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parks and playgrounds-and that would
include a strong, but flexible education
program for those who have dropped out
of school.

We will never see victory in the war on
poverty unless we recognize the central
importance of employment and educa
tion. Of the 15 million people who moved
out of poverty in the past decade, over
99 percent were in families headed by
men who would be able to find jobs.
And in 1969, 50 percent of the pootaged
14 and over, had completed only 8 or
fewer years of school. These facts clearly
show that the main route out of poverty
is through a good job, but the poor are
at a distinct disadvantage in competing
for jobs in today's highly skilled labor
market.

Unemployment strikes especially hard
among young people who are poor.
By June 1971, there were 1,879,000 young
people, aged 16 to 19, out of work. This
alarming unemployment rate of 15.8
percent does not even take into account
the hundreds of thousands of young men
and women who have been looking for
jobs since the end of the school year.
But we are fully aware of the shocking
fact that for black youth living in pov
erty areas, the unemployment rate has
reached 41.2 percent.

These facts spell a national crisis that
demands immediate action.

But while 16- to 19-year-old unem
ployment has more than doubled since
1969, the number of Neighborhood youth
Corps out-of-school job opportunity slots
funded by the present administration
has sharply declined, from 50,000 down
to 36,800.

Meanwhile, the administration shut
down 59 Job Corps camps, ultimately
establishing only nine of the 30 inner
city Job Corps centers it had promised.
The result has been a 37.8-percent drop
in the level of corpsmen over the past
3 years, to 23,000. Even direct employ
ment by the Federal Government for
disadvantaged young people has been
cut back, from 76,000 in 1970 to 63,000
this year.

And it was not until April of this year
that the administration requested sup
plemental appropriations of $64.3 mil
lion for the NYC summer job program,
to provide a total of 514,200 job oppor
tunities on a reduced 9-week basis. Yet,
the League of Cities-U.S. Conference of
Mayors had established a need for $157.4
million in additional funds to provide a
total of 641,639 10-week summer job
opportunities for disadvantaged urban
youth, that could be effectively developed
and supervised. The final additional
appropriation passed by Congress raised
the administration request by $40.7
million.

The three Neighborhood Youth Corps
job programs-in-school, summer, and
out-of-school-have a tremendous po
tential fOr reaching our economically de
prived youth. Sponsored by local groups
\\'ho would have the best insight into the
needs and problems confronting these
young people, these programs offer a
young man or woman the vital oppor
tunity and incentive to continue their
education while also improving their em-

ployab1lity, with paid work and training
opportunities.

The typical NYC enrollee has dropped
out of high school and lives in a family
of eight or more persons, with an annual
income of up to $2,000. Particularly in
the out-of-school program, the enrollee
has been employed and contributed to
the family's support, but wants to im
prove his or her abilities to obtaIn a
meaningful and decent paying job.

We must· noteontinue to deny hun
dreds of thousands of our young people
this vital opportunity to make some
thing worthwhile of their lives. We are
talking about human dignity, a right
that has been cherished throughout
AmerIcan hIstory. I urge the Senate to
approve this additional appropriation for
the Neighborhood Youth Corps out-of
school program.

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

I thank my diStinguished colleague
from Minnesota for these very kind
comments. As one of the leaders in the
whole effort to develop a meaningful and
powerful program to eliminate poverty
in this country, we are glad to have his
suppOrt.

Mr. President, I understand the dis
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. SCHWEIKER) may shortly wish to
speak. Observing the absence of a quo
rum, I ask unanimous consent that there
be a quorum call without the time being
taken from either sIde.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it Is so
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescInded.

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

JOINT SESSION OF THE HOUSE AND
SENATE TOMORROW TO RECEIVE
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask the Chair to lay before the
Senate a message from the House of
Representatives on House Concurrent
Resolution 395, and ask unanimous con
sent that the Senate proceed to i16 im
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEICKER) laid before the Senate House
Concurrent Resolution 395 providing for
a joint session of the House and Senate
on Thursday, September 9, 1971, to re
ceive the President of the United States,
which was reag by the the assistantJeg
islative clerk as follows:

ResolVed by the House 0/ Representatives
(the Senate concurring>, That the two
Houses of Congress assemble in the Hall of
the House of Representatives on Thursday,
september 9, 1971, at 12:30 p.m., for the
purpose of receiving such communications as
the President of the United States shall be
pleased to make to them.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consideration
of the resolution?

There being no objection, the concur
rent resolution (H. Con. Res. 395) was
considered and agreed to.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMEND
MENTS OF 1971

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (S.2007) to provide
for the continuation of programs author
ized under the EconoInic OppOrtunity
Act of 1964, and-for other purposes;--

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

I rise in suport of S. 2007, the Eco
nomic Opportunity Amendments of
1971.

This bill extends for 2 more years, un
til June 30, 1973, the various programs
under the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964. In addition, it authorizes a major
new comprehensive child development
program. It creates a National Legal
Services Corporation to assume the
functions of the legal services program
now in the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity. It makes a special additional au
thorization of $500 million to the Neigh
borhood Youth Corps to create 100,000
more work and training opportunities
for youth. It strengthens the commu
nity econoInic development title of the
EOA and adds to the EOA two prom
ising new smaller programs, one in
youth recreation and sports and the oth
er to offer community design and plan
ning assistance to low-income commu
nities.

This is far-reaching, farsighted legis
lation and as ranking minority member
of the Subcommittee on Employment,
Manpower, and Poverty, it has been my
privilege to work closely on all aspects
of it. I feel much credit should go to the
able chairman of the subcommittee, the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. NELSON), and the ranking minor
ity member of the full Commitee on
Labor and Public Welfare, the distin
guished Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS), for their principal role in fash
ioning this legislation in our Subcom
mittee and Committee,

This bill assures that the Office of
Economic Opportunity will continue as
a vital catalyst of ideas and programs
for aiding the poor, and indeed, as an
advocate \Vithin our massive Federal
Government structure for the special
needs and aspirations of the nearly one
fifth of America's people who are poor.
The programs of OEO have pOinted the
way for poor people to voice their needs
and work for change within the system.
OEO has been one of the few agencies,
if not the only Federal agency, trying to
blidge the gap between rich and poor,
black and wbite, ghetto and suburb. In
addition, it has been a bridge across the
rapidly forming gap between big gov
ernment and the individual citizen. So
I support this bill as a continuation of
congressional commitment to OEO and
its programs.

CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

The child development program au
thorized in S. 2007 is addressed to a
critical community need in our Nation
todaY. the need for child care in fami-
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lies where the mother must work. Child
care of a purely custodial nature is not
enough. America's children are entitled
to a full opportunity in preschool edu
cation, health care, nutrition, and other
child development services. The com
prehensive child development program
authorized in this bill is a good start in
that direction, building on the excel
lent work of Project Headstart, which,
incidentally, has been a program of
OEO.

In America today one-haIfaf all
mothers with preschool or school-age
children are working at least part time.
This means that professional daytime
child care r.an no longer be regarded as
just a luxury for a select few. We are
woefully deficient in licensed day-care
facilities today-there are less than 700,
000 slots in such facilities-while in the
poverty category alone, there are 3.2 mil
lion children under 6 who could benefit
from child development services.

This is why, Mr. President, I was one
of the initial sponsors of the Compre
hensive Chlld Development Act, S. 1512,
with Senators MONDALE, JAVITS, and NEL
SON, in April of this year. I am glad
that this bill has been Incorporated into
the pending OEO bill S. 2007, so that it
can receive prompt consideration and be
passed by the full Senate.

In addition, Mr. President, I feel that
this child development program is go
ing to benefit not simply today's parents
and children but tomorrow's communi
ties and tomorrow's America. The early
childhood period of a person's life is cru
cial insofar as it usually determines how
that person is going to mature, and what
kind of an adult and citizen he is going
to become.

In fact, a just released study showed
that even the IQ which was considered
sacrosanct and unchangeable, is affected
by the environment and social factors
in the early life of that child.

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

Mr. SCHWEIKER. I am delighted to
yield.

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad the Senator
from Pennsylvania made that point. The
Select Committee on Equal Educational
Opportunity, which I am privlleged to
chair, has held extensive hearings on the
problem of equality of educational op
portunity. I would say, without any
doubt, that the most promising single
strategy to bring hope of equality of op
portunity to the children of this coun
try is to be found in a comprehensive
child development program. I am very
glad the Senator from Pennsylvania
makes the point that quality education
during the critical development years of
life can have an important impact upon
the intelligence and ability of children.

I think it is significant that the White
House Conference on Children, which
was perhaps the most illustrious meeting
of experts in this field ever assembled,
agreed, in a weighted vote, that the single
most important factor in such an effort
was the kind of comprehensive child de
velopment program recommended by the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
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and supported by the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. I thank the Sena
tor for his comments. I also wish to ac
knowledge the Senator's fine leadership
and the work that he has done in the
child development care field. I believe
his leadership was primarily responsible
for bringing this particular section of the
act into being and making it an integral
part of our program in this regard.

Mr. MONDALE. If the Senator will
-yield further, I thOUght it was sigI).iflcant
that Dr. Reginald Lourie, who was the
Director of the Joint Commission on
Mental Health of Children which re
cently issued its report, said that mental
retardation in the United States is higher
than in any other civilized part of the
world. Three or four percent of our Na
tion's youth are retarded, he said, while
in every other country where there are
programs for early child care, only about
one-tenth of 1 percent of the population
are retarded. In other words, the failure
of the United States to have a compre
hensive child development program in
these first critical years of life is con
tributing enormously to the tragedy of
retardation which strikes so many of our
children.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Yes. I think it has
many ramifications, because in addition
to the children who have special prob
lems and special disabilities that have to
be focused upon early in life, we now
have this new concept that I referred to
a moment ago, where more and more
educational research is pointing to the
fact that the IQ and the mental ability
of a child is primarily a factor of his
environment and social relationships, as
the child develops the mental ability to
assimilate information, to grOW, and to
develop. I think just that turn of events,
the overturning of the stereotype about
IQ, opens up a whole new horizon
whereby this bill can unlock the door for
America's greatest natural resource, its
young people, in training them and get
ting them started early, just as the con
cept originally involved in OEO a few
years ago, though at that time not with
this wealth of new evidence behind it, of
giving the child a "head start." I believe
it now has far more significance than
even the original concept and the orig
inal program envisioned.

This early childhood period of a per
son's life is crucial insofar as it usually
determines how that person is going to
mature, and what kind of an adult and
citizen he is going to become. I have long
believed that if society can deal fairly
and generously with its children, giving
them a full range of education, nutrition,
health care, and other types of care, we
will encounter fewer social problems
from these children as they reach later
life. This is why I consider the child de
velopment program in this bill not Jllst
a correct, humane, and badly needed pro
gram but also a very good investment in
our Nation's future.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 10 minutes have expired.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. I yield myself 5 ad
ditional minutes.

LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION

Mr. President, another key feature of
S. 2007 is the establishment of the Na
tional Legal Services Corporation, to as
sume the functions of the legal services
program now in OEO. The legal services
program has performed excellently in
the 6 years of its existence, serving both
the poor with free legal services and the
Nation as a whole because the program
has given to poor people a means of re
dressing their legal grievances through
our system of courts and laws. If the
legal services program is going to con
tinue and grow, it needs, however, insula
tion from political pressures that have
plagued it throughout its history.

As President Nixon said in his message
to Congress on May 5, 1971, concerning
the legal services program:

Even though surrounded by controversy.
this program can prOVide a most effectiye
mechanism for settling differences and secur
ing justice within the system and not on the
streets. For many of our citizens, legal serv
Ices has reaffinned faith in our government
of laws. However, if we are to preserve the
strength of the program, we must make it
Immune to political pressures and make it a
permanent part of our system of justice.

I agree wholeheartedly with the Presi
dent's views and hope that the Senate
will act favorably on the creation of the
National Legal Services Corporation em
bodied in S. 2007.

SPECIAL $500 MILLION AUTHORIZATION FOR
NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS

Mr. President, another provision of the
bill that is most important, and to which
I have given my full support, is the
special added authorization of $500 mil
lion for Neighborhood Youth Corps ac
tivities to train and employ youth. Our
subcommittee included this additional
authorization after hearings on youth
unemployment and after midsummer
employment data indicated that there
were more than 1 million unemployed
teenagers-about 15 percent of the total
teenage work force. Among black teen
agers as a group, the unemployment rate
was 30.3 percent, according to figures
cited in the 20th Century Fund's Task
Force report, "Youth Unemployment:
Crisis in the Cities."
·We concluded that something needed

to be done within this bill to address this
problem, which while it is a perennial
one, is particularly acute this year as the
general rate of unemployment is higher
than usual. The Neighborhood Youth
Corps, which offers jobs as well as train
ing, must be given more resources to deal
with this severe urban problem.
COMMUNITY DESIGN AND PLANNING ASSISTANCE

Mr. President, S. 2007 also includes au
thorizd.tion for OEO to assist local com
munity-based organizations who are fur
nishing design and planning services to
low":income-l1eighborhoods. OEO has, on
a pilot basis, been helping such groups
provide design services to the poor, just
as local agencies in the legal services
program have been giving legal services
to the poor. Now, through an amend
ment offered in our committee by the able
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON),
this OEO pilot program would be au-
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thorized in law, so that it can go forward
on a more secure basis.

The architectural profession, Mr.
President, has adopted this program In
the same public-spirited fashion as the
legal profession has in the case of the
legal services program. The American In
stitute of Architects, as well as local in
dividual architects, fully support thIs
provision in S. 2007. In Pennsylvania,
there are at least five community archi
tectural and planning groups in this
movement. The largest is the Architects
Workshop, in Philadelphia, which has
been active in over 150 different projects
and studies, working \Vith over 200 volun
teer professionals and a small adminis
trative staff from a central office and
seven mini-workshops around the city.
The Philadelphia chapter of AlA has
been strongly behind this project.

Two other smaller units in Phila
delphia are the Urban Workshop at the
University of Pennsylvania's Department
of Architecture and the Young Great So
ciety of Architecture and Planning Cen
ter, which serves the predominantly
black Mantua area of West Philadelphia.
Pittsburgh has the Architects Workshop
and the Community Design Association,
which has specialized in the planning and
design needs of the hill district, another
black neighborhood.

Mr. President, I am glad to see this
movement in the architecture and plan
ning field recognized in legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's additional 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. I yield myself 1
additional minute.

It is a small program, but it Is still
a good illustration of the catalytic role
that OEO plays in our governmental
structure, as an advocate for the special
needs of the poor. Mr. President, S. 2007,
through its 2-year extension of the, basic
OEO programs and its innovations in
child care, legal services, youth employ
ment, and other vital areas of need,
should be promptly passed by the Senate.
This would demonstrate that we In the
Congress want to build on the strengths
of the Economic Opportunity Act and
other programs to see poverty and its
attending hardships eradicated in the
1970's.

Mr. President, the Senator from New
York (Mr. JAVITS) and myself filed our
supplemental views when the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare reported
this bill S. 2007 to the floor. I hereby re
quest unanimous consent that our views
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the supple
mental views were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS OF MESSRS. JAVITS

AND SCHWEIKER

We support the Economic Opportunity Act
Amendments of 1971 and commend -each
of the four major elements of the blll as
follows:

TWO YEAR EXTENSIO~

As requested by the Administration, and
following S. 397, which we Introduced earlier
this year, the Committee bill would extend
the basic authorization for programs under
the Economic Opportunity Act for a period
of two years, beyond expiration on June 30,
1971. While we regret that the poverty pro
grams cannot be given e\'en a more secure

tenure, we are pleased that there has been
bl-partlsan agreement on this two year ex
tension.

The extension must be viewed, of course,
In the context of changes In the poverty
program proposed by the Administration, as
weD as those recommended by the Committee.
The Administration's long-term proposals
include:

Administration of Community Action
Agencies, Senior Opportun1t1es and Special
Impact programs by the proposed new De
partment of Community Development.

Administration of manpower programs,
migrant programs. Head Start and Follow

-Through, Family Planning, Alcohol -and Re~

covery, Drug Rehabilitation and Emergency
Food and Medical program by the proposed
new Department Of Human Resources.

Incorporation, as of January 1, 1973, of
community action programs under proposed
urban and rural revenue sharing.

We consider the current method of con
ducting the program-by the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity on the Federal level and
through federally funded community action
agencies on the local level-both as an effec
tive means of attacking poverty and as a
unique and successful approach to closing
the gap In our society between the various
racial and economic groups and between these
groups and the governmental "establlsh
ment" at all levels.

Accordingly, we submit that the Admini
stration must demonstrate that both bene
fits to the poor and the involvement of the
poor can be preserved and Increased in a new
framework before such far-reaching changes
are I>ut Into effect.

It Is therefore essential that the Congress
have a full opportunity to express Its will
In respect to any proposed changes. In that
connection, we note the Administration It
self has already Indicated that It will proceed
by seeking express legislative authority In re
spect to each of these major proposals out
lined above. Accordingly, we support Section
10 of the Committee bill, which provides that
no new transfer or delegations of programs
administered by the Director of the Office of
Economic Opportunity shall be made to the
head of any other agency, during the two year
period, unless by specific legislative enact
ment.

As noted In the Committee's report, the bl1l
contains the follOWing basic authorizations:

$950,000,000 for E'ach fiscal year for com
munity action programs conducted under the
Act, with additional authorizations for Com
munity Economic Development and Legal
Services programs, as described below.

$1,400,000,000 for fiscal year 1973 for work
and training programs administered by the
Department of Labor under the Act, which
amount Includes a special authorization of
$500,000,000 for that year for Neighborhood
Youth Corps In school, out-of school, and
summer programs. In anticipation of action
this year on the President's proposed Man
power Revenue Sharing Act and other com
prehensive legislation for a reform of cur
rently conducted employment and training
programs, the Committee bill I>rovldes an
open authorization for such programs for
fiscal year 1973.

$500,000,000 for fiscal year 1972 for Project
Headstart and the Follow Through program,
administered by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. As noted below,
beginning In fiscal year 1973, these programs
would be consolidated under the new Com
prehensive Child Development title, with a
separate authorization.

We support these authorization levels as
reasonable projections of the amounts that
could be used effectively in each of the areas
Involved.

We support also, as a general matter, the
earmarking and reservation provisions ap
plicable to the $950,000 authorized for com
munity action programs, to ensure' a con-

tlnued priority to those programs which re
spect the essentially indigenous nature of the
poverty program, for example, Local Initia
tive, Comprehensive Health centers, Com
munity Economic Development, Alcoholic
Counseling and Recovery, Drug Rehablllta
tion and Emergency Food and Medical Serv
ices.

However, within that context, It Is essen
tial that the Director have considerable lati
tude to establish priorities and ensure that
the most effective use Is made of funds ap
propriated directly to the Office of Economic
Opportunity (taking Into consideration anti
poverty Initiatives conducted by other De
partments alld agencies of federal; 'state and
local government).

We note in that connection. that the Com
mittee adopted a proposal made by Senator
Dominick under which the Director would
be authorized to transfer up to 20% of funds
from a program In fiscal year 1972 and 25%
in fiscal 1973 and to add funds to a program
in each year without limitation, irrespective
of earmarking. At the preseI1t time, under
Section 616 of the Economic Opportunity
Act, the Director is authorized to reduce a
program by 15% and, With some exceptions,
to increase programs by 35%. As the bill Is
considered by the Senate, we reserve the
right to seek to prOVide the Director with
increased flexibility, consistent with the pri
orities reflected generally in the Committee
bill.

We are pleased also that we are able to
incll'de provisions which protect, to some
extent, funds for training and technical as
sistance, state programs, research and de
velopment and program support against dis
proportionate reductions In the event that
the full authorization for community action
and related programs Is not appropriated,

CO~IPREHENSIVECHILD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

Under the Committee bill, a new title
would be Incorporated in the Economic Op
portunity Act., providing for the establish
ment of comprehensive child development
programs.

The establishment of such programs, with
emphasis on local declslonmaking, parental
involvement, comprehensiveness of services,
and adequate funding-was identified as th~

top priority for the next decade by the re
cent White House Conference on Children.

The title-which represents a bi-partisan
effort-would Implement that objective in
each respect, as follows:

Decision-making at the local level.-The
Committee bill provides that any city, mu
nicipality or county having general govern
mental powers (or any combination thereo'!),
Indian tribe on a Federal or State reservation
and, under certain circumstances, public and
private nonprofit agencies or organizations
are eligible to serve as prime sponsors for
comprehensive child development programs,
with the States serving as prime sponsors as
to areas where local units do not qualify. This
local emphasis was the thrust of the Compre
hensive Community Child Development Act,
Introduced by Senator Javits In the previous
Congress. While we regard this focus as de
sirable, we support provisions In the blll
elements of Which we proposed-to permit
the Secretary to determine the ability of
units of local general government to carry
out comprehensive child development. pro
grams, measured In terms of administrative
costs of child development councils, and thtr
capacity to provide or enter Into arrange
ments for health, educational and other
services.

We consider it essential that state govern
ments-which have already contributed sig
nificantly In many cases to child develop
ment programs-have a role not oniy as
prime sponsors In areas not covered by lo
calities, but In reinforcing all programs con
ducted throughout the State. To that end.
the bill Includes a provision which we sub-
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mitted authorizing the Secretary to utilize
up to 5% of funds apportioned for use with
in a State for special grants to the State for
the provision of technical assistance and to
encourage coordination within the State;
the blll also authorizes the Governor of the
State to review and comment upon prime
sponsorship and child development plans
submitted by localities to the Secretary.

Parental involvement.-The blll requires
that parents constitute at least one-half of
the members of Chlld Development Counclls,
which are responsible for formuiatlng the
programs for the area under the tI tle and
tha·t each project applicant maintain policy
committees with similar parental representa
tion. These provisions, coupled With sections
of the bUl encouraging parental participa
tion in the programs themselves, shouid en
sure that programs under the title reinforce
rather than obstruct the famlly Ufe and
environment.

Comprehensiveness Of services.-'l11e bl11
emphasiZes the need for services that will
provide the educational, health, nutritional
and related eiements necessary for the full
development of each participating child.

Whlle chlld development programs are
necessary In many cases to permit parents
to work, we should keep In perspective their
princlpai objective of providing adequately
for the chlld. It Is appropriate therefore that
the bill takes as Its base the successfui Head
Start program, which has placed great em
phasis on such services.

Adequate fundfng.-The blll authorizes $2
billion for fiscal year 1973, the first full
year of operation, as well as $100 milllon for
fiscal 1972 for start-up costs. These are sub
stantial sums In terms of present federal
expenditures for child development pro
grams, but, as noted In the Committee re
port, they are in a sense grossly inadequate
to needs, at even the present time.

We believe that the legitimate desires of
parents to seek employment, and the right
of children to have a full opportunity for
development will require a much more sub
stantlai commitment in the coming decade,
and that this Is essential in addition to the
otherwise commendable commitment
pledged by President Nixon under the chlld
care provisions of the Family Assistance Act.

We hope that these elements, together
with special provisions for chlldren of .federal
employees-where the government may serve
as "model" employer for child develop
ment-establish a legisiatlve framework
which will be the basis eventually for uni
versal avallablllty of child development pro
grams. As noted in the Committee's report,
a principal objective of the bl11-whlch we
share-Is to provide comprehensive chlld
development programs in such a way as to
bring together and meet the needs of chil
dren from various socioeconomic back
grounds.

LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION

We are pleased with the Committee blll's
Incorporation of a new Title under the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act, establishing a non
profit corporation for the Legal Services pro
gram. This step, which was proposed by the
Administration in S. 1769 and by a number
of Senators in S. 1305, represents a general
bi-partlsan consensus on the desirablllty of
giving top priority to the program as an ef
fectlve anti-poverty effort, Insuring its inde
pendence from polltical Influence, and pre
serving the right of the legal services attor
ney. to do what he considers to be In the
best Interest of his cllent. As President Nixon
stated, In his message to the Congress of
l\Iay 5. 1971:

The legal problems of the poor are of suf
ficient scope that we should not restrict the
right of their attorneys to bring any type
of civil suit. Only In this manner can we
maintain the integrity of the adversary proc-

ess and fully protect the attorney-cllent re
lationship so central to our judicial process.

We submit that on the crucial matter of
the composition of the Board, the bill strikes
an appropriate balance between the need for
Independence on the one hand, and execu
tive prerogative on the other.

Under the Administration's proposal, the
President would be empowered to appoint
an eleven member board. S. 1305, provided
for a nineteen member board consisting of
the executive director, flve members ap
pointed by the President, one member ap
pointed by the Chief Justice, siX members
serving by reason of iegal organizational of
fice (for example, the Persldent of the Amer
Ican Bar Association) and three each se
lected by a ClIents Advisory Council and a
Project Attorneys Advisory Council.

The Committee bill adopts with slight
modification an amendment which we pro
posed jointly with Senator Taft, for a fifteen
member board, consisting of one member ap
pointed by the Chief Justice, five members
serving by virtue of legal organizational of
fice and nine members appointed by the
President as follows: 4 from members of the
public, 3 from a list of ten submitted by the
Clients Advisory Council and 2 from a llst of
ten submitted by the Project Attorneys Ad
visory Council.

The Committee bill contains a provision
which we submitted ensuring the continued
focus of the program on representation in
civil matters, while permitting the Board to
establish guidelines to provide services In
criminal proceedings where such services are
not otherwise adequately available.

In light of the facts. that the current pro
gram is now reaching only apprOXimately
twenty percent of the need of poor persons In
the civil area, and that assistance in criminal
cases Is often available through other public
and private sources, we considered it adVis
able to place the burden on the Board In this
regard. S. 1305, as origlnaily Introduced con
tained no restrictIon on representation In
criminal cases; the Administration's bill 11m
its representation to civil matters.

We note also that the Committee bill con
tains a number of other provisions from the
Administration's proposal, In some cases In
modified form, dealing with such matters as
guidelines for consideration of possible ap
peals, a graduated schedUle of fees, and
lobbying, and the outside practice of law.

In light of the high priority that should be
given to the program. we support the reserva
tion of $61,000,000 for legal services for each
fiscal year-approximately the current level
as well as the additional authorizations pro
vided in Section 3 of the bill.

COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

The Committee bill Includes a new Title for
Community Economic Development, co-au
thored by Senator Javlts and senator Ken
nedy, Which would:

Authorize grants to Community Develop
ment Corporations and their nonprofit part
ners as the principal delivery vehicles for pro
grams, and encourage greater assistance to
such corporations from a number of federal
and other sources.

This part builds upon title I-D of the
Economic Opportunity Act. "Special Impact"
which was Included In the law In 1967 by
senator Javits and the late Senator Robert
Kennedy, on the model of a very successful
program In the Bedford-Stu~'Vesant section
of Brooklvn, New York.

In a recent task force report, the Twen
tieth Century Fund of New York, concluded
on the basis of a review of the experience of
mere than 75 urban and rural Community
Development Corporations throughout the
country that: such corporations have a
"unique capacity for pooling a communlty's
talents and resources ... for linking together

a variety of businesses and projects . . .
and for organizing the comnllmlty to ac
cept and effectively utillze resources and
assistance from outside the poverty area."

Authorize grants to rural cooperative pro
grams In poverty areas engaged In farming,
processing, marketing and producing. There
are hundreds of rural cooperatives through
out the country but only a few are llnked to
iow Income persons or areas. EXisting anti
poverty efforts by such organizations have
proved effective in a number of cases.

Provide technical and financial assistance
to community deveiopment corporations and
rural cooperatives In support of their efforts
and long-term Viability.

The Committee blll authorizes a total of
$60,000,000 for fiscal 1972 and $120,000,000
for fiscal 1973 for these programs, amounts
speclfically recommended by the Twentieth
Century Fund;

We submit that the new Initiatives con
tained in the Economic Opportunity Act
Amendments of 1971 are In furtherance of
the basic purpose of the Act, to give each
individual:
the opportunity to contribute to the full ex
tent of his capablllties and to participate
in the workings of our society.

In sum, we believe that the Economic
Opportunity Act Amendments of 1971 will
enable the poor to move out of Isolation from
the remainder of society-through continua
tion of existing programs; through greater
access to our system of justice. and by new
child development and economic (levelop
ment efforts linking the community of the
poor to the community at large.

JACOB K. JAVITS.
RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SCHWEIKER. I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator for
yielding.

I should like to open my remarks on
the bill by commending the Senator, the
chairman of the subcommittee, and the
members of the committee for their dili
gence in hearings and for their action
taken on this bill. By and large, I think it
is an excellent piece of legislation and
one that is much needed.

Certainly, we must move. and move
rapidly, to extend the OEO legislation
that we have before us. I feel that this,
however, should not prevent us from
taking a look at the important implica
tions which are involved in some of the
other provisions of the bill. I have long
been concerned with the legal provision
in particular and have studied it. I feel
that our society today has come to rec
ognize, on a far broader basis than ever
before, the desirability and necessity of
providing adequate legal remedies to all
our citizens for wrongs, real or imagined,
for the full exercise of rights they have
under the law; and I think this bill goes
a long way in that direction.

