"
were reasons given. 197 children would be
eliminated with the cut. 16% are now served,
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individual sections of the bill. So will
others who join me in sponsoring this
basic amendment. I should like to feel
free for that purpose now, and would
like to make this suggestion, with all due
respect to the manager of the bill, that
perhaps this is a useful time, consider
ing the hour, to try to arrive at some
agreement on all amendments. I would
be willing, and perhaps others will, be
fore I withdraw my own, as perhaps this
could be a useful time to say that we
will take 20 minutes on each amendment,
10 minutes on amendments to amend
ments, and try to lock up the bill, as we
have argued just about everything.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Everything?
Mr. JAVITS. I submit that to the man

ager of the bill. Maybe I am saying this
because I just got knocked down.

UNANIlvtOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, 1 ask
unanimous consent that on all amend
ments the time be limited to 20 minutes,
with 10 minutes to a side; and 10 min
utes on any amendments to any amend
ment, with 5 minutes to a side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MA
THIAS). Is there objection to the req,lest
of the Senator fr:H11 Washington?

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I think we should
limit the time. We have discussed this
matter and rediscussed it. The 8enator
from New York will probably come up
with a substantial increase in funds for
Headstart and then the committee will
come up with something--

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am about to nl'~.

sent an amendment. .-
Mr. COTTON. The Senator from

Washington will come up with his
amendment, and we only get, how much
time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am going to pre
sent the amendment first and then other
people can up it and can submit amend
ments to up it, and then we can vote it
up or down.

Mr. COTTON. We can vote the amend
ments up or down, yes. That would be
only 5 minutes to a side, then, under this
agreement?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Twenty minutes on
each amendment.

Mr. COTTON. I believe the majority
leader just suggested that we could live
very well within the request by using one
hour on the bill. So I withdraw my ob
jection.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
modify the request to include 1 hour
on the bill, on final passage.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, let us un
derstand the request correctly now.
There will be 20 minutes on each amend
ment, divided 10 minutes to the pro
ponent and 10 minutes to the manager
or whoever is the opponent; and 10 min
utes on amendments to each amendment,
divided- 5 and 5, and then 1 hour on the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This will
be in the usual form?

Mr. JAVITS. That means the rule of
germaneness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Russell
Saxbe
Sparkman
Stennis
Tower
Tydings

Nelson
Pell
Randolph
Rlblcolf
Schweiker
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Wll11ams, N.J.
Yarborough
Young,Ohlo

Murphy
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Prouty
Proxmire
Scott
Smith
Spong
Talmadge
Thurmond
W1lliams. Del.
Young, N. Dak.

Ervin
Fannin
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hruska
Jordan. N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Magnuson
McClellan
McInt~'re
Mlller
Montoya

NAYS-35
Hol11ngs
Hughes
Jackson
Javlts
Kennedy
Mansfield
Mathias
McGovern
Metcalf
Mondale
Moss
Muskle

NOT VOTING--22
Allen Gore
Bayh Hart
Bellman Hatfield
Bennett Inouye
Cannon McCarthy
Dodd McGee
Fong Mundt
Goldwater Percy

So Mr. COTTON'S motion to table the
first part of Mr. JAVITS' amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. Is the remainder of the
amendment still pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is correct; the re
mainder of the Javits amendment is still
pending.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think
the Senate has expressed its desire to
work its will on individual sections of
the bill, I will submit amendments to

Brooke
BurdlC'k
Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Church
Cranston
Eagleton
Fulbright
GoodeH
Gravel
Harris
Hartke

Aiken
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bible
Boggs
Byrd, Va.
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Eastland
Ellender

(Mr. MCGEE), the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. RUSSELL), the Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN). the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), and the Sena
tor from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) are
necessarily absent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) ,
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SAXBE) antI the ~Jenator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER) are necessarily \bu~nt.

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY)
is absent on official business.

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

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dak')ta (Mr. MUNDT) would
vote "yea."

On this vote, the Senator fram Texas
(Mr. TOWER) is paired with the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD). If present
and voting, the Senator from Texas
would vote "yea" and the Senator from
Oregon would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 43,
n'itys 35, as follows:

[No. 389 Leg.]

YEAS--43
JOHN F. LAVENDIER.

Parent Coordinator,
FRANK V. JONES,

Head Start Director,
Barnstable Head Start Community

Action Committee Of Cape Cod and.
Islands, Inc., Hyannis, Mass.

Present funding of Head Start Is $242,271
and will be cut 10% to $218,044. Reduced
Rpproprlations was reason given. 30 children
will be dropped, and staff and services will be
adversely affected. 65 %, or 270 children out of
a possible 450 children, now being served, and
an Increase of 10% is needed to maintain
present level.

Present funding level of Head start Is
$393,288 and will be reduced by \I or 11%,
by $35,396 or $43,262. R'i'ason given: "reduc
tion of prior year unexpended funds and an
anticipated reduction In new appropriations,
based on the earmarking language In the
Economic Opportunity Act." 30-45 children
will be elimInated from program; staff and
services will be affected. 35-40% of ellglble
children are now being served, and a mini
mum Increase of 10% would be necessary to
continue present level. Agency serves 30%
popUlation, and needs funds to expand man
power programs.

AUSTIN G. CROSSMAN.
Head. Start Director,

DAVID L. HIGGINS,
Executive Director,

Montachtlsctt Opportunity Council, Inc.,
Leominster, Mass.

and a 24.1 % increase in funds would be nec
essary to maintain current level.

