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the principle that each child in the lan,d
shall be given an equal opportunity to
realize his maximum potential. I most
strongly commend these provisions to my
colleagues for their approval.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous unanimous-consent agreement,
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) is
recognized, the yeas and nays having
been ordered on his amendment.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me half a minute?

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator from
Michigan.

PROGRAM-UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENTS

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I asked
for recognition so that I might inquire
of the acting majority leader if he can
advise Senators on the floor of the pro
gram for the rest of the day, and for the
rest of tl1e week.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, may we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (MI'.
HUGHES). The Senate will be in order.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Ohio yield to me for a
moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has the floor.
He has been yielded to by the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, would the able Senator from Mon
tana like me to yield to him?

Mr. METCALF. No; the Senator can
go right ahead.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, in response to the inquiry of the
assistant Republican leader, may I say
that there will be one more rollcall vote
today. The amendment which the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAF'T)
is about to call up deals with the Child
Development Council.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent, after having conferred with the
distinguished Senator from Ohio, that
time on this amendment be limited to 30
minutes, to be equally divided between
the mover of the amendment and the
manager of the bill.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. In further
response to the deputy minority leader,
there will be a rollcall vote on this
amendment, the yeas and nays already
having been ordered.

Following that vote, the Senator from
Ohio will offer two additional amend
ments, on which there is 1 hour allotted
to each.

After having discussed this matter
with the distinguished Senator from
Ohio, I ask unanimous consent that time
on each of his two remaining amend
ments be limited to 20 minutes, the time
to be equally divided between the mover
of the amendment and the manager of
the bill.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, further responding to the assistant
minority leader, it is the intention to
dispose of the three remaining amend
ments to be offered by the Senator from

Ohio, Mr. TAFT, today. Then the junior
Senator from Ohio will be recognized,
under the previous order, to make a mo
tion to recommit. On that motion there
is a limitation of 2 hours, to be equally
divided. It is assumed that some of that
time, possibly half of that time, will be
consumed this evening, and that the re
maining time will be consumed tomor
row morning, following which there will
be a vote on the motion to recommit. I
assume that Senator from Ohio will ask
for the yeas and nays on that motion to
recommit.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
10 A.M.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business today,
it stand in adjournment until 10 o'clock
tomorrow morning.

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE MORNING BUSINESS TO
MORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that im
mediately following the recognition of
the two leaders or their designees under
the standing order, there be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business tomorrow for not to exceed 15
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR CHAIR TO LAY BEFORE
THE SENATE THE UNFINISHED
BUSINESS TOMORROW
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that im
mediately following the disposition of
routine morning business tomorrow
morning, the Chair lay before the Sen
ate the unfinished business and that the
Senate resume its discussion, under con
trolled time, of the motion to recommit.

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

ORDER FOR YEAS AND NAYS ON
MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that it be
in order at this time to order the yeas
and nays on the motion to recommit
which will be offered by the Senator
from Ohio, (Mr. TAFT).

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

PROGRAM
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Further in

response to the distinguished Senator
from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) may I say
that following the vote on the motion to
recommit tomorrow, the distinguished
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK) \Vill
be recognized to offer an amendment, on

which there will be controlled time, the
time to be limited to 30 minutes.

At 12: 13 tomorrow the Senate will pro
ceed, in a body, to the other body for the
purpose of a joint session which will be
addressed by the President of the United
States.

Following that joint session there will
be a joint meeting of the two Houses,
which will be addressed by the astronauts
from the most recent Apollo flight.

At the conclusion of the joint meeting,
the Senate will return to the Chamber,
where the Senate will resume its consid
eration of the unfinished business.

It is hoped that the Senate will com
plete action on the unfinished business,
the Economic Opportunity Act, tomor
row, in which event it is the intention
of the leadership to lay before the Senate
the military procurement bHl, under the
management of the distinguished Sen
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS).

The Senate will be in session on Friday,
when it will resume its consideration of
the military procurement bill, and roll
call votes could occur.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMEND
MENTS OF 1971

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the bill (S. 2007) to provide for
the continuation of programs authorized
under the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964, and for other purposes.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I have an
amendment at the desk, which I ask the
clerk to read, and ask the Senate to pro
ceed to its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the amendment.

The legislative clerk read the amend
ment, as follows:

On page 22, line 18, strike "supervising,
coordinating, monitoring....

On page 30, beginning with line 12, strike
all through line 17 and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

"(4) such Councll shall have an opportu
nity to review and comment on basic goais,
policies. actions, and procedures of the prime
sponsor; and"

On page 34, line 17, strike "under the su
pervision" and Insert in lieu thereof, "with
the concurrence".

On page 38, beginning on line 5, strike all
through line 10 and insert in 11eu thereof the
following:

"(5) project policy committees shall have
an opportunity to review and comment on
basic goals, policies, actions, and procedures
for the project applicant;"

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the method
by which the child development pro
gram proposed by this legislation would
operate would be for a prime sponsor
qualifying under the bill to make appli
cation to the department for approval
of a particular program, and then un
dertake, after approval, to administer
that program..

However, there is a requirement set
out starting on page 28 of the bill as to
the makeup of the body known as the
Child Development Council and as to the
operation of the program in connection
v,ith that Child Development Council.

The amendment which I have offered
goes to the question whether the Child



Septem..beJ' 8, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 31011
Development Council shall in effect be
really a policymaking body, a directive
body, and a vetoing body oyer the opera
tion of the program, or whether it shaH
be an advisory type of body.

I feel for the purpose of operating the
program properly, to insure the success
of the child development program, it
would be desirable to make the participa
tion of the Child Development Council
advisory rather than directive and, real
ly, policymaking.

I call to the attention of the Senate
the fact that the makeup, as designated
on page 28 of the bill, for the Child
Development Council, would be that a
Child Development Council consist of not
less than 10 members, comprised of "not
less than half of the members of such
Council to be parents of children served
in child development programs under
this part."

I call to the attention of the Senate the
fact that we discussed earlier, under an
other amendment, the fact that we are
dealing with families with limited in
come. by and large.

