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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ..,...... SENAn·

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
,
A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (S. 2891) entitled
"An act to extend and amend the Economic Stabilization Act of 1970," with
an amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The message also announced that the
House insists upon its amendment, requests. a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. PATMAN, Mr. BARRETT, Mrs. SULLIVAN, Mr. REUSS, Mr. ST
GERMAIN, Mr. MINISH, Mr. WIDNALL, :Mr.
JOHNSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. and Mr. BROWN of Michigan were appointed managers of the
conference on the part of the House.
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMENDMENTS OF 1971-VETO
The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
previous unanimous consent agreement.
the Chair lays before the Senate the
President's veto message on S. 2007, the
Economic Opportunity Amendments of
1971. Under the agreement, debate is limited to 2 hours, to be equally divided and
controlled by the majority and minority
leaders or their designees.
(For President's veto message see page
46057 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
today.)
The Senate proceeded to reconsider the
bill.
.
ORDER OF BUSINESS
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
we have order in the Senate?
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order. Who yields time?
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. May we
have order in the Senate?
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will try to get order.
Senators will please be in order. It is
impossible to hear the speaker. The Senate will please be in order.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President-The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will please suspend
while the Chair attempts to obtain some
sort of order. I would like to hear the
speaker.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I assume
the time taken to restore order will not
be charged to our time.
I ask unanimous consent that the
time begin running now and I ask unanimous consent that I may yield to the
Senator from Missisippi for the consideration of a proposal on which he says
there is no controversy, without it being
deducted from my time.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection?
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I am sorry. I did not
hear the request.
Mr. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent that I may yield to the Senator from
Mississippi for 3 minutes without the
time being deducted from either side.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION FOR AN ADDITION· son,John ·Ste1nberg;.~JJob.iis~~
AL DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DE- have the privilege of thelIoor dUJ,ing tlUs
debate.
FENSE
The ACTING PRESIDENT· pro temMr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro- pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
lVIr. BIBLE. Mr. President, may we
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 8856,
which was reported earlier today. This have order? It is impossible to hear the
matter has been cleared by both leaders, Senator.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro temand I ask for the immediate considerapOre. The Senator is correct. The Sention of the bill.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- ate is not in order.
Will Senators take their seats and
pore. The bill will be stated by title.
The legislative clerk read the bill by those who desire to converse retire to the
cloakrooms? Will we please have order
title, as follows:
A bill to authorize an additional Deputy in the Senate?
The Senator will suspend until the
Secretary of Defense, and for other purposes.
Senate is in order.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro temThe Senate is not yet in order.
pore. Is there objection to the present
The Senator from Wisconsin.
consideration of the bill?
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, to repeat,
There being no objection, the Senate
year at this time it was the veto of
proceeded to consider the bill, which had last
the Employment and Manpower Act debeen reported from the Committee on signed
to provide public service employAI'med Services with an amendment to ment for
the jobless. This year it is the
strike out all after the enacting clause extension
of the Economic Opportunity
and insert in lieu thereof the following: Act, inclUding
a major child developThat section 136 (a) of title 10, United
states Code, is amended by striking out ment program and an innovative Legal
"eight.. and Inserting In lleu thereof "nine", Services Corporation.
Last year the President's message made
SEC. 2. Section 5315 (13) of title 5, United
States Code, Is amended to read as follows: it perfectly clear that the President had
.. ( 13) Assistant Secretaries of Defense not read and did not understand the leg(9) ....
islation he was rejecting. In fact, it was
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the sole only 6 months later that he signed an
purpose of this bill is to provide for one Emergency Employment Act which proadditional Assistant Secretary of De- vided public service employment almost
fense. All else has been stricken from identical to that in the bill he had vetoed
the bill, It passed the House. It passed out a few months earlier on the ground that
of the Senate committee by unanimous it provided dead end jobs.
I might say parenthetically that I do
vote. It has been cleared in all quarters. It
not blame the President particularly for
is needed.
this. I blame his advisers. Obviously the
I move passage of the bill.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- President did not know then what' was
pore. The bill is open to further amend- in the bill, nor does he know now. The
people who wrote the messages have misment.
led the President in the drafting of the
I! there be no further amendment to vetoes.
be proposed, the question is on agreeing
I believe the President has again been
to the committee amendment,
gravely misled by those who advised him
The amendment was agreed to.
veto the poverty bill this year for I
The amendment was ordered to be en- to
cannot
imagine that any persot'J. who
grossed and the bill to be read a third reads this
legislation with care could
time.
comment on it in such wholly negative
The bill was read the third time.
and mistaken terms as this veto message
The bill was passed.
does.
The title was amended so as to read:
There runs through the language of
"An Act to authoriz.e an additional As- this
veto message attacking the proposed
sistant Secretary of Defense."
child development program the insinuation that the program would weaken the
American family. The President says that
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMEND- there are "family weakening implicaMENTS OF 1971
tions" in the program; that it is· "the
The Senate continued with the re- most radical piece of legislation to emerge
consideration of the bill (S. 2007) '00 from the 92d Congress;" that it would
provide for the continuation of programs put the "National Government--on the
authorized under the Economic Oppor- side of communal approaches to child
tunity Act of 1954, and for other pur- rearing over against the family centered
approach;" and that there is "a respectposes.
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield able school of opinion that this legislation would lead toward altering the fammyself 10 minutes.
Mr. President, the Senate has before ily relationship."
I hasten to add that he did not cite
it this afternoon an ill-advised veto that
flatly rejects carefully considered and what that "respectable school of opindesparately needed social legislation. ion" was and he in no way delineates
Last year at tlllS time it was the veto which provisions of this bill had "family
of the Employment and Manpower Act, weakening implications."
part of which was designed to provide
It would seem to me, after Congress
public service employment for the job- and both Houses had spent months and
months and months on the proposal, he
less.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR
would at the very least specifically deMr. President, I ask unanimous con- lineate what is wrong with it, which he
sent that William Spring, Richard John- failed to do.
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I might point out that the White the committee spent 7 full days on child
House Conference on Children and Youth development under the leadership of the
specifically recommended a child devel- distinguished Senator from Minnesota
opment program as the highest priority. (Mr. MONDALE), gathering ample docuMr. President. there is nothing-I re- mentation on both the need for and the
peat nothing-in this bill that would soundness of the legislative approaches
weaken the family relationship. There is in this bill. Interestingly enough, perhaps
nothing-I repeat nothing-in this bill the most persuasive witness of all was
that would lead to communal ways of Dr. Edward Ziegler, Director of the adchild rearing. There was no testimony ministration's Omce of Child Developbefore the committee that this bill held ment.
any such danger whatsoever.
Well, you can bet your hat that the
Is it conceivable that the National President and his advisers did not disCouncil of Churches, the U.S. Catholic cuss this measure with Dr. Ziegler, who
Conference, the National Council of Ne- appeared in favor of the proposals. Dr.
gro Women, and the League of Women Ziegler testified that there are right now
voters, would-for one second-support 5 million pre-school children of working
legislation which included such dangers? mothers, page 849, volume m, committee
Obviously not. Needless to say, if any hearings. He further testified that there
such legislation were proposed, I myself, are only 650,000 slots in child care cenand the other sponsors of this legislation ters of all kinds available for these chilwould be the first to oppose it.
dren.
But the legislation has been attacked.
Mr. President, we are not talking about
It has been attacked in a series of taking children out of the home and into
hysterical rightwing charges, and these child care centers; we are talking about
are the charges that the President's the children of working mothers for
speechwriters put into his misleading, whom some provision-often terribly inunfortunate veto message.
adequate-now must be made to enable
One rightwing weekly headlined a them to work and support their families.
story about the bill, stating, "Big Brother
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The SenWants Your Children." A story in anator's
time has expired.
other publication said, "The Measure
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
Threatens to Destroy Parental Authority." A columnist, who should know bet- myself 5 more minutes.
If adequate provision according to
ter, implied that the bill would have to
be considered in the context of a "Soviet- HEW's own statistics on day care were
provided for all 5 million preschool chilized society."
Mr. President, these charges are worse dren of mothers who now work the cost
than irresponsible. Is it to these hysteri- would be $8 billion. The legislation which
cal charges that the veto message refers the administration has vetoed set a goal
when it says, "There is a respectable of eventually providing adequate child
school of opinion that this legislation development services for all children, but
would lead toward altering the family it authorized only $2 billion as a start to
meet the need to provide adequate child
relationship?"
I wish the President, or anyone of his development programs to the children of
Secretaries or advisers, would name one poor and near poor parents. Mr. Presiresponsible authority to whose opinion dent, I cannot believe that if the President himself were fully aware of the
the President makes reference.
Mr. President, it is unfortunate that needs, of the extensive hearings, of the
there are members of this society who are long months of negotiation between the
so opposed to legislation that deals with two Houses of Congress and the conthe Nation's desperate human needs that ferees and the administration he could
they resort to irresponsible scare possibly have characterized this legislacharges. However, it is worse than ir- tion as "radical" and "irresponsible" as
responsible for the administration to the veto message does.
The veto message charges that the addignify this hysteria in an omcial message to the Congress and to imply that ministrative arrangements of the child
the 63 Senators who voted for the con- development legislation are unworkable.
ference report on child development and The fact is, the "delivery system" is based
OEO legislation just a few days ago, on on the judgment that programs for our
December 2, would have any part of pro- children ought to be designed and run
posals that could in any way weaken the with the participation and approval of
their parents at the local level. This is
American family.
I think the President's advisers know the same principle that underlies the local school system. Who can quarrel with
it, and I think the President does, too.
The veto message also implies that that? They simply extend the system
there is no documented need for the child under which the Headstart program has
development program. They ought to functioned so successfully.
Just the Headstart guidelines require
take note of the fact that the President's White House Conference on Chil- that committees of parents serve as
dren and Youth said that a child devel- boards of directors for child development
opment program is the highest priority centers, so the child development legisof the conference. How could anybody lation provides fer local policy commitput in the President's speech the state- tees, half of whose members must be
ment that there is no need, when their parents, to oversee each program. Just
own White House conference came to as Headstart provides for prime sponsors
at the community level, the legislation
the totally opposite conclusion?
Mr. President, in the course of hear- would have established Child Developings on the OEO bill, which stretched ment Councils at the city level responover 19 days from March 23 to June 16, sible for judging applications and evalu-
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ating the operations of the various centers.
Most Americans agree that the actual
education of their children should not
be controlled at the Federal level, or
even at the State level. The state capital
is usually hundreds of miles away and
often ill-equipped to plan or supervise
day-to-day activities in local communities. No, Americans do not trust their
children's early education to either the
States or the Federal Government. They
run their schools at the local level. And
that is just where our child development
legislation put responsibility, with the
parents and at the local level.
Over a period of weel(s the conferees
negotiated with the administration and
worked out a sensible compromise on the
difficult point in conference: the fee
schedule. The Senate bill provided free
services for families earning at the Bureau of Labor Statistics lowest adequate
budget level, $6,960 a year. The House
version left the level of free services to
the discretion of the Secretary of Health,
Education. and Welfare with the understanding that it would .be the same as
the level for receiving assistance under
the welfare reform legislation-that is,
$4,320 for a family of four.
Under the conference agreement. free
child development services would be
available to famUies having two children
with an annual income of $4,320. Between $4,320 and $6,960, such a family
could be charged I-lodest fees.
The veto message characterizes the
earmarking of funds in the legislation as
"genUinely reactionary legislation" because "it locks OEO executives into supporting and continuing programs;" "it
denies administrative discretion to the
executives of OEO." This is a most amazing argument for the administration to
send to the Congress. Are the elected representatives of the Congress not entitled
to have something to say about how appropriated funds are to be spent?
I have been in this argument, as others
in Congress have, for a long time, with·
the previous administration and with
this administration, on the earmarking
of funds. What all administrations-Democratic and Republican-really want
is for Congress to appropriate a great big
bushel basket of money and send downtown and say, "Spend it as you please."
I would think that all Members of this
body would agree that Congress has the
responsibility to say how money is to be
spent. However, in this bill we give them
more flexibility as to how the money is
to be spent in this program than in any
other program that I am aware of.
Are OEO executives to have complete
discretion in the expenditure of Federal
funds without receiving the approval of
Congress before they shift funds from
programs which they consider less productive in order to devote those funds
to what they consider to be "hopefUl new
initiatives?"
Let me remind the Senate how accommodating the Congress Was to enhance
the discretionary powers of OEO executives. We gave the Director of OEO 25percent flexibility in transferring funds
from one program to another. The leg-:islation -vhich the Congress passed and

RECORD the
has now vetoed provides
that as
as 25 percent of any earmarked amount can be taken away from
any SUCll ..,rogram and used as the Director of 0:30 wishes.
Can you think of any other program
that Congress does that with? And, in
fact, the 25-percent transferability is
exactly the amount of fiexibility that
the administration was begging us to give
them 2 years, ago. This year, we gave
them the full 25-percent transfer authority they asked for. Nowthe President
is vetoing the bill on the grounds that it
is not fiexible enough.
What kind of nonsense is that?
I can understand that the OEO executives would like 100-percent fiexibility. They are surely confident that they
could spend the funds more intelligently
than the Congress. They would like no
limitations. They would prefer to be free
of congressional direction.
Although 25-percent fiexibility appro:ently is not sufiicient to satisfy the OEO
executives, I have not heard of any other
Federal department which has any fiexibility at all in shifting funds from one
progrwn to another. The Office of Education has no fiexibility to transfer funds
from one program to another. Funds for
health progrwns cannot be shifted from
one category to another. Yet in the OEO
legislation we gave 25-percent fiexibility.
And even though that is 25-percent more
fiexibility than we give any other department, they are not satisfied.
It is ironic that while the legislation
in one part of the message is cha.racterized as "radical," in another part it
is characterized as "genuinely reactionary." The message is referring here to
the fact that the congressionally approved legislation provides for earmarking of funds for certain programs. In
fact, Congress in this legislation earmarks precisely the figures the administration requested for nearly all of these
progr8Jns.
It is just exactly what they wanted,
with some minor exceptions, which they
do not like because they do not believe
that Congress ought to have any authority. And that is the trouble with this administration in domestic policy as well as
in foreign policy. They would like to run
everything in the same way that they
run foreign policy. They would like to
run wars and domestic programs without
consulting Congress. They would like to
spend the whole Treasury without consulting Congress if we would let them.
One of the things they did not like
was that we earmarked money to feed
the hungry. They wanted to cut off the
program. So the President and his advisers are vetoing a bill because we are
trying to feed some hungry children;
that is what it is all about.
Listen to this:
The only exceptions are programs
which the administration wished to cut
back sharply. One of these was the emergency food and medical services program.
We earmarked $62.5 million for EFMS in
the previous economic opportunity bill.
Last year OEO actUally spent $45 million
for EFMS. But this year the OEO budget
proposed to phase out the program.

VJ...... ,,c .........

That is what this administration
stands for. Oh, they can give $3.6 billion
to the biggest corporations in America
on the 7-percent tax credit; they can
give it to them in the accelerated depreciation allowances. Oh, they shed tears
for the rich, the wealthy, and the powerful, and give them $9 billion a year in
tax reductions. But to give $62 million to the hungry, that is another mattel'. This is their concept of the free
enterprise system; let those hungry
little kids earn a living like they ought to
earn it, like the General Motors people
earn a living. If they cannot make it, too
bad.
That is what this is all about. We earmarked $62.5 million for emergency food
and medical services in the previous economic opportunity bill. Last year OEO
actually spent $45 million for emergency
food and medical services. But this year
the OEO budget proposed to phase out
the program. Witness after witness testified before our committee without refutation from anybody in this administration, anybody in this Congress, or anybody else in America, that the program
was needed. They testified that this program made the difference between starving children and children with food in
hundreds of counties all across the Nation.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator's time has expired.
Mr. NELSON. I yield myself 5 additional minutes.
The administration wished to cut that
program out. Congress said "No" four
times. How many times do we have to tell
those people in the executive branch that
we want to help the hungry and the poor,
and not just the wealthy in this country, as they seem to want to do?
Food for the hungry is too important
to be eliminated for mere budgetary convenience. Is this the kind of program
that the drafters of the veto message had
in mind when they spoke of "programs
that may prove less productive?" The
bill which passed the Senate and was
sent to the President earmarked funds
for emergency food at last year's level.
OEO's bUdget request also proposed eliminating the alcoholism· program. The
Congress did not agree to go along with
that but instead we earmarked at last
year's level.
Is this administration telling us that
if Congress says there is going to be an
emergency··food and medical services program, and appropriates the money, and
th~t there is going to be an alcoholism
program and appropriates the money,
that we have no right to do so? Have
we passed a bad bill because they do not
want to do that?
Well, if this Congress is going to defend any of its constitutional powers, I
think we must assert the authority to
authorize programs and appropriate the
money. I think this country ought to
understand what the standard of decency is in this administration, and who
their heart bleeds for, and who they will
help, and who they do not care about.
They cry for the rich but they do not
shed a tear for the poor.
Neither did Congress go along with