I think it is unfortunate in some ways.
however, that the extension of the pov
erty act really was not brought up sepa
rately as an independent matter, even
with the Legal Services Corporation bill,
although, of course, the entire legal serv
ices program has grO\vn up, insofar as the
Federal concern is involved, under the
poverty program. But the inclusion of a
legal services provision under this bill,
with which I am agreeable-also has
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served as a'sort of excuse for turning this
an omnibus bill to handle the entire child
development programs under the bill.

I should like to point out at the out
set that while OEO, it is true, is a child
development program, it is a child de
velopment program which primarily, and
from the very start, has been aimed at
the economically disadvantaged, and
basically only at the economically dis
advantaged. That has been the purpose
of that program insofar as its relation
ship to the poverty program is concerned.
The child development program applies
to all our children and youth throughout
the Nation, as was ably pointed out by
the Senator from Minnesota a few mo
ments ago. But this broadening of the
scope and broadening of the concern of
the entire area, it seems to me, makes
this a sufficiently important area for in
dependent and full consideration by the
Senate and by the House of Representa
tives.

I do not know what the House will do
with the appending of this particular
measure to the extension of the economic
opportunity bill, but it ~eems to me that
it does not help either concept, insofar
as a sound judgment by Congress is con
cerned, in combining them. So that while
I feel that these concepts are sound, I
think it is unfortunate that they come
before us in the way they do. I am afraid
that not only will it be confusing for the
Members of the Senate, but also, it will
be even more confusing to the Members
of the House, to the public, and to the
press, and for public opinion generally,
in following just exactly what the issues
are and what decisions are being made.

As we proceed with the pending meas
ure, I intend to offer a number of amend
ments elong the lines of some of the
comments I have already made. I should
like to comment at this point on what
those amendments and proposals will be.
They have not been offered as yet, but
I believe most of them will be submitted
shortlY.

First, I hope to offer a motion to re
~ommit, to strike section 6 of the bill,
which would take out of the bill all the
items, from pages 10 through 71, relat
ing to the child development program.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident will the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.
Mr BYRD of West Virginia. Is it the

intention of the able Senator to offer his
motion to recommit today? Did I correct
ly understand the Senator to say that
he intends to offer it today?

Mr. TAFT. I would reply to the distin
guished majority whip by saying that I
believe that we will probably offer
another amendment today before the mo
tion to recommit. If we can dispose of the
amendment that is offered, I think prob
ably- we will then move to the motion to
recommit.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Today?
Mr. TAFT. Today.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank

the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's 5 minutes have expired.
Mr. SCHWEIKER. I yield 5 additional

minutes to the Senator.

Mr. TAFT. I thank the senator.
In addition to the motion to recommit,

which would simply send the child de
velopment program back to the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, pre
sumably to be reported as separate legis
lation in the immediate future-and I am
sure it would be acted on very promptly,
considering the importance of the legis
lation-I would expect also to offer sev
eral other amendments.

One of the most unfortunate provi
sions in the bill to which I would offer
my next amendment to delete would be
the ban on transfer of functions from
the OEO to other agencies of Govern
ment as would presently be authorized,
were it not for this provision, under the
Administrative Reorganization Act.

The bill we consider today, to extend
the Office of Economic Opportunity for
2 years, is a creature of multiple parts
and many missions. It would continue
the vital research and demonstration
programs of America's national poverty
agency through fiscal year 1973. This is
the constructive part of the bill, as I
have said.

But the bill would through the addi
tion of a single punitive, restrictive, and
backward-looking provision, divest the
poverty agency of one of its key
strengths-the latitude to shed itself of
fully operational programs that can best
be administered by other departments
of 'Washington's pervasive bureaucracy.
Under the Senate bill, the OEO could not
continue its principle mission-research
and development, analysis and strategy
in the attack on poverty. This is what
the amendment would relate to, and it
would eliminate the provisions on page
119 of the bill which make this restric
tion.

In addition, this section, which we
would eliminate, would prohibit trans
fers or delegation of programs adminis
tered by OEO under titles II, III, VI, and
VII and would seriously cripple the pros
pects of the agency discharging its man
date.

Morli than 25 million Americans live
on the dark flinges beyond the great
American dream. The light of American
abundance and affluence has not touched
them. Given the complexity and temper
of the American nation, it is not likely
that these people can by themselves ex
ercise the great bootstrap option of
decades ago to pull themselves up by
only their own initiative.

What the Nation seeks and what OEO
strives to accomplish is not another
layer of dole and largess. OEO seeks, in
stead, national programs that can edu
cate, inspire, and show the way out of the
poverty cycle for millions of Americans
whose aspirations are not less than ours,
but whose opportunities are pitifully in
adequate.

It is not by happenstance that Con
gress named the poverty agency the "Of
fice of Economic Opportunity." In an
other age or another country it might
have been the "National Poor Corpora
tion," the Poverty Department, or some
other uninspiring pejorative term. It
was not crated packages of largess that
Congress had in mind in passing the

poverty bill a half decade ago, but rather
created circumstance for expansion of
opportunity to the very young, the very
old, the disenfranchised, the disillu
sioned.

The agency has succeeded admirably
in giving millions of Americans the first
opportunity that they have had to climb
from the dark well of economic oppres
sion to the broad sunlit uplands of eco
nomic promise.

The heart of this promise and the
basis of its opportunity is innovation.
We must, as a nation, find ways to give
the poor the chance to help themselves.
The Office of Economic Opportunity re
mains our last best chance to that end,
but it cannot achieve its mandate if in
well-intended but ill-considered judg
ment the Congress of the United States
wraps OEO in an iron cocoon by circum
venting its spin-off authority.

It is section 10 that would vitiate much
of the potential for success now enjoyed
by the Office of Economic Opportunity.
Passage of section 10 might well be com
pared to saddling a highly successful in
ventor with the burden of mass produc
ing, advertising, and marketing the prod
ucts he invents.

Since its enactment in 1964, the ad
ministration of OEO programs has been
transferred and delegated to depart
ments and agencies other than OEO.
Some of these transfers were effected by
congressional action while others were
at the initiative of the executive branch.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEIOKER). The 5 minutes of the Sena
tor from Oregon have expired.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I
yield an additional 5 minutes to the Sen
ator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 5
additional minutes.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, either way,
the intent has been to relieve OEO of
the burden of operational responsibili
ties, keeping the agency from becoming
merely one more administrator of social
programs.

Section 10 of the bill before us now
would prevent fulfillment of this intent
by prohibiting the delegation of pro
grams without prior congressional ap
proval. What should properly be an
administrative decision based on an ob
jective analysis of each program's role
within the Federal Government would
run the risk of becoming a political issue.
The merits of the decision would be lost
in the rhetoric.

In carrying out its mandate, it is es
sential that the Office of Economic Op
portunity retain its authority, which is
subject to the approval of the President,
to delegate the day-to-day operation of
programs to agencies whose missions are
that kind of daily operation.

Operating agencies such as HEW,
Labor, and HUD are equipped, staffed,
and funded for precisely the mission of
operating extensive nationwide Federal
programs created in many instances
through the constructive intervention of
other agencies.

To create from the innovative efforts
of OEO, another monstrous multitenta-
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cled burgeoning bureaucracy that would
carbon copy the functions of other agen
cies would be the epitome of short
sightness.

If OEO can be said to have one keY
mission in its congressional mandate, it
is the mission of building and testing;
of creating programs of merit and
promise, seeing them into maturity and
then giving them to agencies prepared
to oversee long and productive tenure.
Section 10 of S. 2007 would wipe out the
authority for such transfers.

I urge my colleagues to remove this ill
considered restriction from legislation
that has as its basic mission the an
tithesis of what section 10 would require.

Now, Mr. President, I expect to offer
shortly an amendment which would
strike section 10 from the bill. A further
amendment which I will offer as to child
sponsorship is a matter on which there is
a great deal of difference of opinion.
Much of it is covered in the minority
committee supplementary views on pages
161 through 167 of the committee report.
The present amendment's provision
would limit to 100,000 the size of a unit
of government which might be a prime
sponsor under the development program.
This amendment makes certain changes
in that.

A further amendment to the child
development program which I expect
to offer by amendment shortly would be
relating to the makeup of the Child
Development Council.

A fifth amendment which I expect to
offer would relate to the economically
disadvantaged definition. This provision
relates to the level of income of those
participating in the program~thatthose
participating in the program might have
in the family income without being
charged additionally. The bill at present
relates to the fair labor standards defini
tion of that provision. It seems to me
that while perhaps the provision sug
gested in committee as an alternative is
not wholly satisfactory, at the poverty
level, it seems to me it is too low, that
the actual determination of who should
'be charged or not charged to participate
in the program shOUld not be made by
any independent agency, or by the Bu
reau of Labor Standards or any x de
partment decision. It seems to me in
administering properly a child develop
ment program, the agency to develop
the program is the only one that can
really justifiably and soundly make a
decision as to who should receive the
sen-ices without charge, because of the
lower level of family income, and who
should not be. The amendment I propose
to make would move in that direction.

The next amendment would be to
eliminate from the bill the provision of
$10 million for setting up the child ad
vocacy program. This is an entirely ex
perimental matter. It was not covered
in any degree at all in the hearings. No
v.itnesses, as I recall, appeared to testify
either for or against the provision. It
came at a late time in the hearings.

I believe that while it may be a pro
gram of great merit, it is something on
which the committee should have a great
deal of further discussion and investiga
tion before it takes off to recommend to

the Senate and House that we pass this
program.

A final amendment would be one
\vhich would go into the earmarking pro
visions in the pending bill. This was cov
ered in the supplemental views fully.

In many ways I think it is the most
dangerous provision in the entire bill be
cause it can very well hamstring, from
the point of view of resources, many of
the ongoing, existing programs which I
think are good and need additional help.

I therefore expect to offer an amend
ment which will have the effect of molli
fying, to a great degree at least, the ear
marking provisions of that bill.

Mr. President, that concludes my re
marks on the bill and I am ready to offer
the amendments.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. :Mr. President,
those are all the requests for time the
minority has at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEICKER). Does the Senator from Ohio
now wish to offer his amendments?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I offer an
amendment and send it to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment as follows:

On page 119, strike out lines 15 through
23.

On page 119, line 25, strIke out "SEC. 11."
and Insert In lieu thereof "SEC. 10.".

On page 120, line 15. strike out "SEC. 12."
and Insert In Heu thereof "SEC. 11.".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
would inquire of the Senator from Ohio
whether this is one of the amendments
on which there is a I-hour time limita
tion to be equally divided.

Mr. TAFT. Yes, Mr. President, the
Chair is correct. I mentioned all six of
the amendments in my remarks to which
the unanimous-consent agreement ap
plies.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Ohio ask unanimous con
sent that the pending amendments be
considered en bloc?

Mr. TAFT. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

amendments will be considered en bloc.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I have al

ready covered, to some extent at least,
the reasons why I am offering this
amendment. Its effect will be to delete
lines 15 through 23 on page 119 which
states, "Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, unless enacted hereafter
in limitation of the provisions of this
section," and then it states certain titles
of the OEO Act which may not be trans
ferred to the head of any other agency,
thus cutting into the authority that the
President otherwise has under the Execu
tive Reorganization Act.

The issue here goes beyond, however,
the effectiveness of OEO. It stlikes at the
difference in the role which the Senate
is now being asked to assign that agency
and the role which the President of the
United States sees for it. Section 10 of
the committee bill is a microcosm of this
issue. in my judgment.

I do not believe that any Member of
the Senate believes in his heart that the
Office of Economic Opportunity has a
record without blemish. Its early history

is a record of false starts, expectations
which gave rise to the kind of hope
among the poor which belied the expec
tations of the Congress and the country
and frequently resulted in dashed hopes,
increased frustrations, undelivered prom
ises and, in general, often left a bad taste
in the mouth of those who need the bene
fits which the agency can provide.

And at the same time, frustrations
were piled upon frustrations in the minds
of those who footed the bills. The Ameri
can taxpayer who did not benefit in any
tangible way from the prograIl1S of OEO
found themselves frustrated, too, by that
same gap between promise and fulfill
ment which troubled the poor themselves.
The generosity of the American people,
their essential deep-rooted understand
ing that something new was needed to
deal with the problems of poverty in this
country rebelled, too, at the examples of
inefficiency, corruption, wasted talent,
needless confrontaUon between the in
terests of the country as a whole and
those whom the OEO is empOwered to
help.

Of course, growing pains were in con
siderable part reSpOnsible for these frus
trations. After a few years, the agency
learned its first lessons in walking before
it could run. Many of the management
problems and the confrontative attitudes
that prevailed in its early days have been
blunted in most recent years.

But who can say that the President is
wrong when he suggests that we are un
dertaking the expenditure of millions and
billions of dollars on behalf of programs
within and withaut the poverty field
which need study. demonstration and
evaluation before we decide that we want
to continue to operate these concepts.
Just because we have been running pro
grams does not mean that we need to
continue to run programs if they fall
short of their mark and if we learn new
lessons about poverty.

Mr. President, I think we need to learn
more things and we need to attack new
problems. I do not believe it was ever the
intention of this Congress to perpetuate
the OEO as a top-heavy, bureaucratic.
business-as-usual operating agency or
Government-built along the same lines
as all the other departments and agen
cies are built, repeating the same mis
sions that other line agencies and depart
ments are alreadY at work doing. Rather,
I believe, the President is right when he
sees OEO as the cutting edge of social
change in Am€lica.

Incidentally, I served on the Education
Subcommittee in the House of Repre
sentatives at the time this program WliS
proposed. And from the very beginning,
the concept of the program was not that
it should be an ongoing program, but
that when the program had been devel
oped, the program should be transferred
to other agencies of the Government,
thus avoiding the duplication of agencies
within the Government.

The Senate committee, through this
section, is telling a President and a Di
rector of the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity, for the first time, that they can
not delegate a single project without
plior congressional approval. This means
that a family planning project that has
matured and is ready to be admin1stered
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by another department, cannot be trans
ferred. Section 10 means that a compre
hensive health center that has proved
its point and has been t~'ied in the field
by OEO and its grantees cannot be
moved over to HEW, as a number of
them have done in the past.

Instead, OEO must continue to operate
projects which have prored their value
and are ready to move on, thus reducing
the agency's inherent flexibility. If OEO
is required to continue to do the same old
things, how can it learn to do new
things? How can the President's mission
for it be realized in the educational area,
through its voucher and performance
contracting experiments and its health
programs as part of a quest for the iden
tific.:..~ion of new delivery systems for
health services-how can new thrusts be
developed when the agency is top heavy
with old projects?

The President does not have on his
agenda program changes in OEO which
are not considered by the Congress. But
it is a total denial of the kind of agency
OEO is, to require it to keep on doing
everything it has been doing and pre
venting it from constructively changing
into a broader and more effective re
search and development arm of the Fed
eral Government.

What we are saying in this bill is that
OEO is to be an operating agency. The
President is saying that its first function
should be as an R. & D. agency. By re
questing a 2-year extension of the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act and its programs,
the President is not saying it shall be
only an R. & D. agency, for most of the
programs which would be extended under
this bill are in the operating field.

It is a distortion of priorities which
my amendment seekG to redress. I would
strike section 10 as a wholly undesirable
limitation on the goals and objectives
which the President of the United States
seeks for the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity.

Make no mistake about it. We are not
just voting for a 2-year extension of the
OEO as a top-heavy operating agency if
we accept this bill as it came from com
mittee. We are putting a stamp of ap
proval on a principle. We are really say
ing to this and to future Congresses that
we intend OEO to continue as an operat
ing agency of government-just like
every other one. We are tying the hands
of the President; we are tying the hands
of the agency to do useful work; we are
telling the American people that its rec
ord is unblemished, which it is not, and
we are saying that we stand in the door
way of change, preventing it from taking
place.
'. That is why I have proposed the
amendment today and that is why I
recommend it to the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. NELSON~ Mr. President, it is im
portant to understand precisely what
section 10 of the bill does. It simply
says that no new transfers or delega-

tions of OEO programs shall be car
ried out during fiscal 1972 and fiscal
1973 unless Congress approves.

This is perfectly consistent with the
administration's own plans for OEO.

The administration has proposed a 2
year extension of OEO as it now stands.
It has also proposed th3. t manpower pro
grams be transferred to State and local
government, that community action
agency funds be transferred to State
and local governments, and that a num
ber of OEO programs be spun off to
other agencies. But in each case, the
administration has proposed to make
these changes through legislation.

That is all we ask in section 10 of
the bill-that changes for the current
2-year period be made through legis
lation.

I think we have a right to expect that
such a procedure be followed.

We have more than 900 local agen
cies operating poverty programs around
the country. They have their own bUdg
ets, their own staffs, their own com
mitments and their own plans for the
future. They do not want to open up
tomorrow morning and find out that
their funding has been taken away and
their programs transferred or abolished
without any public notice, debate, dis
cussion or congressional action.

Tremendous changes have been made
in OEO progl;ams in the last 2 or 3
years. More than half of the money in
the OEO budget has been spun off to
other agencies. All section 10 asks is that
there be no further changes for the cur
rent 2-year period unless Congress ap
proves.

I would like to point out that at the
time we were marking up the OEO bill,
the administration spokesman in dis
cussions with me and with staff mem
bers of the Employment, Manpower, and
Poverty Subcommittee assured us that
the administration had no intention
whatsoever of delegating any further
functions of the OEO by Executive or
der. And they agreed that they would
furnish us with a letter to that effect.

I assured them, and so did the dis
tingUished Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS), that if a letter were furnished
by the administration saying that they
did not intend to and would not dele
gate any further functions of the OEO
to any other agency during the period of
this 2-year extension, we would accept
that letter in place of the amendment
we had placed in the bill.

We were assured that such a letter
would be forthcoming. However, it has
not been forthcoming. Perhaps that was
because they did not want to write a
letter to that effect and did not care
enough about the amendment. In any
event, there has not been a letter, but
there have been repeated assurances to
us from the representatives of the ad
ministration that they have no intention
of delegating any more OEO programs
without going through the traditional
legislative process.

I can see no reason to object to the
provision in the bill that there should be
no new delegations of programs unless
there have been congressional hearings
and approval by Congress. And since the
delegations that the administration

spokesmen have proposed to me have, in
fact, been proposed to be done in the
legislative forum anyway, there is no
necessity for their having in reserve the
right to delegate functions when they are
proceeding under the legislative route.
Their present proposal, I think, means
that the appropriate committees of the
respective bodies, as well as the two
Houses themselves, have an opportu
nity for hearings, discussion, debate, and
a vote on the floor of the Senate on the
proposals that are basic and fundamen
tal to the OEO bill.

I cannot see why there would be any
objection to that procedure on the part
of the administration.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, does the Senator from Ohio wish
to ask for the yeas and nays on the
pending amendment?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I request the
yeas and nays on the pending amend
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I take this

time merely to reply in brief to the re
marks of the chairman of the subcom
mittee, the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NELSON) •

I assure him, first of all, that the ad
ministration cares and cares very deeply
about the question of retaining this pri
ority transfer of activities of OEO to
other agencies of Government. It is !;lot
merely a matter of what particular
agency might or might not be trans
ferred; and I believe the letter which
has been discussed was not sent because
it was felt that it would be impossible to
predict completely over a period of 2
years what might seem desirable to do
in this kind of activity in the future.
Therefore, I think the plans with regard
to the letter were changed, but there
is very deep concern and it relates not
to any particular transfer but to the
question of the principle involved here:
Is OEO to be an operating agency?

This battle has been going on since the
inception of OEO and it will continue
throughout the life of OEO. The only
thing to prevent OEO from becoming a
permanent, built-in, bureaucratic oper
ating agency with its own cadre of force
and plans of promotion and the like, as
every other department or agency of gov
ernment operates, is the Congress of the
United States by insisting upon the prin
ciple that was originally in the OEO Act
being maintained. That principle is that
this is basically a research and develop
ment agency into innovative ideas and
testing and probing into new fields which
other agencies might find embarrassing
or beyond their scope or that are not high
priOl'it} items on their agenda. That is
the question involved in this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? Do Senators yield back their
time on the amendment?

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.
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Pastore
Proxmire
Randolph
Rlblcoff
Schwelker
Stevenson
Symington
Tunney
Williams

Packwood
Pearson
Roth
Stennis
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Welcker

Bentsen
Brooke
Cannon
Case
Cranston
Eagleton
Gambrell
Hart
Hatfield
Hughes
Humphrey

Allen
Baker
Boggs
Brock
Buckley
Byrd, Va.
Byrd,W.Ve..
ChUes
Cook

(Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. SAXBE), and the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT) are absent on
official business.

The Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. COTTON), the Senator from Colo
rado (Mr. DOMINICK), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN), the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN), the Senator
from Illinois (Mr, PERCY), the Senator
from Maine (Mrs: SMITH) , and the Sena
tor from North Dakota (Mr. YOUNG) are
necessarily absent,

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
COOPER), the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. MUNDT), and the Senator from Ver
mont (Mr. PROUTY) are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Maryland (Mr.
BE.~LL), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New York (Mr. JAVITS) , would vote
"nay."

If present and voting, the Senator
from Maine <Mrs. SMITH), would vote
"yea."

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) is paired with the Senator
from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS). If present
and voting, the Senator from Texas
would vote "yea" and the Senator from
Alaska would vote "nay:'

The result was alIDounced-yeas 26,
nays 31, as follows:

[No. 214 Leg.]
YEAS-26

Dole
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Goldwater
GrUlln
Gurney
Hruska
Miller

NAYS-31
Inouye
Jackson
Kennedy
Long
Mathias
MCClellan
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Nelson

NOT VOTING-43
Fang Mundt
Fulbright Muskle
Gravel Pell
Hansen Percy
Harris Prouty
Hartke Saxbe
Hollings Scott
Javlts Smith
Jordan, N.C. Sparkman
Jordan,Idaho Spong
Magnuson Stevens
Mansfield Tower
1~cGee Young
McGovern
Moss

leadership would agree to accept tile let
ter. In fact, we did have a letter, and as
I read it I thought it was slightly vague
and that it should be sharpened up a
little bit; but the revised version never
came back.

My interpretation really is that the ad
ministration does not feel strongly about
this, except perhaps as a matter of prin~

ciple, since they have assured us time
after time that there is no intention
whatsoever to delegate any programs or
functions of the OEO Director during
this 2-year period.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. I think the distin
guished Senator is correct in his assump
tion. We are still cautiouRly optimistic
that we might have a letter.

I thank the Senator.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield

back the remainder of my time on the
amendment.

Mr. TAFT. I yield back the remainder
of my time on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT). On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator frcm New Mex
ico (Mr. ANDERSON), the Senator from
Nevada (Mr. BIBLE), the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. BURDICK), the Sen
ator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the Sen
ator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. HARRiS), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. JORDAN), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON), the Sen
ator from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
MUSKIE) , the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PELL) , the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SPARKMAN), and the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. SPONG) are necessarily ab
sent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. BAYH) , the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), and the
Senator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD)
are absent on official business. Aiken

On this vote, the Senator from Indi- ~~~;~son
ana (Mr. BAYH) is paired with the Sen- Bayh
ator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND). Beall

If present and voting, the Senator Bellman
from Indiana would vote "nay" and the :~~ett
senator from Mississippi would vote Burdick
"yea:' Church

I further announce that, if present· g:foe~
and voting, the Senator from North Curtis .

Carolina (Mr. JORDAN), the Senator from Dominick
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON), and the Eastland
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT) So Mr. TAFT'S amendment was rejected.
would each vote "nay:' Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I take,

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the pride in supporting S. 2007, to extend
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN), the the Economic OppOrtunity Act for 2
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT), years, I believe the Employment, Man
the Senator from O~lahoma (Mr. BELL- power, and Poverty Subcommittee under
MON) , the Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN- the le?dership cf j~s chairman, Senator
NETT), the Senator from Nebrask'a (Mr, NELSON, has p, (pared an impressive
C::rRTISJ. t~e E:e:;,: t:rr f:-cm N;;.v York h.~al"ing l'€'co,'d that an'ply justifies the

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimoUs consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it ill SO ordered.

Who yields time?
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield

whatever time is needed to the distin
guished Senator from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDlL'lG OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. president, I
would like to ask the distinguished chair
man of our subcommittee to clarify one
point of the· amendment, as well as the
pending bill, relative to the amendment.

The original wording of the text refers
to the "transfers or delegations of pro
grams administered by the Director of
the Office of Economic Opportunity." As
I understand it, in the past there have
been some other temporary assignments
and transfers of individual projects on a
limited basis for the cc:.nvenience and ef
ficiency of the Government, such as OEO
asking a particular department to over
ate an individual project became it is
more efficient and advantageous for the
Government to handle it in thL matter.

Is my understanding correct that this
language of the bill as written, prior to
the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio, would still permit that temporary
delegation of individual pwjects with
out changing the ultimate re2.ponsibility
for the total program in OEO? Would
that still be allowed by this bill as re
pOrted by the committee?

Mr. NELSON. Yes. I think it is breader
than that, depending on the interpreta
tion of the word "temporary." If an in
novative project in the field of family
planning or a health project were in
stituted by OEO, and after it had devel
oped and performed, and was functioning
and after it became a mature program,
that particular project may be delegated
to HEW.

All this amendment provides is that
the functions and programs assigned to
the Director of OEO may not be dele
gated by any of these kinds of projects if
it is more efficient for them to be handled
by HEW or some other agency. Once they
have been tried, tested, and mature, they
may be delegated to other agencies. It
provides considerable flexibility.

We are only talking about prohibiting
the delegation of functions and programs
assigned under the act.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. In view of that, I
do not see that this would impose any
hardship on the department as it is now
operating, as the chairman of the sub
committee mentioned.

We had hoped to have a letter which
was never forthcoming, which would

. - allude to this very problem. We are still
hopeful that by the time of conference
we may have such a letter.

However, I think the language of the
b11l as written does not handicap or
crimp the style of OEO, as long as we
have clarified the distinction that the
chairman has just made on the floor of
the senate.

Mr. NELSON. I think the Senator is
correct. If at the time of conference
there was a lette~' f~'om the administra
tion I a!n sure the majc:rity and minority
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extension and expansion of the programs
authorized by the pending legislation.

Studies by OEO have tabulated 25.7
million persons living in poverty and an
other 22 million near poor with incomes
ranging from 1 percent to 50 percent
above the poverty level.

For the first time in a decade, the
number of persons living in poverty has
actually increased. Although the Census
Bureau had recorded an average annual
decline of 5 percent in the poverty pop
ulation during the previous 10 years, be
tween 1969 and 1970 the trend was re
versed and there was a 5-percent rise in
the number of persons living in poverty.

So it was that the subcommittee acted
this year with the recognition that much
greater momentum had to be generated
in OEO.

Therefore, the committee rejected ad
ministration proposals to cut various
OEO programs and instead proposed four
major reforms.

First, to expand the special impact
program into a major drive toward urban
and rural community economic develop
ment;

Second, to establish a new Legal Serv
ices Corporation to assure the separate
identity and independence of legal serv
ices for the poor;

Third, to commit the Nation to com
prehensive day-care and child-develop
ment services for the poor;

Fourth, to propose a fivefold increase
in Neighborhood Youth Corps programs
to cope with the effects of massive un
employment among poverty area young
sters.

I was partiCUlarly pleased that the
committee accepted legislation I intro
duced to create a separate community
economic development title 'Within the
act, a title that reflects the belief that
the major demonstration project within
the Office of Economic Opportunity
should be a program to promote eco
nomic development in the poverty areas
of the Nation.

For those who view the answer to the
plight of the inner cities as dispersal to
the suburbs and for those who view the
answer to the plight of rural America as
dispersal to the cities, I say you are de
luding yourselves and the Nation.

We cannot turn our backs on the Har
lems, the Bedford-Stuyvesants, the
Wattses, the Roxburys, the East Los An
ge1eses, or the rural reaches of west
Texas or northeast Oklahoma areas. We
must find ways to strengthen those com
munities and promote economic develop
ment so that residents have a place to
shop, a place to work, a place to live.

Five years ago, Robert Kennedy walked
through the streets of Bedford-Stuyve
sant and was stunned by the unfulfilled
potential that he saw. It was not just
the broken windows or deteriorating
housing or other physical evidence of
poverty that depressed him. He was also
appalled by the failure of a nation to
harness the energies and abilities of the
human resources of this community.

Last June, I walked through the same
streets and I saw change. The steel
girders of a new office and apartment
building spanned nearly a full block. And
this was not economic imperialism by an

outside developer. This was a building
that was planned by the community. This
was a building that would provide new
homes for members of that community.
This was a building that would provide
income from the community-controlled
corporation that would use those new
funds to spal:k another wave of commu
nity development.

This was the work of the Bedford
Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation.

The lesson that Robert Kennedy
learned when he toured the streets of
Bedford-Stuyvesant was that the human
resources of the community had to be
mobilized and linked to the technical
skills and capital of the business world
and government. From that lesson he
and Senator JAVITS devised the Commu
nity Development Corporation. Their de
sign was contained in the title I-D Spe
cial Impact Amendment to the Economic
Development Act adopted in 1967.

Under that title, Bedford-Stuyvesant
has been receiving Federal assistance
since 1967. And for each dollar of Fed
eral money that has been granted to
the community-controlled corporation of
Bedford-Stuyvesant, $2 in private capi
tal have been attracted.

