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PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the privilege of
the fioor for the following staff members
during the course of the deliberations:
A. Sidney Johnson, William Spring,
Richard Johnson, and Bertram Carp.

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
pleased that the Senate begins consider
ation today of S. 3617, the Comprehen
sive Headstart, Child Development and
Family Services Act of 1972. This meas
ure refiects the efforts of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare to provide
legislation. serving the needs of fami
lies and their children. It is a substan
tially modified version of the child devel
opment provisions in S. 2007, which the
Congress adopted last year, but which
was vetoed by the President. As the
committee report explains in detail, the
bill has been specifically and substan
tially revised to address the concerns ex
pressed by the President in his veto
message.

The committee bill is a broadly bi
partisan measure. It represents a com
promise between revised child develop
ment legislation introduced this year by
myself, Senator NELSON and 12 Demo
craticcosponsors and similar legislation
introduced by Senators JAVITS, TAFT,
STAFFORD, SCHWEIKER, PACKWOOD and
nine Republican cosponsors.

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
would the Senator add my name as a co
sponsor also?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FUL
BRIGHT) .

I ask unanimous consent that the
name of the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT) bf added as a cosponsor. I
thank him for his support.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I would like to com
mend at this time the junior Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON) for his
leadership on this issue as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Employment,
Manpower and Poverty; the senior Sena
tor from New York (Mr. JAVITS), rank
ing minority member of the full Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, for
his long-standing and continuing initia
tives in this area; and the junior Sena
tor from Ohio (Mr. TAFT), the ranking
minority member of the Subcommittee
on Children and Youth, who has made a
deep commitment and Contribution to
this compromise measure.

r also thank the other members of the
subcommittee and the full conunittee as
well for their work and for their con
tributions to this measure.

The bill we are considering today seeks
to better meet the need for quality,
family-oriented preschool programs
among millionS of young children whose
mothers are working or who because of
poverty, are denied adequate health care,
nutrition or educational opportunity.

It is designed to strengthen and sup
port family life in an era when increasing
numbers of mothers are working-when
increasing numbers of children are being
raised in one-parent families--and when,
for reasons of accelerated mobility and
changing :ife patterns, more and more
young families are called upon to raise
their children in isolation from their par
ents and other family members who con
tributed so much to the upbringing of
children in previous generations.

It recognizes and specifically provides
that child care programs must be totally
voluntary, and must build upon and
strengthen the role of the family as the
primary and fundamental infiuence on
the development of the child.

rt assures that parents will have the
oppOrtunity to choose among the greatest
possible variety of family supporting
services--including part-day programs
like Headstart, after school or full day
developmental day care for children of
working mothers, in-the-home tutoring
and child development classes for par
ents and prospective parents.

Finally, by clarifying and modifying
the vetoed bill with respect to the Presi
dent's concerns about the administrative
delivery system, the State role, the cost
and the relationship of these programs
to the family, the measure we propose to
day is designed to gain not only passage
by the Congress, but also the coopera
tion and support of the administration.

THE NEED

The committee bill is a product of ex
tensive deliberation and study including
13 days of hearings over the past 3 years.
These hearings document the need for
strengthened and expanded family serv
ices and child development programs.
They demonstrate how the promising
Headstart program, although enormous
ly successful, has reached only 10 per
cent of the impoverished preschool chil
dren and families who are eligible for it
and who could benefit from it. And they
document the recent increase in the em
ployment of mothers-which has pro
duced a. growing and largely unmet need
for quality developmental day care in
homes, neighborhood community set
tings and day care centers--and for other
services to strengthen and support fam
ily life.

Testimony reveals that one-half of all
mothers with school age children are
working today and that one-third of
mothers with preschool children-a total
of over 4% million women-are employed
full or part time. As a result, over 5 mil
lion preschool children currently need
full- or part-time care while their
mothers are away from home. Yet there
are less than 700,000 space,s in licensed
day-care centers to serve them. Some of
these children of working mothers are
receiving adequate care now-either in
the home, in family day care or in a
quality day care setting-but many are
not.

As the committee report indicates, nu
merous prestigious commission and con
ference reports have recommended the
kind of preschool and faInily service pro
grams contained in this bill. They in
clude:

The 1971 Report of the Education Com
mission of the States;

The 1971 Report of the Committee for
Economic r;c'v",~vvment;

The 1972 Report of the National COtID
cil of Jewish Women entitled "Widows
on Day Care";

And perhaps most significantly, the
President's 1970 White House Conference
on Children which voted as its first pri
ority the provision of "comprehensive
family-oriented child development pro
grams, including health services, day
care and early childhood education."

THE ADMINISTRATIONS CONCERNS

In the veto message, the President
listed nine specific concerns about the
child development provision in last
year's bill. The committee has developed
this new legislation in order to address
each of these concerns. Since the modi
fications and revisions are discussed in
detail in the committee report, I ask
unanimous consent that that portion of
the report discussing these changes ap
pear at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
MODIFICATIONS IN RESPONSE TO ADMINISTRA

TION CONCERNS

In the veto message, the President listed 9
specific concerns about the Child Develop
ment bill.

The Committee has developed this new
proposal in order to address each of these
concerns expressed in regard to the vetoed
bill. Our responses and concessions include
the following:

1. Need.-The President stated that
"neither the immediate need nor the de
sirabll1ty of a national Child Development
program of this character has been demon
strated."

The Committee considered this concern,
reviewed it in llght of new studies and new
testImony, and conclUded that It should
not apply to the modlfied and reduced ver
sion of this bill beIng proposed this year.

The Committee agrees with an earlier
statement in the veto message that "there are
some needs to be served and served now" and
that "one of these needs Is for day care to
enable mothers, partIcularly those at the low
est Income levels to take fUll-time jobs." The
veto message further suggested that a com
bination of day care to be provIded under
the welfare proposal (H.R. 1) and under in
creased income tax deductIons for chUd care,
will meet some of these needs.

The Committee agrees that these new pro
posals will meet some of the need, but con
cludes that these new efforts are not sum
cient in and of themselves. We found, for
example. that a combination of existing Head
Start programs and day care under the pro
posed welfare reform measure would together
serve only I%. m11lion of the 5Y:z mUlion poor
chlldren who could benefit from preschool
education or after school care.

We found, moreover, that the recently
adopted chlld care deductions in the Reve
llue Act of 1971 will provide no assistance to
farollles llving In poverty and very llttle if
any assistance to familles with incomes be
tween $4.000 and $8,000.

Treasury Department statistics reveal, for
example, that a family of four with an In
come of $5,000, spending $500 on chUd care,
would realize no tax saVings under this Act;
and a family of four, With an Income of
$7.000, which spends $700 on day care would
reallze a savlilgs of only $77.

.As a result, even with these other efforts,
there are too few child development and day
care opportunities for the children in pov-
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erty, and practically none for the 1 mllllon
children with working mothers in famllies
with incomes between $4,000 and $7,000
incomes which are just a. little too high to
qualify for most federally assisted day care
programs such as those under Head Start
and Title IV of the Social Security Act, and
too low to atrord quallty day care in private
programs. Indeed, these working famllies liv
ing in near poverty have perhaps the great
est unmet need for quality day care.

The need for expanded developmental day
care opportunities has been documented In
other ways as well. The facts about working
mothers are one of the indices of this need:

"In 1971, 43% of the Nation's mothers
worked outside the home compared to only
18% In 1948.

"One out of every three mothers with
preschool children is working today, com
pared to one out of eight in 1948.

"In 1971, 1.3 mllllon mothers of children
under 6 were single parents bringing up
children without a husband, and half of these
mothers worked.

"Yet, there are fewer than 700,000 spaces
in llcensed day care centers to serve the over
5 million preschool children whose mothers
work."

Although some existing Federal programs
help prOVide day care for these children, they
often do not prOVide the option for develop
mental care which this bill otrers. Dr. Edward
Zigler, Director of HEW's Office of Child De
velopment, has estimated, in testimony to
our Committee that only about 20% of these
day care programs are developmental, or
comprehensive-and that In "many instances
we are paying for service that Is harmful to
children."

A recent OEO publication entitled: "Day
Care: Resources for Decisions", concluded:

"Over 90% of all full-day centers in the
United States are privately operated for
profit.

"Most are custodial programs because
that's all that most working mothers can
atrord • • • Day care in America is a scattered
phenomenon; largely private, cursorily su
pervised, growing and shrinking in response
to national adUlt crises, largely unrelated to
children's needs ••• "

These findings are supported by the re
cently released Report of the National Coun
cil of Jewish Women, entitled "Windows on
Day Care." On the basis of extensive surveys
In 90 cities throughout the nation, the Re
port concludes that most day care faclllties
lack adequate services for children and their
famllles, and some are downright damaging.
It found that:

"Only a very small percentage of the chil
dren whose mothers are employed now bene
fit from developmental day care services.
The large majority are cared for in their
own homes or in the homes of others and
most of them receive only custodial care.
Well under ten percent are enrolled In li
censed day care centers. Of the centers visited
by Council members, only about a quarter
provided developmental care including edu
cational, nutritional and health services, the
components of quality care. Survey partici
pants found that far too many children of
working mothers were grossly neglected
latch-key children on their own, children
who went with their mothers to their places
of work because no other arrangements could
be made for them, chlldren in day care cen
ters and homes of such poor quality they
may suffer lasting injury. The first five years
of a chlld's life are the period of the most
rapid mental, personality and physical
growth. Deprivation In the early years can
have disastrous etrects."

Dr. Harold H. Howe, Vice President of the
Ford Foundation and former U.S. Commis
sioner of Education, described in detail the
results of these inadequacies during his re
cent testimony to a Senate Committee. He
said:

"Perhaps the best way to illustrate the
idea of an environmental handicap is to de
scribe an actual situation in which working
mothers typically return to work some two
months after giVing birth to a child. DUring
the time that they are working, the child
will be placed with another mother whose
business is taking in children of working
mothers, each of whom might pay a dollar
a day or so to have her children cared for
during working hours. In such a center will
be children from several months of age up
to four or five years, and an individual care
taker might look after up to ten or twelve
such children in her home.

"For the caretaker who has neither train
ing nor equipment and facilities to provide
a stimulating environment the entire em
phasis is frequently on the passivity of
children. The chlld who doesn't cry, who
doesn't need attention, who doesn't ask ques
tions after he has learned to speak, who
doesn't move about--in other words the child
who does not seek, demand, and get stimu
lation and is least troublesome to the person
In charge-is the child who gets rewarded.
Such an environment discourages the early
and very significant development of every
aspect of human sensitivity and potential.
The qualities fortified In children so treated
are the qualities which lead to fallure in
schoo!. The lack of positive stimulation from
human contact, from active exploration of
objects, from verbal interchange, and from
the kind of play through Which a child
learns shapes and sizes and colors depresses
and inhibits the development of capabilities
Which are extremely important not only for
success in school but for success in llfe. The
development of language as a more im
portant component of any individual's
growth often sutrers in this sort of environ
mental handicapping system.

"Contrast this situation with many well
financed day care or preschool arrangements
staffed by trained personnel in Which stimu
lation of all kinds is provided. Children get
all sorts of attention and praise for their
achievements on a regular basis from in
terested adults, they are encouraged to talk
over their ideas and feeling, to handle ob
jects, explore the ditrerences of sound,
shapes, color, texture in all kinds of ma
terials, to solve PToblems-and therewith
their early intellectual development is much
advanced. Further they are otrered choices
and a range of independent activities that
exercise initiative, allow the child to set his
own pace, and develop goals of his own
thereby giving him a sense of power over his
environment.

"Add to this the situation in the home for
many of the kinds of familles Which would
make use of the type of day care activity
described two paragraphs above, homes in
Which economic handicaps deny proper
nutrition and certain aspects of stimUlation,
even though just as much love and care may
be present as in the middle class home, and
you get a picture of environmental denial
Which pyramids in i,ts effect on children as
they mature."

These problems and our increasing ability
to understand and prevent them, were stated
by President Nixon in his 1969 message
creating the Office of Child Development in
HEW. He said-and additional eVidence In
the intervening years has added more sup
port to his statement--that:

"We have learned, first of all, that the
process of learning how to learn begins very,
very early in the life of the infant child.
Children begin this process in the very
earllest months of Ufe, long before they are
anywhere near a first grade class, or even
kindergarten, or play school groups. We have
also learned that for the children of the poor,
this ability to learn can begin to deteriorate
very early In life, so that the youth begins
school well behind his contemporaries and
seemingly rarely cakhes up. He is handi-

capped as surely as a child crippled by polio
is handicapped; and. he bears the burden of
that handicap through all his life. It is ele
mental that, even as in the case of polio, the
effects of prevention are far better than the
etrects of cure.

"Increasingly, we know something about
how this can be done. With each passing
year-almost with each passing month, such
is the pace of new developments in this field
of knowledge-research workers in the United
States and elsewhere in the world are learn
ing more about the way in which an Im
poverished environment can develop a
"learned helplessness" in children. When
there Is little stimUlUS for the mind, and
especially when there is llttle interaction be
tween parent and child, the child sutrers
lasting dlsabillties, particularly with respect
to the development of a sense of control of
this environment. None of this follows from
the simple fact of being poor, but It is now
fully established that an environment that
does not stimulate learnlng is closely asso
ciated in the real world With poverty In its
traditional forms. As much as anyone thing,
it is this factor that leads to the transmis
sion of poverty from one generation to the
next. It is no longer possible to deny that
the process is all tooevidentally at work In
the slums of America's cities, and that is a
most ominous aspect of the urban crisis.

"It is just as certain that we shall have
to invent new social institutions to respond
to this new knowledge,"

A Whole second set of "needs to be served
now"-relatlng to what the veto message
called the "protection of chlldren from a.ctual
suffering and deprivatlon"-are also unmet.

Despite expanded nutritional systems, im
proved medical care for poor children and
more etrectlve targeting Of maternal and
child health services-all of which were cited
by the President in his veto message, and
aU of which we commend and support--many
children and families in need of health,
nutritional, educational and other social
services are still not being served.

Recent findings by the Mississippi Medicaid
Commission indicate the magnitUde of un
met health needs alon:e. The extent of un
detected and untreated health problems
among poor children examined by that com
mission-and their implications for child de
velopment--are frightening. The Commis
sion found 1,301 medical abnormalities in the
1,178 chlldren it examin:ed, including: 305
cases of multiple cavities; 97 cases of faulty
vision; 217 cases of. enlarged tonslls; 57
cases of hernia; 48 cases of intestinal para
sites-mostly hookworm; 53 cases of poor
hearing; and 32 other medical conditions re
qulring immediate treatment.

And Administration estimates of the un
met n:eeds for prenataa care-which are in
cluded in detail in the back Of this report-
indicate that it could cost approximately $380
million to provide prenatal care and hos
pitalization to the 1.6 million poor and near
poor women who deliver chlldren each year
Without necessary medical attention.

For these reasons, the Committee concludes
that the need and the desirabillty for the
wide variety of child development and family
services in our new proposal have 'been
demonstrated.

2. Duplicatton and redundancy.-The veto
message suggested that "day care centers for
poor children are already provided in HR 1
and that child development programs would
be a duplication of these efforts", and would
be "redundant in that they duplicate many
existing and growing federal, state and local
efforts to provide social, medical, nutritional
an:d educational services to the very young."

For many of the reasons cited above, the
CoDlllIlittee concludes that this bill will
supplement and stren£thenexisting and pro
posed etrorts, not duplicate them or be
redundant. Despite the progress being made
the task is far from complete. Only one-
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fourth of the poor children who could bene
fit from preschool or after school services
are being served. Hundreds of thousands, and
in some cases mUlions, of children are still
not being reached with the medical, nutri
tion'al,educational services they need.

Thus, our child development program
deliberately seeks to build on and improve
the successful Head Start program, which is
currently reaching fewer than 10% of the
poor children who might benefit from It, and
provide additional support for prenatal,
nutritional and other efforts which-':as the
President noted--are currently beIng ex
panded, but are by no means reaching all
those who need them.

Rather than competing with, replacing or
dupllcatlng existing or proposed efforts the
programs authorized under this bill are de
signed as a much needed supplement. The
Committee belleves that they will strengthen
the efforts we have begun In these fields.

3. costs.-The veto message suggested that
"the expenditure of $2 blllion a year in a
program whose effectiveness has yet to be
demonstrated cannot be justified."

The Committee considered this concern
and made the following modifications in the
new committee bill with this in mind.

First, the effective date of the bill has been
postponed an entire year, so that the plan
ning and training year begins in FY 1973
and the first operational year is delayed until
FY 1974.

Second, the authorization for the first op
erational year has been reduced by 40%
from $2 blllion, objected to by the Adminis
tration, to $1.2 blllion.

Third, the bill has been c19,rified to indi
cate that even that $1.2 billlon authorization
in the first operational year represents only
a $700 mUllon authorization increase. That
is, the $1.2 b1llion authorization includes the
$500 million authorization for Head Start al
ready contained in the EOA extension blll
reported by our Committee.

Thus, although this 3 year child develop
ment bill we are proposing has a total au
thorization of $2.95 billlon-$150 million for
planning and training in FY 1973, $1.2 billion
In FY 1974 and $1.6 billion in FY 1975-this
represents less than a $2 billion authoriza
tion Increase over the next 3 years-a sub
stantially more gradual rate of authorization
increase than under the vetoed bill. And
since it specifically builds and improves upon
the successful and popUlar Head Start pro
gram, the· Committee is convinced that It
represents a program whose effectiveness has
been demonstrated.

4. Effects on the tamily.-The veto message
described one of the objectives of welfare re
form as an effort "to bring the family to
gether," but suggested that "the child de
velopment program appears to move precisely
the opposIte direction."

The Committee has considered that con
cern and made specific clarifications in the
modified bill to remove any mlsunderstand
Ings. We intend this to be a family-strength
ening bill and we have bUilt in a number of
specific safeguards to insnre that.

First. child development programs under
our b11l are totally voluntary. This differs
sharply from some other day care proposals
before the Congress, including some of the
prOVisions in HR. 1 as passed by the House
of Representatives. Under our bill, no famUy
is reqUired to place their child in a day care
program, a Head Start program, a part-day
program or a nutrition program. These pro
grams are Offered solely and exclusively to
fammes who chose to benefit from them. The
blll specifically states in its first paragraph,
that "child development programs must
bUild upon the role of the family as the pri
mary and most fundamental influence on
children and must be prOVided only to chil
dren Whose parents or legal guardian request
them." (Section 2(a) (1».

Second, the bill offers a whole serles of

services to children and famllles. It is not re
stricted to day care generally, or programs in
day care centers specifically. Indeed, it
doesn't even place a priority on day care. In
stead, it assures that parents will have the
opportunity to choose among the greatest
possible vari~ty of family supporting serv
ices-including part-day programs like Head
Start, after school or full day developmental
day care for children of working mothers,
prenatal· services, in-the-home tutoring and
child development classes for parents and
prospective parents.

Third, the bill has increased and clarified
the priority on strengthening family llfe by
making fUll day, day care available only to
children whose parents are out of the home
all day. Services for children whose mothers
are at home are limited generally to part-day
programs or in-the-home-tutorlng that
builds on the mother-child relationship.

This llmitation is designed to underscore
the Committee's desire to build on existing
parent-child relationships. If a parent is in
the home the b1ll would offer nutritional and
educational services in a way that keeps the
parent and the child together. That child
would not, unless he were severely handi
capped or had other special needs deflned by
the Secretary, be eligible for full-day, full
week day care. Instead, the bill would make
that child ellglble for part-day, or twice a
week pre-school programs like Head Start or
nursery school, or in-the-home tutoring for
him and his parents-for the expressed pur
pose of bUilding 011 and strengthening fam
ily life.

Only if the parents are working, or are par
ticipating in training or education, and the
child is one of the 5 million preschool chil
dren in this category who needs day care and
in many cases is not receiving adequate day
care-would a child be eligible for fUll-day,
full-week day care. This provision-like the
others cited-reflects the Committee's desire
to provide quality day care for the children
and familles who need it, not encourage day
care for all children whether they need it or
not.

5. Parental involvement.-The veto mes
sage emphasized that "good pUblic policy re
quires that we enhance, rather than diminish
both parental authority and parental involve
ment--particularly in those decisive early
years when social attitudes, and conscience
are formed and religious and moral principles
are first inculcated."

The Committee agrees completelY. That is
why we have written in the limitations of
ellglbility described above, and the require
ment that programs under this Act shall be
available "only to children whose parents or
legal guardian requests them." And that is
why the bill contains extensive provisions for
parental involvement in all aspects of the
programs-as ,'olunteers, paraprofessionals
and professionals employed in these pro
grams, and as 50% or more Of the members
of the councils that approve policy, curric
ulum and other basic elements of these pro
grams.

Specifically, the blll requires that the Child
and Family Councils, the Local Program
Councils and the Project Policy Councils all
be composed of at least 50% parents whose
children are served under this program. The
Committee belleves strongly in this polley
and in these prOVisions-which reflect the
policy under the existing Head Start program.

We believe in increaslng"parental author
ity and parental Involvement" and we have
included these provisions to assure that this
very important goal is met.

6. Stag.-The veto message stressed con
cern about "who the qualifled people are and
where they would come from to staff child
development centers."

The Committee responded to this concern
by increasing the authorization under the
b111· for preservlce and inservice training of
both professional and paraprofessional staff

members-at the same time we made sub
stantial reductions in the total authorization
for the program. That is, at the same time
we reduced total authorizations by 40%, we
increased authorizations for staff training
by50%.

In addition, the resources available for staff
training during the operational years of this
bill were increased from a maximum of 10%,
to a maximum of 15% of the total authoriza
tion. In addition, the Committee notes that
an estimated 40,000 individuals, skilled and
trained in education, are graduating from
college each year with education degrees but
are unable to find employment in education.
With appropriate retraining, these highly
trained teachers could provide a major source
of professional employees for child develop
ment programs. Moreover, the Committee
flnds that one of the most encouraging as
pects of the successful Head Start program
has been its ability to recruit and train non
professionals--especially mothers and other
family members-for important staff respon
sibl:lties in these programs. The Committee
proposal seeks to build on that success.

7. Administrative workability.-The veto
message expressed concern about adminis
trative workability. It noted that "by mak
ing any community of over 5,000 popUlation
eUgible as a direct grantee for HEW child
development funds, the proposal actually in
vites the participation of as many as 7,000
prime sponsors."

The Committee made several major
changes In response to this concern.

First, the revised bill requires, in general,
that a community have a population of
25,OOo-rather than 5,OOo-in order to be
come ellgible as a direct grantee. This one
change reduces the previous administrative
and coordinating responsibilities by over
two-thirds. Previously, 7,000 locallties were
eligible for prime sponsorship. Now, under
the 25,000 popUlation cut off, only 2,000 com
munities are ellgi1:>le.

An amendment was offered in Committee
to raise this popUlation cut off to 100,000
which would have limited the number of
ellgible communities to approximately 500.
The Committee considered it and rejected
it by a bipartisan vote of 14 to 2.

A similar amendment seeking to raise the
population cut off to 50,OOo-which would
have limited ellgibll1ty to approximately
1,000 localities-was also considered and de
feated by a 12 to 5 bipartisan vote.

The Committee felt that the 25.000 popu
lation cut off represented the best way to
provide administrative wcrkabll1ty In a pro
gram designed to encourage local flexiblllty,
responsiveness and parental involvement.

In addition, the Committee considered and
rejected by a bipartisan vote of 14-3, an
amendment which would have removed the
priority on local prime sponsors who qualify
under the population and discretion require
ments. It would have provided instead com
plete discretion of the Secretary of HEW to
fund competing local and state applicants on
the basis of whichever he decided "would be
more effective". The Committee felt that this
arrangement would: (1) represent a shirk
ing of CongressIonal responsibUlty on a cen
tral polley issue; (2) encourage expensive,
unnecessary and disharmonious competition
between States and localities; and (3) place
the Secretary of HEW in a difficult political
and policy position on judging applicants
from competing political Jurisdictions with
out any Congressional guidance or criteria.