OEO's budget request that the rural loan
progrwn be eliminated and the special
impact program be reduced; So the bill
we passed earmarked funds for a consolidated rural loan and community economic development title at exactly last
year's level. In the case of local initiative
community action funds, the Congress
did not go along with reducing the previous year's funding level by $14 million,
and so we earmarked funds at last
year's level.
Everybody knows that this administration wants to kill the community action programs because, for the first time,
the poor in this country have control of
some programs to try to do something
about their plight, and they do not like
the poor to have control of anything in
this country.
In fact, the problem that the Agnecy
faces is that the administration's commitment to fighting poverty has been
scaled back. That is what the problem is.
While the OEO spent $890 million for
projects in fiscal year 1971, the administration had asked fUlly $100 million less,
$790 million, for fiscal year 1972. It is
ironic that during a year when the number of poor people in this country increased sharply from 24 to 26 million that
the administration thought it wise to cut
back on the modest funds for the poor in
the OEO. The same year in which the
number of poor persons increases by 2
million, they cut back the budget for the
poor by $100 million, and then give a $7
billion cut to all the biggest corporations
in America-the biggest tax cut for corporations in the history of the Republic. This tells us more than anything else
what this administration stands for.
The veto message criticizes the provisions of this legislation which provide
that the administration must receive
congressional approval before transferring Office of Economic Opportunity programs to other agencies. The veto message states that the fiexibility to shift
tried and proven programs out of OEO to
other agencies would be taken away. In
fact, the bill simply requires Congress
to approve such changes.
As the Senators know, a substantial
number of Office of Economic Opportunity programs have already been
"spun-off" to other agencies. Manpower
programs, authorized in this legislation,
have been delegated to the Labor Department. The Headstart program is run by
Office of Child Development in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The vetoed legislation itself would
provide for an independent corporation
to take over the legal servi::es program.
Congress has been willing to go along
with proposed transfers of programs to
other agencies when these proposals can
be justified.
We on the committee strongly believe
that Congress ought to judge the value
of any further cutting back on the operational responsibilities of the agencies. We
are particularly concerned with the future of local community action agencies.
It is essential for their continued effectiveness in developing innovative programs at the local level that they have
the support, financial, technical, and
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moral, of an independent poverty agency ferred, Congress should certainly have
here in Washington. Local community the opportunity to hold public hearings,
action agency personnel and board mem- where those affected can give their
bers around the country are very con- views.
cerned about any proposed shift in conI think it is an entirely reasonable
trol of poverty programs. A coalition of proposition to expect the administration
some 90 national organizations, led by the to secure congressional approval before
National League of Women Voters and spinning off programs which are now
the Urban Coalition and including most administered by the Office of Economic
major union, church, and civil rights or- Opportunity.
ganizations testified before our comNowhere in this ill-advised veto mesmittee in strong opposition to the idea of sage was more offensive to the Congress
turning community action agencies en- than in its handling of the Legal Services
tirely over to local authorit~e.s. III re- Corporation. There is· a balance of power
sponse to these objections and the fears in the American governmental system.
at the local level, Mr. Philip V. Sanchez, It is the responsibility of the administhe new director of the OEO, assured the tration to propose legislation. It is the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee responsibility of the Congress to consider
by letter dated October 5, 1971, tha~:
it and modify it, and then the responsiThe administration wlll effectuate these bility of the executive branch to carry out
changes-spin-offs-only in the event of ap- the wishes of the Congress. This adminproval by Congress of the specific legislative
proposals outlined and not by the transfer of istration seems to feel that Congress has
program authority, executive reorganization, no right to modify its proposals. Take the
administrative delegation, or any other legal services issue, for example. After
several years of political controversy, it
means.
was agreed by most concerned persons
Thus all the Congress did in S. 2007 that it would be better to remove the
in rega~d to spin-offs, was to write this legal services program from the Office
declaration into the legislation so that of Economic Opportunity and to estabevery local program can have confidence lish it in an independent corporation.
as to where they stand with the Federal The administration proposed that the
Government.
board of directors of that corporation
So they have the President reciting as be appointed entirely by the President.
one of the reasons for vetoing the bill Others believed the board of directors
the fact that we do not permit any trans- should be more broadly representativefer of OEO functions without consent of in particular, that representatives of the
Congress. He considers that outrageous; poor and representatives of the major
whereas, his representative, Mr. Sanchez, American bar associations, who have
came before the committee, saying that from the beginning been the chief supthey would not transfer any, had no in- porters of the program, ought also to
tention to transfer any, functions. So be represented on that board. In the
what is their complaint?
classic manner of disagreement between
I would at least suggest that the peo- the executive branch and Houses of the
ple who have the responsibility for writ- Congress, a compromise was reached.
ing the veto message be the people who The President would name all members
haVe the responsibility for administer- of the board, but he would be required
ing the program, so that the veto mes- to name to that board a certain numsage would not say so many foolish ber of individuals chosen from lists subthings that cannot be defended on the mitted to him by the American Bar Asrecord in any way.
sociation, National Bar Association,
Let me point out that no other agency American Association of Law Schools,
of the Government can delegate pro- American Trial Lawyers Association, and
grams to other agencies without con- National Legal Aid and Defender Asgressional approval. While I am not op- sociation.
posed in principle to the delegation
A substantial majority-and a bipartiauthority which the Office of Economic san majority-of the Senators believe
Opportunity has had, it can~ hardly be that if the Legal Services Corporation is
argued that this legislation is taking to carryon a vigorous program in deaway the prerogatives of the adminis- fense of the rights of the poor it is essentration when no other agency or depart- tial that a significant number of board
ment of the Government can spin off its members be representatives of the maprograms without congressional ap- jor legal organizations whose support is
proval. Perhaps 1 Y2 years from now, the cornerstone of the legal services prowhen the economic opportunity legisla- gram. Frankly, the Members of Contion is again up for renewal, we might gress fear that a board appointed ennot have to renew this provision.
tirely by the President would not enjoy
Numerous witnesses before the Labor the same confidence among legal servand Public Welfare Committee testified ices clients, attorneys and the general
that there is now great uncertainty as public as a board that includes both
to whether such programs will continue Presidential appointees and representaas a partofOEO. People carrying out tives of the bar groups. In conference,
programs at the local level do not know the Senate position on this issue was
whether a few months from now their
relationships with the officials with substantially compromised to give the
whom they must work to secure grants President the right to appoint every
are going to be completelY changed and single member of the board, and to make
whether they will be working with new it perfectly clear that he is compelled
officials of some other department or to appoint no specific individual. It was
thought wise, however, to provide that
agency of the Federal Government.
If OEO programs are to be trans- a portion of his nominations for the
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board be made from lists submitted by
the bar groups. We believe that such a
solution is reasonable and workable.
Mr. President, I ask the Members of
the Senate to join with me in voting to
override this irresponsible veto and in
doing so to repudiate the implications
of this disastrous veto message.
Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota whatever time he may
desire.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I
would like about 15 minutes.
Mr. NELSON. I yield to the Senator.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?
Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I might say to the manager of the bill· that the understanding
with respect to the unanimous-consent
agreement originally was that there
would be an hour and a half and a half
hour. As announced by the Chair, it
was 2 hours, to be equally divided. senator DOMINICK, at my request, did not object, because I believe we can work out
the time equitably.
I say that now only so that the Senator from Wisconsin may have that in
mind if we have greater demand than
for 1 hour.
Mr. NELSON. I spoke to the distinguished Senator from Colorado, and he
indicated to me that he did not think
they would want more than a half hour.
We may not use all our time, but I asked
for an hour and a half because a number
of Senators did say that they wished to
make some remarks.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, first of
all, let me express my profound appreciation to the distinguished chairman of
the SUbcommittee, the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON), for his inspired and
creative leadership in the development
of the measure which was vetoed by the
President, and on behalf of the cause of
justice in America. I should also like
to commend the ranking Republican
member of the committee, the Senator
from New York (Mr. JAVITS), for his
gifted and inspired contribution to the
proposal which regrettably was vetoed
by the President last night.
Mr. President, last night. President
Nixon vetoed the Economic Opportunity
Act extension. That bill, which received
bipartisan support in both Houses of
Congress. would extend the life of the
Office of Economic Opportunity for 2
years, establish a National Legal Services Corp., to insulate the legal services program from political pressures,
and establish a new developmental
child-care program based upon our 6year experience with Project Headstart.
In my view, this was a totally indefensible action, and the President's veto
message is among the most irresponsible
statements which I have encountered in
15 years ()fpublic life.
I do not believe the American people
will accept the hysterical charge that this
is radical legislation or that the bill would
replace the family with communal child
rearing.
I do not believe that the American Bar
Association, National League of Cities,
Academy of American Pediatrics, Com-
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monCause,National Education Association, or the' League of Women Voters,
which supported this legislation from
its introduction, are radical groups.
Nor do I believe that the 63 Senators
from both sides of the aisle, including the
Republican national chairman, the distinguished Senator from Kansas, as well
as the distinguished minority leader of
the Senate and the distinguished assistant minority leader, are men of radical persuasion.
I believe that they voted to support a
carefully drawn and well constructed
program to meet an urgent need for adequate day care. The simple truth is that
this bill would provide developmental day
care opportunities on a voluntary basis to
the children of both poor and working
parents.
Mr. President, Erik Erikson, the great
child psychologist, once said that the
most deadly of all possible sins is the
mutilation of a child's spirit." I believe
that that sin is being committed in many
ditIerent ways, millions of times every
day to American children throughout
this land.
In the nearly 8 years I have served in
the Senate, I believe I have worked as
much on the problems of poverty and
disadvantage as any of my colleagues. I
have seen the faces of cheated chil. dren--destroyed almost before they had
a chance-in the migrant camps of
Florida, Texas, and California. I have
seen them on Indian reservations in the
West, the East, and in Alaska. I have seen
them in ghettos in New York by the
hundreds, in Minneapolis, and just two
blocks from here, in the Nation's Capital.
I have seen those tragic faces on children--destroyed before they ever had a
chance-in the pockets of rural white
poverty and rural areas around this
country.
The President charges that this program represents fiscal irresponsibility.
Yet we now invest only 10 percent of the
Federal budget in children and youth although they represent almost 40 percent
of our popUlation and 100 percent of our
future. If v.:e can atIord a $9 billion tax
break for business and industry this
year-as the administration proposedwe can atIord to invest $2 billion in our
children.
Among the most serious and misleading charges is that the need for a child
development program of this character
has not been demonstrated. That was
not the conclusion of the President's own
1970 White House Conference on Children, who voted as their No. 1 priority
the provision of comprehensive, familyoriented child development programs including health services, day care and
early childhood education.
That is not the conclusion of an impressive group of professional organizations experienced in serving the needs
of children-including the National Association for the Education of Young
Children, the Black Child Development
Institute, the Child Welfare League of
America, the National Education Association and the Day Care and Child Development Corporation of America. And
that is not the conclusion of this admin-

istration's own toP officials in the field
of children's needs. When I asked Dr.
Edward Zigler, Director of the Office of
Child Development at HEW, about the
need for day care during Senate hearings
on this legislation, he said with respect
to preschool children:
If you take the figure of working mothers
who clearly need day care for theIr children,
you are talking a.bout 5 million chlldren .••
There are slots presently avaIlable for some
650.000 of them so you are talking about a.
need there for from 4 mllllon to 4Y. mllllon
roughly.

Dr. Zigler has made the point, and I
agree, that not all of these 4 to 412 million children are without adequate child
care. Although they are not in licensed
day care facilities, some of them are
benefiting from high quality child care
in their own homes or in the homes of
neighbors. But it is quite clear that many
of these children are receiving purely
custodial and mind-numbing care, and
that some are even left alone to look
after themselves.
Programs are clearly needed to provide
new or improved day care opportunities
for these children. To pretend that this
need does not exist--as the President
suggests-is to ignore reality.
The President contends that this program would diminish parental involvement with children. Yet it is specifically
designed to have maximum parental involvement. It vests the major responsibility for the operation and control of
child development efforts in the parents
of the children these programs serve.
The bill deliberately requires that parents of children served by child development programs will compose at least onehalf of the membership of both the
governing boards created to administer
these programs. These parent-governed
boards-the child development councils
and the project policy committees-wlll
decide which programs to fund, and approve the content, curriculum and policy of each individual project:
And it expressly states that:
NothIng In thIs title shall be construed
or applled In such a manner as to infrInge
upon or usurp the moral and legal rIghts
and responsib1lltles of parents or guardians wIth respect to the moral, mental, emotIonal or physical development of theIr children.

The President argues that there is a
question of availability of qualified people to statIo child development centers.
That is precisely the reason this legislation contains greatly expanded training authority for professionals and paraprofessionals and uniquely begins with a
6-month leadtime for training and planning before the actual programs would
begin.
The President further contends that
the bill contains an insignificant role for
the States.
The bill unquestionably puts a priority on local administration-wherever a
locality is, in the determination of the
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, capable of providing high quality, comprehensive services. We place
this priority on local administration precisely in order to assure that these programs will be accessible and responsi-

ble to the"concems of·parerif..3;and will
avoid the danger of remote governmental
control.
Yet within this framework the measure provides a significant role for the
States:
Every local application must be submitted to the Governor for review and
comment;
Five percent of the funds are reserved
for States for technical assistance, coordination and review of these local applications; and
States as well as other public and pl'ivate nonprofit agencies, may serve as
prime sponsors where localities do not
apply, or where the Health, Education,
and Welfare Secretary finds that a locality is incapable of providing comprehensive services.
Moreover, States can administer programs for migrant childrep, programs in
areas where a city or county is not adequately meeting the needs of preschool
children, or programs under the Secretary's additional 5-percent reservation
for model programs.
These roles, and the Secretary's responsibility to determine whether localities are capable of administering programs, are spelled out in the bill, and
clarified by a colloquy between Senator
NELSON and Senator JAVITS during debate
on the conference report. (Bee CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of December 2, 1971, pp.
44117-44118'>
As Wilbur J. Cohen, dean of the University of Michigan School of Education
and former Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare said in a recent telegram to us supporting the child development program in the conference report:
In my opinIon, and from my past experience, I belleve that the various provIsIons of
sectIons 512(2)(0), 513(9), 517(3) (4), 534,
535, 572 would enable the Secretary of HEW
and the Governors of the varIous States to
establish approprIate State coordinating arrangements to assure effective statew1d.e
plannIng and review of local projects.

Finally the President suggests that this
legislation somehow was passed "in the
absence of a great national debate on its
merits." The facts just do not support
that conclusion. Both the House and the
Senate passed this bill and passed the
conference report on it. This actionby elected representatives of the publiccame after over 30 days of congressional
hearings at which over 200 witnesses testified.
Moreover, this issue has been the subject of numerous public discussions, conventions, conferences, and stUdies. The
1970 White House Conference on Children considered this issue, and the delegates to that Conference voted development day care as their top national priority. The Joint Commission of the Mental
Health of Children recommended a proposal of the nature as one of its top
priorities for children.
And Project Headstart, which has now
been in operation for over 5 years, and
on which this measure seeks to build,
has given the Congress, the executive
branch, and the public ample opportunity to review and assess child development efforts.
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Mr. President, I cannot fully express mission, which sought to reorganize the conference report-and if we look at the
the sense of despair and frustration that executive branch of the Government.
record it will refiect what I am about
It was supported by the American Bar to say-that although the Senator from
I feel over this veto. This was not a radical bill. The radical thing to do is to con- Association. It was supported by the Colorado opposed this proposal on the
tinue to permit these children, by the American Association of Law Schools. It record, he rejected the argument that
millions, to be destroyed the way they was supported by a broad cross section it was designed to undermine the family
are in America today. That is the radical of attorneys, Democratic and Republi- or to encourage communal child rearing.
thing to do, because it destroys the prom- . can, conservative and liberal, across the
That is an irresponsible, hysterical,
ise of America. It makes a mockery of land. Its objective was to bring justice to cruel, and false charge. I am sickened
the American creed. It does an enormous, the poor, to make it possible for the poor, to see something so outrageous incorincalculable, and sinful injustice to these without political interference, to have the porated in an Official message signed by
same right and access to the courts to the President of the United States.
..
children.
That is what this bill was all about. It assert their legal responsibilities as do
Most disappointing of all, the tone of
sought, through parental]Ycontrolled, the rich; the business, and corporate en- the President's veto message plays on
locally controlled organizations, to deal terprises, and the Government today in the irrational fears of this country's
comprehensively with the needs of these America.
farthest right wing. Perhaps it may be
The legal services program has been politically expedient for the President
children in the first 5 years of life.
Almost without exception, parents, ex- one of the most successful of all the OEO to appease that tiny segment of our soperts and child specialists said that for programs. It is one of the least expensive. ciety. But I do not believe the American
many of these children, unless they are But it is a serious trouble for just that people will condone this highly political
helped in the critical first 5 years of life, reason, because whenever the legal serv- veto--and the President is responsible
the chances of getting them full life ices program has brought a laWSUit as- to all of the people.
chances in America thereafter are re- serting the fundamental legal right of
In view of the President's attack, it is
the poor, enormous and powerful politi- more than ironic that his own family
mote, indeed.
Time and time again Congress and the cal and commercial forces have sought to assistance plan would in many cases rePresident have been advised to do so. cut off funds, to jeopardize and corrupt quire impoverished families to place
The recently concluded White House the program, and thus to make a mockery their children in low-cost warehouses-Conference on Children, by an almost out of our system of law and justice.
operated by a Washington-based buunanimous vote, voted as its No. 1
That is why we proposed the establish- reaucracy-while the parents work.
priority a comprehensive, family centered ment of an independent Legal Services
The President's message manages to
and family controlled child development Corporation. As with the child develop- express support for shoddy day care for
program for preschool children. The re- ment program, the legal services propos- the children of welfare recipients who
cently concluded work of the Joint Com- al was developed on a bipartisan basis. are forced to work, while roundly conmission on Mental Health of Children Although there were differences on other demning the provisions of voluntary
recommended a similar program.
issues, I believe the House-Senate con- quality day care for both the poor and
Representatives of labor, of religious ference was almost unanimously in favor working families.
and civil rights groups, of child care as- of the compromise on the Legal Services
This bill is designed to build on the
sociations, the League ofWomen Voters, Corporation which was contained in the family,
to strengthen the family, and to
one of the most impressive cross sections bill which the President vetoed last night. make the
family the sole determinant of
of civic organizations ever to join in a
And the President says that even if
major piece of social legislation, all said the child care program were excluded what happens to its children. We rethat this country must have a compre- from this bill, and even if the Legal Serv- jected what has happened in the Soviet
hensive child development act.
ices Corporation were further modified Union. I think remote State control of
Not only that, but this bill enjoyed to meet his objections, he would still child rearing is terribly wrong. Mr.
the strong bipartisan support from the veto it. He would veto the extension of President, what comes close to what is
Senate. Many Republicans as well as OEO itself because he objects to provi- going on in the Soviet Union, day care
Democrats stOOd together for the first sions barring further removal of OEO centers run by State welfare bureaucrats
time to try to deliver a mechanism and a programs to other agencies without con- or the administration, or comprestrategy to bring hope and justice to the gressional approval. But the administra- hensive child development run by the
children of this country. This bill passed tion representatives swore to the Con- parents whose children are in the prooverwhelmingly here, despite mammoth gress that the administration does not ~ram? I would say it is the Nixon pro-·
administration opposition, and with a wish to remove any programs from OEO gram which raises fears about what will
strong majority in the House of Repre- during the year-and-a-half life of this happen to those children.
I do not like the idea of remotesentatives.
bill. Again this seems to me very poor
I am saddened that the President de- grounds to reject major legislation, controlled, cold, custodial warehouses
cided to kill it.
adopted on a bipartisan basis by two for our children. I think they will do
more damage than good. I think, when
This is the Christmas season and, ap- Houses of Congress.
parently, children will learn that there
The President's veto message, in my we deal with children in the first 5 years
are still Scrooges around, even in 1971. opinion, is one of the most irresponsible of their lives, that we have to be very
The President's objection does not statements that I have seen In my many careful and very sensitive. And, above
run to child care alone. Even without the years of public life. It is a hysterical state- all, we must let parents decide what they
child care program he would veto this ment. It claims that this is a piece of want done with their own children. That
bill because of its provisions for a Legal "radical" legislation. It makes the right- is what we sought to do in this bill.
I do not know whether we can overservice Corporation-and why? The bill ",ing charge that this legislation was depassed by the Congress permits the signed to establish "communal child ride the veto, but I am convinced that
even if we lose here tonight, this issue
President to name all 17 members of the rearing" and to weaken family ties.
Corporation's board-but he must name
Just the opposite is the case. First of will not go away. Legislation like this is
11 of them from lists submitted by bar all, the child care program is entirely needed if the children of this country
and client organizations. The President voluntary. There is not a single bit of are to have a chance. Legislation like
wants wholly unrestricted power to name compulsion anyWhere in the bill. Second, this is needed if we are ever going to
all the members of the board. These are child care centers would be run by the be able to say that every child is treated
very slender grounds for rejecting a thor- parents whose children are in the pro- justly in America.
Legislation like this is needed if we
oughly bipartisan compromise on com- gram. This administration wants-child
position of the board-a compromise care run by remote bureaucrats in State are ever going to stop committing the
which embodies all the major elements of welfare departments. Based on every- most deadly of all possible sins-muthe President's original request.
thing we have seen, that will only help tilating the spirits of children throughThe bill simply tries to establish an in- to destroy the effectiveness of the pro- out this land.
I hope we will override the veto.
dependent legal services corporation. gram.
That proposal was based on the findings
I was pleased that during the course of
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
and recommendations of the Ash Com- debate on passage of this bill and on the yields time?
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Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes on the time of the
Senator from New York.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado is recognized for 5
minutes.
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I sat
here during the speech of the Senator
from Minnesota, of whom I am very
fond, and the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. NELSON). I must say that I have
not heard finer oratory anywhere. Although I must confess that I think it
was not relevant to the veto message,
I think it is necessary to try to set
some of the record straight.
The Senator from Wisconsin was, in
effect, saying that the President of the
United States is not interested in improving the health care for the people
or feeding the hungry or generally providing for the welfare of the impoverished. One of the things the President's
veto message points out, among others,
is that under his administration participation in the food stamp program has
nearly tripled and the dollar support for
child nutrition programs has doubled.
Both of the Senators, who serve on
the same committee I do, know very
well the recent increases brought about
in the budget 'on almost every health
program that has been proposed.
We just finished passing a cancer bill
today which was initiated originally by
the President's budget message. In that
message the President said that he would
put more money in a cancer program
which would establish a plan designed
to find a solution to that dread disease
that threatens so many families in the
United States.
Mr. President, the oratory is impassioned but it cannot cloud the true facts.
From the very beginning, I have been
saying to my colleagues on this committee-and I put it in the supplemental report-that we had substantial problems
with the bill which they were unwilling
to recognize, and that if they had recognized such problems, we could have
salvaged legislation extending the OEO.
We could not get a compromise. As a
result, on the Republican side only two of
the conferees signed the conference report, the Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS) and the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER). The rest of the
minority conferees did not. On the House
side, only one RepUblican conferee signed
it, Representative REID. The rest of the
House minority conferees refused to sign
the conference report.
Consequently, the problems in the bill
remained unresolved. And that is what
the President is saying. It is fraudulent
to characterize President Nixon's position as anti OEO, child care, food for
the hungry'; or anything of that kind
because he votoes a bill full of promises
but accomplishing little.
There is no reason in the world why
we cannot work out a perfectly good bill
on this subject next year. And there is
no reason either, in the year that the bill
has been before us, that we could not
have coordinated the Child Development
Act with the child care provisions in
H.R. 1 which has been pending before

the Finance ComInittee for a considerable period of time.
The administrative ineffectiveness that
S. 2007 promises is best exemplified by the testimony of Jules Sugarman, a former Director of Project Headstart, who in spite of favoring the
bill said you cannot have effective
prime sponsorship with anything less
than 100,000 people. In the conference we reduced it to 5,000. President
Nixon estimates that there may be as
many as 7,000 prime sponsors that the
administration would have to monitor
and provide technical assistance for. And
in the process of dealing with them, it
has to deal with the Child Development
Council which has responsibility over the
prime sponsors.
Mr. Sugarman pointed out that the
Office of Child Development within HEW
could not possibly find or train personnel
adequate to handle a program of this
magnitude.
Additionally, Secretary Richardson,
both before and after the bill passed
Congress reiterated his concern about
the potential manageability of the child
care components.
I have no doubt in my mind that when
we increase the child care centers, that
if we do it gradually we can find and
train the proper type personnel to effectively care for our children. The end
result will be a system beneficial to the
children involved, and to the families of
children, both poor and lower middle
income.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator is expired.
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield
myself an additional 2 Ininutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator is recognized for an additional 2
minutes.
Mr. DOMINICK. I might say to my
friends that reasonable fee schedules can
b"! arranged whereby those who can pay
a little for the support of child care can
particir-ate. I am not saying that we
should just restrict it to the very poor.
But S. 2007 creates a totally unworkable
fee schedule which is so extensive that
middle income families can participate
to the ultimate detriment of many poor
faInilies.
Mr. President, I have just one more
comment and I will then stoP. I pointed
out once before that I thought it was
wrong to try'-to turn the OEO into an
operating agency and, by earmarking
funds and attaching a nontransferability
clause like section 10 we have reduced
the ability of OEO to initiate or develop
any programs in an innovative way.
I said it in the committee, I said it in
my supplemental views, and I said it
again in opposition to the conference report. This is another reason that the
President gave for the veto. I would urge
the Senators to sustain the veto and give
us an opportunity to consider the matter
after full and complete cons"ideration
and report a bill that will be a better and
far more workable bill next ~;ear.
I ask unanimous consent that the entirety of my statement be inserted in the
RECORD at this point.
There being no objection. the state-

ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR DOMINICK

I urge my colleagues to vote to sustain
President Nixon's veto of the Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1971 for reasons I
will soon enumerate-reasons which have impaired the legislation from its inceptionreasons which went unremedied throughout
the legislative process despite warnings which
I, among others, made as a cosignor of Supplemental views to the Committee Report.
warnings which I later reiterated in urging
defeat of the Conference Report signed by
only two Senate minority conferees and one
House minority conferee.
The proponents of this legislation failed to
heed or completely Ignored protestations and
reservations of responsible members of both
houses of Congress from the very inception
of this legislation. The steadfast refusal to
compromise or remedy the defects of this
legislation Jeopardized and ultimately killed
a most necessary two year extension of the
administration's poverty program. President
Nixon's dissatisfaction with this legislation
merely culminated objections which had been
made continuously throughout this b111's
legislative life. As such the veto comes as a
surprise to no one.
First, and foremost, the $2'.1 b111ion Chlld
Development Act a.ttached to S. 2007 creates
an unmanageable administrative rat holea rat hole of empty promises-empty promIses which will neither fill the participating
chlldren's needs nor reach their parents' expectations. President Nixon must oppose the
Child Development Act because in his words
its laudable purpose Is "overshadowed by the
fiscal irresponsibility, administrative unworkability and family-weakening Implications of the system It envisions." It creates
an unmanageable prime sponsorship mechanism emphasiZing small, divergent, neighborhood units rather than ut111zlng the general administrative strengths of state governments; state governments which because
of their size and organization can effectively
coordinate child care programs With other
necessary prq,Tams Including, among others,
maternal and child health programs, institutional care and foster care programs, state
chlld care programs, and Medicaid programs.
C':mv~rsely, S. 2007 encourages a neighborhOOd-based system which would compete fer, rather than coordinate With the
above service systems. It encourages the
creation of not hundreds or thousands of
prime sponsors but of tens of thousands of
prime sponsors.
Program quality must necessarlly suffer because it wlll be impossible for the Department of Health, Education and Welfare to
effectively monitor or provide technical assistance for this many prime sponsors.
It Is indeed unfortunate that Congress, in
Its headlong rush to create law, threatens
the concept of child care when It presently
has before it H.R. 1, legislation promising a
comprehensive, coordinated child care program-legislation which has been before Congress for 26 months-legislation Which InclUdes a request for $750 million annually
In day care funds for the POOr and $50 million for construction purposes. Rather than
considering the merits and ramifications of
the above legislation, Congress determined
that a $2.1 bllllon program should be tacked
on to a standard O.E.O. extension blll regardless of the fact that O.E.a. will not administer the Child Development Act if
enacted.
A further disquieting indication that child
care has not been comprehensively considered
is found in the fee schedule philosophy of
the Child Development Act. Whereas S. 2007
establishes a fee schedule providing free or
nominal fees for child care for the poor (four
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member family with a family income below colleagues to give him that opportunity by here, eight head here, and 10 head there."
sustaining the veto and then working to- When we come to health, we must re$6960 per year).
Congress just approved the Conference getber for a truly effective poverty blll.
member it is a children's problem. Not
Report on the Revenue Act of 1971.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who one and two; it is children. Mr. President,
which contained provisions encouraging the yields time?
when you come to hunger, we have had a
poor to pay. for chlld care services and then
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, how medical survey in America and there are
deduct as much as $400 per month from
15 million hard-core hungry, not the 26
earned income a.s a business expense. The much time remains on my side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- or 27 million in poverty, but I mean 15
amendment created the new category of allowable business expense expressly for the ator has 20 minutes.
million suffering from malnutrition. And
poor as they wouldn't benefit from allowable
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield the children are being hurt the most.
itemized child care expenses because they 10 minutes to the Senator from South
I would say to the Senator from CalinormalIy use the standard deduction method Carolina.
fornia that Dr. George Brakes found they
of determining taxable income. The senate
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- are losing $30 billion to the economy as
must resolve their dilemma of bothencouraging the poor to spend money for private ator from South Carolina has 10 min- a result of malnutrition in America, and
since California has 10 percent of the
child care services and encouraging them to utes.
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I will population, it is losing $3 billion to that
ut1l1ze free government sponsored chlld
care. At the very least the Senate must con- be brief in my remarks. The Senator economy.
sider' the total impact on the Treasury of from Colorado talks about oratory. Well,
It is a children problem any time there
the lost revenue through the Revenue Act H.R. 1 is a discombobulation of this ques- is talk about poverty.
amendments and the $2.1 blllion additional tion if I have ever seen it. Specifically, it
And the problem is like a mUltiple inexpense of the chlId care portion of S. 2007.
jury in an automobile accident-a person
Perhaps more importantly, the above dis- is a matter of numbers.
H.R. 1 would double the welfare rolls with a broken arm, broken leg, broken
cussion indicates once again that on matters as critical and sensitive as the care and to about 27.2 million people:',There al- neck and fractured skull. Many injuries
development of OUr children more extensive ready are some 25 million people receiv- causing sUffering to one person, many
and coordinated legislative consideration is ing Federal checks for social security and factors that will lead to recovery and one
reqUired.
2.6 million receiving unemployment com- hospital to furnish care.
President Nixon's veto statement con- pensation. Combining these groups, and
You have health, you have housing,
tains his view of an O.E.O. program seeking eliminating the duplications that would yoU have training, and rehabilitation.
to: "make the Office of Economic Opportunity the primary research and develop- occur in the senior citizens category, You have hunger. And the best place to
ment arm of the Nation's and the Govern- there would be at least 52.6 million Amer- take care of it, says this bill, is with the
ment's ongoing effort to diminish and even- icans receiving Government checks. Then child development centers. Everybody
tualIy eliminate poverty in the United States. add the 83 million Americans below the knows that. We hear charges that their
Despite occasional setbacks, considerable age of 21, and we are left with about 69 minds will be molded. Well, how are they
progress has been made.
million Americans in the working force. being molded now? They are being
S. 2007 contains setbacks which may welI
We would have one-third of the popu- molded by the despair, the lack of inprove fatal to this concept. Section 10 of lution working to support the other two- struction, the lack of food, and the lack
S. 2007 prohibits the delegation or transfer
of health care.
of programs administered by the Director thirds.
I have never believed in the concept
The idea that they are in some family
of O.E.O. to the head of any agency through
FY 1973 unless a conforming provision of of H.R. 1 which is to just throw money at and getting some training is completely
fallacious. They would be brought into
law is subsequently enacted. In the past, the problem.
when an O.E.O. program matured to a point
People say, "All right, what is the al- society for the first time by this program.
when it ceased to be developmental and ternative? Here it is. It is exactly what ' Leave them alone and they will not know
commenced to be operational the program the President vetoed. He seems invariably how to turn the page of a book. I have
was "spun off" to other agencies in the Executive Branch through the exercise of the to try to take every sensible and tried heard all those cute jokes about the TV,
delegation authority contained in Section and true program-such as the food the little baby and the color TV.
stamp program-and throw it out.
Nonsense; these children come to the
602 (d) of the Economic Opportunity Act.
When he recommended his welfare re- first grade and they do not know how to
Section 10 frustrates the whole research
and development concept of O.E.O. and effec- form program, he tried to do away with turn the pages. They stay in the first
tively relegates it to the status of any other food stamps. He tried to do away with grade, finally are promoted and then reExecutive operating agency. For the first the prescription feeding for expectant peat the second grade. Finally, they get
time, a President and a Director of O.E.O. mothers and young minors under the age too big for the class, and they are back
wlIl be prohibited from ~elegating matured of 6. He tried to do away with the in the ghetto; and soon they are getting
individual projects without Congressional school lunch program.
into trouble and ending up in jail.
control.
Every time he turns around, he tries
We are paying for it now. When the
The language of S. 2007 further restricts
the true developmental concept of our O.E.O. to undermine on the one hand and pro- President talks about a $2 billion extravaganza program, it is a Mickey
poverty concept by locking specific programs pose on the other.
into earmarked expenditure levels. In the
He finally learned about cancer. But Mouse message. He gives his reasons.
process of earmarking the $950 mimon in he is just learning about health distribu- He said, first, there is no need. By the
authorizations S. 2007 set appropriation levels tion. We just completed the conference way, he adds later on there is a needfor local initiative, alcoholism, emergency on the supplemental appropriation, in I have been working on it with H.R. 1.
food and medical and community economic which we tried to retain $63 million for
Mr. President, if you want to know
development so high that appropriations
for two essential programs-comprehensive the nurses in capitation grants. The ad- how long he has been working on it, he
health and research and development wUl ministration had been opposed to it and said, "I have been working on it for 2
have to be reduced if the estimated bUdget is requested nothing for nurses capitation. years."
adhered to.
While we were meeting, the former SecHe finds, No. I, there is no need.
As with Section 10, this earmar:ing serves retary of HEW, Mr. Finch, was over at He goes one way and then another and
not to further the poverty programs but the White House talking to the senior tries to evade the program and the issue.
rather to relegate them to ordinary operating citizens and saying, "Next year, we will
This is a well-studied program to get
agencies.
have a healthful America. Health is go- down to the problems we have perpetuPresident Nixon additionally cited the re- ing to be the No. 1 issue, and what ated and compounded over the many,
stricted accountablI1ty of the Legal Service
Corporation Board under S. 2007 as being in- we really need is to get a good health many years. The centers are run by parconsistent with the interests of America's service delivery system by increasing the ents, like a great American institution'the public school system with the PTA.
poor. I concur and urge the re-writing of the number of doctors and nurses."
Board selection process to guarantee an inThis kind of contradiction and double- Who said that is communal living? Who
dependent and politically free legal service talk is what is wrong with the veto. This called that communal living? That is the
corporation.
bill is not a commune. This is not a mold- kind of program we have from 6 years
This administration's commitment to the ing of young minds, and it is not being on up. What is the matter from 1 UP
poor is not suspect, President Nixon's veto molded.
to 6?
ll\essage reflects his sincere desire to create
The greatest fallacy is in counting the
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. PresIdent, will the
a meaningful and effective program to bonestly assist tbe nation's poor. I urge my families. We say "there are nine head Senator yield?
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Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. The difference is that
we wanted to keep the control locally
just as in the local school system, and
in the hands of the parents in those communities, and the administration wants
day care centers run by the state welfare department.
Mr. HOLLINGS. Exactly, giving the
power back to the people, control at the
local level.
I say to the Senator from Minnesota
we found out in hunger that there is a
lacking in agencies. We have not yet
gotten the food stamp program to all the
people in America who are eligible. Only
about one-half of those eligible are receiving them.
We have the school lunch program.
Agriculture says it now feeds 7.1 million-it is really about 6.3 million. Carl
Perkins said it was 8.9 million. So we are
still missing about 2.5 million young kids
for the school lunch program.
In that hunger conference he said by
next Thanksgiving they would all receive it, and he keepS vetoing, vetoing,
vetoing. There is a famous little couplet
by Plato about the pOlitician making his
own little laws and sitting attentativelY
making applause.
He is the one creating the welfare
mess. Look at the programs on welfare,
on food stamps, on prescription feeding,
on commodity feeding on school lunch,
on the health care-and the comprehensive child care centers. They are being
vetoed and turned out. Now is the time
to act. Now in the ghetto get at the root
of the problem; we can save the children;
we can save the American taxpayers
money. But the President vetoes and refuses to act.
You cannot save that mother. We have
workeiJ on her. She has the greatest load
in society. But we can save her children
and we need to start now. You find a
mother has nine children, and expects
to have the 10th, and cannot find the
father, and they say, "We are not going
to give her money, we are going to cut
off all aid to the children; we are going
to punish her and the child." And that
child is going to come, and we are going
to pay for it in mentally retarded children. I do not know what it costs in
Minnesota. It costs $124,000 in South
Carolina.
We are paying in spades in America
and that is why it goes up and up.
Congress finally comes through with a
comprehensive approach that has been
tried and found true, and then the President comes along and gives us doubletalk in his message, saying, "There is no
need for it, but too, I am doing it and
have been for 2 years."
This Government and this President
is not doing what needs to be done. Let
us hope we get some government and
some President who will.
Mr. President, I wish I had more time,
but I know the Senator from California
is pressed fortime.
I hope we override the veto.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the senator from Iowa.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I intend for the poor in facing these problems in
to restrict my comments to a section on America.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I Yield
the bill on which there has been no controversy in this body, at least since I 2 minutes to the Senator from Utah (~r.
came to this body and since we have been Moss) .
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I have bedebating the issue.
But in this bill is included a segment come convinced that consistency is no
for reaching the alcoholics in the lower jewel in President Nixon's eyes.
classes of America, for reaching the narHe about-faces so often-makes 180
cotic addicts in the lower classes of degree turns so frequently-that he keeps
America, two areas in which there has not only himself in a whirl, but the rest
been unanimous agreement by a vote in of us, too. It is hard to know just what
the Senate on the size of the matter and he does think, and where he does stand,
tIie necessity of reaching the goal we are on any issue on any given day.
Few of his actions have been more
seeking.
It is important to point out that these capricious and illogical, however, than
are line item requests in this bill, the his veto of S. 2007, the Economic Opporreason for it being that the programs tunity Act Amendments of 1971, because
would not be initiated or experimented he objects that the bill contains the comwith or started unless they were drawn in prehensive child care program.
In 1969, the President told Congress:
that fashion and they were forced to
make commitments in that way.
So critical is the matter of early growth
I was privileged to hear last night the that we must make a national commitment
Attorney General of the United States to prOViding all American children an opmake what I thought was a little known portunity for a healthful and stimulating
speech in relation to alcoholism in New development during the first five years of life.
York City, in which he said the hour
This is exactly what Congress was athad finally arrived in America when we tempting to do when it added title V
should stop treating alcoholism as a child development program, to S. 2007.
crime and treat alcoholics as sick, which This title concentrates on the well being
they are, and that they should not be of small children and the comprehensive
handled in the jails and prisons of this care they need for full development. It
country, but in health care centers and sets up a program of all-day care for prehospitals of this country.
schoolers of working mothers. It zeros
Yet alcoholism is one of the greatest in on the damaging early handicaps
creators of poverty in this Nation, put- borne by children of poor families. It
ting people in prisons and mental hos- provides nutrition, medical, dental, and
pitals.
services for these children, and psychoTheir children are emotionally dis- logical services for parents in child care
turbed and so are those down the line. and development.
We are in a transition period in the
What was President Nixon talking
field of alcoholism. It is my hope this will about in 1969 if he wasn't talking about
be the last year there will have to be these things?
matched funding in OEO because of the
Nor would the program established
new institutes to deal with this problem. under title V forget the child once he
But it is essential that new starts be reached school age. It also provides after
started in this country in this field.
school and vacation programs for older
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time children, on the basis that the day does
of the Senator has expired.
not end when the school's out bell rings
Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, will the at 3 o'clock. Those who would go
Senator yield to me for 1 additional home to locked houses because parents
minute?
were at work would have somewhere else
Mr. CRANSTON. I yield 1 additional to go until the family come home.
minute to the Senator from Iowa.
Such services would be available free
Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, it is es- to those with incomes of less than $4,300
sential to understand the American In- a year-for a family of four-and a fees
dian alcohol problems incorporated in schedule would be established related to
this bill where up to 85 percent of the incomes with families with more reyoung Indians on the reservations are in sources.
It seems to me it is hard to quarrel
trouble with the law because of alcoholrelated problems, where the suicide rate with these objectives, nor to feel conis the highest in the Nation because of vinced that such a program is needed in
the alcohol relationship with the prob- this country.
lem.
But the President quarrels with himIf I had the time I would go into the self when he vetoes this bill. The focus of
problem of narcotics. All one would have H.R. I, the Nixon-Mills bilI on welfare
to do is to walk the streets of the city of reform, concentrates on reducing the welthe Senator from New York, to walk the fare rolls. A mother on welfare would be
western and south side of Chicago, Los required to take work, unless she had a
Angeles, and every major city in this child under two, provided day care servcountry, and have men and women beg- ices were available. How can we achieve
ging for the opportunity to get on a pro- the very desirable objective of reducing
gram any place where they can be our welfare rolls by putting able bodied
helped.
people into jobs which they can handle
And yet our answer has been a puni- and giving them the dignity of work, untive answer where there is no solution less we provide day care for young chilin a prison, and we have offered no way dren who would otherwise be left at
out. It is no way to begin by vetoing a home alone? The President contradicts
bill which has the hope of the beginning himself, by his own request to Congress.
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He takes a position which is completely
untenable when he vetoes a bill to establish just such services.
To the President's contention that
child care programs such as those envisioned under this bilI would "alter family relationships" and lead to "communal
approaches to child rearing against family-centered approaches," I say, of
course, the family approach is preferable, I would like to think that every
child in the United States had a family
circle and a family background which
provides him with the wisest and most
comprehensive care and development
which anyone could desire. But the fact
is that many children are not getting
that sort of care now, and particularly
the child in the very poor family. This is
one way to provide the deprived child a
more equal start with the child who is
growing up in more favorable surroundings. We have to accept thingS as they
are-and work out from there.
Mr. President, the program envisioned
in title V was hammered out by the Congress after long hearings and extensive
committee consideration and work. It
has wide support among groups who
have devoted themselves for years to
child care and development. Certainly it
provides more than just custodial care
for a child in a day-care center-but why
not?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator,s 2 minutes have expired.
Mr. MOSS. May I have 1 additional
minute?
Mr. CRANSTON. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator.
Mr. MOSS·. To the criticism that the
program will be costly, there is no answer
but "Yes, it will." The bill authorizes the
spending of $2 billion a year for 2 years.
The programs will be far from universally used, for the very reason that many,
many families are quite able to give to
their children all of the care and attention and guidance they need in their
young lives. The mothers at home all day
to do this will not want to use it. But for
those children who are not getting this
care--such a program will be a godsend.
Mr. President, I shall vote to override
the President's veto of S. 2007.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
TAFT).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Ohio is recognized for 10
minutes.
Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator from
New York for yielding.
Mr. President, at the outset let me
say I have listened with great interest to
the debate thus far, and I am disappointed in it in that I think it is an attempt to make an emotional appeal, an
appeal to sentiments that I think are
demagogic. I do not believe that there are
any men in this body who do not feel
for the poor and for the children, deprived children, in our society today. It
does not help particularly in coming out
with a good result, an effective result, to
rely upon this type of appeal.
Promises are great, and so is oratory,
but I do not think the children will be
fed by either. I do not think the poor
CXVII--2908-Part 35

will be helped by either. The problem is
to try to come out with an effective program to do something about these problems in our country.
In all seriousness, let me say that I
was sitting here, listening to much of
this talk, and just speculating how, after
8 years of the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, we could have all of the
poor and all of the children who are deprived in this country still in this shape
and why, when the White House was in
the control of the opposition party, we
did not have this kind of program promoted, and why we have not moved today on the proposals made by President
Nixon from the very outset of this administration to do something about these
problems and do something about them
in an effective way.
I voted for this bill as it came out of
the committee. I warned at that time,
however, that I felt the child development portions of the bil~ were illfounded. I succeeded in getting taken out
of the bill the children's advisory service proposal, on which no hearings whatsoever had been had in the committee.
While many of the other proposals in
the bill had been debated at great length
in the committee and while there had
been many negotiations and discussions
about them in the conference committee,
many are still highly experimental and
unproved types of programs.
I joined in moving to send the bill to
the House, hoping that many of these
matters could be cleared up so we could
have legislation that would improve the
poverty program. It had the legal services provision in it, which was an improvement.
Unfortunately, the bill has not been
improved at all. Insofar as the poverty
program is concerned, we find we still
have two stumbling blocks which are referred to in the President's message. I
refer to the provision with respect to
transferability of the program out of the
agency which is supposed to be in the
forefront of building this program, and
going somewhere else.
So this one agency has been taken
out from under the provisions of the
Reorganization Act, and out from under the findings of the Hoover Commission so that it may make transfers
under certain circumstances, with another agency coming out and completely defeating the basic purpose of the
poverty program.
Then there was the categorical earmarking of certain funds for some
programs. Certain favored programs got
earmarking. This earmarking deprives
the agency of fiexibility in moving to
other programs. It would deprive existing programs of funds which they might
otherwise use if continued at the present
level of funding.
Specifically, I would like to talk for
a. minute about the child developm~nt
program, because I urged its separation.
It is a challenging concept. I think it
is one to which we ought to give careful attention. I think we should be
moving toward such a program. I believe it should be done, but it should
be done correctly. But the only way we
are going to do it correctly is to do it
a small amount at a time, and not hold
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out vast, enormous promises of a $20
billion program that is going to solve all
the problems of children in this country overnight. It just is not going to
happen that way.
The frustrations and disappointments
of the poverty program we are familiar
with. Will all know of its failures. However, some of the community action programs were of tremendous benefits. The
Headstart program has been a program
of benefit in many ways. The legal services is a good portion of the bill. Experience has shown we are in a position
to spin of! that program into one-of legal
services throughout the Nation.
There are many technical problems in
the bill that I could go ahead and explain.
Let us go very quickly through the veto
message, because the veto message has
not been read. Let me point out some of
the objections the President raised
against the bill:
First, neither the immediate need nor the
desirablllty of a national child development
program of this character has been demonstrated.
Secondly, day-care centers to prOVide for
the children of the poor so that their parents
can leave the welfare rolls to go on the payrolls of the Nation are already prOVided for
in H.R. I, my workfare legislation.

