
21408 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE July 30, 1969 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to 

the Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, for the information of the 
Senate, after the time has run out on 
this amendment by the Senator from 
Louisiana, a substitute will be offered 
which embraces the language of the bill 
as it passed the House and which would 
extend the surtax at the rate of 10 per
cent for the remaining 6 months of this 
year, and at a 5-percent rate for the first 
6 months of calendar year 1970, which 
would be the language of the House bill. 

Mr. President, that proposal will be 
offered as a substitute for the amend
ment of the Senator from Louisiana. 
Later, the Senate will have a chance to 
vote on an amendment for the repeal 
of the investment credit, which again 
will be the same language as now in
cluded in H.R. 12290. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-

pore. What is the pleasure of the Sen
ate? 

RECESS UNTIL 11 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if there be 

no further business to come before the 
Senate at this time, I move, in a-ecord
ance with the previous order, that the 
Senate stand in recess until 11 a.m. to
morrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 
o'clock and 15 minutes p.mJ the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday, 
July 31, 1969, at 11 a.m. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 30, 1969: 
AMBASSADOR 

Kenneth Franzheim II, of Texas, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 

of the United States of America to New Zea.
land. 
U.S. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

The following-named persons to be mem
bers of the General Advisory Committee of 
the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency: 

I. W. Abel, of Pennsylvania. 
Harold Brown, of California. 
William J. Casey, of New York. 
Douglas Dillon, of New Jersey. 
Willlam c. Foster, of the District of Co

lumbia. 
Kermit Gordon, of the District of Colum-

bia. 
James R. Killian, Jr., of Massachusetts. 
John J. McCloy, of New York. 
Lauria Norstad, of Ohio. 
Peter G. Peterson, of Illinois. 
J.P. Rutna, of Massachusetts. 
Dean Rusk, of the District of Columbia. 
William W. Scranton, of Pennsylvania. 
Cyrus Roberts Vance, of New York. 
John Archibald Wheeler, of New Jersey. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, July 30, 1969 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
As we have opportunity let us d.o good. 

unto all men.-Galatians 6: 10 
Almighty God, on this first day of the 

rest of our lives, we pause in Thy pres
ence uniting our hearts in prayer unto 
Thee. Fill us with the power of Thy spirit 
that we may do our duties and carry our 
responsibilities with patient confidence 
and persistent courage. 

As we seek cooperation among the 
nations of the world in an effort to bring 
peace on earth and good will to man 
may Thy truth be in our minds and Thy 
love in our hearts. Bless our President 
in his journey as he works toward this 
end. 

Let us never be weary in well doing, 
let us always do good to all men, and 
let us forever seek the best even in the 
worst times. 

In the name of Him who lived the good 
life we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed a bill of the 
following title, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 59. An act to authorize the secretary of 
the Army to adjust the legislative jurisdic
tion exercised by the United States over lands 
within the Army National Guard Fac111ty, 
Ethan Allen, and the U.S. Army Materiel 
Command Firing Range, Underhill, Vt. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendment of the 
House to the bill (S. 1373) entitled "An 
act to amend the Federal Aviation Act 
of 1958, as amended, and for other pur
poses, requests a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the two 

Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. MAG
NUSON, Mr. CANNON, Mr. HART, Mr. QOT
TON, and Mr. PROUTY to be the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

OKLAHOMAISPROUDOFBILLLUNN 
(Mr. EDMONDSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, last 
week it was my pleasure to visit with 
two outstanding young Oklahomans, 
William D. Lunn, of Muskogee, and Rick 
J. Joseph, of Sapulpa, who were in Wash
ington as Oklahoma's delegates to Boys' 
Nation. 

Later in the week, I was understand
ably proud of Bill Lunn, of my home
town, when he won nomination on the 
Nationalist ticket and was elected vice 
president of Boys' Nation. 

I know all Oklahomans share this pride 
in Bill; in his fine parents, Mr. and 
Mrs. Dick Lunn, of Muskogee; and 
in the American Legion of Oklahoma, 
which annually selects truly outstand
ing young men as its representatives at 
Boys' Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, to my mind one of the 
finest programs in the country is the 
American Legion's Boys' State and Boys' 
Nation program, and, of course, the com
parable Girls' State and Girls' Nation 
program. This belief is reaffirmed every 
time I have an opp6rtunity to visit with 
the students who are selected to partici
pate in these programs. 

Bill Lunn is typical of these young 
men. He is intelligent, forthright, articu
late, and able. And, in view of his suc
cessful race at Boys' Nation, he is ob
viously a first-rate campaigner. 

Oklahoma is justifiably proud of Bill 
Lunn. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not pres
ent. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the 

following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Adams 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Ashley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Cahill 
Carey 
Celler 
Clark 
Clay 
Davis, Ga. 

[Roll No. 128] 
Dawson Leggett 
Evins, Tenn. Lipscomb 
Fish Lujan 
Gallagher Miller, Cali!. 
Goldwater Pepper 
Gray Pollock 
Halpern Powell 
Hathaway Reid, N.Y. 
Jarman Scheuer 
Jones, Tenn. Young 
Karth 
Kirwan 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 399 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

SOVIET-AMERICAN RELATIONS 
(Mr. SYMINGTON asked and was 

given permission to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and ·extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Speaker, on 
July 10, Foreign Minister Gromyko, in a 
wide-ranging report on international 
affairs to the Supreme Soviet, stated: 

The Soviet side is ready to study the possi
bilities of development of Soviet-American 
relations. For ext.mple, why not discuss the 
question of exchanging authoritative dele
gations between the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet 
and the U.S. Congress? 

My question, Mr. Speaker, is twofold : 
First, does not the suggestion deserve the 
courtesy of a response? Second, should 
not the response be affirmative? The 
ambivalence of Soviet attitudes in the 
past weeks has reached almost Pavlovian 
proportions. On the one hand there has 
been renewed jamming of U.S. broad
casts, naval maneuvering in the Carib
bean, and remorseless suppression of do-



July 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 21409 
mestic dissent. On the other, we find 
ample publicity and praise for the lunar 
landing, a warm reception for Mr. Hum
phrey, trade feelers, hints of desired co
operation in space, and the Gromyko 
speech itself. The speech was made after 
President Nixon's announced intention 
to visit Rumania, a gateway, some sur
mise, to the Far East. Having lifted re
strictions on travel to Red China, for 
Congressmen specifically, it would seem 
appropriate for our Government to give 
equal time to Mr. Gromyko's interesting 
proposal. 

If we are ever to understand the riddle 
wrapped up in the enigma, we will have 
to take a closer look at the package. By 
the same token Premier Kosygin's Glass
boro visit was his first to the United 
States, not a very good average for the 
leadership of a great world power that 
suspects our intentions and doubts our 
capabilities. 

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 
Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, on 

June 27 and July 7, I was detained on 
official business and unable to be pres
ent on the floor. I should like for the 
RECORD to note that had I been present 
June 27 and July 7 I would have voted in 
favor of repealing the freeze on AFDC 
appropriations and in favor of authoriz
ing the additional funds for construction 
of the John F. Kennedy Center. 

RIGHT TRACK ON ANTIGUN BILLS 
(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per- . 

mission to adc}ress the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) · 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, it is hearten
ing to note that the Nixon administra
tion has gone on record in opposition to 
gun registration and the licensing ·of 
gunowners. This is something which will 
be hailed by law-abiding owners of weap
ons .everywhere. The attitude of the 
Administration was stated at hearings 
sponsored by Senator Donn in the Senate 
Judiciary Committee by spokesmen who 
stated that there has not been sufficient 
time to judge the effectiveness of the 
crime fighting laws enacted last year, 
and that nationwide registration of 
weapons would vastly increase costs of 
administration and the requirement for 
enforcement m.anpower. 

)M:ost Americans are tired of the sub
ject of gun controls. They realize that the 
anti-mail-order bill passed last year is 
already working a hardship on local 
dealers, particularly in ammunition sales, 
and that it has had no appreciable effect 
on the volume of crime. All gun control 
bills are heralded by their sponsors as 
measures to curb crime, yet crime con
tinues to increase. The antigun law 
makes it harder for law-abiding citizens 
to acquire and own weapons, but it has 
little effect on the criminal. 

In direct contrast to this action, the 
holdover Commission on Violence ap
pointed by President Johnson more than 
a year ago has recommended a Federal 
system of handgun licensing which is 
designed to bring about the c9nfiscation 

of more than 90 percent of the handguns 
in the Nation. The recommendations of 
the Commission are certain to be ignored. 
Their activities have been a waste of 
money and their contributions to crime 
control have been nil. 

THE NIXON SURTAX 
(Mr. RARICK asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, the bad 
penny returns. 

On our calendar again today is the so
called emergency extension of the surtax 
withholding collection, due to expire at 
midnight tomorrow. 

Again we will hear of the dire conse
quences if we should fail to continue to 
collect-from a small group of our wage 
earners-a tax which has expired. 

Make no mistake. The Johnson surtax 
is dead. It was very soundly repudiated 
by the people at the polls last November. 
It died by its own terms on June 30-a 
month ago today. 

The tax collection was kept alive, even 
though the tax was dead, when this 
House passed the Nixon surtax on June 
30-by a narrow margin of 210 to 205. 
It is now hung up, subject to political 
manipulations, and nearly dead in the 
other body. If it can be passed there, it 
can be passed today or tomorrow. 

So again, we are asked to extend the 
collection of a dead tax-one which our 
constituents have overwhelmingly re
pudiated. One in which money is taken 
from the workingman so that he cannot 
spend it, to curb inflation by removing 
money from circulation, while the Gov
ernment wildly dumps the same dollars 
in the name of progress into an over
heated economy. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a unique oppor
tunity today to truly represent our con
stituents by refusing to breathe new 
life intp the dead Nixon surtax-and 
allowing it to rest in peace. I intend to 
cast the vote of my district against this 
measure. I urge our colleagues to join in 
giving it a sound rejection. 

EXTENSION OF SURCHARGE WITH
HOLDING TAX RATES FOR 15 
DAYS 
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 501 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

H. RES. 501 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 13080) 
to continue for an additional fifteen days the 
existing rates of income tax withheld at 
source and all points of order against said 
bill are hereby waived. After general debate, 
which shall be confined to the bill and shall 
continue not to exceed one hour, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, the bill shall be con
sidered as having been read for amendment. 

No amendment shall be in order to said bill 
except amendments offered by direction of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, and said 
amendments shall be in order, any rule of 
the House to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Amendments offered by direction of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means may be offered to 
the bill at the conclusion of the general de
bate, but said amendments shall not be sub
ject to amendment. At the conclusion of the 
consideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and 
amendments thereto to final passage without 
intervening mot ion except one motion to 
recommit. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the customary 30 minutes to the minor
ity, to the very able and distinguished 
gentleman from California (Mr. SMITH). 
Pending that I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it will be recalled that 
some 2 or 3 weeks ago we passed a 
resolution which would authorize with
holding of the surtax until July 31 pend
ing the enactment or defeat of the sur
tax bill. 

The House passed the surtax bill and 
it went over to the other body where some 
extended debate has been going on and 
some parliamentary maneuvering. 

It is now obvious that there is serious 
doubt that the July 31 date will be ade
quate. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, the Com
mittee on Ways and Means has seen fit to 
ask for an addition of 15 days, or to 
extend that extension until August 15, 
next. This was done, of course, with the 
hope that they will get their collective 
minds, or enough of them over in the 
other body, together to take some action 
upori this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, as I said on the previous 
occasion, this is merely a housekeeping 
matter. Assuming that the tax bill will 
pass, it would certainly obviate a lot of 
confusion that would result if the exten
sion were not granted and if the taxes 
were not withheld: It would be quite a 
burden upon the administration and 
upon the taxpayers if it were not ex
tended. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GRoss). 

Mr. GROSS. I thank my friend from 
Mississippi for yielding. Do I understand 
that this applies to the 10-percent surtax 
and only to the 10-percent surtax? 

Mr. COLMER. That is my understand
ing, I will say to the gentleman from 
Iowa, and I know that the distinguished 
gentleman from Arkansas will confirm 
that that is a fact. 

Mr. GROSS. And, in the absence of any 
legislation on the subject with respect to 
the 10-percent surtax, or tax reform, or 
a combination, this would carry over un
til August 15? 

Mr. COLMER. That is correct. 
Mr. GROSS. The withholding is what 

I have reference to, which would mean 
for the month of August for all practical 
purposes, is that the withholding would 
apply to the entire month of August; is 
that correct? 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman from Mississippi yield to me? 
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Mr. COLMER. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. MILLS. Under the bill which the 
rule makes in order the withholding 
would not be applicable except for the 
period of time from July 31 through Au
gust 15, inclusive. It would not apply to 
the remainder of the month of August. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, what then in the 
absence of legislation on the part of both 
Houses of the Congress? What situation 
are we in from August 15 since the plan 
for a recess of the Congress becomes ef
fective on August 13 and extends into 
September? 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the dis
tinguished gentleman from Mississippi 
yield further to me in order to respond to 
the gentleman from Iowa? 

Mr. COLMER. I yield further to the 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. MILLS. It is difficult to be factual 
in response to the question. If nothing 
more is done, if the bill which we passed 
in June is not passed by the Senate be
fore we leave and if this 15-day exten
sion should not be subsequently extended, 
then the withholding itself would drop 
back to the normal rates, and the 10-
percent surcharge, presumably, would be 
dead. 

Mr. GROSS. Would it mean that the 
withholding would be applicable and 
would be effective for the first 15 days of 
August and not for the remainder of the 
month of August? 

Mr. MILLS. That is right; just 15 days. 
If the gentleman from Mississippi will 

yield further, let me take my friend, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GRoss), into 
my confidence. I am not in a position to 
know what the other body may do. This 
bill takes us through the remainder of 
this period of time between now and the 
announced recess of the House on August 
13. The Senate has been saying that they 
did not want to pass a surcharge bill un
til the reform bill had moved. 

We anticipate-and I am not presum
ing to take over the position of the ma
jority leader (Mr. ALBERT) in announc
ing programs-but I have conferred 
with him informally and we presume 
that we will have before the Committee 
on Rules, with the indulgence of the 
oommittee, on next Tuesday the request 
for a rule on the tax reform bill; that we 
will debate that bill on Wednesday and 
Thursday of next week, and vote on it 
some time-Thursday afternoon. 

Now, that will be the 7th of August. It 
will, therefore, be transmitted to the 
Senate a week, or 6 days, at least, before 
the stated date of the recess on August 
13, giving the Senate a chance to con
sider it and to take what action it wants 
to take with respect to the surcharge. 

Now, if the Senate advises that it can
not act and in its wisdom feels that the 
surcharge withholding should be contin
ued, they could amend this bill. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield further, the majority 
leader of the other body has said that 
the other body will be in no hurry to take 
further action. Now, my question is: if 
we pass this measure for the 15 days, 
would the other body take the 15-day 
request and extend it, say, for 15 days, or 
for 30 days? Is there any such under
standing as that? 

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman from 
Mississippi will yield further, I have no 
understanding with anybody in the Sen
ate about what the Senate may do on 
this, or any other matter, none at all. But 
I do believe that we have our own indi
vidual responsibility in the House to give 
the Senate time through this measure 
to further consider what it wants to do. 

Mr. SMIT'H of California. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that we are 
today in a comparable position to a foot
ball team which is 3 points behind, and 
are going down the :field with third down 
and 2 yards to go. They only have a few 
minutes left in the game. They should 
try to make that extra 2 yard, not punt 
and lose the ball and probably the game. 
They should try to win. 

I think that is what we are trying to 
do here: to give us a chance to work out 
the surtax; to give us a chance to bring 
a tax reform bill before the House next 
week, and to see if these important mat
ters can be resolved. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the gentleman 
from Mississippi, the very distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
has explained the resolution very ade
quately, and I concur in his remarks. Be
tween the statement made by the gentle
man from Mississippi and the colloquy 
with the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. 
MILLS) , I believe that the bill, H.R. 13080, 
has been adequately explained, and I for 
one feel that we can now vote for the 
resolution without any further debate. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance 
of my time, and I urge the adoption of 
the rule. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of California. Yes, I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot conceive that 
the Internal Revenue is going to collect 
taxes for one-half of 1 month. They may 
do so, but that is hard to believe. 

We are here called upon to pass a bill 
providing for 15 days, which would take 
us to the middle of August. Again, I can
not help but wonder, if we got into a bind, 
as to what would happen-perhaps this 
is inconsequential-but what would hap
pen to the planned recess which has 
been announced as beginning on Au
gust 13? 

Mr. SMITH of california. May I say 
to the gentleman from Iowa simply this: 
that there are many things that many of 
us cannot conceive of. We do not have 
a crystal ball that would show us what 
may occur on a future day. But this is 
based on the right thing, and the most 
responsible thing that the House can do 
today: to pass H.R. 13080 and send it to 
the other body, and then take up the tax 
reform bill and handle these bills before 
the vacation, and before the 15th of 
August expiration of the surtax. 

That is the way I feel about it per
sonally. 

I will be pleased to yield to the gentle
man from Arkansas if he desires me to 
doso. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield? -

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MILLS. Let me respond to the 
question of the gentleman from Iowa 
about this, that is, the question whether 
it has an effect or not with respect to 
pay periods for withholding purposes. 

Remember that Thursday is the 31st 
of July, and if a pay period should oc
cur on August 1, then presumably there 
would be some question in the minds of 
those who are withholding as to what to 
withhold. If a pay period should occur 
a week later, on the 8th of August, there 
would be no question about that week's 
pay period being withheld at lower rates 
or the existing rates. So there could be 
one on the 1st of August. There could 
be one on the 8th of August. Then there 
could be one on the 15th of August that 
could be affected by this bill. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GROSS. Would the gentleman not 
go on and project-if the Congress re
cesses on August 13-would the gentle
man go on and project, in the absence of 
any other legislation extending the date, 
what would be the situation at the end 
of the month. with Congress still in 
recess until September 3? 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MILLS. As I endeavored to point 
out earlier. you revert back, at the end 
of the period, August 15, if there is 
nothing further done, to the rates that 
were in existence prior to the surtax. 

So any moneys earned by then would 
not be affected for withholding purposes, 
insofar as surcharge rates are concerned. 

Now then if you would look at the 
other side of the question, if the surtax 
itself is not extended beyond its termina
tion date of June 30, then those who 
have been withheld upon for the month 
of July and the :first half of August, 
would get a refund of the amount of the 
surtax that had been withheld against 
them because the law then will have ac
tually expired on June 30 unless it is 
extended. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of California. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. CLARK. All I really know about 
this tax program is what I read in the 
papers. 

I would like to know from the gentle
man from California whether he has 
any authority to speak for the President, 
when the President has insisted that we 
have a 1-year surtax extension instead 
of a 5-month extension, because this is 
very important to know when this bill is 
considered on the floor of the House. 

Mr. SMITH of California. I do not 
know what the gentleman has in mind 
when he asks me whether I am speaking 
for the President. I do not want to say 
anything misleading but, of course, I am 
not here to speak for the President of the 
United States, but can speak only for 
myself, the gentleman from California, 
and I am speaking in support of the reso
lution. That is, I think, the only thing I 
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can do, to try to resolve these important 
questions and try to resolve these prob
lems that the House, the other body, and 
the Committee on Ways and Means are 
facing. 

Mr. CLARK. If it is extended for 
another 15 or 30 days, as the gentleman 
from Iowa stated, it will go on until 
September 2 because of our recess or 
vacation or whatever we call it here in 
the House. Then, after that, what comes 
up? Are we going to extend it again and 
again until we get a 1-year extension or 
are we finally going to come down to the 
point where the House is going to ap
prove or disapprove a 5-month exten
sion, as the House really wanted to do in 
the beginning-and so has the other 
body. 

Mr. SMITH of California. I cannot an
swer that. I can stand here and prognos
ticate with the gentleman for the next 
half hour. But the other body could get 
this bill and change the cutoff date to 
November 30, 1969, and send it back and 
we would have to decide whether we are 
going to take it or leave it or what we are 
going to do. 

I do not have a crystal ball. All I can 
say is that as of July 31 this is the best 
thing and the only thing I think we can 
do and should do. But I cannot guess and 
look into the future with you. 

Mr. CLARK. Since this is very impor
tant-and I think this is a very impor
tant issue-to know whether or not to 
vote "yea" or "nay" on this particular 
bill today, on this resolution, I think that 
is why I asked the question. 

That is the reason-I think it is very 
important for the Members to know 
whether you are coming back later on 
for a 5-month extension or a 1-year 
extension. 

This, to me, is most important to know 
whether or not to vote "yea" or "nay" 
on this. 

Mr. SMITH of California. I say to the 
gentleman, it is important but I am un
able to answer that further than what I 
have already said. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. SISK). . 

CONGRESSIONAL REORGANIZATION 

(Mr. SISK asked and was given per
mission to speak out of order.) 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I hope not to 
use the time allotted to me because I 
recognize that we need to proceed. I take 
this time to announce to the House that 
as of today we secured 1 hour of special 
order for this coming Monday, August 4, 
at which time the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Rules handling the legis
lative reorganization bill will attempt 
to lay out for the benefit of the Members 
the progress that we have made and the 
status of our work. I recognize that there 
is concern among many of the Members 
of the House who are interested in legis
lative reorganization, in knowing exactly 
what the committee has been doing, be
cause we have been doing our work in 
executive session. 

So on Monday next we will make a 
presentation. I hope to be rather brief 

and then yield for questions or state
ments from any Member of the House 
who may desire to participate, and to 
explain as fully as possible some of the 
problems with which we are grappling 
and some of the progress that we have 
made in trying to get to you as soon as 
possible, a bill on legislative reorganiza
tion. 

We invite all Members who are inter
ested t<> be here and to join in this dis
cussion. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SISK. I yield to my colleague from 
California. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, I would like personally to commend 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
SISK) on the tremendous effort he has 
been making, the time he has spent, and 
the orderly procedure that he has been 
applying to the study of the reorganiza
tion bills. All other Members of the sub
committee should also be commended for 
their active participation. I would hope 
that all those Members who have been 
asking questions about this subject over 
the past several months will be present 
Monday afternoon and let us have a 
chance to attempt to answer the ques
tions they may have in their minds. 

Mr. SISK. I thank my colleague from 
California. Let me say that he, too, has 
co:itributed a great deal because this is 
a rather trying and agonizing task. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SISK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I would 
certainly like to join in commending 
not only the gentleman in the well but 
my colleague on the committee, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SMITH), 
for the many hours I know they have 
spent to date in pursuing this very im
portant subject. I would join them in the 
hope that there would be a good response 
to their plea for attendance at their 
special order on Monday so that we can 
pursue this vitally needed reform in the 
House and, hopefully, emerge with the 
greatest consensus, if you want to use 
that word, that will give us a bill before 
this session of Congress adjourns. 

Mr. SISK. I thank my colleague from 
Illinois. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, the mem
bers of the subcommittee who have been 
working on this subject, in addition to 
my distinguished colleague from Cali
fornia (Mr. SMITH), are the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING), 
the distinguished gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. YouNG), and the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATTA). We 
will appreciate it if you will be here 
Monday and if you do have questions, 
we will attempt to lay out the progress 
that has been made. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SISK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
the gentlemen from California and the 
g~ntleman from Illinois about the work 
tl:\at has been done, and is being done on 

- this reorganization bill in the Rules 
Committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like, in addi
tion to commending the two gentlemen 
from California, to commend also the 
other members of the subcommittee 
Messrs. BOLLING, YOUNG, and LATTA, 
and at the same time ask for a little 
patience and consideration of the prob
lems that are involved in this monumen
tal task of reorganization. It is not a 
question of some Member placing a bill 
in the hopper down there and saying, 
"This is what we want." There are 434 
other Members who may not agree with 
that proposal. 

I remind those who seem to be im
patient about this matter that the other 
body spent practically 2 years trying 
to write a bill; and when they had done 
so, it did not meet with the approval of 
this body. Therefore, we just ask for a 
little patience. We are trying to bring 
about a constructive, but at the same 
time, an effective and practical bill. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. SISK. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I join 
in the commendations to the gentleman 
from California and other members of 
the subcommittee and also in expressing 
the appreciation of all Members of the 
House for the expeditious manner in 
which the chairman of the committee 
and his members have arranged for this 
matter to be considered thoroughly by 
this fine subcommittee, 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
distinguished majority leader. I also 
thank the chairman of the Committee 
on Rules for yielding this time so we 
might speak on this matter. 

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill (H.R. 13080) to continue for an addi
tional 15 days the existing rates of in
come tax withheld at source. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Arkansas. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bil'l H.R. 13080, with Mr. 
MONAGAN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 

gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS) 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
BYRNES) will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arkansas (Mr. MILLS). 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 
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Mr. Chairman, the bill H.R. 13080, as 
has been previously pointed out, would 
temporarily extend the present effective 
surcharge withholding rates for an ad
ditional 15 days, from July 31 through 
August 15. 

Mr. Chairman, it will be recalled that 
earlier, because it was impossible for 
the Congress to conclude action H.R. 
12290 prior to July 1, the Senate passed 
and the House agreed to an amendment 
to H.R. 4229 which extended the sur
charge withholding rates from June 30 
to July 31, 1969. 

I think it is very important that we 
point out that this action did not repre
sent a change in any taxpayer's liability 
for 1969, but instead merely continued 
withholding at a rate which included 
application of the surcharge, and the 
same is true of the present 15-day ex
tension before the House. 

Mr. Chairman, the Senate has not 
completed its action yet on H.R. 12290, 
and it appears, from what information I 
can get, that it will not be able to do so 
before Thursday night, July 31. If it does 
not do that, and if we do not take action 
to continue for this period of time the 
withholding of the tax so as to include 
the surcharge, there will be a great deal 
of confusion, uncertainty, and expense, 
first to employers, who in the absence of 
this enactment might be faced with the 
difficult problem of changing over from 
one set of withholding rates as of August 
1, and then, should Congress subse
quently complete action on H.R. 12290, 
be faced with the necessity of shifting 
back to the higher rates including the 
surcharge tax. 

The problem is also presented to em
ployees if the withholding tax is not 
continued, in that their take-home pay 
checks would be increased, and then, if 
the Congress completes action on H.R. 
12290, the withholding would again in
crease, and their take-home pay would 
be decreased. 

In this event many employees would 
be likely to be underwithheld upon; that 
is, they would be likely to owe additional 
taxes when they filed the tax returns on 
April 15, 1970, for the taxable year 1969. 

I believe it is far more convenient 
for them for the withholding to be uni
form than to have this gap in the with
holding. Certainly it is far more con
venient and brings about less confusion 
for the employer. Also, the administra
tion of the program by the Internal 
Revenue Service is involved, and would 
be adversely affected by this lapse. 

A question has been raised as to what 
may ultimately happen. I have no idea 
what may happen in the other body. I 
have not been told of any more informa
tion that you have received yourselves 
about what they may finally do. 

I do believe, however, there is a respon
sibility on the part of the House, as well 
as the other body, to see to it that if 
finally the surcharge is to be extended for 
5 months, for 12 months, or for whatever 
period of time, we do it in such a manner 
as to create as little inconvenience and 
confusion as possible to the employee, to 
the employer, and to the Internal Rev
enue Service. 

That is all I have to say, Mr. Chair-

man, about the proposition. It speaks for 
itself. 

Let it be borne in mind, and let me 
repeat what I said earlier: This 15-day 
extension does not involve any change 
in any taxpayer's ultimate liability. That 
is something with respect to the con
tinuation of the surcharge itself. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. So far as I am concerned, 
in my feeble part as a Member of the 
House of Representatives, I made no issue 
over the last extension because I lived 
in hope that in the interim period there 
would be some evidence on the part of 
the House that it intended to cut expend
itures; that the bills would carry 
amounts at least equal to or reduced be
low the expenditures of last year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. MILLS; Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. GROSS. I find myself in the situ
ation here today whereby to vote for a 
continuation of the withholding is by 
indirection a vote for the surtax. 

There is a bill pending before the 
House now-consideration of this bill 
has interrupted consideration of it
which, when one takes into considera
tion the forward funding, is $1.3 billion 
more than the expenditure for last year, 
and that does not include a single dollar 
for the pay increases that went into ef
fect on July 1. 

I would not be in a tenable situation 
here today if I voted for a continuation 
of the withholding of the surtax, with no 
evidence whatever that the House is 
genuinely and sincerely interested in 
halting inflation by the most effective 
measure; that is, the reduction of ex
penditures on the part of the Govern
ment. I deeply regret that there is all too 
little interest in that which is of greatest 
priority-deep cuts in spending rather 
than continuing higher taxes to produce 
greater revenues to be brought to Wash
ington and spent. 

I thank the gentleman from Arkansas 
for yielding to me for this brief state
ment. 

Mr. MILLS. Let me make it clear to 
my friend and to anyone else who may be 
of the impression he has indicated he is, 
I do not by any stretch of the imagina
tion interpret a vote for this 15-day 
withholding as being an endorsement of 
the surcharge or as having any relation
ship whatsoever to the vote on the con
tinuation of the surcharge itself. This is 
done to avoid the confusion which would 
occur if the surcharge itself should be 
extended into the future. That is the 
whole point of it. 

I would think all of us would want 
to go through this period creating as 
little confusion as possible. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
require, and I am going to be very brief. 

It has been said and correctly so that 
this is really a housekeeping matter. The 
only purpose of extending the period for 
the current withholding rate is to avoid 
the possibility of great confusion both 

with respect to the employers of this 
country and the employees of this coun
try and, in addition, to avoid problems 
that could be created as far as the In
ternal Revenue Service and its admin
istration of the tax law are concerned. 
All we are doing here if we extend this 
is to say that we are going to take this 
action as a precaution against creating 
undue burdens on all of the employers 
of this country, big and little, and on 
all of our taxpayers and those who are 
charged with the collection of our taxes. 
As the chairman of the committee has 

· said, it cannot control one way or the 
other what ultimately happens as far 
as a continuation of the surtax is con
cerned. You can beat this extension, you 
can turn this bill down, and you can re
vert to the old level of withholding. That 
does not foreclose the possibility of the 
extension of the surtax. That does not 
foreclose its passage eventually by the 
Senate, on agreement by the House, and 
being signed by the President. It cannot 
have any effect except to create confu
sion in that kind of a situation. 

Therefore, I would think, Mr. Chair
man, that it is pointless for us under any 
circumstances to put this kind of a bur
den thus created on our people, which 
would accomplish nothing. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time. 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I have no further requests for 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, no 
amendments are in order except amend
ments offered by the Committee on Ways 
and Means. Are there any amendments? 

Mr. MILLS. There are no amendments, 
Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Oommittee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MONAGAN, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 13080) to continue for an 
additional 15 days the existing rates of 
income tax withheld at source, pursuant 
to House Resolution 501, he reported the 
bill back to the House. 

The SPEAKER. · Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
passage of the bill. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker. I object to 
the vote on the gr,ound that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent 
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there 
were--yeas 307, nays 105, not voting 20, 
as follows: 
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[Roll No. 129) 
YEAS--307 

Abbitt Frelinghuysen Passman 
Abernethy Frey Patman 
Adams Friedel Patten 
Albert Fulton, Pa. Pelly 
Alexander Fulton, Tenn. Pepper 
Anderson, Dl. Fuqua Perkins 
Andrews, Gettys Pettis 

N. Oak. Giaimo Philbin 
Annunzio Gilbert Pickle 
Arends Goldwater Pirnie 
Ashbrook Gonzalez Poage 
Ashley Goodling Poff 
Aspinall Green, Oreg. Pollock 
Ayres Green, Pa. Preyer, N.C. 
Baring Griffiths Price, DI. 
Beall, Md. Grover Erice, Tex. 
Belcher Gubser Pryor, Ark. 
Bell, Calif. Gude Purcell 
Berry Hall Quie 
Betts Hamilton Quillen 
Biester Hammer- Railsback 
Bingham schmidt Rees 
Blackburn Hanley Reid, m. 
Boggs Hanna Reid, N.Y. 
Boland Hansen, Idaho Reifel 
Bolling Hansen, Wash. Reuss 
Bow Harvey Rhodes 
Brademas Hastings Rivers 
Bray Hathaway Robison 
Brock Hebert Rodino 
Brooks Heckler, Mass. Rogers, Colo. 
Brotzman Hicks Rogers, Fla. 
Brown, Mich. Holifield Ronan 
Brown, Ohio Horton Rooney, N.Y. 
Broyhill, N.C. Hosmer Rooney, Pa. 
Broyhill, Va. Howard Rostenkowskl 
Buchanan Hutchinson Roth 
Burke, Fla. Joelson Roudebush 
Burke, Mass. Johnson, Calif. Ruppe 
Burleson, Tex. Johnson, Pa. Ruth 
Burton, Calif. Jonas St. Onge 
Burton, Utah Jones, Ala. Sandman 
Bush Karth Satterfield 
Button Keith Schnee bell 
Byrnes, Wis. King Schwengel 
Cabell Kleppe Scott 
Caffery Kluczynski Sebelius 
Cahill Koch Shriver 
Camp Kuykendall Sikes 
Carter Kyl Sisk 
Casey Kyros Skubitz 
Cederberg Landgrebe Smith, Calif. 
Celler Landrum Smith, Iowa 
Chamberlain Langen Snyder 
Clancy Latta Springer 
Clausen, Lloyd Stafford 

Don H. Long, Md. Stanton 
C'levela.nd Lukens Steed 
Cohelan McCarthy Steiger, Ariz. 
Collier McCiory Steiger, Wis. 
Collins Mccloskey Stephens 
Colmer McClure Stratton 
Conable McC'ulloch Sullivan 
Conte McDade Symington 
Corbett McDonald, Taft 
Corman Mich. Talcott 
Coughlin McEwen Taylor 
C'ramer McFall Teague, Calif. 
cunningham McKneally Teague, Tex. 
Daddario McMillan Thompson, Ga.. 
Daniel, Va. Macdonald, Thompson, N.J. 
Daniels, N.J. Mass. Thomson, Wis. 
Davis, Wis. MacGregor Tunney 
de la. Garza Mahon Udall 
Dellen back Mailliard Ullman 
Denney Mann Utt 
Dennis Marsh Van Deerlin 
Derwinski Martin Vander Jagt 
Devine Mathias Vanik 
Dickinson Matsunaga Waggonner 
Dingell May Wampler 
Donohue Mayne Watkins 
Dorn Meeds Watson 
Downing Melcher Watts 
Dulski Michel Whalen 
Duncan Miller, Ohio Whalley 
Dwyer Mills White 
Eckhardt Minshall Whitehurst 
Edwards, Ala. Mize Widnall 
Erl en born Mizell Wiggins 
Esch Monagan Williams 
Eshleman Montgomery Wilson, Bob 
Evans, Colo. Moorhead Winn 
Fallon Morse Wold 
Fascell Morton Wright 
Feighan Mosher Wyatt 
Findley Murphy, DI. Wylie 
Fisher Myers Wyman 
Flynt Nedzi Yates 
Foley Nelsen Young 
Ford, Gerald R. O'Hara Zablocki 
Ford, O'Konski Zion 

William D. Olsen Zwach 
Fountain O'Neal, Ga.. 
Fraser O'Neill, Mass. 

NAYS-105 
Adair Gaydos Nichols 
Addabbo Gibbons Nix 
Anderson, Griffin Obey 

Calif. Gross Ottinger 
Andrews, Ala. Hagan Pike 
Barrett Haley Podell 
Bennett Harsha Puclnski 
Bevill Hawkins Randall 
Biaggi Hays Rarick 
Blanton Hechler, W. Va. Riegle 
Blatnik Helstoski Roberts 
Brasco Henderson Rosenthal 
Brinkley Hull Roybal 
Brown, Calif. Hungate Ryan 
Burlison, Mo. Hunt St Germain 
Byrne, Pa. !chord Saylor 
Chappell Jacobs Schade berg 
Chisholm Jarman Scher le 
Clark Jones, N.C. Scheuer 
Clawson, Del Kastenmeier Shipley 
Conyers Kazen Slack 
Cowger Kee Staggers 
Culver Leggett Stokes 
Delaney Lennon Stubblefield 
Dent Long, La.. Stuckey 
Diggs Lowenstein Tiernan 
Dowdy Madden Vigorito 
Edmondson Meskill Waldie 
Edwards, Calif. Mikva Weicker 
Eilberg Minish Whitten 
Farbstein Mink Wilson, 
Flood Mollohan Charles H. 
Flowers Morgan Wolff 
Foreman Moss Wydler 
Galifianakis Murphy, N.Y. Yatron 
Garmatz Natcher 

NOT VOTING-20 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Broomfield 
Carey 
Clay 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson 

Edwards, La. 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fish 
Gallagher 
Gray 
Halpern 
Hogan 

So the bill was passed. 

Jones, Tenn. 
Kirwan 
Lipscomb 
Lujan 
Miller, Calif. 
Powell 
Smith,N.Y. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Broom-
field. 

Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Fish. 
Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Halpern. 
Mr. Carey with Mr. Hogan. 
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Lipscomb. 
Mr. Gray with Mr. Lujan. 
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Smith o! 

New York. 
Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Anderson o! 

Tennessee. 
Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Clay. 
Mr. Dawson with Mr. Powell. 

Mr. McCARTHY changed his vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 10595, GREAT PLAINS CON
SERVATION PROGRAM 
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to take from the Speaker's 
table the bill (H.R. 10595) to amend the 
act of August 7, 1956 (70 Stat. 1115), as 
amended, providing for a Great Plains 
conservation program, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and ask for a con
ference with the Senate on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL
BERT). Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas? The Chair 
hears none, and, without objection, ap
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
POAGE, STUBBLEFIBLD, PuRCELL, BELCHER, 
and TEAGUE of California. 

There was no objection. 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL
FARE AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1970 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the further considera
tion of the bill (H.R. 13111) making ap
propriations for the Departments of La
bor, and Health, Education, and Wel
fare, and related agencies, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1970, and for other 
purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITl'EE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H.R. 13111, with 
Mr. HOLIFIELD1n the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee rose on yesterday afternoon, the Clerk 
had read down to and including line 24 on 
page 25 of the bill. There was pending 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. JOELSON), the amend
ment thereto by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. SMITH), a substitute for the 
Joelson amendment by the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL), and an 
amendment to the substitute by the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. ROBI
SON). 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Joelson amendment. 

If I understand the amendment cor
rectly, and I think I do, the amendment 
adds $629,048,000 above the appropria
tion of last year for programs affected by 
the package amendment. The appropria
tion last year was $2,414,000,000 for these 
programs. In the Joelson amendment an 
increase of $629 million is provided, 
bringing the total to $3,043,307,000 for 
the program involved. 

We should not go along with the 
Michel amendment. His substitute does 
nothing more than to bring the level of 
expenditures--the level of impacted 
areas legislation expenditures-up to the 
1969 figure. That is all the Michel amend
ment proposes to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that the 
Members of this House should be so gul
lible that it will take one-tenth of a loaf 
for the Joelson half loaf. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have personally 
been interested in the amendment which 
carries the increases which has ~>een of
fered by the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. ROBISON). but I do not think that 
we should abrogate our responsibility. 

The Robison . amendment brings the 
expenditures up to the same level as the 
expenditures in the Joelson amend
ment--the same figures-except the 
Robison amendment leaves it up to the 
U.S. Commissioner to do your legislating 
for you. The Robison amendment would 
afford no assurance of a contribution of a 
school library, and NDEA equipment, or a 
guidance and counseling program. They 
would leave it up to the U.S. Commis
sioner of the Office of Education to say 
how much money shall go into the library 
program. 
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The same thing is true with reference 
to the supplemental educational centers. 
The Robison amendment leaves that up 
to the Office of Education to do this 
legislating. The same thing is true with 
reference to guidance and counseling. I 
hope this body rejects the Robison 
amendment and the Michel substitute. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
JOELSON). 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I had 
first been constrained to vote for the 
Robison amendment because it restores 
the entire amount of money that I 
wanted to restore but, having spoken 
with the Chairman (Mr. PERKINS) and 
having listened to him today, I see a very 
real danger, and that is that giving this 
discretion to the U.S. Commissioner of 
Education will deprive the library pro
gram of adequate funding. I therefore 
oppose the Robison amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Kentucky has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. PERKINS 
was allowed to proceed for 5 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, the 
Robison amendment of course endeav-· 
ors to sweeten up the Michel package. 
Not many of us want to be against in
creasing the funds for better educational 
programs. The increase in funds is of 
course desirable. The purpose is just a 
gimmick to try to get votes, but I do 
not believe we want the Robison 
amendment unless we want the Office of 
Education to do all our legislating. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Ch, lrman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gentle
man from Kentucky if it is not true that 
the Robison amendment contains no ad
ditional funds for vocational education 
or for higher education? 

Mr. PERKINS. That is correct. The 
Robison amendment only deals with the 
library title, title II of ESEA, title III 
of ESEA, and title III of NDEA, the 
equipment title, and the guidance and 
counseling title of NDEA, title V. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Kentucky has been making a very fine 
speech in attempting to point out some 
of the differences in the Robison amend
ment which, while it does represent an 
improvement over the Michel amend
ment, falls completely short of what 
some of us believe is necessary. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gentle
man from Kentucky if it contains any
thing in the way of aid to students, for 
student loans, or student assistance, or 
anything of that kind? 

Mr. PERKINS. It does not. It does not 
touch any subject matter except the four 
titles that I mentioned, grouped together, 

restoring the expenditure to the last 
year's spending level during the past 
fiscal year. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New Jer
sey (Mr. JOELSON), to my way of think
ing, has been carefully worked out. We 
make a reasonable gesture to do some
thing for the ghetto schoolchildren, and 
in the poorer rural areas of this country 
we make available an extra $180 million. 
When you compare the Michel substitute, 
how can we go along with it--and I say 
this as a friend to the impacted pro
gram-how can we vote for the middle
class schoolchildren in the area of mili
tary installations, where we have con
siderable wealth, and not support the 
poor urban child, or those in the rural 
areas of this country. If we are going to 
do something about the welfare load, 
and if we are going to do something 
about hard-core unemployment, and if 
we are going to do something about 
school dropouts, I say to you in all frank
ness we ought to be here increasing the 
funds for elementary and secondary ed
ucation at least a half a billion dollars, 
so that the States with larger numbers 
of low-income people and the poorer 
communities would benefit at least com
mensurate with what we do for the im
pacted aid program. 

It will be disgrace! ul on the part of 
this Congress if we do something for the 
middle-class child and fail in our respon
sibility to do something for the child in 
the greatest need. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the Joelson 
package amendment should be adopted 
by this Committee. 

We do something for vocational edu
cation. 

I want to run over these :figures briefly. 
We bring the guidance and counsel

ing :figure up to last year's level. 
The NDEA title-equipment-up to 

last year's level of $78 million. 
Title II-school Jibraries-up to last 

year's level of $50 million. 
Vocational education, the increase over 

fiscal year 1969 is $240 million. 
That is in the Joelson package, 
In the NDEA student loan program, 

over the fiscal year 1969, there is an in
crease of $35,600,000 in the package. 

So we certainly are doing something 
in the areas of greatest need. We have 
tried to work out priorities, for the areas 
of greatest need, even overlooking im
pact, but we are certainly taking into 
consideration the need for more money 
for the poor children of this country. 

If we are going to have a balanced 
educational program in this country in 
the future, I do not think we should go 
in a one-sided direction because some
where along the line the house may fall 
in on some of us. We want a solid, sound 
and sane educational program and not 
just what is for you and nothing for me. 

Mr. Chairman, 9 million children who 
are participating- in title I programs 
throughout the Nation have a great stake 
in what we do here today. This is ap
proximately the level of participation in 
title I programs in fiscal years 1967, 
1968, 1969 and the expectation for 1970. 
In those schools where children were fall
ing behind in scholastic progress the 

initiation of title I programs has shown 
these youngsters to steadily improve, 
sometimes gaining a full month's learn
ing for every month spent in the class
room. 

The evidence before our committee 
shows that reading tests data from a 
sampling of States indicate that title I 
participants are attaining higher levels 
of achievement based on national testing 
scores than would have been expected in 
the absence of title I activities. More
over, this evidence discloses that the 
serious dropout rate in title I schools has 
decreased and more disadvantaged chil
dren continued their education beyond 
high school in 1967 than they did in 1966. 

In spite of the progress that we are 
obviously making in the increased scho
lastic achievement of disadvantaged 
children , the evidence clearly discloses 
the need for the expenditure of more 
funds per pupil in these programs than 
present levels of appropriations permit. 
Where programs have been narrowly 
confined to smaller numbers of partici
pant student,; so as to obtain the maxi
mum dollar impact on their scholastic 
progress greater success has been en
joyed. However, if we are to effectively 
provide educational opportunities in title 
I schools, the solution does not lie in 
eliminating numbers of children from 
the program in order to increase the 
progress of a few-I submit that the 
solution lies in providing more funds to 
local educational agencies to strengthen 
the program for the benefit of all the 
children in the school system who need 
tp.9!pecial types of programs that title I . : , 
-~ des'l :rrel$ently we are fundi:pg title ... 
Itvfi Ii less than 40 percent of the author- •' 
ization. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that for the 
fiscal year 1970 we should be appropri
ating the full authorization in excess of 
$3 billion for title I programs. In sur
veys conducted by the committee of 
school superintendents throughout the 
Nation, the response we received from 
thousands of school administrators em
phasized the hardships imposed by the 
low funding levels in ESEA, particularly 
for title I. 

The first question in the survey, the 
most pertinent to our discussion of Fed
eral :financial assistance, asked if the 
Federal Government was doing its share 
in providing funds for elementary and 
secondary education. Sixty-five percent 
of those responding indicated that the 
Federal Government was not doing its 
share. In very large school districts, over 
80 percent felt the Federal Government 
was not doing its share. A great majority 
of those responded that the Federal Gov
ernment is doing its share, conditioned 
their response to a full funding situa
tion. Many of the superintendents of
fered suggestions, over 40 percent of 
which recommended that support be in
creased. In districts with enrollments of 
over 100,000 two-thirds of the responses 
asked for increased support. 

Another question, which specifically 
dealt with the financial aspects of Fed
eral education programs, asked to what 
extent the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act was underfunded. Nearly 
70 percent of the superintendents indi-



July 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 21415 
cated that this legislation was under
funded and frequently commented that 
the programs financed by the ESEA are 
ones on which they rely heavily. In large 
school districts over 90 percent of the 
superintendents indicated that the pro
gram was underfunded. 

Let me share with you just a few of 
the responses from local school super
intendents which I believe illustrate 
clearly the adverse effects of curtail
ments and reduced levels of funding. 

From Argyle, Iowa : 
ESEA is extremely underfunded. Our area 

has been cut from $45,000 three years ago to 
$19,000 next year. We have approximately 
40 % of our students identified as educa
tionally deprived (see enclosed list), yet we 
have had to eliminate teacher a ides, TVR 
equipment and inst ruction, summer school, 
and ot her items from our educational pro
gram, and cut our nurse to % time due to 
title I budget cuts. I believe that someone 
in Washington should take a look at the 
small rural areas of our nation and see the 
problems we have here. 

From Cherryvale, Kans.: 
In our particular school districts, we will 

be underfunded in the ESEA by approxi
mately $4,000. Due to the reductions in our 
entitlement we will have to cut off part of 
our summer program. In our 15ummer pro
gram we work with our remedial students. 

From West Grove, Pa.: 
Our sohool ls located in a rural area with 

tion Act is urgently needed to improve 
the effectiveness of these programs. 

Mr. BELL of California. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the substitute and in support of the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
gentleman from New Jersey whose pro
posal would provide what I believe is a 
reasonable level of funding for essential 
education programs. 

In 1968 the Congress appropriated $4.1 
billion for education. 

In 1969 we appropriated $400 million 
less 

The January budget proposals would 
have lopped off another $100 million from 
the 1969 figure. 

The April budget would have cut still 
another $400 million. 

Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, the Ap
propriations Committee has seen fit at 
least to halt the decline and I heartily 
commend that decision. 

But if we are no longer to look back
ward to 1968 as the year when this Con
gress made its most substantial contribu
tion to education, we must recognize the 
necessity of supporting the well-thought
out package of amendments proposed by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
JOELSON). 

Each year, Mr. Chairman, this body 
has increased the authorizations for 

these education programs-we have ex
panded the Congress' promise to the 
young people of this Nation. 

And yet the gap between the promises 
and the realized appropriations con
tinues to widen. 

I suggest that we must narrow that 
gap now, narrow the gap between au
thorizations and appropriations, between 
promise and delivery, 

Mr. Chairman, the educational crisis 
now facing my own city of Los Angeles 
is only one example of a nationwide 
phenomenon. 

Cities with declining tax bases are 
being further jeopardized by voters' re
jecti-on of critically needed bond issues, 
and the resulting burden falls most 
heavily on inner-city youngsters who 
need the most help. 

At this point in the RECORD I would 
like to include an excerpt from testimony 
by Los Angeles City School Superinten
dent Jack Crowther relating to pro
grams for disadvantaged children: 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

T!TLE I: COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 

The number of children residing within 
the Los Angeles City School District who are 
eligible for Compensatory Education pro
grams ls shown in Table I. This number has 
inoreased by one third, from 94,000 to 121,347 
since the beginning of the programs in FY 
66. 

many low income families--therefore we have TABLE !.- CHILDREN ELIGIBLE FOR ESEA, TITLE I PROGRAMS 
many children who are educationally de- · --------------------------- - - -------
prived some of whom we are unable to 
reach because of lack of funds. Each year 
of the ESEA program, the Title I funds nave 
been reduced, thereby making it necessary to 
curtail our program. 

From Norfolk, Va.: 
Although it ls difficult to know just what 

the Federal Government's "share" is in assist
ing to improve the quality of elementary and 
t!leCOndary schools, the Federal Government 
bas failed to support fully its own appraisal 
aind estimate of its obligation. The Congress 
has passed a volume of highly significant leg
.lslation · authorizing financial support for 
schools in recent years, but the actual ap
propriation of funds seldom matches the 
authorization. Our first recommenda-tion to 
strengthen the Federal Government's role in 
improving elementary and secondary educa
tion is to fully fund the authorizing legis
lation already in existence. 

The total allocation to the Norfolk School 
System for ESEA Titles I, II, III, and Central 
City Projeot, a!ter reductions for the current 
year, amounts to approximately $2.6 milllon. 
We estimate that there are in excess of 20,-
000 children enrolled in this school system in 
need of the educational services for which 
ESEA was created. It ls clearly evident that 
the funds available are insufflcient to achieve 
any substantial impact for more than a rela
tively small nuµiber of children. The full 
funding of ESEA would approximately double 
the funds avallable, and approximately dou
ble the potential impact of the Act." 

From Double Springs, Ala.: 
Recent enactments of Congress furnishing 

support for elementary and secondary edu
cation has been great/ I It has made a tre
mendous impact on our educational system. 
ESEA ls at least 50 % underfunded. 

Our need ls great-even desperate. 

For these reason, Mr. Chairman, tt 
is obvious that the package to add $180,-
800,000 for fiscal year 1970 for title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa-

Fiscal year 

Family income AFDC excess 
less than $2,000 of $2,000 (an

(1960 census) nual survey) Total Increase Percent 

1966 __ __ --- -- -- -------- -- -- -- -- ---- ----- --- ---
1967 ---- ___ ---- __ -_ ---- -- - --- -- -- ---- -- ---- ---
1968 ___ ----- - -- -- __ -- __ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- ___ -- _ 
1969 ____ -- - -- -- ____ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- · - -- -
1970 _____ -- -- ____ ------ ---- ___ ___ -- ------ -_ ---

39,493 
39, 493 
39, 493 
39,493 
39,493 

The above figures are based on the 1960 
Census data for families earning less than 
$2,000 per year and the updated data for 
families receiving in excess of $2,000 per year 
AFDC aid. 

The allocation to the District of Title I 
funds and the date of notification are sum
marized in Table II. Although increasing in 
FY 68, the allocations showed a marked de
crease for FY 69 and again in FY 70, projected 
on the basis of the Administration Budget. 
The difference between the $38,225,805 to 
which the District would be entitled for FY 
70 and the $13,500,000 anticipated is deeply 
discouraging. The problems of mounting ef
fective programs when the notdfication of 
funds to be actually received comes so late in 
the fiscal year ls a story you know well. 

TABLE 11.- ALLOCATION OF ESEA, TITLE I, FUNDS TO LOS 
ANGELES SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Fiscal year Entitlement Appropriated Date notified 

1966 ___ _______ $23, 715,216 $15, 130, 585 April 1966. 
1967 ___ ____ __ _ 27, 384, 321 14, 838, 952 Mar. ·30, 1967. 
1968________ __ 29, 560, 575 16, 201, 638 Feb. 16, 1968. 
1969_ ____ _____ 32, 024, 608 15, 028, 872 Jan. 7, 1969. 
1970_ _____ ____ 38, 255, 805 l 13, 500, 000 

I Estimated entitlement based on forward funding at a 10-
percent reduction from current year. 

For the past four years, we have been able 
to assure the effectiveness of the compensa
tory education programs as budgeting re
sources have declined by reducing the num
ber of pupils being served, as shown in Table 
m. This ls the only way we have been able 
to maintain a given level of expenditure for 

54, 615 
63, 070 
68, 000 
72, 091 
81, 954 

94, 108 ----------------------------
102, 563 8, 455 9 
107, 493 4, 930 5 
lll, 584 4, 090 4 
121, 447 9, 863 9 

each child. The data shown in Table IV in
dicate we have even improved on this by in
creasing the amount spent per child, but only 
at the expense of serving fewer pupils. 
TABLE III. Number of pupils served, in ESEA, 

title I, program 
1965-66 (approximate)------------ - 65,000 
1968-60 (approximate)---------~--- 50, 000 
1969-70 (approxima..te)------------- 45, 000 
TABLE IV.-Expenditures per pupil partici-

pating in ESEA, title I, programs 

1965-66 ----------------- - - ---------- $233 
1968-69 ----------------------------- 300 
1969-70 (required by State guide-

lines)--- -------------------------- 300 

We have been forced to take programs out 
of some schools entirely, although the need 
in those schools has increased. Consequently, 
the number of schools with compensatory 
education programs has been decreased as 
summarized in Table V. 

TABLE V.-NUMBER OF SCHOOLS WITH ESEA, TITLE I, 
PROGRAMS 

1965-66-. __ __ _ 
1968-69 ______ _ 
1969- 70 ______ _ 

1 Estimated. 

Elementary Junior high 

117 
61 

133 

12 
12 
16 

Senior high 

12 
12 
13 

The failure of Congress to appropriate 
funds sufflcient to support the compensatory 
education programs ls reflected in Table VI. 
Here, the amount of money allocated per 
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pupil is computed in terms of t he total num
ber of pupils eligible. 

TABLE VI.-ESEA title I , allocation per 
eligi ble chi ld 

1965-66 ------------------------- - $160.78 
1966-67 -- - ----------------------- 144.68 
1967-68 -------------------------- 160.72 
1968-69 --- - ---------------------- 184.69 
1969-70 (estimate) ----------------- 111.16 

Mr. Chairman, the need for the compen
satory education programs made possible 
through Title I of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Educl¥tion Act exists. Evidence of the 
need is shown in every State achievement 
test administered. Based on the criteria con
tained in the law, there are over 121,400 
young people eligible for these compensatory 
programs. Of these, we are able to serve 
only 50,000, but even fewer next year. The 
Report of the California State Department of 
Education on Evaluation of ESEA Title Proj
ects of California for 1967-68 is evidence 
that we are successfully helping young peo
ple. Senior high school students averaged 
more than one year of growth on the Gates· 
MacGinitie Reading Test. The average growth 
of students in reading improvement classes 
was 1.3 yea.rs, while basic reading students 
averaged one year's growth. Greater gains 
were demonstrated on subsections of the 
reading test. For example, in one group, stu
dents improved by 2.9 yea.rs in reading 
vocabulary, while others showed a growth of 
2.5 years in one year's time, where normally 
only .7 years' growth has been the pattern. 
In response to questionnaires, 74 percent of 
the pa.rents noticed improvement in chil
dren's study habits, 80 percent said their 
children's attitude toward school had im
proved, and 78 percent thought their chil
dren learned more than they had during 
previous yea.rs. I urge you to provide the 
funds authorized to do the job that must 
and can be done. 

Mr. BELL of California. Today, Mr. 
Chairman, we are all concerned with law 
and order. 

And yet it is the very youngsters we 
are talking about-the children of 
the ghetto-who are most likely to be
come involved with crime, with riots. 

Through these programs we have the 
chance to reach them. 

We have the chance to invest the tax
payers' money in a high-return program 
which not only can reduce crime and 
welfare costs, but which can increase 
future tax revenues from those who 
would otherwise be tomorrow's hard-
core unemployed. _ 

These, Mr. Chairman, are investments 
in America's future, investments which, 
in my view, we cannot afford not to 
make. 

And yet, under title I compensatory 
education programs alone, Los Angeles 
is now serving one-third fewer children 
than it did 4 years ago. 

The per-pupil allocation has dropped 
while inflation and costs have increased. 

Mr. Chairman, reaching the children 
of poverty before they have dropped out, 
before they contribute to ever-increasing 
crime rates and ever-growing welfare 
rolls is a concept few thoughtful Ameri
cans would reject. 

Our authorizations for this program 
and for the others contained in the 
measure before us reflect this view, but 
our decisions to put our money where 
our promises are, always seem to fall far 
short of the need. 

It is with the strongest possible ur
gency, therefore, that I support the Joel-

son amendment, and urge that my col
leagues do the same. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BELL of California. I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I want to go on rec
ord as favoring the Joelson amendment. 
I might say in passing that in view of 
the fact that we find a surplus of $3 
billion, certainly we should not hesitate 
to spend about $900 million of that for 
education. I can thir,k of no better place 
to put $1 billion of that surplus. 

Mr. BELL of California. I certainly 
concur with the gentleman. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to suppart in the strongest possible 
terms the package amendment which 
will be offered to increase by $894 mil
lion the funding for education and li
brary programs. 

There is something inherently wrong 
with a society whose government can 
allocate over $80 billion to defense, give 
little thought to a $2 billion cost overrun 
connected with a single airplane, spend 
$4 billion on a space program in 1 year 
and then find it virtually impossible to 
get even $3.4 billion for the education of 
all its 60 million schoolchildren and the 
many m1llion more who derive personal 
enrichment from library programs. 

There is something basically inconsist
ent about an administration which 
preaches self-help and then grabs away 
the books and educational programs 
from those motivated to learn and 
improve. 

To turn about society, to overcome the 
administration, I led a group of 71 Mem
bers of Congress in appealing to Con
gressman DANIEL FLoon, chairman of the 
HEW-Labor Appropriations Subcommit
tee, to restore the huge cuts in Federal 
aid to education and libraries recom
mended by the Nixon administration. In 
some small way I believe our letter was 
helpful in stirring the committee to re
store some of the Nixon cuts to a tune 
of $1.3 billion. 

But like society and like the admin
istration, the committee's education and 
library budget recommendation seems 
totally out of touch with the needs of 
our cities. Rather than increasing or 
even maintaining the per capita amount 
available to disadvantaged children to 
upgrade their education under title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act, the committee chose to reduce 
the per capita. Rather than increase the 
volume of books available to school
children who would not othenvise have 
the opportunity to read books, the com
mittee chose to provide no special fund
ing for title II. 

Rather than stimulate programs to 
make education both more relevant and 
individualized through vigorous support 
of the supplemental centers program of 
title In of ESEA, the committee chose 
to lump funding for this program with 
that for three other programs and to 
provide not even an adequate level of 
funding for title III for all four pro
grams. And rather than spur the con
struction of public libraries so that the 
young and old alike could have the op
portunity to enjoy contact with books, 
the committee chose to provide not one 

red cent for library construction under 
title n of the Library Services and Con
struction Act. 

If the funds are not restored, the effect 
of these cuts on the education and library 
programs of this country will be devas
tating. The impact on New York offers 
a good example. It would mean that 
programs like the more effective schools 
program, which provides the culturally 
deprived youngster with a chance to get 
ahead through providing additional serv
ices, teachers aides, and educationally 
deprived lower class size will suffer; it 
would mean that the educationally de
prived kid who needed books and library 
services would be left without them; it 
would mean that innovative programs of 
preschool training involving the pupil 
and parent alike would have to be aban
doned; and it would mean that the qual
ity of teacher instruction in critical sub
ject matters would be hurt and the 
availability of educational equipment 
would decrease. 

It is hard to believe we live in a Western 
society where belief in progress is para
mount. For in terms of educating our 
young, we are slipping backward. I can
not bring myself to believe that no matter 
what the results of this vote today the 
Federal Government will spend less on 
education this year than last, just as it 
spent less in fiscal 1969 than it did in 
fiscal 1968. For heavens sakes, what is 
wrong with this country? Our epitaph 
may very well be: B1llions for guns
pennies for books. 

It i.;; up to the House of Representatives 
to undue these distorted priorities. I do 
not as strongly support some of the pro
grams contained in the $894 million 
package amendment as I do others, but 
I shall support the package as a whole 
as the only way of mustering the support 
necessary to do something to turn this 
society around. 

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BELL of California. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port, wholeheartedly, the effort by my 
distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from New Jersey, CHARLES s. JOEL
SON, to amend H.R. 13111, the Labor
HEW appropriations bill for fiscal year 
1970, to provide needed funds for essen
tial education programs. 

Specifically, the Joelson amendment, 
supported by the Emergency Committee 
for Full Funding of Education Programs, 
would provide funds to reestablish previ
ous program levels for school libraries, 
NDEA equipment, and · guidance and 
counseling, and college facilities, as well 
as necessary funds for Impacted Area Aid 
Public Law 874, vocational education, 
title I, II, and Ill of ESEA, and NDEA 
student loans. 

By virtue of previous congressional ac
tion, each of these programs, now es
tablished and operative, with students, 
schools, and systems deeply involved and 
dependent thereon, is essential to our 
previously declared efforts to provide the 
best possible education to the most stu
dents in our evermore sophisticated and 
complex world society, Even as a student, 
having received the benefits of an edu-
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cational loan, finds needs for the con
tinuation of the loan program, so too, 
does a school or a school system find con
tinuing need for the various programs 
which, once established, became integral 
parts of their academic and institutional 
modus operandi. Educational adminis
trators and teachers throughout the con
gressional district I represent have ad
vised me of the need f o.r continuing these 
programs and their significant help in 
the proper education and counseling of 
their students. 

If, in general, the Federal Government 
has the responsibility of continuing that 
which it has set in motion for the com
mon good, it certainly must have par
ticular responsibility in those geographi
cal areas upon which, by other action, the 
Federal establishment has imposed im
pacted conditions. Here again we find 
ourselves involved with a :fight to re
store funds for Public Law 874 as we 
have in the past. 

Impacted aid is that Federal assist
ance least tainted by Federal control. 
Our local school administrations have 
been able to use this money, without di
rection from the Federal Government to 
supplement their already too meager 
budgets. If this money were not added to 
the appropriation many school districts 
would find that they must either close or 
drastically curtail their programs.- I do 
not choose to be a party to either alterna
tive. 

Surely when we can find the funds and 
genius to walk on the moon we can find 
the way to adequately fund our educa
tional programs. 

This country's most precious resource 
is its youth. To-fail to adequately educate 
that youth and prepare them for life in 
this world of ours is tantamount to wast
ing that precious resource. This we can
not afford to do. ~n these days of spiral
ing operation costs, increasing resistance 
to local property taxation, and com
munity insistence on quality education, 
to fail to fully fund these programs will, 
in effect, be sentencing our children to 
the punishment of inferior or mediocre 
education-this we cannot afford to do. 
The welfare of this Nation depends, in 
final analysis,-on the ability of our youth. 
That ability will, in a large measure, be 
determined by their education. Let us 
not falter in the task of providing them 
the education they need. Let us fulfill our 
previously declared commitment of pro
viding the best possible education for the 
most possible students. This Nation's wel
fare depends upon it. 

I urge the adoption of the Joelson 
amendment. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Illinois is recognized. 
' Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, first I 

wish to take this opportunity, as chair
man of the subcommittee that has juris
diction over the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act and the Impact 
Act, to congratulate the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FLOOD), and his sub
committee, for recognizing the need for 
additional funds for vocational educa
tion. They have given us $80 million 
more and we are most grateful. I am sure 

the vocational educators all over this 
country owe the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. FLOOD), and his commit
tee a debt of gratitude. 

It is quite apparent from the discus
sion so far that we will provide addi
tional funds for title B students under 
the impact aid bill whether we enact the 
Michel amendment or whether we enact 
the Joelson amendment, for both now 
carry these provisions. But I believe 
every Member should keep in mind that 
if he votes for the Michel amendment, 
he will be reducing his own State and 
district allocation by 78 percent of what 
it was in 1969. I invite each Member to 
examine the table I placed in the RECORD 
on May 26, page 13816, to see how much 
his district would lose in 1970 under the 
Michel amendment. Just deduct 22 per
cent from the 1969 allocation in your 
district and you will see what your vote 
for the Michel amendment will cost your 
school people in impact money. 

I would like to tell you something about 
this category B. I think you ought to 
know it, and I think it ought to influence 
your judgment. 

There are 55 million children attend
ing elementary and secondary public 
schools in this country. The bill before 
us now provides, roughly, $1.5 billion of 
Federal aid for various programs for 
those 55 million youngsters, which comes 
out, roughly, to $30 a youngster. But this 
same bill provides more than $462 million 
for only 2.5 million children who benefit 
from the impact program. This comes 
out to $150 per student. 

Last year we spent $115.5 million on 
348,000 A students. These are the stu
dents who live on a military installation 
and attend a public school in the com
munity. The Federal Government, quite 
properly, pays the full cost of educating 
those children to the local community, 
because the parents of these youngsters, 
living on a military installation, pay no 
local taxes for education. 

But last year we also spent another 
$347 .5 million on 2.2 million B students. 
These are youngsters who live off the 
military installation, whose parents pay 
re~l estate taxes to the local community 
and spend their ·money in the local com
munity, and still, under the B category 
program, the Federal Government pays 
one-half the cost of educating these 
youngsters, simply because they are there 
by virtue of some Federal activity. That 
comes out to $150 per student. 

Under this· program, 28 States get a 
total of less money for all of their cate
gory A students than the single State of 
Virginia across the river gets for its B 
students. Virginia got $27 million for B 
students and $3 additional million for A 
students in 1969, for a total of $30 mil
lion of Federal aid for impacted areas. 

The Michel amendment perpetuates 
this inequity without providing addi
tional help to those districts that do not 
have impact children. 

How can Members go back home and 
justify this kind of program without 
taking care of the rest of the educational 
needs of their communities? I would 
like Members to look at this list. My 
colleague from Illinois talked about the 
fact that 385 Members of Congress rep
resent districts that get aid under the 

impact program, but 72 of these get less 
than $100,000 for their respective dis
tricts. Some will get only $40,000; some 
will get $50,000; and some will get $60,000. 
These Members are being asked to vote 
a $400 million appropriation for B stu
dents in order to bring into their own 
districts $40,000 or slightly more for a 
handful of students in their districts. 

I invite Members to look at the rest 
of this list. In the Joelson amendment at 
least we have some equity in taking care 
of the B students as well as all other 
needs of our district. I know you all want 
to support the impact program. I never 
have seen anybody want to shoot Santa 
Claus. But at least in the Joelson amend
ment we have some opportunity to bring 
about some equity in this program, be
cause we not only take care of the B stu
dent at 90 percent funding, but we also 
take care of vocational education and 
student loans, the impact areas, titles II, 
III, IV, and V, library services and all 
these other things. 

If my colleagues were to vote for the 
Michel amendment alone, we would be 
voting to give $200 million of impact 
money to 10 States in this Union and 
$147 million to the remaining 40 States. 
Under the Joelson amendment we will 
be taking care of more needs; and bring
ing more equity to the different pro
grams, so we will be voting to take care 
of the B students and also all students 
in our congressional districts and in our 
States. 
. I would ask Members to ponder the 

difference between these two proposi
tions. We must look at the equity of it. 

We have studied this in my subcom
mittee. We have held extensive hearings. 
There is no question that the Joelson 
amendment addresses itself to the mod
est beginning of meeting the funding 
needs of the programs in the authorizing 
legislation. I ask Members to consider 
this. If we vote for the Joelson amend
ment, we are taking care of B students, 
but also taking care of all other students 
in this program. 
. If we vote for the Michel amendment, 

we will vote for the B students and that 
is just about all. If Members think they 
can justify this disproportionate ex
penditure of $200 million for 10 States 
and $147 million for the remaining 40 
States, that is for their own judgment. 
But I do not believe such inequity can be 
justified unless we substantially increase 
Federal funds for all the other programs 
included in the Joelson package. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to make it clear that under my amend
ment, it is 90 percent for category A and 
B and under the Michel amendment, it 
is 100 percent for category A and 59 per
cent for category B. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, as we 
debate and discuss the merits of the 
proposed Joelson amendment to H.R. 
13111, I wish to emphasize particular 
items of this legislation which are of 
special concern to me and in my judg
ment make the amendment deserving of 
support. 

I 
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Earlier this year, during hearings on 
H.R. 514, to extend the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, our commit
tee learned that more than 44 million of 
America's public and private school chil
dren have benefited directly from title 
II programs since 1966. 

As we know, title II provides alloca
tions to the States !or the purchase of 
school library resources, textbooks, 
periodicals, films, video tapes, and other 
printed and published instructional ma
terials. 

In a letter which I received in my of
fice today, Rev. Robert Clark, supelin
tendent of schools for the Archdiocese of 
Chicago School Board, said that: 

Since the enactment of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act in 1965, ap
pl"oximately 350,000 pupils enrolled 1.n 
Roman Catholic schools in Cook a.nd Lake 
counties, Illinois, have been the beneficiaries 
of library resources and supplementary text
books loaned to them by local public sohool 
boards which have received Federal funds 
for that purpose. 

Further, Father Clark says: 
The Title n program a.lso has served to 

assure parents of all p arochial school pupils 
that federal aid to education, for which 
they are so heavily taxed, results in some 
kind of tangible benefit, however meager, for 
their children. 

In his testimony before the House Edu
cation and Labor Committee last March, 
Secretary Finch said: 

Top priority for Title II projects has gone 
to strengthening education for disadva.n
taged children in core cities, equalizing mi
nority group education, improving educa
tional opportunities in isolated rural areas, 
and setting up model programs for early 
childhood education. 

There is no question that this title 
has improved both the quality and con
tent of educational materials in schools 
throughout the United States. 

This program has proved an effective 
incentive to States and to private and 
public elementary schools to enhance and 
expand their instructional resources. 

More than 70,500 public school li
braries were expanded in 1967 alone as 
a direct result of title II. 

A singularly effective component of 
this legislation has been the coordina
tion of efforts betwen private and pub
lic school educators. In cooperative pro
grams, many of which have been insti
tuted for the first time, many States have 
conducted inservice training programs to 
help librarians, teachers, and adminis
trators to better organize school libraries 
and instructional materials centers, as 
well as to improve methods of selecting 
matelials. 

The benefits accruing to our national 
system of education have been marked. 

Demonstration programs involving 
mobile equipment and various instruc
tional resources have been established in 
more than 30 States. Similar programs 
are planned or are being developed in 
other States as well. 

Title I funds are allocated on the ba
sis of a formula which includes the to
tal number of children enrolled in pub
lic and private elementary and second
ary schools in each State. No matching 

funds are required. Program funds to
taled $300 million from 1966 through 
1968. 

With the proven success of this ti
tle, an appropriation of $50 million for 
fiscal 1970 seems little enough to pledge 
for continued operation of these much
needed programs. 

Much the same praise can be show
ered on title II of the NDEA as well as 
title III of ESEA. Both these titles are 
deserving of the additional funds that 
would be provided in the Joelson amend
ment. 

TITLE V OF NDEA 

During debate and passage of H.R. 514 
in April of this year, an amendment was 
adopted which consolidated these titles; 
namely, title II and title m of ESEA and 
title III and title V of NDEA. The 
amendment gives the Commissioner of 
Education discretionary authority to 
provide funds to the States for each of 
these worthwhile and interrelated pro
grams. , 

Under the Joelson amendment pro
posed today, $110,453 million over the 
recommended appropriation of $200 mil
lion is suggested for: First, supplemen
tary educational services; second, library 
resources; third, guidance and counseling 
and testing; and fourth, equipment and 
minor remodeling. 