Second, the Committee further simpllfied
the administrative arrangement by increas
ing the secretary's discretion to determine
whether applicants eligible under popula
tion criteria actually had the necessary ca
pability to provide comprehensive child de
velopment and family service programs. The
new language added In the bill states that
the Secretary, before designating an appli
cant as prime sponsor, must determine that
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the applicant "has the capabll1ty of effec
tively carrying out comprehensive programs
under this act."

Third, In order to further simplify program
management responsibllltles, the Commit
tee blll refiects the simplified administrative
structure In the minority's blll (S. 3228)
which makes the publlc official of a prime
sponsor (Mayor, Governor or county execu
tive) responsible for the day-to-day admin
istration of the programs, and responsible for
determining policy, selecting the delegate
agencies and preparing program statements.
Under the vetoed bllI, the Child Development
Councils had these responslblllties. Under the
revised blll, the councils have no day-to-day
administrative responsiblllties. They are re
quired to approve the decision of the prime
sponsor with respect to basic polley, delegate
agency selection and program statements.
The Committee believes this change substan
tially strengthens and simplifies the manage
ment and administration of this program.

8. state role.-The veto message suggested
that "the States would be relegated to an
Insignificant role".

The Committee considered this and made
several substantial changes on this point in
the new blll.

First, by raising the general population cut
off for prime sponsors from 5,000 to 25,000
this blll provides that approximately 5,000
localltles which could have administered
their own programs In the vetoed blll wlll
now be served under programs administered
by the States.

Second, the Committee blll has Increased
. from 5% to 10% the set aside for States for

the technical assistance, personnel exchange,
dissemination of research and evaluation.
Additionally, it has added to this State role
a requirement for comprehensive state co
ordination and planning. In order to quallfy
for these funds, a State must reach adequate
agreement with local prime sponsors In the
State on comprehensive and coordinated
statewide child development planning. And
the State may use any of this additional
funding for Its own programs or programs
operated by local prime sponsors In that
State.

The Committee believes that this change
In addition to doubllng the fundS for
States-provides a real incentive for coopera
tion among state and local prime sponsors.

Third, the Committee adopted an amend
ment providing the Secretary of HEW with
discretion to select, on a demonstration basis,
5 States to serve as a sole prime sponsor for
chUd development programs In these States,
even Where localltles would otherWise qualify.

The proVision states that the Secretary
shall "designate as state-wide prime sponsors
not more than five States which have demon
strated capablllty and leadership In the field
of chUd development and which are located
In various regions of the Nation and have
a variety of characteristics, Including differ
Ing population sizes and urban, metropolitan,
and rural area and Industrial and work force
composition."
It further provides that a State may be

designated as a State-Wide prime sponsor
only If the Secretary determines that: (1)
the population of such State does not exceed
5% of the national population; (2) a reason
able opportunity has been provided for each
otherWise eligible prime sponsor In that State
to submit comments to the State and the
Secretary; and (3) the State prime sponsor
ship plan SUbmitted takes into account the
comments submitted by these localities.

The Committee belleves this demonstra
tion authority along with the changes de
scribed above, prOVides substantially ex
panded opportunity for state Involvement in
this program and represents a major conces
sion on this point.

9. Communal versus family centered child
rearing.-Finally, the veto message suggested
that "child development would commit the

vast moral authority of the National Gov
ernment to the side of communal approaches
to child rearing over against the famUy-cen
tered approach."

For many of the reasons stated above
such as substantially reducing authority; the
limitation of ellglblllty for full-day care; the
emphasis on parental involvement and con
trol; and the wide variety of non-day care
services offered under this Act such as pre
natal services, part-day day care serVices, In
the-home services, family planning services
and others-the Committee believes this
concern does not apply to this revised blll,

In the first two years the additional new
authority for chUd development programs
under this Act-and day care represents only
part of the programs authorized-is smaller
than, and supplementary to, the additional
new funds for day care under the Admin
istration's proposed welfare reform program.

Moreover, the sliding scale fee basis in
the program provides llttle or no financial
Incentives for famllles with incomes In ex
cess of $10,000 to purchase day care for
their children. In contrast, the Increased
chUd care income tax deductions signed Into
law last year provide considerable financial
Incentives to families in these income ranges
to purchase day care, If both parents work.

In addition to making these modifications
in response to the concerns expressed in the
President's veto message, the Committee
sought further cooperation and consUltation
with the Administration.

At the suggestion of minority members of
the Subcommittee on ChUdren and Youth,
a hearing on the new child development
bllls was called In order to give the Admin
istration an opportunity to testify,

For various reasons, including schedullng,
neither Secretary Richardson nor any of his
representatives was able to accept the Invi
tation. And no Administration specifications
nor proposed amendments were offered to
the Committee during mark-up. Thus we
sought to meet what we knew from the veto
message to be the Administration's major
concerns, and we are hopefUl the Committee
blll wlll have Administration support.

At the hearing. however, the Committee
did have the opportunity to receive testi
mony from Senator Buckley, a representa
tive of the Emergency Committee for Chil
dren. and Mr. Dale Meers-all of whom had
reservations about last year's blll-as well
as two supporters of the legislation, Dr. Mil
ton Senn, Sterllng Professor Emeritus. Pedi
atrics and Psychology at Yale University;
and Dr. Bettye Caldwell, Director of the
center for Early Development and Educa
tion in Little Rock, Arkansas.

This testimony-particularly that offered
by Mr. Meers-Infiuenced the Committee and
resulted In amendments clarifying the blll's
special safeguards for very young chUdren,
its Insistence on high standards, its prOVI
sion preventing dilution of staff or other
essential program components, and its
strong research and evaluation require
ments.

In summary, the Committee has sought
to address and rAsolve all of the objections
raised to last year's chUd development blll
in the veto message.

FAMILY STRENGTHENING PROVISIONS

Mr. MONDALE. Mr, President, I would
like to emphasize in the strongest way
possible the family strengthening objec
tives in this bill, and the specific provi
sions designed to support and assist fam
ilies and their children. A great deal of
misunderstanding and concern sur
rounded this point in last year's bill, and
I think it is important to spell out the
intentions and safeguards in detail,

First. the major objective of this bill,
which appears in its flrst paragraph,
states that:

Child developmentprograJIlS 1O~ ·.bu11d
upon the role of the famlly as the primary
and most fundamental Infiuence on children
and must be prOVided only to .chUdrenwhose
parents and legal guardians request it.

That means very simply and very im,
portantly that child development pro
grams authorized under our bill are
totally voluntary and that under no cir
cumstances can a family be required or
coerced to participate in any program
offered under this act. The committee
feels very strongly that this program
must be absolutely voluntary and has
drafted the bill to insure that it will be.

Second, contrary to the impressions
of some, this bill is not just a day care
bill or a day care center bill. Indeed, it
does not even place a priority on day
care. Rather it offers a whole series of
services to families and their children.
And it assures that parents will have the
opportunity to select among the greatest
variety of family supporting services
including prenatal services, in-the-home
tutoring, child development classes for
parents and prospective parents. part
day programs like Headstart, twice a
week nursery school programs and
others.

Third, the bill reflects in specific terms
our desire to build on existing p:'l.rental
child relationships in child development
and preschool education efforts. Thus, it
makes full-day, fUll-weekdaY care
available only to children whose parents
are out of the home-working or par
ticipating in education or training. Serv
ices for families in which a parent is at
home during the day are limited to part
day Headstart programs or in-the-home
tutoring efforts that· build on the
mother-child relationships. Thus we
seek to provide development-rather
than custodial-day care programs for
those families which need them. and
alternative preschool programs for fam
ilies where day care is not necessary, and
existing parent-child relationships can
be built upon, supplemented, and
strengthened.

Fourth, the bill retains extensive pro
visions for parental involvement in all
aspects of the program. It encourages
the use of parents as volunteers, the em
ployment of parents and other family
members as paraprofessionals and pro
fessionals in these programs. And it re
quires that 50 percent or more of the
members of the councils created to ap
prove policy, curriculmns, and other
basic elements of these programs will be
parents of children served.

BROAD-BASED SUPPORT

Mr, President, through the considera
tion of this legislation over the past 3
years, perhaps one of the most remark
able aspects of the long debate and hear
ings and legislative process through
which we have gone has been the great
encouragement and support of a broad
based group of organizations concerned
about the needs of families and their
children. The support for· this measure
is growing and broadening as public un
derstanding of the r-eed for this measure
has grown.

Last year's bill was developed in con
junction with, and supported by. a wide
range of organizations interested in chil
dren and families, including the Amal-
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JOHN W. THOMAS,
Director, Department Of Governmental

Relations.

LINDA IsHAM.
Director, Department of Ministry with

Children.

gamated Clothing Workers; AFL-CIO;
Americans for Democratic Action; Amer
icans for Indian Opportunity Action
Council; Black Child Development In
stitute; Committee for Community Af
fairs; Common Cause; Day Care and
Child Development Council of America.
Inc.; Friends Committee on National
Legislation; Interstate Research Asso
ciates; International Ladies' Garment
Workers Union; League of Women Vot
ers; Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights; National Council of Churches;
National Council of Negro Women; Na
tional Education Association; National
League of Cities and U.S. Conference of
Mayors; National Organization for Wom
en. President and Vice President for
Legislation; National Welfare Rights
Organization; United Auto Workers; U.S.
Catholic Conference. Family Life Divi
sion; and Washington Research Project
Action Council.

The members of this coalition and
others adopted. a set of principles for
any new child development bill this year.
which the committee believes are em
bodied in the bill we propose.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that those principles be printed in
the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the princi
ples were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
EXCERPT FROM THE COALITION'S STATEMENT OF

PURPOSE
The undersigned organizations are com

mitted to certain principles which were em
bodied in the legislation which was passed
by bipartisan majorities of both houses of
Congress last year. We reaffirm those prin
ciples as follows:

(1) that programs must be of high quality,
comprehensive, and developmental, oriented
to the needs of children and available to all
children;

(2) that parents must be directly involved
in policy decisions affecting their own chil
dren;

(3) that programs must be locally con
trolled and fiexlble enough to meet indiVid
ual community needs;

(4) that programs must be desIgned to in
clude children With a variety of socioeco
nomic backgrounds;

(5) that adequate protections must be pro
vided to assure that the needs of mInority
group and economically disadvantaged chil
dren are met; and

(6) that this nation must make a substan
tial commitment of new public funds to be
gin to meet the compelling and immediate
need for these services.

Amalgamated Clothing Workers.
AFL-CIO.
Americans for Democratic Action.
Americans for Indian Opportunity Action

Council.
Black Child Development Institute.
Center for Community Change.
Child Welfare League of America.
Chlldren's Foundation.
COmmon Cause.
FrIends Committee on National Legisla

tion.
Health and Welfare Counell of the Nation

al Capital Area.
International Ladies Garment Workers

Union.
Interstate Research Associates.
Leadership Conference on CiVil Rights.
League of Women Voters.
National Board of the Young Women's

Christian Association of the U.S.A.
National Council of Churches.
National Council of Jewish Women.

National Council of Negro \Vomen.
National Council on Hunger and Malnu-

trition.
National Education Association.
National Urban Coalition.
National Urban League.
National Welfare Rights Organization.
United Auto Workers.
Thelma C. Adair, Coordination of Educa

tion Strategy, United Presbyterian Board of
National Missions.

Mary Jane Patterson, United Presbyterian
Church of the U.S.A., Washington Office.

Women's International League for Peace
and Freedom.

Washington Research Project Action Coun
ell.

Mr. MONDALE. In addition, I have
received the following specific letters of
endorsement from a number of organi
zations and individuals in this field and
I ask unanimous consent that they ap
pear at the end of my remarks.

Mr. President. I believe this bill our
committee proposes is similar to the
measure the Senate approved over
whelmingly last year; enjoys greater bi
partisan support than did last year's
measure, and includes substantial revi
sions designed to address and accommo
date the concerns expressed by the ad
ministration. I think it is a long overdue
and deeply needed initiative, and I urge
my colleagues to support it.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
at the close of the Senator's remarks:
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Children and.

Youth, U.S. Senate.
AFL-CIO strongly supports S. 3617, the

comprehensive headstart child development
and family services act. This legislation is
badly needed to provide decent day care
services for the children of working parents
and of the poor. The President's unfortunate
veto of prior legislation needlessly has de
layed start of this important program. S 3617
meets many of the objections raised in the
veto message while maintaIning key princi
ples of the comprehensive program.

ANDREW J. BIEMILLER.

Bo.mD OF CHRISTIAN
SOCIAL CONCERNS OF

THE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH,
June 19, 1972.

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
Chairman, senate Subccmmittee on Chil

d.ren and. Youth, U.S. Senate. Washing
ton, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: On behalf of our
Board staff I would like to indicate our sup
port for S. 3617, the Comprehensive Head
start, Child Development and Family Serv
ices Act of 1972.

Our 1968 General Conference of The United
Methodist Church favored the objective of
"supplemental educational and cultural ex
perIences for pre-school children." In addi
tion, the Social Principles of The United
Methodist Church, adopted in Atlanta. In
April, 1972, declared: "We urge social, eco
nomic and religious efforts to maintain and
strengthen families in order that every mem
ber may be assisted toward complete person
hood." This document also stated: "We sup
port the development of school systems and
innovative methods of education designed to
assist each child toward full humanity."

We believe tha.t these objectives will be at
least partially achieved through the enact
ment of S. 3617. This measure should help
to strengthen family life by providing the as
surance of meaningful day care for those
children whose parents, of necessity, must
work outside the llOme. The developmental

services for children in terms of education
and health should be most advantageous.
Also, the after-school and part-day care will
help to relieve anxious parents of the burden
of otherwise inadequate supervision and
training of their children, thus substantially
strengthening family life. In addition, the
chlld development classes for parents should
greatly enhance the quality of family living
for all Who are its beneficiaries.

We strongly urge Members of the United
States Senate to back this bi-partisan ef
fort to provide adequate cbild development
and family services for the nation's families.

Yours sincerely,
Dr. A. DUDLEY WARD,

General Secretary.

AMERICAN BAPTIST CONVENTION,
DEPARTMENT OF GOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS, DIVISION OF CHRIS
TIAN SOCIAL CONCERN,

June 19. 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Children

and. Youth, U.S. Senate, Washington,
D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: Please find en
closed a letter from our Department of Min
istry with Chlldren in support of S. 3617, the
Comprehensive Headstart, Child Development
and Family Services Act of 1972.

Please utilize this letter in whatever way
that you think best suited to help bring
passage of tiiis legislation.

Thank you for your concern and leadership
in this important area of family life and re
sponsibility. If our office can be of any further
assistance, please do not hestiate to call
upon us.

Sincerely,

AMERICAN BAPTIST CONVENTION,
Valley Forge, Pa., June 19, 1972.

Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Children

and. Youtn, U.S. senate, Washington,
D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: On behalf of the
American Baptist Convention, Department of
Ministry with Children, I would like to in
dicate our support for S. 3617, the Compre
hensive Headstart, Child Development and
Family Services Act of 1972.

We realize the crucial importance of the
early years In a child's life, not only for
physical and intellectual growth but for so
cial and emotional as well. These are the
formative years in whIch permanent founda
tions are laid for a. child's feeling of self
worth and confidence in his abUity to achieve.

We believe that the Senate, through S.
3617, has the opportunity to improve the
quality of health, nutrition and education
services to young children. This measure
shOUld help to strengthen family life by
prOViding meaningful day care for children
whose parents, of necessity, must work out
side the home. In addition, the child de
velopment classes for pa.rents, prOVided for
by this bill, would greatly enhance and aug
ment the quallty of family living for all;
consequently, a whole generation of children
and parents would be the beneficiaries of the
kind of learning experiences which would en
rich both the children's personalities and the
parents' understanding.

For these reasons, we strongly urge mem
bers of the U.S. Senate to support this bi
partisan effort to provide adequate chlld de
velopment and family services for the na
tion's famiIles.

Sincerely,
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CHURCH OF THE BRETHREN,

Washington, D.C., June 19, 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Children

and Youth, U.S. Senate, Washington,
D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The members of
the Church of the Brethren have always been
concerned about the sccW welfare of a.ll
persons and have consistently supported leg
islation which furthers social welfare for all
persons. As a body, the Church of the Breth
ren has said that "as some of the deepest
concerns of our church, we favor continued
and more etrective provisions for needy Amer
ica.ns, such as the aged, the poverty-stricken,
the unemployed, delinquent or predelin
quent youth, and underprivileged children."

We, therefore, wish to lend our support in
favor of the Child Development B1ll, S3617,
since we feel It would not only aid the in
diVidual child, but would strengthen the
family unit, by helping each member of the
family unit feel a sense of personal worth.

Sincerely,
RALPH E. SMELTZER,

Washington Representative and Social
Justice Consultant.

UNITED PRESBYTEaIAN
WASffiNGTON OFFICE,

Washington, D.C., June 19, 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The Washington
Office of the United Presbyterian Church
U.S.A. supports the comprehensive head start,
Child Development and Family services Act
of 1972, Senate B1ll 3617.

A careful reading of this bID leads us to the
conclusion that its provisions wlll help to
straighten family Ufe.

The United Presbyterian Church U.S.A. has
a long history of concern for the total devel
opment of children. We believe this b1ll is a
step in the right direction.

Sincerely,
MARy JANE PATTERSON,

Associate Director for National Affairs.

RELIGIOUS ACTION CENTER, UNION
OF AMERICAN HEBREW CONGRE
GATIONS,

Washington, D.C., June 16, 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The Union of
American Hebrew Congregations and the
Central Conference of Arnerican Rabbis,
which we represent in Washington, strongly
support the pending Comprehensive Head
Start, Child Development and Family Serv
ices Act of 1972 (S. 3617).

For many years our organizations, which
comprise respectively the congregations and
rabbis of American Reform Judaism, have
advocated legislation that would enhance the
lives of and opportunities for children who
are reached by your bill. We believe that the
pending legislation enhances the quality of
family Ufe in America, and would represent
a significant legislative aid both with refer
ence to the current deficits of disadvantaged
children in education and in terms of social
and economic opportunity. We are particu
larly attracted to the fact that the legisla
tion seeks to deliver services to children, of
a comprehensive character, which goes far
beyond prior federal programs, and which
we believe can have, if adopted, a significant
multiplier etrect that may dramatically im
prove the quality of Ufe for poor people gen
erally and poor children in partiCUlar.

Last year, we were heartened by Congres
sional passage of similar legislation and dis
appointed when the President vetoed it. We
hope that this year both Congress and the
President will see it through to frUition. To
you, we express our admiration and appre-

ciation for the leadership you have furnished
in continuing to press for this program.

Kindest regards,
Sincerely,

M,mvIN BRAITERMAN.

JOINT WASffiNGTON OFFICE FOR
SOCIAL CONCERN,

Washington, D.C., June 16, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The Joint Wash
ington Office for Social Concern, represent
ing the American Ethical Union, the Ameri
can Humanist Association and the Unitarian
Universalist Association, wishes to record its
long-standing support for S. 3617, the child
development bill.

We are convinced that the adult society
is morally responsible for the prevention of
child deprivation and the prOViding of devel
opmental services for its children. We have
been appalled by the high infant mortality
rate in this affiuent land and by the many
recorded (to say nothing of the unreported)
instances of child neglect and abuse. All three
of our organizations have called for the
funding of child care faclllties and the crea
tion of child development and family service
centers throughout the country (see attached
resolutions) because we are convinced that
services of this nature will strengthen family
life, reduce tensions which lead to family
break-up and insure that all children be free
of the medical, nutritional. and psychological
handicaps which need not mar their lives in
a society such as ours.

We further applaud the provision in S.3617
that these services be prOVided free to fam
llles of four earning less than $4320 and for
only modest fees for those earning up to
$6960. This guarantees that the poor can
raise their children Without anxiety for the
child's basic welfare, an anxiety Which has
plagued poor people for too long.

Who doubts anymore that early child
deprivation and abuse is linked to later
asocial and criminal behaviors? The adoption
of a comprehensive child development bill
is in the interests not only of children and
parents but of all the nation's citizens as
well. We urge its early and uncompromised
passage.

Sincerely,
ROBERT E. JONES,

Executive Director.

AMERICAN HUMANIST ASSOCIATION
(Resolution on Child Development and Day

Care Centers, May 14, 1972)
Specialists in child care agree that the

period from two to five years in a child's
life is strategic in the development of physi
cal and mental health and good social ad
justment. Working mothers, therefore, must
have assurance that the day care of their
children will be more than a babysitting
process. There is urgent need for quality
day care and family service centers open
to all famllles.

We urge the prompt enactment of federal
legislation to create such centers through
out the country, available free to low-income
famllles and on a sliding scale to all others.

AMERICAN ETHICAL UNION-1972-64TH
ANNUAL AEU ASSEMBLY

Approved Resolution on: Child Develop
ment Centers-Family and Day Care Centers.

RecogniZing. that the nation's children are
its most precicus asset; and

That, specialists in child care lay great
stress on the importance of the period be
tween birth and five years, \vhen children
respond most favorably to health and edu
cation programs; and

That, parents must have assurance that
the day care of their children wlll be more
than a baby-sitting process; and

That, there is need for quality day care

andfainUy S('rviees 'cellteril open to all
famllles.

Therefore, be It resolved, that we urge
Congress to pass, and the President to sign,
the necessary legislation~or the creation of
child development and family services cen
ters throughout the country, available to
the poor free of charge and on a sliding
scale for all others, to be administered locally
and with community involvement; and

Be it further resolved, that the Congress
appropriate funds immediately so that legis
lation can take effect as soon as possible
during this period of serious economic stress.

CHILD CARE CENTERS
Recognizlng that there is widespread need

for child care centers, that m.1l11ons of chil
dren in North America are receiving either
substandard supervision or no supervision;

Aware that growing numbers of mothers
take jobs because of economic necessity, de
sire 'for job training, and continuing educa
tion; .that child care centers are needed for
other reasons, such as illness in the family,
special problems of handicapped children, or
for othercompelllng causes;

AcknOWledging that the needs of children,
our best resources for the future, must re
ceive immediate and special attention;

Be it therefore resolved: The 1971 General
Assembly of .the Unitarian Universa.list Asso
ciation

1. Urges that highest priority be given in
the United States and Canada at all levels
of government to funding and activating
qUality, professional child care centers with
etrective standards, licensing, inspection and
enforcement.

2. Urges that funding be accomplished ad
ditionally through private grants and 'fees
from parents where feasible.

3. Asks that member UU societies initiate
stUdy programs so that they can intelligently
participate in the structuring of quality cen
ters.

4. Asks that societies of this denomination
consider use of their facllities for weekday
child care centers.

Adopted by the Tenth General Assembly
of the Unitarian Universalist Association,
held In Washington, D.C., June 11, 1971.

THE WASHINGTON OFFICE, NATIONAL
COUNCIL OF. THE CHURCHES OF
CHRIST IN THE U.S.A.,

Washington, D.C., June 16, 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I understand that
the Senate will soon consider the "Compre
hensive Headstart Child Development and
Family Services Act," which would proVide
for a network of developmental day care
programs for children from famllles with
low income and children Whose parents are
working. I write to express our support for
this piece of legislation. The blll is, we think,
a realistic and workable. compromise.

The need for a national network of day
care centers is clear. Mothers who are already
working, mothers Who .want to work but
cannot because there is no one to care for
their small children, children who need the
kinds of services that a developmental day
care center can provide-all indicate that
this is a public need to which the Congress
ought to respond.