Where is H.R. I? Why has that not
moved? It has been locked 'up in the committees of this body and the other body.
It provides for 400,000 day-care programs.While it is faulty, nevertheless,
progress has been made, and the bill provides for a realistic number.
There has been much talk about children and the poor.
Certainly we want to take care of
them. We should take <tare of them first.
This bill does not take care of them first.
This bill does not extend a priority for
them in this program. The concept of
this bill-though the author of the child
development section, the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE) , from the very
beginning of the entire discussion of the
legislation, has never once been willing to
admit that he so conceives of this program-is that of a universal program, a
program without any fee, just a program
providing an equal amount to all children of this Nation whose parents wish
to provide it to them.
He does not deny that, to his credit,
because that is the basic concept on
which he has worked. There was a little
discussion awhile ago about the PTA's
in this country, and how it would be
throwing the matter back to the PTA's
if we passed this legislation.
Quite the contrary is true. One of the
biggest objections t.o the bill came from
those who are concerned, like the Representative from Minnesota, Mr. QUIE.
about trying to see that the schools are
integrated and also kept to this program.
That has been one of the principal objections to it.
It has been said that this program
would somehow take it down to the local
community and local direction. I know
about the various provisions of the bill
for bringing in the parents and others
at the local level. But the fact of the
matter is that this program is going to be
directed from Washington, the way it is
now constituted. The reason is that the
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money is going to come from Washington.
If we want to do something for the children of this country on the local level, we
ought to go to some revenue-sharing with
the States and local governments, so
they could take on this responsibility.
Nothing is being done about that, and
the Senator knows why as well as I.
This program is going to be run by
bureaucrats in the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, who will set up
the standards, and what is even more,
they are not going to be able to make
any choice of the regional, State, or area.
organizations, even if they wished to,
because there is a priority written into
the bill, so that the smaller the unit involved-and I might add, that means the
more the Federal control-the more
priority the Secretary has to give to it.
I think if we look realistically at this
measure, we will realize there is a serious
job to do, but it is going to have to be
done an awful lot better than it has been
done in this legislation, and I, for one,
will not go along with holding out tremendous false promises to the American
people by passing this bill and starting
on a program blindly, with billions of dollars involved in it, not knowing where we
are going or where we are going to end
up.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the junior Senator from New
York (Mr. BUCKLEY) .
Mr. BUCKLEY. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, before proceeding with
some remarks I have prepared, I should
like to comment on a statement by the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE),
in which he stated that the President
had said in his veto message that this
legislation was designed to undermine
the family, and designed to promote the
communal rearing of children.
I believe that this charge is unfair.
The President's complaint, as he expressed it, and certainly my own when
I first learned of the legislation, was not
that it was designed to do that-this legislation reflects the finest of motives-but rather that it was bound to have
that result; and such a fear is not unreasonable, as I can readily demonstrate, if
I may do so, merely by quoting Dr. Edward Zigler of the Office of Child Development, who has expressed the same
fear. I inserted in the RECORD on September 9 an article from the San Francisco
Examiner which contained this interesting quotation from Dr. Zigler:
ThIs Is a concept quite allen to the AmerIcan ethos.

He then goes on to say:
I am very apprehensIve that this Nation
may set up a network of warehouses for
children.

The reporter then quotes Dr. Zigler as
expressing the fear that day care centers, instead of supplementing the family, might eventually supplant it, or at
the very least revolutionize American
child-rearing customs.
I submit, Mr. President, that those who
share the fears expressed by Dr. Zigler
should not be characterized as haVing
slandered responsible legislation.

Frankly, I am deeply gratified by the
President's veto. And I know that many
others are equally grateful.
It is unfortunate that certain worthwhile features of the OEO program had
to suffer because they were joined in the
same bill with poorly drafted and hastily
considered child development legislation,
but I share fully the President's determination that the potential for harm in
the bill far outweighs the potential for
good.
The veto message is a remarkable
statement-at once forthright, candid,
principled, humane, and persuasive. It is
neither petty in its criticism nor partisan
in its motivation. Rather, it goes to the
very heart of the matter by piercing the
rhetorical veil which has for too long obscured from Congress and the American
people the full gravity of the child development proposal.
I congratulate the President for his
candor, for his forthrightness, and for
his penetrating insight into the central
character of this legislation. Had the
President been concerned merely with the
administrative and flnancial aspects of
the bilI, it might have been possible for
him to seek further compromise to make
the bill administratively workable and
economically feasible. Fortunately, the
President's concern ran deeper, and as a
result we have before us a thoughtful
statement of principle that can act as a
guide for all subsequent legislation in this
field. This was not by any means an easy
bill to veto; indeed, political considerations might have dictated precisely the
opposite reSUlt. The President's action, I
believe, bears the mark of courage and
statesmanship. He deserves the thanks
of the people and the support of the
Senate.
The attempt will no doubt be made to
characterize the veto as heartless and
cruel, as a savage blow to the hopes of
the Nation's children. The record, however, will not bear out this indictment.
The child development title of this bill
was fatally flawed from the outset. It
was not only administratively unworkable and prohibitively expensive, but
went forward on the basis of a novel. untried, and, I believe, fundamentally misdirected psychological theory. The measure that finally emerged from conference bore all the marks of good intentions marred by the exigencies of haste.
But, as the President said:
We owe our children more tha.n good
intentions.

That statement, I think, says all. It
calls to mind the remark that Senator
Heyburn of Idaho made on the floor of
the Senate in 1911:
If

you introduced a measure here "Re-

solved, That the Congress of the United

States is in favor of the eternal salvation of
mankind," it would doubtless be passed because people would not dare to vote against
it. Introduce a bill here for the protection
of the children of the country and the title
is such as to warn Senators against dedaring
themselves as not being in favor Of that
kind of legislation.

President Nixon. fortunately, has gone
beyond the title of the child development proposal, and from here on out it
will no longer be possible for the pro-

ponents to imply that·· they.· and·· they
alone care for the Nation's children.
Those of us who oppose this measure
yield to no one in our concern for the
welfare of the Nation's children; with
the President, however, we remain
steadfastly wedded to the principle that
the welfare of the Nation's children is
inextricably intertwined with the maintenance of a strong family life, and that
any measure which threatens to undermine the authority and strength of the
family cannot possibly in the long run
redound to the benefit of children.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. BUCKLEY. I cannot yield on my
time.
Mr. MONDALE. I was wondering if
the Senator can tell me what in this bill
threatens family Ufe.
Mr. BUCKLEY. I will yield at the end
of my remarks.
That principle lies at the very center
of the President's statement; and it
ought to lie at the very center of our deliberations here.
As the measure goes back to the legislative drawing board, I trust that the proponents will seek to remove from it those
features which so many found so objectionable, and that a bill will emerge that
can enjoy the support of all. At the very
least, I would hope that new hearings
will be held which will better reflect the
nature and extent of the debate and controversy which characterizes professional
opinion in the field of day care, and that
the psychological and other risks of institutionalized child care will be discussed no less comprehensively than its
putative benefits. Virtually all will agree
that day care is necessary for the children of irresponsible or derelict parents,
or for working mothers who are otherwise unable to make adequate arrangements for their children. But much of the
best available professional opinion is
highly skeptical about, and in many
cases ardently opposed to, the idea of
extending day care universally-especially for the very young. Accordingly, I
would hope that in the months ahead,
special attention will be paid to providing assistance to those children who need
help, but in a manner that supports
rather than undermines the role of the
parents and the institution of the family.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. BUCKLEY. I will not yield at this
point.
I support the President's decision and
trust that it will be taken as an occasion
for constructive action rather than as
an occasion for partisan or ideological
backbiting.
I urge my colleagues to consider most
carefully_the President's statement. I believe that they will find in it a more than
adequate demonstration of why this
measure was vetoed and why the Senate
ought to sustain the President's action.
Mr. MONDALE. Will the Senator
yield?
Mr. BUCKLEY. I now yield to the
Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. MONDALE. On two occasions, the
Senator has said this measure threatens
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to undermine the family. Will he refer
to the provision he had in mind?
Mr. BUCKLEY. First of all, I did refer
to the fears expressed by Dr. Ziegler,
who I believe was a star witness of the
Senator's.
Mr. MONDALE. And who supported
expanded, comprehensive day care services.
Mr. BUCKLEY. And who expressed the
fears that, neverthelp.ss, it might be converted, that the forr.es put into motion
might end up undermininll the institution of the family.
Mr. MONDALE. What is the reference
for that?
Mr. BUCKLEY.! gave the reference in
the RECORD of September Q.
I also refer to section 501(a) of the
bill which establishes the premise of parental inadequacy, which st.ates that most
of the Nation's children are, in effect,
inadequately brou~ht up. and, what is
more, commits Congress til a policy based
on such a supposition.
Mr. MONDALE Wouln the Senator
read the language to me that says families are inadequatfl?
Mr. BUCKLEY. It implies that in many
places families alone are I'omehow unable
to handle their tas\(s. Further, we know
that enormous soclal pressures will be
brought to bear in the wILke of such implications. In the words of the President:
For the Federal (loverllInent to plunge
headlong financially Int<> supporting child
development would commit the vast moral
authority of the National f.wvernment to the
side of communal approaches to child rearing
over against the family cen tered approach.

Mr. MONDALE. Is that the best on
which the Senator ('an base his charge
that this threatens the family?
Mr. BUCKLEY. 1 certainly do-that
and the whole thrust of this legislation,
and the pressures thll t we know will be
brought to bear to encourage women to
put their families into-I will use the
words-institutions of communal living.
Mr. MONDALE. Communal living?
What section is that?
Mr. BUCKLEY. I think we should be
sophisticated enough in this body to understand what is set in motion once we
develop certain types of legislationwhat pressures can be brought to bear
and what bizarre results can be unleashed.
I refer the Senator from Minnesota to
some remarks I delivered on the tIoor
of the Senate on December 2, when I
quoted extensively from Dr. Dale Meers,
who certainly has qualifications in this
field. My remarks retIect the understanding of many eminent child specialists
that the kind of overreaching, all-inclusive care starting at the prenatal stage,
that is envisaged by this legislation, is
going inevitably to encourage the kind of
group child rearing and development
which has raised serious questions in
the minds of very eminent psychologists
and psychiatrists.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from New York has expired.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish we
could yield more time, but we cannot;
and I now yield 5 minutes to the Sen. ator from Maryland.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, at the time
the conference report on this measure
was before this body, I expressed certain
reservations about the measure now
under discussion. I stated at that time
that I supported an extension of the Office of Economic Opportunity because I
thought this agency had done-and had
the potential to do-some great good in
fighting the poverty that was prevalent
in sections of our country today.
I regretted at that time that the Senate, in its wisdom, had found it necessary
to combine a bill to provide for child development with the extension of the Office of Economic Opportunity. I thought
that these matters were of such significance and importance that they should
have been considered separately, because
I think they deserve separate consideration. I stated that some of my objections
and misgivings about this bill such as
the earmarking provision of OEO. I did
not think we should earmark to the extent we did for such earmarking does
not permit the degree of flexibility necessary to make these programs effective.
I regretted, also, that the bill contained a prohibition against the transfer
or delegation of OEO programs. I believe OEO, if it is going to be successful,
must continue to innovate. OEO, from
its beginning, has had the role of giving
birth to new programs, and after such
programs have proven successful they
have been transferred or delegated to a
department or agency. This practice has
been followed in both the Johnson and
Nixon administrations, and the present
director should not be denied this right.
I think that one of the great disservices we have done to government at the
local and State levels arises from the
duplication and inadequate coordination of programs. I think, as a result, in
many cases programs fall far short of
their objectives. So I felt that this was
a fault of the legislation.
I felt, also, that we were promising
more than we could deliver. This perhaps is one of the reasons we have so
much social unrest in our country. We
promise much, but deliver little. The
President has tried not to raise false
hopes and I believe this has been helpful.
I felt that there were diffiCUlties with
the child development program, primarily with the way it would be administered.
The intimation has been made here
this evening that this veto may be political in nature. I shOuld like to refute that,
if I might, by reading into the RECORD a
telegram which I also had placed in the
REcoim when the conference report was
before the Senate. This telegram was sent
to Chairman PERKINS by the Governor of
Maryland, who happens to be a member
of the other political party. The Governor
of Maryland wired Representative PERKINS as follows:
Hon. CAIlL D.

PERKINS,

Chairman, House Education and Labor Committee, House 0/ Representatives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN PERKINS: I have received your telegram concerning S. 2007 and,
although I share your desire to continue
Headstart, JOBS. the Job Corps, and the other
worthwhile programs It Includes, I cannot
ask the Maryland delegatIon to support the

bill. You contend that S. 2007 leaves the
States with a meaningful role In early childhood development. I do not agree. We In
Maryland have put together a workable and
coordlnated State program of day care and
early childhood development, this statewide
approach would be effectively sabotaged by
the conference bill.
I would l1ke to see the OEO programs continued, but I cannot support S. 2007 while
It contains this feature so destructive of our
comprehensive statewide program.
MARVIN MANDEL,

Governor

0/ Maryland.

Since that time, I have had conversations with the Governor of Maryland,
and he has reiterated his strong feeling
and objections to this bill.
I think that child development is a
very important subject. I am aware of
the growing body of research on the
importance of the early learning years.
But, child development programs, in order to be successful, are going to require
the cooperation of government at every
level-at the Federal level, at the State
level, and at the local level. So long as
we have devised a program that excludes
one level of government-in this case,
the State level-I do not think the program can work effectively. Although I
voted for S. 2007 when it initially passed
the Senate, and the conference report, I
will vote to sustain the veto.
I yield back the remainder of my
time.
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I intend
to vote to sustain the President's veto
of the bill.
The issue is not, as I see it, whether
one is for or against enlightened and
proper care for the Nation's children,
whether from poor families or otherwise.
The issues are, rather, what does, in fact,
constitute enlightened and proper care
and what the role of Government should
be.
In the Nation's history, the nurturing
of children has traditionally been a primary function of the familY unit, with
subsidiary roles delegated to religious
and secular educational institutions.
Prior to undertaking a major program of this kind, the full implications
of such a program should be given the
most careful evaluation. Whatever we
Ultimately do in this area should act
to reinforce the family unit and not substitute the judgment of Government for
the judgment of the family as to what is
proper and necessary child care.
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, it was
with mixed emotions that I learned of
the President's decision to return without his approval the provisions outlined
in the Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1971 recently passed by Congress.
As my colleagues are aware, this legislation embodied three basically separate
proposals. The flrs~ of these authorized
a continuation of the Office of Economic
Opportunity, as originally designed, for
an additional 2 years. The second proposal created a National League Services
Corporation to aid the poor in assuring
their legal rights, and the third created
a new title under the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 entitled, "Child Development Programs."
Of the three, I least favored the child
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development provision. In my judgment,
the President has acted forthrightly in
choosing not to accept this concept. Certainly, no one can deny the need to provide all American :lhildren the opportunity to develop healthy emotional and
mental attitudes in their early years. Yet
I seriously questioned the extent to which
the proposal went to assure this goal. And
I further questioned the necessity of
creating yet another Federal bureaucracy
to administer this program. Finally, since
I favor the approach proposed by the
President in his work-fare proposal,
providing day care services to children of
working mothers who would otherwise
be forced to remain at home and accept
welfare payments, it was my belief that
deliberation on child care should have
been postponed until full consideration
of the President's proposal in the Senate
Finance Committee had been completed.
With these views in mind, Mr. President, I voted for amen.dments to limit
the authority of the local child development councils and to insure that those
children living in poverty be given priority under this program. Unfortunately, however, these amendments were defeated, and Congress subsequently approved the bill with the child development provisions included.
An additional reason why I felt the
timing on this proposal was regrettable
was that it jeopardized the chances for
approval of the National Legal Services
Corporation, a concept which I have long
favored as a means toward providing
competent legal assistance to the indigent free of political or bureaucratic
control.
Mr. President, we all are aware that
this Nation is governed by laws, and not
by men. Congressional authorization of
an autonomous structure to house the
highly effective legal services program
currently administered by OEO was a reaffirmation of this principle, and I was
privileged to have been a cosponsor of
legislation implementing this idea.
It was unfortunate that debate over
the composition and appointment of the
Board of Directors developed during consideration of this proposal. Nevertheless,
I continue to believe that in considering
the makeup of the Board, we should insure that each member be as independent of political control as possible. It was
in keeping with this principle that I supported the provision of .a 17-member
board composed of members appointed
by the President as well as groups representing the Nation's legal establishment.
Mr. President, primarily because of my
concern for the child development provisions of this bill, I have decided to sustain
the President's veto. However, I do so
in the sincere hope that Congress and
the President can resolve their differences at an early date and enact legislation in keeping with the needs to which
I have refelTed. Further delays will only
bring disillusionment and despair to the
millions of people who have benefited
from the programs sponsored by the Office of Economic Opportunity. These programs deserve our continued support,
and it is important that we consider new
legislation as soon as possible.
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I voted

