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mittee and committee, the differences
. have been progressively narrowed down
to the point where the bill before the
Senate today represents a broad con
sensus, acceptable to many Senators in
both the majority and minority, to the
broad range of organizations interested
in this legislation, and consistent with
the goals which the administration has
developed itself.

ObviouslY, a bill which seeks to achieve
such a broad base of acceptance cannot
be totally satisfactory to anyone group.
But at the same time, if we are to con
tinue in a responsible way to deal with
the problems of poverty which concerns
all Senators and which concern the Na
tion, we must design legislation which
can command the support of persons
of many different points of view.

This is such legislation. We will outline
it in detail to the Senate, and we hope
the Senate will then ratify it and send
it on to the House.

~ A 2-YEAR EXTENSION

Briefly summarized, the bill reported
to the Senate by the Labor and Public
Welfare Committee is a straight 2-year
extension of the Office of Economic Op_·
portunity, with no major substantive
changes in its programs. It authorizes
the budget which the administration re
quested, program by program, and then
proposes modest additional authoriza
tions for eight selected programs, based
on testimony before the Subcommitee on
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty
during our public hearings.

For fiscal 1970, the bill authorizes
$2.048 billion as requested by the admin
istration, plus $292.1 million in additional
authorizations, for a total of $2.34 billion.

For fiscal 1971, the bill authorizes
$2.148 billion plus $584.2 million in addi
tional authorizations, for a total of
$2.732 billion.

The administration had requested an
open ended authorization for the second
of the 2 years, using the phrase "such
sums as may be necessary" for the au
thorization. Senators in both the mi
nority and majority felt that a definite
authorization was preferable. Represent
atives of OEO suggested a basic second
year authorization 10 percent higher
than the first years, or about $2.253 bil
lion. However, the committee after, care
ful consideration agreed on the figure of
$2.148 billion as a suitable second year
basic authorization.

Each of the funding items in the bill
has already been the subject of careful
negotiation and compromise. There are
no "pie in the sky" figures in this bill.
Each can be cerefully justified, and the
Senate can be assured that these funds,
if appropriated, can be respDnsibly and
productively spent.

EARMARKING WITH FLEXIBILITY

The bill also steers a careful middle
ground between the twin goals of giving
the administration administrative flexi
bility while at the same time preserving
the right and the responsibility of the
Congress to direct how public funds shall
be spent. This, too, was accomplished
through careful neg.otiation and com
promise.

The administration would have pre
ferred a simple, lump sum authorization

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Labor
and Public Welfare Committee has re
ported to the Senate a truly bipartisan
bill to extend the Office of Economic Op
portunity through June 30, 1971, as the
administration has requested.

This is a responsible and realistic bill,
which represents a meeting of minds of
widely differing shades of opinion.

Through painstaking work in subcom-

Mr.·MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Sidney
Johnson be permitted on the floor during
the consideration of the OEO b11l.

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

Mr. J AVITS. Mr. President, I make the
same request for Mr. John Scales.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, iUs so ordered.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the professional
staff members of the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare be admitted to the
Chamber during the consideration of
S. 3016, the proposed Economic Oppor
tunity Amendments of 1969.

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

A BROAD CONSENSUS ON EXTENDING OEO

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMEND
MENTS OF 1969

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the b11l (S. 3016) to provide for the
continuation of programs authorized
under the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964, to authorize advance funding of
such programs, and for other purposes.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
10 A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today it stand
in adjournment until 10 o'clock tomorrow
morning.

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

guished minority leader that I will be
flexible in its consideration, although it
should be remembered that unanimous
consent will be required to set the OEO
bill aside if it is not concluded. I hope
we can finish the OEO bill early in the
afternoon.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the statement of the acting major
ity leader. I would like to take advantage
of the suggestion of the acting majority
leader that if we find progress to be slow
on the bill now pending, we might ask
that it be set aside temporarily and take
up the Eisenhower dollar, and, of course,
accommodate those who have any con
cern.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would
not wish by my silence to agree to that
arrangement. The Senator from Ala
bama (Mr. SPARKMAN) and I are under
great time pressure, too. In the face of
reality, the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
NELSON) will go ahead; and I will speak
on the bill tonight. Let us see how we get
along. I will try to work out something
to present to our leader, the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. SCOTT).

Mr. sPARKMAN. Senator DOMINICK
told me that he thought an hour would
be sufficient for his substitute..

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we are

faced with a situation, not a theory.
Mr. President, the Senator from Cali

fornia is exercising the right of any
Senator. He is not delaying the bill. He
had made other arrangements. We will
protect him until tomorrow. There is
going to be only a general statement on
the OEO bill this afternoon. Why not
dispose of the silver bill now?

Mr. DOMINICK. I am not ready.
Mr. JAVITS. I am sorry.
Mr. President, I withdraw that sug

gestion because the Senator from Colo
rado informs us he is not ready.

Mr. DOMINICK. I will be ready to
morrow.

Mr. JAVITS. Perhaps we could dispose
of it tomorrow if the Senator from Colo
rado would cooperate to that extent.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts has the floor.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me briefly.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I would like

to sound out the possibility of our con
vening tomorrow at 10 o'clock and then
proceeding to an agreement for 2 hours
debate on the OEO bill, with the vote
to occur not later than 12:30 tomorrow.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. 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. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is the
intention of the leadership to have the
Senate convene at 10 o'clock tomorrow
morning.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, may we have order so we can hear
the Senator?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate w11l be in order.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I would
like to ask the indulgence of the ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare. It is the in
tention of the leadership to have the
Senate convene at 10 o'clock tomorrow
morning to continue the debate on the
OEO bill, to make every effort to accom
modate the request of the Senator from
California, and it is hoped to have votes
in the early part of the afternoon. It is
my hope we can complete action on the
OEO bill tomorrow afternoon. Next
we would bring up the Eisenhower coin
authorization bill. As we proceed through
the day, I wish to indicate to the distin
guished minority leader, we certainly
want to be accommodating in terms of
the birthday anniversary of President
Eisenho\\·er. We are hopeful we can com
plete the business before, but if by mid
afternoon we find we are unable to do so,
I can give my assurance to the distin-
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with no directive from the Congress as
to how the money would be allocated
within the eight titles of the Economic
Opportunity Act. The committee felt that
to grant such a lump sum authorization
would be to fail to meet the responsibili
ties of the Congress, and would lead to
confusiDn ane:. uncertainty as to the fu
ture of the various programs operated
by OEO, by its local agencies, and by
other Federal agencies to which it has
delegated programs. A lump sum au
thorization, the committee felt, would
make legislative oversight extremely
difficult.

The committee resolved this difference
by specifically earmarking funds for
many of the the successful OEO "special
emphasis" programs.

However. for each program, the
amount earmarked by the committee
is the precise amount which the adminis
tration requested in its budget presenta
tion. Any additional authorizations in the
bill are handled separately and clearly
identified as additions.

Furthermore, in two major areas, the
committee's earmarking is so broad as
to leave the administration considerable
latitude in deciding precisely how the
funds shall be allocated. These areas are
in community action and in work and
training programs, both areas where it
seemed desirable to give the adminis
tration an authorization ceiling and then
let it decide how best to allocate the
funds within the various activities oper
ate.;l under that title.

A I5-PERCENT FLEXIBILITY GIVEN

Most important of all, in resolving
this matter we combined the earmarking
of funds with a new flexibility feature
which both the minority and majority in
the committee, and representatives of the
administration, found to be very desir
able.