As a six-term veteran of the House 
Committee on Education and Labor and 
as chairman -0f the General Subcom
mittee on Education, I strongly endorse 
these additional appropriations for both 
title II, title III of NDEA, title V-A of 
NDEA, and title III ESEA. 

Title V provides a modest, almost pe
nurious, appropriation-$17 million-for 
guidance and counseling. 

Our school population increases annu
ally in increments of hundreds of thou
sands of students. Each of these boys and 
girls has a special need for assistance 
in developing a career interest that will 
guarantee him or her an opportunity to 
do something meaningful in the adult 
world of work. 

In most school guidance programs 
throughout the Nation at the present 
time, one of the major blocks to provid
ing adequate guidance is the lack of ed
ucation and occupational information 
geared to the specific needs of the States 
themselves. This has obvious, and often 
tragic results. We have all read the sta
tistics that show the outmigration of 
young people from the rural areas of the 
Nation to the large cities and population 
centers. 

In far too many instances, these un
skilled, untrained, unaware young peo
ple are driven to jobs that end nowhere, 
with little or no opportunity for 
advancement. 

With an effective guidance and coun
seling network operating within each of 
the 50 States, young people would receive 
some realistic preparation for the jobs 
and skills that are in demand in the 
labor market. 

In a statement presented on behalf of 
the American Personnel and Guidance 
Association before the Appropriations 
Committee, Mr. John C. Odgers urged 
continued and expanded support for title 

V-A, listing the following reasons for 
his endorsement: 

First. Title V-A would assist youth at 
all grade levels in career development 
through self understanding, increased 
knowledge of educational and vocational 
opportunities and demands, and im
proved decisionmaking skills. 

Second. Title V-A would provide con
certed action on the dropout problem 
which deprives an estimated 25 percent 
of our youth of a high school education 
and the background for initial employ
ment or further training, 

Third. Title V-A would encourage the 
development of placement services to 
insure every school's ability to assist all 
of its students to complete an appropri
ate education program and move into 
the next step beyond high school-either 
further education or employment. 

Fourth. Title V-A would enhance 
school-community relationships to se
cure services-health, welfare, employ
ment, specialty training, information, 
and so forth-beyond those normally 
available within the school program. 

Fifth. Title V-A would interpret local 
and area labor market information con
cerning student needs to administrators 
and the curriculum developers to assure 
a curriculum that will meet the needs of 
the students and the community at large. 

Sixth. Title V-A would expand orga
nized course selection programs to help 
all students make appropriate selection 
from the increasing number of vocation
al, special, and academic programs be
coming available in the typical secondary 
education curriculum. 

Seventh. Title V-A would provide indi
vidual and group experiences which will 
motivate all students toward the devel
opment of sound attitudes toward self, 
toward education, toward employment, 
and toward society. 

In my own State of Illinois, title V-A 
funding amounted to $894,406 during fis
cal 1969. The estimate for fiscal 1970 is 
only $622,243 for this title, a substantial 
and serious cut in service to young peo
ple. 

To gage the success of this program, 
I will cite a brief review of appropriate 
figures. 

At the end of the first year of opera
tion of title V-A programs in 1958-59, 
there were about 13,000 full-time equiv
alent couns-elors serving public secondary 
students. 

By the end of school year 1966-67, 
43,463 full-time counselors were serving 
public school chlidren and in elementary 
and secondary schools, junior colleges, 
and technical institutes. 

It has been estimated that the ideal 
ratio of guidance counselors to students 
is 1 to 300. In 1958, this ratio was 1 to 
960. By 1967, however, this ratio had 
been reduced to 1 to 450, still in excess 
of the recommended ratio, but consid
erably improved over the enormous bur
den of 1958. 

A large measure of the success of title 
V-A programs can be attributed to the 
number of students who are remaining in 
school longer and who are graduating 
from high school. 

In 1958, before title V-A went Into 
effect, 582 of each 1,000 students were 
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graduating from high school and 308 
of these were entering college. 

By 1967, 720 of each 1,000 were gradu
ating from high school and 400 of them 
were entering college the same year. 
This amounts to an increase of 23.9 per
cent in the high school retention rate 
during the 9 years. 

Guidance, counseling, and testing serv
ices help parents to recognize potential 
talent in their children. They help teach
ers encourage the development of those 
special talents. And perhaps most im
portant, they give individual students a 
very real sense of their individuality and 
special abilities. 

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 

It was with high expectations and 
well-founded optimism that my subcom
mittee, after 26 days of hearings on the 
Vocational Education Act Amendments 
of 1968, recommended this thoroughly 
revamped legislation to the House. Our 
colleagues agreed with our own percep
tion of the critical need for greatly ex
panded vocational education programs, 
for this legislation was passed without 
a single dissenting vote by the House and 
the Senate. 

Today we are requesting funding for 
this legislation, funding that will provide 
realistic and immediate help to students 
who are totally ignorant of the world of 
work and who are doomed to join welfare 
and unemployment rolls by the tens of 
thousands if they are not exposed to 
practical training experiences during 
their high school years. 

The Joelson amendment would also 
provide $488,716,000 for vocational edu
cation. This is an increase of $131,500,000 
over amounts approved by the Appro-
priations Committee. · 

The additional amount provided in 
this amendment will implement those 
portions of the 1968 amendments which 
call for occupational training programs 
for the disadvantaged, as well as funds 
for research that is an absolute necessity 
if we are to develop new teaching meth
ods and materials and restructure exist
ing vocational education curriculums. It 
would also provide some funds to start 
planning in residential skill centers if a 
further amendment is adopted. 

Figures attesting to the need for vo
cational education speak for themselves. 
Permit me to cite a few of them: 

First. Only one high school student in 
four is enrolled in a vocational educator 
program, although five out of six never 
achieve a full college education. There
fore, almost 60 percent of high school 
students enter the job market unpre
pared to hold a productive job. 

Second. More than half of vocational 
students are still being trained in agri
culture and home economics, where jobs 
are either dwindling, nonremunerative, 
or nonexistent. 

Third. Youth unemployment between 
the ages of 16 and 19 is the highest in 
the Nation. Approximately 23 percent of 
white males, 33 percent of nonwhite 
males, and 49 percent of nonwhite f e
males in this group of young people are 
unemployed. 

According to the Advisory Council on 
Vocaitional Education, an organization 

that was of great assistance to my sub
committee in rewriting this legislation, 
present vocational programs fall short 
of fulfilling their two major purposes 
which are to prepare students for the 
world of work and to give particular at
tention to those with special needs. 

The recommended appropriation un
der the Joelsen amendment will give as
sistance to the States through increased 
basic grants. The act passed last year 
required certain percentages of basic 
grant funds to be set aside to aid the dis
advantaged and the handicapped as well 
as to postsecondary schools. These set
asides went into effect on July 1. Unless 
we provide funds sufficient to help the 
States meet their set-aside obligations, 
the cuts will have to be made in ongoing 
programs. 

Far too many youngsters have been 
jostled around by the Government. It is 
time we gave them some assurances that 
their interests toward career preparation 
are our interests as well. This is not the 
time to discourage innovation and expe
rimentation on the part of vocational ed
ucators and businessmen and members 
of the academic community. 

Vocational education, particularly 
through its strenuous advocacy of co
operative work-study programs, can 
make the difference between a society 
that merely dumps its underachievers 
into the maze of welfare and public as
sistance p:..·ograms or which gives each 
student the sincere opportunity to earn 
a meaningful living in a productive ca
reer. 

I also iupport the other provisions of 
the Joelson amendment, which in my 
mind would establish a greater degree 
of equity in distribution of tax dollars 
for education. The higher education 
construction amendment as well as in
creases in funds for the NDEA student 
loan program and title I of ESEA bring 
more equity to the entire Federal-aid 
program. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last three words. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield briefly for a correction? 

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from New Jersey is altogether 
incorrect, because in my amendment we 
struck the provision which would have 
carved up the funds provided, and as 
a result category A and category B are 
treated precisely the same. The gentle
man just does not know what is in the 
amendment. 

I also wish to correct the statement 
about the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Illinois, because under 
the Joelson amendment 90 percent en
titlement is provided, and under my 
amendment 78 percent is provided for 
AandB. 

But the gentleman is incorrect when 
he says we are only taking care of cat
egory A. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman from North Carolina will yield 
briefly, I have been informed the gentle
man from Illinois did indeed put in a 
correction to his amendment, and the 
gentleman is correct in his statement. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I listened 
carefully to the debate yesterday and 
today. If there is one thing that has be
come crystal clear from the debate, it is 
that the distinguished gentleman from 
Kentucky is wrong when he says we 
ought to decide on this floor what cate
gories of education require the most at
tention. That decision can best be made 
by the people who are running the school 
systems of the country, and not by 435 
Members of the House of Representa
tives. · 

I commend the Members to the com
ments made in the well yesterday by the 
very distinguished chairman of this sub
committee (Mr. FLoon), when he pointed 
out that the subcommittee which brings 
this bill before us today was merely fol
lowing the direction of the Committee on 
Education and Labor and the amend
ment sponsored by the gentlewoman 
from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN), when this 
House consolidated several of these pro
grams. I believe that is a desirable result 
to be accomplished, and the House ought 
to go along with the subcommittee rec
ommendation. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a correction? 

Mr. JONAS. I yield. 
Mr. PERKINS. The amendment of the 

gentlewoman from Oregon <Mrs. GREEN) 
left the discretion with the States and 
not with the Office of Education. That 
is where the gentleman in the well is 
wrong. 

Mr. JONAS. The gentleman is not 
even willing to leave it to the States. 
I believe it ought to be left to the State 
departments of education, and the gen
tleman believes it ought to be decided 
here on the floor of the House. 

We have seen in 2 days that we can
not get any unanimity of opinion as to 
how much money should be in this pro
gram and how much money should be 
in that program. That is because we are 
not experts on the subject of education 
and that was recognized by the House 
in approving the Green amendment and 
the Committee on Appropriations was 
simply following suit. 

I should like to urge the Members of 
the Committee of the Whole today-I 
do it because I do not serve on the sub
committee which conducted the hearings 
and is handling the bill today-and to 
recommend that the Members follow the 
leadership of this subcommittee, the 
Members of which are all recognized 
friends of education, are among the most 
able and sincere Members of this body, 
and have devoted 4 months of their time 
to this subject, who have studied it thor
oughly, and who have in my opinion 
brought before the Committee of the 
Whole today a bill which should be en
acted without amendment. 

I think the committee bill is a good 
one and supported it in the committee 
although it is $155 million above the re
vised budget. So far as I am concerned 
I think the committee bill as it came 
out of the subcommittee-! allowing long 
and careful study and consideration
approved by the full committee, and now 



21420 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 30, 1969 

before the Committee of the Whole, 
should be approved. 

We have heard a lot of talk here to
day and yesterday about our neglect of 
the schoolchildren and about how we 
are not spending enough money on edu
cation. I hate to be accused of being 
opposed to education, as I am being ac
cused in telegrams and letters by people 
who obviously do not know the facts. Let 
me remind the Committee of a point 
which has not been mentioned so far in 
the debate. 

We who bring appropriation bills to 
the floor have told the Members repeat
edly that there is a great deal of differ
ence between appropriations and spend
ing. Let me just state what is in this 
bill for spending in 1970; not appropria
tions, but spending. That is what counts, 
because the Department of Education 
has on hand unexpended balances right 
now of previously appropriated moneys 
amounting to more than a billion dollars. 
A good part of that was provided last 
year in advance funding, but if we elim
inate that there is on hand in that office 
for future expenditures $211 million 
which is not even in this bill and was 
appropriated in prior years. 

Let me tell one other thing about 
spending. This refers to the outlays by 
the Office of Education, the actual ex
penditures last year, which amounted to 
$3,424,000,000. Get that :figure. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
pired. 

(On request of Mr. HALEY, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. JONAS was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. JONAS. The Office of Education 
in :fiscal year 1969 spent $3,424,000,000. 

The outlays projected in the 1970 
budget by the Office of Education amount 
to $3,701,000,000. This committee added 
$86 million of additional expenditures to 
the $3.7 billion, makin.g total expendi
tures authorized by this bill, as it came 
to you from the committee, of $3,787,-
000,000 as compared to $3,424,000,000 
last year. That means if the bill before 
you now is enacted, the Office of Educa
tion will be provided $363 million more 
to spend than it actually spent in 1969. 

In view of that fact, I ask you in all 
honesty and in all reason, in view of the 
:fiscal situation that our country is con
fronted with, why should you not pay 
more attention to expenditure than ap
propriation levels. You can approve the 
committee bill before you today and feel 
assured that the Office of Education will 
have $363 million more to spend on edu
cation next year than it spent last year. 
But this is only part of the story. Fed
eral funds :or education in the 1970 
budget total nearly $10,000,000,000. This 
is a :fivefold increase since 1960-yet the 
argument has repeatedly been made on 
the floor today and yesterday that Con
gress is neglecting education. No wonder 
the people back home are misled when 
they read such charges. They deserve 
to be answered and a complete answer 
will be found in the speeches made yes
terday by the distinguished chairman of 
the subcommittee (Mr. FLOOD~ and by 
the equally distinguished ranking mi
nority member <Mr. MICHEL) . 

Remember these :figures: $10 billion 
for education-throughout Govern
ment-and $3,787,000,000 spending au
thority provided in this one bill alone for 
the Office of Education. This is $363,-
000 ,000 more than that Office spent last 
year. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentlewoman from Hawaii 
(Mrs. MINK) . 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Joelson amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair might 
state, under the procedures of the House, 
he is trying to recognize :first members of 
the subcommittee on appropriations 
handling the bill and second general 
members of the Committee on Appro
priations. It is his intention to go back 
and forth to each side of the aisle to 
recognize Members who have been stand
ing and seeking recognition the longest. 
The gentlewoman from Hawaii sought 
recognition all yesterday afternoon, and 
the Chair was unable to recognize her 
because of the procedures of the House, 
having to recognize Members on both 
sides of the aisle who are members of 
the committee. I wish the Members to 
know that the Chair will recognize them 
under the normal procedures. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, this House 
heard various individuals rise and de
nounce the impact aid program as a 
"bonanza." As one of the "bosses" who 
receives about 10 percent of my State 
education budget from this source, may 
I say in all sincerity that every dime of 
these funds is used for the education 
of children and this I do not regard as 
a bonanza. 

I repeat what I said earlier, 45 million 
children in America come from these 
4,263 school districts that receive im
pact aid funds. The substitute amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Il
linois (Mr. MICHEL) is far from generous. 

If you vote for his amendment, you 
will, in effect, be voting to reduce your 
school districts impact funds by 13 per
cent. The Michel amendment will give 
your school districts only 77 percent of 
their entitlement. In :fiscal 1969 your 
school districts received 90 percent en
titlement. This is a 13-percent cut. 

The :fiscal 1970 Public Law 874 re
quirements are $650 million, of which 
$154,700,000 are for category "A" chil
dren and $456,394,000 are for category 
"B" children; $32,300,000 are for so-called 
section 6 "on base" children educated 
directly by the Federal Government be
cause local school districts have refused 
impact funds as totally inadequate for a 
proper educational program. 

If Public Law 874 is such a "bonanza" 
my question is how come 52,400 children 
attend these federally operated schools? 

This Federal section 6 school system 
is 100-percent federally supported. One 
hundred percent of cost. If these same 
children were in a local school district 
the Federal share would be only 50 per
cent of average per pupil costs as de
termined from the budget of · 2 years 
previous. Who is getting the bonanza? 

Getting only 50 percent of average 
costs as existed 2 whole school years pre
viously is absolutely no bargain at all. 
Hawaii's average per pupil school costs 
this coming school year are $770. Two 

school years ago they were $632. Yet un
der Public Law 874 we receive only % of 
$632 instead of % of $770 for this com
ing school year. This means that we are 
actually allocated only 41 percent of our 
current costs per "A" child, even with 
full funding. 

The Michel amendment would cut this 
payment to only 31 percent of our cur
rent costs. I am not at all impressed by 
this kind of generosity. 

It must be voted down or the quality 
of education of 45 million children in 
4,000 school districts will be poorer by 
$150 million. Impact budgets which were 
set at 90 percent of entitlement in :fiscal 
1969 will be reduced under the Michel 
amendment to 77 percent of entitlement 
for :fiscal 1970. 

It is true that only 3 million children 
are counted in allocating these funds 
under impact aid; however, since these 
funds are paid into the general school 
budget, once allocated, its denial will de
prive the entire 45 million schoolchil
dren who are part of these 4,263 school 
systems. 

Since the very beginning of this pro
gram in 1951, Public Law 874 has re
ceived full congressional support for 100-
percent funding, except for the last fis
cal year where the funding was 90 per
cent of entitlement. 

Now this Michel amendment would cut 
this to 77 percent of entitlement. 

In my own State of Hawaii during our 
school year 1968-69 there were 17,131 stu
dents whose parents lived on and worked 
on Federal property. My latest figures 
from the Hawaii State government show 
that there are 57,791 military dependents 
in my State. These 17 ,000 children who 
live on base are covered under category 
"A" of Public Law 874. While it is true 
that the Appropriations Committee has 
provided full funding for these children 
under Public Law 874, what is not widely 
know is the fact that this so-called full 
funding pays for less than 50 percent of 
the cost of educating these children as I 
have just explained. 

We have justified, over the years, our 
continuance in this program only because 
the funds we received from the category 
"B" children were such that the State 
cost of educating the "A" children was 
subsidized by the "B" category funding. 

With 100-percent funding for the "A" 
and "B" children under Public Law 874 
Hawaii would receive $11 million, but 
our total current school costs beginning 
September 1969 will be $13 million just 
for the "A'' children alone. 

With funding cut to $7.8 million the 
State will have to come up with the $5.2 
million deficit just for our 17,000 on-base 
schoolchildren. 

This is my case for funding of the Pub
lic Law 87 4 program as provided in the 
Joelson amendment. I urge this House to 
look upon this program as essential to 
the maintenance of the quality of educa
tion for 45 million children in America. 
We are not discussing only the impact 
children. 

I urge ycu to vote down the Michel 
substitute and vote "aye" for the Joelson 
.amendment. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 
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Mrs. MINK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Joelson amendment 
which will go a long way toward over
coming the dangerous neglect of ex
tremely vital educational programs 
which are threatened by the committee 
bill. 

These programs include the impact 
aid program, vocational education, the 
school library program, instructional 
equipment, construction of badly needed 
facilities under the Higher Education 
Act, college student loans, and several 
others. 

It is not merely that I regard educa
tion in all .its important ramifications as 
one of the very best public investments 
we can make. It is also that the commit
tee bill sounds retreat from many of the 
great educational goals this Nation has 
so wisely - established in the last few 
years. 

The committee bill, to our sadness and 
our shame, cuts far below our expendi
tures of last year for program after vital 
program in the educational field. It com
pletely eliminates some of them. 

Surely this is not the time for a dras
tic reduction in our educational budget. 
A nation which can land men on the 
moon and return them to earth, and all 
of this the product of education, would 
be penny wis~ and pound foolish at thi.s 
vital juncture in history to cut back on 
its educational goals and reduce its edu
cational effort. Yet that is precisely 
what the committee bill proposes, and 
that is what the Joelson amendment 
would correct. 

LOCAL EFFECT 

Let me give you one illustration of 
what the committee bill, if it is not 
amended upward, could do to the local 
educational budget in only one locality 
of the country. 

According to my best calculations, the 
school systems in Tarrant County, Tex., 
will receive approximately $5 million 
less for the coming school year if the 
Joelson amendment is not adopted. 
Total category B funds under the im
pact aid program, which the committee 
bill would eliminate in their entirety, 
came to some $3,149,803 for these Tar
rant County schools in fiscal 1968. 

If these funds are reduced as the com
mittee bill proposes, many communities 
throughout the Nation will suffer this 
same fate. They will be confronted with 
one of two alternatives. Either their local 
educational programs will suffer severely 
or the already burdensome local taxes 
on homes and private property will have 
to be raised very appreciably. 

It is my personal observation that the 
Tarrant County schools are very wisely 
expending the moneys they receive. These 
moneys are not wasted. They are well 
invested in the future of our country. 
They are necessary if we are truly seri
ous about excellence in education. I am 
sure that the same situation applies 
throughout the Nation. 

EDUCATION AND OUR SENSE OF VALUES 

Against this background, let us briefly 
appraise our national attitudes and ask 
ourselves just how well we are measur
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ing up as a nation to this crucial central 
challenge of our age. 

Just where have we placed education 
in our national standard of values? Just 
how important have we as a people con
sidered it to be? 

Is it as important to the average Amer
ican as his automobile? Last year, all 
Americans together spent almost twice 
as much on the purchase and operation 
of our automobiles as we did on our pub
lic elementary and secondary schools. 

Is it as important as recreation? All 
told, we spent $5 billion more on recrea
tion than we did on education. Does it 
mean as much to us as cigarettes and 
highballs? Last year, the American peo
ple spent more money on tobacco and 
alcoholic beverages than we did on the 
education of our children. 

Have we allowed our sense of values 
to get slightly out of focus when a big 
league ballplayer can make $100,000 in 
a season and a teacher in our public 
schools will make perhaps $8,000? 

Is not there something strangely amiss 
when a television comedian gets more 
for a single 30-minute performance than 
our best high school teacher with a doc
tor's degree can make all year? Should 
the reward be that much greater for 
making people laugh than it is for mak
ing people think? 

EDUCATION AND DEMOCRACY 

Education and democracy are insepara
bly interconnected. They advance hand 
in hand. When either suffers, the other 
suffers. 

In the absence of public understand
ing of vital issues, and a public ability to 
cope with them, democracy could not en
dure. If this has always been true, it is 
doubly true today and will be trebly true 
tomorrow. 

Walter Lippmann, in his book, "The 
Public Philosophy," raises the question as 
to whether our system, depending as it 
does upon public support for the shaping 
of major national policy, will prove ade
quate to the stresses and strains of rapid 
change in the space age. As legislators 
we surely can understand Lippmann's 
misgivings. While I do not share his 
gloomy forebodings, I recognize his le
gitimate concern. 

Neither a sensationalist nor a muck
raker, that writer views the successful 
political :figures of our time as basically 
"insecure and intimidated men" whose 
decisive consideration is "not whether 
the proposition is good but whether it 
is popular-not whether it will work well 
and prove itself, but whether the active
talking constituents like it immediately." 

Although I regard this characteri
zation as much too severe, there is in 
it an element of truth. In a democracy, 
public policy ultimately must win the 
approval of public opinion. Events, 
Lippmann says, move much faster than 
the public's ability to keep astride. 

Thus, in the final analysis, the big 
public decisions of the future cannot be 
much better, much wiser, or much more 
profound than the public at large is pre
pared to understand and embrace. And 
here is where education-in its broadest 
sense-becomes so vital. 

Democracy in our time faces an en
tirely new set of challenges. They are so 

new and so different from any to which 
our Nation historically has been accus
tomed that our entire past experience is 
of only limited value. Democracy's sur
vival depends upan the public capacity to 
stay abreast of these challenges. And this 
depends upon education. 

WE NEED BOTH QUALITY AND QUANTITY 

The crisis in which we have so sud
denly found ourselves has spawned a lot 
of truth and a lot of utter nonsense as 
well. Much has been said and written 
about the need to provide a challenge 
and an opportunity for the gifted child. 
Nothing could be more vitally important. 
The world has need of the gifted. To help 
gratify the inquisitive hunger of his 
mind at a pace with which he can cope, 
and to help him find through intellectual 
accomplishment the acceptance and 
prestige of his contemporaries by glori
fying excellence, are goals toward which 
we must rapidly move. 

But some in their zeal to help the gifted 
have carried their thought one danger
ous step further. Some months ago a 
teacher wrote an article for a national 
magazine under some such title as "Must 
Everyone Go To Colle,ge?" His basic 
thought was that society cannot afford 
the expense of making higher education 
available for those with less than average 
mental endowment. 

Were we to accept that philosophy, it 
would be only an additional step to ask
ing "Must everyone receive a public edu
cation?", and from this only one more 
step backward toward barbarism until 
we might ask "Must every child be given 
an opportunity to go to school?" 

It is alarming to me to observe that 
in California, a State long recognized for 
enlightenment and leadership in the edu
cation field, cutbacks now proposed in 
the :financing of higher education could 
result in the State university system's 
denying admittance even to some stu
dents who graduate in the top 25 percent 
of their high school graduating classes. 

In a democracy education must never 
be reserved for the limited elite. We may 
be impatient at times with the slower 
youngster or with the immature as we 
strive for excellence in the system, but 
we can never totally surrender quantity 
for quality. By suah a yardstick, Einstein, 
Edison, and Albert Schweitzer might 
have been consigned in their adolescence 
to the ashheap of human lost causes, for 
the record reveals that each of these was 
considered slow as a youth. 

In a democracy everyone theoretically 
can vote-can participate on a fully 
equal basis with the better endowed in
tellectually in the formulation of na
tional policy. While we strive to educate 
the few gifted youngsters to the fullest 
extent of their capabilities, it would be 
the greatest folly for a democracy to 
sacrifice even slightly the attention due 
the average or even the below average 
boys and girls. 
WE HAVE MADE PROGRESS, BUT NOT ENOUGH 

Only the most prejudiced observer 
would deny there has been much prog
ress in recent years. Taken as a whole, 
the educational qualifications of teach
ers have risen steadily; the curriculum 
is broader; educational materials have 
improved; physical facilities and equip-

. 
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ment are decidedly better; and most stu
dents are learning more. 

The unparalleled investment in educa
tion in the past 50 to 60 years has proved 
highly profitable for the United States, 
whether it is reckoned in benefits to in
dividuals or in benefits to national eco
nomic growth, cultural enrichment, and 
military security. Yet these marks of past 
progress are distinctly modest-yes, even 
far short-of what must now be accom
plished in a much shorter time. 

I am speaking here of the impact of 
the tremendous numbers of new young
sters, born since 1950, and now descend
ing upon our high schools and colleges. A 
convenient yardstick is available in the 
fact that fully twice as many American 
children were born in 1956 as in 1936. 
High school enrollments expected in Sep
tember 1969, may reach 15 million com
pared to 3.8 million in 1959. 

THE COST 

This, then, is the challenge. We dare 
not ignore it, and we cannot put it off. 
It is no exaggeration to say that our sur
vival as a nation and as a way of life can 
depend upon how adequately we measure 
up to it. 

While i!t is not by any means solely 
a problem of money, it cannot be solved 
without the application of a very great 
deal of money measured by our previous 
standards, in a limited time. I am em
phatically convinced that money for ed
ucation is not an expense in the classic 
sense. It is an investment, a very good 
investment in the future and one which 
cannot fail to pay rich dividends. But let 
us face it frankly: it will cost money. 

Look at it as a percentage of the gross 
national product, and the figures as
sume slightly less frightening propor
tions. In 1958, total educational expend
itures were roughly 4.5 percent of the 
gross national product. In spite of the 
massive infusions of help in the past 8 
years, they fell to 3.78 percent last year. 

If these figures tell us anything at all, 
they surely should demonstrate that dol
lars spent on education do indeed return 
measurable dividends to the economy. 
One almost could conclude from the rec
ord that the more we spend intelligently 
on education, the more there is for the 
Nation to spend on other things. 

It is like "casting our bread upon the 
water." It returns to us multiplied in 
value. The greater the pace at which 
our educational expenditures have risen, 
still greater the pace at which our gross 
national product rises. The connection 
is not theoretioal, but clear and direct. 
The one proceeds as a direct result of 
the other. 

It has been demonstrated that theed
uoational benefits of the so-called GI 
bill of rights have actually paid for 
themselves and returned a profit-not 
only to the whole economy, but to the 
Government itself. The increased earn
ing power generated and set in motion 
by that program has yielded sufficiently 
higher incomes that the additional taxes 
paid to the Government on those higher 
incomes have more than three times re
tired the total cost of the effort. 

From the record of all employed Amer
icans, the fact emerges that a bachelor's 
degree from college--on an average--

will yield $100,000 more in earnings than 
its holder could have expected to receive 
over a lifetime if he had merely gradu
ated from high .school. A doctor's degree 
will add approximately $300,000 to the 
individual earning expectancy. All of 
which merely goes to say that the edu
cational dollar is just about the best in
vestment any level of our society can 
make. It more than pays for itself-to 
the individual, to the economy, to the 
Government, and to the Nation. 

Moreover, it is absolutely vital to the 
future of the race. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise today in support of the 
amendment which I believe will result 
in the full funding of our educational 
effort which is so important today. 

A few days ago, we watched with an 
estimated 600 million others throughout 
the world as man took his first step on 
the moon. This demonstrated what man 
can do given the knowledge and the tools 
with which to work. We have accom
plished tremendous things and are mak
ing tremendous advances in all lines of 
endeavor-scientifically, sociologically, 
technologically, economically and politi
cally-yet there is so much to be done. 

We face today, many domestic prob
lems and in the final analysis, the real 
solution to them is a solid education for 
all our people-an education which will 
provide every citizen an equal opportu
nity to contribute with the full measure 
of his capacity, to the solution of these 
problems and the continued growth of 
our Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, as many of you know, I 
started my career in public service about 
30 years ago as a member of the local 
school board in my hometown of Rose
ville, Calif. Subsequently, I served in the 
California State Legislature for approxi
mately 10 years before coming to Con
gress as a Representative of the Second 
Congressional District of California. Ac
cordingly, I have had what I believe is a 
rare opportunity to witness the problems 
of education at three levels of govern
ment-local, State, and Federal. 

I am well aware of the contributions 
which the local taxpayers and local 
school boards are making in a tremen
dous effort to educate our young people. 
The tax burden, however, on the local 
property owner has reached the satura
tion point. In my own State of Califor
nia, the people are contributing substan
tially toward the education of our young 
people, but the job is tremendous. 

In the school year 1966-67, the average 
daily attendance exceeded 4,700,000 stu
dents and I am quite confident that to
day it is well in excess of 5 million, in the 
public elementary and secondary schools 
alone. The cost of giving these young 
people basic education in the State of 
California was $3.8 billion in the 1966-67 
school year and I am again quite confi
dent that since that figure was 7.7 per
cent greater than the cost of school op
erations in the preceding year, that to
day's cost is well over $4 billion a year. 

Education, or the lack of it, knows no 
school district, county or State bound-

aries. It is of national importance. The 
contributions of an individual with a 
superior education can affect every citi
zen of this Nation. If on the other side 
this individual had been unable to make 
this contribution due to an inadequate 
education, every citizen would suffer. 

In order to accomplish this goal, we 
must do our utmost at all levels. This 
includes, of course, elementary and sec
ondary schools and the colleges and uni
versities. Congress recognized this in 
creating a variety of programs over the 
years including the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act with its eight 
titles, all of which are extremely impor
tant. Namely, aid to the disadvantaged; 
school library resources; supplementary 
centers and services; assistance to State 
departments of education; educating the 
handicapped; bilingual education; and 
dropout prevention. Other equally im
portant programs implemented are the 
National Defense Education Act, Higher 
Education Act, federally impacted areas, 
Education Professions Development Act, 
Adult Education Act, Vocational Educa
tion, Manpower Development and Train
ing Activities, the Office of Economic 
Opportunity program for Job Corps, 
Headstart and Follow Through, and the 
Cooperative Research Act. 

An authorized program, as we all 
know, is of little value without the funds 
to meet the challenge which we recog
nized must be met in voting the basic 
legislation. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, 
I stand solidly in support of the amend
ment to provide school funding of these 
programs. The need for education has 
never been greater. 

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Joelson amend
ment. All of the education programs in 
this amendment are vital to the growth 
and future of our educational system. 

The crux of our problem, of course, is 
money-additional funds, larger appro
priations, all the words that we are 
afraid to say aloud these days because 
of the "pressing need to cut our Federal 
budget." 

Mr. Chairman, I am just as con
cerned about prudent Federal spending 
as anyone in this body, but there are two 
things to consider: The first is the re
statement of the fact that the effective 
education of our youth is of the utmost 
importance to our Nation and is not the 
proper place to begin to cut corners. The 
second point is one which has a tragi
comic tone, the fact that our estimated 
budget of fiscal year 1969 was incorrect 
to the tune of $2.174 billion. The sur
plus the Government estimated would 
be $900 million turned out to be $3.074 
billion, the largest since 1957. What did 
we do, Mr. Chairman? How many cor
ners did we so unnecessarily cut, how 
many valuable programs did we arbi
trarily kill when we did not have to? 
For the coming year let us learn from 
past experience. 

The administration's recommendation 
to cut back the aid to federally impacted 
areas to $187 million is both unwarrant
ed and most unjust to the local commu-
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nities which will be affected. How are they 
supposed to raise the $400 million which 
will be needed to ru.n their schools? And 
why should local communities have to 
tax their citizens to provide for children 
who are not their responsibility? People 
are already overtaxed. In most communi
ties further local taxation to make up 
for these reductions is simply impossible. 
Do we need to have some of our schools 
close down to prove the shortsighted
ness of these reductions? With regard to 
construction funds for impacted school 
districts, far more money must be ap
propriated than the pitiful $15 million 
suggested. With over a $6 billion surplus 
predicted for fiscal year 1970, what justi
fication is there for this harsh under
funding? 

Adequate appropriations for our li
brary programs are another imPortant 
concern of mine and the people of my 
State. I cannot understand the thinking 
behind these sharp reductions. In an 
era of an information explosion, library 
services are increasingly necessary. Any
thing we do to encourage increased 
knowledge among our citizens will be re
turned to our country a thousand times. 
Recently I saw a statement which noted 
that the Government is currently spend
ing 25 cents a person on library programs 
and over $21,000 a person on ammunition 
to supply the war in Vietnam. If that is 
so, what has happened to our sense of 
priorities? 

The amendment's restoration of $33 
million for the construction of academic 
facilities under the Higher Education Act 
is most important to accommodate the 
additional young people in our colleges 
d.ue to population growth and need for 
more education. If we are going to ex
pect sensible behavior from the college 
generation, then let us set an example 
here by a sensible order of priorities in 
spending tax dollars. 

I cannot speak too strongly of the im
portance of increasing funds for direct 
student loans under the National Defense 
Education Act. The amendment, which 
adds about $41 million to the commit
tee's recommendation. is still below the 
need and below the 1970 authorization, 
but moves in the right direction. Many 
students have written to me explaining 
the problems facing them if they do not 
get a Federal loan. With the present rise 
in interest rates, the availability of guar
anteed loans has been seriously limited. 
It is an absolute necessity that we appro
priate increased funds or many students 
will not be able to continue their higher 
education. 

One last point. The $181 million which 
the amendment adds to H.R. 13111 for 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act is most important if the 
programs under title I are to be really 
effective for the 9 million children in
volved. 

In conclusion, the need for passing the 
Joelson package amendment. thereby 
adding $894.5 million to the appropria
tions bill, should be obvious. If we are 
going to be cautious about dipping into 
the predicted budget surplus, let it be 
when we consider military expenditures, 
but we simply cannot afford to hedge on 

our commitment to education-not if we 
intend to exercise some responsibility for 
our country's future. 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Chairman, I join my 
colleagues who have preceded me on the 
floor to evidence my concern over the 
lack of Public Law 874 funding for cate
gory B students. I represent several 
school districts whose educational pro
grams would be seriously curtailed if this 
bill does not provide for at least last 
year's level of funding. In fact, it would 
be most difficult for some of my schools 
to open their doors in September if they 
are not assured of receiving these funds. 
These schools are located in areas which 
have a very poor tax base and cannot 
raise another dime from their already 
overburdened taxpayers. 

In one district all impact students are 
category 3-B students and it would stand 
to lose approximately $280,000. To offset 
this loss, taxes would need to be raised 
80 percent. Already, the taxpayers in 
that district are paying more than com
parable districts in the State of Texas 
and the additional revenue needed would 
be impossible to raise. Of that district's 
3,300 students, 75 percent are Federally 
connected and the area is considered a 
bedroom community because the only in
dustry in the area is an Air Force base. 
The district's student population has 
doubled in the past 5 years and the 
growth can only be attributed to the 
proximity of the base to the school 
district. 

Another one of my districts last year 
enrolled 2,600 children. In the coming 
year they will enroll over 3,200 children, 
an increase of over 30 percent. At least 
400 of these new students are impact 
students, their parents having moved in 
because of the district's location relative 
to the large permanent military installa
tions. These 400 new impact students 
will require that the district expend an 
average of $1,666 dollars each for class
room space, a total of about $666,448. 
These new students will require hiring 
15 new teachers at a cost of about $97 ,-
500 and the expenditure of some $9,000 
for other operational costs for a total 
requirement of $772,948, to house and 
educate just the additional impact stu
dents moving into the district in the 
1969-70 school year. Under this year's 
current funding guidelines these 400 
new impact students will entitle that 
district to an additional $55,644 for a to
tal Public Law 874 entitlement for the 
1969-10 school year of $209,916. 

Because of the growth and increasing 
costs, the local school tax rate was in
creased 25 percent last year and is be
ing increased another 20 percent this 
year. If Public Law 874 funds are not 
forthcoming, this district could not func
tion next year. An additional increase of 
60 percent to compensate for Public Law 
874 entitlements would be impossible. 

Mr. Chairman, the local people and the 
State gove:i.nment are assuming as much 
of this financial burden as they can. It 

is imperative that Public Law 874 funds 
be provided. 

In another one of my districts which 
is adjacent to two other military instal
lations, 600 new students to the district 
will be enrolled. This is due almost ex
clusively to the district's proximity to 
those bases. That district finds itself with 
a budget at the present time based on 
past years experience with Public Law 
87 4 funds and they find after their budget 
is made, their money is obligated, their 
teachers employed, their desks bought, 
and the children ready to come into the 
schools, that the Congress is going to de
prive them of Federal money for these 
federally connected children. If it were a 
wealthy district, this would be no prob
lem. However, this district is not even 
average in wealth. It is below average. 
They have recently voted $2 million of 
bonds and raised their taxes 30 percent 
to build buildings for the children in this 
district. They have raised their main
tenance tax for operation. 

This district would be entitled to ap
proximately $420,000 if the program is 
funded at last year's level. If these funds 
are taken away from the district, the 
children, which are eomposed of many 
underprivileged, will suffer educationally 
in a great way. 

I could go down the list and talk about 
many more of the school districts in my 
congressional district and bring to your 
attention their dire need for these funds. 
Suffice it to say that the reasons for 
having provided Public Law 874 funds in 
the very beginning are as valid today in 
those districts as they were at that 
time and we in the Congress would be 
doing the schoolchildren a great injustice 
if we do not provide these funds at this 
time. · 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. MINK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
suppoi-t the pending amendment to more 
adequately provide funds for schools 
which face extraordinary hardships be
cause of the impact from unusual Fed
eral activities. 

In my judgment, of all the millions
even billions-appropl'iated as F'ederal 
aid to education, none is more justified 
than that which is provided for these 
impacted districts. I am speaking of the 
real, bona fide situations, wher~ the Fed
eral impact is overwhelming. The dollars 
spent to compensate for this unusual 
problem go very directly to the benefit 
of students. 

Let me cite an example or two, to illus
trate what I mean by the schools that are 
faced with unavoidable hardship without 
this source of help. 

One school in San Antonio has an en
rollment of 2,500, of which over 50 per
cent are "impact" students. The school 
tax rate was increased by 25 percent last 
year, and by 20 percent this year. 

In that area, adjacent to large military 
bases, a tremendous residential building 
program is now in progress, mostly for 
single families. Due to current tax struc
tures, a residence is occupied and the 
local school must house and educate 



21424 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 30, 1969 

children for as long as 2 years before 
actual tax income is realized from the 
new projects, of which there will, in the 
next 12 months, be 1,000. 

Moreover, the vast majority of mobile 
homes in the area are owned by service 
personnel and are tax exempt under the 
Serviceman's Relief Act. 

A local school bond issue, recently ap
proved, amounts to $7 million. One-half 
of all local taxes collected must go to
ward this debt retirement. 

This district qualifies for some $200,000 
in funds under Public Law 874. If impact 
funds are not provided, the local tax rate 
would be forced upward by 50 cents, or 
possibly $1, per $100 valuation. 

The rate is already exceedingly high, 
and a further increase would be next to 
unbearable. 

I could cite other examples. One comes 
to my mind-the Scherz-Cibolo-Univer
sal City Independent School District, lo
cated in the suburbs of San Antonio, 
adjacent to Randolph Air Force Base, 
where 75 percent of the district's stu
dents are federally connected. 

The district tax rate is $1.05, of which 
55 cents is designated for maintenance 
and operation and 50 cents is designated 
for debt-retirement purposes. In 1964 the 
district had all of the real property re
valuated and placed the property on tax 
rolls at 90 percent of actual market val
ue. A home valued at $11,000 pays $105 
in school taxes. 

Without impact funds, in order for the 
district to maintain the same services, 
same salaries, the tax rate would have to 
be increased 80 percent on the district's 
$35 million valuation. This would be far 
more than the district's taxpayers could 
bear. · 

I have cited two schools which are vic
tims of a financial dilemma directly due 
to Federal activities. others could be 
cited in the same locality. These schools 
are desperate. They have no control over 
who or how many people move into the 
area. They must provide education for 
every child that knocks on the school 
door. Their unusual burdens are of Fed
eral 01igin, and it is the moral duty of 
the Federal Government to compensate 

, for this federally imposed hardship. 
I urge my colleagues to support the 

pending amendment. 
Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. MINK. I yield to the gentleman 

from New Jersey. 
Mr. PATTEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

support of the Joelson amendment. 
Specifically, the focus of my remarks 

will be directed to title II of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act. This 
legislation is aimed at remedying some of 
the deficiencies in the area of school 
library resources, textbooks and other 
printed and/or published instructional 
ma,terials existing in our Nation's 
schools. In fiscal year 1969 there was 
appropriated in support of this legisla
tion $50 million out of an authorization 
of $162.5 million. 

For fiscal year 1970, against an 
authorization of $200 million, the com
mittee has recommended that no specific 
amount be appropriated in support of 
title II, but rather that funds for this 

purpose be included in a general fund 
that would cover not only title II of 
ESEA, but title III of ESEA, and titles 
III-A and V-A of NDEA as well. In fiscal 
year 1969 there was appropriated in sup
port of all these titles a total of $311.61 
million. 

The committee recommends that we 
appropriate in fiscal year 1970 the sum 
of $200.16 million to support all these 
titles. Since this is $110.5 million under 
fiscal year 1969 levels it is clear that title 
II of ESEA will suffer a severe blow if 
the committee recommendation is ac
cepted by this body. 

All evidence clearly established a con
tinuing need to fund title II ESEA at 
substantial levels. As of March 1968 
there were 36,000 public schools in our 
Nation that l·acked library facilities. In
creasing enrollments are placing more 
and more demands on those school 
library facilities which already exist. 

Texts and other instructional ma
terials, already in short supply in many 
school districts are bound to become ob
solete through extended use if funds are 
not available for replacement. While the 
Joelson amendment will not provide 
funds sufficient to overcome these de
ficiencies, it does insure--to some ex
tent-that programs under title II will 
not be allowed to backslide to a point 
where gains made in the last 5 years will 
be canceled out. I there! ore urge you 
to vote yes for the Joelson amendment 
and for the future of American youth. 

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

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, during the last fiscal year, 163 of 
the 174 eligible districts in Colorado 
organized and conducted title I pro
grams. Of the 163 programs, 28 involved 
a combination of two or more districts 
who pooled their resources and operated 
the programs cooperatively. 

Of the $8.5 million expended during 
the year, nearly 75 percent was ex
pended for instruction, and the remain
ing 25 percent for medical, dental, and 
food services, for maintenance, admin
istration, equipment, and minor con
struction. About 95 percent was ex
pended during the regular term and 5 
percent for summer programs. 

More than 46,000 pupils were enrolled 
in title I programs. 

Programs were operated that in
volved children of all age groups from 
preschool through high school. There 
were 29,000 elementary schoolchildren
kindergarten to sixth grade--enrolled 
and more than 17,000 high school pupils 
were offered programs. 

The categories of expenditures were: 
Compensatory education, 85 percent; 
handicapped children, migrant children, 
Indian children, 15 percent. 

Approximately three-fifths of the sal
ary cost-totaling approximately $5 mil
lion-was for teachers' salaries. Other 
salaries paid were for teacher aides, li
brarians, counselors, psychologists, social 
workers, nurses, doctors, dentists, cleri
cal workers, and administrators. 

A total of 1,633 persons were employed 
to operate the program. 

Programs embraced activities in art, 
business education, cultural enrichment, 
English reading, English as a second lan
guage, English speech, foreign languages, 
health, physical education, home eco
nomics, industrial arts, mathematics, 
music, natural science. social science, vo
cational education, and many others. 

Inasmuch as all of these pro.grams 
were provided in addition to the normal 
offering that would have been provided 
for these children had title I funds not 
been used, some comparisons are possible, 
using control groups, or by comparing 
with the total group in a school or school 
system. 

DROPOUT RATE 

The dropout rate in title I high schools 
has been reduced 1 percent over 3 years, 
while the dropout rate in non-title-I high 
schools has increased 2.2 percent, 
while the dropout rate in all high schools 
in Colorado has increased 0.6 percent. 

HOLDING POWER 

Twelfth grade title I high schools in
creased one-tenth of 1 percent. 

Twelfth grade non-title-I high schools 
decreased one-half of 1 percent. 

Eleventh grade title I high schools in
creased 1.1 percent. 

Eleventh grade non-title-I high schools 
decreased one-half of 1 percent. 

Tenth grade title I high schools in
creased 1.5 percent. Tenth grade non
title-I high schools increased three
tenths of 1 percent. 

Test scores show improvement in read
ing with more than 10 percent of the title 
I pupils who were in the lowest quartile 
at pretest moving out of that quartile as 
post test. 

Test scores in arithmetic show im
provement slightly better even than in 
reading, while test scores iL language 
arts are slightly below the results in 
reading. 

Greater gains were realized when spe
cialists taught small groups for extended 
periods in special classrooms. 

Disadvantaged children did not get 
that way only yesterday and a short 
duration program will not change them 
for tomorrow. 

For these reasons I urge this House to 
accept the Johnson amendment for in 
so doing we will be adding $180,800,000 
to this important bill. 

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman. I rise in 
support of the Joelson amendment. 
While I realize that it is unrealistic at 
present to expect Congress to close the 
$5 billion gap between authorization and 
aJPpropriations in view of the economy 
wave sweeping the country, I am firmly 
convinced the American people do not 
want vast cuts in education programs. 
The people want inflation curbed and 
taxes reduced, but not at the expense of 
their children. The Joelson amendment 
will increase H.R. 13111 by $894.5 million, 
and all of the increases provided in these 
programs are absolutely eBsential. I feel 
that this Congress has a responsibility 
to take a substantial part in the solution 
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of the present financial crises in 
education. 

Although education is a local respon
sibility, the problems facing the local 
school systems and the results of a failure 
to solve these problems are national in 
scope. Our modern economy is a na
tional and not a local economy. It thrives 
on the mobility of our papulation. The 
citizen New York educates today may 
well contribute t.o the resources of Chi
cago tomorrow. Conversely, the citizen 
my community fails to educate today 
may well be a drain on the resources of 
your community tomorrow. Our national 
economy must be preserved through a 
national effort to assure adequate educa
tional opportunities everywhere in the 
country. Otherwise cities will weary of 
the effort of overcoming the educational 
handicaps of its youth, knowing that the 
resulting well-trained citizens may be 
drained off to other areas-only to be 
replaced by persons poorly educated 
elsewhere. 

Education has always been regarded as 
a necessary ingredient of national stabil
ity. To the extent Ame1ica fails to edu
cate its youth, we will fail to equip 
people with the tools that are necessary 
for economic, social and personal satis
faction in the world of today's modern 
technology. The uneducated child of to
day becomes the frustrated hostile adult 
of tomorrow. 

So I urge you to consider not just the 
children of your constituents--but the 
children of all American families-and 
enthusiastically support this amendment. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Montana. 

Mr. OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment which has 
been offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. JOELSON). 

It seems somewhat incongruous to 
me that while all mankind is acclaim
ing this Nation's achievement in space, 
the administration is seeking drastically 
to curtail our educational effort. During 
the Eisenhower administration, the 
launching of sputnik in 1958 resulted in 
the enactment of the National Defense 
Education Act. This was as a direct con
cern that our_ educational system was 
inadequately equipped especially in sci
ence and technology, for the challenge 
of the space age. 

Now that we have landed on the moon, 
are we to abandon our commitment to 
our schools and colleges? I say no, for 
the challenge of the future is now far 
greater than it was in 1958. 

The Appropriations Committee has 
provided an extremely modest increase 
in education funds beyond that requested 
by the Nixon administration. It is far 
too meager an amount to be effective. 
While we keep our eyes on the moon, let 
us not fail to reach for the stars. 

In 1965 we promised the economically 
disadvantaged children of this Nation, 
under title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, that the Con
gress of the United States would assist 
the State and local school boards to 
provide them better educational OPPo·r-

tunity. In my State, a large percentage 
of these children are American Indians. 
They are economically and culturally de
prived because of the decades of neglect 
of their educational opportunity under 
the control of the Bureau of Indian Af
fairs. The vast majority of Indian chil
dren in Montana now are in public 
schools, administered by local boards of 
education upon which our adult Indian 
citizens serve with distinction. Unless we 
provide the public schools with the addi
tional financial resources the Joelson 
amendment provides, we will again be 
breaking faith with our Indian citizens. 
We let them serve on school boards-
but deny them the money they need to 
do the job for their children. Let us not 
do it to them again. 

Increased funding is an investment in 
the future of America which will repay 
human and economic dividends of ever
increasing magnitude. Education is a 
necessity, not merely a nicety. The 
strength of our Nation, whether meas
ured by the gross national product or by 
the general enlightenment of the people, 
rests upon adherence to this proposition. 

I urge you to support the Joelson 
amendment. 

INDIAN PROGRAM 

The 1968 title I program served 47,-
562 Indian children in programs con
ducted by local school districts to meet 
the most pressing needs of educationally 
deprived children. Summer programs 
served 5,922 Indian children. 

Indian children participated in a wide 
range of programs including art, cultural 
enrichment, reading, English as a sec
ond language, health, physical education 
and recreation, mathematics, music, and 
vocational programs. Supplementary 
services, such as clothing, food, guidance 
and counseling, health, psychological, 
speech therapy were also provided. 

The program participants ranged from 
prekindergarten through grade 12, the 
greater proportion being sixth grade and 
below. 

Approximately $6.5 million was spent 
on behalf of Indian children in public 
school programs. Many programs were 
developed especially to meet the individ
ual needs of these children, primarily the 
teaching of English as a second language, 
improving attitude toward school 
through parent participation, and home 
visitations and specialized programs to 
improve reading competency. 

An average of $133 per child was spent 
to provide these specialized services. 

In addition, over 50,000 Indian chil
dren in Bureau of Indian Affairs schools 
in 16 States participated in the pro
gram, of which 1,650 were physically or 
mentally handicapped. An amount of $9 
million was spent for specialized services 
over and above the regular school pro
gram in 1968. 

Indian children are among the most 
educationally deprived of all school-age 
children. In a papulation where the drop
out rate is 30 percent greater than the 
national average, the need for special 
services on behalf of Indian children is 
of high priority. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in oppasition to the Michel amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we will choose today 
between the appropriation of scant funds 
for impact aid and a major package of 
across-the-board restorations to at least 
keep Federal aid to education on a par 
with last year. 

Item for item, the Joelson package is 
superior to the Michel substitute. 

In the crucial matter of impact aid, 
the Joelson amendment provides local 
schools with 90 percent of the authorized 
entitlement. The Michel substitute pro
vides only 69 percent of entitlement for 
874(b) funding. In short, under the Mi
chel substitute local schools will receive 
21 percent less impact aid than they will 
under the Joelson package. 

In addition, the Joelson package pro
vides funding at last year's levels for 
school libraries, for the purchase of 
equipment, for the operation of sup
plementary education centers, for guid
ance and counseling. 

The Joelson package provides desper
ately needed funds for student loans and 
higher education construction. 

The Joelson package provides well 
over $100 million for vocational educa
tion. 

The Joelson package, too, provides $180 
million for programs to assist schools 
in poverty areas. 

How can we possibly turn our backs 
on the need to educate our children? 

Today the Soviet Union outspends the 
United States on public education. When 
all the funds for education spent in the 
United States at the local, State, and 
National levels a.re added together they 
still do not total the sums the Soviet 
Union spends on education. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COHELAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

In connection with the statement just 
made by the gentleman from California, 
I would like to point out that a recent 
check of the figures indicates that in 
spite of the seemingly large sums of 
money that people have been talking 
about spending at the Federal level; even 
if the Joelson amendment were adopted 
the contribution of the Federal Govern
ment to education in this country wten 
measured against contributions in State 
and local taxes paid by the citizens of 
this country, will represent less than 8 
percent of the cost of education in this 
country. This represents the smallest na
tional commitment to education of any 
major nation in the world, Communist or 
non-Communist. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution, and 
I emphasize the point. 

Mr. Chairman, we are mightily con
cerned about losing the arms race but 
we are apparently contented to lose the 
education race. 

We won the moon race, but will we win 
the education race? 

We will not prevail as an independent, 
free and just society if we are ignorant 
and uneducated. Education costs money. 
It is our obligation to provide the nec
essary funds for education. 
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I most vigorously urge the adoption 

of the Joelson package amendment. 
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 1n 

support of the Robison amendment be
cause, wn.en we make our decision be
tween the :Michel substitute to the Joel
son amendment we will be making our 
decision between impact aid at last 
year's :figure, or impact aid at $80 mil
lion over last year's :figure. 

The only way we can be certain that 
those four programs-library resources, 
equipment of NDEA, supplemental cen
ters of ESEA, and the guidance and 
counseling program of NDEA-are 
funded at last year's level would be to 
support the Robison amendment. 

Without the Robison amendment, if 
the Michel amendment ls adopted, we 
would not be able to increase those :fig
ures. I believe it ls necessary for us to 
raise them and the Robison amendment 
brings the total up to last year's :figure. 

Let us see what happened last year. 
Last year the appropriation for title 

II of ESEA was just about one-half of 
the year before. 

In 1968, the appropriation for title II 
ESEA, library resources, was $99,234,000. 

ESEA, title III, for 1968 it was 
$187,000,000. Last year it was cut to 
$164,000,000. 

The NDEA appropriation, title V(a) 
for 1968 was $24,500,000. In 1969, last 
year, it was cut to $17,000,000. 

The appropriation for NDEA, title m, 
in 1968 was $78.7 million-last year they 
left that at the same :figure. 

So you see last year appropriations 
were substantially cut by about $80,000,-
000 for those four titles. If there was any 
fat 1n them in 1968, that was cut out in 
1969. 

I believe that if we are going to keep 
faith with the educational agencies in 
this country, we ought to have main
tained the appropriation at that level. 
We can give some :flexibility to them 
with the Robison amendment in order 
that, even if in 1970 there were some ad
justments to be made between these four 
titles that could be made and that ls a 
wise move. 

Any of you who are interested in an 
increase for vocational education, as I 
am-and any of you who are interested 
in increasing the student loan program, 
the national defense education act stu
dent loan program, as I am, will have an 
opportunity to do it later when those 
paragraphs come up. 

If the Michel substitute with the 
Robison amendment is adopted and, 
therefore, preventing the Joelson amend
ment from being adopted, you can take 
up those other items at a later time. 

If you have any desire to put money 
where the needs are the greatest, surely 
that $80,000,000 increase for impact aid 
is not the place to make it. 

There are much greater needs. Priority 
is surely higher for vocational education, 
education for the handicapped, which is 
not a part of the Joelson amendment-
and needs in higher education. In fact, 
even the increased needs for title I of 
ESEA are much greater than impact aid 
because at least it is distributed to some 
of the neediest education agencies of the 
country or practically all of them. 

But I ask you not to put yourself in 
the position so that you will have to vote 
for the Joelson amendment because the 
$80 million increase there is completely 
unwise. · 

What is the difference last year in im
pact aid from 1968? Was there a cut in 
impact aid in 1969 compared to the year 
before as there was for ESEA II, ESEA 
III, and NDEA V-A? No. In 1969 there 
was a $106 million increase in impact aid. 
Now you are asked to increase it another 
$80 million. It is completely unreason
able. 

There are other areas of education 
that have a much higher priority than 
does impact aid. Surely ESEA II has a 
priority up at the fop. We can fund that 
in the Robison amendment. After that 
we can make a decision about what level 
we want to appropriate for each program. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I com
pliment my distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from Minnesota, for working 
for increased appropriations. But if I 
understand the gentleman's philosophy, 
on the so-called Green amendment that 
was passed on the :floor, the gentleman 
in -the well is advocating that the States 
have the flexibility so how c.an you re
concile the committee bill and the Michel 
substitute where you place that author
ity and flexibility in the hands of the 
Office of Education? 

Mr. QUIE. I know what the question 
of the gentleman is. I would say that 
if we could consolidate in 1970, I would 
be all for it. But we need to give some 
opportunity for the States to get geared 
up for that, but we could give :flexibility 
to the Commissioner now. I do not think 
that is unreasonable. I think it is wise, 
and the Commissioner can, with his own 
authority, give some discretion to the 
States to make their decision as to how 
they want the money to be spent for each 
program by sending in a package plan. 

(Mr. RUPPE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
'P<>int in the RECORD.) 

Mr. RUPPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to SUPPort the amendment to in
crease funding for Public Law 874. The 
present bill before the House seeks some 
$187 million for aid to federally impacted 
areas. This amount would eliminate pay
ments for children whose parents work 
on Federal property, but who do not live 
on Federal property. In many areas of 
the Nation, my district included, the cut
off of these funds will wreak ha voe 
among school districts already strapped 
for funds. The reason is simple. Concen
trations of Federal land ownership seri
ously deplete the tax base on which local 
governments and school distric,ts must 
sustain themselves. Public Law 874 has 
proven to be an effective, if artificial 
remedy for the school :financing problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to 
restore Public Law 874 funds in H.R. 
13111 at least to the fiscal year 1969 level. 
I feel that no curtailment of the aid to 
federally impacted areas program should 
be made until the whole question of tax
ation and public lands is settled. As you 

are no doubt aware, the Public Land Law 
Review Commission has been established 
to resolve the problem of public land 
ownership and local tax needs. The Com
mission ls expected to present its findings 
to Congress in 1971. Until such time as 
we can effectively act upon the Commis
sion's recommendations and provide an 
adequate means to help :finance local 
school districts affected by Federal land 
ownership we simply cannot afford to 
curtail Public Law 874. 

(Mr. McKNEALLY asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. McKNEALLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment to H.R. 
13111, presented by the distinguished 
gentleman from the State of New Jersey. 
I, like many other of my colleagues on 
this side of the aisle, was elected to this 
venerable House on a platform which 
called for economy in Government 
spending. However, I cannot stand by 
when "economy in Government spend
ing" could very well deliver a devastating 
blow to the cause of maintaining quality 
education in our beloved country. If there 
must be cuts in the budget, why must 
the thrifty pen strike at funds for voca
tional training, funds for the construc
tion of college and university facilities, 
funds for student loans, funds for school 
libraries, and funds for impacted areas? 
It seems to me that these actions in 
the name of economy betray a rather 
bewildering sense of priorities-espe
cially when one considers that educa
tional costs were not left on the launch 
pad as inflation blasted off. 

Of particular interest to me is the aid 
to impacted areas. My 27th district was 
entitled to $1,123,215 during :fiscal year 
1969, of which $681,930 was designated 
for "B" category students whose parents 
work, but do not live, on Federal in
stallations. Because of the large portion 
of funds for this second category, if noth
ing at all is appropriated for "B" cate
gory students for :fiscal year 1970, the 
schools in my district will suffer a set· 
back from which they could not recover. 
They cannot ask for higher taxes. It goes 
without saying, the citizens of this Na
tion are not terribly fond of the idea 
of raising their taxes-even when they 
are necessary to defray the expenses of 
educational needs. They cannot go to the 
State of New York, for the gentlemen 
in Albany have also decided to practice 
economy in areas where the education 
of children is concerned. 

I ref er you to title 20, section 236 of the 
United States Code, which proclaims the 
purpose of Public Law 874. It reads: 

In recognition of the responsibility of the 
United States for the impact which certain 
Federal activities have on the local educa
tional agencies in the areas in which such 
activities are carried on, the Congress de
clares it to be the policy of the United States 
to provide financial assistance ( as set forth 
in this chapter) for those local educational 
agencies upon which the United States has 
placed financial burdens by reason of the 
fact that--

(1) the revenues available to such agen
cies from local sources have been reduced as 
the result of the acquisition of real proper
ty by the United States; or 

(2) such agencies provide education for 
children residing on Federal property; or 
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(3) such agencies provide education for 

children whose parents are employed on Fed
eral property; or 

(4) there has been a sudden and substan
tial increase in school attendance as the re
sult of Federal activities. 

In this declaration of policy, could 
there possibly be a more explicit delinea
tion of the Federal Government's obliga
tion to these impacted areas? Can one 
deny that the importance of Federal 
Government meeting this obligation is 
substantially greater than it was in 1950 
when Public Law 874 was enacted? 

The example of Highland Falls, N.Y., 
it seems to me, is paradigmatic in dis
playing the necessity of the Federal Gov
ernment acting in accordance with its 
responsibility to impacted areas. More 
than 80 percent of the land area of the 
town belongs to the U.S. Military Acad
emy at West Point. Consequently, High
land Falls presently receives funds for 
both "A" and "B" category students. If 
the funds are not appropriated for both 
categories for fiscal year 1970, then it is 
estimated that the true tax rate would 
have to be raised $9.66 per $1,000 in order 
to overcome the deficit in the school dis
trict's budget. Such a raise is manifestly 
unacceptable to the taxpayers of High
land Falls, for they recently voted down 
an increase of $3.35 per $1,000, called for 
by the school budget. 

I am sure that someone would be 
bound to ask the question-"Why should 
a citizen in another city pay Highland 
Falls' school taxes?" The point is, High
land Falls has lost approximately 13 per
cent of the remaining land to the Pali
sades Interstate Park Commission, which 
leaves 7 percent available to the town 
and school district. Therefore, there is 
no possibility for the town to attract in
dustry to help with the tax burden. 

Mr. Chairman, this is but one example 
of the many school districts throughout 
our country that are at the mercy of this 
distinguished body's determination to 
fulfill its responsibility to federally af
fected areas. In the same way that I am 
opposed to cutting funds for Public Law 
874, I am opposed to "economy in Gov
ernment spending" which would severely 
impair the ability of our educators to do 
their duty for our children. It is with 
relish that I stand in support of the 
amendment presented by the able gen
tleman from New Jersey. I could not 
serve in this venerable House with proper 
pride if the majority of my colleagues did 
not rally with us. 

(Mr. HOGAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Minnesota for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the points 
made by my distinguished colleague from 
Hawaii <Mrs. MINK) regarding impacted 
aid. My only regret is that she seems 
content to settle for 90 percent of en-· 
titlement. I would pref er to hold out for 
100 percent because the money is des
per31tely needed. If these funds are 
eliminated, my district will suffer an 
educa,tional privaltion the effects of 
which will be disastrous . 

For fiscal 1969 we received 88 percent 
of our entitlement but prior to that time, 
since the program's inception in 1951, 
we have always received the full entitle
ment. This assistance is especially needed 
now as the average cost of education per 
pupil continues to rise. Even if the full 
entitlement were given, only 50 percent 
of the cost is paid for those in the "A" 
category and 25 percent for those in the 
"B" category. 

I would like to make a special plea 
in defense of category "B"-the aid given 
for children of Federal employees who 
do not live on Government bases. The 
argument that no impacted aid money 
should be given for those students whose 
parents pay real estate taxes to the local 
jurisdiction begs the question. The Fed
eral facility which employs those par
ents pays no real estate taxes. On the 
contrary, these Federal installations oc
cupy land which would usually be oc
cupied by commercial or industrial tax
payers. So that argument is specious. The 
Joelson amendment calls for 90-percent 
funding for impacted aid, and although I 
would pref er to hold out for 100 percent, 
I recognize the practical aspects of 
achieving what is acceptable to this body. 
Therefore, I urge my colleagues to sup
port the Joelson amendment which will 
demonstrate to the country that we place 
a high priority on education. 

<Mr. GUDE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Joelson amend
ments to H.R. 13111, the HEW appro
priations for fiscal year 1970. In order 
that programs and facilities may be 
maintained and expanded, adequate 
funding must be provided if our educa
tional institutions are to survive under 
the economic pressure they continually 
face. Development and expansion of edu
cation programs and facilities are essen
tial to the future of our Nation, and must 
be a top priority if we are to continue to 
offer quality education to our youth. We 
must remember that our young people 
constitute the most precious resource of 
our Nation. 

The impact aid program, with its no 
strings attached base, is to me the best 
Federal education program. In my own 
congressional district, the application of 
the Joelson amendments would provide 
an additional $6 million to Montgomery 
County schools, thus helping all children. 
The aid to Howard and Anne Arundel 
Counties, both of which contain part of 
my district, is approximately $1 million. 

The title I provision is often overlooked 
but is extremely important in order to 
continue our efforts in early education 
for underprivileged children. In Mont
gomery County, it aids 12 public schools 
and three private institutions. Adoption 
of this amendment, would not only bene
fit participating institutions but would 
allow for the expansion of the program 
to more of our needy children who are 
not presently participating. 

Under the title III section, the Joelson 
amendments would provide the addi
tional funds which are necessary if fa
cilities are to continue to operate pro-

viding for the development of special 
skills. For example, in Montgomery 
County, there are presently four institu
tions which focus on children with un
derdeveloped skills, while, at the other 
end of the spectrum, there are three 
Montgomery County schools which off er 
computer-assisted instruction for highly 
talented children. If each schoolchild is 
to be offered the opportunity to develop 
to his full level of potential, these facili
ties must have proper funding if they are 
to continue to operate. 

In considering the 1970 HEW appro
priations, we must bear in mind the over
riding importance which education plays 
in the future of our Nation and its citi
zens. 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in support of 100-percent 
funding of Public Law 874. 

Today we are again faced with an 
appropriation bill which fails to rec
ognize the Federal Government's respon
sibility to make payment in lieu of taxes 
to the schools attended by children of 
military and civilian government person
nel. 

When Public Law 874 was enacted, the 
Congress acknowledged that such pay
ment is the Federal Government's re
sponsibility. Yet this appropriation bill 
is, in effect, rewriting the tax law for 
over 4,000 school districts in this coun
try by eliminating the payment of an 
obligation the Congress has acknowl
edged for 20 years. 

The theory of payment for category 
"B" children, those who live in the school 
districts and whose parents work on Fed
eral property, is that since real property 
taxes form the base of educational sup
port in this country, and the Federal 
Government does business in the dis
tricts, its working real estate should bear 
some of the cost of local government, 
particularly when the Federal activity 
creates an undue burden on local re
sources. Children are one of these bur
dens; they need education. So the Fed
eral Government became, in a sense, a 
taxpayer in the school districts to help 
educate the federally connected 
children. 

It is extremely shortsighted to reduce 
education aid now provided our school 
districts under Public Law 874 under the 
assumption that these school districts 
will be able to make up for the loss of 
funds through greater local taxation. In 
nine cases out of 10 the loss will be made 
up in September by a reduction in the 
quality of education. It is the children 
who will suffer the most. Fewer teachers 
will be hired; the purchase of books will 
have to be delayed; classes will have to 
be combined; sabbatical leave for teach
ers will have to be canceled; and overall 
belt-tightening will have to take place. 

Here we are on the 30th of July, and 
all school districts have entered into 
their contracts with teachers and their 
programs are set for the fall. Imagine 
the chaos which will be created if they 
are suddenly denied these funds. In Fair
fax County, the loss will be almost $12 
million; in Arlington County it will be 
$2,300,000; in Alexandria. $1.5 million, 
and in Falls Church $500,000. It will be 
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virtually impossible for them to make up 
this loss until next year when the loss 
will be reflected in an increase in taxes, 
in an area where property taxes are al
ready among the highest in the Nation. 
Meanwhile, as I said before, the chil
dren will suffer. 

The two counties and two cities which I 
represent spend up to 70 percent of their 
total budgets on education. The impacted 
areas program does not come close to 
defraying the actual additional costs they 
must shoulder to provide top-quality ed
ucation to the children of Federal per
sonnel who live and work there. 

All of us know that the cost of operat
ing schools has gone up. Local taxes have 
gone up. Yet this bill virtually eliminates 
the Federal contribution to these costs 
in areas like northern Virginia where al
most no living accommodations are to be 
found on Government property, yet 
thousands of acres are occupied by the 
Government tax free which would other
wise be assessed real property taxes. This 
amounts to a declaration by the Con
gress that the Federal Government will 
not pay its tax for its land in use in a 
school district. 

Wherever we have a bedroom-type 
community, such as we have in the 
Washington suburbs, we do not have 
the broad tax base to support the de
mands for capital for construction and 
other school programs. In order to pro
duce the tax revenues to adequately pro
vide for education, you must have an 
industrial tax base; a business tax base. 
Private industry pays that tax but Fed
eral installations do not. Private indus
try also does not set up PX's as a means 
for their employees to escape contribu
tion to local sales tax. So, while presence 
of Federal installations may stimulate 
the economy in part, it does not do so 
in the same measure as does private in
dustry. 

Finally, there is a matter of good faith 
involved in the continued funding of this 
program. The affected school districts 
rely on the money the program provides 
to partially defray the burdens placed 
on them because of large numbers offed
erally connected children. It is, in fact, 
a form of aid to military and civilian 
government personnel and their fami
lies. It was designed not to supplant but 
to augment the educational expenditures 
of the school districts with large con
centrations of Federal employees. The 
quality of education in these areas must 
not be allowed to erode by false economy 
such as is proposed in the elimination of 
all category "B" children from the pro
gram. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the appropria
tion of all the funds authorized for this 
program. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to state, at the outset of 
my own remarks on this bill, that I think 
we have had a splendid debate on one 
of the Nation's major areas of disagree
ment today, and I want to compliment 

particularly and commend particularly 
the very able chairman of the subcom
mittee, who I think has demonstrated 
once again that he is one of the great 
chairmen of this House. I think his 
statesmanlike recognition of the desire 
for more debate yesterday was· abun
dant testimony to his ability and his 
statecraft, and I am certain all Members 
join in appreciation of that position 
which was taken by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FLOOD) yesterday. 

It seems to me, in summing up the 
situation that prevails at this moment, 
with all respect to a very able subcom
mittee and a good basic bill, that was 
brought to the floor, that there has de
veloped a general agreement in the Com
mittee of the Whole, at least, that there 
are a number of areas in which we need 
to increase the amounts allocated to 
education. At this stage of the game I 
think we almost have agreement on both 
sides by most of the participants in the 
debate that we need to increase the funds 
for impacted aid, and we need to increase 
the funds for the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act. 

As a matter of fact, we have amend
ments offered on both sides that do these 
things, although more generously in the 
Joelson amendment. 

The Michel amendment takes one 
small step for closing the breach that is 
present in this bill and in the priority 
needs of education today. The Robison 
amendment to the Michel substitute 
takes several additional steps. But if you 
want to take the nine full steps that 
cover the full picture and that meet not 
only the needs in the impacted districts 
and not only the needs in the poorer dis
tricts that are reached by the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act, but also 
meet the needs in the field of higher edu
cation and also meet the needs of your 
students who have been brought into the 
educational picture today and encourage 
many of them to go into college in re
liance upon authorized programs for 
loans and assistance, then you must go 
the full route with the Joelson amend
ment. I think it has been documented 
very well here on the floor today and 
yesterday during the debate that there 
is only one measure pending before this 
body that covers all of the nine steps 
and covers them with some full recogni
tion of the priority needs of education, 
and that is the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. JOEL
SON) and I hope it will prevail. 

Yesterday I put into the RECORD the 
remarks of some of the education leaders 
of the State of Oklahoma about the im
portance of recognizing some of these as
pects of the educational needs that are 
not coivered in the Michel-Robison com
bination. 

