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being hired, retained, and promoted 
under the affirmative action program. 

As several of my constituents, who may 
soon be victims of this Government-im­
posed hiring and promotion policy, have 
eloquently written me: 

We are · seeing hundreds and thousands of 
regular employees laid off from aerospace 
work in your own Orange County area, while 
at the same time blacks and Mexican Ameri­
cans are being brought in as fast as they can 
be found. This is stirring up more racial 
hatred than a casual observer could ever see 
on the surface. 

The original idea was to "color blind" and 
non-discriminatory. Now the government has 
done a complete about-face and is forcing 
contractors to hire unqualified persons and 
to lay off employees who have been with the 
companies for years and years. Supervisors 
who do not load their departments with 
enough minorities are told they will "no 
longer be supervisors." This is grossly un­
fair. People who had devoted their lives to a 
company, planning to retire there, are being 
put out on the street. They are told it iS 
"morally right." 

Everyone is afraid to complain. Speaking 
of government control of industry-thiS 
comes near to Fascism itself. 

They ask me to speak out for them, 
and I intend to do so-not only in this. 
newsletter, but subsequently at any op­
portunity which might be favorable to 
their cause. Even those who believe mi­
nority group preference to be justified in 
hiring for new jobs would be hard put to­
defend the firing of present, competent 
employees and replacing them with less 
experienced and less competent minority 
group members. I doubt that this policy 
can stand exposure, given the inherent 
sense of fairness in the American people. 

PRESIDENT'S EFFORTS TO FEED 
THE POOR ARE SUCCESSFUL 

HON. GERALD R. FORD 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, November 19, 1970 

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker, 
I am always amazed at how easy it is for 
politicians ambitious for higher office 
to find and become indignant over issues 
they have ignored for years. 

Take the issue of hunger. All of a sud­
den there is a flurry of baseless charges 
aimed at the President of the United 
States by pseudo-experts in the field. 
Some have even written books critical of 
the President and his aides. I say 
"books, lightly; they are really political 
tracts, aimed not at helping the hungry 
but only at advancing those hungry for 
power. 

Fortunately, their irresponsible claims 
are refuted by the real experts. 

For instance, those who claim that 
the President has failed to help the hun­
gry have only to listen to Jean Mayer, 
the Harvard nutrition professor who 
heads the White House Conference on 
Food, Nutrition, and Health He has said 
publicly that "one of the most spectac­
ular successes of the Nixon administra­
tion has been its efforts to feed · the 
poor." 

Of course, it is not politic for ambi­
tious Democrats to admit that a Repub­
lican President has been a spectacular 
success at anything. But it would be a 
lot more honest. 

SENATE-Friday, November 20, 1970 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. MIKE GRAVEL, a 
Senator from the State of Alaska. 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God our Father without whom we 
can do nothing great or good, but with 
whom all things are possible, may the 
miracle of Thy grace be sufficient for all 
our need. To Thee we commit ourselves 
and our Nation. We lay before Thee the 
moral chaos, the spiritual fatigue, the 
blurred idealism, the personal and cor­
porate degeneration, the dark forebod­
ings and the rebellious yet wistful spirit 
of our age. Cover our sins with Thy for­
giveness. Overrule our mistakes by Thy 
higher wisdom. Work in us and in all 
peoples the cleansing and renewing 
grace that shall redeem and transform 
our broken world. Grant us strength of 
will to keep Thy commandments and to 
walk in Thy ways. 

We pray in the name of Him who took 
the way of the cross and made it re­
demptive. Amen. . 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI­
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. RUSSELL). 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., November 20, 1970. 
T-:> the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. MIKE GRAVEL, a Senator from 
the State of Alaska, to perform the duties 
of the Chair during my absence. 

RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. GRAVEL thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre­

sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read­
ing clerks, announced that the House 
had disagreed to the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 10634) to amend 
the Interstate Commerce Act and the 
Federal Aviation Act of 1958 in order to 
exempt certain wages and salaries of 
employees from withholding for income 
tax purposes under the laws of States or 
subdivisions thereof other than the 
State or subdivision of the employee's 
residence; asked a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. STAG­
GERS, Mr. FRIEDEL, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DE­
VINE, and Mr. KUYKENDALL were ap­
pointed managers on the part of the 
House of the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 17923) 
making appropriations for the Depart­
ment of Agriculture and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, 
and for other purposes; agreed to the 
conference asked by the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. 
NATCHER, Mr. HULL, Mr. SHIPLEY, Mr~ 
EvANS of Colorado, Mr. MAHON, Mr. 
LANGEN, Mr. MICHEL, Mr. ANDREWS of 
North Dakota, and Mr. Bow were ap­
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed a bill <H.R. 18970) 
to amend the tariff and trade laws of the 
United States, and .for other purposes, 
in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H.R. 18970) to amend the 

tariff and trade laws of the United 

States, and for other purposes, was read 
twice by its title and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reading 
of the Journal of the proceedings of 
Thursday, November 19, 1970, be dis­
pensed with. 

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to limit state­
ments to 3 minutes during the period 
!or the transaction of routine morning 
business today. 

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider nomi­
nations on the Executive Calendar. · 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of exec­
utive business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The nominations on the Executive 
Calendar will be stated. 

AMBASSADOR 
The assistant legislative clerk read the 

nominaticn of Melvin L. Manful!, of 
Utah, to be Ambassador Extraordinary 
and Plenipotentiary of the United States 
of America to the Central African 
Republic. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. Witho-:.It objection, the nomination 
is considere~. and confirmed. 

U.S. ADVISORY COMMISSION ON IN­
TERNATIONAL EDUCATIONAL AND 
CULTURAL AFFAIRS 
The assistant legislative clerk pro­

ceeded to read the nominations of Dr. 
Homer Daniels Babbidge, Jr., of Con­
necticut and Dr. Martha B. Lucas Pate, 
of Connecticut to be members of the 
U.S. Advisory Commission on Inter­
national Educational and Cultural 
Affairs. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nominations 
be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­
pore. Without objection, the nomina­
tions are considered and confirmed en 
bloc. 

UNESCO REPRESENTATIVE 
The assistant legislative clerk read the 

nomination of Louise Gore, U.S. member 
of the Executive Board of the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific, and 
Cultural Organization, to serve on the 
Executive Board with the rank of Am­
bassador. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is considered and confirmed. 

U.S. ARMY 
The assistant legislative clerk pro­

ceeded to read sundry nominations in 
the U.S. Army. · 

Mr. l!ANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanbnous consent that the nomina­
tions be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, the nomina­
tions are considered and confirmed en 
bloc. 

U.S. NAVY 
The assistant legislative clerk read the 

nomination of Rear Adm. George E. 
Moore II, Supply Corps, U.S. Navy, hav­
ing been designated, under the provi­
sions of title 10, United States Code, sec­
tion 5231, for commands and other 
duties determined by the President to be 
within the contemplation of said section, 
for appointment to the grade of vice 
admiral while so serving. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is considered and confirmed. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SEC­
RETARY'S DESK-IN THE COAST 
GUARD, IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND 
FOREIGN SERVICE, IN THE ARMY, 
IN THE NAVY, AND IN THE MA­
RINE CORPS 
The assistant legislative clerk pro­

ceeded to read· sundry nominations in 
the Coast Guard, the Diplomatic and 
Foreign Service, the Army, the Navy, and 

the Marine Corps, which had been placed 
on the Secretary's desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Without objection, the nominations 
are considered and confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President be 
immediately notified of the confirmation 
of these nominations. 

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the con­
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg­
islative business. 

THANKSGIVING RECESS, 1970 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 

distinguished majority leader yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to 

yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SCOTT. I should like to ask the 

distinguished majority leader if I under­
stand correctly that the recess for 
Thanksgiving will be made a brief one on 
account of the urgency of our pending 
business and that it is the intention of 
the joint leadership, as I understand it, 
to recess as of the close of business on 
Wednesday, November 25, 1970, and re­
turn on Monday, November 30, 1970, at 
suer.. hour as the distinguished majority 
leader designates. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the distinguished 
majority leader. 

TENTATIVE DATE OF CONVENING 
THE 920 CONGRESS 

Mr. SCOTT. On a further matter, 
while it has not yet been determined, it 
is my understanding that consultation 
has been had with the joint leadership of 
the House of Representatives and with 
the Members of both parties in the Sen­
ate, as to the convening date of the next 
Congress. 

Suggestions have come from the other 
body that perhaps the date might be 
Wednesday, January 20, 1971. There has 
also been discussion of the 18th or the 
19th, but Wednesday the 20th seems to 
be the preferred date. 

Is that the understanding of the dis­
tinguished majority leader, pending ap­
proval of the other body? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. On that basis, yes. 
Mr. SCOTT. I thank the distinguished 

majority leader. 

MONTANA TECH'S GREAT 
FOOTBALL TEAM 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, there 
are three factors in my life to which I 
always consider I owe a great debt of 
gratitude. One is my wife, who insisted 
that I become better educated than I was 
at the time I met her; the second is the 

people of Montana, who have given me 
the opportunity to serve them; and the 
third is the Montana School of Mines, 
now known as Montana Tech, which 
gave me the initial impetus in acquiring 
an education at that institution and at 
the University of Montana in Missoula 
later. 

I recall, when I went to the School of 
Mines, as it was then called, we had a 
student body of 125. That year, girls 
were admitted for the first time to the 
school, which had and still has a tre­
mendous scholastic and practical repu­
tation in the fields of mineralogy, mining, 
petroleum engineering, and geology. 

Since then the school has grown to a 
student body of approximately 1,000. 

Mr. President, my reason for taking the 
floor of the Senate today is to give credit 
to the football team of Montana Tech 
which, in the first bowl game of the sea­
son last Sunday, defeated Yankton Col­
lege of Yankton, S. Dak., by a score of 
21 to 8. 

Montana Tech's victory is very sig­
nificant, because for the first time it has 
won the Frontier Conference title made 
up of the smaller colleges in the State of 
Montana and, for the first time, has par­
ticipated in a bowl game known as the 
Copper Bowl, which was held at Butte, 
Mont., on Sunday last. 

I recall, several years ago, going to a 
homecoming game in which the Oredig­
gers were playing Northern Montana 
College. Montana Tech had achieved 
quite a reputation because it had lost 44 
games straight. That homecoming game 
they won. It was then that the coach's 
troubles began, because while he was 
losing no one expected anything, but 
once he won a game and the string of 
losses had been broken, he was expected 
to win a lot more from then on. 

Well, it took a little time, but this 
year, with a nine and one record, the 
Orediggers of Montana Tech, have es­
tablished themselves as a team to be· 
reckoned with. Their well-earned victory 
over Yankton College at the Copper 
Bowl by a score of 21 to 8 was well de­
served. So this year as the Sport histo­
rians Chronicle the record of the great 
bowl games-The Rose, the Cotton, the 
Sugar, the Orange, the Tangerine . and 
the Liberty, let them record the first 
champion of the 1970 football season, 
Montana Tech in the Copper Bowl. 

Mr. President, I am very proud of this 
particular school. It is an outstanding in­
sti·tution in its own right, especially in 
the fields which I have mentioned. May I 
say that, in my opinion, it is "the" out­
standing school in the field of mining, 
mineralogy, petroleum engineering, and 
geology, and that no school in the world 
exceeds it in those areas. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent, in view of this overwhelming vic­
tory against an excellent team, that cer­
tain newsstories carried in the Mon­
tana Standard of Butte, Mont., under 
date of November 15, 1970, be printed 
at this point in the RECORD so that the 
Senate can give due recognition to this 
school and its football team. 
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There being no objection, the articles 

were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

0REDIGGERS HALT YANTON, 21-8 
(By Hudson Willse) 

Montana Tech stunned Yankton College 
with a pair of first quarter touchdowns, 
overcame a comeback attempt by the Grey­
hounds and clinched the first Cooper Bowl 
football game, 21-8, on tailback Don Heat­
er's tackle-breaking 20-yard gallop in the 
last 6 minutes 23 seconds at All..-.mni Col­
iseum Saturday afternoon. 

It was a bruising defensive battle all the 
way, despite Tech's first quarter outburst. A 
superlative effort by the Oredigger defend­
ers proved decisive as they handcuffed Yank­
ton's two fine running backs-Les "J. J." 
Goodman and Wendell Wilson-throughout 
the day. 

A crowd of 4,800 watched the Orediggers 
limit Yankton to only 160 yards rushing and 
passing and stop Goodman in his tracks 
time and again. The 205-pound juhior from 
Mount Sinai, N.Y., entered Saturday's game 
with a 197.3-yard-a-game average, but man­
aged only 43 yards in 13 rushes against Tech's 
tenacious, pursuing defense. 

Yankton's defense; which came here 
ranked second nationally against the rush 
(33.5 yards a game), turned in a creditable 
performance, but was unable to hold Tech 
in check like in previous opponents. 

The Orediggers churned out 185 yards 
rushing and passed for 100 more for 285 
total yards. And Don Heater, although held 
below his 167.4-yard-a-game average, gained 
115 yards to overtake Goodman as the na­
tion's leading NAIA rusher. 

Heater has amassed 1,622 yards in 10 
games against Goodman's 1,621. Heater's two 
touchdowns against Yankton increased his 
point-production to 106. 

The victory enhanced Tech's chances to 
gain a berth in an NAIA national semifinal 
playoff game Tha:..1ksgiving Day. The Ore­
diggers jumped from 14th to 11th in the most 
recent poll for Division II teams. Yankton 
stood sixth prior to the Copper Bowl game. 

The victory increased Tech's record to 9-1 
and was the ninth straight success for head 
coach Bob Riley's crackerjack outfit. Yank­
tor. stands 8-2 with virtually no chance to 
gain an invitation to a second post-season 
game. 

A bad exchange between Yankton quarter­
back Doug Cummings and Goodman led to 
Tech's first touchdown. Defensive end Brad 
Gunderson, a tremendous performer the 
whole game, pounced on the fumble at the 
Greyhound 34. 

A five-yard offsides infraction set the 
Orediggers back to the 39, but two plays 
later quarterback Chris Showers connected 
with tight and Dan Plute for a 35-yard pass 
play that carried to the four. 

Heater plunged for two yards, then went 
the same distance off left tackle for the 
touchdown. Plute drilled the extra point 
and Tech led, 7-0, with 7:18 left in the first 
quarter. 

The Orediggers marched 54 yards in five 
plays toward the tailend of the first quarter 
after a 38-yard Yankton punt was downed at 
the Tech 46. 

The score came on a 38-yard aerial strike 
from Showers to quicksilver flanker Dale 
Anderson, who cut across the Iniddle to beat 
the Yankton defender. Plute's second con­
version made it 14-0 with 51 seconds left in 
the period. 

The Orediggers drove to about Inidfield 
twice in the second quarter,. then stifled a 
pair of Yankton thrusts on Tech's 35 and 17-
yard lines. 

Coach Bill Bobzin's team drove 53 yards 
midway through the period from its own 12 
to the Tech 35. But a third-down-and-10 

reverse play backfired for the Greyhounds. 
Flanker Frank Niglio ran to the right side­
line, but Gunderson had the hole plugged. 
Niglio swung around the other way, then 
pitched an errant lateral to Cummings and 
Tech's Kermit Behnke recovered. 

Wilson pilfered a Showers pass at the 
Yankton 35 and rambled to Tech's 46. A 12-
yard Cummings-to-Roger Thompson pass 
carried to the 34. 

Then Cummings tossed a screen pass to 
Willie Kloewer, who ran to the 15 only to 
fumble. Tech's Greg Sheridan recovered the 
loose ball at the 17 shortly before the half 
ended. 

A bad snap to punter Tim Schruth set up 
Yankton's lone touchdown with only 2:39 
gone in the third quarter. Schruth was tack­
led at the Tech 11. 

Goodman skirted left end for eight yards, 
then Cummings hit Niglio with a three-yard 
scoring pass. 

The Conversion was a dandy. Holder Niglio 
received a bad snap from center on a fake 
play, then passed to Kloewer and Kloewer­
still behind the line of scrimmage-shoveled a 
second forward pass to end Ken Michaelsen 
for the two-pointer. 

Tech mounted two threats in the third 
quarter , but a 15-yard penalty foiled the first 
penetration and Clif Olmstead's missed 51-
yard field goal attempt ended the second. 

A 15-yard unsportsmanlike conduct pen­
alty got Tech out of a hole in the last 
period when the Orediggers were pinned on 
their own 21 with a fourth down coming up. 

The Orediggers drove to the 36 before punt­
ing. ':':'hen two plays later Behnke intercepted 
a pass on the Yankton 38. A personal foul 
moved the ball to the 23. 

Obstar barreled for four yards; a Showers 
pass fell incomplete, then Heater broke three 
tackles on his 20-yard touchdown jaunt with 
6:23 left in the game. 

The 190-pound All-American candidate 
raced to his left, got good blocks at the corner 
from fullback Nick Obstar and pulling guards 
Frank Smith and Mike VanDaveer then cut 
inside on the touchdown trek. ' 

Plute's kick made it 21-8 and Tech had 
the Copper Bowl in the bag. 

First downs_ . _________ -----------
Rushing yardage __ _______________ _ 
Passes _________________________ _ 
Passing yardage _________________ _ 
Total yardage ______ •• ___________ _ 
Fumbles lost_ _______ ___ _________ _ 
Penalties __ _____________________ _ 
Punts ___ _____________ ___ ____ ___ _ 

Yankton 

13 
73 

9- 31-2 
87 

160 
3 

6- 70 
8- 52.7 

Yankton ____________________ _____________ 0 
Tech _______________ ___ ___ ____ ___________ 14 8 

0 

Tech 

13 
185 

5- 10-1 
100 
285 

1 
6~0 

6-46. 6 

0-8 
7-21 

Tech- Heater 2 run (Pulte kick). 
Tech-Anderson 38 pass from Showers (Piute kick). 
Yankton-Niglio 3 pass from Cummings (Michaelsen pass 

from Kloewer pass from Niglio). 
Tech- Heater 20 run (Piute kick). 

TECH CAN ONLY WArr AND SEE 
Montana Tech football coach Bob Riley 

left no doubt what team he thinks should 
represent this region in the Thanksgiving 
Day NAIA semifinal playoffs after the Ore­
diggers' 21-8 Copper Bowl triumph over fa­
vored Yankton College at Alumni Coliseum 
Saturday afternoon. 

"We should be the team to represent our 
region," exclaimed Riley, "because I think 
we beat a real fine football team. I'm sure 
we played the next best team in our region." 

The Orediggers, 9-1 for the season and 
11th ranked in the most recent NAIA Divi­
sion II poll, apparently must overtake un­
beaten and fourth-ranked Minot (N.D.) 
State in next Friday's poll to receive an 
invitation to a national semifinal game. 

Minot completed its season with an 8-0 
record. 

"I have no idea," replied Riley when asked 
about Tech's chances to get a playoff bid. 

Riley preferred to discuss Saturday's vic­
tory ... Kerinit Behnke's key interception 
that led to Don Heater's game-clinching 20-
yard touchdown run with 6 : 23 left in the 
game ... fullback Nick Obstar's determined 
play despite a sprained ankle. 

"The interception was a big play for us," 
Riley said. "Until then it was a touch-and­
go ball game and I was leary Of them be­
cause of their speed and because they were 
throwing the long ball." 

"I think Obstar was the key to the of­
fense," said Riley. "He did a good job run­
ning up the middle and blocking." The 215-
pound Great Falls sophomore rushed for 34 
timely yards on nine carries. 

"Heater, in my Inind, was a more spec­
tacular runner than Goodman (Yankton's 
Les Goodman) and I think the stats prove 
it." Heater outrushed Goodman, 115 yards to 
43 and took the national leadership away 
from the Yankton junior-1,622 yards to 
1,621. Both ball-carriers have played 10 
games, the NAIA maximum for statistical 
and team rating compilation. 

Riley didn't hold back praise for Tech's 
defensive unit, which minimized Yankton's 
passing Pttack and stopped the Greyhounds' 
one-two running punch-Wendell Wilson 
(36 yards in 11 carries) and Goodman. 

"It was the greatest defensive effort of any 
game this year," said Riley without reserva­
tion. "We did a super job of defense. They've 
got great backs.'' 

"Gunderson (Brad) did a fantastic job," 
praised Riley. Other defenders singled out by 
Riley were linebackers Bob Moodry and Dan 
Mahoney, middle guard Clay Olmstead, 
tackles Nick Schneider and Bobby Folsom 
and Dan McElroy, starting only his second 
game at defensive end after being a sec­
ondary regular. 

"McElroy made some big plays and covered 
the screen very well," said Riley. Schneider 
and Folsom "played the greatest games I've 
seen them play,'' Riley offered. "And our sec­
ondary did a great job in support against 
the pass and the rush.'' 

Riley also praised quarterback Chris 
Showers for doing "a good job calling the 
game" and the offensive line for "a tre­
mendous job because we moved the ball 
against the second-leading defensive team in 
the nation.'' 

"I can see why Yankton was ranked sec­
ond," said Riley. "They shut us off on our 
option and our outside game. We had to go 
up the Iniddle. We went to the middle, then 
we went to the outside before we established 
the middle. Our passing game ... I think we 
could have completed more or at least thrown 
more to move the ball a little better.'' 

GAME SIDELIGHTS 
The Butte High School band performed 

before and during the game and at half­
time. 

Jim Archibald, game chairman, said some 
leftover tickets will be given away as souve­
nirs on a firstconle, first-served basis at the 
Montana Tech Business Office. 

A friend and former teammate of Riley at 
Northern State College in Aberdeen, S.D., 
forewarned the Tech mentor Friday night 
about Yankton's skills. 

Max Hawke, head coach of Yankton High 
School's state 11-man football champions, 
said according to Riley: "Yankton's a super 
defensive ball team. It's the best South 
Dakota team defensively in years.'' 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished majority leader yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am happy to yield 
to the distinguished minority leader. 
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Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President, may I have 

the brass to inquire as to what ore dig­
gers do? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. They dig for ore, as 
the designation indicates. There are a 
few shaft mines left in Butte. There is a 
large pit there which is rapidly expand­
ing and changing the landscape. 

When I went to the School of Mines, 
now Montana Tech, most of the students 
worked nights in the mines so that they 
could get practical as well as technical 
training. 

Mr. SCOTT. I ask unanimous consent 
for 2 additional minutes in order to ad­
dress a question to the majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator means 
that he wants to leave this important 
subject? 

Mr. SCOTT. With reluctance. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. Is there objection? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM-ORDER 
FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM TO­
DAY TO MONDAY, NOVEMBER 23, 
1970 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask the 

majority leader, after the action on the 
veto message on Monday on campaign 
expenditures, what he has in mind as to 
future legislative business. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, when the Sen­
ate adjourns today, it adjourn to noon 
on Monday next. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is 
anticipated that the final vote on the 
HEW appropriations bill, if in order, will 
take place after the vote on the question 
of overriding the President's veto. 

A few items on the legislative calendar 
will then be eligible for consideration. 
Possibly, though not definitely yet, the 
Senate could consider the so-called con­
sumer class action bill, although I would 
anticipate that perhaps the transporta­
tion bill might come in ahead of that. 

1 will keep the distinguished Republi­
can leader informed of all developments. 
I will not make the mistake again of 
not attending to that particular courtesy 
which is mutual between the two leaders. 

Mr. SCOTT. The majority leader is al­
ways thoughtful and courteous. 

I asked the question so that the 
RECORD would show, for the benefit of 
all Senators, what matters are likely to 
come up. 

LET US RECOGNIZE COMMUNIST 
CHINA-THE WORLD'S LARGEST 
NATION 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

during the past years on a number of 
occasions in the Senate I have urged that 
our Government open diplomatic rela­
tions with Communist China. I have said 
that we should offer to open a U.S. Em­
bassy in Peking fully staffed and invite 
the Government of mainland China or 
Communist China to be represented in 

Washington by an ambassador and an their raw silks, hides, skins, feathers, 
embassy staff. textiles, and light manufactured goods. 

Very definitely, Mr. President, we It has been apparent to officials in all 
Americans should engage in. commercial of the capitals of the world that for 
relations with Communist China. Our many months now there have been war­
neighbor, Canada, has been selling like confrontations between the armed 
bundreds of millions of bushels of wheat forces of the Soviet Union and Commu­
over recent years to this nation of 800 nist China along that 6,500-mile com­
million people. Not only Canada but the mon border separating these two great 
United Kingdom, West Germany, and Communist nations. It is well known 
other European nations have maintained that sporadic fighting has occurred 
commercial and diplomatic relations along the common border in many places 
with Communist China. Now Italy has and that the Soviet Union has in recent 
also established diplomatic ties with months withdrawn from Eastern Europe 
Communist China. many divisions of its armed forces. 

Last year Canada exported 61,586,000 Presently, 45 divisions of Soviet sol-
bushels of wheat for which Canadian diers have been brought to the east and 
wheatgrowers received $119,776,000 in are deployed along the Chinese border. 
cash. In 1968, Canada sold and shipped That is a total of nine armies of Soviet 
to Communist China 78,893,000 bushels soldiers-infantry, cavalry, artillery, and 
of wheat for which Canadian wheat- air forces-along the 6,500-mile com­
growers received nearly $158 million in mon border where fighting has been go­
gold-cash on the barrelhead. During ing on for months and many Chinese and 
this same period-1968 and 1969-the Russians have been killed and wounded. 
West German Republic had freighters Mr. President, there ean be no valid 
going back and forth to ports in Com- argument against opening regular dip­
munist China exporting $335 million of lomatic relations with Communist 
West German products, receiving pay- China and initiating commercial rela­
ment in gold. Also, during this same tions which will bring in hundreds of 
period the exports to West Germany million of dollars in gold for American 
from Communist China were but a frac- wheat and other products of our farms 
tion of this amount. So the West Ger- and factories and further enriching our 
mans profited while a shortsighted policy country with the import of handicraft, 
denied similar profitable trade to Ameri- furs, and other products from the Chi­
cans. Other nations · who are our friends nese. This would also be another small 
and allies likewise profited by continuing step forward toward permanent peace. 
export and import trade with Communist Mr. President, the establishment of a 
China. For example, during this same 2- workable relationship with the Govern­
year period the United Kingdom exported ment of mainland China is one of the 
to Communist China products for which most important problems facing our Na-. 
the Chinese Government paid in gold tion today. The facts are that from late 
more than $200 million. 1965 to this good hour I have advocated 

Over the years since the end of World that the United States follow the ex­
War II, we Americans have been at a ample of the United Kingdom, France, 
disadvantage because we have withheld Canada, Italy, and other nations, and 
diplomatic relations with Communist recognize the Government of Communist 
China. Furthermore, we have deprived China, instead of relying on Hong Kong 
ourselves of a listening post at Peking. as a listening post and observatory into 
We have been forced to observe what is the vast area of mainland China which 
going on in Communist China through has nearly one-fourth of the world's 
our consul general at Hong Kong. There population. Following recognition, we 
is no valid reason to continue this short- should invite that nation to open an Em­
sighted policy. · bassy in Washington and we then open 

The rulers of the Kremlin and the rul- and maintain an Embassy in Peking. 
ers of Peking have been denouncing The time for such diplomatic exchange 
each other for many months now. Yet, is long past due. 
those lunatic fringe extremists in our Just recently, after nearly 2 years of 
country who desire to return to the secret negotiations, Italy and China 
witchhunting, Communist-fearing days . recognized each other and agreed toes­
of Joe McCarthy still send out utterly tablish diplomatic relations. Only 3 
false propaganda of a monolithic inter- weeks earlier, ·Peking had reached a 
national Communist conspiracy on the similar agreement with Canada. Italy 
part of the two great Communist na- was the seventh of NATO's 15 members 
tions, China and the Soviet Union. Time to recognize Peking, the others being 
and events have proven how wrong these Britain, France, Canada, the Nether­
witchhunters have been. lands, Denmark, and Norway. This places 

With those two huge Communist na- half of Washington's closest allies in di­
tions on the outs we have much to gain rect opposition to U.S. policy on China. ­
and nothing to lose by maintaining reg- Belgium, another NATO member, is ex­
ular diplomatic and commercial rela- pected to recognize the Peking regime 
tions with China. The wheatgrowers of shortly, as are Austria and Chile. All to­
rural America in the Midwest and in the gether, 49 countries now recognize the 
wheatlands of the West would greatly Peking regime as China's legitimate Gov­
proftt by selling and shipping millions of ernment. I ask unanimous consent that 
bushels of wheat to Chinese ports. -In re- the complete list be printed in the REc­
tum all Americans would profit as the ORD at this point as a part of my re­
handicraft products from China would marks. 
be shipped into this country, as well as There being no objection, the list was 
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ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

LIST OF COUNTRIES WHICH RECOGNIZE 
COMMUNIST CHINA 

U.N. MEMBERS 

Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Bulgaria, 
Burma, Cambodia, Ceylon, Oongo (Brazza­
ville), Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Fin­
land, Canada, Equatorial Guinea, and Italy. 

France, Guinea, Hungary, India, Iraq, Ken­
ya, Laos, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Moroc­
co, Nepal, U.S.S.R., Yemen, and Yugoslavia. 

Netherlands, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, 
Romania, Somalia, Southern Yemen, Sudan, 
Sweden, Syria, Tanzania, Uganda, United 
Arab Republic, United Kingdom, and 
Zambia. 

NON-U.N. MEMBERS 

East Germany, North Korea, North Viet­
nam, and Switzerland. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Our Embassy in 
the Soviet Union provided a valuable list­
ening post and furnished us with much 
information during the Stalin regime 
when Russia was a closed society. Yet 
there were, and are, stupid rightwing 
extremists including members of the 
John Birch Society or "Birchsaps," who 
all along denounced our recognition of 
the Soviet Union. 

With Red China exploding crude nu­
clear weapons and engaging in serious 
border fighting with the Soviet Union 
along their 6,500-mile common border, a 
U.S. Embassy in Red China would un­
doubtedly be of great value to us. If the 
administration is seriously interested in 
normalizing relations with China-and I 
believe the administration is seriously 
interested-it should take steps toward 
entering into meaningful diplomatic and 
economic relations with the Peking gov­
ernment. Should the arrogant Commu­
nist dictators of China rebuti that effort, 
their refusal would result in a propa:.. 
ganda victory for the United States. 

The Peking government has been the 
duly constituted and permanent Govern­
ment of mainland China for more than 
20 years. It has governing authority over 
some 800 million men, women, and chil­
dren-nearly one-fourth of the world's 
population. Red China unquestionably 
exists and just as unquestionably will 
continue to exist, immensely more pow­
erful, 5 years from now. In spite of this 
fact, we continue to pretend that Red 
China is not there and that perchance 
some miracle will happen to solve this 
perplexing problem. 

Furthermore, it is folly to believe that 
mainland China is ever going to be con­
quered by Chiang Kai-shek's little army 
of many generals and no combat experi­
ence, in virtual exile on Formosa, pro­
tected by our airpower and 7th Fleet. I 
have been in Taiwan, and I know the 
facts there. We have for 19 years been 
supporting that corrupt and boastful old 
warlord, Chiang Kai-shek. When he was 
driven from the Chinese mainland in the 
civil war, he sought a haven in Formosa 
for himself and his beaten army. Almost 
immediately his army massacred some 
17,000 unarmed Formosans. With our 
help he then established himself in 
power. His government is a puppet gov­
ernment of the United States. 

Despite the boasts in the mid-1950's of 

Secretary .of State John Foster Dulles 
and those in the China lobby about un­
leashing Chiang Kai-shek to reconquer 
the mainland, it has been and is our 7th 
Fleet and airpower and more than $20 
billion of American taxpayers' money 
that has maintained this Nationalist 
Chinese Government, so-called, on the 
island of Taiwan. 

Leaders of Communist China have in 
the past expressed disinterest in joining 
the United Nations. However, the United 
States should urge the chiefs of state of 
those nations which have heretofore 
recognized Red China and are presently 
enjoying lucrative trade with that huge 
nation to join with us in offering it a 
place in the United Nations. We have 
been too myopic in completely disregard­
ing Communist China or in treating this 
huge country as an outlaw. 

Ambassador Edwin Reischauer, former 
Ambassador to Japan and one of our 
great Asiatic experts, has been proposing 
for some years that our Government ac­
cord recognition to Communist China 
and sponsor its admission to the United 
Nations. 

American producers and consumers 
suffer due to our failure to trade with 
Communist China. Why stand alone in 
refusing to recognize a stable govern­
ment which has existed for more than 
20 years and rules one-quarter of the 
people of the world? 

Mainland China is a great nation of 
800 million people. It is my understand­
ing today that the United Nations is 
giving consideration to the admission of 
Red China. It would be a good thing for 
the entire world if mainland China were 
admitted to the United Nations. 

CONGRESS SHOULD REJECT SEC­
RETARY LAIRD'S REQUEST FOR 
A HIGHER MILITARY BUDGET 
NEXT YEAR 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. Presi'ient, Secre­
tary Laird said Tuesday night in a speech 
to the Economics Club of New York that 
the administration would be seeking an 
increase in the Defense budget next year. 
Pentagon officials have said that the Pen­
tagon would be asking for a budget some­
where between $74.5 and $77 billion. 

But unless the world situation changes 
dramatically, there will be no excuse 
for an increased military budget in the 
coming year. The Secretary's request is 
excessive. It will meet stiff resistance in 
Congress and from the American people. 
It should be rejected. 

DEFENSE BUDGET SHOULD COME DOWN 

Instead of going up, our defense budg­
ets should be coming down. I expect to 
do all I can as a Senator to cut military 
spending sharply in the coming year. 
Here's why the Pentagon budget should 
come down. 

Over the last 5 years, the United States 
has spent about $385 billion or an aver­
age of $77 billion a year on defense. The 
incremental costs, of the Vietnam war 
have averaged in the neighborhood of 
about $17 billion a year during the same 
period. We, therefore, have spent an av­
erage of $60 billion a year or a total of 

$300 billion for non-Vietnam strategic 
and general purpose forces. 

Meantime the Soviet Union, according 
to the best estimates of the Institute of 
Strategic Studies in London, has spent in 
comparable dollars about $40 billion a 
year on defense. In other words, not even 
counting Vietnam, the United States 
spends $20 billion a year or 50 percent 
more on defense than does the Soviet Un­
ion. In the 5 fiscal years from 1966 
through 1971, the United States has spent 
$300 billion for its non-Vietnam forces 
while the Soviet Union has spent only 
$200 billion. If the costs of the Viet­
nam war are counted, we have spent al­
most twice as much per year over the past 
5 years as has the Soviet Union for de­
fense. 

If in these circumstances, given the 
great lead in military power we had at 
the beginning of the period, the Soviet 
Union is now said to be a greater military 
threat to us than it has been in the past, 
then either one of two things is true. 

EXAGGERATED SOVIET MILITARY POWER 

The first possibility is that the mili­
tary has greatly exaggerated the Soviet 
threat. This is very possible. They con­
stantly use "scare techniques." They con­
tinually tell us that the Soviets are 10 
feet tall. Their propaganda machine is 
always leaking alleged secret informa­
tion giving the Soviet Union a lead in 
this category or that category, usually 
by some date far into the future. In their 
competition for more money or for their 
favorite weapon, the individual services 
vie with one another in exaggerated 
claims of Soviet superiority. On the 
whole, I believe this is what has hap­
pened. Seldom do we see a balanced view 
of the overall comparative military 
strength of the Soviet Union and the 
United States. Instead the individual 
services press selected panic buttons to 
justify their bloated budgets or to get 
more money. 
INCREASED NOT JUSTIFIED ON SECOND GROUNDS 

The other possibility is that there is 
such vast waste and inefficiency in the 
Pentagon that the Soviet Union buys 
twice as much defense for an equivalent 
dollar as we do, or that we buy half as 
much defense for an equivalent dollar as 
they do. If after spending almost $400 
billion for defense over the last 5 years, 
compared with $200 billion for the Soviet 
Union, they now threaten us in a way 
they have never threatened us before, 
then some heads should roll in the Pen­
tagon. If that is true, and I emphasize 
"if," the service chiefs should be retired, 
the procurement officials should be cash­
iered, and a few high ranking officials 
court martialed for misfeasance, mal­
feasance, and dereliction of duty. Of 
course it is not true and these drastic ac­
tions need not be taken. While there is 
vast waste and inefficiency in the Penta­
gon, I do not believe nor have I ever 
charged, that it was so vast and so exten­
sive that the Pentagon has squandered 
all of the $200 billion we have spent in 
the last 5 years in excess of the amount 
the Soviet Union has put into their mili­
tary budgets. 
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Thus, while procurement must be re­
formed, and waste at the Pentagon elim­
inated, I do not accept the argument 
that the Pentagon has wasted $40 billion 
a year. I have never made such a charge. 
But unless one does accept that unac­
ceptable proposition, the Pentagon can­
not justify an increase in next year's 
military budget. 

WHY NO SAVINGS FROM CUTS? 

A second reason · .1e should cut back 
on the military budget next year in­
volves Pentagon credibility. We have had 
reams of Pentagon press releases telling 
us that the military budget is going 
down. Announcements are made that 
ships have been mothballed, troops have 
been cut, contracts have been canceled, 
and civilians at the Pentagon laid o:li. 
The Vietnam war has been deescalated. 
We have shifted from a 2% war con­
tingency to a 1¥2 war contingency. All of 
this should bring very large cuts in the 
military budget. 

But instead now we are told that next 
year the defense budget will go up by $1 
to $3.5 billion. It is time the public and 
the taxpayer got actual cash savings 
instead of public relations cuts in defense 
spending. 

. WHERE CUTS CAN BE MADE 

Where can the cuts in next year's 
budget come? 

After making reasonable allowances 
for increase in the pay of both civilian 
and military personnel, allowances for 
inflationary increases in the costs of 
what the Pentagon buys, the heavy cost 
of a continuing technological arms race. 
and for a reasonable modernization pro­
gram of Navy ships, next year's military 
budget should be significantly less than 
this year's military budget. The costs of 
the Vietnam -;var have declined. The 
President has announced a continuing 
reduction in our Vietnam commitment. 
This should save $6 to $7 billion in the 
coming year even if a residual level of 
U.S. combat should continue in Vietnam 
in fiscal1972. 

The American taxpayer has a right to 
some of the savings from Vietnam. 

NATO COMMrrMENT 

Another area which should bring a re­
duction in military expenditures is the 
cost of our NATO commitment. While 
providing the nuclear umbrella and the 
major sea power component for the de­
fense of Europe, the United States should 
significantly reduce its manpower on the 
continent of Europe and insist that our 
NATO allies absorb some greater share 
of this obligation. Over a reasonable pe­
riod of time we should reduce our man­
power from 300,000 to 100,000 men in 
NATO. They should be brought home 
and discharged. While not all of the sav­
ings can occur immediately, some prog­
ress toward this goal should be made 
this year. The cost of our NATO com­
mitment should go down, not up, in fiscal 
year 1972. A modest withdrawal of 20 to 
25 percent of our troops from Europe 
could save an additional $2 billion. 

RETURN TO PRE-VIETNAM FORCE LEVELS 

We now have 3 million men under 
arms. Before Vietnam we had only 2.5 
million in the services. 

We should insist that the pre-Vietnam 

level be reached as soon as possible. For 
every 100,000 men actually discharged, a 
$1 billion savings takes place. Here is 
fertile ground for military cuts. Further 
manpower reductions of half a million 
could save another $5 billion. There is no 
reason why we should not return to the 
pre-Vietnam manpower level of 2.5 
million. 

There are many other areas of poten­
tial savings, but the savings I have sug­
gested would be $13 to $14 billion. Rec­
ognizing the inflationary burden our 
military must meet, and the heavy cost 
of a continuing technological arms race, 
it would be impractical to expect all of 
this savings to be realized, but certainly 
it should be possible to continue to have 
the supreme :rr.ilitary force in the world 
with a military budget of $60 to $65 bil­
lion instead of $70 to $75 billion in the 
coming year. 

OTHER AREAS 

There are other areas where savings 
could be made. Procurement, by the ad­
mission of Secretary Packard, is in a 
mess. Reforms are long overdue there. 
We have over 400 major and almost 3,000 
minor bases scattered in 30 countries 
throughout the world. These should be 
pared. 

We should cut back on duplicate weap­
ons systems, ..such as is found in the tank 
program. Some weapons for which the 
rr.ilitary is pushing are redundant. The 
B-1 bomber, the AWACS program, and 
the attack carriers are examples. 

The time has come when the Pentagon 
should substitute performance for pro­
mise in reducing the military budget. An 
increase in military spending is outra­
geous. A big cut is an absolute necessity. 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION RE­
QUffiED AGAINST GENOCIDE 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, just 2 
days ago I spoke of the need for greater 
international cooperation. Since my 
statement, the world has witnessed the 
cooperation of nations of various ideol­
ogies that contributed food and medical 
aid to the country of East Pakistan. This 
natural disaster of mammoth proportion 
has caused all of us to put aside our dif­
ferences and rush to the aid of this 
country. 

I think it is important that we do this, 
but it is unfortunate that it takes a crisis 
of this proportion to cause the nations of 
this world to act together for a common 
cause. 

History has shown that this is far too 
often the case. For example, it was the 
crisis produced by the acts of genocide 
by Nazi Germany that resulted in the 
creation of the Genocide Convention. 

It is far better to act now, in a time 
when a crisis is not at hand, than to wait 
until we are in the midst of another 
catastrophic situation. 

It is obvious to me that all the nations 
of the world can cooperate, as we have 
seen by the events of the past week. We 
now have the opportunity to show our 
willingness to extend this cooperation by 
ratification of the Genocide Convention 
in the near future. I do not think that 
we need events similar to World War II 
to prod us into action. I urge the Senate 

Foreign Relations Committee to bring 
the Genocide Convention to the fioor of 
the Senate for consideration. 

THE VffiTUE OF HOPE 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, even in 
the darkest hours of winter there is al­
ways the knowledge that spring's arrival 
is inevitable. Thus it must be for the 
families of American prisoners of war 
held in North Vietnam. 

The hours and months and years of 
their waiting have been bleak and dark. 
Yet each of these families has clung to 
the expectation that someday the clouds 
of worry and concern will be cleared 
away by a final breakthrough that will 
bring them welcome news of their loved 
ones. 

Efforts are being made at Paris and 
elsewhere in the world to bring a ray of 
rationality into the problem of American 
prisoners now held. The occasional ap­
parent softening of the Communist posi­
tion, the indication of promise which is 
as quickly dashed, shows that we must 
do more than hope and wait; we must 
work constantly to build world opinion, 
and to bring that opinion to bear upon 
the inhumane leadership of North Viet­
nam. Through such a course, slow though 
it may be, we can see chances of success 
and chances for a final reunion between 
the men and their families. 

And in the meantime, every day they 
further delay a humane resolution of the 
problem, the leaders of North Vietnam 
show themselves to the world for the 
conscienceless creatures they are. 

INTERNATIONAL RELIEF ESTAB­
LISHMENT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, for sev­
eral days journalists and photographers 
have been dispatching to an uncompre­
hending world the cold, appalling facts 
of the awesome calamity in East Paki­
stan: a rising death rate in the tens of 
thousands, some estimates go as high as 
more than a half million; at least a mil­
lion survivors, the bulk of them home­
less; hunger and disease, ruined fields 
and severed communications; and urgent 
appeals for help by the Pakistani Gov­
ernment which have brought a high level 
of international handwringing, but are­
lief e:liort which has hardly scratched the 
surface of need. 

Admittedly the situation is difficult. 
Some contradictory information is com­
ing out of the area on the scope of relief 
needs. Regrettably the facts are not all 
in. 

But I think the record is clear enough 
on at least a couple of items. 

First of all, Mr. President, the effort 
to bring emergency aid to the people of 
East Pakistan so .savagely caught in the 
recent cyclone and tidal wave is another 
link in the chain of badly managed in­
ternational relief efforts. I do not say this 
in criticism of the Red Cross and other 
international agencies which are tradi­
tionally identified with international re­
lief efforts. Reports indicate that those 
agencies currently involved in Pakistani 
relief are doing the best they can. But 
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the fact remains that there is no broadly 
based impartial and continuing mechan­
ism-under international auspices-to 
render massive emergency assistance to 
populations ravaged by natural disaster, 
let alone armed conflict. The agencies 
which do exist-such as the Red Cross­
are too often hampered by mandates, 
tradition, political or regional associa­
tions, and limited capabilities. 

What 1s sorely needed today in the 
world community is a viable interna­
tional humanitarian s.lliance along the 
lines I proposed early in 1969-a United 
Nations Emergency Relief Service. I am 
happy to report that the proposal has 
a great deal of support, and, in fact, the 
Secretariat of U.N. now has an office to 
begin work in this area of concern. But 
as the Pakistani disaster so graphically 
underscores, this office does not have the 
full capability to carry out its mission. 
Just a few days ago, for example, it was 
reported to me that no funds are avail­
able to operate the office. Perhaps the 
Pakistani situation will produce these 
funds. 

The second item on which the record is 
clear, Mr. President, is the simple fact 
that our own Government-in respond­
ing to the vast human need in P.akistan­
has once again engaged in grandstand­
ing and tokenism. 

One would think that after the fiasco 
in American relief efforts in various parts 
of the world, most recently in Peru, steps 
would have been taken so that we could 
more effectively respond to human need. 

Why is it that we have the time and 
energy to draw up contingency plans for 
the shipping of whole armies from one 
continent to another-for the dispatch­
ing of military air support anywhere in 
a matter of hours-and we do not have 
the time and energy to draw up plans to 
meet the vast needs of people struck by 
natural disaster? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The time of the Senator has ex­
pired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con­
sent that I may proceed for 5 additional 
minutes. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Why is it that when 
our real or alleged security is threatened, 
we can consult governments and send 
our representatives all over the world to 
gain support, but when a people in need 
cries out for our help we suddenly find 
ourselves incapacitated? 

Why is it that when we have thousands 
of helicopters all over Southeast Asia 
and, really, only a few miles from the dis~ 
aster area in East Pakistan, only two hell­
copters from Nepal have been committed 
to the relief effort? 

Inevitably, Mr. President, on the policy 
level, all this raises anew the question 
of the priority which our Government 
attaches to humanitarian problems. 
We freely use our influence and power in 
many ways and for many ends. But the 
power to heal, to salvage and rehabili­
tate the victims of natural disaster-and 
war-is not being exercised in a measure 
commensurate with other uses of our 
power or the needs of today. 

And on the practical level it points 
anew to the lack of a focal point in our 
Government's bureaucracy for the han­
dling of humanitarian questions. This is 
why just a year ago the judiciary sub­
committee on refugees, which I serve as 
chairman, recommended the creation of 
a bureau of social and humanitarian 
services within the Department of 
State-and why I wrote a letter to Pres­
ident Nixon on September 17, submitting 
a detailed proposal to accomplish this 
objective. 

Mr. President, like so many massive 
human tragedies in recent times-in 
Peru, Iran, Tunisia, Yugoslavia, and else­
where-the devastation in East Pakistan 
today was brought about by the forces 
of nature, and not political conflict or 
civil war. Again the problem is simply 
one of people in need. 

Perhaps the calamity is too extensive 
to meet every need this week or next. 

But I share the feeling of many Amer­
icans-and people throughout the world 
who care about their fellowmen-that 
the effort must be made. Hopefully, it 
will be. 

And let the United Nations and indi­
vidual governments, including our own, 
speedily move ahead with those long­
term constructive efforts already under­
way, so as to help reduce the human 
suffering and death brought by the forces 
of nature, which will surely strike else­
where in the time to come. 

FREE TRIP TO EUROPE ON UNCLE 
SAM 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
recently the wife of an army captain 
stationed in Ettlingen, Germany, wrote 
expressing complete agreement that 
most of 300,000 U.S. forces stationed in 
Europe should be returned home or sent 
to Southeast Asia. Also, most of the 
20,000 American civilian employees. She 
writes: 

While personally delighted to be stationed 
in Europe, the presence of dependents to­
taling hundreds of thousands is a disgusting 
waste Of tax dollars . • • Most of the de­
pendents in this area remain abroad for 
approximately 18 months. The cost of trans­
portation, housing, educating the children 
and in other ways providing for the depend­
ents is staggering. 

To cite but one example she wrote: 
There are 10 physicians in our area and 

eight of these medical men work exclusively 
devoting practically all of their time treating 
dependents of American officers and men of 
our armed forces. Add to the salaries of the 
doctors the secxetaria.l and nursing care and 
the physica.l plants to maintain all of these 
medical men and their staffs, this adds up 
to a huge sum in millions of dollars for 
medical care alone. 

This lady concludes her letter with the 
statement: 

Our country has many pressing fiscal 
needs and should eliminate what is termed 
"the free trip to Europe on Uncle Sam." 

If there is any threat of sudden So­
viet aggression, then definitely, our 
draftees should be sent to Europe for 13 
months duty, no dependents. Then send 
our career soldiers home or to South­
east Asia; and, of course, send all the 

dependents home and out of Europe 
without further delay. 

LOBBYISTS FROM THE WHITE 
HOUSE 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
President Nixon and White House staff­
ers are engaging in a large-scale lobby­
ing effort to boost the annual pension 
for ex-Presidents from $25,000 to $60,-
000 and to increase the pensions of the 
widows of former Presidents, all of whom 
are in affluent circumstances. This is an 
intensive, but a hush-hush, lobbying 
action. 

It has been so effective that the Con­
gress without much, if any, debate, may 
give in. 

I intend to be extremely watchful on 
this subject, but it is physically impos­
sible for me to be on the floor of the 
Senate at all times, and I am calling at­
tention to that pending bill, hoping that 
if it should pass the other body, it will 
be stopped here. 

Mr. President, 8 percent of the salary 
of every Member of Congress-Senator 
and Representative-is deducted for re­
tirement. No deductions have ever been 
made from the presidential salary, now 
$200,000 per annum. 

Incidentally, that salary was increased 
100 percent by this Congress, and I am 
glad to say that I voted for the amend­
ment which would have increased Pres­
ident Nixon's salary from $100,000 to 
$150,000. That was defeated. 

No Ohio constituent has ever written 
me objecting to that 100 percent in­
crease for President Nixon's salary, but 
constituents have written finding fault 
with the fact that Senators and Repre­
sentatives received an increase in their 
salaries at a time of ever-expanding and 
seemingly uncontrollable inflation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­
pore. The Senator's 3 minutes have 
expired. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for an additional 5 
minutes. 

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

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. No deductions 
have ever been made from President 
Nixon's salary. Therefore, there is no 
question that this is an out-and-out 
$60,000 yearly pension that is sought. 

White House lobbyists claim that both 
President Nixon and former President 
Johnson really do not need this ·addi­
tional money. They say they urge this 
because they are so sorry that former 

· President Harry Truman really needs it. 
President Truman is in modest finan­

cial circumstances, but he says that he 
and Mrs. Truman are happy and enjoy­
ing life. He says they are getting along 
just fine. He could care less about this 
White House proposal. Someone seems 

. greedy for more money every year as a 
pension; and it is not Harry S. Truman. 

THE DOUBLE WOUNDS OF WAR 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, a 

column appeared in the New York Times 
of October 19, 1970, entitled "The Double 
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Wounds of War," written by Herbert 
Mitgang. The column addressed itself to 
the plight of the men of our Armed 
Forces wounded in a war in Southeast 
Asia in countries 10,000 miles or more 
distant from our shores. This is an 
undeclared, immoral, unpopular war 
recently expanded and escalated under 
direction of President Nixon without any 
authorization or declaration of war by 
the Congress. 

