
°1 )
/'

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

(iongrrssional Rrcord
d

PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 92 CONGRESS

SECOND SESSION

VOLUME II8-PART 17

JUNE 16, 1972 TO JUNE 26, 1972

(PAGES 21231 TO 22506)

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE, WASHINGTON, 1972



June 20, 197.e CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 21557
and the Congress in national security af
fairs and thus to reduce the strain which
has resulted from the constitutional im
balance which reached crisis proportions
with respect to the Vietnam war.

In his June· 1 report to the Congress
at the conclusion of his trip to the So
viet Union, President Nixon said:

We can undertake agreements as impor
tant as th~se only on a basis of full partner
ship between the, executive and legislative
branches of bur Government.

This statem,ent, together with the very
act of making an immediate report to a
joint session of Congress, represents a
marked departUre from the approach
contained in President Nixon's April 26
and May 8 speeches in which he took the
position that. the strength and authority
of the office of the President is the key
stone to our national security and mo
rality.

On June 15, i~ quite a different vein,
President Nixon told Members of Con
gress:

I think that the hearings that you will
conduct must be searching because only in
that way will you be able to be convincing to
yourselves and only in that way will the Na
tion also be convinced ... What we are asking
for here, in other words, is cooperation and
not just rubber-stamping by the House and
the Senate. That is essential because there
must be follow-through on this and the
members of the House and Senate, it seems to
me, must be·. convinced that they played a
role as they have up to this point, and will
continue. to play a role in this very, very
important field of arms control.

In the same spirit, on June 19 Secre
tary Rogers told the Senate Foreign Re
lations .Committee:

We are pleased to know that the Congress
plans full consideration of these two docu
ments, both With officials of the Executive
branch and with the public. This is a process
tha.t is fundamental to our American system.

This new spirit in the executive branch
respecting the authority and responsi
bility of Congress in national security
matters could lead to enactment of a war
powers bill, settle vexing questions of the
invocation of. executive privilege and
overclassificati~Il;... of documents, and
limit the use· of· executive agreements
without congressional consent. It could
in this way signal ari important trans
formation in the politics of our Nation
and. help significantly to restore unity
and concord within our deeply divided
society. Healing the wounds of Vietnam
is an overriding challenge and a neces
sity to our well-being as a nation.

As the President himself has said in a
spirit of respect-eooperation by the
Congress does riot mean "rubberstamp
ing"-if the Congress is to fulfill its own
responsibilities. With respect to the
SALT agreements the President has
thereby facilitated a responsible and in
dependent role for Congress. The main
issue before the Nation is not ratification
of the SALT agreements. The treaty and
agreement, quite rightly, enjoy over
whelming support in the Congress and
will certainly be approved, but the key
question is. what the United States
shml1d do reSpecting new offensive stra
tegic. weapo~ systems not prohibited by
the SALT. agl'eements. What is there to
the barg~ining<.chip arguments as to
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induce Congress to authorize major
weapons systems as bargaining chips?

President Nixon and Dr. Kissinger,
quite properly, have forcefully stated the
sincere view of the executive branch
that rapid development of such new
offensive strategic systems as the B-1
bomber and the Trident/ULMS subma
rine system are needed for national se
curity-and especially as "bargaining
chips" for the next round of SALT nego
tiations.

But quite significantly, Dr. Kissinger,
speaking for the President respecting the
relationship between the SALT agree
ments and the new arms requests, said:

Our position is that we are presenting both
of these programs on their merits. We are not
making them conditional. We are saying that
the treaty Is Justified on its merits, but we
are also saying that the requirements of na
tional security impel us in the direction of
the strategic programs, and we hope that
the Congress wUl approve both of these pro
grams as it examines each of them on its
merits.

In this respect, the President has left
us free by untying our hands on the new
weapons systems issue for the next 5
years. It is a tribute to the President, as
well as to the Congress that he has
chosen to do this, without of course
sacrificing his own right of advocacy and
persuasion.

Together with some of my colleagues,
I approach the need as well as the pru
dence of pushing ahead with expensive
new offensive strategic weapons systems
with concern and doubt. I shall, of course,
reserve final judgment on each system
respectively pending full investigation of
all the pertinent considerations respect
ing each system.

The reasons for my skepticism con
cerning the need to push ahead now with
new offensive weapons systems, as well
as my concern regarding the efficacy of
such measures as "bargaining chips" for
SALT II, found expression in Dr. Kissin
ger's own extraordinary briefiI).g of June
15. On that occasion, Dr. Kissinger told
us:

But to the extent that balance of power
means constant Jockeying for marginal ad
vantages over an opponent, it no longer ap
plies. The reason is that the determination of
national power has changed fundamentally
in the nuclear age ... now both we and the
Soviet Union have begun to find that each
increment of power does not necessarily
represent an increment of usable political
strength. With modem weapons, a poten
tially decisive advantage requires a change
of such magnitude that the mere effort to
obtain it can produce disaster. The simple
tit-for-tat reaction to each other's prograIils
of a decade ago is in danger of being over
taken by a more or less simultaneous and
continuous process of technological advance,
which opens more and more temptations for
seeking decisive advantage.. .. In other
words, marginal additions of power cannot
be decisive.... There was reason to believe
that the Soviet leadership might also be
thinking along similar lines as the repeated
failure of their attempts to gain marginal ad
vantage in local crises or in m11ltary com
petition underlined the limitation of old
policy approaches.

Later on in his briefing, Dr. Kissinger
told us:

As long as it-ABM Treaty-lasts, offensive
missile forces have, in effect, a. free ride to

their targets. Beyond a certain level of suill
ciency. differences In numbers are therefore
not conclusive.

Dr. Kissinger also told us:
The quality of the weapons must also be

weighed. We are COnfident we have a major
advantage In nuclear weapons technology and
in warhead accuracy. Also, with our MffiV's
we have a two-to-one lead today in numbers
of warheads and this lead will be maintained
during the period of the agreement, even if
the Soviets develop and deploy MffiV's of
their own.

It is evident that the issue resolves
down to the question of basic judgments
respecting the best way to enhance our
national security and strengthen the
structure of world peace. As a Senator
and member of the Foreign Relations
Committee, I am deeply gratified by the
approach taken by President Nixon in
the SALT agreements and in his attitude
of partnership with the Congress.

It is the duty of Congress to reciprocate
and to join with the President in finding
the best means to protect our security.
Equally, we must respond to the offer of
partnership by seeking a new stability of
relationship between Congress and the
Executive on national security issues. I
hope the new partnership can be con
summated by enacting, with Presidential
concurrence, the War Power Act recent
ly adopted by the Senate.

COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART,
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND
FAMILY SERVICES ACT OF 1972

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JRJ. Under
the previous agreement, the Chair lays
before the Senate S. 3617, which the clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
Calendar No. 760 (S. 3617), a bill to

strengthen and expand the Headstart pro
gram, with priority to the economically dis
advantaged, to amend the Economic Op
portunity Act of 1964, and for other purposes.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The pending question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK), which
the clerk will report.

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 line 6.

On page 18, llne 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 capablllty of more
effectively carrying out the purposes of this
title 'wlth respect to such area."

On page 20. line 4, strike out" (2)" and in
sert in lleu theroof "(3) ".

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pOre. The Chair will state that debate
on this amendment is limited to 1 hour,
to be equally divided and controlled by
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOMI-
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NICK) and the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. NELSON) or his designee.

Who yields time?
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I suggest the absence of a quorum. I ask
unanimous consent that the time be
equally charged against both sides of the
bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? The Chair hears
no objection, and it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1251

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
yield myself 15 minutes and call up my
amendment No. 1251.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will read the amendment.

The legislative clerk read the amend
ment (No. 1251) as follows:

On page 16, lines 5 and 6, beginning with
the word "which" strike all through the word
"sponsor" in line 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 ap
plicant under paragraph (2), (3), or (4) of
subsection (a), the Secretary shall designate
to serve such area the applicant which he de
termines has the capab1l1ty of more effective
ly 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)".

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the
committee, in drafting the legislation
which we have before us, foresaw and
provided for the possibility of two or more
local applicants seeking designation as
the prime sponsor to serve the same area,
insofar as the child development facilities
may be concerned. What they did not do,
however, was to make any determination,
except by implication, as to what should
be done where a State and local applicant
also applied to be the prime sponsor in
any given geographical area.

It stlikes me that, instead of setting
up a predetermination, which the com
mittee bill has in fact done, to see that
whenever there is an application by a
local sponsor for a geographic area and
by the State which would cover the same
area, the local sponsor would succeed in
this, what we really should do is give the
Secretary the discretion to select, from
among competing applicants, the one
which he determines has the capability
of more effectively carrying out the pur
poses of the title. This amendment
reaches that result.

If my distinguished friends from Min
nesota and Wisconsin will follow the
amendment, they will see that what we
have stricken is the material which would
give at least an implied priority to the
local sponsor-material which really does
not give the Secretary any discretion be
cause of the use of the key words within
those lines and which in effect say that

the Se;:retary will have to move forward
with a local application regardless of
whether it happens to be the most ef
fective person or group to spOnsor the
child development programs within that
area.

What we have done, therefore, is to
say that the State is going to be the last
one that will be really considered; that
a local applicant will probably be chosen,
in case there is a conflict between the
State and the local applicant; and in fact
that, if there is a conflict between two
local applicants, the probability is that
the first one in will be the first one
chosen regardless of whether that local
applicant happened to be the most ef
fective or not.

Mr. President, the bill in its present
form mandates the selection of local ap
plicants over State applicants if the
Secretary determines that the local ap
plicant has the capability of carrying out
comprehensive programs and has sub
mitted a satisfactory plan.

The word "capability'! is, to say the
least, a word of considerable ambiguity.
Someone may have capability to do
something but never, as the Senator from
Wisconsin and the Senator from Minne
sota were saying yesterday, develop the
potential to carry it out. They can have
capability to do all kinds of things, but
they may not have the potential for
actually carrying out that capability.

In addition to all this, it operates to
the exclusion of State applicants, which
cannot be designated as prime sponsors
if the area is "otherwise served by a
prime sponsor" or if the local applicants
"are or will be otherwise designated" as
prime sponsors for the area.

The clear implication is that local
prime sponsors must be selected if they
satisfy minimum requirements described
in such terms as "capability" and "satis
faction."

As I said, Mr. President, "capability"
to my mind is a hazardous guess at best
from the children's point of view; and
"satisfactory" is a standard which I
would neither urge nor accept against
which child development should be
judged.

We are talking about legislation which
authorizes an expenditure level of $2.95
billion over 3 years-even more than the
level of expenditure of the bill that was
vetoed by the President last year. It
seems to me that if we are going to move
forward in terms of expenditures of this
magnitUde, we should put into the bill
more than just the question of whether
programs are satisfactory in order to
give the Secretary the discretion to de
termine which sponsor, in case of com
peting applications, can be more effec
tive. This discretion, as I have stated, is
not given to him at the present time, par
ticularly if the State happens to have
applied.

I want to make it clear that I am not
advocating a complete system of State
prime sponsorship; indeed, Secretary
Richardson testified that he had no such
liitention. Certainly some areas will best
be served by local prime sponsors, and
others, because of the scope and compre
nensiveness of the services envisioned,
would require state prime sponsorship,

so that the State agencies can fit together
the various services which they alreadY
have within their areas. What I am ad
vocating is that the Secretary be allowed
to translate that $2.9 billion into the
maximum benefit possible to serve the
purpOses for which the bill was intended.

The thrust of this amendment, there
fore, is to allow the Secretary to make
the quality of the programs and the
maximization of benefits to the chil
dren the criteria against which prime
sponsors will be designated. To do other
wise is to allow unfounded preconcep
tions and conjecture to distort a judg
ment which should only be based on pro
gram and quality and delivery ability.

The same logic which impelled the
committee to this conclusion with regard
to competing local prime sponsors should
persuade the Senate now to an identical
conclusion with regard to local prime
sponsors and the State competing for
prime sponsorship. If we are going to do
it in the first case, then the logic which
led the committee to provide for that
should also lead the committee and the
Senate to do the same in the case of com
peting State and local prime sponsors.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have left of my 15 minutes?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Colorado has 4
minutes remaining.

Mr. DOMINICK. Of the 15?
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Of the 15.
Mr. DOMINICK. I withdraw that time,

and reserve the remainder of my time.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

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

the Senator from Minnesota whatever
time he may require.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the
committee, by a very strong bipartisan
margin of 14 to 3, rejected this same
amendment when it was proposed in
committee.

It is the view of the committee, and
it was the view of the Senate the last
time we acted on this measure, that to
the fullest extent possible these child de
velopment programs shOuld be locally
controlled with a strong voice from par
ents whose children· are in the program.

The measure as it is now before us
gives priority to local prime sponsors
provided that the population is at .least
25,000. The pending amendment would
effectively repeal that description and,
in the light of the record, threaten to
turn this program into a State-adminis
tered program under the control of the
welfare departments .of •. thevadous
States-a development Which the com
mittee considers would be a serious error.

The present proposed statutory system
recommended by the committee pro
Vides, in effect, that an applying local
prime sponsor must have an adequate
program. An applying local mime spon
sor does not qualify for funding unless
the applicant has shown the capability of
effectively carrying out the comprehen
sive programs· under this· act, a deter
mination which the Secretary· of HEW
makes. So there is no question about re
quiring the adequacy and the competency
of the local prime sponsor, or of the
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power of the Secretary to make that
determination,

The administration, in testifying, has
repeatedly and clearly stated its prefer
elicefor State 'administration of these
programs.•·The· administration does not
want local control. It has rePeatedly op
posed it. The administration's position
suggests that this amendment could re
sult in the naming of 50 States to be
prime sponS{)rs,of all these programs,
with the· possible exception of those in
communities of 500,000 or more-because
the administration representatives have
said on several occasions that communi
ties of 500,000 or more are capable of
handling their own programs, and those
below that population are not-a con
clusion which I think is utterly without
support in the record or in the experience
of the Headstart program. In fact, I think
a much stronger case can be made for
turning it just the other way around.

The other point to be made, which was
made, I thought, very impressively by
the Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS)
the last time we debated this bill in com
mittee;· was that the proposed amend
ment would create a political· nightmare
for any administration. It would mean
that every program could be fought over
by applicants at the local level and by
State applicants, and the result would be
that, without any criteria at all except
the words "more effective," Federal Ad
ministrators would be left in the middle,
trying to decide which of the two or more
applicants should be· awarded the pro
gram. This would be, I think, an abso
lutely impossible administrative situa
tion, and for that reason as well, the
amendment should be rejected.

Finally, it seems to me that Congress.·
has a duty to accept its own responsibil
ities here, not to try to duck out of the
issue of whether we want locally con
trolled programs or not, and to say as
distinctly as it can what it expects the
administrative apparatus to be.

That is what the committee has done
by an overwhelming margin. We have
saiEl that we want local control wherever
it can be achieved, provided that the local
applicant has established to the satis
faction of the Secretary that it has the
capability of effectively carrying out
comprehensive programs under this act.
That is the issue which we threshed out
on the Senate floor during the last de
bate, and the Senate repeatedly and
overwhelmingly voted for local control.

The experience we have had with
Headstart, and my own observations in
looking· at school programs and the rest,
convince me that we should be for local
control. The original bill as introduced
would have permitted a community of
any size to apply directly for funding. But
in trying to meet some of the objections
of the administration, we agreed to a
much higher population figure-25,000
which reduces the number of potential
applicants from approximately 7,000 un
der the vetoed bill to 2,000 applicants
under this bill.·

Therefore, for all these reasons, I am
very !lopeful that the pending amend
ment will be rejected.

Mr. NELSON. I yield myself whatever
time I may need.

Mr. President, as the distinguished
Senator from Colorado knows, we have
made several zhanges in this child care
bill since the President vetoed the first
one a year ago. We did increase the re
quirement for population of a prime
sponsor from 5,000 to 25,000.

We did one more thing that goes to
the concern of the Senator from Colo
rado: We provided for a five-State dem
onstration program; that is, flve States
and not to exceed 5 percent of the popu
lation of the country.

It is my feeling that, after we have
some experience with these five States
in which the State has the total respon
sibility as a prime sponsor, we may very
well then go the route of the State being
the prime sponsor in all these programs.

As the Senator from Colorado knows,
from a philosophical standpoint, I have
no objection to that. I think it is very
likely that, in 2, 3, or 4 years, that may
very well be the way that Congress will
go. But only after we have experience
under the demonstration programs au
thorized in this bill and after the States
have developed some expertise in that
field, which a majority of the States have
not yet done.

So it seems to me that for the purposes
of this year and this bill, raising the
population requirements from 5,000 to
25,000, the creation of five States, in
volving not to exceed 5 percent of the
population, in which the State will be
prime sponsor, is a long step in the direc
tion that the distinguished Senator from
Colorado has been advocating for quite
some time.

I hope that this amendment will not be
adopted and that we will go ahead with
the program as agreed upon in the com
mittee, and then reevaluate it again
when the authorization peliod arrives for
the next bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BEALL. I thank the Senator for
yielding.

I shOUld like to speak to the point just
raised by the Senator from Wisconsin.
As the author of the amendment that
gives the Secretary the discretion to
pick flve States and make them demon
stration projects, I hesitate to enter into
too much colloquy with the distinguished
Senator, because I do not want to lose
this part of the bill. But I think the
point he makes really is a point in favor
of the amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Colorado.

It seems to me that if it is the desire
of Congress eventually to have the
States more actively involved in the ad
ministration of these programs, as I
think they should be, then we had better
do it now, before the bureaucracy is bUilt
up downtown that is going to resist any
effort to get the States involved later.
I think history has shown that with the
involvement of the Federal Government
in various programs at State and local
levels, once the Federal role has been
established, it is difficult to overcome
the tremendous pressures of the bureauc
racy with their vested interest In their
own programs. It is difficult to reverse

directions and, for example, turn over the
administration of a program to the
States even when the evidence indicates
that programs are not being operated
and adlllinistered as effective as they
should be.

It seems to me that if we want to get
the control of these programs in the
hands of local people, so that we can
minimize the redtape, improve program
effectiveness, and get the Federal assist
ance to the areas where the problems
are, we had better do it now and adopt
an amendment such as that offered by
the Senator from Colorado. Otherwise,
we will never get the job done.

Mr. NELSON. I yield myself such time
as I may require.

Mr. President, as the distinguished
Senator from Maryland recognizes, we
accepted his amendment in committee as
a compromise position. If we accept the
amendment of the Senator from Colo
rado, we do not need the amendment of
the Senator from Maryland; because we
all know the position of the administra
tion and the Secretary. They would like
to have the prime sponsor not be smaller
than a city of 500,000. So we do not need
the experimental program if we are go
ing to give the Secretary the option to
select between two competing prime
sponsors, one of them a city of 25,000 or
more and the other the State govern
ment' with the policy position of the Sec
retary being that he wants all prime
sponsors all to be 5.000 or more, anyway.

Second, as the Senator from Colorado
and the Senator from Maryland know,
the compromise came about because
there was also the question of what agree
ment we can reach with the House in
conference. As the Senator knows, last
year the House insisted upon a prime
sponsorship of 5,000, and we have moved
that up to 25,000 and have gone the ex
perimental route, expecting that if the
State sponsorship turns out to be the
best method in this competition, Con
gress may well go ahead in 2 or 3 years
and follow the procedure proposed in the
amendment from the Senator from
Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, how
much time do we have remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Colorado has 17
minutes.

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield myself such
time as I may require.

Mr. President, I have listened to the
Senator from Minnesota and the Sena
tor from Wisconsin ",ith considerable in
terest. The Senator from Minnesota said,
to begin with-and so did the Senator
from Wisconsin-that this prime spon
sorship was going to be lilllited to units
of local government of 25,000 or more.

I sublllit that all one has to do is to
look at page 13 of this bill, where it says
who the sponsors can be. It says that a
sponsor can be any State or any unit of
general local government with a popula
tion of 25,000 or more. Then subpara
graph (3) says it can be "any unit of
general local government-without re
gard to population." In other words it can
be any unit of general government, re
gardless of size, and the 25,000 limit is
not applicable under subparagraph (3);
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and wherever a prime sponsor can show
the capability and wants to put its ap
plication in, whether it has any size to it
or not, it is entitled to as much of a hear
ing as any unit of 25,000 or more.

But that is not true of the State. Why?
Because the Senator from Wisconsin and
the Senator from Minnesota have said
all the way through, "We want local
contro!." But in a State situation, a prime
sponsorship, where it might get this sit
uation granted to it-and I think it' is
very doubtful that any State ever will
but if it does, then there is the child and
family services council, there is the local
project committee, there is the local pro
gram council; and the State cannot turn
around until the local councils have ap
proved what they are going to do, any
how.

So the Sta~:l is just as hamstrung by
those councils or just as controlled by
them or just as much governed by them
whichever way one wants to put it-as
is any unit of local government.

So the question of local control, al
though it sounds great, really does not
come into this picture at all; because
all units are bound under the direction
of the same local councils, whether it is
a State, a unit of general government
and local government of 25,000 or more,
or a unit of local government with no
population.

Now the third thing, I think, which
is important in this whole miasma go
around is that every bill t~at comes out
of the committee-and I can say this
with deep conviction-is designed to
downgrade the State government. It is
not just this bill. It is not just an OEO
bil!. It is not just any other bill. Prac
tically every bill is designed to avoid the
State government and go directly from
the Federal Government to the local goV
ernment.

For the life of me, I cannot under
stand why that should be true, when
what we should be Going is trying to di
versify and control the power of the
Federal bmeaucratic monstrosity that
we have created and get it back to the
50 States where they can use their own
expertise to determine what is best to
solve the problems in their particular
areas.

But that is not what the majority of
the members of the committee seem to
want to do. What they want to do is in
reverse, to go directly from the Federal
Government to the local government so
that they can control what they will do
regardless of what the State does or does
not want to do.

Over and over again, I have heard the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE)
get up and say that we cannot rely on
State governments, that we know that
they cannot do this or that. He is always
careful to exclude his own State govern
ment from that-

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Colorado yield?

Mr. DOMINICK. In just a moment,
yes. Let me finish my thought. Over and
over again, I have heard him saying that
on the floor of the Senate--

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Colorado yield?

Mr. DOMINICK. Yes.

Mr. MONDALE. Can the Senator cite
me one case where I have said that?

Mr. DOMINICK. I can cite the Senator
any number of cases. I do not have the
exact words with me now, but I have
heard the Senator say them in debate
over and over again.

Mr. MONDALE. I have never said that.
The Senator from Colorado is not quot
ing me correctly.

Mr. DOMINICK. If I am wrong, then I
will be happy to correct the RECORD.

Mr. MONDALE. I look forward to that.
Mr. DOMINICK. I have heard it not

only from that, but in this bill. We had
a provision for five experimental States.
What happened? Two of the members of
the committee said, "We do not· want
particular States being involved in prime
sponsors, so we will put a population deal
in so that those States cannot be even
considered on an experimental basis."
That was adopted. So that those two
States could not even be considered by
the Secretary on an experimental basis
for prime sponsors.

What I am saying to the membership
now in the Chamber, and those who read
the RECORD, is that we can reverse this
trend. We can change this around so that
once again the State can be at least on
an equal basis with the local govern
mental unit.

If the State can doa better and a mortl
effective job of putting through these
programs than can the local govern
ment, I do not see why they should not
be given the right to do so. Yet that right
is not given to them in the bill as it now
stands, and it will not be given to them
unless or until we adopt this amend
ment.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Colorado yield?

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield.
Mr. BEALL. I agree with the points

the Senator from Colorado has just
made. Let me state one other thing, if
the Senator will bear with me, to make a
comparison-I do not necessarily like
using my own State of Maryland as an
example-but under the bill as now writ
ten, the State of Maryland has 23 coun
ties, and Baltimore City, all major po
litical subdivisions and generally over
the 25,000-population limit. So if, in the
State of Maryland, each subdivision
wants to create a child development pro
gram, they will have at least 24 separate
prime sponsors coming to the Federal
Government. I would assume, therefore,
that the same situation would exist all
over the country. So, multiply Mary
land's 24, which is a small number, by
the 50 States, and we come up with a
minimum number of prime sponsors. The
alternative is, under the Senator's pro
posal, for the State of Maryland itself
to be a prime sponsor. That does not
preclude the local government from par
ticipating, because what the State of
Maryland would do will be what it does
with its educational system. It says, "We
are a prime sponsor from the State and
we will designate the local school board
to administer the child development pro
gram." So, in effect, we still have a min
imum of 24 local prime sponsors. Rather
than all the 24 people having t<l come to
Washington and knock on the Federal

door and wait in line with everyone else
in the country,we could have one per
son from Maryland coming to the Fed
eral door and getting the money and go
ing back to the State to distribute the
money to its own prime sponsorS. Is that
not a fair analogy to make?

Mr. DOMINICK. That is perfectly cor
rect, as pointed up by the fact that on
the 25,000 basis, Which is, as I said, not
a binding concept under subsection (3)
of page 13 of the bill, we will have 2,100
prime sponsors eligible to apply. They
have got to come to Washington and they
have to filter them out in between. The
only States are the five under the amend
ment t:lat the Senator from Maryland
got in, which was helpful, rather than no
State prime sponsorship at all.

Mr. BEALL. I wonaer how long it
would take if each of the 2,100 prime
sponsors went. to HEW to get approval
for the prime sponsorship; has the Sen
ator any idea?

Mr. DOMINICK. I do not know, be
cause Jules Sugarman, who is certainly
not a Republican within this adminis
tration, but who is pretty knowledgeable
in this field, came up with the statement
that it is impossible to operate this un
less we have a limit of at least 100,000.
He said they do not have enough person
nel, or training, or anything else. How in
the world could we work it that way,
then.

Mr. BEALL. According to a report from
a regional health organization in Mary
land, they filed an application on the
25th of October last year for participa
tion in a program, which is supposed to
be automatic. They are not invJlved yet,
because the application is still making
the rounds of the various desks in the
bureaucracy. I do not suppose the situa
tion would be much better under this
program-probably worse.

Mr. DOMINICK. It. would probably
get buried at the bottom of the pile and
it would not see the light of day through
the whole time this bill if supposed to be
in effect. So I think that the Senator
from Maryland has a very good point
there.

Mr. President, it just does not make
any sense to me to say that we are going,
once again, through this role of down
grading the State governments at a time
when we are trying to upgrade it, and
to say that the State cannot be eligible
or allowed to coordinate the programs
within their areas, or go, to a State
agency and say, "These are the resources
we have and will you put this aro'und
the country so that it works right?" No,
we have got all the applicants competing
in and saying to the State government,
"You do not have any role to play in
this, friend, I am very sorry." That is
what we are saying under the bill as it is
done now.

What I am saying is that five States
can operate on an experimental basis if
the Secretary decides that this is a good
idea and if he wants to do it. Even then,
we have a built-in exclusion so that cer
tain States cannot be considered in the
five experimental areas.

For the life of me, I do not see why we
do not put it on an equal basis so that
we can have competition not only as to
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capability, but also as to the potential
effectiveness of the program. That is
exactly what my amendment would
accomplish.

I· reserve the remainder of my time,
Mr. President.

Mr: NELSON. Mr. PreSident, I yield
myself whatever time I may need.

In response to the comments of the
distinguished Senator from Colorado,
about the committee and the members of
the committee running down State gov
ernment, let me say that I have no rec
ollection ever of having heard the Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE)
downgrade State government; He was
a distinguished attorney general of his
State.· He 1s a great defender of State
government: Furthermore, as the Sen
ator knows, one of the strong and per
sistent supporters· of State governments
on that question, time after time, has
been the Senator from Wisconsin. As
I have said to the Senator in the com
mittee, and on· the floor, a number of
times, the ultimate route is to turn that
program over to. the State government.
I was saying that long before the Presi
dent gave Ws· first' message about rev
enue sharing, manpower sharing, turning
functions back to the State. I was say
ing that in 1958.

Further, I have not run down state
government. I happen to think that the
states are the best forms of regional
government iIi the United states, and
that all kinds of programs that are be
ing handled now by the Federal Govern
ment should be returned to State gov
ernment and to local government. I have
no difference on that philosophical posi
tion with the Senator from Colorado.
At tWs point in time, however, a good
many states, as to manpower programs,
and as to programs like Headstart, have
not gotten tooled up to manage it.

As the Senator probably knows, some
months ago, when we were holding hear
ings on the manpower bill, we had half
a dozen state employment service state
officers before the· committee,' and there
was not, to illy recollection, a state man
power council established yet in anyone
of those states. And that is one of the
problems.

The Senator goes on and suggests that,
because we support local government, we
are against State government. I want to
state to the Senator thatwe have listened
to the Republicans for so long telling
us how things ought to be put back at
the local level that we bought their argu
ment. We find that they have now de
serted their position.

I think that these programs can be
handled best at the local level and ought
to be handled there.

The distinguished Senators from
Maryland and ColoradO were talking
about all of the applications the Secre
tary would have to deal with. We have
1,400 prime sponsors of Headstart pro
grams now and, when you include dele
gate agencies, there are 1,700 or more
sponsors of Headstart programs now.

The committee bill itself would take
a long step toward greater State partici
pation through a very creative andsensi
ble amendment proposed by the Senator
from Maryland, to designate five States
as statewide prime sponsors in a demon-

stration program. We think it is a good
idea. I do not know why we did .not do
it sooner.

The Senator from Maryland proposed
it. It was accepted unanimously by the
committee.

We decided these five States could
cover 15 percent of the population of the
United States so that we could have a
mix of industrial and rural States and
the Secretary can conduct the experi
ment of the proposal for State. We will
then have two competing systems to look
at. And if it looks best to go by the State
prime sponsor route, I will be on the floor
with the Senator from Maryland and
the Senator from Colorado supporting
the turning over of these programs to
the State as the prime sponsor. The pe
riod has not arrived as yet, in my judg
ment, because of the lack of experience
at the State level. It has not arrived at
all from the political standpoint, because
as the Senator knows, we could not get
by the House on a conference with that
proposal.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, how
many minutes do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado has 8 minutes re
maining.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I will
take such time as I require. I hope that
it will not be more than 3 or 4 minutes.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I wel
come the support of the Senator from
Wisconsin on this position, especially in
the State government. And I know that
the Senator from Wisconsin. was a very
distinguished Governor of Ws own State.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I un
derstand that he believes that these are
good units of government. This is what
we have been saying for a long period of
time. However, the bill does not do that.
It says that we cannot do this as far as
a State is concerned. We have to give
them more time to make sure that they
know what they are doing.

We will turn it over to a local unit of
government which does not have any
idea what they are doing any more than
a State does. Do they have more exper
tise in tWs field than a State? Perhaps
they do. If they do, they should be
chosen over the State. However, the
States ought to be put on the same basis
as a local unit of government so that
someone can determine which route is
better.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield to the Sen
ator from Wisconsin on Ws own time.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, so that
the RECORD shows this fact, the pro
posal in the bill is that localities of
25,000 population can be local prime
sponsors. That automatically leaves 60
percent of all the population in the coun
try under the jurisdiction of the States
as prime sponsors.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the
Senator from Wisconsin is somehow
missing the point that I have brought
up three times, in whicr. subsection (3)
on page 13 provides for any unit of gen-

eral local government or any combina
tion of such units without regard to
population. So, any unit of local gov
ernment, whether it happens to be an
incorporated village or a town, could pre
sumably be a sponsor. And the only
condition in there is that it has to dem
onstrate that it has the capability to
carry it out and that here is a demand for
it in the area. It does not have any popu
lation limit there at all.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Colorado yield on my
time?

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Wisconsin on his
own time.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I am SU"}

tr.e Senator understands that that is
language that would permit a prime
sponsor to be a unit of government
smaller than 25,000 if the Secretary de
cides that it is desirable to recognize such
units. That is discretionary language.
That is to say it would only lJe done if
the Secretary of HEW decides, here in
Washington, that the best way to pro
vide programs in that locality is to desig
nate that size of unit of government.

But if the Secretary does not decide
that, they are not entitled to be prime
sponsors. Whereas units of 25,000 or
more, if they meet all of the criteria in
the bill, are entitled to preferential
treatment-if they meet the criteria
showing that they are capable of manag
ing a program and meeting the stand
ards. If they are not, the Secretary does
not have to recognize them as the prime
sponsor.

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

Mr. NELSON. I will yield to the Sena
tor from Minnesota on my own time if
the Senator from Colorado does not have
any objection.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I have
no objection. However, I want to make a
couple of more statements while I have
the floor. I think the Senator knows that
we are arguing a point that is of great,
deep political significance. I think that
what we are saying here in the bill is
that a unit of local government of 25,000
or more within a State-24 of them
around Baltimore, as the Senator from
Maryland has pointed out-automati
cally have more expertise than the State
does, and that by so doing and by put
ting it in that area, they can go ahead
with an effective program more effec
tively than the State, even if the state
is set up for it. That is what it says in
the bill.

We cannot put a State on a competi
tive basis with a local unit of government
under the bill as it is written. We can
only do that if we adopt my amendment.

For the life of me, I cannot see what
is wrong with going at least to the extent
of saying that a State ought to be on the
same basis as a unit of local government.
Why not? In my State we have an enor
mous geographical difference. We have
the Rocky Mountains cutting us in half,
north and south. The western slope of
our area deals in many cases with the
eastern slope and sometimes rightly is
depriving them of their resources in the
way of water. They do not want to op
erate overall, generally speaking. Maybe
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they would want to have their own unit.
But it has a very sparsely settled popula
tion. We would not get any unIt at all
with the exception of one on the western
slope that could do this.

Mr. President, if it were the other
way we could get one or two or three
over' there. However, we cannot do it
this \vay unless we go to the basis of sub
section (3) where they do not have to
have a population of 25,000. And the min
ute we do that, we multiply the number
of applicants. And the bureaucracy will
be such, as the Senator from Maryland
so aptly said, that no application will
ever see the light of day until the whole
authorization bill is passed.

So I cannot understand why we can
not at this point put the applicants on
an equal basis and then let the Secretary
determine whether it has not only the
capability but also the most effective
program to fulfill the idealistic purposes
for which this bill was created.

Mr. President, I reserve the remaInder
of my time.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin has 10 minutes re
maining.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I have
just one observation to make with re
spect to the schools of this country.

The schools of this country are run at
the local level by local school boards
under statutes and regulations estab
lished by State government. No one that
I know of has been arguing on this fioor
or anywhere else that the local govern
ment and local school boards should be
deprived of their authorIty to run the lo
cal schools. These are local schools, not
State school systems.

If the senator from Colorado thinks
that State government ought to run pre
school and child-care programs and
ought to have exclusive jurisdiction over
them and deprive local government of
their authority to run them, then why
does he not say that for the schools, too?

Mr. DOMINICK. I say to the Senator
I did not say· that. I said to put them
on an equal competitive basis. Let us not
put that ir. the RECORD.

Mr. NELSON. Well, I wish to put this
in the RECORD. The Secretary wants the
prime sponsors to be limited to sponsors
of 500,000 or more. We all. know that. It
has been saId dozens of tlmes. So what
the secretary wants is to deprive the
local people of the opportunity to run
these programs as they run the local
school districts, unless it is a city of 500,
000 or more. The Secretary's position is
that they are incompetent to run them.
That is all I can determine from his posi
tion.

All the committee bill provides is that
communities of 25,000 or more popula
tion shall have preferential treatment if
they meet the appropriate criteria. All
I am doing is defending local govern
ment. I think someone has to derend
local government, even if we cannot get
the Republicans to do it.

Mr. MONDALE and Mr. BEALL ad
dressed the Chair.

Mr. NELSON. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANSFIELD). The Senator from Minne
sota is recognized.

Mr. MONDALE. The question of ad
ministrative sense here, I think, would
dictate rejection of the pending amend
ment.

First of all, the present delivery sys
tem embodied in the pending bill is
drawn almost exactly from the present
regulations providing for the delIvery
system under the present Headstart pro
gram. This delivery system, which is
working, is providing services for 1,700
prime sponsors at the local level.

Mr. NELSON. But the Senator should
not make that argument. They have
abandoned that position. They used to be
for local prime sponsors running it, but·
they have abandoned that now.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is correct.
Either they are going to turn it en

tirely over to the States, as I suspect they
are going to do-the Secretary said no
community smaller than 500,000 should
be permitted to run its own program
either they will do that and have 50 State
welfare department-run child develop
ment programs or they will have a law in
which every community can apply for a
child development program in competi
tion with its own State. That would be
one of the most unbelievable, political,
and administrative nightmares that any
one could possibly imagine. It would lead
to bitterness, uncertainty, conflict, and
delay.

The committee said, "Why do that?"
Why not, first of all, agree-and I think
it is demonstrated that this is the case-
that smaller communities closer to the
people being served, with a strong voice
from the parents of the children in the
program, can do a better job than the
bureaucracy. That is the first judgment
we made, to keep this program under
local control and control by parents
whose .children are being served. Local
government is the ideal form of govern
ment for delivery of services to be pro
vided in the program, where it can
demonstrate capability.

The second point is with respect to
State involvement. The committee re
port, on page 12, points out several ways
in which the States will and can be
involved:

First, by raising the general population cut
off for prime sponsors from 5,000 to 25.000
tl1is blll prOVides tl1at apprOXimately 5,000
localities which could have administered
their own programs in the vetoed blll Will
now be served under programs administered
by the States.

I regret that change. It is a compromise
I now support in order to reach some of
tIle President's objections.

I read.again from page 12 of the report:
Second, the Committee blll has increased

from 5% to 10% that 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 cOlllprehenslve state co
ordination and planning.

In addition, we accepted· with modi
fications the amendment offered by the
Senator from l\'faryland for five State
run programs as experiments to deter
mine how programs would work on a
State basis. So I think we have gone as

far as we can go l\J:ld,~tiP. offer~resp()nsl

bIli plan for qualitYC:levelop~entcare.
Mr. D<)IVUNIC~. Mr'I>resident, how

much time do I have remaining? .
The PRESIDING OFFICER: The sen

ator haS 3 miil\ites remaiIling.
Mr. DOMINICK. I yield to the Senator

from Maryland. .
The PRESIDING OFFICER.',I'he sen

ator from Maryland is recognized.
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I aminter

ested in the conversations around the
Chamber about the great affection for
local governnlent. It seems to me that if
senators have an affection for local gov
ernnlent, they will have some sympathy
for those people from local, government
who are required to come to every office
of every Senator and beat on doors to get
the assistance. of Senators in breaking
down barriers the Federal bureaucracy
has erected to prevent these people from
getting the help to which they are al-
ready entitled. ,

It has taken 7 years to implement the
Headstart program to .the extent it. is
now. implemented. ,'Yet, .there is a. great
need to expand theopportunities offered
by Headstart. Ifwe are going to ,make the
Federal program meaningful, it is neces
sary to get the program in the hands of
the people who have the problem. The
only way to do tha,tis to reduce the red
tape we have built into the program.

I suggest the amendment of the Sena
tor from Colorado does just that because
it allows the States. to say to local gov
ernments, "If you want to become in
volved in this program we will gO to the
Federal Government for you and get
what is rightfully yours and you will not
have to beat a path. to Washington."

I was interested in the remarks or the
Senator from Wisconsin about .State
governments. He was the Governor of
his State and he has a .high regard for
the states but I suggest that he show
that regard by putting them on at least
an equal footing with others.in the bill.

All the Senator from ,Colorado and I
are saying is that some States do have
the capability of administering pro
grams. Let us assume some. States are
better than others,anci. let. us give at
least those States the responsibillty for
implementing the program. I suggest if
we do this, more technical assistance
will be available to those States that do
not havet~e capability, Otherwise, we
are saying no State can do the job, and
that experts in Washington. can do the
job better than all theStates.There
suIt of such a policy is that those States
capable of administering programs effec
tively are denied that opportunity..• On
the other hand, those States iIlneed of
help and technical assistance are denied
such assistance because the Federal of
ficials are. overwhelmed by the paper-
.work from all the States. •

If Senators have a fondness for local
government and an interest in. seeing the
programs implemented at the local level,
and if Senators, wish to recognize that
some. States not only can but are doing
.the job, they will agree to the amend·
nl:mt of the Senator from Colorado..

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Minnesota.

'Mr. ;MONDALE Mr President, I think
,the qU,estiqn of what. is good for loc!ll
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COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART,
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND FAM
ILY SERVICES ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the bill (S. 3617) to strengthen
and expand the Headstart program, with
priority to the economicallY disadvan
taged, to amend the Economic Oppor
tunity Act of 1964, and for other pur
poses.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum and

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 9580) to authorize the Commis
sioner of the District of Columbia to
enter into agreements with the Com
monwealth of Virginia and the State of
Maryland concerning the fees for the
operation of certain motor vehicles.

The message also announced that the
House had passed without amendment
the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 211) to
amend title IV of the Consumer Credit
Protection Act establishing the National
Commission on Consumer Finance.
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So Mr. DOMINICK'S amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COOK. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

is open to further amendment.
What is the will of the Senate?
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The second assistant legislative clerk

proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EAGLETON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.
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gest the absence of a quorum, not to be
charged to either side, until we can get
the yeas and nays ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the time will not be taken out
of either side. The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant 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 (Mr.
CRANSTON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

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

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

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Colorado. The yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Georgia (Mr. GAM
BRELL), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. HARRIS), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from Minne
sota. (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN),
the Senator from New Hampshire .(Mr.
McINTYRE), the Senator from Montana
(Mr. METCALF:) , and the Senator from
Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) are necessarily ab
sent.

On this vote, the senator from Georgia
(Mr. GAMBRELL) is paired with the Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Georgia would vote "yea," and the Sena
tor from Minnesota would vote "nay."

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. MCINTYRE), and the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) would
each vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. COT
TON) and the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
STEVENS) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAF
FORD) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
illness.

The Senator from Florida (Mr. GUR
NEY) is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Florida
(Mr. GURNEY) is paired with the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD). If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Florida
would vote "yea," and the Senator from
Vermont woUld vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 45,
nays 38, as follows:

[No. 227 Leg.]
YEA8--45
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government perhaps can best be resolved
by the people running those governments.
I would like to place in the RECORD a
statement .by the U.S. Conference of
Mayors which strongly supports the
committee version of the child develop
ment program on the ground that it best
serves local govelnment.

Now therefore be It resolved that the U.S.
Conference of Mayors urges the enactment of
legislatIon whIch wlll proVide for a compre
hensIve range of. qual1ty. famUy centered
chUd care servIces In, order to assist parents
if they so .choose .to provIde theIr chUdren
wIth an opportunIty for healthy and stImu
latIng .development.

Be It further resolved that cIties be gIven
the opportunity to plan and coordInate such
comprehensIve programs at the local level.

These are the mayors talking. It does
not happen to be only the Senator from
Wisconsin or the Senator from Min
nesota; this is the Conference of Mayors,
representing local government:

Be it further resolved tha.t cIties be gIven
the opportunIty to plan and coordInate such
comprehensIve programs at the local level.

Also, the record clearly shows that we
hav.e 1,700 locally controlled Headstart
programs now, and, without any doubt,
the people in those programs, the par
ents, and the children, want to continue.

For that reason, and for the other rea
sons we have cited, I hope the amend
ment will be rejected.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. BEALL. The Senator has quoted

from the mayors.' He has not quoted
the Governors. I· would point out that
the Governor of my State, who is a
member of the Senator's party, and who
has just been selected chairman of the
conference of Governors, I believe, sent
me a telegram when this legislation was
being considered before and said, "Please
do not support this bill, because you are
putting the States out of the child-care
business," and as a result of the bill we
passed, the State of· Maryland did not
proceed with its own child-development
plans.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has expired.

Mr. NELSOR Mr. President, I yield
time on the bill to the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the
first point I want to make is that, as a
matter of fact, this is a resolution from
the conference of mayors on this bill.
It is not the last bill, but it is relevant
to both bills because in both cases the
conference is for local control. Second,
the point the Senator from Maryland
made is that we have to be conscious
of the needs of local government. My
answer to that is, Who knows best the
needs of local government? I would say
the mayors who run those communities
know best, and they want the Senate
committee's version, and not the version
embodied in the State control mandate
embodied in the amendment of the Sen
ator from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I think
my time has expired.

"The PRESIDING. OFFICER. All time.
on t1)e amendment has expired..
. Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I sug-
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ask unanimous consent that the time be
equally charged against both sides on the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
"'ill call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the quo
rum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1254 AS MODIFIED

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 43, line 19, Insert "(1)" after the

word "deSigned".
On page 44, line 4, delete the period fol

lowing the word "organizations" and lnsert
in lieu thereof a comma and add the follow
Ing: "and (2) to maximize community In
volvement In child development and family
service programs by prOViding model projects
which provide for the location of child de
velopment centers Within, adjacent to, or In
close proximity of secondary schools, or sen
Ior citizens centers, or both, so as to give
secondary students practical work oppor
tunities and firsthand experiences In child
development and family service, and to give
senior citizens the opportunity to become
involved and to share their experiences and
talents with preschool children. Such projects
shall, to the extent feasible, foster a home
school relationship by employing the parents
of the children enrolled in the center as
teacher aides on a rotating basis. The Secre
tary shall encourage all agencies within the
Department of Health. Education, and Wel
fare. including the Office of Child Develop
ment, the Office of Education, and the Ad
ministration 011 Aging, to carry out the pro
visions of this subsection.".

On page 45, line 20, strike "5 per centum"
and Insert in lieu thereof "8 per centum".

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President. I ask unan
imous consent that the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK). the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. TAFT), and the Senator
from New York (Mr. JAVITS) be added as
cosponsors of my amendment.

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

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, this is an
amendment to section 107, "The Special
Cooperative Program With Educational
Institutions," which was added as a re
sult of my urging for the last 2 years for
a larger role for educational institutions
in child care programs.

Basically, this section, as now in the
bill, sets aside 5 percent of the funds for
educational institutions for planning,
carrying out, and evaluating cooperative
programs and activities designed to pro
vide continuity between preschool pro
grams and regular education programs.

The amendment that I offer now
would increase that set-aside from 5
to 8 percent, redesignate the present
provisions as (l) and add a new part
(2) to the section designed to encourage
greater community involvement in child
care programs, particularly for senior
citizens, secondary stUdents, and parents.

Specifically, the program would au
thorize model projects which provide for
the location of child development cen-

tel'S within, adjacent to, or in close prox
imityof secondary schools, or senior citi
zens centers or both, so as to give sec
ondary students practical work oppor
tunities and firsthand experiences in
child care and development and to give
senior citizens the opportunity to become
involved and to share their experiences
and talents with preschool children.

Mr. President, I would like to discuss
some of the rationale that prompted me
to offer this amendment providing for
such model projects. As the ranking mi
nority member of the Senate Labor and
Public Welfare Subcommittee on Aging,
I strongly support the Senior Citizens
Centers, which have been funded under
the Older Americans Act. One of the
problems faced by senior citizens is the
problem of isolation.

Senior citizens, I am convinced, do not
want to withdraw from society; they
want to continue in constructive and
creative efforts and use their many tal
ents. They want the opportunity to meet
with their peers, but I also believe many
would like the opportunity to make the
generation gap a myth.

Thus, the purpose of the experimenta
tion with the location of senior citizens
centers within or near child care centers
is to give retired citizens, most on a vol
untary basis, the opportunity to work or
to merely observe preschool children.
Anyone who has seen his or her chil
dren with "grandparents" know their
special magic with children. The foster
grandparents program has demonstrated
that this "magic" can be present not
withstanding the absence of a blood re
lationship.

Senior citizens in senior centers lo
cated, as envisioned here, would be a
ready pool of volunteers to help, assure
more personal attention, and guide pre
school children. Such an arrangement
would be good for the children and good
for the grandparents. There are ancil
lary benefits in such a situation. For ex
ample, the school cafeteria would be an
ideal place for serving senior citizens a
good, nutritious and inexpensive meal.

Locating child care centers within or
near secondary schools, also opens in
triguing possibilities. One of the problems
of today's society is that young people
are not provided, in my judgment, enough
real world work opportunities. Again, the
location of a child development center
within or near a secondary school, would
provide our young citizens with the op
portunity to gain firsthand experience in
child care and development. This would
be valuable as a work experience and
also as an opportunity to learn about
children, their education, and develop
ment, all of which should be invaluable
in preparing them as future parents. Cer
tainly, the enthusiasm and eagerness of
secondary students could be of much
benefit to the preschool children.

The amendment also encourages proj
ects, to the extent feasible, to employ
the parents of students enrolled in the
child care center on a rotating basis. This
basically is the cooperative arrangement
under which as many of the parents of
the children are hired or volunteer /1s
teachers aids and spend perhaps one
day in every month in the child's class-

room. 'Now, I know this is n()teasy.to
bring about. Parents are busy. Many
work. Their employees would not release
them forthis purpose. Yet, I believe these
problems are not insurmountable.

Employers, both public and private,
can be persuaded to see the value of real
participation and involvement by the
parents of the children. This is par
ticularly true when the salary of the
parent as an aid would equal the salary
at the job. I personally hope that this
kind of arrangement is encouraged
throughout the child development pro
grams, for parents can perform many
critical roles in nursery schools, includ
ing that of "expert" on her child as well
as a learner about her child and other
children and their development.

This home-school partnership can fos
ter the working together of parents and
the school that will be good for the com
munity and good for the children.

Finally, the project directs the Secre
tary of Health,Education, and Welfare
to encourage all agencies within his De
partment, inclUding the Oflice of Child
Development, the Oflice of Education,
and the Administration on Aging, to
carry out the intent of this proposal. The
purpose of this is to give special consid
eration to the funding of programs which
move in this direction.

Mr. President, I believe this proposal
is exceedingly sound, designed to encour
age the schools, child care centers, and
senior citizens centers, to become com
munity centers to the mutual benefits of
all the groups and the society at large.

I urge its adoption.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen

ator yield?
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I yield to

the Senator from Ohio.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I commend

the Senator from Maryland on his
amendment. I express my strong support
for the amendment.

The Senator from Maryland has shown
great leadership in the committee in
pointing up the ways in which senior citi
zens can become more involved in the
delivery of various services in the com
munity and at the same time build
themselves up in the communities and
give the communities the strength of
their experience and dedication by de
monstrable examples, as they have done
in a number of circumstances.

I think this is an excellent amendment
and is an excellent improvement in the
bill.

I am very happy to support the amend
ment.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator for his support and his cospon
sorship and his agreement with the
principles of the amendment.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
"myself whatever time is necessary.

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

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President,I agree
with the amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Maryland and I am perfectly
willing to accept the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do .the
Senators yield back their time?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
back my time. •

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I thank the
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senator from Wisconsin for his willing
ness to accept the amendment.

Mr. President, ~am happy to yield back
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The. question is
on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator. from Maryland. (putting the
question).

The amendment was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

is open to further amendment.
Mr. BEALL; Mr. President, I suggesJ;..

the absence of a quorum.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent that the time
be equaIlycharged against both sides on
the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANSFIELD). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was read as follows:
On page 18, line 18, insert before the period

a comma and the following: "except that if
any unit of general local government having
a population of one mUllon or more persons
within any such State elects to apply for
prime sponsorship designation and submits
a plan meeting the requiremeruts of this sec
tion the secretary shall designate such unit
as the local prime sponsor, and in such case
the Statewide plan described In this para
graph shall cover the balance of the State".

On page 18, strike out all that appears on
lines 19 and 20 and insert In Ueu thereof
the following: "as Statewide prime sponsors
under this paragraph not more than five
States, having a combined popUlation of not
more than 20 per centum of the total popu
lation of all of the States in the Nation,
which have demonstrated capabUlty and".

On page 19-(1) strike out all that appears
on Unes 3 through 5; (2) on Une 6, redesig
nate subpa.mgraph "(B)" as subparagraph
.. (A) "; (3) on line 12, redesignate subpara
graph "(0)" as subparagraph "(B)"; (4) on
line 14, strike out "(B)" and insert in Ueu
thereof "(A)".

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, this
amendment is not complicated. Its effect
would be to make all States eligible for
selection under the State demonstration
program, which I authored and which
was adopted by the committee, but in a
modified form.

One of the major issues before the
Congress last year and before the com
mittee, ~nd now the Senate this year is
the role of the States in child develop
ment programs. I personally believe that
child care programs will be more effec
tive, will be better coordinated, and will
be supported with more resources if
States .are. active,· and not· primarilY
passive partners, in early childhood pro
grams. It has been demonstrated that
the Senate is in agreement with this
principle with the recent adoption of the
Dominick amendment.

As a fairly. recent member of the

Maryland State Legislature, I can assure
Senators that the states are not apt to
become very interested or involved in a
PJogram without a meaningful role.

As a compromise and perhaps as a
new approach in Federal aid programs,
I offered an amendment that would allow
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to turn over the entire adminis
tration of child care programs to five
States. This amendment was adopted but
the committee modified the proposal to
eliminate from eligibility States whose
population exceeded 5 percent of the
total population of the Nation. I cannot
understand the rationale for such a re
striction. Such an eXClusion, in my judg
ment, represents both bad policy and bad
principle and an insult to those excluded
States. The merits of a State's program,
not the size of its population, should
determine eligibility and selection under
the demonstration program.

Mr. President, during the last decade,
a plethora of programs have been en
acted, all with the noblest attention, to
solve the Nation's domestic problems.
Despite the growing evidence that pro
grams planned, packaged, and delivered
from Washington have not been as effec
tive as they should be, we have not
brought about the necessary and needed
reform.

The reason often given for not giving
the States a greater role is the fear of
what would happen to the program in a
few states if such action were taken.
Even conceding this point for discussion
purposes, this is legislating to the lowest
common denominator, rather than trying
to achieve the highest quality available.
This is penalizing many of the States for
the defects of a few. I advocate consid
eration of a different approach. Rather
than having the policies and inade
quacies of a few States prevent all the
States from running their programs, we
should at least encourage and reward ex
cellence in various areas by turning over
the administration of programs to those
States who are leaders in various fields.

Competition stimulates efficiency and
economy in the private sector; competi
tion between States to be selected for this
honor could stimulate similar results in
the governmental sector. An added ad
vantage is that such a program would
help eliminate some of the redtape and
paper shufiling that characterizes some
Federal agencies today and would enable
such agencies to concentrate on provid
ing the technical and other assistance
needed by weaker States in various pro
gram areas.

Commissioner Marland has frequently
indicated that the paper shuiIiing effort
at the Office of Education prevents the
Office from really being effective in those
areas and in those States where its ex
pertise would be particularly welcomed
and needed.

In a recent Wall Street Journal article
by Mr. Richard Jensen, entitled "What
Federal Money Didn't Buy," the author
discusses the recent Brookings Institu
tion book on "Setting National Prior
i~es." After commenting on the general
disappointment and ineffectiveness of
Federal programs launched in the last
decade, the author concludes as follows:

What the Brookings Panel ultimately pro
poses, along with admittedly modest pro
cedural changes such as budgeting more pro
grams for several years instead of one, is
basically a resort to more "social experimen
tation" to find out how individuals and insti
tutions actually respond to federal efforts.

That may not make a very exciting plat
form for any political candidate, but it just
might prOVide a firm foundation for a more
rational fiscal future. Once the publlc and
the government realize that experimentation
is about all that has been going on all along,
the many inevitable fallures would not be so
costly and frustrating. If successes are a few,
they still might stand out all the more clearly
as guides to the ultimate solutions which
must be out there somewhere.

In summary, my proposal to turn over
to five States, based on the excellence of
their proposals, is just such an experi
ment.

I would like to point out that, although
I prefer that there should be no limita
tions on which states are eligible for the
state demonstration programs and that
merit alone should be the determining
factor, I am aware that some compromise
should be reached on this particular
matter.

Under this amendment, all States
would be eligible to participate in the
State demonstration program, rather
than exclude a St?"te because its popula
tion was in excess of 5 percent of the
Nation's population. There would be two
limitations; namely, that the aggregate
population of the five States selected
could not exceed 20 percent and a politi
cal unit with a population of 1 million
or more could opt out of the program
operated by the State if it desired. I
would prefer no restrictions, but I think
that is a reasonable compromise. I am
hopeful the manager of the bill will ac
cept the amendment.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, as I said
previously, I think the suggestion for the
demonstration project as proposed by the
Senator from Maryland which we ac
cepted in committee was a very creative
and useful suggestion.

I am also perfectly happy to accept his
amendment to increase the total popu
lation of States eligible to be participants
in the demonstration projects from 5 to
20 percent, with cities of 1 million having
the option to exclude themselves if they
desire. I am willing to accept the amend
ment.

I yield back the remainder of my time.
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I thank the

Senator from Wisconsin for accepting the
amendment, and I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Maryland (putting the
question).

The amendment was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

is open to further amendment.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the time used in
the calling of a quorum be taken from
the bill, equally divided, and I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the quo
lum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BEALL. In behalf of the Senator
from Colorado, I yield 20 minutes to the
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN).

IN OPPOSITION TO CHILD DEVELOPMENT BY

GOVERN'.\IENT

Mr. ALLEN. :r-.'Ir. President, I thank the
distinguished Senator from Maryland for
yielding time to me at this time in ?rder
that I might discuss the due merIts of
this bill.

Mr. President, once again we have be
fore us a bill to provide among other
things for "Comprehensive child care
progr~ms." On December 2, 1971, the
Senate passed a conference report con
taining very similar provisions to those
now under consideration and on Decem
ber 10, 1971, the President vetoed the
bill.

Mr. President, there were several rea
sons cited by the President for his veto.
In the President's message he stated:

But the most deeply f1.awed proVisions of
this legislation is Title V. "Child Development
programs." ...

Though Title V's stated purpose, "to pro
vide every child with a full and fair oppor
tunity to reach his full potential" is cer
tainly laudable, the intent of Title V is over
shadowed by the fiscal irresponslb1l1ty, ad
ministrative unworkabll1ty, and family
weakening implications of the system it en
visions. We owe our children something more
than good intentions.

Mr. President, I spoke in opposition to
adopting the conference report, and I
applauded the President's decision to
veto the bill. In this connection, I ask
unanimous consent that my remarks
which appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD on Thursday, December 2, 1971,
page 44135 be printed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of these remarks.

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

(See exhibit U
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I stated

then and repeat now that I would be
pleased to support legislation to expa!1d
the number of and to improve the qualIty
of our traditional day care facilities of
the type with which we are all familiar.
On the other hand, I cannot support the
type of program envisioned by the prOVi
sions of this bill. Such programs have a
tendency to undermine the family as the
basic unit of society. That remains the
pernicious thrust of this bilL In the
President's words "The faUlt of the bill
lies in its family weakening implica
tions." Other differences between the bill
before us and the bill vetoed by the
President are more apparent than real.

The committee report accompanying
the bill before us seeks to assure us that
the major objections raised by the Presi
dent's veto message have been met in
this new version. I find the alterations to
be only superficial, and those which are
more substantial can be interpreted as
mere tactical maneuvers. The most sig
nificant of these changes, perhaps, is to
be found in the language of section 511 of
the bill, which is intended to convey the

idea that the program "'ill be entirely
voluntary, and that the numerous serv
ices enumerated in the bill shall simply
be made available to those who request
them. This, in my opinion, is merely a
tactical move, as will be indicated later
when I discuss the implications of child
advocacy.

In the meantime, there are serious im
plications in the type of programs en
visioned as they relate to the role of Fed
eral Government in traditional family
relationships.

Nobody can accurately predict the fu
ture, of course, but it is not diIDcult to
project a trend and foresee where the
bill may very well take us.

The bill provides funding to initiate a
substantial bureaucracy headquartered
in Washington, staffed by people whose
views on child development can reason
ably be expected to be substantially simi
lar to those of Dr. Reginald Lourie, presi
dent of the Joint Commission on the
Mental Health of Children,who testified
in favor of the bill. Among other things
he said, speaking about the timing of
intervention in the life of a child:

.•. the timing of appropriate intervention
is crucial. In the first eighteen months of
life, the brain is groWing faster than it ever
wlll again. This is the time when it is most
plastic and most available for appropriate ex-·
perience and corrective interventions.

On another occasion, when Dr. Lourie
was testifying before the Senate Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, he
made it clear that even the first 18
months of life did not take things back
far enough for him. In his testimony he
spoke of the importance of the prenatal
period:

I would like to stress the increasing im
portance With which we view this period, and
how much we would feel that there are needs
for greater emphasis on it. We think that a
baby should be viewed like the ancient Chi
nese did, as being 9 months old at the time
of its birth. By the time it is born, it has
well-developed patterns which w1ll last for
the rest of its life.
... We have increasing indications of how
important the prenatal period is. • • • In
creasingly ingenious devices for defining
what's going on in the uterus are becoming
avallable as well as interventions that Will be
diagnostic and corrective.

We are entering a new era from this point
of view, and we are very pleased to see that
this blll makes provision for prenatal serv~

ices. (Joint Hearings on the Comprehimsive
Chlld Development Act of 1971, Part 1, page
178.)

So when we stop to think a bit about
the ultimate implications of this bill, we
see that we are considering, not legisla
tion which would provide something on
the order of day-care centers for the chil
dren of working mothers, as its propo
nents often paint it, but rather a very
far-ranging and comprehensive bill
which involves day care and child de
velopment of children which goes into
training even below the age of 2 and pre
natal care with the possibility of inter
vEmtions in the womb supervised by the
Federal Government.

In fact, the clamor currently being
raised over zero population growth sug
gests that it is not too farfetched to e:q
vision in the not too distant future some
sort of variant of the old eugenics pro
gram for raising the quality of the pop-

illation, ···.With'the'Federar;'Gov~mment
deciding whether,'individtials -Ollghtto
have children, and how many they should
have, .. .}.:'

If this were to happen, we ,should be
faced with an unparalleled degree of gov
ernmental intervention into areas that
have hithero been reserved to the private
decision of the individual. The "new era"
of which Dr. Lourie spoke iIl.his testi
mony will truly be upOn us; and it will be
the era of the total state. It will be
administered by people like Dr. Lourie,
who may be motivated by the best of
intentions but who will as surely destroy
our individual freedoms as' the. most
malignant of tyrants. For after' all, if
freedom is to mean anytb.ing, it must in
clude the freedom to make the wrong
choices as these might be defined by the
doctors and psychiatrists. When the pos
sibility of making the wrong choice \s
denied us, we are left with toe Marxist
definition of freedom as the""recogni
tion of necessity,"· the necessity now
being that of making the correct choice.
And at that point we have become a
totalitarian state-perhaps by our own
choice, perhaps by a, decision .of the
majority democratically arrived at, but a
totalitarian state nonetheless. . .

Mr. President, .1, have ,spoken'. of
bureaucracy cre,ated toadIIlinister these
programs. For whom will the bureauc
racy work? '

In the first place, it goes without say
ing that the staff will be ,convinced of the
importance of their preconceptions con
cerning child rearing, and that they will
wish to see their theories applied to as
many children as possible, . although
initially their attention may be concen
trated upon the,econom~callydis
advantaged. However,' spokesmen who
worked for ,the passage of this .bill put
it quite bluntly, asserting that:

Programs must be ." • available to all Chil
dren; . • ; programs Inustbe designed to
include children with a variety of socio
economic backgrounds.

The bill even as written now empha
sizes the importance of making extensive
services available to all levels of the
population, so that this program is not
really intended for, the . disadvantaged
alone, but to serve as an instrUment for
universal day care. But, it is argued the
services are voluntary. What if the par
ent, of whatever sooial or economic class,
does not wish his .child to receive the
benefit of these services?

In the first place, we know that the
availability of free services of this type
is a great temptation to anyone, regard
less of other factors. But if. the parent
resists this temptation,' there is some
thing else looming in the background.
That something else bears' the name
"child advocacy,"and it is a concept
1amiliar to the bureaucrats and one with
which we should faniiliartze ourselves. In
his testimony before the distinguished
Senator from Minneso.ta eMr.MONDALE),
Dr. Lourie:;poke of the recommenda
tionsof thej9int committee of which
he was president. He mentions one cate
gory of services tobe provided as follows:

••. the creation 9/ a system that could
insure that servic:es wcyuzv, be available. This
is what has been called the child advocacy
system. (Emphasis added.)
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Mr. President, child advocacy is not a

part of this bill, primarilY, I believe, be
cause its backers., realize that it would
not get through Congress. But child ad
vocacy means that if a parent were so
benighted as not to .want his child to
receive the benefits to be dispensed
through the child development system,
some sort of mechanism, legal or other
wise, would be, ,established to see that
the child does i~ fact rec,eive these bene
fits, regardless of the wishes of his par
ent or guardian. With that, any pretens~

of parental control will be eliminated,
and the language in the present bill sug
gesting voluntary participation will be
come meaningless. :"
, Is such a conclusion unreasonable? Is
it imagined that no one would consider
going to such extremes? Note that the
Office of Child Development' under the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare has recently announced the es
tablishment of a National Center for
Child Advocacy. Child advocacy is not
inthis bill, but if the ,bill's primespon
SOl'S have anything to do with it, it will
before long be upon us. And if the prin
ciple is accepted, the idea of family au
thority in child rearing will be com
pletely discarded; and the ultimate de
cisionmaking'.power'in this crucial.area
transferred, to. the state'. By "the state,"
I mean Government asa whole, the Fed
eral Government, not the 50 States.

The objections which may be raised
against this bill are truly legion, and I
have had time to discuss only a few of
them. though they are very central ones.

A major point which I would ask Sen
ators to remember is that this bill, for
all the alterations wrought, upon it, is
essentially the same one which the Pres
ident so wiselY vetoed last winter. He
pointed out at that time that:

The blll "would commit the vast moral au
thority of the national government to the
side of communal approaches to child rear
Ing over against the famlly-centered ap
proach.

The current bill most definitely con
tinues to do that.

If Members of the Senate believe that
the family should have the basic respon
sibility for the rearing of children in our
society, they should vote against this bill.
If. on the other hand, we maintain that
the State, in the form of the Federal Gov
ernment, should be the prime arbiter of
the way in which our children are to be
raised, then we should vote for the bill.
That is the crux of the issue.

I take my stand with the family, with
all its imperfections, for I believe that
the potential damage done to our society
by the system to be established by this
bill would be appalling.

EXHIBrr 1
[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Dec. 2,

1971J
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMENDMENTS OF

1971-CONFERENCE REPORT
The Senate continued with the considera

tion of the report of the committee of con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the House to
the bill (S. 2007) to provide for the continu
ation of programs authorized under the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act, of 1964, and for other
purposes. ,', ' " ," "',,' .

Mr. Do~cK.. Mr; Ji'resldent. ,I yield 20
'mlnutes to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distingUished Sen
ator from Colorado for yielding to me.