For example, I put in the RECORD the 
statement which was made by the di
rector of financial aid at Panhandle 
•State College down in Oklahoma, and 
he said this: 

You have urged us to seek out the eco
nomically handicapped student with talent 
and to assure him that if he wanted to go 
to college he could get :financial help from 
lhis government. We have done so and now 
that we have him planning to come to col-

lege we get a notification from HEW cutting 
our NDEA allocation 81 % from what it was 
last year. What do we tell the student? 

I put into the same RECORD remarks 
from men in charge of these student loan 
programs at the University of Oklahoma, 
at Oklahoma State Tech, and at Okla
homa State University. 

They are all facing the same tragic 
situation. We have encouraged the stu
dents, many of them from lower income 
families, to come to school to try to 
further their education. We cannot fail 
to carry out the commitments we put in 
the authorization to provide the assist
ance that enables them to follow through 
with their plans that we ourselves have 
encouraged. 

I say to Members, let us meet the needs 
in higher education, let us meet the 
needs in impacted districts, let us meet 
the needs in the ghetto schools with 
the full package amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
JOELSON). 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. CARTER). 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, the dis
tinguished gentleman has made an ex
cellent statement. As he knows, I have 
always supported aid to education. How
ever, there is a matter that troubles me, 
and that is adequate funding of this. 
How does the gentleman propose to ac
complish this? Is he willing to bite the 
bullet and vote for a tax that will fund 
it? 

Mr. EDMONDSON. If the gentleman 
from Kentucky is offering a tax that will 
be dedicated specifically to education, I 
will vote for it in a minute. He will get 
my vote for it tomorrow. 

Mr. CARTER. I certainly hope so, but 
I notice the gentleman voted "no" on 
another tax a short while ago. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite num
ber of words. 

Mr. Chairman, like many in this com
mittee, I am sure, I found it necessary 
this morning to go back and review the 
bidding, and I spent about 2 hours read
ing the very interesting record we com
plied on yesterday, to find out precisely 
where we were in this stage of the pro
ceedings. Believe me, I found the record 
almost equally as stirring as I did the 
presentation from the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FLOOD) yesterday. 

But today, unlike many of the men 
who are taking the well to praise the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FLOOD) and the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. MICHEL) for their very splendid 
work which they did in this committee, I 
am not going to proceed then to recom
mend to this House that we completely 
dump the work product of that subcom
mittee. I found it took almost a small 
wheelbarrow to carry home the other 
evening the more than 8,000 pages of 
testimony that had been compiled by 
their subcommittee. I happen to know 
they did their work and they did it well. 

I see my friend, the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. YATES) who will recall when 
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we debated this very appropriation bill 
last year he offered an amendment, 
which I supported at that time, to add 
$135 million to title I, to increase the 
amount that had been recommended in 
1968 by the Appropriations Committee, 
and we did not prevail. 

But I want to suggest that a somewhat 
different situation obtains in the coun
try today. I feel, as my friend from Ken
tucky DR. CARTER, suggested a moment 
ago, that at the very hour when the sur
tax hangs in the balance on the other 
side of this Capitol-and we do not know, 
we literally do not know at this moment 
whether the $10 billion involved in that 
measure is going to be available to meet 
these demands or not-I think we ought 
to be very careful before we tell the sub
committee of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania (Mr. FLoon) and the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) that we are 
going to disregard what they have rec
ommended in nine different areas. For 
the so-called Joelson amendment would 
add approximately $900 million in a wide 
range of educational areas. 

I am pragmatic, as they are, and 
recognize that with respect to these im
pacted aid people, we are going to have 
to do something about them. Even as one 
who has some category 3B students in 
his district, I agree it is not the best way 
to dispense Federal aid. 

I would agree with the amendment of 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ROBISON). I think he has made a valuable 
suggestion in offering an amendment to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL). But beyond 
that I simply cannot go, devoted as I am 
to the cause of education in this country, 
because of some of the factors that I 
think as a responsible Member of this 
body I must entertain regarding the 
fiscal condition of our country. 

If I understood the gentleman from 
Illinois yesterday, the $180 million, for 
example, that is requested by the gentle
man from New Jersey (Mr. JOELSON), in 
his amendment, that he would tack onto 
title I, is not needed. The bill reported by 
the committee does make available full 
funding, that is, the same funding we had 
in 1969, and the committee has added 
another 5.5 percent-am I not correct?
f or the increased cost of education, and 
the funding provided for will take care of 
that 250,000 students who would be added 
to title I rolls because of updating of the 
AFDC formula. We do not have to be 
afraid that we are shortchanging the dis
advantaged children of this country 
under title I. 

I would suggest that in all prudence, 
in sound judgment, we ought to adopt 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) as I hope it will be 
amended by the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ROBISON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I 
yield to my colleague. 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I wish to add my support to 

the package amendment to H.R. 13111, 
sponsored by Representative JOELSON. 

The amendment provides for adequate 
funding of our children's educational 
needs. The bill, as it now reads, does not. 
It assumes that, although the price of 
everything else in the country has gone 
up, education costs have remained the 
same. 

Educational requirements and costs 
have not remained the same. When the 
price of labor and steel and brick goes 
up so does the cost of construction and 
equipment for schools and libraries. 

Because of insufficient tax bases, local 
school districts across the country, urban 
and rural, are unable to :finance the pro
grams necessary to provide a truly ade
quate modern education. As a result 
President Nixon's task force on educa
tion has reported a dramatic increase in 
the Federal Government's responsibility 
in education. It also reported that the 
American people expect and demand that 
"vastly enhanced Federal role." Thus, 
the task force found that education "has 
become clearly established as a top con
cern of the National Government." 

I would remind you that a child en
tering grade school today will live and 
work a substantial portion of his adult 
life in the 21st century. It will not be 
possible for an adult to succeed in the 
future if we fail to provide the necessary 
educational resources. We will need en
gineers to develop our expanding space 
and industrial development as well as 
provide the vast array of goods demand
ed and required by consumers. We will 
need, and, in fact, need today, more doc
tors to care for the health needs of an 
expanding population. We could not have 
put an American on the moon had we 
scrimped on education in the past. Nor 
can we assure ourselves of any success 
in the future, whatever the enterprise, 
whether in space or on earth, if we fail 
to adequately provide educational facili
ties for today's students. Whatever the 
occupation, in order to function in to
morrow's world, students cannot get by 
on reduced educational priorities. 

There are people who tell us it is not 
economically feasible to provide more 
funds for educational needs. They are 
wrong. We have won a race to put a man 
on the moon. And we have come up from 
behind to do it. This, too, we were told, 
was an impossible task, one which was 
supposedly not economically feasible. 
Yet we found the will and the resources 
to carry it off. If we are capable of step
ping on the moon and circling mars, then 
we are also surely capable of providing 
for our less spectacular but no less cru
cial educational priorities. 

The Joelson amendment will provide 
sufficient funds, consistent with economic 
priorities, to continue the crucial busi
ness of education. Failure to provide 
these funds will mean that our children 
will learn a little less than they need to; 
libraries will not be built and students 
will read a little less than they need to: 
there will be fewer loans to college stu
dents and fewer scientists, fewer doctors 
and fewer teachers. Failure to provide 
the funds will mean the country will be 
a little less equipped than we need to be. 
I find thait unacceptable and urge that 

my colleagues support the Joelson 
amendment. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I, too, rise in support of the 
Joelson amendment. 

I am somewhat surprised by some of 
the rhetori~actually I am not surprised, 
except in the sense I would think that the 
memories of some people would be better. 

Do those who fear enlarging, as the 
Joelson amendment would, and quite 
properly so, the expenditures for educa
tion, make any reference to a $3 billion 
surplus? Is the surtax to be the end of 
all reason here? 

Yesterday the distinguished minority 
leader, who is a great friend of mine, and 
I hope he will remain one, characterized 
those of us who support the Joelson 
amendment as being irrational, incon
sistent, and irresponsible, and he con
nected it with the vote on the surtax. 

I did not hear him talking about the 
inconsistency of those who voted against 
the surtax last year and for it this year. 

I did not hear him talk about the ir
responsibility of those who have consist
ently voted against Federal aid to edu
cation at every level, and are now its 
pious advocates, albeit parsimonious 
ones. 

No; I believe that consistency demands 
support of the Joelson amendment. It is 
the responsible thing to do. It is not ir
responsible in the slightest. 

It is all well, as the gentleman from 
Minnesota said, "Why, let us just take 
this one thing at a time; take the Michel 
amendment and pass it, and then we can 
act on each of the others." 

Let me warn you that there is an aw
ful lot more in this legislation than im
pacted areas. If, indeed, anything were 
to go it should be this carrot. The other 
things are more important, even though 
I consider Public Laws 815 and 874 
important. 

The fact of the matter is that the op
ponents of the Joelson amendment 
would weaken the position of those of 
us who are consistent advocates of Fed
eral aid to education at every level, be
cause with impact aid out of the way they 
can chop away at will at the other sec
tions. 

I do not say that the gentleman from 
Minnesota would not support additional 
money for vocational education. I am 
sure he would. But I am not sure what he 
would do in other areas. 

Here we have one reasonable, rational 
package. I might say in passing, I con
sider it to be a bit too modest, but like 
the minority leader I am a pragmatist. 
I am a pragmatist, however, in seeing 
my interests across the board. 

I do not question the motives of the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) 
or of the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
Ro BISON) . I believe they are very sound 
in their thinking, from their point of 
view. I just happen not to agree with 
their point of view, and I believe it is 
absolutely imperative that the amend
ments be defeated and that the Joelson 
amendment be adopted in the interest of 
rationality, of consistency and of re
sponsibility. 

I call your attention to the $33 million 
appropriations increase requested for 
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construction of higher education facili
ties. The amount requested, $33 ~illion, 
would bring this year's appropriation up 
to last year's figure. Although the ant~
inflation measures undertaken by this 
administration are appreciated by each 
of us, we cannot afford to be short
sighted: a farmer may feel hard put to 
buy grain to feed his geese--but when 
they lay golden eggs, as indeed educa
tion does, he cannot afford not to feed 
them. I suggest we cannot afford not to 
appropriate these funds for college con
struction. Budget cuts in this particular 
area would be at the cost of crampe.d 
quarters in the college c~assroom, an~i
quated buildings and equipment, and, m 
fact turning away many eager students 
who' would otherwise be contributing to 
society-the very same society. ~hat. is 
now bemoaning the lack of participation 
by our youth for the betterment of all. 

It is riot necessary to list the many in
stitutions of higher education which need 
budget allocations for their facilities. 
You are just as aware as I that colleges 
are in dire straits because of inadequa~e 
housing, classrooms, and labs. T~ere ~s 
no justification whatever for a cut m this 
budget area. We are not seeking the im
possible, we are seeking only the very 
same amount of money that you and I 
passed last year. Consider the number of 
new students applying to our colleges, 
consider the amount of students now en
rolled in our colleges, and then consider 
the amount of $33 million and how far 
that money will go toward alleviating the 
pressures of enrollment. What would 
happen, my colleagues, if less th~n la.st 
year's appropriation was passed, mde~d, 
if not $1 of last year's appropria
tion was passed. It is imperative that at 
least an amount equal to last year's is ap
propriated. Each of you know .it. should 
be half again as much as $33 million, but 
most certainly, it should be equal. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend
ment to restore funds desperately needed 
in the educational field. As I said in testi
mony before the Subcommittee on La
bor, Health, Education, and Welfare in 
May: 

I oome here because I am. deeply concerned 
about the future of education in this coun
try. We all know of the financial crisis of 
our urban area schools. We know of the in
creasing demand for higher education-and 
the strained resources of our colleges. At 
the very time when our educational needs 
are greater than ever before the budget you 
have before you recommends a decrease of 
$500,000,000 in Office of Education appropria
tions for next year. At a time when primary 
and secondary enrollments are increasing 2 
percent per year and when college enroll
ments are increasing 8 percent each year the 
present budget contemplates decreasing Office 
of Education expenditures by 14 percent next 
year. This increased enrollment !ells only part 
of the increased need for finances in educa
tion since cost of instruction per student also 
grows markedly each year. At a time When 
the weak and inflexible tax base of state and 
local governments are burdened to the 
breaking point, the budget sent to Congress 
shifts an increa,sing burden to state and local 
governments. All Of this is occurring in the 
context of unprecedented prosperity. Our 
Gross National Product is higher than it has 
ever been. I have no doubt that this nation 
can afford increasing expenditures in educa
tl:on. I think we owe our children the best 

possible education. This budget does not pro
vide for that kind of education. 

I fear that 1f these cuts are permitted to 
sta.nd the quality of education provided our 
students will decrease, the ability of schools 
and colleges to keep up with changing tech
nological needs wm diminish, the creation of 
new capacity to educate burgeoning enroll
ments wm suffer, and the quality of educa
tional opportunity will be impaired. I also 
fear that if we short-change our educational 
needs at this point in history, we will pay for 
it many times over in the future. I believe 
deeply that these are not expens~s ~at we 
can defer. A year of lost opporturuty m edu
cation can never be regained. A year of sub
standard instruction can never be corrected. 
Our neglect now wm haunt us in the future. 

Mr. Chairman, I note with pleasure 
that the committee has resto_red some ~f 
the cuts which I mentioned m my testi
mony such as the $35 milli?n in grants 
for public libraries under title .I of th~ 
Library Service and Construction Act, 
also the restoration of $1 million for ac
quisition and cataloging by the Library 
of Congress to a total of $5.5 million even 
though this is below the present opera
tional level and $1.8 million below the 
amount requested by President Johnson. 
I am also pleased that the committee ~as 
raised funds for student loans under t~tle 
II of the National Defense Education 
Act from the totally inadequate $155 
million requested by President Nixon to 
$181.3 million. 

But other cuts that remain in the bill 
are of disastrous proportions, in my 
judgment. The dismantling of t~e _Fed
eral impacted aid program to el~mate 
funds under section 3 (b) for children 
whose parents work, but do not live, on 
Federal property. This would be an eno_r
mous cut of $318,694,000 from $521 mil
lion appropriated last year to $202 mil
lion in the current bill. 

This established Federal program has, 
through the years, provided much
needed Federal assistance to many local 
school districts throughout the country. 
It has been especially useful in providing 
small- and middle-sized communities 
with the assistance necessary to provide 
an educational program for children 
whose parents worked on Federal prop
erty. Where these children comprised a 
large percentage of the school-age popu
lation, and where enrollments were sub
ject to rapid fluctuation, this aid was, and 
is, indispensable to providing an educa
tional program. In 1970, under present 
formulas, the State of New Jersey quali
fies for $15,350,000 of this aid. Under t~e 
budget proposals the school districts m 
the State will receive $4,200,000. In prac
tical terms this means that many dis
tricts in the State are likely to fail com
pletely. And others will have to operate 
severely curtailed programs in order to 
stay in operation. Nationally, the budget 
proposes to reduce this year's appropria
tion from $505,900,000 to $187,000,000. If 
these cuts are accepted, and the remain
ing money is distributed in accordance 
with administration plans, it will mean 
that this assistance will be paid on 400,
ooo students next year. This compares 
with 2,400,000 this year. If the aid is dis
tributed under the same formula next 
year as it was this year, it will mean that 
schools will receive about 25 cents next 
year for every $1 they receive this year. 

I believe that this aid must continue. 
School districts have come to depend 
upon it. It means the difference in local 
schools and no local school in hundreds 
of school districts. In others it means ~he 
difference in providing good and poor m
struction. It must be continued. 

Funds for the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act programs for te?Ct
books, resources, and other education 
instructional materials, supplementary 
educational services, guidance, counsel
ing and testing have been cut from $310 
milhon appropriated for fiscal 1969 .to 
only $200 million in the _pres~nt bill. 
Such a destructive reduction m t~ese 
programs that have proved to be so im
portant in carrying out the purposes of 
the ESEA Act must not be allowed to 
stand. . 

Mr. Chairman, equally destructive are 
the proposed cuts in the higher educa
tion programs. The committee report 
states that the $785.8 million recom
mended is an increase of $5 million over 
the budget request. What it does not 
spell out is that it is $5 million hi~her 
than the woefully inadequate Nixon 
budget request but actually is $112 mil
lion less than the amount requested by 
President Johnson in January. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not the ti~e to 
cut back on our national educational 
commitment to our children and young 
people. These funds must be restored ?r 
they will result in irreparable da:mage m 
the educational processes. Pubhc funds 
spent on educational programs are neces
sary investments in the future of our 
Nation. We must keep faith with ~his 
generation that will play such a vital 
role in America's future. Let us vote for 
the amendment to increase the funds so 
desperately needed for education. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I fear that in the dis
cussion which has taken place over the 
last several hours on this floor y~sterday 
and now in the several hours which have 
transpired already this afternoon we 
have bandied words and amendments 
around so thoroughly that some of us 
really do not understand exactl.Y where 
we are. May I review that very briefly and 
then make comment on the specifics. 

we have an amendment introduced 
by the gentleman from N~w Jersey <~r. 
JOELSON) which deals with some nme 
different sections of appropriations. 
Then there was an amendment offered 
by the gentleman from. Illinois <Mr. 
MICHEL) which would be m effect a re
placement for the Joelson amendment, 
and it dealt only with the question of 
impact aid. 

At that stage, if the Michel amendment 
had succeeded, everything else in the 
Joelson amendment would have come 
out and it would have covered just im
pact aid. Then the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ROBISON) made an addition 
to the Michel amendment which a~ded 
to impact aid four particular sect10ns 
of ESEA and NDEA. If the Robison 
amendment passes, there will be an 
amendment to Michel, and Michel will 
then come before us in contradiction or 
in opposition to the Joelson amendment. 
At that point we will have a chance to 
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choose. Do we take this four-piece pack
age plus impact aid and substitute it for 
what Mr. JOELSON recommended in cov
ering his nine particular points? If that 
Robison-Michel package is then sub
stituted for Joelson and that substitute 
passes, we have not foreclosed dealing 
with the problems of higher education; 
we have not foreclosed dealing with the 
matter of vocational education; we will 
not be precluded from facing those 
questions one at a time as they come 
along. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with that picture 
before you, may I say just a word about 
the specifics. 

So far as impact aid is concerned, no 
one who votes for the Robison-Michel 
package need worry about cutting impact 
aid. The bill which is before you, the 
basi,c appropriation bill, deals only with 
some $202 million for this program. The 
Michel amendment would add to that 
an additional $303 million. So it is a 
major move in the direction of increas
ing aid to impacted areas. It puts this 
aid back at the level that it was last year, 
which, as I repeat, is some 300-plus mil
lion dollars over what is in the appropri
ation bill at the present time. So you do 
not have to worry about whether you are 
undercutting impact aid. 

Now, so far as the amendment of the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. ROBISON) 
is concerned, he is here talking about 
taking a step in the direCJtion that we 
took when we in this House passed 
H.R. 514 some time ago. I have listened 
to my esteemed chairman make the dis
tinction between StaJte plans and whether 
we will give up our rights here on the 
floor and go to the Office of Education 
and let them make allocations as between 
these subjects. Ladies and gentlemen, 
when we passed H.R. 514, and when my 
colleague from Oregon made the amend
ment to put together four different sec
tions of ESEA and NDEA, we were taking 
a significant step away from narrow 
categorical aid. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gen:tle:::nan yield? 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Not at this time. 
We were dealing here with the situa

tion of putting four categories of educa
tional aid together, which would permit 
flexibility in moving funds back and 
forth between four different areas which 
are essentially similar. The question is 
at the present time whether we want to 
leave this type aid in four narrow cate
gories. Do we want somebody to have the 
choice to move funds back and forth be
tween caitegories as a preliminary to 
what is going to happen in 1971 when 
the choice will be in the states? 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Not at this time. 
Under the Robison amendment, in 

that intervening year of 1970 there will 
be flexibility. The flexibility will ad
mittedly be in the hands of the Office 
of Education instead of in the States, 
but it is a step in the proper direction 
and there is nothing to- preclude the 
Office of Education from recognizing 
that, if H.R. 514 becomes law, then next 
year the choice will be out of its hands 
completely and the choice in moving 

funds between these four areas will be 
in the hands of the States. There is 
nothing to stop the Office of Education 
in that intervening year from moving in 
the direction of listening to the States 
and moving in this particular direction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

(Mr. DELLENBACK asked and was 
given permission to proceed for 3 addi
tional minutes.> 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Now, Mr. Chair
man, I yield briefly to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. PERKINS. The distinguished gen
tleman from Oregon does not want to 
leave a false impression on the member
ship of this body, I am sure. 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Certainly not. 
Mr. PERKINS. It is true that the 

amendment to H.R. 514 offered by your 
colleague to put discretion in the hands 
of the States does not take effect until 
1971. 

But now there is no assurance that 
that amendment will become law. H.R. 
514 has not ever.. been reported by the 
Senate committee. No one knows what 
the other body will do and then there 
will be the conference. But here we do 
something diametrically opposed. The 
committee bill, H.R. 13111, and the 
Michel amendment, both place -discre
tion in the hands of the Office of Edu
cation to allocate funds between the 
library, the equipment, the counseling, 
and the title III programs. What assur
ance do we have that any of these pro
grams will survive? 

Mr. DELLENBACK. I thank the gen
tleman very much. 

Mr. Chairman, let me repeat what I 
have previously said on this particular 
point and to point out additional prob
lems with which we are involved. These 
four titles, which have been enacted as 
separate categorical groupings, are 
similar. 

These areas of aid should not be kept 
in narrow boxes. They should be placed 
together and the funds be made avail
able to the four areas together. 

Mr. Chairman, we should go along with 
the Robison amendment by putting these 
areas together and leave the discretion 
as to how the funds should be used in 
the Office of Education. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge this body to adopt 
the Robison amendment as a first step. 
Second, then adopt the Michel amend
ment. Third, since- the adoption of the 
Michel amendment will have replaced the 
proposals offered by the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. JOELSON), then I would 
suggest the adoption of the amended 
Joelson proposal. 

From then on go from page 26 of this 
bill and increase funds for vocational ed
ucation and make such other increases as 
we think are important. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not get lost in 
the forest. By following this procedure 
we will be able to do for education what 
we should be doing for education. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLENBACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. QUIE. The chairman of the 
authorizing committee, the gentleman 

from Kentucky <Mr. PERKINS), indicated 
that the Office of Education is against 
the library program and the equipment 
program as well as the supplemental 
centers and guidance counseling. They 
cannot be against all four in my opinion. 

Mr. DELLENBACK. The vote and the 
procedure which I have outlined will have 
all of these programs continued and will 
aid the impact areas and thereby we will 
be acting in a responsible manner. 

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

Mr. Chairman, yesterday the cllstin
guished chairman of the great Com-
mittee on Appropriations told us, to 

quote him, that the impacted areas pro
gram was "indefensible," although he 
planned nonetheless to support the ap
propriation. And, yesterday also the dis
tinguished gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
MICHEL) said that the impacted areas 
program represented a "bonanza," which 
he said he nonetheless planned to 
support. 

I rise now in support of the Joelson 
amendment. I do so both because I believe 
it is defensible and that it does not rep
resent a bonanza. Rather, the Joelson 
amendment contains a much needed in
crease in funds for a wide spectrum of 
educational programs in this country, in
creases that are not provided in the 
amendment which has been offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
MICHEL) or in the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
ROBISON). 

You know, Mr. Chairman, I was just 
looking at some interesting figures, in
teresting in view of the fact that we 
have heard a great deal here this week 
about fiscal responsibility. I notice that 
the U.S. Treasury pays a net of $1.2 
billion in direct subsidies to cotton and 
wheat farmers in this country. We are 
only asking in the Joelson amendment 
for an increase for the education of the 
people of our country of a little less than 
$895 million. That figure represents an 
increase of less than the subsidies which 
we pay to producers of cotton and wheat. 
Surely, the education of the young peo
ple of our country ought to be worth at 
least an added investment of similar 
magnitude. 

Mr. Chairman, earlier this year I said 
on the floor of the House that President 
Nixon was due congratulations on his 
having appointed Mr. Finch as Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
and on his having appointed Mr. Allen 
as the Commissioner of Education, be
cause both those men are widely known 
and respected for their commitment to 
education. 

At the same time, I put in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD the complete text of 
then President-Elect Nixon's education 
task force. I would hope very much 
that as we reflect upon what we do here 
today, we pay some attention to the 
recommendations of Mr. Nixon's edu
cation task force, for they move in 
precisely the direction of the Joelson 
amendment, and certainly not in the 
direction of other amendments that have 
been offered. 
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Let me recall to your minds a pledge 
made by Mr. Nixon in the campaign last 
year. He said-and I am quoting the 
President: 

When we talk about cutting the expense 
of Government--either federal, state, or lo
cal-the one area we cannot shortchange is 
education at all levels, seeing to it that 
young Americans are the best educated in 
the world; that education is available to all 
our people, that those who do not have an 
equal chance at the starting line will achieve 
equal opportunity. This must be our fun
damental objective and our path to the reali
zation of the American dream . . . . 

Now, I just want to help the President 
carry out his campaign pledge. 

Mr. Nixon made another campaign 
pledge last year, I would like to say to 
the distinguished minority leader, if he 
were here, to oppose extension of the 
surtax, but perhaps we can forgive the 
President for that particular change of 
position. However, especially since he has 
been so interested in seeing and hailing, 
as all of us have been, the results of the 
efforts of the last several years to place 
a man on the moon, I would think the 
President would want all the help he can 
get in helping put more of our young peo
ple in the schools, colleges and univer
sities where they gain the knowledge es
sential to this and other achievements 
in our society. 

Mr. Chairman, President Nixon has 
warned us not to shortchange the young 
people of our country by cutting back on 
funds for education, but he then recom
mended a budget that would do just that. 

According to estimates, President Nix
on's budget request for education pro
grams administered by the Office of 
Education for fiscal year 1970 are ap
proximately $370 million below President 
Johnson's recommendation for the same 
fl.seal year. 

Moreover, the Nixon budget is some $5 
billion below levels authorized by Con
gress. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the Labor and 
Health, Education, and Welfare appro
propriations bill which we are today con
sidering adds some $123 million to Presi
dent Nixon's request, but it is still a 
woefully inadequate bill, as I am confi
dent the action of the House of Repre
sentatives will make dramatically clear. 

In other words, the bill before us today 
still "shortchanges" American education, 
something Mr. Nixon said he wanted to 
avoid. 

Mr. Chairman, my own home State of 
Indiana offers some graphic examples of 
the way in which President Nixon's edu
cation proposals shortchange American 
young people. The Johnson administra
tion recommended that Indiana receive 
$1,080,789 for library resources under 
title II of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act; this year Indiana is to 
receive nothing at all if the present ad
ministration's request is upheld. 

The Johnson administration request 
was $4,181,310 for Indiana under title 
III of Elementary and Secondary Edu
cation Act for supplementary educa
tional centers and services; the Nixon 
request has cut that budget almost $1.5 
million to $2,766,361. 

Indiana's impacted area estimate was 
$2,491,000 under the previous adminis-

tration; the Nixon request cuts that by 
over 60 percent to $982,000. 

Our college work-study, educational 
opportunity grant, and NDEA college 
student loans have been similarly cut; 
this is particularly interesting in view of 
the recommendations made by the Pres
ident's task force. The report said: 

We are agreed that the present Federal 
program of basic Educational Opportunity 
Grants ... is a good program and should 
continue with increased funding. 

Mr. Chairman, let me also cite here 
that the Nixon education task force said 
of national defense student loans and 
college work-study: 

Funds avaUable for National Defense Stu
dent Loans and Work-Study are slightly 
larger than for 1969-70 than they were for 
1968-69, but it seems certain that they will 
fall far short of the need. We know that over
all college enrollment will increase; that 
there will be a more than usual increase from 

very low income groups. In addition, col-
lege costs have risen and there is an incre·ase 
in the allowance for legislative costs. 

Mr. Chairman, the costs in these last 
programs are particularly tragic since 
they strike directly at the colleges' ability 
to provide help for students who need 
:financial aid in order to reach college at 
all. The colleges in my own district, for 
example, will be forced to inform large 
numbers of students that their financial 
aid will have to be discontinued. The 
University of Notre Dame was to receive 
approximately $594,000 for NDEA loans; 
the estimated allocation is less than half 
that-$267,000. 

Goshen College, in Goshen, will have 
its allocation for the same program cut 
from $131,000 to $58,000. 

St. Mary's College will have a cut
back in its EOG allocation from $40,000 
to $30,000. 

Similar cuts will have to be made at 
Purdue, Bethel College, and Grace Theo
logical Seminary. 

Mr. Chairman, these cuts curtail in the 
most cruel way the programs which are 
now enabling needy youth to attend col
lege. They fly in the face of all of the 
recommendations of the President's task 
force, leading educators, and commen
tators on the educational scene. 

Mr. Chairman, for all these reasons, I 
strongly support the amendment of Mr. 
Joelson which would increase the appro
priation under H.R. 13111 by $894.5 
million. His amendment would offer in
creases in the most essential education 
programs, including impacted aid, voca
tional education, ESEA titles I, II, and 
III, NDEA titles II, III, and IV, and title 
I of the Higher Education Facilities Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I wholeheartedly sup
port this amendment. I am confident, 
the spirit of most if not all of the mem
bers of President Nixon's Education 
Task F'orce. To do anything else would 
shortchange our most vital educational 
programs and thereby shortchange our 
Nation's most valuable resource--edu
cated men and women. 

Let me just observe, Mr. Chairman, in 
response to some of the points that have 
been made about the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RoBISON)-and I appreciate that he 
wants to increase funds for several pro
grams-but my friend from Oregon (Mr. 

DELLENBACK) is dead wrong when he 
tries to tell us that there is not much 
difference among the several programs 
that are included in the Robison 
amendment. For example, there is clearly 
a great difference in the program for 
guidance and oounseling from the pro
gram for school libraries. If you do not 
believe it, ask any school librarian. In
deed, I want to say that those who sup
port the Michel amendment, which pro
vides no money for libraries, and those 
who support the Robison amendment, 
which lumps libraries in with three 
other programs, and earmarks not 1 cent 
for them, are driving a knife in the back 
of every school library in this country. 
Members should know that when they 
vote on these amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that we ought 
to seize the opportunity contained in the 
Joelson amendment as a golden one, and 
one which will not come again for a 
long, long time. Let us not "short
change," to quote Mr. Nixon from his 
campaign of last year, the education of 
the young people of our country. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Robison 
amendment is defeated, I hope the 
Michel amendment is defeated, and I 
hope that we have very strong bi
partisan support for the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. JOELSON). 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BRADEMAS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, I rise to support the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute for the Ap- · 
propriations Committee's proposal of
fered by the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. JOELSON). I oppose the amendments 
being offered to destroy Mr. JoELSON's ef
fort to keep the past promises made by 
Congress to the Ame1ican people. 

Mr. Chairman, the events of recent 
weeks, the adventure of Armstrong, Al
drin, and Collins have proved that the 
old adage, "the sky is the limit" is a false 
cliche. We can, as a nation, do almost 
anything we want to-if we want to 
badly enough. We have opened vistas for 
the next generation that challenge the 
imagination-and also challenge us as 
the custodians of the public purse to 
properly husband our resources so that 
the promise of the future can be 
achieved. 

The most essential factor in the for
mula for the future is the mental capac
ity of our children and youth. This 1s 
an idea which Congress has supported 
by enacting far-reaching programs for 
education at all levels. But Congress by 
enactment of authorizations without ac
companying appropriations has been a 
shameful hoax on the taxpayers of this 
country, and indeed, the next genera
tion. We cannot, in good conscience, 
make promises on the one hand and 
on the other hand shortchange and cut 
back education by these programs. 

Compared to the astronomical costs of 
the defense program-and I do not mean 
those costs directly supporting our :fight
ing men which I support-the increase 
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proposed in the Joelson amendment ls 
modest, indeed. 

There is no more important work for 
the Congress than our duty to insure 
that future generations have the intel
lectual capacity to cope with the chal
lenging world of tomorrow that we have 
erected for them. They cannot meet this 
challenge without an opportunity to de
velop their minds, their skills and their 
spirits to the fullest extent. 

The amendment by Mr. JOELSON pro
vides additional funds beyond those pro
posed by the Appropriations Committee 
for such programs as vocational educa
tion, aid for low-income children, library 
and textbook materials, guidance and 
counseling, educational equipment, in
creased student loan funds, and a sub
stantial increase in impact aid. 

The people of my district-educators, 
school board members, college officials, 
and most of all, parents-support in
creased funds for education. These are 
responsible, intelligent people who are 
aware of the dangers of inflation which 
concerns us all. They believe, as I do, that 
the children and youth of this country 
cannot be sacrificed on the altar of false 
economy. Let us use a small portion of the 
amount · we spend in the defense and 
other hardware budgets to provide for an 
investment in the most essential factor 
in the formula for a bright future for 
our Nation-the minds of our children 
and youth. 

Mr. Chairman, the children and youth 
of this Nation, as well as their taxpaying 
parents, were promised meaningful help 
from the Congress of the United States 
when we passed the Elementary and 
Secondary Act of 1965 and its amend-

. ments of 1966, 1967, 1968, and again in 
1969-just a few weeks ago-each time 
by an overwhelming vote. 

We cannot now renege on those prom
ises by failing to provide adequate funds 
to implement this and such other laws 
as the National Defense Education Act, 
the Higher Education Act, the Voca
tional Education Act, and the Library 
Services Act. 

The J'Oelson amendment to H.R. 13111 
will come closer to meeting these com
mitments to the education of our young 
people than will the bill before us pre
sented by the Appropriations Commit
tee. It is the very least we can honorably 
do. I urge my colleagues to support the 
increased funding as proposed in the 
Joelson amendment, and urge you vote 
"no" on the Michel amendment which 
is really intended to defeat the purposes 
of the carefully constructed and respon
sible compromise in the allocation of 
limited educational funds contained in 
the Joelson amendment. 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite num
ber of words. 

Mr. Chairman, the issue today before 
this House I think is relatively simple. 
I know the hour is late, and I will try to 
be brief. 

Basically, the past administration 
shockingly cut the funds for education 
contrary to the leadership of the gentle
man from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS) and 
other members of the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

The present administration, with the 
one exception of title I, has not done 
much better. 

I might say that I would like to com
pliment the Committee on Appropria
tions for trying to add some additional 
funds. 

But having said that, Mr. Chairman, 
the fact is-and I want to mention just 
a few numbers, very simply-that the 
present bill has zero funds-zero funds
for direct loans for construction of 
undergraduate academic facilities. It has 
only 62 percent of the authorization for 
NDEA student loans, 38 percent of the 
authorization for ESEA title I, and 21 
percent of the combined authorizations 
of ESEA titles II and III, and NDEA title 
m-A, and NDEA title V-A. 

I strongly support the entire package 
proposed in the Joelson amendment, but 
I would single out a few elements that I 
think are particularly important. 

First, the budget did not request any 
funds for title II of ESEA, school library 
programs. I commend the committee for 
including this as one of four programs 
which were to share an appropriation 
of $200,163,000. But to divide $200 mil
lion among four deserving programs is 
bound to result in a scramble for their 
distribution-especially if the Office of 
Education does not yet have the ad
ministrative machinery for joint admin
istration and allocation of funds. Thus, 
I strongly urge that the $50 million pro
posed in the Joelson amendment for 
school library programs be approved. 
Title II has meant a great deal to many 
schools which have been able to aug
ment-and in some cases just start
their libraries to the benefit of all chil
dren. For parochial schools, especially, 
title II has been a source of funding that 
frees scarce cash for other educatio al 
expenses. 

Second, the increase in funds for the 
NDEA student loan program is neces
sary per se but is even more urgently 
needed because of the inadequacy of the 
guaranteed loan program. Banks are 
reluctant to make loans at the 7-percent 
rate when a better return is available on 
other types of investment, and the tight 
money market makes any loan difficult 
to get. Thus, many students, especially 
those in their first year of college, will 
find that guaranteed loans jus·t are not 
available aind they will have to look for 
other sources of funding. I am hopeful 
that the additional NDEA loan funds 
made available in this amendment will 
help to meet this need. 

Third, the package amendment pro
vides $33 million for construction of un
dergraduate academic facilities under 
the Higher Education Facilities Act. As I 
mentioned, the administration had not 
requested any funds for this program, 
relying instead on the interest subsidy 
program that was established last year in 
the higher education amendments. Di
rect loans funds were provided for junior 
colleges only. The need to continue the 
building program in 4-year colleges is, 
to say the least, extremely pressing, es
pecially if increased enrollments are to 
be accommodated. In addition, the con
struction credit market is tight, and 
there is little reason to believe that the 

interest subsidy program will make it 
easier to obtain commercial financing for 
such projects. 

Put very simply, our Nation is clearly 
defaulting in a major and irresponsible 
way on adequate support for elementary 
and higher education. We are doing it at 
a time when there is a shortage of 2 mil
lion teachers in the United States; at a 
time when there are at least 400,000 
classrooms which should be built; at a 
time when a majority of our 2-year col
leges lack adequate books and when a 
number of our 4-year colleges lack the 
necessary library resources. 

Accordingly, I do not believe this Con
gress will be living up to its respon
sibilities or come anywhere near living up 
to its responsibilities unless it un
equivocally supports the Joelson amend
ment without modification. 

I think it is essential that it be sup
ported. I think this is a national re
quirement and a national imperative. 

In short, this package amendment 
seeks to remedy a basic gap in the logic 
behind the requests for education pro
grams. On the one hand, the call is heard 
for increased enrollments, for more and 
better teachers; on the other, we reduce 
the funds available to provide equipment 
and services to the new pupils and to 
train the teachers. Clearly, this is coun
terproductive; the only way to set the 
matter straight now is to support the 
Joelson amendment. 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

First of all, I want to express my grati
tude-and the gratitude of a very large 
number of my co~leagues on both sides 
of the aisle-to the invaluable Repre
sentative from New York (Mr. REID), 
for his heroic efforts to make at least the 
opportunity for a decent education 
available to all Americans. There is no 
way to measure his contribution to the 
overall effort to make America a place 
where there is in fact liberty and justice 
for all, because · it is a contribution that 
is made more often away from the spot
light than in it, and because his own 
courage and energy inspire countless 
others to behave much better than they 
would otherwise have considered possi
ble. Much that I want to say today will 
sound like an echo of what he has been 
saying, but it is no cause for sadness or 
reappraisal to find oneself echoing the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. REID). 

Mr. Chairman, I hope we are at last 
about to begin the endlessly discussed 
process of what has come to be called 
reordering the national priorities. I hope 
we are about to witness a great rising of 
the majority of tne members of both 
parties against the dangerous notion 
that this country cannot afford even 
minimum sums of money to assist educa
tion to attain even the standards re
garded as minimal in years past. What 
this country cannot, in fact, afford is to 
go on neglecting its young people-its 
future, Mr. Chairman. If we care about 
that future, Mr. Chairman, we will vote 
today the additional funds necessary to 
repair at least to minimum standards. 
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Educational needs are nondeferrable. 

You cannot recapture a year of lost 
schooling, a year without access to li
brary services. Students who cannot 
get loans and so cannot continue their 
education will presumably be less pro
ductive citizens. less creative, more du
bious about the equality of opportunity 
that is their proclaimed right as Amer
icans, and thus perhaps more dubious 
about America itself. 

Some proclaim "economy" and say 
that means we cannot do more than 
the unamended bill proposes. "Economy," 
"economy"-what crimes are committed 
in thy hallowed name, O economy. 

Now do we really believe that educa
tion makes life more worthwhile? Does 
a good education really help develop the 
potential of those who enjoy it? If so, 
what kind of "economy" is it to make life 
less worthwhile for thousands of peo
ple, to decrease the potential for earn
ing-if you want to talk in dollars and 
cents-of countless thousands of young 
people, by countless billions of dollars? 
What is it we are saving when we waste 
some of the best talent in America by 
shutting it off from the opportunity to 
develop at its most critical moment? 

Is it in the interest of economy-or of 
the economy-to spend our great na
tional wealth in such a way that good
ness knows how many people will end 
up in institutions or on welfare instead 
of doing productive work, living creative 
lives-and paying substantial taxes? Fie 
on Benjamin Franklin and his stitch 
in time. Better by far to take no stitch 
at all until the fabric of our national 
well-being unravels. 

In fact, we should tell Benjamin Frank
lin that we cannot afford a stitch, at 

· least not a stitch for our own kids. Bil
lions for weapon overruns-lectures 
about economy for libraries. Billions to 
impase unpopular governments in far
off places-penury for our young and dis
advantaged, so we can make our own 
Government as unpopular among mil
lions of its own people. 

Are we really going to .approve legis
lation that will allow funds to imple
ment title I of ESEA to be lost in the 
shuffle, so that the very areas most in 
need of assistance-the children already 
disadvantaged, God knows, through no 
fault of their own-are penalized yet 
again? 

we can do much better than this
much better than we have been doing 
lately-and we can begin doing it right 
now. The remarkable diligence and skill 
with which the gentleman from New Jer
sey has put together what we celebrate 
today as the "Joelson package" has given 
us the opportunity to make what would 
be the most responsible statement to 
come from this House in many years. 

We are promised that next week we 
will have an opportunity to make more 
equitable the way we collect the money 
we spend, an opportunity to distribute 
the burden of :financing the national 
needs so all pay their fair share. Today 
we can begin to make an equally basic 
change-a change in how we spend what 
money we do collect. Success today will 
strengthen our hand for the battle next 
week, and success then will strengthen 
our hand for the battles still ahead. 

The colossus that is America cannot 
be turned around by one vote, or in one 
day, or by one program. But if we are 
to reverse the lockstep that has already 
brought us to such wide grief as a nation 
we must begin somewhere, sometime. 
There is no place better to begin than 
here, and no time better than now. 

Much more is at stake in the voting 
on these amendments than the specific 
sums of money involved. There are, of 
course, the lives of so many young peo
ple. But beyond even these lives, there 
is the question of what we can and can
not "afford" to do as a nation-the ques
tion of national priorities-the question 
of how we are to expend our resources. 
And the answer to that question will, of 
course, affect the well-being of every 
single American, and for that matter the 
well-being of much of the world. 

I hope the House w111 want its voice 
to be heard on this question. I hope it 
will say "No" to continuing the stampede 
of waste-of resources, of time, above 
all of lives-that has driven so great a 
wedge between the promises of America 
and her performance. I will be grateful 
and proud to have the opportunity to be 
a small part of that voice when it learns 
its own strength and speaks its own 
mind. I hope it starts to do that today. 
The hour is already very late. 

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the 
gentleman for his very real contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, I would point out also 
that the Joelson amendment does in
clude additional funds for title I of 
ESEA, which is one of the most impor
tant titles. But even at that, it would 
be funded at only 44 percent of the au
thorization. I hope more Members will 
be willing to stand up for 100 percent 
funding, consistent with the judgment 
o the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is time that 
the Members of the House supported the 
Committee on Education and Labor in 
this area. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I congratulate my colleague, 
the gentleman from New York, and con
cur in his remarks. 

The amendment offered by the gentle
man from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) is a sim
ple amendment-all it does is scuttle the 
Joelson amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
gentleman from New Jersey. 

This "package" proposal is the very 
least by which we should increase this 
appropriations measure. I know many of 
us would like to see aid to education dou
bled or tripled at the least, but I am 
hopeful that this proposal will meet with 
my colleagues' approval. 

The distinguished gentleman has elo
quently and clearly explained the need 
for this increase. There is little more that 
can be said, but I want to take a few 
minutes to emphasize the importance of 
increasing aid to education. 

Almost every week I read another ar
ticle documenting the importance of ed
ucation, particularly elementary educa-

tion. Each year we spend billions and bil
lions of dollars on the military. Yet. wha.t 
greater strength can a nation have than 
an educated, productive, aware citizenry. 
The educated person is the greatest as
set this Nation has. 

Can we afford to ignore the educa
tional needs of this Nation? Can we, as a 
nation, afford to allow children to grow 
to adulthood without teaching them 
skills, without helping them develop to 
the height of their potential? Can we af
ford to produce young adults who can
not read, dropouts who do not have 
enough basic education to even learn a 
trade? We cannot. 

The Nation's strength is in its people
in all its people; by denying the best pos
sible education to our children, we deny 
the contributions of the next generation. 

Where could this money be spent bet
ter? I can think of only a few things that 
compare in importance-those things 
which a man needs to survive-food and 
shelter, and those programs, too, Mr. 
Chairman are not being adequately 
funded. 

Where is this money being spent? In 
the tragic, destructive morass of Viet
nam? On bigger weapons systems that 
will destroy our enemies and ourselves 10 
times over? 

The Defense Department estimates 
that, in 1968, 181,000 North Vietnamese 
and Vietcong were killed in the war. We 
spent about $28 billion on the war in 
Vietnam that year. In a sense. we spent 
$154,000 on each dead Vietnamese 
enemy. 

In that same year we spent $3.2 billion 
on elementary and secondary education. 
There were 45 million pupils enrolled in 
public elementary and secondary schools. 
That is $71 a pupil to bring about a more 
productive life. 

Compare that to $154,000 to take a life. 
This is senseless, this is tragic. 
I have heard much about economy, 

about priorities. I still do not know the 
priorities of this administration, for in 
July of 1969 we have still seen only a 
handful of programs offered, but I have 
seen the economy, and it is false econ
omy. 

Can we cut back on the education of 
our children and call it an economic 
measure? Our population is growing. 
There are more and more children in 
school. Programs, worthwhile, successful, 
productive programs have been begun. 
Do we now cut funds, end programs? 

There are those who say we can fund 
in the future, when the country is in 
better economic shape. Will these chil
dren benefit later? No. 

Other children may learn, but those 
who are bypassed now are bypassed for 
life. Unless, of course, we are w1111ng to 
spend billions more on remedial educa
tion, retraining, adult education. 

Is it not better to prevent these prob
lems than to have to cure them in the 
future? 

I see economy in the gentleman's 
amendment. It is a modest amendment 
that will for the most part bring appro
priation levels to that of last year. Five 
of the nine items will solely do that. An
other will provide funds for 90 percent of 
the authorization which we passed. A 
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sixth will provide additional funds to 
meet urgent needs in vocational educa
tion. Urgent because the jobs are there, 
looking for trained people, and there be
cause we have not in the past provided 
sufficient funds for vocational education. 

Another increase will help meet the 
increased demand for student loans
loans, not grants-because there are 
more and more students willing to go 
into debt in order to acquire an educa
tion. 

The last item will meet the increased 
program costs and provide funds needed 
because of prior action by the Congress. 

This is a modest measure. I would like 
to see much more go to education. 

As I have said, where better could we 
spend this money? This is an investment, 
an investment in the Nation's future. 
We will need an educated and trained 
population to take care of the Nation's 
future needs, to provide the Nation's 
growth. 

I cannot understand reductions in this 
:field. This cannot wait. The students will 
be returning to school in a little more 
than a month. Do we ask them to wait 
for another year? Do we tell them that 
books will come next year? Do we tell 
them we cannot counsel them? 

The answer to these questions must be 
"No." Even with this amendment these 
programs will be badly underfunded. But 
to do less than this would be criminal, 
it would be foolish. No purpose is served 
by limiting education. The funds we fail 
to provide this year, we will have to pro
vide in the future. Only then it will be 
tenfold, and it may be too late. 

Mr. BELL of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. REID of New York. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. BELL of California. Mr. Chair
man, I commend the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. REID) on his excellent 
statement and I concur in all that he 
has said. 

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Joelson amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, we have all heard that 
the youth of this Nation is telling us 
something, What they really are saying 
to us-in all their protest and moral ex
uberance-is quite simple. This system is 
not worth saving unless it can work; un
less it can end injustice, and poverty, and 
racism, and war; unless it can reform it
self to meet the just demands and ex
pectations of the people. 

This is what our forefathers believed 
when they fought a revolution with Eng
land. This is what they were :fighting 
for-the English political system was 
neither responsive nor willing to be re
sponsive to the demands of the colonists. 
And this is what is happening in this 
country today. It is the old compact 
theory of government all over again; the 
same compact theory we learned when 
we were in school, enunciated by John 
Locke's "Second Treatise of Govern
ment" and incorporated by Thomas Jef
ferson in the Declaration of Independ
ence. As Howard Zinn, professor of po
litical science at Boston University, put 

it in his brilliant book, "Disobedience and 
Democracy": 

is-literally? This bill implies that we 
are not. 

I appeal to you to join me in voting for 
the Joelson amendment as an inadequate 
but hopeful education measure. Let the 
students know that Congress will re
spond to the needs of the people. I quote 
to you again: 

Governments are instituted among men 
for certain ends; .•. among these are life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness; ... 
whenever a government becomes destructive 
of those ends, it is the right of the people 
to alter or abolish it. The government is not 
synonymous with the people of the nation; 
it is an artificial device, set up by the citi- Governments are instituted among men 
zens for certain purposes. It is endowed with for certain ends; . . . among these a.re life, 
no sacred aura; rather, it needs to be liberty, and the pursuit of happiness; .. . 
watched, scrutinized, criticized, opposed, whenever a. government becomes destructive 
changed, and even overthrown and replaced of those ends, it is the right of the people 
when necessary. to alter or abolish it. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
We, Mr. Chairman, are being "watched, Chairman, I rise in support of the Robi

scrutinized, criticized and opposed" son amendment. 
by the youth of this Nation, and, more Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
important, we had better change, we had gentleman yield? 
better show them that this system can Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to 
work, or we are likely to be "overthrown the gentleman from New York. 
and replaced." Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, I ap-

All of this may sound to some as just preciate the gentleman yielding so I can 
the old standard liberal rhetoric. High attempt, at least, to get that knife of 
flown, philosophical, absolutely unre- mine partially out of the back of every 
lated to "real life." But the college stu- school librarian, where my friend JOHN 
dents, by their militance, have clearly BRADEMAS put it. 
demonstrated to us that they are deadly As we all know, the Robison amend
serious. They really believe in the politi- ment that is pending as an amendment 
cal theories that we mouth so freely, and to the Michel substitute addresses itself 
they mean to force us to live by our es- to these four >;>rograms: supplementary 
poused values. educational services, ESEA title III; li-

Today, we in the House are discussing brary services, ESEA title II; guiding, 
an education and labor bill closely counseling, and testing, which is NDEA 
watched by the college students. We title V-A; equipment and minor re
know the urgent educational needs of modeling, which is NDEA title III-A. 
America, or at least we have been told What it seeks to do, on a consolidated 
innumerable times about them. But this basis, is to increase the moneys to be ap
bill seems to fulfill the Biblical quota- propriated for these four purposes $110 
tion: million above the committee :figure for 

They h ave eyes to see, but they see not; such four purposes, in order to get back 
ears to hear, but they hear not. to the 1969 fiscal year level for such 

In spite of rising enrollments and ris- purposes. . 
ing costs, the bill before us is essentially Let me point out that in the bill the 
the same that the House passed last committee's figure was also provided on 
year. a consolidated basis, but that :figure, 

Are we really so ignorant that we do again, was $110 million below the 1969 
not realize what a bill of this sort means? fiscal year levels. 
The low appropriation of money and the Now, let me see if, in the remaining 
ominous Whitten amendment together time I can get from the gentleman, I can 
discriminate against the poor student marshal some arguments in favor of con
directly, and, especially when this is cou- solidation. 
pied with the so-called student unrest The major arguments, as I see them, 
amendment, the bill oppresses all stu- are: first, all four of these programs in
dents. Let us not deceive ourselves, ladies volve State administration, under State 
and gentlemen-the students are not plans ap>;>roved by the U.S. Commissioner 
going to acquiesce in this regressive leg- of Education, for the benefit of local 
islation. They have watched and scruti- schools, with the funds distributed among 
nized; they are not criticizing and op- the States on t~e basis of formulas re
posing. Are we going to force them to , fleeting population. Hence, they are very 
overthrow and replace? similar. 

The Joelson amendment would par- Second, despite the similarity of these 
tially correct this sad state of affairs. programs, they now require four separate 
While it is insufficient, at least it is a step State plans, four separate distribution 
in the right direction. It would appropri- schemes, four separate applications at 
ate more funds to critical problems. It both State' and local levels; four separate 
would also indicate to students that in sets of accounting reports, and so forth
spite of tight budgetary pressures, the all of this adding unnecessarily to ad
Congress of the United States gives high ministrative cost and to administrative 
priority to the education of young people. redtape. 

Our own House Internal Security Com- Third, when the four similar programs 
mittee and our brothers in the Senate are administered separately, as they now 
have been conducting lengthy hearings are, and as the gentleman from New 
on the Students for a Democratic Society Jersey (Mr. JOELSON) and as the gentle
and other radical collegiate groups. man from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS) 

It is fashionable to speak these days would require them to continue to be, 
about reordering our national priorities. this would mean that each State can 
Wonderful. The question is, are we will- spend only the allotted funds in the pro
ing to put our money where our mouth portions, established nationally or fed-
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erally, which might not correspond, and 
probably would not correspond to what 
the true State needs might be 1n these 
particular areas, but when the programs 
are consolidated the States can deter
mine their own priorities. 

Finally, program consolidation of these 
important, closely related State grant 
programs moves in the direction of 
broader Federal support of education, 
with fewer strings attached, so there will 
be more and more State and local au
thority over the use of funds, which is 
the direction I think we ought to go. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman's 
contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, until I have had a 
chance to take some time, I w_ill not yield 
further. I must say I am somewhat dis
appointed at the opposition of my col
leagues on the other side, to the Robison 
amendment. 

Let us make it clear in the RECORD to
day, so that this will not get lost tomor
row. If we do not adopt the Robison 
amendment, we will, I suspect, adopt the 
Michel amendment, and then we will 
have to go on from page 26. So if the 
Robison amendment is not adopted, 
amending the Michel amendment, we 
have no chance to come back and in
crease the funding for the four grant pro
grams in the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act and the National Defense 
Education Act. 

So I intend to vote for the Robison 
amendment, because if we do not, tomor
row the librarians and the supplemen
tary education people and the guidance 
people will have many of the Members 
of this House to blame. I do not intend 
to be one of them. I intend to maintain 
my support of NDEA and the ESEA. 

Let us adopt the Robison amendment. 
Let us not be fooled by the argument that 
this will give some superpower to the 
Office of Education. Consolidation means 
a great deal, but let us not forget if we 
fail to adopt the Robison amendment, 
we will not be back over this point in 
the ball game. We will have to go on 
from there. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
any nation that can put a man on the 
moon can certainly afford the price of a 
quality education for every American and 
any person who does not realize that it 
was the American educational system 
that made it possible for one of our astro
nauts to walk on the moon, has missed 
a very significant point. 

One of the realities of educational 
planning and budgeting at the school 
district level, is that once the Congress 
begins funding a project or program at a 
determined level, our local school boards 
depend and rely on that funding once 
they have their programs underway. This 
is only logical and practical. As a result, 
they budget on that basis, and when, as 
has happened so often, these funds are 
cut or eliminated, they find it difficult, if 
not impossible, to compensate for these 
funds from State or local sources to con
tinue programs already underway. 

My point is, that while the Committee 
on Appropriations has reported out a bill 
which, in effect and on the surface at 
least, increases the overall appropriation 
for education by $123 million over the 
budget request, there is a lot more in
volved here than just the matter of quan
tity alone. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I want to 
associate myself with the remarks made 
yesterday by my friend and colleague, the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. QmE), 
in stressing the vital need to upgrade and 
enhance the national defense student 
loan program, and in the area of voca
tional education. As I see it, it is in these 
two areas that we, in the Congress, can 
contribute most to the poor, the under
privileged, and the unskilled in this 
country. 

A third area of major concern to many 
of us in the Congress concerns the com
mittee's recommendation regarding Pub
lic Law 874 funds for federally impacted 
areas. I represent a district in California 
that has felt the true impact of the mili
tary buildup on the west coast associated 
with the Vietnam conflict. The steady 
influx of military families and Federal 
employees in this area has placed a tre
mendous burden on the local school 
boards, particularly in Marin and Napa 
Counties, and to a lesser extent, in So
noma County. 

Quite frankly, I view the recommenda
tion to cut funds entirely for section 3-B 
of Public Law 874 as grossly unfair and 
discriminatory in nature-not only to 
the school districts that are relying so 
heavily on these funds, but to those who 
will have to pay the bill, should this sec
tion go unfunded. In this case, the dif
ference would have to be made up by the 
already overburdened property taxpay
ers, and by the very people ·this legisla
tion was intended to help-the service 
families. 

Anyone familiar with the military's 
on-base housing priority syS'tem knows 
that it is the lowest ranking men, the 
privates, seamen and airmen, who by 
and large are at the bottom of the list 
and must reside offpost until they either 
rise in rank or until housing becomes 
available to them. As such, Mr. Chair
man, these men are the lowest paid peo
ple in the service, and it is they who will 
certainly suffer the most should section 
3B go unfunded. 

In all candor, I know it is not the in
tent of the Congress to make an already 
difficult situation more difficult for these 
young married servicemen who have 
responded to their Nation's call. Nor is 
it the intent of the Congress to inad
vertently place a greater burden at this 
time on our taxpayers and local school 
districts that have had absolutely no 
choice in deciding where military bases 
are located, or where the influx was 
going to be placed with regard to the war 
in Vietnam. This, however, could be the 
net effect should this unwise, unfair, and 
shortsighted provision carry. 

It is my fervent hope that every Mem
ber will weigh this provision of the bill 
carefully and in light of what we are 
trying to provide here in the way of a 
quality education for all Americans. 

Therefore, I call on my fellow House 

Members to uphold the intent of the 
Congress as expressed nearly 20 years 
ago, by voting to support full restoration 
of the desperately needed funds for fed
erally impacted areas. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, I com
mend the gentleman in the wen· for his 
statement. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no greater ob
ligation on the part of this Congress than 
to support programs of education for the 
young people of our Nation. 

As in the past, I feel that full fund
ing of the impacted school programs is 
essential. In the 12th Congressional Dis
trict of Illinois, impacted school funds 
assist those school children whose par
ents reside on the military bases at Fort 
Sheridan, Great Lakes Naval Training 
Center, and the Downey Veterans' Hos
pital, as well as the children of parents 
who ,are employed at such Federal 
installations. 

My colleague, the gentlewoman from 
the State of Hawaii (Mrs. MINK) offered 
the amendment to increase impacted 
school aid in the last Congress. It was 
my expectation that she would offer a 
similar amendment to the present bill. 
Unfortunately, the popularity of the full 
funding of the impacted school program 
is being used in the Joelson amendment 
as a vehicle to continue four other cate
gorical grant programs. 

Mr. Chairman, my expe1ience with lo
cal school administrators convinces me 
that the multiplicity of categories im
pedes local school principals in their 
efforts to develop improved educational 
opportunities. 

Accordingly, the subcommittee's rec
ommendation to lump together four cate
gories has merit. If the overall total of 
funds-as proposed in the so-called Rob
ison amendment-were to be adopted, 
this objective could be attained. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, if there 
could be full funding of impacted school 
aid, then the Congress would be fulfill
ing substantially our nationtal responsi
bility to elementary and secondary 
education. 

One advantage to impacted school aid 
is that the funds may be expended to 
meet the greatest and most pressing 
needs of the local school districts. 

There is a similar advantage in the 
Robison amendment. 

However, it is doubtful that a clear-cut 
expression consistent with my position 
will be possible with the amendments 
and substitute amendments which are 
being considered in today's debate. 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the substitute amendment 
and in support of the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Joelson amendment. I would like to focus 
my attention on the provisions pertain
ing to vocational education. Under the 
provisions of the amendment, we will add 
$131,500,000 to the committee bill. 

The largest part of the increase is for 
increasing basic grants to States. I point 
out that through the set-aside provi-
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sions and the Vocational Education Act 
Amendments of 1968, unless we make 
these additional amounts available to the 
State grants, some of the ongoing voca
tional programs in our States are going 
to have to be cut back, because there 
are earmarked funds in this new act of 
40 percent. 

So it is necessary to increase the 
amount by $57 million, as the Joelson 
amendment does, in order to assure that 
the ongoing programs will be continued. 

The 1968 amendments to the Voca
tional Education Act, I would like to 
point out to the Members of this House, 
were passed unanimously by this House 
and by the other body, and we set up 
funding under that legislation which 
amounts to about $766 million for this 
fiscal year. Here we are, trying to get 
$488,716,000 by the Joelson amend
ment--about 63 percent of the funding. 

Unless these amendments are ade
quately funded, the action of this House 
and the other body last year will be 
empty acclaim. 

Of the 26 million youngsters who will 
enter the labor force next year, three out 
of 10 will be high school dropouts. Even 
those who have graduated from high 
school will have a difficult time obtaining 
employment, because they lack salable 
skills. Today only 14 percent of our 
high school children are receiving occu
pational education. This means that over 
50 percent of our students who leave 
school or graduaJte from high school each 
year and who do not go to college have 
had little or no prepara,tion for the world 
of work. 

There is little doubt in our minds, and 
there was little doubt last year when we 
so enthusiastically passed the Vocational 
Education Act Amendments, that with
out sufficient vocational education, we 
would face, perhaps, the greatest chal
lenge and crisis in American education 
we have ever faced. We recognize the 
need. We have tried and we are tired of 
asking repea,ted funding for remedial 
programs for the unemployed, the dis
advantaged, and the undereducated. 

For once we could do something con
clusive by making funds available for 
educational programs that wm eliminate 
the need for these steps that are taken 
after the fact. 

We authorized $766,650,000 for fiscal 
year 1970. Now we are talking about ap
proprt~ting only $279,216,000. I find this 
embarrassing. I find this an aspiration 
gap. 

The Congress of the United States has 
authorized good education legislation. 
Year after year we have failed to ade
quately fund them. We have held out 
the aspiration to the children of Amertca, 
to the teachers, to the educators, and to 
our school systems, and then we have 
dropped them brutally with our failure 
to appropriate money. 

I submit for the poor, for the parents, 
for the educators, and for the concerned 
citizens this yo-yo attitude can only gen
erate a crisis of confidence. History sug
gests that dashed hopes are the seed of 
turmoil. 

The promise of a new day cannot be 
met with lofty rhetoric and a pallid per-
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formance. The domestic budget contrtb
utes as much to our national security as 
does our military budget. A progressive 
country solving its own problems may 
do more for peace than a phalanx of 
antiballistic missiles. Full funding of edu
cation and the fulfilling of man's hopes 
must command a high prtority. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose 
does the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
a member of the committee, rise? 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to inquire how many more speakers 
we have. 

How many are standing? How many 
do I see? 

One, two, three, four, five, six, seven
the gentleman from Illinois would be 
eight and I would be nine. And the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. JOEL
SON) is still here. That is 10. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of words. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, wm 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MELCHER. I yield to the gentle

man from Missouri. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I 

have listened with care to this extensive 
debate, waiting with open mind to an
alyze whatever substantive criticisms 
might be raised against the educational 
programs sought to be strengthened by 
the Joelson ·amendment. I have yet to 
hear any. The entire argumentation of
fered to the Joelson amendment has been 
budgetary in character. 

In the other body, a debate has been 
in progress for some weeks regarding the 
advisability of deploying a new weapons 
system at a cost of upward of $10 bil
lion. Opponents of that deployment have 
adduced arguments touching on the ef
ficacy of the system as well as its cost. 
Yet, in spite of the agreed overwhelming 
budgetary consequences of the system 
and grave doubts and differences as to its 
efficacy, it may be adopted. Before us, 
on the other hand, additional educational 
assistance is questioned on cost alone. 

It would be surprising to find ourselves 
investing a sum in the next generation 
of weapons which might not work and 
not one-tenth of that sum in the next 
generation of Americans who will cer
tainly have to. 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. :MELCHER. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, ·! rise in 
support of the Joelson amendment. 
There is no arena in which the fate of our 
country hangs more in the balance than 
in education. We either will give our 
children the tools with which to solve the 
present problems that confound us or 
civilization as we know it can perish. 
If there ever has been a price tag on 
survival, it must be the downpayment 
on our educational commitment repre
sented by this amendment. I am pleased 
to vote for the amendment. I wish the 
consensus of the House would support 
an even greater appropriation for our 
future. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, wlll the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MELCHER. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
support the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey <Mr. JOEL
SON). That amendment increases the ap
propriations originally proposed by the 
Appropriations Committee by the addi
tional amount of $894,547,000. It is in
credible that the Appropriations Com
mittee at this time in our history would 
bring in a bill that is almost a billion 
dollars less than the education appropri
ations for the past fiscal year, 1969. 

In my own State of New York, we are 
going through an education crisis as I 
am sure every State in the Union is. We 
find that the reading scores of our chil
dren are poor, that dropouts are on the 
increase, and that the moneys needed to 
turn this situation around are simply not 
available from local resources. In the city 
of New York, the board of education has 
stated that it will be compelled to close 
the schools sometime in mid-term if ad
ditional funds are not provided to fund 
the school year at an even modest level. 
Our board of education has said that it 
would rather quit than cut back the ex
isting school programs which are inade
quate, and they should not be compelled 
to do so. The State legislature in my 
State did not provide the necessary funds 
and many of us have requested the Gov
ernor to call a special session of the leg
islature in order to deal with this prob
lem. But we are compounding that fi
nancial bind if we further reduce the 
moneys already promised to the States 
under the authorization bill originally 
passed by us this year. 

If the Joelson amendment is passed, I 
estimate that the State of New York will 
receive over and above what the appro
priation bill now provides an additional 
sum of $76,757,000. Al!, large as that sum 
is it is still meager in relation to the need. 
But it will be helpful in dealing with a 
dire need. 

It is disheartening for me as a fresh
man Member of Congress to see how easy 
it is for the military establishment to 
maintain and add to its budget and con
versely how difficult it is for those who 
wish to strengthen the minds and bodies 
of our young people to obtain the neces
sary funds. To those who, whenever do
mestic programs are before this Congress, 
cry out in defense of their savage cuts, 
"fiscal responsibility," I say it is the 
height of fiscal and moral irresponsibility 
to shortchange the education of our 
youth. I urge the passage of the Joelson 
amendment and commend my colleague 
from New Jersey for having undertaken 
to marshal the forces on both sides of 
the aisle to override those ruthless cuts 
which the Appropriations Committee is 
attempting to impose on Federal aid to 
education. 

Lastly, I want to acknowledge with 
gratitude the efforts of the Emergency 
Committee for Full Funding of Educa
tion Programs whose members have 
made herculean efforts to bring home 
to every Member in this Hall the need 
for additional funding. If the Joelson 
amendment is passed as I hope it will 
be, in large measure it will be as a result 

· of the efforts of these concerned citizens. 
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Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MELCHER. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman. I rise in support of the Joel
son amendment. This amendment would 
supplement many educational programs 
which are not adequately funded in H.R. 
13111. 

The Joelson amendment would provide 
additional funding for school libraries, 
student loans, vocational education, 
equipment and materials, college con
struction funds, and impact area aid. 
Each one of these programs is vital to 
some facet of the educational process. 
We can teach our children t.o read, but 
we cannot show them the magic of 
books unless our libraries are well 
stocked and up to date. Books are the 
key to all human knowledge and achieve
ment. We jeopardize all we have done if 
we deny our youth the opportunity of a 
book. A good school library system is 
central to effective education. As it has 
been said in the past, "libraries are the 
banks of our educational system. And 
they yield rich dividends in knowledge 
and wisdom. They are the summing up 
of past achievement and a stimulant to 
future progress." 

Our vocational institutions are insur
ance in another way. They insure thait 
the needs of a highly technological so
ciety will be filled now and in the future. 
They must be able to meet the changing 
manpower needs and be able to prepare 
many of our citizens for a rewarding 
place in our industry. Furthermore, vo
cational education today is a vast sav
ings for tomorrow. If we train today, we 
will not be faced with the need for crash 
remedial programs in the areas of re
training, unemployment, poverty and 
other social and correctional services. 

Our present society demands a greater 
and greater number of college-trained 
people. And yet the cost of higher educa
tion is rising greatly. We cannot expect 
our students to go to college, if we do not 
provide adequate financial aid. The 
Joelson amendment increases the funds 
for student defense loans by 40 million 
dollars. This money is necessary if col
lege is to be a reality for many of our 
students. Even this amount would not 
totally meet the increased demand. 

Each of us has heard the expression 
"penny wise and pound foolish". If we 
skimp on the education of our children, 
this is exactly what we would be. The 
future is on our doorstep asking for help. 
How can we deny it? . 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MELCHER. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the re
marks of the gentleman in the well all 
debate on the amendment and all amend
ments thereto, including the substitute 
amendment, be terminated in 35 minutes, 
reserving 5 minutes for the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) and 5 minutes 
for the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. FLOOD). 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, when the chair
man of the subcommittee took a count 
only a minute ago he counted 10 Members 
on their feet. I believe at the present time, 
with 35 minutes, each Member wishing 
to speak might get less than 1 minute. 

I wonder if the gentleman would revise 
the time limit upward just a bit. 

Mr. FLOOD. I will make it 40 minutes. 
Will the ge~tleman settle for 40 minutes? 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation. 

The CHAmMAN. ls there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAmMAN. Debate will be lim

ited to 40 minutes, and the names of 
Members standing will be taken down. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 

. taken in connection with the last action 
not be taken from the time of the gentle
man in the well. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, a point of 

inquiry. Is it clear that in my motion I 
reserved 5 minutes for the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) and 5 min
utes for the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. FLOOD); that is, 5 minutes 
each? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the Chair's 
understanding. And it is also the under
standing of the Chair that under a 
unanimous-consent request the time of 
the gentleman from Montana is not to 
be taken out. 

The gentleman from Montana is now 
recognized. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Chairman, the 
record of debate concerning this bill 
establishes that the administration budg
et proposals and the committee action 
are trying to save Federal funds. How
ever, both shortchange the funding of 
schools and education programs and 
libraries. The local taxpayers and the 
States will ·have to make up the short
age. Uncle Sam dips heavily into the 
pocketbooks of all taxpayers, and should 
pay for his share of education. Part of 
the $3.1 billion Federal surplus should be 
invested in these programs to meet the 
growing costs of education. I support the 
Joelson amendment with vigor because 
either we improve the bill by passing this 
amendment, or our Montana people will 
be called on to add $5 million to local and 
State taxes. 

Unless the Congress acts to provide full 
funding for the education bills it has en
acted, we will be playing a cruel hoax on 
the children and youth of this Nation. It 
is a fallacy to believe that the States and 
local districts can properly serve these 
children if the Congress fails them. As 
a member of the State Legi1:1lature of 
Montana for many years before I was 
elected to Congress, I am aware that 
State revenues and local taxes cannot be 

increased to the degree necessary to 
make up the difference that inadequate 
Federal appropriaitions would require. I 
am also aware that local property taxes 
are already above reasonable limits, es
pecially in school districts with the larg
est percentage of low income families . 
Clearly inadequate Federal appropria
tions will result in curtailment of pro
grams for children and young people who 
most need the special assistance which 
Federal funds can make possible. While I 
am concerned that all education pro
grams be fully funded, I am particularly 
distressed at the disastrous cuts in this 
bill of the funds for operational expenses 
of school districts impacted by Federal 
installations. My district in Montana. · 
contains Malmstrom Air Force Base in 
Great Falls, numerous Minutemen inter
continental ballistic missile sites, and it 
also contains Fort Peck Dam, an Army 
Engineers facility in northeastern Mon
tana. The school districts in which these 
installations are located simply cannot 
cope wi:th the proposed reduction of ap
proximately 60 percent of their Federal 
funds. If these impact funds are not re
stored, the entire State-aid program for 
all districts in Montana will be distorted, 
since State funds will be drained into 
these and other federally impacted dis
tricts to the detriment of all school dis
tricts in the State. We have in my East
ern District of Montana, five Indian 
reservations and those schools off the 
reservations that educate Indian youth 
receive Federal impact aid. 

The need for impact aid is no less now 
than it was when it was first enacted in 
the early 1950's. The land occupied by 
the Federal installations is still off the 
tax rolls. The federally employed mili
tary and civilian personnel and their de
pendent children are still moving in and 
out of the communities, creating the 
same impact that existed in the fifties . 
The need is as great as ever. 

If there are flaws in the impact laws, 
then these should be corrected by the 
Congress. But to take such inconsiderate 
and ~ruel action as denying all impacted 
districts up to two-thirds of their entitle
ment is not the way to achieve reform. It 
can only achieve chaos. 