Yet fully as important as the need for
day care itself is that the day care prOVided
be of high quality. Custodial day care such
as that prOVided in Title IV of H.R. 1 is not
enough and 111 serves both the child and his
family. The day care center must first of all
be child centered. It must provide a range
and quality of services that serve to develop
the capacities of the child both cognitively
and noncognitively. So that the day care
center is a supplement to and not a substi
tute for the role of the family, there should
be opportunity for significant input from the
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parents of the children served. S. 3617, we
believe, amply provides both this focus on
the chUd as a person in his own right and a
significant role for parents.

For these reasons we hope that the Senate
. wlll act favorably upon your bUl and express
to you our great appreciation for your leader
ship on this legislation.

Sincerely yours,
DAVID M. ACKERMA:<f.

NATIONAL COMMITTEE
AGAINST MENTAL ILLNESS,

Washington, D.O., May 26, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I have had a
chance to stUdy 8.3617, the Comprehensive
Child Development bUl.

Our organization has been strongly in
support of child care legislation during the
past two years of hearings. I have made at
least twenty-five speeches during that period
of time in various parts of the country and
have received, an enthusiastic response to
the concepts of Child Care Development Cen
ters from a.. number of organizations in the
human resources field.

We have a. liaison group of mental health
organizations which meets monthly in Wash
ington. I append to this letter a Ust of these
organizations. At our last meeting, on May
24th of this year, we again discussed the
status of the child care development legis
lation and agreed informally to give it the
highest priority. WhUe I cannot speak for
mally for the entire liaison group, I do wish
to convey to you· the feeling of the group
that the passage of this legislation would
probably be one of the most important-
if not the most 1mportant--'-developments in
the human resources and mental health field
in the current year.

I congratulate you for your efforts on be
half of the legislation.

Sincerely,
MIKE GORMAN.

THE AMERICAN PARENTS
COMMITTEE, INC.,

New York, N.Y., May 8, 1972.
Re. Ohild Development legislation.
Ohairman, Senate Oommittee of Labor and

Public Welfare, New Senate Office Build
ing,

(Attention:, Mr. Sidney Johnson) •
W(tShington, D.O.

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: As national chairman
of the American Parents Committee, and as
publisher of ParentS' Magazine, I would like
to, record our strong support for the "Com
prehensive Headstart, Ohild Development,
and. Family Services Act of 1972", to be re-
ported to. the Senate by May 12. .

The American Parents Committee, at our
annual Board ot Directors meeting on Jan
uary 27, 1972, unanimously recommended
support of such a comprehensive b11l, and
our Washington Report of April 1972 specif
Ically advocated provisions of both S. 3193
and S. 3228. In addition, the May 1972 issue
of Parents' Magazine, an issue devoted en
tirely to the unmet needs of American chil
dren, carries a special article on the goals
of developmental Day Care, entitled "What
Does Our Country Owe Its Children?" Be
cause of the timeliness of this article, I hope
it may be placed in the Congressional
Record's proceedfugs of the Senate.

Sincerely,
GEORGE J. HECHT,

Ohairman.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BOA.RD OF DmEC
TOas OF UNITED NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSES CON
CUNING FEDERAL .•,,COMPREHENSIVE CHILD
CARE LEGISLATION, FOR 'TRANSMISSION TO ALL
MEMBERS OF THE U.8. SENATE
The Board of Directors of United Neighbor

hood Houses Il.t.l~ m~ting on May 25,1972:

Notes that the Senate Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare has reported favorably a
new bipartisan Comprehensive Headstart,
ChUd Development and Family services Blll
to the 2nd Session of the 92nd Congress;

Congratulates the authors of the bill for
obtaining a bipartisan compromise between
the child development provisions introduced
in the bill by Senators Mondale, Nelson and
12 co-sponsors, and the bill introduced by
Senators Javits, Taft, Stafford, Schweiker,
Packwood and 9 RepUblican co-sponsors;

Calls attention to the fact that this bUl (S.
3617) and its accompanying report (No. 92
793) takes account of the criticisms raised
in the President's veto on December 10 of
the Comprehensive ChUd Development Act
of 1971;

Urges all Senators to vote for the b1l1 and
do everything possible to obtain its enact
ment.

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.O., May 8, 1972.

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: This is written to
indicate the Wholehearted support of the
American Psychological Association for the
principles embodied in the Comprehensive
Head Start Child Development and Family
Services Act, recently reported out of the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee.
You are to be congratulated on the revision
of the original bill; we believe it retains the
provisions essential for the welfare of the
nation's children while meeting the obJec
tions of the President.

For your information I am enclosing a copy
of the resolution passed by this Association
in September 1971.

Sincerely yours,
KENNETH B. LrrTLE,

Executive Officer.

Be it resolved that the American Psycho
logical Association call upon President Nixon
to reaftirm the national commitment to early
child development, as stated by him in April
1969, and to implement the resolution of the
White House Conference on Chllldren call1ng
for the permanent establishment of the Office
of Child Development; and

Be it further resolved that the American
Psychological Association call upon the Presi
dent and. members of Congress to support
programs of comprehensive child develop
ment.

10. At the inVitation of President Clark,
Council heard a statement from Edward J.
Casavantes, representing the Association for
La Raza, urging concern and support from
APA for Spanish-speaking Americans. Mr.
Casavantes was encouraged to submit his
proposals to the Ad Hoc Committee on So
cial and Ethical Responslb1l1ty.

WASHINGTON RESEARCH
PROJECT ACTION COUNCIL,

Washington, D.O., March 30, 1972.
Senator G4YLORD NELSON,
Ohairman, Subcommittee on Employment,

Manpower, and Poverty and
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Ohildren and

Youth, Senate Oommittee on Labor and
Public Welfare, Senate Office Building
Annex, Washington, D.O.

DEAR CHAffiMEN NELSON AND MONDALE: We
wish to reiterate our strong and continuing
support for a comprehensive child develop
ment bill which will provide quallty, devel
opmental community-based and parent
controlled child care programs. As we indi
cated in our testimony before your Subcom
mittees on May 25, 1971, such legislation is
urgently needed by children and fam1l1es
from every economic sector and geographic
section of this country. It is particularly
needed by economically disadvantaged fami-

lies who otherWise may be forced to place
their children in damaging custodial care in
the name of "welfare reform," and by low
and middle-income working famllles who
cannot afford the costs of developmental care
and for whom adequate facll1ties simply are
not available.

Experience with Headstart has demon
strated the educational, health, and social
benefits of quality early chlldhood pro
grams, not just for children but for their
families and communities as well. That ex
perience must now be expanded iil a chUd
development program with the firm commit
ment of resources this national need
requires.

The President's rejection of the compre
hensive child development bill, which Con
gress passed last year, was a heartless sacri
fice of millions of American children and
fam1l1es for the sake of politics. Contrary to
the allegations in the President's veto mes
sage, the need for such a program has been
clearly and repeatedly demonstrated, and the
effectiveness of early childhood programs has
been proven. They provide critically needed
supports for family Ilfe; and the economic
resources are there if we are wllllng to as
sign the proper national priority to this
essential program.

Support for aquallty comprehensive chlld
development program has been and continues
to be broadly based-in 'the civil rights com
munity, among women's organizations,
among educators and early childhood special
Ists, church groups, community and parent
organizations, labor unions, minority and
poverty groups, mayors, and within the
Congress. Opposition has been narrowly
focused in right-Wing organizations and in
the White House.

We commend your leadership in the effort
last year which led to bipartisan passage of
the child development bill. We urge you to
resist efforts to "accommodate" such new
legislation to the unfounded charges raised
by the President's veto message, but to con
tinue to insist instead upon a comprehensive
chlld development bill Which assures the
highest standards of services, parents in
decision-making roles, community-based and
locally controlled programs, and a SUbstan
tial commitment of new public funds. Such
legislation is the best investment this Con
gress and this nation can make in the lives
of our children and the future of our society.

We shall appreciate your consideration of
our views on this important subject. We re
quest that this communication be included
as part of the child development hearing
record.

Sincerely,
MARIAN WRIGHT EDELMAN.

AMALGAMATED CLOTHING
WORKERS OF AMERICA-AF'L-CIO,

Washington, D.O., April 4, 1972.
Senator GAYLORD NELSON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employment,

Manpower, and Poverty and
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Ohairman, Subcommittee on Ohildren and

Youth, Oommittee on Labor and Public
Welfare, U.S. Senate, Senate Office
BUilding Annex, Washington, D.O.

DEAR CHAIRMEN NELSON AND MoNDALE: I
would like to take this opportunity to ex
press to you and your respective Subcom
mittees the continuing support of the Amal
gamated Clothing Workers of America for
comprehensive child development legislation
in this session of Congress.

As you know from our testimony before
your Subcommittees last year, the Amalga
mated Clothing Workers has been prOViding
day care services for the children of our
members in several areas of the country. We
know from that experience that comprehen
sive, quality care, supported by parent and
community participation can make a dlffer
ence in. the lives of children of working par-



21382 ~CONGRESSION AL RECORD-·.SENATE 'June ,'19,1912
ents. We also know that our efforts cannot
begin to meet the pressing national need.
We are grateful to you for your leadership in
Congress In sponsoring a broadly-conceived
Federal program of day care for all the Na
tion's children.

There can be no doubt that last year's
veto of the child development bill was a
keen disappointment to the hundreds of
thousands of working women In this country
who recognize a need for such services for
their children even if the President does not.
We urgently hope that you and your fellow
senators will pass another child development
bill In this session of Congress embracing
the concepts of last year's bi-partisan legis
lation. The Amalgamated Clothing Workers
of America will support you In that effort.

Sincerely yours,
JANE O'GRADY,

Legislative Representative.

THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS
OF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, D.O., April 4, 1972.
Hon. GAYLORD NELSON,
Ohairman, Senate SUbcommittee on Employ

ment, Manpower and Poverty, Old Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR NELSON: The League of
Women Voters of the United States is pleased
that the senate Subcommittees on Employ
ment, lItIanpower and Poverty and Children
and Youth held joint hearings on the major
comprehensive child care bills pending: S
3193 and S 3228, and on S 3010, introduced as
an amendment to the Economic Opportunity
Amendments.

The League does not believe that a signifi
cantly expanded Headstart program will meet
the nation's needs. Even if adopted, there
would still be a need for a comprehensive
child care program. We appreciate the fact
that you are pushing to create just such
meaningful and comprehensive child care
programs to serve a broad constituency.

Last year we filed a statement in support of
S 2512, the act vetoed by President Nixon. I
attach a copy because we still stand behind
the principles endorsed at that time. We be
lieve the need for greatly expanded child care
facUities and developmental child care has
been well documented from many sources.
The achievement tests and learning rates in
inner city and suburban schools, for example,
should be all the evidence the nation needs
that children who start out at a great dis
advantage wind up being the ones deprived,
in the end, of equal opportunity for full edu
cation and for full employment potential.

As you have doubtless noticed, the League
endorsed the "Statement of Principles" and
the eleven "Legislative Recommendations"
filed by the Child Deveiopment Coalltlon, and
submitted to both Subcommittees. Our pri
mary concerns are that the legislation make
avallable a very comprehensive range of child
development and chlld care services Which
would at the same time reqUire:

Complete protection to assure that partic
ipation would be voluntary;

Mandatory parental participation In deter
mining the quantity and quality of chUd care
services in their communities;

Avallablllty of services to all chUdren, free
of charge to those unable to pay and on a
scaled ablllty-to-pay basis;

Assurance of local prime sponsorship, so
that small as well as large communities could
be eUglble for federal assistance under the
program;

A substantial commitment of federal
funds.

The League recognizes the necessity of
educating major presidential candidates,
Senators and Congressmen, to the needs for
comprehensive child care legislation and of
dl3pe1l1ng the fears-however irrational they
may be-about "SOvietizing of children's
brains." But every year of delay in getting
good pre-school programs underway on a na
tional scale is a year lost for thousands of

children. The League, therefore, urges that
legislation be enacted this year.

Sincerely,
Mrs. BRUCE B. BENSON,

President.

STATEMENT TO THE SENATE LABOR AND PuBLIC
WELFARE SUBCOMMITTEE ON CHILDREN AND
YOUTH IN SUPPORT OF S. 1512-THE COM
PREHENSIVE CHn.D DEvELOPMENT ACT OF
1971

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS
OF THE UNITED STATES,

June 2, 1971.
The League of Women Voters of the U.S.

supports S. 1512 Which provides a compre
hensive approach to day care by initiating
federal support for child development pro
grams. We have supported Head Start since
Its inception, primarlly out of concern that
disadvantaged children should have early
learning experiences to prepare them to take
advantage of educational opportunities in
the regular school system. In addition, the
League has recognized the need for public
support of day care faclllties and programs
to allow lOW-income parents to take advan
tage of training, education and work oppor
tunities. It is clear that the early years are
crucial to the child's total Ufe develop
ment-in fact 50% of his learning takes
place during his first six years of life, Thus,
we believe that day care must be more than
elementary custodial care for children of
working parents and more than "Head Start"
efforts to compensate whim It maybe too
late. It must be comprehensive attention to
the chlld's growth needs and potential at
the earllest possible stage.

We are partiCUlarly pleased thatS. 1512
gives priority to chlldren from low-income
famllles by providing that 65% of the federal
share wlll be allocated for such chlldren, and
that chlldren below the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS) lower llving standard wlll
be ellglble to receive free services. We see an
additional value In that S. 1512 provides for
the inclusion of children from famllles above
the poverty level with priorIty given to those
from single- or working-parent homes. These
stipulations accompllsh two essentials:. they
insure that those with the greatest need are
served first, and they create the socioeconom
ic diversity so crucial to quality learning sit
uations. We believe this Is the soundest basis
on which to bulld toward the goal of day
care and child development services for all
chlldren.

The prime sponsor delivery mechanism by
local units of government is sensible and
wlll undoubtedly prove to be very successful.
The proposal to estabUsh area-wideChlld
Development Counclls to receive input from
Local Pollcy Councils and to act as conduits
for funds is a Viable concept. Allowing cities
of any size to act as prime sponsors assures
local control and thus local flexiblllty in de
termining the type of day care needed. The
full involvement of parents and community
on Local Policy Counclls as provided in S.
1512 Is crucial to program effectiveness. We
think the experience of Community Action
under OEO has proved the validity of involv
ing people in programs that directly affect
them and their children. By emphasiZing the
role of parents, comprehensive day care be
comes a family program-one in which par
ents control and are accountable for their
chlldren's Uves. The provision for hiring low
income persons and for training them in ca
reer opportunitIes is. consistent with a com
prehensive approach to meeting needs of low
income famllies.

We believe the level of authorlzation-$2
billion the first year, $7 bUllon the second,
and $10 blllion the third-Is the absolute
minimum. All the cost figures that we have
seen indicate that providing comprehensive
day care for preschoolers and after-school
programs for latch-key chlldren is expen
sive. The $2 bllllon the first year should

make a. start toward the gORI of adequate
services to meet the health, social and edu
cational needs of this nation's children.

It is because S. 1512 would provide real
progress toward national comprehensive
child care programs that we file this state
ment of support for the otllcial hearing rec
ord.

AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION,
Washington, D.O., April 5, 1972.

Hon. GAYLORD NELSON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Employment,

Manpower and Poverty, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: With his veto of a
landmark chUd development program, Presi
dent Nixon has broken his own promises to
the children of our nation. It is clear from
Mr. Nixon's veto message that the only cllild
development program this Administration
wants is in HB. 1 Which would set up a sys
tem of. custodial day care centers to house
chUdren of mothers who are forced to register
for and accept employment as a condition
for receiving welfare assistance.

We must instead provide-for all chil
dren-development programs and high qual
ity, integrated education from preschool
through post-secondary schools. Americans
for Democratic ActIon therefore urges Con
gress to enact a program, modeled after last
year's vetoed b1l1,which would include an
emphasis on parent participation and con
trol, delivery of health and nutrition serv
ices,construction of facll1ties, and training
of personnel. Such a .program should be
operated on at least a 40-hour week basis, at
a cost of no less than $3,000 per child. It
shOUld be free for all children of the poor.
Famllles with higher incomes should bE'
charged according to their abUlty to pay.

We commend you for your inspir1llg work
on behalf of this country's chlldren and hope
that progressive legislation in this area will
finally become law.

Very trUly yours,
LYNN PEARLE,

Legislative Representative.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF NEGRO
WOMEN, INC.,

Washington, D.C., March 27, 1972.
STATEMENT OF DOROTHY I. HEIGHT, NATIONAL

PRESIDENT, NATIONAL COUNCIL· OF NEGRO
WOMEN, INC., FOR THE SENATE SUBCOMMIT
TEE ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH, AND THE SEN
ATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMPLOYMENT, MAN
POWER, AND POVERTY
The National Council of Negro Women,

Inc., was founded In 1935 by the distinguished
educator and Presldentisl adviser, Mary Mc
Leod Bethune. NCNW is an organization of

.organizations composed of 25 national afllU
ate bodies and individual members in 145
local sections in 40 states. In total, we have
an outreach to some four m1l1ion women. We
have throughout our history been concerned
with· all that affects women and girls. This
specifically means a commitment to children
and to their well being.

Our experience as black Americans, as
women, and often as mothers gives 8 par
ticular urgency to our awareness of the criti
cal need for quality child development pro
grams In communities all across the country.
For many of us, the lack of good programs
for our chUdren's care (thereby making work
and training impossible), has held us captive
in the bonds of racism and poverty.

The stllitistlcs showing that there are six
million preschool chlldren Whose mothers
work compared wIth 700,000 licensed day care
"slots" amply demonstrate the need for a
national commitment expressed by congres
sional enactment and funding. of a qualIty,
comprehensive, developmental chlld care pro
gram available to all chlldren. At the same
time, we know thIs need in a pressing way
from our own experience in our familles, in
our neighborhoods, and wherever we Uve.
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Surely nothing must be allowed to be more

important to this country than its chUdren.
While the children are the future of the na
tion, their need is now. We therefore strongly
urge that the Congress expedite the enact
ment of legislation which does no less than
the following:

Provide for programs which are Of high
quality, comprehensive, developmental, ori
ented to the needs of children and available
to all chUdren;

Involve parents directly in policy decisions
affecting their own chlldren;

Provide for local control and enough flexl
b1l1ty to meet needs of individual commu
nities;

Design programs to include chlldren wIth
different soclo-economic backgrounds:

Assure that needs of minority group and
economically disadvantaged children are met,
and

Authorize sufficient new public monies to
fund adequately the program.

Legislation of the type described is, we be
lleve, long overdue. We hope that this na
tion's obllgation to help its children develop
to their full potential as human beings wlll
be delayed no longer.

STATEMENT SUBMITTED TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE
ON CHILDREN AND YOUTH, COMMITTEE ON
LABOR AND PuBLIC WELFARE, U.S. SENATE, ON
THE CoMPREHENSIVE CHILD DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM OF THE ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY
AMENDMENTS OF 1972

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
JEWISH WJMEN, INC.,

New York, N.Y., March 28, 1972.
The Nationa.1 Councll of Jewish Women, an

organization ests.blished in 1893, and with
a membership of over 100,000 in local sections
throughout the Unlted.States, has concerned
itself with the welfare of chlldren since its
inception.

At the last biennial convention held in
Aprll of 1971, in Detroit, Michigan, the dele
gates adopted the following .resolution:

"The National Council of Jewish Women
believes that a healthy community, sound
family life and individual welfare are inter
dependent and thrive When barriers of pov
erty and discrimination are removed. It be
lieves, therefore, that our democratic society
must give priority to programs which meet
the economic,· social and physical needs of
all the people, and that the pUblic and the
private sector must work together to help
individuals function successfully and inde
pendently in a changing society.

"It therefore resolves:
"To work for the expansion and development

of quality comprehensive child care programs,
available to all children, and· to work for
adequa.te financing."

The unmet needs of our chlldren consti
tute one of the most important challenges
our nation fa.ces today. It is vital that these
needs be met wisely on the basis of the in
tensive analysis their importance merits. As
a society, we have, for all too long given llt
tIe more than IIp serVice to these needs, meet
ing only a tiny, fra.ctional part of them.
Literally mulions of our little chlldren suffer
unconscionable harm due to the acute short
age of child development services. Many mil
llons more, while cared for, if mere custodial
care can be so described, are denied the 0p
portunlty to realize their potentials because
they lack the developmental opportunities
which should be the birthright of every
child.

NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.O., March 30, 1972.

Hon. GAYLORD NELSON,
Ohalrman, Subcommittee on Employment,

Manpower and Poverty, Oommlttee on
Labor and Public Wellare, Old Senate 01
fice Building, Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR NELSON: We have reViewed
S. 3193, the "Ohild Oare Oenters and Services

Act", and S 3228, the "Oomprehensive Head
start Act", in light of the Statement 01 Prin
ciples (attached) which NEA slgned on Feb
ruary 8.

While there are many similarities between
the bills, we believe S 3193 more nearly con
forms to the statement of Principles.

Specifically," we prefer the 25,000 popula
tion minimum for prime sponsors in S 3193
to the 50,000 figure in S 3228. We beHeve
that S 3193 safeguards maximum parental in
volvement, especially of low-Income parents.
We beHeve S 3193 zeroes in on the chlld care
centers more specifically than does the
broader provision In S. 3228. In light of re
duced authorization In both b111s, we believe
the language of S 3193 is preferable.

We are opposed to authorizing participa
tion of profit making agencies in any chlld
care program. WhUe neither blll is satis
factory in this regard, we belleve S 3193 Is
the least objectionable since Sec. 517 at least
provides that special consideration be given
to public and non-profit private agencies.

One Jeature of S 3228 which is commenda
ble is the provision to prOVide 5% of program
funds to educational agencies for coopera
tion with project applicants in order to pro
vide continuity between chlld development
projects and educational programs, inClud
Ing cooperative use of professional, technical,
and administrative personnel. We hope the
bUl which emerges from the Committee w111
contain this proVision.

We commend the sponsors of S 3193 and of
S 3228 for their sincere interest in developing
chlld care and development legislation Which
may be enacted this session of the Congress.

Sincerely,
STANLEY J. McFARLAND,

Assistant Executive· Secretary lor Gov
ernment Relations.

THE MARYLAND
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, INC.,

Darnestown, Md., April 26,1972.
Hon, WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The Maryland
Psychological Association would again like to
extend its support to you for your reintro
duction of the Comprehensive ChUd Devel
opment Act of 1971 (S.3193-Economic Op
portunity Amendments of 1972). Enclosed is
a copy of our newsletter which addresses
itself to the Issues raised by the· veto of
President Nixon. Hopefully, you might find
this of interest and we would be pleased to
be of any additional assistance to you in your
continuing efforts on behalf of the nation's
famllles and chlldren. Please keep us in
formed of your b111's progress.

With best wishes,
Sincerely,

JAMES W. PRESCOTT, PhD.,
President.

CHILD CARE Is MAJOR CONCERN OF MPA
Message from MPA President James W. Pres

cott:
The two themes of this year's annual MPA

meeting are: (a) Child Care and Develop
ment: and (b) The Management of Aggres
sion. As the members of MPA know, consider
able attention has been given to the Com
prehensive Child Development Act of 1971
and the issues which that Act were addressed
to. On December 9, 1971. the Maryland Psy
chological Association, the Maryland Psy
chiatric Society and the Maryland Chapter
of the American Academy of Pediatrics co
sponsored an evening symposium on the
above blll Which brought together health pro
fessionals, labor leaders and state and county
government officials. Minutes before the
opening of the symposium, I had the un
pleasant task of announcing the veto by
President Nixon of the Comprehension ChUd
Development Act of 1971. Insofar as our an
nual meeting Is concerned with child care

and development it would appear appropriate
and relevant to summarize the reasons given
by President Nixon for his veto of that blll.

In his message to Congress which rejected
the proposed national child development pro
gram, President Nixon stated: "First, neither
the immediate need nor the desirabll1ty of a
national chlld development program of this
character has been demonstrated ... for the
Federal Government to plunge headlong fi
nancially into supporting chUd development
would commit the vast moral authority of
the National Government to the side of com
munal approaches to chlld rearing and
against the famlly-centered approaCh."