JOHN ScHAUT,
Head. Start Director, Action for

Boston community Development, Inc.
Boston, Mass.

Present funding level of $161,000 serving
120 children will be cut by 9-11 % to $146,
500 or $143,300. "Reduced House appropria
tions and deficit In return on unexpended
funds from previous fiscal years" were reasons
given. One class of 20 children will be
dropped, and personnel and services will be
adversely affected. 50% of current eligible
5-year-olds are being served, and a 5% In
crease In funds Is necessary to maintain pres
ent level. OEO versatile funding has not been
reduced, but 3 to 5% funding level Increase
would be necessary to maintain present level.

ARTHUR F.-KIMBER, Jr.,
Executive Director, Lynn Economic Op

portunity, Inc., Lynn, Mass.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the motion.

Mr. JAVITS. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Washington yield back the
remainder of his time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from New Hampshire. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE) ,
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART).
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Me-

, CARTHY), the Senator from Wyoming
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think my

amendment is still pending.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator is correct.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I withdraw

my amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

amendment is withdrawn.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I send

to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COOK) . The clerk will report the amend
ment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Washington (Mr.
MAGNUSON) offers the following amend
ment:

On page 33, line 16, strike out "$346,417,
000", a.nd Insert In lieu thereof "$361,417,000."

On page 33, line 17, strike out "$339,000,
000", a.nd Insert In lieu thereof "$354,000,
000".

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
amendment is now directed at one of the
items in the bill; namely, Headstart,
which is administered by the Office of
Child Development in HEW. The amount
of appropriation in 1970 was $326 million.
The Budget Bureau sent up the request
for $339 million. The House cut that back
to $321 million. We put that back up to
$339 million, or $17.7 million more than
the House figure.

The pending amendment would add
$15 million more, which would make it
almost $33 million over the House figure.

We have had lengthy testimony from
the OEO on Headstart and also from
five or six witnesses from my own State
who testified.

Since the hearing there have been
some problems, they say, at OEO with
Headstart and in the field. They say
that they might be from $10 million to
$13 million short of coming up to the
amount necessary to maintain their pro
gram. So we have recommended $15 mil
lion instead of $11 million so that they
will have plenty. That would make the
total amount $354 million for Head
start.

Mr. President, I yield to no one in my
dedication to Headstart since its be
ginning. It is one of the finer programs
commenced by OEO. However, we are
trying to be reasonable and keep it go
Ing as it should be kept going.

Mr. President, there will probably be
some amendments to further increase
this amount. The Senate can work its
will on the matter.

The committee has worked hard and
long. We think this is a reasonable figure
to keep OEO moving and to provide
for any increase they may need for this
year.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, how

much is the figure of $354 million be
low the authorized figure?

Mr. MAGNUSON. That would be $43
million plus below the authorized figure.
The authorized ceiling Is $398 million.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, do I un
derstand that the amendment is offered
jointly by the chairman of the subcom
mittee and the senator from New Hamp
shire (Mr. COTTON)?

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. HOLLAND. And in their judgment
this will furnish everything that Head
start says it can use.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is what they
told us and what other witnesses have
said.

I know that there will be an amend
ment to increase this amount and the
Senate can vote on it.

I will not yield back my tim€ until I
have to. Someone may force me into
using some time by some statements that
may ruffle my feathers a little bit.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, who con
trols the time in opposition?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
be the ranking minority member on the
committee. That would be the distin
gUished Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from New York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, here we
have the classic result which is fine.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask
that the Senator from New York control
the time in opposition.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New Hampshire. That
is very generous.

The classic result has now been
achieved in the Senate, in my judgment,
by tabling the portion of the amend
ment. I am not insulted, because that is
the way it should have been done. NoW
we are down to the idea of breaking it
down into individual components.

The first item deals with Headstart.
It is a good program. However, I do not
think we realize how little of the target
we are fulfilling. If the Senate goes
along with us we will amend the
amount to provide for 441,000 slots;
441,000 slots-in the most conservative
estimate-is something like one-fourth
or one-fifth of the total target popula
tion.

We did earmark up to $398 million
under the basic amendment.

':'he argument made by the Senator
from Washington that this does away
w:th the Appropriations Committee is
not a proper argument. He says that the
Appropriations Committee does not uo
anything if we go to the authorization
every time. That is not so in this case,
because the authorization falls so far
short of what ought be done that we at
least ought to go to the authorization.
That is the argument here. It Is not
entirely a finite question. It is not a
qualitative question. It is truly quanti
tative.

How much do we want to give of what
ought to be given? Do we want to make
it one-fifth or one-fourth? If so, how
much do we want to give? We should at
least give an amount up to the ceiling
that has been established.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the

Senator from New York admit that some
of these programs have greater priority
than others? Does he admit that?

Mr. JAVITS. I will admit that. How
ever, I cannot let it go unchallenged, for
this reason. We were not increasing this.
This had relatively lower priority. The
increases were perhaps $1 or $2, or $3
million.