The remaining members of such coun
cil shall be appointed by the chief ex
ecutive officer or officers of the prime
sponsor to represent the public, but not
less than half of such members-in other
words, one-quarter altogether-shall be
persons who are broadly representative
of the general public, including govern,·
ment agencies, public and private agen
cies and organizations in such fields as
economic opportunity, health, education,
welfa,re, employment and training, busi
ness or financial organizations or institu
tions, labor unions, and employers, and
who are approved by the parent members
described in paragraph (1), and (B), the
remaining members, the number of
which shall be either equal to or one
less than the number of members ap
pointed under clause (A), shall be per
sons who are particularly skilled by vir
tue of training or experience in chile!
development, child health, child welfare,
or other child services.

I think the makeup of the council is
such that it would be ideal for the pur
pose of an advisory bodY to which pro
posed programs and steps are referred
by the sponsoring agencies, the prime
sponsors, but I question very seriously
whether such a development program
can operate efficiently if the policy
making body of the program is to be
made up of a body such as the child
development council is intended to be
made up.

By modifying the responsibilities of
the CDC, we prOVide the opportunity for
the CDC to share in decisionmaking
rather than to exercise veto power.

We believe that the services for chil
dren authorized in this bill could be
delivered much more effectively if final
responsibility for policy and program
administration clearly resides with the
general purpose government of the
prime sponsorship area. Effective co
ordination and integration of service can
only occur when the chief elected offi
cials who are responsible for other nec
essary resources have authority over
children's programs and are held
accountable for them,

If a council, apart from general pur
pose government and the resources it
controls, has the major responsibility for
children's programs, coordination and
integration of all needed services is un
likely to occur and accountability for
program effectiveness is unclear. It is
also difficult to hold a council account
able for the administration of children's
programs, in that the council itself may
be divided on important issues.

However, if the chief executive of GPG
is to be held accountable for child de
velopment programs in the prime spon
sorship area, he must be free to make key
policy decisions and to supervise the ac
tions. of the delegate agency designated
by him to implement the prime sponsor
plan. This would not be possible if the
CDC had authority to supervise the del
egate agency and to block all actions
which it did not approve.

The participation of parents and com
munity members in the preparation of
project applications and program activi
ties is most desirable if programs are to
be truly responsive to local needs. How
ever, we have recommended that project
policy committees have authority to re
view and comment upon, rather than ap
prove, basic goals and policies of the
project applicant. If approval of the com
mittee on such issues were required prior
to submission of a project· application,
many delays in the creation of new re
sources may be anticipated. Once a proj
ect has been funded, a project operator
could not be accountable to the prime
sponsor for program effectiveness if his
decisions were subject to veto by the
policy committee. Through our amend
ments we seek to strike a balance be
tween the need for clear accountability
for programs serving children and the
need for community participation in the
conduct of such programs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NELSON, Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from California.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the
amendment of the Senator from Ohio
would in effect delete an amendment
which I offered to the pending bill in sub
committee. My amendment established
most of the basic structure and described
the purposes of the child development
councils and the project policy commit
tees.

My amendment was totally consistent
with, indeed was modeled upon, the cur
rent administration's guidelines for
Headstart. And the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio is totally inconsis
tent with those present HEW guidelines.
I should like to read briefty from the
HEW Office of Child Development Head
start guidelines dated August 10, 1970,
wherein the section relating to parents
states:

Head Start believes that the gains made
by the child in Head start must be under
stood and built upon by the family and the
community. To achieve this goal, Head Start
prOVides for the involvement of the child's
parents and other members of the family in
the experiences he receives in the child de
velopment center by gi\ing them many op
portunities for a richer appreciation of the
young child's needs and how to satisfy them.

Many of the benefits of Hea.d Start are
rooted in "change". These changes must take
place in the family itself, in the community,
and in the attitudes of people and institu
tions that have an impact on both.

It is clear that the success of Head Start In
bringing about substantial changes demands
the fUllest involvement of the parents, pa
rental-substitutes, and famllles of children
enrolled in its programs. 'l"his Involvement
begins when a Head Start program begins
and should gain Vigor and vitality as plan
ning and actiVities go forward.

Successful parental involvement enters
Into every part of Head start, influences
other anti-poverty programs, helps bring
about changes in Institutions in the com
munity, helps bring about changes In Insti
tutions in the community, and works toward
altering the social conditions that have
formed the systems that surround the eco
nomically disadvantaged child and his family.

Project Head Start must continue to dis
cover new ways for parents to become deeply
involved in decision-making a.bout the pro
gram and in the development of activities
that they deem helpful and Important In
meeting their partiCUlar needs and condi
tions. For some parents, participation may
begin on a simple and move to more complex
levels. For other parents the movement will
be immediate, because of past experiences,
into complex levels of sharing and giving.
Every Head Start program is obligated to
provide the channels through which lIuch
participation and involvement can be pro
vided for and enriched.

A little later, the guidelines set forth
the makeup of the Headstart policy
councils and committees, and in regard
to the Headstart Policy Committee it
states:

This committee must be set up at the
delegate agency level when the program Is
adnlinlst,ered in Whole or In part by such
agencies.

Chart A goes on to require that a
majority of the members of that com
mittee are to be parents of Headstart
children.

Then the gUidelines state, in regard
to the Headstart Policy Council:

This Council must be set up at the grantee
level.

Again, prOVision is made for the
majority of the members to be parents
of Headstart children.

Other charts later on indicate that as
to many of the basic functions allocating
responsibility for policymaking and ac
tion, there must be approval by the re
spective committee or the Council, again
with a majority on those bOdies being
parents involved in making those key
decisions before action can be taken.

If this is the procedure deemed best
for parents in the most deprived seg
ments of our society, it would seem
quite appropriate to have the same ap
proach followed in regard to parents a
little higher up the economic ladder.
Both the parents from the most deprived
classes of our society as well as those of
the middle class should have the same
right to make decisions affecting the
planning, the commencement, and the
future direction of the education of their
children, Certair,ly middle-class parents
are no less qualified to exercise that
responsibility in regard to their children
than are the most economically deprived
parents in our society.

The 1970 White House Conference on
Children moved in the same general
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direction as my amendment offered in
sUbcommittee-not in the direction of
the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio. That Conference recommended
that parents be involved very early in
planning their children's education. It
stressed the need for family-oriented
and community-oriented approaches
most of all, at the earliest levels in the
process of education.