Further, tIr. Nixon stated that "for more
than two years this administration has been
working for the enactment of welfare reform
(H.R. 1), one of the objectives of which is
to bring the family together. This chlld de
velopment program appears to move in pre
cisely the opposite direction •.. good public
polley requires that we enhance rather than
diminish both parental authority and parent
0.1 Involvement with chlldren-particularly in
those decisive early years when social atti
tudes and a conscience are formed, and reli
gion and moral principles are first incul
cated."

Given the above stated concern and objec
tives, Mr. Nixon proceeded to outline the
provisions in his welfare bill-H.R. 1. He
stated: "Further, in returning this legislation
to the Congress, I do not for a moment over
look the fact that there are some needs to be
served, and served now. One of these needs is
for day care, to enable mothers, partiCUlarly
those at the lowest income levels, to take lulZ
time jobs • • ," (and I wlll) "provide a signi
ficant Federal subsidy for day care in familles
where both parents are employed" (italics
mine). (Veto message--economic opportunity
Amendments of 1971. Document No. 92--48;
December 10,1971, 92nd Congress. Senate.)

Clearly, the provisions of H.R. 1 to forcibly
separate both parents from their chlldren
by requiring them to work :lull time is
nothing less than national legislation for
parental deprivation and would achieve just
the opposite of Mr. Nixon's stated objectives
. . • "to bring the famlly together" and to
"enhance rather than diminish both parental
authority and parental involvement with
children,"

These issues transcend partisan political
considerations, as congressman Ogden R.
Reid's (R-N.Y,) statement on President NiX
on's veto attests: "The Administration has
clearly bowed to politics and broken faith
with the chUdren of America. This historic
blll would have given mlllions of our chil
dren an opportunity for a meaningful start
on life. The President's veto now kllls that
hope.

"As a result of this veto, which undermines
the credib111ty of the President's pledged
commitments to social progress, this Admin
istration cannot escape much of the blame
for the chUdren Who, in the next decade be
come dropouts, addicts, misfits and costly
burdens to society. The program the Presi
dent kllled would have helped many of those
chlldren to grow into constructive citizens.

"For the middle income working mother,
thls is just one further proof that this Ad
ministration is insensitive to the tremendous
problems that burden her famlly." (Decem
ber 9, 1971).

MPA members are probably aware that
Rep. Ogden Reid, whose forebears helped
found the Republican Party 100 years ago,
has quit the Republican Party and Joined
the Democratic Party. His article The Day
Oare Veto: A Republican oongressman's
Ohallenge to the President in the current is
sue of Redbook portrays the depths of dis
sension, alienation, and tragedY associated
with the day-care veto.

Given the two themes of our annual meet
ing; chlld care and development and the
management of aggression, the MPA mem-
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bership may be interested in a slide which I
presented at our symposium on the Compre
hensive Child Development Act of 1971. This
portrayed in Figure 1 which relates infant
mortality rates to that of homicide. I have
suggested that since the U.s. has one of the
highest infant mortality rates of advanced
industrialized nations and since this nation
has all the resources to reduce this figure to
minimum but does not, this refiects a
national indifference to and neglect of our
infants. Many other studies have linked
asocial and criminal behaviors to early in
fant-child neglect and abuse variables. Fig
ure 1 represents a national picture of this
relationship for the years 1930-1969. Infant
mortality in the thirties and forties signifi
cantly predicts 15-30 percent of homicides in
future years; infant mortality in the fifties
and sixties significantly predicts 30-75 per
cent of homicides in future years.

Infant mortality has a different meaning
in this country today than it had in the
1930's and 1940's. One interpretation of this
finding is that violence is intimately linked
with those variables associated with our high
Infant mortality rate. If these variables are
human indifference and neglect, as I believe
them to be, then the management of aggres
sion must necessarily involve the manage
ment and improvement of the quality of
human relationships between the adults,
Infants and children of this nation during
the formative periods of development. This
cannot be achieved by forcing separation of
parents from their children by reqUiring both
parents to work fUll time, as envisioned by
H.R.1.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I am

very pleased to join as a cosponsor of
the bill. I compliment the Senator from
Minnesota and the Senator from Wis
consin for the fine work they did in
bringing back this bill after the veto,
which was most unfortunate. I hope this
bill is not vetoed.

Does the Senator recall the testimony
by Dr. Bettye Caldwell who is the direc
tor of the Kramer School in Little Rock?

Mr. MONDALE. I certainly do. Her
testimony was one of the most impres
sive statements I have heard in the years
we have w.l)rked on this measure because
it was based not only on her brilliance
but also her work in this area and her
entire experience in the Little Rock area.
Her testimony was most impressive.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I call attention to
her testimony because not only have I
talked with her but also I had one of my
representatives in Little Rock to take a
personal l.l)ok at the Kramer School.

This school in Little Rock has been
going on now for 3 years. It is an ex
perimentalproject. It is well financed
and it has the support of the Arkansas
State Department of Education, the
University of Arkansas, the local school
district and the Federal Government.
The school has been a remarkable suc
cess. It has been accepted in one of the
poorer areas of Little Rock, which is
about evenly divided between blacks and
whites. The acceptance by the commu
nity has been remarkable.

I submit that it is not only useful for
the individuals involved but also it has
great implications far beyond in the area
of race relations. In time I think it
will have a great impact on the very dif
ficult problem of our welfare program.
The program that H.R. 1, when it is re-

ported, will present to the people of this
country is much bigger than this bill.
This bill is not only beneficial to the
people involved but it is also a bill that
deals with difficult social problems in
this country. It is difficult to take care
of all those matters in one bill. I think
the committee did an excellent job.

It is difficult to draw the attention of
the people to a problem of this kind be
cause this type bill is not as glamorous
as treaties in Moscow. However, it is
far more important in many respects.
I am pleased with the work of the Sen
ator from Minnesota and his colleagues.

There is a misunderstanding between
the difference in a child development
center such as Dr. Caldwell has and
merely custodial day care. In many cases
custodial day care does not seem to give
any affirmative treatment, but rather
negative because it encourages charac
teristics that are not beneficial to the
child later on in life.

In the bill H.R. 1, I suggested to the
Finance Committee some amount of
money be made available for develop
mental child care, not trying to dupli
cate or infringe on this bill, but from
another source, to make available in
every State at least one place where we
may see the ditrerence in custodial day
care and the kind of developmental pro
gram that is in this bill. I think that
is very important for the country to
understand.

Mr. President, I am pleased to join as
a cosponsor of S. 3716, the Comprehen
sive Headstart, Child Development and
Family Services Act of 1972. As the title
of this bill suggests, it would commit
this Nation's resources to the most worth
while of causes-that of assisting Ameri
can families in providing their children
a better start in life through local, fam
ily oriented, child development programs.

Far from undermining the family as
the basic unit of our society or "creating
a nation of orphanages" as some have
implied, this legislation would provide
the kind of sensitive family and child
oriented programs that are unavailable
today to millions of American families.
In addition, it is specifically designed to
meet the need for quality day care cre
ated by increasing numbers of mothers
who work.

While recognizing that parental par
ticipation is essential in the planning
and operation of day care programs, this
bill is drafted with a knOWledge of the
weaknesses of purely custodial preschool
programs and is designed to avoid these
mistakes. Moreover, it is based on an
understanding of the risk involved in
separating children from their parents
and includes standards designed to mini
mize and overcome that danger.

Perhaps most important, however, the
bill's provisions, along with those in H.R.
1 relating to child care, authorize suffi
cient funds to plan and deliver the com
prehensive health, education, nutritional,
and developmental components that are
necessary to help all children in this
country reach their full potential.

In his 1969 message to the Congress,
the President indicated his administra
tion's commitment to provide every
American child with "an opportunity for
healthfUl and stimUlating development

during the first 5 years of life." In spite
of this pledge, and because of the Presi
dent's veto of S. 2007, the Economic OP
portunity Amendments of 1971-which
included a comprehensive child develop
ment title-present day care and early
childhood programs remain relatively
small items· in the Federal bUdget. The
$1 billion which the prOPosed bUdget allo
cates to this range of programs in the
current fiscal year palls in comparison
with the $83.4 billion which has been
requested by the Department of Defense.
In addition, it has been well documented
that most of the $1 billion, which goes
into the Headstartand AFDC programs,
will reach only a fraction of these pro
grams' potential recipients. In the case
of Headstart, the committee report notes
that the current program is reaching
fewer than 10 percent of the poor chil
dren who might benefit from it. It also
concludes that a combination of the
existing Headstart programs and day
care programs provided for in the wel
fare reform measure would together serve
only 114 million of the 5% million chil
drenwho could benefit from preschool
education and afterschool care.

These .5% million children generally
come within either of two groups that
various studies have found to be in urgent
need of this kind of attention. The first
is comprised of children of employed
mothers who cannot arrange for satis
factory care for them at home. The sec
ond group of children is that whose
mothers are economically disadvantaged,
who are not now working, and who are
unable to provide them the kind of pre
school ·care which would give them an
equal start with others.

Although all children have nutritional,
educational, .medical, and psychological
needs, it is clear that chidren from eco
nomically disadvantaged families have
far less opportunity to receive these serv
ices than their more affluent counter
parts. It is this lack of opportunity that
degrades the lives of many millions of
children who live in poverty today and
enhances the chance that they will soon
become misfits and wards of society re
quiring repair and rehabilitation in later
life.

In recent years, we have increasingly
recognized that this poverty, the forces
which create it, and the opportunities
for development of the poor child are
mutually reinforcing. The poverty and
Headstart programs were implemented
on this rationale, and in approving the
Economic Opportunity Amendments of
1971-which included a comprehensive
child care and development· title-the
Congress clearly reaffirmed its realization
of this principle.

The child care, family services, and
preschool programs envisioned in the
pending legislation are designed to help
reach children in poverty in this country
by assisting their families in providing
them with the kind of environment
which will stimulate rather than retard
their development. The bill authorizes
$2 billion over the next 3 fiscal years
for. the creation. of a network of pre
school educational services for low in
come and developmental day care pro
grams for youngsters whose parents are
working. Participation in all of these
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programs will be voluntary. In addition,
$500 million of the funds authorized are
reserved for the Headstart program
which has proved highly successful.

These programs assure parents that
they will have the opportunity to choose
among the greatest possible variety of
family supporting services-including
part-day programs like Headstart, after
school or full-day developmental day
care, prenatal services, and in-the-home
tutoring and child development classes
that strengthen the family relationship.

Also worthy ofmention is the fact that
S. 3617 focuses on our growing awareness
of the importance of early cWldhood in
the mental, physical, and social develop
ment ·of the individual. The committee
report states:

The central requirement is that child da
velopment programs must, in fact, be devel
opmental-centered on the needs of the Chil
dren and the family-and not custodial in
nature.

Of the many millions of day care ar
rangements made in this country today,
most involve merely custodial care for
the cWld. Today, we know that in nu
merous instances this can damage a child
for life by creating conditions of "envi
ronmental denial" and "learned helpless
ness." Such conditions were set forth
and contrasted with the developmental
day care anticipated by S. 3617 in the
testimony of Dr. Harold H. Howe, former
U.S. Commissioner of Education, which
is referred to in the committee report:

Perhaps the best way to lllustrate the idea
of an environmental handicap is to describe
an actual situation in which working mothers
typically return to work some two months
after giVing birth to a child. During the time
that they are working, the child will be placed
with another mother whose business is taking
in children of working mothers, each of whom
might pay a dollar a day or so to have her
children cared for during working hours. In
such a center wlll be children from several
months of age up to four or five years, and
an individUal caretaker might look after up
to ten or twelve such children in her home.

For the caretaker who has neither training
nor equipment and faclllties to provide a
stimulating environment the entire emphasis
is frequently on the passivity of children.
The child who doesn't cry, who doesn't need
attention, who doesn't ask questions after
he has learned to speak, who doesn't move
about--in other words the child who does
not seek, demand,and get stimulation and
is least troublesome to the person in charge
is the child who gets rewarded. Such an en
vironment discourages the early and very
significant development of every aspect of
human sensitiVity and potential. The quali
ties fort1fl.ed in children so treated are the
qualities which lead to failure in school. The
lack of positive stimUlation from human con
tact, from active exploration of objects, from
verbal interchange, and from the kind of piay
through which a child learns shapes and
sizes and colors depresses and inhibits the
development of capablllties which are ex
tremely important not only for success in
school but for success in 11fe. The develop
ment of language as a more important com
ponent of any individual's growth often suf
fers in this sort of environmental handicap
ping system.

Contrast this situation with many weIl
financed day care or preschool arrangements
staffed by trained personnel in which stimu
lation of all kinds is proVided. Children get
all sorts of attention and pralse for their
achievements on a regular basis from inter
ested adults. they are encouraged to talk
over their ideas and feeling, to handle ob-

jects, explore the differences of sound, shapes,
color, texture In all kinds of materials, to
solve problems-and therewith their early
Intellectual development is much advanced.
Further they are offered choices and a range
of independent actiVities that exercise Initia
tive, allow the child to set his own pace, and
develop goals of his own-thereby giving him
a sense of power over his environment.

Add to this the situation in the home for
many of the kinds of famllles which would
make use of the type of day care activity de
scribed two paragraphs above, homes In
which economic handicaps deny proper nu
trition and certain aspects of stimUlation,
even though Just as much love and care may
be present as in the middle class home, and
you get a picture of environmental denial
which pyramids in its effect on children as
they mature.

Mr. President, a model for the kind of
day care which Dr. Howe compares to
"environmental denial" already exists
in my State. It is the Center for Early
Development in Little Rock, Ark. The
center is housed in Little Rock's Kramer
School, a renovated structure in a mixed
black and white neighborhood. It is dedi
cated to the principle that it is not only
possible but essential to give formal edu
cation to very young children whose
mothers are separated from them all day.

Dr. Bettye Caldwell, the director of
the Kramer School, views this project as
"a new kind of educational delivery sys
tem in which day care and education are
combined." The Office of Child Develop
ment has such high regard for this idea
that it is investing $2 million in it. The
center's participants also include the
Arkansas State Department of Educa
tion, the Little Rock school system, and
the University of Arkansas. I ask unani
mous consent to insert in the RECORD at
tWs point an article from the Pine Bluff
Commercial of April 6 describing the
center and its accomplishments.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
NEW PROJECT AT LITTLE ROCK ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL COULD BE MODEL FOR THE FUTURE
(By Dala McKinsey)

LrrTLE ROcK.-The Frederick W. Kramer
School is housed in a traditional two-story
brick buidllng. The education inside is not
at all traditional.

When a discipline problem erupted in the
fourth grade classroom, the new metal and
wood furniture was replaced by boxes and for
a week students worked in isolation-sepa
rated by cardboard barriers.

The next week the boxes were replaced by
old couches and other household furniture to
create a more homey atmosphere. The prob
lem disappeared and the original furniture
was returned.

When four-letter words began appearing in
the boys' bathroom, a teacher decided to
turn it into art. She outlined on the wall a
sketch of a black boy and a white boy swing
ing on vines and the boys painted in the
figures. The walls have not been written on
since.

A little over two years ago, Kramer was a
sub-standard school in a decaying neighbor
hood of transient black and white famllles,
with a few upper-middle class young couples
in renovated apartments and a small hippie
culture, attracted by MacArthur Park and
the Arkansas Art Center, two blocks away.

Under the leadership of Dr. Bettye Cald
well, the Little Rock School District and the
University of Arkansas at Little Rock received
a federal grant to design a school for the
future.

"I think everyone sees this as a model of
the future," Mrs. Caldwell said.

The result was a combination day care
center and elementary school, with more than
300 pupils, ranging in age from six months
through 12 years.

Mrs. Caldwell moved from Syracuse, New
York, where she was working on a similar
project, when her husband, a surgeon, Joined
the University of Arkansas Medical Center
staff.

She says she thought she was moving to
the end of the earth.

"I found there are more true liberals in
Little Rock, than where I was," she said.

Children are brought to the school at 7
a.m. They stay until one of their working
parents can pick them up. Some stay as late
as 7 p.m.

Mrs. Caldwell says the school fulfills sev
eral needs, among them child care for the
working mother and direction for children
from CUlturally deprived backgrounds

She said the school did not attempt to
teach that being a white collar worker is
better than being a blue collar worker.

"We teach the children that every kind
of work has dignity," she said. .

However, she said she believed that the
school would open more options for the stu
dents than they might otherwise have

Mrs. Caldwell said she also wanted .the
children to be able to "fit in perfectly well"
in their own neighborhoods.

Mrs. Caldwell said that she did not advo
cate taking children away from their fam
llles but she said the school could offer chil
dren advantages some mothers couldn't.

"If the family is so poor that all she (the
mother) can do is get the rats and cock
roaches out of their apartment: the school
has something to offer," she said.

The infants are cared for in a portable
metal bUilding behind the school where their
older brothers and sisters are enrolled.

Mrs. Faustenia S. Bomar, vice-principal of
the school, called to a l5-month-old child
playing in a crIb, and he smiled.

"When he first came here, he couldn't do
that," she said. "He probably never saw any
one smile before."

Mrs. Caldwell tells of the child of a re
tarded mother who came to the school
through the state Social Services Division.

The child, Susan, was "the most forlorn
looking child" when she was first brought
to the school, said Mrs. Caldwell. "She was so
sad, it hurt to look at her." Now Susan is
walking, talking and offering cookies to
visitors.

The children eat breakfast and lunch at
the school. They also get snacks.

Although the school buUding is ancient,
Mrs. Bomar says that the building lends
itself to the activities of the school.

Upstairs there are individual booths, where
a pupil who earns free time may go to read,
or just to be alone. The students have cov
ered the walls of the booths With paper, so
that they may draw or write on the walls
if they wish.

The window shades are covered with bright
flowers made from contact paper and flowers
are painted behind the drinking fountains.

The preschoolers have their own second
hand piano, painted bright orange, that they
can play.

Mrs. Bomar pointed to the walls. covered
with murals and paintings by the children.

"This is their school, they know that it is
theirs," she said.

Since the school opened, several persons
have Visited to view the operation for similar
projects in other cities.

Although the 1969 legislature authorized
the organization of public school kinder
gartens, it prOVided no money for them and.
to date, there are only a few university-spon
sored and private kindergartens in operation
in Arkansas.

Mrs. Caldwell says she hopes that when
Arkansas begins organizing kindergartens,
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the day care center idea wUl become the
standard.

"I hope that this community and this state
won't let this idea go," she said.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, Dr.
Caldwell, in her testimony before the
Subcommittee on Children and Youth
during its hearings on S. 3617 stressed
the following conclusions from her ex
periences in the Kramer School:

Children In day care or child care can
develop motivationally and in terms of the
skills that are considered adaptive in today's
world.

Day care does not weaken the primary
family ties nor does the early day care pro
gram signify a new invasion of the family
domain.

High quality developmental day care set
tings do not create emotional disturbances,
but in the majority of Instances create happy
and alert children.

Day care and institutionalization are not
at all comparable and it verges on the dis
honest to imply that they are.

I am pleased that this bill is drawn
upon the experiences of model projects
such as the Center for Early Develop
ment and that its provisions will expand
and build upon the achievements of such
centers.

I might add that based upon my be
lief in the pioneering work of the Cen
ter for Early Development and its pos
sibilities for alleviating the conditions
that ultimately result in many of our
social problems, I submitted an amend
ment in executive session of the Finance
Committee-which the committee
adopted-to the child care provisions of
H.R. 1. This amendment would provide
$60 million in grants to states over the
next 3 years for model day care centers
in each State to develop the potential for
better educational achievement in day
care.

Mr. President, nothing is more critical
to the future of this country than that
every child have the opportunity to de
velop fully his physical, intellectual, and
social potential as a human being. As an
enlightened society, we must be pre
pared to commit our resources to help
families realize this potential in their
children when they seek such support
outside the home. Passageof S. 3617 by
the Senate will mark the beginning of
this commitment, and I am pleased to
lend my support to the enactment of
this measure.

Mr. MONDALE. I strongly endorse the
observations the Senator has made. I
think one of the most dangerous things
this country could do would be to pursue
a maximum strategy of cold custodial
day care centers as an alternative for
the American family. Even during the
depression most of us grew up with
strong family unity, and we had the sup
port and stimulation which a family
provides.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. And which other
children provide.

Mr. MONDALE. Yes, and the security
that comes with it. That is the most
important thing we receive as human
beings.

We are not going to make gains toward
a healthy America by creating ware
houses in which we stack children and
do nothing for them, and provide no
emotional support, no sense of security,

and none of the things which are needed
for child development.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. And no intellectual
stimulation.

Mr. MONDALE. And no intellectual
stimulation. We are creating a genera
tion of young people that scares me. They
will be denied the essential ingredient
that a healthy person must have. That is
what scares me so much about custodial
centers. That is not speculation.

Recently a report was issued by the
National Council of Jewish Women,
based on the study they made of day-care
centers in 90 cities. It is absolutely scary
in terms of how emotionally'ignored and
untended these children are all day long.
That is the worst possible thing.

Psychiatrists, psychologists, experts
in the field, Bettye Cardwell being one of
them, warned about that situation.

We are just conclUding 2Y:z years of
work by the Committee on Equal Educa
tional Opportunity, of which I am priv
ileged to be chairman. Every year we
pay a tremendous economic bill, which
includes a welfare bill of $12.5 billion;
a crime bill, and nobody knows how big
that is; we pay it in terms of lost life;
we pay it in other ways such as lack of
political participation. And one genera
tion tends to produce another genera
tion that is consigned to the same tragic
condition.

One of the most hopeful things we
come up with is that we should provide
assistance to strengthen and support
family life. In many instances these chil
dren come from broken homes where
they do not have enough to eat, where
the family often is not able to provide
intellectual stimulation, where there is
no hope, no music, no books, no aspira
tions for better life. Many times these
children are destroyed before they go
into the front door of any school. This
happens up to the time they are 5 years
of age. Because of the explosive develop
ment period, the first 5 years of life are
the years when the foundation of a
child's life is laid.

That can be a period of great develop
ment and growth or it can be a period of
shocking, emotional, and mental destruc
tion. We are trying to reach down and
help these families give their kids a
chance before we have another genera
tion of broken young children. That is
what this is all about.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
professional staff members of the Labor
and Public Welfare Committee be admit
ted to the fioor during the consideration
of S. 3617, the Headstart, Child Develop
ment, and Family Services Act of 1972:
Richard E. Johnson, William J. Spring,
Sidney Johnson, Jonathan Steinberg,
John Scales, and Richard Siegel.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare has
reported to the Senate S. 3617, the Com
prehensive Headstart, Child Develop
ment, and Family Services Act of 1972.
As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty,
which held some 13 days of hearings in
child care legislation over the last 2

years, I hope the senate will approve this
bipartisan compromise··· measure by an
overwhelming vote.

There is· no need in America more
fully documented nor Inorepressing than
the provision for quality child care op
portUnities for disad,rantaged children.
In February 1969-1 month after his in
auguration-President Nixon recognized
this need in a message to Congress. He
said at that time:

So critical is the matter of early growth
that we must make a national commitment
to providing all American children an op
portunity tor healthfUl and stimulating de
velopment during the first five years of life.

The child development legislation con
tained in the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1971 (S. 2007) was, as
Members of the Senate know, killed by a
Presidential veto. The veto message
raised objections which bore no resem
blance to the' legislation actually
passed. For anyone who took the words
of the veto message at face value, the
Congress of the United States stood ac
cused of passing legislation aimed at
weakening the American family and
"Sovietizing American children." Noth
ing could have been farther from the
truth. Quite obviously whoever wrote
the veto message never read the bill.