Mr. President. the parllamentary situation
Is that the conference report on S. 2007 Is
baiore the Senate for consideration, Those
of us who oppose the comprehensive child de"
velopment program are not able, in view of
the parllamentary situation, to obtain a vote
up or down on the comprehensive child devel
opment program without first defeating the
conference report.

Mr. President, the defeat of the report
does not klll the bill. All it does is defeat
the report. The bill itself would be before
the Senate, so that those of us who would
llke to approve the bill with the compre
hensive child development program ellmlnat
ed from the bill would have that opportunity.
The Senate has many options, once the con
ference report Is defeated. It can send the bill
back to a new oonference with Instructions,
send It back without instructions, concur
in the bill, or concur with an amendment,
and that would be the effort that would be
made by those who oppose the comprehen
sive child development program, in the event
we can first defeat the conference report.

So by a vote against the report, one is in
no sense voting against the bill Itself, be
cause the bill will be very much allve In all
of its aspects and before the Senate for
consideration. This child development pro
gram actually was not a part of S. 2007 at
the time that bill was introduced in the Sen
ate, because at that time there was pending
In the Senate S. 1512, by the distingUished
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE), and
a number of other Senators. It is added as
an appendage to S. 2007. So if we could ellm
inate the comprehensive child development
program from S, 2007, we would leave that
blll exactly as it was Introduced. It would
certainly do no violence to the OEO pro
gram. But first we must defeat the confer
ence report, which would leave the bill be
fore the Senate for Its further consideration,

Mr. President, In the beginning let me
make it clear that I do not oppose a real
istic program of Federal assistance to State
and local governments to help establish and
maintain child day-care centers for work
ing mothers. It seems to me that if we
Intend to reqUire work of a parent or par
ents as a condition of ellgibllity for welfare
assistance, then it would be appropriate to
make provisions for the care ,. of dependent
chlldren.

On the other hand, there is a world of
difference between day-care centers for work
ing mothers and the comprehensiVe child
development program such as contemplated
by the conference report.

Day-care centers for care of children of
working mothers is neither a new idea nor
is it a radical approach to a longstanding
problem. Day-care facilities have been op
erating successfully thrO\lghout the United
States, either on a private enterprise basis
or by nonprofit organizations such as
churches and labor unions, for a long time.
Such facilities have proven their value, and
I would be pleased to support legislation to
expand' the number of and Improve the qual
Ity of day-care centers of the type with
which we are all famillar.

On the other hand, I cannot support the
type of program envisioned by the prOVi
sions of this bill. The proposed program is
radical and socialistic. In my jUdgment, some
of the services are totally Incompatible with
a free society. Neither is this radical type of
program new nor Is it untried, except in the
United States. Communist Russia and Social
Ist nations have long had such programs. So
long, in fact, that experience with such pro
grams In Communist Russia has occasioned
serious second thoughts on the ultimate
value of such programs because of their
admitted tendency to undermine the family
as the basic unit of society. That Is the per
niCious thrust of this bill, Mr. President-

that it would undermine the family as the
basic unit of society.

Mr. President, the committee report on S.
2007 recognizes the risk involved In separat
ing children from their parents but claims
that the provisions of the proposal minimize
and overcome that danger. I doubt it. This
proposal would create a gigantic bureaucratic
monstrosity with near-complete control over
the lives of children.

Here is a program to authorize among
other things. the creation of thousands of
of laboratories. in effect, with children as
SUbjects. What parent wants his chlld con
ditioned to perform llke an animal in a
circus? The techniques for human condition
ing have been mastered. Given a doctrine
that denies the existence of a human spirit,
children become merely another form of ani
mal life and, as such, the social experimenters
have no inhibition against training the hu
man animal t{) respond by the same tech
niques as wild animals are trained to sup
press their natural inclinations and to per
form their unnatural routines.

In short, the program offers a sort of
hag heaven for those Whose faith is rooted
in the man-made order. By the same token,
the program offers only nightmares for those
who belleve In a diVinity ordained order in all
forms and manifestations of life. The idea
that the taxpayers of this Nation should be
made to bear the cost of conditioning our
children to respond like robots to programed
behaVior patterns is Intolerable to think
about. Such programs, however, In the opin
ion of the junior Senator from Alabama,
are implicit in the term "comprehensive
child development."

Mr. President, I do not exaggerate. Here
is a program that contemplates prenatal and
infant care; a wide variety of social and cog
nitive developmental services Including those
designed to develop physical and mental
health which can be carried on in after
school, summer, weekend. and overnight
programs.

The estimated cost of day care services for
a single group of children within the 3 to 5
years of age bracket is $2,372 per child. It
Is estimated that 6 million children of work
ing mothers need comprehensive develop
mental day care servioes.

The distingUished Senator from New York
(Mr. BUCKLEY) disputed the fact that there
are actually 6 million children who are In
need of day-care services,

The last figure does not Include the addi
tional number of children who would fall
Into the category of need when and If work
is made a condition of eligibility for public
welfare. The ultimate cost of prenatal and
infant care services including the cost of
training to be offered In the homes is any
body's guess.

Mr, President, from the standpoint of cost,
we shOUld bear in mind that the compre
hensive child development program is not
intended to be limited to children of work
ing mothers, nor is It limited to children
.from 3 to 5 years of age. It is intended to
be comprehensive both from the standpoint
of developmental services offered and from
the quantitative standpoint of numbers
of children served. The program anticipates
the eventual mixing of socioeconomic classes
which can be accomplished only by expand
ing the programs and services to reach chll
dren from upper and middle income famllles.

Mr. President. an initial authorization in
the amount of $100 million Is requested for
fiscal year 1972 and $2 billlon-jumping
from $100 million to $2 billion-for fiscal
year 1973. These sums are sufflclent to get
the program firmly embedded in the already
vast and rapidly expanding permanent wel
fare state apparatus.

Mr. President, it is not only the Initial cost
of the program that disturbs me. Given
the current condition of the economy. this
Is not the time to tli.ke on vast new welfare
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When the House met on the afternoon of

September 30, not morl than 40 or 60 mem-

programs. The initial cost is merely the tip
of an Iceberg.

It is generally conceded that the authori
zations requested at this time are merely
to get a foot in the Treasury door. There
after, the sky's the limit. For example, an
aide to one distingUished Senator described
the tactic behind the conference committee
compromise on family income ellglbll1ty for
free participation in the child development
program. The November 20, 1971, Issue of
National Journal quotes this person as
follows:

"The key thing is that the Democrats want
a blll. They don't want a veto. The Democrats
feel like they've got most of what they
wanted. The spirit now Is let's get this on the
books and we'll improve it in two years."

Mr. President, who can realistically esti
mate the ultimate cost of this far-reaching
and revolutionary proposal?

Mr. President, putting aside all considera
tions of cost, there is another and more com
pelling reason for opposing the idea that the
Federal Government has the primary respon
sibility for comprehensive, mental, physical,
and social development of children as con
templated by this program. ChlId training
and development Is a primary function of
and the responsibility of parents, churches,
schools, and other autonomous Institutions
of authority in our society. Already too many
heretofore independent institutions of au
thority in our society have been harnessed to
the oxcart of the State and subjected to
collective domination and control. If this
trend Is not halted-and soon-we will be
caught up in an irreversible revolutionary
trend. This conclusion is supported by the
prediction by the French author, Jean
Francois Revel, who said:

"The revolution of the twentieth century
will take place in the United States. It Is only
there It can happen. And it has already
begun."

The revolution conceived by Mr. Revel is
currently manifested in what is referred to as
a transition from poUtical democracy to eco
nomic democracy. It is also manifested in the
erosion of separate institutions of authority
In our society among which the family is
most important.

Mr. President, let me elaborate on this
point. I take It that all Senators will agree
that the word "government" in its fullest
meaning is the aggregate of all the Institu
tions of authority in a society. Civil govern
ment is but one Institution of authority to
Which we, as a free people, turn for direc
tion and guidance in making everyday deci
sions. The home is the institution of par
ental authority and the first with which
children become acquainted. At an early age
children are introduced to religious institu
tions of authority represented by our
churches and to the institution of authority
represented by our schools. As adults we be
come acquainted with the institutions of
authority in scientific, cultural, and eco
nomic aspects of our lives. Day after day we
turn to simllar institutions of authority rep
resented by the innumerable professions.
Each of these institutions speaks with au
thority which inherent in knowledge and ex
pertise in separate areas of specialty.

Mr. President, our Constitution and the
principles upon which it is founded are
designed to protect these separate institu
tions of authority from domination and con
trol by the Central Government.

The opposite theory of the relationship of
people to their government prevalls In na
tions characterized by dictatorial, authori
tarian, and totalitarian governments. In such
nations no institution of authority can be
permitted to survive if it perpetuates values
and ends which are inconsistent with those
chosen by the heads of state.

Mr. President, we are rapidly shaping up
as a socialist, collectivist society under an
authoritarian central government. The pro-

posed comprehensive child development pro- sentimentality? Of· course not. ,A. human
gram is but another step in that direction. being_pec1ally a motller--;-1s so (lonstructed

The home, famlly, religion, schools, the that she longs to warm her Qwn child with
economy and most of the professions are al- her love and to be warmed herself by its
ready dominated by the Federal Government. side.'
Where do we draw the line? Shall we permit "Nor was the reaction particUlar to moth
the Federal Government to assume responsi- ers. Solovev in his The Family in Soviet So
bil1ty for comprehensive development of our ciety quoted a factory worker as saying:
chlIdren? "'We have & great need for boarding nurs-

Mr. President, in order that we may clearly eries. but the fact that my son is. becoming
understand the Socialist antecedents of this alienated from me is so painful that I can't
program, let me refer to the CONGRESSIONAL even talk about it. I call him "Sasha, my
RECORD of October 7, 1971-35547. Here, the son," But he just runs away. No I have to
distinguished Representative from Minnesota spend at least an hour or two each day with
(l\fr. FRASER) had printed in the CONGRES- my son. Otherwise, it's impossible; other
SIONAL RECORD a study of day care facll1tles wise. I can't stand it.'
in the Soviet Union by Urie Bronfenbrenner. "But in SoViet society (as in our own)

The author quotes from a renowned SOViet neither the pronouncements of professional
academician, economic planner, and "old experts nor the complaints of parents can
Bolshevik," Stanlslav Gustovovlch Strumilln, be viewed as major determinants of social
whose traditional Communist conceptions of change. Such change is more likely to be
state responsibll1ty for chlId care are con- affected by objective factors of the type men
tained in the following excerpts: tioned earUer: the equalizing of the sex

"Under Soviet conditions it is especially ratio in the popUlation, the increase in leisure
noticeable how the lot of the woman worker time made possible by shorter working hours,
Is being lightened. She can work in one fac- and, above all, the easing of the housing
tory, her husband in another, both can eat shortage."
in a communal dining fac111ty whlIe sending Mr. President, are we to follow in the foot
their chlIdren to nurseries, kindergartens steps of Communist Russia in shifting major
and boarding schools.... Recognizing that responsiblllty for the care and training of
communal forms of upbringing have an un- children to the state itself? That is the
questionable superiority over all others, we fundamental question which will be an
are faced With the task in the immediate swered by our votes on the conference re
years ahead oi expanding the network of port on this blll.
such institutions at such a pace that within Mr. President, the highly respected na
fifteen to twenty years they are avallable- tionally syndicated columnist, James J. Kil
from cradle to graduation-to the entire patrick, has written persuasively on this
population of the country," subject in his column, "A Conservative View,"

Just as they are expanding in the Soviet released October 23, 1971. I ask unanimous
Union so they would expand in this country: consent that the column and a copy of Mr.

"Every Soviet citizen, upon leaving the KilpatriCk's commentary on this SUbject on
maternity home, wUl be sent to a nursery; radio station WTOP, November 4, 1971, be
from there to & kindergarten maintained day printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
and night; then to a boarding school from (There being no objection, the material
which he wUl enter independent life. . .. was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. as

"The question arises: wUl not this kind of follows: )
early separation of this child from his family COMMENTARy-CHILD DEVELOPMENT
he too painful an experience both for parents A House and senate conference committee
and for infants who are so dependent on ma- is struggUng to come up with a child devel
ternal affection? opment compromise bill that· will satisfy

"This question may be answered as follows: iiberals Without provoking a White House
the communal organization of upbringing In veto. A better idea would be simply to bury
no sense requires full separation of the chlld the blll for good, and try to forget it ever
from the parents ... and surely no one will happened. In either its House or its Senate
keep a mother from visiting her chlldren form, the bUl is monstrous.
when she is not working, from looking into The House version, adopted through a par
the children's area, located in the same bulId- lIamentary railroad job on September 30.
ing in which she works, as often as it is per- runs to 23 columns of fine print in the Con
mitted by the estabUshed schedule. gressional Record. The general idea is to

"The 'vitamins of love' are necessary for create a vast new bureaucracy charged with
all children in equal measure ... but the the "comprehensive" development of Amer
easiest way to satisfy this need is through ican children, starting at infancy and carry
the system of communal institutions of up- ing on to age 14. This is no mere "day care"
bringing. b1ll for working mothers. Forget that mlscon-

"The former family is reduced to the mar- ception.
ried couple •.. and when these contracted On the contrary, this is abUl to pro
famllles recognize that it is not sensible to Vide, Soviet-style, for Inaking children vir
expend so much work on maintaining an in- tual wards of the state. The proposed devel
dependent household just for two people, opment programs would include "compre
the family as an economic unit, having fused hensive physical and mental health, social,
with other famllles and become incorporated and cognitive development services necessary
into a large economic collective, wlll dls- for children participating in the program to
solve within the context of the future social profit fUlly from their educational opportu
commune." nities and to attain their maximum poten-

Mr. President, from the same article by Mr. tial." Does anyone have any idea what that
Bronfenbrenner, the following responses are mush conceals? The b11l covers medical, psy
recorded to Mr. Strumllin's views: chological, and nutritive services. It provides

"An example is provided by an article in for utlllzation of "chlld advocates,"· whoever
Pravda written by a woman reporter. She they are. The programs would go on all day
described a Visit to a boarding school in '" long, year in and year out. and they would
Moscow. Under a window she saw a young cost b1llions.
mother who, having missed the regular Visit- This nightmare proposition grew out of
Ing hours, was hoping to catch a gUmpse of Mr. Nixon's modest little dream of day care
her son or hear his voice. The correspondent centers Where welfare mothers could dump
found this incident disturbing: . their chlldren whlle they went to work. That

" 'Once again my thoughts returned to that idea may have meriir-but the comprehensive
mother standing beneath the window of the child development act has none.
boarding school. I cannot get her out of my
mind. This is not a bad boarding school. :Qut
just the same, a mother's heart begins to
yearn. Can we really reproach that heart for
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bers had any very clear idea of what might be
contained in aproposed "Chlld Development
Act." Theblll was dot even before them.

Before the afternoon had ended, after a
legislative coup led by John Brademas of In
diana, the House incredibly had voted 203
181 to graft this unbellevable blll onto the
Econoll11c Opportunity Act of 1971. The Sen
ate some weeks ago adopted a mllder but
similar plan. The whole scheme now awaits
action by conference committees.

The Brademas blll runs to 11,000 words. It
occupies 22columhs of fine type In the Con
gressional ReClord. No measure of greater im-.
portance hli.s cleared the floor of the 92nd
Congress, and few have had less attention
fo:om the press.

The hlll Is a monstrosity. No other word
sutfices. Many observers had expected, as a
part of plans for. welfare reform, to see some
blll enacted that would provide modest Fed
eral subsidies fora few day care centers in
major cities. These had been vaguely en
visioned as places where welfare mothers
could leave their chlldren while they went
off to work. Instead, the House has approved
a breathtaklng,full-blown plan for the "com
prehensive" development of chlldren to tlie
age of 14. It is the boldest and most far
reaching scheme ever advanced for Sovietiza
tion of American youth.

The bm begins with a recital that Con
gress finds "that mlllions of American chll·
dren are sUffering unnecessary harm from the
present lack of adequate child development
services, particularly during their early chlld
hood years." To remedy this harm; the blll
directs the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare to foster programs that wlll pro
vide "comprehensive physical and mental
health, social, and cognitive development
services necessary for children participating
in the program to profit fully from their edu
cational· opportunities and to attain their
maximum potential."

Such programs may include food. and nu
tritional services; medical, psychological and
educational services; appropriate treatment
to overcome emotional barriers; and "dis
semination of information in the functional
language of those to be served to assure that
parents are well informed." Rellglous guid
ance plays no part.

Applications for Federal financing would
be funneled through various Child Develop
ment Councils. These in turn would super
vise Local Policy Councils,· to be composed
either of parents or of representatives "cho
sen by such parents in accordance with
democratic selection procedures approved by
the Secretary."

Local proposals would float up to a new
Otfice of Child Development. This office
would create a special committee to develop
Federal Standards for Child Development
Services. Another committee would prepare
a Uniform Minimum Code for Child Devel
opment Fac1l1ties. The faclllties would be
financed through a new Chlld Development
Facility Insurance Fund. MeanWhile, a Na
tional Center for Child Development would
foster "research." A Child Development Re
search Council would smile upon it all.

The blll would prOVide "free" care for all
children of families earning not more than
$4.320 a year. Other chlldren would pay a
small fee. IV{r. Brademas could not really say
what the program might cost-maybe $350
million in fiscal '73-but the House authori
zation is open-ended. The bill contemplates,
Ultimately, Federal support of "the entire
range of. services that have to do With the
development of a chlld."

Doubtless the contrivers of this nightmare
had good intentions. In the context of a So
Vietized society, in which chlldren are re
garded as wardS of the state and raised in
state-cqntrolled. communes,. the scheme
would m.ake beautiful sense. But it is mon
stroUs to cOncoct any such plan for a society
that stlll cherishes the values (however they

may be abused) of home, famlly, church, and
parental control. This blll contains the seeds
for destruction of Middle America; and if
R~hardNixon signs it, he will have forfeited
his last frail claim on Middle America's sup
port.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield myself a half
hour.

Mr. President, before discussing my
specific objections to S. 3617, the child
development bill, I would like to say that
it represents a very substantial improve
ment over the legislation which was
vetoed last year, and that I am much
impressed by the obvious good will and
concern exhibited by its sponsors. Yet
many of the bill's basiC features, as well
as its implicit intent to establish a sys
tem of nationwide day-care centers, re
main the same as in the vetoed bill, and
it is, therefore, deserving of similar criti-
cisms. .

Although I have reservations as to the
propriety of having the Federal Govern
ment assume a broad responsibility for
a number of the services contemplated
by the legislation, I wish to concentrate
my remarks on the goal of establishing
day-care centers available on a broad
basis for the children of working moth
ers. Whereas this goal is not explicitly
stated, it is clear from the bill itself, from
the joint press release issued by the of
fices of Senators MONDALE and JAVITS last
May. and by the opening remarks made
by the distinguished Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. MONDALE). that the estab
lishment of such a system of day-care
centers is a prime objective of this legis
lation.

I would like to summarize my principal
criticisms at this time, reserving a more
detailed exposition of the most impor
tant of them for the discussion of certain
amendments which I propose to intro
duce later today.

First of all. there is the question of
the propriety of the Federal role. While
the Federal Government has assumed
a general responsibility in the area of
poverty, tho.: bill under consideration does
not limit its scope to thp. children of wel
fare families or of those living under the
poverty level. Quite the contrary, it pro
poses to establish full-day or part-day
child care services to be made available
on a sliding-scale fee basis to the pre
school age chiidren of working mothers
without regard to income.

Although broad local and State par
ticipation :s encouraged, the final arbiter
of the nature of the services to be pro
vided under the bill will be the Federal
Government. This introduction of the
Federal presence into what has hitherto
been an area of State or local responsi
bility threatens to make the delivery of
the contemplated services more diffiCUlt
and costly.

Two Governors who would have to deal
with the competing authority and juris
dictional disputes resulting from legisla
tion such as S. 3617 gave testimony to
Congress last year concerning the prob
lems which they anticipated from this
bill's vetoed predecessor, S. 2007. Gover
nor Moore of West Virginia, a member
of the Education Commission of the
states and an ardent supporter of im
proved care and education for preschool
children. said:

In short. the proposed system would, I
feel, not only become yet another competi
tor for scarce funds for children, but it
would also spawn so cumbersome and con
flicting a bureaucracy that the needS of
chlldren-and of quality services for chil
dren-would be overshadowed by political
and bureaucratic concerns.

Governor Rampton of Utah stated
that the implementation of such a pro
gram would-"Result in such additional
fragmentation and confusion that those
very children and families who most need
such assistance would suffer."

And in a telegram to the Honorable
CARL PERKINS, chairman of the House
Education and Labor Committee, Gov.
Marvin Mandel of Maryland said:

You contend that 8. 2007 leaves the states
with a meaningfUl role in early chlldhood de
velopment. I do not agree. We in Maryland
ha\-e put together a workable and coordinated
st3.te program of day care and early child
hood development; this statewide approach
would be effectively sabotaged by the Con
ference Bill. I would like to see the OEO pro
grams continued. but I cannot support S.
2007 whlle it contains this feature so destruc
tive to our comprehensive statewide pro
gram."

Although the present bill attempts to
broaden state authority, I am not posi
tive that the objections voiced by these
Governors have been fully met.

A second consideration is that of cost.
The Federal Govenlment is already badly
overextended financially, yet this leg
islation proposes to initiate broad new
Federal programs which within a very
few years will inevitably cost billions of
dollars, even though the first year's in
cremental cost is a not immodest sum
of half a billion doUars. Given other com
mitments already undertaken by the Fed
eral Government, it is quite clear that the
services to be provided under the pending
legislation will have to be paid for out
of increased taxes.

Third, there is the question of need.
The press release to which I have re
ferred stated that the bill would provide
for "development day care programs for
youngsters whose parents are working."
In his opening remarks, the Senator from
Minnesota. stated that while there are
more than 5 million preschool aged chil
dren of mothers who work, existing day
care centers can only accommodate 700,
000 of them. This leaves the clear impli
cation that there is a current need for a
vast number of additional day-care slots.

Yet the need for legislation estab
lishing widespread public child care has
yet to be proven. The most recent na
tional statistics reveal that nearly half
of the 5 million preschool age children of
working mothers are cared for in their
own home, often by relatives. Another 40
percent are looked after in the home ofa
relative or neighbor. These arrange
ments often approximate the idea of the
extended family, which is an effective
and desirable social institution. A large
majority of the working mothers of these
children prefer such arrangements, feel
ing as they do that a home and family
atmosphere is superior to the institu
tional atmosphere of a day-care center,
a view that is supported by nearly all
child welfare workers and child special
ists.

The remaining children receive care
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under a variety of arrangements, includ
ing group care in centers. Less than one
half of 1 percent of the preschool ages-
perhaps 15,000 children-are grossly ne
glected by mothers who leave them on
their own as they go to work.

The children in the last category ob
viously need immediate attention, as do
many, many additional children who are
entrusted to the care of older children
or adults who are demonstrably incom
petent to give them the normal care and
affection required for healthy develop
ment. However, the overall figures do
not demonstrate a national crisis such as
to justify the language used in connec
tion with the vetoed legislation to the
effect that "millions of children are suf
fering unnecessary harm," thus requir
ing care in Government child develop
ment centers.

Furthermore, it is quite clear that
there is no substantial demand for such
centers. A recent report prepared by
Westinghouse Corp. for the Office of
Economic Opportunity-"Day Care Sur
vey 1970"-found that more than 80 per
cent of the working mothers surveyed
were at least reasonably well satisfied
with their child care arrangements. Less
than 10 percent of these working
mothers chose institutionalized group
care as their ideal.

These conclusions were supported by
a study published in 1970 by the Auer
bach Corp., which also found that 73
percent of nonworking mothers would
prefer care in the home rather than in
a center if they were to decide to work.
Nor is there an overwhelming demand
for institutionalized day-care arrange
ments on the part of welfare mothers
who are enrolled in the federally spon
sored work incentive program and who
are thus entitled to free child care
services. With respect to these, the Auer
bach report found that-

Many mothers do prefer to develop their
own plans, and are in fact distrustfUl of
centers and services Which are offered to
them. They want to know the person pro
viding the care, and they want It In their
neighborhoods. Some mothers simply do not
want day care, they are afraid of the train
ing or lack of it that children are receiving.
Some are even afraid that their children are
being indoctrinated in such centers.

The fact that there is not a substan
tial demand for child day-care services
does not mean, of course, that such
should not be made available for those
children who are developmentally handi
capped and disadvantaged, or who are
neglected and abused. These are in need
of the remedial services which can be
made available through professionally
staffed centers of the highest quality.

Fourth, the legislation does not take
into adequate account the fact that for
the average child, especially those under
3 years of age, a day-care center can
prove to be positively harmful. The at
mosphere of such centers can exhibit
the normal mental and emotional devel
opment of a child, because of its removal
dUling most of its waking hours from the
affection and individual attention found
in his home. It is quite clear from the evi
dence offered by experts on child develop
ment that institutionalized centers
should be made available only in cases

where children require specialized help
or are otherwise being neglected or
harmed if left to the devices of their
parents. This is an area which I will
examine in far greater detail in con
nection with certain amendments which
I will be introducing.

A fifth objection to the bill as it now
stands has to do with the ability of a
federally designed and supparted sys
tem of child care centers of the scope
envisioned by the child development bill
to assure the quality of care which is
essential if the centers are not to do
more harm than good. The Senator from
Minnesota has emphasized that he
would not favor the creation of a sys
tem which would merely "warehouse"
children while their mothers are at work.
He indicates. that he understands the
need for a degree of professional com
petence in the centers which will to the
extent possible compensate for the loss
of the normal home environment and en
courage the development of each child's
potential.

I would suggest, however, on the basis
of past experience, both abroad and at
home, that the inevitable effect of the
proposed legislation will be to establish
a system in which it will be impassible as
a practical matter to maintain the re
quired quality. Furthermore, the legisla
tion in its present form would inevitably
have the effect of encouraging the idea
that day care for young children is not
only safe and acceptable, but even de
sirable. Thus it will create a demand for
more and more centers capable of han
dling ever larger numbers of children
which will so tax the availability of prop
erly trained professionals so as to make
it ever more difficult to maintain mini
mum standards of quality.

We will be told, of course, that the
required high quality standards for de
velopment care will be enforced under
this new act. But the history of Gov
ermnent regulation in this and many
other fields does not lend support to
this assumption. For example, the West
inghouse report, "Day Care Survey
1970," found that-

Although ninety per cent of existing
centers are licensed, it would be a mistake
to assume that possession of a license as
sures compliance to state and local regu
lations.

Another illustration of this problem is
found here in Washington, D.C. In his
recent book, "The State of Welfare,'~

Gilbert Steiner of the Brookings Insti
tutionreported that most centers in
Washington could not meet the Federal
interagency day-care requirements, in
particular the child-adult ratios and the
educational requirements for staff, even
though a number of the centers were
receiving Federal funds through the
WIN and AFDC programs. He says
that-

In the District welfare department the
view is that the requirements are unrealis
tic and that Widespread complaints from
private users who cannot afford the costs
involved may result in a lowering of stand
ards.

Dr. Dale A. Meers, in his article oJ;;!.
international day care, found some im
pOl'tant lessons in the experience of
other nations:

The ine1fectiveness of French supervising
authority in maintaining minimal standards
clearly illustrates a major. administrative
problem, Bureaucracies are hardly well
known for their Intrepid enforcement of
even important regulations,and. their dil
atory action presents criticalbazards in
child-rearing programs that are less conse
quential elsewhere. Those who are familiar
with the plight of other popUlations who
suffer state care and supervision, such as
the mentally ill, would urge that eVery day
care center should have its ombUdsman.

Secretary Richardson of HEW is one
who has had ample experience with the
difficulties of quality control and bu
reaucracy. He told the Senate Finance
Committee last fall about these dif
ficulties and the problems inherent in
S. 2007, the child development bill later
vetoed. by President Nixon:

Our experience with the l~eadstart pro
gram is that the children are the ones Who
pay the price of unmonltored programs and
that there is a llmit to the number of indi
vidual programs which the federal govern
ment can effectively monitor. Project Head
start has produced many benefits, but one of
the negative aspects has been the number
of direct grantees with which the Otllce of
Child Development must now deal. It is al
most impossible for the 10 regional ofllces of
OCD adequately to monitor and provide
technical assistance to the more than 1,000
grantees. Program quality suffers under these
circumstances. This situation would be aggra
vated under S. 2007, as recently passed by the
Senate, under which the federal government
could be required to deal directly with as
many as 10,000 to 40,000 local grantees. This
Is not a trivial or bureaucratic concern. It
would be a travesty if the swift expansion of
child care faclllties brought with it a great
many shoddy operations In which children
were merely stored away or. neglected or
abused.

It seems clear from the above, and
from our general experience with Fed
eral programs, that the maintenance of
quality will be almost impossible of
achievement unless the day-care centers
which would be authorized under the
pending legislation are limited to those
which are remedial in purpose and there
fore limited in number. Yet any compro
mise in quality can do positive damage to
the children entrusted to the centers. As
a group of six distinguished psycho
analysts in the Washington area have
pointed out in a statement issued re
cently in support of S. 3617:

There is considerable evidence that less
than "quality services" would infilct both
Immediate and long-range damage to the de
velopment and potential of vast numbers of
children. Especially vulnerable are those
children who are lese than two years of age,
or those who have had to contend with defi
cits in the supports. from their parents and
other factors in their environment on which
children are critically dependent for healthy
development.

" Supporters of this and similar leg
islation have made much of the fact that
these programs are voluntary. While this
is true, I would put the word voluntary in
quotation marks. Surely the existence of
relatively free day-care services is a
powerful inducement for mothers, fora
variety of reasons, to take a job at what
may be the expense of their children'S
well-being. And the govenunental spon
sorship of such day-cale programs lends
them a seductive air cif approval and
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legitimacy which the facts do not war-
rant. . .

Much, also ha~ been made of the
amount of parent participation in this
legislation. Itis alleged that S. 3617 will
~Ul'e Parental control and authority
over thepolicies a,nd programs of this act.
Yet all programs must meet.the Federal
standards for child development and
familY services and all plans of local and
State. authorities must be approved by
the Secretary of Health,Education, and
Welfare.. In reality,and especially wherr
faced with the professional credentials of
those advocating specific policies, it can
be anticipated that most parents on the
various councils will become rubber
stamps endorsing the programs which
the Federal Government approves and
authorizes.

While· this legislation is couched in
humanitarian terms and concern for the
welfare of America's children and fam
ilies, it seems to me, that insofar as it re
sults in establishing child-care centers
of other than a remedial nature, it will
have the inevitable and insidioUs, effect
of subsidizing parental neglect and
avoidance of responsibility for the care
and rearing of their children. The child
specialist Dr. Jerome Kagan gives evi
dence of this from his observations in
Czechoslovakia, where there has been an
extensive public day-care center system.
In recent' congressional testimony he
stated that-

When, I visited Czechoslovakia two sum
mers ago and was taken to day care centers
in Prague I asked the supervisors what was
their main problem. The salient complaint
was that parents began to assume that
the center was responsible for their chil
dren. They stopped picking them up at 5:00
and began to assume that the responsibili
ties for character training, education, and
health, belonged to the state-controlled
center.

Encouragement of indiscriminate use
of day-care programs will tend to have
a disuniting effect on parent-child rela
tionships, particularly in the areas of
family values, authority, learning, role
identification, and increase child aliena
tion and hostility toward his parents.
Such programs'will not strengthen the
familY, but rather, by accommodating the
strains placed on it and subsidizing its
separation, they will hasten the further
dissolution of the family. The oversell of
child-care services has created serious
conflicts within the bill. On the one hand,
its supporters emphasize the pressing
need for child-care services for those
children. who are deprived, handicapped,
or neglected. On the other hand, they
laud the use of, so-called child develop
ment for the children of all working
parents, middle class as well as poor. In
connection with S. 2007, they even ad
vocate their day-care programs for aver
age children whose mothers do not work.
In addition, day care is hailed as a cor
nerstone of women's liberation.

AInidst these competing and artifici
ally stimulated demands for scarce re
sources, those children whose needs are
most desperate and immediate-children
Who are developmentally disadvantaged,
handicapped, abused, or neglected-are
likely to receive short shrift. It is these
children for, whom the remedial nature

of developmental day care is meaningful
and valuable. And it is expensive. Try
ing to undo damage aiready done re
qQires a lot of money, but the effort t<l
meet the politically appealing demands
of numerous and diverse populations will
almost certainly result in dilution of re
sources and in fact if not on paper, a
lowering of quality standards, which are
in any case largely unenforceable. What
is needed is a concentration and target·
ing of our limited resources and man
power on those particular groups of chil
dren who desperately require remedial
and developmental services, rather than
a broad program encompassing ever
larger populations.

I would like to quote again from the
statement issued by a group of five Wash
ington area child psychoanalysts, gen
erally supporting S. 3617. While they
state that they do "unequivocally approve
the implementation of Federal programs
of quality day care for the remedial and
emergency use for the developmentally
handicapped and disadvantaged, neglect-

. ed and abused children of all ages," they
go on to state:

We are unequivocally qpposed to the gen
eral application of full-scale. full day care for
children in the general population. We also
underscore that quality day care should be
used as an adjunct to those services avail
able or prOVided to the child and his family
in the home and only when Individual con
sideration has determined the specific need
for day care in addition to the home-based
services.

Dr. Nagera, in the paper "Day Care
Centers: Red Light, Green Light, or Am
ber Light," echoes this concern:

In my view, day care centers should for
the time being, strictly restrict Its admissions
to the groups of children described above,
and only after being well satisfied that no
suitable alternative methods can be imple
mented to improve the home situation, the
family climate.

At the close of my remarks I will sub
mit amendments intended to remedy this
and other deficits in the bill.

As President Nixon stated in his veto
of the previous child development legis
lation:

All other factors being equal, good publlc
polley requires that we enhance rather than
diminish both parental authority and par
ental Involvement with chidlren-partlcu
larly in those decisive early years when so
cial attitudes and a conscience are formed,
and rellglous and moral principles are first
inculcated.

I heartily agree with that view.
Instead of spreading our resources too

thiruy among too many children and
very possibly harming them in the proc
ess, instead of subsidizing the separation
of parents and children, we should rather
target our scarce resources on those chil
dren who are truly in the greatest need,
and we should investigate ways by which
we can in truth help strengthen and pre
serve the family unit structure, upon
which the health of our society ~n large
part depends. In the interest of America's
children and its families I urge the Sen
ate not to support this ill-conceived and
quite possibly harmful child develop
ment proposal, S. 3617, in its present
form.

Mr. President, I have a number of
thoughtful and valuable articles on the

subject of day care and child develop
ment and I request unanimous consent
that they be inserted in the RECORD.

They are: First. "Day Care Centers:
Red Light, Green Light, or Amber Light,"
by Dr. Humberto Nagera, director of the
child psychoanalytic study program at
the University of Michigan.

Second. "The Family and the Educa
tional Process," by Dr. Earl S. Schaefer,
University of North Carolina, from the
book "Families of the Future."

Third. "How To Be a Better Parent,"
by Theodore Irwin, in Parade magazine,
May 14, 1972.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
DAY CARE CENTERS: RED LIGHT, GREEN

LIGHT OR AMBER LIGHT

(By Humberto Nagera, M.D.')
The possible impact of poorly conceived

Day Care Centers on the Intellectual, emo
tional and psychological development of chil
dren is of such proportions, in the negative
sense, that an examination of some of the
factors involved becomes Imperative.

Naturally, the nature of the impact w1l1 be
different according to a number of variables
such as the "quality" of the "care" provided
in any such given institution, the amount of
time that the child remains in the Day Care
setting every day, the type of relationship be
tween the child or Infant and his parents
both generally, and more especially the
amount of interaction between mother and
chlld during the number of hours left (of his
awaken life) after he is back from the Day
Care Center to the home every day, and most
important, of the age of the chlld.

In my view. the greatest potential danger
concerns those infants ranging In age from
a few days or weeks to one and a half years
of age. The second most endangered group
(but less fundamentally so than the earlier
age range) concerns those chlldren between
one and a half to two and a half or three
years of age. The type of damage that can ac
crue to children outside these two groups
is so significantly reduced that we w11l not
pursue a discussion of the problems involved
for them (though there are some) in this
publication.

If we consider the first the dangers in
volved in this practice to chl1dren in the age
group of up to one and a half years of age we
have to examine at least three distinct sets
of variables. Each one of them plays a fun
damental role in the healthy development of
the Infant (healthy implying here not only
physical health but including a good intel
lectual, emotional and phychological devel
opment). The first set of variables comes
from the child itself. The second from the
type of environment in Which the child lives
including those human objects responsible
for his care. The third Is the resUltant of the
Interaction between the endowment. the
genetic make-up of all humans as a specie
(and tha.t peculiar to each individual) and·
the environment (including the human
objects) .

Those variables that concern the infant it
self are in part genetically determined and
are of the essence of certain characteristics
specific for the development of the human
brain. Thus, comparatively speaking the In
fant of the human speCies Is born with an
extremely Immature, unfinished brain. to the
point that it takes one and a half to two years
after birth to reach the level of maturity that
is typical at the time of birth in other mam-

• (NOTE.-Professor of Psychiatry, Univer
sity of Michigan and Director of the Child
Psychoanalytic StUdy Program at Children's
Phychiatrlc Hospital, Department of psychia
try, University of Michigan.)
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mal species. It is embryological matura
tional forces that push brain development in
the anatomo-phystological sense to Its com
pletion. Such forces though genetically de
termined need, In order to complete their
tasks, the collaboration 01 specific lorms Of
environmental stimulation. In other words,
the genetic developmental embryological
forces cannot unfold the anatomo-physlolog
leal blueprint of the brain to Its Ideal poten
tial Without the essential contribution of en
vironmental factors. This environmental con
tribution is In the nature of a diversity of
stimull that must reacb the brain. The func
tion of that stimUli Is to trigger and stim
ulate those genetic embryological mecha
nisms to complete Its task.

Admittedly, this ls stU! an obscure area but
the evidence available nowadays ls at least
quite suggestive, If not conclusive. Different
forms of external stimulation (usually con
tained In the mUltiplicity of Interactions of
the mother with ber baby) seem to Influ
ence the Internal, anatomical-maturational
processes by at least three different types of
mechanisms :

1. It seems to favor significant increases
In a progressive and more complex arboriza
tion of dendrites during the first few months
of life. The Importance of this phenomenon
shOUld be clearly understood. More dendrites
mean Increased and more complex pathways
In the brain. More pathways, mean more
functional capabll1ties and better pOSSlb1l1
ties of performance for that brain.

Oonel's (1939) studies of the cerebral cor
tex of babies have demonstrated that though
the number of cells (neurons) in the cortex
Is fixed at birth, complex morphological
changes continue to occur for long periods
of time. Thus, he found progressive arboriza
tion of dendritic processes during the few
months following birth without quantitative
cellular Increase. The situation here would
be similar to a sophisticated piece of elec
tronic equipment that has been poorly wired,
where the connections between the systems
are not as many In number as they could
have been. Such a sItuation will naturally
restrict unnecessarily the functional capa
blllties of the total equipment. Richmond
and Lipton (1959) stated that "since It Is
now accepted generally that neurons are
connected In a network and not merely In a
linear series, and that nerve ImpUlses pass
about the connections In a cirCUlar, more
or less continuing fashion, the potential
significance of this growing arborization of
dendrites for the development of the in
fant may be appreciated" (p. 80). Possibly
then, understlmulatlon of the brain during
the first few months of life, as Is bound
to happen In a Day Care Center situation
(the reasons for this will be discussed later)
may well lead to an Inferior quality brain
structure (less dendrltlza.tion, less connec
tions, less functional pathways). Further
more, such developmental maturational
processes as lead to appropriate dendrltiza
tlon can only occtir during a limited period
of time after birth. If they do not take place
then, during that critical period, they can
not be brought about at a later date. The
damage, In the sense of loss of capabllltles
and function is permanent.

2. By Increasing the degree of vasculari
zation In certain anatomical structures of
the brain.

The relationship between function, func
tional capacity and the degree of vasculari
zation of an organ (implying here the
amount of oxygen available to the organ)
is a well establlshed medical fact. If the
heart's vascular system deteriorates with
aging and through arteriosclerosis,· the or
gan functional capabilities are seriously re
duced. Angina symptoms appear, a heart
attack may follow, etc. imposing marked
restrictions In the functional capacities of
the patient. Similarly, an arteriosclerotic
brain int~rferes with brain functions,

memory suffers, the quality of the thought
process Is affected. In extreme cases a senile
dementia ensues.

Comparative anatomical studles of the
brain of different species clearly shows the
relation between the excellence of a func
tion in a given specie and the degree of
vasCUlarization pertaining to that area of
the brain controlling the function. Craigie
(1955) for example found that the "more
acute sense of hearing of snakes probably
Is refiected In vascularity of the cochlear
nucleus notably in excess of that in other
reptlles, and the mobility of the tongue ls
suggested by a caplJlary supply in the hypo
glossal nucleus about twice as rich in snakes
and lizards as in the turtle and the alligator"
(p. 28). The extreme Importance of these
findings for chlld development Is highlighted
when we consider that the process of
vascularization of much of the brain is far
from finished at birth. In various species It
seems to take several months after It to
complete itself and even more, there seems
to be a direct correlation between external
stimulation of specific areas of the brain
(after birth) and the final degree of vascu
larization that such areas w1ll obtain.

Thus, for example, Rao (1955) removed
the eyes of rats at birth and When they
reached maturity proceeded to study the
cap1llary beds In the visual centers. He con
cluded that there was a marked retardation
of development of the contained blood ves
sels as the result of the removal of the eyes
sometime before they would have normally
begun to function. He thought it "as due to
the absence of that portion of the functional
activity in visual correlations centers of the
brain Which would normally have been stim
Ulated by Impulses coming through the optic
nerves" (had he not removed the eyes). -The
same seems to be true of human babies ac
cording to Mal1 and Ralha (cited by Craigie,
1955). These authors examined premature
infants at birth and concluded that the
density of the meshes In the cerebral capil
lary beds Is considerably less at birth than In
later life.

3. By favoring the process of myelinization.
Myelinization and function are very closely
related. Here again there Is hard eVidence
from animal experimentation suggesting
clearly that environmental stimulation has
significant effects upon Ultimate structure
and function.

For example, Langworthy'S (1933) studies
of kittens showed that myelinization Is sig
nificantly infiuenced by neuronal function,
that Is, l1ght stimulation. Blindfolding kit
tens from birth he could demonstrate histo
logically that the optic nerve of the one eye
that was bl1ndfolded showed less myeliniza
tion than the contralateral stimUlated eye.

Sontag (1941) has stated that "animal
experimentation suggests that the myeliniza
tion of specific nerves can be accelerated by
stimulation of the nerves, and there is, of
course, considerable relationship between
the function of a nerve fiber and its state
of myel1niztalon" (p. 1001). Kennard (1948)
apparently has made similar findings In
human Infants. Human premature babies
whose eyes were exposed to light since their
premature birth show more mature optic
nerve development than other fUll term
infants of an equivalent age to the above
group at their time of death.

Richmond and Lipton (1959) concluded
that these "types of studies seem to give
support to the contention that even after
the fetal stage, environmental stimulation
(or lack thereof) can modify developing
structure In the central nervous system"
(p. 82).'

Given that the adult brain weighs 1200 to
1300 grams and that at birth that same brain
only weighs 300 to 350 grams, we can under,,
stand the enormous Importance of the

Footnotes at end of article.

mother-child interae:tloh(astiie provider or'
essential stimulation) during the earUest
stages. Slgnlticantly bY twP ye~ the chUd's
brain would have trebled Its weight. In other
words It would have reached.· 900 to 1050
grams of Its tOtal weight and· much of its
anatomical, histological and biochemical
immaturity will be coming to a close.

Since the first two years of life seem to be
the critical period for all these developments
to take place, it follows that If the right kind
of stimulation ls not provided during this
phase, the result may be a structure that
though not necessarily "damaged" (in the
sense of brain damage) has certainly not de-
veloped to Its fUll potential. ...

If we take into account the possibility of
cumulative effects of this type, leading to
Inferior development In multiple areas of
the brain, It is conceivable that the finished
brain Is one of "Inferior qUallty" for those
unfortunate children whose fate it will be to
grow, during their first two years of life, un
der conditions of deprivation and understim
ulation. Such conditIons are typical of a
variety of environments Including, in my
view, most of the existent Day Care centers
and no doubt those numbered in the thou
sands, that are to be created.

Students of child development and chlld
psychoanalysts have known for many years
that raising human infants outside the fam
l1y model, such as orphanages, foundl1ng
homes, etc. leads to disastrous results. Ob
servation over observation, and study after
stUdy by a large number of workers In the
field have clearly demonstrated thls.Nat
urally, poor family situations lead to slm.llar
results as the more extreme ones of the
foundl1ng homes and orphari.a.ges. The prob
lems here, at least one of them, is what kind
of balance will there be between the time the
child spends in the Day Oare Centers, very
frequently understlmulated and the time the
child spends at home receivIng adequate
stimulation. First, we know nothing of how
many hours a child can survive in an under
stimulated environment and still do well de
velopmentally, always assuming that he w111
receive what he needs at some point during
his dally awaken life. Second, many people
are demanding Day Care Center services
around the clock. If we go that way many
children wlll no doubt be deposited for many
days at a time In the Day Care Centers,
sometimes legitimately such as in the case
of severe parental 11lness. with· no possible
alternative arrangement for the care of the
chl1d but at other times Just out of con
venience and With absolute dlsregard· of the
chl1d's needs and the child's best interest.
For example, parents that w111 goon vaca
tion for extended periods and w1l1 not want
to take their chlld or children along. Still,
in many other cases children w1l1 be dumped
in Day Care Centers simply because children
have become burdensome to many in the
new generations of parents. Third, I know of
many Day Care Centers whose service ex
tends from 6:30 a.m. to 6:30 p.m., that is, a
block of twelve solid hours. During thIs time,
there will be at least, two shifts of staff that
raises the problems of multiple caretakers
for the chlld and Its complications. Further,
even for those chlldren that are picked up
by their working mothers,let us say,at 5:30
p.m. we have to consider that many of these
,:¥omen, will st1l1 have a household.to look
after, a husband and perhaps otherchUdren
to attend to, meals to prepare,personal needs
for some desirable recreation, etc. It seems
quite unllkely, that such mothers w1l1 have
much time to devote to their infapts, let
alone that they may· have had a long and
wearing day at WQrk or at school. These.are,
I think, far from the ideal conditions under
which appropriate stimUlation will take
place.

As I mentioned In another publication
(1972) that Spitz (1945)· hils quite clearly
demonstrated the tremendous developmental
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differences.. between the children of profes
sionais, growing up in their parental homes
(famllymodel) and.ch1ldren raised In insti
tutions; 'The first group (children of pro
fessionals growing' up at home) showed a
Developmental Quotient of 133 as the average
for the first four months of life. In this group
ot· children 'that·. average' •was· maintained
towards. the end of the first year of Ilfe. The
children raised in the Foundling Home show
ed an inltlal Developmental Quotient of 124
as the average for the first four months of
life (pretty similar to the. first group). But
in sharp cOntrast with the first group, that
average ot.124 deteriorated markedly, to 72""
by the end of their first year of life. Spitz's
follow-up' studies,: though' limited In na
ture, tended'to show that this drop In De
velopmental'" Quotient and ·its behavioral
manifestations are irreversible once a certain
amount bf time has elapsed.

Similarly, Proverice and 'Lipton (1962)
have clearly demonStrated by means of direct
observations of infantS, the appalling da.m
age to the personality and' more especially
to ego and IntellectUal development result
Ing from growlrig' under conditions of depri~

vation and understimulation that Is, by la.ck
of sufficient human contacts and, Interac
tions during the early stage of the child's
development;

Some ot such, developmental lags can be
"undone" by placing such children in a. more
SUitable 'environment (It good foster home
for example), at the appropriate time. As I
sald somewhere else (1972), "it seems to me
that in another,sense many such' children
are irreversible' and permanently damaged. I
mean now that though theyW1ll catch· up
to the levels of the normal, at least in many
gross areas such' as language and mot1llty,
normality has such wide variations that we
may have 'a "normal human being who Is
permanently condemned to perform, In terms
of his Intelllgence, at the lower end of nor
mality: To be graphic, It is the difference
between somebody digging holes in a road
and somebody with the Intelligence necessary
for a university education, ThUS, though
"normal," our' deprivational child rearing
practices may have blunted his original ge
netic potential to such a point that his best
is an I.Q. of 80, while genetically, and given
more favorable circumstances in babyhood,
he might have reached an I.Q. of 120".
Clearly, no sensible society can afford to
damage hundreds of thousands of its
children by mass' producing and officially
condonlng, institutionalizing and supporting
child-rearing praCtices known to produce
such disastrous resultS.

Observations such as those described by
Provence and Lipton, Spitz, BOWlby, Ribble,
Anna Freud and many others were essen
tially explained as the result of the lack of
sufficient human contracts and interactions.
The children observed were in reasonably
good physical' surroundings and their basic
needs for food; cleanliness, hygiene etc., were
well prOVided for. Essentially these authors'
assumption was correct, though they had
not clearly made the link between lack of
stimulation and poorer development of the
brain structure, in the anatomo-physlologl
cal sense.

Clearly then, the first step that we must
ensure developmentally, is that the internal
maturational embryological forces unfold as
ideally as possible. That, as we have shown,
requires external stimulation of the kind and
quality contalned"usually" in the mother
child relationship. This wUl ensure the best
basic equipment in the form of the best
brain tbst .the chUd's. endowment has pro
vided him with. But that condition, essential
as it obviously is, Is not enough or sufficient
in theh~ spE:Cies. Most. human behavior
and controlll are,learned, a. most significant
difference with all other species. In the lat
ter, most behavior is COntrolled instinctually.
In other words iS,controlled automatically by
tnna.te, in-built mechanlsms in the brain that

triggers off adaptive responses after the recep
tion of the significant signals and stimuli
from the environment. Self-preservation,
mating behavior, preservation of the species,
to&\ gathering, etc. are frequently regulated
in this manner. Not so with the human In
fant.

To start with, his brain is enormously
superior In functional capabl11tles to any
other species. Evolution has not provided him
with the type of instinctual patterns of be
havior described above and observed in other
species. He must when the time comes-
since he is helpless and dependent on paren
tal care and teaching for an inordinate large
amount of time--use his Intell1gence to deal
with his environment, with dangers, with one
another. His specially developed braln has
provided him with the capacity to learn to
solve problems In a var1e~y of ways, In other
words, he can choose "intelllgently" among
several alternatives, the most adaptive re
sponse in a given set of circumstances. He is
not restricted, like other species, to one single
stereotyped solution. He has the capacity for
language development as a tool of communi
cation. He can and indeed has establlshed
innumerable forms of social organizations
and cultures. He can store and teach his
descendantS that culture. He can modify his
environment to sult his needs and for this
reason he has to large measure the greatest
capacity for survival, in terms of evolution,
of any species known. By the same token he
possesses the greatest capacity for destruc
tion both intra-specie and of his environ
ment.

All these differences clearly demonstrate
that he must start learning from day one
and at Incredible pace at that, If he Is going
to join in an adaptive healthy manner his
social graun and its organization. This learn
ing is predicated In an active and constant
interaction from birth onwards with human
objectS. The Intensity of the contact needed
to achieve this aim is generally lacking under
the institutional conditions of foundllng
homes, orphanages and most likely in lll
devised Day Dare Centers. To use a compui
son it is not enough to have acquired the
best computer possible (the best brain pos
sible for a given child), It Is then necessary
to program It wisely and efficiently. The best
computer, if mishandled and badly pro
gramed wil~ be an Inefficient piece of equip
ment.

We have enough evidence In the field of
human development to know that the best
programmer of the human brain and as such
of human 1:ehavlor is a good mother-child
interaction in the first few years of life. Once
that basic and early programming has been
achieVed, many others (in the forms of teach
ers, etc.) can participate successfully in the
further programming and teaching of the
human bra.tn."

One essential factor in this regard, Is the
constancy of the object, the constancy of care
of the object ministering to the child. The
child's brain, at the same time tha.t Is devel
oping and acquiring more complex capabil
ities, must be exercised. It must be exposed
to innumerable experiences, not only so that
it receives essential stimuli and continues to
grow, but so that it organizes Itself, learning
slowly to distingUish (given Its capacity to
think) inside from outside, self from object,
the body partS under Its control and com
mand, as that control Is progressively ac
quired. Similarly, he must go successfully (If
normality Is to be achieved) through the
process of separation-Individuation and must
learn to use his ego apparatuses as these
become structured as well as understand the
innumerable complexities of Its environment.
Most important he must learn to establish
,'ery early controls over its own primitive re
actions and feelings. To further complicate
the problem, all these developments must
take place in a situation where the infant Is
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not excessively subjected to undesirable
forms of stimuli either. Thus, In the earliest
stages it Is Imperative that the child (the
child's brain) not be SUbjected to overwhelm
Ing, traumatic forms of experiences that it
cannot handle and that are enormously dis
ruptive in terms of personallty organization.
Such stimuli, capable of overwhelming the
necessary homeostatic equUibrium in the
child, can come from outside for example in
the form of excessive handling or mishan
dling, excessive cold or heat, multiple sources
of unorganized sounds and other undesirable
stimuli impinging on the baby for prolonged
periods of time, enforced separations, etc. It
can come from the Inside when the baby is
left to suffer from hunger or from pain
unduly.

Granting the kind of background that Is
Ideal for human and brain development that
Is, neither too excessive nor insufficient
stimuli but the right happy medium, the
child stUl needs some constancy oj objects
to organize its experiences, to understand its
world. An example may clarify this. When a
newly born baby Is sufficiently hungry his
pleasure-pain equlllbrlum, his homeostatic
equUibrium is disrupted. A disturbing feel
ing interferes with his well-being. This auto
matically leads to clear signs of dlstress on
the part of the baby that are picked up by
the baby's mother. This, In turn, activates
the healthy mother's behavior who Immedi
ately relates to the baby and the baby's need.
Usually, the mother has a very ritualized,
stereotyped procedure while going about get
ting ready to satisfy the baby's hunger and
thus alleviate or remove his distress. She
might go and see her baby, talk to him, ma
nipUlate him to ascertain the cause of the
cry or other signals released by the Infant
(he might be wet or uncomfortable for a
variety of reasons). Then she may go to the
kitchen to fetch bottles and to prepare the
baby's milk. All this time the child Is receiv
ing a variety of sensory stimulation, the
steps of the mother while she moves about,
her voice if she talks to him (this tends to
be stereotyped too), opening the refrigerator,
closing It, sounds produced by the handling
of bottles, glasses, spoons, pans, etc. The baby
that must have been qUite disturbed by his
first few and new experiences of hunger,
learns that after all this stimuli that reaches
him, satisfaction arrives and his hunger and
distress disappears.

Naturally, once he has established these
links in bis mind (after a few good experi
ences of satisfaction) one can observe how
his crying stops automatically as soon as he
can hear the noises resulting from the moth
er's activity in the preparation of his food.
Thus, at this point the Internal distress is
nota frightening, disturbing experience of
discomfort but one that is associated with
relief and satisfaction. In short, despair be
c(}mes hope. FUrther, he has made in some
primitive form the first connections between
cause and effect, has learned that control
pays, that waiting and being attentive can
bring rewards, etc. Obviously, these first
steps in the organization Of the mind and of
the inner world of feelings and affects, of
learning and knOWing something for the first
time, Is possible, or more feasible and easler,
If the object Who mlnlstrates to the child is
constant. Her stereotyped and routinized be
haVior, the sameness of the behavior allows
the baby to find his bearings, to know the
situation or rather to Identify it as similar
to previous experiences and consequently to
predict the outcome. A constant change of
caretakers, with dltrerent ways, dltrerent
manners of ministering to the baby, in short
the lack of sameness at the appropriate
times wlll, I think, make It much more
ditllcult for him to find his bearings. to learn
about the situation, to predict the outcome.
to acquire early control structures, to be
confident and relaxed in the face of the
Internal distress. Clearly, sameness, familiar
ity, repeated similar experiences leads to
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learning, to primitive understanding and to
organization, in the mind. Without this
early and prlmltive processes of organization
and integration later learning becomes dltll
cult. Changing constantly the system by
means of which we attempt to teach some
thing to any child Is disruptive and makes
the mastery of the tasks more dltllcult, con
fusing and hopeless.

This simplified example. relating to feed
ing and its significance for mental organi
zation and structuring can be multiplied ad
infinitum In terms of what Is happening
coastantly in the context of the mother
child interaction. It Is for these reasons that
I believe that in the early stages 0/ the proc
ess of the organization 0/ the mind the exist
ence of essentially one caretaker for the
child. the existence of sameness in certain
experiences though not in all. Is of enormous
significance. After some time that Is. after
the ego structure has achieved a certain level
of organization. the child Is able to deal with
more complex tasks even if some of the
variables involved are changed frequently.
The need for constancy of the caretaker still
exists at someWhat later stages but that
need Is then based on factors other than the
need for organization in the mind and for
the organization of our first mental proc
esses. These new factors concern the devel
opment of object-relatedness. its quality and
the special dependence that Is thus created
between infant and mother.

Day Care situations will introduce, of
necessity, a multiplicity of different care
takers to deal with the basic needs of the
very young baby, precisely at the very time
When he or she is in the greatest need of
sameness of certain experiences. This prob
lem will be discussed further later on in the
paper.

The interesting electroencephalographic
findings during the first three months of llfe
seem to throw some light in the pecullar de
velopmental processes of this period and on
the enormous importance of the presence
of an empathic mother during this time. As
we know the electroencephalographic pat
tern characteristic for most of the first three
months are the delta waves, that in the
adult corresponds with a state of marked
somnolence. These delta waves disappear only
at those moments in which the baby be
comes attentive in a special fashion (more
frequently during the second and third
month). at which points the functional ca
pacity Is heightened at this time alpha waves
replace the delta waves." The type of stim
uli that causes the very young infant to
emerge from his usually somnolent state can
be presumed to be an increase of his internal
needs. or some form of discomfort. At this
point an empathetic mother wlll come to
her baby. The communication and interac
tion between mother and infant thus take
place during a stage of heightened alert
ness and functional capacity on the infant's
side. It seems plausible that the baby's ex
perience under these very special functional
conditions are of special significance and
that the contacts and interactions between
the baby and his mother at such points
(When the alpha wave displaces the delta
pattern) faclUtate and encourage not only
the ego development of the chlld but also
marks the beginning of an increasing aware
ness of the object.

I think it Is most significant that the
institutionallzed chlld and the chlld at a
Day Care Center wlll frequently miss this
opportunity for contact and interaction with
another human being when he is in a state
of increased functional altertness. One rea
son for this, Is that such states are of very
short duration, especially if no appropriate

. interaction follows. Another Is that they are
qUite llkely to go unnoticed by a staff Who
is responsible for a large number of babies
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and who consequently must devote his time
to cope with feeding, changing diapers, etc.
Further, these occasional states of alertness
during the first few weeks of llfe usually
charm mothers Who respond intensely and in
kind to the chlld, as all those who have had
the opportunity to observe babies and their
mothers will confirm. Interestingly enough
this response Is not likely to be ellcited in
anybody else but the child's mother.-

I believe that this type of interaction has
a chain effect: such states of alertness tend
to arlse more frequently when the child Is
responded to. Thus, the mothers response
leads to increased alertness and to the wish
for more contact.

It seems too that by the second and third
month specific aspects of the mother's be
havior, certain types of stimulation and
play will have an arousing capacity simllar
to that of the internal needs of the .baby.
Conversely. a lack of response to these early
occasional states of alertness in the insti
tutionalized chlld probably contribute to.
and perhaps determine. his later more with
drawn attitude. lack of alertness, etc.

Though I have highlighted the special
value. during the first three months of life,
of the infant mother-interaction during the
states of alertness. the value of the ministra
tions of the mother at other times should
not be underestimated. Many such ministra
tions take place when the functional con
dition of the baby'S brain is of the som
nolent type (delta waves pattern).' Naturally.
their impact on the baby are of a different
quality. At this time things happen to him
when he Is not alloplastically orientated (as
in the alertness state). Nevertheless. the
ministrations of the mother under delta
waves conditions do provide him with a
wide range of new sensory stimulation, that
makes contributions to the functional awak
ening and the gradual development of dif
ferent ego apparatuses and structures and.
at the beginning. perhaps more especially
the perceptual one. Through these ministra
tions the mother manages to provide much
of the necessary and basic conditions of
minimum comfort and well-being, without
which ego development wlll not proceed
normally,

One could discuss too the impllcations that
the Day Care Centers wlll have at different
developmental stages, l.e., the possibUlty of
delays in the typical developmental mlle
stones, smiling. hand-eye and ego integra
tion, holding the head, babbling, sitting.
crawling, walking, talking. ·etc.• and the im
pact that such early developmental delays
(and what they signify) might have in the
final organization of the personallty and on
its quality. Such a task wlll lead us too far
afield. Furthermore, the paucity of our
knowledge in this regard may make the ef
fort unrewarding at this time. Think for
example of the phenomenon of the stranger
anxiety, a phenomenon that appears usually
around the tenth month of llfe, sometimes
early, sometimes later. We can say with cer
tainty that the chil(~ at such point is dis
tressed at the recognition, or approach of a
stranger. partly because It highlights his own
mother's absence. Babies' distress in this
situation varies greatly but some do become
markedly upset and disturbed if handed to
a stranger, or if a stranger forces his pres
ence on the infant. One cannot but wonder
what the Day Care situation will do to
those babies suffering acutely from stranger
anxiety, since mallY strangers will not only
approach them but force their ministrations
upon them. In this case, like in many others,
we are not in a position to give definite
answers as to the possible impllcations for
the chlld's development of this type of mis
management. Yet it seems. at the very least,
unwise to force on the baby something
against which his whole nature revolts, Ju!lt
because we are not aware of the pOSSible
consequences of this practice. What if.we

were to find in retrospect that it has un
desirable effects onthechUd's development
and mental health at. a'point at which we
may have already sUbjected hundreds of
thousands of babies to this experience?

By the time the chUd Is approaching what
Anna Freud has referred to as ObJect con
stancy, the qUallty of. the toddler relation
ship to the mother makes him extremely de
pendent on her, at a point when his .ego
development is so llmited, that we know that
he cannot handle separations from his
mother (or his primary objects) without
in most cases being overwhelmed by anxiety
of traumatic proportions. Repeated experi
ences of this type, especially if they have
traumatic proportions, are well known to
have damaging effects In the personality and
mental health of the chUd. This reaction of
young children is so well known in the field
of mental health that we have coined the
term "separation anxiety" to describe it. The
term refers to the biological unity that ex
Ists between the mother and her infant, a
unity that if disturbed leads in some cases
to very unwelcome results regarding the
final personality Of the chUd. It must be
clear that in this case we are not referring
only to permanent separations but to transi
tory ones as .well, separations that may last
just a few hours at a time. Furthermore, we
have sUlficient clinical evidence to assume
that though separations. from his biological
object are always unwelcome by the very
young infant, there Is a particularly VUlner
able and critical period in this regard in
the early part of the second year of life.
From all we know, it must be said thatspe
cIaI efforts must be made not to expose the
chUd to unnecessary separations, dUring this
especially critical period. At this time and
for developmental reasons the chlld has little
tolerance for the absence of his object. This
is feared per se but further, when the child
Is confronted With the mother's absence, his
automatic response is an anxiety state that
in many occasions reaches overwhelming
proportions. Repeated traumas of this type
in especially susceptible chUdren will not
fall to have serious consequences for their
later development.

The reasons explaining the above phe
nomena are not dilficult to understand. They
are based in a normal relative inbalance that
exists in three fundamental lines of devel
opment during the second year of life. The
first, concerns the ego that is, the degree
of ego development reached or more· gen
erally speaking the chUd's capacity (or lack
of it) ·to understand the happenings In the
world around him, the quality and level of
his thought processes, the chUd's ego ca
pacity to bind and to cope with anxiety as
it arises, the existence of an early capacity
for introjection, etc.

The second reason •concerns the llne of
development of object relations and refiects
the level and quality that object relations
have reached at this point in life. There has
been a gradual development from the stage
of need satisfaction that is. that stage when
what is most Important is the satisfaction
of the baby's basic needs--somewhat irre
spective Of which object satisfies them-to
that of object constancy. When the infant
reaches the stage of object constancy it is no
longer the chUd's needs or the object's need
fulfilling fUnctions that are important. In
stead, the object, independently of its need
1ulfilllng functions, has become the chlld's
primary concern. As we know, the transition
from the phase of need satisfaction to that
of object constancy happens very gradually.
It starts during the third or .fourth month
of'life, gaining momentum during the sec"
and half of the first year and is usually well
establlshed (object constancy) In the second
year. more frequently towards the end of the
first half of the second year. .

At this time, the chlld;S interests are cen
tered on bis mother. His feeling secure and
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safe Is predldated on the m.0ther's presence.
HIs reaction to'separation is based on this
Simple fact coupledtw1th the ego's inab1l1ty,
the intellectuallllablUty to distInguish as yet
between temporary absence and complete dis
appearance' orieven the. capacity to Unk .ab
sence witlJ..the. su~!;eqttent returnQf theob
ject; It is no wonder then if he reacts wIth
anxIety when the mother is .not around. A
child of. ~his . a~e has no .concept of time
either. From his. egocentric positIon and given
that he feels most secure Wl:J.en wIth his
mother, especially in situations of fear, dis
tress and anger, he cann()t. uU<Ierstand that,.
the mother is not. there w.hen he reqUires
her presence.- Her absence, especiaIly in sit
uations of distress' fear, pain or danger, pro
vokes an. automatic anxiety response and
since the chUd's ego is veryeasUy put out of
action by anxiety during the second year of
life it follows that. he cannot make use of
the scarce resources that he has avaUable in
any attempts at understanding, coping and
binding the an~iety, the terror, that over
whelms him in such occasions.? He has not
yet developed sufficiently the capacity to de
lay his affectiv~ response, to pause and con
sider the meaning of, and the reasons for the
mother's absence. Parenthetically I shOUld
say that no other .animal species wllI SUbject
their infants to experiences they are. not
endowed to cope With, except the human
animal. .'

