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of the prior OEO authorization bill that
the concept of an early childhood de-
velopment program was going to be
dropped now as a separate item and that
the majority on our committee were go-
ing to try somehow or other to turn
Headstart into an early childhood devel-
opment program. This is done very in-
expertly, because it does not have those
elements in it that should go into that
kind of a program, but because of the
popularity of Headstart per se and its
acceptance and the fact that it is an on-
going program, the majority has chosen
to mandate spending by earmarking and
expanding vastly the funds for the Head-
start program. This is a very poor way,
I believe, of going about the resolution
of differences which appeared between
the administration and the Congress in
this area.

Really what I am suggesting is early
childhood development should be han-
dled in a separate bill and the creation
of a Legal Services Corporation should be
handled in a separate bill, also. We
should not hold hostage the OEO au-
thorization for the purposes of getting
these other two rather controversial
matters passed.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ERLENBORN. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me ask
the gentleman from Illinois several ques-
tions.

First of all, how much is added to the
Headstart program to carry out the child
development aspect?

Mr. ERLENBORN. My understanding
in the initial year it is $500 million.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. And it goes up
each year thereafter over and above
what we have come to accept as a good
Headstart program?

Mr. ERLENBORN. That is right. And
it is also earmarked so that no authority
to determine where the expenditure
should be made is left in the OEO
Director.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. So it appears
under the heading of Headstart that we
now have the Headstart program, which
most of us now support, and a child de-
velopment program, where there are
some legitimate questions raised by peo-
ple in good faith?

Mr. ERLENBORN. That is right. And
it was the intention of the drafters of the
bill when they took the exact figures out
of the conference report as to the income
level below which the services would be
free and then a fee schedule to $7,000.
They are trying to make Headstart look
like an early childhood development
program.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. The substitute
offered by the gentleman from Minne-
sota is a legitimate, bona fide Headstart
program plus other things that we put
into the poverty program in the past.

Mr. ERLENBORN. It is that and it is
also a reasonable authorization based
upon the budget, so that we would not be
holding forth false hope to those who
would look at the authorization and ex-
pect us to be spending that amount,
which would be the case with the com-

mittee bill where the authorization would
be considerably higher than what we
could anticipate would be appropriated.

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, will today mark a
tragic turning point in the history of
justice in America? The decision which
faces this body regarding the future of
the legal services program is one of con-
stitutional importance, and it is one of
great social importance for this Nation.
The choice is clear: Are we to protect
the fundamental right to petition for
redress of grievance through the courts,
the legal system, or are we to stand here
today and tell untold millions of Ameri-
cans that they must go back to the
streets to secure their rights? I chal-
lenge those Members who would cut off
this program which has provided basic
legal representation for the poor to tell
me who is more responsible-the Member
who will vote as I do to maintain order,
law, and justice through preserving this
program, or the Member who invites so-
cial disorder, disobedience or unjust laws,
and perhaps even violence in the streets,
by voting to kill legal services for the
poor.

I call upon those legislators who think
they are serving the desires of the Pres-
ident in voting against legal services to
recall his words in a message to Congress
last May 5-

The Nation has learned many lessons in
these six short years. This program has
not been without travail. Much of the liti-
gation initiated by legal services has placed
it in direct conflict with local and state gov-
ernments. The program is concerned with
social issues and is thus subject to unusual-
ly strong political pressures.

Even though surrounded by controversy,
this program can provide a most effective
mechanism for settling differences and se-
curing justice within the system and not on
the streets. For many of our citizens, legal
services has reaffirmed faith in our govern-
ment of laws. However, if we are to preserve
the strength of the program, we must make
it immune to political pressures and make
it a permanent part of our system of jus-
tice.

The Federal program of providing legal
services to Americans otherwise unable to pay
for them is a dramatic symbol of this nation's
commitment to the concept of equal justice.
It is a program both new and unparalleled
by any other system of justice in the world.
I urge the Congress to join with me in adopt-
ing this proposal to give it new strength
for the future.