The results that the poverty subcom
mittee saw last month in hearings I
chaired in New York included a $100
million mortgage pool, a 240-man IBM
plant, a $2-million assistance program,
48 local businesses, construction of a
modern neighborhood and community
center, 1,450 renovated homes in a pro
gram employing 900 formerly unem
ployed and unskilled youth and planning
for a new modular housing factory.

But beyond those physical testaments,
we have the testimony of residents who
now have pride in their community and
hope in their future.

Lloyd Doyle, a 30-year Bedford-Stuy
vesant resident, told the committee:

We have seen houses ... In this commu
nity become vacant lots, garbage uncollected,
broken-up cars ... so this causes our hope
lessness.... Now this hope is given to peo
ple that in your community you have an
organization (Bedford-Stuyvesant Restora
tion Corporation) that can help you renovate
your home, give you a decent place to live,
and it gives Imndreds of thousands of people
hope ...

And not only in Bedford-Stuyvesant
are these results taking place--I ask
unanimous consent to have inserted in
the RECORD a list of the CDC's funded
under I-D programs-but in 37 commu
nities, Federal grants have been extended
to sponsor community development cor
porations. And in some five other com
munities, planning grants are permitting
new CDC's to begin work. But the need
for additional Federal support goes far
beyond what is now provided.

There is simply no adequate justifica
tion on the part of the administration for
its decision to cut funding back to $25
million this year. Last year some $36 mil
lion was appropriated, yet that was still
below the authorization of $48 million.
This year we have brought that authori
zation to $60 million and proposed doU
bling it to $120 million for fiscal year
1973.

Beyond the evidence of the accom
plishments of communities such as Bed-

ford-Stuyvesant to convince us of the
need for this program, we also have seen
the mounting number of petitions from
other communities anxious for I-D fund
ing. Since November 1970, 100 new pro
posals have been received. OEO has been
able to fund only five.

For the current fiscal year, the existing
36 CDC's will tmdoubtedly exhaust the
available funds. This means that for an
other year, nearly 100 communities with
the need for a starting assist from the
Federal Government will be turned away.

The most recent evaluation of the spe
cial impact program, a 6-month inquiry
by the 20th Century Fund, was over
whelming in its endorsement of the CDC
as "the most promising economic struc
ture presently operating in the ghettos."
The study recommended vastly expanded
Federal support to permit the CDC's to
achieve economic as well as social aims.
For, as the study chairman, economist
Robert S. Browne stated:

The demands of the ghetto are not exclu
sively for bread-although tIle basically eco
nomic nature of the ghetto's problem is read
ily admitted-but also for dignity, for self
pride, and for a measure of control over one's
life sltuatlon.

For all of these reasons, I introduced
legislation, along with Senator JAVITS,
to reemphasize and improve Federal sup
port for community economic develop
ment.

First, this legislation seeks to continue
and expand the urban community eco
nomic development program, the present
I-D program, and to extend its benefits
to rural areas.

Second, the legislation would continue
the rural loan program which the ad
ministration proposed to phase out.
Testimony from rural groups emphat
ically asserted the need to continue this
program. The legislation now incor
porates the concept of providing a full
range of grant, loan, and technical as
sistance to aid small farmers and rural
cooperatives.

Third, . the legislation establishes an
expanded program of technical assist
ance, including a development loan pro
gram for both urban and rural CDC's and
rural cooperatives.

Finally, the legislation removes a bar
rier to full Federal cooperation with com
munity development corporations by di
recting the Small Business Administra
tion, the Economic Development Admin
istration and the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development to take all
steps necessary to insure that CDC's have
full access to their programs.

In this way, we hope to make clear the
commitment of ~he Federal Government
to the concept that communities have the
right to control and direct their own so
cial, economic, and poltical development.

LEGAL SERVICES

The second major area of change with
in the OEO extension bill is the estab
lishment of a private, nonprofit corpora
tion, to administer the present legal serv
ices program. As an independent, self
corporation, the National Legal Services
Corporation will be authorized to make
grants and contracts to provide compre
hensive legal services and assistance to
low-income persons.
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The 15-member board will include rep

resentatives of the pUblic, representatives
of the poverty community, representa
tives of the legal services attorneys, and
the presidents of the American Bar As
sociation, the National Bar Association,
the American Trial Lawyers Association,
the Association of American Law Schools
and the National Legal Aid and Defender
Association.

The continuing threat of political in
terference has necessitated the establish
ment of this independent corporation.

The legislation introduced by Senator
MONDALE, which I cosponsored and which
has been incorporated into S. 2007, has
the endorsement of State bar associations
as well as the American Bar Association.
The ABA president, testified:

These recurring attacks on the legal serv
ices program have helped shape our view that
the legal services program should be prOVided
a new and independent home ...

The new corporation will provide legal
services, conduct research, training, tech
nical assistance, and clinicallegal-educa
tion programs.

I believe that in its new home it will
be in a strong position to continue the
remarkable record achieved since its in
ception in 1965.

The poor people of America have
every right to expect the same treatment
from the courts of our land as the
wealthy, and I believe this program will
insw'e that lack of knowledge of the law
and lack of funds to hire the services
of a lawyer will no longer deny justice to
any American.

COMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT

PROGRAM

The OEO legislation protects and ex
pands the enormously successful Head
start program, committing the Nation to
a comprehensive child-development pro
gram. The record of testimony has dem
onstrated the lack of prenatal and post
natal health care, adequate nutrition and
proper educational stimulation for chil
dren in their first 5 years--children
among poor families but among thou
sands of families with working mothers.

The magnitude of the problem is amply
demonstrated by testimony showing 4%
million working mothers with children
under the age of 6 while the number of
licensed day-care openings number only
700,000. It is to this enormous gap in
day-care facilities that the legislation
addresses itself. The bill authorizes $100
million for fiscal year 1972, in addition
to the $500 million continuing Headstart
authorization and adds another $2 billion
in fiscal year 1973.

The central concern of the child-care
program is to emphasize the development
of the child rather than simple custodial
care. For that reason, the bill covers a
wide range of services including physi
cal and mental health, learning develop-

-ment, food and nutrition, and insures
speci9.1 programs responsive to the needs
of minority children, bilingual children.
migrant children, Indian children, and
handicapped children.

An equally important element in the
child care legislation is the requirement
that local parent councils participate
fully in the planning, implementation,
and administration of the child-care pro-

grams. Only in this way can we assure
that these programs will reflect the needs
of local communities.

NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH CORPS

At a time when the indicators of youth
unemployment have been rising to
alarming heights, the Nation's efforts to
provide employment opportunities have
been on the decline. In 1966, the number
of 16- to 19-year-old youths unemployed
was 836,000 according to the Labor De
partment while the number of Neighbor
hood Youth Corps out-of-school job slots
was 98,600. Today, there are an estimated
1,879,000 16- to 19-year-olds out of work,
yet the number of Neighborhood Youth
Corps job slots has dropped to 36,800.

Frustration in the ghettos is increasing
today at a time when the opportunities
in the normal job markets are almost nil.
After testimony from Neighborhood
Youth Corps workers, from Senator
HUMPHREY-former Chairman of the
President's Council on Youth Opportuni
ties-from the Labor Department and
from union leaders, it is apparent that
the Nation must expand job opportuni
ties for poverty youngsters.

With that intention, there is an in
crease of $500 million propased for the
Neighborhood Youth Corps program, an
increase that will fund 100,000 new jobs.
I can think of no more important action
011 the palt of the Congress than to
speedily adopt this measure and bring
some relief to the young men and women
who are experiencing the full impact of
our declining economy.

There are two additional programs
that I would call to the attention of the
Senate. I joined with Senator CRANSTON
and Senator TUNNEY in introducing the
youth recreation and sports program
which will establish on a permanent
basis the pilot national summer youth
sports program that has operated for the
past two summers. Under this program,
some 124,500 youngsters from arowld
the country participated in summer
sports and recreation progranls at area
colleges and universities.

In my own State, at Boston College,
Boston University, Springfield College,
and Boston State College these programs
have been operating successfully for the
past several years. The intent of the ad
ministration to end this program fiies
in the face of positive evaluations that
have been received.

The reports from around the country
and from the areas in my own State
where they have been conducted have
demonstrated that they can be a mech
anism for bringing disadvantaged
youngsters together with collegiate per
sonnel and at the same time strengthen
the ties between colleges and local com·
munities.

Also. because of the past success of this
program, we have authorized up ta $5
million annually to operate this program
on a year-round basis.

The committee also included perma
nent funding for design and planning
assistance centers to give low-income
persons the tools to participa te in the
planning and development of their com
munities.

Just as legal services offers long-denied
legal rights to citizens, so too do the de-

sign and planning centers offer the pov
erty community the chance to be repre
sented in city, county, and State planning
and redevelopment councils.

Since 1967, we have seen the pilot
planning organizations spring up in
Harlem, in San Francisco, and in Boston.
These OEO-funded programs have con
vinced the committee of the need to pro
vide permanent status for them in the
Economic Opportunity Act. In Boston,
urban planning aid now has three neigh
borhood-based workshops staffed by local
architects, planners, and engineers""':-all
working as volunteers. They offer a wide
range of skills to the poverty community
and have provided plans ranging from
housing rehabilitation to public trans
portation.

Other local private design centers in
clude urban field service at the Harvard
Graduate School of Design and the com
munity design-development centers op
erated by the Boston Society of Archi
tects. These experiences convinced me
of the need to build a permanent nation
wide program of community design cen
ters for the poverty community.

I believe these new programs add to
the weapons available to OEO in meeting
the challenge of reducing poverty in this
Nation. The measures we adopt in the
Economic Development Act are the most
visible expression of a continued Federal
commitment to eradicate poverty. I be
lieve we have furthered that commit
ment by this legislation and I urge its
passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUCKLEY). What is the pleasure of the
Senate?

Who yields time?
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I send an

amendment to the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 64, beginning with Hne 1, strike
all through Hne 6 and insert in Heu thereof
the following:

.. (5) 'economically disadvantaged child'
means a chlld of a famlly With an insumcient
annuai Income to permit the use of a chlld
development program if a charge is made,
as determined in accordance with criteria
prescribed in regulations by the Secretary,
taking into consideration famlly siZe, urban
rurai differences, and other relevant factors;"

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield my
self 10 minutes or such time as I may re
quire.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, \Yill the Senator yield for a ques
Uon?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Is it the

able Senator's intent to ask for the yeas
,nd nays on the amendment?

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. TAFT. :1\11'. President, in the child

development program advocated by this
bill, in section 6, starting on page 10 of
the bill and going all the way through
to page 71, the question arises as to who
will qualify and under what circum
stances children will qualify for partici
pation in the program.
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Total __ ._____________________ 6,960

These are different concepts and differ
Ent needs.

It seems to me that the only standard
that makes any sense is the standard
that the Secret"ry of Health, Ed"cation,
tmd Welfare develops as a sensible
standard in connection \,\'ith the admin
istration of this particular program. I
believe that if Congress accepts the
amendment I am now proposing, the
Secretary of Health. Education, and
\Velfare will do just that.

There is some fear, I knO\\' , that be
cause of the language that was offered
to amend this section to go to the poverty
level, the Secretary would go immediate
ly to the poverty level and say that any
family with an income over $4,320 would
be required to participate in a fee sched
ule. The fee schedule could be set so low
that that might even make sense. But it
should not be an arbitrary standard. It
should not be set by some extraneous
program or extraneous reqUirement. It
ought to be set by the people admin
istering and running the program. I be
lieve that the lar.guage I propose in this
amendment would accomplish this ob
jective.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr, NELSON. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) such
time as he desires.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I rise
to oppose the amendment offered by the
distinguished Senator from Ohio.

One of the key principles involved in
this measure is that quality developmen
tal child care should be available to the
children of all income levels. After re
serving $500 million for Headstart and
similar programs serving children from
families with incomes below the poverty
index, the committee bill reserves 65 per
cent of the funds for services without
charge to children from families with
incomes below the BLS lower family
budget figure, and 35 percent of the
funds to provide services to children
from families with incomes above that
level, who would pay part of the cost, ac
cording to a fee schedule established by
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare. The pending amendment would
permit the Secretary to impose a fee upon
families who make less than $6,900 a
year.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the RECORD a
table prepared by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics showing how the BLS lower
family bUdget for a family of four has
been established.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, the Senate is not in order. May we
have order in the Senate?

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

IvIr. TAFT. The intention of the pro
gram, of course, is to extend beyond the
mere poverty level and beyond the scope
of the present Headstart program a pro
gram for all children in America who are
needful of the services of the program.
This would include those in families at
poverty level and would also go on up,
and the concept is included in the pro
gram that a fee schedule would be set
up to be charged to those who are par
ticipating in the program whose fami
lies are able financially to meet the re
quirements of the fee program. This
would be a sliding scale fee program. The
issue raised by this amendment, which
would strike the language on page 64,
lines 1 through 6, and substitute the
language of the amendment, is whether
or not the fee schedule would start at a
level of $6,900 for a familY, which is the
present standard as determined by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the De
partment of Labor for a lower livin.g
standard budget family, or whether It
would start at some other figure.

In the committee, there was discus
sion of using the poverty level figure. The
average poverty level figure for a family
would have been $4,320 per family. There
was a good deal of feeling in the com
mittee-which I must say I shared to
some extent-that the position that some
took, that the poverty level should be the
base at which the fee schedule would
start to operate was too low, that a fam
ily with an annual income of only $4,320
shOUld not be required to pay a fee. I
concur in that.

On the other hand, the bill as it pres
ently reads, on page 64, woUld set it at
the lower living standard budget as
determined by the Bureau of Labor Sta
tistics of the Department of Labor, and
that would be at the $6,900 level, which
in some communities in the United
States, it would seem to me, would prob
ably be excessive. I think that many
families in the $6,900 level, if their chil
dren are to receive help under the pro
gram and are to participate in the l?ro
gram, would be glad, and perhaps might
even want, to pay a fee.

For many years, I have been associated
with a child welfare agency in the adop
tion field' and we found that even with
families ~t a relatively low income, the
acceptance of a fee schedule is in~eed
very broad. In many cases there IS a
feeling on the part of the adopting par
ents that if they are to adopt a child,
they want to pay at least the expenses
of the agency in going through the adop
tion process and the other expenses at
tendant to such a service.

I have a feeling that the American
people have this kind of ethic, in any
event, and that we ought to consider
this' that the fee schedule and the level
at \~hich we set this provision ought to
be ftexible, and it ought to be related
specifically to the purposes of the child
development program. It should not be
set by the Bureau of Labor statistics.
For that matter, I think it should be set
at the same level as the povel'ty program.

Food _
Housing _
Transportation _
Clothing and personal care items _
Medical care, hospital Insurance _
Other family consumption:

Recreation, school expenses, tobac-
co, miscellaneous iterns _

Contributions, gifts _
Life insurance _
Occupational expenses _" _
Social security ~----

Personal taxes _

$1,9'05
1,429

505
807
562

345
165
120
58

345
719

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, a quick
reading of that table will show that a
family making that amount of money
simply cannot afford to pay any signif
icant amount-indeed, it should not be
asked to pay any amount-for the care
of their children under this program.

There is a second reason why the com
mittee rejected the proposal. We strongly
believe this should not be another wel
fare program, that it should not carry
the stigma of failure which so many wel
fare programs carry. We believe that this
should be a program for children who
need quality child-care services-while
their mothers are working, in many in
stances. Nearly one-third of the mothers
in this country today who have children
below the age of 6 are at work. Nearly 6
million preschool children presently need
these kinds of services. If this amend
ment is adopted, and if the administra
tion imposes fee schedules beginning at
the welfare level, what we will be saying
to the mothers of this country is, "Do
not go to work if you want your children
to have quality developmental care. stay
home, stay on welfare, and then you will
get free day care services; but if you go
to work, most of your increased income
could be taken up by fees imposed on you
under this amendment, to pay for the
cost of day care."

Mr. President, we would much prefer
to see a program analogous to the public
school system where children, as a matter
of right, because they are children, get
the decent care to which they are
entitled.

We think that this amendment would
have a serious deleterious effect on the
future of a quality comprehensive day
care developmental program and, there
fore, I oppose the amendment and hope
that it will be rejected.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Spring and
Mr. Johnson of the subcommittee staff on
manpower and poverty be permitted the
privilege of the floor during the course
of debate. That will be two in excess of
those permitted under the rule.

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

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I am op
posed to the amendment proposed by the
distinguished Senator from Ohio because
I am concerned that the Secretary or any
other Secretary might-it is likely, in
fact-set an income level lower than
what I think, as a matter of policy, it
should be.

As I am sure the distinguished Senator
from Ohio realizes, the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE)
and myself proposed an amendment,
which was adopted, 2 years ago, provid
ing that children of parents with an in
come above the poverty level may partici
pate in the Headstart program under
regulations spelled out by the Secretary.
The Secretary's regulations provide that
90 percent of all the children partici
pating in the Headstart program must be
children of parents with an income be
low the poverty level-$4,OOO or less
and that 10 percent may be in an income
level between $4,000 and $5,500.



Septernber 8, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 30979
The committee felt, after much con

sideration, that the level of $6,960, which
is the BLS's low-income budget figure,
should be the breakoff point; and that
at $6,960, by regulations spelled out by
the Secretary, a fee could be set in ac
cordance with the income of that family.

I think it is clear to anyone who gives
any thought to this, that a family with
an income of $6,500 is in no position to
spend very much money, if any money,
to help pay for a child development pro
gram, if they want their children to
participate.

l\ly only objection is that I disagree
with the level established by the current
Secretary. If he is going to establish the
level at or near the present poverty level,
which he would be free to do under this
amendment of the Senator from Ohio,
then I would ObjEct strenuously. If, how
ever, he were going to establish it at a
level somewhere around that established
by the committee, of course it would not
be objectionable. Thus I would hope that
the Senate will reject the pending
amendment.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I would ask
the chairman of the subcommittee his
opinion as to the number of children who
might be served under the program in
fiscal 1973. We have a problem that
demonstrates the difficulty of trying to
establish some hard and objective stand
ard, and the difficulty of taking away
from the Secretary his discretion to make
a decision.

The $2 billion funding would not, I
believe, be anywhere near sufficient to
take care of all the children who would
become eligible under the $7,000 or the
$6,960 average income figure. This would
give the Secretary and the administra
tors of the program a good deal of lati
tude to make a decision as to who would
participate in the program and who
would not. It might work to the disad
vantage of the children whose families
have the least income. It WOUld, really,
defeat the purpose of helping those peo
ple in the lower incomes. In other words,
the higher we set the standard for which
the fee would not be charged to the
family, the more likely we are, I think, to
be discriminating against those children
whose parents have the lowest income.

Let me cite some figures which have
been provided by HEW.

The number of children in this coun
try of families whose incomes are under
$4,320, would be 3,463,202 children. We
can scale that up to the $5,000 level, up
to 4,100,000; $5,500, 4.800,000; $6,000,
5,500,000; $6,500, we get up to 6 million;
and the $7,000 figure, the approximate
figure put in the bill, we are dealing with
6,800,000 children.

What I am saying is that there is
limited funding which seems likely under
the bill and that if we take the 6,8 mil
lion children, we would be leaving, unless
by regulation we provided the Secretary
with the power to say we ar'e limiting it
by agreeing that we are going to charge
a fee, nominal, perhaps more than nom
inal, on some of the families between
the level of $4,300 and $7,000. So that
automatically we will be making an
adverse selection. Everyone likes to make
a program look good. In the Headstart

program, in some of its initial phases, it
was the experience, the tendency, to up
grade the families \vith which we were
dealing, rather than getting down to
dealing with the hard cases involving
low-income families.

I wonder if the chairman has any
figures as to how lllany children he thinks
will be served for such a program for the
year 1973?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield to
the distinguished Senator from Min
nesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, there
are already several safeguards in this
measure to prGltect against the diversion
of funds from the most needy.

First of all, we earmark the first $500
million of the $2 billion authorization for
Headstart and similar programs serving
the very poor. Second, two-thirds of the
remaining funds are reserved for eco
nomically disadvantaged children as de
fined by the law.

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

Mr. MONDALE. There is a good deal
of protection already in the bill.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I point out
that under the definition in the bill of
economically deprived children, if we
are talking about the family with an in
come of $7,000, we are talking about
6,800,000 children, as I just mentioned.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, first of
all, if we really want the children of
those who work to participate in this
comprehensive child development pro
gram, we must include people who earn
up to $6,900. Otherwise, we would be in
a position of saying, "If you want quality
care for your children, stay on welfare
and do not work." It seems to me that
we want to go in just the opposite direc
tion-and make this more than a wel
fare project.

The second point is that among those
who most strongly favor the formula
in the bill are the poor themselves.

I call the attention of the Senator
from Ohio to the list of organizations
who developed this measure. That list
includes many of the organizations that
speak for the poor of this country. They
are pleading with us to change the
nature of these programs so that they
will not just be welfare programs. They
feel very strongly that the formula for
care and assistance set forth in the bill
constitutes a quality program. .

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, that does not
answer my question. How many would
be dealt with under the authorization?
It seems to me that the question really
is what level we are going to start with.
Just because the economically disadvan
taged want this b1ll does not mean that
the purpose of the bill-which I share-
would preclude the charging of a fee.

I would feel that a minimal fee of $1
might be charged to everyone as some
recognition that this is not being pro
vided free, but it is a service that is being
provided.

Let us not keep the cat in the bag.
The basic question is whether we will
make this a free program for every chUd
in America.

The feeling of the committee was that
it should not be a free program for every

child. That is why the bill was reported
in this fashion. The Senator may well
feel that it ought to be a free program.
I can see arguments in favor of that posi
tion. I do not have to agree with that
position, however.

I feel that families that can afford to
pay something for this service ought to
pay if they want to have the service. It
is there for those who need it. That is the
whole concept of the bill.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, if I
might respond to the Senator, the com
mittee itself in determining the point at
which it ought to be proper to establish
a fee for the use of these services set the
figure at $6,900 based upon the Bureau
of Labor Statistics figures. Those below
that level do not have the funds with
which to pay for it. The committee called
for adjustments in the BLS figure fOl'
differing cost of living areas.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator would yield, I would like to point
out that as far as the Bureau of Labor
Statistics setting that figure for a family
because it felt that had something to do
with whether a fee ought to be charged
for the services, that is baloney. They set
it as a statutory standard that they are
called upon to establish. That has noth
ing to do with the child development
program. It has nothing to do with what
the proper level is at which to start
charging a fee.

Mr, MONDALE. The Bureau of Labor
Statistics set forth in their calculations
where the money goes in that family.
It set the figure at $6,900. I put those
figures in the RECORD. If the Senator will
read them, he will find that families with
incomes at that level have no money
available to them with which to pay fees
for quality developmental child care.
That is why, among other reasons, the
committee decided that they have to
begin the fee schedule for the use of
these services at a point no lower than
$6,900 for a family of four.

The second reason is that we do not
want another welfare program. We want
a program which encourages a family
with children to work and be assured
that their children will be properly cared
for while they are working.

The amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Ohio gives liS a program for the
very rich who can afford it and for the
very poor people on welfare who cannot
afford it. The committee feels strongly
that families from all income levels
should be able to participate. The White
House Conference on Children made the
same recommendations. The organiza
tions representing the poor unanimous
ly agree that this is one of the most im
pm·tant elements of the program-they
are sick of being called welfare recipients
and losers.

More than that, they would like to be
able to have their children in programs
with the children of people from the
upper and middle class incomes instead
of always v.ith the children of the poor.
We want to diversify.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the Senator
is saying that a family in this country
with an income of $7,000 would not
want to help support such a program,
that a family with an income of $7,000
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does not have a single dollar to allocate
for that purpose. What about the family
at the $3,000 level? What about the orig
inal question which I yielded to the Sen
ator so that he might answer, and that
concerned how many children he thinks
will be served under the authorization.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, we are
not talking about charging a single dol
lar. In fact, under the limited authority
that the Secretary has today, he pres
ently charges the family with an income
of $6,900, $480 for the Headstar.t. pro
gram. Levying of fees based on abIlIty to
pay was made possible under my amend
ment 2 years ago. Now I find that even
though the family at that level cannot
afford it, the Secretary nevertheless im
poses a charge of $480, virtually destroy
ing the chance for the average family
",ith such an income of going into the
program.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, would
the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I would like
to yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin has the fioor and
yielded to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, would
the Senator from Ohio wish to make
further remarks?

Mr. TAFT. No. Not at this time.
Mr. NELSON. I would like to ask the

Senator from Minnesota where in that
Bureau of Labor Statistics "lower" fam
ily budget of $6,960 would there be found
room for this charge the Secretary asks
for? What was the charge?

Mr. MONDALE. $480.
Mr. NELSON. If the Senator will look

at the "lower" family budget of the Bu
reau of Labor Statistics on page 6 of the
committee report, food is shown as
$1,905 for this family of four for a year.
That is $37 a week for four people to eat
for a total of a week.

Then, when we come to housing, they
allow this family $1,429. That is $119 a
month for housing for a family of four.

Mr. MONDALE. In a city.
Mr. NELSON. Yes. Does the Senator

know of any housing in Minneapolis, st.
Paul Chicago, or Washington, D.C.,
whe~e there is decent housing available
at $119 a month? Where in this budget
is this family going to squeeze out $480,
or whatever the amount is, to pay for the
child to participate in the child develop
ment program?

Mr. MONDALE. I appreciate the ques
tion. The Bureau of Labor Statistics es
tablished by the most relevant statistics
available to us what it costs a family to
live on and what they should spend it
for. They developej this formula which
they call the "lower" family budget. It
concluded that the family of four living
in an urban environment needs $6,960
with not a penny going to a quality de
velopment program for their children.
That is why we have so many children,
hundreds of thousands of children in this
country, who are "latchkey" children.
The mother is working. She does not
have a dime to have them taken care
of. They stay at home under no one's
guidance. If they have difficulty, there is

no one to take care of them; no one to
look after their education, their health
care, and there is no stimulation. They
stay home in a situation which I think
will cause a great teal of trouble in years
to come.

I believe children should have decent
quality care.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield.
Mr. NELSON. I am looking down this

list of items that make up the $6,960 for
the "lower" family budget. I not only
cannot find a penny in here that could
be diverted but it is difficult to under
stand how that family could live in one
of our major cities and make ends meet
\vithout some welfare assistance. I think
the Bureau of Labor Statistics has
squeezed this bUdget as far as it is pos
sible to do so.

With reference to this $480 presently
being charged under the amendment of
the Senator from Minnesota for the
Headstart program, under medical care
and hospital insurance they allow $562.
Perhaps it could be taken out of there.
That would leave about $80 for medical
care and hospital insurance.

Mr. MONDALE. They could pick UP
$120 by canceling the life insurance, and
gamble they would not die.

Mr. NELSON. Then, the Senator will
notice "other family consumption: rec
reation, school expenses, tobacco, and
miseellanous items." Perhaps it could be
taken out of there.

I do not see how anybody could con
clude other than that anybody in the
$6,960 level in a major city in America
is living in poverty and cannot afford to
participate in the child development pro
gram, and I do not think they should
be denied the opportunity to participate
by setting a fee.

Mr. MONDALE. What that means is
this. If the Senator would imagine a
mother on welfare, with preschool chil
dren at home, and unskilled-and that
is true of most. That mother could say,
':1 would like to go out and earn a living
rather than live on welfare," and if the
offer of work pays $6,960 a year or less,
which is true in the case of almost all of
these persons. under our bill we can say
we will give decent care to the children
so that the mother can work and earn
a living.

Under the present regulations, and
quite possibly under the proposed amend
ment, really the only alternatives she
would have would be to stay on welfare
or leave her children at home with no
care, no assistance, and no help at all.
Surely, that is the wor,~t thing we could
do.

Therefore, I am very hopeful the com
mittee position will be sustained.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
whatever time the Senator from Pennsyl
vania desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I
rise to oppose the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio. The issue here is
very simple and quite clear. It is whether

we are going to offer some opportunity
for educational hope to the whole realm
of middle America families in the $4,000
to $6,900 range. That is what the issue
is. Are we going to give them the oppor
tUnity to take advantage of the new child
care concept? Are we going to let their
children participate in the type of com
prehensive child development program
our educational scientists are now say
ing is all-important to shape the child
for latergro\\"th and development, in that
2- to 6-year preschool age? Are we going
to give them the right to participate?

We are kidding ourselves if we think
that a family in the $4,000 to $6,900 range
today, which has to fight to keep its head
above water for food, clothing, and shel
ter, will be able to bUdget something extra
for a preschool activity when it normally
does not bUdget for any preschool ac
tivity. A family in this income bracket
would not possibly make a decision nowa
days to sacrifice food, clothing, or shelter
for something they consider to be a fringe
benefit, but which educational scientists
are telling us can greatly help the most
important and formative years of the
lives of children.

If this amendment is agreed to, we will
be building a program that will benefit
the rich and the poor, and the people in
between will not participate in it. They
will decide not to participate in it, and
they will not be able to participate in it.
I think the issue is very clear. The issue
is: Are we going to ignore the vast area
of middle America, the taxpayers and
working people whose children should
have the opportunity to be in this pro
gram but will not be able to participate
because of the economics of the situation.
That is one issue.