against the conference report on S. 2007,
the Economic Opportunity Amendments
of 1971, and I believe the President has
exhibited considerable wisdom in exercising his veto of the legislation. I will
vote to sustain that veto.
I appreciate the importance of extending certain valuable programs of the
Office of Economic Opportunity for an
additional 2 years. And I believe there
is need for a comprehensive child care
program in the United States, but I believethat it is a matter too important
to be satisfied with what appears to me
to be hastilY-drawn legislation, or to be
enacted as a rider to the Economic Opportunity Amendments.
The so-called Child Development Act
shoUld be considered on its merits as a
separate and important matter.
The children of the United States, I
believe, are entitled to such thorough
consideration.
It appears to me that, as presently
written, the comprehensive child development program portion of this legislation woUld create a new army of
bureaucrats. As I understand it, it would
make eligible for a direct aid programbypassing any coordination at the State
level-any community of more than
5,000 people.
Consequently, it would invite the participation of about 7,000 individual prime
sponsors, contracting with the Government, to operate child care centerswith each operating under his own concept or theory of what child development
should be.
The net result of this woUld appear
to be a management nightmare for the
Government, and a bureaucratic nightmare for the taxpayer.
Because of these and other factors,
Mr. President, I am pleased to salute the
President for his courage in this matter
and for his standing on principle.
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, once again
we are faced with a callous, heartless
veto of important legislation which could
have helped toward the long overdue redirection of our national priorities. The
President, in vetoing the Office of Economic Opportunity authorization and its
historical attempt to provide adequate
day care for every American child, has
struck a shortsighted and unnecessary
blow at the children of this country.
I hope sincerely that the Congress will
override this. veto and in doing so demonstrate our awareness of the need to
establish the fundamental right of every
child in this land to constructive, planned
day care to provide equal opportunity for
success in later life. The President's remarkable statement that there was "no
demonstrated need" for this legislation
shows a total lack of understanding of
the inequity of forcing some children and
their parents to do without suitable day
care.
As the author of the Universal Child
Care and Child Development Act of 1971,
the main provisions of which were incorporated into the vetoed legislation, I am
partiCUlarly upset at the President's
action. The President challenged the
legisl9.tion on the grounds of "fiscal irresponsibility, administrative unworkability and family-weakening implica-

tions of the system it envisions." Hels
wrong and a careful review of the facts
shows this.
Some people may resent mothers working, but it is no longer a question of
whether they should or not-the American woman is working. More than 42 percent of all American mothers with children under 18 work outside the home-9 out of 10 to satisfy an otherwise unmet
economic need, such as basic support,
medical bills, their children's future edUcation, and so forth. This means that 14
million American children have working
mothers, including more than 5 million
below the age of 5.
The tragedy in this is that eight out of
10 of these children are cared for through
makeshift arrangements-because we as
a society have failed to recognize that
our children should be provided with
the best opportunities for growth and
development that we can provide. It is
all well and good to say that we have no
responsibility for children other than
our own. But the fact of the matter is
that we as a Nation do have a stake in
how these millions of children with working mothers mature. If we are concerned
about producing better citizens for the
future in our increasingly complex society-citizens who will not be committing crimes, citizens who are not dependent on drugs, citizens who will not
find it necessary to exist on welfarethen we have a responsibility to provide
opportunities for our children to develop
theIr potential to the fUllest. CertainlY
it is in the national interest, as well as
their own, that our children grow into
whole, humane citizens who can function
in a democracy.
We can afford this program because .of
savings we will realize by not having to
provide the children served with future
rehabilitative services. In addition, parents encouraged and enabled to work by
the provision of child care services for
their families will become taxpayers instead of "tax eaters."
A program that decreases the number
of future members of society who fail to
become self-supporting and have to tum
to welfare, and that helps remove people
from current welfare rolls is an investment which will pay handsome human
and economic dividends. Simply consider
the fact that the cost of welfare and accompanying rehabilitative programs in
this country amounts to over $20 billion
a year. Or that crime--including Government expenditures to deal with the
problem, actual losses of property, estimated losses of earning power resUlting
from crimes of Violence, insurance costs,
and other factors-costs us over $50billion a year.
Surely it woUld be better to spend $2
billion a year on constructive programs
to raise whole, functioning members of
our society than to spend far greater
amounts of money feeding the results of
our neglect-crime and weIfare--atter
the time for constructive action has
passed.
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, as a
longtime supporter of child development
programs both in Orgeon and around the
country, it is with a great deal of reluctance that I am today casting my vote
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to uphold the veto of S. 2007, the Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1971.
As a member of the Labor and Public
Welfare Committee, which handled S.
2007, I followed the development of this
landmark legislation with intense interest. Although I dld not and do not concur
with each and every provision in the
version of the legislation finally approved, the nature of the legislative
process is such that small differences are
laid aside in the furtherance of the larger
overall goals and objectives being pursued. My reservations aside, I supported
S. 2007 at every step along the tortuous
legislative route, in Committee and twice
on the floor-first with the original Senate version and next with the Conference
version.
We in Congress have the responsibility
to exercise our best judgment in setting
forth ways in which this Nation will
pursue agreed upon objectives. Likewise,
the President has the responsibility to
exercise his best judgment. A Presidential veto is never a decision taken
lightly.
Difficult as the choice is, it is therefore
my flrm belief that we in Congress owe it
to the President of the United States to
give a fresh look at this legislation in
light of his strenuous objections.
Let my vote not be interpreted as
opposition to either the Economic
Opportunity program, which I have consistently supported, to the new Legal
Services Corporation, which I have consistently supported, to the objectives of
the child development program, which I
have consistently supported, or to any
other provisions of this bill. My record
is clear in this respect. Let my position
be understood simply that Congress owes
the Presidency a fresh look at this very
complex and far-reaching legislation.
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, as the
record will show, I voted to support the
Economic Opportunity Amendments of
1971 when it initially cleared the Senate.
I have long supported the social initiatives which the Economic Opportunity
Act has made possible.
During the time I served as Governor,
Oklahoma carried on a highly effective
and progressive program under the able
direction of Mr. Robert L. Haught, who
now serves as a member of my staff. I
feel that OEO has been an invaluable
segment of our governmental structure
and I wish to do everything I can to see
that it is preserved and strengthened.
However, since the passage of the bill
and the subsequent veto action of President Nixon, I have taken another look
and I find that the objections the President raises are valid. The bill does convert OEO from an experimental to an
operating agency. By so doing, the bill
destroys much of the flexibility and the
innovative character of OEO and thereby weakens the social experimental arm
of our Government.
Mr. President, also I strongly support
the concept of child development. There
is a great need for additional Federal
effort in this fleld. While the cost of the
program is high I believe the benefits it
would produce in. our society are higher.
If the program can be separated from
OEO and be redirected, with proper ad-

ministrative safeguards, through one of
the operational agencies, I would strongly support its reenactment.
But with the bill in its present form,
I must vote to sustain the President's
veto.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, earlier
this week, the chief administration
spokesman in charge of the health, education and welfare of the American
people spoke to an audience at the Rockefeller Public Service Awards luncheon
and attacked "the propensity of politicians who promise more than they can
obviously deliver."
Yesterday, the President of the United
States vetoed the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1971 and made it clear
to the American. people that he is unwilling to bring to fruition the initiatives
which are vital to the future of our
Nation.
.
I am frankly amazed at the President's
action. By a stroke of the pen he has
severely jeopardized the extension of the
programs of the Office of Economic Opportunity which represent a unique
means of closing the gap that still remains in our society between those who
have too little and those who have
enough. These efforts involve manpower
training programs for our young people,
emergency food and medical services,
and local initiative activities conducted
by the poor themselves.
With the same act of penmanship the
President has further delayed the creation of a nonprofit corporation for providing legal services to the poor. This
was, at the outset, an administration
supported program representing a bipartisan consensus that giving legal assistance to the poor is one of the most
effective antipoverty efforts. And it is
this new corporation which would have
insured that legal services would be independent from political influence as
well as preserving the right of the legal
services attorney to do what he considers to be in the best interests of his
client.
And, finally, the President's veto has
dashed the hopes and dreams of millions
of American families that the Government will at last provide them with the
assistance they need in establishing comprehensive child care programs. These
programs have been designed so that
parent and child alike would have the
opportunity to be rescued from poverty
and so that the children could have a
chance to broaden and expand their
lives. The establishment of such programs, with the emphasis on local decisionmaking, parental involvement, and
developmental rather than custodian
services, has been identified as the top
priority for the next decade by the White
House Conference on Children, a conference held under the auspices of the
Nixon administration. The legislation
was designed to provide free services to
those with incomes below $4,300 per year
with a sliding fee to be charged those
with incomes in excess of that amount.
So this is a program fashioned not only
for the poor but designed so that all
families can ultimately benefit from
these high quality services.
Mr. President, there is no more im-
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portant priority in the United States
than to assure that we can bring every
citizen out of poverty and into the
great mainstream of American life. Our
children provide us the greatest hope
for reaching this goal. The President has
let us down. The President has said that
he does not care. I am at a loss to understand why. It is becoming increasingly
obvious that President NLxon has decided
to avoid the danger of promising more
than he can deliver by choosing to deliver little if anything in response to the
needs of this country.
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I believe President Nixon's veto of the OEOchild development bill was a cruel mistake. This action derails the most important piece of social legislation this session. The bill contained funds for jobs,
education, legal defense, family services,
and, above all, day-care centers for children. It is a key bill. It would have provided a decent, healthful, and educational place for children of millions of
poor and working families. I think Mr.
Nixon will regret his veto.
For the fact is that now is not the time
we should be trimming our sails, or reducing basic Government programs to
help families in need. When the number
of poor people in America has increased
for the first time in 10 years, when we
have 5 Y2 million people out of work, when
we have hunger in depressed areas of the
country, we need more than ever before
an effective antipoverty system of social
services.
I believe President Nixon has broken
faith with the American people and their
children by his veto. He has shot down
the very programs he advocated earlier
this year. He said he wanted a basic child
care bill, he said he wanted to give OEO
a new future under a new Director, and
he said he wanted an independent legal
services corporation. The Congress took
him at his word. We passed a good bill.
I support this legislation. I have supparted OEO-and its various experimental programs-since its beginning in 1964.
I am convinced that a basic child care
and d.evelopment effort is badly needed.
It will help the child. It will help working mothers. It will help families, not
hurt them as the President claimed.
I shall cast my vote to override the
President's veto.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I shall
vote to sustain the President's veto of
S. 2007.
It should be emphasized that, if the
veto is sustained, the present activities
of OEO will continue. The supplemental
appropriations bill, which has just been
passed and sent to the White House, will
continue the funding of OEO until the
end of this fiscal year-Jtme 30, 1972.
There will be ample time for the Congress
to enacts. new bill in the meantime...
Although I supported the bill, as it
passed the Senate, and also the conference committee's compromise bill, I
must state that I have been concerned
over the newly added child development
program contained in the bill. It was for
this reason that I also supported a motion to refer the bill back to committee
with instructions to delete this from the
bill. However, that motion was defeated.
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The reason for my concern has been
well pointed up by the President's veto
message. This part of the bill simply represents premature action-and excessive
action, as well-without being made a
coordinate part of welfare reform legislation which is now pending in the Senate Finance Committee.
Headstart continues to perform valuable day care and early education services. and an important experimentation
and demonstration functj<.lD which identUies new techniques for aiding child development. Under the Social Security Act
assistance is being provided for construction of child-care centers which can be
used for training child-care technicians
and developing child-care programs in
cooperation with the States. However,
the most immediate need is for childcare services to enable welfare mothers
to take a job and break away from the
welfare cycle. That is why an expensive
but integral part of welfare reform legislation must include a program for
child-care services to meet the needs of
welfare mothers and parents who may
be classified as the "working poor." Our
committee will be holding hearings on
this subject early next year, and I would
guess that this part of the welfare reform bill will be relatively noncontroversial.
Welfare reform legislation is going to
be costly at best, and in the present state
of a serious bUdget deficit, we simply
must put first things first. There has
been a great amount of talk about "priorities" around the Capitol. Child-care
services to meet the needs I have referred
to must come first. Beyond that, we
should have pilot testing programs in the
area of child development before undertaking nationwide programs if we are to
avoid waste, duplication of effort, and,
perhaps, an undesirable impact on the
family structure which is the backbone
of our society.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I plan to vote
to sustain the President's veto of S. 2007,
the Economic Opportunity Amendments
of 1971.
No one questions the objectives of this
legislation. We all realize the importance
of the needs of the young and the underprivileged. But, the structure of this legislation we have before us is unresponsive
to its goals and the cost is prohibitive.
President Nixon originally proposed a
National Legal Services Corporation to
aid the poor that was independent and
free of politics and included built-in
safeguards to assure its operation in a
responsible manner. The legislation before us clearly does not contain such
safeguards.
The manner of appointing members to
the board does in no way assure their
responsiveness to the needs or the desires
of the general public. A minority of the
members would be appointed by the President while the majority would be selected from various professional, client,
and special interest groups who have no
mandate to place the needs of the lowincome populace before their own.
President Nixon today signed into law
the Internal Revenue Act of 1971 which
will reduce taxes. It would be irresponsible, at this time, to enact legislation that

has the prospect of eventually costing
the American taxpayer $20 billion annually.
We all support the goals of this legislation. But, until the structure of this
legislation can be made responsive to its
goals and the cost acceptable, it should
not be passed.
Mr. GURNEY. Yesterday, over the
cries of self-righteous critics, who tried
to label him insensitive to the needs of
disadvantaged Americans, President
Nixon acted boldly in vetoing the Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1971.
As I see it. the President had no choice.
He acted in the best interests of the
American people by refusing to accept a
measure which would have spelled defeat
for the stated aims of the Office of Economic Opportunity, for the goals of the
Independent Legal Services Corporation concept, and most importantly,
which may have foreshadowed a drastic
change in the very nature of American
family life.
The questions of poverty, of individual
rights and of child welfare are crucial
ones to the American people. The Nation
deserves the concentrated, serious efforts
of its legislators to establish and maintain Federal programs which will actually work; which will substantially relieve the inequities that now exist in our
jUdicial system in our Federal, State, and
local welfare programs.
I am particularly concerned about the
child development proposal. It remains
unfathomable to me that such far-reaching and costly legislation dealing with
such sensitive areas as the child-parent
relationship could be viewed favorably
by so many Senators with so little discussion of the possible consequences. The
proposal for an all-encompassing program for child development strikes me as
a very irresponsible, incomprehensible
approach to several critical child welfare problems.
To provide all American children with
the best medical care, proper nourishment, and quality education is a goal
shared by the President, the. Congress,
and hopefully by the entire Nation. To
pay $2 billion to give a possible 7,000
individual sponsors in communities
across the country with a pOssible 7,000
differing ideas the capability to devise
separate plans for the care and development of children, with little provision
for the administration of the plan and
with little consideration of priorities that
have already been established by locally
elected representatives, is certainly not
a rational way to make this goal a reality.
As one of 17 Senators who oppose this
radical departure from the traditions and
ideals of American life, when the Senate
voted on the Economic Opportunity
Amendments Conference report last
week, I am commending the President
for assuming his rightful position of
leadership by not allowing this measure
to become law. I shall be further encouraged if the Congress reevaluates the economic opportunity legislation and ultimately offers realistic solutions to these
critical problems-solutions that have
some chance of really working.

THE SENATE SHOULD VOTE TO OVERRIDE VETO OF
8. 2007

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President. yesterday President Nixon committed what
I consider to be an error of judgment.
He erased not only months of painstaking effort by Members of Congress, their
staffs and many concerned labor and
private organizations, but also the hopes
and dreams of millions of low- and middle-income families who are striving to
make ends meet in this time of rising
prices.
I am speaking of the veto of S. 2007.
a bill which passed the Senate by a vote
of 63 to 17, and which also received a
substantial plurality of support in the
other body. In vetoing this measure, the
President eliminated the authorization
for the Office of Economic Opportunity
and the establishment of a new Legal
Services Corporation. As I understand
the President's motives. however. the
primary reason for the veto was the comprehensive child development portion of
S.2007.
In his veto message the President attacked this legislation as "fiscal irresponsibility," "administrative unworkability," and "family-weakening implications,"
Is it "fiscally irresponsible" to provide
widows and poor families who are barely
surviving with a chance to get off the
welfare rolls and to have their babies
properly cared for?
Is a program "administratively unworkable" when cities, Headstart programs, community action agencies, child
development experts. and labor organizations give their total and enthusiastic
support to a national program they assure us will be quite workable?
What are the "family-weakening implications" of poverty and ignorance, of
mothers who have little or no means of
suppOrt, of children whose education usually consists in learning to live with
street gangs, and with dope pushers?
Quite apart from the poor in Appalachia and in the city ghettos, what
about the family of the average, middleclass American, the forgotten American,
in President Nixon's words, the blue-collar worker who is squeezed by high inflation, high taxes, high unemployment,
and a paycheck which does not go far
enough to make ends meet? It is this
"forgotten American," especially, that we
should not forget. The vetoed legislation
would help him as much as it would the
very poor.
Mr. President, 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. Because of the
pride and dignity it will provide to those
who can climb out of the welfare rut
to become taxpayers rather than taxtakers, and because of inteUectual stimulation, the nutrition and the medical
care it will provide to children. who are
the hope of the future, America needs
this bill.
I urge my colleagues ,to override the
veto of S. 2007.
Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, the
President's veto of the OEO bill can only
be described as an irresponsible act and
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a tragic example of the need to reorder
our priorities.
In 1970 the Office of Economic Opportunity expended $759,865,454 in California. This money was used for.VISTA.
community development, assistance for
migrant and seasonal farmworkers, community action programs, Headstart, legal services, and neighborhood health
centers.
The Senate on September 8, 1971, enacted a very comprehensive bill extending the life of the Office of Economic Opportunity for 2 more years. In addition,
the Senate bill included the addition of
several very important, new and innovative programs.
First, the Senate recognized the critical importance of early childhood care
and included within OEO a comprehensive child development program. U::lder
this proposal the needs of preschool children would be recognized for the first
time and health care, proper nutrition,
and education would be provided.
How can the President say that there
are not sufficient funds for young children?
Second, we as a nation must insure
that everyone has access to legal services. This is one of the most fundamental elements of a democratic state. It is
inconceivable to me that the President
would not want to enact legislation insuring that legal services are made available to the poor without political interference. The President's veto of the OEO
bill, coupled with his lack of leadership
in the fight to save the California rural
legal assistance program, demonstrates
an appalling lack of concern over constitutional rights under the sixth amendment.
Third, the Congress established a new
community economic development program. Under this program a major effort would be made to link private finances with poor communities in order
to give these communities the resources
for self-determination and solid economic a.nd social progress. The President's veto of this program is a serious
blow to poor communities endeavoring to
break the cycle of poverty.
In his veto of the OEO bill the President has apparently brought out into the
open his long-rumored desire to abolish
OEO as an effective antipoverty agency,
I feel that we must override the President's veto and we must fight hard to
save OEO and establish decisively that
we will not abandon our efforts to
eliminate poverty.
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMENDMENTS OF 1971-VETO MESSAGE
ORDERED TO BE PRINTED AS A
SENATE DOCUMENT <H. DOC.
92-48)
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill (S.
2007), together with the message from
the President of the United States expressing his disapproval thereof, be
printed as a Senate document.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the Senator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) in connection with a conference
matter, and that the time not be taken
from either side.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.
ECONOMIC STABll.IZATION ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1971
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representatives on S. 2891.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPONG) laid before the Senate the
amendments of the Hous~ of Representatives to S. 2891 entitled "an Act to
extend and amend the Economic Stabilization Act of 1970."
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate disagree to the
amendment of the House on S. 2891;
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 conferees on the part of the Senate.
The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr.
CRANSTON, Mr. TOWER, Mr. PACKWOOD,
and Mr. ROTH conferees on the part of
the Senate.
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY
AMENDMENTS OF 1971
The Senate continued with the reconsideration of the bill (S. 2007) to provide
for the continuation of programs authorized under the Economic Opportunity Act of 1954,and for other purposes.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I want
to make this point: This bill has been
subjected, in the extreme rightwing
journals of this country, to a totally vicious, dishonest, and irresponsible series
of charges.
This bill does nothing except to bUild
upon the family; it does nothing to encourage communal living. It is designed
to strengthen the family and to give the
children a chance in ways defined by the
parents of those children and no one
else. Any other charLe to the contrary,
such as those contained in the President's
veto message, are absolutely and undeniably false. This measure is a difficult and
complicated one but it should not have to
bear the burden of totally groundless,
outrageous and fearsome charges such as
those.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, with the
consent of those who seek to sustain the
President's message, I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Massachusetts.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I rise
to express not only my strong conviction
that the veto of the Office of Economic
Opportunity extension should be over-
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turned but also my distress at the tone
and substance of the veto message itself.
It is a cruel Christmas present for the
Nation's poor and the Nation's children.
The message clearly refiects this administration's total lack of regard and
commitment to the disadvantaged. It refiects once again a willingness to dismantle the remaining elements of the
Office of Economic Opportunity, an intention that is present in its reorganization plans, in its incredibly inadequate
budget requests, in its veto of this measure and in its threat to veto all other
OEO bills which do not give the President a free hand to destroy the Agency.
Mr. President, earlier we heard some
suggestions made by the senator from
Ohio indicating that everyone is in favor
of helping the pOOr, and that we should
not question the motives of the administration as it addresses itself to this problem.
I think we can question the motivation
where we have seen a slush fund of $2
billion offered for Lockheed and other
corporations, and we come forward in
this legislation with $2 billion looking out
for the children of this country. The administration, on the one hand, is prepared to go to bat for $2 billion for the
big corporations of this Nation, but turns
thumbs down on a $2 million child development program.
First, let me comment on the President's decision that the National Legal
Services Corporation provision is unacceptable.
In reviewing the President's veto on
page 2, he states that one of the rea~ons
he vetoed the program was that he believed the provisions did not provide adequate accountability and benefited special interests.
The legislation currently gives him the
option of appointing all of the 17 Board
members, but requires that he select from
recommendations offered by the agencies
most concerned with legal matters in the
land. Yet the President refers to the Judicial Conference of the United States, the
American Bar Association, the Association of American Law Schools, the National Bar Association, the Project Attorneys Advisory Council, and the Clients
Advisory Council as "special interests"
who are not accountable to the public.
He has never appeared in the past to
have any qualxns in acting on behalf of
special interests, for oil companies, for
Lockheed, for the AMA, for the health
insurance industry, for the corporate interests of this Nation. Yet when it comes
to a provision that would merely have
him select members from groups with
the most direct concern for legal services for the poor; SUddenly the President
objects.
When he uses the word "accountable"
he is not talking about an independent
services corporation that is accountable
to the poor or to the people they serve.
He is talking about a legal services agency
that is accountable to the political whims
of the White House. He wants to be able
to prevent the independence of legal services the "independence" that he has paid
l1pservice to throughout this debate, and
that is the only excuse for his opposition
to this provision.
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We found out what happens whEm an
Individual within the administration
really looks out after the Interests of the
poor. Think about what happened to
Terry Lenzner. They fired him.
The President talks about accountability. What we are interested in is a
legal services program that will be accountable to the poor and not to the
White House. I think it is ironic that
these words should be used in a Presidential veto.
Legal services has been the most
dynamic and successful OEO program
since its inception in 1965 and it has
withstood threats to its existence from
the Governor of California and from
this administration. To assure its independence, the Congress has passed this
measure, and I believe it is the best guarantee that the poor will have access to
legal services and to appropriate institutions for the orderly resolution of grievances and as a means of securing orderly
change, responsiveness, and reform.
There is absolutely no justification for
a veto on this basis except the desire of
the President to have absolute control
over legal services to insure the corporation will respond to his political commands.
So we come then to the basic reason
given by the President for his veto and
that is the child day care section of
S. 2007. And here it is perhaps even more
depressing to realize the priorities that
this President has in relation to providing services to the Nation's citizens.
Essentially, the child care provisions of
S. 2007 tried to do for low- and middleincome families of this Nation what sufficient income has always permitted the
more wealthy to do. And that is to provide adequate and d€cent day care and
child development programs for their
children.
And the President's assertion he already has increased nutritional assistance and health services for children
does not resolve. the need for day care
services. It also is curious that he has
made this argument since his requests
for food stamps have always fallen short
of the need and the August food stamp
regulations would have severely restricted eligibility, including eliminating
1.6 million children. Only congressional
outcry stopped that from occurring.
Also, with regard to improved health
services under medicaid, the truth of the
matter is that he delayed 2% years issuing medicaid regulations to require
health screening of children. And he still
has not requested any additional funding
.
to improve those services.
But more important, the assertion that
H.R. 1 will meet the day care· needs of
the children of this Nation is absolutely
false. Day care and custodial care will
be available under the President's welfare bill only to welfare recipients.
The family of four which earns more
than $4,300 in most cases would be totally ruled out.
'. The President has evidently decided
that only the very rich and the very poor
shall be eligible for day care services.
I worked for passage of this bill because it offered a tremendous opportunity to help the children in the 5.5 mil-