Under this feature, the Director of
OEO is authorized to reduce any ear
marked authorization figure by up to
15 percent, and reallocate the funds
saved in that manner to any other au
thorized program within his agency. Fur
thermore, the director may make a num
ber of such reductions, group the sav
ings together. and allocate them to other
authorized programs.

In this manner, for instance, he could
greatly increase funds for research. pilot
programs and evaluation, an area which
the administration has said it wants to
emphasize, by reducing other programs
by UP to 15 percent.

WHAT BILL DOES NOT DO

It might be helpful to discuss some of
the things which this bill does not do.

It does not attempt to revoke the reor
ganization of OEO recently ordered by
the President. The committee intends to
maintain legislative oversight over OEO
and its programs as a part of its con
tinuing responsibilities, but this bill does
not seek to deal with the reorganization
question.

It does not seek to change any orders
which have been issued to delegate OEO
programs to other agencies, such as the
delegation July 1 of the Job Corps to the
Labor Department and the Headstart
program to the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. .

It does not seek to restore funds for

the Jobs Corps or the Neighborhood
Youth Corps programs which were cut
by the administration.

It does not preclude or prejudge the
welfare reform or comprehensive man
power proposals which the administra
tion recently sent to Congress.

It does not make any major SUbstantive
changes in OEO programs, or direct OEO
into any major new areas. Programs on
alcoholism and drug rehabilitation, al
readY mentioned in the act, are more
sharply defined as special emphasis pro
grams, as proposed by Senator DOMINICK
and Senator HUGHES, and protection
against delegation of the legal services
program to another Federal agency is
written into the bill. Other than that
there are no changes in OEO programs.

In short, this bill is essentially what
the administration requested-a 2-year
extension of OEO with no major substan
tive amendments. The principal changes
in the bill merely involve funding levels.
The administration itself revised the
funding levels from previous years; such
revisions are inevitable whenever a pro
gram is extended and should not be con
sidered substantive changes in the act.

AREAS OF AGREEMENT

As I said at the outset, this bill has
been progressively revised, section by sec
tion, in an effort to reach the broadest
possible consensus.

So far as I know, the only areas of dif
ference remaining among Senators who
have participated in discussions on the
bill involve the question of how much
should be added to the basic administra
tion authorization request for the various
programs.

Even these additional authorizations
have been repeatedly compromised in
committee, so I believe the range of dif
ferences is extremely narrow.

We members of the committee who
requested the additional authorizations
are prepared to justify them here on the
floor.

The Senate will, of course, have a fur
ther opportunity to review the precise
authorizations when the appropriations
bill comes to the floor.

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

Mr. NELSON. I yield.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Does the

bill leave with the Governors of the
several States the prerogative of vetoing
the list of workers?

Mr. NELSON. We leave the veto power
that is in the bill in the hands of the
Governor of a State, without change
from the cW'rent provision.

FIVE YEARS OF OEO

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, we have
now had 5 years of experience with the
Office of Economic Opportunity. We all
know that this new agency, which was
given an extremely difficult task which
no other agency had been able to re
solve, encountered a great many difficul
ties in the early years of its life.

Two years ago, our committee made
an unusually exhausive review of the
OEO, and our committee made quite a
few amendments in the act. The bene
fits of these revisions, and the beneflts of
5 years of practical experience. are be
ginning to be felt in OEO.

The comprehensive audit of OEO, con-

ducted by Comptroller General and the
General Accounting Office under a 1967
amendment sponsored by Senator
PROUTY, has further increased our un
derstanding of this agency working in
this challenging area. The GAO audit
will lead to further improvements.

The administration has made an im
pressive argument in favor of a 2-year
extension of OEO. .

As the new Director of OEO, Mr. Don
ald Rumsfeld testified before our sub
committee:

A 2 year extension, the President belleves,
will Improve the management of this pro
gram by allowing longer range planning and
making possible more orderly and efficient
allocation of funds. It wlll lead to better re
cruiting by guaranteeing to those whose
talents are needed that the commitment to
deal With these problems exists. It should
Improve the potential for results by Insuring
the continuity and fiexlblllty that an Innova
tive agency needs. The extension wlll give
greater assurance to those who Initiate
experiments that even though a partiCUlar
program may not prove successfUl, the les
sons learned wlll be put to use, and the
larger effort wlll continue.

Mr. President, I am impressed by the
statement, "the lessons learned will be
put to use."

I think this is exactly what Congress
had in mind for OEO. And of course if
the lessons learned are to be put to use,
it is important not to terminate worth
while programs abruptly before they
have had a chance to demonstrate their
potential.

The new Director of OEO has pro
vided our committee with strong assur
ances of his desire to strengthen the
administration of OEO, and to emphasize
research, evaluation, and experimenta
tion.

THE DIMENSIONS OF POVERTY

In assessing the justification of the
various funding authOlizations contained
in this bill, it is helpfUl to compare the
real needs of the Nation with the rela
tively small number now being served. I
think anyone reviewing the testimony as
to the needs would come to see this bill as
a very modest investment toward help
ing to correct some of the deepest ills of
our society.

For example, the latest figures devel
oped by the Budget Bureau and the
Census Bureau tell us that there are 25,
400,000 Americans living in poverty. This
bill would invest approximately $100 for
each such person. and would use the
money largely for job training, medical
and dental care, remedial education, and
legal counseling. It is important to re
member that more than 75 percent of
this OEO budget goes for the highly
acceptable purposes of job training,
health, and education.

To cite another example, a total of
667,000 children were served by the
Headstart program in 1969. Unless we
increase the authorization as proposed
in this bill, the number served in 1970
will drop to 488,000 because the admin
istration wants to shift over to more
effective-but more costly-year round
programs. But experts have testified be
fore our subcommittee that there are
about 6 million disadvantaged children
who really need the kind of help Head
start can give them.
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ical services program in this bill, even if
fully funded, would invest slightly over
$10 for each of those hungry people, in
the hope of brlnging them into some es
tablished food program, tiding them over
an emergency, and accumulating some
new knowledge on how to prevent such
hunger in the future through better nu
trition programs and more nutritious
food.

The increased funding we have rec
ommended for the legal services pro
gram is described by the American Bar
Association as "absolutely the minimum
acceptable."

The OEO estimates that 5 million med
ically indigent women would like fam
ily planning assistance. This bill would
enable OEO to serve 280,000, and that
would bring the number served by all
such family planning programs, pub
lic and private, to an estimated 750,000
once again, just a fraction of the need.

And you could go through this bill
program by program and make similar
comparisons. These authorizations are
the bare minimum needed to make some
impact on a desperate nationwide prob
lem, the minimum needed if we are even
to measure the effectiveness of such pro
grams to make intelligent decisions on
what to do in the future.

In summary, let me say to the Senate
again:

This is moderate, responsible legisla
tion, which has gone through the tradi
tional process of public hearing, debate,
discussion, negotiation and compromise.
The result is a new bill which w1ll meet
the minimum requirements which the
administration and the committee have
determined to exist.

I hope that the Senate will act
promptly on this legislation, and send
it over to the House of Representatives.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a section-by-section analysis of
the bill be printed in the RECORD at this
point, together with tables listing the
programs for which funds are ear
marked, the amount requested by the
administration, and the amount ear
marked for each of the 2 fiscal years.