A few months later, this inbalance between
the extreme fixation to the mother and the
ego's inablUty to process information and
delay anxiety is altered. The ego having de
veloped further mllkes. the chlld'sresponse,
to the same events, quite different. Thus, we
have observed chlldrenWho in the first part
of their second year of life are overwhelmed
by their mother's absence whUe in the sec
ond part of the .. same year they were quite
able to cope with the same experience by
ego means, Intellectual means and without
being overcomed' by fear. One chUd I have
in mind, as an example, woke up during the
night and went searching for his mother.
His grandmother. told him that mommy had
gone out, as he knew,. but had left the mes
sage for him that she was going to be back
soon, The small infant turned around, walked
to his bed whlle saying to himself several
times, "Mommy wllI be back soon," adding
"Mommy gone. to the movies." In contrast
with a few months earlier, when he would
have been in a panic, he fell asleep again
without any diffiCUlty of distress. He could
now master the meaning of her absence as
his own explanatory addition to the moth
er's message "gone to the movies" demon
strates. It is of interest that he was able now
to bind the anxiety which otherwise, as in
the past would have overwhelmed him by
means of meaningful thought process. You
shOUld notice that at this time "movie" was
for him a place where mother went on occa
sion and from which she returned soon. He
did not really know the actual and concrete
meanIng of the word "movie." Anny Katan
(1961) has shown, how the ego's capacIty
to tolerate and to bind anxiety increases
markedly during the second year because of
the beginning. of language development,
which is no dOUbt correlated With an in
creased capacity to think conceptually.

Day Care Centers wlll presumably accept
toddlers during this critical stage, something
that ideally does not seem desirable. How to
screensuch children in their admlssions pro
cedure, hoW to. minimize the distress of the
chUd when powerfUl reasons force its admis
sion, etc. are all questions in urgent need of
answers.

It is of course true, that in spite of the
close tie' of the toddler to. his mother. he
takes n()tlce and relates to ()ther famUlar
persons, especially when they make efforts
to earn the toddIer'ssympathy. Fathers,
grandparents, older siblin~ and othe.rs be.
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come part of the toddler's enlarging world.
Yet, it should be clearly realized that these
other relations take place only under the
s~dow of the relationship to the mother.
The two year old chlId can spend much time
playing with grandparents and others away
from the mother (if these people can appeal
to the toddler's interest), secure In his
knowledge that the mother is around In the
house, though not necessarlly in sight. To
assume that this behavior suggests the tod
dler's independence from hiS mother Is quite
mistaken. If she were to leave the house,
the toddler will 1nlmediately demand to go
with her and wUl refuse to continue play
ing; if left behind he wUl break down in
tears and anxiety. By the same token there
are times and' actiVities that as far as the
toddler is concerned belong exclusively In
the context of their relationships to their
mothers. At such points he w111 demand her
presence. and refuse substitutes, even those
with whom he has a good relationship gen
erally speaking. Bedtime, frequently feeding
time, or those occasions when the ch11d
wakes from his sleep, when he is unwell, has
been hurt, is frightened, etc. are good sam
ples of such situations. All the above shows,
I beHeve, some of the violence that is intro
duced into the developmental patterns of
the young baby and toddler, by a Day Care
situation. The results of such violence to
the system are not easlIy predictable, since
chlldren vary in their capacity to adapt
and to tolerate stresses. The cumulative na
ture of the stresses introduced makes one
fear the final outcome if such ch11d-rearing
practices become Widespread. One thing
seems clear, we w111 produce a dilferent type
of child and for all we know one that Is liable
of mUltiple handicaps for adaptation given
our present social organization and needs.

We know too that by the time the child
is two and a half or three years of age he
not only can separate for long periods of
time, but he can accept readlly mother sub.
stitutes or sUbrogates during that time in
the form of teachers for example in a good
nursery school setting. Further, in a favor
able setting (nursery school) he wUl be
capable of profiting from the experience and
of making significant developmental gains.
Yet, even then, we are famUlar with the fact
that if the child feels unwell, gets hurt, or
frightened, etc. he wllI cry bitterly for the
presence of the mother, and this in spite of
his increased capacity to tolerate her absence
and accept SUbstitutes.

There are many other areas Where a good
mother-ch11d interaction is significant. To
mention just one example, Moore and Ucko
(1957) found that for most children an
adequate amount of interplay With the
mother ie an important factor conducive to
the establishment of an appropriate sleep
rhythm. They calIed this form of contact
"excess nursing"; that is, a measure of the
time given by the mother to the baby for
contact and play over and above what he
may need for feeding. Those babies who In
their samples received the least excess nurs
ing time had the greatest tendency to wake,
whlle those who had ten to twenty minutes
in addition to the feeding time settled best
in their sleep patterns. Here again, it is
difficult to see how a Day Care arrangement,
with a large ratio of babies to stalf can
fuUm such requirements. Theoretically, If
Moore and Ucko observations are correct,
the potential for sleep disturbances In these
babies, with frequent waking-up in the
evening, is there. One cannot but wonder
what this w111 do to the mother-child re
lationship, especially in the case of mothers
who have a busy day for reas:ms of work,
stUdies, etc., and badly need their sleep.

Day Care Center physical facll1tles shOUld
provide a suitable environment fer a popu
lation of chlldren that ranges Widely in age.
For our purposes we are restricting the dis
cussion to chlldren up to two and a half

years of age. A hygienic and safe environ
ment; adequate lighting and ventlIation;
sufficient space for each age group needs;
flexibll1ty for separation of children accord
Ing to their ages (since the needs of a three
month old are enormously dllferent from
those of a toddler); rooms to rest; appro
priate space and provisions to deal with the
feeding situation; flexible, multi-purpose
utll1tarian furniture; appropriate bathroom
facll1tles to include tollets of appropriate
size for toddler's usage; potties for the
younger toddler; appropriate washing fa
clllties for babies, an isolation room for sick
chlldren (especially important in cases of
contagious diseases In order to avoid small
epidemics); first class facll1ties for the prep
aration of food; ideally suitable playground
facilities; a good provision of adequate and
stimUlating toys selected for their appro
priateness according to age and their suit
ablllty to promote perceptual, cognitive,
motorlc and conceptual development; good
first aid faclllties', easy access to nurse's
services and pediatricians; a good provision
of appropriate milk, food, bottles and other
utenslls, as well as easy access to emergency
services; facll1ties for the sterll1zation of
bottles, etc, are some of the essential re
quirements. This is by no means a compre
hensive Hst of basic needs for a setting where
large numbers of small children are going to
be lOOKed after for substantial periods of
time on a dally basis. Nevertheless, It is
easy to see that present ordinances regUlat
ing . Day Care facllltles leave much to be
desired and do not ensure all that a reason
able environment and reasonable care be
provided for the ch11dren.

Many Day Care Centers as they exist now
are about the most inappropriate lodgings
one can think of, such as damp, dark, not
sufficiently heated church basements and the
Uke. This is not only prejudicial to the ch11
dren but demoraHzlng to a staff on whom
extraordinary demands are going to be placed,
Over-crowded conditions in the Centers will
be self-defeating. Not only 11'111 they inter
fere with safety, create dangerous conditions
for the spread of many potentially dangerous
infectious diseases of ch11dhood but w111
create a chaotic environment, with multiple
sources of loud noises, occurring slmultlr
neously all the time, a situation that makes
adults tired and inefficient rather quiCkly and
that proves extremely disrupting to babies
and toddlers. It is true that babies have
(especially early on) a high threshold for
sound, Yet, this means mostly one type of
loud sound but a mUltiplicity of sources of
loud sounds is a dltrerent problem. One in
fact that at the early stages alfects nega
tively the development of the mind inter
fering with the development of perceptual
cognitive capacities, discrimination, orienta
tion in the world around, establishment of
cause and elfect connections, etc., as our
multiple clinical observations demonstrate.

Further, crowded conditions 11'111 interfere
to some degree With motor dtlvelopment and
the necessary exploration or the world around
that goes with it. Under such conditions ba
bies w111 have Uttle opportunities for ex
ample for crawling and consequently for ex
ploring, learning, and exercising their already
acquired sk1lls, as welI as acquiring new
skUis, etc. Much the same wUl apply to the
toddlers, let alone the fact that toddlers are
naturalIy uncomfortable In limited space and
in over-crOWded conditions. In the toddler's
case one has further to consider their normal
need to be frequently on the move as well as
the fact that they do not normally engage
in constructive play With other chlldren and
toddlers (that would somewhat reduce the
need for space and equipment). As we know
there is only essentialIy parallel play in a
toddler's organization, a fact that increases
the need for space so that they do not clash
or interfere unnecessarily with one another,
and so that the more aggressive toddlers are
not constantly hitting and attacking other
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less aggressive or smaller toddlers or snatch
ing and grabbing away their toys. Such a slt
uation will only terrify the less aggressive.
more passive toddler who already feels more
or less fearful because of the absence of his
famUiar object. the mother. For the more
aggressive toddler this environment will re
inforce his aggressive tendencies unduly.
making it all the more dl.tllcult (and more
conflicting) for him to acquire necessary
controls over his aggression as well as the
a.bntty to impose the necessary restrictions
over It. Observations of chUdren demonstrate
qulte clearly that this type of toddler, with
an excess of motorlc and aggressive energy,
needs special handling If he Is not to find
himself later on in serious difficulties with
his aggression, with others and with him
self.

If we consider now who Is going to staff the
Day Care Centers we find that present law
provisions for the regulation of the Centers
leave much to be desired. For example, in
the state of Michigan all the qualification
that Is required for the director's position
Is any college degree. Most college degrees of
fer little, If any, information regarding the
developmental needs of children especially
in the age group from birth to two and a half
years of age. The qualifications of other staff
Is totally unspecified. One implication being
that Day Care Centers will contribute to
alleviate in some measure the unemployment
situation and perhaps more especially the
hard to employ problem. I seriously dOUbt
that being unemployed should be sufficient
criteria to entrust anybody wlth the most
precious and delicate possession of our so
ciety, our very young Infants. Clearly some
screening procedure Is essential here, to en
sure that neither the disturbed, the unsym
pathetic or the cruel to children will assume
caretaking positions In Day Care Centers for
the very young, Indeed not for any age group.
Some experience with Infants, some forms
of training, some natural maternal qualities
are highly desirable qualities In those se
lected to fill these positions. Obviously too,
a minimum of training regarding infants
needs and Ideal conditions for their develop
ment shOUld be a sine qua non. Similarly,
highly informative and simple courses on the
major causes of accidents In babies and
toddlers are necessary if many unnecessary
tragedies are going to be averted. We have
only to consider that the toddler group has
an enormous incidence of fatal or otherwise
very serious accidents, frequently by the in
gestion of toxic substances. The toddler as
we know tends to ingest the contents of
Whatever happens to be Within his reach.
Similar dangers exist In relation to electrical
appliances, unsafe toys, etc. Effective preven
tion of serious accidents has to be based In
appropriate supervision, vlgUance and In an
Increased awareness of the major causes of
accidents for the age group. The above con
siderations refer mostly to the very minimum
of "quality" to be required of the staff. An
other essential consideration concerns the
quantity of staff required. In this regard the
ratio of staff to number of chUdren shOUld
be much greater when we are thinking of
young Infants than of older age groups.

Since large numbers of children will spend
no less than eight hours a day at the center
we must ensure that there is SUfficient inter
action with babies so that they receive the
necessary stimulation. That interaction, as
we have pointed out earlier, Is more effective
at certain times than others. The staff must
be alerted to this so that it is ready to go to
the baby at the right time. The interaction
should not be reduced to the time of feed
Ing, cleaning or changing diapers. It Is obvi
ous that If the ratio of staff to babies Is not
large enough, they wUl be reduced to per
form the most peremptory function of chang
ing diapers and feeding. Frequently, babies
will be left to suffer from hunger and other
undesirable stimuli simply because the staff

cannot get to them Within reason8oble time, if
they have to handle an excessive number of
babies. Babies place enormous demands on
their caretakers, more so at certain stages
than others. Babies within the 1Irst few
weeks of life spend much time sleeping but
especially a.fter six months and onwards re
quire a great deal of attention, h80ndling and
human interaction. Naturally, they should
be held and carried around sufficiently. They
should be played with. Otherwise there will
appear retardations In their developmental
milestones, speech development, etc. Ideally
then, there should be one caretaker for three
babies (at the most) in this age group. As
mentioned In the first part of this paper It
will be most important that so far as possi
ble the s80me caretaker be responsible for
the same group of babies in a. consistent
manner. This may be very difficult to accom
plish, since vacation time, holidays, sickness,
days off, etc. will complicate m80tters here
and more espeCially so In those Centers that
run more than five days a week.

Another complicating factor is the number
of shifts of staff taking place during the
working hours of the Center. We know of
Day Care Centers running from 6:30 a.m. to
6:30 p.m. and there are demands for services
around the clock. Many Day Care Centers' di
rectors feel that shifts of six hours Is about as
much as staff can· reasonably handle. The
question Introduces the problem of multi
plicity of handlers and caretakers for babies
that Is, lack of constancy of Objects, the Im
portance of which has been discussed earlier.
We must take Into account that even in the
case of those Centers that will try to prOVide
constancy of objects for the babies, the babies
will, of neceSSity, have been handled by at
least two staff plus the mother. The develop
ment of the babies' capacity for suitable ob
ject relationships later on in his life is very
much dependent In the nature and quality of
these earlier experiences. What we have de
scribed earlier as the stage of object con
stancy In children, which Incidentally Is an
essential step to reach developmentally,
If a "normal" personality is to evolve in
terms of a good capacity for object relations
and otherwise, is somewhat similar to the
so-called process of imprinting In other ani
mal species. One essential difference is that
the "Imprinting" to an adult human takes
place In a much slower fashion than tri other
species. For this attachment to take place a
mUltiplicity of interactions with the same
object, through at least a year is necessary.
This type of attachment reaches its summit
when object-constancy is fully established.

This is In sharp contrast with the same
process in for example the geese, Where nt
tachment behavior (imprinting) takes place
Instantly and Immediately after birth. The
little geese getting attached automatically
to Whatever large size object moves Within
his range of sight immediately after hatch
Ing.· Without wanting to stretch the simi
larities too much between human and ani
mal attachment behavior and imprinting
(and acknowledging obvious differences), the
fact still remains that in both cases, such
processes are essential conditions for the nor
mal development of object relationships with
members of the specie. In the human, basic
faUlts In the capacity to attach oneself to
other humans lead indeed to veritable catas
trophic reSUlts in extreme cases, and to very
undesirable outcomes even in the less ex
treme cases.

On the basis of the information available
regarding dltrerent types of child-rearing
practices and their known outcomes, as well
as our present day knowledge of the basic
needs of the human Infant to develop nor
mally and ideally, I cannot but seriously
question (for the age group I have been re
ferring to) the advisability of moving to the
establishment of Day Care Centers In tl'ie

Footnotes at end of article.

grand scale .that ..this country is now plan
ning. I fear that widespread and unthought
ful use of SUch facilities In this country. for
infants In the age range between bfrthand
two and a half years of age. coUld someday
result in the United States mass producing
large numbers of children With serious emo
tional problems and psychopathology. Fur
thermore. we may mass produce large num
bers of low achievement, low I.Q. youngsters.
Babies whose brains are understimulated and
mismanaged. Whose emotional development
has been interfered with by Inappropriate
Day Care Center's practices. These children
will later on need Head Start programs, spe
cial remedial classes in school and will
probably continue to be in general and
in spite of every effort, low achievers. We are
all painfully aware of the small return that
Head Start Programs has brought to those
unfortunate children whose fate It was to
grow under poor environmental conditions In
early life, This painful awareness has led to
the realization. that programs such as Head
Start reach the child far too late to be ef
fective. Hence the move towards Identifying
the "probleIXlfalllily" earlier, thus helping to
prevent the damage to their chUdren during
their babyhood and their toddler stage. This
Isa much more sensible approach since the
disturbances that Head Start Programs try
to remedy have their origin in early life.

From the considerations in this p~per It
seems likely that Day Care Center facilities
for children (In the age group we have been
discussing) is to say the least, pregnant with
dangers for their healthy emotional and in
tellectual development. Some but not all of
these dangers, can be minimized and even
averted If we devote substantial amounts
of time, money and research efforts. to un
derstand and then to supply, artificially,
those Ingredients that make for the recipe
of healthy development In a family setting,
to children .In Day Care settings. At the
present time we .are far from able to do this
efficiently and with certainty. CarefUl design
of the Day Care Centers, extensive and sound
training of its staff may go a long way In
the right direction. Anna Freud (1971) re
cently restated what she said forty or forty
five years ago that Is, "that in this field
[child care] we proceed to action without
inqulring Into the quality of the material
with which we deal.••• Work. with. metal,
and Ideas about what can be constructed
from it, are based on the quality of this par
ticular material. Whatever. plans are made
for it are made on the basis of the knowl
edge of these qualities-whether you can
bend ft, heat it, etc.

But it has not been so With work with
children. This has been determined by ex~

traneous factors--by feelings about them,
financial possibilities, social opportunities,
religious motives. or the very personal mo
tives of a child worker. I think that many
of the unexpected outcomes and many fail
ures have been simply due to the fact that
the handling of children has not been based
on knowledge of .thelr nature.... I think
very seldom has a conference [at the Child
StUdy Center of Yale University In 1966]
expressed as clearly as this one that we should
start with the developmental needs of chil
dren, and that plans for children should
be based on detailed knowledge about their
needs and the possibility of meeting those
~eeds" (p. 227-228).

I am willing to admit readily that many
families and many mothers do not or cannot
give their Infants the time and attention that
they so essentially require. The reasons for
this are multiple. Sometimes they just have
too many chfldren. or physical or emotional
incapacities, or obligations outside the home
such as working to meet the basic needs of
food. shelter, etc. At others It Is the appalling
socioeconomic conditions under which they
live that have led to. emptlonal despair and
apathy. A Day Care Center may be a welcome
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addition to the Uves of these unfortunate
children, provIding much of what Is missing
at home in the forln of stimulatIon, enrIch
ment of the envIronment, adequate dIets, a
minimum of structure, adequate medIcal
care, etc. There can be no questIon eIther,
that some chUdren will be better off fostered,
In residentIal· care, or in Day Care Centers,
than they are at home. Indeed, the Ufe of
some children, let alone theIr emotional
health, can be In jeopardy if they remain
wIth their parents as the IncreasIng instances
of battered and murdered children demon
strates. Nevertheless, in my vIew, Day Car~

Centers should for the tIme beIng, strIctly
restrIct Its admissIons to the group of chil
dren descrIbed above, and only after being
well satIsfied that no suItable alternative
methods can be Implemented to improve the
home sItuatIon, the family climate. Anna
Freud (1971) has rightly remarked that If
we really believe In the superIor advantage of
family care to any other fonn of care, much
effort should be concentrated on helping
horne life to fuUlll children's needs. Finan
cIal support, advIce and guIdance, wIth sup
plementatIon of home care by IntensIve Day
Care geared to Implement the lack of fam
Ily care only when no other alternative Is
available. She questions If the authorIties
really do everythIng possIble to promote fam
Ily care, to enhance It, to make it financIally
possIble. She poInts out how many children
who are deserted or because unwanted bur
dens to their unmarrIed mothers, children
that In many cases could be kept by the
mother or relatives and at less cost to society
if support were forthcomIng. But we should
not turn what Is a tragedy of certain socIo
economIc, lower class groups into an instI
tutIonalized norm for all children, con
demned and supported by the state. After
all, neglect in thIs area Is not simply a job
not done with the posslbillty of makIng up
for it later. It is a wrong that is not redress
able.

There are as well, of course, other genuine
confilcts between the best interest of the
Infant and that of many young mothers stlll
in the midst of theIr educational careers, at
colleges and unIversIties, not to mention hIgh
school that seem to make Day Care Centers
desIrable. Here again Innovative solutions
are requIred and some have been produced. I
recall a television program showing a special
class for unmarried high school mothers
where they were allowed to take their babIes
and minister to them whUe being Instructed.
SimUarly, we could provide VIdeo-taped ver
sIons of the courses that young mothers could
watch at home, while on campus. A vIdeo
taped lecture can be interrupted at any time,
while the mother attends to her baby's
needs, and continued afterwards at her leI
sure. They can be watched while young
babies sleep, etc.

It Is most unfortunate that many spurious
issues have attached themselves to the ques
tIon of Day Care Centers. For example, women
liberatIon movements, that In theIr legIti
mate search for equality of rights and oppor
tunitIes make bUnd demands for Day Care
facUlties wIthout consIderIng the equal rights
of the child to develop intellectually and
emotionally as fUlly as possible. I am aware
that it Is only a small minorIty of extremists
In thIs- movement that will be unwUlIng to
examine ratIonally the implicatIons of some
of her demands. Nevertheless, since they tend
to be the most vocal and outspoken group
we have an obligation to educate and alert
all women and specIally those who have
reached motherhood, to the possible dangers
for their infants Involved In thIs demand.
Bettye Caldwell (1971) remarks that at the
1970 White House Conference on Chlldren
last December, delegates of various women's
groups were -among the most vocal demand
ing that Day Care ServIces be made avallable
around the clock, year In and· year out, for
all who want it (p. 48); I want to make It

quite clear that I have no objection whatso
ever to women's legitimate rights for equality
of opportunities, education and the like. But
I~o have, as I state elsewhere (1972), the
strongest objection to neglecting the similar
ly legitimate rights of infants, especially
since they cannot speak up for themsel\'es
and cannot look after theIr best Interest.

Another spurious issue that has attached
Itself to the Day Care Center is a poUtIcal
one. The socIal-welfare, liberal-mInded per
son and politician sees In thIs development
a highly desirable aIm. He is, of course, con
sIdering the Issue essentially in the soclo
poUtical, philosophIcal sense. For the con
servatIve mInded person and the politician
(wIth similar views) , thIs development has an
unpleasant flavor of a movement in the dI
rectIon of an unlimited, unrestrIcted and un
quaUfied social-welfare organization. They,
too, are takIng a socio-polItical, philosophI
cal point of view. I want to suggest that both
approaches are Incorrect and neither of them
should decide thIs issue. The Issue should be
decided by a ratIonal and professional examI
nation of the factors Involved, based on
sound knOWledge of the child developmental
needs and hIs best Interest, under present
societal conditIons. It will be IronIc If the
noble Intentions of the welfare, llberal-mlnd
ed citIzen, supports a plan in the hope of a
betterment of social condItIons that in the
end does not really contrIbute to the welfare
of the chlld, of the parents or of socIety at
large, In the positive sense, but just the
opposIte. It would be simllarly ironic If
the conservative minded were to be success
ful In defeatIng a plan, out of socio-poUtIcal
consIderatIons, that could greatly benefit
large numbers of the children of thIs coun
try and theIr famllles. Clearly If made Into
a polltlcal Issue the outcome could be dis
astrous.

FInally, It is perhaps not wIdely known In
this country that Day Care Center programs
of the type we are now consIderIng were
wIdely implemented at the end of the war In
several of the Iron Curtain countrIes. The
rationale In theIr case was their desIre to
transform what were essentIally agricultural
economies into IndustrIalized countrIes. For
thIs purpose they needed more manpower
(In this case womenpower) and in order to
free women to work in Industry they em
barked in wIde programs of Day Care run by
the State. Meers (1971) has studied this and
vIsIted these countrIes recently. I have been
told (personal communIcatIon by Meers)
that after some twenty-five years of experi
ence these dIfferent countrIes are quIckly
changIng and modifying thIs practIce. Appar
ently, many of the chlldren under such care
have become severe socIal casualtIes, burdens
to themselves and to socIety, to the poInt
that the human losses thus incurred far out
weighs the gaIns that were hoped for InI
tIally.

FOOTNOTES
1 More recently Cragg (1963), In a chap

ter In "Functional PlasticIty of Nervous TIs
sue" has stated: "The effects of functIon on
neuronal structure are of fundamental Im
portance to the problem oJ how neurons ac
quire the rIght connections In the develop
ing braIn, and how the functIon of the brain
matures. In recent years there has been a
great advance In detecting morphological
correlates of more sophisticated 'educatIonal'
Infiuences as well as the cruder effects of
neuronal damage.... In the visual system
It is possible to apply some degree of sensory
deprIvatIon without the use of neuronal dam
age, and to study the effects upon the mor

-phology of successive orders of vIsual neu-
rons. It must be admitted that there Is no
physIologIcal evIdence that deprivIng the
eyes of llght redUces the rate of firing In the
optIc nerve, yet this procedure has been
shown to be effectIve In reducing the amount
of AChE In the retIna, In retarding the my
ellnatlon of the optIc nerve, In reducing the

RNA content and size of retinal gangllon
calls, and In stopping the growth of neurons
In the lateral geniculate nucleus post-synap
tic neurons project to the visual cortex, and
here a reduced nuclear dIameter, a reduction
of the Internuclear materIal (cytoplasm,
axons, dendrites, and gila) and a reduction
In the densIty of blood capillarIes has teen
detected. Conversely a visually enriched en
vIronment combIned wIth training In visual
problems has been claimed to result In an
increased thIckness of visual cortex In rats,
an Increased cortical content of AChE, an In
crease in dendrItIc branchIng, and an in
creased number of glial cells.

More subtle changes In neuronal connec
tIons as the result of disuse have been de
tected by electrophysiology, but cannot as
yet be approached by neuroanatomy. Thus
if cats are reared from birth with one eye
closed and tested at 3 months, the closed eye
is found to have lost the abUlty to alter the
firing rate of the majorIty of cells in the
Visual cortex. When both eyes are deprIved
of light, the effects are less severe, so that
competitIon for neuronal connections ap
pears to be Involved. When the eyes are pre
vented from workIng together by alternatIng
an opaque ocluder between them or by artI
ficially deviatIng one of them to produce a
squint, the majority oJ cells In the visual
cortex are drIven by one eye or the other
only, and not by both as in normal cats." (pp.
3()-'34) .

• None of this shOUld be taken literally.
ProgrammIng Is a graphic word of some ex
planatory value but as a term it possesses
connotations that are inapproprIate and in
SUfficIent to describe human development.
Still It expresses graphically some of the
problems at hand.

s Oswald (1966) remarked that "the alpha
rhythm is an indicatIon that the brain is
functIoning at one particular level of effi
ciency, alertness or 'vIgilance'..•. When the
alpha rhythm is lost In drowsIness, the brain
Is functIoning at a lower level of effective
ness"(p. 21).

• After all mothers gain as much pleasure
as the child does from these Interactions.
A healthy, emphatic mother, takes enormous
prIde In her Infant, In what she does for him,
In his lIttIe achievements as they occur and
radIates back this pleasure and warmth to
the child. It Is of course not possIble to ex
pect that quality and warmth in the com
munIcatIons between a stranger and an
infant. After all, the mother has been pre
pared for this response bIologIcally and psy
chologIcally by her nine months of preg
nancy. That pregnancy and that Infant have
an emotional and psychological value to her
(In a normal sItuation) that Is unIque and
cannot easily be replIcated by somebody that
is "doIng a job" and that Is dealing wIth a
mUltlpllcity of Infants sImultaneously.

3 Much feeding of very young Infants takes
place under thIs condItIon.

• Here he is not different behaViorally from
any number of other species of animals. For
as long as they are not mature to have
acquired Independency, safety only exists In
the pack and by the side of the mother.

7 AdUlts too, cannot think clearly when
overcome by fear or When In a panIc.

8 In other higher specIes such as dogs and
other mammals for example the procedure Is
not as simple as In the geese. There is an ideal
t~e during whIch It takes place, usually not
immedIately after birth, requIring further,
certain types of Interaction during more pro
longed periods of time. After this, the attach
ment behavIor has been established and the
imprInting process completed.
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THE FAMILY AND THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS

(By Earl S. Schaefer)
My goal is to inform, to persuade, and to

move each of you to accept personal respon
sibU1ty for social change in programs that
relate to famU1es and children. I would like
to tell you of an anecdote of an event that
increased my awareness of personal respon
slblUty to apply knowledge to promote hu
man welfare. I had developed spher1calcon
ceptual models for parent behavior and child
behav10r (Schaefer, 1971) and told Dr. Bab
ska, a Polish psychologist of my dream of
studying the relationships of the two models
to one another. She looked at me and said,
"If you really understood these things, you
would go out and try to change them." That
is my challenge and the challenge of the con
ference to you. If you really understand the
importance of the family, you will go out and
try to develOp an etl.'ective support system
for famlly care and educat10n of children.

An interpretat10n of research on early edu
cation and the role of the family in child
development suggests the need for family
centered chlld care and educ8ltion programs.
My work on early education has evolved
through several stages since 1964, at Which
time I began to realize the need for educa
tion during the period of early development
of relationships and language. That ir.sight
led to the development of the infant edu
caUon project, a tutoring program in the
home during the second and third years of
life. However, When the tutoring ended at
three years of age, the chlldren's I.Q. began
to drop, suggesting the need for continUing
education. The need for early education and
for continuing education suggested that tlJ'e
family is an important educational institu
tion from birth to maturity, in fact, that

the family.15 the. major echicatllllll11IIlStltu
tion of societ~.HowevClr!.j1Jst:as the.chUd
cannot funqtiori effectiyely:/Iil ·p.p:isOlated
monad, the. nuclear famlly,~p.not function
elIectlvely as an isolateduri1t;~erefore,we

must. develop the ,communlty\!,s a support
system' for families and we muSt Integrate
the chlld care. and edticationprofessions
into a supportsystexn fOrfl\Inlly"care a.nd
education of children. .. . ,'.

Going beyond our current professions and
institutions, we must ask, "Where are the
agencies in soCiety that are promoting the
cause of the family?" We have major health
agencies and education B.l:encies, but where
are the major family agenc1es? Very few
eXist, at national,state, orlqcallevels. There
fore, we need to develop., family agencies
and what is more,. we need' to develop a na
tional family lobby or famlly union. Recently,
the educat10n professions have,been success
ful in their leg1slative programs by organiz
ing an educational lobby. The health profes
sions have been successful in many of their
legislative goals by organizing a. health coali
tion. The developme~tof faInlly agencies and
of a family lobby maybe necessary to de
velop programs that support fam1l1es in .their
major role in child care and educatiol)..

The definition. of educati0Il in Webster's
Unabridged DictiQnary as'''j;he act. or proc
ess of rearing. or bringIng.up" suggests the
major educational role of tlie family. A sec
ond definitlon-"theprocess,qf providing
with knOWledge, sklll, competence or usually
desirable qualities of behavior ,and educa
tion"-also applies to the ,family. However,
the definitions of an educator "one skllled
in teaching" and ."80 student of the theory
practice of education" are applied almost ex
clusively to, profess1onal 'educators. Yet, if
parents are engaged ineducat1on, then they
shOUld truly be educators, should be skilled
in teaChing, and,shouldbe student's of the
theory and practice of education.

This analysis suggests the· need to em
phasizCl the role of the famlly in the educa
tional process.

A common sense analysis of major charac
terlst1cs of. famllycare and education wlll
support the importance of the family. Ten
characteristics of famtlles that suggest the
great cumulative impact of the famUy upon
child development. are listed in Table I
(Schaefer, In Press).

TABLE I

1. Priority. The family infiuences the early
development of relationships,and Interests
and language.

2. Duration. The famlly maintains contact
with the chlld from birth· to maturity.

3. Continuity. Prolonged separations of
parents and children are rare. Separations are
often .·investigated under the ·concept of
maternal deprivation.

4. Amount. The total amount ofinterac
tion of chlldren' with parents tends to be
greater than with any other adults.

5. Extensity. Parents and children interact
in many dliferent situat10ns and share many
dltl.'erent experiences.:

6. Intensity. The degree of involvement of
the child with the parent tends to be more
intense than With other adults:

7. Pervasiveness. The parent influences the
chlld's contact with other persons and in
stitutions and controls the cblld's access to
soolety and society's access to the child.
ill 8. Oonsistency. The parent's behavior with
the child tends to be. consistent overtime,

9. Responsibility. Both parents and soCiety
recognize the parent's primaryresponsib1l1ty
for the chUd's welfare and develOPment.

10. Variability. The ClxtremeVia~b1l1tyof
fa.mlly care and education, from el'tremes of
acceptance, involvement, and stimUlation to
extremes of neglect, abusl:l, aAd physical de
privation, 1s related to variablllty in child
development. .

The cumUlative elIect- of these different
charactertSt1cs and family care of children
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These data again indicate that the family Is
the major educational institution, both In
priority and in amount of influence on the
clVld's intellectual functionIng.

1I.mong the many studies that show that
mental test scores of dUlerent social groups
develop durIng the first three years Is the
Binet by Terman and Merill (1937). They re
ported that dIfferences among children from
dIfferent occupational groups were aprroxi
mately as great for children between two and
a half and five years as for any subsequent
age period. A number of studies show that
the difference can be shown by standard
mental tests at tIle end of the second year
of life, during' the period of eariy language
development. Sinc'3 eariy language meas
ures are the best predictors of later IQ, and
vocabUlary scores correlate highly with total
mental test scores (Schaefer, 1970), It is not
surprising that several studies find that lan
guage development that is infiuenced by the
child's early experience In the family is the
best predictor of the child's academic
achievement. Perhaps learning the language
during the second and third year of life is
the most important learning of the child,
and the family is Infiuenclng that early learn
ing. The family not only influences early ian
guage development, but also much of the
child's SUbsequent Informal language learn
ing during the school years.

Research data on early intellectual devel
opment motivated the design of the infant
education project, a home tutoring project
during the second and third year of life. Data
on family Influence on intellectual develOp
ment should have motivated an attempt to
work with the family on the child's intellec
tual development. However, at that time I
had too little faith in the ablllty of famUles
to support the development of their children,
or too little faith in our ability to work with
parents on the child's intellectUal stimula
tion. Therefore, we decided to go into the
homes and to tutor the Infants to foster
theIr intellectual development. We made sev
eral major errors In that project, from which
we have learned a great deal about early edu
cation programs. Because the errors we made
are frequently made by child care and edu
cation professions and institutions, I would
like to describe them.

The infant education project began home
tutoring a group of poor black infants at
fifteen months (Schaefer and Aaronson, In
press). We discovered that fifteen months is
a rather late period to begin an educational
program because some of the children were
very withdrawn, apathetic, and unable to
relate to the tutor because of their early ex
periences. For some children. It took months
to develop a relationship that would allow the
tutor to prOVide appropriate educational ex
periences to the child. Thus the first major
error of our project was that we began too
late. We tutored the children for approxi
mately four hours a week until they were
three years of age and then stopped. as we
had planned In our research design. That
was the second major error of our program
we stopped too early. However, at the time we
stopped tutoring, the mental test scores sug
gested that the project had been a success
for the tutored Infants had a mean IQ of
106 and the control group a mean IQ of 89,
and the 17 poInt dIfference between groups
was highly statistically signiflcant and ap
parentlY socially significant. However, three
years after we stopped tutorIng the experi
mental group, there Is only a small insignifi
cant difference between the infants who had
the early child-centered tutoring and the
control group. Thus, the data confirm the
thesis-the need for early education-and
suggest the antithesIs-the need for con
tinuing education.

An analysis of the relationships between
data on the maternal behavior of the mothers
of the tutored children and their chUdren's
intellectual development, found that the
hostile, rejecting, detaChed, neglectIng

Is the basis of. the primary importance of the
family in the educational process.

Although one W01jld expect these charac
terlsticsof family interaction .to influence the
child's development, the degree of that ap
parent infiuence in one recent study was
startling, A1exHode (1971) had children re
port theIr parents' behavior toward them and
had them. repon their own allenation on Ken
iston's alienation' inventory and found that
79 percent of the variation in the child's re
port of his. own alienation was related to
his descriptions of his' parents' behavior.
Alienated high school students described",.
their fathers as neglecting, ignoring, de
tached, distant and hostlle and their mothers
as rejecting, hostile, and overinvolved--<:on
trolling through withdrawal of relationshIp,
through 'instilling persistent anxiety, and
through gUllt.The somewhat different pat
terns for mothers and fathers increase the
credibllity of the flndingthat children's per
ceptions of their parents behavior is highly
related to the degree of alienation.

Another stUdy suggests that studies of
parent~chlld relationships alone are insuf
ficient in considering family influence on
chlld behavior, DanJczek (1971) had prin
cipals and teachers nominate well adjusted
and maladjusted children from intact fam
mes .in their classrooms and then asked the
fathers to describe their wives' behavior and
the mothers to describe their husbands' be
havior. With small samples of intact fam
mesof adjusted and maladjusted children,
she found highly significant differences in
marital adjustment related to the child's
functioning iIi the classroom. This stUdy
suggests that parent-child interaction alone
is not an adequate measure of family inter
action. Apparently,. the husband-wife inter
action and perhaps the whole network of
family relationships also infiuence the child's
development. ,

Mer1l1 Roff (1950) in a review of intra-fam
ily resemblances, reported that the child's
character development--mora1 attitUdes and
opinions-are highly related to those of his
parents. He also reviewed studies that the
chlld's attitudes. toward the church, war,
communIsm. and hIs political loyaltIes corre
lated With those of hIs parents.

A recent stUdy by Smart and Fejer (1970)
suggests that even drug use by adolescents
may be highly related to theIr experIence in
the family. It fascinated me that If the child
reported his mother used tranqull1zers al
most every day, as contrasted to reporting
that his mother never used them, the child
was eIght times as likely to report that he
used tranqulUzers. But the similarity in drug
use did not stop with tranquilizers, if the
mother frequently used tranqulUzers the
child was also more likely to report use of bar.
bltuates, marijuana, LSD, and other drugs.
The chUd's report of his father's drug use was
also related to his report of hio own drug
use. Smart. and FeJer conclUded that parents
are models for the drug use of their chUdren.
The other stUdies revIewed above suggest
that their generalizatIon is also true of many
other behaviors.

Since intelllgence test scores are highly
related to educational achievement, a review
of studies of parent influence on intellectUal
development will prOVide further evIdence of
the importance of the family in the educa
tion process. My interest in early education
was aroused by the fact that major differ.
ences between socia-economic groups in men
tal test scores emerge during the second and
third years of life; Le., the period of early
language development. The mean mental test
scores of different social groups stabUize be
fore school entrance. The schools typically do
not change levels of intellectual functionIng,
they merely educate at the level established
prior to school entrance. The family initially
establishes the child's level of intellectUal
functioning, maintains it, and' the schools
have been relatively powerles,<J to change it.

mothers Who did not provide verbal stimu
lation and were not interested and involved
in their educational experIences tended to
have children With low IQ's. Both tutoring
and the quality of maternal care had Influ
enced the' child's intellectual development
during the second and third years of life.

The tutoring could be interpreted as sup
plementary maternal care, for the tutors' ac
tivities of developing a positive relationship
with the child, prOViding enriched experience
and language stimulation were similar to the
pattern of maternal care that fosters the
child's development. These data, as well as
other studies to be reviewed below, suggested
that we had made a third major error-we
had intended to supplement but implicitly
had supplanted maternal care of the infant.
Our actions had Implicitly said, "We (the
tutors) are the experts, we will take respon
siblllty for the education of your infant."
In the long term evaluation, thIs policy has
been unsuccessful, tor the results of the
early interventIon did not result in signifi
cant differences three years after the tutor
ing ended. I now believe we should have
focused upon working with the parents and
our actions should have said, "You have the
primary responsib1l1ty for your child, you can
develop the skills needed to educate your
child. We will help you with methods and
materials to do the Job yourself," From the
exper:ence of the mfant education project,
we confirmed the thesis-the need for early
education, we developed the antithesIs-the
need for continUing education, and we began
to grasp the synthesis-the need to develop
the family as an educational institution from
birth to maturity.

Additional evidence of the importance of
the family in the education of the child is
provIded by a study of the development of
children in an orphanage as contrasted to
children In famllles. Skeels et al. (1938) re
ported that the language scores of children
in an orphanage were only one-fourth to
one-half those of children reared In famllies.
The authors Interpreted their findings as
revealing the effectiveness of family care and
suggested as an explanation of their finding:

"... the orphanage situation was charac
teristically deficient In the factors known to
be associated With good language develop
ment--such factors as adult-chUd ratio, par
ent goals for child achievement, standard
of acceptlblllty of verbal expression, number
of hours being read to and beIng told storIes,
breadth of experiences, and extensions of en
vironment."

Other Iowa studies show that genetics In
fiuence the Intellectual development of the
child but that dIfferences in environment
may influence the degree of development of
the child's potential. Skeels and Harms
(1948) found that children of mentally re
tarded mothers and laborer fathers, when
placed In good adoptive homes, achieved a
mean IQ of 104 and Skodak and Skeels (1949)
reported that children whose natural mothers
had a mean IQ of 89 achieved a mean IQ of
apprOXimately 110 1:1 good adoptive homes.
These data suggest that a radical change in
environment may produce a radical change in
intellectUal functioning between generations.
Jensen (1969), in emphaslztng the genetic
influence in intellectual development, quoted
data from Skodak and Skeels (1949) that
showed the correlation between the IQs of the
adopted children and those of their natural
parents but did not cIte the differences in
intellectual functioning between parents and
children that are probably related to differ
ences in environment.

A stUdy of parent behavior and chIld de
velopment by Rupp (1969) quantified cul
tural pedagogical mmeu. which was related to
parent educational levels. Among a group of
children from the lowest educational level
variations in the cultural-pedagogical milieu
of the home were significantly related to
reading achIevement in the first grade. Kent
and Davis (1957) studied parents of delin-
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quents, of normal school children, and of
children referred to psychiatric out-patient
cl1n1cs. Parents of delinquents tended to be
unconcerned, neglecting, and ignoring. Par
ents of normals tended to have normal af
fection and discipline in the home. Chlldren
referred to psychiatric treatment had parents
who were seen as more demanding and over
anXious. Within the schOOl sample, parents
of children with high IQs tended to be more
demanding and parents of children wltb low
IQs tended to be unconcerned. Apparently,
the variables that are related to emotional
development and intellectual development
differ to some extent. Werner, Bier
man, and French (1971) quantified edu
cational stimulation and emotional sup
port and found education stimUlation
more related to academic achievements
and emotional support more related to ab
sence of emotional problems. Thus, different
patterns of parent behavior may develop
different strengths and skills In children.

Data from several major longitudinal stud
ies also support the conclusion that parent
behavior influences the intellectual develop
ment of children. A study of a national sam
ple of approximately 5000 children from Eng
land, S~otland, and Wales by Douglas (1964)
quantified the quality of the schools the chil
dren attended and the degree of parent in
volvement in the child's education as shown
by mother's Visits to the teacher and princi
pal and father's visits to the school. The de
gree of parental involvement in the child's
education explained approximately four
times as much of the .variance in the child's
mental test and achievement test scores at
age eleven as did the quality of the schools.
After controlling for socio-economic status of
the parents, variations in parental involve
ment were still related to variations in child
test scores. The quality of family care of the
child also tended to be related to socio
economic status of the family.

A study by Milner (1951) had similar find
ings on socio-economic status, child care and
education, and child achievement. Children
with low test scores came from homes With
very few books, were read to infrequently,
and were given harsh physical punishment.

Milner also reported that the child's test
scores and parent behavior were both related
to socio-economic status of the family. Per
haps different socio-economic levels lead to
different styles of life, different types of
child-rearing, and different achievement
levels of children. This suggests that respon
sibll1ty for rearing children does not rest In
the family alone but also in a society that
assigns a given role and style of life to
famllles and either supports or does not sup
port family care and education of children.

A study by Moore (1968) in England
showed that early observations of parent be
havior can predict the child's later intelli
gence and reading sk1lls. From home visits
at the child's age of two and a half years,
Moore qualified the quality and quantity of,
verbal stimulation; the toys, books, and ex
periences provided, and the quality of the
parent-child interaction. These early ratings
were significantly related to the child's I.Q. at
three years but more highly related to the
child's I.Q. at eight years, perhaps shOWing
the early and continuing impact of parent
behaVior, correlations were found With the
child's reading at seven years. Even after
'controlling for socio-economic status of the
parents, sizeable correlations were found be
tween early ratings of parent behaVior and
the child's development. Since the home
tends to be a relatively stable, conSistent
educational environment, parents Who edu
cate early probably educate later also. The
longitudinal studies, Which find sizeable re
lationships between early. parent behavior
and child development even after controlling
for soclo-economic status, can be interpreted
asrevealing the cumulative impact of par
embehavior.

Perhaps even more convincing Is the inter
vention research on famlly education of chU
dren. Levenstein (1970) directed a fascinat
Ing study in which she conceptualized books
and toys as verbal interaction stimulus ma
terial. Social workers took books and toys
Into homes, demonstrated their use to the
mothers, had the mothers use them with
their preschool chUdren, and left the mate
rials there. With approximately thirty-two
visit over a seven-month period, during
which they left approximately a dozen books
and a dozen toys, the chUdren gained ap
proximately seventeen points in IQ. Witl'l
fewer visits the next year, they were able to
maintain and even Increase the child's level
of Intellectual functioning. Levenstein's pro
gram is almost a feasible social program for
supporting family education. It Is of Interest
to me to contrast Levenstein's program With
my own child-centered Infant education
program in which we saw children approxi
mately 300 times over a twenty-one month
period. Both my child-centered program and
Levenstein's parent-centered produced ap
proximately the same gains in intellectual
functioning, but her program was less costly
and probably will have much greater long
term effect. Therefore, I try to persuade
others not to do my child-centered program
but to adopt a parent-centered program such
as Levenstein's, Karnes' or Gray's.

In Karnes', et al (1970) program, small
groups of mothers were brought Into a center
and taught skills in early education by
working with them on the development of
materials and methods and also by Visits to
their homes at least once a month to sup
pon the group work in the center. With
mothers who were not working, the group
program In the center was very effective,
producing approximately a seventeen point
IQ gain in the children of the mothers who
remained In the program. The finding that
working mothers were less motivated to par
ticipate suggests that parents shOUld be
trained very early In child development skills,
perhaps before and during pregnancy, In
order to insure that they will have the mo
tivation and sk1lls required to effectively
participate In the care and education of
their children.

Both Weikart (1968) and Gray (1970) have
used home programs that teach mothers
skills In early education to supplement pre
school programs. These programs have been
relatively effective; In fact, Welkart (1968)
has reported approximately a thirty pOint
gain in low IQ children In a one year home
and school program. However, in these early
education programs that show very promis
ing immediate results, long-term follow-up
shows that year by year, after the special in
terventlon program has ended, the differ
ences between the experimental and control
group decline. Perhaps we need not only con
tinuing education for children, but also con
tinuing education for parents on the skills
needed to support the continuing education
of their children. The sk1l1s needed to teach
a one-year-old are qUite different than those
needed for a three-, six-, nine-, or twelve
year-old. For that reason, plans should be
made to work with parents on the Child's
education from birth to maturity.

Gray (1970) recently reported contrasting
a child-centered preschool program with a
parent-centered weekly visit in the home.
The two programs had equal short-term effec
tiveness, but working With the mother had
greater long-term effectiveness. Gray re
ported vertical diffusion of the effects to
younger children In the family and hori
zontal diffusion In the neighborhood and
also stated that working with the mother
cost one-flfth as much as the preschool pro
grams. Gray's report suggested that a pro
gram might work with the mother from blrt]1
through five years for the cost of a year ~f

pre-school. Thus, parerit-centered programs
might be far less costly and far less expensive

than our current chUd~centel'ed ear1y edu
cation programs.

The experience of' the parent-centered
early education programs that the children's
IQ's drop after· termination of the program
Is also true perhaps even more true of chUd
centered programs. Just as the lnfant edu
cation project found that differences de
creased year-by-year Caldwell ll1ld Smith
(1968) reported results of the follow-up of
a good university day care program that had
reSUlted in relatively hIgh levels of intel
lectual function. A year after the children
left the day care center their mean IQ
dropped apprOXimately eight points. Thus,
they also found the need to follow ·through
and to provide for continuing stimUlation.
Apparently, brief child-centered programs
may have minimal long term effect. That
conclusion may also be true of children at
older ages in school, because It Is not the in
tensive, brief program that produces the
child's cumUlative development, but the con
tinuing effect of his total social environ
ment-family, community, mass media and
the school-that shapes the child. The evi
dence of the major role of the family should
influence clld care and education institu
tions, profeSSions, and programs.

Results of these cross-sectional, longitUdi
nal, and Intervention researches clearly dem
onstrate that children have far more poten
tial than is being developed by the current
educational programs. I Interpret the re
search as Indicating the need for a major
objective of increasing the effectiveness of
family education of children. I am concerned
with that objective from the point of view of
eqUality of oportunlty. If we have equal edu
cation in the schools, but unequal educa
tion in the home and community, many chil
dren wUl not develop their potential and
will not be able to compete effectively with
children from more favorable home envi
ronments. Studies by Moore, Rupp, Douglas,
Milner and others show that early and con
tinuing parent behavior Influences heavily
the child's mental test scores and reading
scores during the school years. Thus, If we
neglect the family as an educational Institu
tion we are not going to achieve our edu
cational objective of equal opportunity for
all.

The stUdies I have cited and other studies
suggest that the quality of the early and
continuing maternal and paternal care In
the famUy Influences the child's adjustment,
alienation, character development, drug ad
diction, delinquency, task-oriented behaViors,
language. development, mental test scores,
reading scores and academic achievement.
These studies suggest that child-centered
programs alone, that Ignore the Influence
of the family and community, In the long
run are not going to be effective In signifi
cantly infiuenclng the child's adjustment
and achievement.

The evidence Is clear that the child's edu
cation should begin prior to his enrollment
in school or preschool; In fact, the child's
education shOUld begin prior to his develop
ment of early relationships and early
language, at birth. In order to call attention
to the need for development of this area
of early education In the family, I have pro
posed a new concept of Ur-education-basic,
primitive early education (Schaefer, 1970). I
developed this new concept because If I said
""early education" people would assume I
mean preschool education, and I don't. The
first stage of Ur-education is the develop
ment of a positive, loving attachment to the
child by the parent. The child responds to
,the parent's positive attachment by develop
ing a positive attachment to the parent
during the first year of life. In the context
of their positive relationship, the parent
and child share activities and experiences
that educate the child. An example ,0fUr
education would be a p\rent looking at a
picture book With a child. During the Shared
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activity, the positive reiationship ls rein
forced; the. child developed the ablllty. to
listen, attend,· conc;ntrate and persist at a
task; as well as interests and language skllls.
Since successful Ur-educatlon may pe a
necessary basis tor· subsequent academic
education,to solve our current educational
problems we must focus upon improving the
process of Ur-education-basic, primitive
early education in the family.

We must develop education as a process
that begins at birth and ends at death, not
at school graduation or maturity (Schaefer,
1971). We must recognize the famlly as the
major educational· institution. Although we~
now have an Office of Education, I see the
present Office of Education as the office of
schooIlng, operating an a restricted model
of education which focuses on the school age
child in the classroom with a professional
educator iearning the academic SUbjects
through formal instruction in order to earn
academic credentials. That may be school
ing, but it isn't all of education. Schools may
be necessary, but they aren't sufficient to
foster the child's education as defined by
Webster's Unapridged Dictionary. In fact,
learning goes on in the famlly and in the
community and through the mass media,
and our educational professions and inStitu
tions have largely neglected and ignored that
learning, almost denied the existence and
desirablllty of that learning.

As a result of our current definitions of
education, we teach chlldren they are merely
students until they graduate from high
school, college, or graduate school. Yet chU
dren can be teachers also; apparently very
effective teachers. Therefore, we should be
motivating and training chlldren to teach
one another and we shOUld be teaching them
the skilis they wlll need as future parent
educators. If we would teach them to partic
ipate as both teachers and students through
out their lifespan, they might become
parents who would have the motivation
and sk1l1s they wlll need to educate their
chlldren. The schools shOUld develop an
objective of not only developing future citi
zens and workers, but also future parent edu
cators as part of the curriculum from kin
dergarten through school graduation.

The skllls and attitudes that would be use
fUl to future parent educators would also be
useful to future workers and citizens; for
education, teaching and learning in their
varied forms, ls a major component of our
entire Ilfe experience.

The research on family influence on the
chlld's development suggests the need to ex
tend the current classroom perspective on
education into a lifetime and lifespace or
ecological perspective that recognizes that
education begins at birth and ends at death,
that everyone is a student and everyone a
teacher, and that recognizes the fam1ly as
the major educational institution (Schaefer,
1971). I am also concerned with the effec
tiveness of the mass media in this educa
tional process. Shranun, Parker, and Lyle
(1961) reported that the average ch1ld spends
more time with television during the first
sixteen years of life than in the school, that
the child spends approximately thirty hours
a week with the mass media, with approxi
mately 60 per cent of that time with televi
sion. Yet we haven't planned use of the mass
media as education, haven't attempted to
infiuence the educational value of the mass
media, and haven't taught parents and ch1l
dren how to use it effectively. The mass media
could be an efficient and effective force for
lifetime and lifespace education. Yet little
attention has been given to training parents
and ch1ldren how to use the mass media as
an educational resource.

What can be done to influence the effec
tiveness to fam1ly care and education to chil
dren? Perhaps an examination of our major
in1l.uences on fam1ly effectiveness would con
tribute an answer. An obvious variaple is
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parental skills in child care and education:
Some parents, through their experiences and
training, have many skills in chlld care and
education, a knowledge of methods and ma
teit'ials and how to utilize them effectively
with children' of different age levels. Many of
the interventions programs in early child
hood education have had success in develop
ing such sk111s, at last for the period of the
project. Perhaps an equally important goal
would be to develop parents who are con
stantly attempting to learn new sk111s, par
ents who are students of better child care and
education methods.

Another val1able that is related to effec
tiveness of parental care ls parental
strengths, which might include parental ed
ucation, quallties of personality and charac
ter, financial resources, etc. Perhaps bulldlng
strengths in families is the long term goal
of many health, education, and welfare pro
grams but the goal of increasing family
strength and ability to cope with problems
might be made more expllcit and be given
higher priority in society.

Increasing awareness is developing of the
extent to which major stresses influence the
qUality of family care and education of chil
dren. Studies of samples of the general popu
lation and studies of famllles that abuse
and neglect their children find that poor
health, flnancial distress, marital conflict,
many closely-spaced births, crowding and
other stresses influence the quallty of parent
child relationships, maternal care, and the
child's development. Thus, a major approach
to increasing the effectiveness of famUy care
would be to reduce the stresses on families.

The last of the major influences on the
quallty of family care and education that
should be stressed is the amount of support,
social and emotional, as well as flnanclal and
material support. In the past, this support
was largely proVided by the informal support
system of relatives, friends, neighbors, and
neighborhood social groups. Within our
mobile society, this informal support system
is, to some extent, breaking down.

We now must ask "How can we develop
again an informal support system for family
care and education? How can the child care
and education professions and institutions
develop a formal support system that w111
strengthen and complement the informal
support system? How can we reduce the iso
lation of nuclear famllies by bullding the
community? How can we develop commu
nities and a society that wlll provide for
the needs of parents so they, in turn, can
provide for the needs of their children?"

The studies of neglected and abused chil
dren are very impressive in their demonstra
tion of the lack of Strengths and Skills, of
the presence of many Stresses and of the
absence of Supports in their fam11ies. The
importance of the family in child care and
education and the degree of importance of
these major influences suggests we need to
provide for the needs of parents as well as
the needs of children.

In view of the apparent success of the
parent-centered intervention projects, the
question must be asked, "Who is training
children and young adults for their roles as
parents?" Do we stlll assume that training
is provided by the nuclear or extended fam
11y or by the community? If so, that assump
tion in a moblle society with Isolated nuclear
familles, increasing age segregation, and un
stable and fragmented neIghborhoods is
probably often false. Many children of all
social groups are not well prepared for their
roles as parents. Both the training and ex
perience that would develop skllls in child
care and education they will need as parents
are presently lacking. Therefore, we need to
buUd a system for training parents and
future parents in the care of chlldren.

Parents often need training, guidance, con
sultation, and support during pregnancy and
during the first weeks and months of the

chUd's life. Some research suggests that the
mother-child relationship may stabllize dur
ing the first weeks of life. Broussard found
that television Instruction In child care and
deveiopment on obstetrical wards signifi
cantly Improved a mother's perception of
her infant, as contrasted to the average in
fant at approximately four weeks of age.
Later Broussard and Hartner (1969) found
that the mother's description o~ her child at
four weeks was related to a judgment that
the child needed psychiatric care at four and
a half years of age. The perIod of pregnancy,
dellvery, and first weeks of life may be a crit
ical period for the development of the parent
child relatIonship. Perhaps this Is a most im
portant period to provide training and sup
port for parents to facilitate the develop
ment of a positive attachment to the child.

Hopefully, the evidence of the importance
of family care and education and the evi
dence that family care can be Infiuenced
Will prOVide the motivation for the devel
opment of a comprehensive support system
for famlly care and education. That motiva
tion will provide the impetus for the devel
opment of the manpower, the money, the
methods, the materials, and models that w111
contribute to a support system for family
care and education of ch1ldren.

Setting standards for family care and edu
cation might increase our motivation to work
with famllies. If we can set standards for day
care, can we also set standards for family
care of children? If a consensus were de
veloped about standards of family care, we
might then develop the training needed by
the personnel In the fam11y care system, the
kind of support system needed, the resources,
methods and materials needed to meet the
standards. We might recognize that the iso
iated nuclear famlly cannot achieve the goa1s
set by the standards Without an Informal
and formal support system.

The need for standards of fam11y care is
111ustrated by some of our current attempts
to solve social problems. In some ways the
school lunch program is rather ridiculous.
Should we only worry about feeding the chlld
while he' ls In school? During the first two
years, during wblch most of the development
of the brain is completed, the ch1ld's need
for adequate nutrition is clear. If we feed
children in the school lunch program during
the school year, what about week-ends, holl
days, and vacation periods? Just as the cblld's
need for education extends from birth to
maturity, the chUd's need for adequate nu
trition extends from the prenatal period
through m8iturity. Therefore, we should be
concerned with an adequate standard of nu
trition and education In the home, not merely
in the school lunchroom and classroom.

Clearly, adequate nutrition in the home is
essential, but we should go beyond nutrition
to provide for the other basic needs of chil
dren. If the chlld's early education ls im
portant and if we belleve In equality of edu
cational opportunity, shOUld soc1ety provide
the necessary educational materials In the
home as well as In the school? Doesn't the
child need books--plcture books, nursery
rhyme books, storybooks, books of all kinds
to foster hls early language learning, to de
velop the interests, skUls, and behaviors nec
essary to master reading? Perhaps thls is the
type of thinking we would do if we made a
conunitment to help fam111es to achieve min
Imal standards of chUd care and education.

However, my perception of chUd care and
education professions and institutions ls
that they are largely child-centered in their
focus. Although their expllcit goal ls usually
to supplement fam11y care and education,
the im.pllclt effect is otten to supplant It. I
heard a teacher say to a group of parents.
"Please don't teach your child how to read,
or do arithmetic. Your methods may be dif
ferent than mine. Just send me a happy
child and I will educate him." That is not
supplementing fam1ly education, that is sup-
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planting It. I fear tha.t Is what most of our

chUd care and education institutions, pro
fessions, and programs do. Implicitly>, they
communicate to parents, "We are the ex
perts and we will take responslb1llty for the
development of your children." But the pro
fessions and Institutions haven't been able
to care for and educate children without the
help of families. They haven't done It and
they can't do it. Therefore, our professions
and institutions must change their major
focus to strengthening and su?portlng bm
Uy care and education of children. If the
professions and institutions would do the
job that Levenstein, Gray, Karnes .. and Wei
kart have shown can be done, they might be
far more effective at lower cost than the
current child-centered programs.

When we realize the Importance of pro
grams that strengthen and sUP:Jort family
care and education, we will find many spe
cific ways of achieving that goal. I have
spoken of the need to view the child as a
future parent and of prOViding training and
supervised experience in child care. One way
in which this might be done Is through a
four generation approach to child care in
which an older, experienced mother might
work with e. young mother with her first In
fant and include as part of this unit one or
more school age-high school or even ele
mentary school-children. Each of the four
generations could contribute and profit from
working together on child care. The older
mother would have an opportunity to utilize
her knowledge and experience in a construc
tive way, the young mother would be tra1ned
and supported during the critical period of
learning how to care for> her Infant, the
infant would be receiving additional care
and stimulation, and the school age children
would be trained for their future roles as
parents.

Although professionals often speak of par
ents, typically>' both the speaker and the
audience interpret parents as mothers. Yet,
the research evidence suggests we shOUld also
train' males for their roles as fathers. The
study on alienated hlgh'school studentS who
perceived their fathers as neglecting, ignor
Ing, distant, and detachedsuggests.that
mothers 'should also have other interests
apart from chlldrearing. In famllles In which
women also work outside the home, it Is un~

just that the total responsiblllty for cWld
care and education be assigned to the
mother. If fathers were to become more in
volve'd with children and mothers were to
develop more iuterests outside the 'home,
both fathers and mothers might be teach
ing their chUdren and might be learning to
become more effective educators. Perhaps
children would be more adjusted and com
petent.. women would be happier, and men
might learn to be more concerned with hu
man needs and human relationships:

As well as preparing children for their
future roles as mothers and fathers, perhaps
It would be equally as important to prepare
them for their future roles as husbands and
wives. The study by Danjczelt (1971) which
suggests that the husband-wife relationship
may' correlate With the child's adjustment
and competence In the schools as much as
the parent-child relationship suggests that
we must analyze the proble~of man-woman
relationships as much as adUlt-child rela
tionships. Perhaps we might find answers to
the questions, "How can a man support a
woman in child care? How can a woman
support a man iIi his role as father?" When
we have found ways of training for family
living and of strengthening and supporting
families, the current emphasis on maniage
and the family as a source of social problems
and psychopathology may be replaced by an
emphasis on marriage and the family as a
positive force for human development.

What is the response to the increasing
recognition of the ueed to support famlIres?
As might be expected frem ourfragmellted
and specialized services, a fragmer,ted ap-

proach to provision ot family services seems
to be deVeloping. Current programs are send
ing Into homes family planning aides, nutri
tion aides, health aides, education aides,
social workers, and pUblic health nurses.
How many d11ferent persons can be sent Into
homes? Currently, parents are expected to
be generalists with skills in health, nutri
tion, child care, education, recreation and
the entire range of skills required to rear a
child. Yet our current course Is to fragment
the supportive services to families. Perhaps
we need a more integrated approach of a
generalist, a family child care and education
consultant, who could provide most of the
help needed by families to rear children. The
family generalist might provide training and
support, might be a resource person who
might assist the family In obtaining more
specialized assistance, and might be an ad
vocate for family needs. Since these general
Ists would have a very personal knOWledge
of famUy needs, for housing, food, clothing,
books, toys, and experiences, I think, they
would become advocates for family needs.

In order to provide for family needs, we
need to develop family agencies at all levels
of government. I believe we need a National
Institute on the Family much more than we
need a National Institute on Alcoholism or
a National Institute on Schizophrenia. Why
should we fOCUS our etIorts oniy on remedial
treatment after problems develop instead of
attempting to prevent problems? Perhaps an
emphasis on human eCOlOgy, on the healthy
positive forces of family and community,
might prevent many of our social problems.
We need family agencies to be advocates and
organizers. We need family research, to find
more etIective ways of strengthenlngfami
lies. We need to develop a national family
policy that Includes but goes beyond family
planning. I have been told that In France
the national family union is represented at
the cabinet level on social policy decisions.
We need family programs and family train
ing for a wide variety of people, both for the
public and for professional personnel.

To develop political, support for family
agencies and family programs, we need a
family lobby. Apparently organized political
power Is necessary to obtain legislation,
funds, and programs. Labor unions have
political power because they are organized.
The health professions have Infiuenced legis
lation through organization and the educa
tion professions are able to Infiuence legisla
tion by lobbying. Who Is presenting the needs
of families, who Is organizing an etIective
voice for family programs? Clearly, we need
a coalition of organiza';ions that are inter
ested in family welfare to support family
legislation, progr!J,ms and agencies.

In order to moj)llize latent support for
family prograqls,a group of people have
developed an informal organization at ,the
University of North Carolina to discuss fam
ily needs and possible way,? of meeting these
needs. The interest and enthusiasm expressed
at the initial meetings suggests that many
other people might be Interested in such
groups. If such groups would organize itt uni
versities, In communities, in the states, and
at the national level, I think that effective
support· would be developed for that most
neglected, but most important institution
the family.

We are at a critical period of choice for
our child care and education institutions and
professions. Are we going to continue to
neglect and Ignore the role of the family?
Are we going to continue to supplemcnt and
implicitly supplant families? Are we. going
to develop preschool programs that igno:e
fam1lles? Are we going to develop day care
centers that neglect families? Or are we go
ing to use all of our child care and education
programs to strengthen and support fam
llies and to develop a support system lor
family and community? The choice of sup
plementing and supplanting or of strength
ening and supporting families will be a crltl-

cal choice for the future 'ofAmencanfam
Ules, communities,institutions,imd pro
fessions. What the choice will be Is uncertain,
but the choice should not be made bll.ndly
but after carefUl consideration of both al
ternatives. Clearly I believe that we need to
make major changes In our current child
centered approaches to child care and edu
cation, that our major etIects should be de
voted to Integrating our, professions and in
stitutions into an etIective support system
for family and community.

In order to mobllize the potentia: energy
of families and communities, we must recog
nize that all members of society are involved
in helping relatlonsWps and teaching rela
tionships, that everyone can bea helper and
everyone can be a teacher. Fostering the
child's health, welfare, and educ!J,tion Isnot
merely the role of the professional but of all
family and community members. We must
recognize the need for a comprehensive inte
grated· system of child care and education
that Integrates the work of the professions
and .Institutions with the contributions of
family and communities. Therefore, I repeat
my Initial challenge to you, "If you under_
stand the importance of the family, and the
need to develop a support. system for the
family, why don't you go oqt and change our
professions and institutions?"
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[From Parade magazine, May 14,1972]
How To BE' A BETTER PARENT

(By Theodore Irwin)
BINGHAMTON, N.Y.-Qn a shabby side street

in this: medium-sized Industrial citv, t\vo
women knock at the door of a rickety wooden
building, soon to be demolished. ,Nora Kane,
the only remaining tenant, answers, As she
opcns the door, her two small children rush
past her and hug the visitors,

The two women, 41-year-Old Sonohla Page
and 60-year-old Julia Borsavage, arc "out
reach workers" In a federally-funded program
called Home Start. The program, which now
operates In 15 cities, tries to help low-Ineome
parents to understand and take care of their
small children. While other gover:lment proj
ects set up day care centers for underpriVi
leged youngsters, Home Start works through
the family. Instead of taking the child away
fram a trOUbled home, It seeks to Improve
the quality of life inside It.