Another issue is under the amendment
we would be relegating the decision on
eligibility for free child care to one man.
A Cabinet Secretary would make that de
cision as to whether middle America is
going to participate in the program or
not. Why shOUld one person decide that?
WhY should not this deliberative body of
the United States decide that? Why
should not we, the representatives of the
people, make that decision? Why should
we expect the executive branch to make
a decision that we shOUld make?

Mr. President, I suggest that we reject
the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I have not
yet Teceived an answer to the question of
how many children would be taken care
0: under the $2 billion program that is
authorized by the legislation. I do have,
from the report, on page 43, the state
mentthat:

Programs which meet the standards of title
V wlll require significant expenditures per
chlld. The Office for Ohlld Development has
estimated that desirable programs of group
day care for 3- to 5-year-old chlldren would
cost an average of $2,372 per chlld, and that
programs for chlldren in school would cost
an average of $653 per chl1d. But the same
OOD study found that purely custodial serv
ices for chlldren a.ged 3 to 5 would cost an
a.verage of $1,425 and $310 for chlldren in
school.
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Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
HARRIS), the Senator from North Caro
lina (Mr. JORDAN), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON) , the Sena
tor from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator
from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) , the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL). and the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN)
are necessalily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator
from South Carolina (]I,rr. HOLLINGS),
and the Senator from Montana (Mr.
MANSFIELD) are absent on official busi
ness.

On this vote, the Senator from Wash
ington (Mr. MAGNUSON) is paired with
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EAST
LAND). If present and voting, the Senator
from Washington would vote "nay" and
the Senator from Mississippi would vote
('yea."

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HARTKE) and the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) would each vote
"nay,"

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN), the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT), the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT).
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS),
the Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE), and
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SCOTT) are absent on official business.

The Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
COTTON), the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOllIlNlCK), the Senator from Hawaii
(Mr. FONG) , the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. HANSEN), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. JORDAN), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. PERCY), the Senator from Maine
(Mrs. SMITH), and the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. YOUNG) are neces
sarily absent.

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
COOPER). the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MUNDT). and the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. PROUTY) are absent be
cause of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
New York (Mr. JAVITS), and the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PERCY) would each
vote "nay."

If present and voting, the Senator from
Maine (Mrs. SMITH) would vote "yea."

The result was announced-yeas 20,
nays 44. as follows:

[No. 215 Leg. J
YEAS-20

re-

Stevenson
Symington
Talmadge
Tunney
Welcker
Williams

Proxmire
Randolph
Riblcoff
Roth
Schwelker
Spong
Stevens

NOT VOTING-36
Dominick Mansfield
Eastland Moss
Fong Mundt
Gravel Muskle
Hansen Pell
Harris Percy
Hartke Prouty
Holllngs Saxbe
Javits Scott
Jordan, N.C. Smith
Jordan. Idaho Sparkman
Magnuson Young

TAFT'S amendment wasSo Mr.
jected.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment at the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated. .

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 87, stdke all of title IX-National
Legal Services Corporation.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, this amend
ment has been offered as a vehicle to
allow me to deliver a speech upon a most
important subject. The amendment will
not be voted upon, because it is the in
tention of the junior Senator from Ala
bama to withdraw the amendment upon
the conclusion of his remarks.

Alken
Allott
Anderson
Bayh
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Burdick
Church
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis

BUSING OF SCHOOLCHILDREN

Mr. President. today literally millions
of innocent schoolchildren, white and
black, are being herded into buses to be
transported against their wills-against
the wills of their parents-and contrary
to the best judgment of locally elected
public school officials. They are being
uprooted from their neighborhoods in
cities and from their home communities
in rural areas. These children will spend
the better part of their waking hours in
strange schools and strange communi
ties-separated from their parents--iso
lated from their brothers and sisters and
friends and teachers with whom they
have been reared.

Mr. President, it is not possible to say
with preciseness how many mimon chil
dren are involved in this human tragedy.
It is safe to say that from the stand
point of numbers, more children are af
fected by the gargantuan uprooting of
human beings by Federal court decrees
than were involved in the Children's
Crusades of medieval times.

However, the magnitude of this busing
operation may be less important than
what it tells us of the convergence of
totalitarian trends in the U.S. Supreme
Court. We are confronted with a totali
tarian power in the Court to dictate to
citizens in matters vitally affecting the
health, safety. education. and general
welfare of their children. This is an ex
traordinary and dangerous ;:lower in the
hands of any men and particularly in the
hands of men who are not responsible to
the people.

Mr. President, let us examine how the
Supreme Court undertakes to justify ac
quisition of this power. The Charlotte
Mecklenburg opinion talks about buslng,

McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore

Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Kennedy
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
McGovern

~mler

Pearson
Stennis
Taft
Thurmond
Tower

Ervin
Fannin
Gambrell
Goldwater
Griffin
Hruska
Long

NAY8-44
Chlles
Cranston
Eagleton
Fulbright
Gurney
Hart
Hatfield
Hughes

Baker
Beall
Bentsen
Boggs
Brooke
Byrd. W. Va.
Cannon
Case

Allen
Brock
Buckley
Byrd, Va.
Cook
Dole
Ellender

Just how this works out is a little hard
to get, but I think one would be reason
ably accurate to say we would be paying
an average of about $1,000, as a mini
mum. If that is so, the $2 billion funding
is going to take care of only 2 million of
the 6 million children in families with in
comes of under $7,000, and take care of
only two-thirds of those, if we limited it
to those below the $4,000 level. So it
would take care of only two-thirds of
them.

Therefore the answer is clear..lf we
pushed it up to the $7,000 level, the effect
of the provision in the bill is going to be
to deprive some children in families with
incomes of less than $4,200 of the avail
ability of the program that might other
wise be available.

I am not saying what the level should
be or what the proper mix should be. My
amendment does not point out any spe
cific figure. It leaves it to the Secretary
of HEW, who is in charge of the program,
to make the determination as to how this
balance should be maintained.

We talk about the Bureau of Labor
Statistics as being such an excellent judge
as to what a family ought to be spending
and what fees ought to be proper under
a child development program--something
which the Bureau of Labor Statistics
would shy away from very, very fast.
They are not set up for or trained for
that and do not have the experts to de
termine what the proper, allowable
charge for fees for a child development
program should be. It is the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare which
has the expertise and the knowledge in
this field.

When we look at the budget items, we
see we are talking about every item in the
bUdget.

I noticed with some amusement that
in this list of items in the family budget
provision for alcoholic beverages is left
out of the budget of $6,900. I am not
against there being a figure in that budg
et for alcoholic beverages, but I make the
point that there is an item of $345 for
recreation, school expenses, tobacco, and
miscellaneous items; and an item of $165
for contributions and gifts. These are
normal expenditures. However, these are
just statistics, and nothing more than
that. When it is said that not one dollar
.of the $7,000 can be put into fees, I say
that is "bunk," because that is what it is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to yield back my time if the Sena
tor from Ohio is prepared to do likewise.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am pre
pared to yield back my time.

Mr. NELSON. I yield back my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

on the amendment has been yielded back.
The question is on agreeing to the

amendment of the Senator from Ohio.
The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON). the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. BIBLE), the Senator
from North Dakota (Mr. BURDICK), the



30982 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE Septembe1' 8, 1971
but never mentions children. It talks
about racial ratios, but not about human
beings. It talks about schoolteachers, but
not about the powers of Government to
order their lives-to deprive them of
vested teacher tenure rights, to uproot
them, z.nd to deprive them of jobs by
Federal court decree.

I am delighted to see the distinguished
senior Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
ERVIN) at his seat beside me in the
Chamber at this time. He knows whereof
the junior Senator from Alabama speaks
in criticizing this opinion of the Supreme
Court.

Mr. Pre'sident, in the opinion to which
I have referred, there is not a line-not
even a word about the parents of these
children. The opinion does not suggest
the mental and emotional anguish of
parents and children. It says nothing of
their deep concerns and fears of parents
for the safety of their loved ones. The
Court speaks of busing to schools, but not
busing from homes and communities and
neighborhoods.

The refusal of the Court to recognize
or to give consideration to the human
condition should alert us to the real na
ture of the problem which confronts the
people and for that reason a problem
which confronts the Court.

Furthermore, when we examine the
sophistry employed by the Court to
justify the reduction of human beings to
the status of mere digits in a mechanistic
formula to achieve ideological conform
ity, it will be seen that the Court con
fesses the irrationality of its decree and
its willingness to rely on force to effect
its will.

The Court seeks to justify massive up
rooting of school children and their
transportation to distant schools and
communities by blatantly crude sophis
try. The Court begins with an obvious
fact which no one has ever questioned. It
says:

Bus transportation has been an integral
part of the public education system for years,
and was perhaps the single most important
factor in the transition from the one-room
school house to the consolidated school. ...
The importance of bus transportation as a
normal and accepted tool Is readily discerni
ble in this and the companion case.

Mr. President, no one questions that
statement of the obvious, but it does not
support what the Court contends for and
what it compels.

The truth is that busing has never be
fore been used to uproot children and
haw them past perfectly good neighbor
hood and local schools closed on orders of
Federal Courts. Busing has never before
been used to transport children from
their local rural community schools to
distant and strange communities.

Busing has never before been used to
transport children away from 'Nalk-in
schools in their neighborhoods to schools
in the far corners of populous cities.
Massive "cross busing" has never before
been used and it is not part of public
school policy or tradition in this country,
nor has it ever before been used without
consent of the parents of the children
involved.

Busing has never before been compul
sory but on a purely voluntary basis, nor

has it ever been considered the best
method of transportation of children to
schools. It has always been used to serve
the convenience, and not the inconven
ience, of pupils involved and never before
in the history of our Nation have tax
payers been compelled by court decrees
to purchase schoolbuses and compelled
to participate in bizarre busing schemes
contrary to their wishes and desires. And
never before in this Nation's history has
the Supreme Court of the United States
undertaken to prescribe bizarre busing
schemes and. therefore, been forced to
attempt to justify them.

Mr. President, I consider it deplorable
that the U.S. Supreme Court would re
sort to such palpable non sequiturs to
mask the use of force and justify the use
of force.

I am equally appalled that the present
Supreme Court continues to perpetuate
the palpable absurdity that local school
boards have now or have ever had the
power to dismantle state imposed segre
gation. Yet, the Supreme Court continues
to assert that this is the responsibility of
local school boards. These boards con
tinue to be hauled into Federal courts for
failures to do what they have no power
to do.

The people of the United States know,
and members of the U.S. Supreme Court
should know, that local school boards
cannot repeal constitutional provisions
or laws enacted by State legislatures.
Segregation of races was imposed by
State constitutions or statutes. Surely
the Court knows that. But for the Court
to continue the pretense that local boards
of education could undo what has been
done by the legislatures of States leads
one to wonder if any judge on the Court
has ever bothered to look at anyone of
the 50 separate and voluminous State
school codes.

Is the Court aware that school boards
are agencies of the executive branch of
State governments and that they have no
legislative powers? Is the Court aware
that school boards derive their powers
from State constitutions or from State
statutes enacted pursuant to the con
stitution? Do these judges imagine that
local school boards can levy taxes? Do
they imagine that they can spend State
or local tax funds without limitation as
to purpose?

Yet, the U.S. Supreme Court persists
in this foolishness. In the Charlotte
Mecklenburg opinion, the Court said:

School authorities are clearly charged with
the affirmative duty to take whatever steps
might be necessary to convert to a unitary
system in which racial discrimination would
be eliminated root and branch. 391 U.S. at
437-438.

• • • courts wlll have to consider whether
the action of (local) school authorities con
stitutes good fa.lth Implementation of the
governing constitutional principles....

If school authorities fall In their affirma
tive obllgations under these holdings, judi
cial authority may be invoked.

:Mr. President, I do not believe I have
ever before read such nonsense in a Su
preme 'Court opinion. On the one hand,
the Court imposes upon local school
boards a responsibility which they have
no power to perform. On the other hand,
the Court says that if local school boards

do not do what they have no power to
do, then Federal district courts will issue
judicial decrees and compel local boards
to do what they have no power to do.

Mr. President, time will not permit
adequate comment on numerous fallacies
and contradictions in the opinion ac
companying the Charlotte-Mecklenburg
decision. I do want to note, however, a
problem presented by one of many con
tradictions.

According to the Supreme Court, there
is nothing in the Civil Rights Act of 1964
which provides the Court with "material
assistance in answering the questions of
remedy for State-imposed segregation."
We might ask what assistance Congress
gave local school boards to remedy State
imposed segregation. The answer is
'~l1one."

However, Congress has imposed limita
tions upon the expenditure of appropria
tions made to the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare for the purpose
of desegregation. For example, Congress
has said that Federal fund cannot be
used to achieve racial balance in local
public schools "except as required by the
Constitution." But in Charlotte-Mecklen
burg the Supreme Court said:

If we were to read the holding of tlle
district court to require, as a matter of
substantive constitutional right, allY par
ticular degree of racial balance or mixing
that approach would be disappreved and we
would be obllged to reverse.

It follows that if racial balance is not
required by the Constitution, the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
may not use its funds to prescribe racial
balance or to implement school plans
designed to achie\e racial balance. So
much for remedies provided by Congress.
So what about Court remedies? The
Court states:

Absent a constitutional violation there
would be no basis for Judiciary ordering
assigruuent of students on a racial basis.

So, if racial balance is not required by
the Constitution, racial imbalance in
schools is not a violation of the Constitu
tion and courts have no authority to
assign students to achieve racihl balance.
It must follow that U.S. district courts
have no authority in shaping remedies
to order busing to achieve racial balance
in schools.

Yet, the U.S. Supreme Court approved
a lower court order in the Charlotte
Mecklenburg case, which order involved
massive crosstown busing to achieve a
racial balance of 71 percent to 29 percent
in all schools in the system. Furthermore,
the Supreme Court indicated that the
lower court order requiring racial balance
was justified "as a beginning," even
though not required by the Constitution.
The Supreme Court also justified what
it called "administratively awkward, in
convenient or even bizarre" school plans
to achieve racial balance which is not re
quired by the Constitution.

Mr. President, the people are becom
ing fed up with this sort of sloppy rea
soning. The Supreme Court is walking
on quicksand and its decisions are being
ridiculed and rejected. The Court in tum
is comlJelled to resort to force to get tem
porary acceptance of its decisions. Public
disillusionment is widespread. The basis
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of this discontent is touched upon by the
distinguished Governor of Florida, in a
commencement address at the University
of Florida on August 28, 1971, in which
he observed:

The busing, certainly, is an artificial In
adequate Instrument of change. Nobody real
ly wants It-not you, not me, not the peo
ple, nor the school boards-not even the
courts.

The discontent results from the fact
that nobody wants involuntary busing of
school children except members of the
ideological left, inclUding zealots in the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare and hidebound ideologists
among members of the U.S. Supreme
Court and other U.S. courts.

The situation has deteriorated to the
point that U.S. district court judges are
beginning to rebel against what they are
compelled to do under orders of the U.S.
Supreme Court. It is not uncommon to
day for district court judges to speak in
caustic terms about the compulsion un
der which they issue decrees which vio
late their conscience. Mr. President, I
say that it violates the Constitution as
well as the consciences of the judges. One
district court judge in Virginia used
the word "criminal" to describe the
school plan he was compelled to impose
upon the people. James J. Kilpatrick in
a recent nationally syndicated column
commented on a meeting of public
school officials in which they mentioned
their fear of speaking out against un
reasonable and irrational busing deci
sions imposed upon them.

Nationwide polls indicate a mounting
revulsion against dictatorial school de
crees, Governors and distinguished Sen
ators are speaking out against them.
Petitions, telegrams, wires, and letters
of protest pour into my office-and not
merely from Alabama constituents-and
there is a marked change in this general
tenor of these letters.

For one thing, some ask why countless
thousands of public officials are submit
ting to judicial tyranny. One constituent
asked if district court judges and other
public officials are not falling back on
Wirz' defense as expressed in the play,
"The Andersonville Trial":

Wmz. That one does as he Is ordered. That
he keeps his feelings to himself. That he
does not play the heroic game which some
people who are not In his position think he
could play. That he obeys. That he does not
concern himself With the policies of his su
periors-but obeys. That he does his as
signed job and obeys. That when the order to
charge is given-he obeys. That when ordered
to keep prisoners-he obeys. And if in so
doing he must die, then he dies.

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, who is in
control of the time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The man
ager of the bill.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, how much time does the Senator
from Alabama desire?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I would like
to have an additional 15 minutes, for the
distinguished Senator from North Caro
lina would like to engage in a colloquy.
It is my intention to withdraw the
amendment, as stated at the outset of

my remarks. If extended 15 minutes by
the opposition, it will result in the
amendment being withdrawn.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield my
time to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. President, how long will the peo
ple continue to obey the Court when
they know that the Court is wrong? The
people know that U.S. courts have no
legitimate power to snatch up c:Jildren
and herd them into buses for any rea
son-good or bad. Courts have no au
thority to close down local public schools
either by torch or by decree. Courts have
no authority under the Constitution to
abolish vested teacher tenure rights and
to issue orders to schoolteachers or any
other adult concerning terms and con
ditions of their employment. The U.S.
Supreme Court can claim this power until
its members are blue in the face, but the
people will not believe them.

Thus, the Supreme Court is compelled
to resort to force-and this is the hideous
thing that repels all thinking persons. In
this connection, the following observa
tion from the spring 1970 special issue
of Boston University Law Review is
worthy of note:

In the event that the threat of sanctions
18 Inadequate, the Court must rely upon the
process of "force" to bring about the change
In the status quo. By this process, the Exec
utive actually invokes Its sanctions against
those who are resisting the mandate of the
Court. An example of the use of force Is the
use of troops in Little Rock, Arkansas. The
values held by the people In Little Rock were
so "deeply felt" that the threat of sanctions
had no effect; it was therefore necessary to
force the people to abide by the Court's de
cision. However, the use of power and force
do not, by themselves, legitimize an opinion.
Rather they serve to bring about only a tem
porary acquiescence In the opinion; if the
opinion is to become legitimate, it must sub
sequently be acceptable on its own merits.
The continued reluctance to desegregate the
schools In the South perhaps best lIIustrates
this limitation in the effectiveness of force
and power.

Mr. President, I mention these things
because it is my personal conviction that
the thinking of a majority of the mem
bers of the U.S. Supreme Court is con
fined by an ideological straitjacket. They
have lost sight of reality. I concur in the
judgment of Eric Hoffer, who said that:

Those who would sacrifice a generation to
realize an ideal are the enemies of mankind.
... no matter how noble the objectives of
a government, if It blurs decency and kind
ness, cheapens human life, and breeds ill wlll
and suspicion, it Is an evil government.

In this regard, I also agree with the
observations of Sidney Hook who con
demns authoritarian and totalitarian re
gimes as characterized by: "A total ab
sence of concern for the individual per
son, an attitude of high official quarters
and low. which regarded the lives of hu
man beings as if they were so much ray,'
material like iron, coal, and scrap."

Mr. President, I am firmly convinced
that the vast majority of the people of
this Nation are not going to be dictated
to by nine nonelected Supreme Court
Judges in matters that adversely affect
the life, safety, physical and emotional
health, educl\tion, and general welfare of

their children. They are not going to be
treated as if they or their children are
raw materials to be utilized by courts 01'
anybody else to achieve some socialistic
ideal of mathematical equality.

Mr. President, let me quote a conclu
sion expressed by George E. Reed? a
former member of the 'White House inner
circle who in the final paragraph of his
book, "The Twilight of the Presidency,"
had this to say:

Somehow this thing must be made human
again. Somehow we must learn to govern
our people from an office that Is secular and
not from a court that Is sanctified. If our
destruction comes, it will be because we
placed our faith--our unquestioning faith
in institutions that were only brick and wood
and In men who were only fiesh and blood
and this seems to be the conditl':m of the
last half of the twentieth century.

Mr. President, the "court" to which Mr.
Reedy refers is not the U.S. Supreme
Court, but the Office of the President.
However, the conclusion is applicable to
the U.S. Supreme Court.

The U.S. Supreme Court has invited a
confrontation with the people. Some
thing has to give. The institution of pub
lic school education is threatened by the
Joss of public support. The institution of
the Supreme Court of the United States
is threatened by loss of its authority. I
repeat, something has to give. For my
part, I intend to support public school
education in this Nation, and I intend to
do everything within my power to divest
the U.S. Supreme Court of. powers which
it does not have under the Constitution
and which it cannot have in a free
society.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the RECORD an item ap
pearing on the AP news ticker this after
noon.

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

SCHOOL BUSING
School integration by busing produced l\

violent scuffle In Pontiac, Mich., a white boy
cott in Boston, and peaceable compllance In
Moblle, Ala .. today.

Nine pupils were injured and five pickets
arrested at Lincoln Junior High School In
Pontiac as demonstrations against the busing
program continued for the second day.

At another Pontiac school, two women
pickets were arrested for trying to halt buses
by leaping onto the hoods. Four male pickets
were arrested at a bus parking lot for trying
to stop buses from leaving. Pollce cleared a
path for the buses through about 175 demon
strators.

In Boston, only a handful of the 396 white
children assigned to a school In a black neigh
borhood showed up on opening day. Two
came by bUS, and a half-dozen on foot.

Many white parents in Boston took their
children to their old schools, where they were
told they could sit in classrooms, but could
not be registered. Announcement of the Bos
ton plan led to a day of demonstrations on
Tuesday.

Mr. ALLEN. l\1[r. President, I point out
that the item on the AP ticker states in
part:

School integration by busing produced a
violent scuffle in Pontiac, Michigan, a white
boycott In Boston, and peaceable compllance
in Mobile, Alabama, today.



30984 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE September 8, 1971
Mr. President, that gives credence to

my statements made on the fioor many
times that the people in the South will
solve this problem before the people in
any of the other sections of the country.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a copy
of a great speech made by the distin
guished assistant majority leader, the
able Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
BYRD), at the national convention of
the Young Americans for Freedom on
September 3, 1971. This is a great speech,
and I think that all Members of the Sen
ate should have the opportunity to read
it. It deserves to be heard in this great
forum, the U.S. Senate where it will take
rank as one of the most logical and
statesmanlike speeches given in this
Chamber.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
SCHOOL BUSING AND FORCED INTEGRATION: A

DISSENTING OPINION

(Speech by U.S. Senator ROBERT C. BYRD,
Democrat of West Virginia to the national
convention of the Young Americans for
Freedom, Houston, Tex., september 3, 1971)
Members of Young Americans for Freedom,

ladles and gentlemen, the issue of busing
pupils to bring about forced Integra.tion In
public schools Is stirring controversy
throughout the ountry as schools open again.
Despite What is depicted In some segments of
the news media as generally quiet acceptance,
such busing is Widely resented and opposed.
Inasmuch as this emotion-charged issue
vitally affects some very basic concepts of
American society and American freedom, I
propose to discuss it briefly with you today.

The busing of children Is really not the
bedrock issue. In fact, It Is but the surface
manifestation of the basic issue Involved
it Is really just the tip of the iceberg. That
part of th... iceberg which Is of more basic
significance and which does not immediately
surface In the emotion-packed discussions
and speeches by presidents, governors, and
outraged parents, is the simple issue of as
signing pupilS in the public schools on the
basis of race.

For the moment, however, I shall eschew
the basic issue and direct my attention
briefly to that more volatile SUbject of bus
ing.

There are those who say we have always
had busing of stUdents, so why be concerned
when there Is busing of students now. But
such an argument misses the point. True, we
have had busing for many, many years In
this country-prior even to the 1954 decision
in the case of Brown v. Board 0/ Educmion. I
remember riding a school bus myself back In
Mercer County, West Virginia, forty years
ago. But It was because the nearest high
school was seven miles away, and the only
way to get there was partly on foot and
partly by bus-far different from today's
denial of access to a neighborhood school and
forced attendance-based solely on race--of
a school seven or ten or twenty miles away
just to satisfy some arbitrary formula re
garding racia.! balance.

But, some will say, what about the bus
ing that occurred for years in support of
segregation? The answer is that school seg
regation was the law of the land in that
day-by statute and by court decision based
on the interpretation of the Constitution.
The people generally-black and white-ac
cepted school segregation as the law; the
people generally were satisfied with the law
as It was, and wanted it that way; and the
people were willlng, voluntarily, to pay the
financial costs of busing to maintain a seg
regated school system.

Now. the situation has changed. The U.S.
Supreme Court in 1954 ruled out forced
racial segregation in the public schools.
The people, north and south, have now
generally accepted that decision as the right
one. But the financial costs of sense
less, mass busing, arbitrary assignments and
attendance ratios based purely on race-un
supported by the constitution-are not be
Ing borne by the taxpayers today either vol
untarily or willingly. They are being forced
against their wlll to bear such costs.

Forced Integration and busing programs
are contributing very materially to the ad
vancing deterioration of the Inner-cities.
Whites who can afford to do so are mov
ing farther and farther away Into the su
burbs, with the result that shopping centers
and other outlying developments are taking
away the business and tax base upon which
cities-and their school systems-must de
pend. Busing thus becomes a self-defeating
process. When chlldren are going to be
hauled willy nilly away from their homes
and neighborhoods it lessens the chances for
Improvement of the Inner-city schools which
are most In need of improvement.

In Richmond, Virginia, a suit Is present
ly underway to force the merging of the
Richmond city school system and the adjoin
ing Henrico and Chesterfield County school
systems in order to rescue the city schools
from their deterioration. The city schools
have become predominantly black because
of the flight to the suburbs of whites, while
the two county school systems are predom
inantly White.

But whites are now moving farther into
the country, and It could become a physical
impossibility to achieve a theoretical racial
mix. Are the courts going to require that
children be transported thirty, forly, fifty,
sixty miles a day? Where is the line to be
drawn? Or, are the feJeral courts prepared
now to try to impose racially-determined
housing and residential quotas?

To cite another example of White flight to
the suburbs, one need only look at the public
school system In Atlanta, Georgia, which was
70 percent white and 30 percent black just
13 years ago. in 1958. Successive desegrega
tion orders during this period have resulted
in an exodus of white pOPUlation to the
suburbs. Enrollment In the public schools of
Atlanta Is today the exact reverse of 13 years
ag~O percent White, 70 percent black. Ear
lier this summer, two federal judges refused
to order further desegregation, saying that
it would Simply hasten this white 111ght.
"The problem," they said, "Is no longer how
to achieve Integration, but how to prevent
resegregatlon."

The same thing has happened-and partly
for the same reasons-in Washington, D.C.,
where the school popUlation is 95 percent
black. How tragic that the courts have been
so bUnd, until it Is too late, to the reality
that parents simply do not Intend to trust
the welfare or safety or the education of
their children-their most priceless posses
sion-to the social experimentation of Judges
and HEW officials.

White persons alone are not the only per
sons concerned about the groWing trend
toward busing. Blacks are also concerned.
An all-black school does not, per se, neces
sarily have to be an inferior school, a school
without quality or educational opportunity.
The concept that mass bUSing and racial
quotas constitute the only way to improve
education for blacks rests on an extremely
faulty premise. It shOUld be obvious that the
way to improve educational opportunities for
blacks Is to improve the schools which they
attend-and that Is what the courts and the
government really should be concerned With.
The vast amounts of money that are being
used to purchase great fleets of school buses
could much better be used for the upgrad
ing or SUb-standard schools. The courts could

do much more for the improvement of black
education, and for making better economic
opportunities available to blacks, If they
would require, under the equal protection
clause of the Constitution, that equaL
amounts of money be expended. per pupiL on
bla.cks and whites. That would be a much
sounder approach than the present disrup.
tive busing approach.

The strangest aspect of the forced integra
tion and busing craze Is that improving edu
cation for all children-and especially for
blacks, where their schools have been sub·
standard-has taken a back seat to the
achievement of racial quotas In the schools.
There is no evidence that I know of to indi
cate that such quotas enhance education for
either blacks or whites-and there are good
reasons to think that the opposite is true.

Polarization of the races is intensified
when neighborhood and school identities are
destroyed and when students find that they
cannot compete successfully with other stu
dents who may have had superior educa
tional opportunities in the past.

What is most likely to be achieved by bus
ing and forced integration is increasing me
diocrity in education. A leveling process will
have been set in motion Which can have the
effect of stifling incentive for the bright and
gifted while discouraging the less well pre
pared and the slow learner. In this situation
the skyrocketing growth in private schools,
as opposed to pUblic education, can be ex
pected to continue--to the detriment of the
publiC schools.

Along with busing, there Is the equally
nonsensical obsession these days With racial
quotas. Education by racial quotas is not
quality education. I don't care what court or
what HEW bureaucrat says it is. It just isn't
so. Too many Judges and HEW officials, tele
vision commentators and newspaper col
umnists these days believe that unless there
is forced Integration there can be no quality
education. Perhaps I shouldn't say they
really believe this; they only act that way.
If they really believed it, they WOUldn't send
their own children to private schools or to
predominantly white schools in suburbia.
They would live in the Inner-city and send
their children to schools there where they
could help bring about racial balance.

Were the Imposition of racial quotas in the
public schools necessary in order to conform
to the equal protection clause of the Four
teenth Amendment, no fair-minded Individ
ual could legitimately complain. But can it
be seriously contended that in a city, the
population of which Is, say, 65 percent white
and 35 percent black, the Constitution re
quires the placement of 520 whites and 280
blacks, or some comparable ratio, in each
school-with all of the cross-city busing that
would be entailed? Doesn't it all become a
little s111y to argue that the Constitution re
quires such?