With over 5 million preschool children
of working mothers in the country and
only 700,000 places in day care facilities,
the need for additional facilities cannot
be doubted. For the poor, the Headstart
program has. provided a magnificent
demonstration of what can be done in
centers that provide not only warm and
adequate day care but also health and
education programs crucial to the future
of so many of the Nation's .children in
poverty homes. But the Headstart pro
gram now reaches only some 10 percent
of the number of poor children who
could potentially use its services.

After the veto, members of the Labor
and Public Welfare Committee went to
work on revised legislation attempting
to respond to the criticisms raised by the
veto message. Senator MONDALE and I, to
gether with 14 other cosponsors, intro
duced child-care legislation providing
for an enlarged State role (S. 3193), and
Senator JAVITS, and 12 other cosponsors
introduced new child development legis
lation separate from the OEO legislation
(S. 3228). The Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare accepted the suggestion
of the minority members that it would be
best to separate the child-care bill from
the extension of the Economic Opportu
nity Act of which it was a part in 1971.
Furthermore, last year's proposal was
changed in a number of ways in efforts
to make the legislation more acceptable
to the administration. In brief, the
changes are as follows:

First, the cost. Rather than authoriz
ing $2 billion a year for the program,
S. 3617 authorizes only $150,000,000 for
planning in the coming fiscal year-fis
cal 1973-and $1.2 billion in .fiscal year
1974 and $1.6 billion in fiscal year 1975.

Second, .. administrative workability.
Last year's bill provided that any com
munity of 5,000 population could be a
prime sponsor. The new bill provides that
local communities of over 25,000 popula
tion are entitled to prime sponsorship if
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the Secretary determines they have tpe
capability to carry out chllddevelopment
programs... All other geographical areas
of the State would be served by the state
government as prime sponsor. Whereas
there. would have .. been a potential of
7,000 pi-hile sponsorapplicants under last
year's bill, this year's higher population
cut-off figure would reduce .the number
to 2,000 prime sponsors. That is approxi
mately ... the number of Head Start·
grantee and delegate agencies HEW now
deals with.

Third, the responsibilities of the child
development coUIlcils. The committee
has rewritten the bill to make it clear
that mayors and GovenlOrs have full op
erating responsibility for child develop
ment programs. Under the revised bill
the councils approve basic policies and
guidelines but day-to-day administrative
responsibility for carrying out child-care
programs rests with the Governor or the
mayor,

Fourth, the role of the States is sub
stantially expanded under S. 3617. As
previously mentioned, the State serves as
prime sponsor in all parts of the State
not covered by a .local prime sponsor
which has a minimum of 25,000 popula
tion. In addition, twice as much money
an increase from 5 percent to 10 per
cent-is set aside for State coordination
and comprehensive planning, in co
operation with local officials, for child
care programs. Furthermore, the com
mittee has authorized a major demon
stration program for State-administered
child development programs. In up to
five States, the Secretary would be au
thorized to designate the State as the
prime sponsor for the entire state in
cluding those localities of over 25,000
population that would otherwise be eli
gible to deal directly with Washington as
local prime sponsors. These states would
have to be selected on the basis of a rec
ord of· leadership and demonstrated
capabilities in the child development
area.

The fee schedule negotiated by the
committee and the administration last
fall has been included in the bill. That
schedule provides free services to chil
dren whose families earn up to $4,320 per
year in the case of a family of four. That
figure is the same as the cutoff point for
aid to the working poor under the fam
ily assistance plan. For families of four
earning more than $4,320. the fee sched
uIe limits the cost to 10 percent of in
come between $4,320 and $5,916 and then
limits fees to those with higher income
to 15 percent of income between $5,916
and $6,960. That figure of $6,960 is the
low adequate budget as calculated by the
Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor
Statistics for an average urban family
of four.

How wouId the program work? Funds
would fiow from Washington to cities and
States. according to a distribution for
mula based on the number of children eli
gible for services under the legislation.

At the State and local level, mayors
and Governors wouId set up child devel
opment councils. Half of the membership
of these councils would be parents of
children to be served; the remaining half
wouId be appointed by the Governor or
mayor to represent the public, including

education agencies, community action
agencies, health and welfare organiza
tions.· These councils would be responsi
ble for approving program goals, basic
policies, and approving anangements for
programs.

Headstart agencies, schools, charitable
organizations, or any other local groups
that wished to run child development
programs would apply to the prime spon
sor for funds. Each operating agency
would be reqUired to set up project pol
icy committees composed 50 percent of
parents of children to be served to over
see the day-to-day operation of child
care programs. Within a community of
any size there would be a network of
centers serving children, guided by proj
ect policy committees. The prime spon
sor, the Governor or the mayor or the
county executive, would oversee all proj
ects in the prime sponsorship area and
allocate funds among the various cen
ters.

As I indicated earlier in these remarks,
cities of over 25,000 popuIation would
have the right to be designated as prime
sponsors to administer child-care pro
grams in their own areas if they had the
capability. Where local prime sponsors
are so designated, the State would serve
as prime sponsor for all the rest of the
State. In the balance of the State, the
Governor wouId be the prime sponsor and
the State would be responsible for ad
ministering the overall program. In a
provision new to this partiCUlar piece of
legislation, the Governor would estab
lish local program councils for regions
within the State, serving areas of 50,
000 population. In this way, State deci
sions with respect to a particular area of
a State would be subject to review in
the appropriate area of the State where
programs are being carried out.

The existing Headstart program is one
of the most successful of our antipoverty
efforts. In order to assure that these pro
grams will not be cut back, the bill in
sures that the first $500,000,000 available
under the legislation would be used to
continue ongoing Headstart programs.
In addition, the bill provides that 10 per
cent of the opportunities available in
child development programs go to handi
capped children. In the past, handi
capped children-very often the most in
need-have not received the degree of
representation among the children
served in preschool programs that they
should have, considering the proportion
of handicapped children in the popuIa
tion.

Let me close by addressing the charge
that the provision of child-care services
somehow weakens the family. The fact
of the matter is .that millions of mothers
now work based on their own choice or
economic necessity. The legislation be
fore the Senate today is merely an at
tempt to meet our responsibilities to the
children who need adequate child care
because a parent is not at home during
the day. Presently available child-care
facilities are often grossly inadequate, as
described by witness after witness before
the committee. It is more than a little
ironic that S. 2007 was vetoed last year
at the very time the administration was
urging passage of welfare legislation

containing provisions that would require
mothers of young children to take low
paying jobs or lose welfare benefits.

The legislation now before the Senate
is a bipartisan attempt to draft sound
and responsible child development leg
islation. I urge Senators to support its
passage.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that a section-by-section analysis of
S. 3617 be printed in the RECORD.

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

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

SECTION I. SHORT TITLE

This section provides that the legislation
may be cited as the "Comprehensive Head
start, Child Development, and Family Serv
ices Act of 1972".

SECTION 2. STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND
PURPOSE

This section sets forth the congressional
findings concerning the need for child devel
opment and famUy services and the purpose
to assist parents who request such services in
providing their children with an opportunity
for a healthfUl and stimUlating development.
SECTION 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Subsection (a) authorizes the appropria
tion of $1.2 billion for fiscal year 1974 and $1.6
billion for fiscal year 1975 for carrying out
this Act. Any unobligated amounts at the
end of such fiscal year may be obligated In
the succeeding fiscal year.

SUbsection (b) authorlzes the appropria
tion of $150 million for fiscal year 1973 for
the purpose of providing training. technical
assistance, planning. and such other activ
ities as the Secretary deems appropriate to
prepare for the implementation of this title.

Subsection (c) prOVides that the amounts
appropriated under subsection (a) shall be
made available as follows:

The amount of $500 mUlion shall be for
the purpose of providing assistance under
title I of this Act for chlld development pro
grams focused upon young chlldren from low
income famllles, with priority for Headstart
projects.

Up to 15 percent of the amounts which re
main thereafter may be made avallable. as
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare deems appropriate. for titles II and III of
this Act, but not to exceed 5 percent of such
remaining amounts shall be used for title III.

The remainder of the appropriation is to
be used for carrying out title I.

Subsection (d) sets forth advance funding
authority.

SECTION 4. DEFINITrONS

This section defines terms used in the Act.
TITLE I-HEADSTART, CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND

. FAMILY SERVICES PROGRAMS

SECTION 101. PROGRAMS ASSISTED

This section prOVides that the Secretary of
Health, Education. and Welfare shall provide
financial assistance for carrying out child de
velopment and family services programs un
der this title to prime sponsors and to other
publlc and private nonprofit agencies and or
ganizations pursuant to plans, program state
ments, and applications approved in accord
ance with this title. The purposes for which
financial assistance may be used are set
forth in this section.
SECTION 102. STATE AND LOCAL PRIME SPONSORS

Subsection (a) provides that a State, a
unit or combination of units of general local
government of at least 25,000 population or,
i! less, which demonstrates capablllty and a
particular need, an Indian tribal organiza
tion, or a public or private nonprofit agency
may be designated as a prime sponsor of chUd
development and family service programs in
accordance with the provisIons of the leg1a-
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latlon upon approval by the Secretary of a
prime sponsorship plan.

Subsection (b) provides that the plan must
provide for a child and family services coun
cil, must provide assurances that staJi and
other administrative expenses of the council
and local program councils and project polley
committees will not exceed percent of the
total cost of chl1<1 aevelopment programs ad
ministered by the prime sponsor (unless In
creased to refiect higher start-up costs or
other special needs) , and must prOVide assur
ances to prOVide or to enter Into arrangements
with appropriate State or local or other agen
cies for linkages to provide services related
to child development.

Subsection (b) (8) provides that, in the
case of a State applicant for designation as
prime sponsor of areas not served by a local
prime sponsor, the plan must also provide
for designating local family service areas
serving the area of one local government or
of units of local government serving not
more than 50,000 population unless Secretary
allows area of up to 100,000 popUlation. For
each local family service area, a local program
council must be maintained consisting of at
least half parents and the remainder public
members appointed by the local government
official. These local program councils partici
pate in developing and approve the State's
program statement for the area and arrange
ments for projects in the area.

Subsection (c) provides that any local pro
gram council may appeal directly to the Sec
retary when It alleges a failure to comply
with the program statement or the provi-
sions of the Act. <

Subsection (d) (1) prOVides that the Sec
retary shall approve a satisfactory State
prime sponsorship plan for areas not served
by local prime sponsors.

Subsection (d) (2) authorizes the Secretary
to designate five States to carry out demon
stration projects as Statewide prime sponsors,
even With respect 1;(1 localities which would
otherwise qURlify as local prime sponsors.
No State with a popUlation of 5 percent of
the national popUlation or more could be
so designated.

Subsection (e) prOVides that the Secretary
shall approve a prime sponsorship plan sub
mitted by a city or county or other unit of
general local government if It meets the re
quirements of subsection (a) and has a pop
Ulation of 25,000 or more. The Secretary has
discretion to choose either a city or a county
as prime sponsor for an area which covers a
common geographical area.

Subsection (f) provides that the Secretary
shall approve a prime sponsorship plan sub
mitted by a combination of localities if the
plan meets the requirements of subsection
(a) and has a population of 25,000 or more.

Subsection (g) provides that the Secretary
shall approve a prime sponsorship plan sub
mitted by an Indian tribal organization If
the plan meets the requirements of subsec
tion (a).

Subsection (h) provides that the Secretary
may approve a prime sponsorship plan sub
mitted by a unit or combination of units of
general local government or a public or pri
vate nonprofit agency if he determines that
the plan includes provisions setting forth ar
rangements for serving children in a neigh
borhood which Is not covered by a prime
sponsor or in any portion of an area where
the prime sponsor Is not satisfactorily im
plementing child development programs, or
for making available special services designed
to meet the needs of economically disadvan
taged or preschool children. He may also ap
prove such a prime sponsorship plan setting
forth arrangements for providing compre
hensive child development programs on a
year-round basis to children of migrant agri
cultural workers, or arrangements for carry
ing out model programs, especially projects
for economically disadvantaged minority
group, or bilingual preschool children.

Subsection (i) provides that the Governor
of the State shall be given between thirty
and sixty days 1;(1 review and make recom
mendations on prime sponsorship plans sub
mitted under this section.

Subsection (j) provides that a prime spon
sorship plan may be disapproved or a prior
designation of a prime sponsor may be with
drawn only if the Secretary prOVides written
notice, a reasonable time for corrective
amendments or action, and an opportunity
for a hearing upon which an appeal to the
Secretary may be based.

Subsection (k) prOVides for review by the
court of appeals of the Secretary's final ac
tion with respect to prime sponsorship under
subsection (j).

SUbsection (1) provides that the Secretary
shall approve the application of an alternate
unit of Government or a public or nonprofit
agency or organization In the area represent
ing the interests of minority and economical
ly disadvantaged persons where any unit of
general government or other prime sponsor
is practicing discrimination against minority
group or economically disadvantaged chil
dren.

Subsection (m) prOVides that the Secretary
may directly fund programs, including those
in rural areas without regard to popUlation,
where he deems it necessary, in the event
that a State, or unit or combination of units
of general local government, or Indian tribal
organization has not submitted or the Secre
tary has not approved a program statement
under this section, or where a prime spon
sorship designation Is not in elIect or where
the needs of migrants, preschool-age children,
or the children of working mothers or single
parents, minority groups, or the economical
ly disadvantaged are not being served.

SECTION 103. CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES
COUNCILS

Subsection (a) provides that each prime
sponsor shall establish and maintain a Child
and Family Services Council consisting of not
less than 10 members half of whom must be
parents of chlJdren served in programs under
this Act and the remainder of whom are to be
appointed by the prime sponsor's chief ex
ecutive or governing body to represent the
pUblic.

(Half of the public representatives must
be persons broadly representative of the gen
eral public Including community agencies
and organizations, and the remaining mem
bers must be persons who are skilled in child
development, child health, child welfare, or
other child services.)

Subsection (b) provides that, in accord
ance With regUlations which the Secretary
shall establish pursuant to regulations, each
prime sponsor shall provide that the parent
members of child development councils shall
be chosen by the membership of local pro
gram councils described in section 102 (b)
(8), in the case of State prime sponsors, and
participants in federally assisted day care
programs especially Headstart, in the case
of local prime sponsors. Not less than one
third of the total membership of such coun
cil shall be persons broadly representative
of the economically disadvantaged. The
council Is entitled to approve program state
ments, basic goals, policies, actions, and
procedures, and the selection or establish
ment and annual renewal of the administer
ing agency or agencies, for the prime spon
sor. The council shall, upon its own initia
tive or upon request of a project applicant
or any other party In Interest, conduct pUblic
hearings before acting upon applications for
financial assistance submitted by project
applicants.

SECTION 104. PROGRAM STATEMENTS

Subsection (al prOVides that' finaneial as
sistance to a prime sponsor may be provided
for any particular fiscal year only pursuant
to a program statement approved by the Sec
retary. Provisions which such program state-

mont &rEl1;o include &1'(;l set forth in, this sub
section. Among these provisions are the re
quirements that not less than 65 percent of
the financial assistance from apportionments
under section 3(c) (3) must be used for pro
grams and services for economically disad
vantaged children; and that priority there
after must be given 1;(1 other children of single
parents and working mothers,

Subsection (b) provides that no program
statement shall be approved unless oppor
tUnities to submit comments to the prime
sponsor and to the Secretary have been pro
Vided to each community action agency or
single-purpose Headstart agency previously
responsible for a Headstart program, to the
local educational agency and other appro
priate educational and training agencies and
institutions, and the Governor of the State.

SUbsection (c) provides that a program
statement may be disapproved or a prior ap
proval Withdrawn only if the secretary has
provided written notice, reasonable time for
corrective amendments or action, and an op
portunity for a pUblic hearing upon which
an appeal may be biased.

Subsection (dl provides that the Secretary
shall establish procedures 1;(1 permit· prime
sponsors to submit jointly a single program
statement for the areas served by such prime
sponsors.

SECTION 105. PROJECIl' APPLICATIONS

Subsection (a) provides that financial as
sistance may be provided to a project appli
cant for any partiCUlar fiscal year if the
project application Is submitted by a pUblic
or private nonprofit agency and contains oth
er provisions set forth in this subsection.
Among these provisions are requirements
that funds be provided only to qualified pub
lic or private agencies and that project poli
cy committees be established and maintained
Such project polley committees must consist
of not less than 10 members and half must
be parents of children served in such projects
and the remaining half shall be comprised
of persons who are representative of the com
munity approved by the parent members and
one person who is sk1lled in child develop
ment.

Project policy committees must partici
pate directly in the development and prepa
ra.tlon of project applications and have
responslbU1ty for approving basic goals, poli
cies, actions, and procedures for the project
applicant. The bill prOVides that no charges
be made to families with an annual income
equal to or less than $4,320, with adjust
ments in the case of faml1les with more than
two children. Charges for other famUies may
be made In accordance with a fee schedUle
established by the Secretary based on abl1lty
to pay. However, such fees may not exceed
10 percent of the dllIerence between the free
services level and 85, percent of the lower
living standard bUdget, and then 15 percent
of any income between that level of 85 per
cent of the lower living standard bUdget and
100 percent of the lower living standard
bUdget.

Subsection (b) requires that the project
application otherwise further the objectives
and satisfy the requirements of the prime
sponsor's program statement.

Subsection (c) provides that a public or
private nonprofit agency which is a prime
sponsor shall submit a project application
directly to the Secretary.

Subsection (d) provides that a prime spon
sor may disapprove a project application only
if it provides a statement of reasons to the
applicant and that the project applicant may
appeal to the Secretary, for direct approval
thereof.

SUbsection (e) provides that a project ap
plication ,SUbmitted to the secretary by a
public or private agency may be approved
upon the Secretary's determination that it
meets the statutory requirements.
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SECTION 106. ANNUAL FA1VI1LY SERVICE PLANS

This seot!on provides that, upon submis
sion of an annual famUy service plan by any
state, the Secretary is authorized to provide
financial assistance for carrying out activI
ties for the purposes of determining child
development and family service goals and
needs, assisting i11 the establishment of Child
and Family Service Counclls, and strength
emng their. capabUitles, and arrangements
under which State agencies assist in provid
ing child development and related services
where requested by prime sponsors in the
development and implementation of program
statements.
SECTION 107. SPECIAL COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS

WITH EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES AND OTHER
PROJECT SPONSORS

This section provides that the Secretary
shall use funds made available under sec
tion 108(11.) (1) (E) to provide assistance to,
educational agencies and Institutions for co
operative programs designed to provide con
tinUity between preschool, after school, and
other educational programs.

SECTION 108. ALLOCATION OF FUNDS

Subsection (a) (1) provides that. of the
amounts avallable for this title, the Secre
tary shall reserve the following:

For apportionIng among programs for chil
dren of migrant agricultural workers, not less
than that proportion of the total amounts
available for this title, as the proportion
which the number of such children bears to
the number of economically disadvantaged;

For apportioning among programs for chil
dren on Federal and State Indian reserva
tions, not less than that proportion of the
total amounts available for this title as the
proportIon which the number of such chil
dren bears to the number of economIcally
disadvantaged children:

For specIal activIties for handicapped
children. not less than 10 percent of the
total amount avaIlable for this title; and

For model programs. not to exceed 5 per
cent of the total amounts avaIlable for this
title.

For special cooperative programs with edu
catIonal Institutions, not to exceed 6 per
cent of the local amounts available for this
title.

Subsection (a) (2) provides that the
amounts remaining after such reservations
shall be allocated by the Secretary to the ex
tent practIcable so that such funds shall be
apportioned among the states and localitIes
Within each state as follows: 60 percent In
proportion to the relative numbers of eco
noIn1caUy disadvantaged children. 25 per
cent in proportion to the relative numbers of
children up to age 6, and 26 percent In
proportion to the relative numbers of chil
dren of working mothers and single parents.

Subsection (a) (3) provides that not to ex
ceed 10 percent of the total funds allotted
for use withln a State may be made avaUable
to the state to carry out its annual family
servIce plan under section 106.

Subsection (b) prOVides for reapportIon
ment of unused apportionments.
SECTION 109. ADDTrIONAL CONDITIONS FOR PRO

GRAMS INCLUDING CONSTRUCTION OR ACQUI
srrzoN
This section provides that applications for

financial assistance for projects Includlng
construction may be approved omy 11 the
Secretary deterIn1nes that construction of
such facUlties Is essential to the provision
of adequate child development services, and
that rental, lease or lease-purchase, renova
tion. or remodeling of adequate fac111tles Is
not practicable. Federal assistance for con
struction may not exceed 50 percent of cost
In the case of funds to be paid to other than
public or prIvate nonprofit agencles and or
ganIzations. A maximum of .15 percent of a
prime sponsor's totalftnanclal assistance may
be used for construction.
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SECTION 110. USE OF PUBLIC FACILITIES FOR
CHILD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

This section requires reports as to the ex
tent to which fac1l1tles owned or leased by
Federal agencies and other agencies may be
available for child development programs
during times when such facilities are not be
ing utlllzed fully for their usual purposes.

SECTION 111. PAYMENTS

This section sets forth the Federal share
provisions. A Federal share of 90 percent is
provided for child development programs
ordinarily. but the Secretary has discretion
to exceed that percentage and he is reqUired
to pay 100 percent of programs for migrants
and Indians.

TITLE n-rRAINING. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE,
PLANNING. AND EVALUATION

SECTION 201. PRESERVICE AND INSERVICE
TRAINING

This section authorizes the Secretary to
provide financial assistance for preservice or
inservlce training for professional and non
professional personnel.

SECTION 202. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND
PLANNING

This section provides that the Secretary
shall make technical assistance avallable to
prime sponsors and project applicants to
assist them in planning, developing, and
carrying out child development programs.
TITLE nI-SUPPORTIVE SERVICES AND SPECIAL

ACTIVITIES

SECTION 301. SPECIAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE
SECRETARY

Subsection (a) prOVides that the Secretary
shall make an evaluation of Federal involve
ment In child development activities and
services. The Secretary must reserve 1 per
cent. and may reserve up to 2 percent, of the
funds under this Act for the eValuations re
quired by this section.

Subsection (b) prOVides that the Secretary
shall carry out research and demonstration
projects, Including research on the nature of
child development processes, research to test
alternative methods of providing child de
velopment and related services, evaluation of
research findings, and the dissemination and
appllcation of research and development ef
forts.

Subsection (c) provides that the Secretary
shall give priority in assisting research and
demonstration projects to programs carried
out by mUlticounty local development dis
tricts under the Appalachian Regional De
velopment Act and the Public Works and
EconoIn1c Development Act.

Subsection (d) authorizes the Secretary
to make grants In contracts With public or
private nonprofit agencies to carry out re
search and demonstration projects under
this section.

Subsection (e) authorizes the transfer
with the approval of other agency heads. of
funds to the Secretary for research purposes
under this part. provides that the Secretary
shall through the Office of Child Develop
ment coordinate all child development re
search, training. and development efforts
conducted Within the Department of Health.
Education, and Welfare.

Subsection (f) authorizes financial as
sistance for child development and family
service programs for the children of em
ployees of the Federal Government.

Subsection (g) provides that the Secretary
of Health. Education. and Welfare shall es
tablish procedures to assure that adequate
nutrition services wlll be provIded in chUd
development programs under this Act. Such
services shall xnake use of the special food
service program for chUdren as defined In
section 13 of the National School Lunch Act
of 1946 and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966,
to the fullest extent appropriate and con
sistent with such acts.

SECTION 302. FEDERAL STANDARDS FOR CHILD
DEVELOPMENT AND FAMILY SERVICES

This section provides that the Secretary
shall promUlgate a common set of program
standards to be applicable to all programs
providing child development services With
Federal assistance under this title, to be
known as the Federal Standards for Child
Development Services. Such standards shall
be consistent with the Federal Interagency
Day Care ReqUirements. A special Commit
tee on Federal Standards for Child Develop
ment Services. consisting of parents and
child development experts. is to be estab
lished for the purpose of participating In
the development of such standards.