Mr. PASTORE. That is not the point.
Mr. JAVITS. Also, I cannot agree that

only Headstart has a higher priority. I
happen to feel that Legal Services ought
to have the highest priority of any. I
happen to feel that way. I think I un
derstand the dynamics of the problem.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
whole argument of supporting the first
part of the Javits amendment was that
Headstart is a good program. I agree
that Headstart is an excellent program
and I intend to support it to its full
authorization.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. PASTORE. I will do the same

thing on manpower.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. PASTORE. And when it comes to

the others, I will have to exercise my
judgment.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is very gra
cious. When he is with us, we feel much
better.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I ~'ield to the Senator
from California.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
wish to offer a substitute amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. The amendment would
not be in order until the time is yielded
back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I suggest
that the Senator argue the substitute
now and we will submit it in due course.

Mr. CRANSTON. That will be agree
able.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, on be
half of Senators JAVITS, NELSON, MON
DALE, and myself, I plan to offer a sub
stitute amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator add the name of the Senator
from Rhode Island?

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator add the name of the Senator
from New Hampshire?

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator add the name of the Senator
from Oklahoma?

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PASTORE), the Sena.tor from New Hamp-



November 20, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 38323
shire (Mr. MCINTYRE), and the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS) be added
as cosponsors of the substitute amend
ment.

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

Mr. CRANSTON. The amendment
would simply restore the authorized
amount for this program. Instead of $15
million as proposed in the committee
amendment offered by the Senator from
Washington, the substitute amendment
would add $59 million to bring it to the
full authorized amount.

It seems difficult to contend that they
cannot handle these additional funds,
since even with the adoption of this
amendment we would serve 134,000 chil
dren less than were served in 1969. The
Headstart program has been going down
hill despite the fact it is one of the most
successful of our war on poverty pro
grams. It gives a great opportunity to
more underprivileged children who need
a hand in the early days of their lives, in
a way that involves their parents and
families. The program has paid tremen
dous dividends in dealing with poverty in
this country.

Mr. President, to be more precise, this
is plainly not a reckless or rash proposal
to add any vast sums. The administra
tion bUdget request for fiscal year 1971
would have served nearly 200,000 fewer
children than were served during fiscal
year 1969, a reduction of nearly one
third in the total number of children
served. Even the 529,000 children who
would be served under our proposal is
134,594 less than were served in 1969.

My final point is that even with the
adoption of my amendment we would
still be reaching only 36 percent of the
children who are eligible for and who
could benefit significantly from the
Headstart experience.

I do not see how it can be said we can
not handle the money that would enable
us to meet the level of less than 2 years
ago. And still under the amendment
there would be 134,594 less children
served than were in Headstart programs
in fiscal year 1969. We should be offering
an amendment to meet the needs of the
719,000 eligible children, who will not be
served even at the $398 million level, but
we are not doing that.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the names of the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA) and the
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH)
be added as cosponsors.

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

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

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have

served on the Subcommittee on Employ
ment, Manpower, and Poverty of the
Committee on Labor for some years. I
also serve as chairman of the Select Com
mittee on Equal Education. I have spent
a disproportionate percentage of my time
on the question of why it is that this rich
and powerful society somehow permits
millions of children never to become full
participants in the American system. We
have reviewed thousands of pages of tes
timony about experiments, ideas, and
notions to probe that single question. I

would say, without any doubt, that the
most hopeful, the most widely agreed
upon single strategy known today to
reach the problem of poverty and solve it
is a high quality, early childhood devel
opment program, which is what Head
start is all about. If we hope to do some
thing about poverty, the Senate will agree
to the amendment.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Minnesota has been a great
leader for many years in the Headstart
program and no one knows better than
he the importance of this amendment. I
have greatly enjoyed working with him
on the Employment, Manpower, and
Poverty Subcommittee and particularly
in working on his bill S. 2060, the Head
start Child Development Act, which I am
privileged to cosponsor.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining to the chair
man?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington has 6 minutes re
maining.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, in the ab
sence of the Senator from Washington I
yield myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire is recognized.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I have
great respect for Senators who want the
full authorization for Headstart. I would
be glad to vote for more money for Head
start than we have given. But I wish to
call two things to the attention of the
Senate. First, the President recom
mended this year $2.257 billion more for
HEW than was appropriated last year;
and the House added to this nearly $100
million and the Senate has added more
than $200 million.

It is easy, if one does not have the re
sponsibility, and I am not being virtuous
about it, to stand on the fioor and let
constituents at home know that a Sena
tor fought for full authorization for
Headstart. However, the authorization
for Headstart is $78 million more than
the House approved and some of us will
have to go into the committee on con
ference and do all we can to prevail to
hold this figure up as high as we can. The
fact remains that the folks back home
will think $78 million has been added to
this matter.

It was never said, and I am sure the
Senator from Washington intended to
say, that this is all Headstart asked for;
it is only what they said they could get
along with. Let us be frank. I might be
for more than that but I have to stay
with the committee because to go $78
million over the House is a futile gesture.

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

Mr. COTTON. I yield.
Mr. PASTORE. What do we say to our

constituents when a request was made for
$250 million for aid to Cambodia and we
cannot take care of our children in Amer
ica? These are questions we will have to
answer. I am not being critical of the
Senator, but if this country can afford to
give $1 billion for foreign aid to foreign
countries, why can we not afford to pro
vide for the children in our country?
That is the question in my mind.

Mr. COTTON. My good friend is ask
ing the wrong Senator. I have voted

against every foreign aid bill for the last
4 years and I am one Republican and
one administration Republican who does
not approve giving that money to Cam
bodia. I would just as soon throw it in the
sewer.

Mr. PASTORE. I was just giving the
Senator an argument for him to USe in
the conference. The Senator will have a
good argument when he goes to confer
ence.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I rise
to wholeheartedly support the amend
ment of the Senator from California (Mr.
CRANSTON) to provide additional funds
for the Headstart program.