In any war, killing and death are com­
monplace. Our unpopular war in South­
east Asia has been costly in the loss of 
priceless lives of young Americans and 
at an expenditure of billions of dollars 
every month. This tremendous sum of 
money should have been applied to ur­
gent needs at home and to end hunger 
in America. That so many seriously 
wounded GI's have survived is in large 
part due to the tremendous advance of 
medical science and scientific knowledge 
and skills during the past 20 years. The 
fact is that more than 320,000 of our 
:finest young men have been wounded, 
many of whom have been maimed for 
life. In World War I, 204,000 soldiers 
were wounded. In the World War II, 
670,000 were wounded 

In the Korean conflict 103,000 were 
wounded. In this tragic and immoral war 
in Southeast Asia many of our GI's are 
saved from certain death due to prompt 
evacuation by helicopter and to the tre­
mendous advances of medical science 
during the past 20 years. These air am­
bulances speed our wounded soldiers to 
excellent medical facilities in the rear 
and from thence to U.S. military hos­
pitals in Okinawa, Clark Air Base near 
Manila, in Guam, or to military hos­
pitals in the continental United States. 
This is as it should be. In fact, the pros­
pect of survival from battlefield wounds 
is very much greater now than were the 
prospects for survival of American :fight­
ing men in any previous wars. However, 
the wounds being suffered are indeed 
grave due to the advanced weapons and 
guerrilla tactics being employed. 

Mr. President, the percentage of dis­
ability from the impairment of sense 
organs is the highest ever incurred-
14.27 percent. Likewise, the percentage 
of disabilities leading to the amputation 
of an arm or a leg is the highest ever 
incurred-28.34 percent. 

One would expect these wounded sol­
diers to receive the same level of medical 
care once back in the United States. 
However, this is not the case. The 
fact is, President Nixon recently vetoed 
needed funds, specifically $105 million, 
appropriated for Veterans' Administra­
tion hospitals. Second, and more impor­
tant, hospital conditions and facilities 
are totally inadequate. The hospitals are 
overburdened and lacking in adequate 
trained nurses. Mr. Mitgang cites one 
hospital having only one night nurse for 
90 paraplegics. A disgraceful situation. 

It is hypocritical to send our draftees 
to :fight in a faraway country to allegedly 
protect our national interests, but find it 
not in our national interest to give our 
wounded GI's the excellent medical 
treatment they have earned and rightly 
deserve. The President has callously 
made our brave wounded soldiers pollti-

cal sacrifices to his problems with the 
economy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the splendid column by Mr. 
Herbert Mitgang to which I have re­
ferred be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

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

THE DOUBLE WOUNDS OF WAR 
(By Herbert Mitga.ng) 

In another autumn of war without fanfare 
in Vietnam, the chances of an American sol­
dier getting wounded, and surviving with a 
broken body, still remain very high. Despite 
an encouraging drop in battlefield deaths, 
Vietnam by its very nature continues to be 
a dangerous, bloody war. The dimensions of 
America's own "body count" cannot be 
buried by Vietnamization or optimistic 
rhetoric. 

In the week in which the President made 
his latest peace proposals, 666 Americans 
were wounded in action. The usual listing of 
American deaths stresses that the killed-in­
action ratio is dropping. That, fortunately, is 
true; but it still leaves about fifty deaths 
reported in an average "good" week. And that 
does not include about 200 South Vietnamese 
and 1,200 North Vietnamese and Vietcong 
who die weekly, much less the civilians who 
are maimed without statistics. 

The wounded are a telltale of the steady 
toll exacted by guerrilla tactics. In general, 
about seven times as many American soldiers 
are wounded as are killed. The figures show 
that the brunt of the casualties-killed and 
wounded-are taken by draftees rather than 
Army regulars. They are up front. 

Recently, most of the wounded have been 
put out of action in the contested northern 
provinces of South Vietnam. Heavy patrol­
ling even without major operations has 
meant more wounded caused by the twin 
perils of mines and booby traps. Sniper and 
mortar fire by small enemy forces against 
distant base camps can be kept up indefi­
nitely, adding to the wounds of surprise. 

The continuing perils 1n total casualty 
terms are reflected in comparative figures for 
this and other twentieth-century wars. In 
the First World War 53,400 Americans were 
killed and 204,000 wounded; in the Second, 
291,500 were killed and 670,000 wounded; in 
Korea, 33,600 were killed and 103,000 
wounded; in Vietnam, 43,800 have been killed 
and over 290,300 wounded-so far. 

For the wounded, chances of rescue from 
the battlefield are greater by some 10 per 
cent over previous wars; that is the Pentagon 
way of looking at the wounded. The unoffi­
cial way is sadder in human terms. For ex­
ample, percentage disabilities for impair­
ment of sense organs were 5.60 in World War 
II, 10.81 in Korea and 14.27 in Vietnam. 
Wounded Army personnel separated for dis­
ability as a result of amputations of arms 
and legs were 18.02 per cent in World War 
II, 21.64 in Korea and 28.34 in Vietnam. 

Saved, but at a terrible and continuing 
cost. 

Ironically, while the demands of war are 
endless for the youth called upon to risk 
their necks and limbs there, the wounded 
are not assured of receiving the utmost in 
medical oare once back in the United States. 
The most severe blow was struck two months 
ago, not on the battlefield but by the White 
House, when President Nixon vetoed a Sen­
ate-House effort to appropriate an additional 
$105 million specifically for Veterans Admin­
istration hospitals. 

"The war against inflation must not be 
fought in the wards and clinics of our vet­
erans hospitals," says Senator Alan Crans­
ton of California, chairman of the Veterans 
Affairs subcommittee. He and Representative 

Olin Teague of Texas, chairman of the House 
Veterans Affairs committee, have been expos­
ing the sorry conditions that have resulted 
in inadequate medical care because of short­
ages in funds and personnel. They still hope 
that Congress will persist for the sake of the 
wounded Vietnam veterans. 

The hospitals are overburdened because 
neither President Johnson nor President 
Nixon anticipated the human price of the 
war. Helicopter rescue and evacuation and 
support hospitals backing up field doctors 
have enabled many men half-dead to live to 
tell their tales. But it is another story on this 
end, especially for those needing long and 
careful rehabilitation. Going through Kings­
bridge Veterans Hospital in the Bronx, Rep­
resentative Lester Wolff of New York found 
only one night nurse to cover ninety para­
plegics. 

No matter how one feels about the Vietnam 
war, its victims deserve the respect of superior 
medical care. Of course, the conditions for 
the wounded cannot be detached now and in 
the future from the war itself. That is why 
Senator George McGovern of South Dakota, 
trying to fix a timetable to end the casualty 
lists, made an impassioned plea to his col­
leagues and countrymen: 

"Every Senator here is partly responsible 
for that human wreckage at Walter Reed 
and Bethesda Naval and all across our land­
young men without legs, or arms, or genitals, 
or faces, or hopes. There are not very many 
of these blasted and broken boys who think 
this war is a glorious venture." 

And he ended with an admonition for 
today by Edmund Burke: "A conscientious 
man would be cautious how he dealt in 
blood." 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr .. President, I sug­
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­
pore. The clerk will call the roll· 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the f!Uorum. call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
EAGLETON). Without · objection, it is SO 
ordered. 

REPORT OF A COMMITrEE 
The following report of a committee 

was submitted: 
By Mr. SCHWEIKER, from the Committee 

on Armed Services, without amendment: 
H.R. 15216. An act to authorize the Secre­

tary of Defense to lend certain Army, Navy, 
and Air Force equipment and to provide 
transportation and other services to the Boy 
Scouts of America in connection with the 
World Jamboree of Boy Scouts to be held 
in Japan in 1971, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 91-1350). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the :first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
secoud time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. YARBOROUGH: 
S. 4524. A bill to prohibit brokered de­

posits in banks and other financial institu­
tions, to prohibit the use of so called give­
aways in the solicitation of deposits, and to 
prohibit lenders from acquiring equity par­
ticipations in connection with loans, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

(The remarks of Mr. YARBOROUGH when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the REc­
ORD under the appropriate heading.) 
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S. 4525. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, as reenacted and amended 
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937, so as to authorize certain grape­
fruit marketing orders which provide for an 
assessment against handlers for the purpose 
of financing a marketing promotion program 
to also provide for a credit against such 
assessment in the case of handlers who ex­
pend directly for marketing promotion; to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. SCHWEIKER: 
S. 4526. A bill for the relief of Dinh Son Vu 

(Peter Vu) and Thi Thuy Vu (Maria Vu); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HART: 
S. 4527. A bill for the relief of Tomas 

Espinoza Luz; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 485-SUBMIS­
SION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHOR­
IZING PRINTING OF A REPORT 
ENTITLED "A UNIVERSITY VIEW 
OF THE FOREST SERVICE" AS A 
SENATE DOCUMENT 

Mr. METCALF submitted the follow­
ing resolution <S. Res. 485); which was 
referred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

Resolved, That there be printed with illus­
trations as a Senate document a report, "A 
University View of the Forest Se.rvice," pre­
pared at the request of Senator Lee Metcalf 
by a Select Committee of the University of 
Montana, together with related materials, 
and that there be printed ten thousand ad­
ditional copies of such document for the use 
ot the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

NOTICE OF CHANGE OF .DATE FOR 
LEAD-BASED PAINT HEARINGS 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the hearings 
originally announced on lead-based paint 
elimination for next Tuesday, Novem­
ber 24, 1970, will be held one day earlier, 
on next Monday, November 23, 1970. 

The hearings will still be at 10:15 a.m. 
in room 4232 New Senate Office Build­
ing and will concern themselves with 
H.R. 19172 and S. 3216. 

BIG THICKET NATIONAL PARK AND 
GULF ISLANDS NATIONAL SEA­
SHORE-NOTICE OF HEARINGS 

Mr. BIDLE. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the Subcommittee on Parks and Rec­
reation of the Senate Interior Commit­
tee, I announce that public hearings 
have been scheduled for Tuesday, Nov­
ember 24, 1970, on S. 4, a bill to estab­
lish the Big Thicket National Park in 
Texas and S. 1149, the bill to provide 
for the establishment of the Gulf Islands 
National Seashore. 

The hearings will be held in the Com­
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
room 3110 New Senate Office Building, 
and the Big Thicket hearing will begin 
promptly at 10 a.m., with the hearing 
on the Gulf Islands National Seashore 
beginning at 11 a.m. It is requested that 
interested Members of Congress or the 
publi~ who wish to be heard on S. 4 and 
S. 4149 please contact the Interior Com­
mittee staff. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF 
SENATORS 

WITHOUT THE RULE OF LAW, 
FREEDOM IS IMPOSSIDLE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, over 
the past month or so, our friend and 
neighbor to the north, Canada, has been 
undergoing a grave crisis. 

It is fortunate, indeed, that Canada 
has as its guiding force in t-.~ese troubled 
times a man of integrity, patriotism, and 
dedication in the person of Pierre Elliott 
Trudeau. He has faced up to his respon­
sibilities with vigor and realism; and, as 
he stated: 

Those who gain power through terror rule 
through terror. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of Prime Minister 
Trudeau's televised address to the people 
of Canada on October 16, 1970, as pub­
lished in the Albertan, of Calgary, Al­
berta, on October 19, 1970, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

WITHOUT THE RULE OF LAW, FREEDOM Is 
IMPOSSmLE 

I am speaking to you at a moment of grave 
crisis, when violent and fanatical men are 
attempting to destroy the unity and the free­
dom of Canada. One aspect ot that crisis is 
the threat which has been made on the lives 
of two innocent men. These are matters of 
the utmost gravity and I want to tell you 
what the government is doing to deal with 
them. 

What has taken place in Montreal in the 
past two weeks is not unprecedented. It has 
happened elsewhere in the world on several 
recent occasions; it could happen elsewhere 
Within Canada. But Canadians have always 
assumed that it could not happen here and 
as a result we are doubly shocked that it has. 

Our assumption may have been naive, but 
it was understandable; understandable be­
cause democracy flourishes in Canada; un­
derstandable because individual liberty is 
cherished in Canada. 

Notwithstanding these conditions--partly 
because of them-it has been demonstrated 
now to us by a few misguided persons just 
how fragile a democratic society can be, if 
democracy is not prepared to defen.d itself, 
and just how vulnerable to blackmail are 
tolerant, compassionate people. 

Because the kidnappings and the black­
mail are most familiar to you, I shall deal 
with them first. 

The governments of Oanada and Quebec 
have been told by groups of self-styled revo­
lutionaries that they intend to murder in 
cold blood two innocent men unless their 
demands are met. The kidnappers claim they 
act as they do in order to draw attention to 
instances of social injustice. 

But I ask them whose attention are they 
seeking to attract? The government of 
Canada? The government of Quebec? 

Every government in this country is well 
aware of the existence of deep and impor­
tant social problems. And every government 
to the limit of its resources and ability is 
deeply committed to their solution. But not 
by k.idnappings and bombings. By hard work. 

And if any doubt exists about the good 
faith or the ability of any government, there 
are opposition parties ready and willing to 
be given an opportunity to govern. In short, 
there is available everywhere in canada an 
effective mechanism to change governments 
by peaceful means. It has been employed by 
disenchanted voters again and again. 

Who are the kidnap victims? To the vic­
tims' families they are husbands and fathers. 
To the kidnappers their identity 1s imma­
terial. The kidnappers' purposes would be 
served equally well by having in their grip 
you or me, or perhaps some child. 

Their purpose is to exploit the normal, 
human feelings of Canadians and to bend 
those feelings of sympathy into instruments 
for their own violent and revolutionary ends. 

What are the kidnappers demanding in re­
turn for the lives of these men? Several 
things. For one, they want their grievances 
aired by force in public on the assumption, 
no doubt, that all right-thinking persons 
would be persuaded that the problems of the 
world can be solved by shouting slogans and 
insults. 

They want more. They want the police to 
offer up as a sacrificial lamb a person whom 
they assume assisted in the laWful &ITest and 
proper conviction of certain of thedr criminal 
friends. 

They also want money. Ransom money. 
They want still more. They demand the 

release from prison of 17 criminals, and the 
dropping of charges against six other men, 
all of whom they refer to as "political 
prisoners." 

Who are these men who are held out as 
''latter-day patriots and martyrs" let me de­
scribe them to you. 

Three are convicted murderers; five others 
were jailed for manslaughter; one is serving 
a life imprisonment after having pleaded 
guilty to numerous charges related to bomb­
ings; another has been convicted of 17 armed 
robberies; two were once paroled but are now 
back in jail awaiting trial on charges of 
robberies. 

Yet we are being asked to believe that 
these persons have been unjustly dealt with, 
that they have been imprisoned as a result 
of their political opinions, and that they de­
serve to be freed immediately, without re­
course to due process of law. 

The responsibility of deciding whether to 
release one or another of these criminals is 
that of the federal government. It is a re­
sponsibility that the government will dis­
charge according to law. 

To bow to the pressures of these kidnap­
pers who demand that the prisoners be re­
leased would be not only an abdication of 
responsibility, it would lead to an increase 
in terrorist activities in Quebec. 

It would be as well an invitation to ter­
rorism and kidnapping across the country. 
We might well find ourselves facing an end­
less series of demands for the release of crim­
inals from jails, from coast to coast, and we 
would find that the hostages could be inno­
cent members of your family or of your 
neighborhood. 

At the moment the FLQ is holding hostage 
two men in the Montreal area, one a British 
diplomat, the other a Quebec cabinet minis­
ter. They are threatened with murder. 

Should governments give in to this crude 
blackmail we would be facing the break­
down of the legal system and its replace­
ment by the law of the jungle. The govern­
ment's decision to prevent this from happen­
ing is not taken just to defend an important 
principle. 

It is taken to protect the lives of Canadians 
from dangers of the sort I have mentioned. 
Freedom and personal security are safe­
guarded by laws; those laws must be re­
spected in order to be effective. 

If it is the responsibility of government to 
deny the demands of the kidnappers, the 
safety of the hostages is without question 
the responsibility of the kidnappers. Only 
the most twisted form of logic could conclude 
otherwise. 

Nothing that either the government of 
Canada or the government of Quebec has 
done or failed to do now or in the future, 



38280 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE November 20, 1970 
could possibly excuse any injury t o eit her of 
these two innocent men. 

The guns pointed at their heads have FLQ 
fingers on the triggers. Should any injury 
result, there is no explanation that could 
condone the acts. Should there be harm done 
to these men, the government promises un­
ceasing pursuit of those responsible. 

During the past 12 days, the governments 
of Canada and Quebec have been engaged 
in constant consultations. The course fol­
lowed in this matter had the full support 
of both governments, and of the Montreal 
municipal authorities. In order to save the 
lives of Mr. Cross and Mr. Laporte, we have 
engaged in indirect communications with the 
kidnappers. 

The offer of the federal government to the 
kidnappers of safe conduct out of Canada to 
a country of their choice, in return for the 
delivery of the hostages, has not yet been 
taken up, neither has the offer of the govern­
ment of Quebec to recommend parole for 
the five prisoners eligible for parole. 

This offer of safe conduct was made only 
because Mr. Cross and Mr. Laporte might be 
able to identify their kidnappers and to as­
sist in their prosecution. By offering the kid­
nappers safe exit from Canada, we removed 
from them any possible motivation for mur­
dering their hostages. 

Let me turn now to the broader implica­
tions of the threat represented by the FLQ 
and similar organiza tions. 

If a democratic society is to continue to 
exist, it must be able to root out the cancer 
of an armed, revolutionary movement that is 
bent on destroying the very basis of our free­
dom. For that reason the government, fol­
lowing an analysis of the facts, including re­
quests of the government of Quebec and the 
city · of Montreal for urgent action, decided 
to proclaim the War Measures Act. 

It did so at 4 a.m. this morning, in order 
to permit the full weight of government to 
be brought quickly to bear on all those per­
sons advocating or practising violence as a 
means of achieving political ends. 

The War Measures Act gives sweeping pow­
ers to the government. It also suspends the 
operation of the Canadian Bill of Rights. 
I can assure you that the government is most 
reluctant to seek such powers, and did so 
only when it became crystal clear that the 
situation could not be controlled unless some 
extraordinary assistance was made available 
on an urgent basis. 

The authority contained in the act will 
permit governments to deal effectively with 
the nebulous yet dangerous challenge to so­
ciety represented by terrorist organizations. 
The criminal law as it stands is simply not 
adequate to deal with systematic terrorism. 

The police have therefore been given cer­
tain extraordinary powers necessary for the 
effective detection and elimination of con­
spiratorial organizations which advocate the 
use of violence. These organizations, and 
membership in them, have been declared 
illegal. 

The powers include the right to search and 
arrest without warrant, to detain suspected 
persons without the necessity of laying spe­
cific charges immediately, and to detain per­
sons without bail. 

These are strong powers and I find them 
as distasteful as I am sure you do. They are 
necessary, however, to permit the police to 
deal with persons who advocate or promote 
the violent overthrow of our democratic 
system. 

In short, I assure you that the government 
recognizes its grave responsibilities in inter­
fering in certain cases with civil liberties, 
and that it remains answerable to the people. 
of Canada for its actions. 

The government will revoke this procla­
mation as soon as possible. 

As I said in the House of Commons this 
morning, the government will allow s~­
ficient time to pass to give it the necessary 

experience to assess the type of statute which 
may be required in the present circum­
stances. 

It is my firm intention to discuss then 
with the leaders of the opposition parties the 
desirability of introducing legislation of a 
less comprehensive nature. In this respect 
I earnestly solicited from the leaders and 
from all honorable members constructive 
suggestions for the amendment of the regu­
lations. 

Such suggestions will be given careful con­
sideration for possible inclusion in any new 
statute. 

I recognize, as I hope do others, that this 
extreme position into which governments 
have been forced is in some respects a trap. 
It is a well-known technique of revolutionary 
groups, who attempt to destroy society by 
unjustified violence, to goad the authorities 
into inflexible attitudes. The revolutionaries 
then employ this evidence of alleged au­
thoritarianism as justification for the need to 
use violence in their renewed attacks on the 
social structure. 

I appeal to all Canadians not to become 
so obsessed by what the government has 
done today in response to terrorism that they 
forget the opening play in this vicious game. 
That play was taken by the revolutionaries; 
they chose to use bombing, murder and kid­
napping. 

The threat posed by the FLQ terrorists and 
their supporters is out of all proportion to 
their numbers. This follows from the fact 
that they act stealthily and because they are 
known to have in their possession a consid­
erable amount of dynamite. 

To guard against the very real possibility 
of bombings directed at public buildings or 
utilities in the immediate future, the gov­
ernment of Quebec has requested the assist­
ance of the Canadian Armed Forces to sup­
port the police in several places in the prov­
ince of Quebec. These forces took up their 
positions yesterday. 

Violence, unhappily, is no stranger to this 
decade. The speech from the throne, open­
ing the current session of Parliament a few 
years ago, said that "we live in a period of 
tenseness and unease." We must not overlook 
the fact, moreover, that violence is often a 
symptom of deep social unrest. 

This government has pledged that it will 
introduce legislation which deals not only 
with symptoms but with the social causes 
which often underlie or serve as an excuse 
for crime and disorder. 

It was in that context that I stated in the 
House of Commons a year ago that there 
was no need anywhere in Canada for mis­
guided or misinformed zealots to resort to 
acts of violence in the belief that only in 
this fashion could they accomplish change. 

There may be some places in the world 
where the law is so inflexible and so insen­
sitive as to prompt such beliefs. 

But Canada is not such a place. I said 
then, and I repeat now, that those who 
would defy the law ·and ignore the oppor­
tunities available to them to right their 
wrongs and satisfy their claims will receive 
no hearing from this government. 

We shall ensure that the laws passed by 
Parliament are worthy of respect. We shall 
also ensure that those laws are respected. 

We have seen in many parts of Canada 
all too much evidence of violence in the 
name of revolution in the past 12 months. 
We are now able to see some of the conse­
quences of violence. 

Persons who invoke violence are raising 
deliberately the level of hate in Canada. They 
do so at a time when the country must elim­
inate hate, and must exhibit tolerence and 
compassion in order to create the kind of 
society which we all desire. 

Yet those who disrespect legal processes 
create a danger that law-abiding elements of­
the community, out of anger and out of fear, 
will harden their attitudes and refuse to 

accommodate - any change or remedy any 
shortcomings. They refuse because fear de­
prives persons of their normal sense of com­
passion and their normal sense of justice. 

This government is not acting out of fear . 
'It is acting to prevent fear from spreading. 
It is acting to maintain the rule of law 
without which freedom is impossible. 

It is acting to make clear to k!dnappers, 
revolutionaries and assassins tha-'.; in this 
country laws are made and changed by tpe 
elected representatives of all Canadians­
not by a handful of self-selected dictators. 
Those who gain power through terror rule 
through terror. The government is acting, 
therefore, to protect your life and your 
liberty. 

The government is acting as well to en­
sure the safe return of Mr. James Cross and 
Mr. Pierre Laporte. I speak for millions of 
Canadians when I say to theil' courageous 
wives and families how much we sympathize 
with them for the nightmare to which they 
have been subjected, and how much we all 
hope and pray that it will soon conclude. 

Canada remains one of the most wholesome 
and humane lands on this earth. If we stand 
firm this current situation will soon pass . 
W·e will be able to say proudly, as we have 
for decades, that within Canada there is 
ample room for opposition and dissent, but 
none for intimidation and terror. 

There are very few times in the history of 
any country when all persons must take a 
stand on critical issues. This is one of those 
times; this is one of those isues. 

I am confident that those persons who un­
leashed this tragic sequence of events with 
the aim of destroying our society and divid­
ing our country will find that the opposite 
will occur. The result of their acts will be 
a stronger society in a unified country. 
Those who would have divided us will have 
united us. 

I sense the unease which grips many 
Canadians t oday. Some of you are upset, 
and this is understandable. I want to re .. 
assure you that the authorities have the 
situation well in hand. 

Everything that needs to be done is being 
done. Every level of government in this coun­
try is well prepared to act in your interests. 

THE RURAL-URBAN BALANCE 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, one 

of the few bright spots in the Senate ac­
ceptance of the conference report on the 
farm bill was the provision of the confer­
ence report which commits the Congress 
to achieve a sound rural-urban balance. 
This provision, title IX of the general 
farm bill was an amendment offered by 
the Senator from Kansas <Mr. DoLE) 
and myself during the Senate Agriculture 
Committee's deliberations on the farm 
legislation. 

I believe that the final congressional 
approval of the rural development title 
is quite a significant event. For the first 
time, the Congress has committed itself 
to achieve a sound rural and urban bal­
ance. Moreover, the rural development 
title states: 

The Congress considers this balance so es­
sential to the peace, prosperity and welfare 
of all our citizens, that the highest priority 
must be given to the revitalization and de­
velopment of rural areas. 

Of equal importance with the congres­
sional commitment and statement of pri­
ority are the reporting requirements 
written into the act. Executive depart­
ments and the President are required to 
submit reports to Congress in five specific 
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areas. Hopefully, these reports will give 
Congress the information that it must 
have to fulfill its commitment-its com­
mitment to· achieve a sound rural-urban 
balance. 

I would particularly like to call atten­
tion to three reports which will be due on 
December 1 of this year. I realize that the 
agencies will nqt have very long to pre­
pare these reports. However, the report­
ing requirements were included in the 
Agricultural Act reported out of the Sen­
ate Agriculture Committee on September 
4, and in the conference report which 
was printed on October 9. Since the ad­
ministration assumed that both Houses 
of Congress would approve the confer­
ence report, I would think it would al­
ready be working to provide the informa­
tion required. 

Certainly, the administration cannot 
claim ignorance of this reporting require­
ment, because it fought my rural develop­
ment title tooth and nail in the agricul­
tural conference. Mr. Weinberger of the 
Office of Management and Budget stated 
that our reporting requirements would be 
to burdensome. I responded that my office 
is burdened with hundreds of unneces­
sary and worthless Government reports 
every year and I did not feel that it would 
be too much to ask that the administra­
tion give Congress some information 
which would be helpful to the legislative 
process. Fortunately, my view prevailed 
in the conference committee. Three re­
ports are due on December 1, 1970. 

The first report that is due is a report 
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development and the Secretary of Agri­
culture with regard to their efforts over 
the past year to provide assistance to 
States planning for the development of 
rural multicounty areas. Under the terms 
of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1968, the two Secretaries are re­
quired to work together to assist States 
in developing multicounty areas for the 
purpose of economic development, and I 
feel that the Congress should know 
whether any progress is being made. 

Another report which is required on 
December 1, 1970, is a report on the ef­
forts of the Secretary of Agriculture to 
provide rural development information 
and technical assistance to the leaders 
of small towns and communities. Un­
fortunately, many small towns and com­
munities do not have the resources and 
trained leadership that are needed to 
pull themselves out of their economic 
doldrums. The resources of land-grant 
~olleges and universities, the . Extension 
Service, and the thousands of personnel 
in the Department of Agriculture should 
be used for comprehensive rural develop­
ment. The Congress is entitled to know 
what efforts have been made in this re­
gard and I am sure we will want to con­
sider ways to maximize future efforts. 

The third report that is due on De­
cember 1, 1970, is a report on the avail­
ability of Government and Government­
assisted services to rural areas. We will 
never be able to stem the tide of rural 
out-migration until we have adequate 
services in our rural areas. We must 
have services which will provide an ac­
ceptable quality of life to our rural resi­
dents. Therefore, the President is re-

quired to submit to the Congress a report 
on the availability of telephone, elec­
tricity, water, sewer, medical, educa­
tional, and other Government or Gov­
ernment-assis·~ed services to rural areas. 
In addition, the President is required to 
outline efforts of the executive branch 
to improve these services during the im­
mediately preceding fiscal year. 

All of the reports I have mentioned 
will be annual reports. All of these re­
ports will be due on a yearly basis. How-. 
ever, I felt it urgent that the Congress 
have information in these three areas as 
quickly as possible. Therefore, the first 
reports are due on December 1. This will 
enable us to begin legislative action early 
in the 92d Congress. 

I will be anxiously awaiting these re­
ports, and I intend to carefully scrutin­
ize the information contained in the re­
ports. Should the administration fail to 
provide the information the Congress 
needs, it may expect to hear from me. 

Hopefully the annual reporting re­
quirements will enable interested Mem­
bers of Congress to establish a contin­
uing dialog with the administration on 
the problem, causes and solutions of rur­
al out-migration. Hopefully, too, this in­
formation · will enable us to work to­
gether to achieve rural-urban balance. 

Mr. President, over the years there has 
been no greater advocate of rural de­
velopment than Orville L. Freeman, Sec­
retary of Agriculture during the Ken­
nedy and Johnson administration. Un­
fortunately, Secretary Freeman often 
found himself crying in the wilderness 
on . this issue. During Secretary Free­
man's service in the Department of Agri­
culture, the Nation had not yet awaken­
ed to the necessity of achieving sound 
rural-urban balance. We were not yet 
fully impressed with the magnitude of 
the problems of crime, pollution, and 
congestion in our urban areas. Unfor­
tunately, many leaders are not aware of 
the necessity to disperse our population 
even yet. 

However, interest is growing. People 
are beginning to realize that pouring ad­
ditional millions of dollars in some of 
our unlivable and ungovernable cities 
is like pouring money down a rat hole. 
More and more people realize that many 
citizens will never have an acceptable 
quality of life in our overcrowded super­
cities. 

The October Futurist magazine is ad­
dressed to the question of achieving rur­
al-urban balance, and a balanced growth. 
One of the most interesting articles in 
this publication is entitled, "Total Rural­
Urban Balance" and was written by Or­
ville L. Freeman. I commend this arti­
cle to the attention of the Senate and I 
ask unanimous consent that it be print­
ed in the RECORD at this point in my 
remarks. 

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

TOWARD A RURAL-URBAN BALANCE 

(By Orville L. Freeman) 
(The urgent problems of the city may 

eventually be solved in the country, suggests 
a distinguished U.S. leader. A better balance 
between rural and urban development could 
halt or even reverse the detrimental popu-

lation movement that has jammed America's 
cities and depopulated its countryside. Fu­
ture communities could combine the best of 
rural and urban life.) 

Since the end of World War II, we in the 
United States have experienced the greatest 
population migration within one nation that 
mankind has ever known. This tremendous 
human wave has resulted in the concentra­
tion of more and more people on less and less 
land. Today 70 % of the American people live 
on 2 % of our land. 

We have been collecting ourselves into 
four major areas. One megalopolis reaches 
from Boston to Washington; another runs 
along the foot of the Great Lakes; a third 
stretches from Santa Barbara to San Diego; a . 
fourth is developing on the east coast ot 
Florida. 

The prospects are that if we don't do some­
thing, we will continue to pile more and 
more people into these megalopolises, and I 
believe it is time to ask ourselves whether we 
really want to do it. If we decide it is good, · 
we need do nothing but let nature talce its 
course, because that's what we have done 
so far. If, on the other hand, we decide that 
it is undesirable, we ought to ask how it hap­
pened and what we can do about it. 

Let me state the proposition as I see it: I 
think that this increasing concentration of 
people has produced or aggravated many of 
our problems, including transportation jams, 
pollution, housing shortages, crime, and dis­
turbed communities. The cities have had to 
cope with an enormous influx from the coun­
tryside, and they have never recovered. The 
migrants to the cities now live in over­
crowded disorder, and their country cousins 
are left in areas of lonely decline. 

The need for nationwide action to correct 
these detrimental trends in domestic popu­
lation distribution became dramatically 
clear when I was Secretary of Agriculture. 
When the 1960s began, few Americans, in 
or out of government, showed an understand­
ing or capacity to anticipate the impact o! 
gross population movements. As a nation we 
failed to grasp the implications of the unpre­
cedented technological forces and resulting 
population shifts that we were unleashing. 

As a result of the technological revolution 
that is still sweeping through agriculture, 
three million farms have disappeared. More 
than 20 million people have abandoned farms 
and small towns for the city. These people 
were victims of forces far beyond their con­
trol: to cite just one example, technological 
advances in one six-year period reduced the 
need for harvest farm labor in the Mississippi 
Delta from 750,000 man-days down to 95,000. 
In our generation alone, some five million 
people left the South, most of them for just 
six states, California, Illinois, Michigan, New 
York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. 

The migrants to the cities have forced the 
cities to expand, and each successive pulse 
of growth puts yet another ring of concrete 
and . steel between those already there and 
the open country beyond. Land prices rise 
and open spaces disappear. Man becomes in­
creasingly estranged from the natural en­
vironment. 

Although we have ·known that our society 
is changing, we as a nation have never rec­
ognized what this pell-mell change means in 
terms of stresses on our schools, governments, 
churches, homes, neighborhoods, and our­
selves. We failed to develop the institutions 
and attitudes that would shape the techno­
logical revolution to serve human needs. 
MIGRATION HARMS BOTH CITY AND COUNTRY 

The migrants from rural America to the 
metropolis have been primarily the best 
equipped and the least equipped in terms 
of ability and training. The departure of the 
best equipped stripped the countryside of 
vital human resources. The arrival of the 
least equipped compounded the problems of 
the cities. 
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This unbalanced growth is evident in the 
decay in the countryside where commu­
nities have lost the economic base to sup­
port good schools, doctors, and social serv­
ices. But the imbalance is equally evident in 
the congestion, pollution, civic disorder and 
proliferating ghettos of the metropolis, and 
in the spread of suburbia, which paved over 
the countryside and choked the inner city. 

If present trends continue for the next 30 
years, we may '\ave 100 million more Amer­
icans stacked onto the 140 million already 
living in our cities and suburbs. The result 
could be catastrophic. . 

But the exodus to megalopolis that has 
taken place in the last 50 years is not inevi­
table for the future. The first step is to rec­
ognize that rural-urban balance is a nation­
wide challenge. We must not concentrate on 
city, suburb, or countryside alone, but move 
on all three at once. We cannot use space 
properly if, in our planning, our space is 
constrained by the city limits, the county 
line, or the state border. 

We need a national settlement policy on 
the geographic distribution of economic op­
portunity, jobs and people. Without such a 
policy, the problems of city and countryside 
will remain insoluble. Only a common na­
tional policy providing guidelines for plan­
ning and development efforts in city, sub­
urbs, and countryside can restore balance 
in America. 

NEW KNOW-HOW ALLOWS BETTER PLANNING 

The people are now ready for leadership 
and action. They recognize intuitively that 
we cannot continue our unplanned, undi­
rected, helter-skelter course without abus­
ing our limited natural resources and fail­
ing to meet the minimum needs of millions 
of Americans. And they know, too, that 
we have more wealth and know-how than 
ever before. Growth in the social sciences, 
management techniques·, data. retrieval, 
computer science, automation-all these 
combined with unprecedented wealth­
make it possible to accomplish what was im­
possible a few years ago. 

Action will come as we destroy the myths 
of the "meg-alopolitan mentality": 

Myth One: Americans want to live in cities. 
Although there has been, oddly enough, 
very little research on the question, a 
1968 Gallup poll indicated that when people 
are given a choice, 56% prefer a rural set­
ting; 25% suburban, and 18% the city. We've 
also seen evidence that people will return 
to rural communities when they can get a 
job there. Perhaps the most convincing evi­
dence against this myth is the fact that the 
overwhelming majority of metropolitan area. 
Americans live in suburbs, which represent 
an ·attempt to create the amenities, peace, 
and security of the small town within the 
city, where the jobs are. Many center city 
and suburban families would gladly live in 
a small town or open country community if 
there were jobs, basic services, and good 
schools. 

Myth Two: Small towns are dying. Tiny 
towns and crossroads villages may be in 
eclipse, but larger nodal centers are healthier 
than ever. The critical base population seems 
to be a population of 5,000 or more. In re­
cent years, the fastest growing population 
centers in the nation were towns in the 
range of 10,000 to 25,000 outside the stand­
ard metropolitan areas. 

Myth Three: Concentration of 80 to 90% 
of all our people in a few major urban re­
gions can be accomplished without major 
damage to the fabri-c of our society. We sim­
ply do not know what strains .such a. fantas­
tic development will place on our institu­
tions, our minds, our hearts. For instance, 
our leading economists predict that per 
capita income in the United States will at 
least double over the next 30 years. The im­
pa<:t of that happening, combined with an 

increased population concentrated in our 
already overcrowded cities, Will likely be 
geometric in dimension and devastating in 
results. 

Myth Four: There is nothing we can do to 
stop the aggregation of people in megalop­
olis. The fact is that there are many ways 
to check or reverse the trend to megalopolis. 
Jobs can be created through rural industrial­
ization, stimulated by tax incentives and 
other means. The federal government can 
adopt a policy of preferentially locating its 
facilities in areas of lower density popula­
tion. Education and other vital services in 
rural areas can be improved, so as to encour­
age settlement. 

The case against continued movement of 
people into megalopolis was strengthened re­
cently by the President's Task Force on Rural 
Development. The Task Force's report, A New 
Life for the Country, states that there are 
four plagues of compaction: 

1. Pollution. I thought the situation was 
put rather dramatically when it was reported 
that the Apollo 10 astronauts could see Los 
Angeles as a cancerous smudge from 20,000 
miles in space. Airline pilots say there is a 
whisky-brown masxna over almost every ma­
jor U.S. city, including remote towns like 
Missoula in Montana's Big Sky country. 
What most Americans now breathe is closer 
to ambient filth than it is to air. Large cities 
simply overload the capacity of the air to 
clean itself. 

2. Transportation. It's ironic to note that 
at the turn of the century you could average 
about 11 miles an hour going through New 
¥ork City with a horse and buggy. Today, 
with 350 horses, you're lucky if you can 
average six miles an hour. 

3. Housing. The · slums and the ghettos 
shock our sensitivities and cause much of 
the tension that we see all around us. 

4. Crime. Manhattan with two million 
people has more murders than all of Eng­
land and Wales with 49 million. How much 
of this is a product of our failure to plan 
and invest properly when people are so im­
pacted? How much is due to the fact that 
people just don't like to live that close to­
gether, piled one upon another, and react 
accordingly? No one really knows. Some re­
search on this is needed, but I suggest that 
the crowded, depersonalized lives in con­
gested cities may have something to do with 
the crime rate. 

We can certainly see the diseconomies of 
having so many people piled up and the po­
litical problems that are created. There are 
also power failures: As matters now stand, 
the Consolidated Edison Company of New 
York can't find the sites it needs for new 
power plants. Garbage disposal becomes in­
creasingly difficult as the concentration ot 
people increases. Water shortages threaten. 

Attempts have been made to quantify 
these diseconomies of scale. According to one 
study, police protection costs $4.60 per capita. 
in cities with 100,000 to 300,000 people, and 
$18.40 per capita-almost five times as much­
in cities of 500,000 to 1,000,000. In New York 
City, the cost is $39.80 per capita-almost 
nine times as much as in a city of 100,000 to 
300,000. Similar cost rises are found for hos­
pitals and other services. 

When a New Yorker moves to the suburbs, 
he costs the city $21,000 in capital outlay to 
provide facilities so he can drive to and from 
work in the city every day. In Washington, 
D.C., the cost for every added commuter is 
even higher-$23,000. Contrast that with the 
$487,000 street department budget for an en­
tire year in Fargo, North Dakota, a city of 
50,000. 

As Mayor Davis of Kansas City has said, "A 
city can get too big simply because the cost 
of providing services increases all out of pro­
portion to total population growth. This be­
comes perfectly clear when put on a per 
capita basis, which is about $120 a year in 

Kansas City. In .a city twice this size, per 
capita costs would rise to more than $200· a 
person." 

The concentration of people in large cities 
has come about because the U.S. has not had 
a policy regarding the relationship between 
land and people. During the last 25 years, 
while agriculture was increasing its pro­
ductivity per capita three times as fast as 
industry, we paid virtually no attention to 
the people who lost their jobs in consequence. 
In the absence of a policy, economic forces 
pushed people out of rural areas, and wel­
fg,re and housing prograins pulled them into 
metropolitan areas. 

I would like to make clear that I am not 
urging a "back to the farm" movement. For 
quite some time, anyone who talked about 
checking or reversing the movement of popu­
lation into the cities was likely to be 
ridiculed. There was a kind of vindictiveness 
among city people because rural interests 
seemed to dominate the legislature and the 
congress, and prograins that cities wanted 
weren't forthcoming. At one point there was 
an editorial that suggested that I was trying 
to hold back the tides. I was a King Canute. 
Obviously, I am not urging the reversal of 
forces that cannot be turned around, but 
rather trying to channel those forces con­
structively in a new direction. 

MANY SMALL TOWNS ARE NOW GROWING 

I would like to call your attention to what 
are called "growth centers." What's happen­
ing is that through the action of natural eco­
nomic forces, and new transportation and 
communication, there is a. tendency for our 
rural areas to polarize around small towns of, 
say, 10,000 to 100,000 people. There are some 
300 of these towns that are gaining-not los­
ing-population. People in an area of about 
50 miles in diameter drive into these towns 
for medical services, recreation, and employ­
ment. 

The development of these growth centers 
ought to be encouraged in every way pos­
sible through governmental resources and 
planning. T.h.e Government should help to 
make it economic for an industry to start or 
to locate or to expand in such a locale. Tax: 
or depreciation advantages could be offered. 
At the same time, the Government Inight 
preferentially locate its facilities in such 
growth centers. 

Industry has naturally moved where it 
could make a profit. Until recently, that has 
been-fo.r no good reason-into the big city 
areas. But it's now becoming counter-pro­
ductive. Very few manufacturing facilities 
are built today in the heart of a big city, but 
they can and should be located on a planned 
basis around the nation. 

BIGGEST IS NOT ALWAYS BEST 

Hopefully, the cities would cooperate. 
Many are still oru the merry-go-round of 

. equating bigness with goodness, of measur­
ing progress in terms of numbers of people. 
The unsoundness of this method of evalua­
tion is, I think, becoming increasingly clear. 
Over the last 20 years, the population of 
London has decreased as part of a plan which 
enforced open spaces and called for the de­
velopment of new towns. The Britsh decided 
that if they can't have a city of quality, they 
certainly don't want a bigger one. 

The ills of the city cannot be cured in the 
city alone. Action is required in both rural 
and urban areas. If we in America had rec­
ognized the twin problem of rural depopu­
lation and urban impaction a generation ago, 
and taken timely action, both our cities and 
rural areas would be much better than they 
are now. But we can still check and reverse 
the flow of population to metropolitan cen­
ters, and in so doing help big cities conquer 
the urban improvement job by easing the 
pressures exerted by a constantly expanding 
population. 
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I believe tha.t small towns and farming 
areas offer enormous potential for humane 
solution to today's problems. Modern tech­
nology has made possible a modern town­
country community. The new technology of 
transportation ties the different parts to­
gether. The technolvgy of communication 
makes administration practical. The tech­
hology of modern industry requires space for 
new plants with continuous-flow, straight­
line production operations. The developing 
technology of training makes it possible to 
create skilled workers out of rural people. 

I see an American landscape dotted with 
communities, each including a blend of 
small cities, new towns, and growing villages 
with open country in between. Each of these 
extended town-country communities would 
have its own jobs and industries, its own 
college or university, its own medic~! cen­
ter, its own cultural, entertainment, and 
recreational centers. 

With several hundred of these extended 
town-country communities, it would be 
possible for 300 million Americans to live in 
less congestion than 200 million do today. 
Urban centers could become free of smog, 
blight, and overcrowding. 

And let me emphasize that this is not 
merely a dream. This kind of community is. 
in fact, already P.Volving in many parts of 
the United States, and we have the means 
to make it evolve faster. 

In these new town-country communities, 
Americans are discovering a pleasing blend 
of urban opportunity and rural heritage. In 
such communities, people can enjoy the ad­
vantages that in an earlier age were asso­
ciated exclusively with the big city, and yet 
find elbow room and retain their identities 
as individuals-identities that only too often 
are lost amid compacted urban populations. 

I believe that the American people will 
decide that such communities are worth the 
money, effort, and work that their building 
will require. 

ANACONDA CO. MOVES TO CLEAN 
OUR AIR AND WATER 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I was . 
pleased to learn just a few minutes ago 
that one of the world's major mining 
companies is taking a long step toward 
cleaning up our air and water. 

Today, Mr. Martin Hannifan, general 
manager of Montana operations of the 
Anaconda Co., appeared before the Mon­
tana State Board of Health. He an­
nounced that the company plans addi­
tional substantial investment next year in 
in-plant facilities vital to the health and 
safety of the men who work in Anaconda 
operations in Great Falls, East Helena, 
and Anaconda, Mont. He said that the 
company plans an investment next year 
of $10 million in additional facilities to 
reduce concentration of dust and gases. 

Although the current efforts are in­
plant, Mr. Hannifan said that "efforts 
to limit out-plant emissions cannot be 
divorced from in-plant cleanup, and 
therefore both aspects of control have 
been integrated into our environmental 
planning." 

Mr. President, officials of the Ana­
conda Co., are aware of the problems 
they face, both inside and outside their 
installations. They are moving to solve 
those problems. I hope they will continue 
to do so. I .ask unanimous consent that 
Mr. Hannifan's statement be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state­
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF MARTIN K. HANNIFAN, FRIDAY, 

NOVEMBER 20, 197Q TO THE MONTANA BOARD 
OF HEALTH 

My name is Martin K. Hannifan and I am 
General Manager of Montana Operations of 
the Anaconda Company. I appreciate the op­
portunity to discuss with you some of the 
environmental problems we encounter in our 
smelting and refining operations in Montana 
and to tell you of our plans to solve them. 
We are present today because of your interest 
in the existing in-plant environmental con­
ditions in Great Falls, East Helena, and Ana­
conda, and also for the purpose of discussing 
the results of recent industrial hygiene sur­
veys conducted by members of your staff in 
cooperation with the U.S. Public Health 
Service. As you know, the official reports 
of these surveys do not indicate any impair­
ment of worker health. However, because 
we are dealing with materials which may ad­
versely affect the health of employees if 
threshold limit values are exceeded. We in­
tend to continue and even expand our pro­
gram of bio-medical evaluation of those per­
sons who might be exposed to air-borne dust. 
The nature of this expanded bio-medical 
testing program will be specifically deter­
mined in consultation with and guidance 
by the U.S. Public Health Service, although 
we do contemplate utilization of blood and 
urine sampling procedures at Anaconda, East 
Helena and Great Falls. We also will wel­
come the assistance of the Montana State 
Board of Health in this area, and we shall 
be glad to split our samples with both agen­
cies if this be desired. Anaconda has for 
many years devoted attention to industrial 
hygiene problems associated with the opera­
tion of metal beneficiating plants which 
were built long before control technology 
existed. 

Over the years Anaconda has developed an 
expanding environmental program and has 
made many plant improvements as tech­
nology became feasible. It has spent many 
millions of dollars in Montana for these pur­
poses. For example, in 1970, construction of 
a new reverberatory flue system was com­
menced in Anaconda. This facility, which 
will cost more than $7 million, is designed 
to reduce in-plant concentrations of dust 
and gases in the reverberatory furnace 
building, thereby contlributing greatly to 
comfort. You will be interested to know 
that in 1971 Anaconda intends to spend 
in excess of $10 million here in Mon­
tana by way of engineering controls 
and plant additions for further environ­
mental improvement. This investment, 
which is allocated for engineering control 
and plant additions, is but a part of a con­
tinuing program to correct in-plant prob­
lems, advance worker comfort and conveni­
ence, and generally enhance the environ­
ment at our plant locations. While environ­
mental control programs are planned for all 
Montana locations, my review will be limited 
to those plants visited recently by Public 
Health personnel, but at Anaconda a major 
addition will be the installation of a 600 ton 
acid plant on the copper roasting system. 
Work on this project is scheduled to com­
mence in 1971. Operation of this facility will 
require substantial changes in the roaster 
building which will place the roasters under 
negative pressure and thereby minimize in­
plant S02 and particulant emissions. Hood­
ing and flu changes are planned in the con­
verter building to assist in reducing so. and 
pa.rticulant emissions there, both in-plant 
and at the roof line. These roof line emis-
sions often migrate to other working places 
and their reduction will generally enhance > 

conditions in the reverberatory furnace and 
converter areas. 

Changes in transport and conveying sys­
tems for better material handling in the 
roaster and reverberatory area will include 
installation of new dust collection equip­
ment. The remodelling program will also aid 
materially in our effort to achieve compli­
ance with present Board of Health emission 
regulations. However efforts to limit out­
plant emissions cannot be divorced from in­
plant cleanup, and therefore both aspects 
of control have been integrated into our en­
vironmental planning. 

Also a new design, high efficiency, mobile 
vacuum system is being purchased and will 
be utilized to cope with our housekeeping 
challenges. The remo·'.elling work will include 
dust collection in many areas. 

Because of equipment delivery lag and 
installation time requirements, some of this 
work may not be completed until 1972. At 
the refinery in Great Falls a new dust col­
lection, transport and retention system will 
be installed in 1971 in the dross drum area 
of the zinc casting building. In addition, the 
exhaust ventilation system at the zinc cast­
ing furnace will be upgraded. At East Helena. 
we are making an in-depth study to evalu­
ate current technology regarding S02 emis­
sions at the bag house, and to determine 
whether or not a feasible control method ex­
ists as an alternate to building a stack. This 
study will include an evaluation of the fur­
nace charging area with respect to industrial 
hygiene and possible correction procedures. 
A filtered air system will be installed in the 
crane cab at the furnace charging area to 
afford worker protection. 

Mining smelting and refining operations 
are definitely heavy industry with all of its 
attendant problems. Equipment failure does 
occur and housekeeping is forever a chal­
lenge. Consequently, industrial hygiene de­
partments are maintained at the Anaconda 
and Great Falls plants, to monitor in-plant 
conditions and direct control efforts. Our 
Environmental Engineering Department con­
ducts a continuous evaluation of worker ex­
posure to contaminants at Anaconda, Great 
Falls, and East Helena. Anaconda also co­
operates in studies such as those recently 
conducted by the Board of Health and the 
U.S. Public Health Service, to evaluate at­
mospheric conditions at these plants and 
to collect urine and blood samples from the 
workers for analysis. 

In summary, I want to emphasize that the 
plant improvement program for 1971 just 
described involves a large capital investment 
and has not been hastily adopted, but rather 
follows many months of engineering and 
feasibility studies. These investigations were 
conducted not only by Anaconda, but also by 
independent engineering consulting firms to 
ascertain among other things, whether tech­
nology was available to accomplish the de­
sired results, and, if so, whether it was 
economically feasible. This plan for 1971 is 
not an end, but instead, is a part of a continu­
ing program to improve plant facilities as 
technology become available and feasible. 
This concludes my formal presentation, but 
I am accompanied today by members of my 
staff familiar with local plant conditions 
and we shall be pleased to discuss any ques­
tions which you wish to pose concerning our 
environmental situation. 

"TRANSCENDENT VALUES" AND 
ROCKY MOUNTAIN COLLEGE 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, one 
of the outstanding educational institu­
tions in Montana and the Northwest is 
Rocky Moun·~ain Co:ilege, located at Bill-
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ings, Mont. -:Jnder the dedicated leader­
ship of Dr. Lawrence F. Small, its presi­
dent, it has made great strides and has 
contributed tremendously to the good 
educational ~limate which exists in my 
State. 

What Rocky Mountain College iL doing 
is of a constructive nature, is very worth­
while, and not only upholds but increases 
the integrity of the institution. 