After, the mothers In these families are
harried, over-worked, Impatient. Take Mrs.
Kane, for Instance. "When we first called on
the family," reports Mrs. Borsavage,
who has 12 grandchildren herself, "the
kids were unsmlllng, unemotional, apa
thetic. You can notice how different they are
now. :Mrs. Kane had been withdrawn, walked
round barefoot in sloppy clothes, and just
coUldn't handle the children. Today she's

. really perking up and the kids are bene
fiting."

Mrs., Kane agrees. Her husband. long un
employed, is now working at a job obtained
through Home Start. "He's stopped hollering
at the kids," she says, and their marriage Is
on a more stable footing.

TEAMWORK
Mrs. Page aud Mrs. Borsavage are two of

five outreach workers In the Binghamton
project. Traveling in pairs for protection in
rough neighborhoods, they knock on do:rs,
Inquiring whether there are chlldrei1 Inside.
Today the five werk with 121 families, with
227 children.

There has been a somewhat similar Home
Start In Blughamton for siX, years now. Until
recently, however, It was sponsored jointly
by the local Catholic Social services and the
Ofllce of Economic Opportunity (OEO). and
concentrated mainly on referring famllies to
various agencies. When, a year ago, the U.S.
Office of Child Development launched an ex
periment in "home Intervention," Bingham
ton was selected as one of the test cities
partly because of Its success in sustaining
the earHer program.

Often, says Binghamton Home Start Direc
tor Dr, Dorothy Gradel, low-Income mothers
llke 1\-1rs. Kane suffer from malnutrition,
as well as inadequate pre-natal and post
natal care. Project workers occasionally un
cover cases of the "battered child syn
drome/' when frustrated parents reach the
end of their emotional resources.

During the home visits, which take place
on ,a' regular basis, the workers try to put
the mother' at her ease. At Mrs. Kane's
house.. for Instance, they compliment her on
her new curtains and the neat clothes on
the youngsters. ,While the principal targets
are the mothers, fathers are also involved
whenever possible, often during the evenings.
"We try." says Mrs. Page, mother of four,
"to build up the self-confidence of parents
anc! make. them realize what they can do
for themselVes and their children. We want
to make them enjoy raising famllles."

Once the- mother' relaxes: the two workers
gently give child-rearing hints. Most of these
seem commonplace enough t,. mlddle
Income, educated parents. But to low-Income
mothers, many of whom have never received
pf(~perinstructlon,they come as revelations.

SOFT APPROACH
Instead of berating the child, suggest the

Visitors, speak softly: "When Y01.1 yell, a
scared child tunes you out." The mother Is
encouraged to smile at the youngster, to
touch and, hold him as often as possible.
"Take time to talk to him and hear what
he's saying," explains Mrs. Borsavage. "Praise
him for whatever he does well, whether It's
hopping or riding a tricycle. And don't just
lea,ve him In his crib except to feed and
diaper hbn. Talk to him and cuddle him
often, to let hbn know you're the,'e,"

Parents are also encouraged to help develop
their children's Intellectual skills, utiliZing
simple household items. Counting and muscle
contrOl, for example, can be taught by pitch
Ing clothespins Into an empty coffee can.
Toothpicks or egg cartons can be used to
make designs.

And of course, the visitors add. the mother
should read to the child and act out what
she reads-by drumming on the table, for
Instance, If a drum is mentioned in the story.

"The parent," explains Dr, Gradel, "Is the
first and most Important educator of the
child. Without intellectual stimulation and
language development In the home, children
become withdrawn, and have a hard time
when they get to school la.ter on."

In addition, visitors freque!ltly refer par
ents to other agencies. If a mother on drugs
threatens SUicide, they call the local Drug
Orlsls Hot Line. A Violently disruptive young
ster, Is brought to a mental health clinic.
Some' parents are introduced to alcohol1sm
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centers. Others are referred for jobs or job
training.

Home visits are only one of the program's
tools. Another is a biweekly meeting, rotated
among the homes of the participating fam
11ies, where 10 to 15 mothers listen to ex
perts, then discuss their problems in "rap
sessions."

At one of these meetings, the moderator,
Danish-born Inger Thomas, poses the first
topic of the day: "What has Home Start done
for you as a mother?"

Hesitantly, a heavy-set woman ventures:
"I used to take my problems to a beer joint.
Home Start brought me out of myself, to get
a good look at what I could do for my kids."

Another woman, tired-looking but neatly
dressed, chimes In: "All I could look forward
to was a nervous breakdown, SUicide, or hav
ing another baby. Now I know people, the
llome visitors, who really care about me."

In a whisper, the youngest member of the
group adds: "Without Home Start I would
crawl back into my hole."

The program's impact may reach far be
yond the 121 fam1lles which it presently
serves. According to Dr. Gradel, the parents
pass on the lessons they learn to neighbors
relatives and friends.

"What's more," she observes, "by educating
mothers, we are helping to shape their chll
dren, so that they in turn wlll be better par
ents When their time comes. Without a pro
gram like ours, whole generations of families
would grow up grounded in the same hope
less despair."

Nor, cautions Dr. Gradel, is the concept ap
plicable only to poor famUles. Even college
educateci parents may unwittingly slight
their role as "home infiuentials"-by send
ing their children off to nursery schools in
stead of their development at home. Day
schools may indeed be valuable, Dr. Gradel
declares, but they mustn't become substi
tutes for parental care.

DIFFICULT JOB

In Washington, Home Start Director Ann
O'Keefe agrees.

"Middle-income and even wealthy par
ents," she says, "are also searching for sup
port and help in the very difficult Job of chlld
rearing. The time is long overdue for profes
sional educators to recognize and proclaim
openly that parents can contribute more to
their children than the professional can. I'm
convinced that parents have a far greater
infiuence on how well their chlldren succeed
in school, and in later life, than all their
schoolteachers put together.

"If we can demonstrate that Home Start
is an effective way of helping parents to help
their own children, perhaps many parents,
rich and poor aUke, will try to adapt t1iB.t
approach to their own faml11es."

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I cannot
support S. 3617, the Comprehensive
Headstart, Child Development and Fam
ily Services Act of 1972.

On Dec.ember 9, 1971, President Nixon
vEtoed the Office of Economic Opportu
nity authorization bill, S. 2007, among
other reasons because it contained a title
on child development. I consider the
President's veto statement one of the
best statements issued by the White
House in this administration. One of the
President's chief objections to the bill
was:

For the Federal Government to plunge
headiong financially into supporting chUd
development would commit the vast moral
authority of the National Government to the
side of communal approaches to chUd rear
ing over against the family centered ap
proach.

Now the legislation reported out on
May 16, of this year by the Committee

on Labor and Public Welfare would do
essentially the same thing thE previous
bill would have done: It would still
"commit the vast moral authority of the
National Government to the side of com
munal approaches to child rearing over
against the family centered approa{:h."
This is true even though the language of
S. 3617 has been altered to make initia
tion of the program for particular chil
dren upon the parent's request. Essen
tially, the Federal Government is still
saying, at the very least, that it considers
these programs very excellent ones, and
urges all parents to take advantage of
them, to the extent that funding will
allow.

Mr. President, in his veto message of
December 9, President Nixon· also ar
gued-and quite correctly. in my opin
ion-that-

Such far-reaching national legislation
should not, must not, be enacted in the
absence of a great national debate upon its
merit, and broad publlc acceptance of its
principles.

Certainly no one in this Chamber
would deny that in fact no such debate
has taken place. Indeed, not much more
has been said about it since December.
None of the many Democratic presiden
tial candidates has discussed it in any
detail. Even the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, as I understand it, held
only one supplemental day of public
hearings since the veto. Quite probably,
few of my colleagues in the Senate have
really taken the time to examine this
legislation carefully and to consider its
imPlications. However, it can be said
that the reporting out of a separate child
care bill distinct from Office of Economic
Opportunity legislation does now pre
sent us with an opportunity to conduct
this debate.

Let me say before continuing, that I
object to the inclusion of· the term
"Headstart" in the title of S. 3617. While
the 3-year authorization under the bill
inclUdes Headstart, it shOUld be clear
that the main programs envisioned by it
are quite distinct from a Headstart-type
program, which is oriented specifically
toward the needs of disadvantaged chil
dren at an older age. Certainly some of
the concepts employed by Headstart are
carried over into comprehensive child
development. However, unlike project
Headstart, comprehensive child develop
ment has the potential of reaching the
infant below the 4- to 6-year-old cate
gory.

In my State of Texas, I think it is safe
to say that Headstart has been somewhat
successful, particularly when contrasted
with the other components of the war on
poverty effort. However, the type of com
prehensive care called for'in this pend
ing bill cannot be logically defended 011
the grounds of the Headstart project. It
certainly jeopardizes the standing of the
Headstart program which, while con
tributing some very important experi
ences to disadvantaged children. is still
in its experimental stage.

It is also incorrect to assume, as some
have, that this legislation has as its;nain
purpose the expansion of day-care serv
ices that some of our citizens need so
vitally. Because the legislation is not at

all related to welfare refonn and be
cause participation is not limited to
children in the Headstart age group, it
is clear that the program's maior inten
tion is not to move parents from the
welfare rolls to the payrolls. Even if I
were to areept the concept of universal
child development, and I do not, a con
servative estimate of the cost of the
program in fully operational form would
be $20 billion per year. This is the price
tag President Nixon and Selma Mushkin,
a Georgetown University economist, have
given to the program.

Because the authorization is for $2.9
billion over a 3-year period, it is obvious
that this bill only represents a beginning
of an attempt by the proponents to es
tablish a universal child development
program. Furthermore, the limited, as
opposed to national debate that the Pres
ident called for, is being entertained be
cause the sponsors of the legislation
wish to use passage of this legislation
as an excuse to defeat any day-care com
ponent of the welfare reform bill, H.R.
I, which is not to their liking.

Mr. President, the primary role of the
Federal Government in the child care
areas should be to afford our citizens the
opportunity to move from the welfare
rolls to the payrolls and not the experi
ment in a development program tha.t has
not been properly tested. -

Mr. President, it would seem that a
debate on comprehensive child care leg
islation should take as its point of de
parture the linkage between the raising
of children and the family, and not the
desirability of freeing some women so
that they may join the work force, or of
giving employment to large numbers of
college graduates in child psychology,
sociology and other such disciplines who
otherwise might not find employment in
their fields. Our prime consideration
should be the good of the child and the
strengthening of the family as the chief
child-raising unit in society.

In its hearings the Senate Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare was seem
ingly not at all anxious to hear from
opponents of the legislation. However,
at the insistence of Senator BUCKLEY,
two specialists-Dr. Dale Meers and Dr.
Ernest van den Haag-were allowed to
make presentations. Dr. Meers in par
ticular has made a number of studies on
the way already existing child develop
ment programs actually work, and the
effect they really have on children. We
should consider his findings very soberly
while we are debating this legislation
incidentally, the committee report quotes
Dr. Meer's testimony extensively but also
very selectively, in such a way as to leave
the absolutely false impression that he
was basically in favor of the bill-which
was not the case. Dr. Meers, for example,
visited a number of child care centers
in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.
He found that Czechoslovakia is now en
couraging its citizens not to place chil
dren in the state child centers. He also
quotes a Hungarian official in the field
of child care to the effect that Hungary
.hopes to limit day care programs only
to those in dire economic need. This same
Hungarian official was astonished that
tne wealthy United states would volun
tarily wish to embark upon a program



June 20,'1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 21585
of the type the Eastern European coun
tries are striving to eliminate.

Dr. Meers' observat'\ons of the children
directly involved in these programs in
Eastern Europe are scarcely more en
couraging. He said:

In speaking with staff about the age at
Which dlfferentchlldren had entered particu
lar day care centers, It seemed to me that one
could visually discern a direct relationship
between the passivity (of the chlldren) and
the length of time the chlldren had been
enrolled.

Although Dr. Meers discounts the fear
which I have felt and which Senator
BUCKLEY and others expressed during
debates last year that the apparatus that
would be established by this legislation
couId instill in the child particular sets
of value,s not endorsed by the society as
a whole, Dr. Meers was quite concerned
about these programs' overall effect on
children at a later time:

But I am most concerned that the con
ditions of group chlld care may lead to In
hibitions In independent functioning as an
inevitable consequence of early condition
Ing. If social disaster is to come insidiously
through massive programs In childhood ex
periments, then It will come, I am convinced,
via depersonalization, subtle developmental
failures in personality structure. and in mar
ginal intellectual capab1l1tles.

Thus Dr. Meers makes it clear that we
should entertain serious reservations
about the inevitability of doing good for
the chlldren for whom we are supposed
to be legislating.

Perhaps the crux of the problem of
possible damage to small children from
such programs, Mr. President, lies in the
substitution of what is in truth the "cash
nexus" for the love, affection, and dis
cipline which the family should provide
its youngest members. However weak the
link between parent and child may be
now, at least it is a human one, and not
one determined by a day'S pay for a day's
work. Although this is a question which
wouId require more detailed considera
tion, it is germane at this point to stop
and consider what the eventual fiscal
costs of this proposed program may be.

The current bill asks for $2.9 billion
spread over the next 3 years. However,
once the Congress accepts the principle
of child development, may be quite cer
tain that these costs wHI balloon. The
committee offered an estimate of $1,600
per child, but there are a number of in
dications that this figure is far too low
for quality child care. For example, dur
ing last year's subcommittee considera
tion of child development legislation, a
representative of the AFL-CIO de
scribed a child care center run by a un
ion in Chicago which is regarded as a
model for development of this type of in
stitution. Now the union does not dis
pose of such unlimited resources as the
Federal Government, and it assuredly
made a serious attempt to keep costs
down. Still, it spent some $140,000 in 1
year to operate a quality day care center
for the children of its workers, only
about 60 in number. The union main
tained a high adult-child ratio, and esti
mated that the cost per year per child
was about $2,800. This is surely more
realistic, but if the Government 'were
involved inoperating such day care cen-

tel's the costs per child would probably
be even higher. In any case, though no
body really knows exactly how much
these!' programs might cost in the end,
President Nixon has estimated they
might run as high as $20 billion, a figure
apparently concurred in by Selma Mush
kin. Others have placed the price tag as
high as $40 billion, which may be exces
sive, but perhaps not really if we genu
inely 'wish to undertake all the things
for children described in this bill. As
It means of comparison, let us note that
all governments in the United States
spend a total of only some $12 billion for
the first five grades of elementary school.

Mr. President, I could raise a number
of questions about the mechanics of the
proposed programs, but this is essen
tially pointless since I believe the pro
gram to be erroneous at the core. In
stead of embarking upon programs
which have not been notably successful
in other countries where they have been
tried, we should build upon the positive
features of the Headstart program and
orient our efforts specifically toward the
impoverished and those on welfare, as we
shall when H.R. 1 comes before the Sen
ate. Mr. President, I do not see how the
presently proposed legislation can be
corrected in such a way as to meet the
objections which I have just ralsed
and several others which I have not dis
cussed. I urge my colleagues to join me
in considering the serious questions I
have discussed, and then to vote with me
in opposition to this bill.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I send
to the desk three amendments which
have been revised in handwriting. I ask
the clerk to read them, and following
that, I ask unanimous consent that they
be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
read the amendments.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendments, as follows:

On page 27, lines 21 through 25, and page
28, lines 1 and 2, delete subsection (3) and
insert the following subsection in lieu
thereof:

(3) Such Councll shall be entitled to
exercise the power of approval consistent
with section 102 (b) (4), and the Councn's
disapproval shall require a majority vote of
the Councll present and voting within thirty
days after submission of the Issue to the
Council for such a vote and in the absence
of such action by the Councll, the Issue wUl
be deemed to have been approved. A majority
of the CouncU shall constitute a quorum fpr
the purpose of transacting business.

On page 17, line 22, delete the perIod and
insert in lieu thereof a semi-colon and the
word "and", and add the follOWing new
paragraph:

"(E) to assure that the local program
council's disapproval shall require a majority
vote of the council present and voting within
thirty days of submission of the issue to the
council for such a vote and in the absence
of such actIon by the council, the Issue shall
be deemed to have been approved. A majority
of the councll shall constitute a quorum for
the purpose of transacting business."

On page 30, line 10 after the word "area"
insert the follOWing: ", in accordance with
section I02(b) (8) (E) ;".

On page 37, between lines 14 and 15 Insert
the following new paragraph:

(6) that the project poUcy committee's
disapproval shall require a majority vote of

the committee present and voting within
thirty days of submission of the Issue to the
committee for such a vote and in the ab
sence of such action by the committee, the
issue shall be deemed to have been approved;
and a majority of the Council shall constitute
a quorum for the purpose of transacting
business.

On page 37, line 15, strike out "(6)" and
Insert in Heu thereof "(7)", and renumber
succeeding paragraphs accordingly.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate while
the Senator is addressing the Senate?

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

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, under
this bill the Child and Family Services
Council is charged with the responsibil
ity of approving program statements,
basic goals, policies and procedures, and
the selection or establishment and an
nual renewal of an administering agency
or agencies and is responsible for annual
and ongoing evaluation of the programs.

The local program councils must ap
prove the program and must approve all
operational contracts. Each project ap
plicant must secure project policy com
mittee approval for basic goals, policies,
actions, procedures, planning, overall
conduct, budgeting, location of centers
and facilities, and direction and evalua
tion of projects.

Mr. President, I gather that I have
obtained unanimous consent that the
amendments be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, this
amendment is simply designed to stop
what could be a major source of irritant,
namely, that the councils would not take
any action or that they would have a
divided vote and that they would have
no way of proceeding, because of the
operational authority which these coun
cils and committees have, unless ap
proval were obtained.

In order to prevent these delays, what
I have proposed, with what I hope w111
be the concurrence of the manager of the
bill, is that if they do not act within
30 days by a majority of a quorum, it will
then be considered as approved, so that
the whole thing will not be bogged down
in the local project committees and local
project councils and child and family
service councils.

The amendment retains parental par
ticipation. It does not alter the member
ship of the councils and the committees.
It retains the requirement that the coun
cils and committees approve of the prime
sponsor's operational decisions. But it
seems to me that a prompt indication one
way or another by these committees can
only enhance the effectiveness of the
programs and make their administration
far more effective.

So I wouId ask my friend the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin if this
amendment as modified would meet with
his approval.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I think
that this is a good suggestion that will
make the functioning of the councils
more effecti"e, and I am perfectly willing
to accept the amendments. I will accept



21586 .. CONGRESSIONALRECORD-·.SEN'~~
the amendments, and I yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendments has been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendments, en bloc.

The amendments were agreed to.

QUORUM CALL
1\11'. NELSON. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose

time?
Mr. NELSON. The time to be taken

equally from each side of the bill.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.
The second assistant 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.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages in writing from the President

of the United States, submitting nomina
tions, were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Geisler, one of his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED
As in executive session, the Presiding

Officer (Mr. TUNNEY) laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of Senate proceed
ings,)

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE COMMIT
TEE ON COMMERCE TO FILE RE
PORTS UNTIL MIDNIGHT TO
NIGHT
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Commerce be authorized to file
committee reports until midnight to
night.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
abjection, it is So ordered. .

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR HUGHES TOMORROW
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent that on tomor
row, following the recognition of the dis
tinguished Senator from Delaware (Mr.
ROTH), the distinguished Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HUGHES) be recognized for not
to exceed 15 minutes.

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

QUORUM CALL
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I suggest the absence of a quorum under

the same conditions as heretofore agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART,
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND FAM
ILY SERVICES ACT OF 1972
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill (S. 3617) to
strengthen and expand the Headstart
program, with priority to the economi
cally disadvantaged, to amend the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, and for
other purposes.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President-
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. How much

time does the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina wish?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Five minutes.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. On behalf of

the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL
SON) I yield the Senator from South
Carolina 5 minutes.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I appreciate that, and
thank the distinguished assistant major
ity leader.

Mr. President, more than 3 years ago,
in considering the problems of the poor
and disadvantaged in my own State,
South Carolina, I recommended a far
reaching program of day care centers for
young children. In my book, "The Case
Against Hunger," I said:

Chlldren must escape from the. poverty
cycle. To help them achIeve this,. day-care
centers should be made avallable throughout
the United states. These centers should in
corporate the Headstart ideals of reaching
chlldren, not only With the most advanced
training, motivational techniques and health
practices, but With good food as well. These
centers should be avallable from infancy on.

My proposal was based upon the ob
servation that children from homes of
poverty and disadvantaged often are far
behind their more privileged classmates
when they enter the first grade. From
that point on they fall farther and far
ther behind, often dropping out before
they even reach the sixth grade.

The legislation being addressed by the
Senate today, S. 3617, can stop this
vicious cycle in its tracks. We have found
that one-third of the mothers with pre
schOOl children in this country, more than
4 Y2 million of them, are working full or
part time today. Because of this more
than 5 million preschool children need
some kind of day care services while
their mothers work. But, as .the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare has
so aptly demonstrated, fewer than 7011,
000 spaces are available in licensed day
care programs to serve these children.

My position on this legislation has al
ways been clear. On December 10, 1971,
I opposed President Nixon's veto of the
day-care bill. At the same time President
Nixon was working in favor of the guar
anteed annual wage, he was vetQing a
bill which would have been a sensible,
tried, and true program. When President

NixonrecolllIlleD.ded his. welfare reform
program, he tried to do away with food
stamps, he tried to .do away with the
prescription feeding program for expect
antmothers and young minors under the
age of 6, and he tried to do away with
the expanded school .lunch program.
These were programs which were tested
and were found to be workable. They
were eliminating hunger and malnutri
tion in this country. But what did Presi
dent Nixon do? He instituted the guar
anteed annual wage, claiming that this
would eliminate all the problems, and
then turned around and tried to wipe
out all these really effective programs.

The bill .before us today approaches
the poverty problem at its center-the
child-and we can begin to turn that
cycle around. We know the problem of
poverty is like a multiple injury in an
automobile accident. A person has a
broken arm, broken leg, a broken neck,
or a fractured skull. Many injuries cause
suffering to one person. Many factors
can lead to recovery. Here in America
we have problems on health,on housing,
on job training, and rehabilitation. We
have hunger and· malnutrition in the
most wealthy nation in the world.

We have children who never reach
their full capacity because they are held
back emotionally and intellectually and
physically because of malnutrition and
because of the inability to participate in
the world around them. This bill will go
toward solving this problem. ThiS bill will
allow these children to have some con
tact with the outside world, to learn
while their mothers work and not be shut
away in some room in a custodial care
situation:

We have heard charges that children
in day-care centers will have their minds
molded. But how are they being molded
now? They are being molded by the de
spair, the lack of instruction, the lack of
food, and the lack of health care.

The idea provided by this legislation
is that many of these children would be
brought into society for. the first time.
If we leave them alone, many will never
even know . how to tum the page of a
book by the time they reach the first
grade. We are paying for our mistakes
now. When President Nixon complains
about a "$2 billion extravaganza" that is
a fallacious charge. This is a well-studied
program to get down to the problems
which have been perpetuated in this
country for generations. This child de
velopment program will deliberately im
prove upon .the successful Headstart
program ideals which at present are only
helping about 10 percent of the poor chil
dren in this country. In addition, this
legislation will provide the proper pre
natal, nutritional, and other needs which,
even as President Nixon has noted, are
currently being unmet in this country
for those who need them most. Rather
than disturbing the family, this kind of
legislation will actually strengthen it.

It will provide .child development pro
grams which are totally. voluntary. In
addition •• it provides an entire series of
services not only to children, but to
families as well, so as to improve the
family unit. And the program m.akes day
care available oW to those children
whose. parents are out of the hom,_ all
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day. This is not going to bea glorified
babysitting' service. It is going to get
right to the heart"of our problem in this
country of providing good day care for
children who need it so that their par
ents, too, can participate in the free en
terprise system of this Nation.

I say, Mr. President, that now is the
time to act on this legislation. For too
long we in Congress have, sat by and
watched while the Chief Executive ve
toed 'important", programs or allowed
others to die throughinactivity. We have'"
seen it in food stamps, we have seen it in
commodity feeding, we have seen it in
prescription feeding, we have seen it in
the day care bill, we have seen it in the
health legislation, and we have seen it in
the all-important prescription feeding
programfor young children. Are we go
ing to let, it happen on this bill too? I
think not. We must save the children.'
The children are the future of this coun
try. We cannot visit upon the child the
sins of the parents. I believe there are
many who would like to punish children
because the parents have not met the
stancj.ards, which, our country might im
pose upon them. This is forcing us to pay
the costs not only of our criticism of the
parent, but also of. our blind neglect of
the, child; We are paying in spades in
this country, and, that is why the bill to
solve the welfare problem continues to
go up and up and up. In my own State,
I know the need is great. There are lit
erally thousands and thousands of chil
dren who receive only custodial care
while mothers work at borderline em
ployment. This could be changed. These
thousands of children in my own State
couId be assured a better' future, and
this legislation is the way to go about it.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield 5 additional minutes to the
Senator from North Carolina against
the time on the bill under the control
of the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NELSON) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for an additional 5
minutes.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the Senator.
Mr, President, the proposed legislation

is really only part and parcel of the
overall reform of the welfare mess. Some
days ago, I issued in a newsletter to my
constituents a discourse on the welfare
mess, stating what I thought to be an
analysis ofwhat others consider the wel
fare mess constitutes-exactly the ap
proaches of' Senator MCGOVERN, Presi
dent Nixon, and others--and then I tried
to outline a solution. I ask unanimous
consent to have this portion of my news
letter, ,entitled "The Welfare Mess,"
printed at this point in the RECORD.

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

THE WELFARE MESS
Everyone talks about the welfare mess, but

no one does anything about it. The reason:
the Congress is kept too busy trying to block
the guaranteed annual income plans of the
President, Ben. McGovern and the National
Welfare Rights' Organization; All these pro
posals fOr "Family Assistance.. and "Welfare
Reform" will, in fact. create a bigger mess.

What is the welfare mess? Most people
think: (l) too many people are on welfare;
(2) administrative costs are prohibitive
there is too much time and money spent in
\-e~tigating; (3) too many welfare cheaters;
(4) welfare promotes freeloading; and (5)
welfare imprisons the poor with such a pit
tance that they can never escape.

Now for tl,e proposals. President NixOli
proposes to give every family of four in pov
erty $200 per month or $2.400 per year. Sen.
McGovern proposes $4.000 a year and the
welfare rights group demands $6,500 a year.
President Nixon and the Welfare Righters
would double the welfare rolls from 14 mil
lion to 28 m111ion recipients. And, Sen. Mc
Govern would put 104 ml1lion Americans or
half the nation's population on welfare. The
Nixon proposal costs $11.7 bimon, the Wel
fare Righters' costs $50 b111ion and Sen. Mc
Govern's costs $72 billion. The Nixon and
Welfare Rights proposal would require 80.000
more Federal employees and it would be 18
months before the first check could be is
sued. McGovern says he doesn·t know how
many more employees his program would re
quire. It is obvious that these proposals make
the welfare mess messier. And once again we
have overpromised and underperformed. We
tell the taxpayer the welfare mess has been
eliminated and we tell the welfare recipient,
"Your problems are over." But the problems
for both have just begun, None of these
plans provides for education, local participa
tion. or for needed institutions. Supposedly
welfare families w111 get their $2400 or $4000
or $6500, which in theory wlll not only solve
their food problems-but also health, hous
Ing, education. and jobs. Not one of these
plans prOVides one more doctor or hospital
bed or classroom or a single additional dwell
ing. E';en with money, where w111 the poor
find these?

Without local participation and local ad
ministration-with just ma1l1ng out that
check-where w111 the money end up?

Higher grocery bllls because of increased
food prices, higher rents because the land
lord knows he can get more money, excessive
finance costs because the loan shark sees an
opportunity for more profit and rising health
care costs like we have seen with Medicare.
Just throwing money at a problem wlll not
solve it. Look at New York City-they have
tried it. They give $1 b111ion each year to their
I mlllion citizens on the dole--$l,OOO a per
son. And Now York has the biggest mess of
all.

Today we are heading in exactly the wrong
direction. Instead of building up institutions
and service programs, the Administration is
tearing them down. Give them cash, the Pres
ident sa.ys, as he eliminates day care centers
and emergency feeding programs, pla.ys num
bers games with school lunch statistics while
m111ions go hungry, and phases out food
stamp and other feeding programs. A year
after the guaranteed annual wage goes into
effect, the overburdened taxpayer w111 be
shouting, "Now you have the money-shape
up, you bums." And the poor will stlll be dis
traught and hungry.

HUNGER

The Supreme Court has just ruled that
states may pay families with dependent chil
dren smaller welfare benefits than those
paid to the aged and disabled. The rationale
is that "the young are more adaptable than
the sick and elderly, especially because the
latter have less hope of improving their situa
tion in the years remaining to them." Thus
we have enshrined into American jurispru
dence the fallacy that the critical time In life
is old age--that dependent children can im
prove their situation. False! Absolutely false!
Forbid that we deny either the aged or the
child. But of one thing we are sure: the great
est injury to the human brain is caused by
malnutrition at infancy; and once suffered
there is no "hope of improving their situation
in the years remaining to them,"

The human brain consists of 13 billion
brain cells. Ten of these 13 billion develop
the first five months in the mother's womb,
but as many as two billion or 20 per cent of
the cells never develop in some infants be
cause of malnutrition of the mother. Once
lost, these cells never repair. Later, the child
can drink milk, take vitamins; body and
bones w11l grow strong but the child wlll
still end up a drone. From birth until five
years of age, the brain continues its rapid de
velopment. During this critical period. chil
dren born with normal brains can still iese
growth from malnutrition and for the rest of
l!fe. the brain won't concentrate, it won't
assimilate, it won't respond. All the rehablll
tation and training you can give It will be
just like water off a duck's back. And this in
jured human will be labeled a lazy bum.
Everyone always asks who is going to pay for
all this welfare.

Already we have been paying through the
nose. Those With underdeveloped brains fall
behind In school, get out of sorts with their
own age groups, resort to mischief, and end
up in jail. And the retarded suffer illnesses to
a greater degree. Accorctingly we bUild bigger
jails, we readIly pay $70 a day for hospital
moms. we appropriate millions for rehablli
tation and mental institutions--continuing
to treat the result rather than the cause.
Hunger is the beginning of poverty. The pov
erty cycle goes from hunger to poor housing
to inferior environment to III health to faulty
training to jail or joblessless to welfare. There
are famllies who have been on welfare for
five generations. To me, this is the welfare
mess that must be corrected,

SOLUTION

First, the child in the mother's womb must
be adequately nourished. Society scorns the
expectant mother who cannot identify the
father. But rather than penalizing the ex
pectant mother, we should be worrying about
breaking the vicious cycle by ImprOVing her
offspring. Regardless of what we think about
the mother's morality or deservedness, the
child is not immoral, The child is coming,
and it is society's child. This means nourish
ment for the child during those all-impor
tant months in the mother's womb. If the
child is denied that, we can forget about he
or she ever becoming a fully productive
member of society.

Step Twc>-Give the child a hot breakfast.
Step Three--Provide a day care center.

Then the mother can work, or at least the
child can receive training in the proper en
vironment. We voted for this in Congress,
but President Nixon vetoed it call1ng it com
munal Hving. It is a cruel joke to look upon
the welfare child's situation as a normal
home. Rather than communal living, day
care centers provide their only chance.

Step Four--Complete the food stamp pro
gram and school lunchroom program. These
have had shaky starts but are now proving
their worth. The biggest objection we have to
food stamps is that the poor swap the stamps
for luxury foods or liquor. We should improve
the policing of this but certainiy the solution
is not to give cash.

Step Five-Oet at our health needs with
comprehensive health centers that have
worked elttremely well along with our feeding
programs but have for all Intents and pur
poses been eliminated In this Administra
tion.

Of course, feeding programs for the elderly
as well as children would be provided. There
upon you would have the hunger and health
problems being properly treated and you
could move on up the line to housing, educa
tion and job training. Poverty must be
treated on a case basis. The programs of gov
ernment are all there. The elements of local
participation and local administration so
necessary to the success of any program
are all there. We have the categories of hun
ger care, health care, dependent children,
welfare mothers, the age<1, blind, sick and
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disabled. What adulterates all the proposals
before Congress is the attempt to bring pov
erty fam1l1es above the poverty line-$4,110
for a family of four. This involves putting
millions of marginal wage earners on wel
fare. It involves massive forced-work schemes
costing bUlions to create jobs and adminis
ter, which in turn creates more mess than
before. Income maintenance for the mar
ginal wage earner can be supplied by ex
tending the food stamp program to the 15
million that are eligible and have yet to
receive them, and putting food services in
the 23,000 schools in America that still lack
feeding facUlties. We can complete the hous
ing program and institute health insurance.
But let's hold up on cash until we get some
faclUties built and these basic problem:>
solved.

I don't believe we ought to tax one man
to pay another man who won't work, and
I don't think government should make wel-·
fare more attractive than work. But this
is no reason why we can't go to the heart of
America's welfare mess-hunger. After giving
81,000 complete physicals in 10 States, the
National Nutrition Survey found there were
15 million hardcore hungry in America. We
were on course and about to solve this prob
lem until Mr. Nixon came along with his
grandiose guaranteed annual wage. Since
that time we have been squabbling over
workfare and welfare. The hungry have gone
hungrier, and the taxpayer pays more and
receives less.

COST OF SOLUTION
1. The number of people on welfare would

remain practically the same-8 mlllion chil
dren under the age of 21; 4 mlllion disabled
and elderly; 2 m1ll10n mothers of dependent
children; with 126,000 able-bodied men-less
than one per cent on welfare able to work.

2. The cost for expanded family feeding
programs-$3 b1ll10n; for an adequate school
lunch program-another $1 blllion; for a
school breakfast system-$500 m1llion; for
day care centers-$2 bllllon; for comprehen
sive health centers-$5 billion. That Is $11.5
blllion.

Where do we get the money? Last Decem
ber, I voted against the $15-billlon tax cut.
Granting business Investment credits and
depreciation allowances-these are the tax
loopholes that everyone now wants to close.

The cost of 535,000 troops and dependents
In Europe Is $19 blllion a year. cut this back
like President Eisenhower suggested In 1963
to 100,000, saving $12 blllion. Spend $2 bil
lion on the Sixth Fleet strengthening de
fense, and take $10 blllion to solve the wel
fare mess. Eliminate the President's proposed
Volunteer Army, saving $3 blllion. This is
$28 blllion for starters-and all we need is
11.5. There is no need to increase taxes.

Mr. HOLLINGS. At this point, I also
wish to bring into issue an article by
James J. Kilpatrick, published in the
Washington Star of Sunday, June 11,
entitled "Child Development: Once More
Into the Swamp." I ask unanimous con
sent to have the article printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

CHILD DEVELOPMENT: ONCE MORE INTO
THE SWAMP

(By James J. Kilpatrick)
If our Republic dies before the end of this

century, It likely w1ll die not from Soviet
missiles, but from our own internal frus
trations. For an agonizing example of frus
tration in motion, consider the latest child
development blll: It offers a fine manifesta
tion of our national talent for making bad
matters worse.

The blll was reported May 16 by the-senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

Even Colorado's conservative Sen. Peter H.
Dominick, though he voiced reservations,
voted to send the b1ll to the floor. It Is en
tirely probable that the b1ll Will pass.

By any rational standard, or so it seems to
me, this is a bad bill. To be sure, it Is not as
bad as the monstrous measure that Presi
dent Nixon vetoed last December. In its
revised form, the proposed child development
program would cost a little less than the
earlier version, at least at the outset, and
perhaps It would not be quite so Impossible
to administer. When that has been said, the
best has been said.

The new bll1is directed toward some 2,000
cities of more than 25,000 population. In each
of these, one or more child development cen
ters would be created. These would not be
mere day-care facUlties. The blll makes that
clear. The purpose of the program is not
merely to care for children, but to develop
them. The idea is to prOVide "educational,
nutritional, health, and other serVices," In
cluding the diagnosis and treatment of "phy
sical, mental, psychological, and emotional
barriers to full participation in programs."

The cost per pre-school child is estimated
at $2,372 per year.

The bill proposes a start-up authorization
of $150 million for the coming fiscal yell.r,
to be followed by authorizations up to $1.2
bllllon in fiscal '74 and $1.6 billion In
fiscal '75.

The senators who have sponsored this bill,
chiefly Mondale of Minnesota and Javlts of
New York, are not lunatics. They are good
and decent men who are searching conscien
tiously for some way to break an Iron ring
that hobbles society.

All of us are dimiy aware of this Imprison
ing circle. The ghetto child. born to poverty,
passes his first few critical years In an atmos
phere of social disruption. There Is typically
no father around; the mother works; the in
fant Is dumped with any baby-sitter who may
be handy. The chlld's medical and emotional
needs are left unattended. He gets off to a
poor start In kindergarten or the .first grade.
It Is hardly to be wondered that the male
child of this milieu grows up to rob service
stations and the female child to spawn il
legitimate offspring. Whereupon the process
all begins anew.

If this depressing cycle could be broken for
$2,372 per year per pre-school Child, It might
be the best money the taxpayers ever spent.
Twenty years down the road, the program
might dellver productive, law-abiding citi
zens. The ring might be broken.

But It is part of the frustration that no
convincing eVidence exists to suggest that
7he program will work. On the contrary, there
IS sound reason to believe It would fall. As
Dr. Ernest van den Haag emphasized in testi
fying before the committee, we know little
about the "right" way to deal with children.
Who could insure that the centers would be
staffed by competent persons? The nation's
experience With teacher selection and With
social workers, as he said, "Is highly dis
couraging."

Add to the dUIicultles of competent staff
the difficulties of efficient administration:
The bill proposes a maze of overlapping coun
cils and committees. Admit the virtual cer
tainly that the costs are underestimated.
Consider the failure 9f the present program
of Aid to Famliles With Dependent Children.
And let us pray over the wisdom of shifting
to the state-to the taxpayers-onemore
obligation that ought to be the responslblllty
of the family instead.

I don't pretend to have a good and work
able answer; but I have read thls 79-page
bill, and thought about the costly and cum
bersome swamp the b1ll would prOVide, and
I am satisfied this Isn't It.

Mr. HOLLINGS. With respect to Mr.
Kilpatrick's article, I bring into issue in
my newsletter the very points we are

trying to make in the present. debate.
I wish I couIdget into a debate with
someone who has worked on this pro
gram; but, barring that, I would debate
with my good friend, for whom I have
the highest regard, Mr. Kilpatrick. He
finds the same things we find-that it
a mess and we have failed. Then he
states further on that these day centers
would not be mere day-care facilities,
that the program is not only to care for
children but to develop them.

The idea is to provide "educational,
nutritional, health, and other services,"
including the diagnosis and treatment of
"physical, mental, psychological, and
emotional barriers to full participation
in programs."

He speaks of that with alarm, just as
many others refer to the present pro
gram, that this would give custodial care.

The President stated in his veto mes
sage that it would result in communal
living. The inference is that something
is wrong with day-care centers at ages
1 to 6. If there is a greatness to this
land, it is the public school system. On
what do we pride ourselves? On taking
a child at 6 years of age and putting him
in the first grade in the public school pro
gram, which means just that--public,
publicly supported, and publicly operated
and administered, at the local level, by
the local PTA. But as soon as we pro
pose a similar program for the 2-year
old or the 3-year-old or the 4-year-old,
President Nixon calls it communal living
and others call it communism and say
that we are trying to mold the minds
of the young children. Nothing could be
further from the truth.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield the
Senator 1 additional minute.

Mr. HOLLINGS. The point is that their
minds are being molded now. We are just
on another program.

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY) and I are trying to help Bobby
Lee Hunter, the two-time AAU flyweight
champion of America, who has competed
in the U.S. Olympics and is prepared to
go to the International Olympics. He was
born in "Do-As-You-Choose Alley" in
my hometown. His mother was retarded.
There was no family. He was a dropout
from school, and he found himself
charged with and convicted of man
slaughter. He is serving his time. We are
trying to rehabilitate him. But I am try
ing to prevent future Bobby Lee Hunters,
so that they will have a home and will
not grow up in "Do-As-You-Choose
Alley."

Mr. Kilpatrick and the opponents of
this bill say that all children in America
can continue to be born and raised and

..exist in "Do-As-You-Choose Alley." I am
trying to eliminate that with this bill,
and I support the Senator from Wiscon
sin and the Senator from Minnesota in
their very fine efforts in this regard.

I thank the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia for yielding me the time.

QUORUM CALL
Mr. ROBERT C. B"rttD. Mr. President,

I suggest the absen~e of a quorum, and I
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ask unanimous consent that the time be
charged equally against both sides on
the bill.

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

The clerk will call the roll.
The second assistant 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.

A 20-MINUTE RECESS
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I move that the Senate stand in recess for
20 minutes and that the time not be
charged against either side.

The motion was agreed to; and at
1: 27 p.m. the Senate took a recess for 20
minutes.

The Senate reassembled at 1:47 p.m.,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. Moss).

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (S. 3338) to amend
title 38, United States Code, to increase
the rates of compensation for disabled
veterans, and for other purposes, with
an amendment, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 3343) to
amend chapter 21 of title 38, United
States Code, to increase the maximum
amount of the grant payable for specially
adapted housing for disabled veterans,
with amendments, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills,
in which it requested the concurrence
of the Senate:

H.R. 12602. An act to amend title 5, United
states Code, to improve the administration
of the leave system for Federal employees;

H.R. 14423. An act to amend the Rural
Electrification Act of 1936, as amended, to
enhance the allillty of the Rural Telephone
Bank to obtain funds for the supplementary
financing program on favorable terms and
conditions;

H.R. 14974. An act to amend certain pro
visions of law relating to the compensation
of the Federal representatives on the South
ern and Western Interstate Nuclear Boards;
and

H.R. 15048. An act to amend the Merchant
Marine Act of 1970.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and joint resolu
tion:

S. 3104. An act to amend existing statutes
to authorize the Secretary of AgriCUlture to
issue cotton crop reports simultaneously
with the general crop reports;

H.R. 9580. An act to authorize the Com
missioner of the District of Columbia to enter
into agreements with the Commonwealth ot
Virginia and the State of Maryland concern
ing fees for the operation ofcertalli motor
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vehicles, and the enforcement of traffic laws;
and

S.J. Res. 211. A joint resolution to amend
title IV of the Consumer Credit Protection
Act establishing the National Commission on
Consumer Finance.

The enrolled bills and joint resolution
were subsequently signed by the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. HARRY F.
BYRD, JR.).

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED
The following bills were severally read

twice by their titles and referred, as
indicated:

H.R. 12602. An act to amend title 5. United
States Code, to improve the administration
of the leave system for Federal employees; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

H.R. 14423. An act to amend the Rural
ElectrUl.catlon Act of 1936. as amended, to
enhance the ab11lty of the Rural Telephone
Bank to obtain funds for the supplementary
financing program on favorable terms and
conditions; to the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry.

H.R. 14974. An act to amend certain pro
visions of law relating to the compensation
of the Federal representatives on the South
ern and Western Interstate Nuclear Boards;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 15048. An act to amend the Merchant
Marine Act of 1970; to the Committee on
Commerce.

QUORUM CALL
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent. I suggest the absence of a quorum.
and· I ask unanimous consent that the
time for the quorum call not be charged
against either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Moss). Without objection, it is so or
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RIBI
COFF) . Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART,
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND FAM
ILY SERVICES ACT OF 1972
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill (S. 3617) to
strengthen and expand the Headstart
program, with priority to the economi
cally disadvantaged, to amend the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, and for
other purposes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Pre~ident, with the
permission of the Senator from Wiscon
sin, I yield myself 10 minutes on his
time.

Mr. President, I urge the passage of
this bill, having been closely a party to
the way in which it was worked out.

Mr. President. I urge passage of the
committee bill, S. 3617, the Comprehen
sive Headstart. Child Development, and
Family Services Act of 1972,. and it is my
hope that a similar measure "'ill be
adopted by the other body and signed
into law by the President.

This is a bipartisan proposal based
upon S. 3228, a bill of that same title
which I introduced on February 24,

with Senators TAFT,. SCHWEIKER, PACK
WOOD, and STAFFOR~achmembers of
the committee-and Senators BOGGS,
BROOKE, CASE, COOK, HATFIELD. MATHIAS,
PERCY, SAXBE, and STEVENS, and a simi
lar measure contained in S. 3193, pro
posed by Senators NELSON and MONDALE.

The committee bill is designed to pro
vide a legislative framework for in
creased educational and other develop
mental opportunities for preschool and
other children whose parents request
themin order to engage in employment,
training or education or otherwise to
enhance the well-being of their fam
ilies; it authorizes $2.95 billion over a
3-year period for that purpose, with fis
cal 1973 as a planning year. The program
would become fUlly operative in fiscal
year 1974.

Mr. President, in vetoing S. 2007, the
Economic Opportunity Amendments of
1971, referring to the child development
title, which had been included therein,
the President said:

I .•. hold the conviction that such far
reaching national legislation should not,
must not, be enacted In the absence of a
great national debate upon Its merit, and
broad publlc acceptance of Its principles.

We now can have that debate free of
other issues because, at my urging and
that of other Members of the minority,
the bill is presented and the Issue Is
framed free of the extension of the pov
erty program. The latter will be consid
ered separately by the Senate in S. 3010,
reported by the committee at the same
time as this measure.

Mr. President, there are, in my opinion,
two key questions before the Senate and
the Nation. First, is a Federal commit
ment to developmental child care oppor
tunities and related services in the in
terest of children and thus desirable as
a matter of policy? Second, if so, does
this particular proposal represent a vi
able means of implementing that com
mitment?

DESIRABILITY AS A MATTER OF POLICY

Mr. President, there can be little dOUbt
that there is a substantial need for in
creased developmental child care oppor
tunities and related family services.

At the present time, there are only
700,000 licensed child care "slots" avail
able in the Nation.

In contrast. there are currently:
One million poor children under the

age of 6 whose mothers work, and ap
proximately 2 million children between
the ages of 6 and 14 in such families.

One million preschool children, and 1
million schoolchildren in families with
income between $4.000 and $7,000 with
mothers in the working force;

Two and a half million preschool chil
dren in families below the poverty line
where the mother is not working.

One and one third million mothers in
all socioeconomic groups who are bring
ing up their children without a husband.

In 1971, 43 percent of the Nation's
mothers worked outside the home com
pared with only 18 percent in 1948.

One in every three mothers Is working
today, compared with one in eight in
1948.

With only 700,000 licensed child care
slots available in the Nation, and 8.8
million children who might benefit there-



from,it isi~gittmatetoask who is'taking
care of the children. The answer in thou
sands of cases is ''no one." A survey con
ducted by the Women's Bureau of the
Department of Labor in 1965 identified
18,000 latch-key children.

But for the most part, children of
working mothers are being dropped in
substandard child care facilities or in in
adequate home care situations.

The report of the National Council of
Jewish Women entitled "Windows on
Day Care," issued just a month ago con
clUded, on the basis of an extensive sur
vey, that only a small percentage of the
children whose mothers are employed
now benefit from developmental day care
services.

The President's 1970 White House
Conference on Children-bringing to
gether parents, pediatricians, health,
welfare, and other experts on children
voted as their first priority the provision
of comprehensive family oriented child
development programs.

And indeed this opinion of experts is
supported by the public at large. A 1969
Gallup poll-conducted long before the
issue was raised nationally-established
that 65 percent of Americans support
expanded funding for child care centers.

The sponsors of this legislation believe
that the states and the cities cannot pro
vide these opportunities without Federal
assistance; thus, we feel that a legislative
framework should be established in which
communities themselves may provide op
portunities for children and families in
their own way.

REBUTrAL OJ' ARGUMENTS AGAINST CHILD
DEVELOPMENT LEGISLATION

Mr. President, the opponents of child
development legislation have put forth a
number of arguments against such a
commitment. Let us examine them
closely.

First, they say that we do not know
enough about child development pro
grams to mount any significant Federal
effort and suggest that programs may be
damaging to children.

But the President himself said, in his
February 1969 message to the Congress
concerning child development:

Much of our knOWledge Is new. But we
are not on that ground absolved from the re
sponsiblllty to respond to it. So crucial Is the
matter of early growth that we must make
a natlonal commitment of prOViding all
American children an opportunity for health
ful and stimulating development during the
first five years of Hfe.

And in his veto message regarding S.
2007, the President referred to the Head
start program-upon which" we have
based this legislation-as a "tried and
tested program which paves the way for
a wider application of successful tech
niques."

Mr. President, because some of our
knowledge is new, we took great pains to
include in the bill safeguards designed to
insure that programs benefit and are
not detrimental to children.

To this end, the bill provides that all
programs are voluntary, for continual
review of the appropriateness of activi
ties with respect to each child, and spe
cial safeguards for young children.

Second. Opponents say that the provi.,.

sions~f Federal fillldiIJ.g for ll.childde
velopment will act as an .incentive for
mothers to leave the home, encouraging a
kind of "de fa~to desertion."

The issue is not whether mothers
should be encouraged to leave the home
but whether we are going to make it pos
sible for mothers already in the labor
force to have adequate developmental
child care available to them.

Even with our bill, assuming that the
$1.6 billion authorization for the third
year were appropriated and applied to
preschool opportunities-we could add
less than 800,000 opportunities, to the
700,000 in being for a total of,1.5 million
opportunities against the potential need
of 8.8 million.

Third, opponents say that we are un
dermining the chance of the administra
tion's welfare reform measure, H.R. 1,
and its child care provisions and that any
other child development legislation would
be "redundant" to or "duplicative of"
that proposed effort.

Mr. President, generally speaking, the
sponsors of this legislation support wel
fare legislation; in fact last year we
wrote the President to that effect and
that commitment still holds.

We do not see this measure as a substi
tute for child care under welfare reform,
rather we view it as a necessary supple
ment in both a qualitative and quantita
tive sense.

As a qualitative matter, our bill focuses
on developmental activities, building on
the Headstart program; in contrast H.R.
1 focuses on child care designed primarily
to assist low-income persons to work their
way off the welfare rolls.

Quantitatively, it may be noted that
even if all of the 700,000 existing "slots"
were applied to the poor and added to the
875,000 contemplated under H.R. l,the
resulting 1.7 million opportunities is in
adequate to the 7.5 million poor and near
poor children who are in or on the edge
of welfare dependency. much less to meet
the needs of other children whose moth
ers work.

Therefore our bill contains the fee
schedule ,provisions worked out with the
administration last year under which
there would be no charge for services up
to $4,320 for a family of four, and modest
fees could apply for the "near poor" be
tween $4,320 and $7,200, the Bureau of
Labor Statistics "lower living standard;';
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare would establish the schedule
beyond that point.

Fourth, and in my opinion most mis
leading, is the suggestion made by the
opponents of Federal legislation that it
would somehow "Sovietize" or "com
munize" the Nation's children or fam
ilies.

Nothing could be further from the fact.
Those who have studied programs in
Communist countries know that there is
a great distinction between their state
run compulsory system and the parent
controlled voluntary system which we
propose.

MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION

Mr. President, in his veto message.
President Nixon said that the purpose of
the vetoed title was "laudable" -but that
it had been "overshadowed by fiscal ir-

I"eSPppglbtutY,; !)wmiiilit~tlve ;lunworK
abilitY.' ahd fatnilyweakenJng lmpUca;
tioIl$ of the. j;ystem it,en~oJlS:' -, "

We have soughtin this measure, as we
did in S. 3228, tomee~ these specific 6b-
jections. , , '

First, with respect to fiscaLrespon
sibility,the committee -. blll authorizes
$1.2 billion for the first fully operative
year, fiscal year 1974. and $1.6 billion in
the following year, the same basic au
thorizations as were contained in S. 3228.
This represents a substantial change
from the vetoed title, which commenced
with an authorization of $2 billion for
the first fully operative year.

Second, with respect to administrative
workability, we have given sponsors clear
responsibility for conducting the pro
gram vis-a-vis the child development
councils to be established at each level
of administration, provided for state
wide planning, and established coordina
tion with other efforts.

Significantly. the bill requires that any
city, county, or combination of local units
of general government applying as prime
sponsor serve a population ,of 25,000 or
more persons ,as well as meet certain
SUbstantive criteria. Under this provision
it is estimated that the Secretary would
'designate less than 2,000 prime sponsors,
compared with 7,000 sponsors under the
vetoed bill, which had a minimum popu
lation requirement of only 5,000. State
governments will serve as prime spon
sors for areas of the State for which a
local prime sponsor does not qualify.

The most important result of these
actions is that State governments-
which the President described as having
an "insignificant" role under the vetoed
bill-WOuld now have a substantial role.

Third, in terms of family strengthen
ring aspects, the bill contains a number
of elements to which we contributed to
insure that child development programs
will serve to strengthen the family. These
include' provisions emphasizing that
child development services are volun
tary; providing a greater number of op
tions to parents; emphasizing the pro
vision of child related services to other
members of the family, such as prenatal
care; providing for the 1nvolvementof
parents in programs and extending spe
cial protection for young children. Im
portantly. at least half of the member
ship of councils to be established at the
prime sponsorship area and project level
are to be parents of children enrolled in
child development programs.

Mr. President, I shall close as I began.
with reference to the President's .state
ment that such legislation should be en
acted only after 'a' debate upon its
merit and broad ;acceptance of its
principles.

'I'hebR$ic merit of this legislation is
the provision of developmental child care
for children who would otherwise be com
pletely neglected 01' subjected to ar
rangements not clearly in their interest.

And the basic principles of this legis
lation are opportunity, decisionmaking
at the community level,and parental in
volvement.

~' Mr. President,'while I know that there
will be amendments to this bill regard
ing the delivery system, I hope that there
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will· blf agreement on its general merit
arid on thesePnnciples, which I believe
'are s() essElntialto the future of the Na-
tion's children. .. ,

Mr. President we really have no alter
native, because, there is no greater and
dearer responsibility Of government than
with respect to damage to the children.
The fact,ls that: there Is ongoing dam
age today,thatthere are enormous areas
in which the parental responsibility sim
ply will not extend unless the statE! ex
tends it to the kind of care to which a
child Is entitled in order to be a decent
American citizen, not only with secu
rity to himself or herself but also with
security to the whole community in
whichhe or she lives.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at ,this point .inthe RECORD a
memorandum of .... supplemental views
which I submitted -with Senators
SCHWEIKER, TAFT; PACKWOOD, and STAF
FORD, together withan editorial published
in the May 19,' 1972, Issue of Parents
magazine, by its publisher, George
Hecht, as being upon oUr support of this
bill. ..
, There. being no objection, the
material was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:
SUPPLEMENTAL' VIEWS OF MESSRS. JAVITS,

SCHWEIKElt, PACKWOOD, TAFT, AND STAFFORD

We sUPP9rtthe "Comprehensive Headstart,
Child Development and FamIly Services Act
of 1972", which is a bipartisan compromise
proposal based upon S. 3228, which we intro
duced on February 24 with 9 other RepubU
can co-sponsors, and a similar measure con
tained in S. 3193:

We are pleased that the Committee chose
to report this' measure. separately frum the
extension of the Economic Opportunity Act,
as we urged, so that there will be full oppor
tunity for debate on. child development
legislation, and the essential extension of
our anti-poverty efforts will not be further
delayed.

A sepe.rate blll, the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1972, S. 3010, has been re
ported by the full Committee simultane-
ously with this measure. '

We belleve that a legislative framework
should be provided for .increased educational
and other' developmental opportunities for
preschool and children whose parents request
them in order. to engage in employment,
training, or education or otherwise to en
hance the well being of their famUies.

At the present time there are only 700,000
licensed child care "slots" available in the
Nation, while there are five m1l1ion chIldren
of working mothers in famiUes with incomes
under $7,000, as. well as 2.5 million low
income preschool chlldren whose mothers
are not employed. Overall, in 1971, 43% of
the Nation's mothers worked outside the
home compared with 18% in 1948. ,

The unfortunate result has been that
millions of working mothers and many
others who need supplemental educational
and other services for their' chIldren have
been unable to find adequate child develop
ment opportunities.

In his message of December 9, 1971, veto
Ing S. 2007, the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1971, President Nixon stated
that the "laudable" purpose of the child de
velopment title had been "overshadowed
by"; "fiscal lrresponsib1l1ty, administrative
unworkablI1ty, and family weakening im
plications of the system it envisions."

We have BOUght in this measure. as we did
in S. 3228, to meet these specific objections
relating to the system established Under the
vetoed bill.

First. with respect to fiscal responslblllty.
the Committee blll authorizes $1.2 blllion
for the first fully operative year, fiscal year
1974, and $1.6 b1ll10n in the folloWing year.
the same basic authorizations as were con
tained in S. 3228. This represents a substan
tial change from the vetoed title, Which
commenced with an authorization of $2 bll
l10n for the first fully operative year.

We consider these amounts to be fiscally
responsible both in terms of the extent to
}Vhich new resources may be effectively chan
nelled through the system each year, and
in l1ght of the amounts spent upon remedial
programs that attempt to correct the damage
infiicted upon' many children who lack such
opportunities during early childhood.

Second" the blll contains a number of new
provisions, many of which were adopted from
S. 3228, to ensure its "administrative work
ablllty"; they include provisions:

Requiring that any city, county. or com
bination of local units of general govern
ment applying as prime sponsor serve a popu
lation of 25.000 or more persons as well as
meet certain substantive criteria. Under this
provision it is estimated that the secretary
would designate less than 2,000 prime spon
sors, compared with 7,000 sponsors under
the vetoed blll, Which had a minimum popu
lation requirement of only 5.000. Important
ly, state governments Will serve as prime
sponsors for areas of the State for Which a
local prime sponsor does not qualify;

Giving state and local prime sponsors clear
administrative responslblllty for conducting
the programs. Under the vetoed bill, the
lines of administrative responsiblllty between
the prime sponsors and the child develop
ment counciis established were unclear. The
Committee blll l1mlts the role of such coun
cils to approving certain basic actions taken
by the prime sponsor;

Providing for "annual famlly service plans"
to be submitted by State governments, in
conjunction with local prime sponsors, to
ensure statewide coordination and maximum
ut1l1zatlon of resources; and

Ensuring coordination with other efforts
for children, including those conducted in
the schools.

These provisions also wlll ensure a sub
stantial role for State governments, which
the President described as "insignificant"
under the vetoed blll.

Third, in terms of famlly strengthening
aspects, the blll contains a number of ele
ments to Which we contributed to ensure
that child development programs wlll serve
to strengthen the famlly. These include pro
visions:

Emphasizing that chlld development serv
ices are voluntary, that is provided only at
the request of parents who choose to use
them and not as a matter of universal appli
cation;

PrOViding a greater number of options to
parents, ranging from full or part day serv
ices in centers to In-home services, In each
case considered supplemental to famlly ef
forts;

Emphasizing the provision of chlld re
lated services to other members of the fam
lly, such 'as prenatal care, so that child de
velopment centers -w1ll be family centers;
and

Providing for the Involvment of parents
in programs.

Importantly, at least half of the member
ship of councils to be established at the
prime sponsorship, area and project level are
to be parents of chlldren enrolled in child
development programs.

In our opinion, these provlslons distin
guish the programs contemplated under the
Committee bill from the state run compul
sory system Which exists in other countries.

We support the basic fee schedUle provi
sions of the Committee bill, worked out with
the Admmistration last year, under which
free services would be prOVided to famllles

With incomes up to $4320 for a family of
four, with modest fees between that level
and $7214, the so called Bureau of Labor
Statistics "lower living standard". The Sec
retary would establish the fee schedule for
famllles with incomes above that level.

Significantly, the Committee blll includes
an additional provision from S. 3228 to en
sure that any schedule established by the
secretary will permit continued participa
tion as Income rises, and that prime sponsors
may request permission to charge fees below
those prescribed in order to meet special
local circumstances.

We also note that the blll authorizes
greater funding for training than S. 2007,
an aspect which the President considered
deficient,

In conclusion, we believe that the Com
mittee blll represents a viable means of im
plementing the objective, which the Presi
dent articulated so well in February 1969,
when he said:

"So crucial is the matter of early growth
that we must make a national commitment
to providing all American children with the
opportunity for a healthfUl and stimUlating
development during the first five years of
Ufe."

We urge that the Committee blll be ap
proved by the Congress and signed into law
so that the Nation's commitment to full
opportunity may be 1mplemented fully.

Jacob K. Javits, Richard S. Schweiker, Bob
Packwood, Robert Taft, Jr., Robert T. Staf.
ford.

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Apr. 29,
1972)

ANTIPOVERTY BILL VOTED To AVOID NIXON
VETO

The senate Labor Committee has passed a
$9 blllion antipoverty blll that comes closer
to the requirements President Nixon sought
when he vetoed a slmllar b1ll last December.

The committee added a key provision to the
blll transferring the legal services program
from the Office of Economic Opportunity to
an independent corporation. It now goes
beyond last December's measure by giving
Mr. Nixon absolute control of the new agency.

The Persident turned down the previous
blll because it didn't allow h1m direct con
trol of the corporation.

Sen. Jacob Javlts (R., N.Y.) added the
provision giving Mr. Nixon that privilege be
cause, Javits said, It was essential to pre
vent another veto.

The blll authorizes about $3 blillon for the
current fiscal year and each of the coming
two fiscal years. The allotments would in
clude $1 blllion for regular OEO programs,
$950 million for manpOwer training programs,
$500 mllUon for the Neighborhood Youth
Corps.. $500. mlllion for pre-schoolers in
Head Start and $100 mlllion for the Follow
Through program for chlldren after they
enter school.

[From the Washington Post, May 4, 1972)
SENATE PANEL PASSES ALTERED DAY CARE BILL

The Senate Labor and Public Welfare
Committee yesterday approved a toned-down
version of the day care blll vetoed last year
by President Nixon.

The measure would proVide free. hlgh
qual1ty day care for the children of the
poor, subsidized care for low-income fam
liles, and care at fees set by the government
for other children.

The blll authorizes expenditures of $1.2
billion for the year starting in mid-1973 and
$1.6 blllion the following year.

The blll was approved by voice vote witI:.
considerable Republ1can support. But Ser..
Peter H. Dominick (R-Colo.) said he re
mained opposed and would fight the bill 01
the Senate floor. Sen. Jacob K. Javits (R
N.Y.) said he felt changes made by the com
mittee would meet Mr. Nixon's objections.
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[From Parent's magazine]

WHAT :MUST BE DONE To :MEET THE NEEDS OF
ALL AMERICAN CHILDREN

(By George J. Hecht)
Why, in this, the richest na.tion of the

world, do more than ten mlllion children llve
in bitter poverty? Why is our infant mortal
Ity rate higher than that of twelve other
countries, including England, Sweden, and
Germany? And why is our Ulegitimacy rate
so high-close to half a mIlllon babies born
out of wedlock each year, nearly a third of
them to mothers who are teenagers?

Why do we provide day care services for
only 650,000 boys and girls when there are
six mllllon preschool-aged children of work
ing mothers who desperately need such care
and more than a milllon more youngster~
under fourteen who are left alone to look
after themselves whUe their mothers work?

What about the need for good expanded
foster care services for our hundreds of
thousands of homeless children, the majority
of whom are iegally unadoptable? And what
of those adoptable children for Whom it is
so hard to find a home--minority group
youngsters and those who are physically or
mentally handicapped? What of the hereto
fore largely hidden problem of the abused
and battered children, estimated by au
thorities to vastly exceed the 7,000 reported
last year?

What does It indicate about our nation
that 50 per cent of all crimes are now com
mitted by bOyS and girls under eighteen
years of age? Did you know that about a
mll1ion children wlll drop out of school this
year because of the Widespread, generalized
failure of the schools to reach and teach
the chlldren who attend them, and because
of inadequate preventive and remedial men
tal health programs?

These are among the urgent problems dis
cussed in our special issue this month on
the continuing needs of American children
and what can-and must-be done to meet
them.

In this issue of the magazine we describe
some of the many fine programs, both pUbllc
and pnvate, which are now underway or be
ir,g planned to foster the physical, emotional,
and intellectual well-being of children and
to help them become productive and happy
members of their famllles and of society at
large. But unfortunately we also find that
these programs are only a small fraction of
what ls-urgently-needed. Not nearly
enough is yet being done for our youngest
citizens.

We must have more federal legislation and
more adequate appropriations, and we must
have one central governmental body, perhaps
an Office of Services to Chlldren and Youth
to coordinate federal programs and fund~
so that all aspects of child welfare services
are avallable, on ablllty-to-pay basis to
everyone who needs and wants them: All
parents should write to their Congressmen
urging them to support comprehensive child
care programs. Our children are unable to
speak for themselves; we must be their
spokesmen, their advocates, working on their
behalf to see that SOCiety as a whole playslts
proper role in helping parents prOVide for
protect, and nurture our leaders oftomor~
row.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President I ex
~l'ess my deep appreciation and admira
tion for the leadership which the Sena
tor from New York (Mr. JAVITS) has pro
vided in the area of care for the children
of our country. No person in the Senate
has been more concerned, in a more re
sponsible way and for a longer peliod
than has the Senator from New York:
Some of the earliest legislation in this
field was introduced by him.

The fact that we have been able to de-

velop, over the past 2 years, a bipartisan
approach has been due largely to the
commitment and genius of the Senator
from New York. I am grateful to him for
his message today, and even more so for
his continued leadership and bipartisan
spirit as we try to develop a measure to
meet the profound need which the Sena
tor has described.

Mr. JAVITS. I am very grateful to the
Senator. There are few things in my en
tire legislative career that I have en
joyed more.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, re
cently, the Senator from New York deliv
ered a magnificent speech on this subject
at Cornell, and I ask unanimous consent
to have the speech printed at this point
in the RECORD.

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

SPEECH BY SENATOR JACOB K. JAvrrS

I am very pleased to have this opportunity
to participate in this "Institute on Children"
and especially to return to Cornell Univer
sity which has contributed so much to edu
cation generally and to the matter to which
we address ourselves today.

We have, indeed made progress in our ef
forts on behalf of children. The child welfare
movement Which began by freeing children
from exploitation in the factories of the
early industrial revolution has more recently
established the basic right to an education.

And yet, while children and youth make
up nearly 40 percent of the Nation's popu
lation, they receive less than 2 percent of
our Nation's gross national product. .

We are stalled short of two necessary fed
eral commitments regarding the affirmative
rights of children: the Administration's
"Family Assistance Act"-which would estab
llsh a. basic national benefit level of $2400
for a family of four; and comprehensive
child development legislation.

These proposals refiect different strategies.
In the first case, there is an "income strat
egy" geared to the problems of poverty; In
the second, a "services strategy" directed at
the needs of parents and children generally.
Both signify a growing concern with the
rights of children and both are necessary.

We can still entertain a basic hope that
welfare reform, as passed by the House, will
be refined and Win eventual acceptance in
the Senate, where it may be considered next
month.