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

President
Nixon's
budget

Fiscal year 1970

Johnson
bUdget

280.0 280.5 180.5
632.7 721. 8 709.8
no 46.0 46.0

933.0 1,032.7 1,012.7
(322.9) (338.0) (338.0)
(30.0) (60.0) _ (60.0)
(42.0) (50_ 0) (58.0)
(54.2) (90.0) (80.0)
(23. 5) (17.0) (25.0)
(12.6) (15.0) (15.0)
(4.9) (3. S) (8.8)

6.0 12_ 0 12.0
27.3 34.0 34.0
15.0 16.0 16.0
32.0 37.0 37_ 0

1,948.0 2,180.0 2,048_ 0

Fiscal m~

pNgram
distribution

Title I:PI. A(Job Corps) • .. _
PI. B(work and training) __
PI. D(special impact) _

Title II (community action programs) _
Sec. 222(aXI), HeadstarL .. _
Sec. 222(a)(2). Follow Through _
Sec. 222(a)(3), legal services _
Sec. 222(aX4), comprehensive health services " ..
Sec. 222(a)(5), emergency food and medicaid services _
Sec. 222(a)(6), family planning _
Sec. 222(a)(7). senior opportunities and services _

Title III:PI. A(ruralloans) " . _
PI. B(mirgant and seasonal farmworkers) _

Title VI (administration and corodination) __
Title VIII (VISTA) _

Tolal. .. . . . _

[I n mii!ions of dollars!

important role. It is right for us to over
see and criticize, but it is wrong for us
not to commend and point out programs
that have been successfully executed. I
hope that from time to time, in our over
sight responsibility, we will give atten
tion to those programs that are being
successfully carried forward, because
morale within the organization is a very
important factor. That is why the 2-year
extension, giving a degree of permanency
to OEO that it has not had in the past
and would not have with a I-year exten
sion, is extremely important to OEO in
attracting good people.

I again commend the committee for
the fine work it has done, and pledge my
support for this report and for the bill,
and any assistance that I can offer in
these areas of great need.

Mr. NELSON. In behalf of the com
mittee, I thank the senior Senator fiom
minois.

This bill is the result of a good many
days of cooperative, bipartisan effort on
the part of both the minority and the
majority, with each side making substan
tial and important contributions; and, on
the whole, I think it is an excellent bill.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if I might
make one further remark. I noticed a
comment in a syndicated column recently
that the Director of the OEO had re
furbished an bffice. The article gave the
impression that the office was now rather
elaborate. I believe that statement was
based on total misinformation. The of
fices of the war on poverty are, at least
some of them, threadbare. They are cer
tainly not lavish by any standards; and
I did want to the opportunity simply to
assert that, from my standpoint, there
has been no expenditure on behalf of the
executive staff that is not fully war
ranted. Certainly the description that I
read and my knowledge of the office that
the Director maintains are 180 degrees
opposed.

Mr. NELSON. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, the Follow Through pro

gram can serve less than one-fourth of
the children eligible for it.

A hunger expert told our subcommittee
that there are 15 million chronically
hungry or malnourished poor people in
America. The emergency food and med-

',CONGR.ESSIONAL RECORD- LJ.L...L, ....

.PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a comment?

Mr. NELSON. Yes; I yield.
-Mr. PERCY. I very much appreciat~

your permitting this interruption. I must
leave the fioor, but I would not like to
do so without commending the commit
tee for the exceptionally fine work that
has been done in carefully reviewing
the OEO program. The committee has
unemotionally looked at the program,
the innovations, and the reforms that
have been proposed by the administra
tion, and is supporting what I consider
to be a well thought-out program.

We know that the war on poverty has
been the butt of criticism, some of it
justified, because it has been a new pro
gram. I think the committee, in support
ing the bill, however, has strengthened
the war on poverty and its administra
tion. It has demonstrated its dedication
to eradicating poverty in this country
to the extent we possibly can. It has
strengthened the existing programs that
have proven themselves of value by
transferring, and intending to continue
to transfer, these programs and others
to agencies that are permanently estab
lished to fulfill their purpose thus leav
ing OEO as the innovative and creative
body designed to pioneer and break new
ground.

The distinguished chairman has men
tioned the Director of the OEO and his
appearances before the committee. Mr.
Donald Rumsfeld served as Congress
man from my district for many years and
is a longtime friend of mine. Almost more
than any other man in Govei:nrnent, I
admire him for taking on this job, for the
administrative skill he brings to it, and
his sense of dedication.

Those who have criticized him-and
there have been some since none of UII
in public life are free from criticism-I
think have not seen him from the stand
point or the vantage point that I see him.
I have observed the deep feeling of con
viction in Don Rumsfeld needed for
carrying forward a program that has
now been, well thought through. In its
reform features, this program can per
form better in the future than it could
perform in the past. .

Also, I believe we, and OEO are very
fortunate to have Mrs. Carol Khosrovi
serve as Director of Congressional and
Intergovernmental Relations. She has
served with the minority whip in the
past, with Representative ROBERT TAFT,
and with me for 2 Y2 years as my legisla
tive assistant.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, let me
interject that the committee has been
very pleased with the cooperation of Mrs.
Khosrovi, who is a very talented person,
and very helpful to the committee.

Mr. PERCY. I had fought hard not to
lose her, but am pleased that, again, a
woman has been placed in a very high
position of responsibility.

She is a perfectly amazing person from
the standpoint of her knowledge of gov
ernment, her dedication, her adminis
trative skill, and her soft heart and hard
head as she carries these programs
through. So I believe administratively
we and OEO now have the tops in fine
people.

I think Congress can now play a very
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TABLE 3.-PROPOSED "ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMENDMENTS OF 1969" APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED FOR
FiSCAL YEAR 1971

[n millions of dollars]

TABLE 2.-PROPOSED "ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMENDMENTS OF 1969" APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1970

(I n millions 01 dollarsl

thereof; and, in the case of title II, part of
the amounts for that title are earmarked
With portions to each of the special emphasts
programs set forth in section 222(a). For both
fiscal years 1970 and 1971, the same amounts
are eannarked for each of the items each year.
(The amounts earmarked add up to a total
of $2,048 milllon, earmarked for each of the
2 fiscal years. With respect to fiscal year 1971,
this would leave $100 mUllon unearmarked if
the appropriations authorization of $2,148
ml11ion is fully funded.)

If the sums appropriated faJl short of the
total ($2,048 million) necessary to fund fully
each earmarked category, then the amounts
speclfled for each item must be prorated by
reducing ratably each of the amounts.

All of the bUrs provisions with respect to
earmarking are SUbject to section 616 of the
Economic Opportunity Act, which f as
amended by sectlon 4 of the blll, described
below) authorizes up to 15 percent of the
funds earmarked for any category to be trans
ferred to any other program or activity under
the Economic Opportunity Act.

Following are the amounts Which subsec
iIlon (b) earmarks for the various purpose3
of the Economic Opportunity Act.

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

(1) $890,300,000 for parts A and :l3 of title
I (work and tratnlng programs) .

(2) $46 mlllion for part 0 of title I (special
impact programs).

(3) $1,012,700,000 for title II (urban and
rural community action programs), of which
$338 ml1llon shan be for the Project Head
start program, $60 mlllion for the follow
through program, $58 mlllion for the legal
services program, $80 mllllon for the com
prehensive health services program, $25 mU
llon for the emergency food and medical
services program, $15 mllJion for the famlly
planning program, and $8,800,000 for the
senior opportunities and services program.

(4) $12 mUlIon for part A of title III (rural
loan programs).

(5) $34 mlllion for part B of title III (as
sistance for migrant, and other seasonally
employed farmworkers and their familles),

(6) $16 milllon for title VI (administration
and coordinatioIi) .