The fundamental tradition of educa
tion in our American society, in our
democracy, in our Republic, is for pa
rental involvement and parental control
through local school boards, where par
ents have the opportunity-and it is an
opportunity they normally exercise-to
run for and to serve on those school
boards, so that they may exercise a
majoI voice in the education of their
children. When we look at other nations
such as the Soviet Union, we find a great
separation of parents away from am
say in the education of their children
with representatives of the State, poli
ticians, and others having that vital con
trol. Cerainly, we do not want to move
in that direction in our society.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. Who yields time?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SCHWEIKER) whatever time he may
require.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. I request 2 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. I think
this particular section of the bill is a very
important part of the bill. I think the
Child Development Council is the key to
bridging the gap between the people and
our Government today.

Certainly if there is one thing we in
Government realize it is that, more and
more, people feel that big government no
longer represents them, that even we in
the legislative bodies are not as directly
sensitive to some of the more pressing
needs of our people as we should be. Or at
least they think we are not, even though
perhaps we are trying.

I think that is the key to this particular
section. We are building a bridge, by the
Child Development Council, between the
people who use the program and the
Government, so that this will not be just
another government-run program, with
some bureaucrat dictating policy with no
regard to the needs of the local people,
no regard to the needs of the people who
u~e the program, the children in the pro
gram or their parents. This Child Devel
opment Council is the link across the gap
between the Government and the people
using the program, to make sure it will
be orien ted toward the needs of the peo
ple in the communities in which it serves.

I think as we pass more legislation-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired.
Mr. SCHWEIKER. I yield myself 3 ad

ditional minutes.
I think as we pass more legislation, we

have to be more aware of this problem,
and build mechanisms into the legislation
so that \\"6 do make for responsive Gov
ernment, attuned to the needs of the
people. That is exactly what the Child

Development Council would do. But when
you come along with an amendment such
as that of the Senator from Ohio, which
would gut that section, you are creating
another gap between the people involved
in the program and some bureaucratic
tyrant, between the people who use the
program and the Government officials at
the top. If we take that bridge out, then
we are building one more gap between
the people and the users of the program.

I oppose the a:mendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

;Yields time?
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, there has

been much talk by the Senator from
Pennsylvania and others about keeping
the program close to the people. The
question always arises, when we see these
programs giving powers to a council, that
perhaps these people are close to the
people when they are appointed. But do
they remain there? What about the peo
ple who are to participate in the pro
gram? What recourse do they have if
they do not like what is going on in the
programs? The answer is, "very little."

If we put this program into effect, I
am afraid that we may see some rather
unfavorable results from the point of
view of public opinion reaction to the en
tire child development program, which I
think would be most unfortunate.

It seems to me that the way to make
this system run effectively is to give the
responsibility to the prime sponsor. Then
you have some responsibility centered
on a particular organization, a particular
elected official, particular groups of peo
ple. They are required, under the amend
ment--and should-to keep in consulta
tion with the parents of children who are
involved and with experts in the com
munity who are involved in the program.
It is a question of what is a workable
type of approach toward administering
a program of this sort.

It has been said by the Senator from
California that Headstart works the same
way. In the first place, the scope of this
program is going to be considerably dif
ferent from Headstart--a little more ex
perimental, a great deal less tried water.
In Headstart, you are dealing primarily
with school bodies which are already
constituted. You are dealing with the
same type of .groups you have in school
boards, and you are dealing with the
same types of people in PTA's. By and
large, the program has been such that
it has not been as clear, as challenging,
or as innovative in the sense of program
content as would be the case with the
Child Development Council. So I think
there is a difference in philosophy here
as to how you should be close to the peo
ple. FranklY, I do not think you can keep
governmental programs c:ose to the peo
ple unless you have political responsi
bility involved. I think this amendment
is closer to political responsibility, and
the bill as it is presently written tends to
divorce that responsibility from the pub
lic and even those participating in the
program, other than those who happen to
be on the Council.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
';ields time?
. Mr. NELSON. ! yield back the remain
der of my time.

Mr. TAFT. I yield back the remainder
of 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.
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 (after

having voted in the negative). On this
vote I have a pair with the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN
NEDY). If he were present and voting, he
would vote "nay"; if I were at liberty to
vote, I would vote "yea." Having already
voted in the negative, I now withdraw
my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from New Mex
ico (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 Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER).
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FUL
BRIGHT), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. HARRIS), the Senator from Minne
sota (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sen
ator from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON),
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGEE), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), the Senator from Maine (Mr.
MUSKIE), the Senator from Rhode Is
land (Mr. PELL), and the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), are necessary
ilyabsent.

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

On this vote, the Senator from Minne
sota (MI'. HUMPHREY) is paired with the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Minnesota would vote "nay," and the
Senator from Mississippi would vote
"yea."

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Louisi
ana (Mr. ELLENDER), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. BAYH). and the Senator
from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON)
would each vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce th::..t the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN), the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTI') ,
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
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 Maine (Mrs. SMITH), and the Sen
ator from North Dakota (Mr. YOUNG)
are necessarily absent.
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and as people who were a great drag to
themselves and society.

In 1965. I caused an amendment to be
included in the Social Secw'ity Act of
1965 to provide money for a stUdy of the
mental health of children. This bodY at
that time voted $1.5 million for that
study.

Approximately 40 national organiza
tions organized a study which was fi
nanced under a grant given by the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
and every major child-care group in the
United States was included in these 40
national organizations. This group
brought together some 500 leading au
thorities on early childhood, adolescence,
and young adults, and they worked in
various task forces. Most interesting, out
of all this work and study which took
over 3 years, these leading experts on the
question of childhood came up with one
main suggestion, and that was the found
ing of a child advocacy system because
they found that the whole question of
care for children was so chaotic and con
tradictory that children allover the
country were not getting the care they
should receive from organizations that
existed because of bureaucracy and ig
norance. Organizations which supposedly
were taking care of the problems of chil
dren actually were working at cross pur
poses.

They looked at the child advocate as
someone who would coordinate all ac
tivities involving children, so that, if a
mother, schoolteacher, or preacher came
across a child with a problem, instead of
running the child and the parent through
this bureaucratic maze, they advocated
that there be included in the social serv
ice field a person known as a child ad
vocate to coordinate and take care of the
problems of children.

To reiterate this concern, one of the
prime recommendations of the last White
House Conference on Children was the
child advocacy system, and this was
placed high on the list of priorities of
this recent conference.

I think one of the most important parts
of the bill is this child advocacy system.

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. Will the Senator yield
to me for 3 additional minutes?