We are told that forced Integration is im
portant because It will teach the races to live
together in peace. But will it? Judging from
the many racial Incidents of fighting, knifing,
and shooting that are increasingly occurring
in the nation's high schools, there Is cause
to question the efficacy Of such forced race
mixing as a way to achieve racial peace and
understanding. WOUldn't voluntary integra
tion-based on freedom to choose the closest
neighborhood school-be the Wiser, more
common-sense approach?

Can anyone seriously contend that, to
uphold and enforce the Constitutional right
of Negro students to equal protection, they
must be uprooted and forced to travel against
their own Wishes-by foot or by bus-away
from their own neighborhood schools and to
some distant school, merely that they may
attend .classes with white children? How
utterly nonsensical have the courts become?
What a distorted, twisted Interpretation of
the equal pr()tectlon clause!

What kind of national madness has ob-
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sessed us! And madness it can only be when
courts and government agencies impose their
own arbitrary choice of schools to be at
tended-a choice based solely upon race
regardless of the wishes, nay, even in com
plete opposition to the wishes of parents and
children, Negroes and whites alike.

The Washington Sunday Star for August
29 said: "Repeated instances of black par
ents in the South balking at school desegre
gation plans are making civil rights lawyers
and government officials wonder whether a
new outlook toward integration is develop
ing· among Southern blacks",

A former director of the Department of
HEW's Office of Clvll Rights, Mrs. Ruby Mar
tin, now with the Washington Research
Project, a private organization that serves as
a watchdog over desegregation, was quoted in
the article as saying that blacks "often have
a very big feellng of being had" when de
segregation plans put the burden of busing
exclusively on black children and when the
closing of formerly black schools results in
black principals and teachers losing their
jobs.

Little wonder that Infuriated black par
ents are threatening boycott1 Little wonder
that outraged white parents have filed re
quest after request for pupil records as a pre
liminary to placing their children In private
schools!

Would the people of this country tolerate
this nonsense if it were sought to be per
petrated on them by legislative bodies? The
answer has to be no, because the people then
would have the recourse of the ballot in
purging from publlc office those who would
visit upon them and their children such a
monstrous and costly madness. But the peo
ple are helpless in the face of edicts from the
courts that obstinately and stubbornly re
fuse to follow a rule of reason In this most
dellcate of all problems. And why do the
courts--and particularly the Supreme
Court-persist In their authoritarian course?
Is It because they are unwllling to admit
error In havIng gone too far already and are
determined at all cost to force people, over
a period of time, to become resigned to the
inevItableness of school assIgnments based on
racial formulae?

Any Negro child has a constitutional right
to attend the publlc school of his choice, and
state authorities ought to be bound to guar
antee and, if need be, to enforce that right.
It would seem to be clear that any act of the
state to force that child, because of his race,
to attend a particular school against hiS
wishes and in preference to the school of his
choice would be violative of his constitutional
rights.

It is preposterous to maintain that those
who wrote the Fourteenth Amendment In
tended that a Negro child should be forced
by the State to attend a publlc school in
which his race Is in the minority when he
may desire to attend his neighborhood school
where his race is in the majority? He may
just prefer to be with his own race! How can
any court seriously contend that it protects
that child's constitutional rights when it
forces his school to be closed, and forces him
to attend-on foot or by bus-a school which
is to hIs cost and inconvenience and which
he does not want to attend?

Now, let me proceed to that which is really
basic to this whole emotlon-packed-subject
to wit, forced Integration, or the assignment
of pupils in the publlc schools on the basis
of race.

Does the Constitution. in fact. require
forced integration? Does the Constitution, in
fact. countenance pupil assignment on a
racial basis?

In deallng with these questions, let us go
back to December 9, 1952, when the five cases
ultimately decided under the name of Brown
v. Board 0/ Education were first argued
before the United States Supreme Court.

Mr. Thurgood Marshall, then the chief coun
sel for the NAACP. argUing the case of
Briggs v. Elliott, from South CaroUna, made
some most interesting comments. His point
was that what the plaintiffs wanted was the
voiding, on constitutional grounds, of the
South Carolina statute requiring school
boards to segregate chlldren by race. "(I) f
this Court would reverse and the case would
be sent back," he told the Court, "we are not
asking for affirmative relief. That will not
put anybody in any school. The only thing
that we ask for is that the state-imposed
racial se.gregation be taken off, and to leave
the county school board, the county people,
the district people, to work out their own
solution of the problem to assign children on
any reasonable basis they want to assign
them on."

I think It Is reasonable to say that none of
the other attorneys representing Negro
plaintiffs said anything to contradict Mr.
Marshall's assertion that all that they
sought was an invalidation of school assign
ments by race or color and an affirmative
reqUirement that assignment be on a non
discriminatory basis, through districting or
proximity of schools or some such neutral
standard. And that in essence is the relief
which the plaintiffs properly received in the
Bmwn decisions.

Today, however, an amazing transforma
tion has been wrough•. Now I. IS no••he
absence of discriminatory standards in as
signment which is the keystone of desegre
gation law. Indeed, race must be taken into
account, because what is now forbidden are
all-white and all-black schools or schools
made up predominantly of one race or the
other. Puplls, teachers, and supporting staff
must aU now be assigned by race, and by race
alone. Racial ratios have become the order
of the day.

It need hardly be said that when the
States and locallties are reqUired to operate
schooi systems to serve the primary purpose
of Integration rather than education, and to
conduct one long complicated experiment in
sociological levellng, publlc support of public
education is bound to suffer.

The difficulty simply is that some of the
federal courts leave the impression that they
are no longer concerned with adjudicating
rights under the Constitution, no longer
concerned with determining the meaning of
the equal protection clause for school as
signments but are. instead, relying on the
Constitution to carry out a visionary and
impractical program of social engineering
which, I am conVinced, most Americans
would reject out of hand were it to emanate
from Congress or the Executive.

Before we can successfully oppose im
plementation of this grand design which
apparently exists as a base plan somewhere
so strongly that it has survived a change
of Administrations and a change In leader
ship on the Supreme Court, before we can
turn things around and put the Constitu
tion and the education of our chlldren in
first place. we must get our bearings and take
our st.and on fundamental things. What we
need to do is think long and hard and place
our position on fundamentals-the most fun
damental fact being that the equal protec
tion clause forbids segregation but it does
not command integration.

That distinction has been much belittled
by the social engineers on and oft' the bench
i:l recent years. But Thurgood Marshall was
right when he assured Justice Frankfurter
that all the plaintiffs wanted was an order
ending state-compelled segregation, right
because that was all theY were constitu
tionally entitled to. Chief Judge John Parker
was eloquently simple in t!1e opinion in
Briggs v. Elliott on remand. "Nothing in the
Constitution or in the decision of the Su
preme Court takes away from the people
freedom to choose the schools they attend."

Or as an eminent successor of Judge Parker,
Chief Judge Clement Haynsworth, wrote in
1967: "If eaCh pupil, each year, attends the
school of his choice, the Constitution does
not reqUire that he be deprived of his choice
tinless its exercise is not free."

Judge Haynsworth paid dearly for his ad
herence to that simple Idea. And the Justices
of the Supreme Court, however they may
qualify their pronouncements, have effec
tively renounced the idea. The tragedy was
that there has been no Justice on the Court
who would give voice to the dissent from
the majority's edict, no Justice who by ex
ample or reason and historical soundness of
interpretation could have given those of us
who deplore the Court's excesses a standard
to repair to. In the absence, then, of such a
Justice, such a standard, it is up to us the
American people, deallng In reason with the
issue, to formUlate a stand and to urge its
acceptance by the U.S. Supreme Court, which
cannot long remain ignorant of the trauma
which its present standard is infilcting not
only on the South but, in time, will also in
flict throughout the Country.

Let me say for the record that I fully agree
with BrOU'n v. Board Of Education, which
forbade pupil assignments on the basis of
race. I want that clearly establlshed.

But the district judge In the Swann case
brought a new and different rationale into
the desegregation picture. He found that the
school board h~.d selected school sites in such
a way as to promote segregation of the races.
This rationale was accepted by both the
Fourth Circuit and, incredibly, by the Su
preme Court. I think the speciousness of this
rationale Is going to be more and more recog
nized inasmuch as it Is not only the South
which is to be affected but the entire North
as well. The social planners now have a
theory, a doctrine, a concept, a legal handle,
so to speak, by which they can turn aside
the de jnre-de facto segregation distinction,
and it is going to be in the North that the
real crunch will come.

If the location of school buildings in all
black or all-white areas is itself discrimina
tory because it promotes separation, then
SUddenly every northern jurisdiction Is un
der the gun. Indianapolis was recently held
to have maintained de jnre segregation by
the federal court. Los Angeles and San
Francisco are under court order and the
Chinese in San Francisco are up in arms, as
they should be. Pontiac, Michigan-where
the fire bombing occurred earlier this week
is under a court order which will reqUire
extensive busing. The number of suits is
growing dally. And the breakthrough has
come primarily because of the argument of
discrimination through site selection.

In Swann v. Charlotte-llIecklenburg Board
of Education, Chief Justice Burger solemnly
assures us that it is merely the traditional
equity powers of the courts which the fed
eral courts are using to reqUire the cessa
tion of discrimifL'ltion. As far as it goes. his
statement is correct. But he does not tell us
that some concept of constitutional require_
ments should underlie the jUdgment of the
courts with regard to the way the equity
power is exercised. He does not tell us why
the undoubted power to remedy past dis
crimination should be utilized to destroy
the neighborhood school system. Why is it
that the federal courts now are to use the
standard of race as the criterion of' approval
of a desegregation plan?

To sum up. I think we must go to the
basic question of what the equal protection
clauses really require. Contrary to the
socL'l1 engineers. it does not require that
every child must absolutely-and without
consideration of the Wishes of his parents
and himself-attend a school i.n whIch he is
exposed to children of all racial. economic,
and s:>cial classes which make up that com
munity. The equal protection clause does
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The JUdiciary was created by the Consti
tution. The Judiciary can interpret the Con
stitution, but it cannot interpret that docu
ment in such a way a.s to put itself above
and beyond the reach of the Constitution.
The Court cannot say on the one hand that
school a.sslgnment on the basis of race is
unconstitutional, while on the other hand
the Court proceeds to order or approve pupil
assignment on _a racial basis by judicial
decree.

"I deny that any judicial tribunal may
have regard to the race of citizens when the
civil rights of those citizens are involved."
So write Mr. Justice Harlan in his dissent
ing opinion in the case of Plessy v. Ferguson,
in the year 1896. What else but a civil right,
the right of children to attend their neigh
borhood school! What else but a civil right,
the right of taxpaying parents to select the
neighborhood school as the school to be at
tended by their chlldren. Would that there
had been one dissenting Justice on the Su
preme Court of the United States in the
Swann case who had said, a.s did Mr. Justice

In Swann v. Board 0/ Education the COurt,
speaking through the Chief Justice, stated
that "absent a constitutional violation there
would be no basis for judicially ordering as
signment of students on a racial basis."
While Chief Justice Burger has no greater
admirer than I-because I belleve that the
COurt under his leadership is returning to a
course of judicial moderation, restraint, and
respect for legal precedent-I have to say
that I feel that this was specious reasoning.
The Court seemed to be saying that, given a
constitutional violation, there is an·adequate
basis for ordering assignment of students on
a racial basis. And what is the constitutional
violation?

Prior to the year 1954, the assignment of
students on a racial basis did not constitute
a constitutional violation. But the 1954 deci
sion in Brown v. Board 0/ Education made it
unconstitutional to assign students to pub
llc SCll00ls on the basis of race. Now the.
Court, in April 1971, maintains that if there
is a constitutional violation (growing out of
the previous state-enforced system of assign
ment of students on the basis of race), the
court may judicially order assignment of stu
dents on a racial basis. In other words, two
wrongs will make a right!

I maintain that, if the 1954 court decision,
making it a constitutional violation to assign
students on the basis of race, was a correct
one-and I believe it was-no pupil assign
ment on the basis of race can be constitu
tional, whether ordered by a court or other
wise. In others words, if it is a constitutional
violation for school authorities to assign stu
dents on the basis of race, it is a constitu
tional violation for the courts to assign stu
dents on the basis of race. A court has no
power to suspend the operation of the Con
stitution, even for a moment; hence, how can
the Nation's highest court, speaking through
the Chief Justice, maintain that there can
be any basis whatsoever for Violating the
Constitution-to wit, by ordering the as
signment of stUdents on a racial basis? Yet,
the court has proceeded to, in effect, suspend
the Constitution by taking the position that
given a constitutional violation on the part
of school authorities, namely, utlllzing vari
ous means calculated to maintain a dual
school system, the courts may resort simi
larly to a violation of the Constitution
assigning students on the basis of race-in
order to correct that constitutional violation
by state or school authorities. I submit that,
in the light of the 1954 decision in Brown v.
Board 0/ Education, ,here can be no basis
Whatsoever for the assignment of students to
public schools solely on the basis of race, and
I further submit that such assignment, even
When made by order or approval of a court,
is not, by virtue of such court sanction,
clothed with constitutional respectabillty.

require that state and local officials deal
fairly with every child, regardless of race,
that they not a55lgn him on the basis of
race or class, and that in terms of faculty
and staff and facilities his school be treated
as ali others.

It rnc1.V well be that as a Nation we are
bound ior a great leveling of class and
status, a homogenization of persons so that
eventually we all will seem to have come
out of some bland mold all alike. That may
weli be, though I hope not. But, if it is going
to be, let it be the result of policies formu
lated and executed by elected offlcials re
sponsible to the people, let it be the result
of pclicies debated and subject to rejection.
Let it not be the edict of judges appointed
for life and unaccountable to anyone. We
have had more than enough judicial law
making.

It is time for the Sunreme Court to tailor
its results more closely'to What it says. Time
and again in the Slcann opinion the Court
speaks common sense. The objective of the
Court, the Chief Justice tells us, is to out
law de jure discrimin.g,tlon In the schools. It
is not, in his words, to deal "with (the)
myriad factors of human existence Which
C<1.n cause discrimination in a multitude of
\Yays." It is not to achieve broader social
purpose". And, yet. after the soothing lan
guage, the resul t approved is the assignment
of public Echool pupils en a racial basis.

In referring to the "tools employed by
school planners and by courts to break up
the dual school system," the court took note
of "attendance assigrunents nlade deliber
ately to accomplish the transfer of Negro stu
dents out of fonnerly segregated Negro
schools and transfer of white students to
formerly all-Negro schools." In other words,
attendance assignments made deliberately on
a racial basis! The court said, "As an interim
corrective measure, this cannot be said to be
beyond tIle broad remedial powers of the
court." In other words, the court was willing
to condone pupil assignments on a racial
basis-which is clearly unconstitutional-"as
an interim corrective meilSU!'e" within the
"remedial powers of a court."

And the amazing part of it all is that there
was not one .Justice among the nine mem
bers of the high court who entered a dis
senting opinion.

Does it not seem strange that, notwith
standing the deep and unbridgeable division
among the American people-yea, even
among distinguished lawyers and jUdges of
lower courtS-With regard to the question
of forced integration, mass cross-city busing,
closing of schools, and imposed racial ratios,
the Nation's highest triblmal, composed of
nine mer" would find itself without a single
dissenter on such a debatable questionl
Think of itl Complete unanimity in its sup
port of school asslgnlnent based on race,
wl1.en not one word of the Fourteenth
Amendment's equal protection clause has
been changed during the 17 years that have
passed since the Court in 1954 ruled that
school assignment based on race was viola
tive of the equal protection clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment to the Federal Con
stitution. A complete 180 degree change in
the position of the Court! And complete una
nimityl Can the answer be so clear to nine
judges and so unclear to 200 million people?

Voices must be raised throughout this
country which will move the Nation's high
est tribunal to the realization that the posi
tion it t=k in the Swann case-<lf giving ap
proval to pupil assignments on a racial basis
and to racial quotas as "a useful starting
point" in shaping a remedy-is going to im
pair public support of the public school sys
tem and will continue to produce chaos in
the pUblic schools.
L~t us now finally look briefiy at the

Swann case and also at what Chief Justice
Burger said on Tuesday of this week about
that case.

• •

Harlan 75 years ago, "It is therefore to be
regretted that this high tribunal, the final
expository of the fundamental law of the
land, has reached the conclusion that 1t is
competent for a state (or for any court) to
regulate the enjoyment by citizens of their
civil rights solely upon the basis of race."
Because that is precisely how the enjoyment
by citizens of their civil rights regarding
school assignments are being regulated
solely upon the basis of race!

Let me say in conclusion that I believe
the Chief Justice, and possibly other mem
bers of the Supreme Court, are EOW aware
of the damage which has been done to many
school systems as a result of the Swann
rUlin.g.

Only Tuesday of this week, the Chief
Justice has stated that judges in lower
federal courts were misreading the high
court's opinions if they were ordering bus
ing of pupils in the belief tlla.t the Supreme
Court has "required" racial balance in every
school Chief Justice Burger said that this
"is disturbing."

He took the unusual step of wrltil,g a
10-page o~inlon in the Winston-Salem bus
ing case in which he sought to clarify the
high court's position-and in which he re
vealed his own misgivings over the extent
to \'ihlch some federal judges and some
school districts have gone in ordering bus
ing to bring about racial quotas.

The Chief Justice refused a stay in the
·Winston-Salem busing plans, but he cau
tioned that-and I quote-"if the Court
of Appeals or the District Court read this
court's opinions as requiring a fixed racial
balance or quota, they would appear to have
overlooked specific language of the opinion
in the Swann (v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg)
case to the contrary."

Chief Justice Burger recognized the "con
fusion" which presently permeates through
much of the federal court system in regard
to the problem of forced integration in the
public schools. It all adds up to a pretty
sorry lness, much of which has been created
by the federal courts themselves.

This week's opinion by Chief Justice Bur
gcr. I hope, is a straw in the wind which
nlay give us some hope that reason may one
day prevail over the utter confusion which
today reigns completely In the matter of
school desegregation, and that, at some fu
ture date-hopefully not too far away
children, both blnck and white, will no long
er be treated as guinea pigs in a social ex
periment that amounts to pure folly and
that the needless hauling of them, like cat
tle, for countless miles and at a wastefUl
price wlll cease to be an obsessional fetish I

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

Mr. ALLEN. I would be delighted to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina.

1',11:1'. ERVIN. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the distinguished Senator
from Alabama if the Chief Justice did
not declare at least 20 times in his opin
ion in the Swann case that the Federal
Government has no constitutional power
to interfere in the assignment of chil
dren to the public schools of the State
unless there has been a discrimination
which has resulted in the denial to a
child of the right to attend a school
solely on the basis of race.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask the

Senator from Alabama if in 1964 the
Congress of the United States did not
insert a title in the Civil Rights Act of
1964 which stated in as plain words as
can be found in the English language
that in the assignment of children to
public schools, race should be ignored.
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Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is eminently

correct.
Mr. ERVIN. Did it not also define de

segregation in two ways, the second way
being that desegregation should not con
sist of the assignment of children to
schools to overcome racial imbalance?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. ERVIN. Did not Congress say in

that same act that no Federal officer
or no Federal court should enter any
order requiring the busing nf children
to achieve a racial balance in public
schools?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask the

Senator from Alabama if, under the de
cision of the Chief Justice in Swann
case, Congress had no power to pass any
law relating to the assignment of chil
dren to public schools except in cases
where there had been discrimination.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, despite the

fact that his opinion asserted that to be
true on at least 20 occasions, the Chief
Justice held in that case that the Civil
Rights Act of 1964 insofar as it pro
hibited busing and the assignment of
children to overcome racial imbalance
had no application whatever to the only
things Congress had the constitutional
power to act on.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. ERVIN. In other words, it is not

only the little children who have thdl'
rights destroyed by the Supreme Court
of the United States, but the Congress
of the United States is also told by the
Supreme Court that the act it passed did
not have any application whatever to the
only thing it could apply to under the
Constitution.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator if this

is not the effect of the holding in the
Swann case; namely, that a Federal dis
trict judge can order a school board
which is found to have practiced dis
crimination to do anything that the dis
trict court judge thinks proper to mix
the children of the races in the public
schools in a proportion that is satisfac
tory to the district court judge.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
They made district judges dictators of
the local school systems.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator from
Alabama agree with the Senator from
North Carolina that the Constitution of
the United States was written to estab
lish a government of laws and not a gov
ernment of men?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. That is the prin
ciple on which the greatness of our Gov
ernment rests.

Mr. ERVIN. Can the Senator from
.Alabama imagine any kind of govern
ment that is more a government of men
rather than a government of laws than
for the Supreme Court of the United
States to say that a district judge can
take complete charge of the situation and
require the school board to mix the chil
dren according to race in a manner sat-
isfactory to his own notions? .

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
That makes our Government a govern
ment of men and not a government of

laws because they completely disregard
the Constitution. Their own decision in
the Bro\\u case in 1954 ruled that the
State could not impose segregation and
now they have changed course 1800 and
they say the State must implement in
tegration of the schools.

Mr. ERVIN. Is it not the effect of the
decision in the Swann case that where a
State school board denies children the
right of admission to schools on account
of race, the Federal judge shall enforce
the equal protection clause of the 14th
amendment by requiring the school board
to practice much more massive violation
of the 14th amendment?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. They seem to op
erate on the theory that two wrongs
make a right; that this is a wrong that
accomplishes a soclological goal and
that, therefore, it is all right.

Mr. ERVIN. Did not the Supreme Court
decision in the Brown case in 1954 merely
require a school board to assign children
to the schools under its jurisdiction on a
nonracial basis?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Court hold

in the Swann case that where a school
board fails to perform that duty the Fed
eral judge can require them to assign
children to school solely on a racial basis?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, and to use that as the
criterion, which is 130 degrees removed
from the holding in the Brown case.

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from
Alabama take issue with the Senator
from North Carolina when he says it is
a 1l18nifest com>titutional absurdity to say
that the Federal courts in enforcing a
constitutional provision can require vio
lat:on of that constitutional provision on
a larger scale?

Mr. ALLEN. No. I would agree on that
point.

Mr. ERVIN. The Semt8r qllOted a
statemont from the 8\vann case in which
the Chief Justice said if there had been
an assignment on a racial quota basis
that is what Judge ]\'lcMillan said was the
ideal solution~-71 children in each room,
with 21 b!E'.ck children, the Supreme
Court WGuld have set aside the ruling.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir.
Mr. ERVIN. But in the next sentence

he s8jd that that is a good starting point.
Iv1:l'. ALLEN. Yes. He did not say how

far they should go from that starting
point, if any distance at all.

Mr. ERVIN. He. said that where the
school board violated the equal protection
cIause in any degree the Federal District
Court had authority to require the great
est possible mixing of the races which
is practicable, did he not?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator from

Alabama agree with the Senator from
North Carolina that the Supreme Court
has covered the equal protection clause
with so much jUdicial sophistry it has
lost the capacity even to see the equal
protection clause?

Mr. ALLEN. I certainlY agree.
Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator if all the

equal protection clause says is that no
State shall deny to any person within its
jurisdiction the equal protection of the
law.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir.
Mr. ERVIN. It has been interpreted in

hundreds of caseli to mean simply that
a State must not treat in a different man
ner persons similarly situated. Is that
true?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. That is the uni
versal rule.

Mr. ERVIN. In the Swann case did not
the Federal judge say to children in a
geographic zone, "Some of the children
can go to the neighborhood schools and
others cannot go to the neighborhood
schools"?

I ask the Senator from Alabama if that
order of the court was not a violation of
the equal protection clause because it
took children similarly situated and
treated them in a different manner.

Mr. ALLEN. So it seems to the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. ERVIN. Did not the Court say that
the reason the school board could not let
some children go to their neighborhood
schools \vas because they had to be bused
elsewhere, either to decrease the propor
tion of children of their race in their
neighborhood schools or to increase such
proportion elsewhere.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.
Mr. ERVIN. Oceans of jUdicial sophis

try cannot WRsh out the truth that that
is denying those children who are to be
bused the right of admission to neighbor
hood schools on the basis of their race.

Mr. ALLEN. So it would seem to the
junior Senator from Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Alabama has ex
pired.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator for
yielding.

Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator from
Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I withdraw
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdra\\u.

LEGAL SERVICES

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was read as follows:
Beginning on page 7, strike out line 14 and

everything which follows through line 2 on
page 8, and Insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing:

"(2) The amounts appropriated pursuant
to paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be
allocated and made available, SUbject to the
provisions of section 616 of such Act, in such
a manner that for each such flscal year not
to exceed-".

On page 8, line 3, strike out "$363,900.000"
aad insert In lieu thereof "$753,800.000".

On page 8, line 4, Insert after the word
"which" the following: "$328,900,000 shall be
for the purpose of carrying out programs un
der sections 221, 226. and 227, $61,000,000
shall be for the purpose of carrying out Legal
Services programs under section 222(a) (3)
and title IX,".

On page 9, strike out line 8 and all which
follows through line 17.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
wishes to ask the SenatDr from Ohio
whether or not he asks unanimous con
sent to have his amendments consid
ered en bloc?
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Mr. TAFT. The Senator from Ohio
does so request.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Is it the

Senator's intention to request the yeas
and nays on his amendment?

Mr. TAFT. It is the intention of the
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Will the
Senator do so now, so that his speech
in the RECORD will not be interrupted?

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the Office of

Economic Opportunity was envisioned
by its creators as a pathfinder against
poverty. As originally constructed, it was
to chart new courses to alleviate ancient
ills, to experiment with new methods and
concepts that held promise of breaking
the chain of circumstances that hold
whole families in bondage generation
after generation.

But as is so often the case, the prob
lems of operating progrr,ms soon loomed
larger to those in charge than did origi
nal research. And even when a demon
stration program had proven effective,
the supporters of the agency grew loath
to turn it over to another. operations
oriented department and thereby let
OEO get on with its assigned task-try
ing out and proving other, promising new
approaches.

President Nixon endorsed the original
concept of OEO as the social research
arm of the Federal Government. He
promised to expand the agency's re
search and development capabilities
and he has. At the same time, he called
upon OEO to continue operating pro
grams, but only until they had been ef
fective and could be delegated to other
departments in an orderly fashion de
signed to assure their maintenance and
further improvement.

In asking for a 2-year extension of the
Economic Opportunity Act, the President
is pursuing his constituent course-a
course designed to reestablish OEO as

the research and development agency it
was originally intended to be.

This legislation, replete with earmarks
on virtually every facet of the agency's
operations, strips OEO of f1exibility
and it robs the agency of its greatest
potential, its research and development
potential.

To meet the earmarking requirements
of the legislation, the agency will be
forced to gut its R. & D. initiatives in
such crucial areas as day care. education,
and income maintenance. And that loss
will not simply be the agency's, but the
Federal Government's, and thus the peo
ple's, because there is no social research
arm within the Federal establishment
to compare with OEO, or to assume its
pioneering task.

One of the problems of earmarks stems
from the fact that we generally appro
priate less money than the President re
quests in his bUdget. The current request
for OEO for fiscal year 1972 is almost
20 percent less than S. 2007 authorizes.
Last year, the final appropriation was
closer to 30 percent below the authoriza
tion figure. Furthermore, past and pro
posed legislation provide a pro rata
formula for adjusting earmarks to re
duced appropriations that is precise, but
because it is arithmetical, it does not ac
count for a shifting balance between
refunding grants-in-being and starting
new activities that takes place as total
funds are reduced.

The major effect of the committee's bill
is to require that approximately $60 mil
llon be added to the President's request
for OEO in certain specified program
areas, inclUding emergency food and
medical services, alcoholic counseling
and recovery, local initiative, and a
new title VII, established to cover eco
nomic development programs. These in
creases will necessarily have to be funded
from offsetting reductions in other pro
grams which exceed their minimum allo
cations under the earmarking formula.

The areas hardest hit by the requisite
reductions include the developmental
health programs such as comprehensive
health, family planning, and drug re
habilitation, and the general research
and demonstration programs of OEO
all areas of high national priority.

I have received from the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity the research and
demonstration projects in some of the
States of the Union. These generally are
not esoteric projects, but, rather, they
seek to test the concepts that have direct
bearing on efforts leading to the elimina
tion of poverty. They are bread and but
ter projects and involve thousands of
people participating in a number of pro
grams designed to increase economic
and educational opportunities. These
projects represent an effort to learn
what works and what may have wider
application in breaking the cycle of
poverty.

I think Senators may be interested in
projects in their particular States. Let
me read some of the projects.

The total in Ohio is $1,906,000, for such
projects, as, in Akron, South High
School skills centers. There is a project
in Adams and Brown Counties, in Deca
tur, to test whether organized poor peo
ple can plan and implement programs
which provide medical, legal, housing,
consumer, and other services funded
through non-OEO sources.

In Cleveland there is Metropolitan Co
op Service. the urban cooperative devel
opment program.

In Kent, the Akron-Kent State Uni
versity neighborhood faculty program.