But child development--despite the estab~

llshed truth that children develop intellec
tual skllls and capacities at a rapid rate in
the first five years of llfe-has a harder
course to follow. It lacks full commitment
and leadership from the Administration.

In vetoing the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1971, which contained the
child development title, President Nixon
said:

"... neither the immediate need nor the
deslrablllty of a national child development
program of this character has been demon
strated." .

The President noted that the "laudable
purpose" of the legislation had been "over
shadowed by":

"Fiscal lrresponslblllty, administrative un
workablllty and family weakening implica
tions of the system it envisions."

Unfortunately, the Congress was unable
to OVerride the veto.

The prinCipal sponsors of the legislation
i~ the Senate, Senator Mondale (D. Minn.)
and I determined not to let th~ matter drop
b~t to pursue the matter again this year
seeking bl-partlsan support for proposals de
signed to meet the President's specific objec
tions. ,

On February 24, With 13 Republlcan co-

lIP~R80l'! I.,jJl4'04_W:eg~.t!la3s.}the ,YCoInPl'e<.
hel1Sive Headstal"t.·ChlldPeveiopmentand
Family Services Act· 9f ,1972,"" bill separate
from the new legislation to extend the pOV-
erty program. . '.. .. ,...

Another modlfled· verSion 'of .the vetoed
title was proposed by Senator Gaylord Nel
son (D. Wis.) and Senator Walter Mondale
(D. Minn.) again as a part of legislation ex
tending the :Economic Opportunity Act.

The bill is separate from the OEO exten'
slon, as I had urged; another bill extending
the Economic Opportunity Act was reported
the same day.

It is With great satisfaction that I report
that the SUbcommittee on Employment,
Manpower and poverty, of the Senate Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare reported
to the fUll Committee, only twelve days ago
a new bi-partlsan bill, and including the
best elements of both child development
proposals.

The SUbcommittee bUl, entitled "The Com
prehensive Headstart, Child Development and
Family Services Act" would authorize, be
ginning in fiscal year 1974 and continuing in
the following year a fuil range of quallty de
velopmental services and child care opportu
nlt1esto children under the age of fourteen.

Like the vetoed blll, it would give particu
lar emphasis to the needaof pre-school chll
dren and of the economically disadvantaged,
With strong provisions for parental involve
ment and decision making at the local level.

The services to be made available from
funds under the bill Will be primarily devel
opmental in nature as under the Head Start
program, and thus they will include educa
tional, health, nutritional and- other services
necessary for each child to reach his or her
full potential.

It includes also the fee schedule provisions
of the vetoed bill-Which had been painstak
ingly worked out with the Administration
last year. Under these provisions free services
would be prOVided to poor children, modest
fees would apply to children in famUles With
income between $4320 and $7000 (based upon
a family of four) and the Secretary would es
tablish a sliding scale above that level.

,Relevant to many areas in New York. it
includes a new provision which I sought un
der which local prime sponsors would have
some leeway in charging fees below those
prescribed by the Secretary, in order to take
into account actual living expenses in the
particular area.

You may be interested also in another pro
Vision which I authored, to ensure that the
experience of the publ1c schools is channelled
into programs and that there is continuity
between pre-school programs and programs
in the schools.

It is expected that this bill will be con
sidered within the next week by the full
committee and that a similar bUl Will be In
troduced in the House of Representatives
after final committee action in the Senate.

Whether it will be signed into law may be
determined by the extent to Which it meets
the President's specific objections which I
cited earller. '

We belleve that it should, in each major
respect:

First, in terms Of, fiscalresponslbillty, It
authorizes $1.2 bUlion in the first fully op
erative year, fiscal year 1974, and $1.6 billion
in, the second, with an authorization of $150
million for planning and training in fiscal
1973. This represents a sUb!ltantial reduction
from the vetoed title, which commenced With
an authorization of $2 billion for the first
fully operative year.

We consider these amounts' clearly to' be
fiscally responsible both in terms of the ex
tent to which new resources may be effec
tively "pumped into" the system in each year.
and in Ught of the amounts spent on defense,
and upon remedial programs that attempt to
erase the damage infiicted upon many from
underprivileged famllles during early child
hood.
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Second, in terms of administrative work

ability, we provide that any city, county or
combination of local units of government
having a population of 25,000 or more per
sons may be. eligible for prime sponsorship
and may submit plans directly to the Secre
tary of Health Education and Welfare. Under
our proposal, the Secretary would approve
approximately 2,000 plans of prime sponsors
rather than 7,000 under .the provision of the
vetoed title, which established a 5,000 popu
lation reqUirement.

This means that many more locallties wlll
come under the provision of state adminis
tration than under the vetoed b1ll.

To ensure that parents and children in
areas not eligible, for prime sponsorship en
joy thll same degree o( auton()my and pro
tection in their relationship ,to the states
as the largest units of government would
to the federal government, the b1ll requires
the establishment of local family service areas
and local approval of the appllcable portion
of plans for each area by a parent council.

Third, in terms of famlly strengthening
aspects, the bill makes it clear that child
care is to be provided only at the request of
parents who choose to use them, not as a
matter of universal appllcatlon, and then as
a supplemental service to family efforts.

The b1ll emphasizes that chlld care centers
are to be extensions of the famlly, with serv
ices prOVided to older children and parents
as well.

Basic decisions regarding programs would
be approved at each level by a councll at
least one, half of which would consist of
parents of children in the program.

But even with these substantial changes,
we cannot be sure that chlld development
legislation will be signed into law. I am con
cerned that beyond these details related to
the "hardware" of the delivery system, the
public and. the" Administration itself still
harbor some basic reservations about the
general necessity for child development and
the form that it should take.

First, is the conception that federal child
development legislation would act to en
courage mothers to leave the home, acting
as an incentive as a kind of "de facto deser
tion".

The fact is that for many dlfferentreasons
mothers are' choosing to enter the labor
force, Without regard to the avallabil1ty of
child care-in most, cases because they have
to do so. With or without child care, this
trend is llkely to continue.

There are currently one million poor chil
dren under the age of six whose mothers
work, and approximately 2 m11lion children
between the ages of 6 and 14 in such fam-
!lies. .

In th~ $4,000 to $7,000 range-the so
called "near poor"-there are more than one
m1l1ion pre-school children and one million
school"age children in fam1l1es with mothers
in the working force..

In 1971, 43 percent of the Nation's moth
ers worked outside the home compared wt!h
only 18 percent in 1948.

One in every three mothers is working to
day, compared with one in eight in 1948.

With only 700,000 licensed child care slots
avallable in the Nation, It is legitimate to
ask who is taking care of the children. The
answer in thousands of cases is "no one". A
survey conducted by the Women's Bureau
of the Department of Labor in 1965 identi
fied 18,000 "latch-key" children.

But, for the most part, children of work
ing mothers lire peing dropped in substand
ard child care fac1l1t1es or in inadequate
home care situations.

The report of the National Councll of Jew
ish Women entitled "Windows on Day Care",
issued early' this month, confirins, 011 the
basis of extensin: surveys, that most current
day carefac1lities', lack adequate develop
mental child servic,es.

Moreover, any Federal legislation should

include continued authority for Head Start
and simUar programs Which wlll be available
to poor children Without regard to whether
or not the mother is working. There are cur
rently 2.5 million poor children under six
whose mothers are not In the labor market
many of whom could benefit from such sup
plementary educational and other services.

Second there is a conception that child
development is suitable only for low-Income
persons and then principally to "get them off
the welfare rolls."

This focus is best exempllfied by the
Administration's proposed child care prOVi
sions under HE. I, the welfare reform meas
ure.

Under its provision 875,000 opportunities
will be prOVided In each year.

It is important that any welfare reform
measure include a special quotient for child
care and these provisions will have my basic
support SUbject to a number of amend
ments Which senator Mondale and I have
proposed to ensure that they meet children's
developmental needs.

But I reject the Administration's view
point that ch!1d care, under welfare reform,
is about as far as we shOUld go in terms of
new programs and that any other more com
prehensive proposal such as we now advance
is merely "redundant."

The fact Is that Without comprehensive
child development legislation existing and
projected resources avallable solely to the
poor. wlll be inadequate even to cover that
group not to mention the millions of others
who need developmental child care. Whlle
there are 5.5 mi1110n poor children who could
ben~fit from pre-school education or after
school care the Head Start program and the
proposed famlly assistance act would to
gether provide only 1.25 mUllon slots.

The real injustice of excluding other per
sons is seen in the fact that there are cur
rently 1.3 m1l11on mothers in all income
groups who are bringing up chlldren with
out a husband and thus need child care as
an absolute necessity.

And to exclUde other famll!es is to over
look the basic fact that the poverty popUla
tion is not a static group, but a class Into
wb.1ch and out of which the wc.rklng poor
slide almos.t on a dally basis..

Third, is the notion, expressed also in the
President's veto message, that thE' child care
we propose is to be "communal" In nature
a term designed to bring to mind the worst
llbpects of communist society.

Nothing could be further from the truth.
Those who have studied progrn.ms In com
munist countries know that tht:re is a great
distinctIon between their state-run com
pulsory system and the parent-controlled
voluntary system which we propose.

In conclusion, I urge the Administration
to support comprehensive child development
legislation, which is now separate from legis
lll-tion extending the poverty program and
tc abandon the misconceptions: have men
tioned, to the extent that they may st1ll
eXist. If t1;ley disagree With us still With re
spect to the details of the program, then let
them come forward with positive alterna
tl~es.

The question' before the Nation Is not
Whether the expansion of developmental
child care opportunities is desirable-as we
believe they are-but whether they are to
be expanded in a legislatIve framework
established at the federal level.

With or without federal legislation, the
legitimate needs which I have cited will
find expression in greater funding for chlld
care under existing authorities, whIch are
now so splintered and unrelated to each
other.

Nothing promises to be more administra
tively unworkable, fiscally irre~ponsible or
fa.mlly weakening than to pump more money
into the existing system of isolated pro
grams which are funded through different

federal sources often Without any guarantee
118 to parental involvement.

We can take warning from the existing
manpower training system Which has grown
In much the same way Without an estab
llshed procedure for decision-making at the
local level and which the Administration and
the Congress, after ten years of experience,
now struggle belatedly to reform.

Unlike manpower reform, chlld develop
ment Is now in its Infancy and the question
is whether it is going to grow up unat
tended-llke a "latch-key" ch!1d~r With
federal direction and support.

In his veto message the President said that
no commitment to child development should
be made in the absence of a great national
debate on Its merits, and broad public ac
ceptance of its principles.

The blll now moving through the Congress
affords that opportunity for debate on the
merits. I hope the Administration Will be
guided by it.

But let the Administration agree With us
now on the basic princIple, which the Presi
dent himself articulated so well in February
of 1969, when he sald:

"So crucial is the matter of early growth
that we must make a national commitment
to prOViding all American ch!1dren With the
opportunity for a healthfUl and stimulating
development during the first five years of
llfe."

The key word Is opportunity-not univer
salIty-a goal which all Americans should
be able to agree upon as one of the highest
priority. It Is time that goal be given federal
legislative sanction.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I join the

distinguished Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MONDALE) in his remarks respecting
the valuable and creative contribution
that the Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS) has made to the development of
this bill, and also to all the other mem
bers of the minority who cooperated with
the majority on the committee in work
ing out what I think is a very good bill,
modified substantially from the bill the
President vetoed.

The bill was reported from the com
mittee on a voice vote-without one dis
senting vote.

We needed and found valuable the con
tribution of the Senator from New York
as well as the contributions of the other
members of the minority.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Wisconsin. I empha
size not only the bipartisan spirit in
which we have worked together but also
the spirit of complete dedication to the
basic purposes of the bill which we are
trying to serve, and which has been
shown so well by the Senators from Wis
consin and Minnesota In their leadership
as majority members on both the sub
committee and the full committee.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, in
February of 1969 President Nixon ex
pressed his concern for child develop
ment when he said-

So critical is the matter of early growth
that we must make a national commitment
to prOViding a.ll American chlldren an op
portunity for healthful and stimulating de
velopment dUring the first 5 years of 11fe.

The opportunity to fulfill that com
mitment exists today in the Comprehen
sive Headstart, Child Development and
Family Service Act of 1972.
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This bill is the product of months of

study, revision, and bipartisan consulta
tion in response to the President's veto
last year of S. 2007, the Economic OP
portunity Amendments of 1971.

Everyone agrees that this Nation faces
a critical shortage of quality day care
and child development programs and fa
cilities. One-third of all mothers with
preschool children-a total of over 4%
million women-are working at full or
part-time jobs. Some 5 million children
need full- or part-time day-care services
while their mothers are away from
home. Yet there are less than 700,000
spaces in licensed day-care programs to
serve them. And not all of these really
provide quality day care.

We are not faced with a situation, as
the President implied in his veto mes
sage, of legislation with "family weaken
ing implications." Instead, we are faced
with a changing society in which women
voluntarily choose to work.

The problem, then, is to provide the
programs and facilities which will en
able these women to hOild jobs and will
provide the opportunity for children to
develop-physically, intellectually, emo
tionally-in wholesome and safe sur
roundings while their parents are away
from home-by choice-at work.

Other Senators including the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MONDALE) have already described in full
detail the elements of this landmark
~egislation. Therefore, I will confine my
remarks to one aspect of this legisla-
tion-ehild-care standards. .

Given the overwhelming shortage of
day-care programs and facilities it is
tempting to try to solve the day-care
shortage problem immediately by dilut
ing standards so that limited programs
and facilities can be made available to
more children.

I believe we should move more cau
tiously. Given a choice between many
programs with weak standards and
fewer programs with strong standards I
would opt for high standards.

In that context I introduced an
amendment last year to S. 2007 which
set the 1968 Federal Interagency Day
Care Requirements as the floor below
which the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare could not go in
developing comprehensive day-care reg
ulations. This amendment passed the
Senate and was accepted by the confer
ence. Such a standard is also included
in my welfare reform legiE;lation.

Although S. 2007 was vetoed by the
President, it was my expectation that the
administration would take note of the in
tention of Congress regarding the devel
opment of day-care regulatiQns. In order
to provide the administration with some
flexibility in improving the 1968 require
ments we wrote in language to S. 3617
allowing HEW to develop standards "con
sistent with" the 1968 requirements.

After reviewing drafts of the proposed
1972 standards, we find it is clear that
there has been a misunderstanding as to
what "consistent" means. Simply stated,
"consistent" means that the standards
must be at least as strong and compre
hensive as the 1968 regulations.

The 1972 standards are seriously

flawed in a number of respects and in no
sense can they be termed "consistent."

First, they dilute child-staffing ratios
so· that fewer staff members would be
caring for larger numbers of children.
Under the 1968 standards group day-care
home ratios would be set at five children
to one adult when preschool children
age 3 to 6-are involved. No children
under 3 could be placed in this type of
care.

The proposed 1972 HEW standards re
quirements for babysitting, called in
home care and care provided by close
relatives, specify neither· the age nor
the number of children that can be cared
for even though it is apparent that HEW
intends to provide a Federal subsidy for
such care. HEW also moves one classifi
cation of group day-care homes--those
serving more than 12 children-into the
day-care center classification, thus
avoiding certain restrictions as to the
number and ages of children that may
be served. Homes serving 12 children
may have as few as two caregivers. Since
HEW would allow four of the 12 children
to be infants or toddlers under age 3, the
remaining eight children could be as
young as 3. This could very easily lead
to situations where four infants were
cared for by one caregiver and eight
3-year-olds .by another.

In day-care centers, the 1968 require
ments for chUdren aged 3 to 6 involved
an average ratio of 6 to 1. The 1972 re
quirements would set the ratio at 9 to 1.
For school-age children, the 1968 require
ments set the ratio at 10 to 1. The 1972
requirements set the ratio at 12 to 1 for
children ages 1 through 8, 15 to 1 for
ages 9 through 11, and 20 to 1 for ages
12 through 14.

Also critical are the inadequate staff
child ratios and the lack of any refer
ence to the sizes of groups of. childJ;en
which are to be served; "herdingTresults
in the kind of depersonalization· that
damages young children.

The 1972 requirements do not stop at
increasing the number of children· as
signed to each care giver and allowing
"herding" of young children-they also
fail to require any ratio of car" givers to
children to be maintained at anyone
time. Instead, the 1972 requirements sub
stitute "care giver hours" ratios which
would allow ratios to be technically com
plied with but would make enforcement
of even custodial standards extremely
difficult. .

Using HEW's own example, an operator
seeking greater profits could staff a cen
ter receiving Federal funds as follows:

First, the owner is the director and
works from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m., with 1 hour
for lunch-from 12 to 1;

Second, five part-time employees are
expected to work from 8 to 1 each day;

Third, another five part-time employ
ees are expected to work from 3 to 6 p.m.
each day.

This staffing meets the requirements
of the 1972 draft; yet, there is only one
person-the owner-operator-required
to be on hand from 6 a.m. to 8 a.m. and
from 1 to 3 p.m. each day. That one
person has the sole care of 3 infants,
6 toddlers, and 18 preschoolers--27 chil
dren in all-during those four hours.

Such an operation could be extremely
profitable: part-time housewives and
students could beeI.llployed for the brief
periods required. A case could be made,
in defense of the staff plan, that sufficient
staff are present for· ..the "important"
times of day.

This staffing pattern assumes that the
owner-operator is attempting to staff
for maximum effective care of children
while avoiding hiring full-time employ
ees. Many other patterns could be used,
all of which meet the "divisor ratio"
suggested in the new draft guidelines,
that would be less expensive and less able
to meet children's needs.

For instance, an owner-operator could
meet the new guidelines by relying solely
on available part-time personnel from
one of two· pools--mothers with some
child care responsibilities who are cur
rently working "in the home" only; stu
dents, of either high school or college
age, working for payor as volunteers.

The owner-operator could hire seven
housewives or obtain the services of seven
students and schedule one shift from 9
to 12; a second shift of seven part-time
employees could come to work from 12
to 3. In total, 42 hours of "care givers"
would be tallied. If the operator worked
from 6 to 10:30 a.m. and from 12:30 to
6 p.m., the requirement of 51 "care giver"
hours would be met. Although the new
guidelines would technically.be complied
with, there would only be one adult on
the premises from 6 to 9 a.m.-'-caring
for as many as 27 children. During the
hours of 3 to 6 p.m., one adult would
have the care of 39 children.

Such practices, 'were they to be al
lowed through inlprecise rewriting of
guidelines, .could become widespread.
May Dublin KeyserIing's recent study,
"Windows On Day Care," cites several
such instances. A licensing worker was
making an tinimnounced visit to a Flor
ida center"at 8:20 a.m. when she found
orie caretaker with 54 children. .

The new guidelines are sU:fficiently
loose to allow cooking and hou/jekeeping
duties to be performed by personnel
counting as "care givers....One employee
could work full time at such .noncare
giver tasks each day, on a rotating basis,
without reaching the maximum percent
l'l.ge .of time specified in 'the guidelines.

A second major flaw in HEW stand
ards involves Parental involvement in
day care programs. Under the 1972
drafts it is effectively eliminated.

The current requirements are very
specific, if somewhat modest. There
quirements state that "--at that admin
istrati;Ve level where most decisions are
made......;" there must.be a policy advisory
committee or its equivalent. Further,
membership of that advisory committee
"-should include not less than 50-per
cent parents or parent representatives,
selected by the parents themselves in a
democratic faspion." Se;Ven specific func
tions are listed that must be performed
by policy advisory committees.

In the draftrElquirements, two .kinds
of parent· participation are discussed.
Each facUity serving more than 15 chil
dren must have an advisory council, and
at least 50 percent of the members of
the council must be parents of children
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ABRAHAM RmIcoFF.
WALTER F. MONDALE.

AMENDMENT NO. 1247

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1247 and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RIBI
COFF). The amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerd: read as
follows:

On page 74, Une 15, insert a new section
12) as follows and renumber succeeding sec
~ions:

(2) In the case of parents who request full
day child care services made avallable under
this Act, the Secretary shall inform them 10
writing of the following: (a) that the
mother-infant relationship is the cornerstone
of healthy development for the vast majO!'ity
of children; (b) tha.t group day care is pri
marlly a remedial or emergency device whose
value extends mainly to chlldren who are
developmentally disadvantaged, handioapped,
abused, neglecte<l, or are. otherwise receiv
ing harmfUl care; and (c) that separation
from the mother or mother figure on a sys
tematic basts, or for long periods of time,
combined With placement in a group care
facll1ty, can ca.use psychologic:al harm to the
child, and especia.lly to those under three
years of age.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the
purpose of my amendment is not dis
similar to the purpose of those who sell
medicines, who alert the patient to cer
tain possible harmful side effects of the
medicine. I am very much concerned
that the pOtential for harm to young
children under the day care programs
provided for in this bill far outweighs
the good contained in other parts
of the bill now before us. While there is
unquestionably a need for remedial
services for "developmentally disadvan
taged" or neglected children. no con
vincing demonstration has been made
for the type of broad-reaching programs
here authorized.

A fundamental objection to the over
all tone and intent of this bill is what I
would call the overselling of the concepts
of child development and day care. In
the first place. the assumption is con
veyed that the Government and its
agents know how to provide "healthful
and stimulating development" of chil
dren. As Dr. Ernest Van Den Haag, psy
choanalyst and sociologist at New York
University, recently observed in congres
sional testimony:

If the government has such knowledge it is
a well kept secret of which the scientific

Department to seriously lower standards for
federally-supported day care services.

If there is d11ficulty in enforcing the cur
rent standards, as has been suggested, then
we must consider legislative and adminis
trative action to assure effective monitoring
and enforcement and to provide the resources
and technical assistance to enable chlld care
operators to meet these reqUirements. Under
no circumstances are we willlng to sacrifice
the qUallty of care our youngest children re
ceive because of bureaucratic inablllty to en
force decent standards or reluctance to fi
nancethem.

We herewith formally request the oppor
tunity to review the requirements you are
considering before they are pUbUshed, and
urge you to consult fUlly with the broadest
possible range of parents. communities and
organizations which have as their concern
the chlldren-especially the poor and minor
ity chUdren-of this country.

Sincerely,

within the day care cost projections sup
plied by the Oroce of Child Development
durihghearings before the Senate Fi
nance Committee.

It is clear that the level of social serv
ices con1(emplated in HEW's '1967 cost
projections for center day care at an "ac
ceptable': level-$65 per child per year-
is not to be provided. Eliminating this
one requirement from the budget projec
tions, by eliminating the required serv
ice from the new HEW draft, can "save"
$65, for each of the preschool children
that the administration proposes to serve
under H.R. 1. If the administration only
economizes to the extent of cutting out
social services for preschool children, al
most $10 million can be "saved:' It is
stich subtle changes in rules and regula
tions that short circuit Congress inten
tion to adequately serve America's chil
dren; it is such moves that shortchange
America's children.

A full discussion of the shortcomings
of the new HEW draft would fill many
pages and would certainly prolong, need
lessly, consideration of this obviously
deficient document.

I put it to HEW once again, plainly and
clearly: Congress has no intention of
allowing this administration to alter by
rule and regulation what it cannot alter
by the legislative process. Whether for
the aged, the youngsters who go to camp,
or the children whose parents wish day
care to be available for them-the Con
gress will 'insist on quality services, guar
anteed by standards that are enforced,
not weakened.

Without quality standards and en
forcement, child care legislation is
worthless. It is imperative then that
more public attention be focused on this
issue. '

For that reason Senator MONDALE and
I recently wrote the Secretary of HEW
urging him to consult fully with legisla
tors, parents, communities and organiza
tions which have as their concern the
children..:..-.especially the poor and minor
ity~groupchildren of thiS country
before regulations are published in the
Federal Register. I ask unanimous con
sent that this letter be inserted at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

Mr. RmICOFF. Mr. President, too
often Congress has allowed itself to be
lieve that the seeds of success or failure
of new social programs are to be found
in the semantics of legislation. But suc
cess or failure, as we are learning, de
pends on implementation of programs
based on sound regulations. Congress
must begin to assume more of the re
sponsibility of insuring that such regu
lations are formUlated and enforced if
programs such as comprehensive day
care are to succeed.

ExHIBIT 1
U.S. SENATE,

Washington, D.C., June 12,1972.
Hon. ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON.
Secretary, Department of Health, J!:ducation,

and Welfare, Wash~ngton, D,C.
DEAR Ma. SECIlETARY: As members of the

Senate Finance Committee and the Senate
Labor and Public Welfare Committee, we
were alarmed by the reports of efforts in the

served~note that there are no functions
that must be performed by the adxisory
council at this level, and that the.mem~
bership. is not selected Oy the parents
themselves iria.'deU}ocratic fashion.. •

At the 'level"of' .the' administering
agency, evenless is' required for, evidence
of satisfactorY,.compliance. An ]IDSpeci
fied percentageqfParents, of children
enrolled in. daY'(l8.re, ~reto be included in
a pollcy ap.visOr~;grouP,That.percent
age maY or ina~:;p~0,t"fi.~,.50I?ercerit;,p'ar~
ents ,nee!! not'"berepresentativeor
democraticallY selel::ted: Instead of seven
specific fUIl:ctionstha.~must be, per
forined, these"parents are only, to be
proVided, UP?ll their rrquest, m:~orma",
tion .onacIn$listetin~' ,agency ,policiEis,
budgets,an<ieyaltlations; At best, par
entsare to be: provided information.

There fs6rilrnew addition to the re~
quirements. ACiInirrlstering agencies must
have a written'grievance procedure by
which parents may ,take complaints to
the adminlsterihgagency; .the written
grievance proce<iure' must, be presented
and explained to' each parent.
. Under the',current,requlrements; par
ents must have a voice in day care pro
grams. Under tlle new HEW draft, par
ents have' no voice but they, must be
given a piece of paper which tells them
how to take their grievances to an ad
ministering agency., ,."

Much Of text' of the new HEW draft
contains definftions' and 'generaliza
tions-too little of It IS devoted to specific
actions required to ~ve evidenCe of sat
isfactory compliance. An" example, is
health requirements under the 1968 re
quirementsand the new HEW draft.

The sole evidence required under the
HEW draft, to assure satisfactory com
pliance with health requirements for
staff is that each staff membe:' "is free
from ,communicable tuberculosis and
communicable 'syphilis.'" "

Are aU other cominunicable diseases
and mental illness-allowable?

ComplianCe.withthe'requirements out
lined in the cilrren,t interagencY,require
ments would seem to be more advisable:

Staff ot'th~ facll1ty and volunteers must
hav~ periodic asS,essments, of their physical
and mental C1ompe,tence to cqre jor children.
(Emphasis added.)

TuberCUlin testS;' or chest x-rays shOUld
eIisur~ that all persoils having contact with
the chUdren are free of tuberculosis. Physi
cal and mental competence are better as
sured byregu!ar. visiting, and supervision by
competent supervisors than by routine medi
cal tests or exa.ril1nations. The operating or
administering agency must ensure that ade
quate health records are maintained on every
chUd and evert staff member who has con
tact With chUdren.

Another area of. significant di1ference
is in the pro,vision of social services. Six
specific requirements are listed, in the
1968 requireffients. All that is required
under the new HEW draft is:

The administering agency possesses and
makes avallable, a current ltst (emphasis
added) of the social services and social serv
ices agencies in the community. The phone
number to call for information about social
services is posted at each fac1l1ty and a gen
eral deSCription of the kinds of services
avallaple has)een proyided to each operator.

Perhaps these "social semces"-a list
and ,l!o phoP:~,,~UD:I:ber---;caIi be proVided

_",..-,--,,,1..:.,'
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community 15 quite unaware. . . . The as
sumption that social science has as yet pro
duced a tested theory of chUd rearlng is
sheer fantasy. Only a few variables have been
detected. And they suggest that famUy care
should be encouraged, not replaced.

The simple fact is that the state of
the art of child development is as yet
primitive. Mr. Jule Sugarman, former
Director of the Office of Child Develop
ment, underscored this fact in testimony
before Congress in December of 1969
when he said:

As we enter the 1970's we are stUl seriously
deficient in (a) our understanding of how
children develop, (b) the causes and nature
of the deficits found among disadvantaged
children, (c) the techniques for appraislng
the state of development and (d) the design
and delivery of programs and curriculum to
prevent or overcome developmental deficits.

He went on to say:
Early childhood programs are being created

and operated on an lnadequate base of
knowledge. There is general agreement that
the early years have great importance in the
growth and development of the child. There
15 also general agreement that high propor
tions of chUdren from economically disad
vantaged famllles begin to show develop
mental deficits very early in life.

But, he added-and I wish to em
phasize this very strongly, Mr. Presi
dent:

There is far less agreement on what con
stitutes effective intervention to improve the
opportunities for development of such chil
dren.

I am informed that Mr. Sugarman is
a supporter of the pending legislation, as
indeed he was of last year's bill. But if
what he said in December of 1969 is
true-and I believe it is-I cannot for
the life of me see how he can be so bold
in his support of the current bill. Has
there been some dramatic breakthrough
in the art or science of child develop
ment since December of 1969? Has some
hitherto undiscovered body of knowledge
come to light since then? I do not believe
it has, and know of no one who claims it
has. While some progress has been made
the description of the state of the art
offered by Mr. Sugarman in December
1969 holds true today. As Dr, Zigler indi
cated in testimony in 1971, and if it is
true, Congress would be premature to en
act such a far-reaching program as that
proposed today.

There is, in short, much disagreement
in the field of child development today.
At present, the educational approach to
child development seems to be most pop
U1ar. Indeed S. 3617 refiects this preoc
cupation with educational preschool
programs. Yet there is widespread criti
cism by respected child specialists of
the current emphasis on academic train
ing for young children. It is argued that
attempts at programed cognitive stim
U1ation can destroy the creative and de
velopmental value of play and, by pres
sure for performance, Virtually make our
children old and gray before their time.

In addition, attempts to increase the
cognitive level of children outside of the
home have usually been relatively inef
fective, or else the successes have been
of short d~ation. On the other hand,
efforts to mcrease the parents' knowl
edge of good child-rearing techniques,
such as the Homestart program, have

been markedly successful in their re
sU1ting effects upon the development and
well-being of the children, while at a
much lower cost than preschool pro
grams like Headstart.

My purpose in mentioning these dis
agreements is only to point out that a
Federal program of child development
will necessarliy tend to impose one ap
proach to child development on perhaps
lnillions of children-and it coU1d turn
out to be the wrong approach.

The field of child development and
preschool education is not a value-free,
objective science. It is a field of con
troversy involving diverse value judg
ments about a variety of sensitive issues,
from permissiveness versus discipline to
the teaching of belief in God or sex edu
cation. It is an area in which Congress
would be well advised to tread cautiously.

The fact is that group day care has
been oversold. It has been made to ap
pear to be a safe, indeed desirable, form
of child rearing and education for vir
tually all children. S. 2007 is intended to
make day care centers eventually avail
able to all children, from birth to 14.
The distinguished Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. MONDALE) even stated last
year, "I hope that we can come up with
a national, pre-school developmental
program. . . ." While S. 3617 is not as
explicit in this regard, nonetheless, the
spirit remains the same and both its
wording and provisions enable and en
courage future expansion on a universal
basis. But such an optimistic view of the
potential of day care, even the develop
mental kind, is erroneous on at least two
counts. First, child specialists have ac
cumulated strong evidence indicating
that the institutional environment of day
care centers, even the better ones, can
actually be harmful to the psychological
well-being and development of young
children. Second, as Dale Meers, child
psychoanalyst at Childrens Hospital here
in Washington, and an authority on in
ternational day care recently pointed out,
the notion that day care offers some gen
eral educational advantage is in error.

I do not understand where this Idea
orlglnated-

He said-
Though I once shared it as a prejudice.

The U.S.S.R. does not try to use day care as
an educational vehicle; Indeed, that country
initiates Its educational efforts a year later
than we do In our pUblic SChools.

Mr. Meers explained that develop
mental day care has potential value as a
remedial measure for those children who
have been socially depriVed, neglected, or
handicapped in order to circumvent de
velopmental decline. He further stated:

In fal11ng to designate that day care Is re
medial In its intent, the legislation infers
that Intact famUies can securel}' use such
facilities; and ... since day care is only re
medial at best, it bypasses the basic prob
lem of prevention.

The potential harm in da~' care in
volves the by now fairly well established
faet that the early childhood rears, espe
cially 0 to 3, and to a lesser extent 3 to 5,
are crucial to a child's later emotional
and intellectual development. The qual
ity of parental care and the experiences,
or lack thereof, during these years sig-

niftcantly affect how Wen' aChndwlll
eventually develop physically. mentally,
and emotionally. .•.. .... . ....

In connection with tbisfinding' it was
learned through years of l:lxPt>nEmce and
research that many children who were
raised in institutions, who. spent long
periods of their early years away from
their mothers and a normal flUIlily en
vironment, were significantly retarded in
their development and suffered' from
psychological disturbances of varying
degrees of severity. The primary cause
of these problems was deterlnined to be
"maternal deprivation," that is, the ab
sence or the inadequacy of (1) a .rela
tionship to a mother figure who need
not be the real mother, (2) the contin
ucus loving care of such a person, as
well as (3) the lack of proper emotional
and sensory stimulation as a resul t of
such absence or inadequacy.

John Bowlby, a distinguished British
doctor, reviewed the extensive research
on the effects of many 'child specialists
in his famous monograph "Maternal Care
and Mental Health" (1951>. He con
cluded from the evidence that-

It 15 plain that, when deprived of ma
ternal care, the chUd's development. is al
most always retarded~physlcally, intellec
tually, and socially-and that symptoms of
physical and mental Illness may appear.
Such evidence Is disquieting, but skeptics
may question whether the retardation is
permanent and whether the symptoms of
Illness may not easUy be overcome. The
retrospective and follow-up studies make it
clear that such optimism is not always jus
tified and that some children an gravely
damaged for life. This isa somber conclu
sion which must now be regarded as estab
lished.

In the succeeding years a great deal
of research and investigation into these
issues has shed valuable light on the
processes -of child development and the
circumstances and effects of "niaternal
deprivation." Nearly all'studies have
tended to confirm Bowlby's basic hypoth

-eses, with several qualifications. Maternal
deprivation can mean the absence' of a
"mother figure," which need not be the
real mother; maternal deprivation also
refers to the absence of the emotional
relationship and sensoiy inv()lvement
which the mother figure Uniquely pro
vides; the effects of institutional care
are not always as severe or irreversible
as he had thought.

Now, how do these findings relate to
the question of a large increase in the
number of day care centers which, this
bill encourages?

First, we must realize that day care
centers are institutions arid offer insti
tutional care. Second, the essential fac
tor of institutional care is not the na..,
ture of the facilities, but rather the in
stitutionalization of humaJ:lrelation
ships-the impersonal,th.e., necessarily
formal and homogeneous nature of the
care. Third, the time an' infant spends
in a center represents moSt of his form..
ative, waking hours.',J:'hus, the ,quality
of the, center experience .is', .critical and
can have a great effect ona child's de
velopment.

Because, in nine cases out of 10, care
illa center is much the same as that, in
a full-time institution, thereIs}vi<;l.~,":
spread agreement among child specialists
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that center care should be avoided, if
possible, for children under the age of 3.

The Federal Government's interagency
day care requirements state that:

Day care centers should not accept ch11
dren under three years of age unless the
care ava11able approximates the mothering in
the family bome. Centers usually do not at
tempt to stimulate fam1ly Hving.

The Child Welfare League of America
recommends that a family day care home
or some other variation of family en
vironment be used if a mother is unable
to care for her children. The league also
advises that for children over the age of
3, careful consideration ought to be given
to each child's needs and condition 1rl de
terlIliniIigwhether or riot he should be
placed in a center. Ingeneral, the domes
tic atmosphere and personal scale of care
in a decent family day care home is pre
ferred as safer· and more appropriate
than care fu a center.

The reaSon for this caution and con
cern about center care or, indeed, any
form of group care, is that group day care
exposes children to many' of the same
conditions and hazards which are found
in full-time children's institutions. The
hazard. of the "material deprivation"
syndrome exists fu nearly all centers, due
to the lack of trained staff, high child to
staff ratios, and' the necessarily lesser
concern and futerest felt by the staff to
ward the children, as opposed to the con
cern of the children's parents or rela
tives. In an article in 1970 Margaret
Mead noted that-

Paid, well trained nurses who are trust
worthy, ihtelllgent and have the character
appropriate for the continuous care of an
infant are almost nonexistent today. And no
State-supported child care center can afford
enough well trained, nurturing persons.

The Child Welfare League of America,
in a 1962 policy statement, obserVed that
"research and cIlnicaI experience have
given evidence that group care of pre
school children may result in emotional
and intellectual damage." The. multiple
and futermittent mothering that is-in
frequent care given by several different
people-and lack of sufficient personnel
in day care centers results in a situation
where a young child cannot form the
vital, contfuuous and close relationship
with one particular adult. Furthermore,
the child almost never receives sufficient
stimulation,especially verbal, necessary
for his cognitive and other developmental
needs, Indeed, the common absence of
sociaJly stimulatfug' conditions in ex
changes with adults, for example, prob
ably accounts for the backwardness in
speech often found in children in day
care centers.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. President, at this time I ask unan
imous consent that a member of my staff,
Mr. ,Michael Uhlmann, be granted the
privilege of the fioor for the duration of
the day.

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

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, this
situation !¥"ises not oIily from lack of suf
ficient perscint).el, but, more fundamen
tally, from the depersonalizing nature of
institutional child•care... PSychoanalyst
Meers, ",hoil1 i earliel' qu()ted: points out
in a,reeentartIcieonday care that:

The most consequential and controversial
question of early day care is that of potential
danger and damage to the very children for
whom the centers are designed.... The slg
nUlcant causal variable appears to be the
depersonalization of human relationships
that are vital to the ch11d's healthy matura
tion.... Depersonalization can readily take
place in institutions. . . • It is a chronic
potentiality in group care of children.

In a cautionary article, "Psychiatry
and Day Care Centers" in the care of
children in day care centers, published
by the World Health Organization in
1964, Dr, S. Lebovici, the noted French
child psychiatrist, remarks that some day
care centers which pride themselves on
maintaining quiet and order and clean
liness, and which point proudly to rapid
progress in certain areas of development
may create an excellent first impression
on the superficial observer. But, he says:

It is easy, perhaps, in such cases to lose
sight of the fact that the ch11dren are dull
and apathetic, respond passively to the de
mands of their educators and demand too
much of themselves. This may have serious
effects upon personality formation.

A study of emotional deprivation in a
nursery by M. David and G. Appel in
1962 found much evidence of depersonal
ization:

Tbe routine of day-nursery as a rule pro
tects the nurse. against establishing any link
with the ch11dren by obliging her to pass
quickly from one to the other. Accomplish
ing her tasks conscientiously and sklllfully,
able to obtain a smile here and a look there,
the question of real contact with the chil
dren does not arise, and she feels no need of
it in tbe tasks she performs. This attitude
prevents any attachment but also any feel
ing of aversion to a ch11d-which Is painful
ahd it also avoids any painful separation at
the end.

It is easy to see from this that the
nursery routine "is usefUl to the nursing
staff, and why they oppose change--even ap
parently simple and obviously necessary
change. Such change in fact exposes the
nurse to a frustrating experience, either be
cause she cannot give sufficient time to her
favorite child-from whom, moreover, she
must eventually separate--or because she
finds herself faced with indifference or boo
tll1ty wbich makes her feel guHty and risks
giving her misgivings about her capacity for
motherhood.

Meers pofuts out that the greatest po
tential for harm to children exists-

In the early years since babies will adapt
to anything. The price of accommodation to
noise, confusion and different types of han
dling in day care centers Is that babies retreat
involuntar11y into passivity. They respond by

. apathy, they stop crying and retreat within
themselves. For example, I've seen one
nursery in Budapest where hungry Infants
under the age of six months were almost
totally sHent. They appear to abandon thelr
genetic potentl:al for crying and activity (as
expressions of distress) as they retreat into
passivity. If some measure of pain and dis
tress were the only question. that is it babies
would outgrow the consequences, it might
be alright. But the· eVidence is anything but
clear that this is so. "The price of adapta
tlon may be a severe psychiatric disablllty,
and it seems probable that e.en physiological
damage may ensue, as in our 'failure to
thrive chUdren. In East Germany, Czecho
slovakia, and Hungary, it looked to me. as a
cTIiiical observer, that one could visibly dis
cern, by age five, which chlldren had been
placed in day care centers since birth, since
two or four years' of age. That is, the older
they were wben they went in, the more alert

and responsive they were. Conversely, the
earlier they went in, the more passive, retlr
ing and perhaps retarded."

Dr. Lebovici explains that even tempo
rary separation of the child from the
mother may result in frustrational
pathology:

In the opinion of many authors, frustra
tional pathology includes certain mental dis
orders in the fields of psychopathy, delin
quency and even schizophrenia. In any case,
the stUdy of frustrational pathology should
be extended to cover not only the limited
field of sudden complete separation but also
the more subtle effects of temporary and
partial separations and esp3cially of what
has been called emotional or sensory dep
rivation.

This, as indicated above, may represent lll
timed and delicate changes in the mother
child relationship (and may throw llght on
the confilct between the mother's contribu
tion and social demands in regard to the
child's needs.)

In addition to the psychological prob
lems associated with day care centers,
there is the question of the social effects
or group care. As the Auerbach Corpora
tion's report on the work incentive pro
gram comments, in its section on child
care-

Health and education authorities are con
tinually discussing the merits of all-day care,
because chlldren growing up in groups are
different from ch11dren who do not grow up
in groups. Young children who spend most
of their time with a group of other children
(and "day care" covers most of a young
ch11d's waking hours) learn to function in a
group environment; they do not necessarily
function equally well without the group.
There is a possiblllty that "day care" and
other full-time group faclllties for chUdren
may develop too conforming a group of ch11
dren--<lhlldren who are more comfortable in
the group setting and who wlll find it diffi
cult to function alone.

Mrs. Mary Rowe, a noted child care
.economic consultant, commented in con
gressional testimony on the loss of indi
viduality amongst children in Soviet day
care centers:

In the Soviet Union I have seen groups
where women were taking care of 15 or 30
small children, ages 3, 4, and 5. Those ch11·
dren are decorous, well-behaved, they move
in circles, in groups. The chHd who steps out
of the circle to pick up a leaf or to run
around a tree, as a ch11d will, is quietly and
gently called back to the circle. The circle
moves together to eat, moves together to the
bathroom.

Meers notes that in Russia and the
Eastern European countries, where day
care and preschool centers have long
been provided by the government for
preschool children, there is growing
concern over the effects of such care on
the children. Recent research has led to
a reevaluation of the desirability of these
programs. In Czechoslovakia, for exam
ple, the Government no longer allows in
fants under 3 to be placed in centers,
and child researchers are reviewfug their
desirability for the 3- to 5-year-olds.
In other countries child specialists would
like to cut down on day care programs,
which were once necessitated by a post
war shortage of manpower.

Dr. Sally Provence of the Yale Child
StUdy Center poses some important ques
tions concerning group care in her book,
"The Care of Infants in Groups":

Will there be significant differences in: the
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personality structure of children reared in
groups by persons not their own parents com
pared with children reared In famllles? W1ll
cblldren reared largely In group settings be
able as adults to form famllles and care for
their own children? How does a long period
of group care, with the many parent figures
Inevitably involved, influence such aspects
of personality as the development of internal
Ized controls over behavior or the capacity
to love? What are its effects on intellectual
development and on creativity? How wlll our
society be influenced if large numbers of its
members are reared from infancy In group
care settings?

Can we as legislators authorize such a
program as is here proposed without con
crete answers to these vital questions?

Prof. B. Gornicki, Director of National
Research at Poland's Mother and Child
Institute, in an article on day care cen
ters published by the World Health Or
ganization in 1964, felt obliged to point
out that-

The environment of a well organized day
care center does not markedly retard the
child's psychomotor development or, in the
majority of children, cause behavior disorders
or particular dlJficulties other than those
found in children of the same age brought
up in their own homes.

But this very statement is an admis
sion that the center experience causes
retardation in most children and signif
icant behavior disorders in at least some
children.

Dr. Humberto Nagera, director of the
child psychoanalytic study program at
Childrens Hospital, University of Michi
gan, has recently written an impressive
paper on the developmental and psychi
atric problems of day care centers en
titled "Day Care Centers: Red Light,
Green Light, or Amber Light?" in it he
speaks of the "violence that is introduced
into the developmental patterns of the
young baby and toddler, by a day care
situation." He concludes that-

On the basis of the information available
regarding different types of chlld-rearing
practices and their known outcomes, as well
as our present day knOWledge of the basic
needs of the human infant to develop nor
mally and ideally, I cannot but seriously
question (for the age group I have been
referring to) the advisabl11ty of moving to
the establishment of day care centers in the
grand scale that this country is now plan~

ning. I fear that widespread and unthought
fUl use of such fac1l1ties In this country, for
infants in the age range between birth and
two and a half years of age, could someday
result In the United States mass-producing
large numbers of children with serious emo
tional problems and psychopathology. Fur
thermore, we may mass-produce large num
bers of low achievement, low I.Q. youngsters,
babies whose brains are understimulated and
mismanaged, whose emotional development
has been interfered with by inappropriate
day care center's practices.

We in the United states must ask our
selves whether or not we are willing to
give unqualified endorsement and sup
port to a program, such as is authorized
in this pending legislation which could
have these kinds of adverse effects on
significant numbers of our children.

As Meers warns:
I think that the dangers of a compre

hensive day care program for children under
three years of age are so problematic that
it's like asking Congress to approve a new
drug for the market that will relieve head
aches, though we already suspect that this

drug may have a carcinogenic side effect.
There are so many real and significant dan
gers we know of In institutional type care
(and institutional care is not conflned to
four walls, but refers to Institutionalization
of human relationships) that this proposal
entails a potential and very real danger. To
establish day care centers across the coun
try without having empirical, psychiatric as
se.."Sments over time, i3 an undue and fool
hardy risk. Why should be expose large per
centages of our children to such risk when
there are potentials for severe psychiatric
danger?

It can be argued that the dangers out
lined above may in fact be present in
existing day care centers, and that one
of the purposes of this legislation is to
eliminate them by providing quality,
comprehensive day care and develop
ment centers. This may be possible, but
I believe it is unlikely for the following
reasons:

First. There is as yet insufficient
knowledge and an uncertainty both as to
just what constitutes good developmental
care and as to what causes and how to
prevent early developing psychological
and emotional disorders;

Second. Quality standards of care, es
pecially in terms of personnel will be
very hard to meet and maintain for a
large scale program; and

Third. The problem of impersonal,
comparatively uninterested care by paid
attendants will continue indefinitely.

The problem of the lack of knowledge
in the field of child development has been
discussed earlier in an attempt to remedy
these deficits in understanding concern
ing proper child development and child
care policies, The Department of Health,
Education and Welfare is currently in
volved in a variety of experimental child
care programs designed to evaluate the
different kinds of approaches and their
effects and costs. Training programs are
also being devised. Final results will be
gin to accumulate after 1973,whenthe
experiments are completed. The very
important longitUdinal study which will
describe the long range effects of the dif.,
ferent approaches is to be completed in
1976.

If, rather than mounting the large
scale day care program that will report
from this bill, we instead expand a Sys
tematic program of research and experi
mentation into various., approaches to
center care and environment, we. may
at least be able to identify the more ef
fective techniques for cushioning the im
pact of the potentially traumatic con
ditions arising in day care centers, and·
perhaps develop more desirable alterna
tives.

In the absence of such concreteknowl
edge, I ask you whether the implemen
tation of a large-scale day care program,
with its attendant risks, should be per
mitted.

Realizing that day care centers are a
reality and, in some cases, a necessity
for children who are developmentally
disadvantaged, handicapped, abused,
neglected, or otherwise receiving harm
ful care, we must insure that centers have
high standards, not only for facilities
which, given certain minimums, are sec
ondary in importance-but especially for
quality of staff and programs. The Child
Welfare League of Amer~ca sets forth

t1J.e requ1rementsJorg()Odd~velopmen

tally oriented centen;; in its.lltandards for
day· care service.· Most ··iJnportant, of
course, is the number .of staff and their
training and attitudes. The CWLA rec
ommends, when there is no superior al
ternative available, that infants be cared
for in groups of not more than four, with
one adult per two children, and that theY
receive "individualized, consistent, and
continuous care from one person with
whom the child can interact ..."

But finding qualified a.nd appropriate
staff personnel is a difficult task. Staff
members arc thus expected to under
stand the developmental processes and
needs of children and to be trained in
the methods of transmitting the. appro
priate skills and asslsting children in dis
covering themselves and the world
around them. They must be of .a tem
perament which is· willing a,nd able to
relate to and give continuous and indi
vidualized care to each'of their charges.

Good care, in short, shOuld try to ap
proximate the concern arid attention of
a good, average mother.

Good care, then, necessarily costs a lot
of money; the opel"ating cost of good,
developmental care is usually considered
torun about$2,500-$3,QQQ peJ;child, with
staff expenses accounting for approxi
mately 75 percent of the total, But to
meet the desirable staff/child ratios, the
costs of care in a center may be as much
as $4,000 per child, not inclUding any
construction costs.

Before Congress passes a major pro
gram, it must consider whether the goals
of the legislation can be achieved in
fact, and whether there is reasonable
hope that they will be achieved. Let us
consider S. 3617 in this regard. .

The effect of the legislation before
Congress would be the establishment of
federally supported' and regulated child
care and develop~~ntfacilities across the
Nation. Its supporters claim that it will
not only meet the existing need for such
facilities, but· also provide the desired
high qualitY,<levelopmentlll.care, The
original legislation, which was vetoed,
was .intended to establish centers. for
millions of children, eventually making
them available to all children through age
14, regardless of whether or. not their
mothers work, but for the time being this
aspect lias been toned down. ,

Such'Jproposals, idealisticaJly con
ceived and intended, may sound good on
paper. But, aside from the issue, which I
have discussed above, of the desirability
of launching a full scale program of pub
lic child care as opposed to family ori
ented approaches, thereal"e good grounds
for questioning whether the reality of
such a program will correspond to its
theory. .. .

Mr. President; I submit that it will be
nearly impossible to achieve and main-

. tain the high quality care required to
prevent damage to young children if the
number of day care facilities is swelled
significantly by a large increase in Fed,,:
eral funds for that purpose. The reasons
for this are essentially threefold: First,
the high cost of care, second, inadequate
knowledge, and third, lack of trained
and capable human resources. The high
cost per child for good care is related
in particular to the number of staff. The
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large increase in demand for staff wWcb'
would result from· a major Government
program, would force uP the costs of
staffing significantly. Gwen Morgan, day
care corisultant to the state 'of Massa
chusetts;says that--

'Many dl\y-care opin;atOrs think they can
pay the staff low wages, because most states
only require the director of a. day care center
to have full credentials in the field of early
childhood development. But, as the industry
grows, there will be a lot of pressure for par
ity with, the teaching profession-look at
what happened in New York Ci~y.

She refers to a several-week-Iong strike
by day care employees in the fall of 1969,
out of .which the employees won a 25
percent pay increase in 1970, followed by
a 13-percent hike in 197L

Even more important than costs is the
lack of the necessary knowledge. As dis
cussed earlier, specialists ar~ uncertain
as to how a child develops and as to what
specifically should be done to promote a
child's optimum development. They are
even more in the dark as to the preven
tion of· childhood psychological, emo
tional,and behavior disorders. We simply
do not know enough at present to give
the right answers.

As regards to the problems of staffing,
the number of trained personnel avail
able to staff future centers is woefully
inadequate, even for present needs. The
Auerbach report on the work incentive
program found in 1970 that--

As the situation now stands, the number of
graduates from early childhood education
(child development, nursery. school manage
ment, or whatever'name it Is given), who
have also had a. few years. experience and
could therefore qualify as head teachers and
directors, ls too small' to meet the present
need, much less any expansion in the number
of facUlties. . • . The maJor. barrIer is still
lack of training of staff.

Currently there are very few colleges
or universities offering undergraduate or
graduate degrees of this nature.

Dr.. Humberto Nagera, director of the
child psychoanalytic study program at
the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor,
was reported in a recent interview in the
Detroit News as feeling that there are
no more than 300'people in. America
knowledgeable and qualified enough to
be directors of developmental day care
centers. Yet estimates of the number of
new facilities to be set up under recently
proposed legislation run as high as 40,000.

His view brings to mind again the
statement of' Margaret Meade that the
type of persons needed to make a good
day care center are "amost nonexistent
today."

The shortage of good staff is perhaps
the major concern, for it is at the crux
of good care as Dr. Lebovici noted in re
gard to the Paris system.

Mr. Meers has some pertinent com
ments regarding personnel problems:

We sometimes assume that recrultment,
stafllng and training of day care personnel
should be elementary. The assumption is
most questionable. The status of mothers,
and their substitutes (whether babysitters
or caregivers), is minlmalin the hierarchy of
U.s. social conventions. Since we lack the
emotional nest of the kibbutzin or the
ideological thrust of the Communist world,
it appears singularly unlikely that U.S. re
cruitment o!'caregivers could be maintained
at a level much beyond that of France or
Bast Germany. One might expect that the

principle of lesser employablllty would de
termlne the caregiver's self-selection and
that, in lieu of high payor high status, mo
bility of caregivers would be considerable.

The mobility of staff is a serious matter
because it further reduces the possibility
of continuity of care and results in the
breaking up of whatever close personal
relationships the caregiver may have es
tablished with some children. It is an
aggravation of the problem of "multiple
mothering:' Meers adds that it is a wide
spread problem in European day care
center operations, as well as our own.

Finally, Mr. President, we can expect
to see a widespread substitution of these
centers for the current arrangements of
working mothers, mothers taking ad
vantage of tWs subsidy to seek work, and
a number of mothers who find it easier
to let the government rear their children
than to accept and fulfill this responsi
bility themselves---:.which, by the way,
seems to be a perfect inducement to
parental neglect. As Muriel Katz, direc
tor of New York City's day care program
observed in 1970:

Every tlme we op~n a new center, especially
11i a. new neighborhood, it just seems to
stimulate demand that much more.

Dr. Zigler, Director of the Office of
Child Development, recently made a re
vealing observation in regard to tWs
problem:
'If nothing else, women's liberation wlll

see to it that we have day care. I know it is
coming, but I am apprehensive. I am con
cerned thatwe may destroy family Ufe.

Given the numbers of cWldren poten
tially involved under the proposed Fed
eral program and the lack of qualified
personnel available, not to mention fa
cilities, it seems that the quality of care
given to children will necessarily have to
suffer. Standards will have to be waived
or lowered in order to accommodate the
crush of children created by the avail
ability. of relatively free, Government
subsidized and approved day care facili
ties., The first thing to go will undoubt
ediy be the very important high staff/
child ratio requirements. Indeed, because
of complaints from states and localities
that the high staff/child ratio require
ments of the existing Federal inter
agency day care standards are too ex
pensive and inhibit this expansion of fa
cilities, the Department of HEW is cur
rently circulating a proposed revision of
standards which lowers staff requlre
ments.

In the Soviet Union, M;eers found
that-

The vast extension of the programs ap
pears to have made recrUiting demands that
do not permit the quality of staff selection
aspired to by planners.

The Soviet experience has great rele
vance to our own situation. If we greatly
expand day care facilities, as is proposed.
not only may we have to make do with
less staff than is required for good care,
but we will be forced to hire people who
are both inadequately trained and who
lack the warmth and the concern so
necessary for the successful development
of children. In fact, we run the serious
risk not only of putting the children of
working mothers and others into deper
sonalized and potentially hazardous in
stitutional settings, but also of putting

them into the hands of people who may
be less capable of and less interested in
giving them good care than many of
those who now look after them.

Mr. President, I want to say that I
had marvelous cooperation with the
sponsors of the bill, the Senator from
Wisconsin and the Senator from Min
nesota. I agreed I would not ask for the
yeas and nays on this amendment but
rather that I would submit it for a voice
vote, which I am prepared to do at this
time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. NELSON. Is the Senator from New
York prepared to yield back the remain
der of his time?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

Mr. NELSON. I yield back the remain
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on agree
ing to the amendment. (Putting the ques
tion,>

The nays appear to have it. The nays
do have it. The amendment is rejected.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected..

Mr. JAVITS. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is
open to further amendment.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the
sponsors of the bill and I have agreed to
a series of amendments which I would
like to call up one at a time and have a
vote for them all en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the first
amendment is an amendment which is
not printed, which I send to the desk.
This amendment would make clear that
nothing in this act shall be construed to
authorize the creation or maintenance of
child advocacy programs unless specifi
cally authorized by statute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was read as follows:
On page 76, line 11, before "Repeal" insert

the following additional paragraph (c):
"(c) Nothing in this Act shail be construed

to authorize the creation or maintenance of
Child Advocacy programs, nor shall any funds
appropriated under the authority of this Act
be used for the creation or maintenance of
Child Advocacy programs unless ~pecifical1y

authorized by statute."

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I believe
that the amendment is self-p.xplanatory.
I have no further remarks to make on it.

Mr. President, my second amendment
is a substitute for my amendment No.
1248, which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.
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The amendment was read as follows:
On page 3. between lines 9 and 10 insert

the following new subsection:
"(c) Congress tinds that the family is the

cornerstone of healthy physical and psycho
logical development for children, that the
value of day-care services extends primarily
to economically disadvantaged children, with
special emphasis upon those children who
have special developmental needs or other
hardships, and to other children for Whom
suitable care Is not otherwise available. and
that day-care services outside the child's own
home must be designed to supplement and
support, and never to replace. the parent
chlld relationship. This Act Is not Intended
or designed to provide a framework for the
universal appl1cation of outslde-the-home
care to chlldren in general."

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. would the
Senator yield?

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I believe the clerk read

"physiological" and I think the amend
ment states "psychological."

Mr. BUCKLEY. That is correct. I
thank the Senator.

Mr. President. the amendment is self
explanatory. The purpose is to focus the
resources under the bill to those who are
mostly in need. The resources are limited
and I am sure that all concerned want
them to go to those who cannot get
sUitable care.

Mr. President. the next amendment I
call up is amendment No. 1246.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was read as follows:
The senator from New York (Mr. BUCK

LEY) for himself and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. TOWER) propose an amendment as fol
lows:

On page 68, line 14, strike the period and
Insert the following at the end of the line:
"operated or funded by the Federal Govern
ment."

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, this is
purely a technical amendment. The
amendment would make sure that where
the Federal Government is authorized to
coordinate 16 programs in the child-care
field, we are talking about programs op
erated or funded by the Federal Govern
ment.

Mr. President, my next amendment is
No. 1245.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President. I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.
The sponsors and I have agreed to cer
tain modifications which I ask be incor
porated in amendment No. 1245; namely.
on line 3. strike cut the word "three" and
insert the word "two"; or. line 8, strike
out the word "three" and insert the word
·'two"; on page 2, line 2. insert the word
"suitable" after the word "other"; on
line 5. strike out the word "three" and
insert the word "two"; and on line 8.
page 2, insert .. to the extent possible"
after the word "receive".

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

The amendment. as modified, is as
follows:

Mr. BUCKLEY. for himself, and Mr. TOWER
proposes an amendment:

On page 59, Hne 3, after the date ..1968....
insert the follOWing: "Provided. however,
That in the case of group care fac1l1ties, the
ratio of caregivers to children under two
shall not be more than one to two, such care
to be provided for in groups of not more than
four."

On page 75. Hne 8, after the word
"served-". insert the follOWing and renum
ber the succeeding paragraphs:

"(I) Chlldren under the age of two shall
not be placed in group care fac1l1t1es unless
it Is deemed necessary and unless other suit
able alternatives are unavallable. In any case
where group care Is proVided for such chll
dren, the ratio of caregivers to children under
the age of two shall not be more' than one
to two, such care to be prOVided for in groups
of not more than four. Such care must ap
proximate the mothering In the family home.

-Each chlld must receive to the extent pos
sible individualized, conSistent, and continu
ous care from one person with whom the
child can interact."

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the next
amendment which I send to the desk is
technical in nature.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was read as follows:
On page 6, line 12. after "homes" and be

fore the period (.), insert the following: ".
including family day care homes."

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President. again.
the purpose of the amendment is clear.
It is to make plain that it includes not
only the child's own home, but any other
home where the child can receive sUit
able environment and care.

Mr. President. those are the lot. Again
I want to express my very great ap
preciation for the cooperation and help
which I have received from the sponsors.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President. the Sena
tor from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) and
I worked with the Senator from New
York (Mr. BUCKLEY) in modifying some
of his amendments.

We agreed upon modifications of some
of the amendments he had introduced.
and accepted some unmodified amend
ments. in particular technical amend
ments. We reached agreement on each
of his proposals.

I am prepared to yield back the re
mainder of my time on all these amend
ments. My understanding is' that the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY)
has requested that they would be voted
on en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be considered and voted
on en bloc.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, unless a
Senator wishes some time. I yield back
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New York yield back his
time?

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendments is yielded back. The
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments en bloc.

The amendments were agreed to en
bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is
open to further amendment. If there be
no further amendment t{) be proposed,
third reading--

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President. if the

Senator from New York would yield to
the Senator from Maryland on the bill.
I think it would help. and then I will
have an amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President. I .would like
to engage the manager of the bill in a
colloquy for the purposes of clarifying
congressional intent with respect to sec
tion 107. the "special cooperative pro
grams with educational institutions and
other projects sponsored." In other sec
tions of the legislation nonpublic schools
are eligible for participation in the pro
gram. A question has been raised re
garding the eligibility of nonpublic
schools to participate in section 107 pro
grams. The actual language found in the
section 107 does not cause any difficul
ties. but it is the wording of the commit
tee report found on page 14 which uses
the heading "public schools," and in the
descriptive language the term "public
schools" is also used.

Specifically. I would ask the manager
of the bill if I am correct in my under
standing that it is the intent of the com
mittee that nonpubllc schools. where ap
propriate, should be permitted to partici
pate in the section 107 programs as they
are able to participate in' other sections
of the legislation. I do believe that the
wording of the committee report creates
an ambiguity and I believe it is important
that this matter be clarified as .part of
the legislative history of this measure.

I would appreciate it if the manager of
the bill would make a clarification.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President. the Sen
ator is correct in his interpretation of
the intent of the committee.

Mr. BEALL. I thank the Senator.
AMENDMENT NO. 1252

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I call
up my amendnientNo. 1252.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.··· The
amendment will be read.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment. as follows: .,

On page 13, Une 7. strike out the word
"twenty-five", and insert in lieu thereof the
words "one hundred".

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
want to start out by congratulating the
Senator from New York on what I think
have been very constructive amend
ments. worked out with the distingUished
Senator from Wisconsin. I think the
amendment of the Senator from Mary
land, giving priority to those areas where
there are eligible seniors and students to
participate in the programs. is of great
assistance. So I think we are making
progress so far as the bilUs. concerned.
both in making it more effective and also
in providing the·necessary. impetus so
that no child need fear he is being .dra
gooned in any kind of 'situatIon Which
would be difficult forl1im to live with.

In the same light. I am calling up this
amendment. Mr. President. You will re
call that when the' President. objected to
and then vetoed. the bill last year. one of
the objections he had was to the num1:)er
of eligible prime sponsors; At that time
it was a unit of local government of
5:000 people or more. and it was com
puted that this would result in '7,000
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potential grantees, which would have, in
my opinion, swamped HEW and anybody
else that was trying to review it;

It was stated by the President, lit his
veto message, as being "administratively
unworkable,,· and creating "a new army
of bureaucrats." He pointed out that
since 1965, I believe, or whenever Head
start started, we have finally gotten 1,200
grantees under that program-this is in
his veto message-and that it proved a
very difficult management problem.

I can vouchsafe that, having been in
the middle of a number of problems of
Headstart, trying to work them out in
my own. State. Now we have them
worked out, and I think the program is
going quite well, as far as my State is
concerned, although there are some
problems in other areas still.

We have changed that 5,000 to 25,000
in tIus bill, and by so doing we have the
approximately 7,000 eligible sponsors
down to 2,100. That is still a great num
ber of prime sponsors. It is at least 900
potential sponsors above the Headstart
figure, and, as I pointed out, we have
already had management problems with
Headstart. So to jump into this program
at this time in this massive way seems
to me to be taking an administrative
situation and making it very, very diffi
cult to work out.

If we should move forward into my
amendment, which calls for 100,000, we
would be· cutting the 2,100 potential
grantees down to 484, which would be a
manageable amount.

Is there any testimony or support be
hind this? First of all, I would say, for
the purposes of the RECORD, that HEW
suggested 500,00a-not 100,000, but 500,
000. This would have very substantially
reduced the number of eligible grantees
and perhaps even reduced them below
what any of us would want.

Mr. Jule Sugarman, who is the admin
istrator for the New York City Human
Resources Administration, and a former
Director of Headstart, testified that
100,000 should be the lowest figure al
lowed for prime sponsorship in order to
facilitate Federal administration and to
assure a sufficiently large population so
that we could have a variety of programs
offered and also to insure against unrea
sonable overhead costs.

It should be made plain that by put
ting in 100,000, as opposed to 25,000, we
are not cutting out small areas. As I have
said in this debate before, on page 13 of
the bill we set forth who may be the
prime sponsors, and subsection (3) pro
vides that it can be any unit of general
local government or any combination of
those, without regard to population, if it
can show that it has the capability to
carry out the comprehensive child devel
opment and family service program and
if there is a particular demand for serv
ices and availability of resources within
the area to be served.

Consequently, this figure can be put in
at 100,000 and we would still leave room
to take care of the eligible participants in
other areas, under subsection (3), under
the definition of prime sponsorship.

A population requirement of 100,000 for
prime sponsorship' obviously, as· I have
said, is not an ironclad rule, but it will
meet many of the objections set forth by

the President in his veto message, it will
insure that administrative costs are with
in reason, and it will insure that a suffi
ciently large enough number of children
could be inclUded within the program so
that we could offer a variety of economi
cally feasible services.

It is totallY possible that since we have
this provision in-which I think is a vary
good one-that no child can go to any
of these centers without the family's
consent, that in many Rl!'las of 25,000 1r
more they may have very limited use for
the programs authorized under this bill.
It seemed to me, therefore, that enlarg
ing the scope of prime sponsorship would
make available more of the resources
with which we are trying to be of assist
ance to the young people as they pro
gress from prekindergarten up to the
secondary level of education. So it would
be my hope, Mr. President, that this
proposal will be adopted.