(7) $37 mUilon for title VIII (domestic
volunteer service programs-VISTA).

Section 3(c) authorizes these additional
appropriations (over and above appropria
tions authorized above) for specified pro
grams under the Economic Opportunity Act,

(1) $7 mUllon for fiscal year 1970, and $14
mUllon for fiscal year 1971, for special impact
programs (title I-D).

(2) $120 mlllion for fiscal year 1970, and
$240 mllllon for fiscal year 1971, for Project
Headstart.

(3) $16 mi1llon for fiscal year 1970, and $32.
mi1110n for fiscal year 1971, for legal services.

(4) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 1970, and
$80,000.000 for fiscal year 1971, for compre
hensive health services.

(5) $75,000,000 for fiscal year 1970, and
$150,000,000 for fiscal year 1971, for emergency
food and medical services.

(6) $1,600,000 for fiscal year 1970, and
$3,200,000 for fiscal year 1971, for senior op
portunIties and services.

(7) $7,500,000 for fiscal year 1970, and
$15,000,000 for fi,cal year 1971, for assistance
for migrant and seasonal farmworkers (title
III-B) .

(8) $25.000,000 for fiscal year 1970. and
$50,000,000 for fiscal year 1971, for day care
projects (title V-B).
SECTION 4. AMENDMENT TO PROVIDE INCREASED

FLEXIBILITY IN USE OF FUNDS
Section 616 of the Economic Opportunity

Act provides that, notWithstanding any lim
itation on appropriations for any program
or activity under this act or any act au
thorlztng appropriations for such program or
activity. up to 10 percent of the amount ap
propriated, or allocated from any appropria
tion. to carry out any such program may
be transferred to be used in carrying out
any other program or activity under the
act.

Clause (1) of section 4 of the blll would
amend the above-described provisions by in
creasing the percentage which may be
transferred from 10 to 15 percent of the
allocation for any program.

In addition, clause (2) of section 4 of
the bl11 would remove the existing law's
restriction which prevents the transfer of
funds to other programs in such a manner
as to result in increasing by more than 10
percent the amounts otherwise avallable for
any program or activity.

SECTION 5. ADEQUATE LEADTIME
S~ction 5(a) amends the Economic Op

portunity Act to provide for advance fund
ing of programs under the Economic Op
portunity Act by authorizing the inclusion
of the appropriation for a partiCUlar fiscal
year in the appropriation act for the pre
ceding fiscal year.

Subsection (b) of section 5 of the bl11
makes clear that, In the transition from the
present funding pattern to the advanc.e fund
Ing pattern, the amendment made by sub
section (a) (as described above) is appllca-
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SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY AMENDMENTS OF 1969

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE
Section 1 of the blll provides that this

legislation may be cited by the short title of
"Economic Opportunity Amendments of
1969."

SECTION 2. EXTENSION OF ECONOMIC
OPPORTUNITY ACT

Section 2 extends the duration of the au
thority of the Director of the Ofllce of Eco
nomic Opportunity to carTy out programs
under the Economic Opportunity Act for 2
years beyond the existing law's expiration
date of June 30. 1970.
SECTION 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Section 3(a) authorizes appropriations of
$2,048 milllon for fiscal year 1970 and $2,148
mUllon for fiscal year 1971 for carryl.ng out
the Economic Opportunity Act. (For author
ization of additional appropriations for
specified programs. see sec. 3 (c) ,)

Section 3 (b) sets forth the basic amounts
to be eannarked for specific programs under
the Economic Opportunity Act out of appro
priations made pursuant to subsection (a).
Amounts are eannarked by titie or parts

TotaL. '" .... . . .. ._. _..... _. ._ 2.048.0 584.2
Additional unearmarked portion of fiscal year 1971 authorization if fully funded

to be used in Director's discretion -- ------- ----------- . ----- -----

Title I, pts. Aand B(work and training) . . _
Title I, pI. 0 (special impact) .... __ .. ... ._.
Tille II-Community action programs:HeadstarL _..... __ . .. . _.. __ .. . __

Follow through..__ . . __ ' --. _. __ -- - __ ----_ .--- . -- __
Legal services_ ..... .. . _. --. _
Health serv'ces. _. ._ ._ __ .... __ . _
Emergency food and medical services.. . __

Tille~~~~W~~~i~~;~;~ffl~~~~ce~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
Funds reserved lor new programs:

Alcoholic counseling and recovery..... ._.. (15.0)

Tille~;~,g ~t~h:~~~~~ti~~a,;s).: ::::_:~ ~~: ::::~::: ~~: :~~:~~ :::~~:~~:~:~::::~:~~~---------i2._ ii - .~~~:~)
Title III, pI. B (migrant and seasonal farmworkers)____________________________ 34.0 15.0
Tille V, pI. B(day care projects)_____________________________________________ 50.0
Tille VI (administration and coordination).. 16.0 .. ._

. Tille VII (VISTA)... .______________________________________ 37.0 --- __

Tille I, pis Aand B(work and training) _ _ _
Tille I, pI. 0 (special impac!) _ .
Tille II, Community action programs:

HeadstarL .... __ • . __ . _.. _. _ __ .... __ .. __ . . _
Follow Through .. __ ., __ __ . __ " _. ... .. __ .
Legal services ... __ __ . _. _. . _ . ._. ._.
Health services __ . . _ , __ __ •• __ __ . __
Emergency food and medical services __ _.. . . __ .. _

~:~~r t~~~~:~~ities-a';d·s·ervjces.'~::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::
Funds not earmarked.. __ __ .. _ _ " _ __ .. _••• .

Funds reserved for new programs:
Alcoholic counseling and recovery __ __ . •. __ .. __ . __ (10.0)

Tille~w,g~t~'l\'~~~;~lir~ans)::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::. --'-"--ifii-__ ... .~~:~~
Tille III, pl. B (migrant and seasonal lannworkers) . ._. _ 34.0 7.5
Tille IV, pI. B (day dare projects) __ .. ._. •... _.. .. 25.0
Title VI (administration and coordination) __ __ __ _.•. _.. 16.0 •.. __ . ....
Tille VII (VISTA).. __ __ __ __ _.. 37.0. __ __ •__ ._.

Total. __ __ __ _ .. . _. . . 2,048.0 292. I
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ble even though during the first year of
the changeover the appropriation blll or
b11ls may contain two separate appropria
tions--{)ne for the then current fiscal year as
well as another making the advance appro
priation for the succeeding fiscal year.

SECTION 6. PARTICIPATION OF CHILDREN IN

HEADSTART PROJECTS

Section 6 adds language to section 222
(a) (1) of the act to provide that persons who
are not members of low-income familles may
be permitted to receive services In Headstart
projects. That provision would be imple
mented pursuant to regulations prescribed
by the Director. The amendment further pro
vides that where a family's Income Is, or
becomes through employment or otherwise,
such as to make payment appropriate, a f~m

Ily which is not low income may be requIred
to make payment, In whole or In part, for
services provided in a Headstart project.
SECTION 7. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT REGARDING

OBLIGATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Section 7(a) contains a technical amend
ment to the Economic Opportunity Act to
make clear that a proposed contract, agree
ment, grant, loan, or other assistance under
the act shall be obligated, if finally approved,
out of the appropriation for the fiscal year
current at the beginning of the 30-day period
afforded the Governor for his consideration,
rather than at the end of the review period.