The contrast between these very fine
comments by the President and the ac-
tion of the Vice President in Camden 2
weeks ago makes the choice one that is
clear. The Vice President said he was
not satisfied with the "whole ball of wax"
when it came to legal services bringing
suits against governmental officials; a
lot of poor people in this country are not
satisfied with the "whole ball of wax"
either when it comes to destruction of
their homes in urban renewal projects
and highways, improper relocation pro-
cedures, and denial of benefits to which
they are entitled by Federal or State laws.
To deny the poor man a right to legal
representation in those cases is to deny

the white middle class family the right
to have legal counsel along when the
Internal Revenue Service goes into your
tax returns. The national advisory com-
mittee to the legal services program, a
distinguished body make up of the lead-
ing officials of the organized bar, stated
the issue quite clearly, and it bears re-
peating here:

The legal services program is rooted in the
concept of equal justice under law which
is the conerstone of our democratic society.
In terms of the rendering of legal services,
this means that the economically disadvan-
taged must have the same access to lawyers
and legal institutions as their more affluent
brothers. Lawyers hold the key to the court
system and the enforcement of substantive
rights. Such enforcement depends upon the
availability of and equal access to the insti-
tutions which determine the rights of the
individual in our society. Translated into
practical terms, the goal of the legal services
program must continue to be making counsel
available to those unable to afford legal rep-
resentation, to the same extent that such
representation is available to those financi-
ally able to employ their own counsel.

It escapes me how men who are law-
yers could dare go on record against le-
gal services, a program which is based
on the most conservative and enduring
principles of American law: the right
to due process of law, the concept of ac-
countability of public officials, and the
right of every citizen to equal protection
of the laws. I would hate to have to ex-
plain a vote to kill this program to the
members of the influential legal profes-
sion back home and to citizens of all
walks of life who believe that access to
the courts is a basic tenet of the Ameri-
can way of life.

Why is it important to preserve this
program, and why should Members of
this House who are also members of the
legal profession be particularly outraged
by the disservice SPIRO AGNEW did to
every American in attacking legal serv-
ices?

First, it is a program where lawyers-
who are officers of the judicial branch-
have been funded through an agency of
the executive branch and have, in many
cases, sued the executive branch-and
sued it successfully, I might add.

From the outset of the legal services
program, this concern for the profes-
sional integrity of legal advocacy was
viewed as having structural implica-
tions.

Because of the unique and constitu-
tionally privileged status of legal advo-
cacy, the organized bar insisted from the
beginning that the program must be
under professional direction, adminis-
tered independently, and in accordance
with the highest standards of the pro-
fession.

Second, this is a program whose chief
political clout-at least at the begin-
ning-came from direct involvement of
the organized bar. And I do not mean
simply token endorsement. I mean thr:t
the major elements of the organized
bar became part of the internal policy-
making structure of OEO-a partner-
ship which is to my knowledge virtually
unprecedented.

Consequently, it was with a lawyer's
concern for structural guarantees of
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professional independence that the bar
sought and obtained first from Sargent
Shriver and later, from Donald Rums-
feld, guarantee of independence of the
legal services program within the com-
munity action agency.

Third, the ultimate integrity of this
program stems directly from the canons
of ethics and the code of professional
responsibility of the legal profession and
more particularly from the requirement
of accountability of lawyers to their cli-
ents and of the program as a whole to
the client population.

Once the program received express
statutory recognition, the bar insisted
on a guarantee that: "projects involv-
ing legal advice and representation
shall be carried on in a way that assures
maintenance of a lawyer-client relation-
ship consistent with the best standards
of the legal profession."

Fourth, the program is distinctive in
that equal justice under law meanssomething special for the poor and mi-
nority groups. It means enfranchise-
ment. It has explicitly and inherently
political dimensions-and the Supreme
Court has recognized this to be inherent
in legal representation-in such cases
as NAACP v. Button, 317 U.S. 415, 430,
and UMW v. Illinois Bar Association,
389 U.S. 217.

Fifth, the program is unique in that
the legal profession is 98.5 percent white
and yet is still welcome in the ghetto
despite the racial polarization that
threatens continuously to tear this coun-
try apart.

Perhaps the most significant indica-
tion of the distinctive nature of this pro-
gram is that the President's Commission
on Executive Reorganization-the Ash
Commission-which was bent on con-
solidating departments and agencies
rather than proliferating-felt that this
was one program which could not be
incorporated in any other operating de-
partment and agency and was best spun
off in an entirely new corporate entity
which would at once preserve the pro-
gram's professional integrity, provide
continuous funding, insulate it from the
kinds of controversy which had con-
vulsed it since its inception, and main-
tain the same mission of representation
at a time when the poor had become less
fashionable as an object of governmental
concern.

So in conclusion, I urge each of you to
weigh carefully the implications of how
you vote on this amendment today. It is
not consistent with the President's wishes
that legal services be terminated; it is
consistent however with the apparent
wishes of the Vice President. It is not
consistent with time-honored principles
of the adversarial system of justice to
vote against legal services; but certainly
a vote to kill this important program will
be appreciated by the Spiro Agnews and
Ronald Reagans of this country, so let
each be the judge of his company.