I reserve the remainder of :ny time.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, in the

bill that we passed a year ago, we agreed
in conference that the prime sponsor
ship area would have a population of
5,000 or over. We agreed in committee,
by a 14-to-2 vote, that prime sponsors
should be of 25,000 population or over.
Earlier in the day, the Senator from Col
orado succeeded in getting an amend
ment adopted which gave the Secretary
the discretion to choose between an ap
plicant for a prime spo:r..sorship with a
population of 25,000 or more, and the
State government, on an equal basis.

Since it is the position of the adminis
tration that they would have preferred
to have the prime sponsors have a popu
lation of 500,000 or more, the actual
effect of this amendment is to say that
no community is eligible to be a prime
sponsor, as a matter of right, unless its
population is 500,000 or more; and-we
find the Senator's amendment adopted
this morning giving the Secretary discre
tion; so I assume, then, that no one in
a population area of 100,000 or more may
be a sponsor as a matter of right, but
again must have his application given to
the Secretary, and have his application
compete on an eq'.lal basis with an ap
plication from the State.

So now if this amendment is agreed
to, we will have places where cities of
100,000 do not have the right to be prime
sponsors under the law, even though
they could meet adequate standards and
prove that they could perform the func
tions authorized under the law.

When this matter was before the com
mittee, the following organizations sup
ported the bill, including the provisions
for prime sponsorship:

Black Child Development Institute.
Center for Community Change.
Child Welfare League of America.
Children's Foundation.
Common Cause.
Friends Committee on National Legis

lation.
Health and Welfare Council of the Na

tional Capital Area.
International Ladies Garment Work-

ers 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 Women.
National Council on Hunger and Mal-

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

cation Strategy, United Presbyterian
Board of National Missions.

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

Women's International League for
Peace and Freedom.

Washington Research Project Action
Council.

All of these groups were perfectly
satisfied with the sponsorship at the 25,
000 level. I think it would be a mistake
for us now to adopt an amendment
which, in effect, says that no city in
America which has a population under
100,000 is eligible as a matter of right
to be a prime sponsor of one of these
programs, though I believe there is
plenty of expertise within the cities of
25,000, 30,000, 40,000, 50,000, 60,000,
70,000, 80,000, or 90,000 to manage most
effectively the kind of programs author
ized in this bill.

This means that if the Secretary
simply decided to follow the amendment,
72 percent of the population of the
United States, then, would be under
State programs, and the other 28 per
cent would be eligible to be considered
to sponsor programs, and if the Secre
tary decided that he really did not want
to sponsor cities of 100,000, he wanted
them to be 200,000 or 300,000, under the
amendment we adopted earlier in the
day, he could eliminate local prime
sponsors for almost the total population
of the United States, and I think that
would be the case.

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

Mr. NELSON. I yield the Senator from
Minnesota whatever time he needs.

Mr. MONDALE. The Senate, in deal
ing with the same amendment the last
time this measure was before this body,
overwhelmingly defeated this proposal.
I do not have the exact vote, but I be
lieve it was somewhere on the order of
2 to 1.

The key issue here, of course, is
whether this program is intended to be
one under local control, one which fits
the needs of local communities-which
is what the committee overwhelmingly
decided was the best and what the Sen
ate decided would be the best the last
time we dealt with this measure-or
whether it is to become essentially a
State-run program, remote from the
local community, conducted and di
rected by, in most cases, State welfare
departments.

We think the experience of Headstart
has shown that local parentally con
trolled programs are, without any doubt.
the best. They are the closest to the peo
ple concerned. They guarantee that the
children will be most sensitively handled.
They are programs which build upon and
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upon the strength of the community
itself.

The notion that larger communities
can do an exceptional job and that
smaller communities cannot, I think, is
without any basis. In fact, it has been
my observation that just the reverse is
true. If you look at the most troublesome
programs, they are usually found in the
major, massive central cities. This is not
to be critical, because many times their
problems are overwhelming. But in many
of the larger communities, there is a lack
of community, a lack of cohesiveness, and
a difficulty in personalizing and humaniz
ing these programs which smaller com
munities often do not face. That is one
of the great strengths of rural America.
If I were asked to say which communities
are most likely to do a quality job in this
field of helping children, and do it in a
way which is sensitive and humane, I
would say that the smaller communities
are most likely to do the best job.

If this amendment were adopted, there
would be many states in this Union in
which not a single community of 100,000
would be entitled to be a direct prime
sponsor in a single community. I do not
think the state of Montana has a single
community of 100,000. That is true of
the state of west Virginia, and many
others. My state has just three COmmu
nities, Minneapolis, St. Paul, and
Duluth, that would be considered eligible
to run their own programs. Yet there
are hundreds of other communities which
are just as capable, just as qualified to es
tablish and run their own programs. But
what we would say by this amendment
is, "You are too small."

I think one of the great problems with
the institutions of this country is that
they are too large. And we have, for too
long, ignored the magnificent strengths
of rural communities.

I have had a chance to see many pov
erty programs in smaller rural com
munities, and almost' always they im
press me by the sensitivity and hu
manity and compassion with which they
conduct their affairs. Usually, they are
the least expensive. They are almost al
ways more sensitively adapted to the
needs of an individual community than
are remote bureaucratic programs.

We really want this program to be one
which fits creatively the needs and de
sires of individual communities. And I
believe the adoption of this amendment
will weaken that much-desired objec
tive.

Therefore, just as we rejected it the
last. time we dealt with this measure, I
hope we will reject this amendment
today.

Mr. DOMlNICK. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. DOMINICK. It is my understand
ing that Senator TAFT would like to offer
an amendment to my proposal. What is
the procedure by which this can be ac
complished?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment would be in order when all
.t1me has been yielded back or used by
the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield myself 2 min
utes to reply briefly to the Senator from
Wisconsin and the Senator from Min
nesota.

Mr. President, we are dealing here not
with a question of trying to cut out any
small community. We have the saving
clause to which I have referred, subpara
graph (3) on page 13, which lets any
governmental unit come in as long as
they show the capability and have the
resources to provide it.

What we are talking about is the
prime sponsorship which the army of
HEW faithful workers will have to wade
through before they can decide who is
going to be a prime sponsor in any area.

It seems to me that to the degree we
can cut this down, to that degree we
will get progress much more rapidly, we
will get more diversification, we will get
programs in effect more rapidly, and we
will be going along with the advice of a
man who probably knows more about
this than anybody else, Mr. Sugarman,
who is the former director of Head
start, under the Democratic administra
tion, and who is now the head of the di
vision of human resources in the city
of New York. I think he has quite a good
deal of knowledge on this SUbject, and
I would hate to see us just say, "Well,
forget what he told us; we're going to
go down our own road on this," and go
through all the mistakes that were made
before, when we have evidence before us
to show what we should do.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield?

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield.
Mr. TAFT. Yesterday, the Senator

made considerable mention of the Proj
ect Policy Committee and the Family
Service Council. I would not want the
discussion on this amendment to omit
mention of those bodies, because even
where the State or a larger unit of Gov
ernment is the prime sponsor, we still
have the requirements of local partici
pation and, in effect, the local veto power
that exists in those bodies.

It seems to· me that the danger that
the Senator from Minnesota has at
tempted to point out with regard to a
failure of local participation if we make
this unit too big is not true, with the
safeguards written into this bill.

Mr. DOMINICK. Thfl Senator is cor
rect, and I am glad he put that into the
RECORD, because I think it is significant
in this argument. I appreciate that con
tribution very mUCh.

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time, if the Senator from
Wisconsin will Yield back his time.

Mr. NELSON. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded
back.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment, as follows: '

On page l,lIne 2, of the amendment of the
senator from Colorado, No. 1252 strike "one
hundred" and insert in lieu thereof "fifty."

;',. Mf.TAFT.·Mr,President;foJ;' the bentt.,.
fit Qfthe.Senate, .the .facts with .regard
to the ·l'elationship .ofthe .number of
possible primary sponsors. to the size of
the unit of Government which might be
a primary sponsor are set out on page 11
of the committee report.

In the considerations in the commit
tee, an amendment was offered and-as
the Senator from Minnesota indicated
was defeated on a 14 to 2 vote, on limit
ing the size of the prime sponsor to the
100,000 figure.

However, another amendment was
offered, along the lines of the amendment
to the amendment that I am proposing
at this time. That amendment would
have called for a minimum size of a
prime sponsor governmental unit of 50,
000 or less. The vote on that amendment,
while unfavorable, was considerably more
favorable than the vote on the prior
amendment referred to.

It is my feeiing that the 50,000 figure
is about right. The effect of the 50,000
figure, as indicated on page 11, would
be to make the number of possible prime
sponsor governmental units of this size
about 1,000. It has been estimated that
the number of primary sponsors of vari
ous Headstart programs today is around
1,200, possibly somewhat higher over the
entire life of the program, with some
other contracts with special projects be
ing involved. But we are dealing with a
number with which the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, in the
case of Headstart, already has been able
to work with a considerable degree of
success-the 1,200 figure-and it seems
to me that the 1,200 figure would not im
pose undue burden upon the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare in
going through the applications for prime
sponsorship.

But even more important than that,
during this debate we have talked to a
great extent about the degree of profes
sionalism. I am sure we do hot want to
have all professionals in these programs.
As indicated by my amendment which
was agreed to yesterday, I think we ought
to bring into this training process volun
teers, the elderlY, youth, and the entire
community right across the board, for
participation in these programs.

It is true that in order to run anef
fective program of this type, a degree of
professional competence and profes
sional guidance is necessary at the top
of the program. I think it is unrealistic
to expect a prime sponsor with a popu
1ation of less than 50,000 to· be able to
carry. the kind of financial burden that
is involved in having the degree of pro
fessional competence and professional
guidance that· is required. There is a
shortage of people trained in this field,
anyway, in this country, in the group
care area. We are attenlI>ting to remedy
that with some provisions in this bill.

It seems to me that the 50,000 figure
would take care of· this to. a greater de
gree. On the other hand, I think there
are many cities of 50,000 Which, from the
point of view of administration,are as
good as or even better than some other
cities of larger size. When we get much
below· that figure,Ifeel that we are
stretching reason to believe that we can
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consistently obtain a degree of profes
'sional competence that is desirable in a
program of this type that is to be spon
sored by such' a unit of GovernIllent.

Mr. President, I feel that this issue is
one on whichthere is bOund to be a good
deal of discussion in conference with the
House. That occurred in the conference
coinmittee on which I served when the
bill the President vetoed came before
the conference committee. For that rea
son, I anticipate asking for the yeas and
nays on this amendment at an appro
priate time.

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

Mr. TAFI'. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK. I just want to say to
the Senator from Ohio that we came far
closer to, getting the 50,000 in committee
than we did the 100,000. Although I
would like to see the 100,000, I will be
happy to support his amendment. It is
a step in the rightdirectioll in order to
try to get rid of some of the harmful
bureaucratic morass we otherwise will
find ourselves iri:. That is what we both
are trying to avoid. Icongratulate the
Senator from Ohio on what I think is a
useful and will be a fruitful amendment.
I am happy to support it.

Mr.TAFI'. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Colorado for his remarks
and his cooperation.

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

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

Senator from Ohio yield?
Mr. TAFT. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS.' I wish to make an ob

servation or two.
Mr. President, the bill that was intro~

duced largely by Republican sponsor
ship-about 14-carried the figure of
50,000. I am glad that the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK) has seen fit to
join in that figure. I supported my col
leagues in reporting the bill, but I did
v()teto, support the 50,000, which was
in my original bill. I shall do so again.

My reason is that it is pretty, much
an arbitrary proposition as to what fig
ure we will get in order to break it down
by any particular governmental unit.
For example, there are some 230 stand
ard metropolitan statistic areas in the
country~ A population' of 100,000 will
produce 450 sponsors; 50,000 will pro
duce about 1,200 sponsors; 25,000 will
produce 2,000 sponsors. The agency com
plains strongly about the, problem of
having too many, sponSors to deal with.

On the overhead question,. again we
have taken care of that in the blll
through an amendment intro!iuced by
the Senator from Maryland (Mr. BEALL).
We have, limited the overhead, except
under unusual circumstances, to 5 per
cent. That is found at the bottom of page
14 of the bill. SoI,do not believe, on that
ground, that we can make an argument
either way, In defeJ;ence to the strong
departmental view that it does not want
to deal with many sponsoJ;s and in defer
enceto; t1l~ fact that· the 100,000was
thought to be too low in the committee in
total number of sponsors,' we. havellm
lted the overhee,dc::o~t to the 5 percent

figure. We have now given the Secretary
',authority, through adoption of the Dom
inick amendment, to pick a State over
a locality. We also have a provision where
we have no other way to deal with the
problem to take a locality particularly
able to carry out a program. As it is un
derstood that the State will administer
programs in areas which simply do not
have' enough population to warrant a
program of their own, and we have pro
vided for some degree of autonomy
through councils in such areas, I believe
that 50,000 is reasonable. As more funds
are provided in later years, it may be
desirable for localities to be permitted
"spin ot!" and have their own programs.

It is pretty much the Republican al
ternative which we had ot!ered, as I say,
in respect of our bill.

While I appreciate the problems that
my colleague, the manager of the bill,
will have in accepting this figure, in view
of the fact that it was voted on and re
jected in committee, I shall support it.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I think
we are all aware of what the argument is
as to the number involved as a prime
sponsor. I oppose the figure of 50,000,
the reason being that I believe that cities
of 25,000 are perfectly capable of oper
ating a. child-care program.

Mr. President, I am prepared to yield
back the remainder of my time, if the
other side is.

Mr. TAFI'. I yield back my time.
Mr. NELSON. I yield back my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BUCKLEY). All time on this amendment
has now expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. TAFT) to the amendment of the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK) .

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce

that the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GAMBRELL), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the senator from Okla
homa (Mr. HARRIS), the Senator from
Indiana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Sena
tor from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Sena
tor from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
McINTYRE). the Senator from Montana
(Mr. METCALF), and the Senator from
Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) are necessarily ab
sent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HUMPHREY) and the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. GAMBRELL) would each vote
"nay."

Mr. SCOTT: I announce that the Sen
ator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAF
FORD) is absent on official business.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Michigan (Mr.
GRIFFIN) is detained on official business.
., , If present and voting, the senator from
Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD) would vote
".nay:'

The result was announced-yeas 36,
nays 49, as follows:

[No. 228 Leg.]
YEA8-36

Aiken Dominick Percy
Allott Eastland Roth
Beall Fannin Saxbe
Bennett Fang Scott
Boggs Gurney Stennis
Brock Hansen Taft
Buckley Hruska Talmadge
Byrd, Javits Thurmond

Harry F., Jr. Jordan. Idaho Tower
Cooper Mathias Weicker
Cotten McClellan Young
CUrtis Miller
Dole Pearson

NAY8-49
Allen Ervin
Anderson Fulbright
Bayh Hart
Bellman Hatfield
Bentsen Holllngs
Bible Hughes
Brooke Jackson
Burdick Jordan, N.C.
Byrd. Robert C. Kennedy
Cannen Long
Case Magnuson
Chlles MansfiEld
Church McGee
Cook Mondale
Cranston Montoya
Eagleton Moss
Ellender Nelson

NOT VOTING-15
Baker Harris McIntyre
Gambrell Hartke Metcalf
Goldwater Humphrey Mundt
Gravel Inouye Muskie
Grltlln McGovern Stafford

So Mr. TAFT'S amendment to the Dom
inick amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion recurs on the amendment by the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK).
(Putting the question.>

The nays appear to have it. The nays
have it. The amendment is rejected.

The bill is open to further amendment.
AMENDMENT NO. 1253

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1253.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment wlll be stated.

The amendment was read as follows:
On page 3, line 12, strike out "$1.200,000,000

and insert in lieu thereof "$950,000,000".
On page 3, line 13, strike out "$1,630.000,

000" and insert in lieu thereof "$1.250,000.
000".

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, may we
have order in the Chamber so we may
hear what the Senator from Colorado has
to say?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Senators will please
be seated.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, while
the membership is here I ask for the
yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, this is

a money amendment and I think it is
pretty important. The amendment would
cut back $650 million from the proposed
authorization. I shall take only 5 or 6
minutes of the Senate's time because
I thirtk the amendment is easy to un
derstand.

The President characterized last year's
authorization of $2.1 billion over a 2
year period as "fiscal irresponsibility." It
"was one of the major reasons he gave
for vetoing the bill,

Now, what we have done In this bill,
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if Senators will look at page 3 of the bill,
is to put in ~ 3-year authorization of $150
million for fiscal year 1973, which I am
not touching by this amendment.

Then we go to fiscal year 1974 and 1975.
In that 2-year period we are propos
ing to spend $2.8 billion, or $700 million
more than the President vetoed last year,
when he called it "fiscal irrespon
sibility:'

I have heard on a number of occasions
many Members of this body say we have
to be extremely careful as to what we
are doing in the expenditure of taxpayer
funds, both in terms of authorization and
appropriations.

I have no doubt whatever that the
Committee on Appropriations would sub
stantially cut down the amounts we are
authorizing. One of the things we get
hit with every time we go to conference
with the House is, "Why does not the
Senate bring an authorization some
where within a reasonable limit of what
the expected appropriation might be?"

Testimony before the committee by
Mr. Jule Sugarman, former director of
project Headstart, indicated that any
thing more than modest annual increases
in expenditures would be wasteful and
ineffective. Mr. Sugarman urged that an
nual increases be held to a $300 million
limit due to the fact that there present
ly is not a SUfficiently large number of
qualified, competent child care person
nel to either stat! and nm the programs
or train others for this task.

Inherent in gearing up for a program
of this magnitude is a significant time
lag for training competent child develop
ment staffs. Based on the number of
graduates with degrees in the early
childhood field and utilization of these
people in training others, Mr. Sugarman
indicated that it would take a minimum
of 3 or 4 years to train a sufficient num
ber of qualified staff people.

Take note, Mr. President, that what
we are doing is providing $150 million for
training purposes in fiscal year 1973, just
1 year. Then we are jumping in with a
proposed expenditure of $1.25 billion for
1974 and $1.6 billion for 1975.

We will not have the personnel. The
testimony will go that far. The -Commit
tee on Appropriations is not going to ap
propriate that much money, and once
again we will be building great iridescent
dreams in the minds of those interested
in this program and then not have the
ability to fulfill those dreams.

Dr. Sugarman also cautioned that
early childhood as an area of expertise is
significantly different from the field of
elementary education and the latter
should not be relied on as a source of
teachers or trainers for early childhood
personnel.

Postponing the effective date of this
bill for 1 year will not overcome the time
lag problem described by Mr. Sugarman.

In line with his analysis, I offer- an
amendment which would reduce the au
thorization levels from $1.25 billion in
fiscal year 1974 to $950 million and from
$1.6 billion in fiscal year 1975 to $1.2 bil
lion. Starting with the $150 million figure
for the first year's planning, $500 million
for Headstart and $300 million as rec
ommended by Mr. Sugarman is added to
fiscal year 1974, for a total authorization

of $950 million for fiscal year 1974. An
additional increase of $300 million for
fiscal year 1975 brings that year's au
thorization to $1.25 billion.

I think it only fair to point out that
the President who claimed that the $2.1
billion last year was fiscally irresponsible,
even under my amendment, wouid be
faced with a bill which is in excess of
$2.1 billion. So I am not even cutting it
down as much as the President indicated
it should have been in past year's veto.
What I am doing is retaining the com
mittee theory that we can stretch this
over 3 years and make more profitable
use out of it. It seems that to cut $600
million out of a series of authorizations
which will not be appropriated, which
will not be used, for which we do not
have personnel-will bring this bill more
in line so that perhaps we could avoid
a veto.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum, and I ask
unanimous consent that the time be
equally apportioned to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
whatever time the Senator from Min
nesota needs.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
for 5 minutes.

I hope the present, pending amend
ment will be rejected. The committee,
hoping to develop a bipartisan consen
sus, has gone a long, long way already
to reduce authority for spending and for
appropriations below that which was
contained in the Child Development Act,
adopted by the Senate and vetoed by the
President earlier this year.

Last year's bill, passed by both Houses,
authorized $2 billion in the first opera
tional year. First, we sliced that figure
by 40 percent, to $1.2 billion. In addition
to that, we postponed the act for one full
year. So funding was delayed for a full
year, following the adoption of this meas
ure, except for money which has been
set aside for the purpose of trainin!; per
sonnel, an objective which I think has
been broadly supported by practically
everyone in the Senate, and which is
further highlighted by an amendment
which we accepted, offered by the Sena
tor from Ohio (Mr. TAFT), spelling out
the need for training of personnel as we
prepare for the operational commence
ment of this program.

That is the second step, the delay for
one year which was taken in the hope
that we could have a bipartisan con
sensus concerning funding levels for this
proposal and for the measure itself.

Thirdly, a good deal of the money au
thorized in this bill is not for anything
new. $500,000 of each year's program is
not for the new initiatives under this
measure, but for· the purpose of funding
on-going Headstart programs. So the

additionalau.~9~tJo~ofonlY'$:700
million in the seco1,ld year of. the bill and
$1.1 billion in th~ third year, a tptal of
less than $2 billion over a 3-year peri,od,
is, as I have indicated earlier, a 4(lper
cent reduction below the amount author
ized in the bill adopted by the Senate
earlier this year.

The present Headstart program
reaches only 10 percent of those who are
eligible for its services. If we slash the
authority carried in this new bill, once
again we will have resorted to the old
process by which we authorize dreams
and appropriate peanuts, only this time
we will declare a new program, raise
hopes and expectations in this country,
and then destroy and crush them by the
absence of any money to fulfill the ob
jectives and purposes of the legislation.

This is not a minor reduction. This is
a massive. bloody, and fatal cut in the
program, to the extent that much of its
hope will be taken away U the amend
ment is adopted.

I therefore hope that the amendment
will be defeated.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr.. President, will the
Senator, on behalf of the Senator from
Wisconsin, yield my 5 miriues? ..

Mr. MONDALE.. I yield. the Senator
from New York 5 minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I oppose
this amendment, because I think that the
bill as now constituted provides affirma
tively less money than the measure the
President vetoed. This is it basic question
of fact, and to me the facts seem very
clear. In the blll the President vetoed,
we had $100 million for· start-up, and
then $2 billionior the first operating
year. Under this bi~l. 'we have $150 mil
lion for start-up, and $1.2 billion for the
first operating year. The second operat
ing year we have $1.6 billion, but if the
bill the President vetoed had become law,
we would have had a second operating
year with a materially increased figure,
probably over $2 billion. So I deeply feel
that the argument that tWs bill provides
more money than the blll the President
vetoed simply does not square with what
theblllsays.

The critical point, to me, is the short
fall in what we are trying to accomplish.
There seems to be general agreement in
the country-even the Gallup polls show
it-that the time has come to provide
opportunities for working mothers. The
bill which we have before the Senate
would provide just about double the
number of opportunities now in being
and, even if doubled, it would still not
come to a tWrd, probably even less than
that, of the opportunities which are ur
gently needed. This is one of the·grave
deficiencies of America. Therefore, why
short-change it even more in the author:'
lzation?

If thiS were more than adequate, or if
we were trying to do something which
could not be handled or absorbed, it
would be different, butcomm\mities and
States arecryingifortWs money. It Is
not a matter of-giving. them anything
they cannot use' or do "not .want. They
want it very urgently; very badly. and it
is one of thecrylng social needs of our
time. ....

I noticed with great interest the. state
ment of myfrierid from Colorado; who
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used the . phrase, "iridescent dreams,"
that there would be iridescent dreams
created if we allowed $1.2 billion and
$1.6 billion, respectively.

I would like to ask Senators the ques
tion· whether anyone believes. there will
be no iridescent dreams that did not exist
before if we allow $950 million and $1.25
billion. It is strictly a matter of our
judgment as to what is necessary in order
honestly to try to do as much as we can
do in this field.·i.'.

I do not see that the order of magni
tude is greatly different, and that people
will have some illusions about an author
iZationot $1.2bUIion that they would not
have about $950 million. To the people
wlio have these dreams, $950 million is
a lot of money, too. But we understand,
or at least we should, what is required
in this situation; and how far short we
are falling, actually, of the very urgent
need testified to by every witness from
the 10caicOmrIlUnities and the States.

I would like my· colleagues to take a
look at the record and ask themselves,
"Did anyone from my State come in and
say, 'This is too much, we cannot use it'?"
Did anyone from your state say, "You
are giving us dreams we cannot realiZe,"
and so forth?

Not at· all. From small States, big
states, rural States, city States-that is,
States with large cities-southern,
northern, eastern, western, everybody
felt this was an extremely urgent need,
and they were devastated by the veto of
the bill.

We have made some effort to repair
it, I think in good faith, to meet the
President's view, by materially scaling
down the· authoriZation. Again I come
back to that basic point: The Senator
from Colorado said we are providing $700
million more than the President vetoed,
but he does not take account of the fact
that the President vetoed a 2-year bill,
and this is a 3-year bill; or, put another
way, that the President vetoed a bili
which, for the first operating year, had
$2 billion as against $1.2 billion in this
particular bill.

So, Mr. President, I feel that we would
not be measuring up to the responsibility
which we li.ssume by agreeing to this
amendment, in view· of the fact that it
does not by any means meet the need,
anyway, but nevertheless, in deference
to the President's. views we have not in,
creased It but cut it $800 million for the
first operating year. No one knows what
we could have gotten for the nextoper
ating year, because it was not in the
vetoed bill, but we have cut $800 million
from the first operating year, and that is
a fact.

Therefore, I hope the Senate will sus
tain us and defeat this amendment.

.The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
glad to yield the Senator from South
Carolina such time as he may require.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague from Minne
sota.

I have trled> my. best to fathom the
amendment of' the senator from Colo'"
raadYreIativetO; the amounts, and how
he arrtved';atthese particular cuts: It
seentS td me"thattn an· orderly approach

to the day care center program and the
Child Development Act, we cannot arbi
trarily be cutting millions and millions
of dollars, when we know that the num
ber of children far exceeds what has al
ready been,authorized. Quite to the point,
the first year authorization of $150 mil
lion is not going to do it, and I think the
committee has already compromised too
much in this regard. As I understand,
the authorization for the first year would
be about $150 million, the second year
$700 million for an operational amount,
and, going to the third year, $1.1 billion.

The Senator from Colorado proposes to
cut out, for that particular program,
some $250 million the second year and
an additional $350 million for the third
year. It strikes me, Mr. President, that
we are in real need of anywhere from
$2 to $3 billion to go into a pro
gram. We just cannot stop at this time
and say, "Which of the children are go
ing to be cared for?"

For an adequate day care center pro
gram, some of the best authorities that
I could find have said that we would
need immediately some $2 billion. I tried
to arrive at this figure by talking to vari
ous authorities making surveys. I have
spoken with the authorities of the Na
tional Nutrition Survey. These are not
polltical judgments. These are medical
findings. The National Nutrition Survey
went into some 10 States in America
over a 3-year period after the Surgeon
General of the United States came be
fore Congress and we asked how many
hungry we have in America. The Sur
geon General replied that he knew how
many hungry they had in 33 other coun
tries, but in the United States he was
appalled at the question. So Congress
gave him $5 million and sent him into 10
States, and in 3 years they took 81.000
complete physicals.

When Elmo Roper, Louis Harris,
George Gallup, or anybody else takes a
poll, they think a good national poll is
testing between 1,700 and 2,300 persons.
But medically, with dental tests, blood
tests, and the like, at the direction of this
Congress, we have gone into 10 States
and found 15 million hard-core hungry,
and at least half of them are minors un
der the age of 6.

I was talking with the sponsors of this
bill and they were talking first of a 3
million figure, but then they corrected
me and said that was 3 million without
working mothers. With working moth
ers, it was another 3 to 4 million, This
conforms to the National Nutrition Sur
vey of those who need to be brought out
of the hovels and shanties and the ghet
tos and given some chance, and in tum,
as taxpayers,. if we are conservatives, as
I am, save taxpayers' money.

We are paying through the nose. This
amendment does not save 1 red cent. It
continues to pay on the other end of the
line at a higher rate than what it would
cause to prevent the problems by build
ing day care centers. Oh, they say give us
a rehabilitation center, a retarded chil
dren's center, a jail. There is no short
age of jails in America. We will build
the jails and flil them up with the chil
dren. But if we want to build a day care
center, we get high and mighty about
the whole thing and start talking about

communalism, communism, conforming
minds, and everything else. There are no
families out there.

I have found in my State that in the
three retarded children's centers we are
paying $137,000 per retarded child, be
cause once admitted they never come out.
So when the amendment purports to save
the taxpayers' money, it is really wasting
the taxpayers' money because of con
tinuing higher cost at the other end of
the line.

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

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, how
much time do we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eleven
minutes.

Mr. NELSON. I yield the Senator what
ever time he requires.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I have been sitting
with the Subcommittee on Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare on Appropriations,
of which Senator MAGNUSON is the dis
tinguished chairman. We have been add
ing x millions of dollars to manpower
training. We have a bill in HEW that
approximates $29 billion. One-third of
that goes into the shortsightedness of
this particular amendment. We have
been treating the results rather than the
cause. That is what we have been doing
in government over many, many years
all on the premise of so-called com
munalliving.

Ask anybody at the country club where
their kid is, and they will say, "It's a
kindergarten." But ask any poor folks
and it is a day care center, and then all
of a sudden the kindergarten becomes
communism and communal living and
you are trying to conform their brains,
as if they are not being conformed now
by negligence and lack of care by this
Congress.

The Senator from Wisconsin and the
Senator from Minnesota give leadership
to this particular program. To turn
around and act as though you are sav
ing money is pure poppycock. We have
been wasting millions and billions of dol
lars. Every time health care goes up, the
jail bills go up. Where do you think they
get the jails from?

The Senator from Massachusetts and
I are now engaged in helping one young
lad who has responded to rehabilita
tion-Bobby Lee Hunter, two-time AAU
champion-admitted into the Olympics.

Do you know where he was born? In
"Do-As-You-Choose Alley" in Charles
ton, S.C. That is where this amendment
wants to put everybody, back in "Do-As
You-Choose Alley." His mother was re
tarded. He was a dropout from school. He
got into crime. He is serving 18 years for
manslaughter. Now we are trying to re
habilitate him. Nobody came with a
shortage of jails. We got him a big
enough jail. We \Vill keep building the
jails. But if he had had some kind of en
vironment, some kind of hot breakfast
and meals, a Child Development Act, a
day care center, that fellow would have
been saved, in my judgment, and he
would not be the subject of a man
slaughter charge, and the taxpayers
would not be paying to keep him in jail.

The Child Development Act goes to the
poverty question, the child itself.

When the distinguished SenatOr from
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Colorado goes for the integration process,
the emergency provisions, I find by the
record that in the emergency school as
sistance fund, $1.5 billion went back on
a district basis. To how many districts?
To 20,000. But when this one comes along,
all of a sudden he starts talking about it
being cumbersome, that you cannot
handle it. If you can handle it for in
tegration in busing, you certainly can
handle it for the poor children.

By cutting it down now $250 million
and $350 million and talking about sav
ing, what is really attempted to be done
is to oppose the very concept and to waste
money by paying in spades. We are not
saving money.

The only time we can break that cycle,
I say to the Senator from Minnesota, is
to help that little child and not try to
penalize the parent. I do not know of any
greater scourge in society than to have
an expectant mother who has had eight
children and is going to have the ninth
and cannot identify the father.

They say, "We are going to take care
o~ her. We are going to cut her off from
aid to dependent children. She is not go
ing to get food stamps. She is immoral
and degenerate, and we are going to pen
alizeher."

The fact remains that that child is
going to come; and the child is not im
moral; and that child, we hoped, would
have had 13 billion brain cells, just as
you and 1. Medically speaking, we know
that 10 billion of those 13 billion cells
are formulated in the mother's womb,
and that child is going to lose as much as
20 percent of brain cell development
2 billion cells--because the mother is not
going to get proper nourishment, as she
would get under the Child Development
Act. That brain will continue to grow
from birth until 5 years of age.

Ask George Wallace. He will tell you.
Those cells do not repair. You can put
all you want into rehabilitation centers,
jails. schools for the retarded, and the
like. Our society will take them on once
they get to be 16 or 18 years of age.
Those nerve cells do not repair. You can
drink milk and get stronger bones. but
you will never get a repaired mind.

Every time we get around to getting
something for the poor children of
America. to give them a chance and
make them useful citizens of America,
we get an economy mood. The space
shuttle will cost $35 billion to $40 billion.
It started with an appropriation of $250
million. To put a man in space. we are
willing to start at $250 million. and the
Senator from Colorado voted for that,
and so did I. Why cut this proposal to
start a man on his feet to $150 million
and then put in an amendment to cut it
the second year? The Senator is not sav
ing money. Does he think more of getting
a man in space than he does of getting
a man on his feet? I think it is ridiculous.
I think we ought to understand what this
bill is all about. I strongly oppose the
amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, that is
one of the best speeches I have heard in
the 8 years I have been in the Senate.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixteen
minutes.

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield myself 8 min
utes.

Mr. President, I listened to the speech
of the Senator from South Carolina, and
I covered myself with sack cloth and
ashes and put high fins on and breathed
smoke out of my mouth, because I am
obviously an evil man. according to his
statement. As a matter of fact, I prob
ably would vote against the whole bill.
Mayte that is what the Senator is trying
to get me to do-I am not sure.

Apparently. the Senator does not lis
ten very carefully Apparently, the Sen
ator has not looked into this very thor
oughly. What I said this time is, I hope
the bill wi:l not get vetoed. I would like
to see it get through. I think the Senator
would, too, fron:. his speech.

Last year, when the bill was vetoed, we
had $2.1 billion in the bill over 2 years.
This time, if we separate the operating
funds and the training funds which are
for next year, we have $2.8 billion in the
bill.

The President said about the state of
the budget, just as Members here talk
about the bUdget, that we have got to do
something about expenditures. Well, why
does not Congress do something about
it? This has been an effort to try to do
something about it.

Let us go beyond that for just a minute.
We are trying to make a program that

will work. We have a child care pro
gram going on right now in my State.
I do not know whether the Senator from
South Carolina has one going on in his
State. I presume that they do. The OEO
is investigating it now, saying it will not
get any more funds unless they change
the board of directors and change the
management. If they do not have the
necessary personnel to be able to run it
properly, then we will put in 1 year of
funds to try and train the specialists to
run the centers and the development pro
grams, as well as the in-house services,
including medicine, nutrition, in-home
service. day care, education, and read
ing. We will spend $150 million in 1 year
in order to get the expertise possible to
run the $2.8 billion program over 2
years.

Well, I will say to the Senator from
South Carolina, the Senator from Wis
consin, and the Senator from Minnesota,
that this does not jibe with the views of
the person who has had probably more
experience in developing these things
than any other single person-Mr. Jule
Sugarman-whom I have quoted again
and again and whom most members of
the Democratic Party seem to want to
forget these days, because they do not
like what he says. He is now head of the
Human Resources Administration Divi
sion in New York City. and a former
head of Headstart. He says that we can
not develop the personnel and that we
can effectively put in only a $300 million
a year increase if we are going to have
any kind of efficient program.

That is where my figure came from, to
try to add the amount on that he recom
mended, so that we can have an effec
tive program, and not simply sitting
around and saying we have great good in
our hearts. it is a beautiful dream, and
then pour the taxpayers' funds out. when
you and I. Mr. President. know that the

Appropriations Committee.willnot [~p...
propriatethe money to begin with; and
if it does, they cannot spend it because
we do not have tllepersonnel to be able
to take care of it and do it effectively.

So I would say to the Senator from
South Carolina that it was It. great
speech he made, but just because we are
trying to make this an effective program
does not mean that we do not like chil
dren, or that we do not want to do some
thing about their problems, or want to
see them all going to jail. That is not
reasonable debate, if I may say so.

What I am saying is, we .will retain
the $150 million for fiscal 1973 for train
ing personnel. The Senator .from Ohio
(Mr. TAFT) has an amendment, which
was accepted, which helps that. Then I
am suggesting that we spend $950 mil
lion in operating funds, $500 million for
Headstart, $300 milliQn! in order to be
able to put it into an operating program,

Next year, we will spend the $500 ~il

lion plus $1'.2 billion, which is another
$300 million added on top, going along
the same way. Mr. Sugarman, who has
more expertise than anyone· in this
Chamber. including myself,llasrecom
mended this annual increase to the com-
mittee. .

So, with all due respect to the Senator
from South Carolina, I woll1d say to him
that this is not an effort to try to shove
more people in jail, that this is not an
effort to do nothing for the little people,
This is an effort to try to make an.effec
tive program that people can use. that
people can enjoy, and from which we can
get some hopeful results.

We cannot get it by saying we will turn
the tap loose in the U.S. Treasury and
pour the money upon everyone, which is
what the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. MCGOVERN) is. proposing with his
$1;000 a year-which does not work very
well, so far as lcan see.

So all I say to you,Mr. President, at
this point, is that I hope the amendment
will be adopted,but I presume it will
have some tough sledding.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President,if this
were turning the .tap loose, I would not
support it.· In fact, that is why I differ
with the Senator . from South Dakota
(Mr. MCGOVERN) on his hunger program.
I do not believe we· can solve problems
by just throwing away money.

The Senator from Colorado referred to
the New York psychiatrist. I have some
knowledge of the kindergarten program
and the training and taking care of chil
dren.'As a matter of fact, we started it
down in Beaufort County some years ago,
where Joe Frazier was born. He put on
an exhibition boxing match at Parris Is
land,theMarine depot, and he got
money enough to start up day-care cen
ters. Two were completed and two ran
out of money. We therefore came to
Washington, and do you know what those
Washington-New York psychiatrists told
us, Mr. President? They. said that they
were running a program...They said,
"Senator, you 'need $40,000. to complete
the program. We have two $20,000 items
we can put in and we can give you two
consultants." Two men who were psy
chiatrists, mind you, but not $40,000 to
build day-care centers. Finally. under a
State program, we are now beginning to
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Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Proxmlre
Randolph
Rlblcolf
Schwelker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Tunney
Welcker
WllUams

Mlller
Roth
Saxbe
Taft
Talmadge
Thunnond
Tower
Young

NOT VOTING-l4
Hartke Metcalf
Humphrey Mundt
Inouye Musk1e
McGovern sta1ford
McIntyre

Baker
Brock
Gambrell
Goldwater
Gravel

Allen
Allott
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Buckley
Byrd,

Harry P., Jr.
Cooper

opponents of the amendment have used
all of their time.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired or been yielded back. The
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Colorado. On
this question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GAMBRELL), the Senator from Ihdiana.
(Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from Minne
sota '(Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN), the Sen
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. McIN
TYRE) , the Senator from Montana (Mr.
METCALF), and the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MUSKIE) are necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. GAMBRELL) is paired with the Sen
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY).

If present and voting, the Senator from
Georgia would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Minnesota would vote "nay."

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL) and the Senator from South
Dakota. (Mr. MCGOVERN) would each
vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senators from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER and
Mr. BROCK) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAF
FORD) is absent on officia.1 business.

The senator from Arizona. (Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
Ulness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD) would vote
"nay."

The result was announced-yeas 25,
nays 61, as follows:

[No. 229 Leg.]
YEAS-25

Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Ervin
Fannin
Gurney
Hansen
Hruska
Jordan, Idaho

NAY8-61
Aiken Grlftln
Anderson Harris
Bayh Hart
Bentsen Hatfield
Bible Holllngs
Boggs Hughes
Brooke Jackson
Burdick Javlts
Byrd, Robert C. Jordan, N.C.
Cannon Kennedy
Case Long
Chlles Magnuson
Church Mansfield
Cook Mathias
Cotton McClellan
Cranston McGee
Eagleton Mondale
Eastland Montoya
Ellender Moss
Fong Ne~on

Fulbright

We are talking about the people who are
incapable of performing work. We are
talking about the person who as a child
was rendered inadequate for work.

I learned the hard way and not from
the New York psychiatrists. They have
not gotten a job for anybody. I want to
inVite the New York psychiatrist down
to show him the situation in South
Carolina.

We need a great deal more money
than is provided in the bill. I hope that
we reject the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is recognized for 3
minutes on the bill.
"Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if there

Were not some open questions of fact, I
would not speak to the matter. However,
I have listened to the arguments of my
friend, the Senator from Colorado, and
one of the nicest elements about working
with him has been our work together in
the committee. . ;

I have listened to him state. that we
are authorizing more than the President
vetoed. I believe deeply that we are not.
We are cutting the figure $800 million.
I wish to repeat the fact. The fact is that
the bill the President vetoed provided
$100 million for startup in 1 year and
$2 billion for operations in the next fiscal
year. This bill provides $150 million for
startup and $1.2 billion in thenextflscal
year.

The bill that the President vetoed did
not deal with the second operational
year at all. This one does and authorizes
$1.6 billion. That should not give us the
right to accumulate the two figures so
as to compare this bill with the bill that
was vetoed.

My friend, the Senator from Colorado,
has depended heavily upon the testi
mony from Jules Sugarman. He testi
fied over a year ago that an increase of
$250 to $350 million a year was appro
priate.

I have great respect for Mr. Sugarman.
Mr. President, that was over'a year

ago. We are talking about a period 2 or
3 years after that in terms of the
amounts we provide under the pending
bill. His view would not necessarily be
what is actually needed now, although I
think he gives his honest and sincere
judgment. However, we are not bound by
that in the order of magnitude. The
amount of money involved, $1.2 billion
and $1.6 billion is within the ball park.

We add. his :figure to the $500 million
that we basically provide for Headstart.

So I would feel that the arguments
made in .support of the amendment are
not conclusive.

I hope very much that the Senate will
reject the amendment.

We knoW that we will have to go
through the appropriations process. We
know that if we appropriate the whole
amount, it would still only be one-third
of what is needed. And I do not believe
that we ought to cut it at this authoriza
tion stage.

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

The senator from Co10rida has 10 min
utes remaining on the amendment. The

do just that. We have over 15,000 chil
dren in kindergartens but do not have
enough people; to take care-I do not
know why it is they. can run all the pri
vate kindergartens and private schools in
America. that blossomed when desegre
gation began. They. blossomed in' my
,backyard,imd there was no shortage of
personnel to run them The Senator
from Alabama knows what I am talking
about.

We found that the poor can be trained.
i ClemsonUniversity;-not the New York
'psychiatristS";-but .Clemson University
took some women who had never been
to public school in theirlivesand trained
them in a rnatter of 6 weeks as aides to
nutritionists and sent33 into the area to
teach the people, using the free food
stamp program, wh'lt to buy, how to buy
it; how to c'are for the home, and how to
care for their little children. They are

. now serving in the day-care centers and
Clemson University trained them. The
very same personnel give guidance on
how the children are to be kept clean,
and the children leam good manners and
good personal habits. That is. what the
Child Development Act is.

But coming in out of New York and
spending $300 million on 67 million
needy children-and the oI1ly reason New
York is spending $300 million is that they
do not have the. personnel-that is fool
ishness, and the Senator from Colorado
knows it. We can take all the psychia
trists' statements made in New York-I
do not want to start in on the State of
New York, but thllt is what they have go·t
in. New York State, 1 billion for 1 mil
lion. There ar,e 1 million persons on wel
fare at a cost of $1 billion. That is $1,000
per person.' That is like the McGovem
plan.

It is the biggest mess in the United
States. When we talk about the welfare
mess, what we are talking in the main
ahout is New York. '
'The. PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BENNETT): The· time of the Senator has
expired.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two min-
utes remairi. to' the Senator. .

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two min
utes has been yielded . to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ap
preciatethe indulgence of the senate. I
have just seen the situation, and I have
studied it. I backed into this thing. All
one has to do, Mr. President, is to bring
industry into his State like I did, think
ing that when I got through everyone
was going to have a job. I traveled day
and night stealing industry from Rhode
Island and New York and Wisconsin. We
got· industry from Wisconsin. We got
Elgin Watch Co. from minois. If the
Senator wants me to name the people
we stole from his State, I can do so.

We started the momentum and it has
continUed with the ensuing Governors
for over. 10 years. However, we look
around. and we still have unemployment.
We still have 300,000 on food stamps in
South Cat'()llna-.-360,OOO, to be exact. It
is not amatter of just getting them jobs.
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So Mr. DOMINICK'S amendment No.
1253 was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bUl
is open to further amendment.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. BIBLE) .

ESTABLISHMENT OF SAWTOOTH
NATIONAL RECREATION AREA,
IDAHO
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask the

Chair to lay before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives on
H.R.6957.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate a message from the House of
Representatives announcing its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate to
the bUl (H.R. 6957) to establish the Saw
tooth National Recreation Area in the
state of Idaho, to temporarily withdraw
certain national forest land in the State
of Idaho from the operation of the U.S.
mining laws, and for other purposes, and
requesting a conference with the Senate
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon.

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I move that
the Senate insist upon its amendment
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 Mr. BIBLE,
Mr. CHURCH, Mr. Moss, Mr. HANSEN, and
Mr. JORDAN of Idaho conferees on the
part of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESO
LUTION PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that today, June 20, 1972, he presented to
the President of the United States the
following enrolled bill and joint resolu
tion:

S. 3104. An act to amend existing statutes
to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to
Issue cotton crop reports simultaneously with
the general crop reports; and

S.J. Res. 211. A Joint resolution to amend
title IV of the Consumer Credit Protection
Act establlshing the National Commission on
Consumer Finance.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed without amendment, the bilI
(S. 513) for the relief of Maria Badala
menti.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 7088) to
provide for the establishment of the
Tinicum National Environmental Center
in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
and for other purposes.

THE COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART,
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND FAM
ILY SERVICES ACT OF 1972
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (S. 3617) to strengthen and

expand the Headstart program with pri
ority to the economically disadvantaged,
to amend the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964, and for other purposes.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, when we
were taking up the amendments by the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY),
he neglected to bring up one that we
had previously agreed upon. I yield to
the Senator from New York, so he may
bring up that amendment, which I am
prepared to accept.

AMENDMENT NO. 1244

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator. .

I call up my amendment No. 1244, on
behalf of myself and the Senator from
Texas (Mr. TOWER).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment (No. 1244) as follows:

On page 9, Une 19, after the word "and",
Insert the following: ", With the prior writ
ten consent of the parent or parents,".

On page 74, Une 21, strike section (3) and
insert the following:

"(3) No child participating in a program
assisted under this Act shall be required to
undergo medical or psychological examina
tion, immunization (except to the extent
necessary to protect the publlc from epi
demics of contagious diseases), or treatment
without the prior written consent of the
chlld's parent or guardian."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

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

The purpose of the amendment is to
make Gure that no child involved in one
of the programs authorized under this
legislation wUl undergo medical or psy
chological examination, immunizations,
and so forth, without the express consent
of the child's parent or guardian.

It is similar to an amendment which
was adopted in connection with S. 2007,
which was vetoed earlier this year.

As the Senator from Wisconsin has in
dicated he has no objection to the
amendment.

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

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. The Senator said "ex

press consent." It is a fact, however, that
it calls for written consent.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order?

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

Who yields time?
Mr. JAVITS. I will yield myself 1 min

ute on the bilI.
There is no question of the fact that

this amendment wUl slow up the admin
istration of the law, make it more cum
bersome, and produce an additional
bureaucracy, and I appreciate that al
though the Senator used the word "ex
press," he meant "written consent." I
know how difficult it is to get that, and
the number of gyrations we have to go
through. Nevertheless, I am inclined to
agree with the Senator from Wisconsin
that that is our intent-that no child,
without full consent, as the Senator has
said, shOUld undergo any examination.
So even though it will make it more ex
pensive.and slow it up I agree with the

senator from· wiSeOnS~ithatwe .should
accept the am.endment.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I am
ready to accept the amendment. I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

is open to further amendment.
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I send

to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be, read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be read.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment, as follows:

On page 3D, lines 8, 9 and 10, strike all
language after the word "only" in line 8, and
insert "after the local program councll has
adequate opportunity to comment and make
recommendations."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

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

In offering this amendment, I would
like to say that I appreciate very much
the work that the Labor and Public Wel
fare Committee has done and also those
who are engaged in managing the bill,
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon
sin (Mr. NELSON) and the distinguished
Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS). I
have served on the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare when I had the op
portunity to work closely with legisla
tion in this area for several years. During
my service in the Senate I have continu
ally supported legislation to advance the
educational opportunities of the children
of this country.

I have read the bill and studied it, as
well as the report. I must say I find it
one of the most difficult bills. from the
procedural standpoint, to understand as
almost any bill dealing with education
that I have seen. It is terribly difficult
to find what body or what council actu
ally has any authority under this bill

I believe there was merit in the amend
ment offered earlier today by the Senator
from. Colorado' (Mr.. DOMINICK), which
cleared from the b1ll a gross discrimina
tion, which practically forbade a State
from being a prime sponsor. As I under
stand the substance of the amendment
which was offered and adopted by the
Senate, it removed various prohibitions
against .' the State as a prime sponsor
and declared that if the State was an
advocate and there was a conflict be
tween the State and some other body, the
Secretary had to make a decision on the
merits.

My interest in the administrative pro
cedures of. this program also arose
from the fact that I have had
the opportunity to observe the ,op
eration of various Federal· programs
in my. own State including the poverty
program.under the. Office of Economic
Opportunity. I have sponsored and sup
ported some of those bills because I be
lieved the programs authorized provided
needed services in the areas of health,
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nutrition, and education. Yet I have seen,
throughout the years, great sums of
money appropriated and wasted with lit
tle or no coordination of the programs.
I think, whatever our views are on any
of these bills, we certainly want these
programs to go for the benefit of those
for whom the money is intended, rather
than the building up of a bureaucracy.

Now I get to the point I want to make
in this amendment. I hope the Senate
will consider the reasons for my offering
it.

On page 28 of the bill, under the head
ing "Program statements," section 104
(a) provides that financial assistance un
der this title may be provided by the Sec
retary for any fiscal year to a price spon
sor. However, before any approval by
the Secretary is given; the State shall
provide a comprehensive program state
ment which is the basis for the approval
of the application. Following that, there
are several sections which provide the
criteria which must be observed in the
program statement. Otherwise, it can
not be approved.

This leads me to my amendment.
On page 30, in subsection (8), the lan

guage in the bill which would be affected
reads as follows:

(8) provides in the case of a prime spon
sor which is a State--

It does not require this against other
prime sponsors, but only a prime sponsor
which is a State-

That project applications shall be ap
proved by the prime sponsor only if previ
ousiy approved by the local program councll
for the appropriate local famlly service area;

Senators will recall the local program
council is to be composed of not less than
50 percent of parents of the children to
be served and the remainder to be repre
sentatives of the community.

This, in my mind, unless I am per
suaded otherwise gives the veto to the
local council-although the State is the
prime sponsor and although it must pro
v-ide the funds. As the bill stands, the
council must approve the project appli
cant before the State, as prime sponsor,
can grant approval of the applicant.

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield myself 5 more
minutes.

I do not think that is right. My amend
ment would do this: It would eliminate
this la:lguage "only if previously ap
proved by the local program council for
the appropriate local family service
area," and place in lieu of that "after the
local program council has adequate op
portunity to comment and make rec
ommendations." So the section, as
amended, would read as follows:

(8) prOVides in the case of a prime spon
sor which is a State that project applica
tions shall be approved by the prime spon
sor only after the iocal program councll has
adequate opportunity to comment and make
recommendatlons.

States would present the project ap
plications, and the lo::al council would
have an adequate opportunity-and I
assume the Secretary would be regula
tion provide for the period of time
to review that project application and to
make recommendations.

It may be argued that we would be
taking away from the local council its
authority and its interest, and making
it impossible for it to work on its own
program. However, other provisions of
the bill, require the participation of the
local -program council in the develop
ment of the State's program statement
as well as the council's approval of such
statement. I believe this gives the local
policy council a strong voice in the pro
gram. This same section, 102 subsection
(c) provides that the local program
council may appeal to the Secretary if it
is thought that the State does not prop
erly meet the provision of the program
statement provisions of this act.

So it seems to me that my amend
ment would clarify the authority and
duty of the State, in the first instance,
and would give full opportunity to the
local council to make such recommenda
tions or objections to the project appli
cant as it desires, and then-and this is
to protect the local councll-if the ob
jections and recommendations are not
accepted by the State and if the council
believes that the State's decision violates
the provisions of the act, the council
could appeal directly to the Secretary
for his decision.

I believe that is very proper. I think
this would also give to the State some
possibility for coordination of programs,
something which is lacking almost en
tirely today in such ::-rograms as OEO
and others which I have observed.

I offer this as an amendment which I
think is fair both to the State and to the
local council, with review by the Secre
tary, and would make more clear the
lines of authority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. NELSON. I yield the Senator
from Minnesota such time as he may
require.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I would
suggest to the manager of the bill that
I hope he will oppose this amendment.

The amendment seeks to make the
local program councils purely advisory.
Under the amendments which were
adopted by the committee, and under
the changes that have been made today
on the Senate floor, a substantial pro
portion of the programs conducted under
this bill will be run by the States, usually
through the State departments of wel
fare. In a few States it may be the State
departments of education.

It was the feeling of the committee
that where the programs are run by the
States, there ought to be some mecha
nisms by which the State would be re
quired to shape programs in a form
wanted by the local communities. The
way we agreed this should be done was
through the establishment of a local
program council, which is made up of the
public officials in the area, mayors and
county board members typically, and
parents whose children are in the pro
gram, about 50 percent of each.

This council would not run the pro
gram in the local community, but its
approval would be required as a matter of
policy, as a condition for the State pro
gram in that community, and it would
pass on the annual program, on the
bUdget, and on local projects. It would

not be a management organization; it
would simply assure that State-run pro
grams would be sympathetic and respon
sive to the needs as seen by the local
elected officials and the parents whose
children are in the program.

We felt that without this it would be
possible for State administrations to be
unresponsive to the local needs of the
communities, and that it was better, if
we wanted to be sure that the local
desires were responded to, that the
locally elected officials have the power,
not to run the programs, but to pass
judgment in terms of policies bearing
upon those programs.

The amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Kentucky would deny that
power to the local program council. It
would be entirely possible for a State to
go completely around the desires of
local governments and establish pro
grams which may not be wanted, or
establish programs with undesirable
parts to them, in complete derogation of
the desires of the local communities. One
would hope that that would not always
occur, and I assume it would not always
occur, but it could occur. We felt that
this modest amount of local consent as a
condition to establishing such programs
was a minimal compromise to assure
responsiveness to local desires. It was the
result of a compromise worked out in the
committee by a bipartisan majority, and
I hope the amendment will be rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

I appreciate the fact that the Senator
from Minnesota has worked very faith
fully on this bill, and I know his humane
interests. But he has stated that this
local program council, as I understood
him, had no authority to operate the
program.

On page 17, paragraph (D), line 18,
one of the functions and powers of the
local program council is stated as fol
lows:

To assure that contracts for the operation
of programs through public or private agen
cies or organizations shall be entered into
only if previously approved by the local pro
gram couDcll for the appropriate local famlly
service area.

I am very conscious of the fact that
the basis of this program and similar
programs, like OEO, is to secure local
participation and local decisions in pro
grams which relate to the needs of that
community. On the other hand, looking
more at OEQ--I do not know specifically
how it would work with respect to this
program-I believe that a great many of
those programs have not been run very
well. They have wasted millions of dol
lars. There have been instances of cor
ruption. I do understand that this could
happen, perhaps, in any body.

Under my amendment project applica
tions would be presented to the local pro
gram council which then have the oppor
tunity to review it, to make such recom
mendations as the council thought ap
propriate. If the State would not be re
sponsive, the local program council, un
der this bilI, has the authority to appeal
directly to the Secretary and have his
decision upon the merits.
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McClellan
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Cooper
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Dole

We wiilh~t g~t anyvvhefethat way, inso
far as getting any kindo! effective ad
ministration of the program is con
cerned.
, So I am happy to support the amend
ment of the senator from Kentucky (Mr.
COOPER), and if it is adopted, I do not
plan to offer my amendment.

,Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, BEN
NETT) ,All time on the amendment has
now been yielded baCk. '

The question, il!,. on ,agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ken
tucky (Mr. COOPER>'

On this question' the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

Tllelegislativeclerk called the roll,
Mr. ROBERT 'C. BYRD. I announce

that, the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
GAMBRELL), theSenatbr from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), theSeriator from', In
diana (Mr, HARTKE), the' Senat-erfrom
Minnesota '·(Mr.'HUMPHREY) , the Sena
tor from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Sen
ator from South Dakota (Mr. McGov
ERN) , the Senator from New Hampshire
{Mr.. MoINTYRE) ,the Senator from Mon
tana (Mr. METCALF), and the Senator
from, Maine. (Mr. MUSKIE) are neces-
sarilyabsent. " ,,' . "

On this vote, the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. GAMB,RELL) ,is paired with the Sen
Ittor, from Minnesota ,(Mr.• HUMPHREY),
If .present ,and voting,' the Senator from
Georgia would vote "yea," and the Sen~
~tOl" JroptMinnesota ,would vote "nay."
, Mr\ GRWFIN. I announce that the
Senators: ,from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER
and Mr. BROCK) .are nebessarily absent.

The Senator fromVennont (Mr. STAF
FORD) is absent on official business.
• ,The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOI.D
WATER) and the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent becauseo!
111nes8. , " ,

If present and voting, the Senator
from yermont (Mr. STAFFORD) would
vote "nay.", ,', ' , ,.,'

The ,r~sult ,was announced-yeas 33,
nays 53, as follows:

[No. 230 Leg.)
YEAS-33

"Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fanllin
Gurney,
Hansen,
Hruska"
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Mathias

NAYS-:-S3
Anderson .Eagleton ' .
BaYh Fong
Bentsen Fuibright
Bible Griffin
Boggs Harris
Brooke Hart
Burdick Hatfield
Byrd, Robert C.Hollings
Cannon Hughes
Case Jackson
Chlles Javlts
Church Kennedy
Cook Magnuson
Cranston Mansfield
Curtis McGee

half is composed of parents whose chil
dren are in the program.

So this is a board designed to be re
sponsive to ·the will of the people Who
elect public officers, who are serving in
office, because of the respect of the citi
zenry of that community. I think that
far more stability and far morerespon
sibility and experience will be possessed
by this looal program council than was
the case with some of the earlier experi
ences Vvith the so-called community ac
tion program. I think that distinction
may help somewhat in assuring a sense
of responsiveness and responsibility by
this council.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield 5 minutes to me? ,

Mr. COOPER. I yield.
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the

Senator from Kentucky is dealing with
a very complicated area, one to which
I addressed myself in my opening state
ment, and one on which I offered an
a:nendment which was accepted by the
Senator from Wisconsin and the Sena
tor from Minnesota-'-the suggestion that
we should have some provision in'here
which would require a decision by these
councils. Wit.h some modification, to
make sure that I was just talking about
a majority of, the quorum, this wa.s ac
cepted and is now part of thel:eVlsed
bill. ' , ,.' ,

I ask all Senators to look a~ page 58
of the report. where we drew up a chart
to try to depict visually some of 'the
problems involved in the areas Of con-
trol in this bill. '

In the Cooper amendment,we are
dealing with the State as a primespon
SOl'. This particular amendment just in':'
dicates what control a looalprogram
council will have over whether it ever
bocomes a prime sponsor. If Senators
will look at the left-hand side 'of, that
chart, they ,Will" see that, the State has
to go under the Child and Family Service
Council, which is responsible for all type3
of things, including the program state
ment annually, the goals, theP'bllcies, the
procedures, and the selectionandestab
lishment or renewal of' a project
applicant.

Then we. go down from there to the
local program council, which is what the
Senator from Kentucky has been talk
ing about. Below that, we go to project
policy committees. These are locally
sponsored. They are in the control' of
the parents of the children who will be
in these development camps. Here, those
parents are responsible for approving the
basic goals, the policies, the actions, and
the procedures for the applicant. So there
certainly is an enormous amount oflo
cal control in the policy cOlnmittees and
in the child and family service council.
To interpose still a third one, as this lo
cal project council is, as a bellwether as
to whether or not a State, can even get
its application certified for approval,
seems to me to be ;:;oing a little far..

The amendment I was going to offer
would have made the clilld and family
service council advisory instead of doing
it this way. But it seems to me that either
,vay we go, we ought to have one of them
as advisory, so that we do not have over
lapping of necessarily conflicting groups.

It seems to me that it protects the local
body; it protects the state in trying to
coordinate programs; it protects the pur
pose of the bill. Certainly, we have to
assume that the Secretary is going to
carry out its purposes. Also, it would
tend to insure that the great sums of
money we appropriate-and if they are
used properly, I have no objection to it
will go to the benefit of the actual bene
ficiaries rather than being used up in
this bureaucracy which has been built up.

I hope the Senate will adopt the
amendment.

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, how much

time do I have remaining?
Th~ PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 26 minutes.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I will

comment briefly on tllis matter.
We went into the'question of whether

or not the program council should be
advisory or should have some real au
thOlity, and we came down on the side
of giving some, re~l authority to the pro
gram council. We took into consideration
the viewpoint expressed today by th~

distin'luishsd Senator from ;Kentucky
wl;1o wishes to make the program councils
only adVisorY. Wethink they ought to be
participrmtsin a real way. They ate, at
the local level. The councils are made up
of parents and local officials. They under
sbnd the local circumstance better than
the State government understands it.

This does not block action, of course.
This simply says that the program coun
cil must approve the project plan that is
sent down to them by the Stll,te. If they
do not approve, there will not be a pro
gram. So there will be a strong inclina
tion on the part of the program' council
to approve a project that comes to them.
But if they have real reasons not 'to ap
prove it, there is no doubt in our minds
th<tt the necessary adjudments in 'the
proj~ct proposal will be made and agree
ment reached, and then there will be
apnroval bv the local program council.

So I would hope that this amendment
would not be adopted.

Mr. ]\10NDALF.. Mr. President, will
tho Senato" vi ...ld?

Ivl1' NELSON, I vield,
Mr. MONDALE. I should like the rt

tention of the Senator from Kentucky
on this point.

The Senator from Kentucky made ref
eren~e to some of the unhappy experi
ence" that have b('(n had with some of
the loc81 community action programs
under the poverty prC'gram. It is true
that some of t.hC!se community action
pr0"'ram-:;. which were composed almost
,....hollv of loc9 1citizenrv who had not
1::een regularly el~cted to public offices,
offen wrre inexrerienced ; and, regl'et
t"iJ:l". in a f~\V rare instances there were
ex"m,rles of corr\1uticn a" ,veIl as waste.

Th" h"arrl we h'3.ve e2tablishedhere
5eek' 10 l-a1'n fr-m that experience. It
is not a hoard m~de up exclusively of
citizonn- not in ru"llr: office. This board
is an entirE'ly dif'fprent. matter. Fifty rer
cent of this cOClrd is m<tde up of elected
10Cfli officers. These are local mayors
and county board members. The cther



June ,20, 1912 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 21611

are not available to serve the demand.
Child care facilities exist for only 700,000
children.

Prof. Urie Bronfenbrenner says that
the worth of a nation may be measured
by "the concern of one generation for
the next." According to the Bronfen
brenner yardstick. the value we place
on our youth at the most critical time
of their lives is shamefully low.

I am confident that Senate. approval
of S. 3617 will assure high quality devel
opmental services for children in those
families that most require help in pro
viding for their developmental needs.
Moreover, I am certain that the exten
sive review this legislation received un
der the leadership of the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommitee on Pov
erty, Senator NELSON, simply increases
existing widespread public understanding
of the need for a broad based child care
program.

When the President says. this legisla
tion "deserves national debate upon its
merits," he implies that low- and middle
income families of this Nation do not de
serve to enjoy the benefits and services
that higher income has delivered to the
childrenof wealthier families.

If that is what he meant when he re
fused to sign the chiIdcare bill into law
last December, then' maybe we should
hold a national debate on the credibility
of the President's message in 1969 that:
. So critical Is the matter of early growth
that we must make a national commitment
to providing all American children an oppor
tunity for healthful and stimulating devel
opment during the first five years of Ufe.

I believe that the American people ac
cepted that statement asa good faith
expression or our Government's concern
for needy children. It was in this con
text that the committee reViewed the
objectives and answered them in the pro,
visions of S. 3617. This bill has the bi
partisan support of 14 Democrats and 14
Republicans. Its dev{\lopment by, the sub
committee isa direc.t tribute to the deft
care and attentioufrOlll the1tble direc
tion of the chairman' of the Subcommit
tee on Children and. Youth, Senator
MONDALE.. He has worked diligently to
produce a measure that provides the ne
cessary fundamentals of adequate child
care assistance ina bill that has been
tailored to answer each of the specific
concerns expressed by the President.

Child care is clearly one vital, nationlil
concern that has received broad public
support from the White House Confer
ence on Children. educational groups,
c1viI rights organizations, labor unions,
mayors, church groups and women's
groups-a coalition of many people who
have devoted interest, time and energy
to the creation of an effective child care
program.

I share their belief that comprehensive
child development makes sense in many
ways. Comprehensive child development
legislation is the best long range welfare
reform legislation the Congress can en
act. For, it can be effective in ending the
cycle of dependency of the poor.

Comprehensive child development is
an effective national health insurance
program because it will detect and pro-

This is just a suggestion, but it is not
all programs that the Senator wants to
assist.

Mr. TAFT. I concur in the suggestion.
I have no objection to the language. I
had hoped we covered it by the proviso
at the end of the amendment, but it
might be well to spell it out.

I modify my amendment to provide as
the Senator suggests.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I find the
amendment to be a constructive addition
to the bill and I am perfectly willing to
accept it.

Is the amendment in proper form?
Mr. JAVITS. I would suggest after the

word "programs" to insert the words
~'pursuant to subsection (A) of this sec
tion,"

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Ohio a,gree to the modifica
tion?

Mr. TAFT. I so request.
,·The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from New York send the modi
fication tothe desk in writing?
_' Mr. TAFT. Yes.

'I'h~ .amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 12, Insert the following: after Une
7 insert. the following:

"(8) programs pursuant to subsection (a)
of. this section operated by or with the as
sistan\leof stUdents or faculty members of a
college or university located In the commu
nity served; provided the program otherwise
meets the standards establlshed by this Act;

Renumber SUbsections 8 through 11 of
section lOl(b).

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am ready
to yield back the remainder of my time.
, Mr: NELSON. I yield back the re
mainder' of my time.

The PRESIDING· OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Ohio, as modified.

The amendment. as modified. was
agreed to:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.
. Mr. KENNEDY. Mr.' President I am

pleased to support S. 3617. the C~mpre
hensive Headstart. Child DeVelopment.
and Family Services Act of 1972.