Mr. NELSON. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I dis
cussed this matter with the distinguished
Senator who is now presiding, the Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE),
and the distInguished Senator from Cali
fornia (Mr. CRANSTON). We all agreed
that this was most important and after
stUdying it they agreed \vith the points
of view I now express and which I ex
pressed in committee. I think what is
happening in this section should receive
the strong support of the Senate because
we are advocating a pilot program to
allow the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to have 20 pilot programs of
varying character to try to establish a
sound advocacy sYstem. Before commit
ting large sums of money, we will have
these pilot programs which can be tested.
Then we can come back to committee
and Congress v;ith a program we feel
will do something for children, one of the

On page 70, line 12, strike out "SEC. 586."
and insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 566....

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the effect
of the amendment is to strike out of the
bill the provisions relating to the Child
Advocacy Council. There may be a good
deal of melit in this proposal. I do not
lenow what the merits are. however, be
cause the measure was not heard before
the committee. It was put into the bill
at the last minute really in the hearings
of the committee, and what the merits
and demerits of the proposal might be
are pretty hard to speculate. There is a
$10 million authorization for this pro
vision and it authorizes the creation of
20 neighborhood offices of child advocacy
to explore the feasibility of the national
child advocacy system.

The amendment I propose would
eliminate this portion from the bill and
include the development and testing of
model child advocacy testing programs
in the research and development author
ity in the bill. The child advocacy con
cept is now very much in the experi
mental phase. We believe it would be
unwise to develop this concept in S. 2007.

Under our amendment we dispose of
the testing of many models of child ad
vocacy. Tllis is given optimal use in the
research and demonstration funds we
allocate to that effort.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Ohio wish to have his
amendments considered en bloc?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Preside.nt. I ask unani
mous consent that the amendments be
considered en bloc.

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

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President. I yjeld 5
minutes to the Senator from Con
necticut.

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

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I think
it would be worthwhile to explain to the
Senator from Ohio and other Members
of the Senate the background of the
amendment.

At the present time in this city there
is being inaugurated the Kennedy Me
morial Center. After assassination of
John F. Kennedy and the Warren Com
mission report, a stUdy of that report
caused me to become deeply concerned
over the background of Lee Harvey Os
wald. Lee Harvey Oswald was born in
New York and came into confiict with
the authorities there time and time
again. It was recommended that Lee
Harvey Oswald be given psychiatric
treatment and care. HowevE:r, Lee Har
vey Oswald never received this care. No
one took up the cause of aiding this
mentally unbalanced youngster at a
time in his youth when help would have
been meaningful. There was neither an
ombudsman nor a concerned parent to
help him.

I was concerned, having acted as Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
that the one great void in the entire field
of mental health care was the mental
health care of children and that only a
very small percentage of the children of
this country Who need psychiatric care
receive that care. These children were
growing up as criminals, as murderers,
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So Mr. TAFT'S amendment was re
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MONDALE) . Under the previous order, the
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I have
amendments at the desk and I ask that
they be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will report the amendments.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) pro
poses the following amendments:

On page 54. Une 10, after the comma, in
sert the following: "including the establish
ment of a national chlld advocacy system
on a demonstration basis,".

On page 56. beginning with !lne 18, strike
out through Une 9 on page 63.

On page 63, line 10, strike out "part F"
and insert in Ueu thereof "part E".

On page 63, line 12. strike out "SEC. 581."
and insert in !leu thereof "SEC. 561.".

On page 66. line 5, strike out "SEC. 582."
and insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 562....

On page 66, !lne 14, strike out "SEC. 583."
and insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 563....

On page 66, !lne 24, strike out "SEC. 584."
and insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 564....

On page 69, !lne 9, strike out "SEC. 585."
and insert in lieu thereof "SEC. 565....

The Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
COOPER), the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MUNDT), and the Senator
from Vermont (1'1:1'. PROUTY) are absent
because of illness.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER), the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. BROCK), and the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. WElCHER) are detained
on official business.

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

The result was announced-yeas 17,
nays 41, as follows:

[No. 217 Leg.)
YEAS-17
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most neglected groups in American
society.

Mr. President, I am pleased to support
S. 2007, particularly those provisions
that establish a national pilot child ad
vocacy program. This is an urgentlY
needed program that has received wide
spread consideration and support.

The Joint Commission on the Mental
Health of Children studied the problems
of children for 3 years. The Commission's
major recommendation in its report in
1969 \vas for the establishment of a child
advocacy system. The Commission found
that such a child advocacy system could
be the first step toward reforming the
present chaotic child-care sYstem and
insuring that no American child lost his
chance in life because no one cared about
or understood his problem.

Last year the White House Conference
on Children reiterated this concern and
placed an advocacy system high on its
list of priorities.

No matter how comprehensive a sys
tem of child care we devise, some chil
dren will slip by unnoticed and untreated.
To help correct this inadequacy I in
troduced the child advocacy amendment
with Senators MONDALE and CRANSTON.

All too often we have adopted billion
dollar full-scale programs for areas about
which many questions are still un
answered. The only result is waste and
confusion.

The program I propose, therefore,
would begin with a series of pilot pro
grams in communities across the coun
try. This process will give us the informa
tion and experience neces,,'iary to imple
ment a complete national program at a
later date.

The general role of the advocate should
be made clear. He will not coerce any
family or any child to participate in any
program. His services will be available to
those who voluntarily seek him out for
guidance and assistance.

Millions of families confronted by
countless bureaucracies are bewildered
and confused. In city after city, parents
who desperately need and want services
for their children do not know where to
turn. This is where the child advocate
comes in.

The role of the child advocate will be
a dual one. First, he will be the link be
tween the child in need and the program
that fills that need. Most children are
lost to society, not because of poor care,
but rather because they never received
any care.

A child advocate will help those chil
dren who now fall through the cracks in
the existing systems that deliver needed
treatment. The advocate will not be
wedded to any specific professional group
or theory, but will be interested only in
the welfare of all chlidren. These chil
dren will be his clients and his task will
be to insure that their basic needs are
met. The advocate will see that they
obtain the necessary services and that
those w110 provide these services are
accountable.

For example, a mother in a poverty
area might come to the child advocate
with a child who has an unusual hearing
problem. The advocate will direct that
mother and child to the proper care cen
ter. check to see that the service \':as pro-

vided, and follow up later to see how the
child is progressing. The child will not
be abandoned in the bureaucratic morass
of the present system, but will be guided
through and helped at every turn.