I have supported this program since
its inception and have consistently voted
for increases during the years of its ex
istence.

The need to prepare our preschool chil
dren in low-income areas for full partici
pation in the education process was high
on the list of priorities of educators long
before the introduction on Headstart.
The years of Headstart's operation have
proven the wisdom of such a program.
Those children fortunate enough to par
ticipate have demonstrated achievement
far beyond those who have not been able
to benefit from Headstart.

The evidence of community accept
ance of Headstart has been brought
abundantly to my attention in recent
days and weeks. Nearly 1,000 New Hamp
shire residents, mostly parents of Head
start youngsters and community leaders
familiar with its results, have expressed
their full support for these additional
funds and their opposition to any cut
backs which would hamper the program.

I believe the necessity of this amend
ment is quite clear. All across the coun
try, Headstart programs report cutbacks
of 7 to 18 percent in their Headstart al
locations at a time when they would re
quire a 10- to 12-percent increase simply
to continue serving as many children as
they served last year. This at a time
by and large they are serving less than
20 percent of the children in their areas
in need of Headstart services.

If we do not provide these additional
funds, it will means that children will
not be able to attend classes; working
mothers will be forced to leave their jobs
to care for their children at home and
will thereby sUffer the loss of needed in
come; essential medical and dental care
of Headstart children will be stopped. In
addition, special breakfasts, snacks, and
hot lunches, which are important to the
health of these children, will be elimi
nated and other services will be cur
tailed.

Mr. President, this must not happen.
I urge that this amendment be adopted.

Mr. President, I will not burden my
colleagues nor the RECORD at this point
with length material which has come
to me from the people of New Hamp
shire supporting Headstart. But, I would
like to share one communication from
one of the hundred I have received
which I believe refiects the views of so
many.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this letter from Mr. Jack
Leonard of the Headstart program in
Claremont, N.H., be printed in the REC
ORD at this point.
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Yours truly,

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

YEAR AROUND HEAD START,
Claremont, N.H.

Senator '.LHOMAS McINTYRE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. McINTYRE: As a teacher aid in
the Head Start Program in Claremont, I am
appailed to learn of the recent cut in the
bUdget for this program.

I think first of all of the thirty children
that I will face each morning realizing that
perhaps next year not so many will be this
lucky. Due to present bUdget restrictions, we
already turn away needy children each year;
to add to that list of rejected young people
seems nothing less than criminal. This is
particularly meaningful in view of the re
cent industrial layoffs in the area that
threaten to increase the number of chil
dren needing a Head Start.

Perhaps the appropriations decrease will
affect the already inadequate service pro
grams offered through Head Start. Where
will the cut come? Shall we cut the length
of the program, sending the children back
home to their parents? It would mean an
end to the jobs they are now able to hold,
and a further drain on your welfare pro
gram. Financially, there Is no real saving,
and in terms of pride and independence
there will be a tragic loss. Or shall we trim
the essential medical care program, that
these children receive?

It hurts on another level to recognize that
once again the government Is holding out
one hand to the poor with help and stabbing
them in the back with the other. To fight
1n1lation for the working people by cutting
back the very programs that offer them hope
and reform for the future Is hypocritical,
near-sighted and blatantly political. When
education Is our best chance for real change
and Improvement in the future, why is it
always the first to be considered in the
bUdget decreases?

We would ask for an explanation for the
budget cut and a clarification for the gov
ernment's intentions and commitments to
the poor people of this nation. What guar
antees do we have against further cuts in
this or other programs, guarantees that
could begin to foster a real trust in our
leaders E.nd a hope for the future. We de
mand a restoration of the original budget
when Congress reconvenes, and further ask
an increase in the budget to meet the
growing needs of the young people in this
area.

JACK LEONARD.
MINNESOTA SUPPORTS FULL FUNDING

FOR HEADSTART
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, pos

sibly the greatest cause for divisiveness
and disillusionment with the Govern
ment by the economically depressed is
the holding out of promises and help,
then abruptly withdrawing it.

Headstart has offered help to many
children, families, and communities. To
seriously curtail its effectiveness by cut
backs is not good economy, but slow
strangulation of a program that has of
fered the only real hope to so many
thousands of children and parents.

Excerpts from a letter from a Head
start parent in Minnesota makes this
point more dramatically and with more
emphasis than the most articulate
speechwriter:

My son PaUl goes to Head Start. He is the
only chUd I have, and because of a lot of
happenings, pretty bad mishaps, Paul was
sort of shy, afraid and unsure of people.

Head Start has given him assureness that
he can make friends his own age to play with
Whereas before he had only older kids to
play with. Then when we moved all the chil
dren on our block were too old tor him to
play With. He's learned to share his play
things a responslb1l1ty to his own property
to property of others and to people.

He comes home after school and ra ttles
off some new poem or song, brings me home
a funny water paint or crayon colored pic
ture. These things, these few simple things,
warm my heart.

Your amendment might enable another's
son to be happy, enable another mother to
be happy. I'm a mother of whom if I could
would give the world to my son. I am poor
and must work hard for the few things 1m
able to give him but Head Start has given
him a lot I couldn't. Playmates to sing and
be happy With. It's just so hard to define or
describe how I feel tor what I see in Paul
since he's started. A little flesh on those ribs.
He's hungry. I've never seen him so hungry
before. I use to have to run behind him to
pick up his toys with occasion help from him
but now he picks them up ri~ht away be
cause that's what all his friends do at school
and the teachers say it is nice to do that.
So tell me we should cut Head Start. We
mothers of Head Start are praying your
amendment goes through so that more chil
dren get the advantages of the Head Start
as our children have.