Last December when the President
vetoed the child care measure along with
the Economic Opportunity Amendments
of 1971, I expressed my dismay at the
callous way that the Chief Executive
brushed aside that legislative proposal.
It was clearly designed to begL'1 meet
ing the vital concerns of our needy chil
dren. The President argued that there
has not been adequate national debate
to sufficiently assess the merits of the
need for a comprehensive child care pro
gram. With a'detailed list of nine objec
tives he told the Nation that:

StIch far reaching national legislation
should not. must not, be enacted In the
absence of • . . broad pubIlc acceptance of
Its principles.

Yet, his response denied the delivery
of seriously needed care to 5 million pre
school children whose mothers work.

There are more than 12 million work
ing mothers in this country. Only one
third of them have preschool age chil
dren, but the child care facilities simply

re-

Weicker
WIlliams

f/ymjngton
Taft,
Tunney .

NOT VOTING-14
Hartke Metcalf
Humphrey Mundt
Inouye Muskle
McGOvern Stafford
McIntyre

COOPER'S amendment was

Baker
Brock .'.
Gambrell';
Goldwater
Gravel

So Mr.
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
isopen to further amendment.

,The senator from: Ohio is recognized.
Mr. TAFT. Ml\ President, I send an

amendment to the desk arid ask for its
immediate 'consideration.
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will reporttlie ainendment. '

The legislative. clerk read as follows:
On page:12, after Hne 7, il1llert the follow-

ing:" "., .'. , : "
"(8) programs operated by or with the as..

sista.nce of students or faculty members of a
college. or lliJ.lverslti'located In the commu
nity '. served; pro~ided the program other~
wise 'mE!ets .the ,standards establlshed by
this Act·. . ' H.,.

,'Renuxhber sUbsections' 8 through 11 of
section, 101 (b j;'

lill:.TAFT. Mr. PJ,'esldent, I yield such
time as I may require.
. , The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sell
ator from, Ohio is recpgnizel1.

Mr.:TNiT. Mr. President, the bill be
fore us' in,sectiol} 101qJr actually lists
various types of financillJ assistance that
may be l,lSed; for varloUspurpostls..'.

My ....llmehdmeJ,1t .adds ,a.nother . .cate
gory ..t9 iriclude~tates. w1).ere colleges or
uniVersitie3. wiSh to,. participate: in pro
grani~'o(thlstyPe. ..•.

I :fqUndon. investigation ,that Kent
Eitate Uni"er/iity.1IfOhio is already op-
eratfn~duch9, prOgram. '. .' .

The pRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. AL
LEN). The Eiimate'willbe in order.
'.'rhe semit.ot· f.rom Ohio: maY' proceed.

Mr:'TAFT: Mr. President,:i also on
inquiry found that a l1umb{\t bfother
universities ,and colleges which I know
of are.aIlxidus t.o '~et Into thecommll
nitiesIiiwhich they- are located and to
participate 'and assist in the conduct of
this kind of program. I believe that this
is an excellent idea and it is well to assure
specifically under language of. the bill
that this can be done. '

Mr: JAVITS. Mr. President,will the
Senator yield? ' "

Mr.TAET. I yield to the Senator from
New York.

Mr, JAVITS; Mr; President, I thor
oughly agree with the Senator. This is
a; very desirable addition. I certainly
would favor it strongly and also hope very
much that: the 'manager accepts the
amendment:. ,

However, I, would like to ask this. The
word "program"is .not connected with
any definition. What program? If the
Senator will look at the language on
page 9, line 3 lie. will see that it states,
'''Financial assistance under this title
may be used for-" without referring
back to section 101 (a), which is the basic
ptirpose of the legislation.

Therefore, I" would like the Senator
to consider whetlier ~ it would not be
proper to sa,y;:'Programs pursuant to
section 10lCa1' operated by" and so on.

Spong'
Stevens
Stevenson



21612 ~CONGRESSIONAL .RECORD .. ':'SENATE

teet against the debilitating effects· of
early childhood disease.

Comprehensive child development leg
islation is the best public service employ
ment program we can invest in, for, it
will meet the critical demands for jobs
that parents and unemployed youth
want so badly.

Comprehensive child development leg
islation is the most direct anti-hunger
program we might enact, because it in
cludes mechanisms for family nutritional
counseling and guarantees balanced
meals to young during the years of great
est need.

Finally, this measure is the optimum
in educational programs because it starts
early to develop the potential of our
youth.

Mr. President, I strongly support the
bill pending before the Senate and I
urge each Senator to vote for its pas
sage. This is not a measure that presents
new concepts to the Senate. But rather,
this is a revised version of the proposal
approved by the Senate as part of the
economic opportunity amendments of
1971. We have carefully studied and re
viewed all of the bill's provisions. This
bill will provide for the delivery of a
whole series of services to children and
families. It is not restricted just to day
care, or to programs in day-care centers.
Instead this bill creates opportunities for
families to choose from a wide variety of
familty supporting services, like Head
start, after school, or full day develop
mental daY care for children of working
mothers, prenatal services, inhouse tu
toring and child development classes for
parents and prospective parents.

Thus, the package authorizing nearly
$3 billion to begin delivering the kind of
services that every child in this Nation
deserves to receive, has been produced af
ter testimony from many witnesses dur
ing 13 days of hearings over the past 2
years,

The Comprehensive Headstart, Child
Development and Family Services Act
of 1972 clearly deserves the fUll support
of the Senate. I will be pleased to see its
approval by the senate.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I
strongly support the enactment of
S. 3617, the Comprehensive Headstart,
Child Development, and Family Services
Act of 1972.

A critical shortage of day care and
child qevelopment facilities exists for
working women with youn~ children,
especially for low-income families. Ap
proximately 43 percent of the Nation's
mothers now work outside the home, in
contrast to 18 percent in 1948. Moreover,
about one out of every three mothers
with preschool children is working today,
compared to only one out of eight in
1948. But, there are fewer than 700,000
spaces in licensed day care centers to
serve the more than 5 million preschool
children whose mothers work.

And there is clear and cor.vincing evi
dence to suggest that the demand for
day care and child development pro
grams will accelerate during the 1970's.
First, the dramatic rise of working
mothers is expected to continue during
the years ahead. In fact, leading experts
have projected that 50 percent of all
women will be in the work force by 1985.

The need, I believe is clear. It is 1m
perative therefore that we insure that
programs set up for the care of children
provide good care, that they provide com
prehensive services, and that the care
provided is supervised by the parents and
run in the community where the family
lives. In my judgment S..3617 represents
a sound effort to provide this develop
mental care for working parents with
children.

As the former chairman of the Sen
ate Committee on Aging and now the
chairman of the Labor and Public Wel
fare Committee I derive special satis
faction from the fact that this legisla
tion will include a proposal of mine to
encourage the employment of older
Americans in child development pro
grams.

This is particularly wise, it seems to
me, because the foster grandparents
program has already amply demon
strated the natural empathy between
the elderly and the young. Besides pro
viding badlY needed supportive services
for young children, the foster grand
parent program has an added dividend.
It has provided a dignified means for
thousands of low-income persons 60 and
over to help themselves out of poverty
by helping others.

In my own State of New Jersey, I have
had a personal opportunity to observe
the effectiveness of older persons in
working with young children.

The potential opportunity to maximize
employment opportunities for older per
sons in day care facilities cannot be un
derstated because individuals 55 and over
have been particularly hard hit by the
widespread joblessness throughout our
Nation. More than 500,000 are now un
employed, approximately 97 percent
more than in January 1969. Another 640,
000 men and women aged 55 to 64 have
withdrawn from the labor force during
this same period. In many cases this
departure is involuntary.

And this trend undOUbtedly has con
tributed to the rise in poverty by nearly
100,000 for persons 55 and over from 1968
to 1970, reversing a longstanding down
ward trend.

However, the measure which I have
sponsored can provide thousands of jobs
for these older Americans, while at the
same time offer important supportive
services for young children whose moth
erswork.

Mr. President, for these reasons, I
again urge the adoption of S. 3617.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, two of
the underlying principles of this legis
lation and overriding concerns of its

.supporters, are that: First, programs be
developmental, rather than custodial;
and second, that parents maintain con
trol of the lives of their children through
involvement in the decisions of programs
in which their children are enrolled.

S. 3617 attempts to accomplish the
first of these objectives by requiring
comprehensive programs with education,
health, nutritional, and social services
components, and the second by estab
lishing 50-percent parent councils which
share in decisionmaking at both the
project and the prime sponsor level.

We also attempt to insure these prin-

ciples by Il.recommitment to the 1968
federal interagencydl\ycare require
ments, the standards which now mUst
be met by all day care programs receiv
ing currently available Federal funds.
We do not say that they cannot, or
should not be changed-in fact, we es
tablished the mechanism for a regular
review of these standards. What we do
insist upon is that these Requirements,
however they may be revised to meet
changing needs, continue to embody the
principles of developmental programs
and parental involvement.

For example, the interagency require
ments mandate maximum child-staff ra
tios, so that every .. program serving 3
and 4-year-olds has at least 1 staff per
son for every 5 children. A progrllom serv
ing 4- to 6-year-olds must maintain a
7-to-1 child staff ratio; and one for 6- to
14-year-olds must have at least 1 staff
person for every 10 children. Some would
like to see those ratios even lower, such
as one staff member for every four young
child, instead of one for every five-and
there is nothing in the req\lirements that
would prohibit a program from adopting
lower ratios. Others would prefer higher
child-staff ratios, and there are disturb
ing reports that the administration is
now moving in that direction.

All of the .evidence indicates that
child-staff ratios are the single most im
portant factor in determining the cost
and quality of child care. It is true that
costs can be cut by increasing ratios, but
this can be done only by sacrificing the
quality of services provided for children.

Mrs. Mary P. Rowe, a child care eco
nomic consultant with ABT Associates
and an adviser to the Offi.ce of Child De
velopment, presented impressive testi
mony during the Senate Finance Com
mittee hearings on child care last Sep
tember, in which she analyzed the differ
ences between custodial and develop
mental care.

She said:
One role ot the Federal Government is

clearly to prevent abuse, and preventing
abuse requires an objective criterion. The
best single objective measure that we have
seems to be the number ot staff working With
children.

She continued:
Favorable ratios are the implicit mecha

nism ot ensuring quality.

Mrs. Rowe analyzed three separate
studies which have been done recently
for the Federal Government by outside
organizations: ABT Associates, the Day
Care & Child Development Association,
and Westinghouse Learning Corp., and
Westad Research. Each of these studies
delineated custodial, adequllote and desir
able or developmental programs. In each
study, Mrs. Rowe conclUded:

The teacher-child ratio thus appears by tar
the most powerfullnftuence on both costs and
"quality" ... and is mainly responsible for
the designations "desirable" and "develop
mental."

Mr. President, if we llore serious about
developmental programs which meet the
needs of children, if we are going to in
sure that children in day-care program
to the greatest extent possible-receive
the kind of warmth, affection and atten
tion they would have at home with their
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parents, then.we cannot afford to water
down these 'child-staff ratios.

Another essential feature in the 1968
Interagency ReqUirements is the strong
insistence. upon parent involvement in
child c~re progr~.Every operating and
administering,.agency which provides
care for at least 40 children must have
a volicr advisory committee, at least 50
percent of whom are parents, democrati
cally selected.; These committees ,share
fully in., the. essential. decisions affecting
progralllop~rations, including applica
tions for" fundiJig, development of pro
grams.lind J;lrogram improvement, com
plaints and .cotprilunication with other
partmts.'J:'hatkirid ofre,al parent partici
pation is, absoluteJY essential if programs
are truly to. meet the lleeds of children,
as those needs'ar~ perceived by parents
as well as by professionals. Any move to
eliminate or water down the parent in
,,=olvement provisions of the 1968 require
ments is a move against parents, and
against. family .. centered programs and
cannot be justified or permitted. Presi
dent .Nixon. has expressed concern about
day carepro~amswhich would remove
parental authority and control over the
liv~s of their children. Maintenance of
these 1968 requirements is one way to
assure that this does not happen.

IIi the c()nclusi()n of her testimony on
the quality and costs of child care, Mrs.
Rowe made an eloquent charge to the
Senate and to the Nation:

Children have no powerful lobby; poor
parents often feel they can only vote With
their feet-trying to avoid poor child care
which does not really meet their needs, try
ing to seek warm, re~pon"ive care that is as
good as a good .home. But one-third of the
nation's children now live in poor and near
poor fam1l1es. Their present lives need sup
port and encouragement. Their future lives
will inescapably a.trect those of us who are
presently adulkToday you have a chan,ce to
make.11 dltrerence, in ,the lives of children;
tomorrOW' they w1llhave the chance to make
a difference in our lives. How wlll we plan for
childre.n--:-the nations' .chief resources.

We; have a.' chance today. to make a
difference in the lives of children, and
thus to make a difference in our own
lives, both by enacting this major new
commitment to our youngest children
and by guaranteeing that the principles
which have already been established in'
the administration of. Federal programs
will not be"destroyed.

Mr. CHn.ES. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support the Comprehensive
Headstart, Child Development, and
Family Services Act of 1972. Last year
I voted against the conference report on
S. 2007, because I felt funding for these
programs shOUld be at the State and 10
cal level rather than in Washington. The
report would have required a massive
new Federal bureaucracy because it en
abled many individual groups to deal di
rectly with the Federal Government in
stead of· working through States and
local governments.·' I 'fully supported
then, as I fully sUpport now, the concept
of child care Slippol't and felt this con
cept shOuld be ilnplem.ented and funded
adequately if weare to ever break· the,
vicious welfare 'Cycle.· BUt I was and re
main opposed to enlarging the'Federal
bureaucracy and keeping the' control
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ceriter of these kinds of programs here
in Washington, D.C.

With the adoption of the Dominick
amendment, the reservation I experi
enced the last time the Senate consid
ered this measure is removed.

The recent report of the President's
Commission on School Finance stated:

We cannot ignore many research findings
which lead us to beHeve that much of the
lack of success of past efforts has been be
ca.use we started too late in a child's l1fe.

We believe that the Federal Government
should encourage the development of early
childhood education programs for all chil
dren and that financial assistance shOUld be
provIded for children from low-income
familles.

This bill assures that early childhood
education programs will be available. It
puts the emphasis where we need to put
it-in providing an opportunity for all
American children for a healthful and
stimulating development during the first
few years of their life. I feel our money
is better spent in these kinds of programs
for early childhood development than in
welfare assistance or in assistance to
school dropouts. In Florida we have had
encouraging success with our early edu
cation programs and our programs with
migrant workers. This bill will allow for
expansion of these services which I be
lieve are badly needed.

Without preschooling for the disad
vantaged there is little possibility of
achieving equality in education. S. 3617
will go a long way in enabling all chil
dren to develop their full potential.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the Com
prehensive Headstart, Child Develop-
ment, and Family Services Act of 1972
now before us for consideration is based
on some fundamental assumptions which
require careful scrutiny and discussion.
Indeed, the President made a point of
this in vetoing the legislation containing
this bill last December, when he said that
a step of this nature should not be taken
without extensive discussion of its "fam
ily weakening" implications. The sup
pOrters of the legislation argue that it
will strengthen rather than undermine
the family, and thus they have implied
that they, too, consider that the family
should be the social unit bearing the
prime responsibility for child rearing. In
particular, they maintain that family
services provided in the home rather
than in outside day care centers will have
the effect of strengthening the family as
a viable social unit. In addition, of course,
they argue that the comprehensive serv
ices which they back will benefit the
child. Indeed, some of the bill's language
has a utopian fiavor to it; the programs
it would initiate are to include: diagnosis,
identification, .and treatment of visual,
hearing, speech, medical, dental, nutri
tional, and other physical, mental, psy
chological, and emotional barriers to full
participation in programs.

In any case, before we appropriate the
$1.2 billion requested in this bill for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, we
should pause awhile to consider what im
pact these' child development programs
are likely to have upon the structure of
the family and the well-being of the
child, quite independently of the good
intentions of the bill's proponents.

As for the likely impact upon the fam
ily, let us note to begin with that this
legislation, no matter how it may be
interpreted, certainly legitimizes a much
greater degree of Federal control and in
terference in private and family matters
than we have seen in this country up to
now. This circumstance in and of itself
will cause troubled families to look more
and more, not to themselves or to private
and church-related' agencies for assist
ance, but rather to the State. This. will
develop in the citizenry, even more than
is now the case, the sort of attitUde
which holds that we must run to the
State for solace whenever anything goes
wrong. The State thus becomes the final
arbiter of the most private arena still
left to us, that of the family.

The American family, we all know, has
its problems. The family unit is becom
ing less and less cohesive, and even the
"nuclear" family has a difficult time
maintaining itself. The rapid expansion
of private and public nursing homes and
Federal medical aid programs have made
it possible for the older members of the
extended family' to be put out of sight
and therefore, out of mind; the expan
sion of day care centers under the aegis
of the Federal Government will make
it ever easier for children to be treated
the same way. At that point, the family
becomes very "nuclear" indeed,' and
probably will explode, or at least dis
integrate, because there will be so little
of shared responsibility to keep husband
and wife together. Their principal func
tion will be procreation. Once this func
tion is accomplished, there will in many
cases be no more reason for the family
to continue in being. Now it may well be
that the family will develop in this way
with or without legislation of the type
now before us. But there can be little
doubt that the establishment of wide
spread child development centers to take
over one of the family's crucial functions
would speed the process of that deteri
oration markedly. If you believe that the
family should be basically responsible
for raising children in our society, you
must oppose this bill.

An additional point to consider in this
debate is the fact that under the pro
posed bill what would happen in effect is
that families in which only one parent
works and the other-presumably the
mother-stays at home to attend to her
children, that such families would be
subsidizing families in which both par
ents work. By their tax money, they
would be supporting child care centers
so that families in which both parents
work, could earn a larger income. What
ever else this may be, it is not just, and
it certainly does not support the family
as the chief child-raising entity In
society.

Second, let us consider what the effect
of this bill upon the child will be, leaving
aside for the moment the question of the
extremely disadvantaged and im
poverished children of the slums. Al
though we know little enough about the
psychology of child rearing, we can be
relatively certain that in his first 5 or 6
years, a child is extremely impression
able, and if the family wishes to inculcate
its values and outlook in him, raise him
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in the way he should go, then it must be
the dominant environmental factor in
his first years. It seems to me indis
putable that in the first 2 years or so of
life the presence of a mother is of crucial
importance to an infant, and that a
mother's love can under no circum
stances be replaced by institutional care
without extreme damage to the chIid. Dr.
Ernest van den Haag, in testifying before
the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare against this legislation, on
behalf of the Emergency Committee for
Children, said:

Nothing could be more harmful than the
repeated disappearance of adult figures in
whom the child has vested affection. De
pending on age, the development of object
relations and later of a supere~ wUl suffer
if the child is repeatedly having important
relationships with people who disappear.
And nothing could be more cruel to impose
on small children than these perceived
abandonments."

I think we can almost all agree that
"institutionalization" of children at very
early ages can have most harmful effects.

When we consider children between
the ages of, say, two and six, the poten
tial damage done by this sort of legisla
tion is not quite so severe. Currently.
nearly everyone agrees that at least by
age 6 a child may relatively safely be re
moved from the family environment for
large parts of the day. And certainly
there are many families which have
made use of kindergartens and similar
establishments for children of 4 and 5
without great detriment to them. How
ever in this bill we are speaking of es
tablishing a centrally controlled chain
of schools and putting the great resources
of the Federal Government behind what
may well turn out in effect to be a lower
ing of the age for mandatory school at
tendance. Moreover, these schools, un
like the established elementary and sec
ondary schools, would begin·with the as
sumption that they would not simply
train a child's intellectual capacities, but
they would be responsible for his "whole
being," his emotional, psychological and
physical welfare. In addition, they would
not be locally controlled, as are our school
districts now; they would ultimately be
run from the center, despite all the pro
visions for local control written into the
bill. Funding is, after all, the ultimate
control, and if local child development
centers do not meet the requirements of
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare they will almost certainly
cease to exist, no matter how well they
may satisfy local needs.

Mr. President, if my analysis of the
likely effects of this legislatiOn upon the
family is accurate, then this legislation is
indeed harmful, and contrary to the best
interests and the wishes of the vast ma
jority of the American people. I urge
thatit be rejected.
s. 3617, COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART, CHILD DE

VELOPMENT. AND FAMILY SERVICES ACT OF

1972: AMERICA'S CHILDREN DESERVE NO LESS.. . -
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise

to add my strong support to that· of my
colleagues who have been urging passage
of S. 3617, the proposed Comprehensive
Headstart, Child Development. and
Family Services Act of 1972.

This legislation is the result of a bi
partisan effort to shape a comprehensive
child development bill which would meet
both the needs of underprivileged chil
dren and the objections of President
Nixon to the comprehensive child de
velopment provisions of S. 2007, a bill to
extend the Economic Opportunity Act,
which he vetoed last December. I was
pleased to have had the opportunity to
contribute to the development of this
vital legislation as a member of both the
Subcommittee on Children and Youth
and the Subcommittee on Employment,
Manpower, and Poverty of .the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare.

I am grateful to Senator MONDALE,
chairman of the Subcommittee on Chil
dren and Youth, and to Senator NELSON,
chairman of the SUbcommittee on Em
ployment, Manpower, and Poverty, for
exerting the kind of leadership necessary
for the formation of such a strong, bi
partisan measure, reflecting an aware
ness of and sensitivity to the needs of
America's children. And without the co
operation and in.c;ight offered by the
ranking minority member of the full
committee (Mr. JAVITS) and the con
tributions of Senator TAFT, ranking mi
nority member of the two subcommit
tees, this bill could not have come to
fruition. I would like to add a special
thanks, too, to the very able staff mem
bers-Richard Johnson and William
Spring for Senator NELSON, Sidney John
son for Senator MONDALE, John Scales
for Senator JAVITS, and Patricia Gwalt
ney for Senator TAFT, whose incisive un
derstanding of the issues involved facili
tated the development of S. 3617
throughout our subcommittee and full
committee deliberations.

EXPANSION OF HEADSTART

S. 3617 is a bipartisan compromise
measure between the child development
provisions in S. 3193, a bill to extend the
Economic Opportunity Act, Which I co
sponsored with Senators MONDAtE and
NELSON and 11 of our colleagues, and
S. 3228, introduced by Senators JAVITS,
TAFT, STAFFORD, SCHWEIKER, PACKWOOD,
and nine of our colleagues from the other
side of the aisle. It builds on the present
successful Headstart program by author
izing the appropriation of $150 million
for flscal year 1973 for the purpose of
providing training, technical assistance,
planning and other activities appropri
ate for the preparation for implementa
tion of the measure; $1.2 billion for flscal
year 1974 and $1.6 billion for fiscal year
1975 for carrying out the purposes of
the act. Any unobligated amounts at the
end of a given fiscal year may be obli
gated in the succeeding fiscal year.

It should be noted that although this
3-year bill has a total appropriation au
thorization of $2.95 billion, this repre
sents less than a $2 billion authorization
increase over the next 3 years, since a
portion of these moneys are presently
authorized under the Economic Oppor
tunity Act for the Headstart program.
Section 311 of the bill provides for a
repealing, effective July 1, 1975, of the
authorization of appropriations for
Headstart and provides that where day
care is authorized elsewhere in the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act it will be carried

out through the child care programs un
der this act whereverfeas!ble.

.I'EBSCHEnULB
S. 3617 further builds on the Headstart

program by. specifying that free serv
ices are to be provided to children from
families earning. equal to or less than
$4,320, with adjustments in the case of
families with more than two children.
Charges for other families may be made
in accordance with a fee schedule estab
lished by the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation. and Welfare based on ability to
pay. Such fees may not, however, exceed
10 percent of the difference 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 percent of the lower living
standard bUdget and 100 percent of the
lower living standard bUdget.

I would like to note here, Mr. President,
that during our deliberations in con
ference with the House of Representa
tives on the child development provisions
of S. 2007, the committee spent a great
deal of time working out a compromise
on the fee schedule which would be
agreeable to the administration. We have
gone even further in modifying this fee
schedule inS. 3617,aIid it is my hope
that the administration will make every
effort to cooperate with us on this par
ticular point.

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

The committee has attempted to bUild
on the successful Headstart concept and
experience by increasing parental au
thority and involvement in all aspects of
the comprehensive child development
programs. S. 3617 provides that each
prime sponsor shall establish and main
tain a child and family services council
consisting of not less than 10 members,
half of whom must be parents of children
served in programs under the act elected
by those parents, and the remainder of
whom are to be l'tPpointed by the prime
sponsor's chief executive or governing
body to represent the public. Half of
these public representatives must be
persons broadly representative of the
public, including community agencies and
organizations. and the remaining mem
bers must be persons who are skilled in
child development services. The child and
family service councils shall be respon
sible for approving annual program
statements, basic goals; policies and pro
cedures, and for the selection, establish
ment or annual renewal of projectap
plicants. These are provisions based on
amendments I offered in this .bill and
the predecessor, S. 2007,1 think these are
vital provisions, and I feel~although we
made some modifications in committee
we maintained the essential thrust of
the prior bill's provisions.

In addition, S.. 3617 provides for the
establishment of local program councils
and project policy councils--each of
which must be composed of at least 50
percent parents whose children are
served under the provisions of the act
selected by those parents. It Is the re
sponsibility of the local program council
to approve the local portion of the an
nual program, local program contracts,
and local project applications and report
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to the child and family service council.
The project policy councils, which also
report to the child and family service
cOWlcil, are responsible for approving
basic goals, policies, .. actions. and pro
cedures for individual projectappl1cants,
and for. the' planning, overall conduct,
personnel, budgeting, location of cen
ters and facil1ties and direction and
evaluation of projects.

PRIME SPONSORS

Section· 1026! the bill, as reported,
provide3 for both State and local prime
sponsors.' Any.· unit, or combination of
units ofgeneralloeal government of at
least 25,000 Population, an Indian tribal
organization, ora. public or private non
profit agency may be designated as a:
prime sponsor,' providing" of' course . it
meets the proyisions ()f the act. The pop
ulation cutoff figure in the vetoed meas
ure was 5,000, which would have made
7,000 localities el1gible fot prime spon
sorship. The compromise figure of 25,
000 makes 2,000 .. communities el1gible,
arid shouldeontributegreatly to the ad
millistrative workability of the programs
authorized Under the bill..

The coimllittee'also provided'a bypass
provision enabling any program council
to appeal directly to the Secretary when
it a'lleges a failure to comply with the
program statement or provisions of the
act, and Ipetsonally feel that this is a.
most important provision which must
be retained in the bilI:

The conullittee agreed to a provision
under this section which authorizes the
Secretary to designate five States to carry
out demonstration projects as .statewide
prime sponsors, even with respect to lo
calities which would otherwise qualify
as local prime sponsors. I introduced an
amendment to this provision in commit
tee to exclUde any Sta~ with a. popula
tion iIi excess of 5 percent of the Na
tion's population from eligibility to par
ticipate' in demonstration projects in
volvlngStates as sale statewide spon
sors. This, amendment insured that "ex
periments" could not cover more than 25
percent· of .the Nation's population and
was SUPpOrted by a. bipartisan majority
of the members of the full committee.
I feel. that this. is necessary to preserve
local involvement in and direction of the
child development programs. The
amendment offered by Senator BEALL to
day preserves this concept as well as in
tegrity of the local programs in States
having such diverse pOpulations in large
concentration, such as Ca'lifornia. This
amendriiep.t limits the total U.S. popu
latiop. in the "experiment" States to, 15
percent and proVides that areas with
1 million or more people may IW1 that
program directly.

SPECIAL paOGRAMS

I am delighted that the committee in
eluded in the bill. a proVision for special
cooperative programs with educational
agencies and other project sponsors. This
provision-,-section> 107 of the b1ll-en
abIes the Secreta.ry to provide assistance
to educational agencies' and institutions
for' OOoperative:...programs .designed to
proVlde'oontiilUitY". between preschool,
aftei' ~hooi¥ imdother educational pro..
graniS; l'had introduced a. simllar pro-

vision as a committee amendment to
the child development title of S. 2007,
which is inclUded in section 10Hb) (5)
of the pending bill, to provide for pro
grams designed to extend comprehensive
prekindergarten early childhood educa
tion techniques and gains-particularly
parent participation-into kindergarten
and early primary grades through the
use of former assistant Headstart teach
ers or similar early childhOOd education
teachers as assistants working closely
with classroom teachers in those kinder
garten and primary grade classrooms
where children they previously taught
are enrolled. A pilot project to this ef
fect which has my strongest endorse
ment and personal involvement has been
funded by the Office of Child Develop
ment through the Foundation for Early
Childhood Development in Los Angeles.
I ask unanimous consent, Mr. President,
that excerpts from correSpOndence re
ceived recently in my office from the pro
gram director of this project, Mrs. Shir
ley Cloke, be included at this point in my
remarks since her description of the Los
Angeles demonstration program beauti
fully describes what can be the effect of
these innovative sections in reported bill.

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

FOUNDATION Foa EARLY
CHILDHOOD EDUCATION,

Los Angeles, Calif., January 31, 1972.
There are many exciting moments in this

Headstart-Kindergarten Continuation Pro
gram that 1 would Ilke to share with you. One
occurred in the Watts area in a school that
has a record of vandalism equal to any. We
have a kindergarten team at this Bchool that
has learned to work together In a way that
expands the children's experiences and joy,
involves parents in the classroom, and demo
onstrates an optimism, enthusiasm and
harmony that is pOSSibly more beneficial to
those children than their obvious accom
plishments in recognition of letters, shapes,
numerals, etc.

"The kindergarten teaching team has
worked energetically each Monday at our
workshop making learning materials for the
classroom. As an example, the classroom
teacher would not join the group for a
luncheon on the final clay of the pre-service
session as she was determined to complete a
set of bUllding frames she was making. "1
can eat anytime," she said, "but there is only
a Ilmlted period of time. to complete this
project." During the ensuing weekly work
shops, this teacher and her assistant made a
puppet theatre, a three-sided felt board (one
side of slate) , and numerous other imagina
tive pieces of equipment.

Three weeks ago, a fire at her school de·
stroyed her classroom and all of the teacher
made eqUipment with It. The teaching team
became so downhearted and depressed that
we knew we would have to change this trag
edy Into its opposite. In a meeting with the
parent coordinator for the area (Clara God
bouldt) and the assistant teacher of the
classroom (PaUla Gulley), we decided that
we would ask the classroom parents to come
to the workshop and rebuild the equipment
which had been destroyed. The assistant
teacher at 75th Street School (Maydell
Clark) offered to bring parents from her
classroom to lend a hand.

For three Thursday afternoons, parents
(and all their children-Who outnumbered
the psients, by the way) came to the work·
shc>p With the assistant .teachers MaydeU and
Paula and worked all afternoon. I Bet up a
nursery sclwol for the children so that they

didn·t walk into a saw or can of paint. The
parents worked until dark each afternoon.
On the last day of school before Christmas
vacation, the assistant teacher (Paula) ar
ranged an excursion for the class to see rein
deer on Wilshire Blvd. at the May Company.

While the children and •• teachers were
away, the parents brought the equlpment
they had made into the classroom, set It up,
prepared a banquet table With cakes, candy
and punch for all the children, and decorated
the room. I cannot describe the emotions Of
the teacher when she returned to this scene.
What I can describe is the complete amaze
ment of the princIpal who kept muttering
"I have never seen anything Ilke thisl"-and
the words of the. school parent coordlWlotor
who. nonchalantly explained that this was
an example cf school-commun1ty cooperatiOn.

There is an epilogue to the story. The sev
en parents who prepared the party have of
fered to assist each of the other five kinder
garten teaohers In 112th Street School or
ganize active-parent groups in their class
rooms. Further, the principal has asked Ub
to show the Video tape of the party to the
school Parent Advisory Council and also to
his teachers staff meeting. Although the
events speak loudly enough, the underlying
theme that qUietly asserted Itself Is evi
dence of the strength, resources, and con
cern of the parents working With the teacher
to maximize the educational possIblllties of
their children.

Further events at that school Include the
employment of one of the Head Start par
ents from our Head Start-Kindergarten class
room who participated da;lly at the school
(With the encouragement of the assistant
teacher). The parent has been employed by
the school as an educational aide In another
classroom....

At our weekly workshops. at least two other
kindergarten teaohers and the teacher of the
Educa.tlonally Handicapped class from this
school are now attending, making learning
materials, and participating in the educa
tional discussion. ThIs is one example of
the "radiation effect" of our project.

Cordially,
SHmLEY CLOKE,

Program Dtrector.
TRAINING

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President this is
the kind of parental participation: which
the committee seeks to enhance through
S. 3617. Mothers and other family mem
bers of Headstart children have been re
cruited and trained as nonprofessionals
for staff responsibilities in the past, and
through the provisions of title ll-train
ing, technical assistance, planning and
evaluation-of the act, expanded au
thorizations of appropriations for this
purpose are provided. Indeed, the com
mittee has increased the authorization
level Wlder S. 3617 as compared to the
child ~evelopmentauthorizations for ap
proprIations under S. 2007 for preservice
and inservice training. While the total
amoUnts were decreased by 40 percent,
authorizations for staff training appro
priations were increased by 50 percent.
In addition to training for these staff
respomibmties, this new figure increases
the amount of fWlds available for train
ing of professional and paraprofessional
staff members. This provision w1ll serve
to insure the best possible staffing for
the child development prograt11S pro
posed Wlder this act.

·lIoIAINTENANCE OF STANDARDS

In a related action to assure high
standards for any day care 'program es
tablished under the authorization of S.
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3617, the committee, insecti6n 302, pro
vided that standards of child develop
ment programs under the act must be
consistent with the 1968 Federal inter
agency day care standards which cur
rentlY apply to all federally assisted day
care programs. The intent of this sec
tion is to guarantee that low child-to
adult ratios necessary for high-quality
programs be maintained. The section
further provides for a special Committee
on Federal Standards for Child Develop
ment services, consisting of parents and
child development experts, to be estab
lished for the purpose of participating
in the development and improvement of
the Interagency Day Care Requirements
and promulgating a revised set of stand
ards to be known as the "Federal Stand
ards for Child Development Services."

In his veto message on S. 2007, Presi
dent Nixon, in referring to his objections
to the comprehensive child development
title of that legislation, indicated that
he would sign legislation providing day
care which would enable mothers, par
ticularly those at the lowest income
levels, to take full-time jobs-legisla
tion similar to that which would be pro
vided in the welfare title of H.R. I, the
proposed Social Security Amendments of
1971, which have just been ordered re
ported by the Senate Finance Com
mittee.

I vigorously object to programs to
"house" the preschool children of welfare
mothers who under H.R. 1 would be re
quired to register for work even if they
prefer raising their own children rather
than warehousing them in a low-quality
day care program just so that they could
take .a meaningless, demeaning job. I
believe that if a parent of a preschool
child wishes or needs to work, that his
or her child should be cared for in a
comprehensive, compassionate, healthful
program of the type we propose through
S. 3617 as reported. Only by providing
such an environment for early childhood
development can we break the cycle of
poverty and welfare dependence which
so plagues and troubles our Nation.

CONCLUSION

The present Headstart program
reaches only 10 percent of the impover
ished preschool children who are eligible
for it and could benefit from it. S. 3617
seeks to supplement and strengthen this
effort by providing additional support for
prenatal, nutritional and other services,
and by reaching a greater percentage of
those who could benefit by them.

Unlike the provisions to be included
in H.R. I, S. 3617 stipulates that:

ChUd development programs must build
upon the role of the family as the primary
and most fundamenta1infiuence on children
and must be provided only to children Whose
parents or legal guardians request them.

Further, the full day child develop
ment programs provided under the act
w1ll be made available only to children
wpose parents are out of the home all
day programs or afterschool programs,
of selecting support services such as part
day programs or afterschool programs,
in-home tUtoling, or child development
classes for parents and prospective par
ents.

In this way, the committee has sought
to provide the best possible family
strengthening comprehensive child de
velopment legislation. I believe we have
successfully accomplished this goal in S.
3617 despite the adoption of the Domi
nick amendment. I urge my colleagues to
vote for final passage.
SENATOR RANDOLPH STATES HIS SUPPORT FOR

5. 3617, THE COMPREHENSIVE HEADSTART,
CHILD DEVELOPMENT, AND FAMILY 5E1lVlCES
ACT OF 1972

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I sup
port fully the goals and purposes of the
pending measure, S. 3617, the Compre
hensive Headstart, Child Development,
and Family Services Act of 1972. In my
estimation this bill fully meets theobjec
tions voiced by the President last year
when he vetoed S. 2007, which included
comprehensive child development pro
visions.

On December 10, 1971, I urged the Sen
ate to vote to override the veto of S. 2007.
In like measure I urge today that the
Senate give its strong support for this
worthy legislation. The Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE), the Senator
from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON), the Sena
tor from New York (Mr. JAVITS), and
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT), along
with other members of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, have given
much of their time in developing S. 3617
to meet the objections of the President.
In the committee I gave the measure my
support.

The need for this program has not
eased, much less disappeared, since S.
2007 was vetoed last December. There
are over 5 million preschool-age chil
dren of working mothers in this country,
and only 700,000 places in day-care
facilities. I am compelled to ask my col
leagues who oppose this measure what,
if anything, should be done for the 4.3
million children who may not now be
cared for in America? Is their develop
ment to be restricted to the mindless
viewing of television programs all day
long, or can we provide these youngsters
with some quality care, education, and
development? This is the issue.

Innuendoes suggesting that this meas
ure will in some way break up families or
create little Communists, are mischie
vous, unfair, and untrue.

As I said during the debate to over
ride the President's veto of S. 2007:

Families which are comfortably situated
need no child care. Their family structures
may be stable and sound. But the low-. and
middle-income families need this bill. Be
cause of the pride and dignity it will pro
vide to those who can climb out of the wel
fare rut to become taxpayers rather than
tax-takers. and because of intellectual stlmu··
lat1on. the nutrition and the medical ca.re it
will provide to children, who are the hope
of the future, America. needs this bill.

Mr. President, the opponents of this
legislation ascribe to its supporters some
dark purpose--or at least suggest that its
misguided direction will create irrepar
able harm to the fabric of American
society.

A full understanding of the deeply
serious problems associated with the ab
sence of such a program-street gangs,
unemployment, dl1lg abuse, runaways,

arid underachievement, 'just' to name a
few-would dispel any doubt as to its
desperately urgent need.

I w'ge my colleagues in the Senate to
support the passage of S. 3617.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President,may I
express again my deep appreciation and
admiration of the leadership provided on
this measure by the junior Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON), the senior Sen
ator from New York (Mr. JAVITS), the
junior Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT),
and the other members of the commit
tee. Permit me to state again my grati
tude to the junior Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) for his enlight
ened and eloquellt efforts on behalf of
this bill.

Mr. President, I would also like at this
point to express my appreciation to the
following members of the staff who have
provided magnificent assistance to the
committee during the development and
consideration of this. legislation: Mr.
Sidney Johnson and Ms. Rita McDonald
of the Subcommittee on. Chil,dren •and
Youth; Mr. Richard Johnson,Mr~Wll

liam Spring, and Ms..Carole Dunn of the
Subcommittee on Employment, Man
power, and Poverty; Mr. John Beales, Mr.
Martin Klein, and Mrs. Sheer of the
minority; Miss Pat Gwaltney with Sen
ator TAFT ; Mr. Bert Carp of the Se
lect Committee on Equal Educational Op
portunity;and Mr... Jon Steinberg of the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUGHES). The bill is open to further
amendment. If there be no further
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

The bill was ordered to. be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time. .

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second. The. yeas and nays are ~rdered.

Is all time yielded back on the blll?
Mr. NELSON. I yield back the remain

der of my time.
Mr. ,JAVITS.I yield back the remain

der of our time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

has been yielded back. The question is,
shall the bill pass? The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and. the clerk will
call the roll. . .'

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BEALL. (after ha\Tingvoted in the

affirmative) ..·On this vote I have. a live
pair with the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. BROCK) . If he were present and vot
ing, he would vote "nay." I have already
voted in the affirmative; therefore, I
withdraw my vote. . .

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senatorfrom Georgia (Mr. GAM
BRELL) , the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL) , the Senator from Indiana <Mr.
HARTKE) ,the Setiator·from Minnesota
(Mr. HUMPHREY), ··the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) ,the Sena.tor from
South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN), the Sen
ator from .New Hampshire (Mr..McIN
TYRE), the Senator from Montana (Mr.
METCALF) ,and the Senator from Maina
(Mr. MUSKIE) are necessarily absent.
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Roth
Thurmond
Tower

Pastora
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Rlblcoff
Saxbe
Schweiker
SCott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Taft
Talmadge
Tunney
Weicker
Willlams
Young

I further announce that, if present
and voting', the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. GAMBRELL), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Sena
tor from South. Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN) and the Senator from Maine
(Mr. MUSKIE) would each vote "yea:'

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senators from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER
and Mr.. BROCK)· are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. STAF
FORD) is absent on official business.

The senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
ll1ness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Vermont .(Mr. STAFFORD) would vote
"yea."

The pair of the Senator from Tennes
see (Mr. BROCK) has been previously an
nounced.

The result was announced-yeas 73,
nays 12, as follows:

[No. 231 Leg.)
YEA8-73

Aiken Fong
Allott Fulbright
Anderson Gnmn
Bayh, Gurney
Bellmon Harris
Bentsen Hart
Bible Hatfield
Boggs Holllilgs
Brooke Hughes
Burdick Jackson
Byrd, Robert C. Javits
Cannon Jordan, N.C.
Casa Kennedy
Chiles Long
Church Magnuson
Cook Mansfield
Cooper Mathias
Cotton McClellan
Cranston McGee
Dole MUler
Dominick Mondale
Eagleton Montoya
Eastland Moss
Ellender Nelson
Ervin . Packwood

NAY8-12
Allen Curtis
Bennett· Fannin
Buckley Hansen
Byrd, Hruska

Harry F., Jr. Jordan. Idaho
NOT VOTING-14

Baker Hartke Metcalf
Brock Humphrey Mundt
Gambrell Inouye Muskle
Goldwater McGovern Stafford
Gravel McIntyra
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAm. AS

PREVIOUSLY ANNOUNCED-l
Beall, for.

So the bill (S. 3617) was passed, as
follows:

S.3617
An act to strengthen and expand the Head

star1; program, with priority to the eco
nomically disadvantaged, to amend the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, and for
other purposes
Be itenacted by the Senate and HOfUe 0/

Representatives 0/ the United States 0/
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as tha "Comprehensive
Headstart, ChUd. Development, a.nd Fa.muy
Services Act of 1972".

STATEMENT 0:1' FINDINGS AND PUltPOSB

SEc. 2. (ar The Congreas finds that-
(1) chUd development programs must

build upon the role of the family as the pri
mary a.nd the most fundamental In1luence
on c the· develOpment ot children, a.nd must

be prOVided only to children whose parents
or legal guardians request them;

(2) in exercising their moral a.nd legal
rights a.nd responsiblllties in respect to their
chUdren and families, many mothers. and
single parents have determined it necessary
or desirable to seek child development serv
ices for their children in order to engage in
employment, training, or education on a
full- or part-time basis dUring hours when
their chUdren would ordinarily be in the
homa or otherwise to enhance the well-being
of their families; and

(3) while there have been increased de
velopmental services for children of work
ing mothers and single parents and while
Hea.dstart and similar programs have pro
vided supplemental educational and other
services for children. such services have not
been made available to families to the extent
that parents consider it necessary to contrib_
ute to the fUll development of their chil
dren and to improve tha economic well-being
of their fam1l1es, with the result that there
are mullons of children llvlng in poverty who
do not receive adequate educational and
other services, and there are millions of other
children whose mothers are working full or
part time without adequate child develop
ment arrangements for their children.

(b) It Is the purpose of this Act to pro
vide a variety of qUality chUd development
and family services in order to a.ssist parents
Who request such services in prOViding their
children With a.n opportunity for a healthful
and stimUlating development, with priority
to those preschool children and famUles with
the greatest economic or soc1a.l needs, in a
manner designed to strengthen fa.mUy life
and to insure decisionmaking at the com
munity level through a partnership of par
ents. State and local governments and the
Federal Government, buUding upon the ex
perience and success ot Headstart and other
existing programs.

(c) Congress finds tha.t the famUy is the
cornerstone of healthy physical and psycho
logical development for children, that the
value of day-care services extends primarily
to economically disadvantaged children, With
special emphasis upon those chUdren who
have special developmental needs or other
handicaps, a.nd to other children for Whom
suitable care is not otherwise a.vailable. a.nd
that day-care services outside the child's
own home must be designed to supplement
and support, and never to replace. the par
ent-child relationship. This Act is not in
tended or designed to provida a framework
for the universal application of outside-the
home care to children in general.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

SEC. 3. (a) For the purpose of carrying out
this Act, there Is authorized to be appropri
ated $1.200.000.000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1974, and $1.600.000,000 for the fis
cal yea.r ending June 30, 1975. Any amounts
appropria.ted for each fiscal year Which are
not obllgated a.t the end of such fiscal year
may be obligated in the succeeding flscal
yea.r.

(b) Por the purpose of providing training,
technical a.ssistance, planning. a.nd such
other a.ctivities (including activities author
ized under section 106) as the Secretary
deems necessury a.nd appropriate to prepare
for the implementation of this Act, there is
authorized to be appropriated $150,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973.

(c) Prom the amounts appropria.ted pur
suant to subsection (a) the secretary shall
make funds available in the following man
ner-

(1) $500.000,000 shall first be used for the
purpose of prOViding a.sslstance under title I
of this Act tor child development programs
focused upon young children from low-in
come taInUies, giving priority to continued
financial a.ssista.nce for Headstart projects;

(2) not to exceed 15 per centum of the

remaining amounts so a.ppropriated shall be
used for the purpose of carrying out titles n
and In of this Act, as the Secreta.ry deems
appropriate, but not to exceed 5 per centum
of such remaining amounts shall be used
for the purpose of carrying out title ill of
this Act; and

(3) the· remainder of such amounts shall
be used for the purpose of carrying out title
I of this Act.

(d) (1) For the purpose ot affording a.de
quate notice of funding available under this
Act such funding for grants, contracts, or
other payments under this Act is a.uthorlzed
to be included in the appropriations Act for
the fiscal year· preceding the fiscal year for
which it shall be aVailable for obUgation.

(2) In order to effect a transition to the
advance funding method of timing a.ppropri
ation action, paragraph (1) of this subsec
tion shall apply notwithstanding that its ini
tial appllcation will result in the enactment
in the same yaar (whether in the same a.p
propriation Act or otherwise) of two sepa.rate
appropriations, one for the then current 1I.s
cal year and one for the succeeding 1lscal
year.

l>Ei'INlTIONS
SEC. 4. As used in this Act, the term-
(1) "Secretary" mea.ns the Secretary of

Health, Education, and Welfare;
(2) "State" means the several States and

the District of Columbia. Puerto Rico. Guam,
American Samoa, the Virgin Isla.nds. a.nd the
Trust Territory of the Pa.cific Islands;

(3) "child development and family service
programs" means programs on a full-day or
part-day basis which provide the eduqa.tlonal.
nutritional, health. and other services neede.d
to prOVide the opportunity for children to
attain their full potential, including services
to other family members related to the fUll
educational and other development of chil
dren'

(4) "children" means individuals who
have not attained the age of fifteen;

(5) "economically disadvantaged chil
dren" means any children of a fa.mily having
an annual income below the lower llving
standard budget (adjusted for regional and
metropolitan, urban, and rural di1rerences,
and family Size), as determined annually by
the Bureau of La.bor Statistics of the Depart
ment of La.bor;

(6) "handicapped children" includes men
tally reta.rded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech
llnparred, visually handicapped. senously
emotionally disturbed, physically handi
capped. crippled, or other health impaired
chUdren or children With specific learning or
other d1sa.b111ties who by reason thereof re
qUire special education and related services;

(7) "program" includes any program, serv
ice, or activity. which is conducted full or
part time, in special facUlties, in schools, in
neighborhood centers, or in homes, including
family day-care homes;

(8) "parent" means any person who has
primary day-tD-day responsibUlty for any
child;

(9) "single parent" means any person who
has sole day-to-day responsiblllty for a.ny
chUd;

(10) "working mother" mea.ns any mother
who needs child development and flUIl1ly
services under this Act in order to undertake
or continue fuli- or part-time work, training,
or education outside her home;

(11) "minority group" includes, but Is not
limited to, persons who are Negro. American
Indian, Spanish-surnamed American, Portu
guese. or Oriental, a.nd, as determined by the
Secretary, children Who are from environ
ments in which a dominant language is other
than English and who, as a result of lan
guage barriers, may need special assistance.
and, for the purpose of this paragraph,
"Spanish-surnamed Americans" inclUde, but
is not llmlted to. persons of Mexican, Puerto
Rican, Cuban, or Spanish origin or ancestr1.
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(12) "bUlngual" includes, but Is not llIri

lted to, persons who are Spanish-surnamed
Americans, American Indian, Oriental, Portu
guese, or others who have learned during
childhood. to speak the language of the mi
nority group of which they are members and
who, as a result of language barriers, may
need special assistance;

(13) "local educational agency" means
any such agency as defined in section 801(f)
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965;

(14) "institution of higher education"
means any such Institution as defined In
section 1201(a) of the Higher Education Act
of 1965;

(15) "lOW-Income family" means a family
Whose annual Income Is less than the "pov
erty level" as defined by the Director of the
Office of Economic Opportunity;

(16) "unit of general local government"
means any poUtical subdivision of a state
having general governmental powers.
TITLE I-HEADSTART, CHILD DEVELOP

MENT, AND FAMILY SERVICES PRO
GRAMS

PROGRAMS ASSISTED

SEC. 101. (a) The Secretary shall provide
financial assistance to prime sponsors and to
other pubUc and private agencies and orga
nizations pursuant to plans, program state
ments, and applications approved in accord
ance with the provisions of this title for the
purpose of carrying out child development
and family service programs for children and
their famIUes where parents or local guardi
ans request them, Includlng-

(1) preschool programs prOViding part-day
services and actiVities designed to prepare
chlldren for school In the years before they
enter the elementary school grades;

(2) In-home services and conSUltation to
assist famll1es with children of preschool
age In providing for the healthy growth
and the development of each child's full
potential;

(3) preschool programs prOViding full-day
services and activities for chUdren when there
Is no parent at home to prOVide eare;

(4) chUd development programs prOViding
services and actiVities (InclUding recreation
and tutoring programs) for school-age chil
dren at times when school Is not In session
and there Is no parent at home to provide
care.

(b) Financial assistance under this title
may be used for-

(1) other comprehensive chUd development
services and programs designed to meet In
dividual needs of children, to assist chUdren
In attaining their full potential and to pre
pare them for school, Including but not
l1mIted to-

(A) programs designed (I) to meet the spe
cial needs of minority group, Indian,. and
migrant chlldren with particular emphasis
on the needs of chlldren from bll1ngual fam
lUes for the development of sk1lls In Engl1sh
and other language spoken In the home, and
(11) to meet the needs of all chlldren to
understand the history and cultural back
grounds of ethnic groups, Including minority
groups, which belong to their communities;

(B) diagnosis, Identification, and, with the
prior written consent. of the parent or par
ents, treatment Of visual, hearing, speech,
medical, dental, nutritional, and other physi
cal, mental, psychologlcal,and emotional bar
riers' to full participation In programs.

(C) special activities designed to Identity
and ameliorate Identified physical, mental,
and emotional handicaps and special learn
Ing dlsab1lltles as an Incorporated part of
programs conducted under this title and,
'where necessary because of the severity of
such handicaps, estabUshlng, maintaining,
and operating separate chlld development
and family services programs designed pri
marily to meet the needs of handicapped
children, Including emotionally disturbed
chlldren;

(D)spec1al food. and nutritional services;
and

(E) emergency chlld development pro
grams for children of parents who are sick,
Incapacitated, or for other urgent reasons,
temporar1ly unable to proVide adequate care
for their children.

(2) other programs designed to support
and enhance fam1ly llfe and contribute to
the full development of children, Including
but not llmIted to the followlng-

(A) (I) prenatal and other medical services
to expectant mothers who cannot afford such
services, designed to help reduce malnutri
tion, Infant and maternal mortallty, and the
incidence of mental retardation and other
handicapping conditions, an~ (11) post
partum and other medical services to recent
mothers; .

(B) referral services for famlly planning,
and purchase of such services when not
otherwise available;

(C) programs Including home services to
prepare adolescents and other famlly mem
bers for family responslb1l1ties, including
asslstance to pUblic secondary schools and
nonprofit orgs.nIzatlons to Implement courses
for adolescents and provide opportunities for
the participation of adolescents In chlld de
velopment and family service programs au
thorized under this title;

(3) preservice and inservlce education and
other training designed to prepare profes
sional and paraprofessional personnel and
parents and other family members to pro
vide chlld development and famlly services;

(4) dissemination of information In the
functional language of those to be served to
assure that parents are well Informed of
chlld development and family service pro
grams avallable to them and may become
d1rectly involved in such programs;

(5) programs de,sjgned to eJttend compre
hensive prekindergarten early chlldhood edu
catlon techniques and gains (part.!cularly
parent participllitlon) Into kindergarten and
early primary grades (one through three)
In cooperation with local edueat1.onal agen
cies;

(6) parent and child centers, homestart,
followthrough. and other supplementary
services and activities.

(7) rental, lesse or lease-purchase, mort
gage amortlZlllt1on payments, remodellng, ren
ovation, alternation, acqu1s1tion of necessary
equipment and supplles, and to the eJttent
authorized In section 109, construction or
fac11ttles;

(8) programs pursuant to subsection (a)
of this section operated by or with the assist
ance of stUdents or facUlty members of a
college or university located 1n the commu
nity served, provided the program otherwise
meets the standards established by this Act;

(9) allowances for transportation and other
costs with respect to children in cases where
such costs are necessary. to and d1rllctly
related to such child's participation in pro
grams under this title;

(10) examination and Inspection of child
development and family service fac1lttles for
lead poisoning and other hazards and the
correction of such hazards In the fac111t1es;

(11) staff and other administrative ex
penses of child and family service' counclls,
local program counclls, and project pollcy
committees established and operated In ac
cordance with the provisions of this title;
and

(12) such other services and activities as
the Secretary deems appropriate in further
ance of the purposes of this title.

STATE AND LOCAL PRIME SPONSORS

SEC. 102. (a) In accordance with the pro
visions of this section, the Secretary may
designate as a prime sponsor for the purpose
of entering Into arrangementsdlrectly with
the Secretary to carry out programs under
this title within a State the following: .

(I) any State;

(2) any unit 'of general.'local.government
or any combination of such units having a
total population oftwenty-ftvethousand or
more persons on the basis of the most satis
factory current data;

(3) any unit of general local government or
any combination of such units, without reo
gard to population, subject to a demonstra
tion by the appllcant that (A) It has
the capabt11ty to carry out adequately a
comprehensive child development and famUy
service program, and (B) there Is a particular
demand for services and avallab1l1ty of re
sources within the area to be served;

(4) any Indian tribal organization;
(5) any other public or private nonprofit

agency meeting the requirements of subsec
tion (h) of this section.

(b) Such appllcants under this subsection
may be designated it the Secretary deter
mines that the appl1cant has the capabl11ty
of effectively carrying out comprehensive pro
grams under this Act and has submitted a
satisfactory prime sponsorship plan whlch-

(1) describes the prime sponsorship ares
to be served;

(2) sets forth satisfactory provisions for
establishing and maintaining. a child and
famUy. services counoU which meets the re
quirements of section 103;

(3) provides that the prime sponsor shall
be responsible for developing and preparing
for each fiscal year a program statement In
accordance with sectlon 104 and any modi
fication thereof and for selecting or estab-.
llshlngan agency or agencies to administer
and coordinate child development and family
service progra.ms In the prime sponsorship
area;

(4) sets forth arrangements under which
the Child and Family Bervlce Council wlU
be entitled to approve program statements,
basic goalS, pollcies, and procedures and the
selection or establishment and annual re
newal of any agency or agencies under
paragraph (3) of this section and Will be re
sponsible for annual and ongoing evaluation
of chUd development and family service pro
grams conducted In the prime sponsorship
area according to criteria established by the
Secretary;

(5) provides assurances that staff and other
administrative expenses for the Child and
Family Service Counclls and Local Program
Councils and Project POlicy Committees w1ll
not exceed 5 per centum of the total cost of
child development programs administered by
the prime sponsors unless such per centum
llmltatlon Is increased to give special con
sideration to Initial cost In the first opera
tional year, In accordance With regulations
which the Secretary shall prescribe;

(6) provides assurances that the prime
sponsor will provide, In an effective, co
ordinated, and comprehensive manner
(through the administering agency or agen
cies established or selected pursuant to this
subsection), directly or by contract or ar
rangement with State, local, or other publlc
agencies. or private nonprofit agencies or or
ganizations, where aVailable-

(A) chlld-related famlly, social, and re
hab1l1tatlve services;

(B) coordination with educational agen
cies and prOViders of educational. services;

(C) health (Including family planning)
and mental health services;

(D) nutrition services;
(E) training of professional and parapro

fessional personnel;
(F) where necessary full-time administra

tive personnel to conduct the program;
(7) sets forth procedures to insure that all

project appllcations for financial assistance
in the area to be served are given due con
sideration, in accordance •with regulations
promUlgated by the Secretary;

(8) In the case of an appllcant for prime
sponsorship which Is a State applying for
designation as prime sponsor for geographi
cal areas Within the State, In addition to the
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provisions otherwise required to be included
in its prime sponsorship plan in accordance
With this section, sets forth adequate pro
visions-

(A) for deslgI).ating local famlly service
areas each of which shall serve a geographi
cal area covered by (i) a unit of general local
government, or (11) units of general local
government serving a total population of not
move than fifty thousand persons except that
the Secretary may, upon appllcation by such
prime sponsors, permit designation of one or
more local famlly service areas serving a pop
Ulation of not more than one hundred thou
sand persons Where necessary in order to
carry out most effectively the purposes and
provisions of this Act;

(B) for establishing and maintaining with
respect to each local famlly service area a
local program councll composed so that (i)
not· less than half of'· the members of each
such councll shall be parent members who
shall be chosen initially by parents who are
recipients of federally assisted day care serv
ices, With equitable and appropriate con
sideration to parents selected by the parent
members of Headstart polley committees
where they exist, and at the earl1est prac
ticable time by the parent members of proj
ect polley committees, and (11) the remainder
shall be publlc members broadIy representa
tive of the general pUbllc, as described in sec
tion 103 (a) (2) (A), appointed by the chief
executive omcera or the governing bOdies, as
appropriate, of the units of general local gov
ernment within the local program area;

(O) to assure that the program statement
to be submitted by the State which affects
each local family service area is developed
and prepared With full participation and ap
proval of the appropriate local program coun-
ell; and '

(D) to' assure that contracts for the opera
tion of programS through public or private
agencies or organizations shall be entered
into only if previously approved by the local
program councll for the' appropriate local
famlly service area; and

(E) to assure that the local program coun
cll's disapproval shall reqUire a majority vote
of the cOUDcll present and voting within
thirty days of submission of the issue to the
councll for such a vote and in the absence
of such action by the counell, the issue shall
be deemed to have been approved. A majority
of the councll shall constitute a quorum for
the purpose of transacting business.

(c)' Any local program councll may ap
peal directly to the Secretary Whenever such
councll alleges that with respect to its por
tion of· the. program statement the State
has falled to comply with the proVisions of
the program statement or the provisions of
this Act.

(d) (I) The secretary shall approve a
prime sponsorship plan submitted by a State
if he determines that the plan so submitted
meets the reqUirements of this section and
sets forth adequate arrangements for serving
all geographical areas under its jurisdiction.

(2) Notwithstanding subsections (e), (f),
and (g) of this section, the Secretary is au
thorized, in accordance With this paragraph,
to approve Statewide prime sponsorship
plans which he determines set forth satisfac
tory arrangements for carrying out demon
stration projects proViding for the Sts,te to
be designated as prime sponsor for the en
tire sts,te and Which meet each of the re
quirements of subsections except that if any
unit of general local government hs,vlng a
population of one mil110n or more persons
Within .' any stich State elects to' apply for
prime sponsorship designation and submits a
plan meeting the requirements of this sec
tion the secretary shall designate such unit
as the local prime sponsor, and in such case
the Statewide plan described in this para
graph shall cover the' balance of the state.
The Secretary shall designate as Statewide
prime' sponsora' under this paragraph not
more than five Sta.tes, having a combined

pop11latlon of not more than 20 per centum
of the total population of all of the States
in the Nation, which have demonstrated
capab1l1ty and (b) and (c) of this section,
leadership in the field of child development
and which are located in various regions of
the Nation and have a variety of character
istics, including differing population sizes
and urban, metropolItan, and rural area and
Industrial and work force composition. A
State shall be designated as a Statewide
prime sponsor under this paragraph only if
the Secretary determines that-

(A) a reasonable opportunity has been
prOVided to each unit of general local govern
ment or combination thereof or Indian tribal
organization within such State el1gible under
paragraph (2) or (4) of subsection (a) of
this section to subm1t comments to the State
and to the Secretary; and

(B) the prime sponsorship plan submitted
by such State takes into account, to the ex
tent appropriate, the comments submitted in
accordance With clause (A) of this paragraph.

(e) (1) The Secretary shall approve a
prime sponsorship plan submitted by a unit
of general local government which is (A) a
city elIgible under SUbsection (a) (2) of this
section, or (B) a county or other unit of gen
eral local government ellglble under subsec
tion (a) (2) of this section (excluding the
number of such persons included within the
popUlation of any city which is designated
as a prime sponsor under clause (A) of this
paragraph), if he determines that the plan
so submitted meets the reqUirements of
subsection (a) of this section and includes
adequate provisions for carrying out com
prehensive ch11d development and family
services programs in the area covered by
such unit of general local government.

(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 paragraph (2), (3), or (4)
of SUbsection (a), the Secretary shall desig
nate to serve such area the applicant which
he determines has the capab111ty of more
effectively carrying out the purposes of this
title with respect to such area.

(3) In the event that the area under the
jurisdiction of a unit of general local govern
ment described in clause (A) or (B) of para
graph (1) of this subsection includes any
common geographical area with that covered
by another such unit of general local gov
ernment, the Secretary shall designate to
serve such area the unit of general local gov
ernment which he determines has the capa
bll1ty of more effectively carrying out the
purposes of this title with respect to such
area and which has submitted a plan which
meets the requirements of subsection (a) of
this section and includes adequate provi
sions for carrying out comprehensive child
development and fam11y services programs
in such area.

(f) The Secretary shall approve a prime
sponsorship plan submitted by a combina
tion of units of general local government
eligible under subsection (a) (2) of this sec
tion (excluding the number of such persons
Included within the population of any city
which is designated as a prime sponsor under
clause (A) of subsection (e) (1», if he de"
termines that the plan so submitted meets
the requirements of subsection (a) of this
section and includes adequate prOVisions for
carrying out comprehensive chlld develop
ment and family services programs in the
area covered by the combination of such
units of general local government.

(g) The Secreta.ry shall approve a prime
sponsorship plan submitted by an Indian
tribal organization if he determines that the
plan 50 submitted meets the requirements of
subsection (a) of this section and includes
adequate provisions for carrying out com
prehensive child development and family
service programs in the area to be served.

(h) The secretary may approve a prime
sponsorship plan submitted by a unit or
combination of units of general local gov
ernment or by a publ1c or private nonprofit
agency, including but not limited to a com
munity action agency, single-purpose Head
start agency, pUblIc or private educational
agency or institution, community develop
ment corporation, parent cooperative, orga
nization of migrant agricultural workers, or
ganization of Indians, employer organiza
tion, labor union, or employee or labor-man
agement organization, if he determines thllot
the plan so submitted meets the require
ments of subsection (a) of this section and
includes provisions setting forth-

(1) arrangements for serving ch11dren in
a community or neighborhood or other ur
ban or rural area possessing a commonality
of interest (A) with respect to which there
Is no prime sponsorship designation In effect.
or (B) with respect to any portion of an
area where a designated prime sponsor 18
found not to be satisfactorily implementing
chlld development and family services pro
grams which adequately meet, the purposes
of this part, or (0) for making ava11able spe
cial services, in accordance wtih criteria es
ta.blished by the secretary, designed to meet
the needs of economically disadvantaged or
preschool ch11dren or children of working
mothers or single parents; or

(2) arrangements for prOViding compre
hensive ch11d development and famlly serv
ices programs on a year-round basis to chil
dren of migrant agriCUltural workers and
their families; or

. (3) arrangements for carrying out model
programs especially designed to be respOn
sive to the needs of economically disadvan
taged, minority group, bl1ingual, or preschool
children or to demonstrate the feaslb111ty of
conducting child development and, family
services programs on the basis of a neighbor
hood or other area possessing a commonauty
of interest In any 10cal1ty.

(1) The Governor shall be given not less
than thirty nor more than sixty days to re
view applications for prime sponsorship des
ignation submitted by any appl1cant other
than the state, to offer recommenda.tions to
the applicant, and to submit comments to
the Secretary.

(3) A prime sponsorship plan submitted
under this section may be disapproved or a
prior designation of a prime sponsormay, be
withdrawn only if the Secretary, In accord
ance with regulations which he shall pre
scribe, has provided (1) written notice, of
intention to disapprove such plan, inciuding
a statement of the reasons therefor, (2) a
reasonable time in which to submit correc
tive amendments to such plan or undertake
other necessary corrective action, and (3) an
opportunity for a pUbllc hearing upon which
basis an appeal to the Secretary may be taken
as of right.

(k) (1) If any party is dissatisfied with th~

secretary's final action under subsection (3)
with respect to the disapproval of its plan
submitted under this section or the with
drawal of its prime sponsorship designation,
such party may, within sixty days after no
tice of such action, file With, the United
States court of appeals for the circuit in
which such party is located a petition for re';'
view of that action. A copy of the petition
shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk
of the court to the Secretary. The Secretary
thereupon shall file in the court the record
of the proceedings on which he based his
action, as proVided in section 2112 of title 28,
United States Oode.

(2) The findings of fact by the Secretary,
if BUpported by SUbstantial evidence, shall be
conclusive, but the court, for good came
shown, may remand the case to the Secretary
to take further evidence. The Secretary may
make new or mod1f1ed findings of fact and
may modify his previous action, and shall
certify to the court the record of the further
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proceed1ngs. Such new or modIfied findings
of fact shall be conclusive 1! supported by
substanUal eVidence.