I applaud Dr. Small, the faculty, and 
the student body for their realization of 
what "transcendent values" mean to 
them. The "Wednesday Evening" con­
versations are an excellent example of 
the degree of interrelationship and coop­
eration which are so much needed today 
among faculty, students, and trustees. 

I ask unanimous consent that a letter 
from Dr. Small addressed to President 
Nixon be printed in the RECORD. I urge 
Senators to read it carefully; it will be 
worth their while. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printe~ in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

OCTOBER 24, 1970. 
The Honorable RICHARD M. NIXON, 
P1·esident of the United States, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I was pleased to see . 
a copy Of the letter you received, dated May 
11, 1970, from President Miller Upton of 
Beloit College and to know that it is having 
wide circulation. He speaks a timely word 
and I trust that it will be received in the 
spirit in which it was offered by his col­
leagues and mine around the nation. Surely, 
there is much of a constructive nature that 
can be done on our campuses to uphold the 
integrity of our institutions and to seek to 
realize those "transcendent values" of which 
President Upton speaks. 

One such effort, I believe, has taken place 
at Rocky Mountain College and will be re­
newed this next week. I would like to share 
it with you. In the spring of 1969, while 
m.ore and more campuses were experiencing 
disruption and violence, "Wednesday Eve­
ning" conversations were initiated here in­
volving students, faculty, and administration 
and looking for some way to explore com­
munity response to community concerns. 
The Board of Trustees of thls independent 
college agreed to set aside one day of its 
two-day annual meeting in October as 
"Time-Out Day". On that occasion, and 
thanks to thorough planning, members of 
the governing board had the opportunity to 
visit in small groups witm faculty, students, 
and administration and discuss problems 
and plans. Over 50 per cent of the student 
body attended and ne·arly all of the faculty 
and staff. 

Much was gained in understanding that 
the college is fi.rs·t of all people, gathered in 
various relationships to live within and sup­
port a community for learning. Some 
changes resulted in our program, but basi­
cally there was :-, breakthrough in commu­
nication and a-eceptance. On Monday, Octo­
ber 26th, by the encouragement of our gov­
erning board, we shall again observe "Time­
Out Day". Trustees, students, faculty and 
staff will discuss, argue, plan, eat, relate to 
one another. 

I know that this sort of response is more 
feasible on our kind of campus than at the 
multiversities Of our land. But I would hope 
that even at the large institutions the reali­
zation might deepen that a college or uni­
versity is at heart people, living and working 
and relating within their various roles, re­
specting one another, constituting the most 
valuable resource their institution possesses 

and the means of giving substance to its 
dreams. 
· Respec·tfully yours, 

LAWRENCE F. SMALL, 
President. 

EXCHANGE OF REMARKS BETWEEN 
J. EDGAR HOOVER AND RAMSEY 
CLARK 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
Washington Post this week has publish­
ed exchange of remarks between FBI 
Director J. Edgar Hoover and former 
Attorney General Ramsey Clark. Mr. 
Clark, who has just written a book that 
he wants publicized, has gratuitiously 
attacked one of America's most faithful 
public servants in an effort to under­
cut impartial law enforcement in the 
United States. Mr. Hoover needs no de­
fense and, indeed, has capably turned 
Mr. Clark's remarks back upon the 
aggressor. 

However, I should like to express my 
hearty agreement with the FBI Direc­
tor's characterization of Mr. Clark as 
the worst Attorney General he ever en­
countered. Mr. Hoover was in a position 
to know the facts about the work of 
the Justice Department, and to compare 
that situation with the leadership of the 
Attorney General. I also had some con­
tact with Mr. Clark in my role on the 
Judiciary Committee. From these en­
counters, I had long since formed the 
conclusion that he was one of the worst 
Attorney Generals of my experience. I 
believe that Mr. Hoover was merely ar­
ticulating the opinions of many knowl­
edgeable officials in Washington. 

Mr. Clark's failure to take adequate 
measures against criminals and subver­
sives resulted in a record crime wave. We 
have been saved from a collapse of law 
and order only- because a highly capable 
Attorney General l).as taken over the 
reins. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the interview with J. Edgar 
Hoover, from the Washington Post, No­
vember 17, 1970, be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous 
consent that Mr. Clark's response, as re­
ported in the Washington Post, Novem­
ber 18, 1970, be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibits 1 and 2.) 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

want to be absolutely fair to both sides 
in this exchange, since the Clark re­
sponse is most interesting. In fact, it 
confirms Mr. Hoover's opinion. 

Mr. President, readers · of this article 
will note that Mr. Clark is speaking at 
a New York press conference for a new 
group called the Committee for Public 
Justice. This committee deserves close 
attention, as a result of Mr. Clark's 
remarks. 

Among other things, Mr. Clark 
charges Mr. Hoover with being ideologi­
cal. He says: 

If an investigator has to be anything, he 
has to be a disenthralled observer, a hard, 
hard pursurer of facts. He cannot be ideo­
logical. For reasons that are unfortunate, in 
my judgment, the FBI became ideologi{lal 

some time back. This has put scales over its 
eyes. 

Mr. Clark continues this line of rea­
soning when he says that the pursuit of 
the Communist Party U.S.A. "is an il­
lustration of the terribly wasteful use 
of resources," growing out of the FBI 
Director's belief in "the ideology of a 
different time." 

If we read to the end of the article, we 
find out that the group for which Mr. 
Clark is the chief spokesman was orga­
nized by Playwright Lillian Hellman. If 
there is anyone in this countr.y who 
might be said to represent the ideology 
of a different time, that one person would 
have to be Lillian Hellman. She is cer­
tainly listed among the champion sup­
porters of Communist front organiza­
tions during the 1930's and 1940's. She 
slavishly perverted her literary talent ·to 
support every nuance of the Communist 
line of the period. In fact, there is sworn 
testimony before a congressional com­
mittee which indicates that she was 
known as a member of the Communist 
Party during this period. She refused to 
testify with regard to these sworn state­
ments, claiming privilege under the fifth 
amendment, and asserting that she did 
not want to involve her friends of that 
period. 

Mr. President, I have with me a memo­
randum which lists nearly 100 Commun­
ist and leftist front organizations with 
which Miss Hellman has publicly been 
associated, as cited in official documents 
of the U.S. Congress, and I ask unani­
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 
This list by no means exhausts Miss Hell­
man's connections. 

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

<See exhibit 3.) 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President in 

the light of Miss Hellman's overwh~lm­
ing history of supporting Communist­
front organizations, one has the right to 
ask whether her so-called Committee for 
Public Justice is not another Communist 
front. I find it incredible that a former 
Attorney General of .the United States 
would lend his prestige to an organiza­
tion organized by a woman who has pub­
licly supported scores of groups listed on 
the Attorney General's official list of sub­
versive organizations. Such a man is 
either naive or blind to the dangers 
threatening this country, and neither 
conclusion refiects well upon him. His 
present venture should thoroughly dis­
credit him in the eyes of the American 
public. 

Certainly it is not ideological to oppose 
those elements who seek to overthrow 
the U.S. Government by force, and who 
are backed by international resources to 
aid them in attaining their goal. On the 
other hand, it is ideological to promote a 
revolutionary Marxist-Leninist doctrine. 
Communist tactics may have changed 
since the thirties and forties, but the 
goal remains the same. It is Ramsey 
Clark who is indulging in the ideology of 
a different time; but at the same time we 
must recognize that the ideology of a 
different time has been brought up to 
date. Hellman-style committees of the 
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1930's are being formed in the 1970's, 
only now they boast as spokesman a man 
who once had the responsibility to pro­
tect the United States against internal 
subversion. It is no wonder that our in· 
ternal security laws, as well as law and 
order in all fields, were seriously eroded. 
during his tenure as Attorney General. It 
is plain that Ramsey Clark lacks a basic 
understanding of law and justice. He 
convicts himself out of his own mouth. 

EXHIBIT 1 

(From the Washington Post, Nov. 17, 1970] 
FBI'S HOOVER SCORES RAMSEY CLARK, RFK­

PRAISES MITCHELL AS "VERY HUMAN" 

(By Ken W. Clawson) 
J . Edgar Hoover yesterday called former 

Attorney General Ramsey Clark a "jellyfish" 
and the worst Attorney General he has en­
countered in 45 years as director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Hoover said in an interview that Clark was 
"like a jellyfish ... a softie," unlike his 
father, former Attorney General and Supreme 
Court Justice Tom Clark, whom Hoover de­
scribed as a "good, strong man~ " 

The FBI dire<:tor said he would accept the 
judgment of the elder Clark on his steward­
ship of the FBI, but that Ramsey Clark was 
even a worse Attorney General than the late 
Robert F. Kennedy. Hoover said Kennedy 
was the first Attorney General with whom 
he had troublesome relations. In the last six 
months of Kennedy's tenure, Hoover said, 
he did not speak to Kennedy. 

"If ever there was a worse Attorney Gen­
eral it was Ramsey Clark," he said. "You 
never knew which way he was going to flop 
on an issue. 

"He was worse than Bobby (Kennedy). At 
least Kennedy stuck by his guns, even when 
he was wrong." 

Hoover added, however, that "until Bobby 
Kennedy came along" he had never had trou­
ble with Attorneys General. 

He called Attorney General John N. Mitch­
ell an "honest, sincere and very human man"' 
and added, "There has never been an Attor­
ney General for whom I've had higher 
regard." 

The director's criticism of Clark was 
prompted by the Attorney General's book, 
"Crime in America," being published this 
week. In it Clark charges that Hoover's "self­
centered concern for his own reputation" 
led the FBI into glory-seeking rather than 
effective crime control. 

Clark charged that the FBI was tardy in 
moving against organized crime and that a 
confilct resulted between Hoover and Ken­
nedy, who Clark said wa-s the first Attorney 
General to have a "commitment to control 
organized crime." 

Clark could not be reached for comment 
on Hoover's remarks. 

In the interview, Hoover said there was 
never any trouble· with Kennecty on the or­
ganized crime issue. He pointed out that the 
FBI did not have the federal laws to fight 
organized crime that have be_en passed in re­
cent years. 

"But there was trouble,'' Hoover said. "The 
trouble was that Kenpedy wanted to loosen 
up our standards and qualifications; to dis­
card the requirement that agents hold de­
grees in law or accounting. He even wanted 
to discard the bachelor's degree as a require­
ment. 

" In short, he wanted more Negro agents." 
Hoover said he refused, and that Kennedy 

brought up the subje<:t "half a dozen times." 
"I told him, 'Now Bobby, I have no preju­

dices. The FBI has Negro agents, Indian 
agents, Chinese agents and all kinds of other 
agents. Any one who can meet the qualifi­
cations can have a job, and I'll have it no 
other way.'" 

Hoover said he told Kennedy that if he 
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didn't like his position, "Why don't you get 
another dire<:tor? You may not know it, but 
I can retire at full salary. Now, I give half 
of my salarf in taxes, so it's costing me 
money out of pocket to continue." 

The director said that "right afterwards" 
he went to the White House and told Presi­
dent Johnson about the confrontation. 

"STAND BY YOUR GUNS" 

"The President said, 'Stand by your guns.' 
I didn't speak to Bobby Kennedy the last 
six months he was in office.'' That was in 
1964. 

The FB! has a total strength of 18,000, 
and will get an additional 1,000 agents un­
der ·provisions of the 1970 Omnibus Crime 
Control Act. It has been widely believed that 
these addit ional agents will be used on col­
lege campuses, where the Bureau now has 
jurisdiction over bombings and arson to 
most buildings. 

Hoover called this concept ' 'absolutely un­
true." He said the extra agents would be 
scattered through the Bureau for a variety 
of duties created by expanding federal juris­
diction in bombings of federally financed 
buildings as well as making certain types of 
gambling a federal offense inside a state's 
borders. 

He said he recently wrote former Justice 
Abe Fortas a letter following a speech in 
which Fortas criticized using undercover FBI 
agents on campuses. Hoover said there are 
no undercover FBI agents on campuses, and 
that agents will only go on campus to inves­
tigate actual bombings. 

Threats of bombings or arson, he said, 
would be turned over to campus police and 
local police to investigate. 

Hoover blamed college administrators and 
faculty as much as a small group of stu­
dents for the wave of campus disruptions. 

"Some faculty are worse than the hippies," 
he said. "Ninety per cent of the students 
want an education and they are prevented by 
hippies who are encouraged by some of the 
faculty.'' 

Campus disruptions would stop, he said, "if 
college presidents had the courage and guts 
to expel and make it stick.'' He praised S. I. 
Hayakawa for his handling of disruptions at 
San Francisco State College. 

Most college administrators, Hoover said, 
are soft. "They come up through the aca­
demic process, and there is nothing worse 
than an intolerant intellectual. They're soft, 
and they never want to accept responsibl11ty.'' 

NO CONCLUSIONS ON KENT 

He added that the "people shouting the 
most are a minority that do not believe in 
tolerance." 

It is true, he said, that students often 
haven't been able to make their views known 
to college administrations, trustees and other 
governing bodies. He said these lines of com­
munications should be opened, and that stu­
dents should work vigorously to make their 
views known, but without disruption and 
intolerance. 

The director said he was disappointed to 
read in various publications that the FBI 
concluded various things about last spring's 
shootings at Kent State University in Ohio. 
"The FBI never makes recommendations or 
draws conclusions," he said. "We are a fact­
finding agency." 

It was the Justice Department, he said, 
that concluded that National Guardsmen 
fired into students in panic during a con­
frontation. But Hoover said he was glad the 
Defense Department will intensify National 
Guard training. 

Professionalism under fire is insisted upon 
by the director. FBI agents are instructed, he 

·said, not to be promiscuous with firearms, 
but to shoot to kill when they are threatened 
by an assailant with the means to kill. "A 
man never knows about himself until he is 
tested by battle," he said. 

Hoover recalled that during the 1930s he 

"'always hated to sit behind a mahogany desk" 
when his men were in action in the field. 

He said that on one raid, he noticed an 
agent who answered the command to advance 
by going in the opposite direction, panick­
ing. "He was not yellow," Hoover said. "He 
was just not made of the stuff fOl' an FBI 
agent. Of course, I got rid of him imme­
diately." 

Hoover, who will be 76 in January, was re­
laxed and hearty during a rare interview in 
his office that lasted about two hours. In re­
ferring to his age, he said that he no longer 
bothers to deny that he may retire. But he 
pointed out that like all agents he has under­
gone an annual physical examination since 
1938. 

"I was in better shape at my August, 1970, 
examination than I was in 1938," he said. 

But he admitted that he has a tendency 
to put on weight and is constantly on a diet. 
At his favorite luncheon spot in the May­
flower Hotel, the director has been reduced to 
a grapefruit salad with cottage cheef:e and 
blaok coffee. 

ARREST RATIO HIGH 

But Hoover seems to thrive on this kind of 
discipline. He repeated several times that 
law enforcement officials must adhere to 
strict standards, personally and profession­
ally, to carry out their assignments. 

And while he considers all law officials 
members of a close fraternity and is con­
cerned with the increasing danger to their 
safety, he is opposed to a proposed bill mak­
ing the killing of a policeman a federal of­
fense. 

Such a move would give the FBI jurisdic­
tion in these cases. 

He said the bill comes too close to making 
the FBI a national police force, something he 
said he has opposed since 1924 when he be­
came the director. 

In addition, ·FBI records show that in 96 
per cent of police murders, arrests have fol­
lowed within 30 days, usually by the police 
force to which the victim belonged. 

"It's a matter of pride, too,'' Hoover said. 
"The FBI goes all out when an agent is killed; 
so do local or state pollee." 

He said more policemen have been killed in 
the last two years than at any other time, 
with many deaths attributed to senseless, 
sniper slayings. 

General crime, he said, has never been 
greater than now. "It has reached an apex." 
Hoover then listed three areas of combatting 
crime and made these observations: 

Law enforcement-Better training and 
higher salaries have increased the profes­
sionalism of police on all levels and they 
are doing a better job than most people 
recognize. 

Courts-On the federal level alone, 1,200 
cases, some of them as old as two years, are 
still awaiting adjudication. Courts are un­
even in their justice, often giving inade­
quate sentences and probation when they 
shouldn't. In the District of Columbia, one 
bank robber was released on his own recog­
nizance and committed another bank rob­
bery. 

Sometimes, Hoover said, the criminal jus­
tice system just makes a mistake. 

He said a classic example of this came 
during the early 1960s in a District Court 
trial when Teamsters le_ader James R. Hoffa 
was charged with trying to bribe a staff mem­
ber of Sen. John McClellan (D-Ark.), who 
was then investigating labor racketeering. 

Hoover said that at the trial Hoffa was 
identified as the man who gave the staft' 
member money. It occurred in a taxi driven 
by an undercover FBI agent. 

"In the middle of the trial," Hoover said, 
"Joe Louis, the former heavyweight cham­
pion, came into the courtroom and em­
braced Hoffa. The jury found him innocent." 

Hoover said that McClellan's investigation 
and subsequent FBI work that eventually 
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put Hoffa in the federal prison at Lewis­
burg, Pa., led to the suspicion that there 
was great corruption in the American trade 
union movement. 

Hoover called Hoffa's later conviction and 
imprisonment "good riddance to bad rub­
bish" but he said it was not representative 
of union groups. 

"George Meany, for example, is one of the 
finest men I know. There are no Commu­
nists in the AFL-CIO and he doesn't tolerate 
corruption. 

" He's a fine man and the AFL- CIO is a 
fine organization." 

Prisons-They are the last place of con- · 
cern for those who finance the criminal jus­
tice system. Rehabilitation services are negli­
gible and should be greatly improved, 

Hoover said he seemed always to be in­
volved in controver·sy with "bleeding hearts" 
who accuse him of being opposed to parole · 
and probation. 

He said he has only been opposed to abuses 
of parole and probation. People just don't 
understand, he said, that on the state level, 
a life sentence means 21 years, with the pris­
oner eligible for parole in seven years. On 
the federal level, he said life is 45 years, with 
eligibility for parole in 15 years. 

"I still believe that punishment is a deter­
rent. Where a serious crime has been com­
mitted, a substantial sentence should be im­
posed." 

He said his contacts with prison inmates 
led him to believe the death penalty is also 
a deterrent and should be imposed in a few 
serious cases such as premeditated murder 
and kidnaping where the victim is harmed. 

In Hoover's time, major crimes have 
shifted in style and type from the kidnap­
ings of the 1930s through bank robberies, 
organized crime and radical political crimes. 

Hoover said that despite the widespread 
belief that the FBI constantly wiretaps, 
there are now only about 40 wiretaps au­
thorized by the Attorney General for national 
security cases. All other wiretaps are court ­
authorized and being used effect ively, espe­
cially in gambling cases. 

ASKED WIRETAP CURB 
Hoover recalled that during the 1940s he 

was the only intelligence official in Wash­
ington who didn't have the authority to wire­
tap. He said he urged Tom Clark, who was 
then Attorney General, to ask President Tru­
man to curtail wiretapping except upon ap­
proval of the Attorney General. 

During this period, Hoover said the lat e 
columnist Drew Pearson accused him of tap­
ping his telephone. Hoover, who said he 
did not personally like Pearson, denied the 
allegation but checked on it after Pearson 
left his office. 

"I found that another agency indeed had 
tapped his telephone," Hoover said. 

He added that it was a standing rule in 
the FBI not to tap the telephone of any 
newsman, senator or congressman. 

Hoover has often been at odds with t he 
Supreme Court, although he now sees some 
improvement with the addition of President 
Nixon's two court appointees. 

He described Chief Justice Warren Burger 
as an "excellent chief justice" and said the 
appointment represented a "wise decision by 
the President." 

Hoover said he didn't know Justice Harry 
Blackmun, but t hat he considered him a 
"very able judge." 

After nearly a half-century of dealing with 
criminals, Hoover said tha~ John Dillinger, 
Alvin Karpis and other notorious gangsters 
were really less dangerous than the current 
crop of new, less experienced criminals. 

Hoover said that in early May, 1936, he was 
testifying before a congressional committee 
when agents located Karpis in New Orleans. 

The director ordered a stakeout and fiew 
t o New Orleans to personally arrest Karpis. 

Ka.rpis was getting into a car with an 
accomplice when Hoover stuck a pistol in 
his ribs. The gangster turned and mildly said, 
" Well, you got me." 

He had recognized Hoover from a. news-· 
paper photograph taken the year before 
when the director caught a sailfish off the 
Florida coast. 

Hoover said he got into the back seat of 
a police car with Karpis, while an agent 
from Oklahoma drove and Karpis' mistress 
sat in the front. They were taking the pris­
oners to FBI headquarters in New Orleans for 
questioning when ' Hoover noticed they 
seemed to be traveling in circles. 

-"I discovered," said Hoover, "that neither 
I nor the agent-who was there just for the 
Karpis raid-knew where our office was. At 
that point, Karpis spoke up and asked us 
if it were in the old Post Office or the new 
one." 

Hoover said he first told Karpis to keep 
quiet as befitted a prisoner, but then identi­
fied the old Post Office as the site. 

"Karpis then guided us to our office. He 
said he had been planning to rob the old 
Post Office and knew its location." 

Later, Hoover was escorting Karpis to 
Minneapolis to stand trial for kidnapping. 
When the plane landed in Kansas City to re­
fuel , Hoover purchased a newspaper whose 
headline read, "Karpis robs Detroit bank." 

"If an inve·stigator has to be anything, 
he has to be a disenthralled observer, a hard 
hard pursuer of facts,'' Clark continued. "He 
cannot be ideological. For reasons that are 
unfortunate, in my judgment, the FBI be­
came ideolOgical some time back. This has 
put scales over its eyes." 

The other failure, he maintained, was the 
lack of diversity within the Bureau. Clark 
said there was an "int·olerance of different 
viewpoints," and that the last man who 
dared question Hoover " has been gone for 
some time." 

Clark said that the pursuit of the Com­
munist Party of the U.S.A. "is ·an illustra­
tion of the terribly wasteful use of resources" 
growing .out of the FBI director's belief in 
" the ideology of a different time." 

Clark wondered "why it's so difficult for 
him (Hoover) to begin civil rights investi­
gations" and said there was a question how 
good the FBI was in investigating " unlawful 
police conduct." 

Clark is a member of the executive council 
of the new committee, which plans to in­
vestigate and publicize what it regards as 
political repression. Other council members 
include former assistant U.S. Attorney Gen­
erals Roger Wilkins and Bourke Marshall , 
and onetime Nuremberg war crimes prose­
cutor Telford Taylor. 

Playwright Lillian Hellman, the principal 
organizer of the group, also spoke at today's Amused, Hoover got on the plane and 

showed the paper to Karpis, who smiled 
and said "This time I have a good alibi." 

"He had a sense of humor, a good sense 
of humor," Hoover said. 

. news conference. She said she felt impelled 
to do something last spring because "some of 
us thought we heard the voice of Joe 
McCarthy coming from the grave." 

EXHIBIT 2 
[From the Washington Pcist, Nov. 18, 1970] 
CLARK SCORES FBI OVER "IDEOLOGY,' ' LACK OF 

DIVERSITY 
(By Karl E. Meyer) 

NEW YORK.-Former Attorney General 
Ramsey Clark, whom J . Edgar Hoover de­
scribed as a "jellyfish" and a " softie," re­
sponded today with some criticism of his 
own about the FBI director. 

Under Hoover, Clark said, the FBI has be­
come "ideological" and has lacked internal 
diversity. Moreover, he told newsmen, Hoover 
erred in calling the Black Panthers the 
most dangerous group in America. 

"That is patently absurd," Clark asserted. 
"I said it at the time and I'm still convinced 
of it. The FBI outnumbers the Black Pan­
thers seven to one, and if they can't handle 
i t , t hey should have stayed in bed." 

Clark' s remarks came during and after a 
press conference called here to announce the 
creation of a Committee for Public Justice 
to counter what it deems repressive tend­
encies in America. 

Clark was asked to comment on Hoover's 
description of him as a " jellyfish" in an 
interview published in Tuesday's Washing­
ton Post. "He's entitled to his opinion," 
Clark replied. "He never said it while I was 
there.'' 

In the interview, Hoover said that Clark, 
who was President Johnson's chief law en­
for,cement official, was the worst attorney 
general tha-t the FBI chief h6d worked under 
in 45 yea rs. Hoover's criticism was prompted 
by a book just published by Clark, "Crime 
in America ,'' which asserts that the FBI di­
rector's "self-centered concern for his own 
reputation" had hampered t he bureau's 
crime-fighting. 

Queried in Washington on Clark' s com­
ments, an FBI spokesman said, "Mr. Hoover 
has no comment to make as he does not desire 
to in any way advance the sale of his 
(Clark's) book." 

Clark broadened his attack today, sa ying · 
t hat while Hoover had made "some valuable 
cont ributions" by showing that a big agency 
can be effective, these were offset by " two 
grave shortcomings." 

EXHIBIT 3 
LILI,IAN HELLMAN 

Playwright ("The Children's Hour," 
"Watch on the Rhine," "The Little Foxes," 
"Another Part of the Forest,'' adaptation "lf 
"Montserrat," "Autumn Garden"). Born in 
New Orleans; resides at Hardscrabble· Farm, 
near Briarcliff, Westchester County, N.Y. 
Married to Arthur KobeT, writer. Has been 
one of the most important figures in the 
Communist-front movement in the American 
theatre and literary world. Good friend of 
such as Dashiell Hammett, E. Y. Harburg, 
Herman Shumlin (producer of "The Litt le 
Foxes") , etc. 

Reported as: 
Allied Voters Against Coudert: Sponsor, 

"Stars for Democracy" Rally, Carnegie Hall, 
N.Y.C., 10/ 21 / 42. App. 9, p. 316. 

American Cominitt ee for Democra cy and 
Intellectual Freedom: Signer, Petition to Dis­
continue the Dies Committee. App. 9, p . 331. 

American Cominittee to Save Refugees; 
Exiled Writers Committee of the League of 
American Writers; United American Span­
ish Aid Committee: Chairman, "Europe 
Today" Dinner Forum, Hotel Biltmore, N.Y.C., 
10/ 9 / 41. App. 9, p. 357. 

American Labor Part y : Affiliated. HUAC, 
Review, etc., p. 22. 

American League for Peace and Democ­
racy: Sponsor, Refugee Scholarship and 
Peace Campaign, 8/ 3 / 39. App. 9, p. 410. 

American League Against War and Fas­
cism: Member, Advisory Board, United Citi­
zens' Committee, 1936. HUAC, Testimony of 
Walter S. Steele, p. 29. 

American Council on Soviet Relations: 
Affiliated. HUAC, Review, etc., p. 52. 

American Round Table on India: Member. 
App. 9, p. 1772. 

Amicus Curiae Brief for Lawson & Trumbo: 
Signer, Petition to U.S. Supreme Court to 
review the conviction of John Howa.rd Law­
son and Dalton Trumbo. Alert, 9/ 12/ 49. 

Artists' Front to Win the War : Speaker, 
Meeting, Carnegie Hall, N.Y.C., 10/ 16/ 42. 
App. 9, p . 575. 

Artists League of America: Sponsor, Dance, 
Penthouse, 13 Astor Place, .N.Y.C., 3/ 25 / 44. 
App. 9, p. 1101. 



November 20, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 38287 
California Labor School: Affiliated. HUAC, 

Review, etc., p. 24. 
Citizens Committee fox: Hai-ry Bridges: 

Member or Sponsor, . 1941. App._ 9, .p. 599. 
Citizens United to Abolish the . Wood­

Rankin Committee: Supporter, NY Times, 
ad,3/14/46,p. 18. 

Communist International; U.S.S.R.: 
Sponsor, Dinner Celebrating 25th Anni­

versary of the Red Army, auspices Soviet 
Russia Today. HUAC, Review, etc., p. 47 . . 

Supported by Soviet agencies, press or 
radio. HUAC, Review, etc., p. 48. 

Signer of declaration honoring Georgi 
Dimitrov (onetime. Comintern head), Reich­
stag Fire Trial Anniversary Committee, ad, 
NY Times, 12/22/43, p. 40. App. 9, p. 1531. 

Other Support of Georgi_ Dimitrov. HUAC, 
Review, etc., p. 42. 

Her plays, ''Watch on the Rhine" and 
"Little Foxes," performed in Moscow 
tliea:tres. Soviet Russia Today, October 1945, 
p. 32. 

Sent greetingl? to Moscow Art Theatre on 
its 50th Anniversary. Daily Worker, 11/1/48, 
p. 13. 

Miscellaneous support given . to Soviet 
Union. HUAC, Review, etc., p. 49. 

Communist Party USA: 
Supporter of individual Communist(s), 

HUAC, Review, etc., p. 40, 45. 
Supported by Communist Party. HUAC, 

Review etc., p. 39. 
Signer, "Statement by American Progres­

sives on the Moscow Trials." Daily Worker, 
4/28/38, p. 4; New Masses, 5/3/~8. p. 19; 
App. 9, p. 1617. 

Signer, "statement in Defense of the Bill 
of Rights" (in support of the Communist 
Party), 12/14/39. App. 9, p. 1126. 

Congress of American Women: Supporter. 
HUAC, Report on the Congress of American 
Women, p. 105. 

Coordinating Committee to Lift the Em­
bargo: A "Representative Individual." App: 9, 
p. 668. 

Equality: Member, Editorial Council, 1939; 
also contributor. App. 9, pp. 695, 696, 698, 
1449. 

Films for Democracy: . Member, Advisory 
Board. App. 9, p. 729. 

Film Audiences for Democracy: Member, 
Advisory Board. App. 9, p. 730. 

l'_'rontier Films: Member, Advisory Boar,d. 
Datly Worker, 4j6j37, p. 9; App. 9, p. 732. 

Friends of the Abraham Lincoln Brigade: 
Sponsor. App. 9, pp. 756, 1120. 
Sponsor, Campaign to Aid Spain Veterans. 

DaiLy Worker, 6j11j38, p. 4; -App. 9, p. 758. 
Sponsor, Rehabilitation Fund. App. 9, p. 

753. 
Sponsor, Disabled Veterans Fund. Daily 

Worker, 3j22j39, p. 5; App. 9, p. 754. 
German American Emergency Conference, 

Inc.: Sponsor. App. 9, p. 1121. -
Harlem Women for Wallace: Speaker, 

6j9j48. Daily Worker, 6j10j48, p. 6. 
History Today, Inc.: Member, Board of Di­

rectors. App. 9, p. 725. 
Independent Citizens Committee of the 

Arts, Sciences and Professions: 
Member, Board of Directors. Letterhead, 

4j30j46. 
Contributing editor, The Independent, 

June 1945. 
Speaker. The Independent, 6j8j45, p. 13. 
Speaker, Theatre Panel, COnference of the 

Arts, Sciences and .Professions, 6j22-23j45. 
Daily Worker, 6j10j45, p. 14. 

International Committee on African Af· 
fairs: Speaker, Mass meeting. Daily Worker, 
4j10j42, p.l, 3; App. 9, p. 671. 

Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee: 
Sponsor, Dinner, 10j27j4S, Hotel Astor, 

NYC. App. 9. p. 941. 
Sponsor, "Tribute to Guerrilla Fighters" 

Dinner. App. 9, p. 944. 
Principal speaker (she had just returned 

from 4 months travel in the U.S.S.R., where 
she had been the guest of VOKS, the Soviet 

Cultural Dept.), Dinner. opening drive for 
$750,000 . (~he contril>uted •1,000), ~C.~ 
3/22/45 .. . U.S. Senate, Hearings on ~ 183Z~ 
Part 2, p. 532. 

League of American Wri~rs: . 
Signer, C~ll to the 4th Oongress of LAW, 

NYC, 6/6-8/41. App. 9, p. 974. 
Signer, Cable in support of Loyalist Spain, 

3/19/38. New Masses, 3/29/38, p. 21; App. 9, 
p. 981. 

League of Women Shoppers, Inc.: 
A Vice-president. Letterhead, 7/7/41; App. 

9, pp. 1007-1010. 
Sponsor also of New York, Hollywood and 

Los Angeles Branches of LWS, Inc. Letter­
head, 7/3/41; Un-Am. Act. in Cal., 1948, pp. 
277, 278. 

Medical Aid to Russia: Affiliated. HUAC, 
Review, et.c., p. 52. 

Medical Bureau and North American Com­
mittee to Aid Spanish Democracy: Affiliated. 
HUAC, Review, etc., p. 30. 

National Committee to Combat Anti­
Semitism: Sponsor, App. 9, p. 1172. 

National Committee for People's . Rights: 
Member. Leaflet, "This Organization Is Dedi­
cated .... "; App. 9, p. 1179. 

National Council of American-Soviet 
FI:iendship: 

Sponsor, lOth Anniversary of American­
Soviet Relations Congress, Madison Square 
Garden, 11/8/43. Daily Worker, 9/29/43, p. 
5; 10/25/43, p, 3; App. 9, pp. 481, 1202. 

Sponsor, COngress. App. 9, p. 1203. 
Speaker, American-Soviet Cultural Con­

ference, Engineering Societies Bldg., NYC, 
11/18/45. HUAC, Testimony of Walter S. 
Steele, p. 99. 

Speaker, Women's Committee Meeting, 
Soviet Consulate, NYC, 3/7/46. HUAC, Report 
on Congress of American Women, p. 90. 

Participant, Tea on International -women's 
Day, given by NCASF in honor of Soviet 
women, Soviet Consulate, N.Y.C., 3/8/46. 
Daily Worker. 

Sponsor. Soviet Russia Today, March 1947, 
p. 2; letterhead, 5/9/49. 

Signer, Greetings to Women of the Soviet 
Union in Celebration of International Wom­
en's Day, auspices Women's Committee of 
NCASF. Daily Worker, 3/9/48, p. 5. 

Supporter of NIKHAIL KALATOZV, Soviet 
film representative. HUAC, Review, etc., p. 
44. 

National Council of the Arts, Sciences and 
Professions: 

Vice-chairman. Letterhead, 617/48. 
Nominee for Office, Theatre Division Rally, 

Hotel Woodstock, NYC, 9/20/48. Handbill. 
Signer, ad, "We Are For Wallace," NY 

Times, 10/20/48. 
Signer, Statement calling for abolition of 

House COmmittee on Un-American Activi•ties. 
Daily Worker, 12/29/48, p. 2. 

Attended and donated $250, Meeting to 
Abolish House Committee on Un-American 
Activities, Hotel Commodore, NYC, 1/9/48. 
Special report. 

Signer, Invitation to Scientific and Cul­
tural Conference for World Peace, NYC, 3/25-
27/49. Daily Worker, l/10/49, p. 11. 

Sponsor; Member of Program Committee; 
Member of Resolutions Committee; Helped 
present the _resolutions, Scientific and Cul­
tural COnference for World Peace. Program; 
Official Invitation; Daily Worker, 2/28/49, 
p. 9; U.S. Senate, Hearings on S. 1832, Part 
2, pp. 548, 551. 

On dais; also a speaker, Welcoming Dinner 
for Scientific, etc. Conference, Waldorf­
Astoria Hotel, 3/25/49. U.S. Senate, Hear­
ings on S. 1832, Part 2, p. 544. 

National Emergency Conference for Demo­
cratic Rights: Signer, "Open Letter to the 
U.S. Senate." App. 9, p. 1212. 

National Institute of Arts and Letters: 
Signer, Letter denouncing the Thomas Com­
mittee of Congress. Daily People's World, 
2/27/48. Un-Am. Act. in Cal., 1948, p. 330. 

National Wallace !or President Committee: 
Member. Daily Worker, 3/26/48, p. 7. 

N~w Masses:. Affi.llated. HUAC, Review, etc .. 
p . . 56. . 

"New Party~· (Independent PrOgressive 
Party) : Me:m.ber, Platform CO~ltte~. 7j23/ 
48. Daily worker, 7/19/48, .p. ~-

North American Spanish Aid Conunittee: 
Sponsor, "Campaign to Aid International 
Volunteers. App. 9, p. 1610. . 

:rrogressive Citizens of America: 
A Vice-c~irman. Un-Am. Act. in Cal., 

1948, p. 354. . 
Speaker. "Stop Anti-Labor Legislation'; 

Meeting(s), NYC, 1947. HUAC, Testimpny of 
WalterS. Steele, p. 149. 

Participant, "Conferen<:e on Cultural 
Freedom and Civil Liberties," Hotel COm­
modore. NY'C, 10/25-26j47, auspices ~ational 
Arts, Sciences and Professions COuncU o! 
PCA . . Official Call; Daily Worker, 10/27/47, 
p. 2. 

Progressive · Committee to Rebuild the 
Ameri'oai! Labor Party: Member, Executive 
Committee. App. 9, p. 1500. 

Progressive Party: 
Attended three-day conference. . paily 

Worker, 11/16/48, p. 5." 
Sponsor, Fund-raising Dinner in honor of 

Henry A. Wallace, Hotel Astor, NYC, 9;12/49. 
Official invitation. · · 

Russian War Relief, Inc.: Signer or" appeal. 
NY Times, ad 10/10/41; App. 9, p. 475. 

Soviet Russia Today: Signer, "Open· Letter 
to American Libemls." Soviet Russia Today, 
March 1937, pp. 14-15; App. 9, p. 1379. . 

Theatre Arts Committee: Member, Execu­
tive Board. Letterhead, lj26/40; App. 9, pp. 
1539, 1628 

United Office and Professional Workers 
of Committee, 5th Annual Stenographers' 
Ball, Manhattan Center, NYC, 2/10/40 (to 
raise organizational and strike fund). Let­
terhead, 1jl;40. 

Voice of Freedom . Committee: Affiliated. 
HUAC. Review, et<:. p. 35. 

Writers for Wallace: Member, Initiating 
Committee. Daily Worker, 9 j21/48, p. 7." 

Veterans of the Abraham Lincoln Brigade: 
Signer, Letter to Pres. Roosevelt and Atty. 

Gen. Jackson, protesting the attacks upon 
the Veterans of the Abraham Lincoln Bri­
gade and "condemning the war hysteria now 
being whipped up by the Roosevelt admin­
istration." Daily Worker, 2/21/40; App. 9, p. 
1648. 

Endorser, Conference, Hotel Capitol, NYC, 
4/13/40. Daily Worker, 3/25/40; App. 9, p. 
1649. 

Miss Hellman accepted an invitation to be 
~ American delegate (with Rosamond Gil­
der) to. an International Congress of the In­
ternational Theater Institute, Paris, 7/28/47. 
HUAC, Testimony of Walter S. Steele, p. 118. 

L1111an Hellman has not separated her ac­
tivity in organizations cited as Communist 
or Communist fronts, from her playwriting. 
App. 9, p. 1539, notes that Miss Heller is "the 
writer of a number of plays like Little Foxes 
which guardedly carry the Communist mes­
sage." Herman Shumlin produced "Little 
Foxes." 

Kermit Bloomgarden produced, Harold 
Clurman directed, Howard Bay designed the 
sets and lighted, and Fredric March, Flor­
ence Elridge and others acted -in Lillian Hell­
man's latest play, "The Autumn Garden." 

"The Autumn Garden" on the whole was 
not acceptable to The Daily Worker (but Ar­
thur Pollock in The Daily Compass recently 
has said nice things about her and about the 
play; see Daily Compass, 2/26/51, p. 12, and 
5/4/51, p. 20). 

Recently, persistent rumors have circu­
lated in the theatre and in NY ad agencies 
that Miss Hellman had either given up "the 
cause" altogether, or had become a "devia­
tionist." 

In view of Lillian Hellman's solid position 
over many years, as revealed in her record, 
any alleged change on her part .would seem 
to require a great deal of proving-by very 
considerable action, not words. 
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Communist Party USA: Member. In testi­

mony before the House Un-American Activi­
ties Committee, Los Angeles, 9/19/51, Martin 
Berkeley swore that he was active in the 
Communist Party between 1937 and 1943 
and that he had known Lillian Hellman in 
the Party. 

ARTICLE ON TAX REFORM BY 
NORTH CAROLINIAN 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, in the Feb­
ruary 1970, issue of the Journal of Ac­
countancy, a North Carolinian, Mr. Wil­
liam H. Westphal, has written a broad­
ranging article on tax reform. Mr. West­
phal, who is a past president of the North 
Carolina Association of Certified Public 
Accountants, is not satisfied at past ef­
forts at tax reform. Mr. Westphal char­
acterizes past efforts at tax reform as 
attempts "to pour new wine into old 
wineskins." He states further: 

True tax reform can come about only after 
an intensive unbiased examination of the 
philosophy of present procedures. 

In his article Mr. Westphal examines 
the present tax philosophy and the na­
ture of the tax law and how it can be im­
proved. Also, he considers tax reform 
from an administrative standpoint by 
examining the Internal Revenue Serv­
ice, and he takes a look at the tax deci­
sions of the Federal courts in this regard. 

Mr. President, for a very enlightened 
discussion of tax reform policies, I whole­
heartedly recommend the article entitled 
"What Is Tax Reform?" which was pub­
lished in the Journal of Accountancy in 
February 1970. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that Mr. Westphal's article on tax 
reform be printed in the RECORD. 

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

WHAT Is TAX REFORM? 

(By William H. Westphal) 
The public demand for tax reform has 

never been so urgent. This universal con­
cern grows out of the influence of an in­
come tax law which has been all-pervasive. 
It has been used not only to obtain neces­
sary revenue but as a deterrent to inflation, 
as an instrument of social reform, as a 
manner of redistributing the wealth, and 
even as a means of bringing criminals to 
justice. 

Yet how is the desired change to be 
wrought and of what should it consist? Is 
it to be accomplished by the manipulation of 
the tax rates, by the allowance or removal 
of exemptions, by taxing certain institu­
tions that have not been taxed before, by 
plugging some loopholes? It is usually con­
sidered on this basis and often, after a cer­
tain number of corrections and innovations, 
the evils still persist in another form. The 
conventional thinking appears to be that we 
already possess a generally satisfactory tax­
ing system, so that the only requirement 
for its functional efficiency is the change of 
certain sections of the law. Because I be­
lieve that a conceptual foundation must be 
laid before technical construction can prop­
erly begin, I shall undertake a philosophical 
approach to the question of reform of the 
tax system. After a number of years devoted 
to the consideration of the effect of the 
federal income tax laws upon many tax­
payers, I am constrained that anticipated 
tax reform has always been treated on a 
relatively superficial basis in a continuing 
endeavor to pour new wine into old wine­
skins. 

We might consider just how the effective­
ness of any other law would be determined. 
For example, if we should seek to ascertain 
the adequacy. or relevance of criminal law, 
our review would encompass the following 
facets of the problem: 

1. The nature of the law 
2. The administrative philosophy of en­

forcement procedure 
3. The decisions of the courts of compe­

tent jurisdiction. 
The failure to take all of these components 

of the problem into account would preclude 
observations and conclusions that are thor­
oughly considered. 

The tax law must be examined in the 
same fashion, for the treatment of any 
phase of this matter as sacrosanct or un­
touchable will result in failure to deal effec­
tively with the problem as a whole. There­
fore, in examining the question of tax re­
form, these same three vital ingredients 
must be evaluated, for unless this is done, 
one may well be treating only the symptoms 
and not the root causes of our difficulties. 
The true effect of the tax law is measured 
by the end result: the tax paid with the 
return, the amount imposed by the Internal 
Revenue Service, or the deficiency finally 
determined by the courts. The uncertainty 
of the law's meaning, the basis for much 
·bitter complaint, is not attributable only 
to its phrasing, but also to administrative 
procedure and to judicial determination. 
Related to all of these phases of the law's 
operation is the need for relief from the 
grossly unfair tax resulting from an honest 
error, a technicality or a harsh court de­
cision. 
THE NATURE OF THE TAX LAW-HOW CAN IT 

BE IMPROVED? 

The tax law is an enormously complex set 
of statutes that have been revised, altered 
and adjusted until the patchwork has be­
come almost unintelligible. It has been codi­
fied twice and amended on innumerable oc­
casions. It does not represent the gradual 
evolution of the law through the careful 
distillation of experience, but a series of 
amendments superimposed one upon the 
other, because of an immediate need for 
revenue, the popular demand for tax re­
lief, the pressure of interested special groups 
or an effort to prevent some type of tax 
evasion. The consideration of appropriate 
philosophical concepts, the careful balancing 
of one section against another, and the 
evaluating survey of the law as a whole seem 
always to have been seriously lacking. 

No task can be performed to the best ad­
vantage in such circumstances, and the 
writing of a tax law is no exception. It is a 
testimonial to the outstanding quality of 
the Congressional committees that have been 
engaged in this effort that, in spite of these 
handicaps to sound draftsmanship, a degree 
of workability has been attained. 

A comprehensive revision of the tax law 
should be based on a nonpartisan study in 
great depth by a thoroughly knowledgeable 
commission. It should be composed primarily 
of highly competitive professional men or 
women ·who are broadly experienced in the 
tax, financial and economic fields, possessing 
no particular axes to grind. This type of 
examination of the Canadian law was under­
taken a few years ago and proved quite fruit­
ful. 

This group might decide first just what 
method or methods of taxation are most 
desirable, taking into account the tax ex­
perience in this country, both state and fed­
eral, and in other countries. 

If it considers that the presently existing 
form of income taxation should be retained, 
it should then examine the Internal Revenue 
Code intensively from every possible stand­
point. 

This review should co·mpare the tax effect 
of tl"'~ law upon taxpayers of comparable 
income class, but with differing financial or 

?Ccupational status to ascertain any existing 
mequality of treatment and the best means 
of placing them on a parity. It should de­
cide whether taxes should be imposed on any 
additional persons or entities who now ap­
pear to be escaping their share of the tax 
burden. 
. Has ty conclusions should not be reached 

regarding the changes that need to be made, 
based on half-truths, insufficient informa­
tion or purely emotional appeal. The Con­
gress should not be stampeded into the hur­
ried application of additional taxes to a par­
ticular class of taxpayers merely because 
there may be a hue and cry to do it. While 
privileged positions under the tax law should 
nGt be regarded as inviolate, the reasons for 
which they came into being should be ex­
amined, and the probable long-range social 
and economic implications of their removal 
should be considered before action is taken. 
Also, the law that is proposed should be fea­
~ible and workable-susceptible of practical 
Implementation. The economic system is in­
ordinately complex and solutions to its prob­
lems of taxation do not come easily. Al­
though we can probably never regard the tax 
law as a seamless garment, we must by all 
means eventually cast off one that is a crazy 
quilt of legislation. 

It is imperative that we should not be­
come so enamored of simplification that we 
provide a Procrustean bed for taxpayers in to 
which they will be forced, either to be un­
justly cut down or financially mutilated in 
the cause of convenience by arbitrary and 
simplistic rules. 'Lt is likewise important that 
the generations of sound te.x scholarship that 
have gone into the development of the pres­
ent law should not be wantonly sacrificed for 
the sake of streamlining the srtatute. 

However, the finest available thinking 
should be devoted to simplification, rather 
than hairsplitting definition, and to the clear 
establishment of basic principles with which 
reasonable men can live, raJther than to pin­
point delineation. 

The use of a competent s.tudy commission 
has been found to be profi,table by a num­
ber of states in effecting changes in their tax 
laws. Not only would it represent a pool of 
talent and knowledge possessed by persons 
V:ho are willing and able to give the necessary 
time to the task, but to a degree its use would 
serve to insulate membe:rs of Congress from 
)continuing poliltical pressure during the 
study period. This statement is made with 
a. full awareness of the constitutional prin­
Ciple that those engaged in devising tax laws 
must be responsive to the people. Never­
theless, while the formulation of tax policy 
should not take place in a corner, a suitable 
tax law cannot be written in a public arena 
before a mass of spectators. The suggested 
approach is a deep intensive study by the 
commission, and its reprn-t, together with 
tent·ative drMts of the proposed law, for the 
lengthy examination of the Congressional 
committees. The report should not be per­
mitted to gather dust in the archives but 
should be intensively used as a work of 
reference. 

Appropriate publicity given to a sound 
report by such a commission might achieve 
substantial public acceptance of many of 
its conclusions. This could minimize the im­
pact of efforts exerted by special groups for 
preferential treatment and strengthen the 
position of the Congressman or Senator who 
wishes to incorporate the proposed findings 
in the law with a minimum of change. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PHILOSOPHY 

As a result of long experience, I am thor­
oughly ·convinced of the honesty, integrity 
and competence of virtually all of the of­
ficials of the Internal Revenue Service. For 
an organization so tremendous, for a task so 
colossal, they have performed admirably. 
Nevertheless, while administration of the 
criminal law is the subject of continuous 
public discussion, little is said about the 
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manner of enforcing the Internal Revenue 
statutes and whenever it is mentioned, it is 
likely that those who consider it will skirt 
the question. Complete frankness in exami­
nation of the Internal Revenue Service's en­
forcement techniques and philosophy and 
discussion with absolute honesty and can­
dor are prerequisites to thorough planning 
for tax reform. The manner of enforcement 
may transform a mild law into an instru­
ment of terror or cause a strongly worded 
statute to be almost wholly ineffective. A 
valid relief provision may fail because of 
hostile and overly stringent administrative 
application. The impression gained by the 
public of the nature of enforcement is like­
wise of immense importance to the success 
of a self-assessing tax system. Because of 
friendly relationships with many fine officials 
of the Internal Revenue Service, I have a 
kindly feeling toward it, yet I believe that 
the basic criticisms I submit can best come 
openly from its friends, rather than secretly 
from its enemies and detractors. ' 

There are many practices within the In­
ternal Revenue Service that might stand 
revision, although in an organization so large 
with a task so great this may be expected. I 
shall deal with two of the undesirable re­
sults of its basic philosophy which serve to 
render the application of the Internal 
Revenue Code more confusing. 

1. The circuitous approach followed in 
settling difficult questions of tax law that 
arise in income tax examinations. 

2. The promotion of litigation, rather than 
Its avoidance, by the administrative "protect 
the revenue" policy and, accordingly, the 
undue emphasis on the adversary approach 
to such questions. 

One of the most serious difficulties en­
countered by the taxpayer is the disposition 
of many troublesome questions of law that 
may come into focus in a field examina­
tion. Some of these issues may be raised by 
the examining officer primarily for protective 
purposes, but they cannot be settled until 
the case finally goes to the Appellate Divi­
sion, often after it is docketed in the Tax 
Court. A lcng period of time may elapse be­
tween the revenue agent's examination and 
the eventual disposition of the case, and 
the finally asserted deficiency may be mu~h 
lower than that proposed in the agent's re­
port. These endlessly drawn out controver­
sies, followed by a drastic reduction of the 
tax, are very lucrative to tax practitioners-­
but are destructive of taxpayer morale and 
are conducive to disrespect for the Internal 
Revenue Service. Surely sufficient ingenuity 
exists at the tax bar to develop an approach 
that will result in a · much speedier. dispo­
sition of such cases without the traumatic 
effect of a tremendous proposed tax defi­
ciency that is not likely to be paid in full. 
The litigating possibility approach empha­
sizes the desirability of cont3sting issues 
with the Service and puts a premium not on 
taxpayer compliance but on a litigious atti­
tude. This places the sophisticated, con­
tentious taxpayer in a position of marked 
advantage over the easygoing, acquiescent 
one, who may be excessively anxious to co­
operate with his government. Should a tax 
result be governed by the right of the case or 
by the be111gerence of the taxpayer? 

Although the Service in its examinations 
strives to prevent the taxpayer from post­
poning taxation improperly by claiming de­
ductions currently that should be taken in 
a later year, its tactics in delaying final set­
tlement of cases because of the protracted 
disputes has the !3ame effect of tax defer­
ment. If cases that take several years to 
settle could be disposed of reasonably in 
their early stages, the tax money would be 
received several years sooner with result­
ing benefit to the Treasury. 