I also suppart increased funds for vo
cational education. This is vitally neces
sary in a State such as Montana which 
is large in area with a large future for a 
growing economy. We have the water
power, we have the natural resources
and we have the space-to achieve in
dustrial development, which is greatly 
needed, but we must have skilled man
power to help bring this about. Recent 
Federal programs for expanding voca
tional education hold great promise-but 
provide only broken dreams to our youth 
if the funds are not forthcoming. 

It is extremely hard for me to under
stand how the Secretary of Agriculture 
ca,n come before otir Agriculture Com
mittee and recommend retraining rural 
people for "new opportunities"-as he 
did the other day-and we can be asked 
at the same time by the administration 
to reduce vocational education appro
priations. 



July so, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 21439 
College student loans, work study, and 

college construction are worthwhile in
vestments and this amendment increases 
all three. 

The distinct possibility exists that un
less the House acts today to increase the 
funds for the combination of titles II and 
III of ESEA and titles III and VA of 
NDEA that guidance and counseling 
services provided by title VA. of NDEA 
will be reduced drastically from the $17,-
000,000 provided last year. The funding 
for guidance and counseling is com
pletely in doubt under the committee bill. 
This is a deplorable situation that must 
be corrected. Guidance and counseling 
services must be increased, not decreased 
as the committee bill and the Nixon 
budget provide. 

There is an old saying in Montana
"Put your money where your mouth is." 
I believe. this Congress must follow this 
advice by making appropriations for 
education equal to the authorizations 
which the laws provide. 

We need increasing funds- for coun
seling, for libraries, facilities, for im
pacted areas-for all the categories of 
educational assistance which has been 
provided in the past. 

Some things can be postponed a year 
or 5 years, without any loss except time. 
But the education of our children cannot 
be postponed a year, or 5 years, without 
irreparable loss. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MELCHER. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I desire 
to commend our fine new colleague on 
the high quality of his statement. I also 
desire to associate myself with his re
marks. He has made a great speech on a 
most important amendment. 

Mr. MELCHER. Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
HOWARD), 

Mr. HOW ARD. Mr. Chairman, the en
tire education community of this Nation 
1s united, along with labor and other 
civic groups, in urging increased sup
port for the education legislation we 
have passed in recent years. I congratu
late them and support their eff ort--for 
it is not for themselves but for the chil
dren and young people of this Nation. 

,I support the amendment proposed by 
my distinguished colleague from New 
Jersey (Mr. JOELSON), which will give 
modest increases above the committee's 
bill for such programs as impact aid, vo
cational education, student loans, and 
aid, to disadvantaged children. The 
amendment merely restores-merely to 
the level of 1969 appropriations-funds 
for library and textbooks, equipment, 
guidance, and counseling, and innova
tive programs under title III of ESEA. 
Even these amounts are far below the 
authorizations we as a Congress have en
acted into law. 

I recognize the serious fiscal situation 
facing the country, and the problem of 
inflation which haunts us all. I do not 
believe, however, that ln:flatlon will run 
rampant through the land because we 
keep faith wilth the children of our coun-

try. We promise them substantial funds 
for education. We must deliver those 
funds if we expect them to maintain their 
faith in representative government. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
MOORHEAD). 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I 
will make my remarks brief and I hope 
telling. I would hope that this Chamber 
today takes action that will reaffirm the 
somewhat :flagging commitment of the 
Congress to educationc.l excellence. 

Mr. Chairman, how can we vote to 
lower the fund levels which we estab
lished last year? 

How can we &eate for the American 
people illusory education programs, for 
which in 1 year we authorize and ap
propriate necessary funds and the next 
year literally disclaim them by refusing 
to appropriate adequate funds. We have 
created tremendous gaps by talking big 
and delivering small. 

We have before us a bill that is almost 
a billion dollars lower than the education 
appropriation for fiscal 1969. 

We can change that. We can see that 
the American school systems get the 
funds needed to maintain the necessary 
educational excellence that our society 
demands of students. 

We have before us the amendment of 
the gentleman from New Jersey to beef 
up the education appropriation. Let us 
support this amendment. 

Applying the meat ax to education is 
not fiscally responsible. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. TuNNEY). 

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Chairman, I was 
not planning to speak in this debate 
originally, but I have, as any other Mem
ber of Congress, a system of national 
priorities, a system of values and I feel 
it is important that I speak out on these 
priorities and values at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I just cannot imagine 
that in this country of ours at this par
ticular time in our history that we are 
willing to spend $30 billion to keep the 
Thieu-Ky government in power in Viet
nam and only spend approximately $31.9 
billion at all levels of government to 
educate 50 mi.Ilion young Americans. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in my opinion 
that is the most extraordinary malap
portionment of priorities about which I 
have heard. I cannot see this Congress 
being unwilling to fund an additional 
$2.5 blllion with which to educate these 
50 million young Americans. 

The Labor-Health, Education, and 
Welfare appropriations bill includes 
$202,167 ,000 for impaeted area school 
aid. This is identical to the President's 
budget request for fiscal year 1970, $318,-
694,000 below the amount appropriated 
for 1969. It represents 90 percent of the 
authorization. 

This reduction in funds will result in 
the elimination of Federal assistance 
under Public Law 874 for category B 
students-those whose parents work but 
do not live on Federal property. If we 
allow this to occur many school districts 
throughout the Nation and particularly 
1n heavily impacted areas such as Cali-

fornia, would be placed 1n a precarious 
financial situation. 

Public Law 874 has had a long and 
successful existence and should be con
tinued and even expanded. The program 
ls designed to '.Provide financial assist
ance for the maintenance and operation 
of public schools which experience finan
cial burdens due to new or increased 
Federal activity. The full entitlement re
quired for fiscal year 1970 is $650,500,000 
nationally and $100,900,000 for cali
fornia. The President's budget and the 
appropriations bill reduce this to $187 
million and $25,200,000, respectively. 

Public Law 815 provides assistance for 
construction of urgently needed facilities 
in school districts which have had sub
stantial new or increased Federal activi
ties. The full entitlement required for 
fiscal year 1970 is $80 million nationwide 
and $12 million for California. The Presi
dent's budget and the appropriations bill 
reduces this to $12 million nationally and 
$450,000 for California. 

The Federal Government is the Na
tion's largest landowner and employer. 
However, the Federal Government's land 
holdings and activities are not subject 
to taxation by the local or State govern
ments. The presence of Federal property 
in a school district reduces the amount 
of real estate taxes otherwise available 
for educational purposes. Public Laws 874 
and 815 are designed to lighten this 
burden of education which is imposed 
upon local school districts. 

In California for example the nine 
counties of Imperial, Riverside, Kern, Los 
Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, San 
Diego, Santa Barbara, and Ventura 
represent the highest concentration of 
federally impacted activity in the United 
States. There are 3,263,021 students en
rolled in the school districts of these 
nine counties. There are 229,755 fed
erally connected pupils in the districts 
within this area. The 204 school districts 
in these nine counties have an entitle
ment of $45,840,253. 

Dr. Gordon Harrison, superintendent 
of the Moreno Valley School District in 
California has estimated that out of the 
204 school districts in the nine counties 
mentioned earlier, only 20 would remain 
financially solvent if category B student 
aid is eliminated. The entitlement of 
$45,840,253 would be reduced to $12,787,-
636 if category B funding ls eliminated 
as this appropriations bill and the Pres
ident's budget propose to do. Other im
pacted area school districts in California 
face equally serious consequences if the 
Congress does not appropriate at least 
an entitlement equal to that of last 
year, $505 million. The alternative would 
be substantial increases in the local 
property taxes. 

There are about 446 California school 
districts which use Public Law 874 funds, 
located in 47 of the State's 58 counties 
with 403,166 students. To replace the loss 
of Public Law 874 funds would require 
raising the local tax rate from a mini
mum of 0.20 in some areas to a maximum 
of 2.40 in others. Any increase at all 1s 
too much. 

The taxpayers of California are terri
bly overburdened. It 1s clear that the 



21440 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 30, 1969 
property tax can no longer be the sole 
vehicle for financing education. Other 
sources and methods of financing must 
be found. The impacted area program 
has served as an effective supplement 
for educational financing. Instead of 
curtailing this concept of school aid, we 
should be examining ways to expand it. 
Just last week the House passed legisla
tion which allowed the Sliates to tax na
tional banks. This action represents a 
recognition by the Congress of the diffi
culties many States and localities are 
having in raising sufficient funds. 

Clearly the proposed appropriations 
for impacted area school aid is not in 
keeping with the needs of education to
day. Clearly the proposed appropriations 
would be disastrous to States like Cali
fornia. 

Mr. Chairman, education is one of the 
basic elements in the preparation of our 
youth and is essential to a continuation 
of our commitment to build a better fu
ture for our country and its people-to 
foster a better world and a better life for 
mankind. 

Education has long been cited as the 
key to the solution of our economic and 
social problems. We must continue to 
strive for excellence. Not until we can 
say that each American child ha,s had a 
good education should we begin to feel 
that our educational system is living up 
to the expectations we have for it. 

We in Congress must increase the ap
propriations for education today if we 
feel that this goal can and should be 
fulfilled. Our Nation with its increasing 
complexity cannot bear a decrease in 
Federal education funds. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. WHITE). 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
supPort of the amendments to bring the 
financing of our educational programs 
more nearly up to the levels which this 
Congress has previously authorized. 
These are the Joelson and Smith amend
ments. To fail to do so is to retreat from 
the program we have so well conceived 
and executed in the past few years. This 
has been a nonpartisan program which 
has wisely made education the Point at 
which our efforts to build a stronger na
tion have their focus. 

We have legislated Project Headstart 
so underprivileged children might have 
opportunities to learn. Shall we, then, 
through cutting back such vital pro
grams as impacted area funds and 
school library funds deprive these stu
dents of the very advantages we have 
been trying to give them? We have used 
such programs as the Neighborhood 
Youth Corps to keep our young people in 
school. Shall we, then, through cutting 
back on counseling services and voca
tional education, halt the very progress 
we have tried so hard to promote? In 
Project Upward Bound we have success
fully taken young men and women from 
low income and underprivileged families 
and motivated them to attend college. 
Shall we then cancel out these advan
tages through cutting back our NDEA 
student loan programs, and our under
graduate construction programs? 

Mr. Chairman, I represent a district 
where the need for these educational 

programs is especially great. In my home 
county, El Paso County, military instal
lations occupy 68,032 acres, more than 
106 square miles of nontaxable land
land which is a part of the various school 
districts, and yet which cannot be taxed 
by them. More than 23,000 students in 
the two major school districts of El Paso 
County are from families employed at 
nontaxable Federal installations. The 
proposed budget cuts would deprive these 
districts of approximately $3 million in 
impacted area funds for fiscal 1970. In 
smaller districts, the amounts are less, 
but the impact is equally critical. 

These impacted school districts are 
taxing their residents at or near the legal 
limit, and future bond requirements will 
absorb the small remaining leeway. 
Their only recourse, if deprived of im
pacted area funds, will be to cut vital 
programs. 

My district contains many young, am
bitious Latin American students from 
low-income families. Our colleges are 
putting forth every possible effort to pro
vide the higher education facilities these 
young people need. We must not reduce 
the effectiveness of their efforts through 
cutting back on construction and student 
loan programs. For many of these stu
dents, the critical need is vocational edu
cation. Our efforts in this direction must 
be steadily increased and not reduced. 

Two days ago, a report from the Budget 
Bureau gave dramatic proof that many 
of our economy efforts are bringing 
gratifying results. We can reduce Gov
ernment spending. We can find unes
sential Federal efforts that can be re
duced or eliminated-but to make the 
proposed cuts in educational expendi
tures is to turn our backs on the genUine 
progress we have been making. It is in
consistent, wasteful, and uneconomic. I 
urge support of the amendment that will 
head us again in the right direction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
(Mr. HANNA). 

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like also to comment on this business of 
consistency that was so eloquently 
argued by the leader of the opposition 
yesterday. Mr. FORD asked us to be con
sistent by voting against educational in
creases if we did not support the surtax 
on the administration's terms. As I look 
back on the record of their consistency 
of voting for the funds to supply the ad
ministration just past, I thought their 
definition of consistency a year ago was 
taken out of the philosophy that defines 
consistency as the backwater of the 
stunted mind. 

He has asked us also to follow his logic 
in reducing educational funding. I would 
say that a definition of that kind of logic 
is it is a system of thinking which allows 
y,ou to go wrong with confidence. 

Mr. Chairman, we have to address our
selves to the .strengthening of our Nation. 
We have voted $80 billion for strength
ening the military. We will in this bill 
provide $10 billion for education. Is it in
appropriate for us to commit one-eighth 
of the amount we so readily provided for 
military strength to provide for educa
tional strength? The strength of the 
United States, if you look at it over the 

years, is in our educational system, and 
in the educational support that we give 
our schoolchildren. Let us here today 
play to the surer and enduring strength 
of our Nation, and support the Joelson 
amendment. Lend your vote and your 
support to strengthening our educational 
funding. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. JOEL
SON). 

Some 5 years ago, when the break
through on Federal aid to education fi
nally came, this Congress made a com
mitment which was reaffirmed in later 
authorization bills, and yet that commit
ment has been broken time and again in 
the appropriation process, as the pro
grams repeatedly have been funded at 
less than fifty percent of the authoriza
tions. The bill before us, which the Joel
son amendment would increase, provides 
only some 38 percent of the authoriza
tion for title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act; it provides an 
average of some 18 percent of the au
thorization for ESEA title II, libraries, 
and title III programs. 

Mr. Chairman, it is essential that we 
reorder our priorities in this Congress, 
and the place for us to start is today on 
education. 

The Joelson amendment, which has 
the strong support of the numerous edu
cational groups which make up the 
Emergency Committee for Full Funding 
of Education Programs, would provide 
additional funds to reestablish fiscal year 
1969 appropriations levels for school li
braries, NDEA equipment, guidance, and 
counseling, and college facilities. In ad
dition it would provide increased funds 
which are necessary for the impacted 
area aid program-Public Law 874-vo
cational education, title I of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act and 
the NDEA student loan program. 

The total increase in appropriations 
for these vital programs would total ap
proximately $900 million. 

Mr. Chairman, the Joelson amendment 
is necessary because the Committee on 
Appropriations· has.,simply failed to pro
vide amounts adequate to the educa
tional needs served by the prog.rams I 
have mentioned. In the school library 
program alone, evidence presented to 
both the Appropriations Committee and 
the Committee on Education and Labor 
indicated that about $200 million was 
needed to meet the need which exists 
for this program. While the incre~ of 
$50 million contained in the Joe~n 
amendment fallrs pitifully short of that 
figure, the provision of an additional $50 
million will at least enable the program 
to operate on the same level as it did in 
fiscal year 1969, and will enable many 
school districts to purchase textbooks and 
other educational material essential to 
the educational process. 

This year, as in past years, the Com
mittee on Appropriations has recom
mended appropriations for education 
which fall far below the authorized 
levels; for instance, the committee has 
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recommended only 38.7 percent of .the 
authorization for title I of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education .Act. The 
Joelson amendment will only fund it at 
44.5 percent of the authorization. Yet the 
budget of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, which last week 
achieved its goal of placing men on the 
moon, has received appropriations only 
slightly below the amount requested by 
that agency. 

It is especially ironic that the National 
Defense Education Act ~11ould have had 
its funds slashed in three major areas
student loans, guidance and counseling, 
and equipment. For it was the Russian 
launching of the sputnik satellite a little 
over 10 years ago which fostered both the 
NDEA program-which was designed to 
increase the supply of college-educated 
scientific personnel-and our own space 
program which has culminated in the 
lunar landing of Apollo 11. 

If funds for vital educational programs 
continue to fall dismally below author
ized levels, how does Congress expect 
programs like NASA to continue to 
achieve the progress which they have? 
More important, how will our educa
tional needs throughout the country be 
met? 

The increased funding provided by the 
Joelson amendment is the minimum 
which Congress can accept if Federal 
educational programs are not to be com
pletely crippled. I urge the adoption of 
this amendment to appropriate an addi
tional $895 million for the vital pro
grams specified. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
PUCINSKI). . 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like merely to point out to those Mem
bers who have found a great deal of com
fort in title II, the title that provides 
books and other services to our private 
schools-and that is the only title under 
which they can get help for our paro
chial schools. That title will be washed 
in with three other titles if the Robison 
amendment and the Michel substitute 
are adopted. 

Those of you who have found comfort 
in bringing some . modicum of help to 
private schools in your district would 
actually be voting away that help be
cause if the Robison amendment is 
adopted they would be programed and 
washed in with several other programs. 
Under our rules, no further amendments 
would be offered later in debate in this 
regard if the Robison amendment is 
adopted at this time, and no further 
amendments will be possible later on to 
restore these $50 million as a separate 
item under title II, which has brought 
meaningful help for the first time to mil
lions of youngsters in our private schools. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope those Mem
bers who will be tempted to vote for the 
Robison amendment and the Michel sub
stitute will keep that in mind. 

Also, I hope each of you by now has 
studied how much your respective dis
tricts and States will lose in the impact 
program if you vote for the Michel 
amendment. You can help all of the 
students in your districts, the impact 

students, the private school students, and 
all other youngsters in your district by 
supporting the Joelson amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Indiana <Mr. 
JACOBS). 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Chairman, two ques
tions have been asked that I have not 
heard answered. The first one is, "Where 
we will get the money if the Joelson 
amendment is adopted"; and the second 
is, ''Are we going to bite the bullet?'' 

Mr. Chairman, the Joelson amend
ment, if it is adopted, will cost just a little 
more than one-third of the amount that 
one military contractor is attempting on 
one contract to overcharge the American 
public. 

I do not think we have to bite the bul
let. All we have to do is bite off the ex
cess cost of the bullet, and there will be 
plenty of money to educate the children 
of this country. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California <Mr. 
TALCOTT). 

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Chairman, educa
tion is one of our most important unmet 
national needs. We need to emphasize 
education. It needs help. I want to help. 
Unfortunately, the present programs for 
Federal aid to education are unsatisfac
tory-almost wholly unsatisfactory. Al
most everyone involved in education finds 
fault with some section or some phase of 
the Federal aid to education. The tax
payer is particularly unhappy_ Bond is
sues for school purposes are failing more 
and more often. Local taxpayers are re
fusing to spend or bond themselves for 
the present education system. Federal 
income tax revenues must be shared with 
the States for education purposes. Until 
this occurs, I will not be satisfied with 
the Federal aid to education program. 

Our Federal Government must reduce 
its expenditures. Every program may be 
required to be tightened. Education may 
be an exception, and we should fund edu
cation equally with last year. No cut can 
be tolerated. 

Public Law 874, the Federal aid to fed
erally impacted school districts program 
has been highly criticized and in some 
areas abused the intent of the Congress. 
In my congressional district, impacted 
funds are appropriately used as the Con
gress intended. The school districts have 
been lulled into a sense of security. They 
quite properly have relied on these funds. 
All students-not just impacted stu
dents-are adversely affected by any 
diminution of funds. If funds are to be 
reduced, it would be grossly unfair to cut 
off these funds suddenly. 

The parliamentary situation is con
fused-as it usually is when we try to 
amend highly complicated bills on the 
floor. Four hundred and thirty-five men 
and women simply cannot make the coir
rect decisions in a few hurried hours of 
debate. 

The addition of almost a billion dollars 
to this bill is a heavy burden upon the 
nationaJ. taxpayer, a major contribution 
to accelerating inflation, with consider
able dissatisfaction among the various 
pressure groups who are promoting their 
own special interests in this bill. 

It now appears that there will be even 
more additional amendments. This is not 
the way to legislate. 

The Robison amendment, coupled with 
the Michel amendment, appears to have 
the best chance of passing and providing 
for the educational needs of our youth 
under the fiscal restraints which we must 
recognize. 

It is easy to take the floor and boldly 
and grandly urge the expenditure of 
more and more and more money. 

But we also must pay the fiddler now, 
immediately. Some of us must remember 
the taxpayer. It seems passing strange 
to me that some of us who are most in
terested in education also must be the 
ones to stand up for the already over
burdened taxpayer. I am most surprised 
that so many of those who are urging the 
House to exceed by $1 billion the Com
mittee on Appropriations and yet re
cently voted against the extension of 
the surtax to help meet the education 
costs or to extend the spending limita
tion of $191 billion. Every dollar we add 
to this bill must be deducted from the 
allowable spending in some other Federal 
program. 

Too many Members today fail to dis
tinguish between authorization, appro
priation, and spending. All three are quite 
different and should be considered 
separately. 

We simply cannot appropriate every 
dollar that is authorized. There are pro
grams in excess of $280 billion which are 
authorized. To appropriate funds in this 
amount would bankrupt our country in a 
few months. 

Even if we appropriate all the funds 
requested by every amendment proposed 
to this bill, the spending could be quite 
different. The Department of Education 
has at least $100 million for these very 
purposes already appropriated to it and 
not spent. No program: will suffer by lack 
of appropriated funds. 

If we are to add a billion dollars to 
this phase of Federal aid to education, 
which probably could be spent advan
tageously, we should do it fairly to all 
sections of the country and to all chil
dren. The Joelson amendment was de
vised to bring a few large special interests 
into a compact to try to assure passage. 
It was concocted in a hurn without ade
quate thought or consideration of all 
phases of education. It may have sounded 
good to the special interest groups at 
first blush. 

I shall vote to increase the committee 
recommendation by one-half billion. I 
hope that this will be considered suffi
cient. 

I hope that the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor will soon propose a bill 
for Federal aid to education that will 
prevent the kind of debate we have seen 
today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes -the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
RANDALL). 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Joelson amendment to 
H.R. 13111. 

Under the limitation of time I will 
only be able to point out that the real 
issue before us is not that of economy 
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because the appropriation for education 
contained in this bill is not just another 
expenditure but is instead an invest
ment. When all is said and done, money 
spent on education is the very best in
vestment that can be made in the future 
of America. Nor is the issue here whether 
any of these funds amounts to a bo
nanza to local school districts as some 
have alleged. In every instance they 
have been authorized by prior legis
lation. 

The true facts are that when we pass 
an authorization bill and then fail to 
follow it with an appropriation bill we 
have created a false image. When we 
authorize funds for education or any
thing else unless we intend to appropri
ate for these programs we have created 
a false impression and an unreality that 
is deceitful. Once we pass an authoriza
tion bill for a worthwhile program we in 
effect make a promise. We may choose to 
thereafter ref er to these authorizations 
as entitlements but the true facts are 
we have made a sort of commitment. We 
should never let ourselves emasculate or 
belittle that commitment by appropri
ating less than the authorization. To au
thorize and fail to appropriate is to talk 
big and act small. 

If we fail to appropriate sufficiently 
for the several entitlements under the 
education bill authorized and passed in 
the 90th Congress then no matter how 
we may try to explain it away or other
wise try to comfort or console the ex
pectant recipients we are reneging on 
the promise we made and have shattered 
the image we created. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANDALL. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri (Mr. IcHORD) . 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Joelson amendment in
creasing the appropriations for educa
tional purposes approximately $894 mil
lion over the amounts provided in H.R. 
13111. Of this $894 million increase, $398 
million is required to provide 90-percent 
:financing of Public Law 874, popularly 
known as the impacted area program. I 
do believe that changes should be made 
in Public Law 874 in order that the need 
of the impacted areas is taken into con
sideration in the distribution of such 
funds. Some of the wealthiest school dis
tricts in the Nation are receiving aid 
under this program while many of the 
poorest districts receive nothing. How
ever, I cannot permit the program to 
fall merely because we have failed to 
eliminate such wealthy districts who are 
not deserving of Federal aid from the 
program. 

Throughout all my legislative career, 
on the State level as well as the Federal 
level, I have consistently supported in
creased appropriations for educational 
purposes. I feel very strongly that there 
is no area where Government oan bet
ter spend its fund than in the field of 
education. I firmly agree with Humboldt 
who once said: 

What you would have in the State, you 
must first put into the schools. 

No society such as ours, where the gov
erned are also the governing, can afford 

to cheat on education which primarily 
deals with our most important resource, 
our youth. 

The problem which we face today is 
essentially one of selecting priorities. We 
not only have educational problems 
which the Joelson amendment seeks to 
attack by the allocation of additional 
moneys, but we also have budgetary 
problems-serious budgetary problems. 
If we pass the Joelson amendment today 
we should resolve to recoup. the moneys 
by cutting other programs in order to 
realize a balanced budget. There are in
numerable items in the budget, the most 
obvious being nearly all the items in the 
foreign aid program, that should be as
signed a priority below the additional 
moneys requested in this amendment. I 
support the Joelson amendment but has
ten to add the caveat that we must not 
forget our responsibility to reduce other 
programs a comparable amount. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Indiana <Mr. BRAY). 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, there is 
nothing in the entire field of human en
deavor mote important than education, 
and this fact was underscored by H. G. 
Wells, who wrote in his "Outline of 
History": 

Human history becomes more and more a 
race between education and catastrophe. 

Education's importance is too great, 
its expense is too large, its scope is too 
vast and its potential, for good or for ill, 
too critical to the survival of a nation 
and a culture to allow it to be turned over 
to social planners. Yet, today, more and 
more, the citizens of the American Re
public view with alarm and concern the 
steady, voracious appetite of a Federal 
educational bureaucracy that seems to 
be more interested in sociological experi
mentation than in education, with our 
entire educational structure for a black
board, and pupils and teachers as dots 
on a graph or :figures in an equation. 

No endeavor has greater potential 
community support and enthusiasm be
hind it, and no endeavor binds a local
ity together so tightly, as the school. This 
tradition is one of the best in our his
tory, and as old as the Republic itself. 
The founders and settlers of our coun
try knew the truth and validity of this 
and in their wisdom established the prin
ciple of local control and responsibility, 
which principle has contributed signifi
cantly to the enduring strength and 
greatness of our country. 

The American people are aware of this 
and, by and large, so is the U.S. Congress. 
Unwarranted Federal meddling in edu
cation is not unknown to the people nor 
the Congress, anc1 we are faced with it, 
again, on a large and rather intemperate 
scale. 

The bill before us, H.R. 13111, provid
ing appropriations for fiscal year 1970 for 
the Departments of Labor, and Health, 
Education, and Welfare and related 
agencies, carries a provision to deal with 
that very situation. This time it is the 
issue of agencies of the Federal Govern
ment using Federal money as a club to 
blackjack local school systems. The pro
vision in question absolutely forbids the 
Federal Government from forcing busing 
of students, abolishing any school, or re-

quiring any student to attend any school 
against his parents' choice. A similar pro
vision was passed by the House last year 
but watered down by the Senate to the 
point of being totally ineffective. In addi
tion, such restrictions have been written 
into law before, but have been totally 
ignored by the Washington educational 
bureaucracy. 

The entire issue revolves around a very 
unfortunate sequence of events, practi
cally all of which are attributable to 
some extremely radical proposals orig
inating among the Health, Education, 
and Welfare bureaucrats back in 1966. 
Now, Congress had been aware for a cou- · 
pie of years of what might eventually be 
cooked up in fertile but feverish minds. 
Equally aware of the potential for great 
damage to the Nation's educational 
structure, congressional intent forbid
ding any such meddling had been made 
quite clear and plain. 

THEORIZING RUN wn.D 

But there is always someone who does 
not get the word, and if they do, they 
choose to ignore it, setting themselves 
up as being better qualified to dictate to 
the American public what their educa
tional structure should be. In this · in
stance, "someone" was Harold Howe II, 
former Federal Education Commissioner, 
who took office in 1966 and almost at 
once made it quite clear that he was go
ing to set the rules. A Wall Street Jour
nal story of August 12, 1966, about Howe 
was headlined as follows: "Integrating 
Classes-Federal Officials Now Favor End 
to Tradition of Neighborhood School
New Education Commissioner Calls for 
Busing, 'Plazas'; Suburbanites Are 
Alarmed-His Only Weapon: U.S. Cash." 

The story begins with these para
graphs: 

"We can't do anything; we can only suggest 
and stimulate local school districts." (Em
phasis in original text.) 

The mildness of the words belies the in
tensity of the speaker, a firm foe of school 
segregation. He is Harold Howe II, the new 
Federal Education Commissioner, who insists 
that segregated schooling-by design or by 
living pattern, by race or by economic or so
cial status-is bad for all concerned: Whites, 
Negroes, other minorities, poor kids, middle
class kids, rich kids. He will do all he can 
to help communities break down these bar
riers. 

Mr. Howe can be tough. To educators, he 
talks a hard antisegregation line: "Gradual
ism, no matter what we call lt, has failed." 
To Congress, he advocates a tough law. Spe
cifically he espouses the aim of a proposal 
by Senator TED KENNEDY of Massachusetts 
to introduce into legislation the concept that 
not only outright segregation but mere racial 
imbalance in schooling is bad. 

Down with neighborhood schools: About 
the only weapon now at Mr. Howe's command 
is money-the use of Federal aid to encourage 
local school experiments designed to assault 
segregation and, in the process, to weaken or 
even destroy the cherished "neighborhood 
school" tradition. This push is arousing cries 
of alarm from many schoolboard officials and 
parents, especially suburbanites. 

A few paragraphs further, the Wall 
Street Journal story goes into more de
tail, as described by one of Howe's top 
aides, Mr. Nolan Estes: 

More experiments are needed, says Mr. 
Estes, so that the new ideas can be sub
jected to critical, independent analysis--ex-



July 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 21443 

periments not only with educational plazas 
but with the supplementary-center ideas and 
the busing of children beyond neighborhood 
boundaries that is basic to all the new 
approaches. 

To the Howe strategists, the neighborhood 
school concept, as most people think of it, 
is old stuff. They hope parents and local 
school officials will think in terms of the city 
as a whole, or of the city and suburb, in
stead of just a neighborhood. "We're not 
ruling out the neighborhood school," says 
Mr. Estes. "We're simply enlarging the neigh
borhood." 

CONGRESS STEPS IN 

When the civil rights bill of 1966 
was up in the House for debate, an 
amendment was adopted aimed primar
ily at Howe's ideas. The Washington, 
D.C., Star in its lead editorial of Au
gust 12, 1966, said: 

The thrust of the amendment is in this 
sentence: "Nothing in this title shall be con
strued to authorize action by any depart
ment or agency to require the assignment 
of students to public schools to overcome 
racial imbalance." The purpose of this was 
made clear enough during the debate. The 
House believes that Howe, supported by 
Gardner, has grossly distorted the plain in
tent of the 1964 Civil Rights Act in order 
to impose on the country his own notion 
of what constitutes a desirable racial mix in 
the public schools. And he proposes to do this 
by withholding federal funds from any 
school district which does not conform to 
integration standards imposed by his agency. 

What he (Howe) intends to do, in brief, is 
to bus school children back and forth to 
achieve a racial mix satisfactory to himself, 
and if necessary to abolish the neighborhood 
schools in the process. This has never been 
required by the Supreme Court nor intended 
by Congress. 

But Howe and company went right 
ahead. Then, early in September 1966, it 
was revealed that a "study group" at 
HEW had prepared something with the 
title "Equal Educational Opportunity Act 
of 1967." Then Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare Gardner said it was 
only an "unofficial discussion paper" but 
did admit that the proposals contained 
in it were under consideration. 

A section of the proposed bill discussed 
techniques that might be used to achieve 
compulsory integration in local schools 
across the country. These would include: 
"comprehensive, districtwide rezoning of 
school attendance areas to obtain maxi
mum heterogeneity"; "pairing, grouping 
or clustering of adjacent Negro and white 
schools"; "reorganization of the use of 
schools; changing feeding patterns"; 
"careful site selection to locate new 
schools so as to maximize integra
tion of residentially integrated student 
populations"; "increased busing from 
overcrowded to underutilized schools." 

This was going a little too far. The U.S. 
Office of Education had prepared for dis
tribution 52,000 pamphlets containing 
the toughest speeches made by any offi
cial on school desegregation, including, 
among them, busing. They had all been 
delivered during May and June of 1966 
by Howe, and, as a Washington news
paper admitted-

Taken together, the four speeches in the 
Howe pamphlet indicate support for rezoning 
and school busing to achieve integration, in
cluding exchanges between slums and sub
Ul"bs. 

Distribution of the pamphlets was held 
up by the Office of Education. The Office's 
action came within 3 weeks after dis
closure of the proposed bill. Reason 
given was that a Howe quote on the in
side cover of the pamphlet was given 
the wrong title-and an incorrect tagline 
on the quote said it came from a speech 
at Bennington College, where it had ac
tually come from a speech given at Co
lumbia. 

And then one newspaper revealed that 
Howe, so strong about busing other peo
ple's children, was sending his own son 
to school-not in Washington, D.C., 
where the Howe family lived-but to a 
private school in New England. At the 
time, enrollment in Washington, D.C., 
schools was 53 percent white; 47 percent 
Negro. Enrollment at the private school 
was eight or nine Negro students among 
385 white boys. 

The last word on Mr. Howe's plans 
was said in an interview with the new 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, Robert Finch, which appeared in 
U.S. News & World Report, March 10, 
1969: 

Mr. Cohen (former Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare) let Howe make a lot 
of statements in areas where Howe didn't 
have real authority-which gave a particular 
cast to the problem. They took the apparatus 
that had been assembled from earlier Secre
taries of HEW and continued to push, push, 
push on this. 
NIXON ADMINISTRATION STATES OPPOSITION TO 

BUSING 

Secretary Finch had stated quite un
equivocally earlier in the interview: 

It's totally artificial to insist on busing 
school children if it may be detrimental to 
the level of education. 

The greatest problem we 've got in the ele
mentary and secondary schools in the coun
try is not to get so hung up on these other 
struggles as to let the quality of education 
in the public-school system erode and erode 
and erode. 

President Nixon had recognized the 
problem and had said on two separate 
occasions, during the 1968 campaign: 

I think that busing the child-a child that 
is two or three grades behind another child 
and into a strange community ... I think 
that you destroy that child. The purpose of 
a school is to educate. That is what we have 
to do. 

And, at another time, he said: 
The purpose i~ education. I oppose busing 

because I'm for education. When you pick up 
children and cart them across town, you 
don't help their education. You hurt them. 

So who is for the busing concept? 
Parents? Certainly not. My mail and, I 
dare say, the mail of every Member of 
the Congress, is overwhelmingly against 
it. School superintendents? Nation 
School magazine, May 1968, reported a 
poll showing 74 percent of the Nation's 
school superintendents were opposed to 
busing as a desegregation measure. 
School boards? · The same survey had 
88 percent opposed. Teachers? Today's 
Education, March 1969, carried a Na
tional Education Association research 
division survey showing 78 percent of 
the teachers were opposed to busing stu
dents from one district to another. 

THE CHARGES AGAINST INDIANAPOLIS 

The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare has recommended "racial 
balance" action in Indianapolis schools; 
the city forms a large part of the Sixth 
Congressional District, which I repre
sent. The Department of Justice has filed 
suit against the school system, alleging 
discrimination in the assignment of 
pupils and teachers. 

Now, the Indianapolis School Board 
has followed a general policy of allowing 
the neighb.orhood in which each school 
is located to determine which students 
go where. The objective has been to 
locate schools in areas where all chil
dren will not have to walk more than 
seven-tenths of a mile to school. There 
is no "racial mix" involved in this; courts 
have previously held that "racial mix" 
sb')uld not be involved. The Department 
of Justice a year ago held this policy is 
discriminatory and causes segregation. 
If this was true, then it would be in viola
tion of Indiana State law, since desegre
gation of schools was done by law in 
Indiana in the 1950's. But no suit was 
filed under Indiana State law; it is the 
Federal Government nosing in to decide 
educational policies. 

WHITE AND NEGRO CITIZENS AND PUPILS 

OPPOSE TRANSFERS 

The Indianapolis School Board did 
take tentative steps to transfer teachers; 
this was part of Justice's charge. Thirty
eight teachers were to be transferred 
from Crispus Attucks High School, 
overwhelmingly Negro. The reaction of 
the Attucks student body was quick; they 
walked out in protest. At a school board 
meeting, Ronald Crenshaw, represent
ing a delegation of Crispus Attucks High 
School students, raised strong objec
tion to mandatory transfer of these 38 
teachers. He said: 

We are not against integration of At
tucks, however, we are against the idea of 
drafting 38 of our black teachers in order 
to give Attucks a better racial balance .... 
Last year, Attucks was literally robbed of 
25 black teachers. Now, a year later, At
tucks is on the threshold of being robbed 
again .... When one is robbed of something, 
he usually considers that something valu
able. We consider our teachers valuable. 

They didn't become dedicated because 
someone said they ought to. They became 
dedicated because they understand and 
realize that a black student has to be bet
ter if he's going to succeed .... It is this 
dedication, loyalty and understanding that 
makes Crispus Attucks or any school a great 
and thriving institution. 

At the same board meeting, an almost 
identical point was made by Citizens 
of Indianapolis for Quality Schools. This 
consists primarily of Northwest High 
School area parents and teachers. Their 
statement to the board said they were 
convinced-

such mandatory transfer of teachers . . . 
is injurious to the education of all students 
. .. and lessens the quality of education. 

Criticism of the Attucks transfers was 
joined by the Indianapolis section of 
the National Council of Negro Women 
and the Attucks Teachers and Students 
Association and the class of 1938, which 
objected to Attucks being used as a "re
source pool" for black teachers. 
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In face of this, the school board then 

reduced the number of teachers trans
ferred from 38 to 10, which was well 
below the minimum demanded by the 
Justice Department. At the meeting re
ref erred to above, not even members 
of the school board def ended the teacher
transfer policy. As a column in the 
Indianapolis News put it: 

It appears that the school board, under 
duress from the Justice Department, has 
accepted policies which lack support in the 
community. 

PLAYING WITH FIRE 

An Indianapolis Star lead editorial of 
April 26, 1969, entitled "Nose Under the 
Tent," cited the Star's longstanding 
warnings that Federal aid meant Federal 
control. It concluded with a paragraph 
grimly ominous: 

But the camel of Federal control has its 
nose under the tent of our school system. 
Unless resistance to further interference in 
Indianapolis and Indiana public education 
is successful now, our schools will be, as 
Chicago ls gradually becoming, the satrapy 
of the Federal empire in Washington. 

"As Chicago is gradually becoming." 
The Baltimore Sun for Tuesday, July 
29, 1969, in a story entitled "Chicago 
Schools-III: Suit by United States 
Would Renew Strife," refers to plans 
to sue the Chicago school system over 
desegregation, and says this "seems a 
certain prelude to renewed strife in a 
tinderbox of racial tension." 

Speaking further of community senti
ment, the story says: 

Among the populace, the same well-orga
nized white neighborhood groups that have 
resisted any form of integration in the past 
predictably assailed the federal action . . . 

Just as predictable, Negro mllitants op
posed any attempt to bring more white 
teachers into Negro neighborhoods. 

Between these extremes, the response was 
unenthusiastic. In the Negro neighborhoods, 
the emphasis in recent years has been on 
community programs to improve schools and 
change them into institutions the people 
feel can help their children. 

To achieve this, a lawsuit threatened in 
Washington against a remote city agency 
downtown seems simply beside the point. 

For myself, I find it highly significant-
and I do not see how the point can es
cape anyone-that the Federal Govern
ment's interference in its current fash
ion seems to be almost universally 
resented by both races. Why not? Is not 
this interference, by implication, casting 
a tacit interference of supposed inferi
ority on those very persons it is supposed 
to ''help"? Who would not resent it? 
And why should not the Congress oppose 
it by every means possible? The Oon
gress, I am certain, does not wish to be 
a partner, silent or otherwise, to engen
dering "renewed strife in a tinderbox of 
racial tension." 

THE FEDERAL SCHOOLMASTER 

In view of this public sentiment, . in 
view of the great danger inherent in this 
questionable tampering and meddling, I 
find it hard to see just where HEW and 
Justice take their rationale for their ac
tfons. I cannot help but wonder if both 
agencies are afflicted with some sort of 
curse of absolutism-striving for the ab
solute goal, postulated on false premises, 

and in so doing losing sight of the first 
and most important task concerned with 
raising a child to maturity: education. 

Now, the charge is made against the 
amendment that it is a red herring, to 
draw attention away from the overall 
question of school desegregation itself. 
The charge is false; the charge itself, 
indeed, is a red herring, to draw atten
tion away from forces and individuals 
who are only too ready and willing to go 
behind the back of the American parent, 
student, and Congress to use our entire 
educational structure as one massive 
sociological experiment blackboard. 

Let us not forget that education is not 
only a big business in terms of number 
of pupils and physical plant, but also in 
terms of money. 

Public and private schools, total ex
penditures, ran over $50 billion in 
1967-68. The Federal share is a rela
tively small percentage-6.1 percent, 
1966-67-but in nothing else does such 
a small share have such tremendous 
influence. 

The balance, let no one forget, comes 
from communities and States, through 
taxes, in the same fashion all money for 
public expenditure is raised. The addi
tional 94 percent is raised on a local 
scale, and what is contributed by the 
States and localities, as a percentage of 
direct expenses for all functions, is quite 
high. Average for the United States, 
overall, is 40.8 percent; the high for the 
country is 53.8 percent-Indiana is sec
ond, with 53.2 percent-and the low is 
26.9 percent. These are the most recent 
figures, compiled for the 1966-67 period. 

And, as everyone is also aware, or 
should be, it is the taxpaying parents 
of schoolchildren themselves who are 
shouldering the major portion of a back
breaking cost. In spite of this, the never
ending flood of schemes emanating from 
the Federal educational bureaucracy 
continues to make the load heavier and 
heavier to bear. 

The potential for opportunity-what 
our educational structure can give our 
children-is matched only by the poten
tial for temptation to play God on the 
part of those in authority. 

"But," says the bureaucracy, "we are 
only interested in making schools more 
democratic." 

To this I can only say that autocratic 
behavior in Washington will do abso
lutely nothing toward fostering a sense 
of, or appreciation for, democracy in the 
schools. Did the students at Crispus At
tucks High School, in Indianapolis, see 
anything "democratic" in sudden, arbi
trary transfer of some of their teachers? 
I doubt it. 

EDUCATE, OR ERODE BY SOCIAL 
EXPERIMENTATION? 

Now, we can educate, or, if we allow 
ourselves to go running off after dubious 
and questionable concepts that can 
scarcely be defined, let alone shown to 
have any validity, we will, as Secretary 
Finch has said, "erode, and erode, and 
erode." I believe the parents of Amer
ican schoolchildren have been quick to 
sense this process of erosion. In many 
cases, I have no doubt, the pupils them
selves have become aware of it. It has to 
stop; erosion can progress beyond a cer-

tain point where return is quite difficult, 
if not impossible, and the ultimate con
sequences are indeed frightful to con
template. 

The late T. s. Eliot, accurately termed 
"one of our century's most profound cul
tural critics," saw this growing brutality 
and mechanistic attitude as the power 
of the State became greater and greater 
and steadily ate away at looal control or 
guidance of education. He saw nothing 
less than breakdown and disintegration 
of true culture itself. He said: 

There . . . is a danger that educatlon
which (has come under) the influence of 
politics-will take upon itself the reforma
tion and direction of culture, instead of 
keeping its place as one of the activities 
through which culture realizes itself. Culture 
cannot altogether be brought to conscious
ness; and the culture of which we are wholly 
conscious is never the whole of culture; the 
effective culture is that which is directing 
the activities of those who are manipulating 
that which they call culture. (Italics in orig
inal.) 

There ls no doubt that in our headlong 
rush to educate everybody, we are lowering 
the standards, and more and more abandon
ing the study of those subjects by which 
the essentials of our culture-of that part 
of it which is transmissible by education
are transmitted; destroying our ancient edi
fices to make ready the ground upon which 
the barbarian nomads of the future will en
camp in their mechanized caravans. 

So, educate, or erode? We still have 
a choice. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
SIKES). 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I support 
the Michel amendment. I would hope the 
House is giving careful thought to what 
it is asked to do. If we are going to march 
up the hill and back down again, we can 
make ourselves look pretty silly, and that 
may be what is in process. I know that 
each of us has constituents in town and 
that we want to impress them. I know 
that a vote for a greatly expanded pro
gram of Federal aid to education can be 
justified in many ways, but I know also 
that placing so much additional money 
in this bill is an empty gesture. Even if 
it survives Senate and conference com
mittee action the additional money 
would not be expended because the Con
gress cannot require the Executive to 
spend money that he does not want to 
spend or feels he should not spend. The 
specter of inflation and runaway prices 
which the action now proposed would 
abet is even more serious than the needs 
of education. The downward sliding 
stock market affects your constituents 
also, even including those who do not 
own stocks. An exercise in futility in · 
Congress provides no a-ssurance in the 
marketplaces or to the public. It is diffi
cult to cast an unpopular vote but this 
is a time when the House had better 
steel itself and cast an unpopular vote. 
This Congress already is overdue in 
demonstrating soundness in Government 
procedures more than anything else. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
cannot approve of the compromise of 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
MICHEL) for only 77 percent for this pro-
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gram. I noticed the gentlewoman from 
Hawaii <Mrs. MINK) is willing to com
promise our interest in 100 percent for 
impacted programs in order t.o get 
through some other portions of the pro
gram, a few of which I think are much, 
much less desirable than the impacted 
programs. Supporting an increase in title 
I is one that is highly questionable. New 
York and many major metropolitan cen
ters in the Nation are the principal bene
ficiaries of title I and it is a real windfall 
to them. In order to get support for the 
impacted programs it may be necessary 
for some of us to support the questionable 
increase in title I, however. 

I am delighted to see that the commit
tee's judgment on trying to differentiate 
the treatment of "A" and "B" students 
has not been sustained and we have 
finally gotten an agreement that there 
is vecy little difference in the entitlement 
for support between "A" and "B" 
students. 

Unfortunately, I find myself in the po
sition where I may have to oppose the 
committee substitute and st:pport the 
position that is taken by the gentle
man from New Jersey (Mr. JOELSON). 
While I should prefer 100-percent fund
ing of the entitlement for impacted dis
tricts and pref er to make decisions on 
each other item by line, apparently the 
closest we can get to full funding for im
pact areas, because of the parliamentary 
situation which has developed, is to sup
port the Joelson amendment. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, my 
remarks on this bill to fund educational 
programs will be brief, but I hope not 
empty, for this measure is one of the 
very most important which we shall 
consider in this 91st Congress. 

I shall give my strongest support to 
funding the educational programs con
tained in the bill at the highest possible 
level. To do otherwise would be to break 
a commitment I have repeatedly made 
to the people of my State of Vermont, 
to say nothing of the commitment which 
we in the Congress have repeatedly made 
to the young people of America. 

I commend the House Appropriations 
Committee for restoring as many of the 
proposed cuts in the area of educational 
assistance as it felt it could. But this 
is not enough, and additional funds for 
student loans, vocational education, li
brary services, and regular school assist
ance under the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act must be forthcoming. 

I am fully aware of the need to bal
ance our Federal budget and I do · not 
take lightly the responsibility of voting 
for funds which go beyond budgeted 
amounts. 

But I also know what program I be
lieve should have No. 1 priority-and 
that program is the education of all 
Americans. 

I can assure you that I shall support 
cuts in spending for nonessential mili
tary hardware, for unnecessary foreign 
aid and for unwanted and unwarranted 
public works projects which will more 
than make up for the additions which I 

hope will be allocated for education 
today. 

The responsibility of meeting educa
tional costs is severely straining the re
sources of our local school districts and 
our State governments. We must assist 
them with as large a share of the Fed
eral tax dollar as we can. 

If our educational institutions are not 
maintained at the highest quality level, 
and if their programs are not made avail
able to the highest quantity level of 
American young people as possible, then 
all of the great technological advances 
we witnessed in that great moon walk 
10 short days ago will soon be in vain. 

I implore each of you to join in giv
ing your full support to the fullest fund
ing of these educational programs here 
today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
VVILLIAM D. FORD). 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to express my appreciation to both sides 
of the aisle and both sides of the issue for 
the tone of this debate, which has been 
at a very high level. 

I think the debate has been very in
teresting, but I will say I find that those 
who agree with my position are much 
more persuasive. 

Very simply, Mr. Chairman, this after
noon we are going to be able to say to 
the kids of America, "We have faith in 
your ability and we believe in you and in 
your potential." 

Today also, we have the opportunity 
to help them achi·eve that potential. I 
cannot think that anyone would turn 
that down. 

I urge you, I implore you to support 
this amendment, not for me-I do not 
have to run again-but for the fine kids 
of this great Nation of ours. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. JOELSON). 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOELSON. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the package of amendments 
that would add nearly $900 million to 
vitally needed programs in education. 
This is definitely one area that cannot 
withstand compromise because we are 
dealing with the lives of young people 
who will guide the destiny of our Nation 
in the years ahead. 

I know that my own State and my 
own district will derive significant bene
fits from these amendments. I consider 
it a privilege, therefore, to contribute my 
support to a program that will provide 
much needed assistance in the field of 
education. 

Enactment of these amendments 
would prevent several school programs 
from being eliminated at the discretion 
of the Commissioner of Education. Other 
programs would be maintained at a level 
sufficient to be effective and to achieve 
their goals. 

In addition, the amendments contain 
provisions to increase the appropria
tions for the federally impacted areas 
program to $585 million. This program 
has been of immeasurable assistance to 
school districts in every State in our 
Nation and to 375 congressional districts. 
It has helped to compensate for the bur
dens imposed upon school districts by 
Federal activities. 

The amendments would also salvage 
the school library books program, the 
guidance and counseling program, and 
the science equipment program. And vo
cational education training would re
main intact and not be reduced. 

The higher education undergraduate 
building program, and the national de
fense student loan program would be 
funded at a level which would allow them 
to continue adequately. 

Finally, the amendments would make 
additional funds available for title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act for the disadvantaged-and also 
assure funding for title II. Possibly no 
other aid to education program probes 
deeper into our country than title I. It 
will mean that so many more Americans 
will be able to acquire the basic skills 
which are prerequisites to living in our 
modern world. 

Each of the programs I have men
tioned are an integral part of our educa
tional system. We certainly cannot afford 
to compromise the education of our 
young people--our leaders of tomorrow. 
We all understa.nd the urgencies of the 
economic pressures in our country today, 
but we have established priorities and 
responsibilities that must be met-and 
this is surely one of them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LEGGETT). 

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, we are 
today considering a package of amend
ments to restore the basic and funda
mental funds to our education programs. 
H.R. 13111, as reported by the commit
tee, is sorely deficient in support to 
ESEA, NDEA, vocational education, and 
impact aid. 

I am well aware that our fiscal situa
tion is strained to the limit at the pres
ent time. The Joelson amendment before 
us to put some of the cuts back in the 
HEW appropriation bill are necessary to 
even the basic operation of our school 
systems. 

This is not an inflationary package. 
All that we are asking for in ESEA and 
NDEA is an appropriation equal to the 
1969 appropriation. In a year when we 
have seen increasing expenditures in all 
areas of the economy-and I point to the 
C-5A and F-111 as an example of Fed
eral escalation-the supporters of edu
cation must come as supplicants to the 
full Congress in order to merely stay 
even with the past year. We are asking 
for a zero-percent rise in expenditures
merely the same per capita money that 
was available last year. 

The opponents claim that it is up to 
the Government to take the le,ad in com
bating inflation. I could not agree more. I 
believe substantial cuts can be made 
without harming essential domestic pro-
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grams. Military appropriations will again 
approach $80 billion in fiscal 1970. Why 
should defense appropriations be funded 
at 100 percent of authorization while li
braries -are funded at 3 percent, higher 
education construction is funded at 4 
percent, and ESEA title I is funded at 
44 percent. Competent analysts in the 
Pentagon are convinced that $10 billion 
could be cut in defense without the least 
bit of harm to our defensive posture. Yet, 
the percentage of cuts in the military 
program is ludicrous when compared to 
other essential services. I say, if we are 
going to cut the budget, let us take out 
the big wasteful foreign military items 
and not desecrate the needed domestic 
aid packages. 

Another point I want to stress is that 
this package is not a regional aid pro
posal. For some reason the feeling is that 
impact provisions in this bill are intended 
to support certain regions of the country 
at the expense of others. This is just not 
accurate. 

My calculations indicate that impact 
aid funds are distributed equitably 
throughout the country. The Central 
States get 5.2 percent. The mid-Atlantic 
States receive 17.5 percent. The Midwest 
received 7.9 percent. The Northeast re
ceives 9 percent, the Southeast will get 14 
percent, the Southwest 16 percent, the 
Western States 29 percent, and the vari
ous territories a total of 1.4 percent. 

These figures accurately reflect the 
distribution of school districts entitled to 
impact aid funds. 

Impact aid consists of a large share of 
this amendment package. However, it is 
aid that is absolutely necessary to the 
basic function of the affected school dis
tricts. In my congressional district many 
of the school systems could not operate 
without this aid. 

In 1950, Congress recognized the obli
gation of the Federal Government to pro
vide financial assistance for the opera
tion and maintenance of local school dis
tricts which are financially burdened 
when: First, the sources of local revenue 
are reduced as the result of acquisition 
of real property by the Federal Govern
ment; or second, local school districts 
must provide education for children who 
reside on Federal property or whose par
ents are employed on Federal property, 
or third, there is sudden or substantial 
increase in school attendance as a result 
of these Federal activities. In other 
words, this legislation was enacted to 
provide relief for local school districts 
adversely affected by the Federal Estab
lishment and staffing of large civilian or 
military installations that resulted in 
both the withdrawal of said property 
from the local tax base and a substantial 
increase in the school aid population. 

From its beginning this program has 
had strong bipartisan support, but every 
year we must fight for a sufficient au
thorization to enable the affected school 
districts to even barely meet their com
mitments both as to teachers' salaries 
and essential support services. This im
pact aid is not for frills, it is not for 
experimental programs, but is for the 
basic essential services that the school 
districts must provide. Under the amend
ments we are considering today, impact 

aid will be funded only at 90 percent 
of the 1969 level. Under the Joelson 
amendment, the estimated need for im
pact aid is $655 million. We are asking 
for $586 million. The Michels amend
ment, however, only provides for an ap
propriation of $506 million-far below 
even the minimum requirement for im
pact aid. 

This is a percentage reduction from 
last year during a time when most other 
expenditures have escalated. 

Finally, a number of opponents of this 
amendment package argue that we 
should defeat categorical aid so as to 
have available funds for general aid to 
education. 

This is an apples-and-oranges argu
ment that has not proved viable in the 
past. There is no indication that a cut 
in categorical aid wm release funds for 
general aid. 

We cut $700 million from the MOL 
program. We cut $400 million from the 
F-1 llB program. The Senate cut $348 
million from the A-7 program. All of this 
money is available, but has not been re
programed. 

In other words, a cut in program A 
does not indicate an increase in program 
B. I am sure my colleagues will agree that 
it is unwise to give up categorical aid in 
the vain hope that general education 
funds will result. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair J'ecognizes 
the gentleman from Missouri <Mr. 
HALL). 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op
position to any amendment which would 
increase spending over and above the 
committee's · report and the revised 
budget, and I am one of the often 
spoken of Representatives who shares 
impacted aid, some in a rural area for a 
base closed over 12 years. I think it is 
time that someone said something about 
priorities for the taxpayer and for the 
future of the citizens of America, as well 
as the future citizens thereof. The ques
tion for most serious consideration is 
ways and means, and a balanced budget 
if we are not to be a bankrupt nation. 
What does this avail us, and why have 
not sources of income been suggested? 

The question here is not whether we 
love our children or not. The question is 
not whether we believe in education or 
not. It is the sign of the times that so 
little thought is given to basic and 
fundamental laws of finance and equity. 
I think it is utterly ridiculous to vote for 
any amendment that would spend $894 
million merely because one person's State 
or district was losing $5 million over their 
"take" from the taxpayers' pocket, in a 
post year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
DERWINSKI) • 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to compliment the membership on 
the tone of the debate in the last 2 days. 
It is one of the finer debates I have 
listr ied to in my : 1 years here in the 
House. 

However, there has been an obvious 
inconsistency, which is not surprising but 
should be noted. One fact that strikes 
me as demonstrating the inconsistency 
is to compare the vote we finally will have 

on these amendments with the vote a few 
weeks ago to extend the surtax. We will 
find a number of members who voted 
against extension of the surtax but are 
perfectly willing to vote hundreds of mil
lions of dollar,3 above the budget on ap
propriations. Maybe what we need in this 
bill is a little more adult education, es
pecially in economics and in logic among 
the Members. 

Mr. Chairman, I recognize and ap
preciate the fact that the bill before us 
is substantially higher than the budget 
and that all of the pending amendments 
and the substitute will futher increase 
funds for education. It is obvious that 
the flnal result will not be a setback to 
the funding expected from this depart
mental budget. However, I must re
emphasize the fact that many Members 
clearly disregard the overaH budgetary 
situation and in effect become all things 
to all people. That is why I mention the 
rather obvious pattern of those; who vote 
to increase appropriations and who vote 
against the taxes needed to pay for the 
programs they have supported. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from California (Mr. Co
HELAN). 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, there 
is not an individual in this House who 
doubts that we can afford to spend one
tenth of 1 percent of our gross national 
product for education, who doubts that 
we can afford less than 1 percent of our 
Federal budget for education. The ques
tion is not whether we can afford to 
spend it-because this is just a bare
bones beginning of the job we have to do 
in education-but how we are going to 
allocate this modest addition to our Na
tion's education budget of less than $900 
million. Dare we say to the American 
people today-"We are boing to spend 
several hundred millions more on the 
education of middle-class kids in mid
dle-class communities, but we are going 
to continue to let our disadvantaged 
urban youth fester in undereducation, 
underjob training, and underemploy
ment." 

We must do the education job that the 
Joelson package contemplates, to pre
serve peace and sanity in our cities. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 13111 calls for ex
penditures of $2.3 billion during fiscal 
1970. In view of the size of our gross na
tional product-now approaching $900 
billion-the penurious funding of our 
educational programs is both inexcusable 
and inexplicable. The Joelson amend
ment, which would add less than $900 
million to our educational programs, 
would merely bring our commitment for 
1970 to the levels we set in 1969. 

There are several areas in which we 
simply cannot afford the Appropriations 
Committee's frugality. 

Title I of ESEA which serves 9 mil
lion of our neediest children must be am
ply funded to reflect the cost of added 
programs and the pressures of an infla
tionary economy. 

In 1968, we amended the Vocational 
Education Act to provide expanded op
portunities for occupational training, 
particularly for the disadvantaged. We 
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need additional funds to fulfill the prom
ises of our new vocational laws. 
· We need to keep our library programs 
funded. 

We must provide expanded higher edu
cation opportunities through the avail
ability of student loans. 

In all, we have made considerable 
strides in the recent past in all aspects of 
education. It would be tragic and un
timely to arrest this progress through 
inadequate funding. 

One last point, Mr. Chairman, I was 
grateful yesterday to my colleague from 
Mississippi, the distinguished chairman 
of the Rules Committee for his thought
fulness in reciting for our benefit Aesop's 
fable of the overly greedy dog on the 
bridge who viewed the reflection of his 
bone in the stream, and lost the bone in 
hand-or perhaps-in tooth. To the de
bate on the Joelson package, more rel
evant, Mr. Chairman, is Aesop's story of 
the old farmer who felt he was near 
death. He was sad to leave his farm and 
his family. He had often told his three 
sons how important it was that they 
should work together to achieve their 
goals. As he lay on his bed, he asked the 
oldest to bring him a bundle of sticks. 

He had the young man tie the bundle 
together. "Now," he said. "Break that 
bundle." 

The oldest tried, but he could not do 
it. The second son tried, and he, too, 
failed. The third son did no better. The 
bundle could not be broken. 

"Untie it," said the father. "Now see 
if you can break one of the separate 
sticks." 

The oldest son broke the stick with
out any effort. The second son took an
other stick and broke it easily. So did 
the third son. 

"You see now," said the father, with a 
smile on his face, "why it is important 
to stop quarreling and stick together. 
As long as you separate yourselves from 
each other you will be weak. United, 
if you view your goals, your aspirations, 
your hopes, as a common package, you 
will be so strong that together you will 
prevail." 

Mr. Chairman, we must stick together 
and support the Joelson package to do 
the education job that must be done for 
all of our children. 

For, as the greatest story teller of all 
time-Ben Franklin-told his colleagues 
in 1776: 

We must all hang together or assuredly 
we shall all hang separately. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to hang together and support the Joelson 
package. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
am not against providing more money 
for education. But when we do so, we 
should allocate it so that it meets the 
Nation's greatest needs. The Joelson 
amendment simply fails to do that. No
body can argue that the amendment 
meets that criteria. In the bill, there is a 
greater percentage for the disadvan
taged than there is in the Joelson 
amendment and incorporating a higher 
relative level into the bill for the lower 

priority items will make it more difficult 
to direct the Federal support where most 
needed from here on. 

When the pork-barrel boys got around 
to distributing the pork in the Joelson 
amendment, those with the least need 
got hams and the bacon and left the dis
advantaged with the salt. 

That is what happened in relation to 
the Joelson amendment. Those pro
grams in greatest need got the crumbs 
while the other boys walked off with the 
loaf of bread. 

When we allocate another billion dol
lars for education, which I am for, I say 
let us allocate the money so as to meet 
the greatest needs for education instead 
of on some pork-barrel basis. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
PERKINS). 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
hopeful that the Joelson amendment will 
prevail, providing $629,048,000 . over 
last year's appropriation for the pro
gram involved. If we fail to approve the 
Joelson amendment, we will not be do
ing anything for disadvantaged young
sters, the schoolchildren at the bottom 
of the barrel in this country, the school
children who deserve top priority. 

I must admit I am dissatisfied with 
this $180 million figure for the disadvan
taged schoolchildren, but I know this is 
the best we can do. I am realistic. If we 
fall to approve the Joelson amendment, 
the disadvantaged children will get noth
ing from this Congress, in my judgment. 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, educa
tion should be our highest goal, our No. 
1 priority. The host of problems that 
overwhelms our society will yield only 
before education. The challenges of a 
land that will, within our lifetime, have 
a papulation of 300 million can be met 
only by educating our young. Yet the 
committee asks us, at this critical mo
ment, to cut the educational appropria
tion in the Federal budget. 

In a recent questionnaire in which my 
constituents were asked to enumerate 
national priorities as they saw them, the 
overwhelming number of respondents 
ranked aid to education No. 1. The sig
nificance of that response cannot be 
overlooked: The American people know 
the importance of education, to them
selves as individuals and to our national 
community. We cannot reject the man
date of the American people to look 
ahead and not be deterred by momentary 
economic expediency. 

I support the Joelson package amend
ment to provide adequate funds to re
establish the program levels for educa
tion that were cut back in committee. I 
commend the gentleman from New Jer
sey for his wise and courageous judgment 
in offering this amendment. It will add 
nearly $900 million for libraries, vooa
tional training, student loans, equipment, 
guidance counseling, higher education 
construction, impacted areas dd, and 
other important programs. 

In the immediate future, the programs 
contained in this amendment are de
signed to reduce hard-core unemploy
ment, mitigate the drop-out problem, 
increase opportunities for poor and mid-

dle-class youths and insure the prepa
ration of skills we need to keep our coun
try going. 

But this is also a bill with the fnture in 
mind, the future of our society as we 
know it now-prosperous, civilized, hu
mane, prudent. I urge my colleagues to 
support this amendment, Mr. Chairman, 
as a measure of support for our children 
and the generations that will follow 
them. 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair
man, at stake here today is an issue deep
er than just that of the actual funding 
levels for Federal education aid; instead, 
we are facing the prospect of turning 
back on concepts which Congress gave 
overwhelming approval in 1965. 

We must remember that only 10 years 
ago there was no such thing as general 
Federal aid to education. Even though 
major efforts to initiate such aid dated 
back to the late 1930's, prevailing atti
tudes in Congress held that such Fed
eral education aid impinged upon ac
tivities which were better and properly 
left to State control alone, and, as one 
national political leader commented: 

Unless we are careful even the great and 
necessary educational processes in our coun
try wm beoome yet another vehicle by which 
the believers in paternalism, if not outright 
socialism, will gain still additional power 
for the central government. 

As the issue raged throughout the fif
ties, slowly the trend began shifting 
more and more toward an enlarged 
Federal involvement. And, it was an 
accum·.llation of factors which led to 
these subtle changes, factors such as 
sputnik and the demands for educational 
reform and renewal, the baby boom with 
its surge in school-age children and the 
resulting unprecedented "classroom 
shortages" and-both as a f ac.tor and as 
a result-the rapid climb of educational 
costs and the squeeze put upon available 
resource bases. 

Twice, in both 1961 and 1962, the 
Kennedy administration almost suc
ceeded in passing Federal aid legislation, 
but each year, proposed measures lost 
by the narrowest of margins. 

But, the goal was in sight, and in 1963, 
the door opened with passage of the 
Higher Education Facilities Act; 2 years 
later, Congress enacted assistance for 
elementary and secondary education. 

I do not want to belabor this body to- · 
day with a long, detailed history and 
analysis of Federal aid to education. Yet, 
as the distinguished Member from Penn
sylvania said yesterday: 

If anybody would have proposed 10 years 
ago a budget of $3.2 billion for ec!ucation, 
they would have had the guy with a white 
coat from St. Elizabeths standing out in the 
h:all to pick him up. 

And, indeed, the change has been that 
great. 

I believe it necessary that all of us 
realize the critical importance of allo
cating the highest possible amount of 
funds for fiscal 1970 education programs. 
I like to paraphrase President Kennedy 
when he noted that the continued growth 
and development of this country depends 
more on education than on any other 
single element. 
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Behind the Nixon administration's at

tempt to substantially lower these appro
priations lies an oblique motive, one that 
the noted economist Kenneth Boulding 
pointed out last month at the Congres
sional Conference on Planning for New 
Priorities in America when he said that 
there has been-and continues to be
a direct trade-off between the military 
and educational sectors. 

So, it thus becomes a question of pri
orities, and I am hard pressed to find 
any program area with as huge--0r as 
broad-benefits as those that come from 
the funds budgeted for educational 
assistance. 

I am astonished to hear critics of the 
Joelson amendment calling it unwar
ranted overspending. The meat ax has 
fallen again to chop up vital programs 
in health, education, and urban affairs) 
but I have yet to see similar-sized spend
ing reductions proposed for the Military 
Establishment, for public works, for 
agricultural subsidies, or for such pet 
projects as the supersonic transPort. 

The bipartisan backers of the Joelson 
amendment continue to emphasize that 
their objective is primarily to reestab
lish previous program levels. And, even 
with adoption of the amendment we 
would still be putting far too little in 
many key education programs. In just 
its balance alone, I point out-as did 
the distinguished Member from Iowa 
(Mr. SMITH)-that the Joelson amend
ment tends to proportionately underfund 
valuable programs for college facilities, 
student loans, and interest .subsidies. 

Failure to pass the Joelson amend
ment would mean dangerous setbacks 
for all citizens. Can we really "afford" 
to cut back on aid to impacted areas, on 
our school libraries, on educational 
equipment? Can we "afford" less guid
ance and counseling, lower construction 
grants, reduced vocational education? 

The price all of us would pay if the 
Joelson amendment is defeated is far 
too exorbitant in terms of the future 
course of this Nation. The entire thrust 
of Federal aid to education stands today 
at a crossroads, and the right direction 
to take is that of the Joelson amend
ment. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port the Joelson amendment to this edu
cation bill for the simple reason that it 
will provide more money and give more 
American schoolchildren an opportunity 
to receive a better education than it pro
vides in the original bill. In the impacted 
areas alone it would restore most of the 
funds authorized back to 90 percent so 
we could have an additional $398 mil
lion for our American school system. It 
would also aid vocational education and 
bring that figure up to $331,500,000. It 
would also aid title I of the bill so the 
figure would be up to $180 million. The 
Joelson amendment also contains a num
ber of other important provisions that 
would help bring up the standard of 
American education which is today oper
ating far below the status a rich nation 
should tolerate for its millions of citizens 
1n the school-age bracket. 

I well remember the fight we made in 
the 83d Congress almost 15 years ago to 

pass a major education bill but it was 
defeated by the Republican-southern 
Democrat coalition by the small margin 
of only four votes out of about 350 cast. 
Had it not been for the four-vote mar
gin of def eat millions of American 
schoolchildren would have taken advan
tage of an improved and advanced sys
tem of education during the intervening 
time since 1954. Thousands of school 
dropouts would have been saved and pos
sibly occupying important positions in 
our.Nation and economy, some of whom 
today may be partaking in riots and dis
orders and joining the army of discon
tents and unemployed American youth. 

Let us not make the same mistake on 
this education bill as 15 years ago, much 
to the regret of millions of younger cit
izens and to the discredit and deteriora
tions of our school sYStem. The greatest 
investment we can make today is to 
spend money for education and preserve 
our Nation and free government for fu
ture generations. 

I understand the Ways and Means 
Committee tax reform bill will be on the 
floor of the House next week, and if 
Members are alert and study the provi
sions of the new tax reform legislation 
maybe we can close some of the fabulous 
and fraudulent loopholes enjoyed by big 
oil companies, foundations, real estate 
corporations and so forth, and so forth, 
and bring many billions of dollars into 
the Federal Treasury in next year's tax 
receipts from mammoth corporations 
who are well able to pay some of their 
profits into the Federal Government for 
the progress of our Nation and the edu
cation of our present and future genera
tions. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, a society 
will be judged, in the long run, by how 
sensitively it deals with its poor and un
derprivileged and how well it educates its 
young. 

This Nation spends billions of dollars 
a year on armament systems--some of 
which have not even been proven work
able. What kind of value structure do we 
have when we are willing to appropriate 
so much money for armaments of ques
tionable value, but are not willing to deal 
nearly so imaginatively--0r generously
with the development of our children's 
intellects. 

We can spend all the money in the 
world for armaments and for space 
capsules, but how secure will this Nation 
be 10 or 20 years from now if we fail to 
provide an education which develops 
each child to the fullness of his ability 
and potential. 

And, what are we really talking about 
today. Even if the amendment now be
fore the House is passed, this would only 
appropriate funds for higher education 
at 4.6 percent of the original level au
thorized. Available funds for student 
loans would only be at slightly over 80 
percent of that originally authorized, and 
title I money, which is such a necessary 
part of the budgets for so many school 
districts, would only be funded at 44 per
cent of its original authorization. 

The Joelson amendment is trying, at 
least in a small way, to close the gap be
tween congressional promises and con
gressional action-a gap which has left 

local educators frustrated a.nd confused 
and which has left local property tax
payers holding the bag for a very large 
portion of the cost of our educational 
system. 

How can those who support tax incen
tives for capital investment for industry 
rationalize a vote against this amend
ment, which is really an investment in 
human beings, in the growth of young 
peoples' minds, and in the brain power of 
the future leaders of this country. 

Abraham Lincoln said: 
Education is the most important subject 

which we as a people can be engaged in. That 
every man may receive at least, a moderate 
education, and thereby be enabled to read 
the histories of his own and other countries, 
by which he may duly appreciate the value 
of our free institutions, appears to be an 
object of vital importance. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe education is a 
subject of crucial concern and I do not 
believe the amendment before this House 
today sets too high a price for a matter 
of such importance to this Nation's 
future. 

Mr. STUCKEY. Mr. Chairman, we all 
know that when the Federal Government 
has workers in a community and they 
are working or living on Federal prop
erty or both, it is certain that the school 
district is deprived of local school reve
nue for its children, and that the chil
dren suffer in proportion. 

Public Law 874 which provides for the 
Federal Government to pay its school 
taxes, just like other property owners pay 
their taxes, has helped millions of chil
dren receive a better education. The for
mulas in this law provide for the Federal 
Government to pay its taxes according 
to the burden imposed on the com
munity. 

There has been much talk today about 
the "B" pupil. A "B" pupil, as we have 
come to learn, is a child whose parents 
live off but work on Federal property. 
The parents of a "B" pupil pay taxes on 
their home but the plant where the par
ents work pay no local school taxes. It is 
easy to see that a severe burden is placed 
on a school district when it has children 
whose parents work on property which 
pays no local school taxes. 

Mr. Chairman, it is strange to me that 
the Federal Government can impose such 
a burden on a local school board, and 
then expect that same school board to 
run a good school on half of the local 
revenue proportionately of that of other 
schools who are not affected by Federal 
impact. 