lion households headed by women who and in the process
must work. And it held out hope to ev- . nothing wrong with our objective,· That
ery family that has been denied adequate is part of the objective the il.dn1inistfachild care facilities, because only 700,000 tion has been seeking. It is legitimate
licensed child care positions exist to for people to have the same objective
meet the needs of the 6 million chil- but to have different methods of arriving
dren of preschool age in this country.
at it. This has been the history of this
Finally, let me say, in terms of ear- country ever since I can remember. It
marking, we find time and again that the seems totally wrong to me to go and say
President is prepared to drop the pro- that, because we do not like the method
grams that I find are essential to meet by which something is done, we impute
the human needs of the people of this all kinds of motives to the person who is
Nation.
saying, "I want it done another way."
The total number of poor in this counThe next thing I think is important is
try has risen from 24 to 26 million, in to recognize that in the veto message it
the last year alone. Yet the administra- says the President has specifically set
tion requested $100 million less to meet out some of the programs that he has
poverty needs. This should not surprise been speaking to, to try to get through
anyone. The administration saw that programs in order to try and provide for
the elderly poor had risen by 100,000 and the needs of the poor. But, as the Senatheir response was to request $2Y2 mil- tor from Ohio so specifically pointed out,
lion less for the Older-Americans Act.
there is no criterion to treat the poor
Without earmarking this administra- first in the bill-not In the child detion would· abolish the emergency food velopment bill. Anyone can come in,
and medical program. That was their poor, or otherwise, at all levels. It does
intention at the start of the session. Only not say it has to be the poor first.
through earmarking have we prevented
Second, so far as the primary sponsor
that.
is concerned, the local areas are the ones
Mr. President, I think that when we are that
are required to be the prime spontalking about a program that addresses
while the State may be a prime
itself to the unmet needs of the poor, sors,
to serve the people, and to provide for sponsor.
We argued about this in committee.
the needs of the people, I cannot accept
a Presidential veto that is based on politi- We argued about it in conference and we
argued about it in the conference report
cal rhetoric.
Mr. President, I hope the Senate will on the fioor. we still have that same
exercise its good judgment and override setup which is specifically referred to in
Governor Mandel's telegram which the
that veto.
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will Senator from Maryland has just put in
the RECORD.
the Senator from New York yield?
Mr. President, all I am saying is: let Us
Mr. JAVITS. I yield 10 minutes to the
treat this logically. Let us not try to put
Senator from Colorado.
Mr. DOMINICK. I shall need only 5 all kinds of motives on it. Let us not ha.ve
minutes but will reserve the other 5 those few Senators who have not announced for President acting like they
minutes for later.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. are running for it in this part of the bill.
SPARKMAN). The Senator from Colorado
Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
is recognized for 5 minutes.
vote to sustain President Nixon's veto
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, this of the Economic Opportunity Amenddebate obviously is not going to go down ments of 1971 for reasons I will soon
in the annals of the Senate as one of its enumerate-reasons which have imfinest hours.
paired the legislation from its incepI have listened to the comments of the tion-reasons which went 1Jnremedied
Senator from Massachusetts. My under- throughout the legislative process despite
standing is that he, along with me, voted warnings which I, among others, made
against the Lockheed loan, but it was as a cosigner of supplemental views to
$250 million. It was the guarantee of a the committee report, warnings which I
loan. It was not a $2 billion giveaway. later reiterated in urging defeat of the
Mr. KENNEDY. Does not the Senator conference report signed by only two
agree with '!ne that the administration it- Senate minority conferees and one
House minority conferee.
self asked for $2 billion-Mr. DOMINICK. I do not yield to the .. The proponents of . this legislation
senator from Massachusetts. We will failed to heed or completely ignored
have regular order here, or he will sit protestations and reservations of respondown.
sible Members .of both Houses of ConThe PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- gress from the very inception of this
ator from Colorado declines to yield to legislation. The steadfast refUsal to comthe Senator from Massachusetts.
promise or remedy the defects of this
Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator does not legislatIon .jeopardizedandultiniately
want to answer the question.
killed a most necessary2"'year extension
Mr. DOMINICK, I have the fioor. The of the administration's poverty program.
President Nixon's dissatisfaction with
Senator can answer on his own time.
. Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will this legislation merely culIninated objecyield me some time-tions which had been made continuously
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, this throughout this bill's legislative life. As
portion of the debate is obviously not such the veto comes as a surprise to no
right. The second portion we should look o n e . ·
First, and foremost, the $2.1 .billion
at is, what does the actual vetomessa~e
say? It hits all three aspects of the Child Development Act attacI1edto S.
bill concentrating on child development 2007 creates an unmanageable admm-
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istratfve rathole.,.-a rathole of empty
pronuses-empty . promises. which will
neither fill. the· participating children's
needs nor reach their parents' expectations. President Nixon opposed the Child
Development Act because, in his words its
laudable purpose is "overshadowed by
the fiscal irresponsibility, administrative
unworkability and family-weakening implications of the system it envisions." It
creates an unmanageable prime sponsorship mechanism emphasizing small divergent, neighborhood units rather than
utilizing the general administrative
strengths of state governments; State
governments which because of their size
and organization can effectively coordinate child care programs with other
necessary programs including, among
others, maternal and child health programs, institutional care and foster care
programs, State child care programs and
medicaid programs. Conversely, S. '2007
encourages a neighborhood-based system which would compete for, rather
than coordinate with the above service
systems. It encourages the creation of
not hundreds or thousands of prime
sponsors, but of tens of thousands of
prime sponsors.
Program quality must necessarily suffer, because it will be impossible for the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare to effectively monitor or provide
technical assistance for this many prime
sponsors:
It is indeed unfortunate that Congress
in its headlong rush to create law'
threatens the concept of child care wh~
it presently has before it H.R. I, legislation promising a oomprehensive coordinated child care program-le~slation
which has been before Congress for 26
months. H.R. 1 includes a request for
$750 million annually in day care funds
for the poor and $50 million for day
care construction purposes. Rather than
considering the merits and ramifications
of the above legislation, Congress determined that a $2.1 billion program should
be tacked on to a standard OEO extension bill regardless of the fact that OEO
will not administer the Child Development Act if enacted.
A further disquieting indication that
child care has not been comprehensively
considered is found in the fee schedule
philosophy of the Child Development
Act. Whereas S. 2007 establishes a fee
schedule providing free or nominal fees
for child care for the poor-four-member family with a family income below
$6,960 per year-Congress just approved
the conference report on the Revenue
Act of 1971, which contained provisions
encouraging the poor to pay for child
care services and then deduct as much as
$400 per month from earned income as a
business expense. The amendment created the new categOry of allowable business expense expressly for the poor as
they would not benefit from allowable
itemized child care expenses, because
they normally use the standard deduction method· of determining taxable income. The Senate must resolve their
dilemma of both encouraging the poor to
spend money for private child care services and encouraging them to utilize free
Government-sponsored chi1d care. At the
CXVll--2909-Part 35

very least the Senate must consider the
total impact on the Treasury of the lost
revenue through the Revenue Act
amendments and the $2.1 billion additional expense of the child care portion
of S. 2007.
Perhaps more importantly, the above
discussion indicates once again that on
matters as critical and sensitive as the
care and development of our children
more extensive and coordinated legislative consideration is required.
President Nixon's veto statement contains his view of an OEO program seeking toMake the Office of Economic Opportunity
the primary research and development arm
of the Nation's and the Government's ongoing effort to diminish and eventually
ellmlnate poverty In the United States. Despite occasional setbacks, considerable progress has been made.

S. 2007 contains setbacks which may
well prove fatal to this concept. Section
10 of S. 2007 prohibits the',delegation or
transfer of programs administered by
the Director of OEO to the head of any
agency through fiscal year 1973 unless
a conforming provision of law is subsequently enacted. In the past, when an
OEO program matured to a point when
it ceased to be developmental and commenced to be operational the program
was "spun off" to other agencies in the
executive branch through the exercise of
the delegation authority contained in
section 602(d) of the Economic Opportunity Act.
section 10 frustrates the whole research and development concept of OEO
and effectively relegates it to the status
of any other executive operating agency.
For the first time, a President and a Director of OEO will be prohibited from
delegating matured individual projects
without congressional control.
The language of S. 2007 further restricts the true developmental aspects of
our OEO poverty program by locking
specific programs into earmarked expenditure levels. In the process of earmarking the $950 million in authorizations, S. 2007 set appropriation levels for
local initiative, alcoholism, emergency
food, and medical and community economic development so high that appropriations for two essential programscomprehensive health and research and
development will have to be reduced if
the estimated budget is adhered to.
As with section 10, this earmarking
serves not to further the poverty programs, but rather to relegate them to
ordinary operating agencies.
President Nixon additionally cited the
restricted accountability of the Legal
Service Corporation Board under S. 2007
as being inconsistent with the interests
of America's poor. I concur and urge the
rewriting of the Board selection process
to guarantee an independent and politically free legal service corporation.
Mr. President, this administration's
commitment to the poor is not suspect.
President Nixon's veto message reflects
his sincere desire to create a meaningful
and effective program to honestly assist
the Nation's poor. I urge my colleagues
to give him that opportunity by sustaining the veto and then working together
for a truly effective poverty bill.
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Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we are
prepared to yield 15 minutes to the other
side. I have already yielded 5 minutes. If
the Senator from California will tell me
to whom to yield, I will yield time to that
Senator.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield me 10 minutes?
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the Senator from California.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from California is recognized for 10
minutes.
HEARTLESS REBUKE OF AMERICA'S POOR AND
AMERICA'S CHILDREN

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise
to urge my colleagues to vote to override
the brutal veto of the President on
S. 2007, the Economic Opportunity
Amendments of 1971, which passed the
Senate by such an overwhelming margin
Thursday of lafit week.
The fact of the President's veto of this
vital legislation is bad enough, but even
worse is his veto message which is an
exercise in disingenuous rhetoric and political expediency.
With this negative act, the President
has fulfilled the prophesy of so many in
the poverty community that his overriding purpose is and has been to kill OEO
or at least reduce it to a totally ineffectual agency.
It is true that OEO no longer operates
most of the original war on poverty programs itself, and there is absolutely nothing in this bill which would alter those
delegations and transfers of Economic
Opportunity Act programs which have
already been made to other agencies.
Thus, the President's statement that under this legislation OEO would become an
operational agency is totally erroneous.
Rather, the provisions of the vetoed bill
would have required only that OEO hold
on to what few operational programs still
remain in order to give it some force and
vibrancy as an agency with at least a
minimum of functional responsibility.
This is but the first example of the
fallacious statements included in this irresponsible veto message.
Next, the President attacks congressional action in specifying the amounts
of funds to be spent on various Economic
Opportunity Act programs. This is an old
saw for this administration, but the facts
are that this bill permitted the Director
of OEO to transfer up to 25 percent of
the specified funding for any particular
program, 10 percent higher than present
law. What the President really seems to
object to is any significant congressional
role in the legislative and appropriations
process.
As I understand it, under the Constitution the Congress has at least coequal
legislative responsibility, and I have always thought that it was the principal
legislative branch of the Government.
Apparently, the President disagrees. He
not only wishes to exercise totally unfettered executive branch power-as is
evidenced by his rejection of any significant congressional role in the field of
foreign and military affairs-but also
wishes now to write the laws without
congressional participa.tion~

there:·ls

'In fact,'
absolutely no provi-'
E1sattltude in the veto messagere- and the legal profession in objecting to
minds me of that of the petulant child their continuing to playa major role in sion in the bill .or legislative history and
who threatens to and finally does pick the overall direction of legal services surely no intention on the part of the
63 Senators and 210 Congressmen who
UP his marbles and go home when he efforts.
It is a clear and undisputed fact that voted for the conference repOrt to break
does not get his way on every aspect of
without the initial support and nurturing up or weaken families or parental conthe marble game.
Congress has the constitutional re- of the organized bar and the legal pro- trol over the development of their chilsponsibility of deciding on appropriations fession there would never have been a dren. I suspect the President must really
of funds for particular programs, and I legal services program; and that without know this.
believe we should continue to exercise their continued support and assistance
In fact, the bill does exactly the opthat responsibility to ensure that those an effective legal services program could posite. The child development program
not
survive
in
this
country.
programs which our constituents tell us
would preserve parental control and
Thus, I think it partiCUlarly appalling strengthen the family unit in a number
have proven effective are maintained,
and that poor people continue to benefit that the President has seen flt to cast as- of ways: First, by permitting women
from them. The administration plan persions on the American Bar Associa- with children, or other single heads of
risks squandering moneys on experimen- tion, the National Bar Association, the households with children, to leave the
tal and research programs whose princi- American Trial Lawyers Association, the chlldren in an educationally, nutritionpal beneficiary is often not the poor but National Legal Aid and Defenders As- ally and physically healthy environment
the consulting firm. I strongly support sociation and the Association of Ameri- while they seek to earn money to provide
the need for Federal stimulation of small can Law Schools by calling them "pri- more adequately for their families. The
business, but, unlike the present admin- vate interest groups" and decrying their approach of keeping children in the
istration, I do not believe that every pro- involvement in appointment of the board chains of poverty by not providing them
gram should be converted to a private and in the incorporating trusteeship for With the comprehensive services they
the new corporation.
enterprise bonanza.
need to break free while their parents
The President concludes his verbal try to earn their own way, is sure preIf the Congress had not seen fit, in its
gymnastics
regarding
the
Legal
Services
Wisdom, to include earmarking in the
scription to degrade and diminish the
economic opportunity act the last sev- Corporation by calling for a corporation strength of the family unit. Yet, given
eral years, I believe there would be today "which places the needs of low-income the veto of this bill, this seems to be the
no community action program, no emer- clients before the political concerns of administration's design for the family.
gency food and medical program, no either legal service attorneys or elected
Second, and I speak from flrsthand
poverty, drug and alcohol programs, and officials." This is said in the face of the knowledge because the bill contains my
perhaps no legal services program or incredible episode regarding CRLA per- amendments, on this score. Parents in
petrated by the President for what has child development programs would be
VISTA program.
Next, the President objects to the been proven beyond a doubt to be a polit- given effective control of basic policyLegal Services Corporation provisions in ical motive to mollify Governor Reagan. making, funding, and personnel decisions
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- at all levels of child development proS. 2007 which he says do not provide for
sufficient "accountability to the Amer- sent that there be printed in the RECORD graming and would be urged to involve
ican people as a whole." What he means at the conclusion of my remarks a De- themselves directly in implementation
by this-and there can be no doubt about cember 10 letter to the editor of the of individual projects and programs.
this-is political accountability to him Washington Post from Michael Kantor,
Also, of course, participation by any
as the President. His call for unrestricted executive director of Action for Legal child in these child development proRights,
Inc.,
who
has
performed
an
inPresidential appointment of all memgrams would be entirely voluntary; enbers of the Corporation's Board of Di- valuable public service in assisting the tirely up to his or her parents.
rectors is a position supported by none Congress with regard to the legal ,;;ervThe complete inconsistency in the
of the extensive testimony presented at ices title in the bill. I also ask unanimous President's intemperate attack on the
congressional hearings except for that consent that the names and titles of the child development program Is pointed
presented by the administration, itself. Advisory Board of Action for Legal up by the relatively positive statements
Mr. President, the kind of Legal Serv- Rights, Inc., be printed at the outset of he makes about the Headstart program
Ices Corporation "independent and free this letter.
which formed the· very basis for the
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without fundamental
of politics," to quote the President's rhetphilosophy underlying the
oric, that this administration seeks is objection, it is so ordered.
child development legislation.
(See exhibit U
one which can be manipulated for narMr. President, what does the PresiMr. CRANSTON. But the President dent say he is for? He clearly seems to
row, partisan purposes through political
saves
the
worst
for
last
and
reaches
new
appointees who owe their jobs entirely to
be for "day care." What he wants is a
heights in his shameful and shameless system of warehousing little children for
the President.
It was exactly to avoid this kind of po- castigation of the child development pro- 9 hours during the "day" while their
litical pressure and harassment---<lhar- gram in the bill.
mothers work. That is his focus-on the
His implication that the child devel- mother working f6r the "day", not on
acterized most clearly in the story of the
California rural legal assistance pro- opment legislation would "lead toward the "child" whose fragile sensibilities
gram debacle, which began just 1 year altering the family relationship," would are being developed.
ago, that we introduced the National employ "communal approaches to child
Principally, he wants these juvenile
Legal Services Corporation Act (S. 1305) . rearing over against [sic] the family- warehouses to contain the preschool
As far as I am concerned, and I have centered approach" and would generally children of the welfare mothers he would
spoken to the princIpal sponsors of this "diminish both parental authority and require to register to work under H.R. 1.
legislation, both the Senator from Wis- parental involvement with children" is If a mother prefers to raise her preschool
consin (Mr. NELSON) and the Senator absolutely untrue. This red herring which child, rather than to take a meaningfrom Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE), the kind the President has flshed up· from the less, demeaning job-and unlike the
of politicized corporation the President reactionary gutter represents a scandal- President, I think there are such jobs-wishes would provide greater opportunity ous sellout to right-wing radicals.
how does it serve to strengthen the refor abuse than the present legal services
Mr. Nixon has sacriflced the welfare lationship between the child and the
structure within the OEO. For, under of hundreds of thousands of children mother for that child to be stored in a
the President's puppet corporation, there and their mothers who would like to work, custodial program for most of its waking
would be an appearance, although no to the political expediency he finds in
reality, of impartiality behind which the mollifying the right-wing harping in his hours away from parental love, interest,
administration could hide while engaging party. It is a shame that he has once concern, and compassion? I wish the
in political hatchet work on legal services more listened to the bad counsel which President could answer this question for
programs.
his domestic advisers foist upon him and me.
I believe that if the parent of a preMr. President, I am also astonished has again not bothered to take the time
that the President should see fit to chal- to acquaint himself with the specifics school child wishes or needs to work that
that child should be cared for in a comlenge the integrity of the organized bar of the legislation.
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prehensive, compassionate, healthful
program of the type we would establish
in the child development program the
President condemns.
Perhaps the only really candid statement in the entire veto message, Mr.
President, is the President's frank admission that the child development program in the bill "points far beyond what
this administration envisioned when it
made a 'national commitment to providing all American children an opportunity for a healthful and stimulating development during the first five years of
life'" Judging by the administration's
performance in carrying out the verbal
commitment. which the President first
mentioned in 1969, the President's program is generally to talk about services
to young children rather than to do
anything about actually providing them.
The record of default on such rhetorical
committments is clear; time and again
the administration fails to deliver its
major spoken commitments, such as to a
national literacy program.
This kind of tglk-and-no-action posture seems contradictory to this administration's stated concern about not
promising more than it can deliver. I
suppose the administration distinguishes
between speaking of so-called national
commitments and developing and implementing any programs to carry out
these commitments. thereby making certain not to raise anyone's expectations.
This is a policy of Madison Avenue
manipulation which, I believe, displays
a basic contempt for the intelligence of
the American people.
Wh9.t else does the President say he
is for? He says he is for a number of
initiatives which he credits to his administration to alleviate child suffering
and deprivation.
He cites three examples, two of which
were imposed on him by Congress accompanied by violent administration
kicking and squealing. The first of these
so-called administration "actions" is the
expansion of nutritional assistance to
poor children by the tripling of food
stamp participants since 1969, and the
doubling of child nutritional programssuch as school lunch and breakfastssince then.
I am astonished that the President
seeks to take credit fnr expansion of
food stamp and nutritional programs
which his administration has staunchly
opposed and which resulted entirely from
congressional initiative, led by my good
friend from North Dakota <Mr. McGoVERN), who I suspect will have something to say on this score.
The President's capacity for posturing
in the face of clear facts to the contrary
seems boundless in view of the clear fact,
of which I think everyone is aware, that
the administration recently sought to cut
back by 1 million-more than 100,000 in
California-the children fed in the school
lunch program only to be stymied in this
heartless effort by a congressional outCry
culminating in a resolution introduced
and fioor managed to passage by my good
friend from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE).
The second magnanimous administration initiative to which the President
points is improved medical care for poor