This problem might · be reduced from its 
present alarming proportions (1) by arrang­
ing conferences between the taxpayer and 

the Service, as this is done in the case of 
reorganizations and pension plans, on many 
other prospective transactions and (2) by 
applying to a disputed issue in a tax re­
turn the most experienced and authorita­
tive thinking possible at the inception of 
the controversy, rather than at the approach 
to the trial table. 

Many of ·~he troubles growing out of rela­
tionship to the Internal Revenue Service 
seem to stem from the belief that it should 
use its knowledge to extract the last pos­
sible dollar of revenue in a given case on a 
technicality without regard to future effect 
of this action on the law. This has occasion­
ally been manifested by the unwillingness 
to accept the obviously sound and practical 
decision of a lower court in the desperate at­
tempt to obtain a harsher interpretation out 
of a higher court, entirely in the hope that 
a greater tax might be possible. 

I believe that the Service should follow 
the adjudication of the courts when they 
have repeatedly taken a certain position. 
The unwillingness to concede that an issue 
is settled when numerous decisions are re­
corded against it, placing the burden of ex­
pense on taxpayers to litigate the matter 
afresh, promotes resentment and disrespect 
for the Treasury and is hurtful to its rela­
tionship with the taxpaying public. 

It is my view that the Service should ab­
stain, as much as possible, from the attempt 
to assert taxes in amounts that are clearly 
confiscatory on the basis of hairsplitting 
technicalities. 

Also, I firmly believe that if the Service 
considers that a decision of a court is harsh 
and difficult to apply, it should take steps, 
through an effort to change the law, or by 
any other means at its command, _to alleviate 
its effect, rather than use it in opportunistic 
fashion to obtain more revenue. 

The Internal Revenue Service as an orga­
nization possesses the most comprehensive 
accumulation of knowledge available for use 
in the practical application of the income tax 
law in the field. It could avoid taking many 
issues to court by establishing and adhering 
to fair and reasonable rules of statute con­
struction untouched by a desire to acquire 
the maximum possible amount of revenue in 
a given case. It could greatly limit litigation 
without injury to the tax structure or to the 
long-term yield attained, and, in doing so, it 
would perform a service of inestimable value 
to the nation. Nevertheless, too often in­
stead of applying its vast experience to ef­
fect a reasonable disposition of troublesome 
issues, it will persist in needlessly throwing 
them into the courts. I am convinced that 
this continued practice adds greatly to the 
confused state of the law and sometimes 
opens as many loopholes as it closes. 

Litigation should not be pursued by the 
Service on an aimless, ad hoc basis with only 
a concern for immediate revenue gain but 
for the purpose of building a sound, clearly 
discernible and thoroughly understandable 
framework of case law that will help to chart 
the course of both the government and the 
taxpayer. 

I do not think that trial by combat will 
ever achieve consistently the equitable re­
sult that is possible when men of good will 
seek conscientiously to compose their differ­
ences around the table. Unfortunately, the 
tax practitioner is presently compelled by 
his position to be an advocate and the role 
is forced upon him whether he wishes to fill 
it or not. The many fine conferees in the In­
ternal Revenue Service are likewise, to a 
degree, prisoners of the system of philos­
ophy that has grown up over the years and 
must, of necessity in a controversy, take 
the position that is dictated primarily by 
the estimate of the litigating possibllities in 
the case. It is time to cast off the old philos­
ophy and to substitute something better. 

The Service may say that it has sought to 

encourage the CPA to take tJ.pon himself the 
mantle of the · objective arbiter in tax cases, 
but without much success. The answer is 
that the Service itself must make the first 
move in this direction. It is not possible-for 
the practitioner to survive as a representa­
tive of the taxpayer in large and important 
tax disputes if he abandons the position of 
advocate when the government does not. If 
he does, the task of representing the tax­
payer will go to his competitor. The Treasury, 
however, can initiate a changed policy in 
this respect, for it has no clients to lose. At 
the outset, some revenue might be lost by 
doing this; nevertheless, I believe that the 
long-range effect of a gradual transition to 
a changed position would be most salutary. 

Such a marked revision in philosophy 
would enable the Treasury to enlist the co­
operation of most tax practitioners to pro­
mote the negotiated settlement rather than 
the litigation approach to disputed ques­
tions. 

Members of the tax study commission 
should . explore the problem of administra­
tion intensively. In this endeavor, they should 
be part of a committee which should also 
include members of the AICPA, the ABA, any 
other reputable tax practitioners' organiza­
tion and the Internal Revenue Service. 

DECISIONS OF THE COURTS 

Very often, research of the cases relating 
to a complex tax question discloses a seem­
ing welter of confusion, adding to the un­
certainty regarding the law's application. I 
believe that much of the grave difficulty in 
this area grows out of what has been referred 
to as the "trifurcated system" of courts. A 
taxpayer may, without paying his tax, go 
into the Tax Court of the United States, ap­
peal the decision of this court to the Court 
of Appeals for his circuit and, if the ques­
tion justifies it, take the matter to the Su­
preme Court of the United States. On the 
other hand, he may pay the tax, bring suit in 
the District Court and have the same appeal 
to the Court of Appeals and the Supreme 
Court. There is yet another avenue of redress: 
he may pay the tax and sue the United 
States in the Court of Claims, District of 
Columbia, from which an appeal lies only 
to the Supreme Court. :~ow the possibility for 
endless confusion growing out of this situa­
tion is obvious. The impression seems to 
prevail in legal circles that a taxpayer's op­
portunity f)r victory in a number of cases is 
greater in the United States District Court or 
in the Court of Claims than it is in the Tax 
Court, and so many taxpayers who are able 
to pay their tax before the suit will go into 
one or the other of these, depending upon 
which they believe presents the best pos­
sibility for success. The feeling that the Tax 
Court may be a less favorable forum in which 
to bring such action, whether or not this 
view is correct, seems to grow in part out of 
the fact that a number of Tax Court judges 
have formerly been attorneys for the In­
ternal Revenue Service or the Department of 
Justice. This, some believe, may orient the 
Court to government thinking if only subcon­
sciously and imperceptibly. Nevertheless, the 
fact of the prevalence of this view may tend 
to scatter cases throughout other courts, al­
though the Tax Court with its great experi­
ence in this field should be better versed 
technically in this subject. 

Obviously, this continual shdfting to a vari­
ety of courts tends to prevent uniformity 
in interpretation to the degree that this 
might be possible if one court should deal 
with nearly all of the cases. 

There may be two possible avenues to a 
correction of this condition. The first would 
require by operation of law that tax cases 
be taken to a special tribunal such as the 
Tax Court to insure uniformity of treat­
ment and expeditious handling. If this is 
not done, however, and it is not recom­
mended herein, steps might be taken that 
would insure the development of more gen-
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eral satisfaction with the Tax Court as a 
forum to which these disputes should be 
brought. A possible approach would be a 
continuing effort to achieve a balance on 
the court by having an equal representation 
of appointees from private legal practice. 

I believe that a committee composed of 
legal members of the tax study commission, 
together with members of the American 
Bar Association, should very thoroughly and 
intensively ,examine the matter of tax litiga­
tion, looking to the possibilities of eliminat­
ing some of the confusion attendant upon 
such a wide range of decisions coming from 
different courts on the same basic ques­
tion. 

THE GROSSLY UNFAIR TAX 

There should be a workable method of 
counteracting the effect of those harsh deci­
sions that result in the imposition of taxes 
far in excess of a reasonable amount in the 
circumstances. Too often when this occurs 
the attitude seems to prevail that everyone 
is helpless to do anything about it and the 
matter is dismissed, though it may be sub­
ject to some brief treatment in legal journals. 
Such lack of concern, while we seek other 
taxing worlds to conquer, engenders a bit­
terness and an animosity toward the tax­
ing system which tends to erode it. This 
situation may arise when a taxpayer, through 
lack of experienced tax counsel, stumbles 
into a trap in the course of an important 
transaction and cannot extricate himself. 

I believe that as much care should be ex­
ercised to be assured that outlandish and 
unjust exactions are avoided as to seek out 
other segments of the population to tax. The 
self-assessing system of which we are justly 
proud cannot remain effective unless it has 
the wholehearted, overwhelming support of 
a public convinced of its ultimate fairness. 
Decisions resulting in the imposition of an 
exorbitant tax in unfortunate circumstances 
should be studied continually by the bar 
groups to consider pressing for legislation to 
ameliorate the situation of similarly situated 
taxpayers. 

Finally, there should be some basis for an 
appeal of the end result of a case, whether 
or not it has been adjudicated by the courts, 
if the final tax resulting to the parties in­
volved is unreasonable in the light of the 
circumstances. 

The cases referred to are those where, 
through some highly technical application of 
the law, the tax asserted is grossly dispro­
portionate to the income benefits derived. It 
would seem possible that some commission or 
special court might be created by law to pass 
on such questions and eventually, on a basis 
of the equities in the case, to assign a fair 
and reasonable tax. This would, of course, 
require much study to determine the pos­
sible feasibility of such an approach and 
its necessary statutory background, but I 
believe it should receive earnest considera­
tion. 

The intensive study of the law, the ex­
amination of administrative procedure and 
policy, and the consideration of the litiga­
tion problem, may each go forward inde­
pendently, but in the end all of these must 
be co-ordinated, for they are all a part of 
a cohesive whole. Such a task may not be 
completed in a day, or even in a year, but 
organization and determination should make 
it possible. It is the price of a sound and 
equl table taxing system. 

There are some who will say that many 
of these undesirable features cannot be 
changed. This attitude insists, in effect, that 
the people are helpless before the very tax­
ing system which, over a period of more 
than five decades, they have helped to estab­
lish. I a.m satisfied that in an era of change, 
the revisions that I have suggested can be 
brought about by the determined application 
of American ingenuity. 

The earnest effort to accomplish this pur­
pose will supply the one ingredient indispen-

sable to acceptable taxation: the assurance 
of the public that its government is striving 
in every way possible to do justice in dispos­
ing of the difficult tax problems that impinge 
upon every phase of American economic life. 

THE INTERNATIONAL SCENE 
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, we are 

constantly being assured by our friends 
in the news media that a thaw is develop­
ing in our relations with the Soviet 
Union. 

Day after day, we have editorial col­
umns and network news commentary full 
of rosy and optimistic forecasts about 
detente. 

I wish we could put our confidence in 
these forecasts, but I candidly confess 
that I am not so optimistic as are some of 
our friends in the press. I think that a 
good deal of this optimism is based on 
wishful thinking rather than on hard 
evidence. As a matter of fact, much of 
the hard evidence points in the other 
direction. 

We were told early in October that the 
Gromyko-Rogers talks had been friendly 
and candid and meaningful. Yet on Octo­
ber 21, 1970, the Soviet Foreign Minister 

. addressed the United Nations General 
Assembly in the extreme language remi­
niscent of his previous cold war barrages. 

He accused the United States and 
Israel of conspiring to thwart peace in 
the Middle East. He denied that Russia 
had any part in the clear violations of 
the cease-fire agreement by the Egyptian 
Government. Indeed, he denied that the 
cease-fire agreement had been violated 
in the face of clear evidence to the con­
trary. 

Like so many Russian charges of the 
past, the latest defies reason or logic. The 
idea that 2% million "blood thirsty" 
Israelis are threatening the security of 
80 million "peace-loving Arabs is so out­
landish and absurd that it borders on 
insanity. 

The Soviet Union has in its power, 
through its control of its Arab clients, to 
bring about peace in the Middle East. 
The fact that it has not permitted peace 
to come to that sad and troubled area 
should give us pause before we pro­
nounce the cold war at an end. I would 
also point out that the Syrian interven­
tion in the Jordanian civil war last 
month had the unmistakable mark of 
Soviet management. 

The SALT talks resumed at Helsinki 
on November 2, 1970. I have not aban­
doned hope of some constructive ar­
rangement coming out of those talks. 
But we must recognize that while we are 
thinking of meaningful disarmament, the 
Soviet Union is perfecting its arsenal. 
The Soviets exploded an underground 
nuclear device of substantial size on 
October 14, 1970. 

We know that the Soviets, in the last 
2 years have spent more than $9 billion 
on one strategic weapon system alone-­
the SS-9-which by the way is more than 
our entire current strategic military 
budget. And we all know, Mr. President, 
that the Soviets have been systematically 
expanding their navy with particular 
heavy emphasis on nuclear submarine 
capabilities. The presence of a strong 

Soviet fleet in the west to Suez in the 
east. The Soviet· fleet is there-strong, 
efficient, and menacing. 

Nor, I regret to say, have we heard the 
last of the possibility of a Soviet naval 
base in Cuba. 

The Soviets have also been on the 
move on the diplomatic front. The visit 
of President Pompidou of France to the 
Soviet Union in recent weeks is a high­
light, I think, of the new Soviet diplo­
matic offensive. 

In August 1970 a nonaggression pact 
between the Soviet Union and West Ger­
many was signed in Moscow with much 
fanfare and pomp. 

Almost universally, the American press 
greeted this pact as new proof that the 
basic intentions of the Soviets were 
changed from the harsh belligerency of 
the past and that we were on the thresh­
old of a new era of sweetness and light. 

Quite candidly, this attitude seems al­
most naive. There seems to be a willing­
ness, which I find unfortunate, for the 
press and some of our commentators to 
examine only superficially, matters of 
great consequence, and to avoid the reali­
ties and wider implications of such ac­
tions. 

That is the way it is with the Soviet­
West German nonaggression pact. Since 
no one can defend "aggression" in the ab­
stract, any nonaggression pact must be 
desirable. 

Therefore, this bizarre logic goes, no 
additional thought need be given to this 
pact. This casual approach to matters of 
great consequence is completely unreal­
istic. 

I am encouraged that the various 
members of the Christian Democrat 
Party in the German Bundestag have 
raised penetrating and substantial ques­
tions about this treaty, about its implica­
tions and about long-term consequences. 

Chancellor Brandt has not yet formally 
submitted the treaty to the Bundestag for 
the required ratification by two-thirds 
majority of the members, and the press 
has suggested that the treaty will not 
be formally submitted until there has 
been some easing of the Berlin situation. 

In mid-October, the Soviets announced 
that they were unilaterally closing two 
of the three air corridors from West Ger­
many to West Berlin. 

Our response and the response of our 
British allies was to ignore this Russian 
ukase and to continue to fly our regular 
missions along our regular routes. 

In the fact of this firmness, the Soviets 
backed down and insisted that the whole 
thing was a blunder or misunderstand­
ing attributable to a subordinate air con­
·troller. 

Reportedly, the West German Govern­
ment will not formally submit the non­
aggression pact to the Bundestag until, 
among other things, the allied access 
rights to the city of Berlin are clarified. 

Berlin, of course, is only a part of the 
problem. It has been suggested that ac­
ceptance of this pact by West Germany 
will amount to a formal and indeed per­
manent, recognition of the division of 
Germany. 

During his long and honorable tenure 
as Chancellor, Conrad Adenauer and his 
Christian Democrat Party, the CDU, had 
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insisted that the division of Germany was 
a temporary and artificial arrangement, 
one that would ultimately be brought to 
an end. The end, of course, distant but 
never impossible, was to be the reunifica­
tion of the German state. 

Apparently, Chancellor Brandt has 
forsaken tha-t dream. His "Ostpolitik," 
as exemplified by these meetings with the 
East German Government earlier this 
year and by the German-Soviet non­
aggression pact in August and other in­
ternal moves, imply that he and his So­
cialist Party are now prepared to accept 
as permanent the division of Germany 
into two separate states. 

We have heard some rumblings from 
the Christian Democrats on this score 
and we will doubtless hear a good deal 
more when the Bundestag debate begins 
in earnest on the treaty. 

Americans will follow this debate with 
a great deal of interest and hopefully 
adopt a more circumspect attitude re­
garding these developments. I recall that 
the distinguished Senator from Colorado 
<Mr. ALLOTT) addressed himself to the 
economic aspects of the treaty in August. 
In his usual penetrating fashion, he 
probed beneath the surface of this pact 
and asked some pointed questions. I 
think we would do well to follow his ex­
ample in this regard. 

The one question that comes imme­
diately to mind is what precisely did the 
Socialist government hope to gain from 
this arrangement? Surely, Western Ger­
many poses no military threat to the 
Soviet Union. 

The Soviet Union, on the other hand, 
since World War II, has posed and, in my 
view, continues to pose the major mili­
tary threat to the security of Western 
Europe. 

The sanctity of a t reaty has never 
acted as a deterrent to Soviet imperial­
ism in the past, and the likelihood of the 
Soviets in the future refraining from ac­
tion because of the existence of a treaty 
commitment is, in my judgment, not 
great. 

This Soviet guarantee to respect the 
territorial integrity of West Germany is 
on a par with the Soviet treaty of peace 
and friendship with Czechoslovakia. Its 
validity is based on Soviet needs an d will 
be honored to the extent that the Soviet 
Union deems it in its interest to honor 
it. 

It occurs ·~o me that it is not h ard to 
understand wh at the Soviet Union 
sought from this treaty--obviously final 
recognition of the division of Germany, 
which I have already men tioned, but ad­
ditionally, and this may be equally im­
portant to the Soviets, economic advan­
tages from the West German industrial 
complex in terms of the credits, tech­
nology, and expertise which would flow 
from a revival of or an increase in trade 
between the two countries. 

We think of the Soviet Union as a 
highly developed industrial state, as in­
deed it is in many respects. 

It can boast of a military capacity 
which is certainly awesome. Its accom­
plishments in space are well known. 

But all this might and hardware has 
been at the expense of. soft goods, con-

sumer goods, and the amenities which 
we in the West take for granted. 

The Soviet's economy is on a wartime 
footing, preoccupied with weaponry and 
related fields. 

As Mr. Stanley Karnow pointed out in 
his report from Leningrad in the Wash­
ington Post early in October, the gulf 
between the U.S.S.R. and Western coun­
tries is no place more evident than in 
the field of agriculture. 

Because the Soviet Union's agricul­
tural system is so primitive and back­
ward, 45 percent of the Soviet work 
force-roughly half-must engage in 
farming. 

By way of contrast, in the United 
States approximately 8 percent of our 
labor force is engaged in agriculture; in 
Western Europe the percentage aver­
ages 14 percent. In spite of Russia's large 
manpower devoted to agriculture, her 
accomplishments in this field have been 
most unsuccessful. 

Since the 1917 revolution, we have 
almost annual stories about crop fail­
ures, bad weather, and blights. Russia, 
which in Tsarist times had been the 
breadbasket of Eastern Europe and an 
exporter of wheat, has in recent years 
been forced by these annual "crop fail­
ures" to become an importer of wheat. 
I must agree with the distinguished Sen­
ator from Colorado <Mr. ALLOTT) that 
the economic implications of the nonag­
gression pact are not fully appreciated 
or understood by Western observers. 

Mr. President, I think we should by 
all means pursue opportunities for dis­
cussion and negotiation with the Soviet 
Union. But we should not let our na­
tional optimism blind us to the realities 
of the world situation. 

We must not engage in wishful think­
ing for the Soviet Union continues to be 
an adversary, and a potential enemy. 
We cannot adopt an uncritical, un­
thinking attitude in current and future 
negotiations with the U.S.S.R. Other 
nations have, to their detriment. We 
must continue to be hard-nosed and 
tenacious in our positions. 

When we hear of a " thaw," let us not 
forget that the Czechoslovakian inva­
sion took place scarcely 2 years ago. Let 
us remember the situation in the Middle 
East and the continuing Soviet aid to 
North Vietnam. Czechs, Israel cit izens, 
and citizens o.f South Vietnam would 
certainly dispute the ''thaw." 

When we hear talk of the new "liberal­
ism" of t he Soviet pro-Khrushchev r e­
gime, let us n ot forget the continued op­
pression of Soviet artists, writers, and 
intellectuals . The constant oppressive 
and h umiliating treatment of Soviet 
Jews must make talk of "Soviet liberal­
ism" extremely hollow and unreal to 
Soviet Jews and to the oppressed reli­
gious minorities-the Christians, the 
Moslems-within the Soviet Union. 

During the long debate on the anti­
ballistic-missile program-on safe­
guard-an argument was advanced by 
the opponents o.f ABM that would have 
us believe that the installation of such 
a system by the United States would be 
viewed as a hostile and aggressive act 
by the Soviet Union. 

The irony here is that the Soviet 
Union had deployed its own ABM sys­

. tern some time ago. That deployment 
was not viewed as an aggressive act by 
the United States. 

It is another example of twisted logic. 
The Soviet deployment of an anti-bal­
listic-missile system is not regarded as 
either an aggressive or a hostile act. The 
deployment of a similar system by the 
United States is greeted by many Amer­
icans as an "escalation of the arms 
race," and we are told, in pontifical 
tones, that we must abandon ABM in 
the "interests of peace." 

Mr. President, I hope with all my heart 
that the SALT talks will result in some 
meaningful truce in the arms race, but 
we should not, as a nation, let that hope 
blind us to the realities of the situation. 
Too often we approach negotiations with 
the Soviet Union with the notion that if 
only we can sit down together, frankly 
delineate our differences, we can solve 
the problem. 

This notion, in my view, is simplistic 
and dangerous. we cannot approach 
these negotiations as though they were 
American labor-management talks-­
where there is good will on both sides 
and strong motivation for a solution or 
a reasonable settlement. 

In my judgment-and also, I think, 
history bears out this analysis--the 
Soviets do not approach the negotiating 
table with the same ends in view. 

Whereas we, as Americans, tend to 
think of negotiations as a means of end­
ing or resolving a given dispute, the 
Soviets tend to think of negotiations as 
a means of waging conflict, not as a way 
to end it-as a tool to use for prospering 
their point of view-as a continuation of 
the conflict, if you will. 

That is why, in the past, we have been 
so disillusioned by our negotiations with 
the Russians, and that is why so often 
our impatience and exasperation with 
the Russians has led us into unhealthy 
and undesirable concessions. 

That is why the Western nuclear de­
terrent must remain strong enough to 
resist a Soviet attack. 

That is why, in the final analysis, the 
one way, indeed the only safe way, to 
negot iate with the Soviets is from a posi­
tion of strength. 

The SALT talks, of course, we knew 
as useful and desirable. But we must 
approach them realistically and circum­
spectively, with the utmost patience, an d 
make certain we are not outbargained 
by this most ruthless trader of all, Soviet 
Russia. 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE OF ENVIRON­
MENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, in re­

cent days there have been a number of 
news stories concerning the release to the 
public of information contained in the 
detailed environmental impact state­
ments required by the National Environ­
mental Policy Act. Russell E. Train, 
Chairman of the Council on Environ­
mental Quality, has written to me in re­
sponse to questions raised by members 
of the staff of the Senate Interior and 
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Insular Affairs Committee and by recent 
news stories. 

Chairman Train's position is that the 
intent and spirit of the law on public 
disclosure is being complied· with by the 
Council and the Federal agencies. He 
does acknowledge that legislation may 
be required to insure that environmental 
impact statements are made available to 
the public at an early enough point in 
time to allow maximum citizen partici­
pation in decisionmaking. 

Early in the 92d Congress the Senate 
Interii>r and Insular Affairs Committee 
will undertake a careful review of the 
performance of the Council and its ad­
ministration of the act. An important 
aspect of this review will be the -consid­
eration of an amendment relating to 
public release of environmental impact 
statements. Other amendments which 
will be considered include the power of 
the Council to compel agency compliance 
with the act; the need for a systematic 
policy on environmental data and infor­
mation; requirements for increased staff 
and funding for the Council; and the re­
lationship of the Council to other agen­
cies such as the Environmental Protec­
tion Administration. 

I have written to Chairman Train and 
requested that the Council undertake a 
general review of the act and its admin­
istration and furnish the Senate Interior 
Committee with a report by December 31, 
1970, on any areas in which new legisla­
tive authority is required as well as on 
any problems which have been encoun­
tered in administration. Following receipt 
of the report a definite date for hearings 
will be set. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that Chairman Train's letter and my 
response be printed in the RECORD. 

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

COUNCn. ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY, 
Washington, D.C., November 19, 1970. 

Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR JACKSON: As I am sure you 
noted, newspaper reports this past weekend 
may have created some concern tha.t the 
Council on Environmental Quality is ad­
ministering the environmental impact 
statement requirements of the National En­
vironmental Policy Act in a fashion which 
frustrates citizen participation in decision­
making. I wish to assure you in the most 
emphatic way possible tha.t the Council has 
consistently and aggressively s6ught to en­
sure the fullest practicable information to 
the public, consistent with the Act. Further­
more, the Council is satisfied that its ad­
miRistration of the Act in this regard is in 
full accord with the intent of Congress. 
There has been absolutely no change in the 
policy of this Administration in this re­
spect. Our procedures under the Act have 
been a matter of public record from the 
start, and we have not varied from t.hese 
procedures. 

Beoause of the widespread public concern 
over the ma.tter, however, I welcome this op­
portunity to outline our understanding of 
the law a:s well as the procedures we are 
following thereunder. The National Envi­
ronmental Policy Act provides in Seotion 
102{2) (C) tha.t every Federal agency shall 
"include in every recommendation or report 
on proposals for legislation and other Fed­
eral actions significantly affecting the quality 
of the huma.n environment, a detailed state-

ment by the responsible official" on the en­
vironmental impact of the proposed action, 
possible adverse ·effects, alternatives, etc. 
Prior to making such a detailed statement 
the Section requires the responsible ofticial 
"to consult and obtain the comments of any 
Federal agency which has jurisdiction by law 
or special expertise with respect to any en­
Vironmental impact involved." The Section 
then provides that copies of such stastements 
{the "detailed statements" referred to in 
the preceding sentence) , together with the 
comments of appropriate Federal, State and 
local agencies, are to be made availa.ble to 
the Council on Environmental Qua.lity and 
to the public pursuant to the provisions of 
the Freedom of Information Act. 

You will note that the above-described 
statutory provisions make no mention of a 
draft environmental impact s·tatement, nor 
do they provide for publication of any in­
formation prior to the completion of the 
"detailed statement" which can only be ac­
complished after receipt of comments from 
appropriate Federal, State and local agencies. 

Subsequent to passage of the National En­
viromental Policy Act, on March. 5, 1970, the 
President issued Executive Order 11514, en­
titled "Protection and Enhancement of En­
vironmental Quality," in furtherance of the 
purpose and policy of the National Environ­
mental Policy Act. Section 3(h) of the Ex­
ecutive Order directed the Council to "issue 
guidelines to Federal agencies for the prep­
aration of detailed statements on proposals 
for legislation and other Federal actions af­
fecting the environment, as required by Sec­
tion 102(2) (C) of the Act." The Executive 
Order also went well beyond the require­
ments of the statute itself in directing the 
fullest pra:cticable disclosure of environ­
mental information. Thus, Section 2(b) of 
the Executive Order directs Federal agencies 
to: 

(b) Develop procedures to ensure the full­
est practicable provisions of timely public 
information and understanding of Federal 
plans and programs with environmental im­
pact in order to obtain the views of interest­
ed parties. These procedures shall ilnclude, 
whenever appropriate, provision for public 
hearings, and shall provide the public with 
relevant information, including information 
on alternative courses of action. Federal 
agencies shall also encourage State and lo­
cal agencies to adopt similar procedures for 
informing the public concerning their ac­
tivities affecting the quality of the environ­
ment. 

Pursuant to - this Executive Order, on 
April 30, 1970 the Council issued interim 
guidelines to asure agency compliance with 
Section 102(2) (C) and Section 2(b) of Ex­
ecutive Order 11514. These guidelines were 
published in the Federal Register of May 
12, 1970. Because of the need to regularize the 
process of consultation between Federal 
agencies prior to the completion of the de­
tailed (final) environmental impact state­
ments, the Council's guidelines instituted a 
working procedure calling for draft state­
ments. These draft statements are to be "pre­
pared and circulated for comments and fur­
nished to the Council early enough in the 
agency review process before an action is 
taken in order to permit meaningful con­
sideration of the environmental issues in­
volved." 

The requirement of the National Envi­
ronmental Policy Act that Section 102(2) 
(C) statements be made available to the 
public under the Freedom of Information 
Act clearly refers to the completed, detailed, 
and commented-upon statements (the only 
statements contemplated in the law) and 
it is this construction of the statute which 
we have consistently applied. 

It has been our practice to refer public 
inquiries concerning environmental state­
ments to the issuing agency in order to re­
lieve our very limited facilities and staff of 

the burden of distributing the statements 
to the public, and in order to make clear 
that compliance with the National Environ­
.mental Policy Act is the responsibility not 
only of the Council on Environmental Qual­
ity but also of the responsible Federal agency. 
Nevertheless, we have always made clear 
that should the citizen inquirer have any 
difficulty in obtaining copies of environmen­
tal statements, we would wish to be in­
formed and would assist. No insoluble prob­
lems of this sort have arisen. Moreover, in 
order that interested members of the public 
can be kept informed of the status of envi­
ronmental impact statements, the Council, 
on its own initiative prepares and makes 
available periodically a detailed listing of 
all final statements received, along with the 
names, addresses and telephone numbers of 
the responsible officials from whom the state­
ments can be obtained. These summaries are 
now mailed by the Council to over 500 indi­
viduals and institutions, including interested 
Congressional Committees. Press representa­
tives, who have expressed interest in the 
environmental impact statements, are also 
sent these summaries. 

While we are satisfied that the above pro­
cedure is in full accord with the letter and 
intent of the National Environmental Pol­
icy Act and with the Executive Order, it 
must be recognized that the Act itself is not 
precise on the time relationship between the 
public availability of a. detailed final state­
ment and the ultimate decision or action, 
except {1) it is clear that completion of the 
final detailed statement must precede the 
ultimate decision and action, and (2) the 
final detailed statement "should accompany 
the proposal through the agency review proc­
esses." It should be borne in mind that the 
great majority of environmental statements 
deal with activities, appropriattcns, or legis­
lation with respect to which full public hear­
ings in advance of decision are already re­
quired presently by either Oongressional, 
statutory, or a.dministrative procedure. · 

While Congress might decide that draft 
environmental impact statements should also 
be required by law to Le made available to 
the public or that the action proposed in a 
final enVironmental statement should be 
withheld a certain period for public com­
ment, there are importan.t questions of public 
comment, there are important questions of 
public administration to be considered be­
fore the statute is changed. 

Our view is that the Nationa.l E.nviron­
mental Policy Act is so general in its lan­
guage, so innovative in its procedures and 
so all-embracing in the range of Govern­
ment activities included that, rather than 
make new across-the-board requirements we 
should evolve appropriate procedures for the 
various major categories of activity in­
volved. For example, in the case of pro­
posals for, or reports on, legislation, there 
would not seem to be a reason why the 
public should see an environmental impact 
statement before Congress does. In other 
administrative actions we can often build 
on existing requirements for hearings or 
notice to the public. In still other cases (for 
example GSA land purchases), advance dis­
closure of the Government's purchase inten­
tions would probably prejudice chances for 
economical purchase. 

The Council believes strongly that the 
public should be brought Into the decision­
making process as it affects the environment 
to the fullest extent practicable. It was at 
our recommendation that Section 2 (b) of 
Executive Order 11514, quoted above, was 
adopted. Our guidelines have instructed all 
agencies to develop procedures for the imple­
mentation of Section 2(b). Most agencies 
have now done so. In response to our initia­
tive, a number of agencies (such as the Corps 
of Engineers, Atomic Energy Commission and 
Federal Power Commission) are making draft 
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environmental impact statements available 
t::> the public at, or prior to, the time of pub­
lic hearings. 

The Council's interim guidelines provide 
for review of the Section 102(2) (C) guide­
lines this coming December and the issuance 
of such supplements as may then seem nec­
essary. We intend to solicit. public comment 
and suggestion as part of this review process. 
Likewise, we would naturally be greatly in­
terested in the views of those Committees 
and members of Congress closely associated 
with the development of the legislation in 
question. 

In summary, far from feeling that the 
Council has in any way been responsible for 
weakening the pr~ess of public information 
under the National Environmental Policy 
Act, we believe we are administering the Act 
in accordance with the letter of the law and 
the intent of Congress. In addition, the Presi­
dent, through the Executive Order, and the 
Council, through its guidelines and proce­
dures, have moved effectively to broaden and 
strengthen the public's right to information. 

As a closing note, I would comment that 
the performance by agencies under Section 
102 (2) (C) is improving steadily, although in 
certain cases there is still need for major im­
provement. We are now actively reviewing 
agency performance and will be reporting on 
this subject to Congressional Committees 
early in December. In this regard, it is im­
portant to bear in mind that we are dealing 
with a very basic reform in the process of 
government-one which has been effectively 
in operation for only about six months. Over 
the past month, we have received approxi­
mately four environmental impact state­
ments each working day, on the average. 
I assure you that the Council is seeking to 
give a review to the contents of such state­
ments although our ability to do so in all 
cases and to do so to the extent we would 
wish is seriously inhibited by the very lim­
ited size of our staff. We have a highly com­
petent, dedicated group working for the 
Council, most of whom are working an ex­
cessive schedule. At the same time, public 
and Congressional expectations of the Coun­
cil continue to rise. In this connection, it 
must be borne in mind that the review of 
environmental impact statements consti­
tutes only a portion of the Council's respon­
sibilitl.es. The development of legislative pro­
posals, the coordination of Federal programs 
related to environmental quality, the de­
velopment of new natio.nal policies such as 
that on ocean dumping, budget reviews of 
programs affecting the environment, inter­
national environmental programs, the con­
tinuing review of all Federal programs that 
affect the environment, the development of 
the annual Environmental Quality Report­
all of these and more must all be carried on 
daily by the same small staff. 

I hope that these comments will be help­
ful. We look forward, as always, to continued 
close cooperation with you and your staff. 

Sincerely, 
RUSSELL E. TRAIN, 

Chairman. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
November 20, 1970. 

Hon. RUSSELL E . TRAIN, 

Chairman, Council on Enviromental Quality, 
· Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for 
your letter of I~ovember 19, 1970, concerning 
the Environmental Quality Council's admin­
istration of the environmental impact state­
ment requirements of the National Environ­
mental Policy Act. I appreciate your thought­
fulness in furnishing me with the Council's 
interpretation and views on the critically im­
port ant question of public disclosure. 

In a democracy the right to know, the 
right to have knowledge of the intended ac­
tions and probable consequences of govern­
mental decisions, is one of the public's most 

important r ights. Where government deci­
sions have adverse impact on the quality of 
life and environment this fundamental right 
becomes critical because many decisions 
which result in resource misuse and envi­
ronmental degradation are irreversible de­
cisions. Once action is taken the hands of 
the clock cannot be turned back and public 
resources which have been damaged cannot 
be reclaimed or restored. 

In view of the importance of this issue 
I would appreciate it if you and your asso­
ciates on the Council will be prepared to 
discuss any necessary amendments to the 
public disclosure provisions of the Act at a 
hearing to be held before the Senate Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee early in the 
92d Congress. The Committee will also be 
considering other amendments to the Na­
tional Environmental Policy Act at this time. 
These may include the power of the Council 
to compel agency compliance with the Act; 
environmental information systems; staff 
and funding requirements; and the Coun­
cil's relationship with other agencies. 

To facilitate the Committee's review of ·the 
Act's administration during the first year of 
operation I would appreciate it if you would 
furnish the Committee with a report on any 
areas in which new legislative authority is 
required as well as on any problems which 
have been encountered in the administration 
of the Act. I would appreciate it if this re­
port were available by December 31, 1970. 

S~ncerely yours, 
HENRY M. JACKSON, 

Chairman. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND DE­
PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA­
TION, AND WELFARE APPROPRIA­
TIONS, 1971 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, I ask unanimous consent that at 
the close of morning business today, the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 1350, H.R. 18515. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­

ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­

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

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

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, is there further morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If there be 
no further morning business, morning 
business is closed. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND DE­
PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA­
TION, AND WELFARE APPROPRI­
ATIONS, 1971 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 

to the previous order, the Chair lays 
before the Senate the pending business, 
H.R. 18515, which will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read by title, as 
follows: 

A bill (H.R. 18515) making appropria­
tions for the Department of Labor, Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, and 
related agencies, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, last 
night, when the Senate adjourned, the 
pending business was an amendment by 
the Senator from New York <Mr. JAVITS), 
on which we had a quite lengthy dis­
cussion yesterday morning and after­
noon; but we adjourned with the under­
standing that we would come back to 
that amendment today. 

The Senator from New York is detained 
little thereafter. In the meantime we 
can probably take up some of the other 
amendments of a different nature. The 
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) 
has an amendment, and some of the 
other amendments can also be taken up. 

Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ator will state it. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Is it necessary 

for me to ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw consideration of the pending 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan­
imous consent the Javits amendment 
can be laid aside temporarily in order to 
take up other amendments. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I so ask. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi­

dent, reserving the right to object-and 
I do not intend to object, of course-! 
merely want to protect the author and 
some of the supporters of the amend­
ment of the Senator from New York. 

Would the Senator be willing that it 
be made clear that the pending amend­
ment offered by the Senator from New 
York will remain the pending question, 
to be set aside only for the consideration 
of specific amendments, such as the 
amendment to be offered by the Senator 
from Texas, from time to time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Surely. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair wishes to point out that if the 
amendment is temporarily laid aside, it 
will revert, as it were, each time an 
amendment is disposed of. The question 
on that amendment would automatically 
recur if the request is that it be laid 
aside for a specific amendment in lieu 
thereof. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator .from Texas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1071 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment No. 1071. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Washington asked unanimous 
consent that the Javits amendment be 
temporarily laid aside for the purpose of 
taking up the amendment of the Senator 
from Texas. 

Is there objection? The Chair hears no 
objection, and it is so ordered. 

The amendments offered by the Sena­
tor from Texas will be read. 

The legislative clerk read the amend­
ment <No. 1071> as follows: 
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On page 32, line 12, strike out "$2,432,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof " $4,432,000" ; and 
on page 32, line 12, strike out "$250,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$2,250,000". 

cept this amendment. It is badly needed, 
and it will pay back to the country what 
has been expended by enabling these 
people to make a greater contribution to 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, our Nation. 
during this session, Congress passed my Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr.: President, will 
bill to create a model secondary school the Senator yield? 
for the deaf which would be operated in Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield. 
connection with Gallaudet College. Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course, all of us 

The appropriation bill provides, on on the committee are very ·sympathetic 
page 32, line 12, for $2,432,000 for carry- to the problems at Gallaudet College. We 
ing out those purposes, of which $25o;ooo think it is one of the fine fnstitutions in 
shall be for construction. Mr. President, this country. As a matter of fact--and 
$250,000 is· merely a token in view of the I know the Senator from Texas must 
high cost of construction. My amend- know this-the college was established 
·ment would 'provide an additional $2 under the Presidency of Andrew Jack­
million . for the purpose of expediting son. His Postmaster General owned a 
construction of these facilities. ' piece of property which was a regular 

The program for a model elementary dairy farm, and he donated that prop­
school for the deaf has been in effect for erty to the Federal Government for the 
years and has proved to be successful. establishment of a school for the deaf. 
Representatives from schools for the deaf Then, under Lincoln's administration, 
come here to view the results. So this it received a Federal charter. It has been 
school is what its name implies-a model in existence all that time, taking care of 
for the Nation. It applies the most people who are deaf not only from the 
modern methods of teaching of the deaf District of Columbia but from all over 
that have been developed. the United States. These people come 

The Nation has a great stake in teach- from Texas, Washington, and all the 
ing our citizens who are deaf. The sounds other States. They are selected to be sent 
of everyday life which pound in the ears here, and they do a great job. 
of our people are causing more and more I think one of the most moving .experi-
of our citizens to suffer from deafness. ences anyone can have is to go to the 

The average deaf person in the United college when it holds graduation exer­
States earns half the salary earned by cises. After awhile, he can almost feel 
the person who is not deaf, but there are he understands what they are "saying." 
certain fields in which the deaf excel in They are fine people. 
this computer age. Some deaf persons Gallaudet College is a liberal arts and 
were given employment, on an experi- education school. Many of the graduates 
mental basis, at the regional Internal go to State schools for the deaf and 
Revenue office at Austin, Tex. At the teach. So the college is a major source 
end of a year or 6 months, it was found for such teachers. 
that deaf persons who used the com- There are many teachers on the faculty 
puters made fewer mistakes than those who are not deaf, who have no handi­
who were not deaf. These people sit in cap, but who dedicate themselves to 
a vast room, with many hundreds of teaching the deaf. They know how to 
computers. Someone speaks and it dis- teach them. Athletics are a major part 
tracts the person who is not deaf. The of their pro-gram. They do a great job, 
deaf person does not hear it. So the com- and in every way this is an institution 
puter age has opened up an entirely new of higher learning. 
area for the deaf. Not too long ago we established the 

The amendment to improve and en- elementary school which is to take care 
courage educational programs for the of those who obviously cannot attend a 
deaf, I am proposing would increase the regular school because of their handicap. 
appopriations for construction at the This too has been very successful, and 
Model Secondary School for the Deaf in we put in the amount of money that we 
the amount of $2 million, so that con- asked for to maintain that elementary 
struction of much needed facilities, par- school program. 
ticularly classrooms, could be at least For another thing, they have started 
started during fiscal 1971. adult classes out there. We put in $128,-

At the present time temporary facili- 000 to initiate that program. It is a small 
ties are overcrowded with 120 students. beginning, mainly for people in the im­
Dr. Merrill, president of Gallaudet Col- mediate area who have been handi­
Iege, testified that the Model Secondary capped for many years, who could go 
School needed permanent facilities and there and obtain adult education, and 
that plans were advanced so that con- take advantage of new techniques and 
struction money was needed this year. new methods. 
Otherwise, the whole program to educate We put in the amount of money to run 
young high school students who are deaf, the model secondary school; we allowed 
in the National Capital area, will be set $2,432,000, of which $250,000 is for con­
back for at least 1 year. we cannot af- struction planning only. But the Senator 
ford to postpone the program in the from Texas suggests, and I think the 
Model Secondary School for the Deaf testimony will show, that the planning 
which intended by the Congress to dem- is all done. They have not been allowed 
onstrate to deaf educators throughout to call for bids yet. 
the country how new and innovative I am very sympathetic to this amend­
methods can be developed to better teach ment, because I would not like to see that 
our deaf youngsters. model secondary school suffer for the 

The chairman has knowledge of the lack of appropriations or lack of space. 
amendment. I request that the distin- The main college has grown, but they 
guished chairman of the committee ac- need all the buildings and ~pace they 

have. This model secondary school is 
just that--a model, where new tech­
niques are developed in the teaching of 
the deaf and it is a demonstration for all 
of the States. It is a national resource, 
of considerable value, and we should not 
allow their program to lag or languish. 

I might say, because we have some 
time available this morning, as a point 
of interest, that they were having some 
trouble out there last year, some crime 
on the campus. Girls were being at­
tacked, who obviously ·could · not say 
much, or call out, or were unable to 
speak or hear anyone, and it was found 
to be partially · due to the lack of good 
lighting and a somewhat inadequate 
campus protection force. . 

We added funds last year to improve 
the campus electrical system and light­
ing, and substantially increase their 
number of guards for campus security. 
We find now that these incidents where 
students are attacked or molested have 
been reduced by almost 70 percent. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield a moment at that 
point? 

Mr. MAGHUSON. I yield. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. My point is this: 

The crime was committed by non­
students. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, outsiders from 
outside the campus. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Outsiders would 
come to ~he campus and attack these 
students, who were often mute and could 
not cry out for help. But it was not the 
students who were committing the 
crimes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. So I think, if 
the Senator from New Hampshire is 
agreeable-and I know of no one who has 
been more dedicated to this institution 
over the :rears than he has-that we 
could accept this amendment and take 
it to conference, so that we could make a 
beginning on what we are going to have 
to do, anyway, to keep that model sec­
ondary school program moving ahead. 

Mr. COTTON. I certainly agree with 
the chairman. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the Sen­
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AM ENDME NT NO. 1069 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that consideration 
of the Javits amendment again be de­
ferred, to permit me to call up amend­
ment No. 1069. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
amendment will be stated. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr . President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
amendment will be printed in the REc­
ORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 27, line 18, strike out "$575,640 ,-

000" and insert "$579 ,140,000"; 
On page 27, line 22, strike out "and" and 

insert "$3,500,000 for constr u ct ion gra n t s un­
der section 12; and " . 
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Mr. CO'ITON. Mr. President, this is an 

amendment offered by the Senator from 
Ohio <Mr. SAXBE) in behalf of the Sena­
tor from Illinois <Mr. PERCY). At the 
time, Mr. PERCY was· out of the city, and 
now Mr. SAXBE is also out of the city. So, 
in behalf of both the Senator from Ohio · 
and the Senator froin Iliinois, I have of­
fered the amendment; and if I may have 
the attention of the chairman, it is my 
understanding, after conference with the 
chairman, that the amendlilent involves 
$3.5 million, and it has to do, first, with 
the continuing work on a project in vo­
cational rehabilitation in the city "f Chi­
cago, which amounts to about $1.5 mil­
lion. The other $2 million involves sev­
eral rehabilitation and research centers 
thro1.1ghout the country, to keep them 
going. · . 

I am not sure that the whole $3.5 mil­
lion is necessary; but particularly the 
Chicago project, and some of the others, 
were left out inadvertently. It is · my 
understanding that · the distinguished 
chairman is willing-and I am willing 
if he is-to take this amendment to con­
ference and see that those items which 
are necessary to keep shall be kept. 

In order to accomplish that, I am 
hopeful that this amendment · will be 
adopted, with the understanding that 
when we get to conference, we would 
have time to consider it. 

As I say, inadvertently the requests 
were omitted in the testimony before our 
committee. We will see to it that .only 
the most essential parts are taken care 
of. Does the chairman accept it? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, I agree with 
that. The Chicago facility is most im­
portant, and we will have to justify the 
other amounts. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
support this amendment. I would like 
to emphasize that the institute is im­
portant to my State of Michigan, to the 
Midwest and to the seriously disabled 
throughout the Nation. 

Our own rehabilitation facility in 
Detroit, for example, will benefit from 
the personnel to be trained at this in­
stitute, as will the professional staffs of 
similar facilities in other parts of the 
Nation. 

I am grateful to the disinguished 
Senator from Washington (Mr. MAGNU­
soN) and the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire <Mr. COTTON) for 
the interest they have taken in this 
matter. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I urge 
the adoption of this amendment. The 
rehabilitation programs of this country 
represent one of the best investments we 
can make in helping the American 
people. 

Year after year, these programs have 
achieved outstanding success in reha­
bilitating large numbers of our most 
seriously disabled people. It is one field 
where we know that when we invest 
public funds we will get results. 

But we must have the special centers 
to do this work and to reach more dis­
abled people. There is no other way to 
master the severe problems of many of 
our disabled. 

Estimates from responsible sources 
indicate that we have 1n this countr.v. 

by the most conservative calculations, 
more . than 6 million people with dis­
abling ·conditions requiring help f;rom a 
rehabilitation program. Among them are 
large nlimbers of people whose condi­
tions are so severe that they can only be 
restored through the work of a modem 
rehabilitation center. Many of them do 
not get help, simply because we do not 
have enough facilities in this country 
to reach all those who need this special­
ized help. 

Since this rehabilitation facility pro­
gram was enacted in 1965, we have ap­
propriated only a small fraction of the 
funds al<thorized. Our expenditures in 
this important field have been about 
one-half of 1 percent of the rehabilita­
tion agency's budget. We certainly can 
afford this small step in the right 
direction. 

The ·· pending amendment does not 
propose a large increase in the budget. 
In fact, the $3.5 million proposed in this 
amendment is precisely the amount that 
the Senate and the House approved last 
year. But these funds will make a tre­
mendous difference in the Nation's ca­
pacity to help its handicapped citizens. 
I am pleased, therefore, to join in sup­
port of the amendment. 

Mr. COTTON. I ask unanimous con­
sent that ·the two parts of this amend­
ment, which total $3.5 million, be con­
sidered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are consid­
ered and agreed to en bloc. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, be­
fore I yield to the Senator from Utah; 
I should like to state, for the RECORD, 
that I mentioned that the students at 
Gallaudet College come from every State 
in the Union. I failed to mention that 
they also have students who come from 
foreign countries, and about the only 
teachers we have for de.af-mute people 
in the undeveloped countries come from 
Gallaudet. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
thank the. distinguished chairman of 
the committee, and the ranking minori­
ty member, the Senator from New Hamp­
shire, for accepting my amendment. 

As the chairman . has stated, the stu­
dents come from all the States of the 
Union, and from foreign countries. 

Gallaudet College is the only college 
for the deaf in the entire world. It is a 
great credit to this country. It was set 
up by Amos Kendall, an amazing figure 
in American political life. 

Amos Kendall was a publisher in 
Louisville, Ky. He was one of the first 
public relations men, and he did it on 
his own. He publicized Andrew Jackson. 

Andrew Jackson could not be nomi­
nated for the Presidency by the custom­
ary method. All Presidents up to Andrew 
Jackson's time had been nominated by a 
caucus of the Senate. They were not 
going to let Andrew Jackson be Presi­
dent. But Amos Kendall figured out this 
idea: He said, "We will have a people's 
convention,'' and he started to advertise 
it, and the people got together and nomi­
nated Andrew Jackson for President in 
the first nominating convention in Amer­
ican histor.v; and since that time, all the 

parties . :Pave nomina~d candidates 
through noptinating conventions . . 

Amos Kendall was appointed as Jack­
son's Postmaster· General. He was inter­
ested in the deaf. He had a beautiful 
home where Gallaudet College is now 
located. 

How did he get that home? He was 
Postmaster General at the time that 
Samuel F. B. Morse invented the tele­
graph. He tried to sell it to the Federal 
Government, and the Government would 
not buy it. He went down to Texas, and 
tried to dispose of it tO the Republic of 
Texas: Sam Houston recommended that 
they get it, bu·~ the senate of the Re­
public of Texas rejected the idea. If they 
had accepted Morse's offer, the people of 
Texas would have been tax free for 100 
years, . . 

But Amos Kendall, when he could not 
sell the telegraph to any Government, 
helped form a corporation to finance the 
telegraph, became -wealthy, and built 
that beautiful home out there on the 
campus of Galludet College, which is 
used now as the home of the college pres­
ident, and people who visit that home 
now can see the home of Andrew Jack­
son's postmaster general. 

Gallaudet College was founded as a 
private institution. In Abraham Lincoln's 
administration it was made available 
to the Federal Government, and the Fed­
eral Government took it over to run it as 
a Federal institution. -

It is still the only college for the deaf 
in the whole world. It came from the 
genius of Amos Kendall, who also had 
the genius to find a new way of nominat­
ing candidates for President of the 
United States, which was responsible for 
the election of President Andrew Jackson. 

So this piece of ground has an amazing 
history with it of the people whose lives 
it touched, and it is going forward today 
as a great service to mankind, in the 
teaching of the deaf, training teachers 
for the deaf. As the distinguished chair­
man has pointed out, the instruction is 
so good that almost all of them go out 
as teachers of the deaf, · over the whole 
world. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sena­
tor-! am sure the Senate does-for that 
interesting and factual bit of history. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I am sure the 
chairman has been in the home of Amos 
Kendall, the man who not only started 
the first school for the deaf but who also 
invented the present system for nomi­
nating the President of the United States. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Utah. 