The advocate's second role will beto
monitor all children's programs. Since he
is an independent agent solely concerned
\\1th the welfare of his clients he will be
best able to assess the needs of a com
munity's children, to evaluate the ade
quacy of the community's performance
and to set goals and priorities. He will
spot inefficiencies and inadequacies in the
present system and press for their solu
tion.

The same advocate, for example, who
aided the child mentioned above may
find other children with undetected and
untreated hearing problems. As he moves
through the community he may discover
that the local school system has not been
conducting the required annual hearing
tests and that some children have gone
for years with their impairments un
diagnosed. The advocate will call atten
tion to the deficiency and ask that the
local authorities redress the situation and
insure that similar oversights are not
occurring in other areas as well.

The amendment approved by the com
mittee empowers the Director of the
Office of Child Development in the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare to establish and administer up to 20
demonstration projects across the Na
tion by funding selected public or pri
vate nonprofit agencies to establish
a neighborhood office of child advocacy
NOCA.

The group selected to establish the
NOCA will also form a r,eighborhood
council of child development which will
,-:',rve as the governing body of the local
KOCA. At least one-half of the members
of the Council will be residents of the
neighborhood to be served. The neigh
borhood council will select the Director
0: the office, establish personnel and fis
ral policies, and generally oversee the of
fice's operations. In addition, it will use
the information its members gather to
develop a comprehensive plan for provid
ing services to the local children.

The NOCA, composed of child-care
professionals, will be the local repre
sentative of the neighborhood children.
These advocates will assist parents and
their children in finding the services they
Jright need whether they be legal, psy
chological, medical, or educational.

If a child comes in with a problem no
existing agency can handle, the NOCA
will be permitted to contract with an
other person or institution to provide
the necessary service. Such a purchase is
not expected to go on indefinitely. The
NOCA would be required to review every
6 months the effectiveness of the pur
chased service and the need for con
tinuation. If it is necessary to continue
it. the NOCA \vill make every effort to
have another agency assume the burden.

Any purchase which continues for 12
months must be reported to the Direc
tor along with a full report of the num
ber of similar problems in the neighbor
hood and the possibility of State and lo
cal authorities establishing a program to
treat such programs.

This continuous review of the NOCA's

operations is an important part of the
advocacy concept. The advocacy system
will not be expected to replace existing
programs. It is not intended to become
a permanent institution, but rather is de
signed to be the catalyst for revamping
and modernizing the present system.

Unless we begin this pilot program
now, we will condemn the parents of this
country and their children to more years
0: confusion and heartbreak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the manager of the bill yield to me for
2 minutes?

Mr. NELSON. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from California.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I sim
ply rise to join with the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut in support of
the existing language in the bill and in
opposition to the amendment of the Sen
ator from Ohio.

It was my privilege, on behalf of the
Senator now presiding (Mr. MONDALE)
and the Senator from Connecticut, to
introduce this language which is a con
densation of S. 1414, the proposed Child
Advocacy Act which was introduced by
the Senator from Connecticut on March
30.

It has been said quite often by some
who support the administration ap
proach to disbanding parts of OEO, that
it is very important to continue to extend
the Economic Opportunity Act to ex
periment with pilot projects in new fields.
That is what this particular part of the
bill does. It proposes 20 child advocacy
pilot projects to find out what is needed,
what works, and to provide a firm basis
to move ahead on that front. This is
fUlly consistent with that view that we
need more research and development in
poverty programs.

I find it quite inconsistent now to have
an amendment, presumably on behalf of
the administration, proposing to delete
this program. This program is designed
to aid those YOlmgsters who manage to
fall through the cracks in the existing
system because there is no program-no
service-to take care of their needs. I
can think of no better way to take care
of those children who are in need than
to support this particular provision as it
is contained in the bill-in part E of the
new title V-and to defeat this amend
ment.

I thank the Senator from Connecticut
for steering us in this direction.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I think there
is some confusion with regard to this
matter, in view of the remarks of the
Senator from California. This points up
clearly the initial point I made as to why
I offered this amendment. I have not
offered the amendment because I dis
approve of the proposal; it may be an
excellent proposal. I say it was not before
the committee. I think we should have
hearings quickly on it.

I was hopeful there would be an agree
ment today with the introduction of this
amendment to withdraw this bill.

The confusion that exists is patent
here when the Senatoi' from California
talks about this being research and de
velopment under OEO. It has nothing to
do with OEO.
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As the Senator from Connecticut ac

curately stated, the report is to HEW.
It goes back to the same confusion I
talked about earlier, where research
and development properly belong under
OEO, and when they become opera
tional, transferred to HEW, or some
other agency.

There may be some reason for putting
this activity under HEW or OEO. I do
not know the reasons either way. How
ever, the fact is the committee was not
properly prepared and the Senate is not
properly prepared to vote on this legis
lation. In view of that I think it would
be a good idea to defer action on this
title, and get to it soon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time
yielded back?

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

is yielded back. The question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator
from Ohio.

The amendment was rejected.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. TAFT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

previous order the Chair recognizes the
Senator from Ohio.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that further reading of
the amendment may be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, with
out objection, the amendment ,vill be
printed in the RECORD.

The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, is as follows:

On page 21, lIne 22. strike out all through
line 24 on page 25 and Insert In lieu thereof
the folloWing:

PRIME SPONSORS OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAMS

"SEC. 513 (a). The follOWing shall be eUg!
ble to be prime sponsors of a comprehensive
child development program In accordance
with the provisions of this sectlon-

"(1) any State;
"(2) any city, county or other unit of gen

eral local government or any combination of
such units having a total popUlation of one
hundred thousand or more persons on the
basis of the most satisfactory current:Iata
available to the Secretary and which he de
termines, on the basis of the criteria set forth
In subsection (c) to have the capablllty to
carry out effectively a comprehensive child
development plan In the area to be served.
The secretary may disapprove a prime spon
sorship plan submitted by such a unit or
combination thereof only upon a finding by
the Secretary that the criteria set forth in
subsection (c) cannot be met;

"(3) any Indian tribe on a Federal or State
reservation:

"(4) any pUblic or private nonprofit agency
or organization pursuant to subsection (h)
and Which demonstrates to the Secretary,
on the basis of the criteria set forth In sub
section (c) the capablllty to carry out effec
tively a comprehensive child development
plan In the area to be served.

"(5) any other unit or combination of
units of general local government designated

by the Secretary.