children through screening and treatment under medicaid. The facts are that
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare just last month issued regulations implementing provisions enacted
into the Social Security Act in 1967 requiring indiVidual State programs to be
effective July 1, 1969-more than 2 years
ago. Moreover, the administration regulations seem to dilute the congressional
mandate by permitting States to eliminate from such screening and treatment
programs children between the ages of
6 and 21 until July I, 1973, fully 4 years
after such screening, diagnosis and treatment was to become effective under the
Social Security Act.
It is indeed a monumental piece of effrontery for the President to claim credit
in these two areas in which his administration has been so restrictive and
recalcitrant.
As to the third area, he cites effective
targeting of maternal and' child health
services on low-income mothers who need
them most. No one at HEW whom we
have talked to has been able to explain
what that means. As far as we can determine, there is absolutely no new direction in this program under the present
administration.
Mr. President, there is a great deal
more I could say about the fundamental
unfairness and the basic injustice to the
poor and disadvantaged in our land
which the President's veto perpetrates.
I close by asking that each Senator who
voted for the conference report now read
this veto message and then decide
whether or not the scandalous charges
which the President has made are warranted. I believe that there is no question of the answer if each Senator will
search his and her own conscience on
this issue.
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ACTION FOR LEGAL RIGHTS, INC.,

Washington, D.C., December 10, 1971.
To the Editor:

The President's veto of the Poverty Program, the new and crucial Child Development
effort, and the National Legal Services Corporation marks a complete retreat by the Executive Branch of Government from the solutions to the cruclal domestic Issues of our
time. Not content with a mere veto, the
President Insured, through bitter, misleadIng and lllfounded comments In the veto
message, that this country will continue to
polarize at an ever Increasing rate.
The Implementation of the National Legal
Services Corporation Is an exciting attempt
to strengthen and expand the OEO Legal
services Program. By making Legal services
lawyers Independent from undue po11tlcallncurslons, this Blll would have brought the
poor a few steps closer to true eqUality under law. But our President-lawyer abandoned
this long term need for short term polltlcal
galn. The same President that called for an
Independent Legal Serv1ces Corporation has
short clrculted this effort and turned his back
on his profession, the leaders in his own
party, and the poor.
The President indicated In his message
that he had three problems with the National
Legal services Corporation. One, the Corporation was somehow not accountable to
the American people; two, that the legislation passed by the House and Sena te "differs
crucially" from his original proposal; and
three, persons, with a poSSible contUct of
Interest, might serve on the Board of Directors of the Corporation.
The President stated that he only had full
discretion over six of the seventeen members
of the Board. In fact, the President appoints
all members of the Board In the Blll passed

by the Congress. Whereas the Presiden.t's Blll
did not insure the professional bar orcUents
would have had any voice whatsoever in the
operation of the Corporation-the National
Legal Service Corporation Act of 1971 Insures that the Corporation is accountable to
these groups.
The President's discretion and power to appoint are fully protected in the Bill. The selection process utllized is fully consistent
With other private corporations authorized or
funded by the Congress.
The President or his designees of the five
major bar associations serve as trustees for
the first ninety days after enactment. The
President asserted this would somehow make
the Corporation less accountable. Even a cursory reading of the legislation reveals that
the trustee's power is strictly limited to the
filing of the incorporation papers and the
establlshment of the Advisory Councils to the
Corporation. Substantive policy Issues must
be left to the Board of Directors, who are, of
course, appointed by the President.
Curiously, the National Legal Services Corporation legislation vetoed by the President
was SUbstantially more accountable to the
American people than the Blll introduced by
the Administration. In both the Blll adopted
by the Congress and the legislation advanced
by the Administration, all members of the
Board of Directors must be appointed by the
President and be confirmed by the Senate.
However, the President's Blll called for three
year appropriations which would have effectively inSUlated the Program from Congressional scrutiny on an annual basis. The National Legal Services Corporation Act passed
by the Congress calls for yearly appropriations. The President's original proposal established permanent legislation whereas the
NLSC Act of 1971 is only authorized for two
years.
Again, the Congress exhibited much more
sensitiVity for the p1'Obiems of accountabillty
than did the White House. The Blll passed
by the Congress gave thp. Government Accounting Office sweeping powers to audit and
review the activities of the Corporation and
its grantees. By contrast, the President's
original bllllimited the powers of the GAO in
this respect. Finally, the NLSC Act of 1971
insures in three separate sections that legal
services lawyers are professionally accountable. The President's blll barely addresses
this question.
There are tlifferences in the Blll passed by
the Congress and the President's original
proposal. However, the Congressional package was a compromise between the White
House view and the Blll (introduced nearly
two months prior to the Administration verSion) supported by a broad coalition of Republicans and Democrats in both the Senate and House. The National Legal Services
Corporation Act of 1971 addresses various
problems which concerned the White House
including polltical activity of employees of
the Corporation or its grantees, the outside
practice of law by legal services attorneys
the possible duplication of effort through the
appeal process, representation of persons in
criminal proceedings, and legislative activities of attorneys employed by grantees of the
Corporation. Therefore, the Bill passed by
the Congress substantially adheres to the
concerns of the Administration.
In fact, the congressional compromise was
worked out with the valuable aid and assistance of many leaders In the President's
own party. The NLSC Act of 1971 was supported on the House and Senate floor at
various times by the House Minority Leader,
House Minority Whip, the Chairman of the
Republlcan Conference in the House, the
Senior Republican on the House Education
and Labor Committee, the senate Minority
Leader, the Senate Minority WhIp and the

Cha.lrman of the RepubUcan National Com- c6rifereIlce,ll.ritite<itre€"ieivthes·,to··th.e
mittee. The Corporation vetoed by the Presi- children of families with an income of up
dent was slmllarly supported by every major
na.tlonal Bar Association in the country as to $4,230-the level requested and later
well as a large number of state and local Bar accepted by the administration.
Bowing to the scare tactics of rightAssociations, labor unions, civic groups, and
wing political groups, the President has
poor people'S organizations.
The President was concerned that persons criticized what he terms "communal apon the Board might represent or be involved proaches" to child care. But he is totally
with organizations which may be the recipi- in error. In fact, the entire emphasis in
ents of grants from the Corporation. The the program is on direct parental inCongress anticipated this program by mandating in Beetion 904 (f) "That no member Of volvement from the local to the national
the Board may participate in any decision, level. Parent-governed boards-the child
action, or recomme)ldatIon with respect to development councils and the project
any matter which directly benefits that mem- policy committees-will decide which
ber or any firm or organization with whIch projects to fund, and will approve the
that member is then currently associated." content, curriculum, and policy of each
The President, in the final analysis, has individual project. And there is an abused Legal Services for the Poor as cannon
fodder to justify the unjustifiable. He has solute requirement that participation be
rejected a rational, responsible, accountable voluntary and that rights and privileges
and effective proposal for political reasons. be scrupulously observed.
The need for the Corporation was born of the
The President commits a profound discontinuing SUbjugation of the Program to a service to the intelligence of the Ameripolitical litmus test. Access to justice should can people in claiming there are "family
not depend on the color of your skin, the size weakening" tendencies in this program,
of your bank account, or your political afwhen the real problem to be met is the
filiation.
The Bill creating the National Legal serv- crippling of little children in low-income
ices Corporation truly represents an attempt families. The Headstart program, on
to afford the poor more effective access to jus- which the child development program
tice. I am confident the Congress will quickly would build and whose vital accomplishre-enact this statute as previously passed.
ments have been applauded across
Sincerely,
America, was launched to help these
MICHAEL KANTOR.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield

back whatever time I have remaining
from my personal time.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, how does
the time stand?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HOLLINGS) . The Senator from California has
3 minutes, and the Senator from New
York has 9 minutes.
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
yield my 3 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Minnesota is recognized for 3
minutes.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it is
incredible that the President would veto
a measure designed to provide good care
and education and health services for
children.
This veto is a cruel, heartless blow to
hundreds of thousands of American
families.
No amount of bureaucratic explanations of this veto can deny the clear fact
that this program is critically needed
and that is was promised by the President. In February 1969 he called for a
"national commitment to providing all
American children an opportunity for
healthful and stimulating development
during the first 5 years of life."
The President has now violated that
pledge.
This veto must be overridden.
There is no political, economic, or
moral justification for the President's action.
The child development program-included in the comprehensive legislation
to strengthen Federal antipoverty programs, that has been rejected by the
President--represents a solid investment
in America's future. But the President
has called it fiscally irresponsible, even
though the final bill, as reported out of

children overcome the educational, cultural, and health disabilities inflicted by
poverty and social isolation.
I am amazed that the President could
pronounce the child development program to be "plagued by administrative
unworkability." The sponsors of this legislation, including myself, felt it was essential to have local administration of
carefully planned and developed child
care projects. That is the only way you
can assure maximum parental involvement and responsibility for these programs. That is the only way that small
commtmities in rural areas can meet the
real needs of their children. That is the
only way you can avoid the dangers and
redtape of remote governmental control.
And that is why the entire authorization
of $100 million for the first fiscal year
of this program is directed solely to planning, training, and technical assistance
to help insure the effective operation of
projects.
Past statements from the White House
suggest that the President's real concern is with the administrative role of
the States in the child development program. But let it be made clear right now
that under the legislation which he has
vetoed, the States would have an imp
portant role. The Governor of a State is
to review and comment on every child
care project application. Five percent
of the funds for this program arereserved for the States for techniCal assistance and program coordination. And
a State can be a prime sponsor of a child
care program for which a community
does not apply or is unable.to assume
responsibility.
The President's veto is a shameful act.
He has turned his back on hundreds of
thousands of children. In the face of an
increase in the number of people living
in poverty, to over 25 million, after a
decade of steady and significant decline
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in these figures, the President has un- accountability to the American people as
dermined a major legislative action by a whole" and adds:
Congress to launch a. second offensive
The sole interest to which each board
against poverty in America. This veto member must be beholden Is the public
must be overridden. It is a matter of Interest. The sale constituency he must represent is the whole American people. The
conscience for this Congress.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my- best way to Insure this in this case Is the
constitutional way-to provide a free hand
self 5 minutes.
In the appointive process to the one official
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- accountable to, and answerable to the whole
ator from New York is recognized.
American people--the President of the
Mr~ JAVITS. Mr. President, I urge United States, and to trust to the Sena.te of
that the Senate vote to override the the United States to exercise Its advise and
President's veto on the conference bill consent function.
on the Economic Opportunity Amend- - In his message of May 5, 1971, to the
ments of 1971.
Congress, proposing such a corporation,
The President's action is extremely dis- the President said:
appointing in terms of the Office of EcoEven though surrounded by controversy,
nomic Opportunity, community action this program can provide a most effective
agencies, the poor themselves, and the mechanism for settling differences and securmany working mothers and families who Ing justice within the system and not on the
could have benefited from the compre- streets. For many of our citizens, legal servhensive child development programs; it Ices has reaffirmed faith in our government
is particularly disappointing to those of of laws. However, if we are to preserve the
of the program, we 'must make it
us who undertook painstakingly to try to strength to
political pressures and make It a
meet the administration's concerns with immune
permanent part of our system of justice.
respect to each major issue.
Mr. President, the conference bill
Mr. President, I consider it important
to review the essential element of the bill, strikes a balance between these objecwith particular reference to the Presi- tives and that of the executive prerogadent's veto message, so Members will un- tive.
The conference accepted the 17-memderstand the basis upon which I urge that
bel' presidentially appointed board conthe veto be overriden.
First, the conference bill would extend tained in the House bill with the modithe various authorities for the poverty fication that in a number of cases the
program and OEO for two additional President's appointments are to be made
years, through June 30, 1973. This meets from lists submitted by such respected
the request of the administration itself- organizations such as the American Bar
which I introduced with broad bipartisan Association, the Judicial Conference of
support early this year. I am pleased that the United States, and certain clients
the President has indicated that he still and project attorney's advisory groups.
shares that objective.
Each list is to contain from three to 10
But there are differences in opinion as names.
to what the role of OEO should be:
But, even in these cases the President
The President emphasizes the Office has the clear right to turn down an enof Economic Opportunity as an "incuba- tire list and request another one. This is
tor" for new ideas; that is, as the research made clear in section 904(2) of the conand development arm of the Nation's ef- ference committee bill.
fort to eliminate poverty.
With respect to six positions on the
This is an important role for OEO, but board, the President may appoint public
at least equally important is the role of members completely free of the list procommunity action agencies-which cer- cedure, subject only to the consent of
tainly continue as the heart of the pro- the Senate.
gram, as far as the poor are concerned
Third, the conference bill established a
and which the President's message com- comprehensive child development propletely overlooks.
gram as a new title V under the EcoIt is precisely this difference that nomic Opportunity Act.
The President's message indicates that
caused the Congress to write into the
law the two restrictions to which the this is the "most deeply flawed proviPresident objected-the prohibition sion" of the Economic Opportunity
against delegation or transfer without Amendments, stating that-legislative authority and of the earmarkThe Interest of Title V is overshadowed
ing of funds for programs which com- by fiscal lrresponslblllty, administrative
workability
and farn1ly-weakenlng impllcamunity action agencies conduct on the
tlons.
local level.
Second, the conference bill would add
Mr. President, let us examine his spea new title under the Economic Oppor- cific objections:
tunity Act, establishing a nonprofit corThat "neither the immediate need nor
poration for legal services. This, too, was the desirability of a national child develan initiative first advanced by the ad- opment program of this character has
ministration.
been demonstrated."
The President states that he is disTo the cantrll.ry, the establishment of
satisfied with the provisions for the such programs-with emphasis on local
appointment of the board of directors decisionmaking, parental involvement
of the corporation which, in a number and developmental, as opposed to custoof cases from lists submitted by "various dial services-was identified as the top
professional, client, and special interest priority for the next decade by the White
groups."
House Conference on Children, held alThe President describes these "restric- most exactly a year ago.
. tions" as an "affront to the principle of
That day-care centers are already pro-
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vided for in H.R. I-the family assistance plan-and that centers under S,
2007 would be "duplicative" and "redundant,"
But H.R. 1 has not passed the Senate,
and the President himself has called for
a I-year delay in its implementation,
as a part of his economic recovery strategy.
.
Moreover, the President was assured,
prior to the veto, by me and a number
of other Senators of continued support
for welfare reform and for a separate
child care quotient therein; in fact a
number of us who cosponsored S. 2007
seek also to raise the amount authorized
for child care under H.R. 1.
Moreover, at the administration's request, we wrote into this Conference bill
provisions to insure that the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, as a
complement to the family assistance provision channel the greater portion of resources to the most needy and utilize a
fee schedule designed to be consistent
with that anticipated by the administration under the Family Assistance Act.
What we are seeking is a compehensive system which may be the basis for a
coordinated approach, linking S. 2007 efforts-which cover a broader socio-economic range-to those proposed under
the family assistance plan.
Both are clearly needed; in the category of low-income families alone, there
are more than 3 million children under
the age of 5, and another 4 million below
the age of 14.
That "given the limited resources of
the Federal bUdget ... the expenditure
of $2 billion-cannot be justified." Yet
the United states currently devotes less
than 2 percent of its gross national product to Federal expenditures for all children and youth under 21 even though
they make up nearly 40 percent of the
population. As I have outlined, the need
is substantial and it is time that we gave
priority to children.
That the family assistance plan would
bring the family together while S. 2007
"appears to move in precisely the opposite direction" and that "good public
policy requires that we enhance rather
than diminish both parental authority
and parental involvement with children."
The administration's family assistance
plan would bring families together in
the sense that incentives for living apart
would be substantially reduced.
But as passed by the House, H.R. 1
requlres that mothers of children as
young as 4 years of age work, with
no exculpatory clause if child care is not
available.
While the conference report on S. 2007
is replete with provisions designed to insure that responsibility for children continues to rest with parents and that parents contribute to and are involved in
the formulation and conduct of programs. To cite a few:
Section 50Ha) (2) states the finding
that programs should be available only
to children "whose parents or legal
guardians shall request them."
Section 580 requires the Secretary to
establish procedures to insure that no
child be the subject of any demonstrated
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questions and answers wUl be 01 great imMr. NELSON. The senatc>r·tseOh-eCt.
portance both to the Members who must deMr. JAVITS. And by the term "comprehencide how they wUl vote on the conference re- sive child development programs" do not the
port and to the administration.
conferees expressly contemplate programs of
My questions concern the selection 01 high quality prOViding the educational, nuprime sponsors for child development pro- tritional, social, medical, psychological, and
grams.
physical services needed for children to atIt is my understanding of the conference ta1n their full potential?
bill that a State, a locality, a combination
Mr. NELSON. The senator is correct. Secof localities, Indian tribal organizations or tions 501 (a) (2), section 571 (3) and other
public or private nonprofit agencies or or- provisions of the title make the meaning of
ganizations may be designated by the secre- that phrase clear.
tary as a prime sponsor for the purpose of
Mr. JAvrrs. So there is a responsibU1ty With
entering Into arrangements to· carry out. the Secretary to satisfy himself that any apchild development programs upon meeting plicant, whether a locality, a combination,
the requirements spelled out In the bUI.
or an Indian tribe or a State, has the adminMr. NELSON. The Senator Is correct. sec- Istrative capabl11ty to marshal resources and
tion 513 so provides. In the case of localities to provide effectively or assure access to the
and combinations of localities there Is a re- educational, social, and other services needed
quirement that the units of general local to Insure the comprehensiveness and high
government cover an area having a popula- qualities and standards for programs contion of 5,000 or more persons.
ducted under the title.
Mr. JAVITS. Am I also correct that In conMr. NELSON. Yes, subject to the qUalificasidering applications for prime sponsorshlp- tion that whatever standards he may apply
which Is called the "prime sponsorship under these provisions are objective and applan"-the Secretary is required to act upon plied to each case with an even hand; It is
plans submitted by localities and combina- not intended as a license to develop standtions of localities, In that order; but he may ards such as popUlation criteria Which would
designate a State as prime sponsor as to have the practical effect of excluding a parareas where localities or combinations thereof ticular class of eligible applicants.
faU to meet the requirements contained in
The Secretary's determination of the parthe bU1?
ticular facts on which he bases his decision
Mr. NELSON. Yes. And that order of con- Is conclusive if supported by SUbstantial
sideration applies also to prime sponsorship evidence. The conference agreement is explans submitted by Indian tribal organiza- plicit on this point, in section 513 (h) (2).
tions, so that he must act first on its apMr. JAVITS. Therefore, if an applicant
plication, and can designate the State for the which Is a locality, or a combination of loarea If the Indian tribal organization falls to calities, or an Indian tribe lacks the capameet the requirements in the bill.
bility to carry out comprehensive programs
Mr. JAVITS. Would the Senator from Wis- or if the plan falls to meet the other requireconsin (Mr. NELSON) please spell out the ments under the sections which the Senator
prime sponsorship requirements that any ap- has outlined, then the Secretary clearly has
plicant must meet.
the authority to reject that application and
Mr. NELSON. Yes. In reviewing plans sub- to designate a State or other public or primitted by localities, combinations of locali- vate nonprofit agency as prime sponsor, If
ties, and Indian tribal organizations, or It meets the requirements.
Mr. NELSON. Yes, and the requirements
States, the Secretary must make the judgthat would apply would be the same.
ment In each case that:
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the
The plan sets forth "satisfactory proviPrograms w1ll, to the extent appropriate, sloill," for establishing and maintaining a Senator has expired.
Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 5 additional minemplOY, paraprofessional aides and volun- Child Development Council meeting the reteers, especially parents, older chIldren ..• in quirements of section 514, section 513(a) (2); utes.
In
summary, then, while the conference
child development programs.
The plan provides that the Child Development Council shall be responsible for devel- bill reflects the judgment that the Secretary
That the "legislation would create a oping and preparing a comprehensive child should look first to locally run programs-In
the interest of parental participation and
new army of bureaucrats" by encourag- development plan, section 513 (a) (3);
ing applications of communities with a
The plan sets forth arrangements under other elements-the Secretary is not powerless to choose a State over a locality and he
population of over 5,000, as eligible ap- which the Child Development Council wl1l is
granted ample fleXibility and freedom to
plicants and that "the States would be be responsible for planning, coordinating, make
reasonable jUdgments to insure the
monitoring, and evaluating child develop- comprehensiveness
relegated to an insignificant role."
and high quality of care
programs, section 513(a) (4);
Mr. President, the conference bill, a ment
for children as long as he Is prepared to supIn the case of applicants which are units port them with findings of fact.
colloquy which Senator NELSON and I of government, the plan provides for the opMr. NELSON. The Senator is correct.
engaged in when the conference report eratlcll of programs through contracts with
JAVITS. And is It also true that If none
was considered on the floor and an iden- public or private agencies, section 513(a) (5); of Mr.
the units of governments, whether they be
tical colloquy in the House, make it clear
The plan contains assurances that the localities or combinations of 10calitles,Indian
that the Secretary of Health, Education, Council has the administrative capacity to tribal organizations, or the State itself qualand Welfare will have ample authority prOVide-Itself or by contact or other ar- ify as prime sponsors, or in certain other
to turn down an application of a local rangement-effective and comprehensive specified conditions that he stlll has author.unit of government and insure a signifi- child related family, social and rehabilitative ity under the so-called bypass provisions to
coordination with educational serv- fund programs directly, and a State, as well
cant role for the States in order to guar- services,
Ices, and health and other services, section as any other public or private agency, could
antee the high quality of programs.
513(a) (6);
qualify as a grantee under that provision?
I ask unanimous consent that the colThe plan also Includes "adequate proviMr. NELSON. Yes. Section 513 (j) and (k)
loquy, taken from the CONGRESSIONAL sions for carrying out comprehensive child so provide.
development programs In the area to be
RECORD of December 2, 1971, be printed
Mr. JAVITS. And am I correct that even in
served."-sectlon 513(b), (c), (d).
at this point in the RECORD.
respec~to areas where a locality or.a combiMr.
JAvrrs.
With
respect
to
the
last
renation
of localities or an Indian tribe may be
There being no objection, the colloquy
In determining whether the plan designated as prime sponsor, that the State
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,. qulrelnents,
Includes "adequate provisions for carrying Is to have a significant role?
as follows:
out comprehensive child development proMr. NELSON. Yes. The conference bUl auMr. JAvrrs. I yield myself 5 minutes.
grams," It is anticipated by the conferees thorizes the Secretary to utlUze up to 5 perMr. President, I wish to propound a num- that, in addition to other appropriate factors, cent of the funds allocated for use ·in each
ber of questions to the manager of the con- the Secretary may make a judgment as to the State for activities by States, in the nature
ference report, the Senator from Wisconsin capability of the particular applicant to carry of technical assistance to localities, combi(Mr. NELSON), the chairman of our subcom- out effectively comprehensive child develop- nations thereof and Indian tribes including
assisting in the establishment of child develmittee which handled this bill. I think the ment programs?