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

Tile PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator ask unanimous consent that 
the Javits amendment be temporarily 
laid aside for the purpose of considering 
this amendment? 

Mr. MOSS. I ask unanimous consent 
that that be done. 

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

The amendment offered by the Senator 
from Utah will be stated. · 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
the amendment. 
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Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and, without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 12, line 2, strike out "$89 ,549 ,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"$90,399,000, of which $1,000,000 shall be 
available only for carrying · out the provi­
sions of the Flammable Fabrics Act, the 
Child Protection and Toy Safety Act, and 
such other product injury control programs 
of the Department of Health Education and 
Welfare that are now in or may be trans­
ferred to the Food and Drug Administration." 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, although our 
society has made vast strides in the con­
trol of many diseases which once brought 
early death and unwanted suffering, 
there is one kind of disease where our 
Nation has failed to bring to bear the 
benefits of modern public· health skills­
that disease is death and injury from 
accidental causes. In 1970 it is estimated 
that 114,000 people will die and over 50 
million more will suffer injury from acci­
dental causes. At present more than 18 
million of our citizens are permanently 
disabled because of injuries they have 
sustained. 

Treating these accidents increases the 
critical drain on the scarce supply of 
physicians and trained medical person­
nel. And victims of injury now require 
over 200,000 man-years of critically short 
hospital manpower. Why should we sub­
sidize the construction of hospitals, and 
watch the costs of hospital care sky­
rocket, and not strive to reduce accidents 
which place the largest single demand on 
hospital beds? 

As chairman of the Subcommittee for 
Consumers of the Committee on Com­
merce, I am vitally interested in pro­
viding our public officials with legislative 
mandates to control accidental injuries. 
The savings to society could be immense. 
For example, our committee has learned 
that when ignited clothing severely burns 
a person, his treatment, if he lives, will 
average $7,000 in medical costs alone, to 
say nothing of the lifetime physical and 
mental scars he will bear. 

Despite passage of such legislation as 
the Flammable Fabrics Act and the 
Child Protection and Toy Safety Act 
sponsored by Chairman MAGNUSON and 
myself, which could control accidental 
injuries from other hazardous products, 
there has been a lack of progress in using 
this legislation to protect innocent chil­
dren and adults from unwanted and un­
necessary injuries. 

In order to assure that this lack of 
progress cannot be blamed on the tight 
purse strings of Congress, even though 
Congress :"las appropriated the full level 
of the administration's request I today 
submit an amendment to H.R. 18515 
which would add $850,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1971, to the appro­
priation of the Food and Drug Adminis­
tration. These funds would be restricted 
to pro'(iding the necessary resources and 
personnel to implement the Flammable 
Fabrics Act, the Child Protection and 
Toy Safety Act, and other injury control 
programs. 

The reason for submitting this amend­
ment, Mr. President, is that we have 
placed the statutes on the books, but I 
do not think we have given adequate 
funding to the Department of Health 
Education, and Welfare to implement 
and fully enforce the statutes. Although 
the amount of $850,000 is rather small, 
I think it will be found that it will pay 
many great dividends. That is the rea­
son for reciting the great cost that arises 
from accidential injury in this country. 

I point out that the cost of treatment 
for burns resulting from clothing catch­
ing on fire is an average of $7,000 for an 
individual, and this has been a source of 
great concern and a great number of in­
juries. 

When I was at home a month ago, a 
lady related an experience-which we 
have heard over and over again in hear­
ings in our committee-in which her 
child was wearing a garment that sud­
denly burst into ftame when it came 
close to fire, and the child was severely 
burned. I promised her then that I would 
return to the Senate and do my best to 
see that control was exercised over the 
sale of garments and fabrics that were 
flammable. The amendment I offer 
would be a step along the way to do this 
very thing. 

I have talked with the chairman and 
the ranking minority member of the 
committee about this amendment and 
it is my understanding that they feel 
that it is meritorious and that they are 
prepared to accept it at this time. May I 
ask the chairman if this is correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I say to the Sena­
tor from Utah that no one is more inter­
ested in the Flammable Fabric and Toy 
Safety Act than the Senator from Wash­
ington. 

Mr. MOSS. As a sponsor of the bills I 
can understand that. ' 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I was the author of 
those bills. . 

Mr. MOSS. That is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I would not like to 

skimp on my foster children in this mat­
ter. The Flammable Fabrics Act, of 
course, was one of the first of the safety 
acts passed in 1953. 

Mr. MOSS. That is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Out of our commit­

tee. In the meantime, the Senator from 
Utah has done yeoman work, as have the 
other members of the Commerce Com­
mittee, in perfecting amendments to 
that act. It has not been enforced the 
way it should be enforced. Thousands of 
youngsters and older people still die from 
flammable fabrics catching on fire. There 
is nothing more pathetic or tragic than a 
child who has been burned, even though 
the child lives, they are never the same 
again. The Senator from Utah knows 
that we have heard of many, many in­
stances in some horrible testimony on 
this matter. 

We never could get the flammable 
fabrics people to do anything about it. 
In 1953 they agreed that they would set 
up a voluntary industry commi'ttee. They 
did. The Department of Commerce was 
involved. But they never held a meeting 
of that industrywide committee until 
we-the Senator from Utah was a co­
sponsor-introduced the last bill. Then 
they decided to have a meeting and to do 
something about it. 

Mr. MOSS. That is correct. 
Mr. M~GNUSON. In the meantime, all 

these thmgs were happening. 
We had a good bill, and the law is 

ther~, and we have it on toy safety, too. 
We JUSt never have been able to get the 
budget ~o give .them enough money to 
enforce It the way it should be enforced. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President 
will the Senator yield for a unanimous: 
consent agreement? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President 

I ask unanimous consent that the staff 
of the Committee on Labor and Pubiic 
~elfare, certain members of the major­
Ity and the minority, have the privilege 
of the ftoor, because many of these 
amendments deal with basic statutes 
that have come out of our committee. 

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

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the dis­
tinguished Senator from Washington for 
yielding. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We thought that we 
had written a good act with the Toy 
Safety Act. Even the President made 
great comment about this. But the Sen­
ator from Utah and the rest of us have 
seen in the newspapers in the last 3 or 4 
days the amount of dangerous toys that 
are now on the market for Christmas. 

Mr. MOSS. Exactly. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. The law has not been 

enforced. As a matter of fact, many dan­
gerous toys have been listed and they 
are still on the shelves for the 'unsuspect­
ing to purchase. There must be many, 
many more than we read about. 

This is a serious matter, and the sum 
that the Senator from Utah suggests 
~ould be doubled if I had my way about 
1t. But we are working under budgetary 
restrictions. Whether they would spend 
it or not, I do not know; but I am sure 
that they will accept this. So far as I am 
concerned, I am glad to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. MOSS. I thank the Senator from 
Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
New Hampshire is, too. 

Mr. MOSS. I appreciate that. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EA­

GLETON). The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Utah. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I merely want to 

say, too, at this point, that if all Senators 
could have sat in and listened to some of 
the testimony we heard on flammable 
fabrics and some of the mechanical de­
vices we saw, which were obviously the 
most dangerous-even if one followed 
the instructions, they were dangerous­
they would vote double this amount. 

Mr. MOSS. I thank the chairman. I 
certainly appreciate his great leadership 
and constant support of this program to 
try to improve the safety of products. 
One change recently made in the Flam­
mable Fabrics Act was to require an 
inspection of the fabrics before they go 
on the shelves. Before that, we did not 
have anything until the fire occurred and 
'then it was a problem to try to get back 
all the garments that were made with 
those fabrics. Now we have tried to turn 
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it around and make that inspection be­
fore they go into distribution. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I., call 
up my amendment and ask that It be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD 
of West Virginia) . Does the Senator from 
Maryland wish to ask unanimous con­
sent that the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New York <Mr. JAVITS) be 
temporarily laid aside in order that the 
Senator may have his amendment con­
sidered? 

Mr MATHIAS. Yes, Mr. President, 
that ·is exactly what I ask unanimous 
consent for. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and the clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
amendment as follows: 

On page 25, line 16, insert the following: 
"GENERAL RESEARCH AND SERVICES 

"For the medical research activities of the 
National Institutes of Health at the labora­
tory and supporting facilities at Fort Detrick, 
Frederick, Maryland, that are to be trans­
ferred from the Department of Defense to 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, $15,000,000 which shall be allocated 
by the Director of the National Institutes of 
Health to the various Institutes and Divi­
sions using the Frederick facility to carry out 
sections 351 and 352 and title IV of the Pub-

· uc Health Service Act, as amended, includ­
ing repairs, improvements, extensions, and 
alterations." 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, when I 
first offered this amendment on my own 
behalf and that of my senior colleague 
(Mr. TYDINGS), the distinguished chair­
man of the committee, the Senator from 
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON), indicated 
that he was familiar with much of the 
background. So, I shall be brief today. 

There is a unique opportunity here. 
The Fort Detrick laboratories are already 
constructed, at a cost to the taxpayers of 
the United States of nearly a quarter 
of a billion dollars-something over $200 
million. These laboratories are unique in 
the United States, perhaps in the world. 
They contain not only unusual equip­
ment for medical research in the field of 
biological warfare, but the laboratories 
are so constructed that th~re is an un­
usual degree of safety for laboratory per­
sonnel. 

As I mentioned in the Senate 2 days 
ago, these unique qualities of the labora­
tories would lend themselves to a number 
of areas of medical research which are 

· high on our list of national priorities; 
among them, research in the area of can­
cer-producing and related viruses, viral 
encology, carcinogenesis, flingal diseases, 
tissue culture studies of genetic effects, 
laboratory support for the national den­
tal caries program, broad research in dis­
eases of the eye, and studies on hepatitis 
and slow virus diseases. 

Mr. President, these are extremely im­
portant national health problems. They 
do not affect only one community or one 
State but the entire American popula­
tion-indeed, the population of the 
world. 

Thus, here we have a great opportunity 
to employ resources which are already 
constructed and which have a unique 

capability for the purpose of this kind 
of research. 

Perhaps even more important than the 
physical plant, buildings, equipment, 
and real estate is the personnel, the tech­
nical teams-not only the men who are 
employed at a professional level but also 
the laboratory assistants and the para­
scientific personnel, all of which make 
a team and know how to work together 
and are available right now to undertake 
this work. 

All that is needed is the money. 
The pending amendment would pro­

vlde that money, with a relatively mod­
est investment, considering the oppor­
tunities available for real progress in 
eliminating some of the health scourges 
of mankind. . 

Accordingly, Mr. President, I am hope­
ful that the Senate will accept the 
amendment and will convert this for­
mer biological warfare center into a ma­
jor medical research center. 

I believe it is in the spirit of our times 
that we should take this step. We cannot 
possibly invest our money in any better 
way. 

I believe that the distinguished Sena­
tor from Washington, the manager of 
the bill, as I said earlier, is familiar with 
this matter and I hope that he will sup­
port the amendment and will join me in 
urging the Senate to support it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, let 
me say to the Senator from Maryland 
that we discussed this matter privately 
at some length on yesterday. I am fa­
miliar with it. I am sure that if we 
had had this matter before the commit­
tee earlier, we would have placed it in 
the bill. As the Senator from Maryland 
points out, this is one of those rare op­
portunities where we can save money, 
but more than that, we can turn over 
an installation dedicated to the destruc­
tion of mankind to making mankind live 
longer. . 

I am very much excited about the pro­
grams that NIH has planned for this 
center because they deal with probably 
the m~st promising kind of research in 
many fields of disease-cancer, and other 
killers-viruses particularly, the effect of 
viruses on the human body, and what 
diseases they cause. This would be a 
center where they could pursue these ob­
jectives without coming up here and 
spending years to get buildings con­
structed and equipment installed, when 
they can get at it right now. 

Therefore, I am heartily in favor of the 
amendment. I am glad to support it. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the distin­
guished Senator from Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­
tion is on a{{reeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Maryland. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Texas. · 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
recognized for the purpose of introduc­
ing a bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD 
of West Virginia). The Senator from 
Texas requests that the Pastore rule of 
germaneness be temporarily waived in 
order to introduce a bill. Is there objec­
tion to his request? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

S. 4524-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO PROHIBIT ABUSES IN THE 
MAKING OF LOANS 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 

send to the desk for appropriate refer­
ence a bill to prohibit broker deposits in 
banks and other financial institutions, to 
prohibit the use of so-called giveaways 
in the solicitation of deposits, and to pro­
hibit lenders from requiring equity par­
ticipation in connection with loans, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. President, the procedures used to 
obtain and make commercial loans have 
been the subject of extensive hearings in 
both the House of Representatives and 
the Senate. These hearings revealed 
many abuses incident to loan procedure 
utilized by banks, savings and loan asso­
ciations, insurance companies, and other 
lending institutions. 

Today I offer for appropriate reference 
a bill designed to deal with such abuses 
as have crept up in recent years in many 
structures of the country. Succinctly 
stated this bill prohibits brokered de­
posits 'in banks and other financial insti­
tutions, prohibits the use of so-called 
giveaways in the solicitation of depc;>s~ts. 
and prohibits lenders from acqmrmg 
equity participation in connection · with 
loans. . · 

This bill is a companion bill to that 
offered in the House, H.R. 18676, by the 
venerable sage of economic and com­
mercial law, Congressman WRIGHT PAT­
MAN. 

The first portion of this bill pertains 
to brokered funds and tie-in loans. Since 
1964, nine banks across the coun~ry, 
three of them in 1970 alone, have failed 
because they dealt too heavily in brok-

. ered funds and tie-in loans. These types 
of transactions are discussed in detail by 
Congressman PATMAN on page 26052, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, July 28, 1970. · 

The main reason I am offering this -
companion bill is that it would prohibit 
equity participation by lending institu­
tions in connection with loans made-by 
them. 

In my travels throughout the State of 
Texas last year and this year, I have 
been constantly besieged by real estate 
developers and other small businessmen 
complaining about the fact that in order 
to obtain money for expansion purposes 
or for the construction of capital im­
provements; they are frequently r~quir~ 
by the lending institutions to yield, m 
addition to paying the high interest rates 
being charged, in today's money market, 
a piece of the equity of their business, or 
of the new venture, whichever the case 
m-ay be. 

That is what is being required across 
the country of a new business venture, 
whatever its nature. It will result in fi­
nancial disaster if it is not stopped. In 
order to obtain money for expansion 
purposes or the constructing of capital 
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improvements, the building of feed lots, 
shopping centers, or apartment build­
ings, people are required not only to pay 
high interest rates but they are also re­
quired to give a piece of the equity, to 
give the institutions a third or a fourth 
of the building. 

Mr. President, I am not an expert in 
commercial or financial law, but as a 
lawYer I cannot reconcile this practice 
with the laws against usury. The require­
ment of a piece of the equity in order 
to make a loan is nothing more than an 
additional charge for the use and for­
bearance of money. 

This practice, if allowed to continue, 
will result in one of the most dangerous 
concentrations of capital wealth in our 
economic history and could have disas­
trous consequences upon what we so 
proudly call our free enterprise system. 
Moreover, it is without question causing 
the eventual downfall of many a small 
business. People cannot afford to add, on 
top of the high-interest rates, a third or 
a fourth of the business. This practice is 
being carried on all across the country. It 
has crept up over the past 5 years. 

The practice of the equity kicker Is 
being used by many financial institu­
tions, particularly since we have moved 
into the tight money period. The equity 
kicker goes under many names, such as 
equity sweeteners, a New York kicker, or 
a piece of the action. For virtually every 
name there is a different type of equity 
feature. For instance, the lender re­
ceives-either by his demand and as a 
tie-in transaction or by the borrowers 
offer as an inducement for the loan or 
for a reduced interest rate--a certain 
number of shares of the borrower's 
stock in addition to or in lieu of the max­
imum interest rate on the loan or in lieu 
of shares of stock, the lender may re­
ceive rights to buy stock, generally re­
ferred to as "warrants." These warrants 
will allow the lender to buy stock in the 
borrowers company at a predetermined 
price. If the value of the stock goes up, 
the lender will exercise his right to buy 
the stock but will pay the lower pre­
determined price, thus making an instant 
profit. 

There are a number of reasons why 
financial institutions should not be 
allowed equity kickers when coupled 
with loans. These arguments include: 

First, they lead to riskier loans and 
possible impairment of safety of deposi­
tors' funds-as well as capital of bank. 
Loans should be based on credit worthi­
ness and not on possibilities of specula­
tive profits. 

Second, lender may take lower interest 
rate, lend larger amounts or make longer 
term loans if it gets an equity kicker. 
Lender's fixed income would be reduced; 
less money would be available for other 
borrowers. In other words, the loan is not 
based on soundness, but on the greedy 
prospect of making an extra profit. 

Third, lender may tend to deny credit 
to businesses competing with one in 
which lender has an equity interest. It 
channels credit unfairly. 

Fourth, borrowers who do not have 
b argaining power equal to that of lenders 
may be victimized. Lender may end up 
owning the borrower's enterprise in 

whole or in substantial or controlling 
part. 

Fifth, equity participations that are to 
be liquidated through additional money 
payments by the borrower may be so 
onerous as to lead to failure of the enter­
prise. They are a threat to every busi­
nessman in America today and threaten 
our whole free enterprise system. 

Sixth, small business investment com­
panies afford banks and holding com­
panies an appropriate vehicle for assist­
ing small businesses and for acquiring 
some equity interest in such businesses, 
subject to congressionally imposed limi­
tations and Federal supervision. 

Let me repeat, banks can legitimately 
under the present law, through business 
investment companies, get some interest 
in other businesses, but not as a false 
basis for loans. The loans should be made 
on the credit worthiness of the borrower 
and the interest rates under the existing 
law. 

Seventh, the argument that equity 
participation provides a hedge against 
infiation has little force in relation to 
bank loans inasmuch as they are, in large 
part, of relatively short duration. Be­
sides, a hedge against infiation can be, 
and probably is, achieved through the 
rate of interest that lenders charge-­
and borrowers are willing to pay. 

Eighth, congressional policy is against 
banks c.nd bank holding companies own­
ing and engaging in nonbank business. 

Ninth, bank acquisitions of a substan­
tial share of competing businesses may 
lead to violation of the antitrust laws. 

Tenth, if banks may not take equity 
kickers, borrowers will have more in­
centive to seek loans from banks. 

Eleventh, the spirit--if not the 
terms-of usury laws is violated. 

Under the Safe Banking Act of 1970, 
equity kickers would not be allowed in 
connection with a loan from any finan­
cial institution. This does not mean that 
equity type financing will not be made 
available, but rather that a lender must 
either make a loan or take an equity 
position, but cannot do both. 

Mr. President, this Nation must al­
ways be on guard against the threats 
which extensive concentrations of capi­
tal and wealth pose to our competitive 
system. The equity kicker is one of those 
practices which, if we continue to per­
mit it, will make success of the small 
business venture more precarious with 
each passing day. 

I believe it is urgent that we enact 
this law and others which will preserve 
real competition, not only in the con­
sumers market, but also in the money 
market. 

Mr. President, this practice is no 
pernicious in our free enterprise system 
that I could discuss it at length. Each 
discussion would show new evils. How­
ever, the managers of the pending bill 
have generously agreed to let me in­
troduce the oill at this time. Therefore, 
I will forego further discussion of this 
measure at this time. I hope that it ap­
peals to the bankers and businessmen to 
bring some rationale back into the 
banking business of this country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the bill I introduced today be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BYRD of West Virginia). The bill will be 
received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the bill will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 4524) to prohibit brokered 
deposits in banks and other financial 
institutions, to prohibit the use of so­
called giveaways in the solicitation of 
deposits, and to prohibit lenders from 
acquiring equity participations in con­
nection with loans, and for other pur­
poses, introduced by Mr. YARBOROUGH, 
was received, read twice by its title, re­
ferred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 4524 
Be i t enacted by the Senate ana House ot 

Representatives of the United State:~ of 
America in Congress assembled. 

Chapter 1.-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Sec. 
101. Short title. 
§ 101. SHORT TrrLE 

This Act may be cited as the Safe Banking 
Act of 1970. 

Sec. 

Chapter 2.-BROKERED DEPOSITS 
PROHmiTED 

111. Amendment of Federal Deposit Insur­
ance Act. 

112. Amendment of Federal Home Loan Bank 
Act. 

§ 111. AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL DEPOSIT IN­
SURANCE ACT 

Subsection (g) of section 18 of the Fed­
eral Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1828 
(g)) is amended by striking out the next to 
last sentence thereof, relating to penalties 
for violations of such subsection, by insert­
ing "(1)" at the beginning thereof, and by 
adding thereto the following paragraphs: 

"(2) No insured bank or omcer, director, 
agent, or substantial stockholder thereof 
may pay or agree to pay a broker, finder, 
or other person compensation for ob­
taining a deposit for such bank. For the pur­
poses of this paragraph, any payment made 
by any other person to induce the placing 
of a deposit in a bank shall be deemed to 
be a payment of compensation by the bank 
1! the bank had or reasonably should have 
had knowledge of such a payment when it 
accepted the deposit. 

"(3) Any viOlation by an insured bank of 
the provisions of this subsection or of regu­
lations issued hereunder shall subject the 
bank to a penalty of not more than 10 per 
centum of the amount of the deposit to 
which the violation relate.s. The Corpora­
tion may recover the penalty, by suit or 
otherwise, for its own use, together with the 
costs and expenses of the recovery. 

"(4) For the purposes of this subsection, 
the term 'payment- of interest' includes an 
agreement to pay interest and includes pay­
ments to the depositor or any other person 
directly or indirectly made by any omcer, 
director, agent, or substantial stockholder 
of the bank in which the deposit is made if 
the bank had or reasonably should have had 
knowledge of the agreement or payment 
when it accepted the deposit. The Board of 
Directors shall by regulation prescribe def­
initions of the terms 'payment of compen­
sation' and 'substantial stockholder' and 
shall prescribe such further definitions of 
'payment of interest' as it may deem appro­
priate for the purposes of this subsection. 
The Board of Directors shall prescribe such 
rules and regulations as it may deem neces­
sary to e:ffecutate the purposes of this sub­
section and prevent evasions thereof." 
§ 112. AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL HoME LOAN 

BANK ACT 
Section 5B of the Federal Home Loan 

Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1425b} is amended (1) 
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by inserting "(a)" after "SEC. 5B." and (2) 
by adding at the end thereof the following:· 

"(b) No member which is an insured in­
stitution as defined in section 401 (-a) of 
the National Housing Act and no officer, 
director, agent, or substantial stockholder 
thereof shall pay or agree to pay a broker, 
finder, or other person compensation for ob­
taining funds to be deposited or invested 
in such member (hereinafter in this section 
referred to as deposits). For the purposes 
of this paragraph, any payment made by 
any other person to induce the placing of a 
deposit in such a member shall be deemed 
to be a payment of such compensation by 
the member if the member had or reason­
ably should have had knowledge of such a 
payment when it accepted the deposit. 

"(c) Any violation by a member of the 
provisions of this subsection or of regula­
tions issued hereunder shall subject the 
member to a penalty of not more than 10 
per centum of the amount of the deposit to 
which the violation relates. The Board may 
recover the penalty, by suit or otherwise, 
for the use of the Federal Savings and Loan 
Insurance Corporation, together with the 
costs and expenses of the recovery. 

" (d) For the purposes of this section, the 
term 'payment of interest or dividends' in­
cludes an agreement to pay interest or di­
vidends and includes payments to the de­
positor or investor or any other person d~­
rectly or indirectly made by any officer, di­
rector, agent, or substantial stockholder of 
the member in which the deposit is made 
if the member had or reasonably should 
have had knowledge of the agreement or 
payment when it accepted the deposit. The 
Board shall by regulation prescribe defini­
tions of the terms 'payment of compensa­
tion' and 'substantial stockholder' and shall 
prescribe such further definitions of 'pay­
ment of interest or dividends' as it may 
deem appropriate for the purposes of this 
section. The Board shall prescribe such 
rules and regulations as it may deem neces­
sary to effectuate the purposes of this sec­
tion and pre-..-ent evasions thereof." 

Sec. 

Chapter 3.-CERTAIN GIVEAWAYS 
PROHIBITED 

121. Amendment of section 19(j), Federal 
Reserve Act. 

122. Amendment of section 18(g), Federal 
Deposit Insurance Act. 

123. Amendment of sect ion 5B, Federal Home 
Loan Act. 

A 121. AMENDMENT OF SECTION 19(j). FED­
ERAL RESERVE ACT. 

Section 19 (j) of the Federal Reserve Act 
(12 U.S.C. 371b) is amen ded by adding at the 
end thereof the following: "Except for the 
payment of interest on deposits subject to 
limitation under this section, no member 
bank may offer or deliver any merchandise 
or any certificate, stamp, ticket, or other ob­
ligat ion or m emorandum which is or may be 
redeemable in merchandise, money, or credit 
as an inducement to any person to make or 
add t o any deposit ." 
§ 122. AMENDMENT OF SECTION 18(g), FEDERAL 

DEPOSIT INSURANCE ACT 
Section 18 (g) of t he Federal Deposit In­

surance Act (12 U.S.C. 1828(g) ) is amended 
by adding at the en d thereof the f ollowing: 
"Except for the payment of interest on de­
posits subject to limitation u nder this sec­
tion, n o insured bank may offer or deliver 
any merchandise or any certificate, stamp, 
ticket, or other obligation or memorandum 
which is or may be redeemable in merchan­
dise, money,, or credit as an inducement to 
any person to make or add to any deposit." 
§ 123. AMENDMENT OF SECTION 5B, FEDERAL 

HOME LOAN BANK ACT 
Section 5B (a) of the Federal Home Loan 

Bank Act (12 U.S.C. 1425b) is amended by 

adding at the end .thereof the following: "Ex­
cept in the case of interest or dividends sub­
ject to limitation under this section, no 
member may offer or deliver any merchandise 
or any certificate, stamp, ticket, or other 
obligation or memorandum which is or may 
be redeemable in merchandise, money, or 
credit as an inducement to any person to 
make, open, or add to any deposit or ac­
count." 
Chapter 4.-CERTAIN EQUITY PARTIC­

IPATIONS PROHIBITED 
Sec. 
131. Definitions. 
132. Prohibition on equity participations by 

lenders. 
133. Civil liability. 
134. Criminal penalty. 
§ 131. DEFINITIONS 

(a) The definitions and rules of construc­
tion set forth in this section apply for the 
purpose of this chapter. 

(b) The term "lender" includes any com­
mercial bank, trust company, mortgage 
banker, savings bank, building and loan as­
sociation, savings and loan association, in­
surance company, or other person or orga­
nization engaged in the business of making 
or placing loans. 

(c) The term "equity participation" re­
fers to-

( 1) an ownership interest in any property 
or enterprise; or 

(2) any right to any payment or credit 
which is proportionate to or contingent upon 
the net or gross income from any property or 
enterprise, including but not limited to 

(A) a share in the profits, income, or earn­
ings from a business enterprise of the bor­
rower; 

(B) warrants entitling the lender to pur­
chase stock of the borrower at a fixed price; 
or 

(C) shadow warrants entitling the lender 
to compensation based upon changes in the 
market price of the borrower's stock over a 
specified period. 
§ 132. PROHmiTION ON EQUITY PARTICIPATIONS 

BY LENDERS 
No lender may accept any equity partici­

pation in consideration of the making of any 
loan. 
§ 133. CIVIL LIABILITY 

Any lender which acquires an equity partic­
ipation from a borrower in violation of this 
chapter shall, upon demand, assign all its 
right, title, and interest therein to the bor­
rower and in addition be liable to the bor­
rower in an amount equal to twice the fair 
market value of the equity participation at 
the time of it s creation or at the time of de­
man d, whichever is higher, and shall in ad­
dition be liable to the borrower for his rea­
sonable attorney's fees and costs of suit as 
deter m ined by t he court in any action to en­
force t he liability created by this section. 
Any such action m ay be brought in any dis­
t rict court of t he United St ates regardless of 
t he amount in controversy, or in any ot her 
court of compet en t jurisd iction , within six 
years after the date on which the liabilit y 
arises. 
§ 134. CRIMINAL PENALTY 

Whoever willfully violates the provisions 
of section 132 of this chap t er, or willfully and 
knowingly participates in any such violation, 
shall be fined n ot m ore than $10,000 or im­
prisoned not more than one year, or both. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND DE­
PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA­
TION, AND WELFARE APPROPRI­
ATIONS. 1971 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <H.R. 18515) making appropri-

ations for the Department of Labor, De­
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, and related agencies, for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment, amendment No. 1068, be 
temporarily laid aside. 

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

Mr. COTTON. Mr: President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. CoTTON) offers an amendment as 
follows: On page 38, at the beginning of 
line 14, strike out "services, staff train­
ing, and". 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I am of­
fering the amendment at this time be­
cause, as everyone knows, the distin­
guished Senator from New York, whose 
amendment is pending, is detained in 
getting to the Senate, and we are trying 
to accomplish as much as possible. 

The bill which the committee reported 
placed a limitation in section 208 so that 
there was no longer an open ended au­
thority to the States to spend all the 
money they saw fit to spend, with the 
Federal Government contributing 75 per­
cent' of whatever they contracted for in 
these various social services. If it is 
thought necessary, I understand an 
amendment probably will be offered later 
in the day by the distinguished Senator 
from Oklahoma and the distinguished 
Senator from California which will strike 
out that provision. 

I want to make it clearly understood 
that the Senator from New Hampshire, 
if he had any ax to grind at all, would 
be in opposition to the committee lan­
guage because the list of States which 
would be most adversely affected by the 
provision as it now is in the bill are 
Georgia, Hawaii, Michigan, and Penn­
sylvania. 

I think I am speaking for the commit­
tee when I say it was not the intent of 
the committee to curtail the activities 
of the States in bringing to the people 
who need it these services. It was the 
strong feeling of the commit tee and of 
the Department downtown that if we 
continue in this one instance, which is 
about the only instance in Government 
of a completely open-ended authority 
for the Stat es to spend wh atever they 
want to spend while the Federal Govern­
ment simply pays 75 percent, we are go­
ing to bleed ourselves t o death. Ulti­
m ately this will bounce back and hurt 
the whole cause . 

Therefore, as you know, Mr. President, 
the bill, as reported, provided that States 
could only increase their costs to the 
amount of 115 percent of last year's 
figure. 

Now, Mr. President, we fully realized, 
and we realized it even more in the last 
few days, that there are some elements 
that inadvertently and unintentionally 
we did not take into consideration. For 
instance, some new services, such as the 
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work in alcoholism, are just coming into 
being and have just started to grow. 
These would be seriously hampered. 

I am offering this amendment to try 
to make sure that we are at least estab­
lishing a . precedent so that this will not 
continue to be an uncontrollable item 
jumping every single fiscal year, with 
the Federal Government utterly power­
less to restrain it within reasonable lim­
its. My amendment narrows down sec­
tion 208, the section that provides that 
in this field States can only increase the 
administrative expenses up to 115 per­
cent of last year's figure. 

My amendment would change section 
208 in a way which would continue to 
permit full spending for the so-called 
social services such as day care, home 
nursing care, alcoholism, and other serv­
ices that are carried out for welfare re­
cipients. None of those services would be 
affected; none of those who are engaged 
in bringing that aid to welfare recipients 
would be affected in any way under my 
amendment. 

Furthermore, my alternative would in 
no way restrict Federal matching for the 
training of staff at the local level. My 
amendment would, however, be a limi­
tation on salaries and expenses associ­
cated with local administration of public 
assistance programs. The limitation 
would restict increases during this fiscal 
year, 1971, for basic staff to 115 percent 
of that which was employed last year. 
Even with my amendment the States 
would be able to obtain increased Federal 
matching for about 2,400 additional 
State and local workers, a total of about 
159,000 employees. 

Finally, the concern of so many of my 
colleagues and the concern expressed by 
many States that section 208 would pre­
vent many States from establishing so­
cial service programs-or enlarging their 
present programs-would be corrected by 
my amendment. My amendment would 
save the Federal Government about $50 
million. In the time I have had since 
early this morning I could not give the 
State-by-State details on those savings. 

Mr. President, my amendment would 
do what Congress has always done: it 
would require a limit on federally 
financed administrative expenses. We 
impose this requirement on all Federal 
agencies, except for public assistance ad­
ministration, and that alone, in most 
federally assisted State and local pro­
grams. This seems to be fair. It is fair 
for every State. It is fair to the Federal 
Government, and it is fair to the tax­
payer. It is fair to those who are actually 
engaged in rendering the social services 
for the recipients. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD 
of West Virginia). Will the Senator from 
Ne.w Hampshire permit the Chair to in­
terrupt so that the Chair may maintain 
order in the Senate. 

Senators' aides will take their seats, 
except where they are conversing with 
their Senators. 

I thank the Senator for permitting the 
Chair to interrupt. The Senator may 
proceed. 

Mr. CO'ITON. Mr. President, in other 
words, the language of the Cotton 
amendment, which really is in the nature 
of a substitute for section 208, would 

make the language on page 38 read as 
follows: 

None of the funds contained in this title 
may be used for payments to any State for 
fiscal year 1971 for administrative expenses 
under titles I, IV (part A), X, XIV, and XVI 
of the Social Security Act which, in the 
aggregate, exceed 115 percent of the aggre­
gate amount estimated for these programs for 
such State for fiscal year 1970. 

Now, I think what I have said in ex­
planation of the amendment has estab­
lished the legislative intent. If it is 
adopted it cannot be applied to and 
would not affect the services of any so­
cial worker or persons engaged in day 
care, for working mothers or the alco­
holic worker. 

In all the various social services en­
compassed, only to the administra­
tive staff, which is created and P.uthor­
ized by the State is affected. Even in 
that it allows them a 15-percent latitude. 

Mr. President, it would seem to me 
that this is a reasonable and safe meth­
or: of dealing with this matter. The real 
point involved is the increasing need of 
getting the Federal dollars to the re­
cipient. It always reminds me of a story 
that I heard and that I keep thinking 
about. In the days of foreign missions, 
the pastor of a church went to his richest 
parishioner and asked him for a donation 
for foreign missions. The parishioner. 
who was a very wealthy man, proceeded 
to give him one dollar. The pastor, 
shocked beyond expression, said : 

I am sorry. I rarely criticize anyone for 
giving what they feel they should give, but 
you, the wealthiest man in the parish, and 
one of the wealthiest men in our city-to 
give one dollar to foreign missions seems 
to me shooking. I do not understand it. 

His parishioner reached in his pocket 
and said: 

Here is $100 to get the dollar to them. 

That is an exaggerated picture, but, in 
the first place, it is only in public welfare 
that we let down the bars and commit the 
Federal Government to 75 percent. I do 
not object to that figure, because public 
welfare is the very heart and soul of the 
things that we do for the people of this 
country. But it is only in public welfare 
that we let down the bars and say, "Go 
ahead and build up all the bureaucracies 
you want, because we have plenty of 
them here in Washington. Go ahead and 
build up 50 other bureaucracies, and 
what ever you do, it is an appropriation 
with no end, an appropriation with no 
ceiling whatsoever." 

I have given this matter, as have the 
other members of the committee, care­
ful thought. We feel that the language 
in the bill as reported by the committee­
although it is unanimous on the part of 
the full committee-because of the in­
tent and purpose might very well serve to 
curtail the actual carrying of these serv­
ices to the recipients. We carefully re­
strict it to administrative costs. The 
Federal Government continues to say to 
the States, "You can spend whatever you 
feel you want to or you ought to in deal­
ing with the alcoholics, in establishing 
day care, in taking welfare to the needy­
and also, mind you, you may train; this 
does not affect the expense of training 
workers-all this you may continue to do 

and we will vote the bill up to 75 percent. 
We only ask that you do preclude enough 
in the strict administrative costs." That 
is where they put people behind the desks 
and that is where there is a tendency, 
no matter how sincere the effort may be, 
to have a surplus of people who are not 
actually delivering the services to the 
poor, the needy, the ailing, and the aged. 

It would seem to me that this is fair 
and represents a minimum safeguard for 
the Federal Government in t;he only field, 
so far as I know, in which we have an 
open end commitment in appropriations. 

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

Mr. COTTON. I am very glad to yield. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I would like to ask 

if the Senator knows the dollar effects 
on the various States, and overall, of the 
amendment. We have rather precise dol­
lar figures based on present experience 
and present costs that would be lost to 
each State if section 208 is not altered 
or eliminated. Does the Senator know the 
effect of his amendment. 

Mr. COTTON. No; as I said very care­
fully, I was able to obtain, in the time 
since last night, the number of addi­
tional State and local workers that this 
limitation would permit all over the 
country. I understand very clearly we all 
have very accurate compilations of the 
present language in the bill. If I did not 
understand it, the Governor of my State 
and the commissioner of public welfare 
of my State-which is one of the States 
worst affected-would certainly make me 
understand it. 

Let me repeat what I said. The amend­
ment will save the Federal Government 
about $50 million. Now, $50 million 
spread over 50 States, and including such 
huge States as New York, California, 
Illinois, and all the rest, cannot mean 
the crippling of administrative services, 
because it is really a small sum. 

The significance of the amendment is 
not the $50 million. It is the notice that, 
as far as building up administrative costs 
is concerned, it is seeking to put some 
limit on them. 

We further have been able to estimate 
that the amendment would not prevent, 
even in the administrative field, the ad­
dition of 2,400 State and local workers, 
which would bring the total up to about 
159,000 employees engaged in purely ad­
ministrative work. 

That is the best we can do. 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. COTTON. I yield. 
Mr. CRANSTON. If the Senator does 

not mind, I should like to continue for a 
moment. 

The figures the Senator has are, of 
course, rough. 

Mr. COTTON. These :figures, I think, 
are rather proximate, but we could not 
break it down by States. 

Mr. CRANSTON. We did get, some 
time ago, estimates from the States, pro­
vided in August and some as late as this 
month, that would indicate that the total 
loss to the States if section 208 stood in 
its present language would be $211 mil­
lion; and of course that would escalate as 
time goes on. Therefore, if there is a 
saving of $50 million involved in the Sen-
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ator's amendment, there would still be a 
loss to the States across the Nation of 
$161 million. There would be a loss of 
approximately $60 million, under the 
Senator's amendment, to my State of 
California. 

Mr. COTTON. That is the increase. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Regarding the 2,400 

potential new administrative personnel 
under the Senator's amendment, with an 
8 percent salary increase about to occur, 
and inflation still occurring, it is ques­
tionable how long that number of work­
ers would be available. Administrative 
costs nationwide went up 38 percent last 
fiscal year in this general program, and 
the service costs went up 36 percent; so 
even if the administration costs were 
frozen for the States, we would have a 
36-percent increase going on for services. 

So immediately there are going to be 
higher costs confronting the States. Sec­
retary Richardson just announced an un­
precedented increase in the caseload for 
welfare, and if we have an increase in 
caseload, we will obviously have an in­
crease in administrative costs also, ac­
companying it. 

So it seems to me that there would 
still be a very severe problem confront­
ing my State and many other States if 
the Senator's amendment were adopted. 

Finally, I wonder if the amendment is 
clear as to what "administration" means. 
Because there is administration involved 
in child care programs, there is adminis­
tration involved in homemaker programs, 
and there is administration involved in 
every program you can think of. Would 
this provision eliminate certain types of 
administration vital to those programs, 
which in turn would then increase the 
costs, or mean certain services could not 
be rendered which relate to vitally 
needed programs? 

Mr. COTTON. First, in reply to the 
Senator, I would say that his compila­
tions are all based on section 208, which 
affects all the costs of all kinds of em­
ployees when you cut out every single 
social worker, including the training of 
social workers, and cut out what is paid 
every single doctor or surgeon or other 
person who is called in to render assist­
ance; when you cut out everything. Now, 
it is my understanding that section 208, 
if my amendment is adopted, would only 
apply to those either at the State capi­
tals or in a county headquarters or city 
headq,Jarters who sit behind the desks 
and administer the programs and watch 
their costs. It could not possibly affect 
any person who is engaged in deliver­
ing welfare services to the people. 

If it does increase the burden on the 
States to a significant extent-the Sen­
ator has referred to the amazing and 
unprecedented increase in the number of 
recipients-if the Federal Government 
is standing ready to finance every single 
care, every single service, no matter how 
fast the number of recipients increases, 
it would seem reasonable for the States, 
including my own, where $5,000 may 
mean as much as $300,000 in some of 
the bigger States-the contribution the 
States would make would be rather small 
if this were in effect. It would tend to keep 
the States on their toes in the matter 
of building up the number of employees 
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who are not actually doing the legwork 
or delivering these welfare services. 

I regret that I cannot say that this 
would increase the cost to California so 
much, and to Indiana so much, and Ala­
bama so much, because we simply could 
not do it. But the significance of the fig­
ure that is in there--

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? This does not increase 
the basic cost; it merely says the Federal 
contribution shall be limited. The State 
can put on all the people it wants to. But 
our only concern-and I appreciate that 
there are a lot of programs now involved 
in section 208. That caused some concern 
to me, and I come from the place that has 
the highest employment rate now in the 
United States. You fellows in California 
are pikers compared to us. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Tile Senator said 
"the highest employment rate." 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Unemployment rate, 
I mean. But when we face HEW, and find 
that there are now on the payroll-it is 
pretty hard to find these figures, but we 
finally got them-618,000 people on State 
and local government payrolls, with their 
salaries contained within this appropria­
tion. That is 618,000 people throughout 
the country, and we think that maybe 
the administrative costs are a little too 
high. If each one of those 618,000 re­
ceived an average salary of $12,000 or 
$15,000 a year, that is $9 billion. If there 
is any criticism of these programs-that 
goes for OEO and our various programs, 
of which we have hundreds of millions 
in here--the criticism has been, and in 
many cases very justifiable, that there is 
too much administrative cost, that 
salaries are too high. 

We have heard that in many places, 
and that they are eating up what should 
go down to the actual program and the 
people. We were trying to figure out some 
way in which we could have some kind 
of a ceiling, or slow this administrative 
growth up, because when you get up to 
618,000 people just to administer HEW 
programs in the field, while it is true, in 
all fairness, that a great many of these 
people are in social security shops, where 
the people have to go all over the coun­
try, that is a pretty large sum. 

What the Senator from New Hamp­
shire is trying to offer is-I do not like 
a particular percentage; I do not think 
that is the way to go at it, but I think 
maybe there ought to be some way to 
slow this up a little bit, and get more of 
the funds to actual recipients. 

We have some new programs. I sup­
pose alcoholism and drug addiction are 
the best examples which we beefed up 

.last year, but which still had just a min­
imum number of employees. This year 
we are increasing those two programs, 
which appear elsewhere in HEW, but 
which do have an impact upon programs 
and services we are talking about here. 
I know that in welfare much good has 
been accomplished with counseling pro­
grams on alcoholism, so obviously they 
would have to have more than 115 per­
cent if they want to do more; and there 
have been other cases like that. 

I do not know; maybe we ought to 
send a few copies of "Parkinson's Law'' 
around to all these offices. That is a 

pretty staggering figure, 618,000 people 
outside of the Federal Government be­
ing supported by HEW. And if you add 
the administrative costs plus the salaries, 
you are running into billions of dollars. 
What we are trying to do is see if we 
cannot put some kind of ceiling on this. 

I do not know the answer. This is only 
the Federal contribution we are talking 
about. It does not stop the States from 
adding, if they wish. 

This would be a 15-percent increase 
in a new year. I was a little worried about 
the 15 percent for the administrative or 
the 110 percent. I thought perhaps 120, 
but under 115, in 6 years they could be 
doubled. That might mean more than 
a million people employed just to ad­
minister these programs, and this is what 
bothers us. 

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

Mr. :A:AGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. HARRIS. First, you are talking 

about a percentage of last year's money; 
you are not talking about last year's 
employees. It could be the same em­
ployees, with some cost-of-living in­
crease. As the Senator knows, last month 
we had a considerable cost-of-living in­
crease generally. 

Aside from that, is not the very De­
partment which has asked for this lim­
itation on the part of the committee the 
very Department which also has some 
supervisory responsibility over the way 
the States operate their departments 
and over the percentage of overhead and 
administration, and so forth? Why do 
they have to have an arbitrary limit? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I agree with the 
Senator. Perhaps we should give them 
the responsibility and not have a per­
centage. If a State comes in and makes 
a technically legitimate case that they 
have to hire 100 more people on a certain 
welfare activity, we are required to match 
it, and it is an open end. 

Mr. HARRIS. I think that is not so. 
They have some supervisory responsibil­
ity. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. They can turn 
down the whole plan. 

Mr. HARRIS. That is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I think this ought 

to go in the RECORD at this time. Twenty­
three States would not be affected by 
this at all. Ten States would have to 
reduce expenses to between 90 and 99 
percent. Eleven States would be between 
80 and 89 percent. There are 10 States, 
of which California is one, that would 
probably have to reduce their requests 
from 100 percent of what they ask to 80 
percent in the Federal contribution, in 
the field of administration. 

I see the Senator from Louisiana in 
the Chamber. Louisiana would have to 
go down to 80 percent, according to 
this. 

We have all the figures here. The sav­
ings-that is a little deceptive--would 
be to the Federal Treasury, to this ap­
propriation. Twenty-three States re­
ceive and would receive, even under the 
limitation, all they ask for. My State 
happens to be in the category of Louisi­
ana. This is under the committee amend­
ment, not the Cotton perfecting amend-
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ment. My State is in the same position 
as Louisiana. 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. HARRIS. That is the question I 

was going to ask the Senator. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I will tell the Sena­

tor the position Oklahoma is in. 
Mr. HARRIS. I do not believe the Sen­

ator can, because he does not know what 
portion applies only to administration 
and what portion applies to social serv­
ices and training personnel. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. This applies to the 
whole. 

Mr. HARRIS. The Senator from New 
Hampshire earlier indicated that he was 
not able to break it down. 

Mr. MAGI\TUSON. This is his amend­
ment, which would limit it purely to ad­
ministration and not the social workers 
and services. 

Mr. HARRIS. That is what I mean. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. This is for the whole. 

This is based on the committee amend­
ment, not the Cotton amendment. The 
Cotton amendment would s-ave approxi­
mately $50 million, but we were not able, 
in the short period of time, to break it 
down as to States. 

It would be about $50 million; where­
as, this one, as the Senator from Califor­
nia has pointed out, would run approxi­
mately $131 million or $161 million, a 
significantly larger sum. 

Mr. CRANSTON. The figure for Cali­
fornia, based on a November figure, 
which is later than the committee's, is 
$78 million cost to California. If the 
Cotton amendment were adopted, it 
would still be approximately $60 million 
cost to California. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Most of these people 
are not in the office, the administrators. 
Most of them are out in the field, out 
doing their work. They are delivering, we 
hope, social services. Senator CoTTON's 
amendment applies only to the office 
types, and not to services rendered to 
recipients. 

We have some responsibility with re­
spect to spending money. We cannot just 
spend it. I have been in some of these 
offices in my State, and I suppose other 
Senators have. I have not been out with 
the social workers on their rounds. I have 
been to places where they should be. 

What bothers me is the cost of the 
618,000 people we h ave now. If there is 
a legitimate criticism, if t here is one 
legitimate criticism, of our whole welfare 
program it is the fact that administra­
tive costs take up t oo much of the money 
that should get down to the people, and 
t here is case after case after case of that. 
This is what we are trying to get at. I 
just wanted to give the background of 
this. Personally, I do not like the per­
centage ceiling. I do not think that is 
the way to go at it. 

Mr. LONG addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BIBLE). The Senator from Louisiana is 
recognized in his own right. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, let 
me state the parliamentary situation. 

We have been setting aside the Javits 
amendment by unanimous consent to 
discuss either proposed amendments laid 

on the desk or some other amendments 
which the committee has discussed and 
accepted. Before I would agree to setting 
any amendment aside now-the Senator 
from New York was in the Chamber a 
moment ago. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Javits amend­
ment. 

Mr. COTTON. No. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Excuse me. The 

Senator from New Hampshire has asked 
unanimous consent. After that, it will 
be the Javits amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I do not 
know whether I will be able to be present 
for this vote, since I am committed to 
be out of town later. 

I would like it known that I am op­
posed to the amendment. 

The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare has been exerting all the 
efforts that any administration has ever 
exerted-in fact, I think they probably 
have worked harder and more diligently 
than any administration in the history of 
the country-to try to increase spend­
ing for welfare purposes. 

We on the Finance Committee have 
been besieged by those representing that 
Department who want to increase the 
cost of the public welfare program by 
more than $4 billion a year and want to 
double the number of welfare recipients. 
We have studied their plan. Finally, in 
the spirit of compromise, I have gone 
even further than my conscience would 
dictate to try to accomodate their views 
for a $4.5 billion increase in public wel­
fare expenditures. 

At the same time, while the Depart­
ment has been trying to get the Finance 
Committee to double the number of peo­
ple on welfare and to increase expendi­
tures by $4.5 billion, they have been try­
ing, on the other hand, to work on the 
Appropriations Committee, to get them 
to cut the money available for the serv­
ices that the States are required by law 
to provide-a law which they themselves 
advocated. This does not make much 
sense at all. 

We on the Finance Commit tee have 
the duty and the burden of voting the 
taxes to pay for all th is legislation, 
wh ether it is social security or public 
welfare or some other kind of legislation. 
This is the commit tee's unpleasant duty, 
t o find the money to do all that-and we 
are not complaining about it. The ma­
jority on that committee has consist­
ently been willing to provide for what­
ever we are willing to vote to authorize, 
and we have never been niggardly. We 
always have been willing to walk up to 
the lick log and hit our licks and take 
our share of the respOnsibility for rais­
ing the taxes to provide for social secu­
rity, public welfare, medicare, medicaid, 
and other programs. 

If we are the ones authorizing some 
legislation, we· have to find the taxes to 
pay for it. The fact that we cannot bal­
ance the budget is not the fault of the 
Finance Committee. It is the fact that 
other committees vote to spend more 
money than we can raise. If I do say it, 

for the most part, that is the work of 
our able Appropriations Committee. I am 
not complaining about it. I have voted 
for appropriations bills but I will say, as 
one member of the Finance Committee, 
that we tend to be as tight as Dick's 
hatband. 

I have seen Senators who served on 
both the Finance Committee and also on 
the Foreign Relations Committee, and 
I am one of them-! have seen those 
Senators go to the Foreign Relations 
Committee and vote to give away every­
thing except the Statue of Freedom on 
top of the Capitol dome, and then walk 
over to the Finance Committee room and 
proceed to be as tight as Dick's hatband 
about giving anyone anything. When 
they are inside the Finance Committee, 
it seems almost as though there is an 
atmosphere which overwhelms Senators 
when they realize that everything they 
vote for they will also have to pay for. 
The Finance Committee has that duty 
and that responsibility. 

Right now, the administration is $4 
billion short of getting the money they 
are trying to get out of the Finance Com­
mittee for welfare. But at the same time 
they are asking the Appropriations Com­
mittee, without consulting the Finance 
Committee, to deny the States the money 
due them for things which the Congress 
voted by law to require them to do. 
What would it mean if we voted for the 
limitation in this bill? It would mean 
that we would be doing nothing to change 
the law which requires States to provide 
these services, while _at the same time 
voting to deny the States the Federal 
matching funds that were supposed to 
pay for these services. It does not make 
any sense at all. 

Why did not the Department show the 
committee that authorizes this kind of 
legislation, the committee that raises the 
money to pay for it, at least the courtesy 
of consulting them about this matter be­
fore they advocate both requiring the 
States to provide services and also keep­
ing the Federal Government from pay­
ing its full share. It does not make any 
sense. 