"(b) each prime sponsor may carry out
child development programs under this part
only upon the approval by the Secretary of
a prime sponsorship plan, which Includes
provisions-

"(1) describing the prime sponsorship area
to be served;

"(2) setting forth satisfactory provisions
for establishing and maintaining a Child De
velopment Council which meets the require
ments of section 514;

"(3) providing that the Child Development
Council shall be responsible for developing
and preparing a comprehensive child devel
opment plan for each fiscal year and any In
tervening modifications thereof;

"(4) setting forth arrangements under
which the Child Development Council will
be responsible for evaluating child develop
ment programs in the prime sponsorship
area;

"(5) setting forth such information as the
Secretary may require to determine the ca
pability of units of general local government
or combinations of such units or pUblic or
private nonprofit agencies or organizations to
carry out effectively a comprehensive child
development plan, pursuant to paragraphs
(2), (3), and (5) of subsection (b) and to
subsection (c) of this section.

"(c) In determining the capability of a
unit of general local government or a com
bination of such units or of public or private
nonprofit agencies or organizations to carry
out effectively a comprehensive child devel
opment plan, the Secretary shall consider-

"( 1) the extent to which tile educational.
health, nutritional, family, social and re
habilitative services and professional person
nel necessary to maintain a comprehensive
child development program may, with fi
nancial and other assistance to make avail
able under this title, be proVided adequately
for programs in the area to be served;

"(2) the extent to which arrangements for
coordination of programs and for joint serv
Ices, training and other joint activities may
be undertaken in the area to be served;

"(3) the cost effectiveness of the staff and
other administrative expenses that may be
Incurred by the appropriate Child Develop
ment Councll under paragraph (3) of section
512 In planning, supervising, coordinating,
monitoring and evaluating child develop
ment programs In the area to be servec!.

"( d) The Secretary shall approve a prime
sponsorship plan submitted by any unit of
general local government or any combination
of such units which meets the requirements
of paragraphs (2) or (3) of subsection (a)
and of subsection (b). In the event that the
area of such unit or units of general local
government Includes any geographical area
common with that covered by another such
unit or combination of units which has sub
mitted a prime sponsorship plan, the Secre
tary shall designate to serve such area the
unit of general local government or combina
tion thereof which he determines has the
capability of more effectively carrying out
the purposes of this part.

" (e) In the event that the Secretary detel"
mines that the prime sponsorship plan of a
unit of general local government or a combi
nation thereof is to be disapproved for the
reason that the Secretary has determined
that it does not have the capability to carry
out effecth'ely a comprehensive child devel
opment plan, he shall take steps to encourage
the submission of a prime sponsorship plan
covering the area of such unit or units in
combination With other units of general lo
cal government, which plan may meet the
requirements of this section.

"(f) The secretary shall approve a prime
sponsorship plan submitted by an Indian
tribe on a Federal or State reservation If he
determines that the plan so submitted meets
the requirements of subsection (b) of this
section and includes adequate provisions for
carrying out comprehensive child develop
ment programs In the area to be served.

"(g) In the event that the Secretary deter
mines, with respect to the area of a particular
locality, that a prime sponsorship plan meet
ing the requirements of this section has not
been submitted by a unit of general local
government or by a combination of such
units or by an Indian tribe on a Federal or
State reservation, or in the event that prime
sponsorship designation has been withdrawn
in accordance \yith subsection (j) of this
section, the Secretary may, with respect to
any fiscal year when no such prime sponsor
ship designation is in etrect, approve It plan
submitted by tIle State which inclUdes "de
quate provisions for carrying out compre
hensive child development programs In each
such ltrea.

On page 25, line 25, strike "(f)" and Insert
in lieu thereof" (h)".

On page 26, 11ne 9, after "(a)" insert "and
of subsection (b) ".

On page 27, line 5, strike "(g)" and insert
in lieu thereof "(I) ".

On page 27,line 12, strike "(h)" and insert
in lieu thereof" (j) ".

On page 27, line 22, strike "(I)" and Insert
in lieu thereof" (k) ".

all page 27, line 23, strike "(g)" and Insert
in lieu thereof "(j)".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator ask wlanimous consent to have
the amendments considered en bloc?

Mr. TAFT. I so request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the purpose

of this amendment, which relates to the
prime sponsors of the child development
programs under section 513 (a) is to in
sert into the bill certain standards with
regard to these prime sponsorships that
do not presently exist as to the manda
tOry qualification of prime sponsors inso
far as governmental units are concerned.
It brings in a provision which would limit
prime sponsors to those cities, counties,
or other units of general local govern
ment or any combination of such units
having a total population of 100,000 or
more persons on the basis of the most
satisfactory current data available to the
Secretary and which he determines, on
the basis of the criteria set forth in sub
section (c) to have the capability to carry
out effectively a comprehensive child
development plan in the area to be
served.

That is the only change of any im
portance that is made with regard to the
provisions presently in the bill.

This matter was discussed at great
length in the committee and among the
committee members, as to what the size
of the units might be and how many
units could effectively be handled by the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

The supplemental vie,,'s indicate that
there are some 1,700 individual grantees
under the Headstart program. It was
felt that with a limitation of 100,000,
we would be hitting somewhere around
this provision.

I also call to the attention of Senators
who might be concerned the fact that
there is in the language of the amend
ment a provision whereby the Secretary,
if he finds good reason for doing so, may
qualify as prime sponsors those units or
combination of units of general local
government which have a population of
less than 100,000. It was not proposed in
that form in the committee. The amend
ment considered by the committee was
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mandatory as to the 100,000 requirement.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio is correct
when he says we discussed this amend
ment at some length both at the sub
committee level and at the full committee
level. It was the judgment of the com
mittee that we should not adopt this
prime sponsorship plan, which would
permit only units of government of 100,
000 or over to be sponsors of these pro
grams. That would mean, of course, in
many States that the States themselves
would be sponsors of these child develop
ment programs because there would be
no cities that would qualify.

Second, it was the judgment of the
committee that the small communities
are just as qualified to manage the child
development program as the big cities,
and probably better qualified to do so, at
least in many instances.

In my State there are dozens and doz
ens of smaller communities just as qual
ified to manage effectively a broad based
child development program as the cities
of Milwaukee or Madison, which would
be the only two cities in my State which
would qualify under this amendment.