What answer will we have for this
mother, and thousands of others like her,
if we do not pass the amendment that
provides full funding of Headstart pro
grams.

In Minnesota, Headstart programs al
ready operating on minimum budgets
have been told that cutbacks of up to
20 percent could be expected. In south
eastern Minnesota, where only 40 to 60
percent of the eligible children are
served, it would result in severely cur
tailing, if not eliminating, an effective
program.

The Dodge-Steele-Waseca Citizens
Action Council, Inc. in Waseca, Minn.
reports:

The impact on our total program will be
devastating. Our Agency is small. Further
strangUlation by the cutting of funds could
make us nothing more than simple window
dressing in the eyes of the lOW-income people
we serve.

A Headstart parent in Shakapee
writes:

Regional officials have said that our Head
Start program may be cut as much as 10%.
I refuse to understand this as I feel that they
should be allowed more money not less.
Right there serving only 50 children out of
300 or so eligible for Head Start. This pro
gram Is the best thing that could be done
for these children. It's just a shame that we
cannot serve all the eligible children. And
with the money they are receiving it's hard
to serve properly the 50 they are serving.
They're doing a wonderfUl job on the money
they have-but there is no doubt they need
morc money.

The director of the Minneapolis Head
start program telegraphed:

As Director of the Minneapolis Head Start
Program I woUld like to protest the proposed
cutback in the funding level ot Head Start.

Currently 288 disadvantaged children aged
5 are receiving preschool training, hot break
fast, lunches and essential medical care on
a full year basis. We are serving less than
twenty-five percent of the eligible families
in Hennepin County. Recent surveys show
more than 1,000 children in Minneapolis
qualify and would benefit from our compre-

hensive services. A ten to fourteen percent
cutback woUld equal twenty-five to thirty
thousand dollars. How can Congress ask us
to eliminate any children from our program
or reduce the effectiveness of the services
provided. I ask humbly for our children that
you give this whatever attention Is needed
in priorities that we may continue to serve
without fear of reprisals and cutbacks.

In a similar vein, Headstart parents
in St. Cloud, Minn. state:

We are well aware of the tremendous cost
Increases in the last few years in such items
as food, transportation, and health services,
which are essential parts of our program. Yet
for the past four years we have heen required
to operate at the same level of funding.

In the meantime, we have repeatedly heard
and read about the high priority the admin
istration has placed on early childhood pro
grams. In view ot this we find It extremely
difficult to understand why we are now faced
with funding cuts.

I have received other communications
from participating parents, teachers, and
concerned citizens from all over the State
of Minnesota, inclUding Angora, Avon,
Buhl, Chisholm, Dear River, Alborn
Brookston, Moorhead, Northome, Orr,
Virginia, Jordan, Shakapee, throughout
all of the Twin-Cities area of Minneap
olis-St. Paul, Crow Wing-Todd-Morrison
Tri-County CAP, Beltrami, and Cass
County CAC, st. ClOUd, Grand Marias,
and Meadowlands, to name only a few.

Similar appellls for full funding of
Headstart have come from practically
every State in the Nation. An Ohio pedi
atrician describes the Headstart program
as "the most successful far-ranging pro
gram for our Nation's disadvantaged
children that the Federal government
has ever undertaken." He continues:

I have had personal contact with many
pediatricians throughout the country whose
views are similar to mine. I think that a
de-emphasis of the Head Start Program, and
certainly the proposed budget cuts must be
considered a de-emphasis is exceedingly in-
appropriate. At a time when such basic
rights as equal health opportunities and
equai education for the nation's disadvan
taged children are foremost in the minds of
many, the de-emphasis of this widely ac
cepted program must be viewed as a direct
blow to the hopes of those concerned with
orderly change.

As an example of the impropriety of such
action the D.H.E.W. goals for 1971 place as
the number one priority the following: "To
intensify D.H.E.W, efforts and improve co
ordination of efforts at the Federal, State,
local and private levels to benefit children
during the first five years of life." The de
emphasis of the Head Start Program seems
to be in complete contra-distinction to this
stated D.H.E.W.ll:oai.

Hon. John Dempsey, the Governor of
Connecticut, says:

The proposed reduction in funds will af
fect many children throughout the nation
by either reducing or eliminating the services
available to them. The children of our
country are too important a nationai asset
for investments in their well-being to be de
creased.

And strong support for this bill was
expressed by Gov. Forrest H. Anderson,
of Montana.

Each of these cOll}munities has reiter
ated that what we do with our children
today, prepares them for the future. They
emphasize the education, medical and
dental services, and nutritional benefits
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The appropriation bill for OEO will soon

come before the Congress. This bill is ex
tremely important to Detroit·s effort to Im
pact on the socio-economlc problems beset
ting our city. We urge your assistance in sup
port of the efforts of Senators Javits and
Nelson for approprIations for fiscal year
1971-1972.

A letter Is being sent under separate cov
ers outlining the specific critical points for
our OEO program and the basis of our need
for addltionai funding.