The idea of a limitation might find 
sympathy among some of the members 
of the Finance Commit tee. The senior 
Republica n member, the Senator from 
Delaware <Mr . WILLIAMS), I should 
think, might well wish to vote for a limi­
tation of some sort , to save the Federal 
Government money. But it would seem to 
me that he should at least be offered the 
opportunity of being consulted about it. 

I would think it would be most ap­
propriate that this limitation be stricken 
from the bill. If a type of limitation is 
to be imposed, then it should be done as 
an amendment on the social security or 
public welfare legislation pending in the 
Committee on Finance right now. This is 
legislation we in the committee are work­
ing on right now. And when that legisla­
tion is out here on the floor and we are 
voting on it, it would seem to me that 
this would be an appropriate time to 
consider this matteT. 

This limitation on appropriations was 
considered, I am told, over in the Appro­
priations Committee of the House of Rep­
resentatives. I can imagine what hap-
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pened. The chairman of that committee 
looked down the State cost table and saw 
that this limitation would cost Texas $6 
million, the Representative from Georgia 
saw that Georgia would be adversely af­
fected to the extent of about $5 million, 
the California Representative saw that 
the cost to California would be $78 mil­
lion, and so on. That probably was about 
the way it happened. The whole thing 
was dropped and forgotten. 

Having failed to gain House approval, 
the Department went to work on the 
Senate side, where we have 46 Senators 
from 23 States who would not be affected 
at all by the limitation. They figured they 
might be able to get a vote on the pro­
posal in the Senate, or at least move it 
halfway to first base. 

I find it passing strange to see the ad .. 
ministration on the one hand trying to 
persuade the committee that has the au­
thority to act on substantive legislation 
in this area to spend $4.5 billion on wel­
fare while at the same time moving be­
hind the scenes trying to get another 
committee to cut the program affecting 
the same people they say they are pro .. 
posing to help. 

I would hope that the Senate would 
vote down this proposal. If Senators want 
not to provide the services or to provide 
a reduction of service, it should be done 
on the social security bill that wlll be 
coming out. It will be a big one. Senators 
can then do whatever their hearts desire 
about it. If they do not want to provide 
the services, then let them vote to reduce 
the services. Having done so, then let 
them vote to reduce the spending. It 
would be appropriate that the same bill 
that provides for additional expenditures 
should also provide for whatever reduc­
tions Senators want to vote in the pro­
gram. 

I, for one, would be most pleased, if I 
have to vote on this, to vote for a bill that 
loosens up on the tight ends at the same 
time we are tightening up on the loose 
ends. That is what the social security, 
medicare, medicaid bill would do that is 
now before the Finance Committee. The 
bill will make a reduction where we think 
it can be justified and it will spend more 
in areas where we think more money 
can be spent advantageously for the good 
of the poor and the less privileged and 
the good of the Nation generally. 

I would hope very much that the cut­
back in services as proposed by the Ap­
propriations Committee would not be 
agreed to as an amendment to this ap­
propriations bill. I would hope th~t those 
of us who have the responsibility of au­
thorizing the services legislation would 
be permitted to participate during the 
remainder of this session in looking at 
this whole problem in the context of the 
social security bill that will be before 
the Senate later on this year. 

that the limitation under the 15-percent 
increase limitation shall affect only the 
administration figures and shall not in 
any way affect the social workers, the 
day care people, the people who work 
with alcoholics, and any of the other 
various services-those people who are 
carrying the services to the recipient. 
That lid will be taken off entirely. 

It is a relaxation of section 208. I can­
not understand why even those who 
want to take 208 out would not want to 
take this first step and then go ahead 
and take it out of the whole thing as 
they see fit. 

Mr. LONG. It may very well be that 
the Senator's amendment might be an 
improvement on what the · Appropria­
tions Committee has recommended to the 
Senate. I am not here to debate that. I 
personally think that the whole limita­
tion should be laid aside and that it 
should be considered in the context of a 
much broader bill. 

I am not here to point the finger of 
scorn at anyone, because everyone is 
trying to do his duty as the good Lord 
gives him the light to see it. Just this 
morning the members of the Finance 
Committee approved an amendment to 
provide more liberally for the blind. 
Probably everything the limitation in 
this bill would save, would be more than 
offset by the cost of the committee 
amendment. If Senators want to oppose 
the amendment for the blind on the 
:floor of the Senate, I cheerfully invite 
them to do it. I tried to do it a few years 
ago and the Senate gave me my "lumps" 
when I tried to oppose the proposal. 

Let me just close by saying this: What 
is proposed h~re is a potential economy 
that I think ought to be considered in 
a broader, substantive bill when we can 
look at the whole welfare picture rather 
than pick one item out here for limita­
tion. To continue to impose requirements 
on the States while at the same time re­
fusing to pay the full Federal share of 
the expenses just does not make any 
sense to me. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I agree 
with the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee, of which I am a 
member. I intend to ask for the yeas 
and nays on the amendment. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, the Sen­
ator from Massachusetts just left for an 
appointment. He wanted to speak on this 
amendment. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am not 
in control of when we vote. I think that 
when we do vote we ought to have a 
rollcall vote on the pending amendment 
which, I take it, ought to be defeated. 
Then we can go the whole way. 

I think the amendment is wrong in 
principle, as the Senator from Louisiana 
has said. It is no less wrong if two-thirds 
of the original idea is dropped and only 
one-third is pressed. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I agree. 
We should have a rollcall vote on the 
amendment. I presume that very likely 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Louisiana will yield, I was 
very much impressed with the phrase 
that he used, when he talked about 
loosening up on the tight end and tight­
ening up on the loose end. 

The amendment now before the Sen­
ate, which does not in any way prevent 
the whole section 208 being stricken out 
later in the day, would make it clear 

· we have the votes to defeat it. We are 
trying desperately to get this bill passed 
some time before we leave this evening. 

If we could have some agreement on 
time, say 5 minutes to the side, and then 
have a quorum call and later explain the 

amendment after the quorum call, we 
can get it out of the way. We will have a 
lot of time then for the big battle that 
may come up on other things. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I say to 
the Senator from New Hampshire that 
we could not agree to 5 minutes. But we 
probably could agree to a time limitation. 
We ought to have a rollcall vote. 

One way to shorten the matter would 
be if the Senator would withdraw his 
amendment. We could then offer our 
amendment which would strike all three 
sections to which this amendment ad­
dresses itself. If that amendment fails, 
the Senator could bring up his amend­
ment which would attempt to strike only 
two provisions of the section. 

I think we could proceed on that basis. 
My hope is that the Senate will strike the 
whole section. As the Senator from 
Louisiana said, it is bad in principle, al­
though it is very well intentioned. 

I think that all of us want to hold 
down administrative costs. But we have 
laid on the departments around the 
country additional programs and re­
sponsibilities, such as day care centers 
and family planning, all of which re­
quire additional administration expenses 
and other expenses. The people are en­
titled to consideration insofar as salary 
increases are concerned and the increase 
in the cost of living. 

This section does not allow even for 
that consideration to the degree it 
should. 

I would hope that the Senator from 
New Hampshire might be willing to lay 
aside his amendment temporarily so that 
we could present the Harris, Ribicoff, 
Cranston amendment. If that amend­
ment does not carry, the Senator could 
bring up his amendment at that time. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, after all, 
no matter how many groups constitute 
themselves as an appropriations com­
mittee for the Senate, the fact remains 
that the Appropriations Committee 
worked long and hard on this bill, in­
cluding this provision. There are ap­
proximately 5,000 pages of evidence. It 
was unanimous. If the Appropriations 
Committee wants to relax some of their 
requests, I think they have a right to let 
the Senate refuse to let the Appropria­
tions Committee change what they voted 
for by voting it down 

If this is agreed to, the Senator can go 
ahead and get rid of the whole thing. 
· I would feel that it would not be pre­
sumptuous for me, representing the 
chairman of the committee and other 
members of the committee, as well as 
myself, to ask that, in view of the fact 
that the Appropriations Committee de­
sires to make this relaxation and fur­
ther curtail section 208, we vote on it. 

I should not think we should be com­
pelled to withdraw it. I think we ought 
to be allowed to vote on it within a rea­
sonable time. It does not take too long 
to explain what this amendment does. 
It does not have any effect whatsoever 
on the ultimate question of abolishing 
the entire section 208. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I agree 
with what the Senator said. However, I 
would like to have my say. The Senator 
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has had his say. We want to put on our 
case now. 

I am not prepared to agree to a time 
limitation at this time. I do not think 
that we will unduly delay the Senate. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, would the 

Senator yield to me so that I may make 
a brief statement in support of the 
amendment? 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I have 
not had a chance to say what I wish to 
say on the amendment. After I have 
finished my statement, I will be glad to 
yield the floor. I have been waiting for 
some time to speak on the matter. 

I rise as a member of the Senate Fi­
nance Committee and as a Member of 
the Senate--as Senators know-who has 
somewhat more than a casual interest 
in the matter of welfare assistance and 
social services. 

The Finance Committee is considering 
at this time rather sweeping recommen­
dations. for changes in the entire welfare 
program of the country, which I strongly 
feel we should do. As a matter of fact, I 
have offered legislation that is now pend­
ing in the Senate Finance Committee 
which would bring about real reform of 
the welfare system of this country which 
is desperately needed. It would federalize 
the welfare system so that we would have 
greater control over the whole question 
of administration. 

Mr. President, the section which is now 
in question before the Senate is not the 
way to go about holding down costs. 
Rather, legislation along the lines I have 
just mentioned is the best way to see that 
people themselves benefit more, as they 
should, from an improved welfare sys­
tem and that we hold the administrative 
and other costs within some reasonable 
limitations. 

The distinguished Senator from Cali­
fornia <Mr. CRANSTON) , the distinguished 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. RIBI­
coFF), I-some 26 other Senators al­
together-have offered an amendment 
which would delete the entire section 
which would limit the expenditures by 
the Federal Government for its share in 
matching State costs for administrative 
expenses, services, and staff training in 
the welfare program of the country which 
exceed 115 percent of the costs for 1970. 

That is a totally unrealistic recom­
mendation which the administration has 
made. It seems so incongruous, as the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
has said, for the administration, or at 
least one arm of the administration-as 
a matter of fa~t. the same arm, Secre­
tary Richardson and Under SC{;retary 
Veneman-to come before the Appropri­
ations Committee and say that they 
would like to hold down and restrict the 
costs of social services, and, then, these 
very same officials come before the Fi­
nance Committee and say that we must 
improve and expand social services. 

That is exactly what is involved. It is 
rather difficult to understand what is in 
the minds of these men who seem to say 
different things on the same subject be­
fore different committees. 

The truth is that caseloads in this 
country have jumped enormously. Secre-

tary Richardson and others have ex­
pressed great surprise and said they 
wonder why that is so. We do not have 
to look very far to see one reason why 
they have expanded. One of the princi­
pal reasons is because of misguided eco­
nomic, monetary and fiscal policies 
which have increased the number of 
'people out of work in this country. 

I refer to economic, monetary and fis­
cal policies which, for the purpose, as it is 
stated, of getting control of the economy, 
have increased the jobless lines in this 
country. Many people have had their 
employment insurance run out; many 
people are now working a 4-day week; 
and many others have lost their oppor­
tunity for overtime. That is not neces­
sary in this country, the richest country 
in the world with the greatest productive 
capacity, with the greatest demand for 
goods and services, and the greatest skills 
in a work force of people who want to 
work. I think it is a wretched and heart­
less policy which forces so many people 
out of work. 

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

Mr. HARRIS. That is what is involved 
in this rising caseload. If we want to put 
people to work the administration should 
join the Senate in support of the bill 
which we have already passed to greatly 
expand employment in this country. 

Any country which calls itself civilized 
and tolerates unemployment for those 
who want to work is not living up to what 
it calls itself. 

I hope that we may provide expanded 
job opportunities for the people of this 
country. They have been diminishing. 
That is what is involved here. That is one 
reason why there is a rising caseload. 
There is also the matter of a rising pop­
ulation from which that rising caseload 
comes. We also must consider the added 
programs the Senate has voted, such as 
expanding day care programs and family 
planning programs. Therefore, we cannot 
now come here and say arbitrarily, "We 
are going to cut down to 115 percent of 
last year. 

The distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire is entitled to commendation, 
as is the distinguished Senator from 
Washington, the chairman of our Appro­
priations SubciJmmittee, for what they 
intend. They hope we can hold down 
costs. But the blunderbuss method is not 
the way to go about it by these overall 
limits and I have steadfastly refused to 
support such arbitrary limits on spending 
in the past. I do not see why tbey should 
be put into this legislation. 

Furthermore, I think the Senator from 
New Hampshire is entitled to praise for 
asking the Senate to take away two­
thirds of the harsh impact of this section 
which is before the Senate; but he does 
not go far enough. He is not able to say 
what the impact of the remaining portion 
of this section would be upon the country. 
In answer to a question a while ago he 
said he could not say what the increased 
cost to the States would be. 

The States and local governments are 
already terribly burdened with rising 
costs and the growing need for services, 
without a similarly growing tax base. I 
do not see how we can say to them 
arbitrarily, "You have to cut back on 

these costs or pay more of them your­
selves,'' which is what we would be say­
ing. This is · not the way to go about 
it. 

Despite the fact the amendment of the 
Senator from New Hampshire goes par t 
way, I hope the Senate will reject it. 
Then, the- Senator from California, and 
I, and others will offer an amendment 
which goes all the way in recognizing 
that this is not the proper way to go 
about this matter. Our amendment will 
·seek to strike the entire section. 

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

Mr. HARRIS. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. PEARSON. The Senator makes 
the point that, with the increasing case­
load today, it is an arbitrary and a rather 
heartless position for the administration 
to support the retention of section 208. 
I have some statistics and figures before 
me that come from the Department of 
Health, Eduction, and Welfare, relating 
to the point on which the Senator spoke 
so eloquently. 

I know the Senator from Oklahoma 
spent a great deal of time on the Com­
mittee on Finance. I inquire whether or 
not the Senator, in his deep study of 
this particular program, could confirm 
these facts which give some indication 
why there is such great concern about 
the increasing costs of administration of 
the welfare program. For instance, I am 
advised that in the 5 years from fiscal 
year 1965 to fiscal year 1970, the admin­
istrative costs increased from $0.3 to 
$1.3 billion, an increase of 324 percent. 
This does not mean very much unless 
it is related to the general subject about 
which the Senator spoke today, and that 
is the increased caseload in that same 
period · 

Mr. HARRIS. I would like to have the 
opportunity to respond to the question. 

Mr. PEARSON. I would like to finish 
my statement first. 

As I said, administrative costs in­
creased 324 percent. The number of case­
loads increased from 7.1 million to 10.5 
million and the amount of money paid 
out increased from $4.4 to $7.1 billion. 
This is an increase of 48 percent in 
the welfare rolls and an increase of 
62 percent in payments. So there is a 
ratio of over 300 percent increase in 
administrative costs while the number 
of cases increased about 50 percent and 
the amount of money paid out, about 
60 percent. · 

Mr. HARRIS. Where was the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
while that was going on? Does the Sena­
tor from Kansas or other Senators feel 
that a State can just willy-nilly operate 
a welfare program however it pleases 
with perhaps any level of administra­
tion and overhead it wants? The answer 
is no. The Department of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare has some responsibility 
for this program and the States have to 
come in with plans to be approved by the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. Where were they when all this 
was going on? Are they impotent now? 
Why do they have to come in and ask 
the Senate to put on some level when 
Senators cannot say what that will mean 
when applied to the rising costs of ad-
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ministration? The Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare should 
assume its responsibility and if it can­
not do that, it should come before the 
Committee on Finance and say to us that 
it needs additional laws or powers. The 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare is vested with immense power to 
deal with the States in order to work 
out arrangements for the administration 
of welfare and related programs. If he 
does not have sufficient power to hold 
down these costs which he feels are rising 
unnecessarily, the Committee on Finance 
is open for business. We have jurisdic­
tion over these laws and he should come 
before us and say so, and not go to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ask 
for an arbitrary limit of 115 percent on 
the cost of administration, social serv­
ices and training, or any of those mat­
ters. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield. 
Mr. PEARSON. Could the Senator 

state where the Secretary of Health, Edu­
cation, and Welfare was during the years 
196S through 1968? At that time a Demo­
cratic administration controlled Health, 
Education, and Welfare. I do not recall 
that HEW made any overture to the 
Committee on Finance at that time. 

Mr. HARRIS. Four years from now is 
the Senator still going to be saying that? 
This administration has been in power 
a good long while. The laws have not 
been repealed. The powers of the Secre­
tary are still there; he still has powers 

·under the laws. If he does not, he should 
come before the Committee on Finance 
and ask for the powers he wants to help 
him see that administrative costs in 
these programs around the country are 
held down. 

Lastly, I would point out to the Sena­
tor that since President Nixon took office 
the administrative costs to which the 
Senator from Kansas refers have risen 
38 percent in just the last year, and that 
was during the administration of Nixon. 

Mr. PEARSON. The point I wish to 
inquire about is the Senator's statement 
that there should be a relationship to the 
increa~ed amount of money paid in wel­
fare and administration costs. I simply 
cite the figures to show the administra­
tive costs have increased over 300 per­
cent while at the same time the caseload 
increased 50 percent. The Senator made 
the point, and I think he is absolutely 
correct, that if there is going to be an 
increased caseload there have to be more 
administrative costs. I think the Senator 
from New Hampshire made a good point 
today. But the ratio is so great between 
administrative costs and the caseload 
number that I think the Secretary of 
HEW is on pretty firm ground when he 
comes to the Committee on Appropria­
tions and indicates there should be some 
sort of limitation to hold these great 
administrative costs down. 

Mr. HARRIS. I do not want to unduly 
belabor the point. The time to bring up 
this matter is when we can know the 
effect. No one knows the effect of the pro-

· posed revised section and it is not just a 
matter of an expanding · caseload, al­
though that is a part of it. The Senate 

continues to give to the State welfare 
departments additional programs and 
asks them to fund their portion of these 
expanded programs. 

For example, I myself offered an 
amendment to the 1967 Social Security 
Act to set up two :1ew programs, one to 
provide for the use of social service vol­
unteers in the welfare programs of the 
country, that amendment was adopted. 
The other amendment was to provide for 
welfare aides, . for hiring poor people 
themselves to work in these programs. 

In addition, we have expanded the day 
care program and .;he family assistance 
program. All these programs have to be 
administered and !.hat costs money. 

The Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare ought to come before the 
Committee on Finance, where we can 
look into the whole matter of why costs 
are rising, and he ought to recommend 
changes in the basic law; or, if he does 
not feel that he has enough power to 
deal with the rising costs, he ought to 
ask for additional powers. But to come 
in and ask for an arbitrary upward lim­
it which is not workable is not the way 
to proceed. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I join 
with the Senator from California <Mr. 
CRANSTON), the Senator from Oklahoma 
<Mr. HARRIS), and the other cosponsors 
of the amendment in opposition to. sec­
tion 208 of the committee bill under 
which Federal sharing in payments 
made by the States during fiscal year 
1971 for services, staff training, and ad­
ministrative expenses under titles I, IV­
part A-X, and XVI of the Social Se­
curity Act--which covers assistance to 
the poor, the blind, the aged, and the 
disabled-would not apply to expendi-

. tures in excess of 115 percent of the 
amount estimated for these purposes for 
fiscal year 1970. 

The Senate Committee on Appropria-
. tions report indicates that this limita­
tion will save the Government $181 
million in 1971 and adopts the adminis­
tration's principal defense of the section 
that welfare services, staff training, and 
administrative expenses cannot be justi­
fied as "uncontrollable" or "open-ended 
appropriations." I consider this ap­
proach to be economically unrealistic 
and shortsighted and inimical to the 
entire approach of the administration 
in dealing with the social problems that 
face the Nation. 

According to statistics provided by the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, the immediate fiscal result will 
be that in 32 States something less than 
the full amount will be met, and in 14 of 
those States, less than 90 percent of the 
request will be granted. In five States­
Georgia, Hawaii, Michigan, New Hamp­
shire, and Pennsylvania-less than 80 
percent of the requests can be met. 

Mr. President, there is strong reason 
to believe that the effect on the States 
will be even worse than predicted by the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

The predictable result of this limita­
tion will be that most States and locali­
ties will either have to scrap a good part 
of their social services or assume addi­
tional fiscal burdens which are beyond 
their capability. 

This result will obtain because the 
costs of administration and training are 
tied directly to the · welfare caseload, and 
the latter can be expected to increase 
during this year at a rate far in excess 
of 115 percent. The Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare recently esti­
mated that the welfare caseload for this 
fiscal year will include 12.6 million per­
sons-2 million more persons than last 
fiscal year-and that in some States the 
case will be 20 to 30 percent greater than 
last year. The Department's own projec­
tions of the number of States that would 
be adversely affected by that plan are 
based upon the submissions by States 
well in advance of the current rate of 
unemployment, which is now at 5.6 per­
cent and is expected to continue at this 
high level or at even higher levels, push­
ing even more individuals onto the wel­
fare rolls. In the meantime, inflation will 
increase the salary expenses for case­
workers and administrators; increases of 
between 6 percent and 15 percent are 
expected this year, and will effect a rise 
in training costs. 

Accordingly, a closed-end appropria­
tion on services will deal a death blow to 
the development of social services in 
many States. During recent years, the 
States have been encouraged to provide 

· the services that reduce welfare depend­
ency. These have included new forms of 
day care, such as family day care, early 
childhood education, mental illness, com­
munity outpatient and treatment cen­
ters, half-way houses, and vocational 
centers. 

However, States and localities-faced 
with rising administrative and training 
costs occasioned by the increase in the 
welfare caseload-will have no choice 
but to cut back on social services. While 
HEW statistics suggest that my own 
State would not be forced to cut back, 
the State itself forecasts a loss of $30 to 
$50 million Federal dollars . 

The clear result will be that whatever 
savings might be effected in these par­
ticular categories in 1971 will be paid 
many times again and again and in sub­
sequent years in the form of dependency 
on cash assistance. 

Mr. President, this result also is con­
trary to three tenets of the New Federal­
ism: 

First, as noted by the President in his 
address to the Nation on August 8, 1969, 
the administration's welfare proposals: 

Aims at helping the American people to 
do more for themselves. It aims at getting 
everyone able to work o1f welfare rolls and 
onto payrolls. 

Section 208 will have just the opposite 
effect. By reducing State and local ef­
forts in child care and other services, 
cash recipients of welfare will be unable 
to overcome the obstacles that so often 
make the difference between welfare de­
pendency and economic independence. 
The joint review conducted by the De­
partment of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare and the New York State Depart­
ment of Social Services, issued in Sep­
tember 1969, document an increased 
interest of others in training and employ­
ment, but identified the lack of child­
care facilities as one of the prime ob­
stacles in the path that leads from wel­
fare dependency: 
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NOT VO.TING--22 Additional day care facilities serving 

school-age children and pre·-school children 
are urgently needed in neighborh6ods where 
AFDC and other low-income families live 
to enable those women to take advantage 
of WIN and other training and employment 
programs. 

The provisions for child care set forth 
in the administration's Family Assist­
ance Act underscore the increasing real­
ization that lack of child-care facili­
ties-not lack of initiative--represents 
for millions the primary obstacle to eco­
nomic independence, and even now we 
are meeting less than one-fourth of the 
need. 

Second, it is incompatible with the 
doctrine of the New Federalism that as 
the Federal Government assumes the 
costs of cash assistance, the responsi­
bility for social services should be shift­
ed from Washington to the States and 
the localities. 

This tenet-which was expressed in 
the administration's proposal for man­
power training-will have little applica­
tion in the social services field under sec­
tion 208. The States which have listened 
to this rhetoric and have done the most 
to respond to it will be forced to close a 
number of activities, while States that 
were just getting interested in social 
services will have straitJackets placed 
on any innovative and responsible ef­
forts. In contrast with these results, the 
administration's background paper for 
its ~cial service reform amendments, 
subnutted June 18, 1970, indicated that 
the Federal Government "must be con­
cerned with expanding the quality and 
capacity of State and local government 
to accept these increased responsibili­
ties." 

Third, it is incompatible with the 
tenet of revenue sharing with the States 
and the cities. While the administra­
tion's figures suggest that these re­
straints will save the Federal Govern­
ment, the 115 percent will force the 
States to make additional expenditures 
in order to maintain efforts. While the 
administration's proposal permits a 15-
percent increase from 1970 to 1971, the 
fact is that for 27 States the total costs 
in these categories increased between 
32.5 percent and 35.5 percent between 
fiscal year 1969 and 1970. 

Mr. President, the House rejected any 
limitation on these essential services; 
and I hope that the Senate will exercise 
similar wisdom: It would be unwise to 
continue on the one hand, to tell the 
Nation's poor that the road from pover­
ty is travelled by those who work, while 
cutting back on the very efforts that 
allow them to help themselves. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from New York. 

I hope that we may be able to arrange 
a time limitation. So far as I am con­
cerned, and if my associates on the 
amendment are agreeable, we should be 
able to do so. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, do I correctly understand 
that the yeas and nays have been or­
dered on the pending amendment by 
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. 
COTTON)? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

~o~DALE). The Senator from West Vir.­
~Ima is · corre.ct. 
Mr~ COTTON~- Th~ yeas and nays w~r~ 

requested by the Senator ·from Okla­
hom.a. 
M~ . . BYRJ;) of West Virginia . . Mr~ 

Pres~dent, I move to lay on the table 
the a~endment offered by the able Sena~ 
tor from New Hampshire <Mr. CoTTON). 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
. The }:>RESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from West Virginia. <Mr. 
BYRD) to lay Mr. COTTON'S amendment 
on the table. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. · 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 

Senator from Alabama <Mr. ~LLEN), the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH), the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. DODD). 
the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. GORE), 
the Senator from Michigan <Mr. HART), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE). 
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Mc­
CARTHY), the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. McGEE), the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. RussELL), the Senator from Ala­
bama <Mr. SPARKMAN), the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNis), and the Sen­
ator from Maryland <Mr. TYDINGS) are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senator from Utah <Mr. BENNETT), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. FONG). 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD­
WATER), the Senator from Oregon <Mr. 
HATFIELD), the Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
SAXBE) , and the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
TowER) are necessarily absent. 
. The Senator from Illinois <Mr. PERCY) 
1s absent on official business. 
The . S~ator from South Dakota (Mr. 

MUNDT) IS absent because of illness. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 

South Dakota <Mr. MUNDT), and the 
Senator from Texas <Mr. TowER) would 
each vote "nay." 

The result :was announced-yeas 43, 
nays 35, as follows: 

Anderson 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Case 
Church 
Cranston 
Eagleton 
Ellender 
Fulbright 
Goodell 
Gravel 
Harris 
Hartke 
Hollings 

Aiken 
All ott 
Baker 
Bible 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dole 
Dominick 

[No. 388 Leg.] 

YEAS-43 
Hughes 
Jackson 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Long 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McGovern 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Muslde 
Nelson 
Pastore 
Pell 

NAY5-35 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Gr111ln 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Holland 
Hruska 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Magnuson 
McClellan 

Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Spong 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mlller 
Murphy 
Packwood 
Pearson 
Prouty 
Smith 
Thurmond 
Wllliams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

Allen 
}3ayh 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
Cannon 
Dodd · 
Fong 
Goldwater 

Gore 
Hart 
Hatfield 
rnouye 
McCarthy 
McGee 
Mundt 
P·ercy 

Russell 
Sax be 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Tower 
Tydings 

.s~ .~e inoti<;m of Mr. BYRD of West 
V1rgm1a to lay Mr. COTTON'S amendment 
on the table was agreed to. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­

tion recurs on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr: HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unammous consent that part 1 ·of 
amendment No. 1068, which I under­
stand is the pending business be tem­
porarily laid aside so that I 'may now 
call up my amendment No. 1076 · that 
UJ?_On conclusion of amel).dment No: 1076, 
part 1 of amendment No. 1068 again be­
col?e the pending business, without prej­
udiCe. 

'!'he PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
obJection? · 

Mr: J.AVITS .. Mr. President, reservipg 
th~ right to obJect, I will not consent to 
th1s unless two conditions are met. First, 
t?-ere must be a very short time limita­
tiOn. 

Mr, MAGNUSON. I was about to ask 
that. 

Mr. JA VITS. And that was our agree­
ment. 

Second that we at the same time must 
agree upon a time limitation of part l of 
my amendment, because it is 10 minutes 
to 2, and this is Friday, and we at least 
want a constituency here to vote on these 
critical matters. 

Mr. HARRIS. I would be glad to agree 
to a 10-minute limitation to a side on 
a~endment No. 1076, for a total of 2.0 
mmutes, to be equally divided between 
~he distinguished Senator from Wash­
mgton and myself. 

':fue. PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
obJectiOn? 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President reservin~ 
the right to object, I cannot s~m to lo­
cate amendment No. 1076. Is that the 
motion to strike? 

Mr .. HARRIS. Amendment No. 1076 is 
to strike out the whole section 208. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I could 
not agree to the unanimous-consent re­
quest as I understood it to be proposed. 
I have a perfecting amendment to that 
which I intend to propose; and unless I 
were given equal time, I would have to 
object. 

Mr. HARRIS. Could the Senator state 
what his perfecting amendment is? 

Mr. ALLO'IT. My perfecting amend­
ment would strike the word "estimated" 
on line 17 and insert in lieu thereof the 
two words "actually expended." . 

The point is that at the time this was 
pending, the Department of Health 
Education, and Welfare was actually 
working upon estimates. They now have 
all the figures in, so they know what the 
actual expenditures are. 

Mr. HARRIS. What the distinguished 
Senator from California and I are trying 
to do is to strike out the entire section 
Should we fail on that, then the Senato~ 
stlll could change that language. There 
would be no need to change it if our 
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amendment were adopted-that is, to 
strike it out altogether. 

Mr. ALLO'IT. That may be true, but 
I would not want to put myself in the 
position of waiting until that time to 
offer this amendment. 

Mr. HARRIS. For my part, I would be 
willing for those words to be changed 
immediately-before we strike the whole 
paragraph. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I would, too. 
. Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, may 

we have order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­

ate will be in order. 
The Chair recognizes the Senator from 

Colorado. 
Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, if this is 

the situation, I discussed this very 
briefiy with the ranking minority mem­
ber of the committee yesterday after­
noon. I believe that this would be satis­
factory to him, but I cannot state so 
unequivocally at this time. He is not in 
the Chamber at this moment. But I am 
perfectly willing to ask unanimous con­
sent that I may present this and have it 
accepted. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
would like to accept it, but I think that 
in all deference to the Senator from New 
Hampshire I should wait until he returns 
to the Chamber. I reluctantly object. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I will have 
to object, then, until I feel that my rights 
are protected. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, what 
is the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the 
first part of the Javits amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I had 
hoped that we could work out both these 
amendments quickly, and I am sure we 
will, but we can proceed with the Javits 
amendment right now. It has been the 
pending business. I ask unanimous con­
sent that there be a time limitation of 
10 minutes to a side on the Javits amend­
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. JA VITS. I object. That is too 
short. I said an hour. We will agree to 
an hour. We may not use it. A half hour 
on a side. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I modify my re­
quest to a half hour on a side. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, would that hour start 
right now? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. MILLER. May I ask this of the 

Senator from Washington? Why can we 
not dispose of the Allott problem by 
putting in a short quorum call, so that 
the Senator from Colorado can check this 
matter out with the Senator from New 
Hampshire, and get it out of the way? 
Then we can go on with the Javits 
amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We will have to wait · 
about 20 minutes to do that. 

Mr. MILLER. I suggest perhaps 5 min­
utes. 

Mr. JAVITS. If the Senator objects, we 
will have to do it. 

Mr. MILLER. I would hope it would 
not even be 5 minutes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If Senators will just 
hold up for a moment, we can get both 

these amendments out of the way. The 
Cranston-Harris amendment will take 20 
minutes, and I am sure that the Senator 
from New York and I will not take the 
entire hour. Then we will get both 
amendments out of the way. We have 
been wrangling for a half hour. Let us 
proceed with the Javits amendment, and 
then we can go to the 20 minutes on the 
Harris amendment. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, if the Senator thinks 
that 15 minutes on a side will satisfy the 
Senator from New York, let us ·make it 
15 minutes on a side. 

Mr. ·JAVITS. I said a half hour on a 
side. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We have wasted 15 
minutes talking about it. 

The pending order of business is the 
Javits amendment, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the debate be limited to 1 
hour, 30 minutes to a side, the time to be 
divided equally between myself and the 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. That is on part 1. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. On part 1. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 10 minutes. 
Mr. President, if I can have the atten-

tion of the Senate, I think we can dispose 
of this very quickly. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, to give the 
Senate necessary assurance of Christmas, 
I yield myself only 5 minutes. 

The essence of this amendment is the 
following: We seek to increase the ag­
gregate overall amount to be allocated 
for the antipoverty program by $181 mil­
lion, which takes it up to the authoriza­
tion for that program in the regular bill. 
We do not include in that, in any way, 
some $670 million of so-called "add-ons" 
which are also authorized for various as­
pects of the program; we omit that. So 
that we only raise it to the basic author­
ization ceiling. In connection with that 
$181 million, we earmark $59 million for 
Headstart and $41.9 million fo:::." man­
power training programs, including 
Neighborhood Youth Corps, and other 
programs. The remainder of the money­
$80, 780,000-is allocated for the other 
antipoverty programs, which include re­
search and development, health and nu­
trition, legal services, special impact, mi­
grant programs, local initiative and other 
community action programs. 

Other aspects of the amendment, 
which is inherent in the way in which 
it is presented, is the fact that we con­
tinue for this fiscal year the present prac­
tice of appropriating this money to OEO, 
respecting the agreements under which 
OEO delegates the amounts which are 
involved respectively to the Departments 
of Labor, and Health, Education, and 
Welfare. We had an extensive debate on 
that subject yesterday. Our point is that 
delegation agreements which are entered 
into and consummated as among the 
HEW, the Department of Labor, and the 
OEO, adequately take care of the fact 
that the money will be devoted to pur­
poses that the Senate wants it devoted 

to. Also the OEO has to coordinate those 
efforts of the Government departments 
and insure the involvement of the poor 
themselves and of the community action 
agencies. We should continue for there­
mainder of the fiscal year according to 
the way the legislation now provides and 
not cut o:ff that system until we renew 
the poverty program. Then when we do 
renew it-to wit, after July 1, 1971, then 
we may be able to approprate directly 
through the departments in respect of 
manpower and all the education pro­
grams. 

On the other side, the argument is that 
the committee has worked long and hard 
and has given the program everything it 
can and that, somehow or other, .it is 
more efficient to appropriate directly, It 
is claimed that perhaps it will be more 
economical and more efficient, if appro­
priations go directly to Labor and HEW. 
That, I understand, is their argument. 

I think that our point is buttressed by 
the fact that when we drew up the legis­
lation, we provided that the transition 
period must continue through this fiscal 
year. We feel that all that time is needed. 
When I say "we," I mean the cosponsors, 
including members of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare and the sub­
committee which has jurisdiction over 
this matter. 

Mr. President, that is our case; we 
made that case in ari extended argu­
ment yesterday, producing charts and 
figures to justify the individual items. 

I hope very much that the Senate will 
vote with us. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I reserve 

the remainder of my time and yield now 
10 minutes to the distinguished chair­
man of the subcommittee handling this 
whole matter legislatively, the distin­
guished Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. 
NELSON). 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the dis­
tinguished Senator from New York has 
discussed both the appropriations as­
spects and the devolution of these 
funds-from appropriations to -the OEO 
to the various departments in consider­
able detail. 

I shall not repeat the arguments he 
has made respecting the appropriations 
and the devolution of the funds, except 
to that I endorse and agree with what he 
has said. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the statement I have here 
respecting the appropriations and their 
purposes be printed in full in the RECORD 
at this point. 

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

REMARKS BY SENATOR GAYLORD NELSON IN 

U.S. SENATE 

Mr. President, I rise to speak on behalf 
of the amendment, No. 1068, to the Labor, 
HEW and related Agencies Appropriations 
bill (H.R. 18515) for Fiscal Year 1971. 

The amendment would increase appropria­
tions for the Office of Economic Opportu­
nity to $2,245,500,000. That is an increase 
of $181.6 million over the Senate Appropria­
tions Committee figure, and $165.3 million 
over the Administration's request. It re-
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presents funding at the level of Congres­
sional authorization in the Economic Op­
portunity Act Amendments of 1969. 

The bipartisan group of Senators sponsor­
ing this amendment seek 1io meet our obliga­
tion to Head Start programs around the 
country threatened with cutbacks, to Man­
power programs in cities with record high un­
employment also threatened with cutbacks, 
and to provide sufficient funds to keep exist­
ing poverty programs operating at an ef­
fective level. 

With unemployment at higher levels than 
in six years, this is no time to cut back on 
the manpower and other poverty programs. 

The Economic Opportunity Act Amend­
ments of 1969 authorized a total spending 
level for regular OEO expenditures for Fiscal 
Year 1971 of $2,229,500,000. However, $50 
million has already been appropriated, at the 
Administration's request, for desegregation 
assistance. 

There are four parts to the amendment. 
They include: 

$398 million for Head start, the full regu­
lar authorization, and enough for a modest 
increase in the size of the program. 

$802 m1llion for OEO manpower programs, 
the full Administration request, and an in­
crease over the Senate committee figure of 
$760 million. 

An additional $80.7 million for other OEO 
programs, to maintain them at an efficient 
level. 

Language to assure that Manpower and 
Head Start programs are administered ac­
cording to OEO delegation agreements by 
funneling the money through OEO. The Sen­
ate Appropriation's Committee bill directs 
the funds directly to the Secretaries of HEW 
and Labor in contravention Of the OEO leg­
islation. 

Mr. President, I want to discuss each of 
these matters in some detail. First, however, 
I want to make a comment upon the flood 
of man that my office, and that of my Sub­
committee on Employment, Manpower and 
Poverty has received from local Head Start, 
Manpower and Community Action officials. 

These letters speak of substantial cuts be­
ing made in Head Start, Emergency FOod 
and Medical Care and in such Manpower 
programs as the Concentrated Employment 
Program (CEP) and Operation Mainstream. 

It seems that in a number of instances 
the Administration is blaming Congress, and 
Congressional earmarking for these cutbacks 
in ongoing programs. Mr. President, the 
charge is simply not true. In fact, Congress 
has increased the funding for the omce of 
Economic Opportunity at a steady if modest 
pace. 

The problem seems to be that the Admin­
istration priorities are changing, and money 
is being taken from some programs and given 
to othen. 

To be precise: for both fiscal years 1969 
and 1970 Congress appropri·ated. exactly 
$1.948 billion. (In FY 1970 the Senate ap­
proved a figure of $2.048 billion, but the fig­
ure was cut back in ·conference.) This year, 
Congress is certain to appropriate a good deal 
more than the $1,948 billion approved last 
year; the House has already appropriated 
$2,046 billion and the Senate Appropriations 
Committee $2,063 billion. 

Therefore, any dollar cuts in individual 
programs are not the fault of the COngress. 
They a.re deds1ons by the Ad.mlnistra.tlon. 
The Administration has a right to make such 
decisions on priorities. But it is unfair to 
blame the Congress for such decisions. 

The argument used by the Administration 
is that Congressional "earmarking" has 
"forced" the cuts. Earmarking is the term 
used to describe the process by which Con­
gress spells its best judgment as to how the 
two billion in authorizations should be al­
located among the OBO programs. 

Congress was absolutely determined last 

year to earmark funds. The idea of giving 
any agency a multi-billion dollar blank check 
ls of course justifiably objectionable. Thus 
specific dollar amounts-those by and large 
that had been suggested by the Administra­
tion in the Spring of 1969-were written into 
the legislation, for programs such as Head 
Start, Legal Services, Alcohol and Drug 
Abuse, etc. However, since it was recognized 
that a new Administration needed flexibility, 
a provision was written into the legislation, 
allowing the Director of OEO to transfer up 
to 15% out of any program and transfer it 
to another program. 

The OEO officials have not been very 
pleased with earmarking, even with flexibil­
ity. They drew up their Fiscal Year 1971 
budget ignoring the earmarking requirements 
written into the bill, apparently confident 
that they could get the earmarking provisions 
removed. The Administration attempted to 
do away with earmarking last year. They 
managed to get the language stricken from 
the blll in the Appropriations conference, 
but the Senate refused to accept the Confer­
ence language on that point, and the House 
in that refusal concurred. This year an ef­
fort to eliminate the earmarking in the 
House failed. 

Apparently in reworking their budget after 
this setback the Administration exercised its 
15 percent flexibility option vigorously in 
order to expand its Research Demonstration 
and Evaluation activities. And it has been 
informing local Community Action and Head 
Start directors of program cutbacks-and 
placing the blame on inadequate appro­
priations by Congress. 

The Labor Department is also currently 
ordering cutbacks in long established pro­
grams, using as a justification the charge that 
"the House cut the manpower funds." In 
fact, as I said before, although the House cut 
the President's request, it actually appro­
priated more for OEO this year than Con­
gress appropriated last year. Thus any cuts 
in the manpower programs are the result of 
internal allocation decisions made by the 
Administration. Funds to begin new pro­
grams, such as the $45 m1lllon STEP pro­
gram to help those who have been laid off 
from the JOBS program, and the $25 m.lllion 
budgeted for STEP ll, a program to channel 
funds through the Governors• omces to help 
states with particularly sharp unemployment 
problems must be taken from ongoing pro­
grams. Again the Administration has a right 
to reallocate funds. But how can the blame 
be laid on a Congress that is increasing the 
funds available for poverty and manpower 
programs? 

There is only one way that the Administra­
tion can be enabled to both carry out the new 
programs that it desires and to keep faith 
with the established programs, and that is 
through providing the adequate funding for 
Office of Economic Opportunity programs 
proposed in this amendment. 

HEAD START 

In the Economic Opportunity Act Amend­
ments of 1969, Congress authorized $398 mil­
lion for the Head Start program. Head start 
has proven to be an exceptionally effective 
and popular program a.t the local level. Last 
year it spent $342 milllon. This year, accord­
ing to the Office of Child Development in 
HEW, the office that administers the program, 
it would take some $350 million to maintain 
the program at its present level. The New 
Obligational Authority for the program last 
year was only $326 m1lllon, but because of 
carryover funds available last year it operated 
at the higher $342 m1111on figure. Those carry­
over funds, apparently, are not available this 
year. 

Even at the $342 million level the program 
was just beginnin~: to meet the recognized, 
documented local need for pre-school training · 
for the children of the poor. It is estimated 
that the program serves only 18% of those 

who need year round help and 14% of the 
summer need. 

If there were ever a federal program worthy 
of prudent expansion-in the name of in­
vestment in the nation's future-it is the 
Head Start program. But instead of expand­
ing the program, the Administration in its 
budget proposed what amounts to a cutback. 
With continuation costs pegged at $350 mil­
lion, the Administration has asked for only 
$339 million for Head Start. And when the 
House cut the overall administration request 
for the OEO by $34 mlllion the Administra­
tion passed more than half of that cut--$18 
million-on the Head Start programs ln cities 
and rural communities around the nation. 

The subcommittee did a survey of Head 
Start and Community Action programs to see 
just how deep these cuts would be. In re­
sponse we received letters from all over the 
nation speaking of 7 percent, and 12 percent 
and 14 percent cutbacks in Head Start pro­
gram funds. And this at a time when a 10 
percent to 12 percent dollar increase is neces­
sary just to maintain service. 

I ask unanimous consent to place in the 
Record at this time extracts from some of 
the&e letters. 

We propose going to full Congressional au­
thorization for Head Start: $398 million. This 
would be sufficient funds to serve an esti­
mated 529,400 children, still far short of the 
documented need, but a solid demonstration 
of the commitment of Congress to the ex­
pansion of programs for early childhood edu­
cation. 

MANPOWER 

Unemployment was 5.6 percent of the work 
force in October. It has been rising steadily 
ever since the present Administration took 
office. In the Washington Post of November 
18 it was reported that an economic advisor 
is predicting unemployment of 8 percent in 
1971 and perhaps 10 percent ln 1972. 

In an article headlined "Bloodch1lling Un­
employment" the co-lumnists Evans and 
Novak quote New York economic consultant, 
Dr. Pierre Rinfret, as projecting: 

6 percent for the end of 1970. 
6.6 percent for mid-1971. 
7.9 percent for end of 1971. 
8.5 percent for mid-1972. 
9.7 percent for end of 1972. 
Mr. Rinfret's predictions are based on the 

assumption that the Administration will con­
tinue its present economic policies. Perhaps 
those policies w11I be changed. Such depres­
sion level unemployment levels as are pro­
jected by Mr. Rinfret are totally unacceptable 
to the nation. I hope that he is dead wrong 
in his pessimistic projections. 

However, the serious suggestion of unem­
ployment rates over 9 percent must give us 
pause. It is required that all of us do what 
we can to see that the President has the 
tools he needs to fight unemployment. 

The Senate demonstrated its support for 
the expansion of Manpower programs In 
September when, by a vote of 68 to 6, it 
passed the Employment and Training Op­
portunities Act of 1970. That historic act 
provides a basic authorization of $2 billion 
a year for manpower trainlng and job crea­
tion programs, and further authorizes an ad­
ditional $750 million this fiscal year for a 
major Public Service Employment program. 

This year the Administration requested a 
total of $1,549,494,000 for manpower pro­
grams, roughly half ($747,494,000) under the 
Manpower Development and Training Act 
of 1962, and the rest ($802,000,000) under 
the Economic Opportunity Act. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee 
has allowed $1,504,794,000 cutting $44,700,000 
from the request. Of this cut $2,800,000 is 
taken from the MDTA request and $41,900,000 
is cut from the OEO request. 

The Administration plans to pass on that 
cut to local programs according to the fol­
lowing schedule: 
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Concentrated Employment 

Program -------------------­
Public Service Careers Program_:.. 
Neighborhood Youth Corps 

in-school ------------------­
Neighborhood Youth Corps 

summer ---------------------
Neighborhood Youth Corps 

out-of-school ---------------­
Job Corps ---------------------­
Operation Mainstream ----------

$6,500,000 
5,200,000 

3,300,000 

7,830,000 

7,200,000 
9,610,000 
2,200,000 

Total ------------------ -- 41,840,000 
In order to assure that these cuts will not 

·be made we are including in our OEO 
amendment the full administration request 
for manpower programs: $802 million. 

Even at the Administration's requested 
funding levels these programs are grossly 
inadequate and underfunded. 

During the past year the Subcommittee 
on Employment, Manpower and Poverty has 
held hearings in many cities around the 
country on examining manpower training 
programs. In city after city we found that 
the chief problem was lack of funds. In Los 
Angleles, for instance, local officials docu­
mented a need for 240,000 training oppor­
tunities. That is to say nearly a quarter of a 
mllllon people in the Los Angeles metropoli­
tan area that are both poor and in a posi­
tion to gain positive benefit and useful em­
ployment through manpower training. To 
meet this need, however, they have funds 
enough for only 24,000 training opportuni­
ties: 10 cents for every $1 of need. This 10 
percent ratio was repeated in other cities. We 
must appropriate at least the full Admini­
stration request and we would urge that 
the Administration think very carefully 
about using any and all available funds. 

OTHER OEO PROGRAMS 

The OEO amendment, then, provides full 
Congressional authorization for Head Start 
and the Administration's request for Man­
power programs. In addition; it provides 
adequate funds for those programs upon 
which the Administration has set priori­
ties-such as research, development and 
evaluation-and provides continuation fund- . 
ing at near the level of Congressional au­
thorization for ongoing Economic Opportu­
nity programs. 

SPECIAL IMPACT 

The Special Impact program provides or­
ganization and venture capital funds for the 
OEO's promising community based economic 
development program. The Bedford-Stuy­
vesant program in Brooklyn, N.Y. authored 
by the late Senator Robert Kennedy pro­
vided the prototype. Senator Kennedy and 
Senator Javits drafted the original legisla­
tion. Now community corporations are off 
the ground or in advanced planning stages 
in some 36 urban and rural communities 
around the nation with OEO support. Addi­
tional hundreds of community groups have 
filed preliminary applications. Adequate 
funds to give this promising venture a fair 
chance of success must be provided. 

FOLLOW THROUGH 

This program helps children who have 
been through Head Start maintain their 
gains during the early years in school. But 
the program reaches only 74,000 of the 
408,000 Head Start graduates under the Ad­
ministration's proposal, 17 percent of the 
eligible population. It ought to be expanded. 

Without additional funds, health and nu­
trition programs will reach only 6.5 percent 
of those in need and provide funds for only 
a handful of new neighborhood medical cen­
ters. The documented need is for 600 Neigh­
borhood Centers. 

The scandalous inadequacy of Federal ex­
penditure for alcohol and drug abuse is 
widely known. The meager OEO programs 
must be expanded. Under current program­
ming less than 5 percent of the need for 

alcoholic programs, and less than 2 percent 
of the need for drug programs will be met. 

EMERGENCY FOOD AND MEDICAL SERVICE 
PROGRAM 

Without additional funds this program will 
be funded at about last year's level, reach­
ing little more than half those identified as 
being in need of food and emergency medical 
help in this the richest nation in the world. 
And despite months of effort, no food stamp 
legislation has emerged from the House 
Agriculture committee. 

LEGAL SERVICES 

The Senate Appropriations committee has 
allowed three million less for Legal Services 
than the Administration requested. Even 
with the full administration request the 
program would only be reaching 17 percent 
of those who need it. Legal Services is per­
haps the most successful of the OEO pro­
grams. If peaceful change is to be accom­
plished within the system it is essential that 
all Americans have access to the courts and 
have their rights protected. That is the mis­
sion of Legal Services lawyers. They have 
gained the respect of the nation and the 
tenacious support of the entire legal profes­
sion in recent struggles. It is essential that 
we provide adequate funds for the Legal 
Services program. 

VISTA 

The Senate Committee has recommended 
a cutback of $2 million in the Volunteers 
in Service to America program. Taken to­
gether with inflation this cut will mean sub­
stantial drop in the size of this crucial effort 
to engage young Americans to work with 
agencies fighting poverty. At a time when all 
of us feel a responsibility to provide op­
portunity to young people to work con­
structively for reconciliation and progress it 
is most unwise to cut back on one of the 
handful of Federal programs that provide 
such opportunities. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION 

The Administration has repeatedly stressed 
its desire to increase and enlarge the role 
played by the OEO in testing out new con­
cepts. The Agency points to the great val­
ue the income maintenance experimental 
and demonstration project in New Jersey 
played in the discussions this year of the 

·Family Assistance Plan. We believe the Ad-
ministration should have the funds it asks in 
this area. 

Mr. President, with unemployment rising, 
with the poor suffering more than propor­
tionally from the slow down in the economy, 
and with a clear need to stimulate the econ­
omy, the time has come to begin to meet 
our commitments to the nation and to pro­
vide adequate funding for the Office of Eco­
nomic Opportunity. 

The amendment we have proposed pro­
vides full funding for Head Start, the Ad­
ministration's request for Manpower pro­
grams, and adequate additional funds to 
meet both the Administration's priorities in 
Research, Development and Evaluation and 
to maintain existing programs at an ade­
quate level. I urge the Senate to approve 
this amendment. 

REMARKS ON DELEGATION OF HEAD START AND 
MANPOWER PROGRAMS . 