Our children are our most priceless 
possession and their educational welfare 
comes first with the parents of this coun
try. Sw·ely the Members of this body 
cannot still believe that our school offi
cials can run fine schools with one-half 
of the local school revenue cut off. 

Cutting off the money for the so-called 
B pupil in an impacted school district 
would do vastly more harm than is gen
erally realized. There are at least 2¥4 
million students whose parents live on or 
work on Federal property. If the Federal 
Government refuses to pay its school 
taxes on the plant where the parents of 
these children work these 2 Y4 million 
children are not going to be the only ones 
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to suff·er. All of the approximately 20 mil
lion children who ·are in school systems 
affected by Federal impact will suffer if 
the Federal Government refuses to pay 
its school taxes because these school sys
tems can do nothing but lower the level 
of education. 

It is most difficult to believe that any
one could say, "Let us lower the educa
tion of 20 million schoolchildren." I hope 
that is not what we, in effect, do today. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, the failure 
of the Appropriation Committee to ade
quately fund the programs under H.R. 
13111 is a serious and costly mistake. 

I therefore have joined with many of 
my colleagues, including a majority of 
the members of our Committee on Edu
cation and Labor, in drafting and sup
porting the package of amendments 
presented by the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. JOELSON). 

While I am opposed to all the cuts 
advocated by the committee, I am par
ticularly disturbed by the callous at
titude toward library services and voca
tional education. 
· These areas are even more necessary 
than some of the more touted features 
of our educational system. 

I am sure that in final action by the 
Congress there will be a wiser decision 
made and both of these sections will be 
funded more adequately. 

Since there appears to be a misunder
standing on just what the Joelson 
amendment covers, I present an analysis 
and explanation of the proposal now be
fore us: 

PERTINENT FACTS ON THE JOELSON AMENDMENT 
TO H.R. 13111 

Item No. 

t ~'sf!cMtdr1~-----
schoo1 Library __ _ 

3. NDEA Title 111-
Equipment. ____ _ 

4. NDEA Title V
Guidance and 
Counsel._ ______ _ 

5. ESEA Title 111-
Supplementary 
Centers ________ _ 

6. Vocational educa-tion ___________ _ 

7. Hit~~~t~~~fi~~~n-

Fiscal year 
Fisca I year 1970 

1969 package 
appro- amend-

priation ment 

$505, 900 

50, 000 

78, 740 

17, 000 

164, 876 

248, 216 

$585, 000 

2 50, 000 

2 78, 740 

2 17, 000 

2 164, 876 

488, 716 

Package 
increase 

over 
H.R. 13111 

t $398, 000 

(3) 

3 110, 453 

(3) 

(3) 

'131, 500 

4-year under-
graduate________ 6 33, 000 

8. NDEA student loan. ~ 40, 794 
33, 000 33, 000 

193, 400 229, 000 
9. Title I, ESEA______ 7180,800 1, 123, 127 1, 396, 975 

~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Tot a L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 894, 547 

1 To provide sufficient funds for 90 percent of the authorization. 
2 In the amendment, these programs are individually funded. 

They are not consolidated. . . 
a To provide funds equal to the amount appropriated m fiscal 

year 1969. 
4 To provide additional funds to meet urgent needs in voca

tional education. 
I To provide funds equal to the amount appropriated in fiscal 

year 1969. 
6 To provide necessary funds for increased demand for student 

loans . . 
1 To provide for increases in program costs; and to restore 

funds for grants to local educational agencies, which grants have 
been diminished by amendments increasing the total number of 
participating agencies. 

BRIEF EXPLANATION OF INCREASED FuNDING 

PROPOSALS TO H.R. 13111 
Following are brief explanations of the 

nine specific increases over H.R. 13111 that 
are. included in the proposals for increased 
funding. 

Impact Aid (PL 874): The proposal wm 
provide $585 million, which ls $398 million 
more than provided in H.R. 18111. It repre
sents a funding level for Impact Aid Pro
gram of about 90% of the authorizations. 

While less than· 3 million children are 
counted in the Impact Aid fonnula, the im
pact of Federal funds from this program en
riches the educational programs in schools 
in which there is an enrollment of approxi
mately 45 mill1on. In fiscal year 1969, $505,-
900,000 was appropriated, approximately 
90% of the entitlement of that year. 

Vocational Education: The proposal will 
provide $488,716,000 for the Vocational Edu
cation Act of 1963, as amended last year. 
This represents a $131,500,000 increase over 
the amounts provided in H.R. 13111. The 
largest amount of the increase is for the 
purpose of adding to the amounts available 
for basic grants to states. 

Basic grants to states will be insufficient 
to carry forward ongoing programs in many 
states, if additional amounts are not pro
vided for basic grants because of the set
asides written in the law as· a result of the 
1968 amendments. 

The 1968 amendments to the Vocational 
Education Act were almost unanimously 
hailed by the Congress last year as being 
absolutely essential in furnishing occupa
tional training opportunities in the State 
vocational education systems throughout the 
Nation. Unless the amendments of 1968 are 
adequately funded, this was empty acclaim. 

The additional amount provided in the 
proposal will implement those portions of 
the 1968 amendment which call for occupa
tional training programs for the disadvan
taged, as well as providing funds for voca
tional educational research, so essential in 
developing new teaching methods and ma
terials and in fashioning training in new 
occupational fields being developed as a re
sult of our technological advancement. 

ESEA Title II, School Library Programs:. 
This proposal provides $50 million for Title 
II of the Elementary and Secondary Educa..: 
tion Act of 1965. An identical amount was 
provided for this program in fiscal year 1969. 
This program makes grants to State educa
tional agencies for the purpose of acquiring 
textbooks, library resources, and other in
structional materials for loan to both public 
and private students and teachers in the 
elementary and secondary schools through
out the Nation. 

Evidence presented to the appropriations 
committee of the House, as well as to the 
authorizing committee, indicates that the 
need in this area is in the magnitude four 
times that provided in the package. Neverthe
less, the provision of $50 million will assure 
some progress in developing elementary and 
secondary school libraries and in enabling 
many school districts to acquire textbooks 
and new instructional materials essential to 
the educational process. 

NDEA Title III, Equipment: $78,740,000 
was appropriated in fiscal year 1969 for this 
program. This proposal will add to the bill 
this same amount for fiscal year 1970. 

The evidence clearly establi.shes a con
tinuing need to fund this program. Many 
schools lack necessary instructional equip
ment in the fields of science, mathematics, 
modern foreign languages, and other basic 
academic courses. Past funds have not been 
adequate to fulfill all of the need. It would 
be an injustice to the many school districts 
who have not participated in this program to 
now be denied the opportunity to be pro
vided with equipment. Evidence clearly 
demonstrates that this equipment strength
ens learning opportunities in school districts 
that have been fortunate enough to obtain 
benefits from the program since its inception 
in 1958. 

NDEA Title V, Guidance and Counseling: 
This proposal provides $17 million for this 
program, which is the same amount that was 

provided in fiscal year 1969. To eliminate or 
reduce the size of this program is incon
sistent with the growing need for the career 
and academic guidance of elementary and 
secondary school children throughout the 
nation. 

I am convinced that it is essential to ex
pand on this program immediately. With 
greater emphasis being placed on occupa
tional and vocational training in the school 
systems and in view of the emerging new 
career opportunities, the financial resources 
of state and local systems are not adequate 
to meet the increasing demand and need. 
Hence, a cutback in Federal support at this 
time would be critically damaging in many 
school systems throughout the nation. 

ESEA Title III, Supplemental Educational 
Centers: This proposal contains $164,876,000 
for fiscal year 1970, the same amount as pro
vided in fiscal year 1969. As a result of the 
1967 amendments to the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act, Title III is now a 
state-operated program. 

On the basis of the Congressional action in 
1967, the resources of state educational 
agencies have been expanded to administer 
this program and to develop s·ystematic 
allocation of funds in the state for pro
grams and projects. 

Any reduction in funds at this time will 
cut back on ongoing programs and the value 
of the experimentation and demonstration 
aspects will be lost. To preserve the invest
ment already made in these programs, it is 
essential to fund them at least at the level 
established in fiscal year 1969. 

Higher Education Act, Construction of 
Facilities: This proposal contains $33 million 
for the construction of four-year undergrad
uate facilities. This is the same amount as 
appropriated in fiscal year 1969. 

There is absolutely no justification for any 
cutback in grants to institutions of higher 
education for the construction of undergrad
uate academic facilities. Funds must be ap
propriated in view of the continued pressure 
on such institutions for accommodating in
creased numbers of students. 

NDEA Student Loans: This proposal pro
vides $229 million for the direct student loan 
program authorized by Title II of the Na
tional Defense Education Act. This is $36,-
600,000 more than appropriated in fiscal year 
1969 and $40,794,000 over the amount pro
vided in H.R. 13111. 

The rapid rise in interest rates has seriously 
cut back the availability of guaranteed loans. 
Unless more funds for direct government 
loans are made available, there will be no 
way for students to obtain financing for their 
higher education expenses. Additional funds 
in the direct NDEA student loan program are 
absolutely essential to enable many students 
to continue their college education and to 
take care of the expected demands on student 
assistance for entering freshmen. 

Title I, Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act: This proposal provides for an in
crease of $180,800,000 over the amount pro
vided in H.R. 13111. Since the enactment of 
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, a number of new pro
grams have been added to cover the needs of 
children in state-operated programs. These 
new programs, by virtue of the 1967 amend
ments, must be fully funded before local 
education agencies are provided any funds 
from the appropriation. 

In an under-funding s.ftuation, this means 
that all local educational agencies have not 
gained the full benefit from increased appro
priations. In fact, these program add-ons 
result in reduced allocations to local educa
tional agencies in fiscal 1969 under fiscal 
1968. It is estimated that the program add
ons amounted to approximately $81 million. 

In addition, the costs for the operation of 
Title I programs have risen since its incep
tion, and the slight increases provided for 
the program have not enabled the program 
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to be either strengthened or enla.rged. to 
meet the total need. 

Approximately nine m.ll11on children now 
are served by Tl tle I programs. An increase. 
as proposed in the package, will enable the 
per pupil expenditure to be increased from 
approximately $135 to $155, with resulting 
greater lmact on the progress in the children 
involved in these programs. 

Evidence presented to the appropriations 
committee and the authorizing committee 
discloses that where programs have concen
trated. funds on smaller numbers of students, 
much greater results have been produced. I 
feel very strongly that, rather than reducing 
the number of children served by these pro
grams, additional funds should be provided. 
These additional funds will not only 
strengthen the quality of instruction for 
those participating, but enable some ex
pansion of the program to include more 
needy children who are not now partici
pating. Even with the funds provided by this 
proposal, the program w11l be under-funded 
by as much as 60 % . 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Joelson amendment to re
store funds for the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act, impact aid, NDEA 
libraries, and higher education. ' 

The schoolchildren of America need 
our help this afternoon. Unless we act 
now to vastly increase our support of 
education, our children will continue to 
be deprived of the opportunity for an 
adequate education. 

This is the challenge that faces us 
today. It is essentially a test of national 
priorities. Are we to provide adequate 
support for the basic program of Federal 
aid for elementary and secondary edu
cation? Or are we to allow our promises 
of 1965, and 1966, and 1967, and 1968 to 
wither and die? 

Our children, and the Nation, are look
ing to us for a firm commitment. If our 
answer is "no" to education, then we 
must accept responsibility for the further 
deprivation of opportunity for millions 
of young people, and a declining ability 
of many of our people to exist in and con
tribute to an increasingly complex civili
zation. 

The real answer is that we need more 
education, not less, and we can ill afford 
the false economy to be derived by shav
ing a few million dollars from these vital 
education programs. On a long-range 
basis, such a cutback or retrenchment 
can have only adverse effects. Even the 
increased funding sought this afternoon 
will not bring the support of education 
fully to the authorized level, much less 
what it should be under any realistic ap
praisal of our national needs. 

Let us look at some figures on ESEA 
funding. The amendment seeks only an 
additional $180,800,000 over the amount 
for title I approved by the Appropriations 
Committee. Title I gives aid for educa
tionally deprived children. Here is where 
we help the children from low-income 
families who will fuel the :flames in the 
ghettos tomoITow unless we educate 
them today-the handicapped., Indian 
ch~dren on the reservation, migrant 
chlldren, neglected, and delinquent 
children. 

Under title I we seek answers to 
~overty, delinquency, unemployment, il
llteracy, and school dropouts--ell part 
of a vicious circle of despair and neglect 
that is eating at our society. Education is 

the vital key to solving these problems. 
Yet of $2.3 billion authorized for the 
current fiscal year the administration 
has seen fit to recommend only $1.2 bil
lion in appropriations. Even if we in
crease the committee request we will still 
be $1 billion short of the authorization. 
How much greater is the actual need? 

We also seek an additional $110,453,000 
under ESEA and NDEA programs that 
were "merged" by the administration. 
These programs are title II of ESEA pro
viding for books and certain visu~l aid 
material; NDEA title III programs for 
equipment; NDEA V for counseling and 
guidance; and ESEA tme III for supple
mentary educational services. The au
thorized amount for all four is $1.1 bil
lion, but astonishingly the administra
tion requested no funds at all for three 
of the programs and only $116 million for 
ESEA title m. The authorized amount 
for that program alone is $566 million. 
To spare some of the effects of this 
meat-ax cut the amendment would add 
$110,453,000 to the committee-approved 
amount of $200 million. 

In view of the administration's at
titude toward the three programs from 
which it proposed to withhold all funds, 
it seems apparent that little lf any sup
Port will be given t.o library resources and 
other vital educational needs to these 
areas unless Congress acts to preserve 
their separate funding. The House bill 
would provide no categorical grants to 
the States for these purposes, and States 
would be free to abandon the p·rograms 
altogether. · 

I support the additional funds I have 
listed as well as the other provisions of 
the package amendment to which I have 
earlier addressed my remarks. The Ele
mentary and Secondary Education Act. 
which has become the cornerstone of 
Federal aid to elementary and secondary 
education in this Nation, should be fully 
funded. Short of that ait least this modest 
amendment providing additional funds 
must be passed. 

Education is our biggest national need, 
and no other goal should receive higher 
priority. I urge my colleagues to vote 
today for education by supPorting the 
package amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the Joelson amend
ment also provides $40,794,000 1n in
creased funds for the NDEA student 
loan program during fiscal year 1970. 

The program has not been funded any
where near the needed level in recent 
years, and the amount approved by the 
Appropriations Committee is a retrench
ment from even the current supPort. 
The amendment would add some $40.8 
million to the committee request. 

The committee allowed $188.2 million 
for the NDEA loan program, $26.3 million 
more than the amount requested by ·the 
administration but $5.2 million less than 
was aJPpropriated for the 1969 fiscal year. 
The committee cut $16 million from the 
requested budget for educational oppor
tunity grants and $5 .3 million from the 
NDEA fellowship budget, directing that 
the reductions be applied entirely to 
funds for first-year students. 

This reduction left $159.6 million for 
educational OPPortunity grants, $35.1 
million more than was provided in fiscal 

1996, and $56.1 million for NDEA fel
lowships, $13.8 million less than in 1969. 

As much as I would like economy in , 
Government, I feel that our vital educa
tional programs are not the place to 
apply the budget ax. Before depriving 
millions of American students of the 
opportunity to receive the education they 
need in our complex society, we should 
reduce or eliminate waste and extrava
gance in our defense spending and in 
the procurement practices throughout 
Government. 

The committee's slash of $16 million 
from educational opportunity grants 
will. I suppose, pay for the $15 million 
repair bill of the submarine allowed to 
sink in a naval yard. The $5.2 million 
reduction in the NDEA loan program 
might, perhaps, pay for another bomb
ing mission in Vietnam. Yet I question 
whether such military spending should 
be allowed greater precedence over pro
grams which are basic to our national 
stability and growth, to wit, the children 
of America. 

Our Education and Labor Committee 
hearings documented the need for stu
dent loan funds. Thousands of young 
people in every St~te are ready, willing, 
and able to achieve college degrees--but 
they lack the financial ability. A small 
investment in them will pay infinite re
wards to our Natic.n in the future as they 
apply the professional talents gained 
through higher education. · 

Clearly there is no better investment 
tn democracy and in our Nation's future. 
Without increasing education and knowl
edge we· cannot survive: We need the . 
best brains of this country arid should .. 
benefit from them.regardless of the .acci
dent of the parents' ability to finance an 
expensive education. 

The student loan program accomplish
es the objective of increasing our na
tional educational resource from among 
all segments of the population. Accord
ingly, I urge my colleagues to give their 
full support to this very modest but 
much-needed additional funding, and to 
vote "yea" for the entire amendment to 
be offered by Congressman JOELSON. 

Mr. FREY. Mr. Chairman, it disturbs 
me to think that many qualified students 
will be unable to begin or continue their 
college education in the fall due to the 
lack of student grant and loan funds 
from the Federal Government. While all 
of us want a substantial reduction in 
the Federal budget and have so voted on 
previous occasions, it seems that loan 
programs such as NDEA, allowing the 
individual to help himself, are more 
worthy of retention than others based 
on pure welfare. Several university and 
college presidents in Florida have writ
ten to me concerning the reduced fund
ing for these programs. One said: 

The projected cutback will force us to 
deny assistance to approximately 700 quali
fied students in the 1969-70 academic year. 

Another said: 
Our institution has diligently adhered to 

requirements and suggestions by the Of
fice of Education to actively recruit and 
commit financial assistance to students in 
the early stages of their secondary school 
career. Money has been promised, hopes have 
been built and now it appears they cannot 
be fulfilled. 
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And Dr. Charles N. Millican, the pres
ident of Florida's newest institution of 
higher learning, Florida Technological 
University in Orlando, said: 

The National Defense Student Loan pro
gram has been the major source of college 
aid for ten years. Many students will be 
unable to attend college unless these fl!,nds 
are increased. It is tragic to have qualified 
students turned away from the university 
because no financial aid is available to them. 
Now that the government has begun these 
programs, it seems imperative they be con
tinued in keeping with our national goals 
and purpose. 

I cannot agree more. And those who 
recommend that the federally insured 
loans through banks, credit unions, and 
savings and loan associations be utilized 
to offset these other forms of aid are not, 
in my opinion, being very realistic. While 
I like the approach, it is not working. 
Not a single financial institution in one 
of the largest counties in my district is 
making any new loans under this pro
gram at the present time. Only five of 
the more than 30 financial institutions in 
this county are even in the program, and 
many times they make loans only to 
those students who come from families 
with financially stable backgrounds. 

As one of the 22 Congressmen who 
spent a week visiting various college and 
university campuses throughout the Na
tion, I can tell you from personal con
tact with administration, faculty, and 
students that these programs are vital 
to higher education in America. It is 
my belief that any student who is qual
ified to attend college and is ready to 
devote four years of hard work for a 
degree, but does not have the necessary 
finances, should be afforded the oppor
tunity through a government loan. This 
is not a handout. The loan must be re
paid. This is the type of program that 
is needed in this country where people 
are given the opportunity to help them
selves. I therefore call on my colleagues 
to support additional NDEA student loan 
funding. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, there is 
no more important work for the Con
gress than our duty to insure that future 
generations have the intellectual capac
ity to cope with the challenging world 
of tomorrow that we have erected for 
them. They cannot meet this challenge 
without an opportunity to develop their 
minds, their skills, and their spirits to 
the. fullest extent. 

The amendment by Congressman 
JOELSON provides additional funds be
yond those proposed by the Appropria
tions Committee for such programs as 
vocational education, aid for low income 
children, library and textbook materials, 
guidance and counseling, educational 
equipment, increased student loan funds, 
and a substantial increase in impact aid. 

The people of my 30th Congressional 
District, educators, school board mem
bers, college officials, and, most of all, 
parents, support increased funds for 
education. 

These are responsible, intelligent peo
ple who are aware of the dangers of 
inflation, which concern us all. They be
lieve, as I do, that the welfare of the 
children and youth of this country can-

not be sacrificed in the name of false 
economy. 

Tax reform will bring additional rev
enues. Let us use a small portion of this 
and whatever savings we can make in 
the defense and other hardware budgets 
to provide for an investment in the most 
essential factor in the formula for a 
bright future for our Nation-the minds 
of our children and youth. 

Specifically, Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Joelson amendment and, 
in particular, NDEA title V, guidance 
and counseling. 

In the fiscal year . 1969, this pro
gram was given $17 million-a small 
figure compared to what is needed for 
an effective program. Is it not incon
ceivable that in the proposed budget for 
fiscal year 1970, absolutely no funds were 
requested for this purpose at all? The 
amendment only requests that we restore 
the $17 million to try to meet this need. 

This program fulfills one of the most 
basic needs in education today-that 
of face-to-face contact with the youth 
of our Nation. In order to learn, one 
must be instilled with the desire to learn. 
If a child is not learning as he should, 
why is he not? Testing is done to de
termine a child's learning level; interest 
is taken in personal problems which 
might hinder him in his learning proc
ess These problems--and many more-
our counselors study and correct; and 
they must be handled personally, not 
with books or computers. 

Guidance and counseling, title V-A of 
the National Defense Education Act, is 
in dire need of increased funds. But in
stead of an increase, what does the com
mittee-reported bill hold for this vital 
field? Almost elimination. One out of ten 
counselors in Amerioa is paid from title 
V-A funds. What will happen to them? 

More importantly, what will happen to 
the children whom they help year after 
year? 

The estimated personnel loss in this 
field is 4,000 from the State Depart
ments of Education as a result of the 
budget recommendations for fiscal year 
1970. A loss of one person in this field is 
a backward step and a detriment to our 
educational program and to our children. 
The loss of 4,000 would be a disaster. 

It is entirely out of character for the 
Congress to ignore the needs of educa
tion, but that is what this bill would 
do. What we are striving for now is not, 
W1fortunately, the improvement neces
sary for this program, but rather for 
the mere survival of the existing facili
ties and personnel. Already this field 
is one of the most neglected in the ma
jority of the States; so how can we pos
sibly consider reduction or elimination 
of these funds in the coming year? 

In the interest of our children's edu
oation and, in turn, the future of our 
Nation and its continuing growth, I 
recommend that we vote for the amend
ment before us today, and bring funding 
for guidance, counseling, and testing
title V-A of NDEA-back up to last year's 
level. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
support the Joelson amendment. 

The funds contained in this amend
ment, less than one-half of 1 percent 

of the 1970 budget, will at least enable 
us to begin meeting the great unmet need 
for more effective education programs on 
all levels. 

The committee bill, by itself, and even 
with the amendments proposed by the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
ROBISON) means that funding for the 
important new education programs in 
1970 will not be much higher than last 
year's level. But increasing costs will 
result in an actual cutback in programs 
even if Federal func.ing stays the same or 
is increased slightly. 

For my State, Minnesota, the Joelson 
amendment means an additional $8.5 
million to our local school districts and 
an additional $3.5 million to our colleges 
and universities. Without these neces
sary extra Federal dollars, I know that 
educational progress will be stalled in 
Minnesota next year. 

Several days ago I received a telegram 
urging support for a larger education ap
propriation from Stuart Rid~r. chair~an 
of the Minneapolis Board of Education. 
Because Mr. Rider's statement expresses 
the need for increased funding so effec
tively, I am including it with my 
remarks: 

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., July 24, 1969. 
Representative DONALD M. FRASER, 
Cannon Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The Minneapolis Board of Educa.tion unan
imously recommends your active supporl 
of full funding for the pending HEW edu
cation appropriations. We further recom
mend that the individual ca.tegorica.l pro
grams be maintained and not grouped, since 
such groupings will destroy promising pro
grams. In a time of mounting school crises 
we feel an urgent need for massive Federal 
assistance to provide the ~nd of education 
program th.at not only can place men on the 
moon but oan educate men to live peace
fully and creatively on our planet. 

STUART W. RIDER, Jr., 
Chairman, Minneapolis 

Board of Education. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment offered 
by the gentlemen from New Jersey (Mr. 
JOELSON). 

In 1965, the Congress responded to the 
Johnson administration's exhortation to 
upgrade our educational system with the 
passage of the Secondary and Elemen
tary Education Act of 1965. This action 
represented a significant part of a large 
commitment by the Federal Government 
to help both the "disadvantaged" and 
"estranged" in our country. In 1969, both 
the greatness of man's epic journey to 
the moon and the malaise of our urban 
crisis give rise to an even greater chal
lenge to America's educational system. 
At no time in our Nation's history has 
the education of our 60 million school
children loomed into such importance 
as it has today. 

In view of these considerations, I be
lieve that the Joelson amendment would 
give increased meaning to the numerous 
programs which were previously author
ized by the Congress. It is clear that in
creased funding is vitally necessary if the 
effectiveness of the numerous programs 
is going to be continued and expanded. 
At stake is the educational welfare of 60 
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million students and millions of others 
who seek to uplift themselves. 

The Joelson amendment would pro
vide sufficient funds for 90 percent of 
the authorization under Public Law 
874-impact aid program. My own State 
of Hawaii is no exception in being 
heavily dependent upon the funds from 
this program. 

As one of the focal centers of the Pa
cific region, Hawaii is the site of a very 
high concentration of military installa
tions and personnel necessary to man 
them. Substantial numbers of children 
of both military and civilian personnel 
employed at the various military instal
lations attend Hawaii's public schools, 
nearly all of which are situated off the 
military bases. Funds from the impact 
school aid program have been most es
sential in helping to maintain the high 
quality of education which is offered to 
these schoolchildren. The Hawaii State 
board of education has budgeted for its 
1970 needs in reliance of the receipt of 
impacted school aid funds. Failure to ap
propriate adequate funds would thus 
imperil the educational future of these 
children and represent a callous disre
gard of their assessed needs. 

At a time when the demands on our 
colleges and universities are increasing 
almost proportionately with our con
temporary knowledge explosion, the 
Joelson amendement would also provide 
a small but necessary amount for the 
construction of 4-year undergraduate 
academic facilities. If we hope to give 
meaning to our insistent advice to 
graduating high school students to pur
sue higher education then we must pro
vide sufficient appropriations, particu
larly in view of the continuing financial 
pressure on our institutions of higher 
learning, for the accommodation of in
creased numbers of students. And at the 
same time, unless more funds are allo
cated for direct Government loans as 
authorized by title II of the National De
fense Education Acrt, many of these 
young aspiring students will have no 
way of financing their higher education. 

In sum, support for the increased 
funding included in this package amend
ment would establish not only what is 
fair and just, but it would also insure 
today's educational well-being of those 
upon whose shoulders will some day rest 
the responsibilities of this great Nation. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment which is be
ing offered today to increase education 
assistance programs by about $890 mil
lion in an effort to meet the educational 
needs of America as it enters the 1970's. 

At a time when increased numbers of 
students are trying to enter college and 
are in need of assistance, at a time when 
interest rates are at the highest levels 
in our Nation's history, and banks are 
making almost no loans to families for 
college assistance--even under the Gov
ernment's guaranteed loan programs--it 
is unconscionable for the Federal Gov
ernment to provide less money for stu
dent college assistance in fiscal 1970 than 
it did in fiscal 1969. College administra
tors and students currently enrolled in 
school depend on a continuing level of 

commitment from the Federal Govern
ment; the bill we have before us breaks 
faith with that commitment. 

One of the programs being cut is the 
National Defense Education Act. This is 
the act that the Congress enacted to 
overcome the technological, scientific, 
and educational gap which had devel~ 
oped between the United States and the 
Soviet Union. This is the act that gave 
us the educated and trained manpower 
to put men on the moon. This is the act 
which has opened whole new vistas of 
opportunity to us as a nation. Yet in the 
same week that the first moon walkers 
are in quarantine we are being asked 
to cut the NDEA program which has 
proven to be such a success. 

The effect of these NDEA cuts will be 
severely felt everywhere. In Cuyahoga 
County, in which Cleveland is located 
and which has a population of nearly 
2 million, the NDEA student loan alloca
tion for the coming school year to 1 O 
colleges will be $563,443 less than it was 
in the just completed school year. Case 
Western Reserve University, for example 
will receive about $300,000 less than last 
year. John Carroll University will receive 
40 percent of what it received last year. 
How can students or administrators of 
these fine institutions possibly make any 
rational plans with such drastic slashes 
in the loan fund? 

Approval of today's amendments is 
also vital for the Nation's elementary 
and secondary schools, both public and 
private. Title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Act will be increased by 
$180,800,000. This will mean that as
sistance to school districts with children 
from low-income families will receive 
extra and desperately needed funds to 
provide better quality education. Only 
with increased funding of this program 
can the cycle of poor education, poor 
opportunity, and poverty be broken. The 
amendment will also provide an addi
tional $131,500,000 for vocational educa
tion through the States. If this increase 
is not approved, many on-going pro
grams in the States will have to be cur
tailed or stopped. In our increasingly 
complex and technical society, a trained 
and skilled work force is a must. If we 
fail to provide the opportunity for learn
ing skills, unemployment and disillu
sionment will become a growing and per
manent feature of our society. 

To fail to provide these needed educa
tion funds or even match the funds ap
propriated last year will be to force the 
local school districts either to curtail 
their services or to attempt to provide 
them through increased local levies. To 
curtail the services is to curtail our 
future as a nation. Yet local districts face 
an impossible task in obtaining adequate 
increases in levies. The taxpayer's revolt, 
spurred by the surtax and the awareness 
of injustice in the Federal tax code, has 
displayed itself where it hurts the most-
in local school bond issues and levies. 
This year we must not reduce our com
mitment to American Education or our 
local school systems will be irreparably 
damaged. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman 
I rise in support of the Joelson amend~ 
ment. I want the RECORD to show that I 

feel that the Federal Government has an 
even larger commitment to education 
and that the Joelson amendment is a 
step in the right direction. 

If we examine the trend of national 
commitments to education throughout 
the world, we note that the United States 
spends less at all levels of government 
together than the Soviet Union on edu
cation. We also note that the United 
States ranks low among all nations, non
Communist and Communist, in the 
amount of tax dollars spent for educa
tion in proportion to the total tax dollars 
collected. As others have said: We have 
won the moon race, but will we win the 
education race? We must be prepared to 
commit the necessary resources to our 
Nation's future, and our young people 
must be well-educated to handle the 
momentous problems of tomorrow. 

During the debate that has occurred, 
there have been several references to the 
Public Law 874 program as a "bonanza." 
I am not certain what the implication is 
with respect to the term being used in 
this context. If the suggestion is that 
the impacted aid program is a bargain 
or an extra and undeserved dividend I 
think it would be well for those who ha've 
used the term to confer with their local 
school officials about whether the Fed
eral payments under the program even 
match the actual maintenance and op
eration costs incurred with federally 
connected students. I think their experi
ence will be the same as mine that the 
Public Law 874 program does not meet 
these costs. For that reason, Mr. Chair
man, it is important that we approve 
the Joelson amendment so that our 
school districts will receive at least 90 
percent of their entitlement under the 
program. 

As one might expect, throughout the 
debate there have been references to the 
budgetary impact of the Joelson amend
ment. It certainly is true that it provides 
for an additional $895 million for nine 
education programs. But that amount 
does not even match our annual subsidy 
to the cotton and wheat growers of this 
Nation. Surely, we can afford to provide 
commensurate support for our educa
tion systems. Also, there is the matter of 
a $3 billion budget surplus for the recent 
fiscal year. It would be my hope that we 
can utilize a portion of the surplus in 
programs that are investments in our 
Nation's future. The Joelson amendment 
represents such an investment. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I recom
mend the adoption of the Joelson amend
ment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair now 
recognizes the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. MICHEL). 

(Mr. GOLDWATER (at the request of 
Mr. MICHEL) was granted permission to 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD.) 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Chairman, 
the schools of our country are faced with 
the increasingly difficult tasks of provid
ing an education for our youth and 
building a foundation for the future of 
our Nation. They are in a financial 
squeeze whereby the numbers of children 
keep rising and the tax base on which 
they must depend primarily for their 
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support is constantly shrinking. Some 
school districts have the additional bur
den of educating children whose parents 
either live or work on Federal property 
or both-thereby depriving the school 
districts even further of their basic op
era ting revenue. 

The federally impacted areas program 
has been in operation for the last 19 
years and has been successful in balanc
ing these inequities by providing funds 
to school districts which are overbur-

- dened because of Federal installations. 
By far the largest portion of the fed
erally impacted areas program is Public 
Law 81-874 for school maintenance and 
operation. Because there are no strings 
attached to this aid, the program con
forms with my belief that the Federal 
Government must not control our 
schools. Funds from this act have as
sisted schools in over 375 congressional 
districts, and which are attended by 
over half of our schoolchildren. 

The HEW appropriations bill (H.R. 
13111) would effectively cripple this 
program by removing funds for entitle
ment under category B-those children 
whose parents either live or work on 
Federal property. If this cut is allowed, 
the effects would be devastating. In Cal
ifornia alone, the 1970 estimated entitle
ment is over $100,000,000, but the pro
posed cuts would reduce this figure to 
nearly one-fourth of that amount. In the 
cou.'ltry as a whole, the proposed cut 
would reduce the program to nearly one
third of its total entitlements. 

Two areas will be severely curtailed by 
this proposal-our big cities, and the 
communities surrounding our rural mil
itary installations. These are the very 
areas which have been found to be in 
the most desperate financial situation. 

My own district, of course, is keenly 
concerned with the potential impact of 
the 3b student cuts, which the adminis
tration has proposed. I can, of course, 
recognize serious inequities which exist 
in the present program. Unfortunately, 
efforts to amend Public Law 874 in an 
attempt to alleviate these problems have 
failed. 

Although I am in favor of such reform, 
I am nevertheless convinced that the 
retributive act of completely eliminating 
funds for 3b students is not the answer 
to the problem. If and when reform be
comes attractive enough to invite action, 
it would in my judgment call for a 
gradual reduction of funds, not an 
across-the-board cut. 

The consequences of such a cut are 
disastrous to the school districts of our 
country. Los Angeles city schools for in
stance would face a revenue loss of 
nearly $4 million. Without adequate time 
to prepare for such a loss, and with the 
recent record of school bond defeats, I 
am convinced that the scope and quality 
of our youngsters' education would have 
to be seriously curtailed. 

Let us examine another ramification 
of the problems involved with the ap
propriation bill as reported by commit
tee. And that, of course, is the economic 
level of those areas which are affected 
by the Federal aid to impacted areas. 

In my district, there are two princi
pal military establishments, Edwards 
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Air Force Base, and the China Lake 
Naval Weapons Center. Both are located 
in desert areas of southern California, 
and in each case, the base represents 
the major economic factor of the area. 
The economic level surrounding military 
installations is often inadequate because 
of an inflexible tax base. It is impossible 
to expect educational opportunities to 
remain constant when this tax base 
offers such little room for expansion. 
One school district which I represent 
stands to lose upwards of $55,000 if full 
funding is not granted. This would re
sult in an increase of $2.20 per $1,000 
of assessed valuation, if H.R. 13111 is 
approved intact. To expect depressed 
areas to bear that kind of increased bur
den is ridiculous. To expect the children 
of our Federal employees to attend 
schools which offer inferior educational 
resources, simply because the Federal 
Government is not prepared to meet its 
share of the burden is disgraceful; and 
says nothing about our commitment to 
make a military or Government career 
as attractive as possible. 

Surely, this Congress can find areas 
in the national budget which will lend 
themselves to economies, without sacri
ficing quality education for our children. 

In order to restore this vitally needed 
program to the minimum level which 
will effectively carry out its purpose, I 
am strongly in support of this or any 
amendment, which will provide the nec
essary moneys for the program. This will 
allow payments to all the school districts 
which are faced with the burden of Fed
eral activities and will help us to meet 
our evergrowing responsibility to the 
youth of our Nation and, therefore, the 
future of our country. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, as we 
close debate on this particular section of 
the bill, may I quickly sum up. The Joel
son amendment and my substitute are 
both in the second degree, which, for all 
practical purposes, will lead us into the 
parliamentary situation where we will 
have a vote on the Smith amendment to 
the Joelson amendment first. If that is 
defeated, then there will be a vote on 
the Robison amendment to my substi
tute. Thereafter, we will vote on the 
Michel substitute to the Joelson amend
ment. If that carriers, there will be no 
vote as such on the Joelson amendment. 

The Joelson amendment adds $894.5 
million to the bill over and above what 
we have in the bill. The Smith amend
ment to the Joelson amendment adds 
$73.1 million, making a total package, if 
we were to adopt the Smith amendment 
to the Joelson amendment, of $967.6 mil
lion over and above what is in the bill. 

If we adopt my amendment alone, we 
increase the committee bill by $318.9 
million. If we add to my substitute the 
Robison amendment, which involves 
$110.4 million, we will have a package 
then in that substitute of $429.3 million. 

I know the pressure is on. When I got 
back to the office last night, there were 
35 to 40 telegrams dealing with the ac
tion that took place on the floor yester
day. 

We know about the talk of full fund
ing, It strikes me that the educators, 

who ought to be the smartest people in 
this country, do not know what takes 
place in the two-step legislative process 
we have in Congress. They ought to know 
we have a separate authorizing bill and 
then we have an appropriating bill. How 
many of us have heard it said in the 
authorizing process that, "Oh, the figure 
is too high, but don't worry about it, 
the Appropriations Committee will take 
care of it." 

I believe we have to look at a few other 
items that will show what takes place in 
this two-step process. In model cities we 
are funding at 36 percent of authorized 
entitlement; in water and sewer proj
ects, we are funding at 25 percent of en
titlement; in neighborhood facilities, we 
are funding at 36 percent of entitlement; 
and in waste treatment grants we are 
funding at only 21 percent of entitlement. 

This is nothing new. It has been going 
on ever since Congress came into being, 

I must say my friends have also been 
calling me and asking me to bend a little 
bit. I must also tell you I supported the 
motion in committee to increase the first 
part of this section of the bill by $84 
million. I am now adding to it $318.9 in 
my amendment, so I have a figure of 
$402.9 million above the Nixon budget. If 
I had heard anybody say 2 weeks ago 
that I would take such action, I would 
have said he was crazy. I cannot believe 
it myself. I awakened this morning at 
5 o'clock, and I was distressed about this 
action of mine. How can I justify it? 

First of all, I think we must agree on 
priorities. The President is making his 
trip, and we know we want to get this 
war over with. Second, we know we 
must curb inflation and get our financial 
house in order so we can do all the addi
tional things we would like to do on a 
broader scale. But we are not able to do 
so now because of the fiscal situation. 

We cannot do it simply by raising taxes 
or the prime interest rate or the redis
count rate. The best thing is to cut 
Federal expenditures or at least keep 
them in line with the President's budget. 

The Federal Government has to take 
the lead in setting the tone, and Congress 
has not done so up to this time. I recall 
when President Johnson said: 

We have to combat inflation. We have to 
do all these things. The last thing we want 
to do is to impose wage and price controls. 

President Nixon takes the same posi
tion. We do not want to impose wage 
and price controls. 

Let me wind up here with a few simple 
statistics. 

The President in his revised budget 
cut the adjusted Johnson budget by $4 
billion. Now, we have heard some horns 
tooted around here about the fiscal year 
1969 ending up with a $3 billion surplus. 
Let me remind the Members that $8.4 
billion of that surplus comes about by an 
increase in the trust funds receipts, 
overexpenditures from those trust funds. 

Have we had any legislation on this 
floor yet to increase social security bene
fits? At one time they were supposed to 
be raised 7 percent. It is said now that 
they should °Je raised 10 percent. I ex
pect that with the cost of living going 
up as it is, the inGrease will 'be even 
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more. That increase has to come out of 
the trust funds. 

Before we start to spend the surplus 
we had better think about where the 
surplus came from. 

I pointed out yesterday that since 
April 1 uncontrollable spending has 
risen $2.5 billion, acccrding to the Presi
dent's statement. If what is going on 
over in the other body ends up with no 
extension of the surcharge, we will lose 
$10 billion of revenue. 

So we have to take a stand here in 
this Congress today. I have gone over
board in proposing amendments here to 
increase this bill by $400 million. I hope 
the Members will support the substitute 
amendment and vote down the Joelson 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FLOOD) is recognized 
to close debate on this amendment and 
all amendments thereto. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, a curtain 
speech is always as tiresome to the 
speaker as it is to the audience. I have 
been on both sides of those footlights, 
and I know just how you feel and just 
how I feel. 

I want you to know this. I have said 
this to mnny of the Members here on 
the floor, in the hallways and the cloak
rooms, and I say it now so you will be 
sure: I urge the adoption of the Michel 
substitute amendment. 

I said that when the budget came to 
my committee it was utterly unrealistic. 
I said it in my opening remarks yester
day, and for the purpose of emphasis I 
say it now. I am not changing my colors. 

Now, my friend from New Jersey and 
I have lunched together countless times 
since he has been here gracing these 
Halls. He v.-m leave in September. He 
will not ha--c the g"eat privilege-at least 
I doubt it-of voting for his own amend
ment on the :final passage of the bill. 
He will be in the ivory tower of the court 
in the great State of New Jersey. God 
grant him well. 

But with all my friendship and with 
all my affection and with all my regard, 
Mr. Chairman, I will not be a party to 
giving him a going away present of $1 
billion. 

I was amazed that the amendment got 
to the floor. Technically it is here, but it 
violates by its presence the intent and 
the spirit of the rules of this House for 
generations, for appropriation bills are 
considered paragraph by paragraph by 
paragraph for amendment, points of 
order or whatever else the rules pr0vide. 
But it is here. 

This package-I have heard about it 
for weeks. I recall the lines from a play. 
I will have to leave a bad word out. The 
crown prince said to his father: 

This package, this baggage, this creature, 
this hydra-headed monster, this thing which 
casts a blot upon the escutcheon, s,ire, of 
this noble house. 

This has been a great 2 days. I did not 
limit debate until everybody wanted it 
limited, and believe me there were people 
who were after me today to limit debate. 
Oh, no. My grandfather McCarthy would 
tum over in his grave if I tried to stop 

people from talking, beginning with his 
grandson. 

Now you have heard the arguments 
pro and con here. This is not a question 
of who is for motherhood, who is for 
children, who is for education. There are 
$10 billion in the various Federal budgets 
for educational elements of all kinds in 
this Government. $10 billion. That is 
neglecting to educators and the children? 
Oh, no. 

I am amazed at my mail and the fine, 
dedicated educators I have met who 
have not the remotest idea, really-they 
are not fakers, they are good, honest 
people-of the distinction and the dif
ference between authorizations and ap
propriations. These fine people have not 
the remotest idea. They are teaching 
civics and history and education and are 
urging participation-and properly so-
by their students in government and 
politics. Authorization, authorization. 
They forget the privilege constitutionally 
of this House, Mr. Chairman, that you 
should stand by appropriations, appro
priations. 

Oh, I hope their visits to this hallowed 
Chamber in these 2 days will give 
them a message for their students. They 
never before learned it themselves. It is 
amazing, is it not? It is amazing, but it 
is true. So, you see, their trip has not 
been wasted. 

Mr. Chairman, on the Joelson amend
ment I have one gesture-thumbs down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The first vote oc
curs on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. SMITH) to 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey (Mr. JOELSON). 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. BRADEMAS) 
there were-ayes 81, noes 152. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. SMITH of 
Iowa and Mr. FLOOD. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were--ayes 
97, noes 206. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York <Mr. ROBISON) to 
the substitute amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL). 

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, on that 
I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. ROBISON 
and Mr. FLOOD. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 117, noes 
188. 

So the amendment to the substitute 
amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Illinois (Mr. MICHEL) as a 
substitute for the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
JOELSON). 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, on that 
I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. MICHEL 
and Mr. JOELSON. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 160, noes 
197. 

So the substitute amendment was 
rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question occurs 
on the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey <Mr. JOELSON). 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair
man, on that I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. JOELSON 
and Mr. FLOOD. 

The Committee divided, and the tellers 
reported that there were-ayes 242, noes 
106. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
For an additional amount for grants under 

title I-A of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 for the fl.seal year 1970, 
$205,360,700: Provided, That the aggregate 
amounts otherwise available for grants there
for within States shall not be less than 92 per 
centum of the amounts allocated from the 
fiscal year 1968 appropriation to local educa
tional agencies in such States for grants. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JOELSON 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JOELSON: On 

page 26, strike out lines 1 through 7. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. JOELSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY 
AFFECTED AREAS 

For carrying out title I of the Act of Sep
tember 30, 1950, as amended (20 U.S.C., 
ch. 13), and the Act of September 23, 1950, 
as amended (20 U.S.C., ch. 19), $202,167,000, 
of which $187,000,000 shall be for the main
tenance and operation of schools as author
ized by said title I of the Act of September 
30, 1950, as amended, and $15,167,000 which 
shall remain available until expended, shall 
be for providing school facilities as author
ized by said Act of September 23, 1950: Pro
vided, That this appropriaton shall not be 
available to pay local educational agencies 
pursuant to the provisions of any other sec
tion of said Act of September 30, 1950, until 
full payment has been macl_e of the amounts 
to which such agencies are entitled pursuant 
to sections 3(a) and 6 of Title I of said Act. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JOELSON 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JOELSON : On 

page 26, strike out lines 8 through 22. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. JOELSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Chairman, while I did not off er an 
amendment to the pending bill, I want 
to strongly indicate my belief that the 
funding level recommended for the 
Teacher Corps is inadequate for a pro
gram with a good record of accomplish
ment in an area of vital need. 

Although the bill as reported by the 
committee contains an increase of $837,-
000 in the appropriations for this pro-
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gram from the fiscal year 1969 level, I 
would hope that the other body would 
provide the full $31,100,000 requested by 
the Nixon administration. 

The Teacher Corps has won strong 
local support and the endorsement of 
the National Education Association and 
the American Federation of Teachers. 
Through a unique partnership of Fed
eral funding and program format, the 
Teacher Corps provides an opportunity 
for local initiative and local creativity 
in attacking the problem of attracting 
and training of teachers specifically for 
poverty area schools. 

The failure to provide the requested 
appropriations will not significantly al
ter the size of the Teacher Corps pro
gram, as much as it will affect the abil
ity of the Teacher Corps to operate ef
ficiently with the funds that are pro
vided. This is a problem which has 
plagued the Teacher Corps and more 
particularly the local school systems and 
universities that have been involved in 
making it work. The idea of forward 
funding has been before us for a good 
deal of time. Its merits have been argued 
and reargued. It therefore may not 
arouse much concern or attention at this 
time, but that does not make it any less 
vital to our educational process. It can
not be emphasized too strongly that 
good programs take time to plan and 
execute. It takes time to recruit and se
lect good people to carry them out. We 
deny our local school districts, universi
ties and the Teacher Corps this time, 
when we cut this appropriation, and we 
deny ourselves and the children and 
communities this program serves. 

The Teacher Corps has provided com
munities and universities with the op
portunity to test concepts and programs 
which they, beoause of lack of money, 
personnel or organizational structure, 
could not institute themselves, but 
which, with Teacher Corps support, 
they have- been able to implement and 
eventually expand into their regular 
programs. 

And the Teacher Corps has proved an 
impetus for volunteer efforts. It has pro
vided through its team structure a mech
anism which can tap community mem
bers' and students' willingness and 
ability to serve and work for improve
ments in the quality of education and 
the school system, within the institu
tional school framework. 

Again, may I state, Mr. Chairman, 
that I am very disappointed at the rec
ommended level of funding in this bill 
for this important program. I hope that · 
it can be restored. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

HIGHER EDUCATION 
For carrying out titles III and IV ( except 

parts D and F), part E of title V, and section 
1207 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as 
amended, titles I and Ill of the Higher Edu
cation Faclllties Act of 1963, as amended, 
titles II and IV and of the National Defense 
Education Act of 1958, as amended (20 U.S.C. 
421-429), and section 22 of the Act of June 
29, 1936, as amended (7 U.S.C. 329), $785,-
839,000, of which $159,600,000 shall be for 
educational opportunity grants under part 
A of title IV of the Higher Education Act of 

1965 and shall remain available through June 
30, 1971, $63,900,000 to remain available un
til expended shall be for loan insurance pro
grams under part B of title IV of that Act, 
including not to exceed $1,500,000 for com
puter services in connection with the insured 
loan program, '$154,000,000 shall be for grants 
for college work-study programs under part 
C of title IV of that Act (of which amounts 
reallotted shall remain available through 
June 30, 1971), including one per centum of 
such amount to be avallable, without re
gard to the provisions in section 442 of that 
Act, for cooperative education programs that 
alternate periods of full-time academic study 
with periods of full-time public or pri
vate employment, $43,000,000 shall be for 
grants for construction of public community 
colleges and technical institutes under title 
I of the Higher Education Facilities Act of 
1963 which amount shall remain available 
through June 30, 1971, $11,750,000, to remain 
available until expended, shall be for annual 
interest grants under section 306 of that Act, 
$181,306,000 shall be for Federal capital con
tributions to student loan funds established 
in accordance with agreements pursuant to 
section 204 of the :r:,lational Defense Educa
tion Act of 1958, and $12,120,000 shall be for 
the purposes of section 22 of the Act of June 
29, 1935. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, JOELSON 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JOELSON: Be

ginning with line 13, on page 27, strike every
thing down through line 21 on page 28. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. JOELSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
For carrying out the Vocational Education 

Act of 1963, as amended (20 U.S.C. 1241-
1391) (except section 102(b) and parts C and 
E of title I), and section 402 of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Amendments 
of 1967, $357,216,000, of which not to exceed 
$300,336,000 shall be for State vocational 
education programs under part B of said Vo
cational Education Act of 1963, including 
development and administration of State 
plans and evaluation and dissemination ac
tivities authorized under section 102(c) of 
said Act, and $10,000,000 for part H of said 
title I, not to exceed $1,680,000 for State ad
visory councils established pursuant to sec
tion 104(b) of said Act, $13,000,000 for ex
emplary programs under part D of said Act 
of which fifty per centum shall remain avail
able until expended and fifty per centum 
shall remain available through June 30, 1971, 
$15,000,000 for consumer and homemaking 
education programs under part F of said 
Act, and $14,000,000 shall be for cooperative 
vocational education programs under G of 
said Act. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. JOELSON 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. The Clerk read as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. JOELSON: Begin
ning wit~ line 22 on page 28, strike every
thing down through line 17 on page 29. 

The CHAmMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. JOELSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 

re a.cl. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
LIBRARIES AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Flor carrying out titles I, III, and IV of the 
Library Services and Construction Act, as 
amended (20 U.S.C., ch. 16), titles I and II 
(except section 224) of the Higher Educa
tion Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001-1033, 1041), 
the Adult Education Act of 1966 (20 U.S.C., 
ch. 30) , and part IV of title III ( except 
section 396) of the Communications Act of 
1934 ( 40 u.s.c. 390-395, 397-399), $126,-
209,000, of which $35,000,000 shall be for 
grants for public library services under title 
I of the Library Services and Construction 
Act, $2,281,000 shall be for grants for co
operative networks of libraries under title 
III of such Act, $2,049,000 shall be for grants 
for State institutional library services under 
part A of title IV of such Act, $1,334,000 shall 
be for library services to the physically hand
icapped under part B of title IV of such 
Act, $9,500,000 shall be for community serv
ice and continuing education programs un
der title I of the Higher Education Act, $5,-
600,000 shall be for transfer to the Librarian 
of Congress for the acquisition and catalog
"ing of library materials under part C of 
title II of such Act. $50,000,000 shall be for 
adult education programs under the Adult 
Education Act of 1966, and $4,000,000, to re
main available until expended, shall be for 
educational broadcasting facilities under 
part IV of title III (except section 396) of 
the Communications Act of 1934. 

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, had the Joelson pack
age amendment failed I was prepared to 
offer an amendment to increase student 
loans. Every day I receive a number of 
letters from students and their parents in 
North Dakota who are desperately look
ing for help in meeting the rising cost of 
college education. I think that certainly 
most of my colleagues will agree that the 
opportunity for young people of this Na
tion to attend college should be based on 
their ability, motivation, and desire, 
rather than family finances or connec
tions. This, of course, is the reason the 
Congress established the student loan 
program in the first place. 

Although I understand student mail 
seeking advice on financial help is reach
ing near-avalanche proportions in most 
all congressional offices, the problem is 
not a new one. The important difference 
is that we used to be able to refer these 
people to either their college or univer
sity financial aids officer, where they 
could apply for a direct loan under the 
national defense student loan program, 
or they could go to a local lending in
stitution and apply for a loan under the 
guaranteed student loan program. Under 
one of these programs, we were reason
ably confident the student could get the 
help he needed. 

Today, this is no longer the case. 
As the prime interest rate on bank 

loans has increased to 8% percent, the 
7-percent interest ceiling on guaranteed 
loans has kept the supply of funds from 
lending agencies for this purpose far be
low the demand. It 1s estimated, as a 
matter of fact, that one out of three col
lege freshmen who seek a guaranteed 
loan this year wlll be turned down. 

Because the blame for spiraling inter
est rates clearly rests with the Federal 
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Government, the responsibility for cor
recting the student loan emergency to 
the greatest extent possible belongs to 
the Congress. 

In the Appropriations Committee, I 
introduced an amendment to bring the 
amount avaJlable for direct loans to the 
full amount authorized by the law. While 
this amendment was defeated in com
mittee, I am glad that the Members of 
the House had an opportunity to vote 
on this key section. While the Joelson 
figure was less than I proposed, it is a 
step in the right direction. 

I am aware the House Special Sub
committee on Education, under the lead
ership of our colleague from Oregon, 
Representative EDITH GREEN, has opened 
hearings on ways to keep the guaranteed 
loan program from becoming totally in
effective. I believe, however, any serious 
consideration given to raising the inter
est ceiling on student loans or otherwise 
offering additional incentives to lending 
agencies will cause them to adopt a "wait
and-see" attitude, stopping all student 
loan activity· until congressional action 
on any of the subcommittee's recom
mendations can be completed. 

August and September, of course, are 
the peak months ror making student 
loans. Colleges will begin their fall terms 
within 60 days, and, in the meantime, I 
understand the Congress will be taking 
its summer recess. For these reasons, I 
believe it is essential we act now to make 
sure adequate loan funds will be avail
able to help as many qualified young peo
ple as possible get the education they 
want and need. 

Besides the pressure put on the direct 
student loan funds by the declining avail
ability of guaranteed loans, additional 
demands are resulting from the expan
sion of the equal opportunity grants. 
While this program makes money avail
able to the very needy students, each 
grant dollar awarded must be matched by 
:financial help provided by the college or 
university they attend. This year, it is 
recommended that $159.9 million be 
distributed under the EOG program, and 
it is my understanding, many schools 
will be using direct student loan money 
to match these grants. 

By adding $47,694,000 to the amount 
approved by the Appropriations Commit
tee for direct student loans, bringing the 
total to $229 million, we will be making 
further education available to more than 
100,000 young people who might well 
otherwise miss out completely on the 
advantages of higher education. I submit 
there is no wiser investment our Gov
ernment can make in this Nation's fu
ture. 

In conclusion let me point out that 
this is diff·erent from most Government 
programs in that it provides loans which 
are paid back with interest. Another 
factor to consider is the dividend re
ceived in the form of increased tax col
lections resulting from the increased 
earning power of those who have been 
able to get a higher education. Thus, 
while most of us support this amendment 
for its humanitarian benefits, a strong 
case can be made for it as an ultimate 
economic benefit to the U.S. Treasury. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PRYOR OF 
ARKANSAS 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as f o1lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PRYOR of Ax

kansa.s: 
On page 29, line 19, after "titles I," insert 

"II,''. 
On page 30, line 3, strike out "$126,209,-

000," and insert in lieu thereof "$135,394,-
000". 

On page 30, line 5, after "Construction 
Act," insert "$9,185,000, to remain available 
through June 30, 1971, shall be for grants 
for public library construction under title 
II of such Act,". 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, it is with some degree of reserva
tion that I, as a member of the Commit
tee · on Appropriations, offer an amend
ment to this bill-especially in light of 
the fact that the very distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania and his 
splendid subcommittee have labored so 
long, so well, and so d.iligently to bring 
this monumental piece of legislation to 
the floor today. 

But I speak today not in my own be
half but rather in the behalf of the pub
lic libraries of America. 

The committee bill as presented at 
this time, notwithstanding the adop
tion of the Joelson amendment, is abso
lutely penniless in the area of moneys set 
aside for the construction of public li
braries. The amendment I off er would 
fund $9,185,000, the exact amount of 
last year's appropriation, into section II 
of the Library Services Construction Act. 

This amendment, by funding only at 
the present level, will grant assistance 
to 93 public library facilities across 
America in fiscal year 1970. There is a 
total today of 276 construction projects 
reported to be waiting when funds ulti
mately become available. This is a 
matching fund program which I think 
has done a great deal for this country. 
These funds can be used for the con
struction of new buildings, additions to 
existing buildings, renovating, altera
tions, and acquisition of library facilities, 
and is undisputedly a program which has 
yielded untold benefits at a minimum 
cost. 

But should we fail to adopt this 
amendment, I must stress the fact that 
no funds are in this bill to assist public 
libraries in the area of construction in 
fiscal year 1970. 

Actually, Mr. Chairman, we are today 
asking for a relatively small amount to 
keep a great and meaningful program 
alive-a program which in 4 years has 
SUPPOrted over 1,500 library projects in 
addition to supporting the theory that 
State and Federal Governments can, 
will, and must work together. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from Ken
tucky. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port the gentleman's amendment and 
wish to compliment him on offering the 
amendment. 

The gentleman is exactly right in his 
statement that there is not one dime in 
the budget for t~is purpose. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment should 
be adopted. 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I thank the 
distinguished gentleman. 

Mr. Chairman, there are some things 
that Government should and should not 
do-but one thing we car: do is to at least 
provide the impetus, the inspiration, and 
basic mechanics to see that all Americans 
are afforded the opportunity to read
whcther in a library within a city, a book
mobile in a remote rural area, or in the 
quiet of one's own living room. 

Mr. Chairman, in America, education 
must not die with the diploma. It must 
be a continuing, enriching process where
in the individual is afforded not only the 
opportunity but also the encouragement 
to read. 

This is a sound amendment. It is an 
investment and a very splendid and 
worthwhile program that this congress 
must not let die. 

Mr. F'RIEDEL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I yield to the 
distinguished gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. F'RIEDEL. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to join my colleague on his very good 
amendment to this legislation. This bill, 
H.R. 13111, does not provide any funds 
for the construction of libraries and $9 
million is certainly a small amount for 
this purpose. 

Mr. Chairman, we have one of the best 
library systems in the United States in 
the State of Maryland and I urge that 
these funds be included in this bill so 
that much needed libraries can be con
structed throughout the country; as well 
as in my own State of Maryland. The 
best system in the world is inadequate 
if the facilities are inadequate. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to commend the gentleman and say that 
I strongly support his amendment to re
store funds for public library construc
tion. 

I was quite distressed by the commit
tee's failure to recommend any funding 
at all for title II of the Library Services 
and Construction Act. 

Since the enactment of Library Serv
ices and Construction Act, title II, I know 
that r:i;y State has benefited greatly f!om 
this program. Public library systems in 
Minnesota have received $2.7 million for 
construction programs. This amount has 
been matched by $4.1 million in local 
funds. Last year, for example, title II 
funds enabled the Minneapolis Public 
Library to begin construction of a new 
1.,ranch facility which will serve one-sixth 
of the city's population. 

Our failure to appropriate funds for 
this program will be a grave setback for 
public library construction throughout 
the country. Since the authorization for 
title II extends through fl.seal year 1971, 
many library systems have developed 
long-range construction programs with 
the assumption that some Federal con
struction money would be available at 
least for the next few years. 

I can see no justification at all for 
putting the needs of the public libraries 
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at the bottom of our list of national pri
orities. But that is exactly what we will 
be doing if we do not adopt the amend
ment of the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR). 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I yield to the 
gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Chairman, I commend the gentleman 
from Arkansas on his amendment. I hope 
it is adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. I feel that it would be very dan
gerous to cut funds for libraries so deep
ly. The amendment of the gentleman 
from Arkansas provides modest support 
for libraries which is fully justified by 
the acute needs. This amendment de
serves to pass. I trust it will receive great 
support from the Committee. 

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
glad to take this opportunity to con
gratulate my colleague in his very fine 
presentation. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the amend
ment. 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, I appreciate the remarks of my col
leagues and thank them very much. 

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Pryor amendment allo
cating $9,185,000 for public library con
struction. This is a mere fraction of the 
amount already authorized by this House 
for this vital program, which has proved 
its worth and certainly deserves a better 
fate than to be left out of this year's 
budget and appropriations altogether. 
Nine million dollars is certainly a modest 
sum for new library construction in rela
tion to what this Nation is spending on 
other programs. 

There are considerations of economy 
to support the budget and committee 
cuts, of course, and they have generally 
an undeniable validity. But they entail 
serious social costs, whatever their money 
savings. Reading is indispensable to any 
self-governing society; and libraries are 
the fountainhead of reading. It is chil
dren who will bear the brunt of this sav
ing and in the long run it may be dan
gerously expensive. It is one of those 
hidden prices paid for the war which, 
when added all together over time, can 
be ruinous to the Nation's security. 

Man's ability to develop his talents to 
full potential and to contribute to the 
continued progress of society depends 
upon his opportunity to fulfill his educa
tional needs. In turn, education depends 
upon information which libraries pro
vide. The rapidly accumulating mass of 
information available is straining the re
sources and the ability of libraries every
where to cope with its organization and 
dissemination. To throttle libraries in 
this fashion is to diminish greatly the 
opportunity for education itself to func
tion effectively, Everyone has a stake in 

this: the businessman, the technician, 
the college student, the parents of school 
children; and all responsible citizens con
cerned for the future quality of American 
life. 

Let me repeat here an excerpt from the 
testimony I offered to the appropriations 
subcommittee last spring when they had 
these items under consideration. 

After citing some critical situations 
involving communities in northwest Iowa 
which have been relying in good faith on 
the assumption that this program would 
continue to be funded, and which will be 
unable to proceed with library construc
tion without such funds, I said: 

This has certainly been a program which 
has proved Its merit. It has extended the 
blessings of literature and of the printed 
word to people all over this country, and I 
just want to urge as strongly as I can that 
sufficient funds be restored to the Library 
Services and Construction Act so that this 
work can go forward. 

These words apparently fell on deaf 
ears in the subcommittee, which failed to 
include any amount for this purpose, but 
I renew ther.:- no·., . I, therefore, urge my 
colleagues to vote in favor of this very 
n~cH.:.ary r .. mendr~_ent. 

Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas. Mr. Chair
man, I thank my colleagues for their re
marks in support of the amendment I 
have offered. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Our friend in the well has not quite 
given you the picture. The title of this 
appropriation is "Libraries and commu
nity services." This bill is already $18,-
500,000 over the budget for this appropri
ation. I want you to know that your 
committee knows exactly the circum
stances. The committee has been taking 
advice from the experts throughout the 
Nation who appeared before the com
mittee. In going over this budget we were 
advised by the experts to place priority at 
this time on library services. That is 
what we were advised to do by the peo
ple we think know best. They are the 
experts in this field of library and com
m unity services nationwide. 

I do not presume to argue that there is 
no further need for library construc
tion-not for a minute, not remotely. Of 
course there is. But the needs are not 
nearly what they were only a few years 
ago, thanks to you, Mr. Chairman, and 
this House. Since the enactment in 1965 
of the legislation adding construction 
to the overall library assistance program, 
these appropriations have supported over 
1,500 construction projects. With so 
much having been done by this House 
and the Congress to cut down this back
log of need, for 1 year you can stand by, 
under all the circumstances, without 
doing any great damage to our public 
libraries. I suggest that the amendment 
be defeated. 

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

. The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 
Florida is recognized. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I am happy 
to support one of the most worthwhile 
programs of the Library Services and 
Construction Act by cosponsoring an 

amendment to H.R. 13111 which would 
fund title II, the public library construc
tion title of · the Library Services and 
Construction Act at $9,185,000; the level 
of last year's appropriation. 

The authorization for fiscal year 1970 
was $70 million-the budget recommen
dation was zero-a decrease of $70 mil
lion-completely stripping the funds 
seriously needed for public library con
struction and for the administration of 
the individual State plans for 
construction. 

The States have been working dili
gently to raise the required matching 
funds for this worthy program in order 
that they might continue their impor
tant work on this needed and challeng
ing job-a job which has been success
ful and helpful to many persons from 
every walk of life. 

Even with the restoration of money to 
the :f..scal year 1969 :i.evel of $9.185 mil
lion, this will meet only 2 percent of the 
need in 1970. In 1969, 6 percent of the 
need was met. 

For the RECORD, I would like to define 
"public library construction." It not only 
means the construction of new public 
library buildings, but also includes the 
acquisition, expansion, remodeling, and 
alteration of existing buildings for use 
as public libraries and the initial equip:.. 
ment of such buildings with the excep
tion of the actual books. Other eligible 
expenses covered under title II of LSCA 
include funds for the acquisition of land 
and the architect's fee. 

Florida was allocated $459,680 in fiscal 
year 1968 under this title and with this 
money 14 of the construction project 
proposals were approved--of which, 12 
were new buildings, two for remodeling, 
and one for an addition to the existing 
building. 

Seven of the new buildings were cen
tral libraries in the cities of Coral Gables, 
Lake Park, Madeira Beach, North Park 
Beach, Pinellas Park, St. Petersburg 
Beach, and Sebring. New branch library 
buildings were in Blountstown, Tampa, 
and West Orange, with the Maryland 
Avenue Branch in Tampa being con
structed in the model cities area. The 
district library of Merritt Island is ob
taining a new central building. In Day
tona Beach, the · Florida Council for the 
Blind will have a new building which will 
permit increased service to the blind and 
physically handicapped in conjunction 
with the State library. 

The two projects which consisted of 
remodeling existing central library 
structures were in Cocoa Beach and 
Hallendale. The Cocoa Beach building 
program also included the construction 
of an addition. 

In Florida alone, there were six con
struction projects which were completed 
in the fiscal year 1968. 

Since the inception of the Library 
Services and Construction Act, the Flor
ida Library and Historical Commission 
has awarded some 43 construction grants. 
Of the 43 grants, 20 have been officially 
completed, 12 hav~ been.completed to the 
point that they are open for public use, 
nine and under construction and two 
have been approved but the construe-
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tion ls not yet underway. Approximately 
$8,900,000 will be expended for library 
construction when all of these are offi
cially complete. 

In my own district, for ex:ample, I 
am proud to mention that the first proj
ect under title n of the LSCA in the 
State of Florida was the construction of 
the Bay County Library in Panama City 
in October 1964. So far, 1n my district 
alone, there have been four projects com
pleted with a total Federal expenditure 
of $411,786 and the total matching ex
penditure of $346,000. 

This is only a small sampling of the 
constructive and meritorious work which 
has been accomplished and some just 
begun with funds under this vital title 
II of LSCA. To try to overlook the total 
good this program has had in all 50 
States would be difficult for any
one to do although it is plain to see the 
severe damage which would be caused 
by the failure of this amendment. 

The 276 construction projects reported 
to be waiting for construction funding 1n 
fiscal year 1970 represent a total of $156 
million. Following the average funding 
pattern by source since the beginning of 
the program, two-thirds of the total 
would be available from non-Federal 
sources, leaving a need for $52 million in 
Federal funds 1n fiscal year 1970. 

Many of the towns and cities which 
need these construction funds have al
ready voted on the bond issues for 
matching funds arid some of the bond 
issues which have already been passed 
are likely to expire if Federal funds are 
not appropriated for these projects in 
fiscal year 1970. 

In the amendment we are pro1pOsing 
today we are recommending $9,185,000 
the amount of the Federal allocation for 
fiscal year 1969. It is not enough but 
it will help to keep this important project 
going until the fiseal situation improves 
and we can provide the funds actually 
needed. It is only 1 percent of the amount 
the committee has just approved for 
other educational programs. If the House 
feels the Nation can afford $900 million 
above the figure in the bill for eduoation, 
the membership should by all means 
approve the amount requested by this 
amendment for library construction. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I certainly rise in sup
port of the statement of the gentleman. 
I am always sympathetic to the pleas 
made by the chairman of the subcom
mittee, but I would like to call my col:. 
league's attention to the fact that no 
program in this country has been more 
enthusiastically received by the States, 
and no program has received more 
matching grants by the States than this 
program to build these libraries. A na
tion that ignores its humanities and for
gets its libraries cannot survive very 
long. I think as long as we are moving 
forward to meet the needs of the country, 
let us go ahead with this $9 million. 

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in 1>u_pport of the amendment. I am a 
firm supporter of the Labor-HEW appro
priations bill before us today, but I also 
support the efforts which are being made 
on the floor this afternoon to sub
stantially increase the funds for fiscal 
year 1970. Of particular concern to me 
is the need to increase funds for our 
libraries across the Nation. I would like 
to enclose a letter which was recently 
received in my office from a prominent 
constituent outlining the tremendous 
progress which has been.made in my con
gressional district with library services 
moneys. · 

ONONDAGA LIBRARY SYSTEM, 
Solvay, N.Y., July 16, 1969. 

Congressman JAMES M. HANLEY, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. HANLEY: I appreciate the 
gracious reception that you gave me last 
Wednesday when I appealed to you to take 
whatever action is necessary to have the 
House Labor-HEW Appropriations Subcom
mittee, and the House Appropriations Com
mittee increase federal aid to public libraries. 

The enclosed literature explains the na
tional value of the Library Services and 
Construction Act of 1966. However, let me 
briefly list how the federal funds have been 
utilized during the past two years in 
Onondaga County. 

The Onondaga Library System Board of 
Trustees requested and were granted money 
with which to: 

1. Purchase a $35,000 .Bookmobile with 
which Syracuse Public Library will bring 
books, magazines and records to Syracuse's 
inner-city this summer; 

2. Establish an 18 county recruiting and 
training program to relieve the drastic short
age of librarians; 

3. Launch an experiment in Manlius Pub
lic Library to prove that each library-no 
matter how small-should have a special 
young adult book collection; 

4. Enable Syracuse Public Library in 1968 
to encourage culturally-disadvantaged chil
dren to read; 

5. Plan new library building in Syracuse, 
Jordan, and East Syracuse; 

6. Construct a new building for LaFayette 
Public Library. (Money for Fayetteville, 
Onondaga Hill and Baldwinsville library 
building was denied due to a shortage of 
funds.) 

If adequate federal funds are voted in FY 
1970, the Board of the Onondaga Library 
System plans, among other things, to request 
funds to continue the recruiting project, and 
the planning and construction of new build
ings, as well as bringing new services to 
Onondaga County. For example, the Onon
daga Library System hopes to increase the 
number of films, records and pictures it can 
make available to the residents of the county. 
This ls in line with the OLS Board's desire 
to make all libraries in the county serve as 
cultural banks for their respective com
munities, instead of only dispensing the 
more traditional products of a library-books 
and magazines. 

In view of the fruitful ways in which 
HEW funds have been, and will be, used 
in the 34th Congressional District, may I 
respectfully request that he exert serious 
effort to have funds for libraries and edu
cation increased in the FY 1970 Budget. 

If you wish additional discussion or in
formation, please communicate with me. 

On behalf of the Onondaga Library Sys
tem, and the American Library Trustee As-

sociatlon, I thank you for your interest in 
this matter. 

I remain, 
Very truly yours, 

DANIEL W. CASEY, 
Former President, OLS; Director, Li

brary Trustees Foundation of NYS; 
Chairman, Endowment Committee, 
ALTA. 