ROMAN S. GRIBBS.
Mayor.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from AiabamL (Mr. ALLEN), the
Senator from IndIana (Mr. BAYH) , the
Senator from Nevll.da (Mr. CANNON), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD),
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLEN
DER), the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
GORE), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
HART), the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MCCARTHY), the Senator from Wyo
ming (Mr. MCGEE), the Senator from
\Vest Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the Sena
tor from Georgia (Mr. RUSSELL), the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN),
the Senator from l\lississippi (Mr.
STENNIS), and the Senator from Mary
land (Mr. TYDINGS) , are necesarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RANDOLPH) would vote "yea."

I further announce that, if preEent and
voting, the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
ELLENDER) would vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER).
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE), and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TO"YER) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY)
is absent on omcial business.

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

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD) is paired with the Sen
ator from Texas (Mr. TOWER). If present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
would vote "yea" and the Senator from
Texas would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Ha
waii (Mr. FONG) is paired with the Sen
ator from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Hawaii would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from South Dakota would vote
"nay."

The result was announced-yeas 44,
nays 32, as follows:

[No. 390 Leg.]

YEA8--44

avallable under the Headstart program.
In many of these communities, only one
out of six eligible children is being served,
and so successful has the program been
that parents are demanding increases in
funds. .

The Senate must reject the effort to
cut back on the Headstart program. We
must increase funds so as to provide a
real opportunity for our children. It is
in the best interest of our future and our
country that we increase, not decrease,
funds for Headstart.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

All time is yielded back and the Chair
recognizes the Senator from California.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, on be
half of myself and Senators NELSON,
JAVITS, MONDALE, GOODELL, HARRIS, HART,
KENNEDY, McINTYRE, MCGOVERN, MET
CALF, MONTOYA, MUSKIE, PASTORE, PELL,
SCHWEIKER and YARBOROUGH, I call up a
substitute amendment.

The legislative clerk read the amend
ment as follows:

On page 35, line 16, strike out "the numeral
and insert in lieu thereof "$405,417,000".

On page 33, line 17, strike out the numeral
and insert in lieu thereof "$398,000,000".

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I shall

not belabor this matter. This would re
store the authorized amount of $59 mil
lion instead of the $15 million added by
the committee amendment. This would
still reach 719,000 eligible children who
are not covered. We would not be cover
ing in the fiscal year this relates to as
many children as were covered 2 years
ago in Headstart, which is one of the
best of the war-on-poverty programs.

I would, of course, have preferred
adoption of our Amendment No. 1068 to
insure funding through OEO until the
authorization committee, the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, can con
sider this matter thoroughly and insure
that if direct appropriations to HEW are
to be made that the law mandates a con
tinued poverty orientation, community
involvement and participation of par
ents.

However, the Senate has gone along
with the Appropriations Committee's di
rect funding proposal and now I feel we
must help the Omce of Child Develop
ment to do the best possible job for the
most children in need.

I trust that HEW will continue to fol
low the guidelines in the delegation
agreement, and urge my colleagues to
support this substitute amendment to
give 20,000 more children a headstart.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I will be
brief.

My omce has received more mail in re
cent weeks protesting cutbacks in Michi
gan poverty and Headstart programs
than on any other item.

The message of these letters has been
clear.

The services provided by these pro
grams are needed and appreciated.
whether they help the elderly get to doc
tor apPOintments or give a poor child a
better chance to succeed in school.

And the p.eople who benefit from these
programs do not want the services cut
back, as would happen under the Presi
dent's budget requests.

Here are the mathematics of the situ
ation:

Congress can appropriate up to $2.245
billion for poverty programs this year.

The administration asks $2.08 billion,
including only $339 m~llion fur Headstart.

The amendment we now consider, of
which I am a cosponsor, would appro
priate the full authorization of $2.245
billion, inclUding $398 million for Head
start.

Here is what that amendment would
mean.

Rathel' than a cutback in Headstart,
the program could be expanded slightly.

Rather than a 2-percent cutback in lo
cal initiative programs as now envisioned
by the administration, I have been in
formed that our amendment would pro
vide the Office of Economic Opportunity
enough money to match last year's allo
cations.

Let me stress that,· in my corre
spondence with local OEO officials in
Michigan, the plea has not been for in
creases. but only for enough funds to
match last year's figures.

And, in my view, the cruelest aspect of
the proposed 2-percent reduction is that
the reduction was ordered because the
loca' programs had become more em

• cient; in spending their allocations.
Let me explain the situation as I un

derstand it.
As many of these new programs got

started, staffs, for one reason or another,
were not able to spend their entire allo
cation.

Other new programs were funded with
the leftover or carryover funds.

As the programs became more em
cient, can'yover funds were no longer
available, with the result that OEO was
left with more programs than funds.

In short, the reward for establishing
useful, efficient programs is to be a cut
back.

You do not have to be a member of
SDS to recognize that something is out
of whack in that approach.

If the reduction is allowed to stand,
you do not. have to be a person served by
one of these programs to question the
meaning of the Nation's commitment to
help the disadvantaged.

And you do not have to be a Member
of the Senate to know that whatever
increase we approve in this body will be
reduced in conference.

It is imperative then that we approve
the full authorization of $2.245 billion
for OEO programs.

I ask unanimous consent that a tele
gram from Mayor Roman Gribbs of De
troit be printed in the RECORD.