Subsection (b) confirms past practice in
accordance with the above-described amend
ment.
SECTION 8. NEW SPECIAL EMPHASIS PROGRAMS

AUTHORIZED

Section 8 amends section 222(a) of the
Economic Opportunity Act by adding two
new programs:

The proposed new paragraph (8) estab
lishes an "Alcoholic Counseling and Recov
ery" program designed to discover and treat
the disease of alcoholism. The program should
be community based, serve the objective of
the maintenance of the family structure as
well as the recovery of the individual alco
holic, encourage the use of neighborhood
facilities and the services of recovered alco
holics lIS counselors, and emphasize the re
entry of the alcoholic into society rather :han
the institutionalization of the alcoholIc.

The Director shall reserve and make avail
able for carrying out the Alcoholic Counsel
ing and Recovery program not less than $10
million for fiscal year 1970 and not less
than $15 million for fiscal year 1971 out of
the sums appropriated, or allocated from ap
propriations, for title II of the Economic
Opportunity Act.

The proposed new paragraph (9) estab
lishes a "Drug Rehabilitation" program de
signed to discover the causes of drug abuse
and addiction, to treat narcotic and drug ad
diction and the dependence associated with
drug abuse, and to rehabilitate the drug
abuser and drug addict. Such program
should deal with the abuse or addiction re
sulting from the use of narcotic drugs such
as heroin, opium, and cocaine, stimUlants,
such as amphetamines, depressants, mari
huana. hallucinogens, and tranquilizers.
Such program should be community based,
serve the objective of the maintenance of
the family structure as well as the recovery
of the individual drug abuser or addict, en
courage the use of neighborhood facilities
and the services of recovered drug abusers

. and addicts as counselors, and emphasize
their reentry into society rather than their
Institutionalization.

The Director shall reserve and make avail
able for carrying out the Drug Rehabilita
tion program not less than $5 million for
fiscal year 1970 and not less than $15 million
for fiscal year 1971 out of the sums appro
priated, or allocated from appropriations, for
title II of the Economic Opportunity Act.

SECTION 9. AMENDMENT WITH RESPECT TO
DIRECTOR'S AUTHORITY TO DELEGATE FUNCTIONS

Section 9 provides that the authority of
section 602(d) of the Economic Opportunity
Act (authorizing delegation of the Director's
powers to the heads of other Federal agen
cles) shall not apply to the legal services
program authorized under section 222(a) (3)
of such act. section 9 further provides that
the Director of the Office of Economic Oppor
tunity shall not delegate the legal services
program to any other existing Federal
agency.

SECTION 10. CREDITING SERVICE OF A VISTA

VOLUNTEER

Section 10(a) of the bill amends subsec
tions (b) and (j) of section 8332 of title
5, United States Code, to provide that, if
a person who has been a VISTA volun
teer later becomes a Government employee
SUbject to civil service retirement, the period
of service as a VISTA volunteer shall be
credited (I.e., the time Is credited If the em
ployee pays Into the fund to cover such
period) .

Section 10(b) amends section 833 of the
Economic Opportunity Act by adding a new
:subsection prOViding that any period of
service as a VISTA volunteer shall be cred
Ited In the same manner as civilian employ
ment by the U.S. Government for SUbsequent
service to which the Foreign Service and
civil service retirement systems are appli
cable, and, except as otherwise determined
by the President, for the purposes of deter
mining seniority, reduction in force, and
layoff rights, leave entitlement, and other
rights and privileges based upon length of
service under the Civil Service and Foreign
Service laws.

Section 10(c) provides that amendments
made by this section shall be effective as
to all former volunteers employed by the
U.S. Government on or after the effective
date of this legislation.

SECTION 11. AUDIT REQUIREMENT

Section 11 of the bill amends section 243
of the Economic Opportunity Act for adding
a new SUbsection providing that the Comp
troller General of the United States or his
representatives shall have access for the pur
pose of audit and examination to any books,
documents, papers, and records that are per
tinent to the financial assistance received by
any agency under title II of the act.
SECTION 12. USE OF CLOSED JOB CORPS CENTERS

FOR SPECIAL YOUTH PROGRAM

Section 12(a) provides that the Director of
the Office of Economic Opportunity shall
establish procedures and make arrangements
designed to assure that facilities and eqUip
ment at closed Job Corps centers will be
made available for use by State or Federal
agencies and other pUblic or private agencies,
Institutions, and organizations for special
youth programs.

Such agency must have satisfactory ar
rangements for utilizing the facilities and
eqUipment for conducting programs, espe
cially for low-Income disadvantaged youth,
such as the following examples: Special re
medial programs; summer youth programs;
exemplary vocational preparation and train
Ing programs; cultural enrichment programs,
Including music, the arts, and the humani
ties; training programs designed to Improve
the qualifications of educational personnel,
including Instructors In vocational educa
tional programs; and youth conservation
work and other conservation programs.

Subsection (b) provides that the Director
of the Office of Economic Opportunity shall
consult with, elicit the cooperation of, and
utll1ze the services of the Administration of
the General Services Administration, and the
Secretades of AgriCUlture, of the Interior,
and of Labor, to achieve the objectives of
this section.

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

Mr. NELSON. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. As a majority member

of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare and the Subcommittee on Pov
erty and Manpower, I know I speak for
all of the members on our side of the
table when I express our appreciation to
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon
sin for the remarkable way in which he
conducted the hearings and developed
the legislation which enjoys such broad
bipartisan support here today. I think
the committee bill advances the objec
tives underlying the Economic Oppor
tunity Act objectives which we continue
to work for, and hopefully achieve.
To achieve these objectives we are act
ing on this measure today and hopefUlly
will pass it tomorrow. I wish personally
to join other Senators in commending
the Senator from Wisconsin for his
gifted and creative leadership.

Mr. President, I rise to express my
support for S. 3016, a bill reported by
the Senate Labor and Public Welfare
Committee to extend the Office of Eco
noniic Opportunity. This bill, which ex
tends the authorizations for the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act for 2 years, and
provides increased funds for its most
successful programs, will strengthen and
improve desperately needed antipoverty
efforts. It provides the administration
with substantially increased flexibility,
and with the 2 year extension it re
quested, while authorizing modest, yet
Vitally needed increased funding for pro
grams such as Headstart, legal services,
comprehensive health services, and
emergency food and medical services.

The need for this legislation was
graphically portrayed by witness after
witness testifying before the SubcommH
tee on Employment, Manpower, and Pm'
erty, and is perhaps best summarized in
the following passage from the report
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare on this bill:

Despite the apparent affluence of the Na
tion as a whole, poverty, and the social prob
lems Which go with it, remains a deeply
serious problem in America and demands the
urgent attention of the federal government.
... Although there are (and perhaps always
will be) differences of opinion as to the pre
cise manner In which to attack the problems
of poverty, there Is almost universal agree
ment that Vigorous governmental action is
needed, and that SUbstantial resources must
be committed to the fight.

While other problems and othel' pro
grams such as the war in Vietnam, infla
tion, and the moonshot compete for the
Nation's attention and the Nation's re
sources, we cannot afford to ignore the
problems of poverty. Although important
progress has been. made in recent years,
over 25 million Americans are still mired
in poverty and deprivation. Our coun
try simply cannot tolerate this tremend
ous destruction and waste of human re
sources. We need to invest more into
efforts to prevent and remedy the condi
tions of malnutrition, cultural depriva
tion, financial need, ill health, that plague
the poverty stricken. I believe that S.
3016 will strengthen and improve our
efforts to eradicate poverty in America,
and I ask my colleagues to support it.