My constituency has a great deal at 
stake in this bill, Mr. Chairman, through 
a variety of _programs, not the least of 
which is impacted areas funds. I sup
port vigorously, the attempts . to restore 
full funding. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR). 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. FLoon) there 
were-ayes 138, noes 63. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY :MR, MACDONALD OF 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MACDONALD of 

Massachusetts: On page 30, line 3, strike out 
"$126,209,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$130,834,000"; and on page 30, line 17. strike 
out "$4,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$8,625,000". 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MACDONALD) for 5 minutes in sup
port of his amendment. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the point 
comes too late. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state the point of order. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, the ap
propriation has already been amended. 
I direct the attention of the Chair to 
page 29 of the bill, to the paragraph en
titled "Libraries and Community Serv
ices." The figure itself is on page 30. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, in support of 
my point of order that this has already 
been amended, and the gentleman's 
amendment is, therefore, not in order. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, could I be recognized? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, a parlia
mentary inquiry. Is it in order to raise 
a point of order when the Chairman has 
recognized the gentleman for 5 minutes? 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman had 
not proceeded in debate, although the 
Chair had recognized him. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the Chair 
had already recognized the gentleman. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I can still 
stand up. I was on my feet. The gentle
man from Illinois amazes me. I had the 
courtesy, knowing the timing-and I am 
no amateur at this business-until my 
friend the gentleman from Massachusetts 
had the amendment read. I deliberately 
waited until that was done. The gentle
man is completely inco1Tect. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the fact 
remains I asked a parliamentary inquiry, 
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as to whether or not the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, having been recognized, 
the point of order raised by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania is in order. I 
think that is a perfectly proper inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair is not 
raising a question about the right of the 
gentleman from Illinois to make a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania was 
already on his feet. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts had not started his re
marks, and therefore no debate had in
tervened between the reading of the 
amendment, and the Chair upholds the 
right of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania to raise a point of order. 

Does the gentleman from Massachu
setts desire to be heard on the point of 
.order? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Of course I do, Mr. Chairman. I think 
the Chair-and I say it in all due re
spect--has erred twice. 

I had been recognized and I had 
started my remarks about this amend
ment, which is point No. 1. 

Point No. 2: If I understood the chair
man of the subcommittee correctly, he 
raised the point that the amount of 
money in this section had already been 
amended. I point out to the gentleman 
that this amendment changes money 
that was already in the original bill, and 
therefore I seek to go forward to be heard 
on my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. HOLIFIELD). The 
Chair is prepared to rule on the point of 
order. 

The Pryor amendment modified the 
sum of $126,209,000, to $135,394,000. 
Therefore, it is not subject to further 
amendment. 

The gentleman seeks to amend that in 
his amendment, so that part of the gen
tleman's amendment is not in order, and 
the Chair sustains the point of order on 
that part of the gentleman's amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUmY 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Could I be enlightened as to when a 
Member who has been recognized and 
starts to talk has given up his right of 
recognition? 

The CHAffiMAN. A point of order can 
intervene before debate is conducted on 
an amendment, 1>articularly when the 
chairman of the subcommittee is on his 
feet seeking recognition. There had been 
no debate on the merits of the amend
ment. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
My last inquiry, Mr. Chairman: Does 
this preclude my offering this amend
ment at any later point during debate 
on this appropriation bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can
not offer an amendment to the $126,209,-
000, because that has already been 
amended, and though it is not for the 
Chair to instruct the gentleman as to his 
rights, however, in response to the ques
tion, the gentleman could off er the part 
of the amendment that dealt with the 
item on line 17 because it was not 
changed by prior amendment. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I thank the Chair. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. THOMPSON OF 

NEW JERSEY 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. THOMPSON of 

New Jersey: On page 30, line 12, after the 
word "Act" strike out "$5,500,000" and in
sert "$7,356,000." 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I hasten to speak on behalf 
of my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes in support of 
his amendment. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of this 
amendment. It will provide $7 ,356,000 for 
title II-C of the Higher Education Act. 
This provides funds to the Library of 
Congress to assist libraries in cataloging 
their collections. The $7,356,000 provided 
by this amendment represents the 
amount approved in the budget originally 
submitt~d by the Johnson administra
tion. 

The need for this particular program 
is evident. The cost of cataloging is often 
more than the price of the book or man
uscript being cataloged. Before this pro
gram was provided by the Higher Edu
cation Act of 1965, libraries were wasting 
untold millions of dollars each year in 
duplication of effort. Each library in
dividually cataloged each book for its 
own library. 

Libraries competed with each other 
for scarce, skilled catalogers. The in
ability of some libraries to afford cata
logers and the inability of others to find 
catalogers meant that many library 
users did not have access to publications, 
simply because they were not cataloged. 

This program has solved many of these 
problems. It has made it possible to cata
log each book one time and quickly make 
copies of the card for each book available 
to any library. The smallest and poorest 
library in the country now has access to 
skilled catalogers. Duplication of effort 
has been eliminated. Readers find that 
they can get more materials at more 
libraries and can do this more quickly 
than before. The program has been a 
success. It has been particularly appre
ciated by university libraries who face a 
particularly difficult task in remaining 
abreast of new publications. This is why 
the Association of Research Libraries 
strongly supports this amendment. 
Among the many university libraries 
which have indicated support for full 
funding of title II-C of the Higher Edu
cation Act are the University of Penn
sylvania, University of Texas, University 
of Michigan, University of Florida, Yale 
University, University of North Carolina, 
University of Illinois, Florida Atlantic 
University, Ohio State University, Duke 
University, University of Washington, 
Dartmouth College, University of Chi
ca~o. Pennsylvania State University, 
Cornell University, Princeton University, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
University of Nebraska, and the Univer
sity of Connecticut. 

The program has also had another 
payoff. It has permitted libraries to save 

money. Illustrative of these savings is 
the experience of the Pennsylvania State 
University library which estimates that 
this program saves them $170,000 per 
year. The funds saved by libraries exceed 
many times the cost of providing this 
service. And the funds saved are often 
used to acquire new publications. The 
savings permitted by this program have 
consequently contributed immeasurably 
to the ability of libraries to make new 
acquisitions. 

There are two reasons why Congress 
should provide the money for this pro
gram as provided by this amendment. 

First, the knowledge explosion is now 
an established fact. Anyone who has 
helped his high school children do their 
homework recognizes this-perhaps with 
a bit of bitterness. The number of new 
publications each year exceeds those of 
the past. More money is needed to keep 
present services at the :?resent level. 

Second, the Library of Congress has 
acquired a very highly skilled ca,taloging 
staff since the start of this program. For . 
the past 3 years the Library has intensi
fied its efforts to recruit and train cata
logers and supporting staff. The develop
ment of this staff has now reached the 
point where it could pay huge dividends. 
A budgetary cutback would force reduc
tion in personnel. The loss of highly 
specialized personnel would be incalcul
able. It would be very costly to replace 
and it would was·te the money which has 
gone into training over the past several 
years. 

For these reasons, I urge my colleagues 
to support this amendment. This pro
gram has provided a worthy service and 
it has done it well. We should not force 
libraries to again duplicate their efforts 
and waste their resources. This amend
ment will insure the continued effective
ness of this program. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment. 

I would like the attention of the Mem
bers so that you will know what is go
ing on here. Here this. I want you to 
know, you who are so strong for the 
libraries today, and I include myself in 
that category, I want you to hear this 
and see what my friend from New Jersey 
is doing. I direct your attention to page 
30 of the bill, line 3. Here is the amount-
$135,394,000 for libraries and community 
services. The gentleman from New Jer
sey with his amendment does not raise 
that :figure one dime. What does that 
mean? That means the additional money 
he wants for this particular part of the 
program must come out of the hides of 
the libraries for which you are so strong. 
It must come out of their hides, because 
he pr.ovides no additional money in total. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, your commit
tee raised the appropriation for this ac
tivity $1 million, from $4.5 million to 
$5.5 million. They had $4.5 million and 
we gave them another million, making 
it $5.5 million, which is reasonable un
der all the circumstances. 
- Of course, you will defeat this 
amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman . 
from New Jersey (Mr. THOMPSON). 

The amendment was rejected. 
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MACDONALD OF 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MACDONALD of 

Massachusetts: On page 30, line 17, strike 
out "$4,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$8,625,000" . 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman. this amendment would 
add $4,625,000 to the fiscal year 1970 ap
propriation for grants for educational 
television and radio facilities . . It would 
restore the appropriation for this pro
gram to the figure provided by the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare in its original estimates to the Bu
reau of the Budget. 

This is the matching grant program 
which provides the catalyst for construc
tion of new educational television and 
radio stations and improvement of the 
facilities of existing stations. The grants 
go to public school systems, colleges and 
universities, and other public and private 
agencies to enable them to purchase the 
equipment that they need to produce in
structional and public broadcasting pro
grams and to transmit them to the pub
lic. The recipients of the grants them
selves provide most of the money for the 
equipment, and they provide all of the 
money for land, buildings, vehicles,. and 
other items not covered in this program, 
as well as the funds necessary to operate 
the stations once they have gotten on the 
air. 

Mr. Chairman, we are all familiar with 
the practice of appropriating funds for 
a new program at a relatively low level, 
for the first 2 or 3 years, until we have 
had a chance to evaluate its effectiveness, 
to see.whether it is achieving the purpose 
we had in mind when we enacted the 
enabling legislation. But this is not an 
experimental program or a mere demon
stration project, contrary to the infer
ence of the small size of the requested 
appropriation. It has been going on for 
7 years now, and it has an outstanding 
record of achievement. It deserves a bet
ter fate than the $4 million appropriation 
the bill would give it. 

During the first 3 years a total of $32 
million was obligated in 161 grants to 148 
stations in 47 States. To date, the pro
gram has helped to fund construction 
of 102 new ETV stations-more than 
half of those now operating-and to im
prove and expand the facilities of 74 
already existing stations. 

Two years ago, the original authoriza
tion ran out, and we voted to extend the 
program for another 3 years. But the ap
propriations have lagged far behind the 
level we authorized in the Public Broad
casting Act of 1967. In that act, we au
thorized $38 million for 1968 through 
1970, but only $4 million has been appro
priated. Approval of the amendment that 
I have offered would raise the total to 
about $13 million-still only about a 
third of the original authorization. 

Mr. Chairman, I have the honor to 
serve as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Communications and Power, which 
held hearings recently on a 'bill to extend 
this program for -another 5 years. Nine 
of our colleagues in the House of Repre-

sentatives and Governors of 10 of our 
States, testified to our committee, of the 
effectiveness of the educational stations 
in their communities, and of the impor
tance of this progr.am to their States. I 
can report that there is widespread rec
ognition that all of the stations, despite 
their inadequate resources, are doing a 
good job and many of them are perform
ing a truly outstanding service to Amer
ica. We learned that the program has 
been highly effective in generating State 
and local support once the Federal Gov
ernment has helped in the critical first 
phase of capital development; every 
Federal dollar granted bas generated $11 
in local funds. But we also learned that 
there is a real sense of urgency and con
cern that if this program is starved for 
funds for another year the hopes and 
aspirations of the several States for be
ginning or improving their educational 
television service may be dealt a serious 
setback. 

There is a backlog of applications on 
hand at HEW right now for more than 
$32 million under this program. The ap
plications have come from 43 States, and 
each one represents a pledge of local 
matching dollars from State legislatures, 
from school systems, or from community 
groups. We will put that money to 
work-or let it lie waste-in proportion 
to the appropriation that we make for 
this program. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe this program 
of aid to educational broadcasting is one 
of the few bargains we have left in this 
country. It is an opportunity we cannot 
afford to miss. The amendment requests 
a very modest increase-$4.6 million-in 
the appropriation, and I respectfully 
urge its approval. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Massachusetts has expired. 

(On request of Mr. OTTINGER and, 
by unanimous consent, Mr. MACDONALD 
of Massachusetts was allowed to proceed 
for 2 additional minutes.) 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to congratulate the gentle
man on his amendment. It is my priv
ilege to serve on the subcommittee under 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. We 
know the merits of public broadcasting. 
It is a tremendous force fo_r economy in 
education, for efficiency in education, 
and for giving quality instruction to 
youngsters who otherwise might not be 
able to receive it. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment 
will be unanimously supported by the 
members of the committee. 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. I 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, it 
seems to me to be a most compelling 
point that the gentleman in the well has 
made on this amendment and that is 
the -fact that for every dollar we invest 
in educational television there is gen
erated another $11 in local funds. 

This is unquestionably-based upon 
any kind of cost-benefit ratio that the 

Army Engineers might apply-the very 
best bargain we have in this appropria
tion bill today. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I yield to the gentleman from ·Texas. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I com
mend the gentleman from Massachusetts 
for offering this amendment. The re
quest is reasonable. Public TV is a great 
media for providing education. It must 
be made better. If we are to provide bet
ter education through this facility, then 
we will have to provide the funds to al
low it a reasonably good opportunity to 
succeed. 

The gentleman's amendment is surely 
proper, and I congratulate the gentle
man. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I appeal to the ears of 
the Members. Now, watch this. Mr. 
Chairman, I want the Members to know 
exactly what is 'being done again. This is 
a replay of the last amendment. 

Now, the libraries that are so dear to 
your hearts, and mine, here is what hap
pens. Page 30, line 3, the gentleman's 
amendment, does not raise the $135,394,-
000 a dime, not a dime. You know what 
happens? It comes out of the hide of your 
libraries. Everything he wants must be 
taken away from your libraries. Do not 
forget that. That is what he is doing, just 
so you will know. Remember I told you. 

And, in addition, this bill is the exact 
amount of the budget request, the exact 
amount for educational broadcasting fa
cilities requested in this budget. It is 
also the same amount as we appropriated 
last year on this floor for exactly the 
same purpose. 

Finally let me add this: I know some
thing about this cause. This is a good 
thing. There is no limit to the horizon of 
this educational broadcasting program. I 
can wax eloquent on it, on how good this 
is, but it is not ready yet. It must creep 
before it runs. Double the amount of the 
budget request? And it comes out of the 
hide of your libraries. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest the same 
thing as the prior amendment for exactly 
the same ~eason. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLOOD. I decline to yield at this 
time. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment. I recognize, of course, 
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
the distinguished chairman of the com
mittee, of course, is laying it on the line 
here that this money now, because of his 
point of order a little bit earlier, is going 
to have to come out of some other pro
gram. But I do want to say that there 
is no program mon. needed and no pro
gram that produces more additional sup
port in the communities than this pro
gram on support for these educational 
television programs. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to join partic
ularly with my colleague from Calif or
nia <Mr. VAN DEERLIN), 1n the statement 
he made that there i~ no finer bargain 
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than this program which was authorized 
some years ago, but unfortunately it has 
never been funded to the extent it should 
!lave been. 

I am not pinning that on any admin
istration, but unfortunately our friends 
on the Committee on Appropriations ap
parently have never been sold, or have 
never seen the benefits that can accrue 
to properly fund the program on educa
tional TV. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SISK. I am glad to yield to my 
colleague, the gentleman from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
I would like to make an inquiry of the 
chairman of the subcommittee, if I may 
have his attention, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. FLOOD). I agree with 
his point concerning the money con
tained on line 3, which, in my original 
amendment, I wanted to have raised. I 
would like to ask the gentleman if he 
would agree to a unanimous-consent re
quest that that money be so raised. 

Mr. FLOOD. Why, you break my heart, 
my good friend-of course not. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. I 
know that you want to protect the li
braries and so do I. 

Mr. FLOOD. The answer is, "No." 
Mr. SISK. I will yield to the gentleman 

from Pennsylvania, if he would like to 
make a further comment. 

I recognize his statement was correct. 
But I simply wanted to state, I think it 
is a bit unfortunate that we were denied 
a provision or raise in amount. But I still 
say the purpose for which the amend
ment was intended, by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, will stand up along 
side of any other use of funds in this 
$120 million-now some $130-odd mil
lion. I still believe the amendment should 
be adopted and permit more :flexibility in 
educational TV. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SISK. I am glad to yield to my 
good friend, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. FLOOD. I do not quarrel with the 
intention but I am chairman of an ap
propriation committee and there is a 
road to a certain place paved with good 
intentions. 

Mr. SISK. Oh, I recognize that, and I 
have great admiration for my good 
friend, the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. Let me say, I know the gentleman 
does an excellent job and there is nothing 
personal in my criticism here. All I am 
saying is that this is an excellent pro
gram and unfortunately it has always 
been underfunded. 

Mr. BURTON of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SISK. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. BURTON of Utah. I would direct 

a question to the gentleman from Massa
chµsetts. In your view does this amend
ment indeed take away money from the 
library fund? 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
No, I was mere]y making the point that 

the chairman of the subcommittee had 
made. 

Mr. BURTON of Utah. The amend
ment offered by the gentleman has some 
Members confused and that includes me. 
I am a great supporter of libraries. But 
if your amendment is going to take 
money away from this fund, I think we 
should know this before we vote on your 
amendment. 

Mr. SISK. The problem here, of course, 
is that the total amount of money which 
the gentleman from Massachusetts orig
inally sought to raise is not all for li
braries. It is for a number of services. 
There is no question but that the gentle
man from Pennsylvania is correct that 
even that total has to be taken, this in
crease in educational TV, but not neces
sarily from the construction fund of 
libraries. 

I think that should be cleared up. 
As to the total of $130 million plus

! do not have the exact figures, but of 
course that is for a variety of services
construction funds, and so forth, and all 
these community service programs, and 
there is no question but that out of that 
pool of course would have to come the 
increased amounts for educational TV
but not necessarily from the construc
tion fund for libraries. 

This is up to the agencies how they 
distribute the fund. 

Mr. BURTON of Utah. I would like to 
see educational TV built up much more 
than it is and for us to do anything to 
help because we have so much commer
cialism and criticism of our commercial 
TV. But if it is going to harm some of 
these other activities, and this is a point 
I want to make clear, I cannot support 
the gentleman's amendment. 

Mr. SISK. Of course, the reason why, 
as I say, my good friend, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania was raising his point 
of order, which I recognize, and here 
again I think in fairness that we should 
understand is that we are caught in a 
trap. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MACDONALD). 

The question was taken; and on a 
division <demanded by Mr. MACDONALD 
of Massachusetts) there were-ayes 54, 
noes 89. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

EDUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPPED 

For carrying out the Act of September 6, 
1958, as amended (20 U.S.C. 611-617); and 
section 302 and title V of the Mental Re
tardation Facilities and Community Mental 
Health Centers Construction Act of 1963, 
as amended (20 U.S.C. 618, 42 U.S.C. 2698, 
2698a, 2698b) ; the Act of September 2, 1958, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 2491-2494); title VI 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, as amended (20 U.S.C. 871-880); 
and the Handicapped Children's Early Edu
cation Assistance Act of 1968 (20 U.S.C. 621-
624), $84,540,000, of which $29,190,000 shall be 
for grants to States under part A of said 
title VI of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, CAREY 

Mr. CAREY~ Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CAREY: On page 
31, line 6, strike "$84,540,000" and insert in 
lieu thereof "$100,000,000". 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman and Mem
bers of the Committee, we could call this 
amendment by many names. It might be 
called the rubella amendment. About 
1965 we had an onset of German measles 
which vastly increas·ed the population of 
deaf and blind children, with the result 
that all the money in the bill could be 
spent for those children and it would 
not be too much. 

It may surprise some members of the 
committee to find that our total commit
ment to handicapped children for educa
tion is about $5 per year at the Federal 
level, at a time we were spending $1,500 
per student in higher education, much 
more in vocational education, as we 
should, a.nd much more in Operation 
Headstart, as we should. It is 3 cents per 
day for the handicapped child, but by 
reason of the good work of many Mem
bers of this House who have taken handi
capped children's education to heart, we 
have nine new programs that have come 
into being during the life of this appro
priation. As a result, we have work done 
by men like the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. AYRES), who has helped us with the 
deaf-blind, and the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. BELL), who has helped us 
with the mentally retarded, the gentle
man from !J.J.nnesota (Mr. QuIE) , who 
joined me in sponsoring the preschool 
bill for all handicapped children, and all 
of those who have joined in passing the 
authorization legislation to increase the 
commitment that we have made to the 
learning disabled. These programs for 
those who are unable to participate by 
reason of a handicap in the regular edu
cation programs have, in a sense, brought 
to life and merged-in many, many more 
programs, so that finally in the last few 
years we have begun to help those who 
have not had any kind of assistance be
fore through Federal legislation. 

At the same time, almost the same 
week that he made the commitment that 
we should go to the moon, President 
Kennedy said: 

The children of this country who have felt 
the hand of fate must never suffer from 
neglect. 

But there is neglect now, because local 
school districts, local school boards, a.nd 
State educational institutions cannot 
possibly provide the operations, the serv
ices, a.nd the teachers needed to do the 
new things that we are able to do for the 
deaf-blind, for the blind, for the deaf, the 
mentally retarded, and the emotionally 
disturbed. Only we can do this. Only we 
can do this. 

I am heartened to come here this day. 
I have been away from the Chamber for 
some time because fate intervened in my 
life, and I know this better than I ever 
knew it before, that this day is a joyful 
day because we stood up, all of us, and 
said, "We are not going to desert our chil
dren. They are growing up. We have only 

one chance to change their lives, and this 
is our chance." 
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And tonight we can do something to 
change the lives of handicapped children 
by simply responding to the request made 
by the administration through Secretary 
Finch, who requested $100 million for the 
programs for all the handicapped chil
dren. All I seek to do by my amendment 
is to respond to the request of the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
justified by the programs that we passed 
in this Congress, to make our commit
ment quite evident to the handicapped 
children in this hour. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAREY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. I rise 
in support of the gentleman's amend
ment to assist the handicapped children 
in this country. 

Surely they do take priority in this 
matter. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to 
have the opportunity to support the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. CAREY) to increase 
the appropriations for programs of the 
education of handicapped children. 

I am pleased to see that this will 
provide ;;:.5 million to title VI-A of 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act, because there are few such in
stances where grant-in-aid to State and 
local communities can so directly be re
turned to be used by our State and local 
communities. The return to our local 
community and our States can be judged 
by the consequences; the cost of in
stitutional or residential care is approxi
mately $200,000 per handicapped person. 
The cost of providing a full elementary 
and secondary education for the handi
capped is approximately $20,000 per 
child. The Nation's handicapped chil
dren have the potential input to our 
economy of $15 billion if they are pro
vided with the special education and 
services necessary for them to realize 
their personal and economic potential. 

The State of Louisiana has over 300,000 
known children of school age who are 
handicapped and in need of special pro
grams and services if they are to realize 
their personal and economic potential; 
92 percent of these children are not 
now receiving these needed services. An 
estimated 19,000 special education teach
ers are currently needed in Louisiana 
alone. While these figures are over
whelming, they do show forward prog
ress. 

The funds requested will prevent the 
loss of gains made in the last decade and 
will enable programs, at the local and 
State levels, to continue their orderly de
velopment toward meeting the needs 
of our Nation's handicapped population. 

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

Mr. CAREY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. QuIE). 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman from New York for offering 
this amendment. I think it is necessary. 
I think it is of a high priority. 

One does not even have to compare 
this with the amount we put in by the 
Joelson amendment, or anything else we 

have done like reaching the moon. This 
money is needed. It is money that will 
be wisely spent because the programs. 
even research, are so soundly based. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Minnesota for his 
contribution. He has done much in the 
committee to help in the authorizing of 
this legislation. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAREY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS). 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I com
pliment our distinguished friend, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. CAREY), 
for offering this amendment. 

This is an amendment to take care of 
the urgent needs of handicapped chil
dren. 

It is of a top 'priority and it should be 
adopted. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Kentucky for his 
remarks. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAREY. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. SCHEUER). 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, as one 
who has worked under the leadership of 
the distinguished gentleman, my col
league from New York (Mr. CAREY), on 
programs for the disabled and disadvan
taged children over many years, I con
gratulate him for this amendment, and 
for his unstinting efforts, imagination 
and leadership over many years on this 
subject, and I urge support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this committee and 
House have no quarrel with this pro
gram. If this amendment is defeated
as it should be-let me tell Members 
how much will be in this program: $84,-
600,000. This is $5 million more than 
was appropriated for 1969. The proposi
tion now with this amendment is to add 
$15 million to an $85 million program in 
addition to the $5 million that the com
mittee has already increased it over last 
year's level. 

I have no qua,rrel with the purpose 
and with the intent, and neither does 
the committee, but under all the cir
cumstances this amendment should be 
defeated. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. My subcommittee has held 
very extensive hearings on this whole 
subject of handicapped children. I can 
think of no more worthy amendment 
than the amendment now before this 
body. 

There are 55 million children attend
ing public schools in this country and 
another 8 million children attending pri
vate schools. The testimony before our 
committee shows that four out of every 
10 children in this country suffer from 
some form of handicap. There are 10.5 
million children suffering hearing de
fects, 12.5 million children suffering eye
sight defects, and 5.5 million children 
suffering either emotional problems or 

learning disabilities. We have approxi
mately 25 million youngsters in this 
country who urgently need help. 

The most expensive kind of education 
in America is education for the handi
capped. All over this country there are 
parents who have youngsters who un
fortunately suffer from some form of 
handicap, some emotional instability, or 
some learning defect. These parents have 
suffered quietly. 

All over this country, if we look, we 
can see what limited facilities are avail
able. No form of our educational process 
is more sadly neglected than that of 
providing education for these handi
capped youngsters. 

I tell the Members, July 30, 1969, can 
very well be called Emancipation Day 
for the children of this country. This 
Congress stood up and recognized the 
educational needs of American children. 
Let us not stop now. 

I am in sympathy with what the chair
man of this subcommittee has said, but 
I tell Members they will never have a 
greater opportunity to walk out of this 
Chamber 10 feet tall than if they vote 
for this amendment, because if anybody 
needs help, it is the handicapped chil
dren of this country. The parents up 
until now have suffered quietly, quietly 
pleading and begging. There is not a 
Member in this Chamber who has not 
had a parent come to him and say, 
"Look, I have a child who is handi
capped. Where can I go to get help?" 

They talk about $100 million. This is a 
pittance when one compares the enor
mity of the need for the youngsters with 
a handicap in America to that figure. 

If we really want to make a contribu
tion toward solving some of· the social 
problems of this Nation, this is the place 
to do it, here with this amendment. I 
congratulate my colleague from New 
York for offering the amendment. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Has the gentleman 
thought about how much nerve gas $15 
million would provide? 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I do not know that the 
question is germane. In fact, I believe this 
is much too serious a subject for face
tious remarks like that. 

I am seriously concerned about these 
handicapped youngsters. There are Mem
bers in this Chamber who serve on that 
committee, who have been listening to 
the testimony. We have a bill coming in 
next week to add to this category of chil
dren with learning disabilities. There are 
perfectly normal children who for some 
unknown reason reverse letters, who read 
letters upside down. There are young
sters with all sorts of other disabilities, 
youngsters in no other way identifiable, 
who are perfectly normal citizens. They 
need help desperately. 

With all due respect for the chairman 
of the subcommittee, whom I respect 
highly, I hope the Members will support 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
must admit a degree of facetiousness in 
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my question to the distinguished Member 
from Illinois, but I am quite serious in 
the point I wish to make, which evidently 
evaded his keen discernment. It is this: 
Where we are dealing with $15 million 
to be expended on the humane programs, 
such as those of education and help to 
the handicapped, such a .figure looms up 
as an enormous expenditure. 

But when we are dealing with a $350 
million appropriation for chemical and 
biological warfare, hidden in various 
items in the military appropriation, no 
such economic scruple seems to trouble 
the Armed Services Committee or the Ap
propriations Committee. 

Chemical and biological warfare in
cludes research on offensive and defen
sive chemical and bacteriological agents 
and delivery services, the procurement, 
manufacturing, stockpiling of these ma
terials and devices. and the maintenance 
of facilities for greatly increased pro
duction should the United States feel 
pressed to use these devices in time of 
war. It also includes the present large 
scale production and use of chemical 
anticrop and personnel agents in South
east Asia. 

Costs, as admitted by the Pentagon 
for fiscal 1969 are as follows: 

Millions 
Research and development___________ $90 
Procurexnent --------- -------------- 240 Operations and maintenance _____ .___ 20 

Total ------------------------ 350 
Now, on the other hand, here we have 

engaged in a program providing f acili
ties and services for the investigation, 
prevention, and suppression of commu
nicable diseases by the direct develop
ment, advancement, and demonstration 
of knowledge and techniques, through 
research grants, and through the pre
vention of the introduction of commu
nicable diseases from foreign countries. 

Total expenditures for fiscal year 1969, 
$41.4 million; total expenditures for fis
cal year 1970, $38.7 million break down 
as follows: 
Laboratory improvements: Millions 

Fiscal year 1969------------------- $6.0 
Fiscal year 1970___________________ 6.3 

Prevenstion and control: 
Grants: 

Fiscal year 1969----------------- 6.8 
Fiscal year 1970---------------- 2. 9 

Direct operations: 
Fiscal year 1969---------------- 27. 7 
Fiscal year 1970---------------- 27. 6 

Program direction and management 
services: 

Fiscal year 1969------------------ 1. 9 
Fiscal year 1970__________________ 1. 9 

Therefore in 1969 we spent at least 
$350 million to be in a position to trigger 
disease and here we have spent $41.4 
million to prevent disease, less than one
eighth as much. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, my dear friend from 
New York, the author of this amend
ment, of course, makes a very good case, 
as anyone in this House could make. How 
can one stand here and talk against han
dicapped children of any kind, or any 
handicapped person? 

As to increasing the amount, why $15 
million? Why not $50 million or $100 
million? 

What do the Members think this sub
committee does all through the year, 
hearing the testimony of people with im
passioned pleas, and rightfully so? We 
could "shoot the moon" on cancer re
search, heart research, or whatever. We 
have to try to do a job here, and it is a 
tough job. Anyone could out-demagog 
anyone else in this House by offering 
amendments to push up everything else. 

I say, as the chairman has said, we 
have provided an increase here over last 
year of $5,690,000. The main increases 
are $2,055,000 for the early childhood 
program, $1.5 million for regional re
source centers, and $1 million extra for 
the deaf and blind centers. 

It seems to me we have done a pretty 
good job. It puts one in a bad position to 
argue against the gentlemen and to say 
they ought not have more. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to my chairman, 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MAHON. Is it not true that in this 
bill we have provided for an expenditure 
of more than $17 billion for the current 
fiscal year, to try to meet many needs, 
insofar as reasonably possible under all 
the circumstances? 

I believe it would be well to point out 
that in addition to this increase for the 
handicapped we have provided in this 
bill $33 million for mental retardation, 
which relates to the welfare of children, 
and for innumerable other hundreds of 
millions of dollars which relate directly 
and indirectly to the welfare of children., 
There is maternal and child health and 
welfare, and this bill's provisions con
tain $284,800,000 in that area. 

There are innumerable programs in 
the bill designed to be helpful to chil
dren. This would not exclude the handi
capped children, who can be considered 
and must be considered, along with the 
$85 million included in the particular 
paragraph to which the amendment re
lates. As a matter of fact, I understand 
that the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare estimates that it now 
spends over half a billion dollars on 
mental retardation. 

Mr. MICHEL. That is correct. 
Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, will my 

colleague yield? 
Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentleman 

from New York. 
Mr. CAREY. I do not like to disagree 

with the statement of the chairman of 
the committee or of my distinguished 
colleague from Illinois, but two things 
must be recognized. 

This House, in its good will, has 
changed the definition, so that we have 
brought into eligibility for these pro
grams more children than before. There
fore, we are subdividing the original 
amount which was available. That is why 
we are reaching more children but have 
less money to do so per child. 

When the chairman speaks of ma
ternal and child health benefits it does 
nothing for the education of the handi-

capped. When he speaks of money in the 
next section for the mentally retarded it 
is for facilities for physical care and not 
education. 

Mr. Chairman, we have discovered 
something which is more important than 
the rocks on the moon. We have discov
ered that we can actually educate handi
capped people to perform and have a full 
life of employment, to be usable and have 
utility in our economy. 

When we invest in education for the 
handicapped, as we did for vocational 
rehabilitation, we are putting Americans 
back into employable opportunities. That 
is just what we seek here. It has nothing 
to do with the section that the chairman 
cited. 

Again I point out to my distinguished 
colleague from Illinois, when he speaks of 
$15 million being too much, this is ex
actly what Secretary Finch said he had 
to have in order to run his department 
with the new programs that we gave him. 
We authorized him to extend help to 
more people. He announced this and he 
told the deaf, the dumb, the blind, the 
mentally retarded, and the emotionally 
disturbed in a press release, "We are go
ing to do more for you." Now we say that 
we will do just a little bit less because 
more children are now eligible than there 
were before. So you are subdividing the 
amount unless you increase the appro
priation to meet the justified request of 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Mr. Finch. I stand with Mr. 
Finch and I make this the "Finch 
amendment," and I hope the gentleman 
from Illinois will help me to pass my 
amendment. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, if I might 
respond to the gentleman from New 
York, I do not see anything in our hear
ing record which discloses that the Sec
retary was asking for that kind of an in
crease. We did not get that kind of testi
mony at all. It may very well be that at 
some public gathering some place some
body might have gotten carried away 
about >Jarticular needs in the future, but 
all we.have to go on as a committee is 
what we hear in these 9,000 pages of tes
timony over several months' period of 
time. 

Mr. CAREY. Will my colleague yield 
further? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. CAREY. If Secretary Finch said at 

some public gathering where he was car
ried away that he is asking for one-half 
cent per day more for handicapped chil
dren then I will carry him a way on my 
shouiders. This is what he should say in 
public, in private, and before your sub
committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 
permission to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. MICHEL. I take this extra time 
only because I would like to have just a 
little bit of my own time. I felt I should 
be gracious and give my opponent an 
opportunity, but I do want to be heard. 

As I said, we have done a pretty good 
job here. The gentleman from New York 
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makes a point about what we are learn
ing with respect to handicapped children. 
Let me say in my own home community 
of Peoria, for example, in the last few 
years we have constructed what we call 
an allied agency center where we have 
$1.5 million of Federal grants which we 
matched with money that was raised 
locally. For the first time in the country 
we have drawn together under one roof 
cystic fibrosis, palsy, crippled children, 
mentally retarded, physically handi
capped, into eight different agencies 
which have heretofore been all on their 
own. For the first time we have our own 
pilot project specifically aimed at edu
cating and caring for these handicapped 
children. We have a daily attendance 
record there of 600. I know what the gen
tleman is talking about. This is a very 
serious problem throughout the country. 
But I am saying again that we have not 
really gotten the testimony in our hear
ing record here in which there was a re
quest for more money than we provided, 
and I hope that the committee will stick 
by us. 

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

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. QUIE. Is it not true, however, that 
the amount in this bill is less than the 
budget requested? 

Mr. MICHEL. Yes. As a matter of fact, 
it is $1.25 million under the budget re
quest. As I said, it is an increase of $5.6 
million over the spending level for 1969. 
The chairman of the committee indi
cated that. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. FLOOD. That is so, and that is en

tirely for research. It had nothing to do 
with services and it was only the amount 
of the increase over 1969 for research. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say 
briefly before we vote on this amend
ment that it is true there was a cut in 
the appropriation from the budget re
quest. Also I want to state, the gentle
man from New York <Mr. CAREY) does 
not just pick some figure out of the air. 
He picked the sum that the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare asked 
the Bureau of the Budget for. HEW felt 
that they could move ahead with these 
programs and spend this money wisely. 

Mr. Chairman, when it comes to re
search I have been in touch with the 
problem of children with handicaps for 
quite a long time. 

I know a decade ago how little was 
known about training the handicapped 
with the few teachers that were avail
able. We do not have enough teachers 
now. We have about 80,000 teachers for 
the handicapped but we need about 250,-
000. There are enough teachers in the 
country who have the knowledge to 
teach normal children although we do 
not have enough teachers of the ca
pability that everybody wants. They 
probably never will. The handicapped do 
not have enough teachers, highly qua.Ii-

fled, partially qualified or even with little 
ability in the specialties needed to reach 
the handicapped. 

Mr. Chairman, there are two things 
that are of utmost importance. First is 
the number of teachers with the skill to 
help these children learn to lead a more 
normal way of life. The most satisfying 
thing one can experience is to see the re
sult of a capable teacher working suc
cessfully with a handicapped child. How
ever, we still do not have enough teach
ers to perform this task. We have started 
preschool programs for the handicapped 
and research and demonstration are 
paying great dividends for the handi
capped. Research projects have been a 
great help for the handicapped, but the 
benefits are not limited to them. What we 
learn on the backstroke in programs for 
the handicapped is of tremendous im
portance to every child, the children of 
the constituents of yours and mine. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I think this is an 
important amendment and tha.t it should 
be adopted. 

Mr. BELL of California. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BELL of California. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the amendment and 
I wish to compliment the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. QUIE) for his 
statement. We have both worked on the 
committee involving the handicapped. I 
also recognize the great importance of 
what the chairman of the subcommittee 
has said involving increased appropria
tions. However, I do know that this is 
one of the most important areas of edu
cation that we. can support and I com
pliment my friend, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. CAREY), for offering this 
amendment. I enthusiastically endorse 
and support it. 

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

Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Carey amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say 
here, ladies and gentlemen, that I am 
most happy, most happy, that the gentle
man from Brooklyn has offered this 
amendment. This is one of the things 
that concerned me-to see the complete 
elimination of title 6 <a) from the ESEA 
program which is directed toward the 
multihandicapped children of this 
Nation. 

I do not want to speak to you from the 
standpoint of a politician, but from the 
standpoint of an educator, who has just 
emerged from that profession during the 
last 4 years and have had experience in 
this field. I was in a position to know 
what was happening to the multihandi
capped children of this Nation and to 
know many children in the Nation that 
have multiple handicaps that are still in 
the homes of their parents in their re
spective communities. This happens, be
cause there is no place for these children 
to go. The parents are upset over this 
fact, because of the public school situa
tion. These parents go to community 
agencies, but there are no available 
facilities there to help these children. 
Many of these children are hidden in 

closets when friends come to the home, 
because of the fact that the parents have 
no place to send these children. They are 
ashamed and embarrassed, because the 
children are vegetating day by day. And, 
indeed, these children have no one to 
speak out for them except those of us 
in the U.S. Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that these chil
dren have a right to receive some kind 
of training and help so that that they, 
too, can enjoy their right to receive some 
kind of training and help so that they, 
too, can enjoy their rightful share in 
this society. 

How dare we in this House of Repre
sentatives this evening talk about this 
problem in terms of dollars and cents? 
We all, of course, realize that our chil
dren are the most -raluable things we 
have in this country. It is very disturb
ing to me that we have to consider this 
problem in terms o~ dollars and cents. 
We must p~ace this problem in the terms 
of the l:ighest priority. 

Mr. Chairman, I speak very emotion
ally about this because, you see, I have 
been traveling up and down the com
munities and have teen into the homes 
of people who have h2:.1dicapped children 
before I came here and have listened to 
the heart-rending cries of the parents 
of these children of this country who 
do not know what to do with a handi
capped chilC:. 

Mr. Chairman, Representative CAREY 
l:as introduced a most marvelous amend
ment here t:tis afternoon. I ask the gen
tlemen of this House to please support 
this amendment. The pro1:>lems of the 
multihandicapped children deserve the 
highest priority of any in every category 
of our educational efforts. These are the 
children who are blind, deaf, and 'handi
capped. They will be grateful for what 
we do. Please support this amendment. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. CHISHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that it is im
portant to point out that the authoriza
tion on this bill is $206 million. My col
league from Illinois talks about how the 
Committee on Appropriations holds ex
tensive hearings, and as I listened to the 
distinguished chairman expound on the 
sanctity of the Appropriations Commit
tee I waited for him to start walking on 
water. 

But my committee also has worked, 
and we have held extensive hearings, 
and the appropriation proposed in this 
bill, even with the $15 million amend
ment proposed by the gentleman from 
New York, will not even begin to meet 
half of the authorization that was rec
ommended on the basis of very exten
sive studies. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge the adop
tion of this amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York <Mr. CAREY). 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. FLOOD) there 
were-ayes 95, noes 43. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
EDUCATION IN FOREIGN LANGUAGES AND 

WORLD AFFAIRS 

For carrying out title VI of the National 
Defense Education Act, and section 102(b) (6) 
of the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex
change Act of 1961, $18,000,000. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I will only take a min
ute, but I would like to ask the distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
about the $18,000,000 expenditure for 
education in foreign languages and world 
affairs. 

Now what is being done through a 
program to educate people in world af
fairs? Is this more of a handout for for
eign aid-the foreign handout business? 

Mr. FLOOD. I can understand my 
friend's inquiry. This is an exercise in 
semantics. Perhaps we should have 
changed the title. 

This "world affairs" comes about 
mainly because the budget contained 
funds for the International Education 
Act in this paragraph and the commit
tee turned down that part of the request 
as we have turned it down 3 years in 
a row. 

Mr. GROSS. Then there is no "world 
affairs" in this except by way of seman
tics in the language; is that correct? 

Mr. FLOOD. There are the Fulbright
Hayes training grants and foreign lan
guage centers and fellowships under the 
National Defense Education Act. That is 
about it, because we allowed nothing for 
the International Education Act. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
The CHAmMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as fallows: 

MENTAL RETARDATION 

To carry out, except as otherwise provided 
for, sections 301 and 303 of the Public Health 
Service Act, as amended, relating to the pre
vention, treatment, and amelioration of men
tal retardation, parts C and D of the Mental 
Retardation Facilities Con&truction Act (42 
U.S.C. 2261, et seq.), and section 4(a) (1) of 
the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, as 
amended, $33,629,000, of which $8,031,000 
shall be for grants for faci11ties pursuant to 
part C of the Mental Retardation Facilities 
Construction Act, to remain available until 
June 30, 1971: Provided, That there may be 
transferred to this appropriation from the 
appropriation for "Mental health" an amount 
not to exceed the sum of the allotment ad· 
justment made by the Secretary pursuant to 
section 202(c) of the Community Mental 
Health Centers Act. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DANIELS OF NEW 

JERSEY 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DANIELS of New 

Jersey: On page 36, line 16, strike "$33,· 
629,000," and insert in lieu thereof, 
"$37,000,000." 

On page 36, line 16, strike "$8,031,000," 
and insert in lieu thereof, "$12,031,000." 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, my amendment would in
crease the appropriation for the pre
vention, treatment, and amelioration of 
mental retardation from $33,629,000, to 
$37,000,000, of which $12,031,000 shall be 
for grants for facilities pursuant to part 

C of the Mental Retardation Facilities 
Construction Act. Specifically, this will 
be an increase of $4 million-for the con
struction of ·facilities. This modest sum 
would restore the original · $12 million 
appropriation. The $8 million requested 
by the administration and :recommended 
in this H.R. 13111 can only be viewed as 
an abrogation of a commitment by the 
Congress to the States and voluntary 
agencies which undertook in good faith 
to implement the program which Con-

. gress proposed to them so enthusiasti
cally in 1963 and again in 1967. 

As of December 1968, some 242 con
struction projects had been approved 
for Federal assistance. The Federal 
share is $48 million against a non-Fed
eral share of nearly $100 million. When 
completed, the buildings will house serv
ices which will reach an estimated 63,000 
retarded children and adults-less than 
5 percent of the estimated number of 
those who are believed to need such 
specialized services. As a result of treat
ment, many of these people could live 
productive lives; they can add to the 
country's productivity rather than be a 
liability. To cut these funds is false econ
omy. 

Estimates submitted by the responsible 
State agencies indicate that the current 
need for construction is in excess of $200 
million, and that, if Federal funds were 
to be made available, applications for 
$100 million in Federal aid would imme
diately be forthcoming. Only 2 years ago 
we recognized the magnitude of this need 
by enthusiastically passing extending 
legislation with a 1970 authorization of 
$50 million. 

As my colleagues in this House know, 
the authorizing legislation requires al
lotment to the States with a minimum of 
$100,000 to each. If we permit the ap
propriation to fall below the already in
adequate level of $12 million, we produce 
a distribution which discriminates very 
unfairly against the more populous 
States. The allotn.ents from an $8 mil
lion appropriation for 1970 would result 
in a reduction of 40 percent for the larger 
States. 

Ori a per capita basis, at the $8 million 
level the largest States will receive only 
one-fifth as much as the smallest States. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. I am 
pleased to yield to the chairman of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, the 
distinguished gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
hate to think that an amendment of 
this type would be voted down by the 
membership of this body this afternoon, 
especially after we have made the com
mitments to the States for such an im
portant matter as mental retardation 
and that the facilities will not be con
structed-even some of the facilities that 
have already been started, and that 
there should be a · cutback here. 

Mr. Chairman, we should not renege 
on that commitment. We should fulfill 
our obligations. The Department has 
made an estimate of what it will take to 
carry out these commitments. The gen
tleman is offering an amendment to 
carry out the budget request. I am most 

hopeful that this amendment will be ap
proved because we cannot afford to turn 
our backs in this area of mental re
tardation at this stage of the game after 
we have made this commitment to the 
States. 

Mr. DANIELS of New Jersey. I thank 
the gentleman. I would like to point out 
that in 1964 and again in 1968, the peo
ple of New Jersey voted bond issues for 
construction-one purpose of which was 
to provide matching funds to carry out 
the intent of the Federal legislation 
which we offered the States as an induce
ment to move more rapidly in the direc
tion of developing community facilities. 

Voluntary agencies pledged their as
sistance also. At no small expense a State 
plan was developed which, at the au
thorized level of Federal aid could, by 
1972, provide every county in our State 
with a center for the day care and train
ing of the most, severely and profoundly 
retarded and multiple handicapped 
youngsters of school age. Activity cen
ters for adults too handicapped to bene
fit from vocational rehabilitation would 
have followed. It is an orderly, planned 
program. 

Much time, effort, and money was spent 
on its development. The people and the 
legislature supported it and voted their 
share of the funds. It is embarrassing to 
me to have to tell them that we are pro
posing to give them $195,000 where they 
might have looked for $1 Y2 million that 
adequate funding could bring them. 
Moreover, I have been informed that 
other States are also in danger of being 
left high and dry. 

Mr. SANDMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
New Jersey is recognized, 

Mr. SANDMAN. I think the only ap
propriate way to ask for an increase of 
any kind in an appropriation such as the 
one we are dealing with today is to show 
what has been appropriated is inade
quate, rather than trying to pull the 
"hearts and flowers" bit. In this connec
tion, my colleague from New Jersey has 
outlined what we have done in our State 
in connection with the day centers. The 
people of our State have approved $5 
million for this project, a project which 
has an overall cost of $7 million. It will 
put one county day center in each of the 
21 counties of the State. If this cutback 
is permitted, the entire program is set 
back. It not only is set back, it falls, be
cause instead of getting the amount 
which was committed to the State, equal 
to 40 percent, the State's amount re
ceivable under this appropriation would 
be less than 16 percent. I urge the adop
tion of the amendment. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Pennsylvania is recognized. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to tell you why I am opposed to the 
amendment, which provides an increase 
in the amount of the bill for the con
struction of Community Service facili
ties. The amendment increases the bill 
by $4 million. The Johnson budget· was 
$8,031,000, the Nixon administration 
agreed with the Johnson administration, 
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and this committee agreed with both, 
and properly so. I will show you why. I 
repeat for purposes of emphasis that the 
amount in the bill is exactly the amount 
in both of those budgets. That has value 
and merit for your consideration-plus 
this, and this is of great significance:. the 
amount of this bill is already more than 
$2 million, over $2 million, above the 
1969 appropriation on this very item. 
Almost without exception the construc
tion program in the HEW budget, as far 
as construction is concerned, has been 
cut below 1969, some of them have been 
cut out entirely. 

This is consistent with the guidelines 
generally followed by the Congress, and 
the guidelines set down by both admin
istrations, and the guidelines set down 
by the committees handling this bill. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, with all due 
1·espect for my sister State of New Jer
sey-where, since I wore diapers, we 
have gone to the shore from the coal
fields of Pennsylvania-we stan(j by this 
budget. We have no quarrel with the 
purpose, but it has already fared much 
better than most construction programs. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, faced with 
those circumstances-the defeat of this 
amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I think we all under
stood the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from New Jersey. It is not that 
the cut was $4 million: the action of the 
Appropriations Committee was $4 million 
below the expenditure, the appropriation 
of fiscal year 1969. I think if the gentle-

. man from Pennsylvania will reexamine 
his :figures, he will find the gentleman 
from New Jersey is absolutely correct. 

In an area where a commitment has 
been made on mental retardation to the 
various States of this Union and the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, saying they need this extra money, 
it just does not make a g':"eat deal of 
sense to vote down an amendment of this 
type, when we need the facilities all over 
the Nation for the mentally retarded. 

Mr. Chairman, I am certainly hopeful 
the House will adopt this amendment. 

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

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
reassert very flatly what I just reported 
to the Members. I do not know what jug
gling of funds between fiscal years has 
been done in their bookkeeping. 

I have in my hand-and did Members 
ever hear that expression before, "I hold 
in my hand" and so on, on the radio and 
television? I hol:i in my hand the ap
propriation :figures, and I reported to 
Members exactly the i.969 and 1970 ap
propriation figures. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise along with my 
colleagues from New Jersey to point out 
a national problem. This national prob
lem is that of the mentally retarded and 
what we, as a Congress, should do to 
help in this area. We can understand ap-

proaching the problem as the Appro
priations Committee has. We under
stand they have not all the money in 
th-e world. They have to decide what 
they can spend and in what certain 
places. As the gentleman from Illinois 
said, certainly he is in favor of helping 
the handicapped, but he cannot raise it 
another $50 or $100 OI' $200 million. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the unconscion
able thing about this is we are not re
questing an increase. We are requesting 
restoration ·of a cut. It was $12 million 
for the past 2 years, and if the previous 
administration had requested a cut, and 
the present administration requested a 
cut, I believe we, as a Congress, would 
not be able to face our people at home 
if we went along with it. 

Mr. Chairman, we may have a ques
tion of priorities in this Nation, but cer
tainly help for the mentally retarded 
should not be put in the category of a 
priority. It is a duty- and a moral obliga
tion this Nation has to take care of its 
mentally retarded. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOW ARD. I yield to the gentle
man from Kentucky (Mr. PERKINS). 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to suggest to the distinguished gen
tleman from Pennsylvania that the way 
to get out of this matter is to take the 
figures of the various State departments 
to see how much their cutback is in every 
State of the Union. 

I say to the gentleman that he will find 
a difference of. $4 million between the 
amount in this appropriation bill and the 
amount that was appropriated last year, 
and the States have already been notified 
of this cutback. That is the statement we 
stand on. 

Mr. BELL of california. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. BELL of California. I should also 
like to suggest to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania that perhaps as a result of 
this night's work he will realize perhaps 
too low a priority has been assigned to 
something of great national interest; that 
is, our educational needs in this Nation. 
That is where the big bulk of the trouble 
is. Perhaps we should establish a higher 
priority for the educational needs in this 
country and a lesser priority for other 
things. 

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Chairman, if this money has be.en 

cut from expenditures in other years, 
that money has gone someplace else. 
Many of us wonder where the money 
goes which is taken from the mentally 
retarded. 

We hear about the administration sit
ting down and setting goals and prior
ities. Someone would sit back and say, 
"What is the first priority?'' Of course, 
the first priority is bullets and bombs. 
Then the question is asked, "Where are 
we going to take the money from?" And 
someone else might say, "We can take $4 
million from the mentally retarded. They 
probably will not know." 

Let us not have this happen in this 
House in this bill, because people would 
say things about the present adminis
tration and the present Congress if this 

should happen today, I know they would 
be saying things, because I would be say
ing them myself. 

I wholeheartedly support the amend
ment of my colleague from New Jersey, 
and I certainly hope we will restore the 
cut from previous years for the mentally 
retarded. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
amendment proposed by my distin
guished colleague from New Jersey (Mr. 
DANIELS) to maintain the level of ap
propriations for construction of facilitie::: 
for the mentally retarded at the level of 
the last 2 years, namely $12 million. 

Mine is one of the many congressional 
districts which has not yet felt the bene
ficial impact of the Mental Retardation 
Facilities Construction Act of 1963. 

The people of Monmouth and Ocean 
Counties are vitally interested in provid
ing locally for the retarded. Our public 
schools have greatly expanded their pro
grams and two recently opened sheltered 
workshops have provided a vehicle for 
vocational rehabilitation services. But 
there are other unmet.needs-for nursery 
school programs for toddlers, day train
ing for the most severely handicapped of 
school age who are not acceptable in 
school, and independent living activities 
for retarded adults not attending the 
workshops. 

Those latter services are offered in my 
district through the voluntary efforts of 
the Monmouth and Ocean Units of the 
New Jersey Association for Retarded 
Children. Such laudable efforts deserve 
a better setting than the famous House 
on Hudson in Red Bank-an antiq1,1ated 
frame building, a former residence, a 
make-do facility. 

This picture is, I know, not unique to 
Monmouth County. Inadequate, even 
hazardous facilities, are found in every 
State. 

I want-as I am sure so many of my 
fellow Members want-to see in every 
part of the country as well as in my own, 
modem, well-designed facilities worthy 
of the programs they house and worthy 
of the dignity we should accord even the 
least-the most handicapped-of our fel
low citizens. 

In all fairness, we who have supported 
this legislation and the earlier appropria
tions should see that it continues to be 
supported at a level which is at least 
worth the time and effort which the Fed
eral Government, the State governments 
and the eligible agencies must spend to 
administer it. 

I wholeheartedly support this amend
ment and urge my colleagues to similarly 
support any and all efforts to assist our 
handicapped Americans. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from New Jersey (Mr. DANIEL"i). 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. PERKINS) 
there were-ayes 62, noes 52. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION AND 

CONTROL 

For carrying out the Juvenile Delinquency 
Prevention and Control Act of 1968, $5,-
000,000: Provided, That none of the funds 
contained herein shall be used to make 
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grants, under Title I of said Act, in excess 
of the following: (1) $12,500 each to the 
\Tirgin Islands, Guam, American Srunoa, and 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 
(2) $50,000 to each of the 50 States, the 
District of Columbia, and the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PEPPER 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered . by Mr. PEPPER: On 

page 37, line 18, strike out "$50,000,000" and 
insert "$15,000,000." 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is to increase from $5 mil
lion to the budget request of $15 million, 
on page 37, line 18, the amount for car
rying out the Juvenile Delinquency Pre
vention and Control Act of 1968. 

The committee report on page 36 states 
that apparently the reason why the dis
tinguished committee did not approve 
the budget request for so vital an item 
as the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention 
and Control Act was because at the time 
of the committee hearings on the budget 
request planning grants had not been 
made. 

Well, now, this afternoon I talked on 
the telephone to Mr. Sussman, head of 
the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and 
Control Division. He tells me now, under 
title I, 37 grants have been made to 37 
States totaling $1.5 million. Also under 
title I, prevention grants have been made 
in 17 instances for $400,000, and under 
title I, for rehabilitation, 10 grants have 
been made totaling $300,000 to States 
or State agencies. 

Under title II, for training, 49 grants 
have been made for $1.7 million. Under 
title III, for technical assistance to State 
and local authorities and private agen
cies, there have been nine special grants, 
for a total of $228,000, which consumes 
the $5 million provided in the bill less 
the $650,000 which was diverted to the 
Violence and Crime Commission. 

I asked Mr. Sussman whether they 
needed the total $15 million provided by 
the budget. He said it is for assistance 
to the schools, to YMCA's, YWCA's, boys 
clubs, police boys clubs, mental health 
institutions, and parole and probation 
authorities to try to deal with this very 
vital question of how to diminish and 
prevent juvenile crime. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. PEPPER. I am glad to yi,eld to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. PERKINS. I certainly want to rise 
in support of the gentleman's amend
ment and compliment the distinguished 
gentleman from Florida for offering his 
amendment. If his amendment does 
anything at all in this area of juvenile 
delinquency prevention, we should cer
tainly appropriate the modest amount he 
is asking for, increasing this expenditure 
by $10 million. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the able chair
man of the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

As chairman of the Crime Control 
Committee of this House which was set 
up recently, I say that we have had hear
ings where we discovered that juvenile 

crime makes up about half or more of 
the total crime problem in this country. 
If we can stop this juvenile before he or 
she becomes a hardened criminal, we not 
only save a boy or girl but also the 
potential victim of their violence. 

I hope the distinguished chairman of 
the committee will accede to this amend
ment and help a little bit at least to 
save boys and girls from crime. 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MEEDS. I wish to join in the re
marks of the gentleman in the well and 
commend him for bringing this deficiency 
to the attention of the House. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield to me? 
Mr. PEPPER. I am glad to yield to the 

gentleman from Indiana. 
Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Chairman, I 

would also like to commend the gentle
man on his amendment. As one of the 
sponsors back in 1961 of the original 
Juvenile Delinquency Act, I have a par
ticular interest in this legislation and 
hope his amendment to provide adequate 
funds will be adopted. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the gentleman. 
I now yield to the able gentleman from 

California, one of my fellow members of 
the Crime Committee <Mr. WALDIE). 

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
wish to commend the chairman of our 
Select Committee on Crime and Violence 
and compliment him for bringing this 
matter to the attention of the committee 
members at this afternoon's hearings. 
I do not recall any dissent from the view 
which he has expressed so ably in the 
well. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the gentleman. 
I now yield to the gentleman from 

New York (Mr. REID). 
Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chairman, 

I want to commend the gentleman in the 
well for his amendment and say that I, 
to.:>, will support him and hope others 
will, also. 

Mr. PEPPER. I hope the amendment 
in conformity with the budget request 
will be adopted. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. And, let me read to the 
members of the committee from the 
hearings. I refer to part 6, page 387, un
der the center head "Planning Grants." 
I had the witness, Dr. Garrett, and the 
colloquy reads as follows: 

Mr. FLOOD. The main part of your program, 
title I, $2,650,000. That is for the current 
fiscal year? 

Dr. GARRETT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. FLOOD. Over 2 million dollars for plan

ning. How is your planning doing? 
Dr. GARRETT. First of all, we have not made 

any grants yet. Those grants will be made in 
the last month of the fiscal year. We do know 
from the States that planning is going on 
because of the fact that, under the Omnibus 
Crime Bill, there is provision made for in
cluding juvenile delinquency planning there. 
In view of our rather close relationship with 
the law-enforcement group, we have access 
to what is going on there and we have given 

the States the option ·under title I that, if 
their planning is adequate, they can come 
in for action programs under this. 

Mr. FLOOD. Have any states or other juris
dictions completed their so-called compre
hensive plans that you are aware of? 

Dr. GARRETT. So far as we know, no com
prehensive plans have yet been submitted 
to the LEAA. 

Mr. Chairman, imagine the situation 
in which this amendment places your 
committee. Even if they have made the 
planning grants now, this Committee, 
this House, Mr. Chairman, has little idea, 
except the information which comes 
within the jurisdiction of a special com
mittee as of this afternoon, what in the 
world they are going to do with this 
money. With reference to planning, based 
upon the testimony before your commit
tee from Dr. Garrett, Mr. Chairman, 
there is nothing at all. That is why we 
passed it by. 

We say let them do their planning and 
let them come back to this committee 
next year and tell us what the programs 
are. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is an 
arrow shot into the air for $10 million 
above what has been recommended. Let 
them come back next year like everyone 
else does and we will hear them. If they 
are right, we will be the first to support 
them, but not under this hit and miss 
method. This is not the way even to run a 
railroad-$10 million. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that the 
amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLOOD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. MICHEL. The chairman will re
member that the former Secretary of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, Wilbur Cohen, in his testimony 
before our committee had two items in 
which he suggested reductions from the 
budget. One of them was the $25 million 
for experimental schools. He said that 
they only needed $2.5 million. And with 
reference to juvenile delinquency he said 
he would cut that $10 million, because 
they do not know for sure what they want 
to do, and we ought to be doing more 
planning before we jump in with both 
feet. 

That is the testimony of the former 
Secretary of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare before our sub
committee. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to remind 
this House, while I suspect that the dis
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
is very busy on his own committee, he 
would have you believe that no one knows 
anything about this :;Jrogram. I would 
recommend that he, first of all, read the 
debate on the floor of this House-on the 
1968 Juvenile Delinquency Act which was 
approved unanimously. There was not a 
single dissenting vote, and I say to you 
that everyone of you Members voted for 
this bill and you voted for $50 million 
authorization in the first year. You did 
it because we held extensive hearings in 
my committee and there was overwhelm-
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1ng testimony as -to the urgent need for 
this legislation. 

It is no accident, Mr. Chairman, that 
more than 50 percent of the arrests in 
this country are arrests of young people 
under the age of 21. The highest rate 
of crimes committed in America are in 
the age group of 15 to 17. 

The highest number of arrests in this 
country for all offenses are among those 
under 21; 30 percent of all those arrested 
in America are under 21; 20 percent of 
those arrested are under 18. And the 
highest rate of increase in crime in this 
country among young people is not in 
the poor communities, nor in the ghettos. 
The highest incidence and the highest 
increase in juvenile crime in America is 
in the middle-income, white suburban 
communities of America. 

The report says they did not give us 
any more money because there were no 
plans. This committee has not given this 
act a chance to get off the ground. They 
underappropriated last year, and now 
they want to do the same thing this year. 

We have testimony, volumes of testi
mony, before my committee .on exciting 
projects all over America by communities 
who want to finally do something with 
this problem of juvenile crime. 

I know of no greater waste of human 
resources in this country than the young
ster who is led into crime, and becomes 
a criminal for the rest of his life. 

So I say to the distinguished chairman 
of . the Crime Committee in this House 
that he is asking you for $10 million
and every one of you Members have voted 
not for $5 million, not for $10 million, 
every one of you are on record as author
izing $50 million to make some signifi
cant start against this problem o·f juve
nile crime in America. 

Now, we are asking you for $10 million 
more. I hope you are going to support 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida. I hope you give us this 
money so that this situation can finally 
get going on this problem of dealing with 
America's No. 1 problem. 

There is not a Member in this Cham
ber, a man or woman, who will not agree 
with me that the most important single 
problem in America today is the alarm
ing rate and the alarming increase of 
crime among young people. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment 
will be adopted. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words, 
and I rise in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to remind 
our colleagues on the committee of the 
comment made by our colleague from 
California earlier in the debate today 
that if we really mean business about 
controlling crime, and eliminating vio
lent crime in our streets, if we really care, 
then we will do something about educat
ing our American youngsters. It would 
seem to me, Mr. Chairman, that the first 
place to start is in the specialized pro
grams where we are aiming a high
powered rifle, and not a shotgun, at these 
youngsters who have had an early brush 
with criminal activities. 

The highest rate of criminal activities 
in this country is among the 16-year-

olds, and the next highest among crimi
nal activities are from the 15-year-olds. 
Only last Friday the gentleman from 
Indiana <Mr. BRADEMAS) and his sub
committee, held hearings in New York, 
and we heard for hours the desperate and 
tragic stories of young kids 10, 11, and 
12 years old who were involved in drug 
addiction. And I am talking about main
line drug addiction. I am talking about 
barbiturates, amphetamines, and heroin. 
I am not talking about marihuana. 

The $10 million that we are talking 
about that is in dispute today is $10 mil
lion that will not be shot into the air, it 
will be shot directly to the heart of the 
matter. It is not enough for action pro
grams. It is barely enough for the very 
planning and the very organizing that 
our distinguished colleague from Penn
sylvania told us was so necessary. 

The Office of Law Enforcement Assist
ance in the Justice Department, and the 
National Institute for Crime Control and 
Law Enforcement 'in the Justice Depart
ment could snap up this $10 million and 
use it in the next 6 months just to create 
programs to help juveniles who have 
taken on a horrifying life of drug addic
tion. This is just the bare beginning of 
the plan that we desperately need to keep 
the young people out of a life of crime. 
No investment of our resources could be 
as worthwhile and effective as this des
perately needed investment in planning 
and educational programs to keep our 
young people out of a life of crime. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I was a member of 
the subcommittee that developed the 
first juvenile delinquency bill. That was 
about 8 years ago. I wonder if anybody 
can stand and tell me what has been 
accomplished under this program. 

Mr. PUCINSKI: Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Yes. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. What has been 

accomplished? 
Mr. PUCINSKI. A great deal has been 

accomplished. I was a member of that 
committee. I remember the first bill
the first bill that the late President Ken
nedy brought to this House was a juve
nile delinquency bill. We passed it and 
allocated $10 million for research. 

Out of that research we have gotten 
a great deal of information. There are 
programs all over this country. 

When the distinguished Chairman 
says that no one has plans, I invite him 
to look at the reports of the research 
that has gone on for 4 years. 

The States are now ready to move 
ahead with positive programs as the re
sult of the very bill that the gentleman 
helped to put together. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. They were sup
posed to make ~ report in 3 years but they 
never even made a report. 

I would like to do something for ju
venile delinquency~ but I want to see 
some plans. We have $5· million here· in 
this om for that and if they can come 

up with some reasonable plans, we can 
give them $10 million more or whatever 
is needed. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. The reports are avail
able and I will be very happy to show 
the reports to the gentleman. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The reports were 
supposed to be on demonstration proj
ects. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. That is right. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. They were sup

posed to award contracts for local proj
ects and then report whether or not they 
worked. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. That is correct. 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Which they ac

tually failed to do. They took the money 
and regardless of the requirements of 
the law, they spent the money where 
they wanted to and developed other pro
grams that had nothing to do with ju
venile delinquency. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. The gentleman is in 
error. The reports are available. The re
ports have been evaluated on the very 
point that we are making here and these 
States are now ready to move ahead. We 
have gone through the planning stages 
and gone through the developing proj
ects and research projects, and our bill, 
the 1968 bill, bars this kind of further 
research and we want action now. That 
is why we want this money. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. A while ago some 
of you said it was for planning and now 
you say it is not for planning but for 
grants. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. No, I never said it 
was for planning; no, sir. Check the 
record. I never said it was for planning. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. PEPPER) . 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. PEPPER), there 
were-ayes 52, noes 94. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
COOPERATIVE RESEARCH OR DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECT 

For grants, contracts, and jointly financed 
cooperative arrangements for research or 
demonstration projects under section 1110 of 
the Social Security Act, as amended ( 42 
u.s.c. 1310), $11 ,500,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KYL 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KYL: On page 

38, after line 11, add the followlnr- language: 
"Provided, that no funds appropriated by this 
act shall be used to conduct experiments, 
pilot operations or programs involving guar
anteed annual wage.'' 

(Mr. KYL asked and was given permis
sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I want first to 
read two lines from page 37 of the com
mittee report: 

The committee approved this proposal 
with some hesitation-

Speaking of coopera.tive research and 
demonstration projects. The second quo
tation is as follows: 

Secretary Finch ha.a made it clear a.nd has 
emphasized. the point that this ls not a pro
posal for a guaranteed annual income. 
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All this amendment does is to seek to 

relieve the worry which the committee 
had and to seek to assist the Secretary 
in carrying out the purpose for which 
he asked for this money. In the interest 
of time, I would be happy to yield to the 
Chairman of the subcommittee, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, if he desires 
to speak for or against the amendment. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, under the 
circumstances which are declared, I will 
yield to my distinguished friend, the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to respond. 
As I understand the gentleman's amend
ment, he would merely insert in the bill 
what the sense of the House would be, 
and the Secretary, in response to our 
inquiries, said exactly what the gentle
man provides in his amendment. I see 
no reason why we ought not to accept 
it and then make everybody happy, al
though we cannot go that far. But we 
are going to conduct some kind of dem
onstration, or whatever it may be. 

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

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. QUIE. Does your amendment say 
"guaranteed annual wage"? This lan
guage is "guaranteed annual income.'' 
Do you look upon a guaranteed annual 
wage as synonymous with guaranteed 
annual income? 

Mr. KYL. They are interchangeable, 
I would say to the gentleman. 

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite num
ber of words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
California is recognized. 

Mr. BURTON of California. I do not 
think there is any question confronting 
the country that is a more difficult one, 
no matter what one's political philoso
phy, than how we as a country might 
best deal with the problem of either the 
nonworking poor or the working poor or 
the "incapable-to-work" poor. I think it 
is somewhat ill-advised in light of the 
statements in the press, where on August 
8 the administration is scheduled to 
come up with its program in this area. 
I would think if I were on your side of 
the aisle for that reason, or for those of 
us on our side of the aisle that really 
cannot say that we know how this Con
gress should best proceed in this area, 
I think we are needlessly hobbling the 
administration in an area where we need 
a good deal more information than we 
have. . 

Also it is perfectly obvious that any 
proposal they come up with is going to 
have to receive the approval of this 
House and the senate. But it is at best 
politically myopic to in any way fetter 
the administration at this time on a 
matter of this very grave importance 
and, as I stated earlier, a matter that 
few thoughtful people in the field can 
possibly believe they have the only an
swer to. This one Member does not have 
an idea of how he might best proceed. 
I would like the administration to pro
ceed unfettered, and let us evaluate what 
they have got, and let us not be so ab
surd as to tie their hands when we need 
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the information even more perhaps than 
the administration does so we can best 
evaluate what, if anything, we want to 
do with reference to their proposals. 

I would hope we would reject the 
amendment. 

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman and 
Members of the House, the amendment 
offered by my colleague <Mr. KYL) is 
very much in order if for no other reason 
than to protect HEW from itself. If the 
message contained .in the report is cor
rect, then I think the Congress, this 
House, has nothing to fear. It is nothing 
more than a reiteration of what has been 
said before. I believe it would be very 
much in order for the House to accept 
the amendment. 

Second, if I may proceed, as a mem
ber of the Education and Labor Com
mittee, as a member of the Committee 
on Poverty, I must report that the OEO 
to date has spent $13 million on evalua
tions, reports, and surveys--and most of 
them are doing nothing more than gath
ering dust. 

We are in a process now, I will say as 
a member of this committee, of making 
many changes in the OEO program. We 
are shifting Headstart. We are establish
ing many centers. We have shut down 
Job Corps centers. This administration 
will, in the near future, send up to this 
House a message on a new comprehen
sive manpower training progam. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this amend
ment is in order and should be adopted 
by this House. I certainly urge its adop
tion. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. SCHERLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my understanding that President Nixon 
is to make an announcement on August 
8 as to what form or what plan he is 
going to recommend to deal with this 
problem of family supplemental allow
ances or a guaranteed annual income or 
whatever revisions will be proposed in 
the welfare program. 

I wonder if, perhaps, the distinguished 
minority leader would care to comment 
on whether or not this amendment may 
tie the President's hands. I do not see 
that this amendment is necessary, and 
I would hate to see the President not be 
able to move or to be embarrassed in 
some way in making an overhaul of the 
welfare program. 

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Chairman, if I 
may answer my colleague from Illinois, 
first of all, if this administration rec
ommends a 2-year continuation, I am 
totally and unequivocally opposed. 

Second, if the administration is for $2 
billion, I am opposed totally and un
equivocally also. 

Furthermore, even if the President 
does send up a message, this Congress 
will act as far as it deems advisable and 
not necessarily 1n SUPPort of the recom
mendations from downtown. 

I have been a little disappcinted my
self. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
amendment of my colleague, the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, it is rather 
appalling that an amendment would be 
propased seriously to prohibit the ex
penditure of funds for the purpose of 
conducting experiments, pilot operations 
or programs related to the question of 
income maintenance. It is known that 
there is a debate within the Nixon admin
istration itself on this question. I am 
somewhat amazed that members of the 
President's own party would want to 
prevent his administration from under
taking pilot projects in an area where 
there is deep public concern. 

The idea of a guaranteed annual in
come or a negative income tax has been 
advocated by economists of both con
servative and liberal orientation. The 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare has promised that a report on the 
administration's position will be soon 
forthcoming. I would think that those 
who so readily decry public assistance 
welfare programs and their acknowl
edged failures would want to encourage 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare at the very least to investigate 
the advantages and disadvantages of 
some kind of income-maintenance pro
gram. In order to gather data of any 
value, it will be necessary to conduct test 
programs and analyze and evaluate the 
results. 

As the author of the first guaranteed
annual-income legislation to be intro
duced in the Congress (H. R. 586), I am 
very much concerned that pilot programs 
be carried on and that the Congress rec
ognize the need for a new approach to the 
question of providing income for those 
30 million Americans living in poverty. 

I note that the language of the Kyl 
amendment refers to a guaranteed an
nual wage, Of course, there is a dif
ference between the concept of a guaran
teed annual wage-long a goal of the 
labor movement-and a guaranteed an
nual income. It seems clear, however, 
from the debate that the gentleman is 
referring to a guaranteed annual income. 

It would be blind f ally for the House 
to prohibit the use of funds for a study 
of income maintenance. The need to 
study not only this approach but also 
other approaches to the problems facing 
welfare recipients in our major urban 
centers should be obvious to all but the 
most myopic. I urge the defeat of the 
Kyl amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Iowa <Mr. KYL). 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (de~nded by Mr. Kn), there 
were-ayes 89, noes 50. 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair 
appointed as tellers Mr. KYL and Mr. 
BURTON of California. 

The committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were-ayes 
115, noes 77. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
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The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
PAYMENT FOR SPECIAL BENEFITS FOR THE 

AGED 
For payment to the Federal Old-Age and 

Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, as author
ized by section 228(g) of the Social Security 
Act, $364,151,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROSENTHAL 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ROSENTHAL: On 

p age 41, after line 4, insert the following: 

"CONSUMER CREDIT TRAINING 
"For carrying out consumer credit tra in

ing under the Federal Credit Union Act of 
1968, $300,000." 

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I am 
slightly embarrassed that the amount I 
am seeking to restore in this bill is such 
a small sum of $300,000, but maybe we 
can make a valid case for it. At any rate, 
I kind of think so. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment would 
restore to the Bureau of Federal Credit 
Unions $300,000 for administering Proj
ect Moneywise, a valuable consumer pro
gram which has helped 250,000 poor peo
ple to better manage and conserve their 
money. 

A number of leading consumer spokes
men have recently made the point that 
while Congress has been eminently suc
cessful in enacting important new con
sumer laws, it has ofttimes failed to ap
propriate sufficient money to properly ad
minister those laws. Unless $300,000 is 
restored to the appropriations bill for the 
Bureau of Federal Credit Unions, an im
portant operational low-income con
sumer program, called Project Money
wise, will come to an untimely end and 
Congress will again stand accused of hav
ing failed to adequately fund needed con
sumer programs. 

Judging by the statement on page 38 
of the Appropriations Committee report, 
the request for $300,000 for consumer 
credit training had the support of the 
committee in principle, but was disap
proved on the grounds that "many other 
agencies are carrying out•• such training. 

This is not correct. The Bureau of Fed
eral Credit Unions is the sole Federal 
agency equipped to carry on this work. 
Through the Bureau's Project Money
wise, it has done so for 3% years. It is 
important to note that this budget re
quest was supported in both the John
son and Nixon fiscal 1970 budget sub
missions and the funds authorized in the 
Federal Credit ·union Act of 1968. · 

Accord1ngly, the request for $300,000, 
deleted by the Appropriations Commit
tee, represents the only Federal involve
ment in credit union training. What is 
unique and vital about Project Money
wise is that it not only trains people in 
the operation of credit unions and 
stresses the importance of low-cost 
credit, it encourages and leads to the 
actual establishment of credit unions for 
the poor. In its brief existence, Project 
Moneywise has .contributed to the orga
nization of 242 of the 670 credit unions 
serving the poor, with assets of over $30 
million. 

This money is poor people's capital
funds they have slowly accumulated 

through regular savings at credit un
ions. The training afforded by Project 
Moneywise helps credit union leaders to 
improve their operations, to intensify 
their thrift promotion and counseling 
programs and results in the formation of 
new credit unions to meet the needs of 
poor people who are not now being 
served. 

There is really very little point in de
ploring the existence of the loan shark, 
the credit merchant, or the unavailabil
ity of low-cost credit, without offering 
the poor an alternative source of credit. 
Project Moneywise accomplishes this by 
providing a way of life centered on the 
credit union and ' enables the poor to 
shape their own economic destinies. 

This is another example of a program, 
Mr. Chairman, that has been successful. 
If we terminate it now based upon some 
whim or caprice, we would be deluding 
people who have raised $30 million in 
capital savings. One of the most impor
tant things is the individual homeowner 
and it is important that his wife learn 
how to use their own funds and savings. 
That is exactly what this program does. 

This, as I said earlier, was recom
mended by the Johnson budget, by the 
1970 Nixon budget, but the committee 
took it out by saying that other Federal 
agencies perform these services. The fact 
of the matter is that if one takes the 
time to read these hearings they will find 
there is no other agency that would ac
complish this purpose. This is a useful 
thing. 

Mr. Chairman, very frankly, I would 
hope that the Committee would see the 
wisdom of this amendment and perhaps 
agree to it. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. However, it is difficult 
for · me to speak against the amendment 
in view of the eloquence of my friend, 
the gentleman from New York, but these 
are the facts. We went into this, Mr. 
Chairman, at great length. I have many 
of these units in the coalfields especially 
and you can imagine the situation which 
existed during the distressed economic 
era of the past 5 years. We have many of 
them. They have been a great asset. I 
have been very close to it. I examined the 
problem very carefully. 

This committee, under no circum
stances is opposed to programs aimed at 
better credit and money management. 
We all need it, not just Tom, Dick, and 
Harry, but Sally, Irene, and Mary. This 
request was denied for a very good rea
son. Everyone wants to get into this 
act. 

For instance, in many of your home
towns you have the antipoverty pro
gram, the Office of Economic Opportu
nity. They have a program they call 
comprehensive consumer action. Won
derful. They say, ''they are designed to 
mobilize members of a community 
around a credit union or other source of 
local credit for the purpose of attacking 
common economic problems." How do 
you like that? That is the same thing, but 
dressed in a different way. 

Then the public assistance program 
includes, and I quote, "Services to fami-

lies to improve money management." 
We were told by a lady for whom we have 
the highest regard, Miss Mary Switzer. 
the Administrator of the Social and 
Rehabilitation Service, that this is one of 
their important programs. 

Do you follow me? 
Also in HEW, there is the adult basic 

education program, which goes i'nto this 
very same field. 

Then over in the Department of Agri
culture, the Extension Service makes a 
big thing of helping rural people with 
their family budgets and money manage
ment. 

I do not think we have to worry about 
any gap areas if this program of the 
Federal Credit Unions is not funded. I 
think our worry should rather be that we 
have duplication among these other pro
grams. 

I trust that the amendment will be 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
BOLLING). The question is on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ROSENTHAL). 

The amendn:ent was rejected. 
The CHAmMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

How ARD UNIVERSITY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

F or t h e p a rtial support of Howard Univer
sity, inc luding repairs to buildiings an d 
grounds, $20,445,000. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask 
some member of the subcommittee a 
question or two concerning this appro
priation. 

As I read the language, it provides 
for the partial support of Howard Uni
versity, including repairs to buildings 
and grounds. 

Does this mean that money is being 
appropriated by the Federal Govern
ment to repair the buildings that were 
gutted by fires set by arsonists not too 
many months ago at this college? 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield, there is no doubt about 
it. This money is appropriated for How
ard University. 

Mr. GROSS. And the money will be
Mr. FLOOD. Later on we can have an 

amendment to discuss the whys and the 
where! ores as to what should or should 
not be dorie. But the gentleman is ask
ing a rhetorical question, which he rare
ly does? 

Mr. GROSS. I am asking what? 
· Mr. FLOOD. I do know, of course, that 
the gentleman is asking a rhetorical 
question for the first time in his career
and it has been an illustrious one. The 
gentleman knows the answer is "Yes." 

Mr. GROSS. No, I do not know that 
the answer is "Yes," because I know of 
no reason why the Federal taxpayers 
should be made--

Mr. FLOOD. Does the gentleman want 
an answer, or does the gentleman want 
to tell me? 

Mr. GROSS. I suggest there may be 
a different answer; something that is 
more palatable and logical. 

Mr. FLOOD. Is this a question or an 
explanation? 
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempare. The 

gentlemen will proceed in order. 
The gentleman from Iowa is recog

nized~ 
Mr. GROSS. Which gentleman is pro

ceeding out of order, if I may address 
a parliamentary inquiry? 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. GROSS. Thank you, Mr. Chair
man, I know of no reason why the tax
payers of the United States should be 
called upon to repair or to rebuild struc
tures on the Howard University campus 
in Washington, D.C., that have been de
liberately gutted by fire. 

I know of no reason why funds are to 
be expended from this appropriation or 
a previous appropriation by the Federal 
taxpayers of the Nation t.o pay $30,000 
to idemnify the Washington, D.C., Fire 
Department for the loss of a fire truck 
which was deliberately set afire and de
stroyed while attempting to put out the 
recent :fires on the campus of Howard 
University-fires that were deliberately 
set by rioting Negro students. 

Mr. SMITit of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I would say that 
my understanding might be a little dif
ferent from what the record would in
dicate at this time. We had these hear
ings a week before the riots. The justifi
cations for the expenditure of this money 
could not have included the repair of 
these buildings. 

I would assume that before they could 
. be repaired, there would have to be a new 

appropriation and new justifications. 
That would be my understanding of the 
situation. 

But I do know that it was a week 
before the riots because some of us asked 
the president if he did not think that 
there was going to be a riot in view of 
the fact that they had three buildings 
that had been occupied and they failed 
to dismiss even one student. He said, "Oh, 
no, I do not think that our failure to dis
miss a student is going to cause us to 
have a riot or to encourage a riot." But 
that is what happened. 

Mr. GROSS. That was only 1 week 
after the president at Howard University 
said that everything was serene and 
tranquil at the university; is that not 
correct? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes; that is true. 
Mr. GROSS. Yes; and I do not want 

to see Federal taxpayers of Iowa and 
elsewhere being taken for the purpose of 
repairing and constructing buildings 
which had been deliberately destroyed by 
fire-or to indemnify the Washington, 
D.C., Fire Department for the loss of a 
fire truck that was destroyed while it 
was on a mission to put out those fires. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. My understand
ing is, and I think the record reflects 
this, my understanding is that there has 
been no justification for these expendi
tures in this budget. That is my under
standing. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman for 
his response. 

Mr. MICHEL. I would note · further 
that on page 954 of volume 6, we have 
detailed here $146,000 for special re-

habilitation and renovation of three ele
vators in the young women's dormitory 
and some replacement of furniture--but 
that has nothing to do, as the gentleman 
has suggested, with the riots. 

Incidentally. most of the increase 
$2,214,000 for Howard University over the 
expenditures of last year is for the in
crease of faculty salaries to bring them in 
line with other schools and for some new 
teaching positions. 

So the gentleman's fears can be allayed 
to that extent. But I certainly expect that 
probably in next year's budget there 
might very well be some request here to 
repair the damage that was done, as sug
gested by the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 208. None Of the funds contained in 

this title may be used for any expenses, 
whatsoever, incident to making allotments 
to States for the current fiscal year, und&
seotion 2 Of the Vocational Rehabilitation 
Act, on a basis in excess of a total of 
$500,000,000. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against section 208. 

Mr. Chairman, the authorizing legis
lation in 1967 provided that the figure on 
line 2, page 50, should be $600,000,000 in
stead of $500,000,000. 

So this affects the allotments in the 
various States of the Union and it is 
outright legislation on an appropriation 
bill, the effect of which is to reduce the 
entitlements of the States. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I make tl;le 
point of order that it is legislation on an 
appropriation bill . 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania desire to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. FLOOD. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 
This is not a new attack. This language 
is completely negative. I do not know 
how you can be so absolutely negative. 
This is completely negative language. It 
is clearly and distinctly a limitation and 
nothing more. It is a limitation upon the 
use of these funds in the bill. 

In addition to that fact, Mr. Chairman, 
it also qualifies under what you and I 
well know as the famous "Holman rule." 
The language of that rule covers the re
trenchment of expenditure, and the lan
guage in the bill clearly retrenches ex
penditure. That is my position, Mr. 
Chairman. I suggest that the point of 
order be overruled. 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, this is 
no limitation. It is an outright change 
and affects the Department. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would like 
to inquire of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania as to his statement about the 
Holman rule. The gentleman cited the 
Holman rule to substantiate his argu
ment. To what part of the provisions of 
the Holman rule does the gentleman 
refer? 

Mr. FLOOD. There is that section of 
the Holman rule which states very clear
ly that it deals with the retrenchment of 
expenditures. The words are from the 
rule itself, a retrenchment of expendi
ture. I am sure the Chair is aware of that. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the Chair under
stands the Holman rule, the Holman rule, 
in the provision referring to retrench-

ment, relates to a specific retrenchment. 
The Chair is not aware, of course, of the 
expenses that are involved in the han
dling of this particular $500 million ap
propriation. 

Mr. FLOOD. I might suggest further 
that this will be $600 million without this 
provision. It will be $600 million, and 
that certainly is a retrenchment in ex
penditure as provided in the rule. 

Mr. PERKINS. $600 million is the al
lotment base provided in the original act 
of 1967, and they just arbitrarily changed 
the figure from $600 million to $500 mil
lion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would say 
the original allotment of $600 million 
does not restrict the committee from re
ducing it to $500 million, as I understand. 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, may I be 
heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Michigan may proceed. 

Mr. O'HARA. The language of section 
208 states as follows: 

SEC. 208. None of the funds contained in 
this title may be used for any expenses, what
soever, incident to making allotments to 
States for' the current fisoal year, under sec
tion 2 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act, 
on a basis in excess of a total Of $500,000,000. 

There is no showing, certainly, on the 
face of the section that it would cost any 
more or any less to make allotments on 
the basis of $500 million or on 
the basis of $600 million, and certainly 
there is no showing of saving necessarily 
on the face of the section. 

The CHAffiMAN (Mr. HOLIFIELD). 
The Chair is prepared to rule. The Chair 
has listened to the arguments both for 
and against the point of order. The Chair 
cannot find any reason for ruling that 
this is other than a negative limitation, 
and the Chair so rules; that this lan
guage is a limitation on the expenditures 
contained in this act, and therefore over
rules the point of order. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose, and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. HOLIFIELD, Chairman of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re
ported that that Committee, having had 
under consideration the bill (H.R. 13111) 
making appropriations for the Depart
ments of Labor, and Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and 
for other purposes, had come to no reso
lution thereon. 

THE GREAT AIR RACE 
(Mr. ADDABBO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, on May 
14, 1969, four FAA air controllers re
ceived the Empire State Building award 
for the "Most meritorious and original 
effort" in the Great Air Race of 1969. 

The four men-Nick Kleiner, John 
Staut, Jim Ean, and Jim Scorse-acting 
as individuals, entered the race from the 
Empire State Bwlding to the Post Office 
Tower in London to illustrate the plight 
of the average American air traveler. 
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Nick Kleiner left Manhattan at 5: 30 
p.m. on May 4 and he arrived at the Post 
Office Tower in London 10 hours, 55 min
utes, and 21 seconds later. The return 
trip took Kleiner 11 hours and 49 min
utes and while he recorded the slowest 
time in the race he earned the "original 
effort" award. 

Traveling by subway, bus, taxi, London 
tubes, and Carey bus, Kleiner demon
strated the frustrating experience the 
average tourist must combat in getting 
from our cities to and from our airfields. 
His total roundtrip times were, 9 hours, 
18 minutes on the ground and 13 hours 
and 27 minutes in the air. 

Nick Kleiner's ingenuity was rewarded 
at the May 14· awards banquet in London 
where he received a $2,400 prize on be
half of his team and the congratulations 
of Prince Philip and Prince Michael. 

Mr. Speaker, this story highlights the 
need for imagination and new initia
tives to update our Nation's airport sys
tems. In New York we face a crisis be
cause a fourth and fifth jetport which 
should have been constructed have not 
even been planned. Air congestion in New 
York produces delays across the United 
States and the average tourist must set 
aside hours to reach the airport from 
our inner cities. 

There is no simple answer to this prob
lem but certainly the first step must be a 
more progressive and determined effort 
by the FAA to exert leadership in this 
field. The people who hold administrative 
positions in the FAA must stop catering 
to the airlines and begin representing the 
people. 

Perhaps the FAA should study the de
tails of the great air race and recog
nize the contribution made by four FAA 
employees to public awareness of a frus
trating problem. 

I congratulate Nick Kleiner and his 
teammates for a job well done and I 
advise the FAA to pay closer. attention 
to the average air traveler and his plight. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S STATEMENT 
ON CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL 
WARFARE STUDY 
(Mr. McCARTHY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, on July 
3, 1969, the 18-Nation Disarmament 
Committee met in Geneva, Switzerland. 
The Committee met to consider concrete 
proposals for arms control. High on the 
Committee's list of topics to consider 
was the question of arms on the seabeds 
and chemical and biological warfare. 

President Nixon sent a message to the 
Committee from Key Biscayne, Fla., ex
pressing some of his thoughts on the 
topics under consideration. He also an
nounced that the United States and Rus
sia would begin the strategic arms lim
itation talks at the end of July. 

I was pleased to read in the press that 
day that President Nixon had com
mented on the chemical and biological 
warfare study prepared by the Secretary 
General of the United Nations, U Thant. 
President Nixon, said that he welcomed 
the study because it will draw the at-

tention of all mankind to an area of 
common concern. He went on to say: 

The specter of chemical and biological war
fare arouses horror and revulsion through
out the world. 

This statement expresses traditional 
attitude of the American public on these 
forms of }Yarfare and is very much in 
keeping with statements of Presidents 
Coolidge, Harding, Hoover, Roosevelt, 
and Eisenhower. 

I was perplexed, however, when I 
asked the White House Press Office to 
send me a copy of the statement on July 
16, 1969, to find that the sentence, "The 
specter of chemical and biological war
fare arouses horror and revulsion 
throughout the world", had been crossed 
out in black ink. I wondered wJlo had 
changed President Nixon's original 
statement, if in fact it had been changed. 
I understand that the change had been 
made at the urging of the Department 
of Defense. 

When a reporter from the Buffalo 
Courier-Express asked the White House 
Press Office about the change in the 
statement, he was told that the text re
lease1 from Key Biscayne was just a 
draft and that the version being released 
by the Press Office was the correct state
ment. 

To clarify this matter, I contacted Mr. 
Bryce Harlow, Assistant to the President 
for Congressional Relations. I was most 
pleased to learn from him yesterday that 
President Nixon's original statement has 
not been changed. This information re
solves the confusion surrounding this 
matter. I am including in the RECORD at 
this point the text of President Nixon's 
message to the 18-Nation Disarmament 
Committee: 
THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE TO THE 18-NATION 

DISARMAMENT COMMITTEE 

I have followed closely the activities of 
the spring session of the Disarmament Com
mittee, and Ambassador Smith has reported 
to me on the prospects for progress in the 
near future. 

As the conference resumes its work after a 
recess of 6 weeks, I would like to address the 
following thoughts to the members of the 
Committee: 

First, the ground has been prepared for 
concrete arms control negotiations. In addi
tion to the valuable suggestions by many 
members of the Committee, draft agreements 
have been submitted by the United States 
and . by the Soviet Union to prevent an arms 
race on the seabeds. Although differences 
exist, it should not prove beyond our ability 
to find common ground so that a realistic 
agreement may be achieved that enhances 
the security of all countries. 

The framing of an international agreement 
to apply to more than 100 million square 
miles of the earth's surface lying under the 
oceans is a high challenge to our vision and 
statesmanship. I ask the participants in this 
Committee to join with us in elaborating a 
measure that is both practical and signifi
cant. With goad will on all sides a.nd a fair 
measure of hard work, we may achieve agree
ment in the course of this session. With each 
passing day our seabed becomes more im
portant for the security and well-being of all 
nations. our goal should be to present a 
sound seabed arms control measure to the 
24th General Assembly of the United Na
tions. 

Second, the Secretary General of the 
United Nations has just issued his study on 
the effects of chemical and biological war-

fare. Experts .from many countries have con
tributed to this important work. I am pleased 
that an expert from the United States, Dr. 
Ivan Bennett, has also played a role in the 
study. We welcome the Secretary General's 
study, since it will draw the attention of all 
mankind to an area of common concern. The 
specter of chemical and biological warfare 
arouses horror and revulsion throughout the 
world. 

The delegation of the United States is pre
pared to examine carefully, together with 
other delegations, any approaches that offer 
the prospect of reliable arms control in this 
field. 

Third, in my letter to Ambassador Smith 
on March 18 at the opening of the first ses
sion of this Committee, I reaffirmed United 
States support for the conclusion of a com
prehensive test ban adequately verified; I 
stated my conviction that efforts must be 
made toward greater understanding of the 
verification issue. I am pleased that, during 
your first session, serious exploration of veri
fication problems took place. The United 
States delegation will be prepared to con
tinue to participate in efforts towards greater 
understanding of this key issue. It is only by 
means of careful study, with due regard for 
all of the relevant technical and political 
considerations, that progress can be made. 

Fourth, ~ recently announced that the 
United States hopes to be able to commence 
talks with the Soviet Union on strategic 
arms limitations around July 31 or shortly 
thereafter. When these talks begin, which I 
hope and trust will be soon, they will of 
necessity be bilateral negotiations between 
the United States an<\ the Soviet Union. The 
United States Government is, however, 
deeply conscious of its responsibilities to its 
allies and to the community of nations. 

While these talks progress, it is particu
larly important that multilateral negotia
tions continue in this Committee in an 
atmosphere of determination and promise. 
Arms control is without dispute a subject of 
direct concern to all nations, large and small. 
The wisdom, the advice, and the informed 
concern of many nations are needed in a 
continuing body such as this to ensure that 
no opportunities are missed to achieve 
genuine progress. 

This Committee clearly is the world's pre
eminent multilateral disarmament forum. Its 
record of accomplishment, which needs no 
recital here, is greater than that of any other 
disarmament committee in history. I trust 
that your Committee will continue its efforts 
with all of the combined skill and dedication 
which its members have demonstrated in the 
past. 

The negotiation of sound arms control and 
disarmament, like all work contributing to 
peace, must be an integrated and compre
hensive effort. Progress in the tasks of your 
Committee will be a contribution to a world 
of peaceful international cooperation, a world 
where fear and conflict are supplanted by 
the honest give-and-take of negotiation 
aimed at meeting the legitimate aspirations 
of all. 

The United States will work in every way 
to bring us closer to such a world. 

NIXON MAPS SOUTHEAST ASIA 
ROLE 

(Mr. BERRY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I have asked 
for this time to insert in the RECORD the 
column of David Lawrence in the Wash
ington Evening Star's July 29 edition. 

I particularly call attention to the 
statement Mr. Lawrence makes in the 
latter part of the article in which he is 
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talking about peace in Vietnam and says 
this: 

If everybody were to keep his mouth shut, 
North Vietnam would be much worried and 
would be begging at the peace table for an 
end to the war. The weakness of the position 
of the United States is that it has announced 
an intention of getting out of Vietnam, and 
many prominent members of Congress have 
been demanding an even more speedy with
drawal than has been contemplated." · 

The entire article is as follows: 
NIXON MAPS SOUTHEAST ASIA ROLE 

(By David Lawrence) 
Most Americans are not very familiar with 

the problems of Southeast Asia, and when 
the President of the United States decided to 
visit the heads of governments in the region, 
1t wasn't apparent on the surface Just what 
was his basic purpose. 

Nixon felt that there was a pressing need, 
or he would not have gone on such a trip so 
early in his administration when he is con
fronted with many other problems. The 
Nixon Journey is the result of a carefully laid 
plan that can have long-range effects on 
American foreign policy. 

Nixon wants to make it clear, of course, 
that withdrawal of American forces from 
Vietnam doesn't mean abandonment of pro
tective measures for the smaller nations of 
the area.. He reiterates that the United States 
will live up to its commitments, but inti
mates that the nations canpot expect Amer
ican troops to do the whole job. 

The President took occasion in Indonesia. 
to speak of American aid as something that 
should be based on policies "mutually help
ful to us both." At present, $120 million of 
economic assistance is given annually to that 
country, which has 110 million people and 
certainly needs outside help. 

Nixon predicted that Indonesia's natural 
resources and private enterprise are heading 
for significant development in the next five 
years. But he also pointed out that he doesn't 
want to expand any U.S. defense commit
men ts in Asia. 

The same concept was applied by the Pres-
1den t when he arrived in Bangkok. He said 
the United States would honor its obliga
tion to defend Thailand against possible 
Communist aggression or subversion. There 
a.re 47,000 American troops in Thailand man
ning six air bases which are useful in fight
i:µg the war in Vietnam as well as the "secret 
war" in Laos, which has been overrun in 
part by 70,000 North Vietnamese supporting 
the Communist faction in that country. 

Nixon, in one of his speeches, emphasized 
that the United States is bound by the 
Southeast Asia Treaty and that Americans 
and Thais have been willing to fight in Viet
nam to protect the rights of free people. He 
said he stands firmly with Thailand against 
those who would threaten it from inside or 
outside its borders. 

But the main point of Nixon's approach 
was outlined in Bangkok when he declared: 

"Our determination to honor our com
mitments is fully consistent with our con
victions that the nations of Asia can and 
must increasingly shoulder the responsibility 
for achieving peace and progress in the 
area." 

The President believes that future eco
nomic development must be accomplished on 
a. regional and co-operative basis. The United 
States is willing to offer a considerable 
amount of help, but only after being satis
fied that Asian leaders will take the initia
tive and rectify some of the problems and 
procedures-such as domestic corruption and 
misuse of aid money and materiel-which 
have heretofore impaired the value of Amer
ican assistance. 

One of the reasons for the visit to South
east Asia at this time is to confer with 
American ambassadors in the area and get 

their suggestions about a formula for future 
American co-operation, especially on the eco
nomic side. 

All this means that, while the United States 
wants to assist Southeast Asia, it is not 
going to do the job alone and expects a 
substantial effort, both military and eco
nomic, to be made by the countries them
selves. 

On the whole, the value of the President's 
trip cannot be measured at this time, be
cause North Vietnam is still obstinately re
fusing to make any concessions at · the Paris 
peace negotiations. Unfortunately, there 
have been too many voices expressing dissent 
inside America against the Nixon policies. If 
everybody were to keep his mouth shut, 
North Vietnam would be much worried and 
would be begging at the peace table for an 
end to the war. The weakness of the po
sition of the United States is that it has 
announced an intention of getting out of 
Vietnam, and many prominent members of 
Congress have been demanding an even more 
speedy withdrawal than has been contem-
plated. · 

Open diplomacy is worthwhile where 
treaties and new policies are being formed 
and no war is going on. But there should 
never be a public disclosure of military op
erations or plans, because this sometimes 
has the effect of telling the enemy that the 
other side is cringing and so eager to with
draw that it will pay almost any price for 
peace. 

CRISIS IN OUR NATION'S 
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS 

(Mr. FULTON of Tennessee asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, there are no bargain basement 
price tags on education, and I am deeply 
disturbed at the recommendations by the 
administration which could create a 
cns1s in our Nation's educational 
programs. 

Acceptance by the Members of the 
House of the Department of Health, Ed
ucation, and Welfare appropriations bill 
would result in a 66-percent cut in Fed
eral aid to libraries and a 25-percent cut 
in the budget of the Office of Education. 

We simply cannot afford such ill-ad
vised action in the false name of 
economy. 

The administration recommends the 
elimination of moneys for the ele
mentary and secondary school libraries 
program. These are the funds which pro
vide for the purchase of books for chil
dren in public and private schools. 

It also calls for a 50-percent cut of 
funds for grants for public libraries un
der provisions of the Library Services 
and Construction Act, and a 33-percent 
reduction for programs under the supple
mental services section of the Elemen
tary and Secondary Education Act. 

There must be something basically hyp
ocritical about a policy which preaches 
self-help and then takes away the books 
and educational programs which allow 
those who want to, -to better themselves. 

Will such fund reductions actually 
play a role in reducing our Federal 
budget? 

Hardly. By reducing library allocations 
from fiscal 1968's level of $135,000,000 to 
$46,000,000, the proposed cuts would 
trim the Federal budget by one-twentieth 
of 1 percent. 

The proposal is as futile in saving 
money as it is destructive to our educa
tional system. 

It is my hope that my fellow Members 
of the House will approve the amend
ment proposed by our colleague, Rep
resentative CHARLES s. JOELSON of New 
Jersey. This package amendment would 
add nearly $900 million to the commit
tee bill for education programs. 

Failure to grant passage of this im
portant amendment could destroy a ma
jor portion of our educational progress. 

Equally as important as the restora
tion of these funds is the def eat of a 
provision in section 407 of H.R. 13111. 
This is the provision which would cut off 
all Federal aid to an institution of higher 
education if it does not certify to the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare that it is in compliance with the 
requirements of this section. 

We are all deeply troubled with the 
unrest, and in some cases, the outright 
anarchy that has existed on some of our 
campuses. But action by the Congress 
which would punish the innocent and 
guilty alike, as section 407 would do, 
would only compound the problem and 
serve to the advantage of the campus 
revolutionaries. 

It is my feeling that the responsibility 
for the maintenance of order on the 
campus lies with the academic commu
nity, and at the State and local level. We 
must not place the Federal Government 
in the role of enforcer of rules and regu
lations on every campus in our Nation. 

Academic freedom is a curbstone of 
our educational system. Passage of sec
tion 407 could set a dangerous precedent 
for the complete control by the Federal 
Government of our institutions of higher 
education and an end to academic free
dom as we now know it. 

TRANSPORTATION IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

<Mr. GUDE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks, 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, since coming 
to the Congress, I have been deeply in
volved in many matters affecting the 
government of the District of Columbia. 
At present transportation is by far the 
most pressing regional issue. 

I have long worked for freeways in the 
belief that all segments of the District 
of Columbia community will truly bene
fit from the prompt implementation of 
the long-planned highway system, no 
less than from rapid rail transit. 

A professional public opinion survey 
released today reveals for the first time 
that the majority of Washington, D.C., 
residents support the concept of the 
completed freeway· system. The survey 
was conducted by Oliver Quayle & Co. of 
New York, a nationally known opinion 
research organization. 

I call attention to this poll because it 
offers further evidence to discredit those 
noisy zealots who have obstructed trans
portation progress in the Nation's Capi
tal and who are not truly representative 
of the majority sentiment. 

This survey outcome is especially 
striking following as it does the years of 
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demagoguery and misrepresentation on 
the part of freeway opponents who have 
sought to falsely portray the transporta
tion issue in terms of suburbs versus 
city, or black versus white. 

Those in the District of Columbia gov
ernment who wish to move ahead, gen
uinely represent the people. Those out
side the government who have blocked 
every effort to implement the freeway 
system, have contributed absolutely 
nothing to all the considerable efforts of 
responsible citizens and community 
leaders to build a rapid rail transit sys
tem here. 

May the responsible authorities take 
note of this survey and be reminded 
where the people really stand on this 
most significant issue. Beyond that, all 
that needs to be done is to comply with 
the law, the Federal Aid Highway Act of 
1968. 

A great deal has been alleged recently 
to the effect that any agreement by the 
City Council to proceed with freeways 
would represent capitulation to black
mail. The case is precisely the reverse. 
We in Congress are urging the city to 
comply with the law, as opposed to sur
rendering to intimidation by nonrepre
sentative and irresponsible forces. 

I have long felt that antifreeway ex
tremists who would readily sacrifice the 
vitally needed transit system in their op
position to roads, care little for the city 
or its transportation needs. And I am 
convinced that they are less concerned 
about freeways or their merits than as 
an easily demagogued, phony issue that 
provides a rallying point in the militant 
competition for political power. 

Today's survey again confirms my 
judgment that they do not represent a 
majority. And the Congress must con
tinue to insist that the Council be aware 
of this. Mr. Speaker, I wish to submit the 
following statement of the Joint Com
mittee on Transportation for Metropoli
tan Washington, and their synopsis of 
the survey by Oliver Quayle & Co., for 
the benefit of my colleagues: 
STATEMENT OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON 

TRANSPORTATION FOR METROPOLITAN WASH
INGTON, JULY 30, 1969 

(Metropolitan Washington Board of Trade; 
District of Columbia Board of Realtors; 
National Oapital Downtown Committee, 
Inc.; Federal City Council; Metropolitan 
Washington savings alld Loan League; Dis
trict of Columbia Bankers Association) 
Before discussing the contents of the citi-

zen attitude survey, I'll take just a moment 
to provide some of the background of our 
involvement in transportation matters in the 
Nation's Capital. 

The Federal City Council's Transportation 
Committee began its studies some 15 years 
ago at about the time that the half-million
dollar mass transportation survey was ini· 
tlated. Our own studies convinced us that 
no single mode of transportation could by 
itself meet the demands of the city and the 
region. 

We .have since been unswerving in our ad
vocacy of a balanced system of transportation 
incorporating rapid rail transit, a modern 
freeway network, efficient bus servioe, and a 
program of planned parking. 

During the early 1960's, it became apparent 
that the business community needed to speak 
with a single collective voice on behalf of 
rapid ran transit which was then in the early 

stages of planning and development. The 
Joint Committee on Transportation was 
formed composed of the Metropolitan Wash
ington Board of Trade, District of Columbia 
Board of Realtors, National Capital Down
town Committee, Inc. (Downtown Progress) 
and the Federal City Council. The Committee 
was later expanded to include the Metropoli
tan Washington Savings and Loan League 
and the D.C. Bankers Association. 

The Joint Committee likewise adopted a 
position 1n favor of balanced transportation. 

One of the recent efforts of the Joint Com
mittee came last year in anticipation of bond 
referenda for the Metro system. 

We retained the services of Oliver Quayle 
and Company of New York to test the atti
tudes of voters in the suburban jurisdic
tions. Mr. Quayle ls generally credited with 
being one of the nation's most accurate opin
ion pollsters. His surveys are based on most 
sophisticated statistical techniques. He pre
dicted that the Metro bond referenda would 
pass by a margin of better than 70 percent. 
You wlll recall that the final tally was 
71.4 percent. 

Early this year, as the District government 
began to wrestle with the Congressional di
rective on freftways, a hue and cry was raised 
to the effect that nobody in the District 
wanted additional freeways. The source for 
this claim was a question asked in the Demo
cratic primary of May, 1968. What very few 
people know is that the question asked on 
that Democratic primary ballot was: 

"Shall the Democratic Party support leg
islation providing that before a new high
way in the District of Columbia can be 
authorized, it must be approved in a referen
dum con.ducted in the District?" 

The vote was 93,524 in favor, and 4,986 op
posed. We all believe in the importance of 
referenda. What disturbs us is that the 
vote has since been characterized as a dis
approval of the idea of building any free
ways. This simply is not true. Considering 
the wording of the question, I am surprised 
that the vote was not 100 percent. 

When this misinterpretation began to be 
accepted as fact, the Joint Committee on 
Transportation felt it was time to get a 
professional evaluation of actual citizen at
titudes towards freeways in the District. 
Naturally, we turned to the Quayle firm-a 
company of proven competence-to conduct 
the required analysis. 

When we asked Mr. Quayle to conduct an 
opinion survey. we did so for our own guid· 
ance. At that time, we had no thought of 
releasing the results of his work to the pub
lic. 

Events of recent weeks have led us to 
believe that this information should be made 
public. 

The survey showed the following to be 
true: 

A majority of District residents want more 
freeways. 

More Negro than white residents feel that 
freeways are needed. 

There ts less opposition to freeways in the 
District of Columbia among Negroes than 
exists among whites. 

More residents of the District prefer the 
1968 Highway Act to the 1968 D. C. City 
Council-National Capital Planning Commis
sion plan. 

More Negroes than whites in the District 
need the freeways to commute to their jobs 
in the city. 

Rather than characterize the survey, we 
would prefer to present it to you in its en
tirety so that you can exercise your own 
objective judgment on the statistical re
sults. 

In closing, let me point out again that 
every study that has been :nade has pointed 
up the importance of rapid tr.ansit to the 
economic and social well-being of this com
munity. 

As we see lt, the District government now 
has in its hands the fate of the Metro system. 
The District can either comply with the 1968 
Highway Act and clear the way for construe-

. tion of the Metro system, or refuse to com
ply and continue to hold up progress in 
meeting the transportation needs of the area. 
Clearly, the latter choice ls contrary to the 
wishes of the majority of the citizens of 
the District of Columbia. 

Virtually every reputable study of the 
last decade stresses the need for additional 
freeways in the District. The Quayle poll in
dicates that a majority of D. C. citizens favor 
additional freeways. We think the time is 
long past due when the city should get on 
with the job of providing the balanced trans
portation system that the city and the region 
require for sound growth. 
A SURVEY OF PUBLIC OPINION IN WASHINGTON, 

D.C., REGARDING NEW FREEWAYS 

(A synopsis prepared by the Joint Committee 
on Transportation for Metropolitan Wash
ington) 

SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

Personal interviews were conducted with 
adult residents of Washington D.C. in their 
homes in February, 1969. A modified area 
probablUty sample was drawn. The cluster 
size was kept small so as to maximize the 
number of points sampled. The sample was 
drawn with attention to even geographical 
distribution. age and sex of respondents, 
based on census tract information. Of the 
total number of completed interviews, 77% 
were conducted with Negroes 1n order as ac
curately as possible to reflect the racial mix 
of the District's population. 

Findings (with undecided out) : 
1. Rating given Washington's present sys

tem of roads, streets, highway, and park-
ways: 

[In percent) 
Excellent or pretty good--------------- 42 Fair or poor __________________________ 58 

2. Rating given Washington's downtown 
parking facilities: 
Excellent or pretty good_______________ 11 Fair or poor __________________________ 89 

3. Automobile ownership: 61% of respond
ents owned one or more automobiles. 

4. Automobile use: 
a. 61 % of respondents owning cars use 

them to get to work in Washington. Of these, 
55% of White respondents and 66% of Negro 
respondents use their automobiles to get to 
work in Washington. 

b. 19% of respondents owning cars use 
them for shopping and errands in Washing
ton. Of these 29 % of White respondents and 
14% of Negro respondent use their automo
biles for this purpose. 

5. Method of transportation most often 
used by respondent or head of household to 
get to work (regardless of car ownership). 
Household car_________________________ 42 
Car pool------------------------------ 6 
Bus (or buses)------------------------ 23 
Walk, ta.xi, etc------------------------ 29 

NoTE.-Cars. including car pools, are most 
used for commuting to work by residents in 
the two economic extremes of the commu
nity: the more affluent Northwest and the 
least affluent Southeast. Buses are used by 
one resident in four in all sections except 
the Northwest. A majority of those using 
buses are dissatisfied with the service pro
vided. 

6. Most needed transportation improve
ment: 

By transportation system ( all respond-
ents): 

New rapid rail transit system.._______ 52 
More freeways----------------------- 25 
More downtown parking facllities____ 23 



July 30, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 21475 
By transportation system (white and 

Negro): 
New rapid rail system: 

White ---------------------------- 64 
Negro---------------------------- 48 

More freeways: 
White---------------------------- 21 
Negro---------------------------- 26 

Downtown parking: 
White ---------------- ----------- 15 
Negro---------------------------- 26 

NoTE.-The overwhelming demand for the 
Metro system comes from both blacks and 
whites, but more blacks than whites feel 
parking and freeways are most important 
and fewer give top priority to Metro. 

7. Knowledge of plans for additional free
ways: 

a. Better than 3 out of 5 residents have 
heard or read something about freeway plans 
or proposals. Knowledge is extremely high 
among whites. A large minority of Negroes 
however, say that they are not sure or that 
they have heard or read nothing about new 
freeways. 

b. When asked what they had heard about 
new freeways, most respondents made neu
tral comments. Unfavorable reactions, how
ever, came more from Whites than from 
Negroes. 

c .. Opinion has not polarized on this ques
tion. The survey showed, however, that 
knowledge tends to make people more un
favorable than favorable toward new free
ways, and that this tendency is stronger 
among knowledgeable whites than among 
knowledgeable blacks. 

8. Rating of idea of building new freeways 
in city: 

Excellent or pretty good idea : 
White ------------- - ---- -- - --- ------ 44 
Negro----------------- - -- - --- --- - --- 56 

Fair or poor idea: 
White --------- -- - -- - -- - - - -- -------- 56 
Negro------------------------------- 44 

NoTE.-Negroes are more inclined to favor 
the idea of new freeways than Whites. 

9. Major advantages of building new free
ways: 

Would provide faster transportation: 
White ------------------- ----------- 19 
Negro------------------------------- 21 

Would relieve congestion on local streets: 
White------------------------------- 14 
Negro--------------------------- - --- 13 

Will help get to work faster: 
White ------------------------------ 7 
Negro------------------------------- 13 

10. Major disadvantages of building new 
freeways: 

Will displace too many people, destroy 
homes: 

White ------------------------------ 38 
Negro------------------------------- 49 

Will cause more congestion: 
White ------------------------------ 12 
Negro------------- - ----------------- 4 

wm take away city's charm: 
White ---------------- ' ------------- 12 
Negro------------------------- - ----- 1 

NoTE.-Negro residents are a great deal 
more inclined to feel that they wm person
ally benefit from the construction of new 
freeways, and the one reason forcing many 
to feel otherwise ls the problem of displace
ment and relocation. 

11. Attitudes toward two specific freeway 
proposals: 

NCPC-Dlstrict of Columbia City Council 
Plan (Dec. 1968): 

Approved: 
White --------------------------- 62 
Negro---------------------------- 54 

Disapprove: 
White --------------------------- 38 
Negro---------------------------- 46 

1968 Highway Act Plan (Public Law 90-
495 j: 

Approve: 
White---------------------------- 57 
Negro---------------------------- 59 

Disapprove: 
White --------------------------- 43 
Negro---------------------------- 41 

Choice between building new freeways 
as proposed in one of the plans men
tioned above and building no new 
freeways: 

New freeways: 
White------------------------ - --- 54 
Negro---------- - ----------------- 60 

No new freeways: 
White --------------------------- 46 
Negro --- .---------------------- - - 40 

NoTE.-Respondents were shown map of 
each and the approximate locations of their 
homes on each map were pointed out. 

12. Preference between two specific free
way proposals, assuming that one would be 
implemented: 

NCPC-District of Columbia City Council 
plan (Dec. 1968) : 

White ----------------------------- 35 
Negro ------------- ---------------- 34 

1968 Highway Act Plan (Public Law 90-
495): 

White - ------------- - -------------- 65 
Negro - --- - ------------------------- 66 

NoTE.-The analysis showed that the 1968 
highway Act Plan derives most of its support 
from middle income white-collar working 
people, both black and white who live in the 
Northeastern and Northwestern parts of the 
city. By the same token, major support for 
the more restricted plan comes from older, 
retired or business and professional people 
who are either rather affluent or poverty
strlcken, and who tend to live in the south
western area of the District. 

The major conclusions to be drawn from 
the survey results are the following: 

1. Washington, D.C. residents are neither 
highly critical nor greatly disturbed over 
their transportation problems. Yet, they are 
anything but satisfied with the present situ
ation. They want improvements, mainly to 
enable them to get to and from work faster 
and easier. 

2. Although the community is split be
tween two large segments on the freeway 
question, more residents favor than oppose 
the building of new freeways. 

3. If freeways are built most would want 
an expanded network which would provide 
direct access to suburban highways. 

4. Neither this nor the entire freeway ques
tion is a racial issue. Although there is a 
definite feeling by Negroes that they, more 
than Whites, would be forced out of their 
homes by freeways, Negroes want new free
ways more than Whites. 

5. Residents most strongly in favor of new 
freeways tend to be middle class working 
people (White and Negro) in white- and 
blue-collar families and are also inclined to 
be men more than women. 

6. Residents who most strongly oppose new 
freeways tend to come from either the upper 
or the lower segments of the city's popula
tion. They are also the older, retired people 
who either do not go to work or who are 
professionals, small businel>s owners, or top 
level businessmen. 

7. The most telling arguments for new 
freeways are that they will provide faster 
and easier transportation to and from work 
both in the city and to the suburbs, faster, 
better bus transporta.tion, and will relieve 
congestion on local streets. The opening up 
of new job opportunities to Negroes in the 

suburbs ls also rather important to black 
residents. 

8. The one overwhelming reason for op
posing new freeways is that they will throw 
people out of their homes, and that these 
victims will be unable to find adequate and 
decent replacement housing. 

9. On the whole, residents realize that the 
new Metro syi,tem cannot replace the need 
for new freeways. 

10. The more a resident now knows about 
proposed plans for new freeway construc
tion, the more likely he or she is to oppose 
them, but after all arguments :nave been 
aired, new freeways are still more popular 
than no new freeways. 

11. Although residents are highly dissat
isfied with downtown parking facilities, as 
yet the argument that new freeways will 
only aggravate this situation is not a major 
motivating factor behind opposition to free
way construction. 

12. The arguments that freeways will 
either help or destroy the city's economy are 
not particularly persuasive. 

PROJECT MONEYWISE 
(Mr. ANNUNZIO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, there 
is an unfortunate omission in the Health, 
Education, and Welfare portion of the 
appropriations before us which would 
eliminate a credit union training pro
gram, Project Moneywise. Federal credit 
unions are serving poor people in many 
cities across the country, including Chi
cago. Project Moneywise is a training 
program devised by the Bureau of Fed
eral Credit Unions to help these credit 
unions do a thorough job of serving their 
members. 

There are about 450 Federal credit 
unions serving poor people in the cities, 
and they are serving over 120,000 poor 
people. These credit union members 
themselves have amassed close to $20,-
000,000 in savings. It is significant to note 
that not one single cent of Federal funds 
has gone into this dollar figure. The poor 
themselves have saved this money, in 
many cases it is the first savings they 
have ever accumulat.ed. 

Project Moneywise was organized by 
the Bureau of Federal Credit Unions on 
a pilot basis under an interagency fund
ing agreement with OEO. Both agencies 
saw a need for the training of credit 
union people in order to make their credit 
unions more effective. Due to the fact 
that the Bureau's operations are self
supporting, with expenses for its char
tering, examination, and supervision pro
grams offset by income from fees assessed 
on FedeTal credit unions, it was necessary 
for the Bureau t.o seek outside funding 
for the program. The evidence of over 3 
years of work with the program resulted 
in a decision by the executive branch and 
the Congress to transfer the funding 
from OEO to the Bureau so that the pro
gram could be operated directly by the 
Bureau as an adjunct t.o its self-support
ing activities. 

Chicago is one of the cities that badly 
needs credit union training. It has several 
Federal credit unions serving the poor, 
perhaps the best known is Pilsen Neigh
bors Federal Credit Union, but there are 
others. These credit unions have a con
tinuous need for this training, and they 
will not get it unless the $300,000 request 
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is restored to the Health, Education, and 
Welfare budget. 

I think the issue will become much 
clearer in the future, with the enactment 
of H.R. 2, which the House so over
whelmingly approved on Monday. This 
bill would establish the Bureau of Federal 
Credit Unions as an independent agency, 
and would clarify its programs for the 
benefit of the Congress. The agency 
would no longer be buried within the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, where its very specific and produc
tive programs can all too easily be 
equated with welfare or education pro
grams which are totally dissimilar. 

NINTH ANNUAL PUBLIC OPINION 
POLL OF THE 17TH DISTRICT OF 
OHIO 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or

der of the House, the gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. ASHBROOK), is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, this 
year I delayed distribution of my ninth 
annual questionnaire to give the people 
of the 17th Congressional District more 
time to view the programs and policies 
of our new President and his efforts on 
their behalf. This delay has, I believe, 
proved fruitful. Response to the poll was 
excellent and the sincere concern of 
many persons was again expressed by the 
hundreds of personal notes, letters, and 
marginal memos. 

As in the past, I continued my policy 
of sending the questionnaire to voters 
of all political persuasions: Republicans, 
Democrats, and Independents. The ques
tionnaire went to all parts of the 17th 
district, not only the full counties but 
those of which I represent only a few 
townships. 

Several points are quickly noticed: 
First, there is a great desire for control 
of lawlessness in the Nation whether the 
lawlessness is on the campus or in the 

1. If the Paris peace talks are abandoned or reach a hopeless 
stalemate would you then favor: 

streets. Answers to a question on whether 
Federal funds should be denied to dis
ruptive college students brought a "yes" 
response from 92 percent. A question of 
imposing a mandatory prison sentence 
on persons convicted of using firearms in 
the commission of a felony elicited a 
92.4-percent response. 

On the question of Vietnam there ap
pears to be a major shift of opinion. 
Last year's poll indicated that within the 
17th district 18 percent favored with
drawal of American forces on a unilat
eral basis. This year, 42.9 percent marked 
this same response; 51.6 percent stood in 
favor of either continuing with present 
military strategies and tactics or sharply 
intensifying them. From comments in
cluded with returned questionnaires and 
my many discussions with persons and 
groups at home it seems that more than 
even the people are simply fed up with 
the attrition tactics of the past few years. 
They are for the most part not against 
our efforts to help preserve the self-de
termination of South Vietnam, but they 
are against spending American lives in a 
winless effort. The poll tends to bear this 
out. 

With a fervor almost equal to that 
with which Americans support their 
men on the battlefield, Americans op
pose the actions of deserters and draft 
dodgers. 

The responses to a question on grant
ing amnesty to deserters, draft dodgers, 
and those who were imprisoned rather 
than serve proved interesting in the neg
ative response. Of the three options, 68.3 
percent of the people did not choose any 
of them. About 6 percent approved am
nesty for those who fled the country to 
avoid the draft, 22 percent favored grant
ing amnesty to those imprisoned for their 
objections, and only 3.8 percent for the 
deserter from the Armed Forces. Thus, 
the remaining persons, nearly 70 percent, 
either do not have an opinion or oppose 

(In percent) 

No 
Yes No opinion 

amnesty to any person who shirks his 
Nation's military service. 

In the 17th Congressional District a 
clear majority of the people favor pro
ceeding with the modified anti-ballistic
missile system proposed by President 
Nixon. Tne figures are 54 percent for de
ployment, 31.4 percent against, and 14.6 
percent with no opinion. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased with 
this year's questionnaire. I believe it was 
written in an eminently fair manner, dis
tributed inclusively, tabulated precisely, 
and that it covered a broad range of 
domestic and foreign policy questions. 
Some of those included, in addition to 
topics I have mentioned are: the mili
tary draft, Post Office Department, voting 
age, cigarette advertising, the National 
Labor Relations Board, taxes, and elec
toral reform. I, therefore, believe it is a 
representation of opinion in the district 
which I serve. 

In contrast to other years I have this 
year added a new phase to the question
naire procedure. After distributing the 
poll, but prior to fir1al tabulation and 
publication of results, I answered the 
questionnaire myse f. I think it only fa ir 
that having asked my constituents to re
spond I should give them the benefit of 
my view on the same questions. My an
swers were, of course, made fully avail
able to all news media in the district. In 
many areas the people and I fully agree; 
on some we disagree, but on all the issues 
we have gone on public record with our 
stand. In addition, I include my responses 
following the tabulated answers. They 
are in the same form distributed to the 
press. 

To my knowledge this is the most com
prehensive annual opinion poll taken of 
this area of Ohio and an excellent supple
ment to other efforts which I make to 
seek out the thoughts of the people. I 
include the poll and the tabulations of 
responses 1n the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
at this point: 

No 
Yes No opinion 

6. Do you believe the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) should 
be replaced by a system of labor courts? _____________________ 33. 4 40.2 26. 4 

(a) Continuation of our present military strategies and 7. Viewing the economy as it stands today, would you favor renewal 
tactics? ____ ___ • _______________ --------------- 9. 8 or the 10 percent rncome surtax when it exp res on June 307 ___ 20.4 68. 5 11.1 

(b) Unilateral withdrawal of U.S. troops ______________ 42. 9 8. Experts predict that the world populal'on will doub,e before the 
(c) Sharp intehsification of the total war effort _______ -41. 8 year 2000 and there .s widespread expectation ot famine on an (d) No opinion ____________________________________ 5. 5 unprecedented scale n many parts of .he wor1d Do you believe 

2. President Nixon has asked the Defense Department to de- these predictions warran: ntensification o the Federa Gove;n-
velop detailed plans for evenutally ending the draft. The ment's present ·imited role in population control efforts?··-- __ 61.1 26. 3 12. 6 
first step will be to make major revisions to correct in· 9. At the conclus 'on o'.· the Vietnam conflict, would you favor granting 
eQuities. Which of the following proposals do you favor? amnesty to any o the following: Those who-
Check 1. (a) Fled the country to avoid the draft? ______________ 5. 9 

(a) Substitute for the present system of priorities and (b) Were imprisoned because o·: obiections to the war 
deferments a lottery or system of "random selec· and refusal ,o serve?. _______________________ 22. O 
tions" ___ • _____________ ------ _____ • ______ •• _34. 6 (c) Deserted while a member of the armed services __ 3. 8 

(b) Permit fulfillment of military obligation through (d) No opinion ___________________________________ 68. 3 
alternate national service such as Peace Corps, 10. Do you favor proceeding with the modified (ABM) antiball1stic mis-VISTA, etc ______________ ------ _______________ 24. 1 s1le plan proposed by President N'xon7 ______________________ 54 31. 4 14.6 

(c) Work toward outright abolition of drafL. _________ 28. 8 11. On the issue of gun control what should the Federal Government (d) No opinion ____________________________________ l2. 5 do? Check 1. ' 
3. In which of the following ways would you prefer to have your vote (a) ReQuire Federal registration o, all firearms _______ 29. 9 

for President and Vice President counted? Check 1. (b) Continue ban on nterstate shipment of handguns 
(a) Proportional plan-under which the electoral vote bm do not enact additional Federa , restrictions 

in each State would be distributed in proportion on firearms _________________________________ 37.1 
to the popular vote in each State ___ ------ _______ 7. 6 (c) Removfl Fed era I restrictions enacted las year ____ • 26. O 

(b) District plan-under which electors would be chosen 
12. Sho~~ t~~ o~~!~~i-i,overnment-impose-mania-tory-prison s~n-by districts in the same manner as Representa-

tives and Senators ____________________________ 6. 4 tences on persons convicted of using firearms in the commission 
(c) Direct plan-under which electoral college would be of a felony (much like the mandatory 3-day jail sentence for 

abolished and the President and Vice President drunken driving conviction in Ohio>------------------------· 92.4 3.3 4.3 
would be elected directly __ •• _-------- _________ 73. 9 13. Should Federal aid be denied collei:e students who engage in 

(d) No change-favor present system with electoral col- disorderly demonstrations which disrupt the administration of 
lege apportioned primarily according to popula· 

14. Do
0~~i0

;
1
i~~~~t the proposal to convert-the -Post Office into a· 

92.1 3.4 4.5 
tion of State---------·······-····------------- 9. 3 

(e) No opinion _____ • ___ ••• _______ ••••••• _._._._···- -- __ -· -- • _ -- • - - - -· --· 2.8 Gov,ernment-owned corporation to operate on a self-supportini 
4. Do you -believe that cigarette advertising should be banned from basis? •• _______ •. _ -- -- -- ------ - - - --- ---- -·--··--·-·-····- 63. 7 23.3 13. 0 

radio and television programsL.-------------------··--·-·· '62.1 34.0 3.9 15. Do Y'g/~~o{J constitutional amendment to lower the voting a1r=i 
5. Do you approve of the federally proposed welfare regulation which 

would eliminate investigations of most welfare applicants in (b) to 197 ------------·--·-···-···-················ 36. 5 
favor of a declaration of need7 ••• ·-······-······-·-···-·--·· 14. 0 81.3 4.7 (c) No opinion •• ·--------------·-·-·········-··-·· 42.-4 
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YOUR CONGRESSMAN ANSWERS Hls 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

(By John M. Ashbrook) 
Each year for nine years I have asked the 

people of the 17th District to answer a public 
opinion poll. The results are a great help in 
gauging the tenor of political opinion, fore
casting the importance of issues and judging 
the concerns of the people. 

The Ninth Annual Legislative Question
naire is now being tabulated and I will soon 
announce the results. However, I think it 
only fair that, since I have asked your opin
ions, I should 1n return make my views 
known to you. Your right to know where I 
stand is certainly as important as my desire 
and need ... o know your position. Here are 
my opinions and a brief reason: 

1. (c) If the Paris peace talks are aban
doned or reach a .hopeless stalemate, I would 
sharply intensify the war effort without 
major troop commitment. We have a legiti
mate reason for halting this advance of 
Communis.m. Unilateral withdrawal would 
signal our unwillingness to challenge the 
Soviet Union's aggressive plans for world 
domination. We should allow the South Viet
namese to take the war to the North just as 
the North now mortars Saigon and strategic 
areas in the South. We could bomb the Red 
River. Dike System, blockade Haiphong and 
interdict supplies with minimum troop 
commitment. 

2. (b) Draft laws should be reformed with 
a view to allowing alternate national service 
such as the Peace Corps or VISTA as a means 
of fulfilling military obligation. 

3. (b) I prefer the District Plan for elec
tion reform. It is workable, it could be en
acted through constitutional amendment 
adopted by the requisite number of states 
(some plans could not) and it continues the 
checks and balances wisely incorporated in 
our Constitution. 

4. (yes) Cigarette advertising, in my view, 
should be bannec! from radio and TV pro
grams. If granted by mandate of Congress, 
the Federal Communications Commission 
could exercise suer. power. The evidence in
dicates that the public welfare is directly 
threatened and therefore Congress, through 
the FCC, could and should act. 

5. (no) Interpretations of needs vary. In 
some states, those who earn as much as 
$12,000 are considered "needy" and can get 
housing assistance. 

6. (yes) The National Labor Relations 
Board should be replaced by a labor court, 
or at the least a new system of adjudicating 
conflicts. The NLRB is presently a political 
body handing down legal decisions, often pre
pared and promulgated by second or third 
level officials. Thls is unjust to both labor 
and business, and their record 1s extremely 
poor. 

7. (no) I emphatically oppose extension 
of the surtax or additional taxes. The sa.me 
end can be achieved through reduced spend
ing by the government~ 

8. (yes) Yes, population control is needed 
but it must come from individual conscience 
and education, not government orde.r. The 
government can supply information and help 
those who desire such assistance. Welfare 
mothers with 10 o.r 12 children they can't 
support are the best indication of need for 
this assistance. 

9. I rarely say "never" but I would not 
consider this at any time under circum
stances in "a" and "c." Those in "b" category 
might deserve different con.sideration. 

10. After a long period of study I believe 
that we should deploy an ABM system. I am 
convinced that it is necessary and I support 
the Safeguard program. It is defensive, not 
offensive. Doubts should be resolved on the 
side of our iu.ture security. 

11. ( c) I would rem-0ve many federal gun 
restrictions, p.rima.rily those directed a,t the 
private owner, the collector, and the sports
man. I not only oppose additional restric
tions but have introduced legisl·ation in th1s 

Oongress to lift restrictions on long guru; and 
ammunition. 

12. (yes) Mandatory prison sentences for 
convicted felons who use firearms when com
mitting a crime should be approved. This is 
a responsible and effective approa-0h to the 
firearms problems. 

13. (yes) We have no obligation to under
write through federal programs those who 
violate the law and consciously riot and 
disrupt. 

14. (no) Any needed changes can be made 
if there is the will to do so. We ca.nnot evade 
our responsibility by simply giving the prob
lem to someone else. · Congress should retain 
jurisdiction over postal rates, personnel, and 
operation. 

15. (a) I have long believed that the vot
ing age should be lowered to 18, and I first 
introduced legislation to this effect as a 
member of the Ohio General Assembly .in 
1957. Responsible, enlightened, and con
cerned youth of today are well qualified to 
vote. The Hippies are a small minority. I 
would support a compromise amendment for 
19 year old voting. 

FOREIGN INFORMATION ACT 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Ala
bama (Mr. EDWARDS) is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, some of . the finest nnsung 
heroes of our conntry today are those 
serving overseas for the U.S. Information 
Agency. 

Many of USIA's foreign service officers 
are exceedingly able, dedicated men w:ho 
are making considerable sacrifice in the 
service of their country-sacrifice for 
themselves and their families. Many of 
them are assigned to remote outposits in 
subtropical villages where living and 
working conditions are very difficult and 
often dangerous. Most of them are ex
perts in communication between people 
and that is the reason they are there, 
making an effort to interpret the United 
States and its policies to people in sup
port of this country's objectives. 

The most effective of these people are 
not only articulate but, equally as im
portant, they are good listeners. They are 
men who have faith in their own co,nn
try, and who demonstrate their faith 
quietly, modestly, convincingly. 

Our Government is fortunate to have 
these people. But I am disturbed when 
I hear that many of their colleagues 
formerly in the USIA foreign service 
have resigned to take other positions. 

It is my understanding that over the 
years USIA has continually suffered 
from low morale and turnover in the 
lower and middle levels of foreign serv
ice ·people. This surely must have a nega
tive impact on effectiveness of the 
Agency. 

Looking into it further I learn that 
USIA's objectives have been in search of 
clear definition almost since the begin
ning in 1953. And its methods have been 
unsure. This has been an Agency with 
an identity problem. 

It has suffered from too frequent 
change of top leadership. It has not been 
given the attention it deserves either 
from the White House or from Congress. 

It probably is fair to say that neither 
the Government nor the country as a 
whole has yet come to fully acknowledge 
the importance of Government informa-

tion programs overseas to our overall 
national security. 

And partly for this reason the Agency 
has drifted for too many years. If my in
formation is right they are doing there 
today just about the same things they 
were doing 10 and 15 years ago. 

The same assumptions have prevailed 
regardless of changes in Presidential ad
ministration. The same people, basically, 
are making the same judgments and op
erating the same way they did in 1953 
and 1963. 

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that this is not 
good enough. This is one of the most 
sensitive operations this Government di
rects. It must be vigorous, innovative, 
and it must be capable of change when 
change is the interest of U.S. foreign 
policy operations. 

The need for thorough reexamination 
of USIA programs is a difficult thing to 
dramatize. Yet it is a concept that is be
coming ever more recognized. 

In December 1967, the Republican Co
ordinating Committee recommended it in 
its report, "The American Image 
Abroad." 

A yea.r later the House Foreign Affairs 
Subcommittee on International Organi
zations and Movements held hearings 
and produced an excellent report urging 
this kind of basic review. 

The U.S. Advisory Commission on In
formation, headed by Dr. Frank Stanton 
of CBS, has. issued very persuasive re
ports both this year and last year strong
ly urging this action. 

A communication specialist, Arthur E. 
Meyerhoff, has written a book on the 
subject called "The Strategy of Persua
sion." 

Several newspapers have given editor
ial support to the idea. 

There now exists an Emergency Com
mfttee for a Reappraisal of U.S. Overseas 
Information Policies and Programs. The 
chairman is Mr. Edward L. Bernays of 
Cambridge, Mass. 

Mr. Bernays has conducted a survey of 
leading U.S. foreign correspondents over
seas, and of the correspondents of other 
countries serving in this country, and has 
found that 73 percent of them believe a 
thorough reappraisal is required. 

To achieve this objective I have in
troduced H.R. 12726, with eight distin
guished cosponsors. They are the Honor
able JOHN A. ANDERSON, of Illinois, ROB
ERT TAFT, JR., of Ohio, J. GLENN BEALL, 
JR., of Maryland, DANmL BUTTON, of New 
York, HOWARD POLLOCK, of Alaska, DANTE 
FASCELL, of Florida, GEORGE ANDREWS, of 
Alabama, and SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL, of 
Maryland. 

This bill seeks to implement the plan 
of the U.S. Advisory Commission: The 
establishment of a committee for the 
purpose of organizing a thorough and 
searching reexamination of U.S. Gov
errunent information programs overseas. 

What are some of the questions which 
should be considered in this kind of re
appraisal? There are very many ques
tions, some dealing with basic organiza
tional structure, -0thers with objectives, 
others with methods, and others with 
policies. 

Fo:i.lowing are just a few of the ques
tions which illustrate what we mean 
when we ref er to a searching reexamina
tion. 
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First, What, exactly, should USIA be 
expected to accomplish? What are its 
built-in limitations and what are the 
opportunities open to it? 

Second. What about the information 
activities of other Government agencies 
abroad? Is there enough coordination? 

Third. Should considerations of public 
information overseas be made a greater 
part of U.S. foreign policy decisionmak
ing? If so, how do we achieve it? 

Fourth. Should educational and cul
tural exchange programs be transferred 
from the State Department to USIA? 

Fifth. Or should USIA be transferred 
to State and merged there with existing 
educational and cultural programs? 

Sixth. Should greater use be made of 
non-Government communication re
sources both in this country and abroad? 
Should the techniques of° advertising be 
exploited to a greater extent? 

Seventh. Should USIA/Washington 
have greater direction of programs in 
individual areas and countries? Or should 
the field officers operate more independ
ently of Washington? 

Eighth. Is USIA trying to work with 
too many programs? Is it scattering its 
shot where it should be concentrating on 
fewer methods? 

Ninth. Does USIA rely unnecessarily 
on citing quantity of radio broadcasts, 
magazine articles, et cetera, for estab
lishing evidence of effectiveness? Or 
should greater attentio:Q. be given to 
quality? 

Tenth. How, exactly, should the agency 
seek to justify itself? Do the Congress 
and the agency alike have unrealistic 
hangups about USIA~s justification? 

Eleventh. Does the function of over
seas information have adequate recogni
tion at the State Department and the 
National Security Council? 

Twelfth. Should the major thrust of 
USIA programs be directed at the elite 
of foreign countries, or at the mass of 
their populations·? 

Thirteenth. Should we be operating in
formation programs in friendly and 
highly developed countries such as 
Canada, as well as elsewhere? 

Fourteenth. Should much greater at
tention be given to exchange of persons? 

Fifteenth. Is the agency's research ade
quate to the needs? 

Sixteenth. Is the appropriate function 
of USIA that of a trumpet reporting on 
events in a straight manner? Or should 
it be openly and unashamedly more 
propagandistic in nature? 

Seventeenth. What about USIA's per
sonnel? Is there a morale problem? Is 
training adequate? Are selection pro
cedures effective? Is turnover too high? 

Eighteenth. Should the Congress and 
the public have more information about 
how USIA guides its foreign service offi
cers in dealing with sensitive domestic 
problems in their activity abroad? 

Nineteenth. Is there adequate sense 
of innovation in agency leadership? Or 
do the old assumptions of years ago still 
determine the day-to-day activities? 

Twentieth. How can the need for pub
lic understanding and support of USIA's 
function be reconciled with the innate 
problem of any Government agency di
recting information to its own citizens? 

These are 20 questions which seem im
portant to me. I am sure there are 20 
others, or 200 others, which also cry out 
for solution in the overall determination 
of overseas information programs. 

I invite support for this legislation as 
a means of serving the interest of our 
national security. 

TENTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE CAP
TIVE NATIONS WEEK RESOLU
TION 
The SPEAKER. Under a previous or

der of the House, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FLoon) is recognized 

·for 15 minutes. · 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, whether our 

people wish to recognize it or not, the 
primary problem in the world conflict is 
the reality of the captive nations. If there 
were no captive nations, we would not be 
in Vietnam; we would not be debating 
the essentially secondary issues of the 
ABM, MIRV, and a score of others. This 
is no oversimplification; it is a basic for
mula of thought and insight that too 
many of us, in the whirlpool of our daily 
preoccupations, never seem to contem
plate. Just think of it-no captive na
tions and thus the absence of Soviet Rus
sian imperio-colonialism-what becomes 
of the relevancy of these issues? 

It is because of the primacy of the 
captive nations issue that our people, as 
well as free world allies, commemorated 
this July the 10th anniversary of the cap
tive nations week resolution, which Con
gress passed in July 1959. These Ameri
cans and others will never allow us to 
forget the primary problem while our 
energies and time are being absorbed by 
secondary and tertiary issues. In time and 
with certitude, they are confident that 
our policies and actions will, alas, con
form with the necessity of this primary 
issue. 

As in previous years, it is my privilege 
to indicate by continuous example the 
success of this 10th anniversary. Con
tinuing with what was shown by example 
in the July 16, 1969, issue of the CONGRES-

another commentary in the July 20 edi
tion of the. Sunday Star of Washington, 
D.C.; and ninth a typical program ~f the 
week in the County of Erie in New York 
State: 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus
sian Communists have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czecho-Slo
vakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Rutheni~, Ru
mania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 
China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, 
Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, North 
Vietnam, Cuba, and others; and 

Whereas, the desire for liberty and inde
pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
peoples in these conquered nations consti
tutes a powerful deterrent to any ambitions 
of Communist leaders to initiate a major 
war; and 

Whereas, the freedom-loving peoples of the 
captive nations look to the United States as 
the citadel of human freedom and to the 
people of the United States as leaders in 
bringing about their freedom and independ
ence; and 

Whereas, the Congress of the United States 
by unanimous vote passed Public Law 86-90 
establishing the third week in July each 
year as Captive Nations Week and inviting 
the people of the United States to observe 
such week with appropriate prayers, cere
monies and activities; expressing their sym
pathy with and support for the just aspira
tions of captive people for freedom and in
dependence: 

Now, therefore, I, Keith H. Miller, Governor 
of the State of Alaska, do hereby proclaim 
the period July 13 ·through July 19, 1969 as 
Captive Nations Week in Alaska, and call 
upon all Alaskans to join with others in 
observing this week by offering prayers and 
rededicating their efforts for the peaceful 
liberation of oppressed and subjugated peo
ples all over the world. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my 
hand and caused the Seal of the State of 
Alaska to be affixed this second day of July 
in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred 
and sixty-nine. 

Attest: 

KEITH H. MILLER, 
Governor. 

ROBERT w. WARD, 
Secretary of State. 

SIONAL RECORD, I commend these follow- PROCLAMATION, EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, STATE 
ing select examples to the reading of our OF IDAHo 

Members: Whereas the imperialistic policies of Rus-
First. Proclamations of the Week by sian communists have led, through direct 

Gov. Keith H. Miller, of Alaska, Gov. Don and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
Samuelson, of Idaho, Gov. L...iuie B. Nunn, and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
of Kentucky, Mayor Walter E. Washing- Hungary, Lithuania., Ukraine, Czecho-Slo
ton, of the District of Columbia, May~r _ vakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, Ru
Richard J. Daley, of Chicago, President mania, Ea.st Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 

h Q China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia., North 
Sidney Leviss of the Boroug of ueens, Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, 
the city of New York, Mayor Malcolm E. Slovenia, Tibet, cossackia, Turkestan, North 
Ellis, of the city of Schenectady in New Vietnam, Cuba, and others; and 
York State, Mayor A. L. Rasmussen, of Whereas the desire for liberty and inde
Tacoma, Wash., and Mayor August P. pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
Petrillo, of Mount Vernon, N.Y.; second peoples in these conquered nations consti
a message of the week by Dr. Phan Huy tutes a powerful deterrent to any ambitions 
Quat, chairman of the World Anti-Com- of Communist leaders to initiate a major 

war; and 
munist League, as published in the July Whereas the freedom-loving peoples of the 
11 Freedom Center News in Korea; third captive nations look to the United States as 
a report in the June 1-15 issue of the the citadel of human freedom and to the 
Ukrainian Bulletin; fourth a news ac- people of the United States as leaders in 
count in the July 20 Free China Weekly; bringing a.bout their freedom and independ
fifth a report in the July 18 issue of ence; and 
the Evening star of Washington, D.C.; Whereas the Congress of the United States 

by unanimous vote passed Public Law 86-90 
sixth a news item in the July 7 edition establishing the third week in July each year 
of the Tempe Daily News in Arizona; as captive Nations week and inviting the 
seventh a commentary in the July 23 people of the United States to observe such 
issue of the Buffalo Evening News; eighth week with appropriate prayers, ceremonies 
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and activities; express'ing their sympathy 
with and support for the just aspira'tions of 
captive peoples ·ior freedom .and indpend
ence: 

Now, therefore, I, Don Samuelson, Gov
ernor of the State of Idaho, do hereby pro
claim that the week commencing July 13, 
1969, be obser:ved as Captive Nations Week 
in the State of Idaho, and call upon the 
citizens of this State to join with others in 
observing this week by offering prayers and 
dedicating their efforts for the ·peaceful lib
eration of oppressed and subjugated peoples 
all over the world. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set 
my hand and caused to be affix:ed the Great 
Seal of the State of Idaho, at Boise, the Capi
tol, the first day of July, ln the year of our 
Lord, Nineteen Hundred and Sixty-nine and 
of the Independence of the United States 
the One Hundred and Ninety-third. 

By the Governor: 
DON SAMUELSON, 

Governor of the State of Idaho. 
------
Secretary of State. 

PROCLAMATION BY THE GOVERNOR, 
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

Whereas~ Many nations of the world have 
been deprived of the freedom we know as 
United States citizens, having been forced by 
imperialistic powers to accept subjugation 
and enslavement as a way of Ufe; and 

Whereas, The freedom-loving peoples of 
these captive nations look to the United 
States as the citadel of human freedom and 
to the people of the United States as leaders 
in bringing about their freedom and inde
pendence; and 

Whereas, In July, 1959, the Congress of the 
United States by unanimous vote established 
the third week in July as Captive Nations 
Week and on July 16th of this year a Presi
dential Proclamation will precede addresses 
in Congress as a highlight of the 10th anni
versary of the passing of the Captive Na
tions Week Resolution; 

Now, therefore, I, Louie B. Nunn, Governor 
of the Commonwealth of Kentucky,. do 
hereby proclaim July 13-19, 1969, as Captive 
Nations Week in Kentucky, and call upon 
the citizens of Kentucky to join with others 
in observing this week by offering prayers 
and dedicating the"ir efforts for the peaceful 
liberation of oppressed people a.11 over the 
world. 