(3) The court shall have Jurisdiction to
amrm the action of the Secretary or to set
It aside, In Whole or In part. The JUdgment
of the court shall be SUbject to review by the
Supreme COurt of the United States upon cer
tiorari or certification as provided In section
1254 of title 28, United states Code.

(1) When any unit or combination of units
of general government or other prime spon
sor Is malntalnlng a pattern or practice of
dlscr1m1natlon against minority group per
sons or against economically disadvantaged
chlldren, the Secretary shall approve the ap
pllcatlon for prime sponsorship of an alter
native unit of government or public or prl
va.te nonprofit agency or organIzation In the
area which wlll eqUitably serve minority
group and economically disadvantaged chll
dren.

(m) In the event that a State, a unit or
comblnatlon of units of general local gov
ernment, or an Indian tribal organization
has not submitted· a program statement
under this section or the Secretary has not
approved a plan so submitted, or where the
secretary has not designated or has with
drawn designation of prime sponsorship un
der this section, or where the needs of mi
grants, pre-school-age chlldren, or the
chlldren of working mothers or single par
ents, minority groups, or the economically
disadvantaged' are not being served, the
Secretary' may directly fund projects, In
cludlng those In rural areas without regard
to population, that he deems necessary In
order to serve the chlldren of the particular
area.

CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES COUNCILS

SEC. 103. (a) Each prime sponsor desig
nated under section 102 shall estab1lsh and
maintain a Chlld and Famlly Services Coun
cil composed of not less than ten members
as follOWEr;-

(1) not less than half the members of such
Councll shall be parents of chlldren served
In programs under this Act chosen In ac
cordance With the provisions of paragraph
(1) of subsection (b) of this section;

(2) the remainIng members shl'i.ll be ap
pointed by the chief executive officer or the
governing body, Whichever Is appropriate, of
the prime sponsor to represent the pUbliC,
but (A) not less than half of such members
shall be persons who are broadly representa
tive of .the general publlc, Including govern
ment agencies, pUbl1c and private agencies
and organizations In such fields as 'education,
economic opportunity, health. welfare, em
ployment and training, business or financial
organizations or Institutions, labor unions,
and employers, and (B) the remaining mem
bers, the number of which shall be either
equal to or one less than the number of
members appointed under clause (A) , shall
be persons who are particula.rly skllled by
virtue of training or experience .In chlld
development, chUd health, child welfare, edu
cation or other chlld and famlly services,
except that the Secretary may waive the
requirement of this clause (B) to the extent
that he determlnes, In accordance With regu
lations which he shall prescribe,that such
persons are notavaUable to the area to be
eerve4; and

(8) in establ1shing a Chlldand Family
services council under this section, the,prlme
sponsor shall give due consideration to the
membership of day care coordinating bodies
then existing in the area to be served.

At least one-third of the total membership
of theChUd and Famlly services Councll
shall be persons who are· economically dls
advantaged. Each COuncll shall select its
own .chairman.

(b) In accordance With procedures which
the secretary shall establish pursuant to
regulations. each prime sponsor designated

under section 102 shall proVide, With respect
to the Child and FamIly services Councils
establlshed and maintained by such prime
sponsor, that-

(1) the parent members described In para
graph (1) of subsection (a) of this section
shall be chosen as follows:

(A) In the case of COunclls established by
prime sponsors which are States, by the par
ent members of local program counclls estab
lished under section 102(b) (8); and

(B) In the case of Counclls esta.bllshed by
prime sponsors other than states (and by
States With respect to local program coun
ells) initially by parents who are recipients
of federally assisted day care services, With
equitable and appropriate consideration to
parents selected by the parent members of
Headstart policy committees and, at the
earliest practicable time by the parent mem
bers of project pollcy committees;

(2) the terms of office and any other poli
cies and procedures of an organizational
nature Including nomination and election
procedures, are appropriate In accordance
with the purposes of this Act;

(3) such "Councll shall be entitled to exer
cise the power of approval consistent With
section 102(b) (4), and the Councll's disap
proval shall require a majority vote of the
Councll present and voting within thirty
days after submission of the issue to the
Councll for such a vote and In the absence of
such action by the Council, the Issue will
be deemed to have been approved. A majority
of the Council shall constitute a quorum for
the purpose of transacting business; and

(4) such Council shall, upon its own Ini
tiative or upon request of a project appli
cant or any other party in interest, conduct
ptiblic hearings before action is taken by
the prime sponsor upon applications for
financial assistance' submitted by project
applicants under this title.

PROGRAM STATEMENTS

SEC. 104. (a) Financial assistance under
this title may be provided by the secretary
for any fiscal year to a prime sponsor desig
nated under section 102 only pursuant to a
program statement which Is· submitted by
such prime sponsor directly to and approved
by the Secretary in accordance with the
provisions of this title. Any such program
statement shall set forth a comprehensive
program for providing child development
and family services In the prime sponsorship
area whlch-

(1) provides that programs or services
under this title shall be provided only for
children whose parents request them;

(2) identifies child development and
family service needs and goals within the
area to be served and describes the purpose
for which the financial assistance will be
used;

(3) meets the needs of children and fami
lies in the prime sponsorship area. to the
extent that avallable funds can be reason
ably expected to have an effective impact.
with priority to children who have not at
tained six years of age;

(4) (A) provides that funds received under
section 3(c) (1) of this title Will be used for
child development programs and services
focused upon young children from low-in
come famllles, glvlng priority to continued
financial assistance for Headstart projects
by reserving for such projects from such
funds in any fiscal year an amount at least
equal to the aggregate amount received· by
public or private agencIes and organizations
Within the prime sponsorship area for pro
grams during the fiscal year ending June 80,
1973. under section 222 (a) (1) of the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, and '(B)
provides that programs receiving funds
under section 3 (c) (3) w1ll give priority to
prOViding services for economically disad
vantaged children by reserving not less than
65 per centum of such funds for the purpose

Of serving 'economically .d1sadvantagedchll
dren.

(5) gives priority thereafter to provlding
chlld development and fa.mtly services pro
grams and services to chlldren of worklng
mothers and slngle parents not covered
under paragraph (4);

(6) provides for direct parent participa
tion In the conduct. overall direction. and
evaluation of programs;

(7) provides procedures for the approval
of project applications submitted In accord
ance With section 105;

(8) proVides In the case of a prime sponsor
which is a State that project applications
shall be approved by the prime sponsor only
1! previously approved by the local program
councll for the appropriate local family serv
Ice area, In accordance With section 102 (b)
(8) (E);

(9) (A) proVides, in the case ,of a prime
sponsor located Withln .or· adjacent to a
metropolitan area, for coordination With
other prime sponsors located Within such
metropolitan area. and arrangement for
cooperative funding where appropriate, and
particularly for such coordInatIon where ap
propriate to meet the needs for chlld devel
opment and famlly services of children of
parents worklng or participating In tralnlng
or otherwise occupied during the day within
a prime sponsorship area other than that in
which they reside;

(B) provides forcoordlnation of other
federally funded child development and fam
Ily service, chlld care, and related programs
(Including those relating to manpower train
Ing and employment) with the programs as
sisted under this Act, as required pursuant
to regulations established by the secretary
under Section 8U(b) of this Act.

(C) assures that procedures and mecha
nisms for coordination have been developed
in cooperation with agencIes and organiza
tions carrying out preschool programs and
admlnlstrators of local educational agen
cies and nonpubllc. schools, at the local
level, to provide continuity between pro
grams for preschool and elementary school
children and to coordinate programs con
ducted under this title and programs con
ducted pursuant to section 222(a) (2) of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965; and

(D) establishes arrangements In the area
served for the coordlnatlon of programs con
ducted under the auspices· of or. With the
support of business or financial Institutions
or organizations, industry. labor. employee
and labor-management organizations, and
other community groups;

(10) proVides that, to the extent feas
Ible, each program within the prime spon
sorship area shall Include chUdren from a
range of socioeconomic background;

(11) provides comprehensIve servIces (A)
to meet the special needs of' minority group
children and children ofmlgrantagricul
tural workers with partIcular emphasis on
the needs of children from blllrigual fa.mllles
for the development of skills In English and
in the other language spoken In the home,
and (B) to meet the needs of all children
to understand the history and cultural back
ground of minority groups which belong
to the communities;

'(12)provldesequltably for. the cblld de
velopment 'a.nd famlly services. needs ·.of
chlldrenfrom each minority group and mg
nificantsegment of .the economIcally dls
advantaged residing )vithin the. area, served;

,(13)Ip:cludes a career development plan
for,paraprofessional and,professional. traln-:
lng, education, .and advancement on a ca-'
reer ladder; .

(14) provides that, insofar as possible, per
sons residing in communities being· served
by such projects wUl be employed therein,
lncludingln-home and part-tlmeemploy-
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ment and opportunities for training In pro
grams under title n of this Act, with spe
cial. consideratIon for career opportunities
for low-Income persons;

(15) provides for the regular and frequent
disseminatIon of Information In the func
tional language of those to be served, to as
sure that parents and other Interested per
sons In the communIty are fUlly Informed
of the actIvities ot the prime sponsor, Chlld
and FamIly servIce> Councll, local program
councils, and of delegate agencies;

(16) sets forth provisions describing any
arrangements· for the delegation, under the
supervisIon of the Chlld and FamIly Berv
Ices Counell, to publ1c or private agencIes.
Institutions, or organizations, of responslblll
ties for the delivery of programs, services, and
activities fOl'" which financial assistance Is
provided under this Act or for planning or
evaluation services to be made available with
respect to programs under this Act;

(17) . contains plans for regularly con
ducting surveys and analyses of needs for
child development and famlly servIces pro
grams. In the prime sponsorship area and
for submitting to the secretary a compre
hensive annual report and evaluation In
such form and containing such lnformatlon
as the secretary shall require by regUlation;

(18) provides assurances satisfactory. to
the Secretary that the non-Federal share
requirements will be met;

(19) provides for such fiscal control and
funding accounting procedures as the Secre
tary may prescrIbe to assure proper disburse
ment of and accounting for Federal funds
paId to the prime sponsor;

(20) provides. that special ccnsideration
wlll be given to project applicatIons submit
ted by public and private nonprofit agen
cies and organizations with on-going pro
grams;

(21) provides procedures for the COuncil
to select, and establish polley with respect
tc.. tenure and status of, Its employees.

(b) No program statement or modification
thereof submitted by a prime sponsor under
this section shall be approved by the Secre
tary unless he determines, ill accordance
with regulations which the Secretary shall
prescribe, that-

< (1) each commUnity action agency or
single-purpose .Headstart agency In the area
to be served preViously responsible for the
administration of programs under this part
or under section 222(a) (1) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 has had an oppor
tunity to submit comments to the prime
sponsor and to the Secretary;

(2) the local educational agency for the
area to be served and other approprIate edu
cational and traIning agencIes and Institu
tions have had an opportunity to submit
comments to the prime sponsor and to the
Becretary; and

(3)' In the case of a plan submitted by a
prime sponsor other than the State, the State
Child' and FamIly services Council has had
an opportunity to submit comments to the
prime sponsor and to the Secretary.

(c) A program statement SUbmitted under
thIs section may be disapproved or a prIor
approval withdrawn only If the Secretary, In
accordance with regulations whIch he shall
prescribe, has provided (1) written notice of
Intention to disapprove such plan. Including
a statement of the reasons therefor, (2) a
reasonable time to submit corrective amend
ments to such plan or undertake other nec
essary corrective action, and (3) an oppor
tunity for a pUblic hearing upon which basis
an appeal to the secretary may be taken as
of right.

(d) In order to contribute to the effective
administration of this title, the Secretary
shall establish appropriate procedures to per
mit sponsors. to submit Jointly a single pro
gratnstatement for the areas served by such
Prlnle sponsors. .

PROJECT APPLICATIONS

SEC. 105. (a) Financial assistance und\lr
this title may be provided to a project ap
plicant for any fiscal year only pursuant to
a project application which Is submitted by
a publ1c or private agency and Which pro
vldes-

(1) that funds will be provided for carry
Ing out any child development and family
services program under this title only to a
qualified public or private agency or organi
zation, Including but not limited to a com
munIty action agency, single-purpose Head
start agency, public or private educational
agency or Institution, community develop
ment corporation, parent cooperative. organ
Ization of migrant agricultural workers, or
ganization of Indians, private organization
Interested In child development, employer or
business organIzation, labor unIon, or em
ployee or labor-management organization;

(2) for establishing and maintaining proj
ect policy committees composed of not less
than ten members as follows-

(A) not less than halt of the members of
each such committee shall be parents of Chil
dren served by such project, and

(B) the remaining members of each such
committee shall consl8\; of (I) persons who
are representative of the community and
who are approved by the parent members,
and (11) one persons who Is particularly
skilled by virtue of training or experience In
child development, child health, child wel
fare. or other child care services, except that
the Secretary may waive the requirement of
this clause (11) where he determines, In ac
cordance with regUlations which he shall pre
scribe, that such person Is not available to
the area to be served;

(3) for direct participation of such project
polley committees In the development and
preparation of project applications under
this title;

(4) that adequate provision will be made
for training and other administrative ex
penses of such project policy committees (in
cluding necessary expenses to enable low
Income members to participate In council or
committee meetings) ;

(5) that project policy committees shall
have responsibility for approving basic goals,
policies, actions, and procedures for the proj
ect applicant, and for planning, overall con
duct, personnel, bUdgeting, location of cen
ters and facUlties, and direction and evalua
tion of projects; .

(6) that the project polley committee's
disapproval shall require a majority vote of
the committee present and voting within
thirty days of submission of the Issue to
the committee for such a vote and In the
absence of such action by the committee,
the Issue shall be deemed to have been ap
proved, and a majority of the Council shall
constitute a quorum for the purpose of
transacting business;

(7) that prograxns assisted under this title
will prOVide for such comprehensive health,
nutritional, education, social, and other
services, as are necessary for the full de
velopment of each participating child;

(8) that adequate provisIon wlll be made
for the regular and frequent dissemination
of lnformatlon In the functional language
of those to bt1 served, to assure that parents
and Interested persons are fully lnformed
of project activities;

(9) that with respect to child development
and family services provided by programs
assisted under this title-

(A) no charge will be made with respect
to any child who Is a member of any family
with an annual Income equal to or less
than $4,320 with appropriate adjustments
In the case of famUles having more than two
children, except to the extent that payment
wlll be made by a third party (including a
publlC agency); and

(B) such charges as the Secretary may
provide wlll be made with respect to any
child of any other family. In accordance with
an appropriate fee schedule established by
him, designed to permit enrollment or con
tinued participation In the program as fam
Ily income Increases and based upon the abil
Ity of the family to pay. which payment may
be made In whole or In part by a third party
In behalf of such family, except that any
such charges with respect to any family with
an Income of less than the lower living stand
ard budget (as determIned In accordance
with paragraph (5) of section 4) shall not
exceed the sum of (i) an amount equal to
10 per centum of any famIly Income which
exceeds the highest Income level at which
no charges would be made with respect to
children of such family under SUbparagraph
(A) but does not exceed 85 per centum of
such lower living standard bUdget, and (11)
an amount equal to 15 per centum of any
famIly Income which exceeds 85 per centum
of such lower liVing standard budget but
does not exceed 100 per centum of such lower
living standard bUdget. and, If more than
two children from the same family are par
ticipating, additional charges may be made
not to exceed the sum of the amounts cal
cUlated In accordance With clauses (I) and
(II) with respect to each such additional
child or, the actual cost of services, Which
ever Is less. except that charges less than
those prescribed by the Secretary pursuant
to this paragraph (B) may be made with re
spect to any program, where the Secretary,
upon application of any prime sponsor,
determines that such lower charges are nec
essary In order to take Into account actual
liVing expenses within the prime sponsor
Ship area, to meet the specIal needs of eco
nomically disadvantaged persons within such
area, or to Insure consistency with fee sched
Ules for similar services under other laws.

(10) that children will In no case be ex
cluded from the programs operated pursuant
to this title because of their participation In
nonpublic preschool or school programs or
because of the Intention of their parents to
enroll them In nonpublic schools when they
attain school age;

(11) that programs Will, to the extent ap
propriate, employ paraprofessional aides and
volunteers, especially parents, older children,
stUdents, older persons, and persons pre
paring for care!lrs In child development pro
grams;

(12) that no person wlll be dented em
ployment In any program solely on the
ground that such person falls to meet State
or local teacher certification standards;

(13) that there are assurances satisfactory
to the Secretary that the non-Federal share
requlrementa will be met; and

(14) that provision will be made for such
fiscal control and fund accounting proce
dures as the Secretary shall prescribe to as
sure proper disbursement of and accounting
for Federal funds.

(b) A project application may be approved
by a prime sponsor upon its determination
that such application meets the requirements
of this sectIon and that the programs pro
Vided for therein will otherwise further the
objectives and satisfy the appropriate pro
visions of the prime sponsor's program state
ment as approved pursuant to section 104.

(c) A project application from a public or
private nonprofit agency which Is also a
prime sponsor under section 102 shall be sub
mitted directly to the Secretary, together
With the program statement.

(d) A prime sponsor may disapprove a
project application only It It provides to the
project applicant a written statement of the
reasons therefor. Such project applicant may
submit an appeal to the secretary request
Ing the direct approval of such application or
modlftcation thereof. Any such appeal shall
include such comments, including theptoject



21622 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE
applicant's response to the prime sponsor's
statement or reasons for disapproval. as the
project applicant may deem appropriate or
as the Secretary may require.

(e) A project application submitted di
rectly to the Secretary may be approved by
the Secretary upon his determination that
It meets the requirements of subsection (a)
or this section.

ANNUAL FAMILY SERVICE PLANS

SEC. 106. (a) In addition to any program
statement submitted with respect to tlscal
years beginning after June 30, 1973, any state
desiring to receive additional financial as
sistance pursuant to section 108(a) (3) for
Its own use, or for grants to or contracts
with prime sponsors within such States, for
activities authorized in this title, shall sub
mit an annual family service plan.

(b) Such plan shall be approved by the
Secretary upon a determination that It sets
forth adequate agreements between State
and local prime sponsors for maximum co
ordination of child development and famUy
services within the State and for full utUi
zatlon of resources within the State, includ
ing. but not limited to agreements with re
spect to-

(1) the determination of general chUd de
velopment and family service goals and needs
throughout the State;

(2) comprehensive planning and coordi
nation of child development and famIly serv
Ice programs to be conducted within the
State;

(3) arrangements under which State agen
cies shall assist In the establishment of
ChIld and Family Services Councils and in
strengthening the capab111ty of such Coun
cUs to participate effectively in programs un
der this Act where requested by local prime
sponsors;

(4) arrangements under which state agen
cies shall assist in providing health, educa
tional, family planning. education, nutri
tion, and other components of chIld develop
ment and family service programs and facll!
ties and training related thereto where re
quested by local prime sponsors In the de
velopment and implementation of program
statements submitted by local prime spon
sors'

(5) arrangements for conducting programs
for the exchange of personnel involved in
ch11d development and family service pro
grams within the State;

(6) procedures for assessing State and
local licensing codes and teaching standards
as they relate to child development and fam
11y service programs within the State; and

(7) procedures for d1sseminatlng model
program information and the results of re
search on programs for children and famllles.
SPECIAL COOPERATIVE PROGRAMS WITH EDUCA-

TIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND OTHER PROJECT
SPONSORS

SEC. 107. (a) The secretary shall provide
assistance made aVallable for the purpose of
this section pursuant to clause (e) of section
108(a) (1) of this title to educational agen
cies and Institutions to be used by such agen
cies and Institutions In cooperation with
other project applicants pursuant to program
statements for the purp06e of planning, car
rying out, and evaluating cooperative pro
grams and activities designed (1) to provide
continuity between preschool programs,
afterschool programs and educational and
related programs conducted by such agen
cies and Institutions, Including those con
ducted under the Elementary and Secondary
Ed.ucation Act of 1965, such as joint design
of programs, provision for Interchange and
progressIon of children between programs.
cooperative use of professIonal, technical and
administrative personnel and development of
sequential programs to be conducted by sev
eral component agencies or orga.n1zations,
and (2) to maximize community Involvement
In child development and famlly services

programs by providing model projects which
provide for the location of chUd deVelopment
centers within, adjacent to, or in CI06e prox
Imity of secondary schools. or senior citizens
centers, or both, so as to give secondary stu
dents practical work opportunities and first
hand experiences in child development and
farnlly services and to give senior citizens the
opportunity to become Involved and to share
their expertences and talents with preschool
children. Such projects shall, to the extent
feasible, foster a home-school relationship
by employing the parents of the children
enrolled In the center as teacher aides on a
rotating basis. The secretary shall encourage
all agencIes within the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Including the 01l1ce
of Child Development. the 01l1ce of Educa
tion, and the Administration on Aging, to
carry out the provisions of this subsection.

(b) Nothing In this section shall be con
strued to limit the opportunity of any agency
or instltutlon receiving assistance under this
sectlon from otherwise receiving assistance
under this title.

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS

SEC. 108. (a) (1) From the amounts avail
able for carrying out comprehensive child de
velopment and family services programs un
der this title (after making the reservations
provided for In clauses (1) and (2) of sec
tion 3(c) of this Act), the Secretary shall
reserve the following:

(A) not less than that proportion of the
total amount available for carrying out this
title as Is equivalent to that proportion which
the total number of chIldren of mIgrant agri
CUltural workers bears to the total number of
economically disadvantaged children in the
United States, which shall be apportioned
among programs serving children of migrant
agrtcultural workers on an equitable basis,
and to the extent practicable in proportion to
the relative numbers of children served In
each such program;

(B) not less than that proportion of the
total amount available for carrying out this
title as Is equIvalent to that proportion which
the total number of children In Indian trIbal
organizations bears to the total number of
economically disadvantaged chUdren In the
United States. which shall be apportioned
among programs serving children In Indian
trtbal organizations on an equitable basis,
and to the extent practicable In proportion to
the relative numbers or chIldren In each such
program;

(C) not less than 10 per centum of the
total amount available for carrying out this
title, whIch shall be made available for
the purposes of section 10l(b) (1) (C) of this
title (relating to special activities for handi
capped children);

(D) not less than 5 per centum nor more
than 10 per centum of the total amount
available for carrying out this title, whloh
shall be made available under section 102(h)
(3) of this title (relating to model pro
grams); and

(E) not less than 8 per centum of the to
tal amount avaIlable for carrying out this
title (special cooperative programs with edu
cational InstItutions).

(2) The secretary shall allocate the re
maInder of the amounts avallable for this
title (except for funds made available under
pargaraphs (1) and (3) of section 3(c) of
this Act) among the States, and within the
States among local areas, so as to provide.
to the extent practicable, for the geographi
cal distribution of such remainder in such
a manner that-

(A) 50 per centum thereof shall be appor
tioned among the States, and withIn each
State among local areas. in proportion to
the relative number of economically disad
vantaged children in each State and local
area, respectively, excluding those chIldren
who are eligible for service under clauses
(A) and (B) of paragraph (1) of this sub
sectIon.

(B) 25 per centum thereof shall be ap
portioned 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, respective
ly; and

(C) 25 per centum thereof shall be ap
portioned among the States. and within each
State among local areas, in proportion to the
relative number of children of working moth
ersand single parents in each State and lo
cal area, respectively.

For the purposes of clauses (A) and (B)
of this paragraph. there shall be excluded.
those children who are counted under clauses
(A) and (B) of subsection (a) (1) of this
section.

(3) Not to exceed 10 per centum of the
total funds allotted for use within a State
pursuant to paragraph (2) may be made
available to enable States to carry out the
provisions of section 106 of this title.

(b) Any portion of any apportIonment un
der subsection (a) for a fiscal year which the
Secretary determlnesw1l1 not be required,
for the pertod for Which such apportionment
Is available, for carryIng out programs under
this title shall be available for reapportion
ment from time to time, on such dates dur
Ing such pertod as the secretary shall fix,
to other States or local areas on an equitable
basis, taking Into account the orIginal ap
portionments to the States and local areas.
Any amount reapportioned to a State or lo
cal area under this SUbsection durtng a year
shall be deemed part of Its apportionment
under subsection (a) for such year.

(c) In determining the numbers of chil
dren for purposes of allocatIng and appor
tioning funds under this section, . the sec
retary shall use the most recent satisfactory
data available to him.

(d) As soon as practicable atter funds are
appropriated to carry out this title for any
fiscal year, the Secretary shall pUblish in
the Federal Register the allocations and ap
portionments reqUired by thIs section.
AODrrIONAL CONDrrIONS FOR PROGRAMS INCLUD-

ING CONSTRUCTION OR ACQUIBrrION .

SEC. 109. (a) Applications for financial as
sistance for projects Including construction
or acquisition may be approved only if the
Secretary determines that construction or
acquisition of such facUlties IS essential to
the provision of adequate child care, serv
Ices, and that rental,lease or lease-purchase.
remodeling, or renovation of adequate faclll
ties Is not practicable.

(b) If any facl11ty assisted under this title
shall cease to be used for the purposes for
which it was constructed,the UnltecfStates
shall be entitled to recover from the appli
cant or other owner of the fac111ty an amount
Which bears to the then value oftha facll1ty
(or so much ther8<J! as constituted, an ap
proved project) the same ratio as, the amount

of such Federal funds <bore, to the, cost of
the !aclUty financed With the aid Of such
funds unless the Secretary determines in ac
cordance with regulatioI).s that there Is good
cause for releasing the applicant or other
owner from the obligation 'to do so. Such
value Shall be determined, by agreement of
the parties or by action brought In the
United States dlstrlct court for the district
In which the facility is situated.

(c) All laborers and mechanics employed
by contractors or subcontractors on all con
structIon, remodeling,renOVp,tlon, or altera
tion projects assisted under this title shall
oe paid wages at rates not less than those
prevaUing on similar construction In the
locality as determined by the Secretary of
Labor In accordance with the Davis-Bacon
Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a--276a.-5.The
Secretary of Labor shall have with respect
to the labor standards specified,'in this sec
tion the authority and functions set forth
In Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950
(15 F.R. 3176) and sectIon 20f the Act of
June 13, 1934, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276c).
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(d) In the casecf loans for construction,

the secretary shall prescribe the Interest
rate and the period within which such ioan
shall be repaid, but such Interest rates shall
not be less than 3 per centum per annum
and the period within which such loan is
to be repaid shall not be more than twenty
five years,

(e) The Federal assistance for construction
may be In the form· of grants or loans, pro
vided that total Federal funds to be paid to
other than pUbllc or private nonprofit agen
cies and organizations wUl not exceed 50
per centum· of the construction cost, and
will be Inthe form of loans. Repayment of
loans shall, to the extent required by the
Secretary, be returned to the prime sponsor
from whose flnanclal assistance the loan was
made, or used for additional loans or grants
under this title. Not more than 15 per cen
tum of the total financial assistance pro
vided to a prime sponsor under this title shall
be used for construction of fac1l1ties, with
110 more than 7~ per centum of such assist
ance usable for grants for construction.
USE OJ' PUBLIC FACILrrms FOR CHILD DEVELOP

MENT PROGRAMS

SEC. 110. (a) Th.e Secretary, after consulta
tion With other appropriate officials of the
Federal Government, shall within eighteen
months. a.tter.enactment of this Act report to
the Congres!l With respect to the extent to
which facUlties ·owned or leased by Federal
departments, agencies, and independent au
thorities could be· made available to public
and private nonprofit agenc1es and organiza
tions, through appropriate arrangements, for
use as faciUtles for child care programs under
this title during times and periods which not
utiUzed fUlly for. their usual purposes, to
gether with his recommendations (Including
recommendations for changes in legislation)
or proposed actions for such use.

(b) The Secretary may require, as a condi
tion to the receipt of assistance under this
title, that any prime sponsor under this title
agree to conduct a review and provide the
secretary with a. report as to the extent to
Which fac111tles, owned or leased by such
prime sponsor, or by other agencies in the
prime sponsorship area, could be made avail
able, through appropriate arrangements, for
use as. facUlties for child development and
famlly services programs under this title dur
Ing times and periods when not utilized
fully for their usual purposes, together with
the prime sponsor's proposed actions for such
use.

PAYMENTS

SEC. 111. (a) In accordance with this sec
tion, the Secretary shall pay from the 0.1'
pllcable allocation or apportionment under
section 108 the Federal share of the costs of
programs, services, and actiVities, In accord
ance with plans, program statements, or 0.1'
pllcatlons which have been approved as pro
Vided In this title. In making such payment
to any prime sponsor, the Secretary shall In
clude In such costs an amount for staff and
other E.dm1n1stratlve expenses for the Child
and Pamily services Councils, local program
councils, and project pollcy committees, con
sistent with lImltatlons contained In this
title.

(b)( 1) Except as provided In paragraphs
(2) and (3) of this subsection, the secretary
shall pay an amount not In excess of 90 per
centum of the cost of carrying out programs,
services, and activities under this title. The
Secretary may, In accordance with such regu
lations as he shall prescribe, approve assist
ance In excess of such percentage If he deter
mlnes that such action Is required to provide
adequately· for the child development and
family services needs of economically dis
advantaged children.

(2). The Secretary shall pay an amount
equal to 100 per centum of the costs of pro
vld1rig child development and famlly services
programs for children of mlgrant agriCUltural
workers and their famllles under this title.

(3) The Secretary shall pay an amount
equal to 100 per centum of the costs of pro
viding child development and family services
programs for chlldren in Indian tribal orga
nizations under this title.

(c) The non-Federal share of the costs of
programs 8{lslsted under thIs title may be
provided through public or private funds and
may be in the form of cash, goods, services,
or facilities (or portions thereof that are used
for program purposes), reasonably evaluated
or union or employer contributions. Fees col
lected for services shall not be used for the
non-Federal share, but shall be used by the
project applicant for the same purposes as
payments under this section, except that, In
the case of projects assisted under a pro
gram statement, such fees shall be turned
over to the appropriate prime sponsor for
distribution In the same manner as the prime
sponsor's allocation under sectlon 108(a) (2).

(d) If, with respect to any fiscal year, a
prime sponsor or project applicant provides
non-Federal contributions or any program,
service, or activity exceeding its require
ments, such excess may be applled toward
meeting the requirements for such contribU
tions for the SUbsequent fiscal year under
this title.

(e) No State or unit of general local gov
ernment shall reduce Its expenditures for
chUd care programs by reason of assistance
under this title.
TITLE II-TRAIIDNG, TECHNICAL ASSIST

ANCE, PLANNING, AND EVALUATION
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 partlclpate in pro
grams of preservlce 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 paraprofessional
child development and family services per
sonnel 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; institutions, national
child development and family service orga
nizations, and producers of television pro
graming. The Secretary Is authorized to make
grants or enter into contracts under this
section for the purpose of establishing, de
veloping, or upgrading child development
and family services personnel training pro
grams which shall include, but shall not be
limited to, the development of programs te-

(1) provide postgraduate level training for
teachers of professional and paraprofessional
child development and family services per
sonnel 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 1nservlce train
ing of professional and paraprofessional per
sonnel for teaching, management and super
visory, and administrative positions In child
development and family services programs,
Including the training and certification of
Child Development Associates;

(5) help parents and high school students
understand and practice sound child de
velopment 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 services.

(b) The Secretary shall take whatever
steps he deems appropriate to achieve the
coordination of all federally sponsored child
development and famlly 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 opportunities
for such personnel.

TECHNICAL ASSrsTANCE AND PLANNING

SEC. 202. The Secretary shall. directly or
through grant or contract, make technical
assistance available to prime sponsors and
to project applicants participating or seekIng
to participate in programs assisted under
this Act on a continuing basis, to assist them
In planning, developing, and carry1ng out
child development and family services pro
grams.
TITLE m-SUPPORTIVE SERVICES AND

SPECIAL ACTIVTTiES
SPECIAL RESPONSmrLITIES OF THE SECRETARY

SEC. 301. (a) The Secretary Is authorized
to make an evaluation of Federal involvement
In .'activities and services for children and
famllles by contract with any publlc or pri
vate agencies. organizations, and individuals.
Prime sponsors and project applicants as
sisted under this Act and departments and
agencies of the Federal Government shall,
upon request by the Secretary, make avail
able, consistent With other provisions of
law, such information as the Secretary de
termines Is necessary for purposes of making
the evaluation required under this subsec
tion. The Secretary shall reserve for the
purposes of this subsection not less than 1
per centum, and may reserve for such pur
poses not more than 2 per centum, of the
amounts available under this Act for any
fiscal year.

(b) The Secretary Is authorized to carry
out a program of research and demonstra
tion projects, which allall include but not
be limited te-

(1) research to determine the nature of
child development processes and the impact
of various Influences upon them, to develop
techniques to measure and evaluate child
development, to develop standards to evalU
ate professional and paraprofessional child
development personnel, and to determine
how child development and family services
programs conducted in either home or In
stitutional settings affect child development
processes:

(2) research to test preschool programs
emphaslzing reading and reading readiness:

(3) preventive medicine and techniques
and technology, including multiphasic
screening and testing, to Improve the early
diagnosis and treatment of diseases and
learning disabntties of preschool children:

(4) research to test alternative methods of
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providIng chUcl development and famUy serv
ices. and to develop and testlnnovative ap
proaches to ach1eve maximum development
of chUdren:

(5) evaluation of research findings and the
development of these findings and the effec
tive appUcation thereof:

(6) d1ssemlnatlon and application of re
search and development efforts and demon
stration projects to child development and
famUy services and related programs and
early chUdhood education, using regional
demonstration centers and advisory services
where feasible:

(7) production of informational systems
and other resources necessary to support the
activities authorized by th1e Act;

(8) integration of national child develop
ment research elrorta into a focused national
research program, including the coordination
of research and development conducted by
other agencies. organizations. and indi
viduals.

(c) In carrying out this section, the Sec
retary shall give priority to providing finan
cial assistance for child development and
familY services programs carried out by
multicounty local development districts es
tablished in the Appalachian Regional De
velopment Act of 1965, as amended. or title V
of the PUblic Works and Economic Develop
ment Act of 1965. as amended.

(d) In order to carry out the program
provided for in this section, the Secretary
is authorized to make grants to or enter into
contracts or other a·rrangements with public
or private nonprofit agencies (including
other Government agencies), organizations.
and institutions. and to enter into contracts
with private agencies, organizations, tnstltu
tions. and individuals.

(c) (1) Funds avallable to any Federal de
partment or agency for the purposes of this
title shall be available for transfer, With the
approval of the head of the department or
agency Involved, in whole or in part, to the
Secretary for such use as is consistent with
the purposes for which such funds were pro
vided, and the funds so transferred shall be
expendable by the secretary for the purposes
for which the transfer was made.

(2) The Secretary shall coordinate. through
the Office of Child Development established
under section 305 of this title, all child
development research, training, and develop
ment efforts. conducted within the Depart
ment of Health. Education, and Welfare and,
to the extent feasible. by other agencies,
organizations. and individuals.

(f) The Secretary is authorlzecl to provide
financial aslstance for the purpose of estab
lishing and operating child care programs
(including the lease, rental, or construction
of necessary facllltles and the acquisition of
necessary equipment and supplies) sUbject
to the fullest extent practicable to the re
quirements of section 105, for the children
of employees of the Federal Government;

(g) The secretary shall-
(1) conduct special demonstration experi

mental and model programs. which demon
stration. experimental and model programs
shall be SUbject to .the fullest extent prac
ticable to each of the requirements with
respect to project appUcations under section
105;

(2) establish procedures to assure that
adequate nutrition services wlll be provided
in programs conducted under this Act. which
services shall make use of the special food
service program for children as defined under
sectlon 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 the provisions of such Acts; and

(3) report to Congress not later than Sep
tember 1. 1975. summarizing. his activities
and accomplishments under this section
during the preceding fiscal year and the
grants. contracts, or other arrangements
entered into and making such recommenda-

tlons (including recommendations for legis
lation) as he may deem appropriate. '.
FEDERAL STANDARDS FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT

AND FAMILY SERVICES

SEC. 302. (a) Within six months after the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall,
after consultation with other Federal agen
cies and with the Committee established
pursuant to subsection (c) of this section,
promulgate a common set of program stand
ards which shall be applicable to all pro
grams providing child development and fam
Uy services under this Act. to be known as
the Federal Standards for ChUd Develop
ment and Family Services. If the Secretary
disapproves the Committee's recommenda
tions. he shall state the reasons therefor.

(b) Such standards shall be consistent
with the Federal Interagency Day Care Re
quirements as approved by the Department
of Health. Education, and Welfare. the Of
fice of Economic Opportunity, and the De
partment of Labor on September 23. 1968:
Provided, however, That In the case of group
care tacll1ties, the ratio of caregivers to chil
dren under two shall not be more than one
to two, such care to be prOVided for in
groups of not more than four.

(c) The Secretary shall. within sixty days
after enactment of this Act. appoint a Special
Committee on Federal Standards for Child
Development and FamUy Services, which
shall include parents of children enrolled in
Headstart, child care and family services pro
grams, representatives of public and private
agencies and organizations administering
such programs. specialists, and other Inter
ested in services for children. Not less than
one-half of the membership of the Commit
tee shall consist of parents of children par
ticipating In programs conducted under this
Act and section 222(a) (1) of the Economic
Opportunity Act ot 1964 and title IV of the
Social Security Act. Such Committee shall
participate in the development of Federal
Standards for Child Development and Family
Services and mod1fications thereof as pro
vided in subsection (a).

(d) In no event shall any prime sponsor
or program or project receiving assistance
under this Act reduce the quality of services
provided under this Act below the standards
established in this section and section 302, in
order to reduce expenditures per chUd or to
extend services to larger numbers of children.
DEVELOPMENT OF UNIFORM MINIMUM CODE FOR

FACILITIES

SEC. 303. (a) The Secretary shall. within
sixty days after enactment of this Act, ap
point a special commlttee to develop. a uni
form minimum code for tacll1ties, to .be used
In licensing child development and family
services fac1l1tles receiving assistance under
this Act or In which programs receiving as
sistance under this Act are operl1ited. Such
standards shall deal principally with those
matters essential to the health, safety. and
physical comfort of the chUdren, their suit
ablllty for projected uses. and the relation
ship of such matters to the Federal Standards
for Child Development and Family Services
under section 302.

(b) The special commlttee appointed un
der this section shall include parents of
children participating in Headstart. child
care and other programs and representatives
of State and local licensing agencies. public
health. officials, fire prevention officials. the
construction industry and unions, pUblic
and private agencies or organizations admin
Istering .such programs, and national agen
cies or organizations interested in services
to children and families. Not less than one
half of the membership of the committee
shall consist of parents of children enrolled
in programs conducted under title I and sec
tion 222(a) (1) of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964 and title IV of the Social se
curity Act.

(c) Within one year after its appointment,

the sPecial committee shall complete a pro
posed uniform minimum code forfac1l1tles
and shall hold public hearings on the pro
posed code prior to submitting its final rec
ommendation to the Secretary for his ap
proval.

(d) After considering the recommenda
tions submitted by the special committee In
accordance with subsection (c), the secre
tary shall promulgate standards which shall
be applicable to all facl11ties receiving Fed
eral financial assistance under this Act or
in which programs receiving Federal finan
cial assistance under this Act are operated.
If the secretary disapproves the committee's
recommendations, he shall state the reasons
therefor. The Secretary shall also distribute
such standards and urge their adoption by
States and local governments. The Secretary
may from time to time modify the uniform
code for foo111ties in accordance With pro
cedures set forth in this section.
MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT

FACILITIES

SEC. 304. (a) It is the purpose of this sec
tion to assist and encourage the provision of
taclllties for chUd development and family
services.

(b) For the purpose of this section
(1) The term "child development facllity"

means a foo111ty of a public or private profit
or nonprofit agency or organization. licensed
or regulated by the State (or, if there Is no
State law providing for. such licensing and
regulation by the State, by the municipality
or other political subdivision in which the
facUlty is located) • for the provision of child
development and family service programs.

(2) The terms "mortgage", "mortgagor",
"mortgagee", "maturity da.te". and "State"
shall have the meanings respectively set
forth in section 207 of the National Housing
Act.

(c) The Secretary of Health. Education,
and Welfare is authorized to insure any
mortgage (includlnB advances on such mort
gage during construction) in accordance with
the provisions of ... this section upon such
terms and .conditlons as he may prescribe
and .make commitments for insurance of
such mortgage prior to the date of its ex
ecution or disbursement thereon.

(d) In order to carry out the purpose of
this section, the Secretary Of Health. Ed
ucation. and Welfare Is authorized to in
sure any mortgage which covers a new child
development facUity, including equipment
to be used in Its operation, SUbject to the fol
lowing conditions:

(1) The mortgage shall be executed by a
mortgagor. approved by the Secretary of
Health. Education, and Welfare, Which
demonstrates abUity successfully to operate
one or more chUd development. and family
service programs. The8ecretary Of Health.
Educatio~. and welfare may in his discre
tion require any such mortgagor to be regu
lated or restricted as to minimum charges
and methods of financing, and, in addition
thereto, If the mortgagor Isa corporate en
tity, as to capital structure and rate of re
turn.. As an aid to the regulation or restric
tion of any mortgagor with respect tollny
of the foregoing matters, the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare may make
such contracts with and acquire for not to
exceed $100 such stock or interest in such
mortgagor as he may deem necessary. Any
stock or interest so purchased shall be paid
for out of the Child Development Fac1llty
Insurance Fund. and shall be redeemed by
the mortgagor at par upon the termination
of all obligations of the Secretary of Health,
Education. and Welfare under the insurance.

(2) The mortgage shall involve a principal
obligation in an amount not to exceed $250,
000 and not to exceed 90 per centum of the
estimated replacement cost of the property
or project, including equipment to be used
in the operation of the child development



June 20, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21625
facUity;' when the propbsed improvements
are completed and the equipment is installed.

(3) The mortgage shall-
(A) provide for complete amortization by

periodic payments within sUch term as the
Secretai"yof Health. Education, and Welfare
shall prescribe, and " ,
., (B) bear interest (exclwive of premium
charges for~ insurance and service charges,
if any) at" not to, llxceed such per centum
per annum on the' principal obl1gatlon out
standing at any time as the secretary of
Health. Education,and Welfare finds neces
sary to meet the mortgage market.

(4) The .secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare shall, not insure any mortgage
under this section unless he has determined
that tlie chIld deVelopment facUlty to be Cov
eredby the mortgage wlll be in compliance
With the Uniform Minimum Code for FacUl
ties approved bt. the Secretary pursuant to
section 303, " ,

(5) Thei'secretary of Health, Education.
and Welfare shall not insure any mortgage
undet this sectlo'n unless he has also re
ceived from' the, prline sponsor designated
under title I of this Act a cert111cate that
the fac1l1ty is consistent with and will not
hinder the- execution of the prime Spbnsor's
plan. ' , "

(e) The Secretary of Health. Education,
and Welfare shall fiX and collect premium
charges for the Insurance of mortgages under
this section which shall be l>ayable annually
in advance by tIle mortgagee. either in cash
or in debentures of the Child Development
Facility Insurance Fund (established by SUb
section (h» issUed at par plus accrued In
terest. In the case of any mortgage such
charge shall be riot iess than an amount
equivalent to one-fourth of 1 per centum
per annum nor more than an amount equiv
alent to 1 per centum per annum of the
amount of thepriricipal obllgatlon of the
mortgage outstanding at anyone time. with
out taking Into accOunt deUnquent payments
or prepayments. In addition to the premium
charge herein provided for, the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare Is authorized
to charge and collect such amounts as he
may deem reasonable for the appraIsal of a
property or project during construction: but
Such charges for appraisal and inspection
shall not aggregate more than 1 per centum
of the original principal face amount of the
mortgage.

(f)' The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare may consent to the release of a
part or parts. of the mortgaged property or
project, from, the Uen of any mortgage in
sured under this section upon such terms
and conditions as he may prescribe.

(g) (1) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare shall have the same functions.
powers. and duties (insofar as applicable)
with respect to the insurance of mortgages
under thIS section as the Secretary of Hous
ing an~ Urban Development has with respect
to the insurance of mortgages under title n
of the National Housing Act.

(2) The provisions of subsections (e), (g),
(h). (I), (J). (k), (1), and (n) of section
207 of the National Housing Act shall apply
to mortgages insured under this section; ex
cept that, for the purposes of their appllca
tlon With respect to such mortgages. all ref
erences 1ri such prOVisions to the General
Insurance Fund shall be deemed to refer
to the Child Development Facll1ty Insurance
Fund. and all references in such provisions
to "Secretary"shall be deemed to refer to the
Secretary of Health. Education, and Welfare.

(h) (1) There is hereby created a Child
Development FacUlty Insurance Fund which
shall be used by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare as a revolvlrigfund
for carrying out all the insurance prOVisions
of thIs section; All mortgages insured under
this secttonshall' be insured under and be
the obUgatton of the ChUd Development
FacUlty Insurance Fund;

(2) The general expenses of the operations
of the Department of Health. Education, and
Welfare relating to mortgages Insured under
this section may be charged to the Child
Development FacUity Insurance Fund.

(3) Moneys in the Child Development
Faclllty Insurance Fund not needed for the
current operations of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare With respect
to mortgages insured under this section shall
be depbslted with the Treasurer of the
United States to the credit of such fund,
or invested in bonds or other obllgations of,
or in bonds or other obligations guaranteed
as to principal and interest by. the United
States. The secretary of Health. Education.
and Welfare may, With the approval of the
Secretary of the Treasury, purchase in the
open market debentures issued as obliga
tions of the Chlld Development Facll1ty In
surance Fund. Such purchases shall be made
at a price which will provide an investment
yield of not less than the yield obtainable
from other investments authorized by this
section. Debentures so purchased shall be
canceled and not reissued.

(4) PremluIIlcharges. adjusted premium
charges, and appraisal and other fees re
ceived on account of the insurance of any
mortgage' under this section, the receipts
derived from property covered by such mort
gages and from any claims, debts, contracts.
property, and security assigned to the secre
tary of Health. Education, and Welfare in
connection therewith. and all earnings on
the assets of the fund, shall be credited to
the Child Development Fac1l1ty Insurance
Fund. The principal of, and interest paid
and to be paid on, debentures which are
the obligation of such fund, cash Insurance
payinents and adjustments. and expenses
incurred in the handling, management. ren
ovation, and disposal of properties ac
qUired, In connection with mortgages in
sured under this section, shall be charged to
such fund.

(5) There are authorized to be appropri
ated to provide initial capital for the ChUd
Development Faclllty Insurance Fund. and
to assure the soundness of such fund there
after, such sums as may be necessary.

OFFICE OF CHILD DEVELOPMENT
SEC, 305. The Secretary shall take all neces

sary action to coordinate child development
and famlly service programs under his ju
risdiction. To this end, he shall establish
within the Office of th,e Secretary of the De
partment of Health. Education. and Welfare
an Office of Chlld Development, administered
by a Director. which office shall be the prln
cipalagency of the Department for the ad
ministration of this Act inclUding research
and evaluation and for the coordination of
programs including all child development
and fami~y service research, training, and
development efforts operated or funded by
the Federal Government.

SPECIAL COORDINATING COUNCIL

SEC. 306. A ChUd Development Research
Council, consisting of a representative of the
Office ofChUd Development established un
der section 305 of thIs title (who shall serve
as chairman). and representatives from the
Federal agencies administering the Social
Security Act and the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965 and from the
National Institute of Mental Health, the Na
tional Institute of ChUd Health and Human
Development, the Office of Economic Op
portunity, the Department of Labor, and
other appropriate agencies. shall meet on a
regular basis, as they may deem necessary, in
order to assure coordination of child devel
opment and related family service activities
under their respective jurisdictions so as to
assure--

(I) maximum utUlzation of available re
sources through the prevention of dUpU
cation of activities:

(2) a diVision of labor. Insofar as Is com
patible with the purposes of each of the
agencies or authorities specified in this para
graph. to assure maximum progress toward
the achievement of the purposes of thIs Act;

(3) the establishment and maintenance of
an Information bank to insure that each of
fice or agency of the Federal Government
conducting child development and family
service, child care and related family service
actiVities Is aware of the administrative ac
tions of other offices or agencies with respect
to the provision of financial assistance to
ellgible appllcants; and

(4) recommendation of priorities for fed
erally funded research and development ac
tivities related to the purposes of this Act.

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

SEC. 307. (a) The Secretary shall not pro
vide tlnancial assIstance for any program un
der this Act unless the grant, contract, or
agreement with respect to such program
specifically provides that no person with re
sponsib1llties In the operation of such pro
gram wlll discriminate with respect to any
program because of race. creed, color, na
tional origin, sex, political affiUation. or be
llets.

(b) No person in the United States shall
on the ground of sex be excluded from par
ticipation in, be denied the benetlts of, be
SUbjected to discrlmInatlon under, or be
denied employment in connection with. any
program or activity receiving assistance under
this Act. The Secretary shaH enforce the pro
visions of the preceding sentence in accord
ance with section 602 of the O1vll Rights Act
of 1964. Section 603 of such Act shall apply
with respect to any action taken by the Sec
retary to enforce such sentence. This section
shall not be construed as affecting any other
legal remedy that a person may have if that
person is excluded from participation in.
denied the benetlts of, SUbjected to discrimi
nation under, or denied employment in con
nection with. any program or activity receiv
ing assistance under this Act.

(c) The Secretary make make such grants,
contracts or agreement. establiSh such pro
cedures, pol1cies. rules, and regulations, and
make such payments in installments and in
advance or by way of reimbursement, or
otherw1sa allocate or expend funds made
aVallable under this Act, as he may deem
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
Act. including necessary adjustments in pay
ments on account of overpayments or under
payments. Subject to the provisions of sec
tion 308. the secretary may also withhold
funds otherwise payable under this Act in
order to recover any amounts expended in the
current or immediately prior fiscal year in
vIolation of any provision of this Act or any
term or condition of assistance under this
Act.

(d) The Secretary shall not provide tlnan
cdal assistance for any program service, or
activity under this Act unless he determines
that persons emplOYe<! thereunder. other than
persons Who serve without compensation,
shall be paid wages which' shall not be
lower than whichever is the highest of (A)
the minimum wage which would be appll
cable to the employee under the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.O. 206). if
section 6(a) (I) of such Act applied to the
participant and if he were not exempt under
section 13 thereof, (B) the State or local
minimum wage for the most nearly com
parable covered employment, or (0) the
prevaUing rates of pay for persons employed
in similar occupations by the same employer.

(e) The secretary shall not prOVide finan
cial assistance for any program under this
Act Which involves pblitical actiVities; and
neither the program. the funds proVided
therefor, nor personnel employed in the ad
ministration thereof, shall be, in any way
or to any extent.' engaged lri the COnduct
of polltlea1 activities' in contravention of
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section 603, of the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964.

(f) The secretary shall not provide finan
cial assistance for any program under this
Act unless he determines that no funds will
be used for and no person will be employed
under the program in the construction, op
eration, or maintenance of so much of any
fac1llty as is for use for sectarian instruction
or as a place for religious worship.

(g) Prime sponsorship plans, program
statements, annual famlly service plans, proJ
ect applications, and all written material
pertaining thereto shall be made readUy
avallable without charge to the public by
the State, the prime sponsor, the applicant,
and by the Secretary.

WITHHOLDING OF GRANTS

SEC. 308. Whenever the Secretary,after
reasonable notice and opportunity for a hear
ing for any State, prime sponsor, or project
applicant, finds-

(1) that there has been faUure to comply
substantially with agreements contained in
the State annual famlly service plan relating
to coordination (In accordance with section
106); or

(2) that there has been a failure to comply
substantislly with any requirement set forth
in the program statement of any such prime
sponsor approved under section 105; or

(3) that there has been a fallure to com
ply SUbstantially with any requirement set
forth in the appllcatlon of any such project
appllcant approved pursuant to section 105;
or

(4) that in the operation of any plan, pro
gram, or project carried out by any such
State, prime sponsor, or project appllcant
or other reCipient of financial assistance
under this Act there is a fallure to comply
substantially with any applicable provision
of this Act or regulation promUlgated there
under;
the Secretary shall notify such state, prime
sponsor, project appllcant, or other recipient
of his findings and that no further payments
may be made to such State, sponsor, project
applicant, or other recipient under this Act
(or In the Secretary's discretion that any
such prime sponsor shall not make further
payments under this Act to specified project
applicants affected by the fallure) until he
is satisfied that there is no longer any such
failure to comply, or the noncompliance will
be promptly corrected. The Secretary may
authorize the continuation of payments with
respect to any project assisted under this Act
which is being earr1ed out pursuant to such
plan or appllcation and which is not involved
in any noncompliance.

FEDERAL CONTROL NOT AUTHORIZED

SEC. 309. No department, agency, officer,
or employee of the United States shall, under
authority of this Act, exercise any direction,
supervision, or control over, or impose any
requirements or conditions with respect to,
the personnel, curriculum, methods of in
struction, or administration of any educa
tional institution.

SPECIAL PROHIBITIONS AND PROTECTIONS

SEC. 310. (a) (1) Nothing in this Act shall
be construed or applied in such a manner as
to infringe upon or usurp the moral and
legal rights and responslbil1ties of parents
or guardians with respect to the moral,
mental, emotional, physical, or other devel
opment of their children. Nor shall any sec
tion of this Act be construed or applied in
such a manner as to permit any invasion of
privacy otherwise protected by law, or to
abridge any legal remedies for any such in
vasion which are otherwise provided by law.

(2) The Secretary is directed to establish
appropriate. procedures to insure that no
child shall be the subject of any research
or experimentation under this Act unless
the parent or guardian of such child is in
formed of such research or experimentation

and is given an oppoI1;unity as of right to
except such child therefrom.

(3) No child participating in a program as
sisted under this Act shall be required to
undergo medical or psychologiCal examina
tion. Immunization (except to the extent
necessary to protect the public from epi
demics of contagious diseases), or treatment
without the prior written consent of the
child's parent or guardian.

(b) The secretary shall establish policies
and procedures, in accordance with regula
tions which he shall prescribe, to assure that
all programs and projects assisted under
this Act address, on a continuing basis, the
individual needs of and the appropriateness
of child development services for the very
young and other cnlldren served-

(1) chUdren under the age of two shall
not be placed in group care fac1l1t1es unless
it is deemed necessary and unless other SUit
able alternatives are unavailable. In any
case where group care is prOVided for such
children, the ratio of caregivers to chUdren
under the age of two shall not be more than
one to two, such care to be provided for in
groups of not more than four. Such care
must approximate the mothering in the fam
ily home. Each child must receive to the ex
tent possible indiVidualized, consistent, and
continuous care from one person with whom
the chlld can interact.

(2) any program or project prOViding care
outside the home for very young children
shall be reviewed and evaluated periodically
and frequently by the Secretary, to insure
that it meets the highest standards of qual
ity; and the Secretary may reserve such
funds as he deems necessary from funds
available under this Act for the purpose of
evaluation, by appropriate persons, of pro
grams under this Act In order to insure com
pllance with subsections (a) and (b) of this
section.

(3) no program or project described in
clause (1) of this SUbsection shall be ap
proved for assistance under this Act unless it
is spec1ftcally authol'1zed and approved by the
Secretary.

(c) (1) Upon determination that a prime
sponsor or project is in violation of one or
more of the provisions of this section, the
Secretary shall give immediate pUblic notice
of such determination to such prime spon
sor or project and, if such violation or vio
lations have not been corrected, shall com
mence action within ninety days of such de
termination to withhold funds under section
308.

(2) Upon determination that a project is
in Violation of one or more of the provisions
of this section, the prime sponsor shall give
immediate notice of such determination to
such project and, if such violation or Viola
tions have not been corrected, shall com
mence action within ninety days of such de
termination to withhold funds under section
308.

(d) Nothing In this Act shall be construed
to authorize the creation or maintenance of
child advocacy programs, nor shall any funds
appropriated under the authority of this Act
be used for the creation or maintenance of
child advocacy programs unless specifically
authorized by statute. .
REPEAL OR AlI4ENDME1'l'T OF EXISTING AUTRORITY

AND COOIlDINATION

SEc.311. (a) In order to achieve, the great
est degree feasible, the consolidation and co
ordination of programs providing services for
children, whlle assuring continuity of exist
ing programs during transition to the pro
grams authorized under this Act, the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended,
effective July I, 1975, as follows:.

(1) SectIon 222(a) (1) of such Act is re
pealed.

(2) Section 162(b) of such Act is amended
by inserting after "day care for chUdren"
the following: .. (wherever feasiple, through

child care. programs under the.Compr~en
sive Headstart, Child Development, and Fam
Uy services Act of 1972)".

(3) Section 123 (a)(6) of such Act is
amended .bY' inserting after. "daY' care for
children" the following: "(wherever feasi
ble, through chlld care programs under the
Comprehensive Headstart. ChUd Develop
ment, and Family services Act of 1972) ".

(4) Section 812(b) (1) of such Act is
amended bY' inserting after "day care for
ch1ldren" the following: "(wherever feasible,
through chlld care programs under the Com
prehensive Headstart, ChUd Development,
and Family services Act of 1972) ".

(b) After. consultation With the head. of
any agency of the Federal Government im
mediately responsible for prOViding Federal
assistance for child development and family
service, child care, and related programs,
including Title I of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965, section 222
(a) (2) of the Economic OpportunitY' Act of
1964, Title VII of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1966, Title Iof the Dem
onstration Cities and Metropolitan Develop
ment Act of 1966 and the Social Security
Act, the Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare shall establish regulations to as
sure the coordination of all such progrRIns
with the progrRIns assisted under. this Act.

(c) (1) Section 203 (j) (1) of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 Is amended by striking out "or civil de
fense" and inserting in lieu thereof "civil
defense, or the operation of child develop
ment facUities".

(2) Section 203(j) (3) of such Act is
amended-

(A) lJy striking out, in the first sentence,
"or public health" and inserting In lieu
thereof "public health, or the operation of
child development facUlties",

(B) by inserting after "handicapped," in
clause (A) and clause (B) of the first sen
tence the following: "child development fa
cUities", and

(C) by inserting after "publiC health pur
poses" and the second sentence the follow
ing: ", or for the operation of chlld develop
ment facUlties,".

(3) Section 203(j) of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new paragraph:

"(8) The term 'child development facUlty'
means any sucll facUlty as defined in section
304(b) (1) of the Comprehensive Headstart,
Child Development and Family Services Act....

TRANSITIONAL AUTHORITY

SEC. 312. (a) The application of the for
mUla prescribed by section 225(a) of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 for the
allotmen.t of funds among the States may
be waived by the. Director of the Office of
Economic Opportunity to the extent he
deems necessary to prevent hardship in the
allotment of funds for programs under title
II of such Act resulting from the discon
tinuance of the authorization for section 222
(a) (1) of such title by this Act.

(b) The Director of the Office of Economic
Opportunity may extend assistance under
sections 221 and 222(a) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to a community ac
tion agency or other agency which is In ex
cess of the maximum prescribed in section
225 (c) of such Act, if he determines, in ac
cordance with such regulations as he shall
prescribe, that the ab1l1ty of such agency to
provide its share of the programs costs pur
suant to such section 225(c) has been im
paired by virtue of the discontinuance of the
authorization for section 222{a) (1) of such
Act to an extent Which Justifies such addi
tional assistance.

ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS

SEC. 313. In carrying out the purposes and
provisions of this Act. the secretary is au
thorized to accept and ut1l1ze funds appro
priated to carry out other provisions of Fed-
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eral law If such funds are· utIlized for the
purposes· for whIch they are specIfically au
thorized and appropriated.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the bill was
passed.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1972
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senate will now
return to the consideration of S. 3390,
a. bill to amend the Foreign Assistance
Act, which the clerk will state by title.

The legislative clerk read the bill by
title, as follows:·

A blll (S. 3390) to amend the ForeIgn As
sistance Act of 1961, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is the amendment
by the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
MCGEE), which the clerk will read.

The legislative. clerk read the amend
ment, as follows:

On page 9, lIne 25, strike out the figure
"$275,000,000" and Insert in lleu thereof
"$345,500,000."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is a
3-hourlimitation on the amendment.
Who yields time?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, it was
my 1Ulderstanding from the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD),
that this amendment would be called up
the first thing in the moming.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
. MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani
mous consent that no time be charged
against this amendment today; that
there now bEl a period fOr the transaction
of routine. ploming business of not to
exceed 30. minutes, with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes; and that
on tomorrow, immediately following the
remarks of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HUGHEs), the Chair lay before the Sen
ate the unfinished business (S. 3390).
The pending question at that time will be
on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

What is the pleasure of the Senate?

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 linanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescfuded.

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

ORDER TO TAKE UP THE PRODUCT
SAFETY BILL TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that tomorrow,
immediately upon the disposition of the
amendment (No. 1262) of the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. MCGEE) the un
finished business be temporarily laid
aside; that the Senate proceed to the
consideration at that time of S. 3419, the
so-called product safety bill; and that the
unfinished business remain in a tem
porarily laid aside status until the dis
position of S. 3419 or the close of busi
ness tomorrow, whichever is earlier.

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

DISPOSITION OF FUNDS APPROPRI
ATED TO PAY A JUDGMENT IN
FAVOR OF CERTAIN INDIANS
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate
a message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 3230.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUGHES) laid before the Senate the
amendments of the House of Represent
atives to the bill (S. 3230) to provide for
the disposition of f1Ulds appropriated to
pay a judgment in favor of the Assini
boine Tribes of Indians in Indian Claims
Commission docket numbered 279-A, and
for other purposes which was to strike
out all after the enacting clause, and
insert:
That the funds appropriated by the Act of
January 8. 1971 (84 stat. 1981), to pay a
jUdgment to the Assiniboine Tribes of the
Fort Peck and Fort Belknap ReservatIons,
Montana, in IndIan Claims CommissIon
docket numbered 739-A, together with in
terest thereon, after payment of attorney
fees and lItigation expenses, shall be divided
by the Secretary of the Interior on the basIs
of 50 per centum to the Assiniboine TrIbe
of the Fort Peck Reservation and 50 per
centum to the Asslnlboine TrIbe of the Fort
Belknap ReservatIon.

SEC. 2. The share of the Asslnlboine TrIbe
of the Fort Peck Reservation, after deducting
$50,000 to be used as prOVided in section 3
of thIs Act, and after deductIng the estimated
costs of distribution and all other appropri
ate expenses, shall be distrIbuted per capIta
to each person born on or before, and living
on, the date of this Act Who Is a cItizen of
the t;nited States. Is duly enrolled on the
approved roll of the Assiniboine and Sioux
Tribes of the Fort Peck Reservation, and is
of Assiniboine lineal descent: Provided, That
persons In the following categorIes shall not
be elIgible to receIve a per capita payment:
(a) persons who possess a greater degree or
Fort Peck Sioux blood than Fort Peck As
siniboine blood, (b) persons who possess
equal degrees of Fort Peck Assiniboine and
Fort Peck SIoux blood and Who elect to be
enrolled as SIoux. and (c) persons who par
ticipated, or were ellgible to partIcIpate. in
the distribution of funds under the provi
sions of the Act of June 19, 1970 (84 Stat.
313). for the dIsposition of the jUdgment of
the Sioux Tribe of the Fort Peck Reserva
tion in docket numbered 279-A.

SEC. 3. Upon agreement by the Fort Peck
Assiniboine Tribe and the Fort Peck SIoux
TrIbe on the amount each agrees to con
tribute from the award to each trIbe in In
dian Claims Commission docket numbered
279-A, the agreed contribution of the Fort
Peck Assinibollie TrIbe shall be withdrawn

from the $50,000, and Interest thereon, with
held from per capita distribution pursuant to
section 2 of this Act, and shall be credited
to the joInt account for expenditure pursu
ant to the Act of June 29, 1954 (68 Stat. 329):
PrOVided. That upon request of the Fort Peck
Assiniboine Tribe the Secretary of the In
terior in his discretion may distribute aU or
part of the aforesaId $50.000 and interest
thereon per capita to each person ellgible
under section 2 of this Act.

SEC. 4. The share of the Assiniboine Tribe
of the Fort Belknap Reservation, after
deducting $100.000 to be used as provided in
sectIon 5, and after deducting the estimated
costs of distribution and all other appropri
ate expenses, shall be dIstrIbuted per capIta
to each person born on or before, and living
on, the date of this Act who Is a citizen of the
UnIted States, Is duly enrolled on the ap
proved roll of the organized Fort Belknap
Community, and Is of Assiniboine lineal de
scent: Provided, That persons In the follow
ing categories shaU not be eligIble to receIve
a per capita payment: (a) persons who
possess a greater degree of Gros Ventre blood
than Asslniboine blood. (b) persons who
possess equal degrees of Fort Belknap As
sIniboine and Fort Peck Gros Ventre blood
and who elect to be enrolled as Gros Ventre,
and (c) persons Who participated. or were
ellgible to participate. In the distribution of
funds under the Act of March 18, 1972 (PUb
lIc Law 92-254), for the dispositIon of the
judgment of the Blackfeet Tribe and the
Gros Ventre TrIbe in IndIan Claims Com
mIssion docket numbered 279-A.

SEC. 5. The $100,000 withheld from distri
bution under section 4, and Interest thereon,
may be used for any purpose authorized by
the Ass1n1boine Treaty Committee of the Fort
Belknap Ass1n1boine TrIbe and approved by
the Secretary of the Interior, including con
tributions to Reservation community projects
and further per capIta distribution.

SEC. 6. The per capita shares shall be de
termined on the basis of the number of per
sons eligible for per capitas and the number
of persons rejected for per capitas who have
taken a timely appeal. The shares of those
persons whose appeals are denied shall revert
to the tribe from whose share the per capita
would have been paId, to be expended for any
purpose desIgnated by such tribe and ap
proved by the Secretary.

SEC. 7. None of the funds distributed per
capita under the provisions of this Act shall
be SUbject to Federal or Sta.te income taxes.
Sums payable to persons under eIghteen years
of age or under legal dlsab1l1ty shall be paid
In accordance wIth such procedures, includ
ing the establishment of trusts, as the Secre
tary determines w1ll protect the best Interests
of such persons.

SEC. 8. The Secretary Is authorized to pre
scribe rules and regulatIons to elIect the pro
v1s1ons of this Act, including the establish
ment of deadlines.

And amend the title so as to read: "An
Act to provide for the division and for
the disposition of the funds appropriated
to pay a judgment in favor of the Assini
boine Tribes· of the Fort Peck and Fort
Belknap Reservations, Montana."

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move that the Senate disagree to the
amendments of the House of Representa
tives and request a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon; and that the Chair be
authorized to appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Presiding Omcer appointed Mr. JACKSON,
Mr. BURDICK, Mr. METCALF, Mr. FANNIN,
and Mr. BELLMON conferees on the part
of the senate.