Mr. President: The bill which the Ap­
propriations Committee has reported to the 
Senate provides for appropriations of funds 
directly to the Department of Health, Educa­
tion, and Welfare for the Head Start and 
Follow Through programs and directly to 
the Department of Labor for the Work and 
Training provisions (Title I) of the Eco­
nomic Opportunity Act. 

The Appropriations Committee would ap­
propriate to HEW $339,000,000 for Head 
Start and $70,400,000 for Follow Through 
and would appropriate the Labor Depart­
ment $760 million for Work and Training, 

thus leaving $894,400,000 for other OEO pro­
grams under the Office of Economic Oppor­
tunity appropriation heading in the appro­
priations bill as reported by the Senate Ap­
propriations Committee. Together these items 
add up to a total of $2,063,900,000 under the 
authority of the Economic Opportunity Act, 
although the Appropriations Committee 
would split up the funds in the blll three 
ways to HEW, Labor, and OEO. 

The Appropriations Committee's proposal 
for appropriating portions of the Economic 
Opportunity Act funds directly to HEW and 
Labor presents serious problems from the 
standpoint of the authorization legislatiQn­
the Economic Opportunity Act. 

I am chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Employment, Manpower and Poverty and the 
Senator from New York, Mr. Javits, is the 
ranking minority member. Our subcommit­
tee has legislative responsibility for the pro­
grams with respect to which the Appropria­
tions Committee proposes to make direct ap­
propriations to HEW and Labor. Our subcom­
mittee has drafted legislation which would 
accomplish direct funding to the Labor De­
partment of all manpower training programs. 

The Manpower Act, consolidating all man­
power training programs in the Labor De­
partment effective July 1, 1971, passed the 
House on Tuesday of this week, after having 
passed the Senate on September 17. In a week 
or two the conference committee will re­
solve the differences between the House and 
Senate bills. We held 22 days of hearings and 
10 executive sessions over a period, of 10 
months. However, the House and Senate 
bills, while having some differences, are iden­
tical in this respect: They both consolidate 
the Economic Opportunity Act's Work and 
Training provisions with other manpower 
training programs in the Labor Department. 
But it should be noted that both bllls ac­
complish this consolidation effective next 
July 1, 1971. 

But the Appropriations Committee report 
attempts to make a judgment totally con­
trary to that of the authorizing committee. 
It would in the middle of the fiscal year 
change the arrangements for the rest of this 
fiscal year Without any time for preparing 
for the changes. In acting upon the man­
power bill, both the House and Senate quite 
deliberately delayed the effective date for 
the consolidation until next July 1. The re­
organization of manpower programs is a 
difficult and delicate process, and we wrote 
certain protections into the bill to preserve 
certain advantages and tie-in arrangements 
with Economic Opportunity Act programs. It 
Will take time to gear up for the changeover. 
An appropriations bill should not change the 
present arrangements in the middle of the 
year with no lead time. 

Our committee also has Head Start legis­
lation on the agenda. We held hearings on 
that program this year. At the beginning of 
the next session we will be acting on legis­
lation with respect to Head Start as well as 
other Economic Opportunity Act programs. 

I believe it is the general expectation such 
authorization legislation will place direct re­
sponsibility for Head Start with the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare. But there 
are many questions for the authorization 
committee to consider in acting upon such 
a bill. The manner in which the transfer of 
authority is effected is a complex matter. 

This body has never looked favorably upon 
appropriations bills making changes in au­
thorization acts. That is the reason legisla­
tion in an appropriations bill is contrary to 
the proper procedures of the Senate. What 
the bill reported by the Appropriations Com­
mittee does, however, is to appropriate funds 
directly to HEW and Labor without legis-
lative authority. · 

Let me explain the situation under the ex­
isting legislation, the Economic Opportunity 
Act. Section 171 of that Act clearly states 
that the "Director (of the Office of Economic 
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Opportunity) shall carry out the programs 
under this title" (title I, Work and Training 
programs). So by appropriating funds di­
rectly to the Secretary of Labor to carry out 
title I OEO Act programs, the Appropria­
tions Committee has reported an appropria­
tion without legislative authority in the sub­
stantive authorizing legislation. Likewise, 
section 245 applying to Head Start states 
that the "Director shall carry out t he pro­
gramJS authorized by this title." 

It is true that last year the President de­
cided to delegate most of the administrative 
functions for Head Start to the Secretary of 
Healt h, Education and Welfare. In the same 
manner, the Work · and Training programs 
authorized by the OEO Act have been dele­
gated to the Labor Departm ent for admin­
istration. 

These delegations are in complete accord 
with the Economic Opportunit y Act. Section 
602 (d) of the Economic Opportunit y Act 
authorizes the delegation of fu n ct ions of 
the Director of OEO to other agencies, wit h 
the approval of the President. 

In fact, in its original conception in 1964, 
the Economic Opportunity Act embodied t he 
delegation concept. It was understood from 
the beginning that certain programs under 
the Act will be carried out direct ly by OEO 
and other functions would be delegat ed for 
actual administrat ion to other agencies but 
that the Director of OEO would retain cer­
tain policy and coordinating functions. Now, 
maybe that is a bad idea. But we 've had 
that idea for 5 years and suddenly, in an ap­
propriations bill, there is an attem pt to do 
away with that concept. The Appropriations 
Committee has reported provisions which 
have no authority in the authorizing legis­
la tion. Maybe those who don't like the idea 
of delegated programs h ave a good point. But 
why shouldn't a member who felt that way 
come before the authorization committee 
and testify as to his feelings. F u rthermor e 
any member can propose an amendment t o 
the authorizing legislation. 

It should also be noted that it occurs in 
the final stages of action in the appropria ­
tions bill, with a third of the fiscal year 
having already passed, that the OEO appro­
priations is being split up into direct fund­
ing to three separate agencies. When the 
President's budget was submitted at the 
beginning of the year, it followed the past 
practice of keeping the OEO appropriation 
all in one item. The House Appropriations 
Committee reported a bill and the House of 
Representatives passed a single appropria­
tion item for t he Economic Opportunity 
program. But t hen, in Act III, t he Senate 
Appropriations Commit tee report ed out 
provisions breaking up t he OEO item int o 
separate appropriations items scattered 
throughout the bill, from page 2 t o page 42. 

The amendment sp onsored by t he Sena­
tor from New York (Mr. J avits ) and myself 
and over a dozen ot h er Sena tors, would 
place the appropriat ions for t he Economic 
Opportunity Act p r ograms back in on e lo­
~ation in the bill, as it was in t he Presi ­
den t's Budget Report and t h e House-passed 
bill. If an amendmen t is adopt ed, t he Sen­
ate-House conference will resolve t he differ­
ences in one item, rather t han h aving one 
item in the House bill facing several scat­
tered items throughout the Senate bill, as 
would b e t he case if the prop osal of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee's reported 
bill is retained. 

Let me point out, however, that our 
amendment recognizes the concern of the 
Appropriations Committee that it be made 
clear that the Head Start and Work Train­
in g funds not be held back from the operat­
in g agencies. It does this through a limita­
t ion earmarking specific amounts for Head 
Start an d Work and Training programs and 
by providing t hat such amounts shall be 
u sed pursu ant to delegat ion arrangements 

under section 602 (d) of the Economic Op­
portunity Act. My staff consulted with the 
Parliamentarian to be sure that these pro­
visions follow the clear precedents of the 
proper if it accords with the authorization 
legislation itself. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Ap­
propriations Committee felt that the 
current arrangement under the statutes, 
by which appropriations are made to the 
OEO and the responsibilities under the 
act are delegated from there to other 
agencies was an inefficient way to handle 
the appropriations. 

It so happens that the authorizing 
committee which conducted the hearings 
on the manpower bill is in agreement 
with the fundamental position taken by 
the Appropriations Committee, that the 
appropriations should go directly to the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare having Headstart and Follow 
Through and directly to the Departmen.t 
of Labor for Work and Training pro­
visions, title I of the OEO Act. Thus, in 
the authorizing legislation which passed 
the Senate :n September, we provided 
that the appropriations would, effective 
July 1, 1971, be made directly to the 
agencies which are now actually admin­
istering these programs under delegation 
agreement between the Director of OEO 
and these agencies. 

We decided in the legislation passed 
here in August that the effective date 
should be July 1 of next year, in order to 
give time for the effective agencies to 
gear up in preparation for managing the 
programs. Thus, it turns out that the 
authorizing committee is in agreement 
with the objective of the Appropriations 
Committee, but the Appropriations Com­
mittee wants to make the direct appro­
priations to these departments right now. 
· First, I point out that this really is leg­

islation in an appropriations bill. I have 
so frequently heard senior Senators 
on Appropriations Committees and 
other committees advising everyone on 
the floor that we should not be legislat­
ing in Appropriations Committees, but 
that is exactly what this is. If I thought 
the Appropriations Committee was going 
to circumvent this principle and include 
legislation in appropriations bills, I do 
not kn ow why I would bother to conduct 
any hearings such as we conducted from 
November to May- 22 days on the man­
power bill, hearings tha t were conducted 
in Los Angeles, Corpus Ch risti, Cleve­
land, Milwaukee, and Washington. Then , 
aft er conducting the hearings from No­
vember to May, we had executive ses­
sions extending over a period of 2 
months, in wh ich we marked up the bill. 
It was our considered judgment that the 
effective date for removing the responsi­
bility from the OEO for working out 
delegation agreements for the perform­
ance of the various functions by HEW 
and Labor should be July 1, 1971. That 
judgment was based upon the extensive 
hearings. 

No one from appropriations, not a sin­
gle member, appeared before us and said, 
"No, the change should be in the middle 
of the year." Not a word was ever said to 
me. Now we are in a situation where the 
Senate decided in passing the authoriza­
tion liquidation that manpower authori-

zations should be transferred from the 
OEO to Labor on July 1, 1971. 

Last Tuesday the House of Represent­
atives passed a manpower authorization 
bill. We will go into conference on it 
very shortly. The House bill agrees with 
the Senate bill: the transfer shoUld be 
on July 1 of next year. But the Appro­
priations Committee wants to transfer it 
in the middle of the year. 

We are agreed in principle. That is why 
the authorizing committee recommended 
and the Senate accepted the proposal to 
t ransfer the functions directly to Labor 
in the manpower authorization bill, be­
cause we were in agreement that is what 
it should be. That is how we passed it in 
September. That is why the House of 
Representatives passed it that way. 

Another concern we have with mid­
year transfer of funds without authori­
zation concerns delegation. There is no 
law governing the use of the money if 
it is appropriated directly to HEW and 
Labor because the authorizing legislation 
says the money is authorized for OEO. 
OEO has worked out delegation agree­
ments with Labor and HEW. It is under 
these delegation agreements that the 
funds and the programs are operated by 
HEW and Labor. 

No one has answered what happens to 
the money if we appropriate it directly to 
the Labor Department and the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
How would such action affect the delega­
tion agreements on how the money will 
be spent? 

It seems to me that the rational way 
to do it would be to select the date of 
next July 1, the beginning of the next fis­
cal year. We · are in agreement on 
objective. 

We preceded the Appropriations Com­
mittee in reaching the conclusion that 
the money ought to be appropriated di­
rectly to the operating departments. 

If we pass this legislation, there will be 
no delegation agreements at all. Well, 
perhaps we can have letters of agree­
ment between HEW, Labor and OEO, 
but who would they bind? The law is 
there. It gives them the money. In my 
judgment we should adopt the effective 
date of next July 1, which acomplishes 
what the Appropriations Committee in­
tends to accomplish here. It is a better 
date on which to do it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New York and the Senator 
from Wisconsin h ave pretty well given 
the arguments on both sides of this 
question. And they have done so very 
well. 

The real problem was that the admin­
istration promised that they would do 
that last year on July 1. They did not 
do it. They piously said this year that 
they would do it this coming July 1. We 
did not think this was a very good way 
to do business, to appropriate money to 
one department and tell them that this 
was for certain programs an d let another 
department spend the money an d let the 
first department delegate the power. 

We do not know which ones they are 
going to delegate to the Labor Depart­
ment or to HEW. They are now operating 
Heads tart under HEW and the Job 
Corps program under the Labor Depart-
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ment. That constitutes the bulk of the 
OEO appropriation. It is not actually 
the bulk of it. It is about 40 percent, 
about $800 million plus of the total $2 
billion appropriations. In total about 
57 percent of the OEO budget in ·the 
President's requests would actually be 
administered by other departments. 

We thought the Appropriations Com­
mittee could not exercise its responsi­
bilities unless it could appropriate money 
to the departments actually doing the 
work. We would have no check on it. We 
appropriate it to the OEO and then lose 
track of it. The Appropriations Com­
mittee has this responsibility and we try 
to do the ~Jest we can to watch the ex­
penditure of all Federal funds. 

The administration officials agree that 
the way they are doing it is the wrong 
way. I imagine that they testified before 
the Senator's committee, they should 
have. They tell us that they would like 
to make the change. They said that be­
fore our committee. However, they 
promised us that same thing last year. 

We said that if HEW is going to ad­
minister Headstart and spend all of the 
money-or supposedly so, because we do 
not know what happens to it-and if the 
Labor Department is going to spend the 
Job Corps money, we should appropri­
ate the money to the people responsible 
for it so that we keep a close check on 
them. 

As I said before, the truth of the mat­
ter is that I get the impression that the 
general objective-and it may be the 
right thing to do; I am not passing on 
the merits of the administration policy­
is to keep delegating things out of the 
OEO to other departments to the point 
where there will be nothing left. 

I think they left the Appropriations 
Committee of both the House and the 
Senate a little better than they usually 
do on total dollars. It is easier perhaps to 
get money for OEO than for other de­
partments because the other departments 
have other fish to fry, so to speak. The 
OEO has only one. 

I am glad to have the assurances of 
both the Senator from New York and the 
Senator from Wisconsin that next year 
we will at least get it straightened out. 
We cannot continue to appropriate 
money that way. 

If the Senator from New York had 
separated his amendment, the Senate 
could work its will on this policy matter. 

The Senator from Washington has not 
any particular feeling about it. But it 
has been a bad way to do business in the 
last year and a half. On .;op of that, last 
year, as the Senator from Wisconsin well 
knows-and he was critical of this-we 
waited until December before they even 
sent up the authorization bill for OEO. 
We did not know whether there would be 
an OEO in existence until late in the year, 
and then $2 billion was added to the 
bill. 

This is a matter of policy. I do not know 
why they do not do it the right way . 
now. Why shoUld we wait until JUly? I 
do not understand that. 

The Senator does not know. We are 
dealing with over $1,186,000,000. The La­
bor Department or HEW, or a combina­
tion of agencies come before the com-

mittee. They do not understand it them­
selves. The power to delegate is one that 
the Secretary of Healt:t~, Education, and 
Welfare or the Director of the OEO can 
exercise any way he wishes to under 
this arrangement. We have no way of 
knowing whether it goes to a given pro­
gram such as Headstart or to some other 
programs. 

The committee did a good job. We put 
the money requested in for all their pro­
grams. We hope it will work. Some of 
these programs are intertwined. One is 
delegated and another is not. There is 
a lack of coordination and proper direc­
tion. Last yea;.· we did not know who was 
gomg to be the Director for 9 months. 

The Appropriations Committee should 
not be put in the position of appropriat­
ing money for a lot of programs when 
the expenditure power is going to be dele­
gated. We did not even know who the di­
rector of OEO was going to be. Inciden­
tally, he changed his mind about OEO. 
He was critical of this when he was a 
Member of the House. I think he is doing 
a fine job. Before the House committee 
he did not want it appropriated to those 
running it, and he probably does not sup­
port our position. 

But this is a bad way of doing business. 
Mr. President, I will not take much 

more time. But added to the bill by the 
Javits amendment would be $181 mil­
lion. The Senator from New Hampshire 
and I pleaded with the Senator from 
New York to separate these two items 
and let the Senate work its will. 

We think that we have done a good 
job. If this amendment is rejected-and 
I hope that it will be-ali of these pro­
grams, item by item, will be open to 
amendment. The committee itself in­
tends to offer an amendment on Head­
start. 

I think there should be an amendment 
to the job training program, which is 
also very important. We have already 
added to the bill in the Senate $311 mil­
lion over the President's requests. 

I am getting used to vetoes now, I will 
say to the Senator from Wisconsin. How­
ever, I do not like them. I do not want 
to get a third veto on this bill. I have 
been the recipient of most of the vetoes 
around here with the exception of the 
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PAS­
TORE). 

The committee did what was within 
its responsibilities. The $181 million 
brings many of these 15 items right up 
to the authorization ceilings. 

I know that the Senator from New 
York said yesterday that the classic 
argument of the Appropriations Commit­
tee is-and I made that argument yes­
terday-that if we appropriate every dol­
lar that is authorized, the Appropria­
tions Committee might as well be done 
away with. 

We have a chance after the bills are 
authorized to go through every item. We 
do that. The Senator from Wisconsin 
heard a lot of witnesses on job training. 
We heard pretty close to 250 witnesses 
on this bill for all of the programs in­
volved. 

My interpretation is that the author­
ization is a ceiling and that the Appro­
priations Committee has to take as fine 

to that authorization. 
a tooth comb as it can and go through 
each item and within its capabilities and 
resources say whether we shoUld go up 

That was my · interpretation but if 
you are going to appropriate everything 
that is authorized in legislative acts we 
might as well quit. The Senator said he 
spent several good, solid weeks on this 
matter and that he should not have had 
to do that. There is no use in our spend­
ing 4 months on this bill, sometimes 
morning, afternon, and evening, if the 
authorizations are to be substituted. 

The Senator said there is a great deal 
of argument about what has been said 
about policy. It could be argued on both 
sides, but the amendment contains all of 
these other items and the Senator from 
New York did not see fit to separate 
them. There is contained here an item of 
$43.9 million. Does the Senator know 
what that is for? That is for "Other pro­
grams." What are the "Other pro­
grams"? We never heard about them. 
They would be given $43 million to dis­
tribute or allocate or do what they want 
to do for one '-'r any number of pro­
grams. 

I think Congress has a responsibility to 
know where the taxpayers money is be­
ing spent. That is what this is all about. 
I am sorry the amendment was not sep­
arated, and strongly oppose it. 

Does the Senator from New Hamp­
shire have anything to add at this time? 

Mr. COTTON. No; I merely want to 
corroborate and agree with my distin­
guished chairman. The trouble is we 
have so few Senators in the Chamber. 

I, too, have discovered the deficit in 
Headstart. The committee wants to in­
crease the amount for Headstart and I 
am in perfect agreement. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. And every other 
item is open for amendment. 

Mr. COTTON. There are several items 
vre want to increase and if ·~his blanket 
ball-of-wax approach is defeated, this 
$181 million measure which imperils the 
entire bill, I want Senators to under­
stand that we will offer an amendment to 
increase Headstart, and it 0an be 
amended by other Members of the Sen­
ate. We want to :::eparate the wheat from 
the chaff and give Senators an oppor­
tunity to deal with these matters individ­
ually, an opportunity which we are re­
fused by the way this amendment is 
drafted. We were refused unanimous 
consent to take them up one at r, time. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes in order to reply. 

The Senator said that the manager of 
the bill and the ranking minority mem­
ber were refused something. I do not 
think they were refused anything. We 
have introduced an amendment because 
we believe the appropriation should be 
increased by $181 million; not by $60 
million alone for Headstart or $40 mil­
lion alone for manpower training, or a 
few million dollars for legal services or 
nutrition. We believe it should be in­
creased by all those amounts, and not by 
just one of them. They cannot tell us 
that we have to submit the matter the 
way they wanted it submitted. After all, 
we are the ones who are fighting the 
battle. We have a right to say what we 
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want. We want to increase the appropri­
ation for all these items~ Senators should 
have the opportunity to vote on these 
items en bloc. 

Second-with all respect-and I am 
not trying to be invidious-! think that 
the matter of delegation i~ a "red her­
ring" issue. Anyone who reads our 
amendment will see that the delegation 
agreements in effect between the OEO, 
Labor, and HEW continue in effect as to 
earmarked appropriations. The two areas 
in which they are big and important are 
Headstart and manpower training, and 
in those areas we continue them. 

The only difference is that we continue 
the delegation agreements and the Com­
mittee on Appropriations wants to abort 
what the law is now until next June 
when the whole operation may phase 
out. The delegation agreements are in 
effect. I would like to read that language 
to the Senate. It is critically important 
in connection with this amendment. The 
whole amendment will now be voted on 
in one vote. The amendment states: 

On page 42, line 1, strike out "$894,400,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$2,245,500,000", 
and insert after "provided," the following: 

The reason that seems to be a large 
figure is that the committee has written 
in the additional sums in other parts of 
the bill. 

Then, we say: 
That of such amount $802,000,000 shall 

be for work and training programs under 
parts A, B, and E of title I of such Act pur­
suant to delegation arrangements under sec­
tion 602(d) of such Act and $398,000,000 
shall be for the Project Headstart program 
under section 222 (a) ( 1) of such Act pur­
suant to delegation arrangements under sec­
tion 602(d) of such Act: Provided further, 

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we pre­
serve fully the delegation; we ir:corporate 
it into our amendment. The only point 
is that the legislative committee wants 
to appropriate it that way and disregard 
the delegation agreements. We think the 
delegation agreements are valuable be­
cause it is under them that the poor are 
given a "look in" under these programs 
and we want to preserve that. There are 
no tricks about this matter. 

The committee would prefer that we 
offer the amendment the way they want 
it, but we believe we have the right to 
submit the amendment the way we want 
it. We hope the Senate will support our 
position. That is our privilege, just as it 
is their privilege to proceed in the way 
they want to proceed. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from New York does not suggest 
that on all these items the Senator from 
Washington and the Senator from New 
Hampshire did not take each one up 
and give everything we thought we 
could? We did. Some Senators would like 
to have had more; others think we gave 
them plenty or perhaps too much. But I 
hope the implication is not here that 
I like to see Headstart where it is. I op­
pose that. 

I wish the administration would keep 
it all under OEO. I do not like to see 
disintegration and elimination processes 
going on in successful OEO programs. If 
there are many more disintegrations 
pretty soon there will be nothing down 
there but an empty office, a shell. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

When I started this debate yesterday 
I made a statement and I would like to 
repeat it every minute we discuss this 
matter. The first thing I think I said was 
that I know the Senator from Washing­
ton "'nd the Senator from New Hamp­
shire feel the need as much as I do. 
There is no question they did their 
utmost in committee. I know this com­
mittee and so do other Senators. They 
did the best they could. Now, if the Sen­
ate is going to do better it is up to the 
Senate. I have no argument with them 
on that score. 

The second matter is with respect to 
the devolution question, and we say that 
OEO should continue to have a role. But 
at least let us not change the procedure 
before the authorizing legislation expires, 
and when OEO has some vestige of au­
thority to bring the poor into the picture. 
So--

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. If that is the case, 

why did not the Senator agree to sepa­
rate the question? 

Mr. JAVITS. We cannot separate it. 
Mr. PASTORE. Can we not separate 

the amounts from the policy? 
Mr. JAVITS. The House tried the same 

thing. If the Senator will look at the bill, 
he will see that the House amount of $8 
billion was stricken and $800 million was 
ins~rted. That is where the decision was 
made. If one has to pose the question, 
that is where to pose it. We have to pro­
vide money to OEO and then lock it in, 
making 'it subject to these delegation 
agreements. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. CoTTON) put the question to us 
yesterday and asked unanimous consent. 
He was asking unanimous consent that 
the Senate vote on a principle. Nothing 
was sent to the desk to show how it could 
be done. It was sent to the desk for a vote 
on the principle, and that was on devolu­
tion, and not on an approp:dation. 

Mr. PASTORE. Could not the Senator 
write language to say that? 

Mr. JAVITS. There is no need. If our 
view prevails, it will prevail. If not, we 
will go to it item by item. We either take 
it the way the House did it-except the 
amount is increased--or we do not. We 
will vote on that. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It was increased. 
Mr. JAVITS. The way the House did 

it, but with an increased amount. 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. COTTON. There were two com­

ments made by the distinguished Sena­
tor from New York that I cannot let 
pass. In the first place-and I am not at 
this point interested in whether this 
money is handled by OEO or HEW or the 
Labor Department; I am now talking 

about the money-he said the committee 
"wants Senators to introduce it our way, 
not their way. Well, this is their way. 
When we attempted to divide the amend­
ment-and I am now not talking about 
who is going to amend it-as to what the 
amount was going to be for Headstart, 
for manpower training, and so on and so 
forth, we discovered, after the Parlia­
mentarian had ruled-he ruled again or 
he examined it again-that on division 
one we had to vote on the whole amount. 
Then, after that, it was a matter of 
dividing up the whole amount. 

I specifically asked the distinguished 
Senator from New York if he would not 
let us vote on each of those five divisions 
of appropriations separately, so those 
who want to increase Headstart would 
have the privilege. He admitted-and he 
will correct me if I am wrong-that by 
this method that is forced upon us by 
the form of this amendment, on the 
No. 1 vote, if the whole amendment 
is appropriated, and we attempted 
after that to change the other amounts, 
as I remember his words, he said. "There 
will be an ambiguity." 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would 
like to interrupt the Senator-he said for 
me to correct him-on my own time. I 
do not recall ever using the word "am­
biguity," and this amendment already 
earmarks $60 million for Headstart-1 

·am talking about the amendment we are 
going to vote on now-and $41 million 
for manpower. There is no question about 
that-and it puts it under these dele­
gation agreements. So those assertions 
are not correct. 

Mr. COTTON. I do not quite accept 
that, because I distinctly recall it. I do 
not know what condition the record is 
left in, but I distinctly recall it. I think 
the Senator is a man in whose integrity 
and honor I have complete confidence; if 
it is not the word ''ambiguity," perhaps 
it is ''inconsistency." But he said, "You 
can vote the full amount under my 
amendment; then the rest is dividing up, 
and if in your attempts to divide it up 
you change the one full amount," he ad­
mitted, "there would be some question 
about its effectiveness." 

So I insist-and I am not challenging 
and putting my recollection against his; 
whoever is right or wrong-in this form 
the Senate is not given the freedom to 
work its will on the different programs. 
We take the $181 million incTease. Then 
perhaps we can reduce some of it. Per­
haps we can divide it up. I do not know 
what happens after we vote it. But I in­
sist that the Senate is not given the op­
portunity to work its will. 

Second--
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. COTTON. Certainly. 
Mr. PASTORE. Is the Senator sug­

gesting that only if this amendment is 
defeated in toto can we take up part 
for part? 

Mr. COTTON. Yes; precisely. 
Mr. PASTORE. If the amendment does 

carry, because it is all-inclusive, we will 
have lost that opportunity? Is that what 
the Senator is trying to say? 

Mr. COTTON. That is exactly what I 
mean. 
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One other comment. I regret to get 

into these personal disputes, but the Sen­
ator from New York said he did not 
understand. Now, if there is a man in 
the Senate whose understanding is very 
clear on every point, it is the Senator 
from New York. He said: 

I do not know what they mean when they 
say that we refuse to let the Senate work its 
will on this item by item. We did not refuse 
any such thing. 

As a matter of fact, the unanimous­
consent agreement was requested, and 
the Senator from New York was the one 
who objected, which was his right. To 
be sure, we could have put it in writing. 
It would have taken only a minute or 
two to do it. But when I realized the 
situation we were .i.n, I requested unani­
mous consent that the benate be allowed 
to deal with these item~ one at a time, 
and that request was objected to. I am 
not criticizing that right of any Senator. 

Then the Senator comes here today 
and says he does not understand what 
we say when we say the Senate was not 
given the privilege of dealing with this 
question in a down-to-earth, common­
sense way, letting every Senator express 
himself on Headstart, on manpower 
training, on each one of these. I still say 
that is the only fair way. 

I hope the Senate will reject the 
amendment and then we can start to 
take them up one at a time and the Sen­
ate will have the opportunity to work its 
will. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, how much 
time do I ila ve? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New York has 8 minutes. 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 3 minutes to the 
Senator from California <Mr. CRANSTON). 

INCREASE POVERTY AND HEADSTART 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of amendment No. 1068, 
which I am sponsoring with Senators 
JAVITS, NELSON, and MONDALE, as well as 
a number of other Senators, and which 
would provide additional appropriations 
for programs conducted under the Eco­
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964. 

Under the amendment, an additional 
$59 million would be earmarked for 
Headstart; $41.9 million for work and 
training activities; and $80.7 million for 
other essential poverty programs. 

I strongly support each of these needed 
increases, but I would like to speak for a · 
few moments with specific regard to the 
Headstart portion of the amendment. 

Our amendment would earmark the 
full $398 million authorized for Head­
start in the Economic Opportunity 
Amendments of 1969. And it would con­
tinue OEO's responsibility for insuring 
a poverty orientation, community in­
volvement, and parent participation in 
Headstart programs by restoring Head­
start's appropriation to OEO to admin­
ister under its delegation agreement with 
OEO. 

It is estimated that the $398 million 
level of spending would enable Headstart 
to provide for 529,406 children: 57,806 
more than were served during the last 
fiscal year and 120,606 more than -could 

be served with the administration budget 
request figure adopted by the Senate Ap­
propriations Committee. 

I want to stress that our amendment 
to appropriate the. full authorized 
amount for Headstart is not a rash at­
tempt to expand this program in any way 
that is out of line with previous levels. 
Under the administration's budget re­
quest for fiscal year 1971, Headstart 
would be able to serve nearly 200,000 
fewer children than were served during 
fiscal year 1969, a reduction of nearly 
one-third in the total number of children 
served. Even the 529,406 children who 
would be served under our amendment 
is still 134,594 Jess than were served in 
1969, and would reach only 36 percent 
of the children who are eligible for and 
could benefit significantly from the 
Headstart experience. 

The President made a strong c0mmit­
ment to early childhood education in his 
message to the Congress of March 3, 
1970. 

It is unacceptable to do any less than 
to provide the full authorized amount 
for Headstart, set by the Congress after 
detailed hearings by the authorization 
committees in both Houses. 

The comparatively small increase we 
propose over fiscal year 1970-approxi­
mately 58,000 more children than were 
served then-will make it possible to of­
fer essential education, nutrition, and 
health services to a few more of poverty's 
children, for whom Headstart is perhaps 
the best chance to escape from the debil­
itating and degrading cycle of poverty 
and dependence. 

There has been an enormous outpour­
ing of support for Headstart in my own 
State in the last few months. I have 
received hundreds of letters from con­
cerned parents, boards of education, 
mayors' offices, chambers of commerce, 
social welfare agencies, poverty agencies, 
and private individuals urging that the 
threatened cutback be rescinded and 
that the program be strengthened and 
expanded. Only yesterday I was visited 
by Headstart mothers and administra­
tors who traveled at their own expense or 
with community-raised funds to deliver 
their plea to me in person. They gave me 
petitions with almost 5,000 signatures of 
.San Francisco residents. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a selection of the hundreds of 
letters I have received on this subject be 
printed in the RECORD at the end of my 
remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, pres­
ently, there are 19,000 youngsters in Cal­
ifornia under a full-year Headstart pro­
gram, plus another 1,300 in summer pro­
grams. Under this amendment, there 
would be funds for an estimated 4,250 
more children in California Headstart 
programs. Based on the present ratio be­
tween summer and full-year programs, 
this would provide space for approxi­
mately 4,000 more children in full-year 
programs and 250 more in summer pro­
grams. 

The consensus of the letters I have re­
ceived from California and from around 

fully share, is that Headstart is one of 
the most promising and highly effective 
programs in our antipoverty effort. 

The intellectual stimulation and 
growth which a disadvantaged child ex­
periences in Headstart has a profound 
effect on his mental and social abilities, 
on his sense of personal w01th and, 
therefore, on his later performance in 
formal education and his overall life 
style. 

Parental involvement, a central tenet 
of the ,Program, is important in develop­
ing a parent's greater understanding of 
his or her child and the child's needs and 
abilities and encourages parents them­
selves to become actively involved in 
learning activities which can also have 
a bearing on the future of non-Headstart 
children in the family. 

Finally, Headstart has had significant 
impact on educational institutions at the 
local level, encouraging innovative an­
proaches to educating both the disad­
vantaged and the nondisadvantaged and 
demonstrating the value of paraprofes­
sionals in improving teacher-pupil ratios 
and providing individualized attention. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
support our amendment to provide a 
Headstart for an additional 58,000 dis­
advantaged children. With a universe of 
unmet need totaling 839,000 children 
under the budget request figure this 
small increase is a minimum step. It still 
leaves 719,000 children considered eligi­
ble for and in need of Headstart services 
without any such opportunity. 

Our action to approve this increase 
would have significant symbolic impact 
and would i~crease the confidence of the 
poor in the willingness and ability of the 
Congress to back up our national goal 
of ending poverty in America. 

Mr. President, already cuts of about 
10 percent have been implemented 
around the country based on the overall 
poverty program reduction passed by the 
House. 

Senator MONDALE and I joined in a Jet­
ter to the President pleading with him to 
find the funds necessary to prevent a 
reduction in the scope or a dilution of the 
quality of Headstart, and citing his a.u­
tority to do so. 

I am sad to report today that we have 
not yet had a response to our plea and the 
pleas 'of thousands of Headstart mothers 
across the country. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi­
dent. that the text of this letter be 
print~d in the RECORD at this point prior 
to the other insertions I have requested. 

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

OCTOBER 19, 1970. 
President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to ex­
press our very grave concern about the cut­
backs in funds for Head Start programs dur­
ing this period prior to enactment of the 
Labor-HEW appropriation bill for FY 1971. 

In our States of California and Minnesota, 
local Head Start projects are being advised by 
the HEW regional office that their total funds 

. will be cut back by some 10 to 14 percent for 
this school year. They are also being urged to 
reduce the numbers of children served rather 
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than the quality of .services offered until the 
appropriation bilf is enfl,cted a.nd the level of 
appropriations for Head Start is, finally deter­
mined. 

As we understand it, the. nationwide Head 
Start appropriations situation is a:; follows: 
Your budget request for operations under the 
Economic Opportunity Act includes $339 mil­
lion for Hea~ Start. The House has passed 
H.R. 18515, the Labor-HEW appropriation bill 
for FY 1971, with $2,046,200,000 to carry out 
the provisions of the Economic Opportunity 
Act, including Head Start. Based on the 
House appropriation figure, we understand 
that OEO has tentatively concluded that 
Head Start's proportionate share would be 
only $321,300,000. That is almost $5 million 
less than was allocated for Head Start in FY 
1970 and almost $18 million less than your 
FY 1971 budget request. 

On October 13, the Senate Appropriations 
Committee reported H.R. 18515, earmarking 
for Head Start $339 million, the amount you 
had requested. However, this figure still falls 
$11 million short of providing the same qual­
ity of services to as many full-year children 
(263,000) as were provided in FY 1970. (That, 
of course. is because of some unexpected de­
velopments since your budget was prepared, 
principally a reduction in the traditional 
level of local programs' carryover bafances, 
salary increases and new requirements for 
experimental Head Start programs.) 

Under the continuing resolution ·for ap­
propriations as interpreted by the admin­
istration, the Head Start program is pres­
ently trying to operate with a shortage of 
some $29 million, and almost 26,000 children 
may have to be dropped from this extremely 
beneficial program. However, since no spe­
cific amount for Head Start is included in the 
House-passed appropriation bill and since, 
within the overall House-passed amount, the 
earmarking in the Economic Opportunity 
Amendments of 1969 authorizes at least 
$365 milli<>n for Head Start, there is no ques­
tion of the legal authority to expend FY 1971 
funds at a. level to maintain the FY 1970 
program rate of operations. 

We are writing to suggest that you au­
thorize the Head Start program to advise 
regional offi.cies, and in turn local programs, 
that the $29,000,000 needed to maintain the 
program at the FY 1970 level of operations 
will eventually be funded within funds ap­
propriated to OEO and HEW and that local 
programs should not, therefore, eliminate 
any children from the program or reduce 
the effectiveness of the supplementary serv­
ices provided. 

Insofar as Senate a<Ction on the appropria­
tion bill is concerned, we are sponsoring an 
amendment to increase substantially the ap­
propriation for programs under the Eco­
nomic Opportunity Act and particularly to 
earmark $398 million for Headstart--the 
amount earmarked for that program in the 
authorization blll. We believe that amend­
ment has an excellent chance of adoption 
by the Senate and that the final FY 1971 
appropriation for EOA programs will very 
likely be at least as much as your $2.080.2 
billion request, which includes $339 million 
for Head Start. 

Under the above analysis, what we are 
really proposing would mean that no more 
than $11 million above your Head start 
budget request would have to be made avail­
able for Head Start programs out of other 
non-apportioned appropriated funds. This 
seems a very small price to pay for providing 
the poor of our country and their children 
assurances that we are committed to con­
tinuing at least the same level of effort on 
their behalf and will not tolerate a cutback 
in services. Given the concept in your for­
ward looking proposed Family Assistance 
Plan legislation, which we have supported 
from the outset, your February 1969 state-

ment q~ commitment to providing oppor­
tunity fo~ the development of children ·dur­
ing their first . five years of life, and your 
creation and . el_evation of the Office of 
Child Development in HEW, we are well 
aware_ of your dedication to givirig poverty's 
children a fair chance. · 

We respectfully urge your favorable con:. 
sideration of the recommendation we have 
made so that no children will have to be 
dropped from Headstart in frustration of 
the commitments which have already been 
made to them and their parents. 

Sincerely, 
ALAN CRANSTON. 
WALTER F. MOND~LE. 

EXHIBIT 1 
SOCIAL WORKERS UNION, 

Los Angeles, Calif., November 12, 1970. 
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: The Executive 
Board of this Union at its regular meeting in 
Los Angeles on November 8, 1970, has directed 
me to request that y011 take whatever action 
is necessary to -increase appropriations for 
the Head Start Program for preschool chil­
dren from low-income families. 

Head Start should be accepted as a very 
significant part of the national effort to stop 
the poverty cy(;le. It ::>rovides early involve­
ment of both parents and children in the 
educational system. It provides a means for 
early diagnosis and treatment of physical dis­
abilities that could be permanent educa­
tional handicaps if not detected early. · 

We urge you to support an expanded budg­
et to enable Head Start participation for an 
increased number of low-income children. 

Sincerely yours, 
LOUIS GRAY, 

President. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL 
WoRKERS, INc., 

San,Francisco, Calif., October 20, 1970. 
Senator ALAN CRANSTON, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We are deeply concerned about press re­
ports of White House decisions to substan­
tially: cu~ . alre~.dy Pleager anti-poverty pro­
grams . ad~iJ:!istereq · by the Office of Eco­
nomic _Opportunity, the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare, and the De­
partment of Labor. These cuts, when 
coupled with announced transfers of such 
defenseless programs as legal services for the 
poor to new auspices, seem tantamount to a 
calculated effort to render impotent and in­
effective what needs to be made stronger. 
Certainly Head Start and Community Action, 
two of the threatened programs, must be pro­
tected at all costs. 

The fact that OEO Director Donald Rums-· 
field is protesting these cuts and changes 
indicates that the Administration is itself 
divided on the issue. We ask that you do 
everything within your power in relationship 
to both budgetary cht..nges and appropria­
tions, and the impact of your office on White 
House· decision-making, to question these 
planned cuts, and attempt to reverse them. 
At a time when the spectres of increased un­
employment and living costs haunt the poor 
and threaten to impoverish new segments of 
our population, it would seem essential to 
strengthen and innovate, and not to weaken 
federal anti-poverty efforts. 

JAMES M. KARLS, 
President. 

RESOLUTION BY BIOLA-PERSHING UNION ELE• 
MENTARY SCHOOL BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

Whereas, the Biola-Pershing Union Ele­
mentary School Board of Trustees has had 
a continuing interest in Project Head Start's 

9.ff~r of social, educational, and medical serv­
ices to children in the school cllstrict; ana 

,Where~ •. research has shown Head Start 
to be Qne . Of the most effective community 
action_ programs actually helping to _ _breal{ 
the poverty cycle; and · · 

Whereas, proposed budget cuts will mean 
t.he possible dropping of the. Biola-Pershing 
Union Elementary School Head Start Class 
and the elimination . of eightee'll pre-schooi 
stud~nts from a vitally needed educational 
service; and 

. Whereas, there is dire need to increase 
Head Start funding rather than decrease it 
si1;1ce only ten percent of the eligible children 
can now be served; and 

Whereas, ft is now accepted that preventa­
tive programs such as Head Start are ulti­
mately less expensive to 'the taxpayer than 
are remedial programs, · 

Therefore, be. it resolved that the Board go 
on record as strongly urging that Head Start 
funding cp.ts be imtnediately restored, that 
Head Start funds be increased in the imme­
diate future, and that monies appropriated 
by Congress for Head Start be earmarked for 
Head Start in order to eliminate the likeli­
hood of cuts by the national administration. 

Adopted .tP,is 4th day of November, 1970. 
FRANCIS McEWEN, 

Board President. 
AUGUST KERBER, 

Clerk. 
JACK RUDOLF, 

Board Member. 
CARROLL NELSON, 

Board Member. 

ESCONDIDO UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT 
EscondidO, Calif., November 9, l970: · ,._ 

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, · 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, Wash..: 

ington, D.C. · . 
DEAR SEN. CRANSTON: I am certain that 

you are already well -aware of- the .. O.E.O. 
plan. to channel some. of the funds ' previously 
available for Head Start programs into other 
programs during the current funding year. 
Here, in San Diego County, we have been 
told that the program in Escondido will most 
likely have to absorb a 13% cut in its opera­
tions starting in February. Since we are now 
operating the program with more than tb,e 
required 20% in-kind contribution and with 
less expensive non-credentialed help and 
the most frugal possible use of transporta..: 
tion funds, there is nowhere left to go but 
to cut the number of children. In our pro­
gram, we are, at present, only able to handle 
those children with the most limited English 
and the greatest medical needs. To cut any 
of these will be heartbreaking. 

It is my understanding that in making 
funds available to O.E.O. for the operation of 
Head Start, the Congress had not really in­
tended for them to appropriate some of this 
money for other uses. If this was indeed the 
intent, is there anything that can be done 
to prevent this cut-back? It is particularly 

- sad to contemplate at a time when costs are 
rising and, at the same time, at a time when 
the community commitment to Head Start 
and other compensatory education programs 
is growing. Many of our volunteers ·come 
from the middle-class community and their 
understanding and enthusiasm for Head 
Start is apparent. 

Please help us if you a.re at all able to do 
so. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. MARGARET HORTON, 

Coordinator, Compensatory Education. 

BOARD OF EDUCATION, FRESNO COUNTY, 
Fresno, Calif. 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas, the Fresno County Board of Edu­

cation has long been a supporter of the 
Head Start Program conducted by OEO and 



November 20, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-· SENATE 38315 
the local Economic Opportu-nities Commis­
sion, and 

Whereas, the present project has reached 
only 10% of the number of preschool chil­
dren eligible for the program due to lack of 
proper funding, and, 

Whereas, the program has been a most suc­
cessful community action component of the 
War on Poverty within our community, state 
and the nation, and, 

Whereas, the present proposed cutbacks of 
16% would severely curtail the operation of 
the program for the children and ~amilies 
Involved, . · 

Therefore, ·be it resolved, ·that the Fresno 
County Board of Education urgently requests 
reconsideration and restoration of author­
ized funding for the Head Start Progra~. 
and, 

Further resolves that· this resolutio:p. be 
forwarded to all representatives charged with 
making thiS decision. 

ERNEST A. PooRE, 
Secretary, Fresno County Board oj 

Education, Superintendent F1·esno 
County Schools. 

OCTOBER 29, 1970. 

THE CITY OF CHULA VISTA, CALIFORNIA, 
November 6, 1970. 

Bon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: The Regional 
Head Start office in San Francisco has cut 
the funds for Head Start in San Diego 
County by $206,000 for our next funding 
year. This is a cut of 13.45%, but figuring 
the increased prices of food, transportation 
and labor, it is actually a 20% cut. 

It is a shame that an apparently success­
ful program such as that developed by Head 
Start in San Diego County is now faced with 
the possibility of dropping 300 to 400 children 
from the program before the school year is 
out. 

Older citizens are able to compensate and 
adjust for changes that must be made, but 
when a program is started for children and 
is then suddenly curtailed, their inability to 
understand may have a profound effect on 
their entire lives. 

Please reconsider funding of the Head 
Start program for San Diego County. 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS D. HAMILTON, Jr. 

Mayor. 

SOCIAL SERVICE DEPARTMENT, 
Santa Rosa, Calif., November 6, 1970. 

Senator ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: I am directing 
this letter to you as an appeal for your sup­
port in blocking a pending cutback in the 
funding of the Headstart program. 

I believe I can speak with some authority 
regarding the success of this program in ac­
complishing its stated goals during the few 
short years it has been in existence. I base my 
observations and comments on the following 
vocational background and direct experi­
ence with the program. During the last 19 
years, I have been employed in the Public 
Welfare System in California. The last five 
of these years have been as Director of a 
County Welfare Department; the first four 
years in Kings County and the past year in 
Sonoma County. During these five years, I 
have also served on the Board of Directors 
:t'or the local Community Action Agency, in 
each County, responsible for administering 
the Office of Economic Opportunity programs, 
including Headstart. During the four years 
I was in Kings County, I served as a member 
of the evaluation team for the Headstart 
program. We annually assessed the success 

of the program and its effectiveness and sub­
mitted a written report of our findings to 
the Regional Office of Economic Opportunity. 
This past year, since coming to Sonoma 
County, I have served as an agency repre­
sentative to the Sonoma County Headstart 
Council, Inc. I think you can see that I speak 
from more than just a rudimentary knowl­
edge of the Headstart program. 

During my years of experience in Public 
Welfare, I have become aware of many rea­
sons for the patterns of dependency and pov­
erty with which we work. One of the primary 
reasons, is a lack of basic vocational and 
educational skills. A study, which I con­
ducted while in Kings ·County, of the char­
acteristics of our Aid to Families w1 th De­
pendent Children Unemployed Parent case­
load . showed that the average grade level 
attained by the fathers was sixth grade and 
by the mothers seventh grade. These parents 
came from family backgrounds in which they 
were culturally and/or economically severely 
deprived. Most had dropped out of school 
at an early age because they could not suc­
cessfully compete with the other students 
and because of the economic pressures at 
home requiring them to seek employment. 
Most of these parents wanted something bet­
ter for their children and saw Headstart as 
a means to that end. I believe the effective­
ness of the Headstart program can best be 
1llustrated by the following true story. 

During one of my visits, as a member of 
the Headstart evaluation team, to a local 
school where a Headstart program had been 
in operation for two years, I had the oc­
casion to talk with one of the kindergarten 
teachers regarding her impression of the 
Headstart program. She was critical of the 
program, stating that because of it she had 
been forced into changing her whole teach­
ing pattern. The children entering her class 
from the Headstart program were so much 
further ahead of the other children, as re­
flected in their knowledge, inquisitiveness 
and classroom skills, that they were a real 
challenge to her teaching skills. While this 
observation was intended as a criticism, it 
was, in fact, a welcome compliment, for it 
highlighted the very goals which Headstart 
endeavors to accomplish. 

At a time when our national leaders are 
seeking solutions to the problems of de­
pendency and poverty, it does seem somewhat 
incredulous that they would sharply reduce 
the effectiveness of one of the most potent 
weapons in the war on poverty. I am con­
vinced that if the generational pattern of 
poverty is to be altered, we must place our 
greatest efforts on the upcoming generation 
represented by the preschoolers who are now 
being helped so effectively through the 
Headstart program. 

Thank you for your help as a concerned 
and responsible legislator in continuing 
the adequate funding of this most worth-­
while investment in our Nation's future. 

Very truly yours, 
PAUL M. ALLEN, Jr., 

Director. 

HEADSTART, 
Oxnard, Calif., November 12, 1970. 

Senator CRANSTON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: The Head Start 
parents and staff of Ventura County, Cali­
fornia, would like to express the deepest and 
sincerest appreciation of the efforts you have 
made in behalf of the Head Start Program. 
We hope that we can, with your help, make 
our needs more strongly t'elt. 

A letter campaign supporting the amend­
ment proposal co-sponsored by your office 
has been organized. Please help us to concen­
trate our efforts where they will be most · 
beneficial. In your opinion, would it be best 

to write to the Representatives who might 
vote against the amendment? If so, we re­
quest the names of these representatives in 
order to make them aware of our needs and 
opinions. 

Thanking you for your concern, we hope 
to hear !rom you very soon. · 

Sincerely, 
CREDA STANLEY, 

Pa1'ent Inv. Coordinator. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
National City, Calif., November 12, 1970. 

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR. MR. CRANSTON: The members of our 
Education Committee, as well as our Board 
of Directors, are concerned with the decision 
to reduce Project Head Start operating funds 
by 13.45 percent. This cutback will lower· the 
number of children enrolled in the program 
in San Diego County from 1,200 to 900. 

We feel that the Head Start Program has 
established a record of success in helping 
young children and urge you to do whatever 
is in your power to restore the operating 
funds. 

Your consideration will be appreciated. 
Respectfully, 

BERNARD C. SCHEMMER, 
President. 

THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, CALIF., 
November 12, 1970. 

Senator ALAN CRANSTON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: Speaking on my 
own behalf, I would like to express at this 
time my support for the Senate Appropri­
ation Committee Amendment to H.R. 18515, 
which provided $339 million for Head Start, 
to be administered from the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare. I feel that 
Head Start -has been a vital and viable pro­
gram in our community. 

It is my sincere hope that this amend­
ment will meet with your approval and will 
be adopted by Congress and signed by the 
President. Programs of this type truly de­
serve our support and financial assistance 
in order for them to attain the highest pos­
sible degree of success. 

Thank you for your consideration of this 
issue and I know that your decision will be 
in the best interests of all concerned. 

Sincerely, 
GARY G. GILLMOR, Mayor. 

CONSTRUCTION AND GENERAL LABOR­
ERS' LOCAL UNION No. 270 

San Jose, Calif., November 11, 1970. 
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: The members and Of­
ficers of Construction & General Laborers 
Union Local 270 are vitally concerned with 
the continuance of the Head Start Program 
for pre-school children in low-income 
families. 

This important program for pre-school 
children has been cut three of the last four 
years, and this last proposed cut of 13.5 per 
cent will destroy it. 

We have been informed that you will in­
troduce an amendment to increase Head 
Start funds by $398 million when the 
Health, Education & Welfare appropriation 
reaches the Senate 1loor after the recess. 

Your great concern in seeing that this 
program be increased and not cut by 13.5 
per cent for the best interest of these chil­
dren is commendable and appreciated by all 
your constituents. 

Respectfully yours, 
R. H. MEDINA, 

Secretary-TreasuTer. 
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THE CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL OJ' 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY, AFL-CIO, 
San Jose, Calif, November 9, 1970. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Upon reliable infor­
mation that the nationwide Head Start Pro­
gram cutback for the coming year 1971 of 
about 13 % would mean a cut of $66,282, or 
13.45 % ; a loss of at least 60 children and 10 
to 12 staff or a reduction leaving no pre­
school education for 280 children for four (4) 
months and no jobs for 70 persons for four 
(4) months, delegates of the Central Labor 
Council of Santa Clara County, AFL-CIO, in 
regular meeting November 2, 1970, voted 
unanimously to concur in its Executive Board 
recommendation to protest such cutback 
and to support an increase in HEW appropri­
ation for Head Start. 