Done at the Capitol in the city of Frank
fort this 9th d·ay of July in the year of Our 
Lord one thousand nine hundred sixty-nine 
and of the Commonwealth of Kentucky the 
one hundred seventy-eighth. 

LoUIE B. NUNN, Governor. 
ELMER BEGLEY, Secretary of State. 

PROCLAMATION BY THE COMMISSIONER OF THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Whereas, by a joint resolution approved 
July 17, 1959, the Congress authorized and re
quested the President of the United States 
of America to issue a proclamation designat
ing the third week in July as "Captive Na
tions Week," and to issue a similar proclama
tion each year until such time as freedom 
and independence shall have been achieved 
for all captive nations of the world; and 

Whereas, there is a strong belief that the 
observance of "Captive Nations Week" 
throughout our country and our community 
will serve the cause of America and the en
tire free world; that the keeping alive of the 
spirit of liberation is the free world's most 
effective instrument; and 

Whereas, it is deemed appropriate and 
proper for the people of our community to 
extend to the peoples of the captive nations 
our support and sympathy for their just as
pirations for freedom and national 
independence: 

. ' 

Now, therefore, I, the Cominissioner of the 
District of -Columbia, do hereby proclaim 
the week of July 13-19, 1969, as "Captive Na
tions Week,'' and invite the people of the 
Nation's Capital to participate in the observ
ance of this period by offering prayers in 
their churches and synagogues for the peace
ful liberation of the peoples throughout the 
world who are denied their fundamental hu
m.an rights. 

WALTER E. WASHINGTON, 
Commissioner of the District of Columbia. 

PROCLAMATION, OFFICE OF THE MAYOR, CITY 
. OF CHICAGO 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus
sian Communists have · 1ed, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czecho-Slo
vakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, Ru
mania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 
China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, 
Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, Slo
vakia, North Vietnam, Cuba, and others; and 

Whereas, the Congress of the United States 
by unanimous vote passed Public Law 36-90 
establishing the third week in July each year 
as Captive Nations Week and inviting the 
people of the United States to observe such 
week with appropriate prayers, ceremonies 
and activities expressing their sym!)8,thy 
with and support for the just. aspirations of 
captive peoples for freedom and independ
ence; and 

Whereas, the City of Chicago is linked to 
these captive nations through the bonds of 
family, since numbered among the people 
of Chicago are hundreds of thousands of our 
citizens who through nativity or ancestry 
treasure the heritage which endowed them 
with the culture and industry which are 
theirs; and 

Whereas, these nations have been made 
captive by the imperialistic, aggressive and 
heartless policies of communism; and 

Whereas, the peoples of these communist
doininated nations .have been deprived of 
their national in.dependence and their indi
vidual liberties; and 

Whereas, it is appropriate and proper to 
demonstrate to the peoples of the captive 
nations the support of the people of the 
City of Ohicago for their just aspirations for 
freedom and national independence; · and 

Whereas, the people of Chicago, as do all 
the people of the United States, want for 
the peoples of the world the same freedotn 
and justice which is theirs: 

Now, therefore, I, Richard J. Daley, Mayor 
of the City of Chicago, do hereby designate 
the week begi.nning July 13, 1969 as Captive 
Nations Week. 

I urge the people of Chicago to join in the 
programs arranged for observance of the oc
casion, and I urge all of our churches, our 
educational institutions and all media of 
communication to observe the plight of the 
communist-dominated nations and to join 
in support of the just aspirations of the 
people of the captive nations. 

I especially encourage everyone to con
cretely demonstrate his or her interest in 
the people imprisoned in the captive nations 
by their attendan.}e at or participation In the 
parade to be held on State Street on Satur
day afternoon, July 19 at 12:00 p.m. 

Dated this 26th day Of June, A.D., 1969. 

SIDNEY LEVISS, PRESIDENT, BOROUGH OF 
QUEENS, THE CITY OF NEW YORK, 
PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, all peoples throughout the world 
seek a life that affords each his personal 
freedom and the pursuit of happiness, and 

Whereas, this freedom is not given to all, 
and today we find that many nations are 
captives of greater powers who overwhelmed 
them in the guise of friendship, and 

Whereas, the week of July 13, 1969 is Cap
tive Nations Week in accordance with a 
ten year proclamation of the President of the 
United States of America and Public Law 
86-90, and 

Whereas, the following nations today exist 
in captivity; Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, 
Bulgaria, Byelorussia, China, Cossackia, Croa
tia, Cuba, Czech., Estonia, Georgia, East 
Germany, Hungary, Idel Ural, North Korea, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Mongolia, North Caucasus, 
Poland, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Tibet, Turkestan, Ukraine and North Viet 
Nam, · 

Now, therefore, I, Sidney Leviss, President 
of the Borough of Queens, The City of New 
York, proclaim the week of July 13, 1969, 
Captive Nations Week in Queens, and urge all 
our residents to recollect that freedom has a 
high price in terms of eternal vigilance 
against its undermining. 

Done at Borough Hall, Kew Gardens, in The 
City of New York, on this tenth day of July, 
in the year of Our Lord, one thousand nine 
hundred and sixty-nine. 

.SIDNEY LEVISS, 

President, Borough of Queens. 

PROCLAMATION, CITY OF SCHENECTADY, N.Y. 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus
sian Communists have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czecho-Slo
vakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, Ru
mania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 
China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Ko:sea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, 
Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, North 
Vietnam, Cuba, and others; and 

Whereas, the desire for liberty and inde
pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
peoples in these conquered nations consti
tutes a powerful deterrent to any ambitions 
of Communist leaders to initiate a major war 
and the freedom-loving peoples of the cap
tive nations look to the United States as 
the citadel of human freedom and to the 
people of the United States as leaders in 
bringing about their freedom and independ
ence; and 

Whereas, the Congress of the United States 
by unanimous vote passed Public Law 86-90 
establishing the third week in July each year 
as Captive Nations Week: 

Now, therefore, I, Malcolm E. Ellis, the 
Mayor of the City of Schenectady, New York, 
do .hereby proclaim the week of July 13th 
through July 19th, 1969, as "Captive Na
tions Week" in the City of Schenectady, and 
call upon our citizens to join with others 
in observing this week by offering prayers 
and dedicating their efforts for the peaceful 
liberation of oppressed and subjugated peo
ples all over the world. 

MALCOLM E. ELLIS, 
Mayor. 

PROCLAMATION, CITY OF TACOMA, WASH. 

Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus
sian Communists have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czechoslo
vakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, Ru
manla, East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 
China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, 
Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turke.stan, North 
Vietnam, Cuba, and others; and 

Whereas, the desire for liberty and inde
pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
peoples in these conquered nations con
stitutes a powerful deterrent to any ambi
tions of Communist leaders to initiate a ma
jor war; and 

Whereas, the freedom-loving peoples of the 
captive nations look to the United States as 
the citadel of human freedom and to the 
people of the United States as leaders in 



21480 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 30, 1969 
bringing about their freedom and independ
ence; and 

Whereas, the Congress of the United States 
by unanimous vote passed Public Law 86-90 
establishing the third week in July each year 
as Captive Nations Week and inviting the 
people of the United States to observe such 
week with appropriate prayers, ceremonies 
and activities; expressing their sympathy 
with the support for the just aspirations of 
captive peoples for freedom and independ
ence 

Now, therefore, I, A. L. Rasmussen, Mayor 
of the City of Tacoma, Washington, do hereby 
proclaim that the week commencing July 
13, 1969, be observed as Captive Nations 
Week in Tacoma, and call upon '~he citizens 
of this City to join with others in observing 
this week. 

A. L. RASMUSSEN, 
Mayor. 

PROCLAMATION, CITY OF MOUNT VERNON, N.Y. 
Whereas, the imperialistic policies of Rus

sian Oommunists have led, through direct 
and indirect aggression, to the subjugation 
and enslavement of the peoples of Poland, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Ukraine, Czecho-Slo
vakia, Latvia, Estonia, White Ruthenia, Ru
mania, East Germany, Bulgaria, Mainland 
China, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, North 
Korea, Albania, Idel-Ural, Serbia, Croatia, 
Slovenia, Tibet, Cossackia, Turkestan, North 
Vietnam, Cuba, and others; and 

Whereas, the desire for liberty and inde
pendence by the overwhelming majority of 
peoples in these conquered nations consti
tutes a powerful deterrent to any ambitions 
of Communist leaders to initiate a major 
war; and 

Whereas, the freedom-loving peoples of 
the captive nations look to the United States 
as the citadel of human freedom and to the 
people of the United States as leaders in 
bringing about their freedom and independ
ence; and 

Whereas, the Congress of the United States 
by unanimous vote passed Public Law 86-90 
establishing the third week in July each year 
as Captive Nations Week and inviting the 
people of the United States to observe such 
week with appropriate prayers, ceremonies 
and activities; expressing their sympathy 
with and support for the just aspiration of 
caiptive peoples for freedom and independ
ence; 

Now, therefore, I, August P. Petrillo, Mayor 
of the City of Mount Vernon, New York, do 
hereby proclaim that the week commencing 
July 13, 1969 be observed as Captive Nations 
Week in the City of Mount Vernon, New 
York, and call upon the citizens of Mount 
Vernon to join with others in observing this 
week by offering prayers and dedicating their 
efforts for the peaceful liberation of op
pressed and subjugated peoples all over the 
world. 

AUGUST P. PETRILLO, 
Mayor. 

[From the Korean Freedom Center News, 
July 11, 1969] 

MESSAGE ON THE CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 
The following is the message delivered on 

July 1, 1969, by Dr. Phan Huy Quat, World 
Anti-Communist League Council Chairman, 
on the Captive Nations Week-Ed. 

I wish to extend my warm greetings to all 
WACL regional organizations and member
units on the tenth anniversary of the "Cap
tive Nations Week" movement. In my ca
pacity as WACL Council Chairman, I sin
cerely laud your efforts in sponsoring com
memorative anti-slavery activities this year 
in compliance with the resolutions adopted 
at the 2nd General Conference in Saigon last 
December. 

As millions of enslaved peoples behind the 
iron curtain, in spite of odds and adversity, 
are waging an heroic struggle against their 

ruthless Communist oppressors, the com
memoration of the "Captive Nations Week" 
by WACL members is the most fitting act of 
freedom-loving peoples in support of their 
cause and will certainly serve to enhance 
their morale in their fight to regain national 
independence and sovereignty. 

I do hope that our combined me~age, 
through various channels and media, Will be 
conveyed to the captive nations as a display 
of free world determination to smash the 
Communist empire and to render all-out 
support to the liberation of all nations now 
under Sino-Soviet rule. I wish all W ACL 
members every success in the observance of 
the Captive Nations Week. 

[From the Ukrainian Bulletin, July 1-15, 
1969] 

PREPARING FOR 10TH ANNIVERSARY OF CAPTIVE 
NATIONS WEEK 

WASHINGTON, D.C.-May 26.-The following 
memorandum, prepared by Dr. Lev E. Do
briansky, chairman of the National captive 
Nations Committee (NCNC), has been sent 
to various organizations and groups in prepa
ration for the 10th observance of the "Captive 
Nations Week" this July: · 

In two months we will be observing the 
10th Anniversary of the Captive Nations Week 
Resolution. As in previous years, NCNC ls co
ordinating the Week observance and, on this 
special occasion, urges each of our 37 orga
nized committees to prepare and act on the 
following plans: 

1. The Week falls in the period of July 13-
19, 1969 and is highlighted as "The 10th An
niversary of the Captive Nations Week Reso
lution,'' and calls for maximum use of all 
available media to focus attention on the 
oaptive nations. 

2. A quick response to inquiries on the 
background of the Week can be furnished by 
providing copies of NCNC's chairman's book 
The Vulnerable Russians, which is now in its 
second printing and can be acquired by writ
ing to the Georgetown University Book Store, 
White Gravenor, Georgetown University, 
Washington, D.C. 20007. 

3. The "loth" can also be impressively fea
tured by ordering "10th Anniversary Captive 
Nations Medals" in silver and bronze from 
Mr. Viktors Viksnins (312-588-2085) of the 
Captive Nations Friends Committee, 4146 N. 
Elston Ave., Chicago, Ill. 60618. These would 
make wonderful presentations for persons to 
be honored in your area. NCNC has ordered 
a quantity to honor Congressmen and Sena
tors at the Washington Banquet. 

4. Most important for our cause and the 
fundamental importance of the captive na
tions to U.S. security is the 10th Anniversary 
Banquet planned by NCNC for Wednesday, 
July 16, 1969 at the University Club, 1135-
16th St., N.W., Wash., D.C., at 6 p.m. (recep
tion), 7 p.m. (dinner). To show full solidarity 
of our effort, your committee is requested to 
order at leas·t a table of 8 at $12.50 a person. 
Individual captive nations groups will order 
their tables according to nationality back
ground. Dr. Ku Cheng-kang of China and Mr. 
George Meany, AFL-CIO President, will be 
honored on this momentous occasion. Be
cause of limited seating at 200, orders will be 
honored on a first-come-first-serve basis, 
with a deadline of June 30, 1969 and submit
ted with check payable to the National Cap
tive Nations Committee to our financial sec
retary, Mr. Walter Pretka, 797 Princeton 
Place, Rockville, Md. 20850. This is a high 
point of this year's observance, and we de
pend on your enthusiastic cooperation for 
our mutual success. 

5. The themes we propose are: "The 10th: 
_ Let's Not Forget the Captive Nations"; "Only 
An Honorable Peace With Self-Determination 
by South Vietnam"; "A New, Realistic Policy 
Toward Russia and the USSR"; "Let's Launch 
Now on This 10th a Drive for Alnerica's 200th 
Anniversary of the Spirit of Independence in 
1976." 

6. Enclosed is our brochure for publicized 
use in your area and in preparation for a 
Captive Nations Conference in Washington 
this September, about which we would appre
ciate your views at the forthcoming July 
Banquet. 

[From the Free China Weekly, July 20, 1969] 
FREE WORLD URGED To HELP ASIAN ANTI-RED 

COUNTRIES 
A Chinese civic leader has issued a strong 

appeal to all people in the free world to sup
port Asian countries in checking Commu
nist expansion. 

Ku Cheng-kang, a member of the National 
Assembly and honorary president of the 
World Anti-Communist League, made the 
appeal on July 12 before his departure for 
the United States. 

Ku; who is also head of the China chapter 
of the Asian Peoples' Anti-Communist 
League, went to the United States for a 
three-week visit at the invitation of the U.S. 
Captive Nations Committee. 

He said that the "Captive Nations" move
ment was launched by the United States ten 
years ago to emancipate the enslaved people 
behind the Iron Curtain. This movement 
should coordinate with the Freedom Day 
movement initiated by the Republic of 
China 15 years ago and unite the forces of 
East and West for the cause of liberty. 

"I hope my visit to the United States will 
help achieve that purpose," Ku said. · 

"During my tour of the United States, I 
will convey to the American people the 
strong aspiration of the Asian people for 
freedom and their determination to strive for 
the wellbeing of mankind." 

He emphasized that people in the Western 
world should give firm support to the na
tions in Asia to enable them to safeguard 
their independence and freedom and world 
peace and security as a whole. 

Ku was accompanied by U.S. congressman 
Edward J. Derwinski, who had come to Taipei 
on July 8 particularly to take part in a rally 
held on July 10 to ·observe Captive Nations 
Week. _ 

Derwinski said that he was deeply im
pressed by the unwavering struggle of the 
Chinese people to liberate their compatriots 
now under the yoke of Communist tyranny 
on the China mainland. 

Addressing a rally marking Captive Na
tions Week in Phoenix City, Arizona, on 
July 15, Ku described the Chinese Commu
nist regime in Peiping as aggressive and 
vulnerable. 

Ku said that to shatter the Iron Curtain 
and eliminate the threat of a nuclear war, 
the free world must have the courage to sup
port the liberation struggle of the people on 
the Chinese mainland and seek the rea'iiza
tion of a new world order. 

He said peoples behind the Iron Curtain 
are longing for liberation. "We in our gen
eration consider their liberation our unavoid
able responsibility," he said. 

Communist tyranny will not perish by it
self, he told the rally. The present divisions 
and chaos within the Communist bloc. are 
not accidental. They are the results of an 
awareness in the free world of Communist 
aggression, the rising of national spirit, prog
ress in democratic government and promo
tion of a social well-being that has stopped 
Communist external expansion, he added. 

Ku went on to say that the most important 
task in the present struggle for freedom is to 
actively support the people behind the Iron 
Curtain in their struggle against tyranny. 

He pointed out that the Communist rulers, 
facing the crisis of an internal revolution, 
will resort to all possible means to strike and 
suppress the anti-tyranny revolutionary 
forces. The tragedies of Hungary and Czecho
slovakia and Mao's "cultural revolution" 
represent Communist struggles and counter
attacks against the forces of freedom. 
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The tough anti-Communist leader em

phasized that we should establish an inter
national anti-Communist front and an 
urgently needed regional security system, and 
fight to the end for the freedom of mankind. 

He quoted Abraham Lincoln-"If my 
brothers are still slaves, I am not a free
man"-in an appeal to the free world to help 
the captive peoples. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
July 18, 1969] 

CHINA'S Ku BUSY THERE-BUSY HERE 
The tight schedule of the working trip 

to the United States of Ku Cheng-kang pre
cluded his wife's coming along. He has been 
too busy for leisurely sightseeing or partying. 

The reception at the Chinese embassy last 
. night was a.n exception, however. Ku, mem
ber of the Pre.sidium, National Assembly, 
Republic of China, and chairman of the Po
ll tical Committee, Asian Parliamentarians 
Union, met members of the Chinese commu
nity here, as well as other guests a.t the 
party given by Ambassador and Mrs. Chow. 

The honor guest goes tod·ay to Chicago. 
Wednesday night he was presented with an 
award at the dinner given him by the Ameri
can Committee of Captive Nations Assem
bly at the University Club and was honored 
yesterday at a luncheon on Capitol Hill 
given by Rep. Edward Derwinski, R-Ill., where 
he met members of the House subcommittee 
on the Far East. The congressman attended 
la.st night's reception. 

An adviser to President Chiang Kai-shek, 
Ku is one of the busiest men in free China. 
He is one of the founders of the Asian Peo
ples' Anti-Communist League, inaugurated 
in Korea in 1954. He has s.ince been president 
of the China Chapter. 

Another cause which occupies much of 
Ku's time is the job of providing relief to 
Chinese compatriots suffering on the main
land, as well as the millions who have es
caped to free areas. The Free China Relief 
·Association, established in Taipei in 1950, has 
provided relief to millions.-J.P. 

[From the Tempe (Ariz.) Daily News, 
July 7, 1969] 

EMPHASIS ON YOUTH AT CAPTIVE NATIONS 
RALLY 

A tribute to America's "silent majority" of 
young people is in the offing when the Ari
zona. branch of the Captive Nations Com
mittee stages its 11th annual rally at Grady 
Gammage Memorial auditorium on the Ari
zona State University campus, Tuesday, 
July 15. 

The 8 p.m. program, open to the public, 
will be a Valley highlight of national Captive 
Nations Week, July 13-19, a week initiated by 
resolution of the U.S. Congress in 1959 as a 
time for observances to remind the world of 
the plight of the people in captive nations of 
the Red Empire. It also symbolizes, for bil
lions of captive peoples, the dedication of 
America to their freedom and independence. 

The accent will be on youth at the Tues
day rally with participants for the evening to 
include Ron Patty and his new group, That 
Certain Sound; the Impact '69 singers; the 
internationally acclaimed Mia Dancers; 
Soottsdale Boys' Band and Valley Eagle Scouts 
who will be presenting the flags of the cap
tive nations. 

Featured speaker for the evening will be 
Dr. Ku Cheng-ka.ng, deputy foreign minister 
of Nationalist China. 

Patriotic and religious songs will be pre
sented by That Certain Sound and Impact 
'69. The Mia Dancers, who have been seen on 
the Ed Sullivan television show as well as in 
appearances t.hroughout the world, will pre
sent their colorful folk dances for the pro
gram. Scottsdale Boys' Band will provide the 
instrumental music. 

Sa.id the spokesman for the Captive Na
tions Committee, "With the riots and turmoil 
caused by many college students today, we 
lose sight of how the majority of our young 
people really feel a.bout this great land of 
ours. On July 15, we will have a chance to 
witness the true spirit of today's youth ... 
as _these youth groups join in expressing 
the1r love and faith in this country of ours 
as we remember those peoples who have lost 
their basic freedoms and human rights-the 
one billion captive peoples of the captive 
nations behind the Iron, Bamboo and Sugar 
Curtains. 

Admission for the rally will be $1 for 
adults, children and students admitted free. 

[From the Buffalo (N.Y.) Evening News] 
Is RUMANIA CAPTIVE? 

Last week was Captive Nations Week, duly 
proclaimed as such by President Nixon in 
observing a tradition of more than a dozen 
years. Instigated by Congress, the presiden
tial proclamation deplores the fact that cer
tain nations are under the domination of 
outside governments. 

On August 2 and 3, President Nixon will 
be visiting Romania on his round-the-world 
tour. When someone inquired whether Presi
dent Nixon will be visiting a. "captive na
tion," White House Press Secretary Ronald 
Ziegler curtly replied: "The proclamation 
speaks for itself." 

Romania was not mentioned in the proc
lamation, although it is usually considered 
one of Russia's satellite countries. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star, 
July 20, 1969) 

A PROCLAMATION WITHOUT TRUMPETS 
When President Nixon issued his procla

mation for Captive Nations Week there was 
little public or press reaction. 

But when Nixon signed the proclamation 
Monday he certainly recalled another one is
sued back in 1959. That one, from the late 
President Dwight D. Eisenhower, assailed the 
Soviet government for "imperialistic and 
aggressive" policies-and came at a time 
when then-Vice President Nixon was in 
Moscow. 

The ,then-Soviet Premier Nikita S. Khru
shchev stirred a controversy when he told 
Nixon, "This resolution stinks." 

Since then, the yearly proclamations have 
been studied for possible indication of chang
ing U.S. policies toward the Communist 
world. As the years have gone by, the proc
lamations have been milder in tone. 

Nixon, who has talked of replacing the era 
of confrontation with one of negotiation, 
purposely appears to have soft-pedaled the 
whole affair. In a key passage, he urged 
Americans "to renew their devotion to the 
high ideals on which our nation was founded 
and has prospered and to suSltain with 
understanding and sympathy the j:ust aspi
rations of the peoples of all nations for inde
pendence and human freedom." 

COUNTY OF ERIE OFFICIALLY SALUTES CAPTIVE 
NATIONS WEEK, JULY 20-27, 1969 

PROGRAM OF EVENTS 
Message of the county executive 

Whereas, Public Law 86-90 was enacted 10 
years ago. This law establishes Captive Na
tions Week, and in so doing, our representa
tives themselves also established that we, 
Americans, do not bow to despotism whether 
it comes from the Court of St. James or the 
Kremlin or Peking; anC: 

Whereas, Today Communism has erected 
a cruel carrier of barbed wire, minefields, 
manhunters, bloodhounds and machine guns. 
It has re-established colonialism behind an 
Iron Curtain, where civilized nations labor 
under the boot of tyranny. The same ruth
less armed oppression has been used against 

the open resistance in Budapest or the peace
ful attempt for changes in Prague. 

This political oppression and economic ex
ploitation of the Captive Nations is com
mitted in the name of a political system 
which has been proven to be obsolete and 
reactionary. Communism attempts to stabi
lize its system through the bloodshed and 
misery of others. Fomenting small wars 
throughout the world is an oft-used strategy; 
and 

Whereas, The peoples of the Captive Na
tions look to us for sympathy, encourage
ment and help. We have witnessed that 
bridges cannot be built to these countries. 
The puppet governments of Moscow insists 
that any oontact with the West and Free
dom be denied their people; and 

Whereas, We should ensure that these pup
pet governments receive no economic help 
from the West. To this end, we should a.void 
buying any products of these countries be
cause the hard currency s,o acquired by these 
governments is used to subvert our own 
freedom. We must keep in mind that these 
goods we buy were denled our enslaved 
brothers. 

Now, Therefore, I, B. John Tutuska, County 
Executive of the County of Erie, Do hereby 
proclaim the week of July 20-27, 1969, as 
"Captive Nations Week" and urge the citizens 
of Erie County to support and observe this 
week with appropriate ceremonies and 
activities. 

In Witness Whereof, I have hereunto set my 
hand and caused the Seal of the County of 
Erie to be affixed this 2nd day of July, 1969. 

B. JOHN TuTUSKA, 
County Executive. 

Highlights of events 
Sunday, July 20 

A.M. Religious Observances and Prayers in 
the Churches of Erie County. 

2:30 P.M. Civic Opening of Captive Na
tions Week Program in front of the Buffalo 
and Erie Oounty Public Library in Lafayette 
Square. 

1. Presentation of Colors-Arthur F. Kili
chowski, New York State Commander, Army 
and Navy Union of America. 

2. National Anthem-The Misses Marika 
Zahariev and Pam Merz. 

3. Invocation-Rev. Paul Kantor, Pastor, 
Hung·arian Reformed Church of the West 
Side. 

4. Placing of wreaths at the Memorial to 
the Captive Nations. 

5. Welcome by Mr. Albert J. Weinert, 
Chairman, Erie County Civic Committee to 
Observe Captive Nations Week. 

6. Introduction of Master of Ceremonies, 
Walter V. Chopyk, by Mr. Albert J. Weinert, 
Chairman E.C.C.C. to Observe C.N.W. 

7. Proclamation: Hon. B. John Tutuska, 
Erie County Executive and Honorary Chair
man E.C.C.C. to Observe C.N.W. 

8. Speaker: Mr. Michael J Kogutek, De
partment of New York State Commander, 
American Legion; President, Chamber of 
Commerce, Lackawanna, N.Y. 

9. Benediction: Rev. Paul Kantor, Pastor, 
Hungarian Reformed Church of the West 
Side. 

10. "Youth Salute the Captive Nations"
Library Aud. 

Wednesday, July 23 
12:30 P.M. Oivic Luncheon sponsored by 

the Kiwanis Club of Buffalo, President Harry 
W. Halbersleben presiding, and the ECCTO
CNW in the Buffalo Athletic Club in Niagara 
Square. 

Speaker: Dr. Lev E. Dobriansky, National 
Chairman and Founder of Captive Nations 
Week, Washington, D.C. 

Topic: "Education for Freedom Through 
Contrast." 

Tickets: $2.80 (includes gratuities). 
Reservations: Call 634--1166. 
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A special art exhibit will be held in the 

Buffalo and Erie County Library, Lafayette 
Square from July 22-August 4, 1969. Paint
ings and other materials depicting the plight 
of the captive nations, completed by recent 
refugees from the Iron Curtain countries. 

All events are open to the public. No ad
mission charge will be made except for the 
Civic Luncheon on Wednesday, July 23, at 
the Buffalo Athletic Club. 
Erie County Citizens Committee To Observe 

Captive Nations Week 
Honorary Chairman: Hon. B. John Tu

tuska, Erle County Executive. 
Chairman: Albert J. Weinert, United Anti

communist Committee of WNY. 
Public Relations Director: Walter V. 

Chopyk, United Anti-Communist Committee 
of WNY. 

Secretary: Mrs. Marjorie Lovejoy, United 
Anti-Communist Committee of WNY. 

Treasurer: Clement Sakas, Lithuanian 
Club of Buffalo. 

Resolutions: Dr. Lazlo B. Szimonisz, Hun
garian Freedom Fighters Ass'n. 

Youth Concert: Vladymyr Kowalyk, Uk
rainian American Youth Ass•n. 

Color Guard: Arthur F. Kilichowski, New 
York State Commander, Army and Navy 
Union. 

Captive Nations Flags: Zef Priszka, Al
banian Societies. 

Arrangements: William J. Tracy, Veterans 
of Foreign Wars. 

Members of the Committee 
Dr. John Juhasz: Actio Hungarlca. 
Dr. Michael Saikewlcz: Ukrainian Congress 

Committee of America. 
Rev. Paul Kantor: American Hungarians 

of the Niagara Frontier. 
Dr. Voldemar Kirss: Estonian Committee. 
Francis M. Kindl: Veterans of Foreign 

Wars. 
Tacho D. Kuntscheff: Bulgarian Club of 

Buffalo. 
Eugene V. Massucci: Army and Navy Union 

o! America. 
Wasyl Sharvan: Anti-Bolshevik Bloc of 

Nations. 
George M. Wong: Chinese Golden Dragon 

Society. 
A. O'Neil Kline: Kiwanis Club of Buffalo. 
Dr. Stephen Gredel: Croatian Delegation. 
Ting Fong Wong: Chinese Golden Dragon 

Society. 
Romas Masiolonis: Lithuanian Club of 

Buffalo. 
Vidis E. Malejs: Latvian Society. 
Charles Quagllana: United Anti-Commu

nist Committee of WNY. 

DAY OF BREAD RESOLUTION 
(Mr. PURCELL asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PURCELL. Mr. Speaker, I am in
troducing, for appropriate reference, a 
joint resolution which would establish a 
"Day of Bread" in the United States, 
along with a "Harvest Festival Week." 

One of my goals, as chairman of the 
Livestock and Grains Subcommittee of 
the House Committee on Agriculture, 
has been to encourage a closer working 
relationship among producers, proces
sors, food manufacturers, and retailers. 
To the extent that this relationship 
breaks down I believe they fail to serve 
the best interests of themselves, their 
stockholders, and the consuming public. 

There! ore, I was delighted that the 
National Association of Wheat Growers, 
the Millers' National Federation, and the 
American Bakers' Association have given 

wholehearted endorsement to plans for a 
"Day of Bread." These organizations and 
others have already made provision for 
administration, coordination, and fund
ing of the program. 

Mr. Speaker, wheat is perhaps man's 
oldest cultivated crop; more wheat is 
produced than any other commodity; 
and it provides a staple food in some 43 · 
countries having a population of nearly 
a billion people. Bread has served man
kind well and will continue to do so as 
long as there is a need for nutritious, 
low-cost food products. I :firmly believe 
it deserves the recognition I seek for it 
in this joint resolution-both as bread 
itself and as a symbol of all foods. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to add at the 
conclusion of my remarks an editorial 
which appeared in the Southwestern 
Miller, a highly respected and widely 
read trade paper. I agree with the com
ment that the plans for the "Day of 
Bread" are wonderfully innovative and 
appropriately bold and ambitious in 
scope. · 

The editorial follows: 
SUPERB "DAY OF BREAD" 

The decision made by major segments of 
the breadstuffs industry to join in sponsor
ing a "Day of Bread" in the United States 
this October 29 hold enormous promise as 
a promotion program for the industry. The 
program plans are wonderfully innovative 
and appropriately bold and ambitious in 
scope. Of its many exciting elements, per
haps the most unique is the hope that the 
observance of a "Day of Bread" will become 
worldwide, as an event that would cross 
national barriers in celebration of the con
tributions of wheat-based foods to the world. 
'!'he appropriateness of such dimensions for 
the program is indicated by the fact that 
bread nrovides more nourishment for the 
world than any other food, serving as a 
staple in the diets of 43 countries with an 
aggregate population of almost a billion peo
ple. 

As delineated by H. Howard Lampman, ex
ecutive director of the Wheat Flour Insti
tute, the many facets of the program center 
on the observance of the "Day of Bread" by 
simultaneous luncheons held throughout the 
United States, and dinners in Europe. Con
gress will be asked to adopt a resolution 
proclaiming a "Harvest Week," of which the 
"Day of Bread" would be an outstanding 
event. Beyond the simultaneous luncheons 
and dinners for top government officials, the 
program will include such elements as an 
annual awards program for pdnt and broad
cast media to recognize the best coverage in 
each medium of some ph~e of wheat pro
duction, flour milling and baking. Many ad
ditional imaginative details are under dis
cussion for incorporation into the program
regular schedule of press releases, communi
cations to church leaders and contacts with 
chief editorial writers. 

The program is drawn from the observ
ance of a Day of Bread in West Germany, 
an event started in 1953 and gaining in suc
cess as a promotion device in the intervening 
fifteen years. The West German innovators 
worked closely with Mr. Lampman in aiming 
for an international observance. Contacts 
are planned with milling and baking and 
wheat producer interests throughout the 
Western hemisphere and in Europe and Af
rica to stimulate their participation. 

It is perhaps no more than a coincidence 
that the announcement o! the "Dav of 
Bread" plans came in the same week as the 
news that the Wheat and Wheat Foods 
Foundation at last has been formally struc
tured and is moving toward seektng ena
bling federal legislation to provide financing. 

The objectives for the "Day of Bread" and 
for the Foundation a.re identical insofar as 
the promotional aspect is concerned. In fact, 
the detailed Foundation program prepared 
several years ago includes lust such an ob
servance as one of the approaches that could 
be sponsored by the new organization. Even 
the participants in the Foundation and the 
backers of "Day of Bread" are the same
wheat producers, millers and end-product 
manufacturers. 

Once the Foundation becomes a viable or
ganization With adequate financing, the 
"Day of Bread" could be sunply lncorporated 
a.a one of its on-going a-et1vities along with 
its general commitment to research, educa
tional and promotion on behalf of wheat 
foods. What ts needed is administration, co
ordination and funding for the "Day of 
Bread" program as if the Foundation were 
already in existence. Too great a reliance on 
voluntary activities and independent com
mittees in the 50 states where an observance 
is hoped for, with neither central direction 
nor specified budgeting, would threaten the 
success of the observance. The idea of the 
"Day of Bread" is too valuable to leave to 
the change of a hoped-for "Happening." Now 
that the sponsoring organizations have ex
pressed their endorsement, the program di
rectors must be given the support necessary 
to carry forward on a superb promotion idea. 

LEAD POISONING OF UNDER
PRIVILEGED CHILDREN 

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, America 
and those supposedly leading this Na
tio.n are much taken these days with 
glamor, scandal, and mortality. Com
mendable goals to center significant ac
tivity upon, I am sure. Yet while they 
are busy attacking gains in the areas of 
human rights we have made in the past, 
perhaps they will take a moment to con
template the fate of a growing number 
of children in our society, especially in 
the slum areas of our large cities. Many 
are dying of lead poisoning. 

They are mainly small children who 
eat bits of paint and plaster that peel 
from walls and ceilings of dilapidated 
housing-of which the major metropoli
tan areas have a plethora. Often they 
eat these pieces of debris because they 
are simply available. 

This constantly worsening situation 
was ignored until recently. The New 
York Scientists Committee for Public In
formation and the New York Citizen's 
Committee to End Lead Poisoning, 
among others, publicized the extent of 
this affliction, and the damage it could 
and was producing in small children. 
Much credit is due to my distinguished 
colleague from New York, Mr. WILLIAM 
F. RYAN, who has done pioneering work 
in the Congress in this area. 

I am therefore pleased to join him in 
sponsorship of three measures aimed at 
making a total attack upon this horrible 
problem. H.R. 9191 would establish an 
HEW fund for local grants which would 
allow identification and treatment of 
victims. 

H.R. 9192 is aimed at the problem it
self-peeling interior lead-based paint in 
substandard housing. Under this 
measure, HUD could make local grants 
for detection of such paint, requiring 
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owners and landlords to remove it from 
interior surfaces. 

H.R. 11699 would require local juris
dictions to submit for HUD e.pproval ef
fective plans for removing this menace 
before receiving Federal funds for hous
ing rehabilitation or code enforcement. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the evil has 
been identified, blocked out and con
demned. There is really no argument 
that can be mustered against these 
excellent measures, which, if enacted 
and enforced, would effectively counter 
and stamp out this malady. We know 
our duty to our own citizens. Yet it must 
be asked, in all seriousness, whether we 
shall act. Cost would not be severe; $21 
million would cover complete programs 
for the first S years. We burn up 
that much in ammunition daily in Viet
nam. We throw away that :nuch in waste 
in our Military Establishment '!very few 
days, as overwhelming evidence has 
shown. We spend that much on subsi
dizing foreign dictators every month. 

I fear, however, that this hope and 
these measures may go the route of the 
rat control measure of not so distant 
memory on this floor. These are the chil
dren in our Nation. And they are voice
less. And helpless. Who will extend a 
hand in compassion to them? How many 
votes do they have? 

Mr. Speaker, this country is busily en
gaged in placing every major priority 
last, and every minor one first. Will we 
ignore these pleas as well? Time will tell. 
Conscience will remind. Justice will be 
demanded. The piper will call for his 
price for this dance, too. We shall all 
pay it. 

A CORPORATION INVESTIGATES 
THE CONGRESS 

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, for the sec
ond time in recent years a corporation 
has sought to carry out an investigation 
into the personal affairs of a private citi
zen involved with legislation affecting 
that industry. In this case, Gilbert S. Mc
Inerny, vice president and general coun
sel of the American Home Products 
Corp. of New York, confirmed that his 
corporation had ordered an investigation 
of a staff member of the U.S. Senate Fi
nance Committee. 

The bill involved would provide for 
financial assistance for drug purchases 
made under the Government's medicare 
and medicaid programs. It would pro
mote low-cost drugs under their generic 
names at expense of chemically identi
cal, higher-priced drugs sold under their 
trade names. This is a measure directly 
aimed at aiding our elderly on the sky
rocketing cost of drugs, and I have 
sponsored exactly identical legislation in 
the House. It affects close to 20 million 
older Americans. 

American Home Products is the 89th 
largest industrial corporation in the Na-

. tion. Its net income was 10.3 percent on 
1968 sales of $1.8 billion. Prescription 
drugs account for 35 percent of its busi
ness. Patent medicines make up 17 per
cent more. Its prescription drug subsid
iaries are Wyeth Laboratories, Ayerst, 

Fort Dodge, and Ives Laboratories. Its 
patent medicine divisions are Whitehall 
Laboratories and the 0. M. Franklin 
Serum Co. 

Mr. Speaker, the case involving Ralph 
Nader and General Motors was serious 
enough, showing how boldly a major 
corporation would act, disregarding civil 
liberties and personal privacy where an 
individual is concerned. This case is far 
worse. A major corporation dared to hire 
private investigators to enter the Sen
ate itself and seek personal data on a 
staff member engaged in working on and 
drafting legislation. A congressional in
vestigation is certainly in order. 

This same measure has been submitted 
to this House. What was attempted upon 
the other body certainly can be expected 
here. I believe a precedent must be set 
and a law passed which would make it 
utterly prohibitive for any enterprise af
fected by pending legislation to contem
plate and carry through such an outrage. 
The Congress must be sacrosanct as far 
as such investigations are concerned, and 
the time to establish this principle is im
mediately. 

What is to prevent such an organiza
tion from perpetrating upon a Con
gressman or a Senator what it sought to 
perpetrate upon Mr. Nader and Mr. Con
stantine of the Senate Finance Commit
tee staff? What they have tried once, they 
will attempt again. We can expect such 
occurrences again and again. 

Mr. Speaker, I am offering a bill today 
in the hope that this House will recognize 
the necessity of serving notice upon any 
future offenders who are tempted to fol
low a similar path. The legislation intro
duced will establish severe penalties upon 
those perpetrating these acts and will 
serve notice upon those contemplating 
sa~e. 

FARM INCOME 
<Mr. POAGE asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, for years I 
have stressed the need for reciprocal 
understanding between rural and urban 
Congressmen regarding legislation, and 
to the fact that it is in the long-range 
interest of residents of cities that they 
support measures to increase farmer 
income. 

I have urged that they encourage their 
Congressmen to vote for bills to increase 
farm income and thus assure adequate 
food supplies at reasonable prices. 

It was most refreshing, Mr. Speaker, 
to find that an urban district Congress
man, the Honorable DAN RoSTENKOWSKI, 
of Chicago, has expressed similar views 
in an article published in "Agri-industry 
News" published by the Corn Refiners 
Association. 

With a hope that all my colleagues, 
especially those representing city dis
tricts, will read Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI'S 
statement, I insert it in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD: 
THE FARMER'S FUTURE-A GROWING CONCERN 

FOR CITY CONGRESSMEN 

(By Representative DAN ROSTENKOWSKI) 
(Editor's Note: Congressman Rostenkow

ski, an influential member of the Ways and 

Means Committee, a.nd member of the Dem
ocratic leadership, represents a district in 
Chicago.) 

Just 16 years ago, 165 members of the 
House of Representatives came from districts 
with 20 percent or more rural population. 
Today only 49 come from such districts. 

In 21 states, not one district has as much 
as 15 percent farm population. In fact, in 
my home state of Illinois, the nation's leader 
in agricultural exports, only two of our 24 
congressional districts have more than 15 
percent farm population, and none has more 
than 25 percent. 

Numerically, rural power in the House is 
rapidly declining. In part, this reflects sim
mering problems of too little income, too 
few jobs and ever-shrinking opportunity. 
Containing and curing these problems is a 
matter for increasing concern on the part of 
urban congressmen. For one reason, the de
terioration of rural areas causes more con
gestion and further intensifica.tion of the 
problems besetting our great cities. 

Actually, the traditional conflict and com
petition for funds and power between urban 
and rural oongressmen has become a waste
ful drain of energy and resources. 

Today, urban and rural problems are 
closely related. Yet, they too seldom are 
treated as such, and the time has come for 
representatives on both sides to bend a little. 

Urban congressmen need a better under
standing of agricultural production adjust
ment programs. There should be wider ap
preciation for the fact that Americans eat 
better, and at less cost in relation to income, 
than any other people. In addition, urban 
representatives must recognize that rising 
food prices do not reflect a substantial rise 
in profits for farmers. The farmer is still 
getting only about three cents of the price 
of a loaf of bread. 

In response to the American farmer's truly 
remarkable production record, urban con
gressmen must be willing to help develop and 
enact programs that not only insure an ade
quate and stable food supply, but also insure 
fair income for those farmers who do not now 
make enough. 

Congressmen from predominantly rural 
areas must reciprocate by supporting pro
grams that may primarily benefit urban 
Americans, and other programs, such as those 
that provide food assistance, that benefit 
people throughout the country. 

They must recognize that with seven 
Americans in ten now living in the cities, 
there is an urgent and justifiable demand for 
cleaner air, clearer water and a reduction in 
congestion. 

These objectives-like fair prices for farm
ers, and improved opportunity in rural 
America---are in the national interest, and as 
such cut across the now fading boundaries 
that have so seri,ously factionalized Con
gress in the past. 

LOCATE FEDERAL BUILDINGS IN 
RICHMOND, CALIF. 

(Mr. WALDIE asked and was given 
permission to. extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, the present 
office space situation of the Social Secu
rity Administration payment center in 
San Francisco is serious enough to war
rant immediate consideration of con
solidating the present four offices into 
one. 

I am in complete agreement with the 
General Services Administration as to 
the physical needs of the consolidated 
office, and believe that a site within 
the Richmond Redevelopment Agency's 
downtown project, or a similarly situa,ted 
location, would be ideally suited for the 
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payment center location. Situated on the 
bay area rapid transit route and having 
office space large enough to accommo
date the center, the Richmond site would 
be convenient for presently employed 
workers, and would provide an excellent 
source of skilled and efficient workers to 
supplement the work force. 

I should like to insert in the RECORD an 
editorial carried in the Independent, 
Richmond, Calif., on July 121. 1969, set
ting forth most eloquently the need for 
the establishment of the Social Security 
Administration payment office in Rich
mond, Calif. · 

"PURPLE HEART" CITY DESERVES 
GOVERNMENT BUILDING 

The Federal Government has an opportu
nity today to atone for some of the injuries 
inflicted on the City of Richmond, injuries 
which earned the city the title of "The 
Purple Heart" city. It earned that "heart" 
because t he Federal government dumped 
more than 90,000 workers here during World 
War II to work in the shipyards, and then left 
Richmond with a serious problem when the 
shipyard work was abruptly cancelled as the 
war ended. 

But Richmond fought back. It built a new 
city hall complex. It brought in new indus
try. It expanded the city's boundaries. It 
made the police and fire departments two of 
the best in the nation. And it spent literally 
millions of dollars in services for the peo
ple. 

Today Richmond, or the downtown area of 
the city, is being rebuilt and redevelopment 
has taken over block after block of land, 
planning for the time when new buildings 
to house new businesses or offices, can be 
constructed. 

Today Richmond is one of several sites 
being considered by the General Services 
Adininistration for construction of a huge 
Social Security Administration Office for the 
Bay Area. 

Today Richmond's site for the proposed 
building is one that meets the requirements 
of the Federal government. The area for the 
building, between Macdonald and Bissell 
avenues, and Eleventh and Fourteenth 
streets, meets the criterion that it be near 
the Rapid Transit facilities; that it provide 
ample parking area for 2,000 people who 
would be employed in the building, and that 
it be near services and business. The price 
that the Redevelopment Agency, owners of 
the property, is placing on the property is 
well within the requirements of the Federal 
agency, and on the whole cheaper than the 
other sites, particularly those in El Cerrito 
and Berkeley. 

The requirement that private capital build 
• the building and lease it back to the Fed

eral government, is met with the offers of 
three reputable firms to do the work. 

Construction of this GSA building in Rich
mond would be a shot in the arm for the 
Redevelopment program, and would go a long 
way toward overcoming some of the injus
tices which the Federal government inflicted 
on Richmond. 

Both Congressman Jerome Waldie in Wash
ington and Assemblyman John T. Knox in 
Sacramento are backing Richmond's bid for 
the project. They have friends in Wash
ington to whom they can tum. But on the 
merits of its case, and of its record in aid
ing the war effort, Richmond should be se
lected for the building. 

GUILLOTINING THE EDUCATION 
.BUDGET 

<Mr. WALDIE asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Speaker, Claude M. 
Ury, one of my constituents, has called 
to my attention an article by Sylvia 
Porter that effectively points out the 
deficiencies of the proPQsed national ed
ucation budget. 

I include the text of this article: 
YOUR MONEY: BACKWARD STEP IN EDUCATION 

(By Sylvia Porter) 
This coming Thursday, July 24, the House 

Subcommittee on Appropriations will com
plete a bill to provide cash for the national 
education budget during the 12 months end
ing July, 1970. In the form prepared by the 
Nixon Administration, this bill would start
ingly downgrade education to a very low 
place on our list of national priorities. It 
would erase several education advances 
achieved under the administrations of Eisen
hower, Kennedy and Johnson. Specifically, 
in its Nixon Administration form, this bill 
would: 

Slash the total U.S. Office of Education 
budget from $4.1 billion in fiscal '68 to $3.2 
billion in fiscal '70, an incredible reduction 
of 25 per cent at a time when more and 
better education is a must; 

Reduce to zero funds for school library 
materials under the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965; 

Reduce to zero matching funds for ma
terials and equipment for elementary and 
secondary schools under the National De
fense Education Act of 1958; 

Reduce to zero funds for guidance and 
counseling services, also under the Defense 
Education Act passed during Mr. Eisen
hower's administration; 

Cut in half funds for college library mate
rials under the Higher Education Act of 
1965; 

Cut in half matching funds for public li
brary programs and materials under the 
Library Services and Construction Act of 
1956, another Eisenhower education law. 

In summary, it would eliininate entirely 
three education-library programs and emas
culate another two and shrink to less than 
11h per cent of our Federal budget the total 
we spend for education-libraries. · 

The fact that this is a very real threat and 
may well happen is just starting to penetrate 
education circles; until now, U.S. educators 
couldn't bring themselves to believe that the 
Nixon Administration deliberately would 
adopt such policies of retreat on education in 
an era of explosive social unrest. 

They are fighting back. A National Citizens 
Committee to Save Education and Library 
Funds (SELF) under the chairmanship o:f 
the world-respected Dr. Detlev W. Bronk, 
president emeritus of the Rockefeller Uni
versity, is publicizing the crisis. 

On July 9, 150 trustees of libraries from 33 
States marched on Washington to obtain 
pledges of votes for restoration of the funds 
from 100 lawmakers. 

A fight on the House floor seems a cer
tainty. 

No one denies the need for curbing Federal 
spending now. This is imperative to dampen 
inflationary psychology and control the 
price-wage spiral. But what is swelling the 
Federal budget are such items as military 
spending in general, the Vietnam war in par
ticular, skyrocketing interest on the national 
debt. As one comparison, Texas Democratic 
Senator Yarborough cites the fact that we 
are spending $21,666 per American for am
munition to fight the Vietnam war-against 
25 cents per American for libraries and teach
ing materials. As another, while our national 
education budget is threatened with mutila
tion to the $3 billion-a-year range, interest 
going to owners of the U.S. debt ls soaring 
above an annual $17 billion. 

These cutbacks would wipe out libraries in 
areas where the need is greatest; for instance, 
m.any bookmobiles would disappear in re
gions of New Mexico where the Indians and 

Spanish-American Inigrants live. Countless 
hundreds of thousands of children would be 
injured permanently; the key cause of fail
ure in school is inability to read. 

In the words of New York Republican Sen
ator Javits, "Guillotining the education 
budget is not responsible fiscal belt tighten
ing." Or even more to the point, as Yar
borough asks in obvious disgust: 

"What kind of priorities do we have in this 
country?" 

THE URGENT PROBLEMS OF CBW 
AND THE PUBLIC'S DEBT TO CON
GRESSMAN McCARTHY AND MR. 
SEYMOUR HERSCH 
(Mr. LOWENSTEIN asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, dur
ing the past several months, the efforts 
of two valiant individuals, Congressman 
RICHARD McCARTHY of Buffalo and Mr. 
Seymour Hersch of Washington, have 
brought the nightmare problems of 
chemical and biological warfare increas
ingly to the attention of the public. Our 
enormous debt to Congressman Mc
CARTHY and Mr. Hersch becomes more 
evident with every new disclosure of the 
dangers this Nation faces as a result of 
present CBW policies. 

In March 1968, what was ultimately 
described by the Army as a "malfunc-
tion" during open-air testing of the 

lethal nerve gas VX at Utah's Dugway 
Proving Ground resulted in the death 
of more than 6,400 sheep. Only a provi
dential change in wind ~onditions, fol
lowed by a heavy rain, prevented a ma
jor disaster to travelers on nearby U.S. 
Highway 40-remarkable luck to say the 
least, considering that a lethal dose of 
VX is one milligram, or approximately 
one-fiftieth of a drop. 

For 14 months the Army denied that it 
had anything to do with what happened 
to the sheep. Maybe it even believed its 
own denials, for it appears not t0 have 
been daunted in the least by what al
most happened to everyone in the neigh
borhood, and what did in fact happen to 
the sheep. In fact, it was afte_ Dugway 
that the Army prepared to transport by 
rail some 20,000 tons of the deadly nerve 
gas GB, as well as other lethal and nea:·
lethal agents, from Rocky Mountain 
Arsenal in Colorado to Earle, N.J. Thanks 
largely to the efforts of Congressman 
McCARTHY, enough public opposition to 
this strange procedure was generated to 
force reconsideration and a search for 
alternative methods of disposal. 

Meanwhile, other perturbing facts 
about the CBW operation have been com
ing to our attention. We have learned 
that a well for the disposal of poisonous 
wastes was drilled 2 ¥2 miles deep into 
the Rocky Mountain Arsenal. In the 5 
years that followed, some 1,500 earth
quakes shook an area that before that 
time had not had a quake since 1882. 
One effect of a major quake might of 
course be to turn loose the massive sup
plies of nerve gas stored at the arsenal. 
Is there a connection between the well 
and the quakes? The Army thinks not. 
The people living nearby are not so sure. 

Next Congressman McCARTHY rePorted 
evidence that we are testing many biolog-
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ical agents on Eniwetok atoll in the 
Marshall Islands. Perhaps the tests are 
considered too dangerous to be conducted 
nearer home. It also develops that we 
have been shipping nerve gas to West 
Germany in small amounts for years, ap
parently without worrying about the 1954 
West European protocol, which stipulates 
that West Germany can only receive 
NATO-approved CBW materials, and 
which prohibits the manufacture or 
stockpiling of these weapons. 

One of the more unsettling disclo·sures 
is the news that certain chemicals, in
cluding nerve gas, have been tested ex
tensively in open air at the Edgewood 
Arsenal in Maryland and at Fort Mc
Clellan in Alabama. After the Dugway 
disaster, which killed thousands of sheep 
more than 47 miles from the presumed 
test area, the testing of these agents at 
a location only 12 miles from Baltimore 
seems difficult to understand. 

A few years agio there seemed slight 
signs of hope in this generally bleak pic
ture. Edgewood Arsenal and Fort Mc
Clellan agreed to stop open-air tests of 
nerve gas pending a scientific study. 
President Nixon ordered a full-scale re
view of the CBW program, and stated 
that "the specter of chemical and bio
logical warfare arouses horror and revul
sion around the world." Seventy-six of 
us in this House joined in a resolution 
urging President Nixon to resubmit the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 to Oongress---a 
protocol that calls for the no-first-use 
of "asphyxiating, poisonous or other 
gases, and of bacteriological methods of 
warfare,'' and that could represent the 
.first meaningful step toward effective 
control and disarmament in this com
plex and urgent field of weaponry. 

Now these signs of hope fade in the 
glare of more recent events. As a result 
of what the Pentagon calls a "mishap," 
24 Americans were injured by the lethal 
nerve gas GB, which, it turns out, was 
being stored at Okinawa. One wonders 
now if only "mishaps" and "malfunc
tions" will bring_ word to the American 
people about what gases are stored 
where, and for what purposes. One won
ders also if we really best guard our
selves against hypothetical Russian at
tacks by subjecting ourselves to an end
less series of Dugways and Okinawas. 

Has the Army decreed that "malfunc
tions" and "mishaps" will be no more, 
and that when they occur against regu
lations, winds will only blow in provi
dential directions? Are we to go on im
periling everyone in Baltimore, Denver, 
and heaven knows where else on the 
theory that they will not mind perishing 
if something goes wrong just so it is not 
the Russians who are to blame? Is there 
no urgency to seeking international 
agreements to control weapons that are 
in some ways more dangerous even than 
thermo-nuclear bombs? Are we mad? 

So our special admiration and grat
itude go to Congressman McCARTHY and 
Mr. Hersch, whose remarkable book, 
"Biological and Chemical Warfare: 
America's Hidden Arsenal" deserves the 
attention of thoughtful Americans. 

CXV--1354-Part 16 

I include at this point in the RECORD an 
editorial from the New York Times: 

THE LUNACY OF GERM WARFARE 

Dean Swift himself could not do justice to 
a world which over the centuries and with 
great skill has eliminated disease one by one 
for the sake of humanity, and then syste
matically bred the germs of those diseases 
as a possible weapon of war. Yet all the major 
countries, even those that have the nuclear 
power to wipe out the earth's population 
several times over, persist in the solemn 
lunacy of stockpiling lethal bacteria and 
poisonous gases in the name of national de
fense. 

Fortunately a few rays of good sense have 
been penetrating this Kafka-like realm, and 
it is at least possible that the world may be 
spared further hazardous progress along a 
particularly gruesome road. Among the hope
ful signs, the first in recent weeks was the 
vigorous campaign against the chemical and 
biological warfare program of the Defense 
Department by Representative Richard D. 
McCarthy of Buffalo. It was Mr. Mc
Carthy who induced a rare briefing of 
Congressmen on the subject by hitherto reti
cent officers of the Pentagon. And it was the 
same Congressman who almost singlehand
edly prevented the crosscountry shipment of 
several hundred freight cars filled with ob
solete but deadly gas bombs the Army irre
sponsibly planned to dump in the Atlantic. 
· Entering into the questioning spirit, the 
Senate Armed Services Committee has just 
voted to cut out of the defense budget all 
funds for researching offensive measures in 
the field of chemical-biological warfare. Pres
ident Nixon himself has shown a marked 
interest in moves to reduce this whole cate
gory of armaments. He has ordered a full
scale review of the program and pledged to 
the opening session of the Geneva Disarma
ment Conference that the United States 
would seek "reliable arms control" for this 
potential type of warfare, which "arouses 
horror and revulsion throughout the world." 

Perhaps even more significant, the United 
Nations has Just issued a report that should 
be required reading for responsible govern
ment officials around the globe. It docu
ments not only the frightful dangers of 
chemical and biological warfare but the folly 
of their contemplated use as well as their 
total unpredictability, their possible destruc
tion of the environment even where they do 
not immediately wipe out a whole popula
tion, including those who initiate their use; 
and the easy and frightening proliferation 
of such weapons among nations that cannot 
afford nuclear armaments. 

In transmitting the work of the fourteen 
distinguished scientists who drew up the 
U.N. report, Secretary General U Thant has 
appealed to all states to accept the Geneva 
Protocol of 1925, renouncing the use of 
chemical and biological agents-a declara
tion ratified by sixty nations but not by the 
United States-and to eliminate such agents 
as quickly as possible from their arsenals. 

If these steps are taken, such is the irony 
of the situation, the world would breathe 
n;iore easily at having to ward off only the 
threat of nuclear destruction. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. BROOMFIELD (at the request of Mr. 

GERALD R. FORD), for the balance of week, 
on accoun·t of death of personal aide. 

Mr. GRAY (at the request of Mr. AL
BERT), for today, on account of attend
ance at a funeral. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders here
tofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. SISK, for 1 hour, on Monday. Au
_gust 4, 1969, to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter. 

Mr. ASHBROOK, for 15 minutes, today, 
to revise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous matter. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. WHALEN), to address the 
House and to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mat
ter:) 

Mr. BRAY, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, for 15 min

utes, today. 
Mr. BmsTER, for 1 hour, on Monday, 

August 4. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. MIKVA), to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. FLOOD, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. TUNNEY, for 30 minutes, on July 

31. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia prior to vote 
on the Joelson amendment. 

Mr. GRoss to revise and extend his 
remarks during colloquy on the bill H.R. 
13080. 

Mr. HANLEY and to include extraneous 
matter during remarks in the Committee 
on the Whole. 

Mr. ECKHARDT to revise and extend 
remarks and include extraneous matter 
itnmediately after statement of Mr. 
PucINSKI on Carey amendment. 

Mr. CoHELAN to include extraneous 
matter and tables immediately following 
his remarks in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. BELL of California to include ex .. 
traneous matter with remarks he made 
in Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin to extend his 
remarks during consideration of Teacher 
Corps paragraph on page 27 of H.R. 
13111. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. WHALEN), to include extra
neous matter:) 

Mr. PETTIS. 
Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. 
Mr. ESCH. 
Mr. WATSON. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. WYATT. 
Mr. ESHLEMAN. 
Mr. KLEPPE. 
Mr. FOREMAN in two instances. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio. 
Mr. HASTINGS. 
Mr. KEITH. 
Mr. SHRIVER in two instances. 
Mr. McCLURE. 
Mr. ASHBROOK. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. 
Mr. WOLD. 
Mr. DICKINSON. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN'. 
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Mr. SCHWENGEL. 
Mr. FREY. 
Mr. SCOTT. 
Mr. BUSH. 
Mr. SNYDER in two instances. 
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN in two instances. 
(The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mr. MIKvA) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. LONG of Maryland in three in-
stances. 

Mr. RODINO in three instances. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY in two instances. 
Mr. HANNA. 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON in two in-

stances. 
Mr. STUCKEY in two instances. 
Mr. McCARTHY in three instances. 
Mr. DINGELL in three instances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. PICKLE in three instances. 
Mr. HATHAWAY. 
Mr. DE LA GARZA in three instances. 
Mr. ANDERSON of California. 
Mr. ROYBAL in six instances. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. LOWENSTEIN in three instances. 
Mr. PURCELL. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, ref erred as follows: 

S. 59. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of the Army to adjust the legislative juris
diction exercised by the United States over 
lands within the Army National Guard Fa
cillty, Ethan Allen, and the United States 
Army Materiel Command Firing Range, Un
derhill, Vermont; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I mo.ve that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
(at 7 o'clock and 41 minutes p.m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs
day, July 31, 1969, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1003. A letter from the Director, Selective 
Service System, tras,miltting the third semi
annual report of the Selective Service Sys
tem, pursuant to the provisions of section 
lO(g) of the Military Selective Service Act 
of 1967; to the Oommittee on Armed Serv
ices. 

1004. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port on the need for improvement in the re
ceipt and storage of military supplies and 
equipment, Department of Defense; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

1005. A letter from the Acting Archivist of 
the United States, transmitting a report on 
records proposed for disposal under the l,aw; 
to the Committee on House Administration. 

1006. A letter from the Secretary of Trans
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to provide additional revenues for 
the highway trust fund, and for other pur
pose.s; to the Committee on Ways and Me.ans. 

1007. A letter from the Secretary of Trans
portation, transmitting .a draft of proposed 
legislation to provide for the imposition of 
waterway user charges, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Me.ans. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule xm, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. WILSON of Oalifornia: Oommittee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. H.R. 12884. A 
bill to amend title 13, United Sta.tes Code, to 
assure confidentiality of information fur
nished in response to questionnaires, in
quiries, and other requests of the Bureau 
of the Census, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 91-407). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Commiittee on the Judici
ary. s. 85. An act for the relief of Dr. Jagir 
Singh Randhawa (Rept. No. 91-401). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici
ary. S. 348. An a.ct for the relief of Cheng
huai Li (Rept. No. 91-402). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judici
ary. S. 564. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Irene G. Queja (Rept. No. 91-403) ~ Referred 
to the Oommi ttee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi
ciary. Senate Concurrent Resolution 33. Con
current resolution favoring the suspension 
of deportation of certain aliens; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 91-404). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 1695. A bill for the relief of Alfredo 
Capra.ra (Rept. No. 91-405). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. EILBERG: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H.R. 2817. A bill for the relief of Deli
lah Aurora Gamatero, with amendment 
(Rept. No. 91-406). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule X:XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. CORMAN: 
H.R. 13188. A bill to a.mend section 1331(c) 

of title 10, United States Code, to authorize 
the granting of retired pay to persons other
wise qualified who were Reserves before Au
gust 16, 1945, and who served on active duty 
during the so-called Berlin crisis; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. DE LA GARZA: 
H.R. 13189. A bill to provide that certain 

aircraft may travel between the United States 
and Canada and between the United States 
and Mexico without requiring the owners or 
operators thereof to reimburse the United 
States for extra compensation paid custom$ 
officers and employees and immigration offi
cers and employees; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ERLENBORN: 
H.R. 13190. A bill to authorize appropria

tions to be used for the elimination of certain 
rail-highway grade crossings in the State of 
Illinois; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. FINDLEY: 
H.R. 13191. A bill to authorize appropria

tions to be used for the elimination of cer
tain rail-highway grade crossings in the State 
of Illinos; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 13192. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to encourage higher 
education, and particularly the private fund
ing thereof, by authorizing a. deduction from 

gross income of reasonable amounts contrib
uted to a qualified higher education fund 
established by the taxpayer for the purpose 
of funding the higher education of his de
pendents; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GOODLING (for himself and 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio) (by request): 

H.R. 13193. A bill to amend the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1933, as amended, 
and reenacted and amended by the Agri
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, 
as a.mended, to provide for payment by han
dler assessments of the &.dministrative costs 
of the Department of Agriculture; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon (for herself 
and Mr. QuIE) : 

H.R. 13194. A bill to amend the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 to authorize Federal 
incentive payments to lenders with respect 
to insured student loans when necessary, in 
the light of economic conditions, in order to 
assure that students will have reasonable 
access to such loans for financing their edu
cation; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. HASTINGS (for himself, Mr. 
ADAMS, Mr. AnDABBO, Mr. BEALL of 
Maryland, Mr. BRAY, Mr. BRINKLEY, 
Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina, Mr. 
BURKE of Florida, Mr. CLARK, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DENT, Mr. GRIF
FIN, Mr. KING, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. 
POWELL, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. WEICKER, 
Mr. WYMAN, Mr. BIESTER, Mr. DER
WINSKI, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. 
LUKENS, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. McMILLAN, 
and Mr. MARSH): 

H.R. 13195. A bill to amend title 10 of the 
United States Code to require that U.S. flags 
be presented to parents of deooased service
men; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HASTINGS (for himself, Mr. 
SIKES, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. ZWACH, Mr. 
McCLURE, Mr. ANDERSON of I111nois, 
Mr. BURTON of CalifOTnia, Mr. CLEVE
LAND, Mr. FISH, Mr. HALPERN, Mr. 
HAYS, Mr. POLLOCK, Mr. RYAN, Mr. 
SAYLOR, Mr. SEBELIUS, Mr. WOLD, Mr. 
WYLIE, Mr. Fur.TON of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. FRIEDEL, Mr. PETTIS, Mr. Gm
BONS, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
ROGERS of Florida, Mr. RUPPE, and 
Mr. CARTER) : 

H.R. 13196. A bill to amend title 10 of the 
United States Code to require that U.S. flags 
be presented to parents of deceased service
men; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HASTINGS (for himself, Mr. 
CORMAN, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. TAFr, 
Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. HOWARD, Mr. FREY, 
Mr. FLOWERS, Mr. BUCHANAN, and 
Mr. TIERNAN): 

H.R. 13197. A bill to amend title 10 of the 
United States Code to require that U.S. flags 
be presented to parents of deceased service
men; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. BROWN 
of California, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. MAIL
LIARD, Mr. MESKILL, Mr. MILLER of 
California, Mrs. MINK, Mr. PHILBIN, 
Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
SANDMAN, and Mr. WILLIAMS) : 

H.R. 13198. A bill to establish an urban 
mass transportation trust fund, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. KYROS: 
H .R. 13199. A bill to implement the Federal 

employee pay comparability system, to estab
lish a Federal Employee Salary Commission 
and a Board of Arbitration, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. LOWENSTEIN (for himself and 
Mr. ADDABBO) : 

H.R. 13200. A bill to prohibit commercial 
flights over land areas of the United States 
until the problem of sonic boom has been 
solved and its effects controlled; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
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By Mr. MOLLOHAN: 

H.R. 13201. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Securl ty Act to increase the amount of 
outside earnings permitted each year with
out any deductions from benefits there
under; to the Committee on. Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MOSHER: 
H.R. 13202. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 13, 1946, relating to Federal participa
tion in the cost of protecting the shores of 
the United States, its territories, and posses
sions, to include privately owned property; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. PHILBIN: 
H.R. 13203. A bill to establish an urban 

mass transportation trust fund, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. PODELL: 
H.R. 13204. A bill to amend title 18 of the 

United States Code in order to prohibit per
sonal investigations by private organizations 
of congressional employees engaged in the 
development of legislation affecting the in
terests of such organizations; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 
H.R. 13205. A bill to establish in the State 

of Michigan the Sleeping Bear Dunes Na
tional Lakeshore, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. STUCKEY: 
H.R. 13206. A bill to provide incentives for 

the establishment of new or expanded job
producing industrial and commercial estab
lishments in rural areas; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WATKINS: 
H.R. 13207. A bill to permit the sale of cer

tain low-rent housing to the Borough of 
Upland, Pa.; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. WHALEN: 
H.R. 13208. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to increase from $600 
to $800 the personal income tax exemptions 
of a taxpayer (including the exemption for 
a spouse, the exemptions for a dependent, 
and the additional exemptions for old age 
and blindness); to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: 
H.R. 13209. A bill to incorporate the Asso

ciation of American Law Schools; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUTTON: 
H.R. 13210. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934 to prohibit the granting 
of authority by the Federal Communications 
Commission for the broadcast of pay televi
sion programs; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 13211. A bill to permit officers and 
employees of the Federal Government to 
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elect coverage under the old-age, survivors, 
and disallllity insurance system; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 13212. A bill granting the consent of 

Congress to the Connecticut-New York rail
road passenger transportation compact; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 
H.R. 13213. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to prohibit the establishment of 
emergency detention camps and to provide 
that no citizen of the United States shall be 
committed for detention or imprisonment in 
any facility of the U.S. Government except 
in conformity with the provisions of title 
18; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCLURE (for himself, Mr. 
ANDERSON of Illinois, Mr. BUTTON, 
Mr. DENT, Mr. FISHER, Mr, FuLTON 
of Pennsylvania, Mr. LATI'A, Mr. 
MEEDS, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. MINSHALL, 
Mr. MURPHY of New York, Mr. PEP
PER, and Mr. SHRIVER): 

H.R. 13214. A bill to authorize the minting 
of clad silver dollars bearing the likeness of 
the late Dwight David Eisenhower; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MESKILL (for hiinself, Mr. 
WEICKER, Mr. MONAGAN, Mr. ST. 
ONGE, Mr. GIAIMO, and M..·. DAD-
DARIO): . 

H.R. 13215. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the Connecticut-New York rail
road passenger transportation compact; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By. Mr. YATRON: 
H .R. 13216. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to double the amount 
of the basic personal income tax exemption 
allowed a taxpayer; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. DWYER (for herself and Mr. 
FOUNTAIN): 

H .R. 13217. A bill to provide for the bal
anced urban development and growth of the 
United States; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
H.J. Res. 849. Joint resolution to redesig

n,a.te the area in the State of Florida known 
as Cape Kennedy as "Cape Canaveral"; to 
the Committee on Science and Astronautics. 

By Mr. HARVEY: 
H .J. Res. 850. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States relia.tive to equal rights for men and 
women; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PURCELL (for himself, Mr. 
HULL, Mr. MATSUNAGA, Mr. CABELL, 
Mr. RARICK, Mr. HANLEY, Mr. STEED, 
Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. EVANS of Colo
rado): 

H.J. Res. 851. Joint resolutl..on requesting 
the President of the United States to issue 

21487 
a proclamation calling for a "Day of Bread" 
and "Hazvest Festival"; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WATSON: 
H.J. Res. 852. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Oonstitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for 
men and women; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr.DENT: 
H. Con. Res. 309. Concurrent resolution, 

second listing of operating Federal assist
ance programs compiled during the Roth 
study; to the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

By Mr. FINDLEY (for himself, Mr. 
FULTON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, and Mr. SANDMAN): 

H. Con. Res. 310. Concurrent resolution re
lating to an Atlantic Union delegation; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WOLFF: 
H. Res. 504. Resolution urging the Presi

dent to resubmit to the Senate for ratifica
tion the Geneva Protocol of 1925 banning 
the first use of gas and bacteriological war
fare; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 
247. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of 

the Legislature of the State of Florida, rela
tive to the redesignation of Cape Kennedy 
as "Cape Canaveral," which was referred to 
the Committee on Science and Astronautics. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. PHILBIN: 
H.R. 13218. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 

Mrs. Joseph E. Begnoche; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HASTINGS: 
R.R. 13219. A bill for the relief of Frank 

E. Dart; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. RODINO (by request) : 

H. Res. 505. Resolution. referring H.R. 
13148 to the Chief Commissioner of the 
Court of Claims; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
198. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the City Council, Boston, Mass.; relative to 
pollution in Boston Harbor, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Public Works. 
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REFUTATION OF THE 1966 FDA 

DRUG POTENCY STUDY 

HON. ROBERT DOLE 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, July 30, 1969 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, since 1966, a 
much publicized pilot potency drug 
study conducted- by the Federal Food 
and Drug Administration has been dis
puted by the pharmaceutical industry. 
The essence of the conclusion reached by 
the FDA in that study is ''that one out 
of every 14 drug units manufactured
in the United States-is violative just 

from potency alone." From 1966 to the 
present, FDA representatives have re
peatedly in press releases, statements be
fore congressional committees, and 
speeches affirmed their support of the 
1966 study. Supportive discussion or com
ment about the study has also appeared 
in printed congressional hearings and 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The industry, I am informed, has 
sought to obtain for its rebuttal of the 
FDA study reasonable coverage in con
gressional publications so that the pub
lic, and scientific researchers may judge 
between the facts as presented by the 
FDA and the industry and reach their 
own conclusions as to the validity of the 
position of either. 

Mr. President, I take no position in this 
matter at this time. I am a newly elected 
Member of the Senate and newly ap
pointed to the Small Business Committee 
and to its Subcommittee on Monopoly. 
Before this subcommittee there have 
been numerous discussions about the 
validity of the FDA's pilot potency study. 
I have not had an opportunity to study 
fully the comparative positions of indus
try and the FDA on this matter. I do, 
however, intend to do so, but believe 
that in the interest of equity and fair 
play, industry i's entitled to have its posi
tion made as fully known as possible. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Extensions of Remarks in-
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