SECTION 303. DEVELOPMENT OF UNIFORM:
MINIMUM CODE FOR FACILITIES

This section provides for a special commit
tee to develop a uniform minimum code for
faclli ties, to be used in licensing child de
velopment fac1l1tles dealing principally with
matters of health, safety, and physical com
fort. Upon approval by the Secretary, stand
ards contained In the code are to be appli
cable to all projects assisted under this Act.
SECTION 304. MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR CHILD

DEVELOPMENT FACILITmS

This section establishes a program of
mortgage insurance for child development
faclllties, to be administered by the Secretary
of Health. Education. and Welfare.

SECTION 305. OFFICE OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT

This section provides for the Omce of
ChUd Development to be the principal
agency In the Department of Health. Educa
tion. and Welfare for the administration of
this title and for the coordination of pro
gralDS and other activities relating to child
development and family service research,
training, and development efforts.
SECTION 306. SPECIAL COORDINATING COUNCIL

This section establishes by statute the
Child Development Research Council.

SECTION 307, SPECIAL PROHIBITIONS

This section contains admlnistratlve pro
visions of the same kind usually set forth In
similar legislation.

SECTION 30S. WITHHOLDING OJ' GRANTS

This section provides that the Secretary
may withhold funds for fallure to comply
with requirements of this Act after notice
and opportunity for a hearing.

SECTION 309. FEDERAL CONTROL NOT
AUTHORIZED

This section sets forth the prohibItion
against Federsl control of education.

SECTION 310. SPECIAL PROHIBITIONS AND
PROTECTIONS

This section provides that nothing In this
Act shall infringe upon parental rights and
directs the Secretary to establish procedures
to insure that no child shall be the subject
of research or experimentation under this
Act unless the child's parent or guardian 18
informed and has the opportunity to except
such child therefrom. This section also pro
vides that the Secretary shall assume that
programs prOViding care outside the home
for very young children shall be reviewed
periodically and frequently by the Secretary
and that no such program shall be approved
for assistance umess it is specifically author
ized and approved by the Secretary.

SECTION 311. REPEAL OR AMENDMENT OF
EXISTING AUTHORITY AND COORDINATION

This section provides for repealing. effec
tive July 1. 1975. the authorization for Head
start and provides that where day care au
thorized elsewhere In the EconoIDlc Oppor
tunity Act shall be provIded, wherever feas
Ible. through chUd care programs under this
Act.

SECTION 312. TRANSITIONAL AUTHORITY

This section permits the Director of the
Omce of EconoIn1c OpportUD1ty to waive aJ-
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lotment and Federal share provisIons under
title II of the Economic Opportunity Act to
relieve hardship resulting trom the tallure to
contInue the authorizatIon tor Healfstart un
der the current section 222(a) (1) when this
Act takes effect.

SECTION 313. ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS

This section authorizes the Secretary to
accept, for use under this Act, funds ap
propriated to carry out other laws If such
funds are utilized for the purposes for which
they are specifically authorized and ap
proprIated.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senawr from
Ohio (Mr. TAFT).

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President I support
the Comprehensive Headstart, Child
Development and Family Services Act
of 1972. This bill, which was reported
from the Labor and Public Welfare
Committee, is the result of a bipartisan
compromise between S. 3228, which I co
sponsored along with 13 of my Republi
can colleagues, and S. 3193 introduced
by the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NELSON) and co-sponsored by other
Senators.

I believe that this measure represents
a substantial improvement in several
respects over title V of S. 2007, which
the President vetoed last December.

I want to commend all concerned for
their tolerance and patience in working
out the terms of the compromise. Par
ticUlarly I would like to say a word for
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MON
DALE), who has taken the leadership in
this connection.

I am pleased that this bill is being
considered separately, and not attached
to the OEO extension, as it was previ
ously the bill which was vetoed. At that
time Members of the Senate may recall,
I moved to attempt to ser-arate the child
development section from that bill, and
had that been done, I feel we might
have had a better chance of achieving
workable legislation at an early date
and also given more certainly to· the
existence and continued life of the OEO.

I have consistently urged that this
important measure be debated on its
own merit without delaying or hamper
ing the consideration of the OEO
extension. .

This bill woUld make it possible for
thousands of parents to work or fur
ther their education to improve the well
being of their families with the confi
dence that their children have theop
portunlty to participate in quality edu
cational day care programs. I believe
that this measure would be a desirable
complement to the welfare reform leg
islation which we will soon be consider
hlg. While there are guidelines to insure
that the various programs are of a high
quality, flexibility is provided so that
these programs can be designed to meet
the needs of the families who choose to
participate.

I believe that the administrative work
ability of the programs in this act has
been improved substantially. This bill
gives State and local prime sponsors
clear responsibility for planning and
implementing the programs. The role of
the family service and child develop
ment councils hqs been changed from a
policy making one to that of approving

the plans developed by the prime spon
sor. I believe that this arrangement is
much sounder than the prior arrange
ment in which the councils themselves
had some really administrative respon
sibility, and I did not feel they were
bodies set up to take advantage of that
administrative responsibility. All of the
responsibility for proposing the type of
programs to be carried out in the entire
project is now left to the prime sponsor.

Other improvements in the bill include
a more realistic authorization-$150
million for start up in 1973 and $1.2
billion for fiscal 1974, as opposed to $2
billion authOlized for fiscal 1974 in S.
2007.

I call to the attention of the Senate
that, in using these figures, I include the
level of planning and authorization in
the Headstart program of approximate
ly $500 million per year. That amountis
included in the $1.2 billion figure which
I mentioned for fiscal 1974.

The provision for annual family serv
ice plans is to be submitted by the States
to insure statewide coordination. and
there is an increased authorization for
training.

Later today, or tomorrow, I hope to
introduce a clarifying amendment fur
ther extending the wording of .the bill as
proposed presently with regard to pro
viding opportunity for individuals to re
ceive training for the increased need
which already exists, and which will be
come even more apparent as we go ahead
with this program, for trained both pro
fessional and nonprofessional personnel
to properly carry out this program.

I support also the basic fee schedule
provisions in the bill, which were worked
out with the administration last year.
This represents one of the principal com
promises which was arrived at,and
erases one of' the objections that the
President expressed in his veto message.
Under the plan as it is presently in this
bill, free services would be provided to
families with. incomes up to $4,320 for a
family of four, with modest fees between
that level and $7,214, the so-called lower
living standard of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. The Secretary Of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare would establish the
fee schedule .. for families with incomes
above that level.

I support the committee report and
the additional views. Significantly, the
committee bill includes· an additional
provision to insure .that any schedule
established by the Eecretary will permit
continued participation as income rises,
and that pnme sponsors mas request
permission to charge fees below those
prescribed in order to meet special local
circumstances.

Mr. President, I believe this bill will
go a long way in providing a sotmd basis
for profitable and effective day care cov
erage for many, many young Americans
who are not getting it today. The Head
start. program has been an important
start forward. I think those of us who
participated in its inception-back in my
first term in Congress I recan we had the
hearings and started out to authorize
this program-it has certainly done
much good. This program has the poten
tial to expand and achieve an additional

amount of good over· and above present
efforts being carried out by Headstart. I
believe it deserves the support of the

,Senate, and I hope we will act favorably
upon it.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK).

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, at the
outset. lest there be any misunderstand
ing, let me state my categorical opposi
tion to this legislation.

Mr. President, why must we deprive
the children of this Nation of parental
and kindred care by creating incentives
to effectively deposit a bundled baby on
the steps of an institution each day

If one accepts the premise that child
rearing is best done by parents and
families, then why we do not seek pro
grams to encourage the family or neigh
borhood to take care of their own chil
dren?

Why not institute incentives to elderly
family members who spend time in child
care? Such a program coUld h:ve any
number of salutory effects. in sustaining
the family unit. What we are being asked
to vote on today. while somewhat less
bad than the measure vetoed by Presi
dent Nixon last December, gives impetus
to the forces' wrenching at today's
family.

Mr; . President, this bill attempts to
inject Its plethora of councils and com
mittees, interpositions and bureaucra
cies, in the lives of children. Such
bureaucracies are sterile, infinitely pre
conditioned and arrogant, serving only
to deprive the individual of social skills
which would help him. to strengthen his
famjly and his community.

In the press of important business in
this session, many have not had theop
portunityto give this till the thought
it deserves; Many of us who have studied
the proposal have come away deeply dis
turbed· about the assumptions upon
which it is predicated. Certainly one per
SOl1 who was concerned by the previous
child development program, vetoed by
the President last December, was Wil
liam Shannon, editorial writer for the
New ·York Times. In his· article in the
,New ¥ark'Times Magazine of last April
30. Mr,. Shannon. who clearly considers
himself a liberal, expressed his nearly
complete agreement with the reasoning
behind the President's veto. In partic
ular, he pointed out that "much hard
earned human wisdom" lay behind the
President's contention, expressed in his
'veto message. that: '

All other factors being equal, good public
polley reqUires that we enhance rather than
diminish both parents Involvement·· with
children.

Mr. 'Shannon declares that he can only
agree with this principle. and asks
rhetorically:

Are child-development centers desirable for
any children other than the most damaged
and deprived? The unpopular truth Is that
any community fac1l1ty_call It a day-care
center or' achlld-developmentcenter~lsat
best .. an inadequate, unsatisfactory substi
tute, and. at worst a dangerous, destructive
substitute for a child's own mother.

If the scope of this bill were reduced
to this central issue, the overwhelming
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majority of Americll.n citizens would
agree with its position. Perhaps, even the
great majority of my distinguished col
leagues would agree with it too. I cer
tainly do.

How do we develop the premise that
effective means should be found to
strengthen the family rather than weak
en it? By forcing the Federal Govern
ment to interfere in family structure?
Hardly. Mr. Shannon suggests that if we
really wish to strengthen the family
and the bill's proponents claim that this
is in fact what they wish to do--then
it would be preferable to make direct
money grants to mothers to take care of
their own children. This would reduce
their incentive to take outside employ
ment, to leave their sons and daughters
in the care of people who have no direct
interest in them. By such an action, Mr.
Shannon states the Government would
make it clear that it considers child rear
ing an important task, too important,
one might add, to be left to impersonal
experts.

Mr. Shannon remarks:
It is a rare and exceptionally gifted woman

who does something more important in the
outside world than she does during those
critical first six years when she Is helping to
form the personality and character of a child.

He is right.
President Nixon, Mr. Shannon, and a

number of other people who have written
on this subject are pointing us in the
right direction, whereas the proposed
legislation would take us very much in
the opposite direction.

I cannot state that Mr. Shannon's idea
of direct money grants to mothers is the
best way of approaching the matter, but
it is infinitely preferable to the arrogance
underlying this proposed legiflation.
Should we net test his and other sugges
tions before being stampeded? Cries that
opponents of this bill are "antichild" are
ridiculous. There are many preferable al
ternative approaches to child develop
ment, and only a fool would refuse to
seek new and better ideas.

One avenue which strikes me as merit
ing more thorough investigation than it
has received up to now is the voucher
system. It could be aimed more precisely
at the economically disadvantaged. It
would give them infinitely more "con
trol" over the programs in which their
children are enrolled than membership
on any number of the child and family
service councils, local program councils,
and project policy committees, en
visioned by the drafters of the cUDrent
bill.

A parent armed with voucher will have
an effective "economic vote," for those
who run child development centers will
be aware that they must tailor their pro
grams to meet the wishes of parents and
the needs of children or else go out of
business. In fact this was said by the Na
tional Urban League in its written state
ment of June 3, 1971, to the Subcommit
tee on Children and Youth and the Sub
committee on Employment, Manpower,
and Poverty:

We recommend some type of direct appeals
process for parents who can demonstrate
that a center does not serve the best inter
ests of their children and themselves. One
alternative might be to provide temporary

vouchers to allow them to seek servIces on
the "open market" In order to prOVide needed
services until they are able to obtain either
the changes deemed necessary in the center
in which they enrolled or until they no long
er reqUire the service.

The idea of an appeals process in the
proposed programs seems extraordinar
ily clumsy, but the notion of vouchers
here is very much in order.

Moreover, Mr. President, it would be
desirable, and probably possible, for a
voucher system to be devised in such a
way that a premium could be placed
upon child care in the family-preferably
the child's own family, as in the instance
of Mr. Shannon's proposed direct money
grants. The problem of designing a sys
tem based upon either direct money
grants or vouchers for improving the
raising of children is a very complex one.

Of course, it is difficult at best to de
vise a procedure to insure with reason
able certainty that the funds allotted are
used for the purpose allotted, to see to it
that funds are not diverted for other
uses or misc'pent. It will be impossible to
guarantee that all vouchers, say, will be
used wisely by parents in the lower in
come groups. But then, even high-income
individuals do not always spend their
money well, nor does this Congress. The
Government must not put itself in the
business of supervising the decisions of
every individual.

Mr. President, by rejecting the bill be
fore us today and going on to work along
the lines I have sketched-those of either
a direct money grant or voucher system
the Congress of the United states will
affirm its belief in the family as the
fundamental bUilding block of any so
ciety; It would, at the same time reject
the view that each child, viewed atom
istically as only one component of the
mass, should become the ward of the
State.

By leaving the ultimate responsibility
for decisions relating to a child's welfare
in the hands of parents rather than gov
ernment bureaucrats, we by no means
ensure that these decisions will always be
wise ones, but we will affirm our belief
that decisions as to the welfare of a
child are best made by those closest to
him.

The' tie of "flesh and blood" is still
basic. We should seek to strengthen it,
rather than replace it with that desic
cated link which we usually find be
tween social worker and client. We should
make it clear by our actions here today
that we have faith in the ability of the
individual to make decisions about his
own future, in the ability of the family
to resolve its own problems. We shOUld
limit our assistance only to those in
stances in which the individual or the
family has so clearly failed that they
recognize their plight themselves and
feel they have nowhere else to turn.

In sum, the Federal Government
should be the court of last resort rather
than that of first resort. The proponents
of this child development legislation
would now encourage us, and later per
haps compel us, to look first to the State
for the resolution of, purely personal
problems. This is an approach which I
reject. Mr. President, and I urge my col
leagues to join me in rejecting it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. TAFT. Mr; President, wi.II the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield the Senator
from Tennessee an additional 3 minutes.

Mr. BROCK. I yield.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I know that

the Senator is a fiscal conservative and
that he would seek a solution to these
problems which would be consistent with
the overall economic wen-being of the
Nation. I am interested in his apparent
espousal, or almost espousal, of the con
cept of a direct payment to the mothers
involved. I think the figures in connec
tion with the proposal merit some atten
tion.

The figure we have as to the number
of families in which there is family in
come of $7,000 or less is 6,806,000. If we
take a family allowance and start throw
ing around the kind of allowance it seems
to me the Senator is talking about, and
if we are asking a working mother-there
are approximately 1 million of them with
family incomes at those levels-to leave
the job market, I think we are talking
about an amount that might be estimated
at $2,000 per family,

Is the Senator suggesting that we ought
to be talking about a direct grant pro
gram running in the neighborhord of $14
billion, just on the arithmetic of 7 million
such families and children involved? It
seems to me that the cost involved about
which the Senator is talking is enormous.
It does point out what I have attempted

to point out and what I think the Sena
tor from Minnesota has attemDted to
point out-that this program goes hand
in hand, really, with H.R. 1 and a family
allowance type of approach to the prob
lem. It is not anything more than a mere
extension of the Headstart program,
which I do not believe the Sen':, tor op
poses, into a slightly broader realm,
broader scope, in an attempt to handle
problems that apparently are nc t being
handled.

I hope the day will come when all
children can be taken care of in their
own homes, and adequately so, and we
will not have the problem ot working
mothers that we have today.

I should like to get the Senator's fig
ures pinned down as to how hl feels the
problem could be handled from a fiscal
point of view, if we take the view SUg
gested by the New York Times editorial.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired.

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield 3 additional
minutes to the Senator fro:n Tennessee.

Mr. BROCK. That was an extensive
question. I will try to answer it briefiy.

I really think that the fundamental
premise we have here is what the cost is
for the child who is, by incentive or
otherwise, taken from its family. This
bill would motivate the db;olution of
family care, family sharing, family con
cern. To me, there is no possible way to
calculate thd cost of that to the child.

The studies I have seen are from really
good child care centers-some in Chicago
and Israel. They still reflect an enormous
psychological impact upon the child.

For the life of me, I cannot see how
the Government could create an incen
tive program to encourage a woman to



21392 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENAT~ June :/.9,1972
choose the work market over her respon
sibility of trying to provide her child with
every ounce of love available to it, so
that it can grow up with dignity and
love for other people. I do not think that
can be found in a child development
center.

The pressure is going to come on Con
gress and the Government to provide the
centers in every community. No one can
stand before this body and say there are
enough people with Ph. D.'s in psychol
ogy and all the rest to staff those cen
ters. The result is that you are going to
have wards, yoU are going to have ware
houses, in which you take tht' responsi
bility of these babies from their mothers.

So that the question is net employ
ment. I think there is a better way to
do it. I think the mother, when she has
that child, accepts the responsibility. I
see no reason not to recogniza that. We
do it in the family assistance program.
We do take cognizance of that. We are
not requiring them to work until the
child has reached the age of six. Why
create an additional system of motiva
tion which puts economic pressure on
that family to dissolve itself and to abdi
cate the most fundamental plinciples a
family has, which is the rearing and
loving of their children?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield myself 15
minutes.

Mr. President, I congratulate the Sen
ator from Ohio, who is the ranking mi
nority member of the SUbcommittee, the
Senator from Minnesota, ar.d the Sen
ator from Wisconsin for the work they
did on the bill when it was considered
in subcommittee and in committee. It
ie an enormously complex problem, and
the further one gets into the bill the
more complicated it becomes.

We had some executive hearings on
the bill in the markup. A considerable
number of changes were made to it. I be
lieve there was some study and some
consideration of the philosophical points
involved. But I am not a bit certain that,
under the pressure of work within which
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare operates, sufficient attention was
given to the mechanics of this bill in
order to avoid the pitfalls that the pre
vious bill contained or in order to avoid
what I think is the fundamental pit
fall; namely, promising more than we
can produce. Over and over again in the
past few years Congress has, through
legislation, with high ideals, promised to
the American public great, flaming new
programs which will solve all the social
evils of the country. This is one more
of that kind of idealistic approach. I
have nothing against ideals. I am for
them myself, but I wish Congress would
not go on spending the taxpayers' money
thinking it will be a panacea for all our
country's social ills and then not be able
to solve most of the ills to which the
legislation addresses itself.

I made some individual comments on
the bill in the report, some of which I
think are worthwhile repeating here. I
voted to report the bill so that we could
get it out on the floor and consider more
fully many of the problems which I

felt were inadequately dealt with in
committee. I hope, in the process of con
sideration of this bill, in the limited
time we have, through consideration of
the amendments which I will propose
and other amendments which other Sen
ators will propose, that we can correct
some of the defects in the delivery sys
tem.

But, frankly, even if we do correct
them, even if we are able to make this
one of the more efficient bureaucratic
systems, I doubt that we will get to solve
the basic problem the Senator from Min
nesota is trying to address himself to.

First, I would say that last year's veto
talked about fiscal irresponsibility, point
ing out that there was $2.1 billion au
thorized for the program over 2 years.
Now that is not $2.1 million, that is $2.1
bill.

What we have done in this bill?
We have authorized $2.9 billion over a

3-year period, the first year's authoriza
tion to be devoted to planning and me
chanics and then the major proportion
of the authorized amount will be spent in
following 2 years.

In fiscal years 1974 and 1975, 2 years,
we will authorize for appropriation $2.8
billion, when a lesser amount in the pre
vious bill was categorized as being fiscal
ly irresponsible.

So it seems apparent that this has not
been cured. As a matter of fact, we have
put a little additional custard on top of
the pie.

One other point that came up was a
series of extended discussions, arguments,
and votes, in connection with the size
of the prime sponsorship. Last year's
vetoed bill contained a prime sponsor
ship population requirement of 5,000.

In the process of the veto measure, it
was pointed out that this would create
so many operating units that it would be
totally impossible to find personnel to
staff the centers.

This year, the bill contains a prime
sponsorship population requirement of
25,000 people or more.

Now, every person who has a knowl
edge of the presently available number
of trained personnel, everyone I have
heard of, including HEW, and Jules
Sugarman and a significant number of
others, have said that we should have a
population requirement of 100,OOO-not
25,000, but 100,000.

If we had 100,000, we would reduce the
eligible sponsors to 484 which would bring
this program within the realm of admin
istrative workability.

With 25,000, there would be 2,100 eligi
ble applicants which is about 900 more
than the present Headstart program with
which they have had grave difficulty get
ing the program into operation.

So I would say to you, Mr. President,
that, mechanically speaking, 25,000 sim
ply does not make any sense.

Furthermore, the 25,000 is put in with
out any doubt whatsoever-as can be de
termined from the members of the com
mittee who took part in the debate-to
try to get the prime sponsorships to be
within a State instead of being "a" State,
in order to have the local areas within
the State competing against each other
for funds, instead of letting the State be
the sponsor and thereby working out

within the State what the necessary areas
are for the centers, and how they can be
best coordinated .with existing programs.

I argued this point before the commit
tee. I got nowhere with it there. But I
bring it up again because I prophesy that
if this bill gets through and does not get
vetoed-and I think that is somewhat
unlikely if it is still in its present form
then when we get into the actual op
eration and get into the number of appli
cants called for under the 25,000, we will
be in serious administrative trOUble.

We then have an absolute bureaucrat
icmonstrosity, if I may say so with all
due deference to the distinguished Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE), of
committees, councils, and subcommit
tees-not adVisory committees, but ac
tual operating committees. I drew a dia
gram of this, which appears on page 58

·of the report. Reference to that diagram
clearly demonstrates that we have so
many overlapping local councils. State
councils, program committees, that the
prime sponsor, in fact, does nothing. The
Secretary has very little discretion left
to try to decide which will work and
which will not. In fact, there is no re
quirement that any councils or commit
tees ever reach a decision. Nevertheless,
that decision has to be reached and
made before any program can go for
ward, so that anyone of the councils
could sit on its hands as long as it wants
to. No matter how many other people
want a program to start, it could not
even operate. I would say that that is an
other very vexing problem.

It is interesting to me that on the cal
endar the bill is listed as the Headstart
bill. The bill itself is said to strengthen
and expand the Headstart program. The
fact is, there is about as little relation
ship between this program and Head
start as it is now operating as there is
between a monkey and an elephant.
There is no relationship.

Let me indicate some of the things
which are supposed to be carried out un
der the program.

Child development and family services
program. That means programs-this is
found on page 5 of the bill-as follows:

"ChIld development and famIly service
programs" means programs on a full-day or
part-day basis which provide the educa
tIonal, nutritional, health, and other serv
Ices needed to provIde the opportunity for
cWIdren to attaIn their full potential, In
cluding servIces to other famUy members
related to the fUll educational and other
development of chIldren;

Now, Mr. President, I submit that
there is a built-in determination already
made that someone knows what the edu
cational, nutritional, health, and other
services are which are needed in order
to raise a child to his full potential. Well,
with all due deference, I do not even
know that with respect to my own chil
dren.

But I do not know how we are going
to find experte who can do this with re
gard to children who will go into the day
centers so that the mothers can go to
work. I do not understand where we' will
find the expertise in order to provide an
answer as to what services are needed in
order to allow children to obtain their
full potential.
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Mr. President, I have seen many chil·

dren, and I am sure the Presiding Officer
has, that have been well cared for, who
have been well educated and who have
come to the determination that they did
not want to do anything, and they have
not. They have either dropped out or
have not realized their full potential.
They have been taken to psychiatrists
and psychologists, and they have not
proven very much to themselves or to
anyone else. However, they have had the
benefit of all the services that are sup
posed to be the very best from the very
beginning.