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

DETRorr, MICH.,
November IB, 1970.

senator PHILIP HART,
Old Senate BUilding,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HART: I concur and support
the efforts that have been made through the
Economic Opportunity Act to eliminate pov
erty. :Much needs to be done.
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So Mr. CRANSTON'S substitute amend
ment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is now on agreeing to the amend
ment as amended.

The amendment as amended was
agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask for its
immediate consideration. It is cospon
sored by the same Members as joined
with me on amendment No. 1068, and
also by Mr. HATFIELD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 2, line 13, strike $1,504,794,000 and

insert in lieu thereof "$1,546,694,000".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair l'ecognizes the Senator from New
York,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Again, what we are now proposing is
that piece of the original amendment
which was laid on the table which relates
to manpower training activities. It now
fits in in the part of the bill where it has
been left by the Appropriations Commit
tee, and Is appropriated directly to the
Department of Labor.

The $41.9 additional million which is
here provided for, Mr. President, will
bring it up, not just to the authoriza
tion; in this case it brings it up to the
amount requested by the administration
itself, which has been cut by the Appro
priations Committee.

We respectfully submit that most of
this figure is in the Neighborhood Youth
Corps, that is, JOBS with relation to
our youth, where unemployment is even
more difficult for them than it has ever
been before, with rates of unemployment
for teenagers running in the area of 24
percent for white teenagers and about
34 percent for blacks. This is especially
crucial in the slums and ghettos of the
country.

We felt that we ought to go at least
to the point that the President himself
requested in his budget. Instead of that,
both the House of Representatives and
the Senate-and incidentally, they have
done exactly the same thing-have cut
that figure by $41.9 million, which my
amendment seeks to restore.

Mr. President, the amount, if voted by
the Senate, will be divided as follows:

For the Neighborhood Youth Corps
in school program: $3.3 million. '

NAY8-32 York has taken the section "work and
training programs" all in one. Is that
correct?

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct.
Mr. MAGNUSON. The total to be add

ed is $41,900,000. \Ve approved the House
amount on all these programs. I know
there are many very important programs
in here-in school and summer programs
and the Job Corps. The big item is the
Job Corps and CEP, which, I hasten
to add, are being administered in the
Labor Department.

We thought we had a pretty good fig
ure, from the testimony of the people
who run these things. The Senator from
New Hampshire and I made an attempt
to increase the dropout program, but we
tried to spread the money equitably be
tween the counseling services and the
dropout, because we did not see how we
could separate the two. There is a grea t
dearth of counselors-one for every 1,200
students in the country, or something like
that.

We have no more to say. We think
that we have given a reasonable amount,
and the House went over this with a
fine-tooth comb, too. But the Senate can
direct us, if it wishes, and that is its
privilege, to go to the House with this
extra amount.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 1 minute.
Mr. President, this is very creditable,

and I am grateful to the Senator. It
bears out exactly how I felt about this
whole debate. Once we got over this dev
olution question, I really felt that it be
came a finite issue, in which the mem
bers of the committee, especially the
Senators from Washington and New
Hampshire, did the best they felt they
could, within the context of the Appro
priations Committee; and if anything
further was to be done, it would have to
be done in the Senate.

r most respectfully submit that this is
a well warranted increase, consideling
its purposes and considering that even
if granted, it still is within the Presi
dent's budget request.
SUPPORT OF JAVITS-NELSON AMENDMENT TO

H.R. 18515

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I also wish to express my
strong support for the Javits-Nelson
amendment to H.R. 18515, the fiscal 1971
Labor-HEW appropriations bill.

As chairman of the Senate Commit
tee on Aging, r wish to direct my remarks
to the funding provisions for work and
training programs for older workers.

Last month our unemployment rate
climbed to 5.6 percent-leaving 4.7 mil
lion Americans without jobs.

All age groups have been hard pressed
during our economic slOWdown, but older
workers and their families have been es
peciallY hard hit.

Today there are nearly 1 million per
sons 45 and older who have lost their
jobs.

For persons 55 and over, unemploy
ment has jumped sharply by 72 percent
since January 1969.

Once unemployed, these older workers
run the greatest risk of long-term job
lessness. Individuals 55 and older now
represent about 17 percent of the civilian

For the Neighborhood Youth Corps
summer job program, $7.8 million.

For the Neighborhood Youth Corps
out-of-school program, $7.2 million.

For Job Corps there is $9 million
provided.

For the Concentrated. Employment
Program-where we have a set hard core
program in a given slum area-$6.5
million.

For public service careers, $5.2 million.
For Mainstream, which as our col

leagues know, is a program largely to
help older people, $2.2 million.

This all is according to the budgeting
which has been done by the administra-
tion itself. .

The total number of additional train
ing slots which will be provided if this
amendment canies is 33,950. The amount
of improvement in overall terms-be
cause we are dealing with more than
900,000 people who are being trained
is very small, in terms of percentage.
But in the key areas for which this
amount is budgeted, it becomes critical,
very important, and extremely helpful.

Mr. President, following out the feel
ing of the Senate that it wished to vote
upar:. each of these items separately, and
bearing in mind that this one, like Head
start, is discussed in the greatest detail,
:r should like to submit--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator's time has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 2 addi
tional minutes. I should like to lay it be
fore the Senate on this basis.

One final point, Mr. President. Again
I revert to what has been argued here in
terms of the function of the Appropri
ations Committee.

Certainly, the Appropriations Commit
tee has every right to feel that its func
tion is one of screening, but it alsl) has a
function of determining what shall be
tlle priority; and while the Appropria
tions Committee may feel that a com
mittee set of priorities ought to obtain
in respect to a particular situation, the
Senate may have its own views as to
the importance of the programs I have
described.