The committee bill adopts President
Nixon's bUdget proposals for OEO and
then adds additional funds for Head-
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start, legal services, comprehensive
health services, emergency food and
medical services, migrant and seasonal
farmworker programs, senior opportuni
ties, day care, and special impact pro
grams. I support the increased authori
zations for all these programs, and would
like to discuss several of them in parti
cular.

HEADSTART

In addition to the $338 million re
quested by President Nixon for Project
Headstart, the committee bill adds a $120
million extra authorization for fiscal year
1970 and a $240 million extra authoriza
tion for fiscal year 1971.

The need for these immediate yet
modest authorization increases for Head
start became evident during recent hear
ings which the Employment, Manpower,
and Poverty Subcommittee held on S.
2060, a bill I introduced entitled "The
Headstart Child Development Act of
1969." These hearings revealed the cru
cial effects of the first years of life, the
ways poverty and deprivation can pre
vent children from reaching their full
potential, and the effectiveness of Proj
ect Headstart and other early childhood
programs which provide health care,
nutritional aid and education stimulation
to impoverished children. They clearly
indicated that while we may not have dis
covered all the solutions to all early
childhood problems, we do know how to
prevent a great deal of nutritional,
health, and intellectual damage from
occurring.

During these hearings the subcommit
tee learned about the effectiveness of cur
rent Headstart efforts, and about the
administration's plans to substitute full
year Headstart programs for many of
the summer Headstart programs which
are currently being funded. The hearings
further revealed the pilot-like nature of
the Headstart program. It became evi
dent from testimony presented that
Headstart is barely scratching the sur
face of need by serving only about 10
percent of the 6 million disadvantaged
children under age 6 who should be of
fered Headstart opportunities.

In its congressional presentation, fur
ther supported by the administration's
testimony on S. 2060, OEO said:

Evaluative eVidence gathered so far sug
gests that full year programs are more ef
fective than summer in fostering sustained
developmental gains.

On the basis of this knowledge, the
administration proposes, and I strongly
support, plans to substitute full year
Headstart programs for many of the
summer Headstart programs currently
being funded. This proposal is based at
least in part on one of the major recom
mendations of the Westinghouse Learn
Ing Corp.'s study on Headstart effective
ness. That recommendation states that
summer programs "should be phased out
as early as feasible and converted into
full year or extended year programs."

However, because Headstart programs
cost approximately $800 more per child
than summer programs, if this substitu
tion occurs without increasing the budg
et, a sustantial reduction in Headstart
opportunities will be required. The ad
ministratIon estimated, for example, that

approximately 180,000 fewer Headstart
opportunities would be available during
fiscal year 1970 if conversion progresses
as they expect and if no more funds are
prOVided.

The committee concluded that a cut
back in the number of children served by
this program cannot be justified. In
creased authorizations recommended by
the committee are designed to permit the
conversion of summer programs to full
year programs to occur without requiring
a decrease in the number of children
served. I strongly urge my colleagues in
the Senate to retain this very important
provision, and then work with me to
gain the necessary appropriations so that
Headstart program is not cut back any
further.

Mr. PresIdent, I think it will be ob
served that this is a modest objective.
We are not asking that the number of
children being served by Headstart be
increased at all. We are simply struggling
to keep the same number within the pro
gram. Despite the admitted and unar
gued need for a program that reaches
some 6 million children who are esti
mated to be disadvantaged, this program,
even with the increased authorization,
would reach only about 600,000 children
in this country.

I applaud President Nixon for helping
to draw national attention to the critical
importance of the first 5 years of life
by pointing out that most of our insti
tutions do little or nothing to furnish
nutritional, educational, cultural, health,
or any other kind of assistance to chil
dren who are in their most formative
years of life.

Thousands and perhaps millions of
American children now start school in
the kindergarten or the first grade so
far behind that they will never catch up
or have a chance for a meaningful life.

If we really want to defeat poverty,
reduce welfare loads, bring assistance to
those who are poverty stricken, and af
ford an equal opportunity for all Ameri
cans, as we have said so often, we must
begin a real effort in the first 5 years of
life and give every child a real chance.

We are not doing so today. Fortu
nately, there are long overdue efforts, of
which Headstart is one, to begin to do
this. Surely this is no time to roll back
our efforts and reduce the number of
children being served.

I hope, therefore, that the increased
authorization recommended by the com
mittee will be adopted and will be
matched by full funding so that we may
sustain the effort now underway with the
current number of children being served.

Mr. President, I would like to turn now
to the legal services recommendations
contained in the pending legislation.

LEGAL SERVICES

In addition to the $58 million re
quested by the administration for legal
services, the committee bill adds an extra
$16 million authorization for fiscal year
1970 and an extra $32 million author
ization for fiscal year 1971.

I believe it is extremely important that
the legal services program-perhaps the
most successful of the OEO programs-
be improved and strengthened. The
American Bar Association, the National
Bar Association, and the National Legal

Aid and Defender Association have stated
in testimony before the subcommittee in
regard to the need for increased author
izations for legal services that "it has
been and remains our opinion that a
level of $90 million is necessary to meet
the immediate need for legal services."

The committee report discussing these
increased authorizations reveals very
clearly the need for an expanded pro
gram. It notes, for example, estimates
that only 15 percent of the poor have
access to legal services' or VISTA's law
yers, and that many of the country's
metropolitan areas have no organized
legal aid services. It shows, moreover,
that last year OEO received applications
from over 100 communities, totaling $40
million, for new legal services programs
which it had to turn down for lack of
funds. I urge the Senate to retain these
authorization increases for legal serv
ices so that the work of this program can
be expanded and improved, and so that
the Council on Legal Education Oppor
tunity can receive more adequate fund
ing for its programs designed to make
available to disadvantaged stUdents op
portunities for law stUdy and to facilitate
their entry into the legal profession.

One of the remarkable efforts we have
in this country today is that being un
dertaken by the American Association of
Law Schools in cooperation with the
American Bar Association to expand
OEO legal services, to maintain and in
sure its integrity, and to bring into play
the remarkable abilities and qualities of
American law schools and their faculties
to make legal representation for the poor
a reality.

The attitUde and the spirit of this
effort is perhaps best summarized in the
committee report on pages 19 and 20. It
is a statement by Mr. John D. Robb,
chairman of the American Bar Associa
tion's Committee on Legal and Indigent
Defendants. He said this:

I think one of the very important concepts
of the legal services program, Mr. Chairman,
is the Idea of broad services to the poor.
We are trying to convince the poor that in
these legal services offices they have a true
advocate who wllI take on anyone who op
poses them and who picks on them unjus
tifiably. That includes everybody from the
corner merchandise house that sells a shoddy
TV, to General Motors, if necessary. It In
cludes everybody from the welfare case
worker who makes an unlawful recommenda
tion to discontinue benefits to the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare
itself, if necessary.

I think this is terribly important. 1 cannot
really get across to the committee our sense
Of urgency about the need for expansion of
legal services to try to repair the divisions
that are taking place in our society. We know
from documented reports by various presi
dential commissions and by hearings that
you yourself have participated In that the
poor by and large have little confidence in
our society, in its structure, in its institution,
in lawyers, in the law, in the court system
and as a result, when their own rights are not
honored it is not too surprising 1 think that
they riot in the streets and that there is
violence on our campuses. (!taltc supplied.)