I would say once again and try to em
phasize as 1 have ever since I have been
in Congress that there are differences be
tween people, and we cannot get some
kind of predetermined standard set up
by an expert in Washington and deter
mine that this is the mechanism by
which a child will reach his potential. It
takes far more than that.

There are other items dealing with
the same thing, whether this is Head
start or not. Home services and con
sultation must be provided for the fam
ilies of preschool age in providing for
the healthy growth and development of
each child's full potential. Once again
we will send people in and say, "Your
kid isn't reaching his potential, friend."
And you will have to do something to
correct this.

This is what this bill is about. Already
some programs provide for day services
and activities for children when there are
no parents to provide any. There is a list
on pages 8 and 9, and we can go back to
the definition on page 5.

1 referred to the size of the sponsor
ship once before, saying that it was
25,000. And it is true that on page 13 it
says that a prime sponsor may be any
State or any unit of local government or
any combination of such units having
a total population of 25,000 or more per
sons.

Then it goes on to another one. Then
it goes on to No.3. That says "any unit
of local government or any combina
tion of such units, without regard to
population, subject to a demonstration
by the applicant that it has the capabil
ity to carry out adequately a comprehen
sive child development and family serv
ice programs, and that is a particular de
mand for services and availability of re
sources within the area to be served."

Presumably, 10 people could be eligible
under this bill. Certainly we could have
any local educational institution or any
local governmental institution which
thought it had the eligibility, make the
application, and it would be eligible,
whether it had 25,000 or not.

So when I said in my original views
2,100,1 am only talking about 2,100 eligi
ble applicants. If we talk about 25,000 or
more, if we include paragraph 3 on page
13, we could have as many prime spon
sors as there are organizations in the
country.

Any Indian tribal organization, re
gardless of size could be a prime sponsor.
Then it goes on in (5) to any other pUb
lic or private nonprofit agency meeting
the requirements of subsection (h) of
this section.

All 1 can say with respect to this is

that it is wide open, that 25,000 really
does not limit the applications at all. We
will have far more applicants than the
2,100 that I referred to in my individual
views, or at least there is an opportunity
for them to apply.

I would say that we have not met the
veto objection on this point.

Then we go on to the question of bu
reaucracy. And this is a honey. 1 am not
sure 1 can explain it. I am not sure I can
stand here, having been all the way
through the hearings and all the way
through the markup by the committee
and having read the bill and having
looked at the wording of the language,
and try to explain it to the Senate.

1 certainly cannot, at least not with
out the chart on page 58, showing what
the various areas of responsibility of the
committees and councils are. In any
event, we have to set up a child and
family service council. And usually when
we set up committees and councils in
addition to a prime sponsor, we set them
up in an advisory capacity. However, we
do not do that here.

This is what we do with the child and
family service council in this case. They
will be entitled to approve annual pro
gram statements, basic goals, policies
and procedures, and the selection, estab
lishment, or other renewal of any agency
or agencies under paragraph 3 of this
section, and will be responsible for an
nual and ongoing child development and
family service programs contained in the
prime sponsor area.

This is what the child and family serv
ice council does. It is an operating group.
Then we come to local program councils
and project policy committees. The proj
ect policy committee is found on page 37.
It has responsibility for approving basic
goals, policies, actions and procedures
for the project applicant and for plan
ning, overall conduct, personnel, budget
ing, location of centers and facilities, and
direction and evaluation of projects.

So, we have one child and family serv
ice council doing one thing. We have the
local program council, not the project
policy committee, doing more than that.
And on page 30 of the bill we have the
provision that all project applications
shall be approved by the prime sponsor
only if previously approved by the local
program council for the appropriate
local family service area.

So, we have three separate groups de
pending upon who the prime sponsor is;
and either one or anyone of them, as far
as I can determine, has a veto power over
whether or not the prime sponsor is mak
ing any sense in its application or in fact
can operate this as a prime sponsor; and
in fact in each case reviewing, what the
other has done.

It is so complicated that I doubt very
much whether any area is really going to
be able to get off the ground insofar as
this maze of bureaucracy is concerned.

Now we have something else that is
interesting-the formula as to how this
money, $2.8 billion in 2 years, is going to
be spent.

I did not bring this up in my individual
views at all.

Page 46 of the bill says that 50 percent
will be apportioned among the States and
then within each State among the local

areas in proportion to the relative num
ber of economically disadvantaged chil
dren in each State.

That means that for a change, at least,
we are giving one-half of the money in
the area where needed. In other words,
it would be where the economically dis
advantaged kids are. I think that is good.

Then, it states:
(B) 25 per centum thereof shall be appor

tioned among the States, and within each
State among local areas, In proportion to the
relative number of children through age five
in each State and local area, respectively;
and

That means that any child, even if his
father is a multimillionaire, is inclUded
in the formula.

The next section reads:
(0) 25 per centum thereof shall be appor

tioned among the States, and Within each
State among local areas, in proportion to the
relative number of children of working
mothers and single parents in each State and
Local area, respectively.

This is an incentive to go to work and
an incentive to be a single parent, then
you get more money in the State for the
purpose of developing these programs.

But there is something very interest
ing about this. 1 have not gotten to the
bottom of it yet. 1 may make further
comment on it tomorrow. I turn now to
page 78 in connection with the formula
and I find there are charges in the form
ula grants for other programs which have
been developed very carefully within the
bill, so that the method by which peo
ple have determined what allocation of
funds they will get under OEO or under
other pieces of legislation which bear on
child development or economic develop
ment have been changed by this bill. I
have not yet been able to make an analy
sis to find out what the changes are and
to what extent they will bear on the
formula allocation given on page 46 of
the bill.

Then, we have Federal control of in
dividUal citizens. It is not actually as
strenuous as it was in the previous bill
which was vetoed. Some of the saving
provisions may take it out of a condition
which would let people say, as they did
before, that this was some kind of youth
camp, similar to the ones Germany had,
but we have some interesting provisions
here.

On page 57 of the bill we have the
Secretary with power to conduct demon
stration and experimental model pro
grams "subject to the fullest extent prac
ticable to each of the requirements with
respect to project applications under sec
tion 105." In other words, the Secretary
can run his own program with respect to
nutrition, health, and developing the full
potentials of a child.

There is nothing wrong with trying to
do research in these programs but I have
some doubt as to whether or not we
should have the Secretary of Health, Ed
ucation, and Welfare running one of the
centers, and still saying that we can do
this, because you have to get consent of
the parent.

This is clear on page 74 under section
31O(a) (2).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
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Mr. DOMINICK. I yield myself 2 addi

tional minutes.
Then, you have to go a long way to

find it and you have to go through the
bill item by item before you can find a
number of things.

I shall not take any more time of the
Senate tonight. I send to the desk several
amendments and ask that they be
printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be received and printed.
and will lie on the table.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I do
not plan tQ use much further time this
evening. I tried to make the points
which I think needed to be made in my
opening remarks.

This is a measure with which the Sen
ate is quite familiar. We had a long
debate and several votes on essentially
the same amendments which I think will
come before us in the next day or so. I
think the Senate is quite familiar with
the issues with which we are here con
celned.

One of the key arguments used by
some opponents of this measure and one
which is frequently seen in right-wing
journals is that this measure is designed
to undermine and weaken the family.
This is a charge which I dismiss categori
cally as being unfounded. In fact, the re
verse is true. This measure recognizes
that the best place for a child is at home
with a healthy, stable, united family.
The trouble is, however, that we have
millions of families whiGh are either trag
ically impoverished, deeply divided, or in
which, for economic reasons, both par
ents find it necessary to seek employ
ment. This is not an opinion; it is a fact
which I think cannot be denied.

One-third of all mothers with pre
school children are working today. One
half of all mothers with school-age chil
dren are working today. This trend was
not caused by this measure. This trend
was caused by the economic predicament
in which families now find themselves.

There is an alternative we could take
which has been suggested by some, and
that is a massive, multibillion dollar
subsidy program for families of limited
income to make it possible for one of
the parents to remain home and not to
work. I have not heard any of the op
ponents of this measure remotely sug
gest they would support anything near
that kind of proposal. So the children of
poor families are left with advice but no
help. And particularly the tragically
cheated children from many broken
homes and tragically impoverished homes
are left with insufficient food, no health
care, no emotional support, no educa
tional stimulation, and no hope. The
question is whether they are going to be
caught in the crossfire of political de
bate or whether Congress is going to act
upon the almost unanimous advice of
people in this field, and practically all
organizations that represent experience
and understanding in this field. The
question is whether we will respond to
the top recommendation of the Presi-

dent's White House Conference on Chil
dren, and begin a program along that
line embodied in the measure before
the Senate today.

I have seen, as have many of my col
leagues, the predicament which many of
these children face and confront in those
highly vulnerable first years of life.

This proposal seeks to strengthen the
family, assist the family where it needs
help in fulfilling those fundamental ob
ligations and responsibilities of a family
to its young. It seeks to help families
where, because of enormous poverty or
because of the need to work, it becomes
necessary for both parents to be work
ing during the day. In those cases it seeks
to provide an alternative which is help
ful, supportive, and developmental dur
ing the hours when that becomes neces
sary.

We tried to establish a system of help
which assures that these programs will
be under the control of the parents whose
children are involved. We have a pro
gram which is totally voluntary. There
is no compulsion whatsoever in this pro
posal.

One of the key disputes in the develop
ment of this measure has been between
those of us who favor heavy parental
control on the one hand and those, on
the other, who want it run by remote
State welfare bureaucracy far distant
from the home and usually operated un
der a system of incentives which I think
would be destructive of family life and
destructive of the best interests of these
children.

So I am hopeful that some of the scare
rhetoric that we hear from time to time
and exaggerated talk about warehousing
of children, and expressions of that kind,
would be rejected and that we could have
a responsible, balanced discussion of
what this measure involves.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. TAFT. I want to commend the

Senator partiCUlarly because of certain
remarks that were made earlier by some
of our colleagues who used the word
"warehousing." This implied something
that is directly contrary to my under
standing of the purposes of this legisla
tion. In fact, if there is a major purpose
of the legislation, I think it is to prevent
the warehousing of children that is
growing with the growth of day-care
centers without adequate controls and
without adequate leadership and with
out adequate research or study of ex
actly what is being done.

In the committee hearings, as I
listened to what is the problem, it is that
we have an increaEe really in what
amounts to warehousing of children to
day with the growth of working
mothers. We are trying, as I felt, to go
in the opposite direction, to provide
meaningful hope for those who want to
remain in their homes rather than
mere custodial function performed by
the day-care center.

Mr. IvfONDALE. I think the Senator
from Ohio is inarguably correct. A re
cent survey of the National Council of
Jewish Women reported on their survey
of day-care centers around the country,

and they concluded regrettably that most
are. in the custodial rather than· in the
developmental category; and that many
of them provide such few services to the
children as to pose a very serious danger
of psychological damage. The child
should be at home with his parents, if it is
possible. If, for the reasons we have cited,
analtemative becomes necessary, we
ought to be sure that that child gets the
emotional support, educational help,
health care, and stimulation that are
needed. Regrettably, some people are try
ing to find a way out through these cus
todial kinds of warehousing which, in or
der to save a few dollars more, lose a gen
eration of children who have just been
denied what is needed. So the whole
thrust of this measure is, No.1, to help
parents and families in the home.

People call this a day care bill. It is not
a day care bill. Its first purpose is not
that of day care. Its first purpose is to
help the family and it is to furnish the
child developmental help, which is dis
tinct from the custodial warehousing of
children. That is a distinct element of
this proposal.

If I might impose on the Senator from
Ohio for a moment, I would like to re
port what kind of organizations support
the measure which the. Senator from
Ohio helped to write.

I have a letter here from the Board of
Christian Social Concerns of the United
Methodist Church, signed by its general
secretary, strongly supporting the pend
ing legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ter appear in the RECORD at this point.

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

BOARD OF CHRISTIAN
SOCIAL CONCERNS OF THE
UNITED METHODIST CHURCH,

Washington, D.O., June 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
Ohairman, Senate Subcommittee on Ohil

dren and Youth, U.s. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.O. .

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: On behalf of our
Board staff I would Hke to indlca.te our sup
port for S. 3617, the Comprehensive Head
start, Child Development and Famlly Serv
ices Act of 1972.

Our 1968 General Conference of The United
Methodist Church favored the objective of
"supplemental educational and cultural ex
periences for pre-school children." In addi
tion, the Social Principles of The United
Methodist Church, adopted in Atlanta in
April, 1972, declared:. "We urge soelal, eco
nomic and religious efforts to maintain and
strengthen families in order that every mem
ber may be assisted toward complete per
sonhood." This document also stated: "We
support the development of school systems
and innovative methods of education de
signed to assist each child toward full hu
manity."

We beHeve that these objectives Will be at
least partially achieved through the enact
ment of S. 3617. This moosure shOUld help
to strengthen family life by prOViding the as
surance of meaningful day care for those
children whose parents, of necessity, must
work outside the home. The developmental
services for children in terms of education
and health should be most advantageous.
Also, the after~choo1 and part-day care wlll
help torelleve anxious parents of the bur
den of otherwise inadequate supervision and
training of their chlldren, thus substantially
strengthening family life. In addltlcn, the
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child development classes for parents should
greatly enhance the quality of famlly !lving
for all who are its beneficiaries.

We strongly urge Members of the United
States Senate to ba.ck this bi-partisan effort
to provide adequate child development and
family serVices for the nation's famllles.

Yours sincerely,
Dr.A. DUDLEY WARD,

General Secretary.

Mr. MONDALE. I have a letter from
the American Baptist Convention, signed
by John W. Thomas, director of the
Department of Governmental Relations,
supporting the measure now before the
Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that it ap
pear at this point in the RECORD.

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

AMERICAN BAPTIST CONVENTION,
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1972.

Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Chil

dren and Youth, U.S. Senate, Washing
ton, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE! Please find en
closed a letter from'our Department of Mln-.
Istry with Chlldren in s~pport of S. 3617,
the Comprehensive Headstart; Chlld Devel
opment and Family Services Act of 1972.

Please utlllze this letter In whatever way
that you think best suited to help bring pas
sage of this legislation.

Thank you for your concern and leader
ship In this important area of family Ilfe
and responsibility. If our office can be of any
further assistance, please do not hesitate to
call upon us.

Sincerely,
JOHN W. THOl\rAS,

Director, Department 01 Governmen
tal Relations.

AMERICAN BAPTIST CONVENTION,
Valley Forge, Pa., June 19, 1972.

Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Children

and Youth, U.S. Senate, Washington,
D.O.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: On behalf of the
American Baptist Convention, Department of
Ministry with Children, I would like to Indi
cate our support for S. 3617, the Comprehen
sive Headstart, Child Development and Fam
l1y Services Act of 1972.

We reallze the crucial Importance of the
eariy years In a child's Ilfe, not only for
physical and intellectual growth but for so
cial and emotional as well. These are the
formative years in which permanent founda
tlons. are laid for a child's feellng of self
worth and confidence In his ablllty to achieve.

We be!leve that the Senate, through S.
3617, has the opportunity to Improve the
quality of health, nutrition and education
services to young children. This measure
should help to strengthen family life by
providing meaningful day care for children
whose parents, of necessity, must work out
side the home. In addition, the child devel
opment classes for parents, prOVided for by
this b111, would greatly enhance and augment
the quality of family liVing for all; conse
quently, a Whole generation of children and
parents would be the beneficiaries of the kind
of learning experiences which would enrich
both the children's personalities and the par
ent's understanding.

For these reasons, we strongly urge mem
bers of the U.S. Senate to support this bl-par
tisan effort to prOVide adequate child devel
opment and family services for the nation's
fam1lles.

Sincerely,
LINDA IsHAM,

Director, Department of Ministry with
Children.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
a letter from Halph E. Smeltzer, repre
senting the Washington office of the
Church of the Brethren, strongly sup
porting the measure as embodied in
S. 3617. They say:

Since we feel it would not only aid the
indiVidual child, but would strengthen the
family unit, by helping each member of the
family unit feel a' sense of personal worth.

I ask unanimous consent that that
letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

CHURCH OF THE BRETHREN,
Washington, D.O., June 19, 1972.

Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Children

and Youth, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O.
DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The members of

the Church of the Brethren have always been
concerned about the social welfare of all per
sons and have consistently supported legisla
tion which furthers social welfare for all
persons. As a body, the Church of the Breth
ren has said that "as some of the deepest
concerns of our church, we favor continued
and more effective provision for needy Amer
icans, such as the aged, the poverty-stricken,
the unemployed, delinquent or predelinquent
youth, and underprivileged chlldren."

We, therefore, wish to lend our support In
favor of the Child Development Bl1l, S. 3617,
since we feel It would not only aid the indi
vidual child, but would strengthen the family
unit, by helping each member of the family
unit feel a sense of personal worth.

Sincerely,
RALPH. E. SMELTZER,

Washington Representative and Social
Justice Oonsultant,

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
a letter from the United Presbyterian
Church of the United States, signed by
Mary Jane Patterson, its associate direc
tor for national affairs, strongly support
ing this proposal, which I ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the RECORD.

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

THE UNITED PRESBYTERIAN
CHURCH IN THE U.S.A.,

WaShington, D.C., June 19. 1972.
Hon. 'WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The Washington
Office of the United Presbyterian Church
U.S.A. supports the comprehensive Head
Start, Chlld Development and Family Services
Act of 1972, Senate Blll-3617.

A careful reading of this blll leads us to
the conclusion that its provisions wUl help
to straighten famlly Ilfe.

The United Presbyterian Church U.S.A.
has a long history of concern for the total
development of children. We beIleve this blll
Is a step In the right direction.

Sincerely;
MARY JANE PATTERSON,

Associate Director for National Affairs.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
the following letters, v:hich I ask unani
mous consent to have printed at this
point in the HECORD:

Pi letter from the Religious Action
Center, Union of American Hebrew
Congregations, signed by Marvin Brait
erman, strongly supporting this bill; a
letter f;:oom the National Council of the
Churches of Christ in the United States,

signed by David M. Ackerman, strongly
supporting this prcposal; a letter from
the National Committee Against Mental
Illness, signed by Mike Gorman, strongly
supporting this proposal; a letter from
the American Parents Com.!nittee, Inc.,
signed by George J. Hecht, strongly sup
porting this legislation; a telegram signed
by Stanley J. McFarland, director of
government relations, National Educa
tion Association, strongly supporting this
proposal; a resolution adopted by the
resolutions committee of U.S. Confer
ence of Mayors; a letter signed by the
Joint Washington Office for Soc:~l Con
cern, representing the American Ethical
Union, American Humanist Association,
and a Unitarian Universalist Associa
tion; a letter signed by the American
Psychological Association; a letter signed
by the Maryland Psychological Associa
tion; a letter signed by the AFL-CIO.

There being no objection, the com
munications were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

RELIGIOUS ACTION CENTER,
Washington, D.C., June 16, 1972.

HON. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The Union of
American Hebrew Congregations and the
Central Conference of American Rabbis,
which we represent In Washington, strongly
support the pending Comprehensive Head
Start, Chlld Development and Famlly Serv
Ices Act of 1972 (S. 3617).

For many years our organizations, which
comprise respectiveiy the congregations and
rabbis of American Reform JudaIsm, have
advocated legislation that would enhance
the lives of and opportunities for chlldren
who' are reached by your blll. We believe
that the pending legislation enhances the
quallty of family life in America, and would
represent a significant legislative aid both
with reference to the current deficits of dis
advantaged chlldren in education and in
terms of socIal and economic opportunity.
We are particularly attracted to the fact
that the legislation seeks to dellver services
to children, of a comprehensive character,
which goes far beyond prior federal pro
grams, and which we believe can have, If
adopted, a significant mUltiplier effe'ct that
may dramatically improve the quality of
life for poor people generally and poor chil
dren In particular.

Last year, we were heartened by Con
gressional passage of simllar legislation and
disappointed when the President vetoed It.
We hope that this year both Congress and
the President wlll see It through to fruition.
To you, we express our admiration and appre
ciation for the leadership that you have fur
nished in continuing to press for this pro
gram.

Kindest regards.
Sincerely,

MARVIN BRAITERMAN.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE
CHURCHES OF CHRIST,

Washington, D.C. June 16, 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.s. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I understand that
the Senate wlll soon consider the "Compre
hensive Headstart Child Development and
Family services Act," which would provide for
a network of developmental day care pro
grams for chlldren from famllles with low
income and chlldren whose parents are
working. I write to express our support for
this piece of legislation. The blllis, we think,
a realistic and workable compromise.
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The need for a national network of day

care centers Is clear. Mothers who are al
ready working, mothers who want to work but
cannot because there Is no one to care for
their small children. children who need the
kinds of services that a developmental day
care center can provide-all indicate that this
Is a public need to which the Congress ought
to respond.

Yet fUlly as important as the need for day
care Itself Is that the day care provided be of
high quality, custodial day care such as that
provided in Title IV of HB. 1 Is not enough
and ill serves both the child and his fam
Ily. The day care center must first of all be
child centered. It must provide a range and
quality of services that serve to develop the
capacities of the child both cognitively and
noncognitively. So that the day care center
Is a supplement to and not a substitute for
the role of the family. there should be op
portunity for signlficant input from the
parents of the children served. S. 3617. we
believe. amply provides both this focus on
the child as a person in his own right and a
significant role for parents.

For these reasons we hope that the Senate
will act favorably upon your blll and express
to you our great appreciation for your leader
ship on this legislation.

Sincerely yours.
DAVID M. ACKERMAN.

NATIONAL COMMITTEE
AGAINST MENTAL ILLNESS,

Washington, D.C., May 26, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
U.s. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I have had a
chance to study S. 3617. the Comprehensive
Child Development bill.

Our organization has been strongly in sup
port of child care legislation during the past
two years of hearings. I have made at least
twenty-five speeches during that period of
time in various parts of the country and have
received an enthusiastic response to the con
cept of Child C"\"e Development Centers from
a number of organizations In the human re
sources field.

We have a liaison group of mental health
organizations which meets monthly In Wash
Ington. I append to this letter a list of these
organizations. At our last meeting, on May
24th of this year, we again discussed the
status of the child care development legisla
tion and agreed Informally to give it the
highest priority. While I cannot speak for
mally for the entire liaison group, I do wish to
convey to you the feeling of the group that
the passage of this legislation would probably
be one of the most important-if not the
most important--developments in the hu
man resources and mental health field in the
current year.

I congratulate you for your efforts on be
half of the legislation.

Sincerely,
MIKE GORMAN.

THE AMERICAN PARENTS
COMMITTEE, INC.•

New York, N.Y., May 8, 1972.
Att: Mr. Sidney Johnson.
Re: Child development legislation.
CHAIRMAN,
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Wel

fare, New Senate Office Building, Wash
ington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As national chairman
of the American Parents Committee. and as
publisher of Parents' Magazine, I would like
to record our strong support for the "Com
prehensive Headstart. Child Development.
and Family services Act of 1972". to be re
ported to the Senate by May 12.

The American Parents Committee, at our
annual Board of Directors meeting on Jan
uary 27, 1972, unanimously recommended
support of such a comprehensive b1ll, and

our Washington Report of April 1972 spe
clfically advocated provisions of both S.
3193 and S. 3228. In addition, the May 1972
issue of Parents· Magazine. an issue devoted
entirely to the unmet needs of American
children, carries a special article on the goals
of developmental Day Care, entitled "What
Does Our Country Owe Its Children?" Be
cause of the timeliness of this article, I hope
it may be placed in the Congressional Rec
ord's proceedings of the Senate.

Sincerely,
GEORGE J. HECHT.

Chairman.

Senator WALTER MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

The National Education Association Sup
ports S. 3617, the comprehensive Headstart,
Child Development and Family Services Act
of 1972 as major step toward strengthening
family involvement in early childhood pro
graIns, providing local control, and establish
ing proper relationship ot education agencies
to total program.