I think the amendment would have an
adverse effect upon all of the rural pro
grams that are now being successfully
conducted in Headstart in small com
munities all over the country.

The committee considered this pro
posal in some detail, and rejected it, and
I would hope that the Senate would turn
down this proposal.

This is a strange procedure because
the committee voted unanimously to re
port out the bill.

Most of the time in executive session
was spent on the child development
section.

The question of separating child de
velopment into a separate bill was dis
cussed. Good reasons were given for com
bining these two issues into one bill.

The result was that no motion was
made--in subcommittee or in commit
tee-to separate these issues.

The Senator from Ohio joined in vot
ing to approve the bill as it now stands.

Now the Senate is asked to recommit
the bill. For what conceivable reason?

We held 18 days of hearings-5 days
on child development. We heard from
the most distinguished child experts in
the Nation.

We heard from the administration.
Secretary Richardson has endorsed

the concept of the child development
program; 28 Senators cosponsored the
child development section.

There are some rather minor differ
ences on how child-care programs shOUld
operate.

We can settle those differences speed
ily on the Senate floor.

There is no reason whatever to send
the bill back to a committee which has
approved it unanimously.

I hope this amendment to recommit is
qUickly rejected so we can move forward
on the bill.

The committee considered the idea of
limiting child care programs to sponsor
ship by States and larger cities and re
jected It foJ' good and solid reasons.

We feel strongly that communities
which desire to do so, and which have
the capability, should be allowed to run
their own Headstart and child develop
ment programs. There is no rationale
whatever for limiting community-run
programs to the larger cities and re
quiring that programs elsewhere be run
by State agencies.

We are convinced that small commu
nities and rural areas can run just as
good programs as large cities. In fact, we
expect that the small city and rural pro
grams in many cases will probably be
superior to the big city programs.

In some States a population minimum
of 100,000 would mean that all Headstart
programs and all child development pro
grams would be run by the States.

The Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare presently contracts with
1,700 community agencies to operate
8,300 year-round Headstart centers and
about 5,000 summer Headstart centers.
To take all or much of this system away
from the communities and turn it over to
the States would be a massive and un
justified upheaval.

Programs for small children are best
run at the community and neighborhood
level with strong parental involvement.
This is what has made Headstart a suc
cess; this is what is needed in the new
comprehensive child development pro
grams.

Here are some comments I have re
ceived recently from operators of Head
start and child development programs.

From Hollis D. West, Knox County
Economic Opportunity Council, Barbour
ville,Ky.:

Setting a populatIon limIt such as 100,000
would require an inter-county Headstart
program which would ultimately lead to
state control ... It this amendment is ac
cepted the Knox County Headstart program
may just as well close Its doors.

From Cisto Martinez, Fredericksburg
Child Development Agency, Fredericks
burg, Tex.:

The proposed amendment writing in pop
ulation minimums of 500,000 or 100,000 ap
pears as a real threat to Headstart and Child
Development programs In Texas because it
would deprive so many areas of Its benefits.
Comparatively few communities would
qualify for Headstart.

From Robert Guth, Tri-County Devel
opment Corp., Guernsey, Wyo.:

It seems Inconsistent that a limitation of
population would even be proposed. If this
popUlation limitation was enforced our Head
Start program wouid suffer an irreversible
setback. The children of poverty are not re
stricted to urban areas or ghettoes. There
are just as many in rural areas.

From Joanna Hullinger, Western
South Dakota Community Action, Rapid
City, S. Dak.:

I concur with the rejection of the cO.nmit
tee regarding population criteria. Our com
munity desperately needs an expanded com
prehensive Child Development program. We
would never meet the guideline with our
population of only 50,000.

From the SmalI Tribes Organization of
Western Washington State:

An amendment limiting the size of com
munities eligible to admin.lster pre-school
programs would certainly be most detri-

mental to our Indian l>eOple. We str0D8ly
protest this.

From Kent County Headstart Child
Development Corporation, Dover, Del.:

It would be most unfortunate for Kent
and Sussex counties if a popUlation mini
mum of 100.000 were set .... Neither county
has a community which would qUalify. It
would be a sad situation should the bill be
amended as Indicated.

From Nancy Jones, Early Childhood
Development Director, Eastman, Ga.:

I strongly urge opposition to any amend
ment setting a minimum size for communi
ties Wishing to run Child Development pro
grams. Rural areas of Georgia have been
sadly left out of funds for such programs In
the past. In fI, twelve-county area we have
programs for 220 children when we need them
for over 10,000. A population minimum
would defeat any hope for these thousan<1s
and thousan<1s of poor rural children to re
ceive any help toward overcoming develop
mental deficits.

From Richard B. Knotts, superintend
ent, Klatsop County Education District,
Astoria, Oreg.:

The 500,000 limit would exclude the entire
state of Oregon. The 100,000 limit would
exclude the entire state except for the city
of Portland.

From the Colorado Migrant Council,
Denver, Colo.:

We are against any amendment to set a
minimum size for communities wishing to
run child development programs .... Since
most states do not provide any services to
ward child care for migrant farm workers,
we do not support states operating Head
Start.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time on the amendment yielded back?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
bacl{ my time.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, 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 offered by the Senator from
Ohio.

The amendment was rejected.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senator from
Ohio is recognized.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I move to
recommit S. 2007 to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare with instruc
tions to report it back forthwith with
section 6 eliminated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, as has been
noted already by the distinguished
majority whip, acting floor leader, a vote
will take place tomorrow on the motion
to recommit. I think, however, I would
like to talk for a few minutes about it
tonight to give those Members who read
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in the morn·
ing the benefit of a few comments with
regard to it.

We believe that the child care prOVi
sions of S. 2007 are of such importance
and character that they should comprise
a separate piece of legislation. The com
prehensive child development provisions
of S. 2007 would establish a service pro
gram for which children of all economic
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groups would be eligible to participate,
some on a sliding scale fee basis. and
would create a delivery system which
could be utilized for a variety of child
development programs. A broad array
of services are authorized and many new
models of development programs may be
created.

Because these programs will have such
far-reaching effects on the structure of
family life and preschool education sys
tems, we believe they are worthy of sep
arate attention. Further, S. 2007 contains
special provisions, such as the National
Child Advocacy program, on which
hearings have never been held. This, too,
warrants further debate.