What we are tryIng to do in this program
is to have a peacefUl vehicle where these
disputes can be taken from the strife torn
campuses in the streets and the fire and
burnings that are taking place and give these
people a peacefUl forum in whIch the
grievances that they have against socIety can



alred, where their position can be set
forth and where nobody can Interfere with
that lawyer's sole obligation to represent his
client, not a local city, not a local unsympa
thetic mayor who may not believe in their
cause and not an unsympathetic chief execu
tive of a State government.

Mr. President, these are the words of
the official representative of the Ameri
can Bar Association. I congratulate him,
and I congratulate the American Bar As
sociation for its spirited and inspired
advocacy of the size, the integrity, and
the spirit of the program.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield for a question?

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield for
a question.

Mr. DOLE. I am sorry that I have not
heard all the remarks of the Senator
from Minnesota, but I am wondering
if he knows what percentage of the
money in this program is used to pay at
torney's fees in divorce cases and sepa
rate maintenance cases?

Mr. MONDALE. We had extensive
hearings. I would have to check the rec
ord to see if it specifies the percentages
in that area. I do not know.

Mr. DOLE. The point I make is that
much of what the Senator from Minne
sota has said is true. The lawyers per
form a very specific service. But in ef
fect we have the Federal Government
subsidizing home wrecking. I think in
some States it is very high. We have had
70 to 80 percent of the funds used for
divorce cases and separate maintenance
cases. So we had the Federal Government
involved not in keeping people together
but in breaking up families. I am won
dering if this is the purpose of the
program.

Mr. MONDALE. Is the Senator's ques
tion whether the purpose of the act is
to break up families?

Mr. DOLE. The legal services portion,
yes.

Mr. MONDALE. If that is the main
purpose?

Mr. DOLE. I am asking the Senator
the question because we subsidize law
yers to file divorce cases; and I recognize
that in some instances, in order to get
support, it is necessary to file a case for
divorce or separate maintenance. While
the Senator is lauding the program, I
think it is well to point out that it is
not quite all that rosy.

Mr. MONDALE. I think there are a
few programs which have inspired the
support of the public at large and of both
political parties more than the OEO le
gal services.

Mr. DOLE. I know the lawyers like it.
Mr. MONDALE. I point out to the Sen

ator that this is one of the few programs
which the President, himself, asked to
be increased in the budget which he sent
to Congress. He asked for a $16 million
increase in the budget for legal services.

The American Bar Association, which
is not known as an extreme left wing,
anarchical, or socialist organization in
terested in breaking up homes, sent this
letter today, and I shOUld like to read
it to the Senator from Kansas:

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE. In behalf of the
American Bar Association and its a1Iiliate,
the National Legal Aid and Defender Asso
ciation, I strongly urge the passage of S.
3016 as reported by the Committee on Labor

and Public Welfare. The bill provides a sig
nificant increase in the authorization for
the program for legal services to the poor
and recognizes the unique character of the
program's mission in prohibiting delegation
to any existing Federal agency where serious
questions regarding possible confiict of in
terest might arise. These provisions are con
sistent with the positions of the ABA and
NLADA.

The American Bar Association has con
slstently opposed amendments to the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act which would re
strict the Independence of legal services law
yers prOViding a full range-

I emphasize that.
of legal services to the poor. In appropriate
cases, such services might Involve legal ac
tion against government agencies in seeking
significant institutional change, commonly
described as law reform. We should not denv
to the poor access to the courts in an}'
legitimate area affecting their Interests.

I emphasize that.
I do not want to stand on the floor of

the Senate and advocate divorce, but it
is a rather common aspect in the normal
litigation of the courts. The American
Bar Association has said:

We should not deny to the poor access to
the courts in any legitimate area affecting
their interests.

They conclude:
I hope you wlll oppose any amendments

to S. 3016 Which would result In exposing
legal services lawyers to inhibiting poUtlcal
pressures or otherwise restrict the range or
scope of cases in which poverty lawyers may
represent tlle poor.

Sincerely yours,
BERNARD G. SEGAL.

Mr. Segal is the president of the Ameri
can Bar Association.

Mr. President, if this country and its
institutions, including the U.S. Govern
ment, are to have any credibility with the
poor, surely we must begin with the
principles of our system of justice. Our
court systems and our laws should mean
the same to all people, rich or poor. All
citizens should have the same chance
to have their cases advocated independ
ently and fully, regardless of their capac
ity to pay for a lawyer. This is true not
only in terms of personal, individual lit
igation which directly affects the health
and the future of a family, but also in
terms of law reform.

I was pleased when I asked Mr. Rums
feld, the Director of the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity, whether he agreed
witll the OEO legal services programs as
they affect law reform. He said this, as
set forth in the hearings on his nomina
tion, at page 28:

Mr. RUMSFELD. As you know, I support the
legal services program. I am pleased with
the recommended increase. I also agree with
you when you suggest that there have been
and will be instances where, by providing
proper legal service for the poor, suits may
result which might inVOlve, for example, the
Federal, State or local government if in fact
the attitude of the individuals involved in
this sUit is that level of Government has not
been responsive and has not been fulfill1ng
its statutory obligations.

That can be controversial. In my judgment
that does not make it bad. In fact, there are
many of our institutions that are not per
fectly responsive to the needs of the individ
uals they serve, and that they go through
a process continuously of change. This might
be one of the kinds of things that might help

an agency of Federal Government to rec
ognize that what they are doing In fact at
the point of contact does not compare with
what they thought they were doing.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter from the president
of the American Bar Association, to
which I referred earlier, be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., October 13, 1969.

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

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: In bellalf of the
American Bar Association and its affiliate, the
National Legal Aid and Defender Association,
I strongly urge the passage of S. 3016 as re
ported by the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare. The bill provides a significant
increase in the authorization for the program
for legal services to the poor and recognizes
the unique character of the program's mis
sion in prohibiting delegation to any exist
ing Federal agency where serious questions
regarding possible conflict of interest might
arise. These provisions are consistent with
the positions of the ABA and NLADA.

The American Bar Association has con
sistently opposed amendments to the Eco
nomic Opportunity Act which would restrict
the independence of legal services lawyers
providing a full range of legal services to the
poor. In appropriate cases, such services
might involve legal action against govern
ment agencies in seeking significant Institu
tional change, commonly described as law re
form. We Should not deny to the poor access
to the courts in any legitimate area alfecting
their interests.

I hope you will oppose any amendments
to S. 3016 which would result in exposing
legal services lawyers to inhibiting poUtlcal
pressures or otherwise restrict the range or
scope of cases in which poverty lawyers may
represent the poor.

Sincerely yours,
BERNARD G. SEGAL.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this is
not the time, it seems to me, to go into
detail about the most impressive OEO
program which is being undertaken to
day by the law schools of this country. I
would simply ask unanimous consent
that as this point a review of the COEO
programs, as set forth in the committee
report, be printed in this point i11 the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpt
\vas ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

The committee has heard excellent testi
mony about the work of the Councll on Legal
Education Opportunity, called "CLEO." CLEO
is conducting programs designed to make
available to disadvantaged students oppor
tunities for law study and to facilitate the
entry into the legal profession of members of
disadvantaged groups. This wlll increase the
avallabll1ty of legal services to the poor by
members of those groups. The committee Is
very impressed with these efforts, and feels
that it would be highly appropriate for the
Office of Economic Opportunity to continue
supporting the summer remedial institutes
and to begin exercising its existing authority
to help the students meet the costs of the
subsequent phases of their stUdies. Part ot
the reason the committee earmarked and in
creased authorizations for the legal service
program was to make additional funding
available for these purposes. The committee
believes, therefore, that a portion of any in
creased appropriations for legal services
should be used for CLEO.
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Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, of

equal importance to the integrity and
effectiveness of the legal services pro
gram is the provision of the committee
bill which would prohibit delegation of
legal services from OEO to any existing
Federal agency or department. This non
delegability provision is based on the
committee's conclusion that legal serv
ices' attorneys must be free to represent
their clients in actions against Govern
ment agencies, and that by retaining
legal services in OEO possible confiict
of-interest problems and constraints are
held at a minimtun.