I couId point out projects in the State
of Wisconsin: In Madison, the rural
housing project, $150,000. In Madison,
the Institute for Research on Poverty, at
the University of Wisconsin, $1 million.
The rural negative income tax experi
ment, at the University of Wisconsin. The
urban negative income tax experiment
is being carried out in the States of Penn
sylvania and New Jersey. in the amount
of $3,300,000.

These are ongoing programs.
I have a whole host of these, which I

shall be glad to show to any Senator who
may be interested in one of these projects
in his State.

I ask unanimous consent that this en
tire tabulation be printed in the RECORD
at this point.

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

Project title

CALIFORNIA

City Description
Fiscal year
1971 funds

Y
insttithutoe 10rFPersdontai Effectiveness in Children .•........ sLan Diego....•....•. __ . .. _ Culture·Fair Testing_ .. . _.... _. __ ..•. _•. . . . _. __ . .

au pp. oun a lon.._.. •.................... osAngeles_. __ •• _... .... _ College Opportunity. To demonstrate that barriers to higher educational opportunities
for the Spanish·speaking poor can be broken through experimental secondary edu·
cation motivation & enrichment programs, student income maintenance programs, &

. . . . college trust fund investment.
Deganawldal-Quetzalcoatl Umverslty _.. _- DaVIS.• _. __ __ ' ' Instilutional Curriculum Development. Planning grants for the development of bitingual

and bi·cultural "land grant"·lype institutions 01 higher I.arning for th. Spanish-

M~x~~~~;~m.rican Studies Clr. of the Clar.menl Univ. Clar.monL _ Sa~:aak;~t·ov•..... _........ .._._ _ _._. __ _._ _ .

Bd. of R.gents U. of California __ ._. __ _.. _. _. Santa Barbara. _. _ __ .. _ Ombudsman Activities ProjecL _. _ _ _ .
U. of Californla.. _ _ __ _._. _. B.rk.l.y.. _ Community Planning Services. To t.st whether the poor can have an impact on urban

development, giv.n professional technical assistance, by d.veloping alternative plans
. that take inlo account the ne.ds of the poor.

Casa Lama College _ _ __ Pacoima _ Para.M.dical Training _ _._ _ .
Crenshaw Com. Youth Siudy Assn _.. _ _ _.. Los Angeles _ _ _ Consum.r Commodity Distribution Center.. _ _ .
~e~ke~Yd~f'fi'~bSch~~~ Dlstnc!. _. -.. --. ~ehkel'y - _ '. _._. Ex.mplary Child Car~ Demonstration Centers _ _ _ _._ .

~f~l~[~~~~~~~WJi~~ttto~(.~::·~~:~:~.~:~: !~~~~~~~~~i.·~·~-:~:·:-:::··-~: !l~~(JI{~l~fjELJt;~:hea~tJ~iiUL~~~::·:·:·~.··:·~·~··::::::::::::~::
UCLA._ ..; ; - - -. Los Angeles _ _ R.search on social and ethnic stratification on racism.. . .
Fresno Un!fied School DlsL·· c ·······••··• •• · __ •• ··_· Fresno•.. ;_ , _ Performance Incentive Education experimen!.._ _ .
San FranCISCO Umfied School Dlsl.. _.. _._ _ San francisco Education vouch.r feasibility study .

$217,000
175,000

200,000

68, 000

82, 000
193, 000

345, COO
13.000
69,000

106.000
29.041

120,557
111. 338
279,372

15.338
300.265
53,025



September 8, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 30989

Project title City Description
Fiscal year
1971 funds

CALI FDRNIA-Conlinued
UCLA. • , " Los Angeles •. Early childhood research • • __ . ____. _. . _ __. • _
AlumRock School OistricL.. • • Alum Rock Education voucher feasibility study . _. . . . _. ._
Stockton Unified School District. Stockton . Performance IncentIVe educatIOn experiment. . _

Univ. of Calif. Nat'l Housing & Econ. Dev. Law Projecl.. - - Berkeley. - - - -- - --- - --- -.- - - - - NEcaotinoonmal"cHDoeuvSeinlogpBmaeCnl't-UBPacCk:nutperC-e-n--to.-r-_-_-_-_-_-_-_- _-_-_--__-_- __ -. _-_-_-_-_-_- _-_-_- -_- _-_- - . _-_. _. _. _. __ .__-Univ. of Calif. Nat'l Housing & Econ. Dev. Law ProJecl.. __ Berkeley . _
Univ. of Calif. Nat'l Legal Prog. on Heallh Problems of Los Angeles •• _ Heallh Back-up Center . _. .•. __ . . __ • _. __ • _

Poor.

Pilol.. , Dakland . ._. Joint funding of SF Regional Council with equal participation by DOL, HEW, HUD, and
OED. To unify Bay area Indians into an effective umbrella organization.

Manpower FremonL . . _ To assist Bay area CAAs in developing Manpower programs__ . . . __ . __
Manpower ----------.-, Los Angeles ._. To provide Manpov,er TA to CAAs and other operators of manpower programs in Los

Angeles County,
Manpower " Stockton .. _•. To bUild manpower capability in 8 CAAs of the San Joaquin Valley . _ _. _
Resource Mobilization • Redding. To slaff aCEDC With a team of specIalists to manage the developmental, financial and TA

leveraging operalions of thIS corp.
Resource Mobilization • Susanville . _. . Attitudinal change prog. dealing with low·income children's educational deficiencies _

Total.. __ • • - - -. - • - -- --_ -_ - . _._

$29t, 820
72,995
57,145

354,955
198,151

10
($315,058

FY 10)
50,000

80, 000
99,954

80,000
40, 000

30,000

3,131,957

COLORADO
Uplands,lnc ·_. __ • • ._._. Durango ..• • Colorado·Utah FURPO. Provides training and technical assistance in economic develop·

ment through an accounting· financial specialist, economic developer, co'op specialist
and three economic development supervisors in establishing such businesses as
leather goods manufacture, fabric design and production.

Conejos-Costella Community Action Association __ . San Luis • Rural Cooperative _
Greeley Parent Child Cente.. . Greeley_._. • • Exemplary Child Care Demonstration Centers. To demonstrate exemplary program

components, upgrade weaker components, assess program impact, and validate
measurement instruments, so as to develop a variety of cost-effective program models.

Universily of Colorado_._. • Boulde.. •• New Gate. Institulions of higher educalion and correction institutions working together
to reduce recidivism rates and promote better post· release adjustment of prisoners
by providing college preparatory and college level courses to inmates prior 10 release.

Resource Mob • Grand Junction Training-developing low income business-industry _
Manpower • Boulder • __ • Manpower.. . _
Regional counciL • Denve.. Developing housing program for seasonal workers _
Le~at Aid Society of Metropolitan Denve.. Denver • ._. Paraprofessional demonstration project. _
Umversity of Colorado Indian Law SchooL • Boulde.. • Indian Back-up Center . .. _

TotaL_. ._. · •••••••••••••• ._ -- - - _-. . _

CONNECTICUT

225,000

285,000
114,000

19,000

72,000
50,000
85,000
50,766

130, 000----
I, 090, 766

349,262

321,823
100,000

421,823

Hartford School District. Hartford • _ Performance incentive education experimen!.._. _
Manpower Dev ._. , • Thanes Statewide (SEOO) Manpower planning; Development of a State manpower development. _

----TotaL • • ._._._._. - - • .. • • _

HAWAII ====
Univ. of HawaiL •__ • • • __ • __ ._. •• __ Honolulu••• • • Early childhood research . _.. • _

55,000

50,000
25,000
25,000

200, 000
49, 000

1,250
23,028

--------
373,218

ILLINOtS
Amallamated School Benefit Association Chicago •••• Exemplary Child Care Demonstration Centers. To demonstrate exemplary program com·

ponents, upgrade weaker components, assess program impact, and validate measure
ment instruments, so as to develop a variety 01 cost·effective program models.Ecumenical Council. ._. Chicag~ • • _._._ Same as above_. _. _. . • . _

Southern Christian Leadership Foundation__ • • Chicago ' • CrawfordVille, Ga. Project. To demonstrate thata community owned and operated business
can stem out-migration and raise the standard of living. (Through a sewing plant, day
care cenler, a buying club, a housing project, etc.

Manpower Demo•• Suburban Cook Co Provides funds for the planning and the carrying out of comprehensive manpower
programs.

ManpowerDemo•• EaslS\. Louis Provides funds for the planning and the carrying oul of comprehensive manpower
programs.

Resource Mobe ._. Suburban Cook Co__•• Establishes a Law Clinic and neighborhood law office to handle legal services to the poor __
Reg'l Council Flexible Funds Rock Island__ • • _ Project to meet the problems of the migrants . ._
Commerce Clearing House Chicago • Poverty Law Reporter. . . _
American Bar Association Fund for Public Ed __ • __ • • Chicago•• ._._ Boston Lawyers for Housing .• _
American Bar Association Fund for Public Ed. , • Chicago • Council on Legal Education Opportunity (CLEO) • •
Lawyers' Comm. for Civil Rights Under Law • Washington, D.C Cairo, Illinois Demonstration project.. . _
Cook Counly Legal Assistance Foundation, Inc • Chicago Computer Demonstration Project. .. . __ . _
National Legal Aid and Defender Association Chicago_ •• National Clients Council.. .. ." . .

60,000

421,000
201,000

35,000

53,000

64,000
200,000
290.000
35,000

150,022
99,000

150,000
'0

2,358,022TotaL.•••_. • __ •• •• -- -------- -- -----.-••--. __ ._._ ----_••_• . . . -. - _- . . --

tOWA ====
Accounting Aid Society of Polk County. • ,._. Des Moines__ • • __ •• Financial Management Assistance. To demonstrate Ihat professional financial manage·

ment assistan,ce can help poor consumers and small businessmen with their financial
. problems and to press for consumer protection legislation.

~:Wi~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ r~~?~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~g~~::~t~::;; ~ ~~;~: :~~;~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~:~~~~; ;~:~:~: ~::: ~ :::::: ~~: ~ ~~:~ ~: ~ ~: ~:; ~

63,000

80, 000
60,000
22,000
22,000

TotaL.. __ • ._. __ • .---- -----.- •• -. __•• _••• ••• _. • • _

KENTUCKY

247, 000

Housing Opportunity Centers, Inc•••••••••••••••••••••• Louisville•••••••••••••••••••••

Pootnotea at end of table,

Fair Housing Project. To test whether black families, given assistance, can take better
advantage 01 fair housing laws by moving poor families into new neighborhoods or 10
find adequate housing in their present neighborhoods; tries to insure strong enforce
ment of the state's lair housing law.

305, 000
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Project tille City Description
Fiscal year
1971 funds

131.000

263,000

240,000

195,000

143,000

• 250, 000
123,000

$489,000

100,000

90,374
75.443

142,886
3D, 000

250,000
185, 000

373,145
329,380
75,000
25,000

2,413,228

Cambridge. " Indian Education legal Back·Up Cenler ....... __ .. .... __ ..... __ ... _... _
.. .......... AmhersL __ ... __ __ .. Early Identification Progr>m. To test whether low·achievers around age ten who are

guaranteed eventual college admission and tinancial support and who are given addi
tional academic help can mal,e dramatic changes in their academic performances.

80ston .. __ .. __ ........ __ . Consumer Proteclion. Research and investigation of complaints by low-income consumers
to insure that the rules and regulations to be issued under new FTC-type state statute
really deal with the consumer problems of the poor.

____ Somerville__ ... ' __ " Community Planning Services. To test whether the poor can have an impact on urban
development given professional technical assistance, by developing alternative plans
that take into account the needs otthe poor.

.. __ __ Boston Tenant Management. To demonstrate that given a sympathetic housing authority atenant
maoagement corporation can be successfully established and will alteviate problems
in public hcusing projects caused by poor relations between the tenants and authorities.

Cambridge ... ... Earfy childhood research (2 separate grants)........ __ .. __ ..... __ ..... __ .. ... __

TotaL. . ...•. _ _.' __ _ _. • • __ ._

Harvard Univ __ .

Urban Systems Research & Engineering... .. •. Cambridge .. Effects of housing on child developmenL __
Resource Mob _ __ . Boston .. . Health resources mobilized trailllng for paraprofessionals__ __ __ .. ..
Resource Mob __ . _.. __ __ Gloucester. ... .. __ . Front end funds for bOO hOUSIng starts rn rural areas•• __ .... __
Furpo.. __ . __ , .... __ .. __ __ • Montachusetl. ...... __ ...__ TA in housing to low-income individuals and groups; provide funds for 200 farmers homes;

front end money for HUD rehabilitation 25 units.
Boston College law School Nat'l Consumer law Center._ Brighton. __ . .. __ Consumer Back-up Center.. . .... __ . __ .... . __ _
Harvard College Center for law & Educ Cambridge Education Back·up CenteL . .. _ __ __

~:~gg::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::: ~~~~~~~tc~::: :::::::::::::::: ~:~g~~;~ g::~~I~L::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::~ ~:::

Dept. of Attorney General. __ .. __ .... __ ""

The Tenant Management Corp. Inc__ ..

Urban Planning Aid __ ........

KENTUCKY-Continued
leslie, Knott. letcher, Perry Com. Action CounciL ••.•••. Whitesburg__ •••• _. _•• __ • _. __ . Home Repair. To test the use of existing Federal housing programs to provide much

needed repairs to the homes of ABO welfare recipients in Eastern Kentucky.
leslie, Knoll, letcher, Perry Com. Action CounciL _ Whitesburg•.• _ _.•• Eastern Kentucky Housing Development Corporation. To demonstrate that a group 01

interested people including a large number of poor people can actually turn the Federal
housing programs into houses for the rural poor.

University of Kentucky _ louisville .. New Gate. Institutions of higher education & correction institutions working together to
reduce recidivism rates and promote beller post-release adjustment of prisoners by
providing college preparatory and college level courses to inmates prior to release.

Kentucky Child Welfare Research Foundation ......... _ frankforL_ .. __ .... .. _.... Exempfary Child Care Demonstration Centers. To demonstrate exemplary program com·
ponents, upgrade weaker components. assess program impact. and validate measure·
ment instruments, so as to develop a variety of cost·effective program modets.

Manpower. ... __ ........ .. .... ...... __ .. Olive Hill....... .. __ ._ .. Coordinate CAP and non·CAP programs with goal of improving service to clients.._. __... 2i,DOO

~:~g~~:~:::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: t~~:~~\I~~~-..:::::::::::::::::: ~:~~:~ ~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: g~~
-----

Total.. __ . __ .' _...•.. _ _ __ .. _ _ _. __ • ",,,, .. , __ .• _ .. ._ .. __ ._._ _. __ • 1, 359,643

MASSACHUSETTS ===
Harvard Univ__ .
Hampshire College ..

211,000

52,000
84,000

125, 000
2,068,000

536,000
508,333

447,565
306,268
323,714
43,000
40,000
62,000

63,000

176,940
199,000

1,661,487

150,000

50,000
50,000

3,487,333

'0
50,000
22,000
22,000
22,000
22,000

175,000
-----

313,000TotaL_ ... _. __ •. __ ... _. . • __ .. •. • .. . . .... _..•.•...•..•••.•.• __ .. __ • ._. __ •• • • •• __ ..... _

===
NEW JERSEY

Pilot Prog.. . __ .. __ .. Ocean Co.. _.. . Senior Opportunities and services. . • • __ • • • 20,000
Manpower Dev __ • __ .... Plainfield .. .. " __ ' Increase CAA capacity in manpower programing__ .. __ • __ • • • • __ .. ._ 45,000
Resource Mobe .. __ • __ .. •. Camden .. Housing Development Program.. .. • ._ 42,000
Manpower Dev .. . __ __ __ _. __ Paterson .. Increase relationship between CAP and city government in manpower programing • 40,000
Manpower Dev __ Newark .. Create a "bridge position" between CAA and Mayors CAMPS secretana!... • • 20,000
Office of the Mayor. .. __ Newark • .. .. __ Newark Ombudsman • " ._. • .. __ ' 262, 000
Com. Dev. Admin __ __ __ . __ Newark.. _.. . Newark Consumer Protection_ .. • __ .. •_._ , 300,000
Nal'l Council on Crime and Delinquency __ . __ . Paramus .. . .. .. New Gate Resource Center__ ........ .. .. ._. , 300,000

----
TotaL _ _.. . _. _. . _. '0 __ '" _. __ ._ • __ ._ • __ .. _. .. ••__ • __ • __ ' __ ._ •••• _=.=1=,=00=9,=00=0

Footnotes at end of table.

200,000
-----

TolaL .• _••• __ • ._ •••••• _••••• __ ••• .. • ._ •.. _.. _. . ••• _•• __ • •• _. • • •__ • __ •••===54=7,=000=

MISSOURI
St.louis Univ. Nat'l Juvenile law CenteL ... __ . Sl. Louis.. __ ; .. Juvenile law Back·up CenteL ..... __ •• • • ._. __ • .
legal Aid Society of the City and Co. of St. louis.. .... __ St. louis • Paraprofessionat demonstration projecl. _. • __ ... • ._ __
Manpower.. • •. _""_' ._ • __ ••••••••. __ Columbia •• ••• Manpower planning. .• • _. _. __ "" • •• ._ ..

~ii~~i;~~~:e:_~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~l~p~~1~f~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~i~~~~~d~lml~L~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~

MARYlAND
Univ. of Md.._ " .. College Park __ • .. Study of the Economics of Discrimination in EmploymenL __ __ •__
Operations Research Inc_ " Silver Spring.. • _. Evaluation of Four Manpower Programs__ __ . __ " .. . __ ..
GEOMET_. __ _ Rockville __ _ __ ._ Evaluation of Neighborhood Health Centers.. __ __
Mayor and City of Baltimore CAA Baltimore __ •__ __ • MUND-Model Urban Neighborhood Demonstration-To test whether business, industry

and community corporations, with assistance of systems management groups, can
develop an effective anti-poverty program.

FURPO _.. Annapolis__ • __ __ .. Full Utilization of Rural Program Opportunities-{)pportunity to develop capability of
ownership.

~:~~~::~::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~c:p~~;~,_-:: :::::::::::::::: g~~~~I~:\I~~ ~~~~ \~~ ~:~g~::~ ~g:~:ll~~~: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
-----TotaL_ _ __ _. _ _•• ' .. __ • __ . __ •. .. , _. ._ __ __ • _

MICHIGAN

~~~~i:~nMJf:te'Universiii'-:::::: ::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~ ~~~~roig:::::::::::::::::: ~~~I~~h~I~~~::cta~~So:a~~hs:~~~:::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::
Grand Rapids PublicSChools •••• Grand Rapids Performance Incentive Education experimenl. • • _ ..__
Manpower Demo••• __ ._.. __ ._._._. • ••• Kalamazoo_. __ __ __ ._..__ Provides funds for the planning and carrying out of comprehensive manpower programs_
Manpower Demo__ • __ ._ •__ ._._. • Grand Rapids•••_ __ • Same as above • __ ..... ... __ .. • ._. ._.
Resource Mobe.._._. __ _.. ._._. ... Kalamazoo ........ _ Development of a Human Resource Dept. to mobilize all available resources to address

poverty related problems.
Resource Mobe • • .. __ ... _.... Barryton••_•• ._. Mobilization at local government and business unils to develop the tourist industry in the

area which will provide jobs for the poor people and allract additional revenue into
the area.

Waxne State Univ. Michigan legal Services Asst. Program. Detroit.. _. __ • • Michigan Statewide Back·up Center • • ._. • .......
United Communify Services/CAP • .. _... Grand Rapids_ __• Mobilization of resources • • ._...... __ .. _

----TotaL __ ._ • __ _••• _•• __ ' •_._. __ _•• • ••• _. __ " _•.••• • ••• • __ • __ • ". _ _

MINNESOTA =====
Univ. of Minnesota ... ......... __ . __ . Minneapolis • . New Gate. To demonstrate that institutions of higher education, working with correction

institutions, can reduce recidivism rates and promote belter post·release adjustment
of prisoners by providing college preparatory and college level courses to inmates
prior to release.

Manpower Demo. .. __ ... __ .. " __ .. little Falls __ • __ • .. __ . __ Provides funds for the planning and carrying out of comprehensive manpower programs__
Resource Mobe. • .. Crookston • Assists 3,000 low-income people in 18 counties by providing prof. marketing and pro·

duction consultants to assist low volume manufacturers.
Reg'l Council Flexible Funds. .. St. PauL. • • • __ • Project to meet the problems of the migrants .. "._ ._
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Project tille City Description
Fiscal year
1971 funds

Manpower Dev._. _.• . __ . . . _. . _._ Syracuse_ •.•. __ . _
Manpower Dev._. ~ .. ._. Suffox Co_. _
Manpower Dev. . . Utica _
Manpower Dev. . Niagara Falls. __ .. _

NEW YORKASPIRA •. . __ •• . __ . NYC • College Opportunity . _
Archilects Renewal Commillee in Harlem_•. _•. _... NYC. Community Planning Services . . _

~~~~r.~~s:ti~lh~~~~~!:~:~n~~~~~: ~:~:::: ::::::::::::: \\~[~~:~:~ ~~ ~:~ ~::::::::::: t~~:~lii~r~:m{~r~~~~~~~~~ro:g~;~~::::::::::::::::::::::'::::::::::::::::::::::::
Consumer Act. Prog. for Bedford-Stuyvesant, Inc NYC. Comprehensive Consumer Action _
Nat'l. Council of Jewish Women NYC . Day Care Survey _
Com. Oev. Agency __ •. _. . NYC.________ . __ Exemplary Child Care Demonstration Centers _
Broad Jump_ .. 0 ._. • NYC .. . . __ Broad Jump_ __ ___ ___ __. _ __ ____ __ ___ __ _ _____ _ _

~:t ~:g:~ ~::~~::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~h:::::: ::::: :::::::::::: g:le~aA~;~~~~~~ni~~_Edu~at~o~ _~rogr~_~:::::: :::: ::: ::::::::: -: :::::: :::: :::::::::
College of Hum. Services. • NYC Professional Eduulion and Credentialling Program_. _
com_ Film Workshop_•. ._. . NYC '___ __ __ __ __ _____ ____ Film Workshop .. "._. . _
Nat'l Urban league.. ._.. _. __ . . _. _.•..••. _._. _ New York•.• __ •• . _. . __ Family Planning . _.. __ . . •.••.
American Public Health Assoc.•••• __ ... . . New York... _. __ • Family Planning__ . . __ . •.... _•.. _._. _. •. __ . . _. _. . _•.
COA.. _. • _. _... •. . _. _. New York•.. _. • Family Planning. ._.• __ . ._ .. . .•. _.•
Yonkers Comm. Action. __ ._. . _. _. __ .. _. ._. _ Yonkers._. _. . __ Family Planning. . . . .. __ • eo. • _. , __ ,_"

Bronx School Dis!. No. 9. __ •. __ . _._. _. _.. . _. Brooklyn. Performance Incenlive Education experiment. ... . • . ._ ..

~t~~~ ~~i~~lof~~~eY~r~~~~~~~:::::::::: ::::::::::::: ~:~ ~~;t:~::~~~:~:~::::::::: ~:;\~ ~~:\~~~~~ ;~~~:~~~::::::::::: ~:~ ~:~: :~:::~::: ~: ~:::::::::::::::::::::: :::: ~
Nat'l Student Service and Fund for Negro SludentL New York.•.. . . _ Analysis of data on black college sludenls . . .
Columbia Univ. Center on Social Welfare Policy and law __ New York.•. Welfare Back-up CenteL . ._
Columbia Univ. Nal'l Employment law Proj..... _.•. New York... __ . __ . Employment Back·up CenteL • . . . __ .
Manpower Dev __ • .. _•.. __ .. Westchester Co_. tncrease CAA capacity in manpower programing . _. ._. _
ManpowerOev. .. Yonkers. . To create improved working retationship between CAA and city government for man-

power programs.
Increase CAA capabilily for manpower programing. . . _
Increase CAA 's cepability in manpower programing____ ____ _ . _
To increase CAA's capabilily in manpower pregraming__ . . _
Increase the working rtilationship belween CAA and city government in manpower

programs_
Resource Mob._. . Nassau Co . _ Economic Oevelopment- CORE ~taffing___ __ _ _

$498, COO
239,000
300,000
174, 000
350, 000
330,000

24,000
421,000
69, 000

486, 000
1,500, 000

302, 000
675, 000
232,241

1, 122,250
158,459
70,918
1,250

356,262
134,746
200, 000
366,901
32,836
35, 000
35, 000

20,000
25, 000
40,000
40,000

149,000
TotaL._ .. __ ._. __ ..• __ •••• _. ._. . . __ . _ 8,387,863

NORTH CAROLINAShaw Univ__ ... _.. __•.... . _._._. _.. _._ .. . Raleigh . Family Planning • _. •_•.
Population Servs. Inc_ .. _..c __ •• __ •• _•• __ •• ._. Chapel HilL_. • Family Planning____ _ _ _ _ _ . _
low·lncome Housing Dev. Corp.,lnc ._. __ .. ._._._ Durham __ . . Rural Housmg Developmenl Corpo,ation _
Regional Education lab. for the Carolinas and Virginia. _._ Durham/Raleigh North Carolma Commumly College program _
Manpower Dev ._. • . . __ . __ Raleigh . . . _ Coordmale CAP and non-CA P programs with goal of improving service 10 clients •. _
Manpower Dev_.. _•.•.•..... _.. _..... _....• _. _....._ Ourham • Same as above . _.. . ....

Tolal_. __ ... _.•.. __ . ._._._._... . . . _

99,554
47, 066

• 480, 000
35, 000
28,000
28,000

717,620

938,346
135,000

(.)
33,000
26, 000
33,000
34, 000
70, 000

-----
1,906,346

OHIO
Akron PublicSchools_ ..•.... _. __ ._ .. .. _. __ ._ ..•.. Akron. Soulh High Schaal Skills Center. To lest whether the educational programs and tech·

niques of the Job Corps can successfully be applied 10 a high schoollocaled in a low·
income urban area and thereby reduce Ihe drop·oul rate and better prepare sludents
lor either employment or college.

Adams and Brown Counties EO, Inc_ ..•..•_..••••.••. _ Decalur.. . Ohio FURPO. Tesling whelher organized poor people can plan and iml'lement programs
which provide medical, legal, housing, consumer and other services funded Ihrough
non·OED sources.

Melro. Co-op Service__ . ... _•••• __ ._ .••.••. _. __.. __ Cleveland.... _..... _.. Urban Cooperative Development Program. To demonstrate a consumer cooperative can
become self·supportinz aller three or lour years wilh a small amount of funds and good
technical assistance.

Kenl State Univ .. _.. _. __ ._•••••..••••• KenL • . Akron-Kent Stato ·Universily Neighborhood Faculty Program. To test whelher the urban
poor can contribule as faculty members to the development and leaching of universily
courses on poverty.

Dayton Youth PalroL • __••.•...... _ Oayton _ Dayton Youth Training and Counselling Program. Demonstrate disadvantaged youth and
adults can work together to provide services which meet important needs of dis·
advantaged youth, including job Iraining for health·relaled services, in lurniture
manufacturing and repair, and in housing construction.

Ballelle Memoriallnst._ •. .... _..... _... Columbus••••._••. _•• _... . Evaluation of performance incentive educalion experimen!.. . ._.
0cehniOtrSatlastelalteeganl.,Sve__rv_.__A_S_s_o_c_._.-_._._._._-_ ••._._ .•.• -_._._._-_-_-_-_-_-_- -_ Columbus...•_.. .• __ •• _.• _ Ohio Stalewide Back-Up Center . .. . • •__ .. . __ ._

U Wilberforce _.. _.. Oaylon Student Cilizenship, Rights and Responsibilities CenteL ...•
Manpower Demo. •.•.•• _. __ ._ •.. _.• __ ..• _. New BasIon. __ . __ _.•••• Provides funds for the planning and carrying oul of comprehensive manpower programs .
Manpower Demo . . . Toledo . . Same as above_. __ _ . . .
Manpower Demo•.•.•..• __ .•..•.... _._ .... _....• _. __ Ravenna .••. __ ._.....• _. Same as above •__ ._. .. . ..
Manpower Oemo•••• _.•. . __ ._._. . Columbus.. ._. ._ .. . Provides funds for the planning and carrying oul of comprehensive manpower programs __
Resource Mobe__ . .. _. ._._ .. __ • Marietta . . ._. Mobilizes Ihe resources of and for 28 counties in Appalachian Ohio . _

TolaL . . . ._._. . . .

284,000

150,000

35,000

143, 000

25,000

New Gate_____ .__________ . __ ~ . _. . . ~ _
Manpower.. __ . ••
Rural Transportation . _
Employment Program __ . . . _

rtt~~~~-~t~~u~i~~e:~~i~nnt ~hean~:~:: ~ ::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

OREGONUniv. of Oregon_. . __ Eugene . .
Resource Mobe . . . . . Albany __ . . __ . _
Resource Mobe . . . Medlord . . . _

~;r~r.°nde~eiriisiee,_ij,g-Com~: ~ :~::: :::::~:: ::::::::: ~~Ir~~iiij_:~:::: :::::::::::::::
Nero & Assoc., Inc. • _. e •• _ •• _ • Portland • _

TolaL. . .. __ .. • . ..•.• ._. • .•. . . ._. .• _

PENNSYlVANIA

366, 000
75, 000
59,600
40, 000

10 30, 529
52,500

-----
623,629

88,000

87, 000

67, 000

155,000

School Dislrict of Philadelphia • • Philadelphia The 12th and OXford Corporation. Demonstrate the natural social organizations of youth
could be directed toward construclive enterprises-a film making company, a laundro·
mal, appliance repair training plOgram and a tuloring program.