Equally as important. we believe that
the new child care programs which
would be authorized by the provisions of
S. 2007 should not necessarily be tied to
the Headstart authority. Headstart has
always been described as an experi
mental program under the Economic Op
portunity Act, and it was specifically di
rected at economically disadvantaged
preschool children. Headstart has pro
vided one basic model for the delivery
of child development services aimed at a
specific segment of the total population.

Since the programs established by S.
2007 would be different from Headstart
in. character and in the population ulti
mately to be served, it would be in
appropriate to tie the new child
development system to existing authori
ties. Legislation containing the breadth
of programs and innovations of S. 2007
should stand as a separate bill and be the
subject of separate hearings and debate.

As Senators know. we have today con
sidered on the floor a number of amend
ments to the child development program
portions of the bill. I would specifically
like to point out that all of those provi
sions. which I felt were debated, at least
from our side, in proposing this motion,
rather fully, will still leave uncertain
many, many questions. I believe that
many Senators will feel, in revie\ving the
record of today, that they do not have
answers to what this is all about.

The reason for that is that it is tied
directly to the extension of the Economic
Opportunity Act and to a multiple ap
proach-I would not say it is a Christmas
tree, as it does deal with services to peo
ple and children, but it is a bill with a
multiple approach rather than a specific
approach, but embraces a problem which
I believe deserves separate consideration.

I point out, with respect to defeat of
the provision with regard to 100,000, it
was apparent at this late hour that it
was not going to pass the Senate. There
was much misunderstanding about it.
Many Senators spoke to me as to what
its application would be, and apparently
there was some campaigning by mail over
the country from small communities that
thought they were going to be left out
automatically, not knowing what this
provision would mean to them.

I feel that with more time in the com
mittee, and with the possibility of repre
sentation from local units of government,
they could have gotten over the feeling
that they might be excluded, and that it

might have been helpful to the Senate in
coming to a sound proposal.

I have also proposed today and seen
tmned down by the Senate a provision
relating to the child development coun
cils, which will now be major policy
bodies insofar as the setting up and the
operation of the programs are concerned,
raising serious questions of political re
sponsibility that I think ought to be ex
amined more fully by the Senate.

Also, we have seen turned dO\1in an
amendment to modify the definition of
"economically disadvantaged," so that
as the bill now stands, unless we send it
back to the committee for further con
sideration, no fees of any kind may be
charged to any family with an average
income of $6,900. I think that many Sen
ators will feel that this was a mistake,
and that they ought to take another look
at this partiCUlar provision and try to set
up some standards, perhaps, for which
we may wish to specify ourselves the
criteria which may be involved toward
establishing what is the proper approach
to this problem of the economically dis
advantaged family, and whether we
ought to use either of the standards pro
posed originally, the Bureau of Labor
Statistics low income family provisions
or, on the other hand, the poverty levels.

As I indicated in the amendment that
I proposed. I do not feel that either are
sound. I feel that the body administer
ing the program itself is the one that
must, in the long run, make the deter
mination as to what is a proper fee
schedule, and as to at what level family
income, in particular areas, under par
ticular circumstances, fees ought to be
charged.

I believe the real issue is whether or
not this program is eventually for all
children, not to be related to family in
come standards at all, but rather to be
a free service. I question whether the
American people wish that, and I feel
that the provision as presently incor
porated in the bill is a pretty strong step
in that direction that ought to be con
sidered very carefUlly by the Senate.
Rnd would be considered far more care
fully if this motion to recommit were
adopted and the committee would re
port out further legislation relating to
this bill.

Finally, we have just finished dis
cussing the child advocacy program. I
think this is a most blatant example of
legislation coming in here without any
real hearings or real understanding as to
what the effect might be, as to where
the program might best be carried out
and how it might best be promoted, and
what is really the net effect of the pi'o
gram.

I caillot believe that the child ad
vocacy program, with the little back
ground we have had on it here, is readY
for legislation or amendment. Our posi
tion with regard to it is somewhat rem
iniscent, to me, of Pat Moynihan'S state
ment one day when I was talking to him
about the poverty program.

Hesaid:
There Is one thing sure about the po,erty

program, and that Is that the Ph. D.'s did
not have poor mothers.

I question whether the proposal is suf
ficiently developed and sufficiently
zeroed in on the overall program v:e are
attempting to tackle to really do much
good.

With these remarks, I expect to close
briefly. I might say that we have received,
and I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD at this point, a
letter from the Appalachian Regional
Commission with regard to the question
of whether or not the child development
programs should be included in this leg
islation. They feel quite strongly that it
should not be, for the reasons brought
out in the letter.

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

THE APPALACHIAN REGIONAL
COMMISSION.

Washington, D.C., sept. 8, 1971.
Hon. ROBERT TAFT, Jr.
United states Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR TAFT: This Is In response to
your request for information on how the
Child Development portion of the OEO
Amendments of 1971 (S. 2007) would affect
the Child Development program which the
Commission operates.

As presently written, S. 2007 would not
recognize the Appalachian Regional Commis
sion program. and It is unlikely that our
State and local Child Development programs
would be eligible for funds provided by S.
2007.

Congress. In adding the Child Development
program to our Act. recognized the need
for a comprehensive and coordinated ap
proach to the problems of Child Develop
ment In each State. Thus, under our pro
gram. State Interagency Committees, estab
lished by the Governor and composed of
State-level agencies prOViding services to
children throughout the State, form the nu
cleus of the planning and project develop
ment effort. We recognized that the bulk of
Federal funds for children wm, regardless of
S. 2007, continue to flow through State
agencies. S. 2007, however, would bypass those
very agencies which presently proVide the
critical services and through which Federal
funds are now channeled, in favor of local
groups having 50 percent parent membership.

Therefore, in the absence of any provi
sion for allowing the Commission's program
to be eligible for funds, we believe that the
Child Development portion of S. 2007 should
be returned to Committee for further con
sideration.

We would also note that the Appalachian
Act provides for 100 percent funding for
Child Development in the first two years, but
under S. 2007 the Appalachian counties
would have to find 20 percent local money.
In view of the traditional diffiCUlty of poor
Appalachian governmental units to raise
such funds, Appalachia. particularly in rural
areas, risks losing the 80 percent as well.

Sincerely yours.
DONALD W. WHITEHEAD.

Federal Cochairman.
JOHN D. WHISMAN.

States' Regional Representative.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, that termi
nates my remarks at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, on behalf of the manager of
the bill, I yield whatever time he may
require to the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE),