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ESCH. I will be happy to yield to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I just want
to say to the gentlewoman from New
York that when she raises the question
of whether Members support the legal
services program or not, she seems to
give the impression that the substitute I
have offered would strike out the legal
services program and that is just not
accurate. What the substitute does is to
continue the present act as it is and, as
the gentlewoman knows, the legal serv-
ices program is a part of the present act.

What the substitute would do would
remove the new Legal Services Corpora-
tion, which is unacceptable to many of
us. The Legal Services Corporation is
one that, as you know, was so controver-
sial that you would not accept it the way
it is now in the last session of the Con-
gress. What we really want to do is to
consider that issue by itself, so that all
views could be adequately considered,
and my views could be adequately con-
sidered, but not to hold the Community
Action Agency employees, and the em-
ployees of OEO down here as hostages.
I think we need to pass a continuation
of the Economic Opportunity Act as it is
right now. We will then have time to con-
sider such further amendments as may
be necessary.

But bear this in mind, this does not
do anything to stop the legal services
program as it presently exists; it does not
do anything to stop the Headstart pro-
gram as it presently exists, it does not
do anything to stop the program that is
run by the National Collegiate Athletic
Association as it is presently operating.

That is what I want to make clear.
Mr. ESCH. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr. ESCH. I yield to the gentleman

from Illinois.
Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentleman for yielding to me.
I was surprised, as was the gentleman

from Minnesota (Mr. QUIE) when the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
CHISHOLM) referred to the fact that the
substitute does away with the legal serv-
ices program, because the substitute does
not do that.

It also seems very strange to me that
the gentlewoman from New York would
take the well in such strong support of
the new corporation as provided in this
bill because, if my memory serves me
correctly-and I think it does-when I
offered the provision in the bill last year
it was almost identical to this, and the
gentlewoman from New York voted
against it in committee.

Now, I think the gentlewoman from
New York is trying to obfuscate the real
facts because nobody is trying to do away
with the legal services program. We are
trying to work out a new corporation that
will be acceptable. I support legal serv-
ices, and I support the concept of the
corporation. I just do not think that this
is the vehicle in which to do it.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. ESCH. I appreciate the remarks of

the gentleman from Illinois and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota. In the interest
of fairness I think that all views should
be stated so that we have a clear under-
standing of the differences. Even though
I do not concur with the gentleman from
Illinois, and the gentleman from Minne-
sota on this issue, I think it is important
that we should recognize that the 2-year
extension does indeed include legal serv-
ices.

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the substitute amendment.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, in addition to the other mis-
chief which the substitute commits
against Headstart, Neighborhood Youth
Corps and a number of other fine pro-
grams in the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity, it knocks out title X, which is the
Legal Services Corporation.

We are told by the gentleman from
Minnesota that we should not exercise
our prerogatives as a separate and sup-
posedly equal body of this Government,
but that we should take hook, line, and
sinker the administration's bill-and if
we do not, the President will veto it and
we will not have anything.

I would like to point out in that con-
nection two things. First of all, this is not
the bill the President vetoed. I keep try-
ing to make this point, and the gentle-
man from Minnesota apparently wants
to overlook it. This is not the bill the
President vetoed. Indeed, we made three
of the four major changes that the Pres-
ident suggested in his veto message.

Now I think we have gone a long way
to meeting the President-we have gone
three-quarters of the way. We have made
three of the four major changes, and it
seems to me he ought to be willing to
compromise a little bit also.

We brought forth the bill which meets
some of his major objections.

So from both of those standpoints, it
seems to me highly unlikely that the
President will veto this legislation, if
we pass it.

In addition, I think we ought not to
let ourselves be bludgeoned and lose our
position as a separate and equal branch
of this Government.

But let me point out some of the other
things that this substitute amendment
does. First of all, title X, the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation, in addition to creating
the corporation, we put some stronger
strictures on that corporation than pres-
ently exists under the present legal serv-
ices program.

For instance, we entirely prohibit po-
litical activity not only partisan political
activity but nonpartisan political activ-
ity.

I am sure the gentleman from Minne-
sota will agree with me that this is
stronger than present law.

Second, we entirely prohibit the rep-
resentation of criminal cases. I am sure
the gentleman from Minnesota will agree
with me that this is stronger than the
present law.

Third, we establish a very strict curb
on legislative advocacy. This has been a
problem with the present program that I
think has been somewhat of concern to
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