Mr. President, I should like to point
out again the target population anci how
much of it is reached. In respect of
manpower training, it is estimated that
the number reached in even so highly a
desirable program is roughly only a
tenth of those who ought to be reached
if we really could do the job comprehen
sively. My amendment seeks to buttress
and strengthen this program in given
sensitive areas to the extent of the ad
ministration's budget request and no
more. I hope very much that the Sen
ate will look favorably upon it.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I reserve

the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time? Does the Senator from
Washington yield back the remainder of
his time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, as I
understand this-and I want to be very
fair about it-the Senator from' New
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So Mr. JAVITS' amendment was agrceJ.
to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the amendment
was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I mov·e
that the motion to reconsider be laid on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows: The Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLOTT) proposes an amendment
for himself and the Senator from Col
orado (Mr. DOMINICK) as follows:

On page 38, line 17, strike out "esti
mated" and insert in Ueu thereof "actually
expended."

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President. in the
committee reported bill, section 208 pro
vides that payments to State welfare
departments for services, staff training,
and administration not exceed 115 per
cent of the amount estimated for those
purposes for such state for fiscal year
1970. The purpose of this section is to
make administrative expenses controlla
ble rather than open-ended. I believe
that this purpose is admirable and jus
tifiable.

I have never been in favor of "open
ended" appropriations. There are times
when an "open-ended" appropriation is
necessary because expenses which will be
incurred are completely unpredictable.
I do not believe that these instances oc
cur frequently, and they should be
avoided whenever possible. With the ever
increasing Federal budget ail measures
which help to control the increase should
be considered and implemented if pos
sible.

With this background, I would like to
say that while I applaud the intent of
section 208, I am somewhat concerned
with the procedure which has been used
to implement the theory. Section 208
states in part that expenses under titles
I, IV, X, XIV, and XVI, of the Social Se
curity Act, in the aggregate, shall not
exceed 115 percent of the aggregate
amount estimated for these purposes for
such State for fiscal year 1970. My con
cern stems from the fact that the 115
percent limitation which is to be applied
is to be based on the estimated cost for
fiscal year 1970. I am sure that when this
provision was originally drafted the only
figures available were those which the
States had submitted as estimates. I now
understand that HEW has the actual ex-
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from New
York. On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) , the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FUL
BRIGHT), the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. GORE), the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. HART), the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from Louisi
ana (Mr. LoNG), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. MCCARTHY) , the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) , the Sena
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH),
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. Rus
SELL), the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SPARKMAN) , the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. STENNIS), and the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present,
and voting, the Senator from West Vir
ginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) would vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. 1 announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) ,
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
SAXBE), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY)
is absent on official business.

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

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOM
INICK) is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Ore
gon (Mr. HATFIELD) is paired with the
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Oregon would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Texas would vote "nay:'

On this vote, the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. FONG) is paired with the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT). If
present and voting, the Senator from
HawaU would vote "yea" and the Sena
tor from South Dakota would vote "nay:'

The result was announced-yeas 42,
nays 32. as follows:

(No. 391 Leg.)
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work force. But, they constitute more
than 23 percent of the very long-term
unemployed-27 weeks or longer.

For these long-term jobless individ
uals, :M:ainstream has literally been a life
saver.

:M:ainstream has helped provide em
ployment opportunities in needed com
munity services for the chronically un
employed poor who have limited pros
pects for jobs because of age or other
disadvantages.

Several pilot programs funded under
:M:ainstream-such as Green Thumb,
Green Light, Senior Aides, and the Senior
Community Service programs - have
amply demonstrated that older individu
als can make valuable contributions in
their communities.

For example, participants in the Green
Thumb program-sponsored by the Na
tional Farmers Union-have built more
than 350. roadside parks, planted more
than 1 million trees to beautify our coun
tryside, and helped to develop and restore
numerous historical sites.

The Senior Aides program conducted
by the National Councll of Senior Citi
zens has also provided new job oppor
tunities for low-income elderly persons in
the field of health, education, welfare,
and outreach activities.

And the National Council on the
Aging's Senior Community Service pro
grams have rendered important and
needed community services.

In my own State of New Jersey, these
"senior aides" have provided valuable
services as bilingual aides in elementary
schools. As a result, the non-English
speaking children have been able to
make a better adjustment to the com
munity, their schools, and the English
language.

The Javits-Nelson amendment will
help provide $41.9 million in increased
funding for employment and training
prOgI·ams. Of this total, an additional $2.2
million would be used for Mainstream,
increasing the. Senate Appropriations
Committee's recommendation from $38.8
million to $41 million.

This badlY needed funding can help
provide new employment opportUnities
for large numbers of older workers.

It can also be used to expand some of
the successful pilot projects under Main
stream-such as Green Thumb, Senior
Aides or the Senior Community Service
programs.

And it can help many disadvantaged
older workers back to the road of finan
cial recovery.

The rewards of this action are many.
For the individual, a job can be a pass

port to self-sufficiency and self-respect.
For his family, a regular paycheck can

offer the promise of a fuller and better
life.

And our society as a whole will bene
fit from the urgently needed commUnity
services provided by Mainstream work
ers.

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the
Javits-NeIson amendment to HR. 18515.

Mr. JAVITS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
senator from Washington yield back the
remaiJider of his time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.