School Dislrict of Phila. ._ .• _._ ••••_.. _... _•• __ Philadelphia••. e. Hartranft Project. Demonstrate thai youth are capable of administering youlh centers, of
making construclive contributions to the planning of center programs and of motivating
other youth.

Pa. Bureau of Corrections..•••._•....•• __ ..••••-= Harrisburg • . _. __ • New Gate. Institulions of higher educalion and .correction instilutions working logether to
reduce recidivism rates and promote beller post·release adjustment of prisoners by
providing college preparatory and college level courses to inmates prior to release.

Freedom House Enterprise,lnc.._. __ ._._._._.•• ... _ Pillsburgh... _._._ ... _. AmbUlance Service and Para-medic Training Program. To demonstrate unemployed
. adults and high school drop-outs can be trained as para· medic ambUlance attendants

and that such a service can become self·supporting alter two and a half years.
University of Pa. Health law Center••••••.••. _•••••.•• Philadelphia.. _' __ '_. _. Development of Health Law curriculum . . __ .• .... u 235,855
Philadelphia City Schools•••••.•..•_••...•••••••••• _._ Philadelphia_. __ . _. . Performance Incentive Education experiment. . .__ __ _ 1,250
Unlv. of Pa•• ._._ •... ..••.•••••••.••.•••• _..• Philadelphia.•_. __ . . Evalualion of Baltimore CAA . . - - - •. .. 10,510
Resource Mobilizalion..•.••••••••••.••••••••••••....• Meadville •• _. __ ._._. ._ .. Develop capability to operate small business and allract industry to area_. .. __ . __ . 75,000
Manpower•• __ ._. _. _. _.... __ •..•• _._••••••.•••••• __ . Erie. __ . . _. •_ Plan collectively with other agencies for manpower program_. ._ _ 50,000

TotaL.•_••• _•.•••.•_••..• -••••••••.•••••• _•.••••••••. . _. _....••. _'" _•.••• _eo. _ •• __ ••••••••••• _ •• __ • ••• _ ••• _ •• - •••• -. -. • ---7-69-,-61-5

Pootnotea at end 01 table.
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Project title City Description
Fiscal year
1971 funds

RHODE ISLAND

~:~~~~:; g:~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::: ;I;~~~io'n'e Valie;::::::::::::: ~:~~~::;~::~~:~L::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: ggg
------

Total ..•..••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••_••••••••••••••••••••••• _•• _•••••••••••_._ •••••••• _•••_._. _•••_••••••••••••••••••• SO,OOO

ISO, 000

"485,000

IS, ceo
35, GOO

------
Total.. __ ....•.•..•..••••••••.••••••••_••••••••••••••••••••••• _._ •••••__ •••••.••••. _•••_ , __ • ••••.••....•• .•••. •••••••••• ••• 442,500

VERMONT
Champlain Valley OED ..••...•••...•.••.••••..•....•• Burlington•••••••••••••••••••• Vermont FURI'O. Developing a self·supporting transportation system in a four'Cllunty

area by prOViding low·cost transportation, by operating a mechanic training program,
a maintenance repair garage, and a training program for employees and board members
which will enable them to control and operate the corporation once funding is dis·
continued.

Vermont Regional Community College Commission•••••• MontpelieL•••••••••••••••••• Vermont Rural Education Network. To demonstrate the impact on rural education and
job training opportunities of a coordinated community·oriented, and responsive stale·
wide network of outreach training centers serving the needs of disadvanlaged rural
residents.

~:~~~::;::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~:~~~a~~·Co.:::::::·.:::::::: ~;~~~~~~ ~11;~~ii~t.::·.:·.:::: ::'.'.:::'.:::::'.::::::'.::::::::::::::::'.::'.::: '.: ::'.:'.

WASHINGTON

50,000
60, 000

, 172, 000
, 146,000
'94, 000

60, 000
90, 000
9,400

55, 000
123,942

1,250
30,026

891,618

Seattle·King Co. Econ. Oppor. Board, Inc SeaUle Paraprofessional Demonstration project.. .
Wash. Board for Community College Education ••••••••••• Olympia _••••• Washington Community College program••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Northwest Rural Opportunities pascq•••••••••••••••••••••••• Exemplary Child Care Demonstration Centers••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••
Washington Slate Altorney....•••••.•••••••••••••••••• OIympia _._ •••••••• Consumer protection .

~:~~~~~m~g':':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~:~~:~~n:.::::::::::: ::::::::: ~~~~!rl~K~i:~~;~f;s~h~;~:h ~:h~~~~~~c~~~~I;~~~S:.:.::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
. Resource Mobe Pasco Provide job counseling and referral systems for youth _ __ ••••••

Manpower Olympia Creation of jobs .
Seattle Public Schools Seattle••••••••••••••••••••••• Feasibility study education vouchers .
Seattle Public Schools Seattle _••••• _•••••• _. Performance I ncentive education experiment. ••• , .••••••••• _ _._
Washington State Econ. Oppor. Office Seattle••.••••••••••••••_••• _. Statewide social welfare planning and information system••• _ .

----
Grand total. ...•........... __ """ __ •••••_••_••_••••••_•••••••_•••••••••••••••_•••••_••••••••••••.•••••••••••• _•••••••••••••• _

=====
WEST VIRGINIA

Tech Foundation, Inc Montgomery Mountain Artisans. To demonstrate that a well organized handicraft industry can be
financially feasible if its products are designed for the high fashion urban markeL

Tech Foundation, Inc Montgomery••.•.••••••••••••• Business Cooperatives. To demonstrate that by organizing small producer and service
cooperative businesses which fit the resources and needs of the people, their expertise
and business credibility will be developed to the point where larger businesses can be
organized and new business can be induced to come into the area.

Manpower. Parkersburg Plan collectively with other agencies for manpower programing.••••••••.•••••••••.•.•
Furpo................... . Williamson Economic development for small business .

TotaL .

WISCONSIN

266, 000

305,000

50, 000
75, 000

------
696, 000

ISO, 000

290,625
I, 089, 000
2,858,756

3,388,780

22,500
49,000
27,000

200, 000

8,075,661

Wisconsin Electric Co·op ._•••• _••••••_••••• ._ Madison•••• _•••••_._._ ••••••• Rural Housing P!Oject. To test the feasibility of using a statewide rural electric cooperative
as the delivery mechanism for a rural housing program, and to demonstrate thai many
of the advantages of urban housing cooperatives such as common planning and pur·
chasing, collective training for self·help, etc., can also accrue to rural· housing
cooperatives.

~~!~~~sw~g~~~i~g:s7~.n~~. ~~~~i~~:::~:::::::: ~:::: ::: ~~~i~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::: ~~~::~t~I~~;~ellgearciion'Poverty.:::'.: ._ ._ ._ ._._._..._...-.-._._...- '.-.-:._.-.-.-.-.-._.-.-.
University of Wisconsin _•••••••••• Madison•••_••••.•••_ Rural Negative Income Tax experiment (experiment is being carried oul in the States of

North Carolina and Iowa).
University of WisCllnsin ••••.•••.•.•..••••••••••••••• _ Madison•••_ Urban Negative Income Tax experiment (experiment is being carried out in the States of

Pennsylvania and New Jersey).
University of Wisconsin Madison Clearinghouse for SEO data files ..
Manpower Demo Milwaukee Provides funds for the planning and carrying out of comprehensive manpower p!Ograms.
Manpower Demo _ Madison Same as above .
Regional Council Flexible Funds Beaver Dam Project to meel the problems of the migrants ..

-----
TotaL•••••••• _. ••• _._ ••••••••••••••••••••• _••••__ ••••••••.••••••••.••••••• __ •••••• _••••••••••_•• _._ •••••••••_••••••••.••...•••••• _••••••_••••••••••••••

'$316,058-Fiscal year 1970.
• Grantee located in Illinois. Project in Georgia.
• $1l8,l0Q-Fiscal year 1970.
, 2·year funding.
'$260,000-Fiscal year 1970.
'Grantee in New York, project operates in AUanta, Pittsburgh, Washington, D.C.. and Min

neapolis.

; Grantee in New York, project operates in Phoenix, Ariz., and New Orleans, La.
'Grantee in New York, project operates in Harllord, Conn.; New York, N.Y.; Chicag ,I!I.;

AUa"ta, Ga.; and Santa Fe, N. Mex•
I $126,750-Fiscal year 1970.
'0 Transfer $175,000 to HEW for the center.
UOHA.
"Total includes only $242,500 for this project (2·year funding).

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, let us not
be misled by the easy argument that the
comm1ttee bill earmarks R. & D. at $65.4
million, the same level requested by the
President in his budget. By earmarking
at an overall level of $170 million above
that suggested by the President, and by
requiring pro rata apportionment in the
very likely event of a reduced appropria
tion, the committee will force the Agency
to remove close to $29 million from its
R. & D. effort alone and apply it to pro
grams whose earmarks exceed the levels
requested in the budget.

One of the programs whose earmark
exceeds the level requested in the budget
is the Emergency Food and Medical Serv
ices Program. The President requested
$3.5 m1llion for this program and S. 2007

authorizes $62.5 million. Assuming an
ultimate appropriation near the level of
the budget request, the proration, based
on the total authorization, to the level of
the budget request, would bring this pro
gram to $43.6 million. The flexibility al
lowance could reduce it further to a
minimum level of funding of $34.9 mil
lion. This flgure is still some $31.4 mil
lion above the budget request. To meet
the prorated earmark requirement funds
would have to be taken from other pro
grams, such as the Comprehensive Health
Services program, which is budgeted and
authorized at $114 million. Its prorated
level is $79.5 million and its minimum
level is $63.6 milllon. The minimum level
is $50.4 million less than the budget re
quest and thUS, $50.4 million of develop-

mental health activities would be jeop
ardized because of the need to meet an
earmark such as that of EFMS.

The scope of reductions necessary in
research and in other areas is such that
all new program initiatives would be
eliminated and many on-going activities
would be abandoned. Reductions in some
areas may approach 50 percent of the
total national program level.

Let us think for a moment what a sub·
stantial reduction in OEO's research and
demonstration bUdget would mean for
the government and for our people. Seven
years ago there was no Headstart pro
gram. Now this program serves nearly
half a million children of preschool age.
Headstart would not be in existence if it
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were not for OEO's role as an innovator at issue here. '\That is at issue is whether
of new social programs. the spirit that created OEO, the spirit

When OEO was first authorized there that said this Nation would renew its
was no Legal Services program. Today search for ways to let all Americans
more than 2.000 la\\'Yers serve in 270 share in their country's affluence, wheth
projects to insure that the poor have er that spirit continues or is crushed.
equal access to the judicial system. Again, Legislation that would tum OEO away
without OEO's experimentation this pro- from its goals. and merely add its name
gram would not have been established. to the proliferating pantheon of bureau
If OEO's budget in the area of research cratic service agencies, adds up to noth
and development is drastically reduced. ing less than a death knell for the once
where will we look for tomorrow's Head- bright hopes of this agency. and for the
starts and Legal Services? hopes of some 25 million poor Americans.

Particular experiments which are pres- The amendment I offer at this time
ently underway. such as the New Jersey is simple and returns the Congress to
income maintenance experiment, per- its accepted practice for authorizing ap
formance contracting. and education propriations-exactly as it does for vir
vouchers, would be jeopardized by a sub- tually all other programs, and indeed,
stantial cut in the R. & D. area and, most for the economic opportunity program
likely, forced to abandonment. While prior to the last amendments in Decem
there may be differences of opinion over bel' of 1969. That is, it would authorize
the desirability of some of these experi- precisely the sum specified in our com
ments as operating programs. it is un- mittee's report, distributed to individual
thinking to deny investigation of these programs in precisely the same fashion
concepts under the limited and con- as our committee recommends. It WOUld,
trolled conditions of social science ex- however, remove the unwarranted and
perimentation. It should be remembered punitive provisions which specify both
that 4 years ago. when OEO con- rigid "reservations" for certain programs
templated undertaking the New Jersey and overly "neat" proration formulas for
experiment, there was great opposition. the rest. I cannot readily recall another
Now the experiment is not only well ac- instance where the Congress has ligidly
cepted, but is considered as landmark in prejudged both the President's steward
the field of social science and public ship of a program or its own appropria
policy analysis. tion process as in the complicated direc-

If we do not allow for further research, tions for how to distlibute any sum that
we run the risk of being remembered in might be appropriated for economic op
the company of a former Senator who. portunity programs. Surely the commit
at the end of the last century. while de- tee must have an extreme and compel
bating the extension of a patent law. ling justification. I recall that the pri
suggested, in effect, that such legislation mary program to be "protected" by the
was not required for we had learned aU 1969 amendments was community ac
we need to know. tion's local initiative funds. The record

The flexibility and innovative nature shows in fact that OEO substantially ex
of OED that have enacted its greatest ceeded the congressional mandate. Why
successes would be stopped if the car- then this need for a statutory strait
marks in S. 2007 are allowed to remain jacket?
and to restrict the agency's research and I believe OEO has demonstrated ex-
demonstration functions. emplary performance in allocating tight

I do not believe the President will ac- appropriations among many strong
cept this legislation as now written. claimants. It has made difficult choices

I have mentioned a number of provi- between projects, generally maintaining
sions which I flnd objectionable and proven activities, yet continuing to de
which I think should be changed, but I velop better ways of dealing with pov
think there is none more objectionable erty. It has responded to the expressed
and none which is more likely to lead to a intent of the Congress. frequently made
veto and a delay of this legislation than more difficult by overly detailed ear-

marking. Indeed, its record compares
this particular provision, unless the Sen- quite favorably with other agencies in
ate accepts my amendment. this bill, which have strangely escaped

I do not believe the President endorses the imposition of severe earmarking re
the further bureaucratization of an strictions.
agency whose essence was always in- Further. the amendment permits Con
tended to be experimentation. And. gress to exercise its right to earmark,
frankly, I do not see the loss of OEO &S but it preserves, at the same time. rea
constituted and controlled under this
legislation to be a serious one. Other de- sonable flexibility for the President in

ordering priorities.
partments of Government, I believe, are The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
better equipped than OEO to operate yields time?
massive social service programs. Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield

What would be an irrepa.rable,· trulY, myself 15 minutes. Will the Senator from
catastrophic loss. I believe, would be the Ohio yield for a question?
demise of OED as a pioneering agency Mr. TAFT. I am glad to yield.
finding new answers to old problems. Mr. NELSON. So that I may under-
breaking down old shibboleths, provid- stand the Senator's amendment, am I
ing us with new weapons with which to correct in concluding that the amend
assault poverty. and impacting its re- ment preserves the earmarking for the
search findings on the consciousness of local initiative programs at $328,900,000
this Nation's people. and legal services at $61 million, and re-

Mr. President, may I suggest that moves earmarking from all other aspects
whether OED lives or dies is not really of the program?

CXVII--1949-Part 23

Mr. TAFT. That is correct.
Mr. NELSON. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, this earmarking dispute

is exactly the same issue we dealt with
previously. in the 1969 OEO amend
ments. At that time we had a series of
rollcall votes on earmarking, on the au
thorization bill in the Senate, in which
the Senate rejected the request of the ad
ministration that earmarking be re
moved.

Then in the conference between the
House of Representatives and the Sen
ate on the authorization bill. the exact
same issue being raised in this amend
ment was taken up in conference, and
the conference rejected it.

We had a second rollcall vote here on
the Senate floor, on the appropriations
bill, in which the Senate again rejected
the administration position of removing
the earmarking.

So we have dealt with this matter in
successive rollcall votes, and the House
and the Senate have rejected that posi
tion repeatedly.

I think that the real point here actually
is that the administration does not wish
to have $62,500,000 authorized for the
Emergency Food and Medical Services
program; they want $3,500,000. And they
do not want the $18 million authorized
for Alcoholic Counseling and Recovery;
they want $2 million. That is, I think,
where the real issue is. and we could get
to the heart of the matter a whole lot
more qUickly if amendments were offered
to reduce the Emergency Food and Medi
cal Services from $62,500,000 to $3,500.
000 and the Alcoholic Counseling and
Recovery from $18 million to $2 million.

But the fact of the matter is that we
settled that issue. This is what we au
thorized in the committee. this is what
we authorized in votes on the floor of the
Senate in the previous authorization bill,
and this is what the committee provided
for this year without any opposition at
the subcommittee level and at the full
committee level. What is at issue is
simply this: the administration woUld
like to reduce by some $60 million the
Emergency Food and Medical Services
and by $16 million the Alcoholic Counsel
ing program.

I would think the position of the
administration should now have changed
on the emergency food and medical
services program, because that position
was based on the expectation that Con
gress would pass the family assistance
plan, and that the emergency food and
medical services program would there
fore be unnecessary in this bill. But now
the President has asked that we delay
for a year the effective date of the fam
ily assistance plan. Therefore, that argu
ment in support of reducing the amount
of money here by some $60 million for
emergency food and medical services in
this bill is washed out, because it ap
pears to me that the President will prob
ably prevail in his request that we delay
the effective date of the family assist
ance plan for another year-until 1973.
This bill's earmarking for 2 years ex
tends until June 30, 1973-which is the
earliest realistic effective date for the
family assistance plan.
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The emergency food and medical
services-EFMS-program was estab
lished in 1967 to provide special assist
ance to meet severe hunger and health
problems not met by other programs. For
fiscal 1971 Congress earmarked $62.5
million and the agency actually received
$45.2 million. Funds support 660 pro
grams, mostly rural. The administration
now proposes that this program be ter
minated; it requested no funds for the
basic authorization although it proposes
to spend $3.5 million for EFMS-type
projects serving migrants and Indians.
The emergency food and medical serv
ices program is one of the most popular
and successful of all OEO programs.
Impressive testimony before our sub
committee made a convincing case for
continuing it at least at present fund
ing level. Bill S. 2007 earmarks $62.5 mil
lion, the same amount earmarked last
year. Following are some quotes from the
testimony:

Wesley Hjornevik, OEO Deputy Di
rector:

We belleve that the kind of reforms that
Congress has passed are going to have major
impact on the Food Stamp program and will
tend to obviate the need for the EFMS pro
gram in the future. It is our hope that Con
gress will address the issue of welfare re
form in an aggressive fashion which will
also mitigate the need for this ... If the
assumptions on which we based our pro
gram plan do not come to pass ... we will
reprogram funds or we will be back before
the Congress for additional funds ... We
are hopeful that we won't need· to continue
an Emergency Food and Medical Services
program. If that does not turn out to be
the case, we want the authority in our legis
lation so that we will be free to come back
to Congress for the resources necessary to
make sure that we arrest hunger in this
country. (P. 1993 hearings) .

Robert Choate, hunger expert:
The EFMS legislation is the broadest piece

of health-related legislation that exists on
the statutes today. It is the only real piece
of health legislation that can act on per-

sonal famlly emergencies as opposed to na
tional or natural disaster emergencies. For
thls reason alone, it should be maintained.
In the counties where EFMS has been ef
fective, It has Initiated Federal food assist
ance programs where there were none; it
has 5upplelnented services or staff wherever
such programs already existed but were not
reaching all potential recipients; and It pro
vided the means by which the poor them
selves could devise solutions to their own
food needs. For example, in Oxford County
and Cumberland County, Maine, the poor,
through EF!lIS funds, operate their own do
nated commodities program-and boast al
most 100% participation. They find, trans
port, certify and distribute goods to all ellgl
ble farollies in those counties, and have
demonstrated how efficient a program run
by recipients can be. In Everett, Washing
ton, minimal EFMS funds provide an oc·
caslonal hot meal to a total of 5,000 elderly
poor. In that manner, EFMS has brought
the aged into Senior Citizens' Centers for
the first time and Is now holding classes
and giving consultation in health and nu
trition, food stamp certification, social se
curity, legal aid, special diets and employ
ment services. In central Minnesota, the
EFMS staff discovered that many schools
were reportIng a certain number of "free"
lunches served dally to the neediest chil
dren and then were charging these students
for their "free" lunches. They spoke with
local school officials, the state School Lunch
Director, USDA Regional representatives, and
the Governor. Now there is a concerted state
effort to implement a truly free and re
duced-price lunch program In every school
in the state.

Mayor John Driggs, Phoenix, Ariz.:
Thls program has been very beneficial to

the residents of the inner-city of Phoenix and
I would not llke to see it cut back without
definite assurance that the service it offers
would continue at no less than the current
level through some source of Federal fund
ing. The social service agencies in Phoenix
have asked me to emphasize the importance
of the EFMS program. Their employees spend
much of their time simply trying to obtain
food for hungry people. I think that no one
can seriously question the need for Emer
gency Food assLstance. The staff of our CAA
estimated that 36.000 people in Phoenix need
Emergency Food assistance

FUNDING FOR PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED BY OEO

(I n millions of dollars)

Mrs. Catherine Williams, Troy, Ala.:
Just last week, I came in contact with a

famUy Where the father was killed and the
family had no food. Emergency Food came
to their rescue . • • Often times we came 1n
contact with fammes who have never taken
their children to have their shots. If we
were not there. possibly they would not get
their shots. If Emergency Food Ls cut out. I
don't know what people in Pike, Bullock,
Crenshaw, and Butler Counties would do.

Senator ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, South
Carolina:

I don't know any better way to get support
for the elimination of hunger than the OEO
Emergency Food and Medical Services pro
gram. I cannot imagine, in this day and age
in America, eliminating medical services as
a polley or eliminating emergency feeding of
the hungry.

The Reverend James Webb, Troy. Ala.:
Emergency Food and Medical services 1n

our area is a Ufe saver. Many people would
just starve without the benefit of EFMS.
Emergency Food in an area like Pike County
Is able to prOVide kids and families with food
so he does not become a criminal (by steal
ing to eat) ... I have seen funerals where
people have died for lack of medical atten
tion and medical service. For a kid to die for
not haVing shots and for not having what we
consider normal medical aid is ridiculous 1n
1971 in a country as a1fiuent as ours.

Mrs. Beatrice Jenkins, Rosston, Ark,:
Here in southwest Arkansas. where rural

people have little or no employment and
where you will find some of the poorest peo
ple in our country, the cessation or the re
duction of the program would be chaotic to
old and young. EFMS 1s truly a godsend for
these destitute people.

Ben McFarlin, Murfreesboro. Tenn.:
In our area Emergency Food has helped to

wipe out the garbage can scroungers and
children who dip into slop buckets for food.

Navarro County Action Committee.
Corsicana, Tex. :

The total fam1l1es served by this program
is 585. Over half are children under 16. About
three-fourths were 1n households wh1ch had
an income of $1500 or more below the poverty
11ne.

Proposed Ear- Minimum Fiscal year 1971 Proposed Ear- Minimum Fiscal year 1971
Presi- ear· markins (with 20 ------ Presi- ear~ marking (with 20 -------
dent's marking prorate percent Ear· dent's marking prorated percent Ear·
budget (S.2007) budget re flexibility) marking Actual bUdget (S.2007) budget re fleXibility) marking Actual

RESERVED FUNDS Alcoholic counseling and reo
covery __________________ 2.0 18.0 13_8 11.0 15.0 10.8

local initiative (sec. 221) ______ 314.9 328.9 328.9 328.9 328.9 350.0 Drug rehabilitation ___ • ____ • 18.0 18.0 13.8 II. 0 15.0 12.8
legal services________________ 61. 0 61. 0 61. 0 61.0 58.0 61.1 Other title 11'______________ 117.6 117.6 90.0 72.0 69.0 129.5

Tille III-B: Migrant and
38.0 38.0 29.1 23.3 34.0 37.0AMOUNTS SUBJECT TO seasonal farmworkers- _____

PRORATION Title VI: Administration _____ • 18.0 18.0 13.8 11.0 16.0 18.3
Tille II: Tille VII: Community eco-

Comprehensive health nomic developmenL _______ 25. Q 58.0 44.4 35.5 58.0 42.0
services ____ . ______ ~_ 114.0 114.0 87.2 69.8 80.0 99_0 Tille VIII: VISTA ____________ 45.0 45.0 34.4 27.5 37.0 36.4

Emergency food and -----------_ .._-_._ .._----_._-~---_._._-..
medical services _________ 3.5 62.5 47.8 38.2 62.5 45.2 Total. _______ ... _______ 790.0 912.8 790. C 7"99 7£7.2 f68.6

Family planning__ . _________ 25.0 25.0 19.1 15.3 15_ 0 18.6 Other ___________ . _______ ._. _________ 37.2 _________ Ea.l 100.0 25.8
Seliior opportunities and -------------- -----_._---------~-_._~------

services _________________ 8.0 8.8 6.7 5.4 8.8 8.0 Total authorization.. _..___________ 950.0 790_ 0 897.2 894.4

I Other title II programs and activities (fiexible in Director's discretion):

Fiscal m£
proposed

Fiscal year
1971

actual

Training and technical assistance .. _
State economic opportunity offices_ .. __ . _. . __
Research, development, and evaluation .. . _
Program support. " _

Total __ . __ . . __ . _

$1.3.5
13.0
65.4
25.7

117.6

$14.7
12.5
83.2
19.1

129.5
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We have debated earmarking twice

here and in the House of Representatives
on successive occasions, and debated and
voted on the issue. I understand the ad
ministration's position. I might very well
take that position myself, if I were in
the executive branch. I am sure I w'ould
rather have all the money handed over
to me as an administrator without any
earmarking, and be permitted to spend
it on whatever programs I happened to
think were the best, without Congress
deciding how much money ougl1t to be
spent on these programs. But that is not
the way I feel as a legislator, and that
is not the way the majority in the House
of Representatives feels on this matter,
nor the majority in the Senate, b:lsed
upon votes in each House. We feel that
we have the right to earmark moneys
for certain specific programs upon which
we have conducted extensive hearings.
on which we have had executive sessions
at the subcommittee level and the full
committee level, and I think we feel that
we are qualified to make certain deci
sions about what the programs ought
to be, and at what levels the programs
ought to be funded.

As the distinguished Senator from Ohio
knows, the bill provides flexibility in the
form of 20 percent transferability in a
number of these programs which would
total ~80 million ~he first year, and 25
percent transferability, which would total
$100 million, the second year. So we have
put substantial flexibility into the bill.

Not only do I oppose the administra
tion position personally, as I think the
Senate does, but the House conferees are
unlikely to accept it, either. We had a
very difficult conference disagreement
with the House conferees on the 1969
amendments, trying to put the flexibility
into the bill which we had put in on the
Senate side the last time it was before us.
They did not want to go beyond 15 per
cent flexibility, and we were arguing for
20 and 25 percent flexibility. We got 15
and 20; we could not get 20 and 25 per
cent. Now we have, in this bill, 20 and 25
percent. So we have gone a distance
beyond the position the Congress has
taken in the past on flexibility, and quite
a distance beyond what the conferees
would agree to the last time we had a
conference with the House. They did not
want any flexibility at all.

So I would hope that the Members of
the Senate would not support the elimi
nation of the earmarking of these pro
grams.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the only
difficulty in the position being taken by
the Senator from Wisconsin is that we
might agree or not agree on the desir
ability of earmarking funds. I have
sometimes in the past been personally
responsible for earmarking certain funds
for certain purposes in bills, and I may
well be again. I do not object to it as a
principle. If Congress feels it wants to
earmark in a certain area, fine; Congress
\';111 do so.

The problem that arises here, and the
problem I have tried to bring out in my
remarks on this amendment, and the
reason for this amendment, is to avoid

the very serious dilemma that is going
to result if, as is very likely, the ap
propriations that are put into this bill
are not up to the full authorization that
is put into the bill. Under those circum
stances, as I pointed out, it means a
mandatory reduction in certain pro
grams that are in the research and de
velopment field and the mandatory
funding of certain other programs. It is
not even a pro rata reduction. I do not
think a pro ra ta reduction would make
too much sense, either, because it is often
a kind of arbitrary thing in its applica
tion. The problem as I see it, as I pointed
out, is that I do not think it has been
dealt with by the Senator from Wiscon
sin.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, in re
sponse to the remarks of the Senator
from Ohio, I point out that last year
$328,900,000 was authorized and ap
propriated for local initiative programs.
That amount was earmarked. It was ob
jected to by the administration at that
time, but they spent not only the $328,
900,000 but approximately $350 million.
Now we are authorizing again $328,900,
000, which is the amount authorized last
year, less than the amount the adminis
tration spent last year. They had no
difficulty living with earmarking before
although they objected to it when we
enacted it-and in fact put more funds
into local initiative than Congress re
served.

The next point to make is that in the
earmarking process, except for four
items, we earmarked exactly the amount
that was requested by the administra
tion in their budget justification.

The President's budget proposes $61
million for Legal Services; that is the
President's proposal. We authorized $61
million.

The President requested $114 million
for comprehensive health services. The
bill earmarks $114 million. However, if
the administration deCides that they do
not ,,,ant to spend the full amount, they
can take 20 percent away and spend it
on any other program they wish; and
the next fiscal year they can take 25 per
cent of that away and spend it on any
other program.