STANLEY J. McFARLAND,
Director of Government Relations, NEA.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE RESOLUTIONS
COMMITTEE OF THE U.S. CONFERENCE OF
MAYORS REGARDING CHILD DEVELOPMENT:
Now therefore be it resolved that the U.S.

Conference of Mayors urges the enactment of
legislation which will prOVide for a compre
hensive range of quality family centered
child care services in order to assist parents
if they so choose to provide their children
with an opportuity for healthy and stimulat
ing development. Be It further resolved that
cities be given the opportunity to plan and
coordinate such comprehensive prograIns at
the local level. Be it further resolved that
such prograIns be made available to families
and children with economic or other special
needs in direct proportion to that need.

JOINT WASHINGTON OFFICE
FOR SOCIAL CONCERN,

Washington, D.C., June 16, 1972.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The Joint Wash
ington Office for Social Concern, representing
the American Ethical Union, the American
Humanist Association and the Unitarian Uni
versalist Association, wishes to record its
long-standing support for S. 3617. the child
development bill.

We are convinced that the adult society is
morally responsible for the prevention of
child deprivation and the providing of de
velopmental services for its children. We have
been appalled by the high infant mortality
rate in this affluent lRnd and by the many
recorded (to say nothing of the unreported)
instances of child neglect and abuse. All
three of our organizations have called for
the funding of child care fac1l1ties and the
creation of child development and famil1y
service centers throughout the country (see
attached resolutions) because we are con
vinced that services of this nature will
strengthen family life, reduce tensions Which
lead to family break-up and insure that all
children be free of the medical, nutritional,
and psychological handicaps Which need not
mar their lives in a society such as ours.

We further applaud the provision in S. 3617
that these services be provided free to fami
lies of four earning less than $4320 and for
only modest fees for those earning up to
$6960. This guarantees that the poor can raise
their children Without anxiety for the child's
basic welfare. an anxiety which ,has plagued
poor people for too long.

Who doubts anymore that early child dep
rivation and abuse Is linked to later asocial
and criminal behaviors? The adoption of a
comprehensive child development bill is in

the interests not onlyo{ehildrenand par
ents but of all the nation's citizens as well.
We urge its early and uncompromised pas
sage.

Sincerely.
ROBERT E. JONES,

Executive Director.

AMERICAN HUMANIST ASSOCIATION
Resolution on Child Development and Day

Care Centers (May 14, 1972)
Specialists in child care agree that the pe

riod from two to five years in a child's life Is
strategic in the development of physical and
mental health and good social adjustment.
Working mothers, therefore, must have as
surance that the day care of their children
will be more than a babysitting process.
There Is urgent need for qUality day care and
family service centers open to all families.

We urge the prompt enactment of federal
legislation to create such centers throughout
the country, available free to lOW-income
fammes and on a sliding scale to all others.

AMERICAN ETHICAL UNION
1972-64th Annual AEU Assembly
Approved Resolution on: Child Develop

ment Centers--Famllyand Day Care Centers.
Recognizing, that the nation's children are

its most precious asset; and
That, specialists in child care lay great

stress on the importance of the period be
tween birth and five years, when children
respond most favorably to health and educa
tion programs; and

That, parents must have assurance that
the day care of their children will be more
than a baby-sitting process; and

That, there is need for quality day care
and family services centers open to all fam
1l1es.

Therefore, be it resolved, that we urge Con
gress to pass, and the President to sign, the
necessary legislation for the creation of child
development and family services centers
throughout the country, available to the poor
free of charge and on a sliding scale for all
others, to be administered locally and With
community involvement; and

Be it further resolved, that the Congress
appropriate funds immediately so that legis
lation can take effect as soon as possible dur
ing this period of serious economic stress.

CHILD CARE CENTERS
Recognizing that there Is widespread need

for child care centers, that millions of chil
dren in North America are receiving either
substandard supervision or no supervision;

Aware that growing numbers of mothers
take jobs because of economic necessity, de
sire for job training, and continuing educa
tion; that child care centers are needed for
other reasons, such as illness in the family.
special problems of handicapped children, or
for other compelling causes;

Acknowledging that the needs of children,
our best resources for the future, must re
ceive immediate and special attention;

Be it therefore resolved: The 1971 General
Assembly of the Unitarian Universalist Asso
ciation

1. Urges that highest priority be given in
the United States Rnd Canada at all levels of
government to funding and activating qual
ity, professional child care centers with effec
tive standards, licensing, inspection and en
forcement.

2. Urges that funding be accomplished ad
ditionally through private grants and fees
from parents where feasible.

3. Asks that member UU societies initiate
study programs so that they can intelligently
participate in the structuring of quality
centers.
-4. Asks that societies of this denomination

consider use of their facilities for weekday
child care centers.

Adopted by the Tenth General Assembly
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of the Unitarian Universalist Association,
held in Washington, D.C., June 11, 1971.

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION,
. Washington, D.O., May 8, 1972.

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: This is written to
indicate the wholehearted support of the
American Psychological Association for the
principles embodied in the Comprehensive
Head Start Child Development and Family
Services Act, recently reported out of the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare ComInit~

tee. You are to be congratulated on the re~

vision of the original bill; we believe. it re
tains the provisions essential for the welfare
of the nation's children while meeting the
objections of the President.

For your information I am enclosing a
copy of the resolution passed by this Asso
ciation in September 1971.

Sincerely yours.
KENNETH B. LITTLE,

Executive Officer.
Be it resolved that the American Psycho

logical Association call upon President Nixon
to reaffirm the national commitment to early
child development, as stated by him in April
1969, and to implement the resolution of
the White House Conference on Children
call1ng for the permanent establishment of
the Office of Child Development; and

Be it further resolVed that the American
Psychological Association call upon the Pres
ident and members of Congress to support
programs of comprehensive child develop
ment.

10. At the invitation of President Clark,
Council heard a statement from Edward J.
Casavantes, representing the Association for
La Raza. urging concern and support from
APA for Spanish-speaking AmerIcans. Mr.
Casavantes was encouraged to submIt his
proposals to the Ad Hoc Committee on Social
and Ethical ResponsiblUty.

THE MARYLAND PSYCHOLOGICAL
ASSOCIATION, INC.,

ApriZ 26, 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.G.

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: The Maryland
Psychological Association would again like
to extend its support to you for your rein
troduction of the Comprehensive Child De
velopment Act of 1971 (S. 3193-Economic
Opportunity Amendments of 1972). En
closed is a copy of our newsletter which ad
dresses itself to the iSSUes raised by the veto
of President Nixon. Hopefully, you might find
this of interest and we would be pleased to
be of any addItIonal assistance to you in your
continuing efforts on behalf of the nation's
famllies and children. Please keep us in
formed of your bill's progress.

With best Wishes,
Sincerely.

JAMES W. PRESCOTT. Ph. D.•
President.

AFL--CIO
AFL-CIO strongly supports S. 3617. the

comprehensive heactstart child development
and faInily services act. This legisla.tion is
badly needed to provide decent day care
services for the children of working parents
and of the poor. The President's unfortunate
veto of prior legislation needlessly has de
layed start of this important program. S. 3617
meets many of the objections r~sed in the
veto message while maintaining key princi
ples of the comprehensive program.

ANDREW J. BIEMILLER.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, it is
hard to believe that these organizations,
representing almost the full spectrum of
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religious leadership in this country,
would support this measure if they
thought it was designed to undermine
family life. Practically every letter that
we have read states they are supporting
it because it strengthens family life and
deals with the profound issue of social
justice that has been ignored for so long
when it comes to the area of the forma
tive and development years.

I yield further to the Senator from
Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I would like
to comment further that the criticism
we heard just a few minutes ago of the
participation of the various councils and
policy committees seems to me to be a
safeguard and assurance that we will
have participation of the parents, of the
family units, and of the institutions of
the various ·communities involved in the
program, and assure us that this will not
be Government-dominated, Govern
ment-run program. This will come from
a prime sponsor which will give the polit
ical responsibility and financial backing
for it, but in addition to that, carrying
this program we will have the deep in
volvement of the community to prevent
the warehousing of children from be
coming the sole result.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. .

There has been some discussion about
the system of delivery we have designed
here. It is patterned closely after the
existing regUlations which govern Head
start.

It does two things, basically. First of
all, it requires the approval of local gov
ernments, local mayors, local town
boards, before there can be a program
in one of the local communities. Second,
it requires that the programs that are
proposed be approved by boards, the
child and family services council, the
local program council, and the project
policy committee, which have strong rep
resentation of the parents whose chil
dren are in the program. We do not want
outside bureaucrats deciding what is best
for somebody else's children. We want
the community, right there, their own
parents and those in the local communi
ties where the children live.

We want it so there will be fiexibility
What might make sense in Harlem may
not make sense in a smaller community
in Ohio. There may be some communities
which do not want day care at all, which
want simply to provide services in the
home or provide parental care. There
may be other areas where day-care cen
ters make eminent good sense. It is our
desire to leave those decisions. not in the
hands of a national bureaucrat or a
State welfare bureaucrat, but in the lo
cal communities, and above all, in the
hands of the parents of the children in
the program; once again, because we do
not think we should be tampering with
family life through the divine guidance
of outsiders.

I yield to the Senator from Ohio.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, if the Sena

tor is prepared to yield the fioor, I have
an amendment which I might offer at
this time.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
the fioor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 53, beginning with line 8, strike

out through line 18 and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

CHILD DEVELOPMENT AND FAMILY SERVICES
PERSONNEL TRAINING PROGRAMS

SEC. 201. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to provide financial assistance to enable in
dividuals employed or preparing for employ
ment in child development and family serv
ices programs assisted under this Act, in
cluding volunteers, to participate in pro
grams of preservice or inservice training for
professional and nonprofessional personnel,
to be conducted by institutions of higher
education, State and local child development
and family service agencies, State and local
educational agencies, agencies carrying out
child development and family service pro
grams. private companies and organizations
engaged in teacher training, teacher training
institutions, national child development and
family service organizations, and producers
of television programing. The Secretary is
authorized to make grants or enter into con
tracts under this section for the purpose of
establishing, developing, or upgrading child
development and family services personnel
training programs which shall Include. but
shall not be limited to, the development of
programs to--

(1) provide postgraduate level training for
teachers of professional and paraprofession
al chlld development and family services
personnel and for teachers of teachers of
such personnel;

(2) attract and recruit personnel, both
male and female, inclUding parents, stu
dents, and older persons, to training for and
subsequent .employment in child develop
ment and family services programs;

(3) retrain personnel prepared for or ex
perienced in education at levels other than
childhood so as to enable them to function
effectively in child development and family
services programs;

(4) provide preservlce and inservice train
ing of professional and paraprofessional per
sonnel for teaching. management and su
pervisory, and administrative positions In
child development and family services pro
grams. including the training and certifica
tion of Child Development Associates;

(5) help parents and high school students
understand and practice sound child devel
opment and family techniques; and

(6) develop educational television pro
grams and accompanying materials for train
ing child development and family services
personnel. parents. and high school students
in the principles of child development and
family sarvices.

(b) The Secretary shall take whatever
steps he deems appropriate to achieve the
coordination of all federally sponsored child
development and family services personnel
training programs already in operation with
the programs to be established under this
Act and to assure the coordination of train
ing programs with employment opportuni
ties for such personnel.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, this amend
ment is offered on behalf of myself, the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. BEALL),
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAF
FORD), and the Senator from New York
(Mr. JAVITS).

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, \'Iill the
Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. I would like, if POS

sible, to be added as a cosponsor.
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Mr. TAFT. And the Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. MONDALE) .

Mr. President, I have introduced today
an amendment to the Comprehensive
Headstart, Child Development, and
Family Services Act of 1972, which would
provide for the training of high caliber
professional and nonprofessional person
nel. I believe that the success of these
programs depends in large part upon the
quality of the trained staff who will be
working with these participating chil
dren.

The shortage of trained personnel was
well documented during the subcommit
tee hearings by Dr. Jule Sugarman,
former director of Headstart and John
Niemeyer, president of Bank Street Col
lege of Education in New York. In his
testimony, Dr. Sugarman estimated that
a total of 7,500,000 children are currently
in need of some type of child-care serv
ices on a paid or nonpaid basis. One
million of these would be children of
working mothers in families with in
comes between $4,000 and $7,000. Several
hundred thousand additional profession
als and nonprofessionals would be re
quired if the program grew to meet this
current need, according to Dr. Sugarman.

This amendment authorizes the Secre
tarY to provide financial assistance to
make it possible for individuals to par
ticipate in training programs conducted
by colleges, universities, teacher training
institutions, State and local child de
velopment agencies, States and local edu
cational agencies, national child develop
ment organizations, private training
organizations, and producers of educa
tional television programing.

These programs will be geared to the
recruitment and training of nonprofes
sional as well as professional staff. To
require each staff member to have a col
lege or masters degree would be too
costly both in terms of financial resources
and human resources. With professional
supervision, nonprofessional personnel,
including parents, volunteers, stUdents,
and the elderly, can be very effective in
working with children.

The Office of Child Development in
HEW has developed a midlevel profession
of child development associates. These
qualified personnel are nonprofessionals
who will be certified in all States. These
CDA training programs are included in
this amendment.

The amendment also provides for the
retraining of already certified elemen
tary and secondary school teachers. This
will provide additional employment op
portunities for these people and "rill
effectively utilize their talents and prior
training.

This amendment makes a chang,e in
the more limiting provisions of section
201 of the bHl as it is presently before
the Senate, and I believe it provides an
additional opportunity for the training
of the trained people who are needed that
is absolutely vital to the success of this
program and, therefore, ought to be in
cluded in the bill.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I think this is an
important amendment, which improves
the bill. It makes it much clearer in terms
of its personnel training aspects, and

on behalf of themajority,I would be very
glad to accept it if the Senator will move
its aeceptance.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, on my
own behalf, I would say that I think this
is going to be very helpful, and I am
happy that the Senator from Ohio has
introduced it.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Ohio. .

The amendment was agreed to.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I must

begin by expressing my agreement with
those of my distinguished colleagUes op
posed to the legislation before us, the
"Comprehensive Headstart, Child Devel
opment and Family Services Act of
1972." I supported the President in his
veto, and heartily agree with that por
tion of his veto message in which he ar
gued that the weight of Federal author
ity ought not to be lent to' communal
approaches to child rearing without
broad public debate on the subject and
general acceptance of its principles.
Some of my colleagues who support the
bill dwell upon the necessity for correc
tive action to help the severely disad
vantaged children of our Nation; the
good which these new programs may do,
and so forth. Some of my colleagues
opposed to this legislation have treated
the question of possible burgeoning costs,
potential damage to the children in these
programs, and so forth. All these are
legitimate concerns. At the same time,
with the unceasing press of business in
the Congress, we too often concern our
selves with very immediate problems and
consequences, without pausing to take
a longer view of the direction in which
we are headed. With the Senate's indul
gence, I should like to occupy a few min
utes in doing just that: considering
some general propositions relevant to
this legislation.

As a rough generalization it may be
said that in modem political life there
exists two great competing theories of
the state. One of these begins with the
individual and views the state as made
up of individuals possessing independ
ently sovereign rights and deriving its
legitimacy from the consent of the gov
erned. The other begins with the social
collective and sees the individual as a
component of the mass who derives what
rights and privileges he has from the
state. The United states of America was
founded upon the assumptions of the
first of these theories; the second theory
leads to the establishment of the social
systems now existing in the Soviet Union
and the People's Republic of China.

The first theory, that starting from
the primacy of the individual and indi
vidual responsibility, views the state as
simply one of several social entities. It
may be a very important one-in our
day it has become increasingly so--but
still it is only one. Many other groupings
exist independently of the state, since
our citizens enjoy freedom of associa
tion: such organizations as churches, pri
vate schools and universities, businesses,

fraternal .orgiUiiZjiti8ns;t'lab()t~ unlops,
and so forth, have.an iIldependent right
to existence and, as a ~tter of principle,
should operate ill areas where the gov
ernment does not and should not func
tion. It is certainly the. better part of
wisdom that we should be exceedingly
careful about permitting the state to en
croach upon and limit the powers, and
consequently the responsibilities, of such
social organisms as these. When the
power of the state becomes all pervasive,
a society is no longer free in our sense
of the word.

The second theory of political organi
zation, that which derives from the pri
macy of the state, holds that there can
be no social organisms independent of
the state. In countries adhering to this
approach many of the same sorts of or
ganizations as those just mentioned do
exist, but they have their being in ol'der
to advance the political objectives of the
state, and to serve it. Such organizations
may take no initiatives on their own;
all initiative must flow from t.he state.
The sole employer of labor is the state,
and that means that all citizens are di
rectly dependent upon it and, therefore,
upon the government. What right the
individual possesses are grants from the
state, subject to revocation by the same
state. This conception of the state is'
one which obviously the overwhelming
majority of Americans would reject.

It is astonishing; Mr. President, given
the relatively simplicity of these two op
posing political theories, how few people
understand what they lead to in their
logical development. Let me cite a recent
example from the Soviet Union. Not long
ago there was published in the United
States a book entitled, "A Question of
Madness," by Zhores and Roy Medvedev,
two heroic dissenters who have fought
against the abuses of the Soviet sYEtem,
and especially the misuse of psychiatry
to repress political disagreement there.
Their personal courage is worthy of the
greatest admiration. Now Zhores Med
vedev is an educated man and a scientist,
one who has thought deeply about politi
cal and social matters. Nevertheless, he
still considers himself a supporter of the
premises upon which the Soviet system
is based,. and fails to graps its funda
m'ental essence. When in 1970 three secret
police agents and two psychiatrists burst
into his apartment to seize evidence
against him, the following exchange took
place:

"Stop," (Z:qores Medvedev) shouted, "this
is It private ltpartment."

"It belongs to the state," It hulking ser
geant at once ltnswered back, "And the pollee
hltve the right to enter any apltrtment."

The "hUlking sergeant" spoken of here
was not intended to be a sympathetic
figure, but the truth is that in his dull
way he knew his political theory much
better than Medvectev: in a State based
upon the abolition of private property
and derivation of rights from, the con
sent of the state, the.individuai. has no
right to privacy. The .rights, privileges,
and powers of the state are paramount,
as are its responsibilities.

Mr. President, I hope you will forgive
my digression, but it does have a point.
The drafters of the child development bill
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now before us were'actuated,' I am sure,
by the best of motives. They were partie...
ularly moved by the plight of extremely
disadvantaged children. But in seeking to
alleviate it they have proceeded to ex
pand the' responsibility-and also the
powers and privileges=of the state into
very large areas which have always been
rightly closed to Government in this
country. If this bill is enacted, the state
will take over greater and greater re
sponsibilities .for the entire process of
the rearing of young children which has
always been the family's private preserve.
In doing so, it will drastically reduce the
area of activity: left to private organiza
tions and. institutions-and of all our
private institutions the family is cer
tainly one of the most important. The re
sponsibility of the state would be ex
tended not just to the child from 3 to 6,
not just to the infant, but even to pre
natal care for expectant mothers, and
beyond that to the counseling of adoles
cents before they have thought of mar
riage as a serious proposition. If the
family has not done so well as it might
have in some of these areas, this is no
excuse for' undermining it even more
fundamentally. If we look at child devel
opment from the perspective which I
have outlined above, we see that its in
troduction would be equivalent to a dras
tic circumscription of the areas left in
the care of private organizations, and a
large step toward a system which can
fairly be called "totalitarian," a system
in which every important function with
in a country is directed and controlled by
the central authority. We need not argue
over whether that control is exercised
well or badly: .In a fundamental sense
that is beside the point. Some child de
velopment centers already existing do a
good job, others a poor one; some
families are excellent at raising children,
others are not; On balance, however, it
seems to me that the family still does a
very creditable job of raising children,
at least when its authority is not under
mined by the schools. It is in our interest
to reaffirm our faith in the institution of
the family. by rejecting this legislation
and seeking to deal with the real prob
lem of disadvantaged children in a way
which will strengthen. our free institu
tions. And it is in our interest to affirm
that there are many areas-and the
family is certainly one of them-where
the State on principle should not tread.
For if we forget this principle, we shall
move steadily closer to the structure of
the totalitarian state. We shall have
done so with the best of motives, un
dOUbtedly, but we shall have done so,
nonetheless.

Mr. President, I can only agree with
the editorial writer of the Wall Street
Journal,who said on March 23 of this
year:

All in all, thpugh, the day care proposal
strikes us as being flawed from just about
every perspective: Financially, phllcsophical
ly and practically' It is a splendid example
of the mentality. that whenever a problem
arises Washingj;onlIlUst do something, even
If it means taking over responsibilities the
bulk of the indiyidllais cpncerned are already
hand1lp~ prettywellthell?-Selves.

I urge tnYcolleagues to join with me in
opposing this legislation because it will

place the Federal Government in the
form of a vast new bureaucracy in an
other large area where it should not be,
to the further detriment of our free
institutions.

AMENDMENT NO. 1251

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President,in ac
cordance with my understanding with
the' Senator from Minnesota and the
Senator from West Virginia, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be made the pending buslness, but that
we do not go forward with any debate on
it until tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 16, lines 5 and 6, beginning with

the word "which" strike all through the word
"sponsor" in Une 6.

On page 18, line 8, beginning with the
word "except" strike out through line 10.

On page 20, between lines 3 and 4, insert
the following new paragraph:

"(2) In the event that a state has sub
mitted a prime sponsorship plan under sub
section (a) of this section to serve a geo
graphical area covered by the plan of an
applicant under paragraphs (2), (3), or (4)
of subsection (a), the Secretary shall desig
nate to serve such area the applicant which
he determines has the capabillty of more
effectively carrying out the purposes of this
title with respect to such area."

On page 20, line 4, strike out "(2)" and
insert in lieu thereof" (3) ".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Colorado request that these
amendments be considered en bloc?

Mr. DOMINICK. Yes, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendments be con
sidered en bloc. They all relate to the
same subject.

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

Who yields time?

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent that during the
remainder of the day, no time be charged
against either side.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR ROTH ON TOMORROW VA
CATED; REINSTITUTED FOR WED
NESDAYNEXT
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the recognition of the distinguished
Senator from Delaware (Mr. ROTH) on
tomorrow be Vacated and that the order
be reinstituted for Wednesday next, im
mediately following the recognition of
the two leaders under the standing order.

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

QUORUM CALL
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS RELATING TO PROCURE
MENT OF VESSELS AND AIRCRAFT
FOR THE COAST GUARD
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Representa
tives on H.R. 13188.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPONG) laid before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives an
nouncing its disagreement to the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
13188) to authorize appropriations for
the procurement of vessels and aircraft
and construction of shore and offshore
establishments, and to authorize the
average annual active duty personnel
strength for the Coast Guard, and re
questing a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move that
the Senate insist upon its 2.mendments
and agree to the request of the House for
a conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Messrs. LONG,
HART, HOLLINGS, GRIFFIN, and STEVENS
conferees on the part of the Senate.

WATER RESOURCES PLANNING ACT
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Representa
tives on H.R. 14106.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate H.R. 14106, a bill to
amend the Water Resources Planning
Act to authorize increased appropria
tions, which was read twice by its. title.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. PreSIdent,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
this measure (H.R. 14106) was passed by
the House of Representatives on June 5,
and later on the same date the Senate
passed S. 3384, a companion bill having
the same purp:Jse. Both of these measures
are based upon an administration rec
ommendation of the Water Resources
Council. They would provide authority
for additional appropriations to the
Council amounting to $3,500,000 annual
ly to carry out functions which were as
signed to the Council by the Water Re
sources Planning Act of 1965 but which
have been financed thus far through ap
propriations to the agen~ies which are
Council members rather than through
the Council's own appropriations.

The Senate, in passing S. 3384, amend
ed the bill to limit this additional au-