effort unless the parent or guardian of
such child Is given an oppOrtunity "as of
right" to except such child therefrom;
Section 581 provides that nothing in
the title shall "infringe upOn or usurp
the moral and legal rights and responsibilities of parents or guardians with respect to the moral, mental, emotional, or
physical development of their children;"
Section 515(a) (24) requires that comprehensive plans insure that services
shall be·· provided "onlY for children
whose parents or legal guardians have requested them."
Section 514 provides that prime spOnsors must establish child development
councils; half the members of which
must be parents of children in the program. The councils have basic policy reSpOnsibilities with respect to program
formulation and supervision;
Section 515(a) (11) requires that comprehensive programs provide for "direct
parent participation in the conduct,
overall direction, and evaluation of programs";
Section 516 requires project policy
committees, again with 50 percent parental membership;
Section 534 requires similar representation on a special committee to be
established for recommending standards
to the Secretary.
That there is no "adequate answer
provided to the crucial question of who
the qualified people are and where they
would come from, to staff the child development centers."
The conference bill provides an authorization in each fiscal year for training of such personnel. Moreover, also in
keeping with the family approach, section 516(a) (10) requires that-
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opment councils, encouraging the cooperation and participation of State agencies and
the full utilization of resources, and developing information useful in reviewing prime
sponsorship plans and comprehensive child
development plans submitted by localities,
combinations thereof, and Indian tribes. Section 513(a} and section 515(b}(3} require
that the Governor have the right to review
prime sponsorship plans and comprehensive
plans, respectively, with the right in each
case, to submit comments to the secretary.
Mr. JAVITS. Although the secretary would
not be bound by those comments, would
they be among the factors he could consider
in making the determinations relating to
prime sponsorship which we discussed
earlier?
Mr. NELSON. Yes.
Mr. JAVITS. So one may reasonably conclude that under the conference bill the Secretary has the authority to slgn111cantly Involve the States, In order to assure high
quauty care.
Mr. NELSON. The Senator Is correct. That
Is the intent.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague very
much. If he will bear with me for one further point, the conference report authorizes
$2 billion In appropriations fOtI' child development care for the first year In which
it Is fully spelled out-to wit, fiscal 1973;
$100 million Is provided for fiscal 1972 for
startup activities. It has been my understanding that the $2 billion authorization is
intended by the conferees as a goal Which
we have established, without knowing what
the total picture may be at the time of appropriation; for example, we do not know
what may be available from other sources
such as the family assistance plan, H.R. I,
if that should become law.
Mr. NELSON. The Senator is correct. The
authorization Is, of course, subject to the
appropriation process and to the infiuence
of various factors, as the senator suggests.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague very
much. I think that this colloquy-which I
am sure will be repeated in the other body
when this matter Is acted on there-makes
it absolutely crystal clear that the secretary
has very powerful discretion, inclUding the
discretion to use the States in order to put
it Into effect the best possible performance
in respect to chUd development. It seems
to me that is the essential substance we seek.
It is for those reasons I urge the Senate
to approve it.

because we are going to provide more. centers
of power where what you do can make a
difference that you can see and feel In your
own life and the Ufe of your own community.
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of it, trying to meet as many of the views
as I can of the President,· but consistent
with the basic objectives and elements
of S. 2007.
If the bill itself had been signed because of the record we have made here
as to what it means and how it should
be administered, with the President himself administering it, it would be a glori~
ous monument to the redemption of the
President's own promises.
I do not feel frustrated; I do not feel
disappointed, Mr. President, but I feel
sad that the President has· been advised to miss what was a tremendous
oppOrtunity for him to realize every good
thing he has been saYing.
Mr. President, for these reasons I urge
that the veto on the conference report be
overriden.
I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the RECORD at this point a letter to the President dated December 7,
1971, from myself and a number of other
Republican Members of the Congress, indicating why we felt that signing this bill
into law was in the administration's as
well as in the general public interest.
There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

I submit that no matter is more deserving of handling at the community level
than the matter of child development, for
there can the family-centered approach
be carried out, if the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare determines that
the unit of government has the capability
as an administrative matter.
Mr. President, therefore, I shall vote
to override the President's veto, because
I believe-unhappily-that the forest
has been missed for the trees. I believe
that the programs which we have legislated-and the President's veto message
bears it out-are the very programs
which the administration sought, to wit,
a 2-year extension of the war on poverty,
the establishment of a quasi,,-autonomous
legal services corporation, and the establishment of some kind of broadened
Headstart program. Indeed, Mr. President, if the words "child development"
are objectionable, it is very significant
that the President named his own office
on that subject the Office of Child Development.
This very afternoon we made an important appropriation to it.
The objections taken, Mr. President,
are simply objections which perhaps
would lie in the mouth of the President-and I do not say that personally-if he were not administering this
law. But I fought-and I was one of
the principal workers-in fashioning a
conference report to work this out so
that the administration could deal with
all the things which the President
would regard as harmful or distasteful.
For example, on the question of local
sponsorship, it was made very clear here
and in the House that the Secretary in
his discretion-the President's own
Cabinet official-could place that responsibility in the hands of a State if he
did not find the localities had the full
capability to carry out the programs acMr. JAVITS. Finally the President cording to high criteria,
In my jUdgment, that would have restates:
For the Federal Government to plunge sulted materially in an effective adminheadlong financially into supporting child istration. Remember, it is the President's
development would commit the vast moral own mind also in respect to legal servauthority of the National Government to the ices to let the whole thing drop, beside of communal approaches to child rearing cause the President had to look at the
over against the famUy-centered approach.
nominees sent up to him by some orgaMr. Pres,ident, as I have documented, nizations, which he could reject, and rewe have provided for a family approach; ject. Remember, he is the President, and
and this is enhanced by the communal nobody is going to insult him very long.
It seetns to me a very superficial obapproach refIected in the vetoed bill not
in the communistic sense, but in the sense jection as compared with a presidential
of community, which the President him- appointment and confirmation by the
Senate.
self alluded to earlier this year.
His other paint-the only other big
In his state of the Union address on
January 22, 1971, the President quite point-was earmarking. And; there for
properly sensed that a larg£laIIlount of the most part we were simply going to
the current frustration of the American do what he is going to spend now, and
people arises from a feeling that the his own plans for OEO for the next year.
I think, Mr. President, a great oppOrforces shaping their lives have grown
more distant and more impersonal. In tunity to reorganize and make more
effective a tremendous program of vital
response, the President stated:
We hear you and will give you a chance. interest to the American people and parWe are going to give a new chance to have ticularly to the pOor is being missed. If
more to say about the decisions that affect we do not overide, I would submit some
your future-to participate in government- compromise measure, picking UP parts

DECEMBER 7, 1971.
Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON,
The President,
The White House,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to urge
that you sign into law S. 2007, the Economic
Opportunity Amendments of 1971.
We believe that the Conference bill, to
which a number of us contributed as conferees, Is desIgned to meet the Administration's objectives In a number of material respects:
First, the b1ll would continue the programs
under the Economic Opportunity Act for an
additional two years, through July I, 1973, as
you requested on March 19, 1971. We beHeve
that contInuation will provide 8 stable
framework In Which the long term changes
proposed by the AdmInistration may receive
full and objective cO!lSlderatlon.
.
Second. it would establish a new title authorizing programs of comprehensive child
development.
For three years, a bipartisan group in the
Congress, wIth the assistance ot Interest
groups spanning a wide range of concerns, has
worked to Implement the "national commitment" you made on February 19, 1969 "to
providing all American children an opportunity for healthful and stImulating development during the first five years of 11fe. • • •"
On April 9 of the mme year, you reiterated
that commitment In another message to the
Congress. We believe that your pledge to early
childhood education is one of the hallmarks
of your Administration and a major advance
for education.
We submit that the differences between the
Admlnlstmtlon and various members of the
Congress as to the key technical aspects of
the child development title have now been
resolved wIth significant deference to the
position of the Administration In each case.
As stated by Secretary of Health. Education and Welfare EllIot Richardson in a letter to Congressman Ford on September 30,
1971:
"Our gOal has been to provide tree chlld
care to the poorest of our citizens while at
the same time providing for a socio-economic
mix in chUd care fac1l1tles, With children
from fam1l1es above the $4,320 Income level
(the anticipated maximum Income at which
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a famlly of four would be el1gible for 88- day with preschool children work for a
slstance under Welfare Reform), receiving living. There are nearly 6 million precare under a graduated fee schedule."
The Conference blll authorlzes the Secre- school children left somewhere at home,
tary of Health, Education and Welfare to or elsewhere, while their mothers work.
establish a graduated fee schedule for fam- Yet there are only 700,000 licensed day
mes above the $4,320 level subject only to care slots in the country. This proposal
minor limitations and to reserve the major was designed to provide decent, supporportion of funds for the very poorest fam- tive, stimUlating day care centers for the
llies; the Conference rejected the provisions millions of children who are left someof the Senate blll which would have provided where when the mother works.
free services up to the income level of $6,960
The President pledged a program of
for a famlly of four.
At this Iloint, the chief obstacle in the .this sort. The President's own White
way of final approval of this bUl is the House Conference on Children listed this
-mechanism for the dellvery of services, char- as its No.1 priority, and I think now is
acterized by the traditional fight over the the time to do our job. I hope we will
balance between states, cities and local com- override the veto.
munities. We have tried to reach the fairest
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senpossible accommodation of all viewpoints on
this SUbJect. The conferees belleve that the ator from Colorado.
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
is granted ample fiexiblllty and freedom to the Senator yield to me?
Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
make reasonable JUdgments (such as choosing a state over a locality to run a program from Colorado.
if such a decision can be supported with
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senfindings of fact) to ensure the comprehen- ator has 2 minutes remaining.
siveness and high quallty of care for chlldren.
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I am
We wish also to emphasize most emphatically the voluntary nature of the program. going to be brief and final. I think most
The Conference blllls absolutely clear on this of us alreadY have our minds made up.
point: Each material provision of the bill The one point I want to make for the
contains the legally enforceable conditions record is that from listening to those
that child development programs shall be who are advocating the override of the
provided only for children "whose parents or President's veto one might think civillegal guardians have requested them."
Third, it would establlsh a non-profit cor- ization was going to crumble if this bill
poration for Legal Services as you first pro- did not pass in the exact way it is now
worded. I think everyone here knows full
posed on May 5, 1971.
Again, there have been substantial differ- well we are going to pass an OEO extenences between the Administration and the sion. The crux of the matter is not the
congress, but these too have been resolved life or death of OEO but rather a reasonin favor of the Administration's position in able and fair poverty program-a proeach major respect.
The Conference bill adopts basically the gram which can not be accomplished
provisions of the House blll Which provides without some compromise. The people
for a 17-member Presidentially-appointed on the other side who are now asking
board, rather than the Senate blll which us to override the President's veto have
significantly limited Executive prerogative.
been unwilling to compromise such
Also, the bill contains a complete prohibi- points of enormous significance, enortion against representation in criminal cases, mous significance to the children in this
as you requested.
Fourth, the bill contains a number of other country, to the administration of our
authorizations for existing programs that are Government, and to the credibility and
essential to encourage self-help efforts, re- the ability of the American people as a
ducing welfare dependency and poverty. whole. Without such compromise the
These include provisions for drug rehablllta- empty promises of S. 2007 will serve only
tion, manpower training programs, the aged, to widen the legislative credibility gap
and minority enterprise.
and increase constituent cynicism.
We therefore consider it desirable in terms
I hope we will sustain the veto so that
of the Administration's interests and ObJectives that the bill be favorallly considered we can work this bill out in a proper way.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
and signed into law.
on the question has expired.
Sincerely,
Jacob K. Javits, Cllfford P. Case, Edward
Under the previous order, the Senate
W. Brooke, Robert T. Stafford, Charles will proceed to the question: Shall the
McC. Mathias, Jr., Ogden R. Reid, Edward G. Biester, Gilbert Gude, Marvin bill pass, the objections of the President
of the United States to tho contrarynotEsch, Frank Horton.

withstanding?
The PRESIDING OFFICER, Who
Under article I, section 5 of the Con·
yields time?
stitution, the yeas and nays are required,
Mr. NELSON. I yield the rest of my and the clerk will call~he roll.
time.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parliaThe PRESIDING OFFICER. Mr. mentary inquiry.
MONDALE.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The SenMr. MONDALE. Mr. President, we all
know there are hundreds, thousands, and ator will state the parliamentary inquiry.
Mr. JAVITS. Is a "yea" vote a vote to
. millions of children who never have a
- chance, who are mangled and destroyed override the President?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the first 5 years of life. This bill is the
best that the House and the Senate could correct.
Mr. JAVITS. And a "nay" vote is to
think of to lmdo the monstrous and immoral wrong that we now visit upon the sustain the President?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
lives of those tragic children.
Second, it is a fact that nearly one- correct.
.The Clerk will call the roll.
third of the mothers in this country to-

The le~lativecle:rltealledtherbll. .
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. President, on this vote I have live pairs with
the Senator from Maine' (Mr. MUSKIE)
and the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
HARRIS). If Senators MUSKIE and HARRIS
were present, they would vote "yea." I!
I were permitted to vote, I would vote
"nay." I therefore withhold my vote.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I announce that the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON), the senator
from Georgia (Mr. GAMBRELL), the Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS), the
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LoNG). and
the Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE)
are necessarily absent.
I further am10unce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Georgia (Mr.•
GAMBRELL) would vote "nay:'
Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) and
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) are absent because of illness.
The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), the Senator from minois (Mr.
PERCY), the Senator from Maine (Mrs.
SMITH), and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER) are necessarily absent.
I! present and voting, the Senator
from Maine (Mrs. SMITH) would vote
"nay."

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 51,
nays 36, as follows:
[No. 451 Leg.)
YEAS-51
Bayh
Hollings
Montoya
Bentsen
Hughes
Moss
Humphrey
Bible
Nelson
Boggs
Inouye
Pastore
Brooke
Jackson
Pell
Burdick
Javits
Proxmire
Jordan, N.C.
Randolph
Cannon
Kennedy
Case
Ribicolf
Magnuson
Schweiker
Chiles
Church
Sparkman
Mansfield
Spong
Cranston
Mathias
Eagleton
McClelan
Stalford
Fong
Stevens
McGee
Fulbright
Stevenson
McGovern
McIntyre
Hart
Symington
Tunney
Hartke
Metcalf
Hatfield
Mondale
Williams
NAYS-36
Aiken
Curtis
Miller
Allen
Dole
Packwood
Pearson
Allott
Dominick
Baker
Eastland
Roth
Beall
Ellender
Saxbe
Ervin
Scott
Bellmon
Brock
Fannin
Stennis
Buckley
Griffin
Taft
Byrd, Va.
Gurney
Talmadge
Cook
Hansen
Thurmond
Cooper
Hruska
Tower
Cotton
Jordan, Idaho Young
PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-l
Byrd of West Virginia, against.
Anderson
Bennett
Gambrell
Goldwater

NOT VOTING-12
Gravel
Muskle
Harris
Percy
Long
Smith
Mundt
Weicker

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 51, and the nays are
36. Two-thirds of the Senators present
and voting not having voted in the affirmative, on reconsideration the bill
fails of passage.