The family planning budget request is
$25 million, requested by the President.
Our Committee earmarked $25 million.
I! the administration decides they do not
want to spend the full amount, they can
take 20 percent of that and spend it on
any other program they wish. The next
fiscal year, they can take 25 percent.

For the senior opportunities budget,
the President requested $8 million. Our
committee earmarked $8,800,000. I! they
do not want to spend the full amount,
they can transfer 20 percent this fiscal
year and 25 percent next year.

For drug rehabilitation, the budget
request was $18 million. Tl1e earmarking
by our committee is $18 million. The 20
percent transferability this fiscal year
applies to that, and 25 percent next year.

For migrant workers, the President's
request in the bUdget was $38 million. We
earmarked $38 million, and 20 percent
of that is transferable by the administra
tion this fiscal year, and 25 percent next
year.

For the VISTA progralll, the adminis
tration requested $45 million. We author
ized precisely $45 million. The 20 percent
transferability the first ~'ear applies to
that $45 million, and a 25 percent trans
ferability applies to that money for the
next year.

Except for the four programs which
we are sustaining at last year's levels, we
built our earmarking around the requests
made by the administration. Then, rec
ognizing that those judgments might be
mistaken-a few dollars one way or the
other-and that they might wish to make
some adjustments, we put in the 20 per
cent flexibility for the first year and 25
percent the next year. That means that
$80 million can be pulled out of other
programs the first year and put wherever
the administration wants it.

I think the difficult argument is not
going to be whether or not we can justify
that 20 or 25 percent on the floor of the
Senate. Our problem is going to be
whether we can persuade the House con
ferees to give the administration a flexi
bility of $80 million in this bill the first
year and approaching $100 million the
second year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Do both Senators yield back their
time?

Mr. TAFT. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. NELSON. I yield back the remain
der of my time.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Ohio yield
me 1 minute?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that, upon the disposition of the
pending amendment, the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. TAFT) be recognized to offer
his amendment on prime sponsors; that
upon the disposition of that amendment,
he be recognized to offer his amendment
on child development councils; that upon
the disposition of that amendment, he be
recognized to offer an amendment on
child advocacy; that upon the disposition
of that amendment, he be recognized to
offer his motion to recommit; that upon
the disposition of the motion to recom
mit, the distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky (Mr. COOK) be recognized for the
purpose of calling up an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. NELSON. Does the Senator from
West Virginia intend to dispose of the
motion to recommIt tonight?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, the able manager of the bill has
asked whether or not it is the intention
to dispose of the motion to recommit to
night. It is not our intention to do so.
It would be the hope of the leadership
that we could dispose of the remaining
amendments today which are to be of
fered by the distinguished Senator from
Ohio (Mr. TAFT). He has three remain
ing amendments. It is my understanding,
after discussing the matter with hIm,
that it is not his intention to utilize the



30996 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE September 8, 1971
full time on at least two of the three re
maining amendments. It is also my un
derstanding that he does not intend to
ask for a rollcall vote on two of the re
maining three amendments, which would
mean that there would be only one more
rollcall vote today after the rollcall vote
which is about to occur.

Following the disposition of his amend
ments, he would then make his motion to
recommit, and some time on that motion
would probably be utilized tonight, with
the understanding that the vote on the
motion of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
TAFT), would go over until the morning.

Mr. TAFT. The assistant majority
leader has stated it correctly.

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

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. NELSON. The distinguished Sena
tor from West Virginia has said that the
Senator from Ohio would ask for a roll
call vote on one amendment and not on
two. Would the Senator inform me which
amendment?

Mr. TAFT. At the present time, the
intention of the Senator from Ohio is to
ask for a rollcall vote on the amendment
dealing with child development councils,
but not on the amendment dealing with
prime sponsorship of child advocacy.

Mr. NELSON. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, did I yield back the re

mainder of my time?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair

has not ruled on the yielding back of time
in light of the statements of the Senator
from Wisconsin and the Senator from
Ohio, unless the Senator from Wisconsin
now cares to.

Mr. NELSON. I had intended to yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HUGHES). So before I yield back my time,
I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen.
ator from Iowa is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Wisconsin
yield me 1 minute prior to the recogni
tion of the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. NELSON. I yield.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent-in or
der that Senators on both sides of the
aisle will be on notice that there will
be one more rollcall vote today
that it be in order to order the yeas and
nays at this time on the amendment of
the Senator from Ohio dealing with
child development councils.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
would indicate that on the previous re
quest of the Senator from West Virginia
the Chair did not respond to the Sena
tor from Wisconsin asking a question and
it is so ordered without objection at
this time.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on my amendment
dealing with child development councils.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I wish

to thank the distinguished manager of
the bill for yielding in order for me to
speak to the particular amendment in
question.

My interest in the amendment is the
fact that on this particular piece of legis
lation there is earmarked $18 million
for alcoholism programs and $18 million
for programs dealing \\1th drUgS and
narcotics. The administration asked for
only $2 million in the OEO for alco
holism, stating that they were transfer
ing the remainder of the programs to
the new Institute of Alcoholism in HEW.

In legislation already passed with the
distinguished chairman of the Appro
priations Committee being here on the
floor at the present time, we sought and
did get appropriated, if my memory
serves me correctly, $50 million for alco
holism, $30 million of which was for
grants to individual States and $20 mil
lion for project grants.

The programs to be transferred from
OEO to HEW, totaled $13 million. This
means that for the entire United States
there will be only $7 million in new
money to cope with the problems of alco
holism unless money is earmarked.

I believe it is absolutely essential that
we earmark funds in this particular bill,
because without it we will not have ade
quate funds to deal with this problem,
which this body has passed on unan
imously, which was funded by the Ap
propriations Committee of this body, and
which the administration has indicated
an unwillingness to fund through OEO.
So, I feel, as chairman of the subcom
mittee dealing with the problem of alco
holism and narcotics, this amount of
money must be earmarked in this par~

ticular bill.
Also, the success of OEO in dealing"

with the high impact of narcotics addic
tion in poverty areas is dependent on
adequate funding and hearings held in
major cities have shown the problems of
drug addiction in. poverty areas. One of
the greatest contributors to delinquency.
crime, and poverty is drug addiction.
Various Senators now on this floor have
seen, heard testimony, and know from
personal experience in visiting those
areas and the effect that drugs have
had on the population. It is my feeling
that this amount of money must be in
cluded and earmarked for drugs. If not,
we would indeed not be doing our duty
in line with the recommendations of this
body. We would not be meeting the needs
of the people in these high impact pov
ertyareas.

For all these reasons, Mr. President, I
oppose the pending amendment. It would
be to the best interests of our country
and the people we serve to see that this
amendment is rejected.

I thank the Senator from Wisconsin
for yielding to me to make these com
ments.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I do not care
to go into any great detail on the posi
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HUGHES). I certainly believe
that all of us on the committee are deep
ly concerned with the problem of alco
holism and drug addiction.

The question is whether there should
be an earmarking for these programs
under the OEO Act to the exclusion of
almost any other program, because that
is what the effect could be.

I have not yet had answered the ques-

tion I put to the chairman of the sub
committee some time ago. as to whether
it was not a question of the appropria
tion not coming up but whether this
would not result automatically in a cut
in research and development and some
of these other efforts made to deal with
alcoholism and drug addiction, and that
there was nothing to exclude OEO un
der the various programs from accepting
a program dealing with alcoholism and
drug addiction. It is a question of ear
marking one thing to the exclusion of
others.

I take some issue with the Senator
from Iowa, without haVing the statistics
available- at hand, as to the problem of
alcoholism and drug addiction being
really exclusively or not exclusively in
tended to be importantly related to a
partiCUlar income level. There is much
evidence with regard to this program
that is quite the contrary. that the per
centage of youth involved in drugs and
alcohol runs the whole gamut of all in
come levels. What is true of the prob
lem of alcoholism is true of drug ad
diction. It has a definite relationship to
poverty, but more to solving the prob
lems, whether we can really solve them
under OEO or under the massive pro
gram departments of HEW. or by State
and local efforts in this connection, or
in the comprehensive and broad, I hope,
continuing private efforts to deal with the
problem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEICKER). Do the Senators from Wis
consin and Ohio now yield back their
time?

Mr. NELSON. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

Mr. TAFT. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back the question is
on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) .

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered. and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from New Mexi
co (Mr. ANDERSON), the Senator from
Nevada (Mr. BIBLE), the Senator from
North Dakota (Mr. BURDICK), the Sena
tor from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND). the
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT),
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
HARRIS), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON), the Sen
ator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Sena
tor from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE), the Sen
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL) , and
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARK
MAN) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. BAYH) , the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL
LINGS), and the Senator from Montana
(Mr. MANSFIELD) are absent on official
business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK). the Senator from Missis
sippi (Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator from
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Children from all economic back

grounds share the need for developmen
tal day care services while their parents
work. In addition, children who live in
poverty often need supplemental nutri
tional services, health care, and learning
opportunities if they are to avoid falling
hopelessly behind, perpetuating the end
less cycle of poverty and despair.

Today there are 3.2 million preschool
children from impoverished families, and
perhaps as many from families slightly
above the poverty line. Too many of
these children suffer needless damage in
early childhood, damage which schools
will attempt to repair in later years at
untold cost, and often with little suc
cess. Yet existing Headstart programs
reach only one-tenth of impoverished
preschool children.

Early in his administration, President
Nixon called the Nation's attention to
the urgent need for expanded child de
velopment services. In his economic op
portunity message of 1969 he stated:

So critical is this matter of early growth
that we must make a national commitment
to provide all American children an oppor
tunity for healthfUl and stimUlating devel
opment during the first five years of life.

The committee bill seeks to fulfill this
national commitment, and begin to meet
the urgent need for expanded quality
child development services-a need em
phasized by the President, underscored
by the White House Conference on Chil
dren, and documented in hearings be
fore the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

Section 6 contains the basic elements
of the Comprehensive Child Development
Act of 1971 (S. 1512) which I introduced
in April with Senators JAVITS, NELSON.
SCHWEIKER, and 28 cosponsors. This bill
was developed in large part, through the
exhaustive efforts of a broad coalition
of organizations interested in child de
velopment, including:

AFL-CIO; Americans for Democratic Ac
tion: Americans for Indian Opportunity Ac
tion Council; Black Child Development In
stitute; Committee for Community Affairs;
Common Cause; Day Care and Child Develop
ment Council of America, Inc.; Friends Com
mittee on National Legislation; Interstate
Research Associates; International Ladles
Garment Workers Union; League of Women
Voters; Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights; National Council of Churches; Na
tional Council of Negro Women; National
Educa.tlon Ass;}ciation; National League of
Cities and U.S. Conference of Mayors; Na
tional Organization of Women, president,
and vice president for Legislation; National
Welfare Rights Organization; United Auto
Workers, U.S. Catholic Conference FamilV
Life DiYlsion and Washington Research
Project Act!;}n Council.

Like Headstart, the new comprehen
sh'e program would be administered by
the Office of Child Development in the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. Units of local government,
States and nonprofit agencies and or
ganizations would be eligible for prime
sponsorship of child development pro
grams.

This bill maintains Headstart's pri
ority on economically disadvantaged
children, but also extends child develop
ment services to families above the pov
erty level, especially children of working

nomic Opportunity Act of 1964 for 2
years through fiscal ~'ear 1973. This ex
tension reflects the national consensus
that OEO programs have materially as
sisted in removing substantial numbers
of people from poverty. I believe the pro
grams operated by OEO itself could well
use more than the $950 million author
ized for fiscal 1972 and for 1973. How
ever, these sums and the earmarking
provisions should assure the continua
tion of a number of effective efforts now
underway.

I have long supported OEO's neighbor
hood health centers, emergency food and
medical services, community action pro
grams, alcohollc and drug treatment,
family planning, older workers programs,
and migrant assistance. I shall turn in a
moment to the greater strengthened
child development and legal services pro
grams which the bill also includes.

I am pleased to support the bill's ex
panded and strengthened programs for
community economic development and
for employment and training of young
people. I also welcome the specific au
thority to offer financial assistance to
community-based organizations which
will furnish professional design and
planning assistance to people in urban
and rural poverty areas who want to im
prove the physical development of their
communities.

I am especially proud that the bill in
corporates the basic provisions of two
bills which I have had the privilege to
sponsor, with bipartisan support-So
1512, the Child Development Act of 1971,
and S. 1305, the National Legal Services
Corporation Act.

CHILD DEVELOPMENT

The major provisions of S. 1512, the
comprehensive child development bill of
1971, are incorporated in section 6 of
the pending bill. This section creates a
new title V in the Economic Opportunity
Act, which expands the existing and
highly successful Headstart program. It
is designed to meet the rising need of
families from all economic levels for
quality comprehensive child develop
ment services.

Joint hearings of the Subcommittee on
Manpower and Poverty and Children and
Youth clearly demonstrate that need.
Half of all mothers of children under
14, and one-third of all mothers of chil
dren under 6, are working today. Yet
less than 700,000 licensed day care op
portunities are currently available to
serve the nearly 6 million preschool chil
dren whose mothers work. And the need
for child development services is increas
ing-an additional 1.5 million mothers
will enter the work force during the
remainder of this decade.

The report to the President by the
White House Conference on Children
and Youth states:

To discuss at length whether day care is an
economiC luxury, a political right, or a socIal
tool Ignores the tremendous need for sup
plementary care which exists today, a need
which parents will continue to mee~ the best
they can with whatever resources are avail
able. The question Is not whether America
"should" have day care. but rather whether
the day care which we do have and will have,
will be good-good for the child, goed for
the family, and good for the nation.
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Pearson
Roth
Taft
Thurmond
Tower

Beall
Boggs
Buckley
Cook
Dole
Fannin

Allen
Baker
Bentsen
Brooke
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Case
Chiles
Church
Cranston
Eagleton
Ellender
Ervin
Gambrell
Hart

Aiken
Allott
Anderson
Bayh
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Brock
Burdick
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis

So Mr.
jected.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished junior Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON) for his
wise and patient leadership in the de
velopment of the pending bill.

S. 2007, the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1971, extends the Eco-

Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. FuLBRIGHT), and the
Senator from Washington (Mr. MAGNU
SON), would each vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the Sen
ator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN), the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL
MON), the Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN
NETT), the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
CURTIS), the Senator from New York
(Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. SAXBE) and the Senator from Penn
sylvania (Mr. SCOTT) are absent on offi
cial business.

The Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. COTTON), the Senator from Colo
rado (Mr. DOMINICK), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. HANSEN), the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN), the Senator
from Maine (Mrs. SMITH") , and the Sen
ator from North Dakota (Mr. YOUNG)
are necessarily absent.

-The Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
COOPER), the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. MUNDT) and the Senator from Ver
mont (Mr. PROUTY) are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BROCK) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New York (Mr. JAVITS), would vote
"nay."

If present and voting, the Senator
from Maine (Mrs. SMITH) would vote
"yea".

The result was announced-yeas 17,
nays 47, as follows:

[No. 216 Leg.]
YEAS-17

Goldwater
Griffin
Gurney
Hruska
Miller
Packwood

NAYS-47
Hatfield
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Jordan. N.C.
Kennedy
Long
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Metca!!
Mondale
Montoya
Nelson

NOT VOTING-36
Dominick Magnuson
Eastland Mansfield
""ong Moss
Fulbright Mundt
Gravel Muskle
Hansen Pell
Harris Prouty
Hartke Saxbe
Hollings Scott
Humphrey Smith
Javlts Sparkman
Jordan. Idaho Young

TAFT'S amendment was re-
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mothers and single parents. Families
with incomes above the Bureau of Labor
Statistics minimum family budget would
pay part of the cost for services accord
ing to a sliding scale established by the
Secretary of HEW.

\Ve need this expanded scope of service
for several reasons. The facts I have
cited earlier reveal quite clearly that the
need for quality day care programs is not
exclusively or even primarily felt by the
poor. Mothers in all income levels are
working and are unable to find the cre
ative day care opportunities their chil
dren need and deserve. And testimony in
dicates that the expansion of services be
yond the poverty line-which permits
socioeconomic diversity within the pro
grams-makes good educational sense.

As Dr. Edward Ziegler, now Director of
the Office of Child Development, testi
fied in 1969 advocating socioeconomic di
versity in child development programs
stated:

Another important reason for guaranteeing
a good socio-economic mix in Headstart cen
ters is a growing body of evidence that chil
dren iearn a great deal from one another.
The middle-class child does have a number
of attributes that the poor child can prof
itably modeL By the same token we often
find in poor children particular strength and
characteristics worthy of emulation by the
middle-class child. We must see to it that
Headstart centers are institutions, where our
Nation's chlldren, regardless of economic
status, can enrich one another.

The bill places priority on preschool
programs continues, but also authorizes
infant care and before and after school
services for children in school, as well as
prenatal services and child development
training for parents and prospective
parents.

The committee bill reflects our belief
that quality, developmental programs
must be firmly grounded on four essen
tial and interrelated principles.

First, we believe parents must have an
integral role in planning and operating
,child development programs affecting
their children. The most recent Head
start guidelines, pUblished in August of
1970, support this conclusion:

The success of Head Start in bringing
about substantill.1 changes demands the full
est i:1Vo]vement of the parent, parental
substitutes, and families enrolled in its pro
gram. This involvement begins when a Head
Start program begins and should gain vigor
and vitality as planning and activities go
fOrl"ard.

Closely paralleling the structure estab
lished in the Headstart guidelines, the
committee bill requires each prime spon
sor of child development programs, and
each child development project, to estab
lish a committee at least half composed
of parent representatives to approve pol
iCj; decisions and actions.

The second fundament~l ingredient in
our approach, and one which is closely
related to our concern for parental in
volvement, is the principle of local con
trol. The committee bill places priority
on prime sponsorship by local govern
mental units, whenever it is administra
tively feasible.

The committee considered and rejected
a proposal to limit prime sponsorship to

States and cities of over 100,000 persons.
We felt that the necessity of making pro
grams responsive to parents and local
communities far outweigh any consider
ations of administrative convenience, to
HEW which might result from limiting
prime sponsorship to States and large
cities.

Although we rejected a population lim
itation on prime sponsorship, the com
mittee bill does include requirements that
prime sponsor applicants must provide
assurances: First, of a capacity to enter
into necessary linkage arrangements
with related health, education, nutrition
and social service programs, and; second,
that prime administrative expenses of its
Child Development Council will not ex
ceed 5 percent of the total cost of :Jro
grams it administered.

The committee bill attempts to assure
balanced and cooperative participants of
State and local governments, with pri
mary responsibility for training and pro
grams coordination resting with the
State, and priority for program opera
tion resting with units of local govern
ment.

The primary role of the States is to
provide training, technical assistance,
coordination, and experimentation re
sources for programs within their borders
and 5 percent of the funds allotted for
grants in each State is reserved for this
purpose. In addition, the Governor of
each State, or his designee, is asked to
comment on all prime sponsorship appli
cations from within the State, and for
areas for which a locality has not quali
fied to serve as prime sponsor, or has not
applied, States may become prime spon
sors of child development programs.

The third major element in our pro
posal concerns the availability of child
development services to children from
all income levels. The committee bill re
serves two-thirds of the funds for serv
ices, without charge, to children from
families with incomes below the Bureau
of Labor Statistics' lower family
bUdget-adjusted for regional and met
ropolitan, urban and rural differences
and for family size. Up to one-third of
the funds are available to provide serv
ices to children from families with in
comes above that level who would pay
part of the cost, according to ability to
pay on a sliding scale to be established
by the Secretary of HEW.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the BLS lower family bUdget
for a family of four in an urban metro
politan environment be printed at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows:
Food $1,905
Hotlsing 1,420
Transportation 505
Clothing and personal care items____ 807
l\Iedical care, hospitalinsurance_____ 562
Other family consumption:

Recreation, school expenses, to-
bacco, miscellaneous items______ 345

Contributions, gifts________________ 165
Life instlrance_____________________ 120
Occupational expenses______________ 58
Social security_____________________ 345
Personal taxes_____________________ 719

Total 6,960

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, fam
ilies below this level, as adjusted for re
gional, and metropolitan, urban and ru
ral differences, and family size, cannot
afford significant additional expenditures
for child care. The committee rejected an
effort to reduce the level at which free
services are prOVided, on the grounds that
this would effectively bar many working
families from participating by imposing
fees on those who cannot afford them
and by raising fees all along the sliding
scale. We feared that. such a change
would have the effect of limiting these
child development programs to children
of the very wealthy and the very poor,

Our fourth and most basic requirement
concerns program quality. The commit
tee bill requires that child development
programs must, in fact, be developmen
tal-centered on the needs of the child
and not simply custodial in nature.

This requirement is not just rhetoric.
It reflects the experiences and findings of
many countries; that purely custodial
day care is not simply a neutral expe
rience for children, but often a damaging
one.

The report of the White House Con
ference on Children made this point well:

Quallty services geared to the needs and
ablllties of each child can be an enormously
constructive influence. But a poorly funded
program, where chlldren are left with few
challenging activities and have little rela
tionship to or gUidance from adUlts, can
seriously jeopardize development.

The committee report emphasizes that
"programs which do not provide devel
opmental services may in fact have a
stunting effect on the intellectual and
emotional growth of the child."

We cannot afford to overlook or down
play the significance of these findings. As
increasing numbers of children from all
backgrounds enter child care programs
in the next few years, failure to provide
quality services could have truly tragic
consequences for the Nation as a whole.
But sensitive and comprehensive child
development services can enrich the lives
of millions of children and their families.
The committee bill is a thoughtfUl and
well-considered beginning toward mak
ing those services available.

I sincerely hope it receives the support
of the Senate and the House, and ade
quate funding, so that the dream of the
recent White House Conference on Chil
dren-reflected in the fact that the dele
gates of the Conference voted develop
mental day care as their first priority
can become a reality.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an editorial entitled "A New
Chance for Children," pUblished in the
Washington Post of August 4,1971, be in
serted at the close of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

NATIONAL LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, title
IX of S. 2007 establishes a private, non
profit National Legal Services Corpora
tion to carry out the activities of the
present legal services program now ad
ministered by OED. Funded by Congress,
the Corporation will be authorized to
make grants and contracts to provide
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comprehensive legal services and assist
ance to low-income persons.

The Corporation will be administered
by a 15-member board of directors. One
director will be appointed by the Chief
Justice of the United States after consul
tation with the Judicial Conference of
the United States.

Nine directors will be appointed by the
President with the advice and consent
of the Senate in the following manner:

Four directors shall be appointed as
representatives of the general pubiic.

Three Directors shall be appointed
solely from a list of 10 persons submitted
by the Clients Advisory Council-estab
lished by the legislation-and the list
shall consist of persons eligible for assist
ance under the act.

Two directors shall be appointed solely
from a list of 10 persons submitted by
the Project Attorneys Advisory Council
established by the legislation.

Five directors or their designees will
serve on the Board by virtue of their of
fice: The president of the American Bar
Association; president of the National
Bar Association; president of the Ameri
can Trial Lawyers Association; president
of the Association of American Law
Schools; and the president of the Na
tional Legal Aid and Defender Associa
tion.

The Corporation is authorized to pro
vide financial assistance to qualified pro
grams furnishing legal services; to carry
out research, training, technical assist
ance, experimental education programs;
and to assist disadvantaged persons in
obtaining a legal education.

Title IX represents a fair and reason
able compromise between the two bills
calling for a private corporation to ad
minister legal services: S. 1305, intro
duced by a broad bipartisan coalition in
both the Senate and the House, and
S. 1769, the administration bill. It is a
compromise which adapts certain fea
tures of the administration bill, while
preserving the Corporation's integrity
and independence from political attack.

On the crucial issue of the composition
of the Corporation's Board of Directors,
the committee's bill strikes a balance be
tween the approaches taken by S. 1305
and the administration bill. S. 1305 called
for a 19-member Board, with five mem
bers appointed by the President; the ad
ministration's bill proposed an 11
member Board, all of whom would be
appointed by the President.

The committee approved a 15-member
Board, with nine members being ap
pointed by the President. While five of
these Presidential appointments must
come from lists submitted by the Clients
Advisory Council and the Project At
torneys Advisory Council, the President
will, nevertheless, have the final say in
choosing particular individuals from
these lists.

In other important areas, the commit
tee adopted certain concepts advocated
by the administration. For example, ac
tivities of Legal Services attorneys will be
governed by guidelines issued by the cor
poration-consistent with professional
ethical obligations-in the areas of legis
lative advocacy, appeals, criminal repre
sentation, and the outside practice of

law. Furthermore, these lawyers will be
prohibited from engaging in partisan po
litical activities in their capacity as legal
services attorneys.

The committee also adopted the user's
fee called for in the administration's bill.
Title IX requires the CorpOl'ation to es
tablish a graduated fee schedule for cli
ents able to pay some portion of the cost
of service whose income is over the pov
erty level.

The fact that the committee was able
to reach agreement on this legislation
and the fact that title IX is strongly sup
ported by both Republican and Demo
cratic members of the committee
clearly demonstrates that legal services
is not a partisan issue.

This type of bipartisan support is
based on the recognition that free and
open access to the legal system is not a
matter of partisan politics. And when
this access has been challenged, support
for the legal services program has cut
across party and ideological lines.

Despite the strong support Legal Serv
ices has enjoyed in the past--not only in
Congress, but also from the organized
bar and client groups-the time has
come to insulate this program from
harmful political pressures. For as a re
sult of these pressures, the provision of
legal services has become an issue to be
considered politically at every level of
government. The poor are beginning to
surmise that this program-in which
they have developed such great confi
dence-will be subjected to a political
litmus test.

Most of the opposition to the program
has arisen because of the so-called law
reform cases which these attorneys have
won. The program's critics somehow con
sider these cases a form of legal agita
tion.
-But the landmark cases won by Legal

Services lawyers were based on real prob
lems experienced by individual clients
seeking legal assistance. When a Cali
fornia court prevented the Governor of
California from drastically reducing pay
ments under the State's medicaid pro
gram, it did so because a CRLA lawyer
was pressing the legitimate claim of his
client--a man unable to obtain a badly
needed operation without medicaid.

In all of these cases, legal services at
torneys were merely fulfilling the clear
mandates of their profession. Canon 7 of
the code of professional responsibility
states that "A lawyer should represent a
client zealously "rithin the bounds of the
law." Ethical consideration 7-1 elabo
rates on this canon in the following
manner:

The duty of a lawyer, both to his cllent
and to the legal system, Is to represent his
cllent zealously within the bounds of the law,
which Includes Disciplinary Rules and en
forceable professional regulations. The pro
fessional responsibility of a lawyer derives
from his membership In a profession which
has the duty of assisting members of the
public to secure and protect available legal
rights and benefits. In our government of
laws and not of men, each member of our
society Is entitled to have his conduct jUdged
and regUlated In accordance with the law;
to seek any lawful objective through legally
permissible means; and to present for adjudi
cation any lawful claim, issue or defense.

In light of these ethical requirements,
a legal-services attorney-like any other
lawyer--cannot stop and weigh the
political consequences of contemplated
legal action, But those who have at
tempted to curtail this program are not
overly concerned with the ethics of the
legal profession.

Despite the impressive accomplish
ments of legal services, there can be no
doubt that constant political interfer
ence has taken its toll. For once politi
cal preSSlli'e is apparent, legal services
attorneys inevitably begin to consider
the consequences of bringing certain
types of legal actions.

There are many kinds of reprisals
against a program whose attorneys are
considered too aggressive in represent
ing their clients. The next grant can be
vetoed by the Governor; debilitating re
strictions can be placed on the grant;
and the program's funds can be reduced
by cautious officials unwilling to offend
powerfUl local interests.

These are serious and substantial
fears-which many attorneys in the field
have experienced at one time or another.
And even if these fears do not material
ize, the perception of pressure and re
prisals can hamper an attorney's ability
to fully and effectively represent his
client.

While the legal services program has
survived past attacks on its independ
ence, its integrity, and its capacity to
provide full legal representation to the
poor, each challenge has drained the
program's energy and diverted its re
sources. As long as the program remains
vulnerable to political attack or manip
Ulation, the damage will grow worse until
it could be fatal.

That is why the committee concluded
that a new structure for legal services
was necessary-a structure which would
insure the program's independence and
which would insure that its attorneys
would be able to represent their clients
as required by the mandates of the legal
profession.

These mandates reflect the fact that
our system of justice is based on the
adversary process, which in turn depends
upon effective advocacy. A dilution of the
lawyer's independence threatens this
adversary process. As former Chief Jus
tice Warren has stated:

A right without an advocate is as useless as
a blueprint without a builder or materials.

No attorney can meet his professional
responsibilities to a client if there are
outside restraints on the types of cases
in which he can participate or the kinds
of issues he can raise. No large corpora
tion would tolerate outside interference
with their retained attorneys. Certainly
the poor should not be expected to tol
erate such interference.

The National Legal Services Corpora
tion will do far more, however, than pro
tect the professional integrity of Legal
Services attorneys. It will help protect
the integrity of our entire system of
government.

Under OUr system, the courts are the
forum of last redress. We understand,
as a people, that we must respect the
supremacy of law-and the inviolability
of recourse to the courts for those who