As the committee report indicates, the
idea of the delegation of legal services
to the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare or the Department of Jus
tice presents grave conflict of interest
possibilities. The American Bar Associa
tion, the National Legal Aid and De
fender Association have urged the ad
ministration to retain legal services in
OEO in order to assure the professional
quality and independence of the pro
gram. The committee biIl would assure
this independence, and I hope the Sen
ate will retain this nondelegability pro
vision in the bill.

The administration says it has no in
tention of delegating these OEO legal
services into any other existing agencies
and this provision merely ratifies the
current policy of the administration.

Mr. President, I would now like to turn
to the migratory labor provision of the
act.

MIGRATORY LABOR

In addition to the $34 million re
quested by the administration for mi
grant and seasonal farmworker programs
under title III-B of the Economic Op
portunity Act, the committee adds $7.5
million for fiscal year 1970 and $15 mil
lion for fiscal year 1971.

The story of migrant and seasonal
farmworker exclusion from most Gov
ernment programs is known too well. It
is documented in the committee report.
Title III-B of the Economic Opportunity
Act is one of the promising Government
programs providing assistance to mi
grant workers, yet it reaches barely 20
percent of the 1 million migrant farm
\vorkers and their families.

The work of the Subcommittee on
Migratory Labor, which I am privileged
to chair, has indicated the need for
strengthened programs for migrant and
seasonal farmworkers, particularly for
programs focusing on reemployment,
readjustment, and resettlement attempts
by migrant workers who face job dis
placement in the future. I am hopeful the
Senate will retain this needed author
ization increase for title III-B, and work
for adequate funding of this program
during the appropriations process.

EMERGENCY FOOD AND MEDICAL SERVICE

IVII'. President, I have had an oppor
tunity to visit many migrant camps in
Texas, Florida, California, in my own
State, and elsewhere. I had an oppor
tunity over the last :year tu hold exten
sive hearings on the conditions of the
migratory labor force of this country. I
do not think any section of our society
works harder and receives less in pay
and security than does the migratory
work force of this country. One of the few

things this country has done to be of
minimal assistance is the funding under
section 3(b) for programs of assistance
for migrant and seasonal farmworkers.
It is a modest program and surely infla
tion dictates improvement in the funding
level of the 3(b) program. The author
ization increase not enough but it con
tinues some progress and momentum in
this most important program which is
often overlooked but for which there is
profound and compelling need.

Mr. President, another very important
improvement in this measure is to in
crease funding for the emergency food
and medical services program. The com
mittee bill adds $75 million to the admin
istration's $25 million request for this
program for fiscal year 1970, and an ad
ditional $150 million for fiscal year 1971.

This program is desperately needed.
The President has wisely pointed to the
widespread hunger and malnutrition in
this country, and it is a national dis
grace.

We have agreed to legislation in the
Senate which needs to be passed by the
House of Representatives, and needs to
be funded, to make a substantial step
forward in meeting the problems of mal
nourishment in this country. I am glad
we took that step but all of these pro
grams depend on the existence of work
ers to help find and bring food assistance
to the poor. Those who need help most
are the last ones who receive help. They
are the aged who suffer in silence, the
mentally ill, the disabled, the people who
have been so suppressed and denied that
they are disoriented and unable to state
their cases. They are the ones who lead
what might be called a shadow life.

We have seen how the present pro
grams work. Although we have had food
stamps for years, seven States still have
no food stamp program, 400 counties still
have no food stamp program, and of the
1,140 counties that do have a food stamp
program, over 700 of them have only
token programs which deliver food stamp
assistance to fewer than 20 percent of
those who need food assistance.

We have had some experience with
outreach programs under the emergency
food programs which shows that where
there is an ability and a commitment to
find and qualify persons who need food
stamp assistance, that the percentage of
those participating rises dramaticallY.
Without that help, even with a good
theoretical national program, it remains
a token effort at feeding the hungry.

LEADERSHIP OF PRESIDENT CHUNG
HEE PARK IN THE REPUBLIC OF
SOUTH KOREA
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, an ex

cellent article by columnist Jack Ander
son appears in today's Washington Post
on the Korean situation.

He points out that President Chung
Hee Park has led the Republic of South
Korea to a remarkable economic expan
sion rate, which last year was second
only to that of Japan.

Under his leadership, moreover, South
Korea has attained one of the finest
armies in Asia; and the two ROK divi
sions which have been fighting side by
side with United States and South Viet-

namese ground forces against the Com
munist aggressors from North Vietnam
have acquitted themselves most capably
and with great honor.

When I first met President Park nearly
4 years ago, during my visit to our mili
tary forces in South Korea, I was espe
cially impressed by his realism and his
dedication to a just and lasting peace
in the Far East. He, along with President
Marcos of the Philippines, exercised
great leadership in calling the Manila
Conference of the seven nations fighting
as allies in South Vietnam-a conference
which held out hope that all peace-lov
ing nations of the Far East would some
day join together to secure a just and
lasting peace.

Meanwhile, however, the warlike atti
tUde of the leaders of North Korea has,
as in the case of the intransigience of the
leaders of North Vietnam, continued to
prevent peace-loving peoples from living
in peace. President Park's realism has
kept the people of his country alert to
the dangers of renewed Communist ag
gression, while, at the same time, they
have moved steadily ahead toward the
goal of good government and economic
self-sufficiency. In fact, upon my return
to the United States in 1966, I pointed
out that South Vietnam could, indeed,
have a bright future after Communist
aggression had been stopped, and I
pointed to South Korea as an example
of why such optimism was justified.

It requires strong and imaginative
leadership to inspire a people. recovering
from a costly war and invasion of their
homeland and threatened by a renewal
of more of the same tragedy, and to
cause them to lift themselves up by their
own hard work and dedication. That
leadership President Park has brought
to his people. I know many of us, who
have had an opportunity to witness what
it has meant. hope that it will be con
tinued.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle, "New North Korean Move Hinted,"
be printed in the RECORD.

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

NEW NORTH KOREAN MOVE HINTED

(By Jack Anderson)
TOKYo.-Whlle world attention is riveted

on Hanoi, Americans In Asia are keeping ,a
wary watch also on remote Pyongyang, where
North Korea's obstreperous Kim II Sung no
doubt is planning some new humll1atlon for
the United States.

Intelligence esEmates warn that, even now,
he is probably preparing a new provocation.
The next incident, Indeed, may be more seri
ous than anything he has pulled In the
past-perhaps the slaughtering of a few
hundred American OI's in their beds at one
of the base camps near the DMZ.

Such an outrage not only Is possible but
probable, In the view of those who stUdy the
Intelligence that leaks out of Kim's tight
little dictatorship.

His aim, they say, Is to pressure the U.S.
to pUll Its forces out of South Korea and to
organize a Vietnam-style uprising against the
Seoul government. As In Vietnam, the resist
ance would be waged in the name of free
dom and democracy, complete with a libera
tion front made up of non-Communist
figureheads.

Once the liberation front takes over the
South, if Kim's strategy can be implemented,
"peaceful unification" of the country would