Organized Labor in Santa Clara County 
sponsored the very first Head Start program 
in this area and has since been strongly be­
hind this type of program for pre-school chil­
dren in low income familles. This support is 
even more critical at this juncture of in­
creasing un-employment and what seeinS to 
working people to be inappropriate and un­
just frugality in education, particularly in 
the dual language and lower income seg­
ments of Santa Clara County's social struc­
ture. 

The Council therefore urges your support 
of a Senate Appropriation Committee amend­
ment to increase Head Start funds when the 
Health, Education and Welfare appropria­
tion reaches the Senate floor after recess. 

Sincerely yours, 
EMERSON STREET, 

Business Representative. 

CITY OF CARPINTERIA, CALIF., 
October 23, 1970. 

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senator, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: The Carpinteria 
City Council has become seriously concerned 
about the possibillty of reduction in some 
of the prograinS sponsored by the Community 
Action Commission of Santa Barbara County. 
We are particularly concerned about the 
Head Start Program and the proposed cuts 
as they affect our area. We have attached to 
this letter an editorial which you may have 
already seen but which we feel very accurately 
and succinctly expresses our concern relat­
ing to this matter. We urge that you restore 
any cuts in this particular area and suggest 
instead, since we do agree on the need for 
economy in the government, that there are 
other areas much less critical to the future of 
our nation which can survive this type of 
reduction. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALLAN R. COATES, Jr., 

Mayor: 
CRESENCIANO DE ALBA, 

President, Carpinteria Valley Community 
Council. 

RORERT "OLLY" OLIVAS, 
Councilman and Community Action 

Commissioner. 
JACQUE PAULSEN, 

Community Action Commissioner. 

CoUNTY OP TuLARE, BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS, 

Visalia, Calif., November 9, 1970. 
Senator ALAN CRANSTON, 
Senate 0 ffice Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: We have been ad­
ViSed by our local Community Action Agency 
that a 10% cut-back is proposed for the 
Child-Care and Head Start portions_ of the 
OEO program~ It is our observation that 
these have been the most acceptable and 
productive of the anti-poverty efforts. We 

. would think that there ·might be other areas 
to consider cutting back before these. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD M. HILLMAN, 

Chairman, Board of Supervisors. 

HEAD START CUTS HURT Cl!ILDREN 
An effect of the Nixon administration's 

strange order of spending- priorities has 
struck home in Sacramento, with a $100,000 
cut in funds for the admirable Head Start 
program. 

This program is one of the more salutary 
and practical aspects of the War on Poverty, 
providing educational, medical, dental, 
psychiatric and dietary services for preschool 
children in low-income neighborhoods. 

It achievements have been widely ap­
plauded, in Sacramento and elsewhere 
through the nation. It has served to provide 
otherwise disadvantaged children that first 
foot up the ladder which enables them to 
go on successfully through their later school 
years. 

Although Congress specifically allocated 
funds for this popular program in a manner 
intended to defeat any slashes by the ad­
ministration, officials in the Health, Educa­
tion and Welfare Department have been able 
to subvert Congress' will and have ordered 
budget cuts in communities across the coun­
try where Head Start prograinS have proved 
so valuable and effective. 

It is scant solace to the Sacramento com­
munity that the $100,000 cutback is being 
balanced in a way that no single aspect of 
the program will be killed outright. 

The fact is this worthy program will not be 
available on the scale of the demonstrated 
need. Instead of being contracted, its activi­
ties should have been expanded. 

This is a strange index of the administra­
tion's s~le of value.:; concerning the natron's 
priceless asset-its children. (Sacramento 
Bee.) 

BOARD OP SUPERVISORS, 
November 5, 1970. 

Mr. ALAN CRANSTON, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CRANSTON: Please be advised that 
the Fresno County Board of Supervisors, at 
their regular meeting of November 3, 1970, 
unanimously approved the enclosed resolu­
tion urging restoration of funds cut from 
Project Head Start's budget. 

Your attention to the enclosed resolution 
will be greatly appreciated. 

Respectfully, 
CARL H. MELOM, 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas, the Fresno County Board of Su­

pervisors has had a continuing tnterest in 
Project Head Start's offer of social, educa­
tional, and medical services to children in 
Fresno County; and 

Whereas, research has shown Head Start 
to be one of the most effective Community 
Action Programs actually helping to break 
the poverty cycle; and 

Whereas, proposed budget cuts will mean 
dropping some 200 of the 625 children now 
being served in Fresno County, and cutting 
the number of classes from 37 to around 25; 
and 

Whereas, there is dire need to increase 
Head. Start funding rather than decrease it 
since only one-tenth of the eligible children 
can now be served; and · 

Whereas, it is now accepted that preventive 
programs such as Head Start are ultimately 
less expensive to the taxpayer than are re­
medial prograinS; 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that this 
Board go on record as strongly urging that 
Head Start funding cuts be immediately re­
stored, that Head Start funds be substan-

tially increased in the-immediate future, and 
that monies appropriated by Congress for 
Head Start be earmarked for Head Start in 
order to eliminate the likelihood of cuts by 
the national administration. · 

Adopted by the Fresno County Board or 
-Supervisors this 3rd day of November, 1970, 
by the following vote, to-wit: 

Ayes: Supervisors Reich, Ventura, Cassidy, 
Krebs, Craven. 

Noes: None. 
Absent: None. 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVER­
SITY WOMEN, LA MESA BRANCH, 
La Mesa, Calif., November 11, 1970. 

Hen. AL.AN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Sia·: As Area Representative for Education 
of the La Mesa Branch o'f American Associa­
tion of University Women I wish to express 
my concern over the proposed cut of 13.45% 
of the budget of the Head Start Program in 
San Diego for the coming year. 

The present budget serves only one of 
fifteen children eligible .between the ages of 
3 to 5. The 13.45 % -cut will eliminate 300 of 
the 1200 children we are currently serving. 

. We are asking your special help in the 
name of the children, parents, and the Co~­
munity at large, so that we may avoid such 
a cut. 

Respec tfully, 
Mrs. KENNETH GREENLEAF. 

YOUNG WOMEN'S 
CHRISTIAN AssoCIATION, 

Santa Cruz, Calif., November 4, 1970. 
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 

-Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CRANSTON: The Public Affairs 

Committee of the Y.W.C.A. would like to 
register its objection to the possibility of cut­
backs in the Hea.dstart budget for the 1970 
fiscal year. 

The Y was closely associated with early 
Hearstart prograinS in Santa Cruz, providing 
both volunteers and space. We feel strongly 
that any program that aiinS at preventing 
poverty through the increasing and improv­
_ing of educational opportunities deserves top 
priority in budget considerations. 

Reducing the Headstart budget by 13.45% 
prevents the program from serving the num­
ber of children who need it, tliereby letting 
down the whole community. 

We strongly urge you to support all e'f­
forts to increase rather than decrease the 
funds allocated to Headstart in this and in 
succeeding years. 

Mrs. HuGH S. JoHNSTON, 
Chairman, YWCA Public Affairs Com­

mittee. 

PASADENA-FOOTHILL VALLEY YWCA, 
Pasadena, Calif., November 4, 1970. 

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: The Board of Di­
rectors of the Pasadena Young Women's 
Christian Association is concerned by there­
cent cuts in the Head Start budget. We feel 
that it is essential to prepare the disadvan­
taged pre-school child for the challenge of 
the school system; otherwise, the disadvan­
taged child slips behind his peers and soon 
drops out. 

Head Start is one of the most successful 
prograinS in our country's effort to break the 
poverty cycle. In Pasa.dena the Head Start 
prograinS have proved to be effective, not only 
for the children, but also for the parents who 
are involved through Head Start in educa­
.tional and self-help prograinS. 

Surely now is not the time to reduce serv­
ices. We hope that you will do everything pos­
sible to restore Head Start funds and to en;. 
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large the Head Start and pre-school programs 
for the disadvantaged. 

Sincerely, 
ELIZABETH RHODES, 

President. 
DOROTHY TADA, 

Executive Director. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, just 
one thing. I hate to belabor this point, 
but nobody is suggesting that Headstart 
should not be taken up as a separate 
item. 

I was one of the originators of Head­
start. What we are talking about is this 
particular amendment. The Senator can 
submit any amendment he wants in ref­
erence to Headstart, any kind of amend­
ment he wants, and bring it up in any 
way he chooses so that the Senate can 
work its will, up or down, the same as on 
any of these items. 

I do not want Headstart to get mixed 
up with this basic policy question on 
fiscal management. The Senator can 
have all the time he wants to talk about 
Headstart, and move to increase the 
money or reduce it, either way. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I understand. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. But why talk about 

Headstart now, until we finish this 
amendment? 

Mr. CRANSTON. The defeat of the 
amendment would eliminate certain 
funds that have been designated to in­
sure that certain funds go to OEO, to 
increase the Headstart program-not be­
yond what it was in 1969; it would 
still be below that, but it would start 
moving back toward serving as many 
people as were once served. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Well, that is what 
we intend to do. But I do not know why 
the Senator brings Headstart into this. 
There are 15 other programs; we will 
take them one by one. The Senator from 
California can offer any kind of amend­
ment he wants to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield 3 minutes to the 
chairman of the committee, the Sena­
tor from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH). 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of this amendment, be­
cause it does include an appropriation 
for Headstart. This amendment also pro­
vides additional funds for the omce of 
Economic Opportunity to maintain past 
commitments in its basic, essential pqv­
erty efforts which meets the administra­
tion request for innovative programs, re­
search, and evaluation. 

I am well aware and sympathetic to­
ward congressional efforts to pare the 
budget. However, I cannot sympathize 
with austerity which substantially cuts 
back the programs designed to benefit 
the poor, whose interests are continually 
being sacrificed in the interest of econ­
omy. If this Nation is to maintain the 
confidence of the poor, our priorities and 
spending must re:ffect genuine concern 
for their needs. 

The Headstart program is particularly 
dear to me because I have been close 
to it since its very inception. It was orig­
inally started by the League . of United 
Latin American Citizens. It was then 
called the Little Schools of the 400 be­
cause its basic objective was to teach 
Mexican-American children who did not 
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know English, 400 basic English words so 
that when they entered school they could 
begin to understand their English-speak­
ing teachers. 

The program was severely limited be­
cause of lack of money but it was so suc­
cessful that the State of Texas passed a 
law incorporating the concept as part 
of their educational system. However, as 
often happens to programs for the poor; 
the State legislature did not appropriate 
enough money and so it died before it 
had started. 

I can tell the Senate when Headstart 
originated. 

During the early formative days of the 
great society, Dean John Silber of the 
University of Texas brought this pro­
gram to my attention and I was able to 
get him an appointment with President 
Johnson and OEO Director Sargent 
Shriver, and a few months later Head­
start was made part of this Nation's war 
on poverty. 

When the OEO program was being 
written at the White House, Dr. John 
Silber, who was dean of the College of 
Arts and Sciences at the· University of 
Texas, phoned me and told me about the 
program. I did not know anything about 
it. It sounded a bit early for children to 
start in such a program. I phoned to 
Sargent Shriver, and he granted a 
30-minute interview, which, after listen­
ing to Dr. Silber, he extended to 2 hours. 
Out of this interview, the Headstart pro­
gram was born. 

From the very beginning, Headstart 
has been the most successful of all our 
e:trorts to fight poverty. It has been im­
proved many t~es to the point that we 
now provide educational, nutritional, and 
medical benefits to children who are en­
rolled. Their parents are benefited also 
by allowing them for the first time to 
participate in program decisions affect­
ing their children. 

I have received letters from Texas and 
from nearly every State in the Union 
protesting the projected cuts in the 
Headstart programs. Most of these let­
ters are from the parents of the children 
who will suffer from these cuts in the 
program. They plead for the opportunity 
which the Headstart program provides 
for their children. They know it will cer­
tainly make a difference in the lives of 
their children. We know it will too. How 
can we allow one less child to go with­
out the opportunity that will make the 
difference in life for him? 

All this amendment does is to make 
good our promise to those mothers and 
those children and to all Americans bY 
earmarking the $398 million we author­
ized for Headstart when we extended the 
Economic OppOrtunity Act. 

Another thing I want to mention is 
this program for jobs. We now have an 
unemployment rate that has gone to the 
highest level in years. This past Septem­
ber, the Senate overwhelmingly passed 
the Employment and Training Opportu­
nity Act in response to record setting un­
employment rates. We have never had as 
many people unemployed since the great 
depression. The Department of Labor re­
ports that the actual number of unem­
ployed workers totaled 4.3 million in 
October. Since last October, 1 year ago, 
the niimber of unemployed persons re-

ported by the Department of Labor has 
increased by 1.4 million. The most alarm­
ing fact about this statistic is that near­
ly 85 percent of this increase was among 
long-employed full-time workers who 
had lost their last jobs. Experts tell us 
that there is no end in sight to this 
downward spiral in employment. 

Clearly this is a time when we should 
increase, not decrease our manpower 
programs. The funds we are requesting 
in this amendment will provide for man­
power training activities at the levels 
originally requested by the administra­
tion. 

The Senate Committee on Appropria­
tions recommends $1,504,794,000 for 
manpower programs under the Manpow­
er Development and Training Act and 
the Economic Opportunity Act. Our 
amendment increases this amount by 
$44,700,000 to equal the amount re­
quested by the administration. The addi­
tional money requested in our amend­
ment will prevent cuts in established 
programs which are effectively providing 
manpower and training services for our 
rapidly growing unemployed work force. 

In addition to providing full funding 
for the Headstart program and restor­
ing the amount requested by the admin­
istration for Manpower and Training 
programs, our amendment provides 
funds for other essential antipoverty 
programs and activities in the omce of 
Economic Opportunity at levels ap­
proaching those which Congress intended 
through the passage of the Economic 
Opportunity Amendments of 1969. 

These commitments made by Congress 
in 1969, before inflation became so se.:. 
vere, will provide minimum essential 
amounts needed to continue these high­
ly successful and effective programs at 
visible levels If the so-called war on 
poverty is to maintain any sort of for­
ward thrust it is important that Con­
gress hold the line against retreat in 
such essential and effective programs as: 
legal services, emergency food and medi­
cal service programs, comprehensive 
health service programs, educational fol­
low-through programs, VISTA, special 
impact programs for economic develop­
ment in urban and rural areas, and com­
munity action-local initiative programs. 

Our amendment appropriates a total 
of $2,245,500,000 for programs conducted 
under the Economic Opportunity Act of 
1964. This amount is identical to the au­
thorized figure in the bill which was 
amended in 1969. The Senate Committee 
on Appropriations has recommended 
$2,063,900,000 for these programs. We 
seek an increase of $181,600,000 which 
will be earmarked as follows: Heads tart, 
$59,000,000; manpower and training, 
$41,900,000; and the remaining $80,700,-
000 will be allocated among the other es­
sential poverty programs which I de­
scribed. 

I have no criticism of the Appropria­
tions Committee. I am on it. They have 
great difficulties. We have budget limita­
tions. We are spending our money for 
the wrong purposes in this country, and 
I know the Appropriations Committee 
has great pressures on it. But, Mr. Presi­
dent, I consider this amount a reason­
able and modest increase which is essen­
tial to maintain a forward thrust in our 



38318 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE Nove·mber 20, 1970 
efforts to combat poverty. I strongly 
urge its adoption. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator for 
yielding. 

I understand that the committee has 
reported out an amount of $339 million 
for Headstart. I also understood the Sen­
ator from Washington to say that it is 
the intention of the committee members 
to offer an amendment to the pending 
bill which would raise that amount 
still further. 

Can the Senator from Washington tell 
us how much more the committee plans 
to increase the amount of the appropri­
ation for Headstart? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I can answer that 
question quickly. We had an amendment 
prepared because we checked with offi­
cials at Headstart. The sum of $339 rcil­
lion is what they had originally askeu for. 
I think in the last 3 or 4 months, since 
they appeared before the House and 
Senate they claim now that they need 
another $11 million, or $13 million-in 
that range-to maintain their program 
at the same level of activity for this com­
ing year. We have an amendment pre­
pared to that effect. If the Senate wants 
to make it more--

Mr. AIKEN. Is it $15 million? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. It is $15 million, or 

something like that, we will be glad to do 
it. I think $15 million is a better figure. 
We are already $13 million over last year, 
and the $15 million would make it $28 
million over last year, or close to 10 
percent. 

Of course, everyone is for Headstart. 
There is not a person in this country 
who is not in favor of Headstart. But 
someone has got to have some responsi­
bility. This is what they said they could 
use for it, and it is $50 million over last 
year. 

I hate to see Headstart where it is. I 
wish it would be aimed the other way. 
But that is the way the administration 
wanted it, and that is what they did. 

I am not wedded to this figure, but 
this is what they say will keep it going 
and do the job. 

One would think, to listen to some of 
these speeches, that we were asking for 
the repeal of Headstart. Some repeal­
$350 million. That is no repeal of Head­
start. The sum of $350 million, I think, is 
a pretty good, sound endorsement of 
Headstart by us. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator will state it. 

M. COTTON. How much time is left 
on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New York has 2 minutes re­
maining. The Senator from Washington 
has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sena­
tor from New Hampshire such time as 
he may require. 

Mr. COTTON. Does the Senator from 
New York intend to use his 2 minutes~ 

Mr. JAVITS. I do. 
Mr. COTTON. Then I serve notice, 

Mr. President, that as soon as the Sen­
ator from New York has used his 2 min-

utes, I shall move to lay the amendment 
of the Senator from New York on the 
table, just as they laid mine on the table. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may I say 
to the Senator from New Hampshire 
that I think he has now done what I 
thought he would do yesterday, in defer­
ence to his own point of view, with which 
I heartily disagree. 

I yield myself 1 minute. 
I am not a bit insulted. The essence 

of this matter is this: Senators who want 
to increase this appropriation by $181 
million will, I hope, see through this per­
siflage, with all respect, about devolution 
and direct appropriation, and under­
stand that this is dollars and cents. 

First, the fact is that we wish to in­
crease the Headstart program by $60 
million. Last year it was $326 million, 
and we are seeking to raise that to $398 
million. 

I yield myself 1 final minute. 
So far, the Senate Appropriations 

Committee has raised it only $13 mil­
lion, to $339 million. 

Second, we want to raise the man­
power funds by $41 million; and third, 
we want to raise a whole list of other 
items-health, nutlition, legal services, 
community action programs, Vista, mi­
grant programs, by approximately $80 
million. 

These are the real issues: do we want 
to increase these programs to the extent 
that this amendment does? That is the 
basic issue, in my judgment. Mind you, I 
have no arrogance about it whatever, on 
this question of whom it is appropriated 
to, because I think we have completed 
that by locking in these devolution 
agreements to expressly apply to any­
thing which is appropriated. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as he requires to the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. COTTON. May I say to the Senator 
from New York that my purpose in mak­
ing the motion which I intend to make 
is not in any way hostile to him, but it is 
to enable the Senate, if it desires, to rid 
itself of this amendment, which does not 
leave us free to act in each case, and be 
able to devote ourselves to this, without 
it being interpreted as being against this 
program or that program or some other, 
so that we can start from scratch. 

Mr. President, I move to la.y the first 
part of the amendment of the Senator 
from New York on the table. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, as a sup­
porter of the poverty program and a co­
sponsor of the pending amendment to in­
crease the OEO appropriation, I rise to 
urge passage of the amendment by the 
Senate. 

When the Congress enacted the OEO 
legislation in 1964, it recognized at that 
time the need for specific efforts on the 
part of the Federal Government to as­
sist economically disadvantaged citizens. 
At that time there were approximately 
30 million Americans whose incomes fell 
below the established poverty level of 
$3,000 per year. Today, there are an esti­
mated 25 million people with incomes be­
low the poverty index. The number has 
decreased but endless deprivation and 
frustration still shatter the lives of two 
many Americans. This is why it is im­
portant that every avilable resource, pub-

lie and private, be mobilized to change · 
these conditions. 

The amendment before us, if passed, 
would provide a total of $2.25 billion for 
programs conducted under the omce of 
Economic Opportunity. Considering the 
seriousness and the extensiveness of pov­
erty in the United States, this in itself 
is a small amount. The appropriation 
could easily be three to four times that 
amount. Be that as it may, the amount 
is nonetheless $182 million over the 
amount recommended by the Senate Ap­
propriation Committee. It also repre­
sents a substantial increase over the 
amounts requested by the administra­
tion and the House. 

The $2.25 billion represents the re­
mainder of the appropriations authorized 
under the Economic Opportunity Act 
Amendments of 1969, excluding $50 mil­
lion which were appropriated earlier this 
year for school desegregation assist­
ance. 

Under provisions of the amendment 
$398 million are earmarked for the Head­
start program and $802 million for work 
and training opportunities. Fifty-nine 
million dollars of the $182 million pro­
posed increase would be added to Head­
start, while $41.9 million would be used 
for work training programs. The remain­
ing $80.7 million would be dispersed 
among a number of important OEO pro­
grams such as legal services, community 
action, research and development, and 
others. 

Prior to the development of Head­
start, thousands of disadvantaged chil­
dren, ages 3 to 6, did not have the oppor­
tunity to participate in meaningful child 
development programs. Through the ef­
forts of Headstart they have been given 
a chance and much has been done to en­
hance their educational and physical 
growth and development. By far, Head­
start has been one of the most popular 
and successful poverty programs. Not 
only has it reached out into disadvan­
taged neighborhoods to help children, 
but, perhaps equally as important is the 
fact that it has involved the parents of 
the children in the program also. There­
fore, I do not believe that this is the time 
to allow 26,000 youngsters to be dropped 
from this important program. If any­
thing, the program should be expanded. 
The 1970 appropriation of $326 million 
allowed the full year program to serve 
262,900 children which represented only 
about 18 percent of the nationwide eli­
gible population. An additional 14 per­
cent, 208,700, of the eligible children par­
ticipated in summer programs. For fiscal 
1971 the administration requested $339 
million which is the amount the Senate 
Appropriations Committee has recom­
mended. However, due to inflation and 
other factors, the Office of Child Devel­
opment estimates that at least $350 mil­
lion will be needed in fiscal 1971 just to 
maintain programs at the level of the 
previous year. Furthermore, the $350 
million will not be sufficient to permit the 
conversion of all children to full-year 
programs which is what the omce of 
Child Development would like to do. The 
amendment before us will permit expan­
sion of the program to accommodate an 
additional 50,000 to 60,000 children in 
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the program. This request is justified in 
view of the fact that the program has 
proven its effectiveness in helping dis­
advantaged children overcome many of 
the handicaps of their immediate en­
vironments and because the need for 
more youngsters to participate is so great 
at this time. 

It seems to me that if the priorities of 
this Nation were reoriented toward the 
resolution of our problems here at home 
and for improvement in the quality of 
life for all Americans, programs like 
Headstart might well be funded in terms 
of billions of dollars. As an October 24, 
1970, Washington Post editorial stated, 
"there are easily that many children who 

· need it, not only among the poor but 
among the lower and middle classes," 
as well. 

Finally, Mr. President, unemployment 
in this country has consistently risen 
during the past 18 or more months. 
Latest figures for the month of October 
1970 show that at least 5.6 percent of 
the American workforce is now unem­
ployed. This is one-tenth of 1 percent 
higher than it was in September of 1970 
and an increase of 2.4 percent over the 
figure for October of 1969. Hardest hit by 
the unemployment are those individuals 
and families residing in urban ·poverty 
communities with an estimated 24 per­
cent of these individuals unemployed. 
Equally appalling are the rates for teen­
agers at 17 percent with unemployment 
among black teen-agers residing in pov­
erty areas at. approximately 35 percent. 
Some experts predict that unemploy­
ment will continue to hold at the current 
level or grow increasingly worse before 
it gets better. We must begin now to 
attack this serious problem. That is why 
we have offered this amendment. Passage 
of the amendment will eliminate the 
necessity for cutting back the Concen­
trated Employment program by $6.5 mil­
lion; the Public Service Careers program 
by $5.2 million; $2.2 million from Opera­
tion Mainstream; $9.6 million from the 
Job Corps program; and $18.3 million for 
the Neighborhood Youth Corps in school, 
out-of-school, and summer programs. 

If the amendment fails, all of these 
programs will be drastically reduced. It 
is imperative that we work to bring relief 
to the niany families now affected by 
high unemployment. To do so requires a 
commitment-a commitment by the 
Congress and by the administration. As 
unemployment gets worse, more and 
more people and organizations will turn 
to the Federal Government for assistance 
and relief from the problem of chronic 
unemployment. This body made anini­
tial commitment when it passed the Em­
ployment and Training Opportunities 
Act little over a month ago. I was 
delighted to see that the House passed a 
similar bill on November 17. Both bills 
provide for the creation of public service 
jobs as a means for providing employ­
ment for the unemployed. All of these 
efforts are necessary if we are to be suc­
cessful. Therefore, I urge the Senate to 
pass this amendment. 

CHn.DREN: OUR FIRST PRIORITY 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the 
amendment No. 1068 to the Labor-HEW 
appropriations bill, S. 18515, providing 

full funding for the OEO Headstart pro­
gram is worthy of attention and support. 
We can in good conscience do no less­
and indeed we should be doing more­
for the children and families of the poor 
who benefit so greatly from this program. 

For too long, this program, one of the 
few that we have created which promise 
to make it a reality in this country that 
all children, rich and poor alike, have 
the benefit of a decent education, has 
been underfunded, and therefore under­
staffed and handicapped in achieving its 
goals: to provide a head start for chil­
dren and families who, because of the 
vicious cycle of poverty, must enter regu­
lar school already behind their fellow 
students. 

Many children are behind, not because 
of a lack of ability, 'Qut as a result of the 
limited educational opportunities avail­
able to poor children at critical ages be­
cause of the environment of our ghettos 
and barrios, in rural and urban areas. 

Many children are behind, not because 
of a lack of initiative, but because dis­
ease and malnutrition, which cripple the 
body and spirit, have gone undetected. 

Many children are behind, not because 
of an unwillingness to learn, but because 
by being denied warmth, companionship, 
and respect for ethnic and cultural iden­
tities they are retreating before they 
have a chance to know the dignity and 
self-respect which sparks self-con­
fidence. 

Many children are behind, not because 
of lack of parental supervision, but be­
cause the parents of the poor have them­
selves been denied the opportunity to 
learn and know the benefits of education 
and thei·eby create that home environ­
ment which motivates their children to 
learn. 

Headstart was designed to attack 
these problems-to broaden the educa­
tional horizons of the poor child by 
bringing new educational opportunities 
to him; to halt disease by providing sup­
portive health services; to end malnutri­
tion by providing nutritious meals; to 
bring children into contact with staff 
and personnel who would extend love, 
care, concern, and respect to poor chil­
dren; to bring parents into the program 
as paraprofessionals and advisers to pro­
vide them the opportunity to learn and 
to teach. Headstart has done a com­
mendable job to the extent that we have 
supported the program. 

If we do not increase the Headstart 
appropriation, it means that we will 
reach fewer children in poverty, when 
there are milli.ons of children who qual­
ify for the program but have no program 
to enter. If we do not increase funds, it 
will mean one less center here, one less 
health aid there; an increase in th& 
pupil-staff ratio, a cold lunch rather 
than a hot one; and, no eye checkup 
versus a complete eye examination. 

We have an obligation to human be­
ings, and particularly children, who are 
powerless to fight for themselves. It 
seems that we tend to forget -that as we 
rush headlong into nonhuman spending 
on a massive scale for bombs, weaponry, 
highways, and the like. We must have as 
a real priority our children, including the 
children of the poor and disadvantaged. -

How are we going to end poverty if we 
create another generation of handi:. 
capped children? How are we going to 
prevent the rage and violence that has 
plagued our cities if we deny another 
generation of youth access to the Amer­
ican dream? 

The amendment would raise the over­
all OEO appropriation to the level nec­
essary to fund fully the amounts ear­
marked for each program in the Eco­
nomic Opportunity Amendments of 1969. 
The bill reported by the Appropriations 
Committee appropriates a total of $2.0 '"3 
billion for these programs. Our amend­
ment would increase the appropriation 
for all OEO programs by $182 million so 
as to fully fund those programs at the 
authorized level. While the Appropri"l ­
tions Committee bill places the appropri­
ation for Headstart, work and training 
programs, and follow through in diffe r­
ent locations throughout the bill, this 
amendment consolidates the OEO pro­
gram appropriations in one place, as con­
tained in the House passed bill, and thus. 
assures that the agreeme ts delegating 
administration of OEO programs to the 
Departments of Health, Education, and. 
Welfare, and Labor will be adhered to. 

Let me emphasize that hearings be­
fore both the Senate and House author­
izing committees have amply demon­
strated the need for more Headstart 
funds. It takes $350,000,000 merely to 
continue existing Headstart programs at 
the fiscal year 1970 operating leve~. When 
the Economic Opportunity amendments 
of 1969 were enacted less than a year 
ago, the specific allocation of $398,000,-
000 was written into that legislation as 
the earmarked amount for Headstart. 
While Congress agreed to give the ad­
ministration substantial :flexibility to 
vary from these figures to 'the extent of 
15 percent, the Congress did not intend 
an idle gesture earmarking these specific 
figures for particular programs. I find it 
difficulty to understand why Headstart 
has been chosen as the object of cutbacks 
by the administration from the allocated 
amounts. This seems to me to be an 
abuse of the substantial :flexibility which 
we gave the Director of OEO. 

I think it is entirely apropriate, there­
fore, in enacting this appropriation leg­
islation to stress that with respect to 
Headstart the Congress intends that 
there be no cutbacks below the specific 
amounts of $398,000,000. Such :flexibility 
as we gave the Director of OEO should 
be used to increase the amounts available 
for Headstart. Instead of doubling and 
then tripling so-called research and de­
velopment programs which the OEO has 
not yet developed adequate plans for, we 
should be supporting and enhancing 
proven antipoverty programs, particu­
larly those that directly benefit and in­
volve poor children and their parents. 

Mr. President, I urge Senators to vote 
for this amendment to the Labor-HEW 
appropriations bill. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I support 
enthusiastically the Javits amendment, 
No. 1068, to the Labor-HEW appropri­
tions bill. 

This amendment, which I have cospon­
sored, is necessary if we are to renew 
our co~itment to improving opportu-
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nities for all Americans. Programs like 
· Headstart and manpower training which 
have proved successful should be ex­
panded, not cut back. Even the increased 
funding which this amendment would 
provide is inadequate to fill present 
needs. 

The administration requested $339 mil­
lion for Headstart. But it is clear that 
to keep the program running at even its 
present level, a minimum of $398 million 
will be needed. 

The last segment of society to fall vic­
tim to the slash of the budget cutter 
should be our children. Headstart is a 
program that has given renewed hope 
to hundreds of thousands of youngsters 
all across America. 

In my own State of Maine, there are 
presently 15 Headstart programs help­
ing over 1,000 children. Now is not the 
time to deny them the benefits of pre­
school development. 

Instead of dropping children from the 
program, we should be adding children. 
Instead of cutting corners here, we 
should be building Headstart into the 
kind of constructive national program 
it has shown itself capable of being. 

If the appropriations which passed the 
House of Representatives are not in­
creased, 26,000 children who are pres­
ently enrolled in Headstart will have to 
be dropped. That would be a tragedy that 
we simply cannot afford. 

There are some 6 million disadvan­
taged children under 6 years old in Amer­
ica. Yet Headstart enrolls only one-quar­

-ter of a million. We are helping less than 
one in 20 of the children who most need 
our help. 

There can be no excuse for our not 
doing a better job in this area. We have 
a proven, workable program, and we have 
millions of children who can benefit from 
that program. We should bring the chil­
dren and the program together. 

Some say this issue has become em­
broiled in politics. There are some things 
that must be more important than poli­
tics. The lives of our children must be 
more important than politics. 

HEADSTART-MANPOWER-QTHER OEO 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the Of­

fice of Economic Opportunity remains as 
a clear symbol of hope to 25 million per­
sons in this country who face the endur­
ing misery of poverty. They lack ade­
quate food; they are forced to live in 
unsafe and deteriorating homes and they 
are the last to receive basic medical care. 
These are the constituents who have a 
vested interest in whether the Senate 
adequately funds the myriad of anti­
poverty efforts that we have slowly de­
veloped over the past 5 years. 

The amendment now before the Sen­
ate which I have cosponsored along with 
colleagues of both parties would bring 
Headstart funding to a level that more 
nearly reftects our national educational 
needs and responsibilities. 

Headstart has been the cutting edge 
of our attempts to provide adequate early 
childhood education for disadvantaged 
children. In countless cities and towns 
throughout this Nation, children from 
culturally deprived backgrounds have 
been given a step up by Headstart so that 

they might have the chance for an equal 
educational opportunity. 

Despite the accomplishments of Head­
start, we were forced to accede last year 
to a cut in the number of children served. 
As Headstart was changed to a full-year 
program in most cities, costs increased 
somewhat but that rise was not matched 
by adequate funds. As a result, some 
150,000 fewer children participated in the 
program. 

Now, the $339 million appropriated by 
the Appropriations Committee, while an 
improvement over the House version, will 
leave another 62,000 children without a 
chance for Headstart this summer. 

In Massachusetts I am told by Head­
start directors that the proposed level 
of funding will mean an 11-percent cut­
back in funds which will nearly gut the 
summer Heads tart program. Last year, 
Massachusetts Headstart was cut by 
$443,000 and if this amendment is not ap­
proved, another $633,000 is expected to be 
cut from those programs. 

Parents, teachers, and administrators 
have been united in their strong and con­
tinuing support for full funding of Head­
start. I ask unanimous consent to intro­
duce letters from Headstart Directors 
who have written in support of the 
amendment. They argue and I concur 
that this is not the way in which we 
should cut back on unnecessary spend­
ing. Our priorities must assure that these 
children have an opportunity to use the 
educational resources that this has avail­
able. Surely, if the, Nation is willing to 
spend billions of dollars for unnecessary 
weapons systems we can afford $398 
million for a program that offers a 
unique learning experience to 529,406.dis­
advantaged children. 

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

MASSACHUSETTS 
COMMUNITY TEAMWORK, INC., 

Lowell, Mass. 
Present Head Start funding level of $166,-

740 will be cut by 11 % . Reason given: "Budg­
et cuts due to previous over-extension of 
funds and funneling of money into pilot 
projects." 20 youngers will be cut from pro­
gram; salaries and services will be affected. 
This program serves 33Y:J % of eligible popu­
lation and an 8-12 % increase would be neces­
sary to maintain present level. 

Concentrated Employment Program is cur­
rently funded at $1,600,000 and will be cut 
to $1,408,127. 240 enrollees will be eliminat ed. 
This program serves 12¥2 % of eligible popu­
lation, and a 20% increase would be neces­
sary to maintain present level. NYC lost 20 

.slots due to reduction. 
The overall program serves 5 % of eligible 

population, and a 12 % increase would be 
necessary to maintain current level. 

"Our concerns about impending cuts in 
manpower programs are especially acute 
since the employment picture in the area is 
quite grim. The unemployment rate is now 
9.3 % , the highest in Massachusetts and one 
of the highest in the nation." 

LEo F . DESJARLAIS, 
Executive D i rector. 

FRANKLIN COMMUNITY 
ACTION CORPORATION, 

Greenfield, Mass. 
Present funding level is $147,000, of which 

$60,000 is for community action and $87,000 
for Head Start. Head Start will be cut by 
11 % , by $9,570. 15 children will be dropped 

from program. 40 % of eligible population is 
being served, and a 10 % increase would be 
necessary t o maintain present level. 

STANLEY GAWLE, 
Director. 

WORCESTER COMMUNITY 
ACTION COUNCIL, INC., 

Worcester, Mass. 
Present funding level for Head Start is 

$414,300 and will be cut by 9-11 % , or $37,-
287 to $45,573. 40 children will be dropped; 
program will be shortened; adverse effects 
on personnel and services. Program serves 
405 out of 600 eligil)le children, or about 
66 %% , and an increase of 6.03 % would be 
necessary to maintain present level. 

ROBERT T. CRONIN, 
Worcester, Mass. 

Present funding level of $143,200 will be 
reduced to $127,448. "Deficits from prior 
years, now being felt, combined with Con­
gressional cuts" was reason given. 20 chil· 
dren will be dropped from program, staff will 
be affected, and 20 families will be deprived 
of multi-aide services. 60 % of the popula­
tion is now being served, and a 20 % in­
crease in funds would be necessary to main­
t a in current level. 

Mrs. MARGARET DAVITT, 
D irector, Project Head Start, 

Chi ld Development Center, 
Framingham, Mass. 

Present funding level of $109,000 will be 
cut by 9- 11 % . 36 children will be dropped. 
and percentage of needy population will 
drop from 65 % to 50 % . 108 children are now 
served. Services .will be affected. A fund­
ing level of $118,000 is needed to maintain 
present level, $160,000 would be an effec­
tive level of operation. 

. WILLIAM C. EMSLEY, 
Di1·ector, Oper ation Head Start, 

Taunton, Mass. 

Present funding level for Head Start is 
$46,836. One of four full-year centers would 
be closed if there is a reduction. 20 % of 
eligible population is now served. 

Mrs. ELIZABETH KIPP, 
Director, Hampshi1·e County Heart Start, 

Northampton, Mass. 

Present funding level is $280,000 includ­
ing $40,000 for Head Start. Head Start will 
probably be reduced to $35,000. Reason 
given: "All Headstart funds for this year 
must be cut from 7 to 9 % given by HEW 
(0. C. D. Region I)". One of four classrooms 
will be eliminated, dropping 15 children. 25 -
33 % of eligible population is now being 
served, and an increase of 20 % in Head Start 
and 20 % in OEO funding would be neces­
sary to maintain present level. 

JAMES L . LAWBAUGH, 
Executive Director, Haverhill 

Communi ty Acti on Committee, Inc. 
Haver h i ll, Mass. 

Present funding of Head Start is $112,967 
and will be cut 9-11 % , to about $100,000. 125 
children (out of 6,000 eligible children) are 
currently being served, and the reduction 
will necessitate dropping 40 of these children. 
A funding level of at least $130,000 is recom­
mended to operate at sufficient level. 

ROBERT S. SWAN, 
Director, Project Head Start, 
Springfield Action Commission, 

Springfield, Mass. 

Present funding of program is $2,655,340 
and will be reduced to $2,363,252. "Reduced 
appropriations in OEO funded program, over 
projections of 1969 and 1970 unexpended 
funds needed for refunding 1971 programs" 
were reasons given. 197 children would be 
eliminated with the cut. 16 % are now served, 
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and a 24.1% increase in funds would be nec­
essary to maintain current leve~. 

JOHN ScHAUT, 
Head Start Director, Action jor 

Boston Community Development, Inc. 
Boston, Mass. 

Present funding level of Head Start is 
$393,288 and will be reduced by 9 or 11%, 
by $35,396 or $43,262. Reason given: "reduc­
tion of prior year unexpended funds and an 
ant icipated reduction in new appropriations, 
based on the earmarking language in the 
Economic Opportunity Act." 30-45 children 
will be eliminated from program; staff and 
services will be affected. 35-40 % of eligible 
children are now being served, and a mini­
mum increase of 10 % would be necessary to 
continue present level. Agency serves 30 % 
population, and needs funds to exp and man­
power programs. 

AUSTIN G . CROSSMAN, 
Head Start Director, 

DAVID L. HIGGINS, 
Executi ve Director, 

Montachusett Opportunit y Council, Inc ., 
Leomi nster, Mass. 

Presen t funding of Head Start is $242,271 
and will be cut 10 % to $218,044. Reduced 
appropriations was reason given. '30 children 
will be dropped, and staff a n d services will be 
adversely affected . 65 % , or 270 childr en out of 
a possible 450 children, now being served, and 
an increase of 10 % is needed to maintain 
present level. 

JOHN F. LAVE NDIER, 
Parent Coordinator, 

FRANK V. JoNES, 
Head Start Director, 

Barnstable Head Start Community 
Action Committee of Cape Cod and 
Islands, Inc., Hyannis, Mass. 

Present funding level of $161,000 serving 
120 children will be cut by 9- 11 % to $146,-
500 or $143,300. "Reduced House appropria­
tions and deficit in return on unexpended 
funds from previous fiscal years" were reasons 
given. One class of 20 children will be 
dropped, and personnel and services will be 
adversely affected. 50 % of current eligible 
5-year-olds are being served, and a 5 % in­
crease in funds is necessary to maintain pres­
ent level. OEO versatile funding has not been 
reduced, but 3 to 5 % funding level increase 
would be necessary to maintain present level. 

ARTHUR F. KIMBER, Jr., 
Executive Director, Lynn Economic Op­

portunity, Inc., Lynn, Mass. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the motion. 

Mr. JAVITS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Washington yield back the 
remainder of his time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from New Hampshire. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH), the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Donn), 
the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. GoRE), 
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE), 
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Mc­
CARTHY), the Senator from Wyoming 

(Mr. McGEE), the Senator from Georgia 
<Mr. RussELL), the Senator from Ala­
bama <Mr. SPARKMAN), the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), and the Sena­
tor from Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. FoNG), 
the Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLD­
WATER), the Senator from Oregon <Mr., 
HATFIELD), the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
SAxBE) and the 3 enator from Texas <Mr. 
TOWER) are necessarily tb .... ~nt. 

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY) 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
MuNDT) is absent because of illness. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from South Dak::>ta <Mr. MuNDT) would 
vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. TOWER) is paired with the Senator 
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD). If present 
and voting, the Senator from Texas 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Oregon would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 43, 
nays 35, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Baker 
Bible 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ellender 

Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Case 
Church 
Cranston 
Eagl~ton 
Fulbright 
Goodell 
Gravel 
Harris 
Hartke 

[No. 389 Leg.] 

YEAS--43 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Griffin 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Holland 
Hruska 
Jordan. N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Long 
Magnuson 
McClellan 
Mcintyre 
Miller 
Montoya 

NAY8-35 
Hollings 
Hughes 
Jackson 
Javits 
Kennedy 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McGovern 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Moss 
Muskie 

Murphy 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Scott 
Smith 
Spong 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

Nelson 
Fell 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Schweiker 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-22 
Allen Gore 
Bayh Hart 
Bellmon Hatfield 
Bennett Inouye 
Cannon McCarthy 
Dodd McGee 
Fong Mundt 
Goldwater Percy 

Russell 
Sax be 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Tower 
Tydings 

So Mr. COTTON's motion to table the 
first part of Mr. JAVITS' amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia­
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New York will state it. 

Mr. JAVITS. Is the remainder of the 
amendment still pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New York is correct; the re­
mainder of the Javits amendment is still 
pending. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think 
the . Senate has expressed its desire to 
work its will on individual sections of 
-the bill. I will submit amendments to 

individual sections of the bill. So will 
others who join me in sponsoring this 
basic amendment. I should like to feel 
free for that purpose now, and would 
like to make this suggestion, with all due 
respect to the manager of the bill, that 
perhaps this is a useful time, consider­
ing the hour, to try to arrive at some 
agreement on all amendments. I would 
be willing, and perhaps others will, be­
fore I withdraw my own, as perhaps this 
could be a useful time to say that we 
will take 20 minutes on each amendment, 
10 minutes on amendments to amend­
ments, and try to lock up the bill, as we 
have argued just about everything. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Everything? 
Mr. JAVITS. I submit that to the man­

ager of the bill. Maybe I am saying this 
because I just got knocked down . . 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on all amend­
ments the time be limited to 20 minutes, 
with 10 minutes to a side; and 10 min­
utes on any amendments to any amen d­
ment, with 5 minutes to a side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. MA­
THIAS). Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I think we should 
limit the time. We have discussed this 
matter and rediscussed it. The Sena tor 
from New York will probably come l<P 
with a substantial increase in funds for 
Headstart and then the committee will 
come up with something--

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am about to !"'r': · 
sent an amendment. 

Mr. COTTON. The Senator from 
Washington will come up with his 
amendment, and we only get, how much 
time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am going to pre­
sent the amendment first and then other 
people can up it and can submit amend­
ments to up it, and then we can vote it 
up or down. 

Mr. COTTON. Vve can vote the amend­
ments up or down, yes. That would be 
only 5 minutes to a side, then, under this 
agreement? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Twenty minutes on 
each amendment. 

Mr. COTTON. I believe the majority 
leader just suggested that we could live 
very well within the request by using one 
hour on the bill. So I withdraw my ob­
jection. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
modify the request to include 1 hour 
on the bill, on final passage. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, let us un­
derstand the request correctly now. 
There will be 20 minutes on each amend­
ment, divided 10 minutes to the pro­
ponent and 10 minutes to the manager 
or whoever is the opponent; and 10 min­
utes on amendments to each amendment. 

.divided 5 ·and 5, and then 1 hour on the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This will 
be in the usual form? 

Mr. JAVITS. That means the ruie of 
germaneness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER; Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, l think my 
amendment is still pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator is correct. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I withdraw 
my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CooK) . The clerk will report the amend­
ment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington (Mr. 
MAGNUSON) offers the following amend­
ment: 

On page 33, line 16, strike out "$346,417,-
000", and insert 1n lieu thereof "$361,417,000." 

On pa.ge 33, line 17, strike out "$339,000,-
000", and insert in lieu thereof "$354,000,-
000". 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
amendment is now directed at one of. the 
items in the bill; namely, Headstart, 
which is administered by the Office of 
Child Development in HEW. The amount 
of appropriation in 1970 was $326 million. 
The Budget Bureau sent up the request 
for $339 million. The House cut that back 
to $321 million. We put that back up to 
$339 million, or $17.7 million more than 
the House figure. 

The pending amendment would add 
$15 million more, which would make it 
almost $33 million over the House figure. 

We have had lengthy testimony from 
the OEO on Headstart and also from 
five or six witnesses from my own State 
who testified. 

Since the hearing there have been 
some problems, they say, at OEO with 
Headstart and in the field. They say 
that they might be from $10 million to 
$13 million short of coming up to the 
amount necessary to maintain their pro­
gram. So we have recommended $15 mil­
lion instead of $11 million so that they 
will have plenty. That would make the 
total amount $354 million for Head­
start. 

Mr. President, I yield to no one in my 
dedication to Headstart since its be­
ginning. It is one of the finer programs 
commenced by OEO. However, we are 
trying to be reasonable and keep it go­
ing as it should be kept going. 

Mr. President, there will probably be 
some amendments to further increase 
this amount. The Senate can work its 
will on the matter. 

The committee has worked hard and 
long. We think this is a reasonable figure 
to keep OEO moving and to provide 
for any increase they may need for this 
year. 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, bow 

much is the figure of $354 million be­
low the authorized figure? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That would be $43 
million plus below the authorized figure. 
The authorized ceiling is $398 million. 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, do I un­
derstand that the amendment is offered 
jointly by the chairman of the subcom­
mittee and the Senator from New Hamp­
shire (Mr. COTTON) ? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is cor• 
rect. 

Mr. HOLLAND. And in their judgment 
this will furnish everything that Head.­
start says it can use. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is what they 
, told us and what. other witnesses have 
said. 

I know that there will be an amend­
ment to increase this amount and the 
Senate can vote on it. 

I will not yield back my time until I 
have to. Someone may force me into 
using some time by some statements that 
may ruffle my feathers a little bit. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, who con­
trols the time in opposition? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
be the ranking minority member on the 
committee. That would be the distin­
guished Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New York is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, here we 
have the classic result which is fine. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Senator from New York control 
the time in opposition. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from New Hampshire. That 
is very generous. 

The classic result has now been 
achieved in the Senate, in my judgment, 
by tabling the portion of the amend­
ment. I am not insulted, because that is 
the way it should have been done. Now 
we are down to the idea of breaking it 
down into individual components. 

The first item deals with Headstart. 
It is a good program. However, I do not 
think we realize how little of the target 
we are fulfilling. If the Senate goes 
along with us we will amend the 
amount to provide for 441,000 slots; 
441,000 slots-in the most conservative 
estimate-is something like one-fourth 
or one-fifth of the total target popula­
tion. 

We did earmark up to $398 million 
under the basic amendment. 

'I'he argument made by the Senator 
from Washington that this does away 
w!th the Appropriations Committee is 
not a proper argument. He says that the 
Appropriations Committee does not uo 
anything if we go to the authorization 
every time. That is not so in this case, 
because the authorization falls so far 
short of what ought be done that we at 
least ought to go to the authorization. 
That is the argument here. It is not 
entirely a finite question. It is not a 
qualitative question. It is truly quanti­
tative. 

How much do we want to give of what 
ought to be given? Do we want to make 
it one-fifth or one-fourth? If so, how 
much do we want to give? We should at 
least give an amount up to the ceiling 
that has been established. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE'. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from New York admit that some 
of these programs have greater priority 
than others? Does he admit that? 

Mr. JAVITS. I will aclmit that. How­
ever, I cannot let it go unchallenged, for 
this reason. We were not increasing this. 
This had relatively lower priority. The 
increases were perhaps $1 or $2, or $3 
million. 

Mr. PASTORE. That is not the point. 
Mr. JAVITS. Also, I cannot agree that 

only Heads tart has a higher priority. I 
happen to feel that Legal Services ought 
to have the highest priority of any. I 
happen to feel that way. I think I un­
derstand the dynamics of the problem. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the 
whole argument of supporting the first 
part of the Javits amendment was that 
Headstart is a good program. I agree 
that Headstart is an excellent program 
and I intend to support it to its full 
authorization. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PASTORE. I will do the same 

thing on manpower. 
Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PASTORK And when it comes to 

the others, I will have to exercise my 
judgment. 

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator is very gra­
cious. When he is with us, we feel much 
better. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President. I 
wish to offer a substitute amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia­
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator will state it. 

Mr. JAVITS. The amendment would 
not be in order until the time is yielded 
back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
a tor is correct. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I suggest 
that the Senator argue the substitute 
now and we will submit it in due course. 

Mr. CRANSTON. That will be agree­
able. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from California is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. CRANSTON. ·Mr. President, on be­
half of Senators JAVITS, NELSON, MON­
DALE, and myself, I plan to offer a sub­
stitute amendment. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator add the name of the Senator 
from Rhode Island? 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator add the name o! the Senator 
from New Hampshire? 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator add the name of the Senator 
from Oklahoma? 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the names of 
the Senator from Rhode Is!and (Mr. 
PASTORE), the Senator from New Hamp-
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shire (Mr. MciNTYRE), and the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS) be added 
as cosponsors of the substitute amend­
ment. 

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

Mr. CRANSTON. The amendment 
would simply restore the authorized 
amount for this program. Instead of $15 
million as proposed in the committee 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Washington, the substitute amendment 
would add $59 million to bring it to the 
full authorized amount. 

It seems difficult to contend that they 
cannot handle these additional funds, 
since even with the adoption of this 
amendment we would serve 134,000 chil­
dren less than were served in 1969. The 
Headstart program has been going down­
hill despite the fact it is one of the most 
successful of our war on poverty pro­
grams. It gives a great opportunity to 
more underprivileged children who need 
a hand in the early days of their lives, in 
a way that involves their parents and 
families. The program has paid tremen­
dous dividends in dealing with poverty in 
this country. 

Mr. President, to be more precise, this 
is plainly not a reckless or rash proposal 
to add any vast sums. The administra­
tion budget request for fiscal year 1971 
would have served nearly 200,000 fewer 
children than were served during fiscal 
year 1969, a reduction of nearly one­
third in the total number of children 
served. Even the 529,000 children who 
would be served under our proposal is 
134,594 less than were served in 1969. 

My :final point is that even with the 
adoption of my amendment we would 
still be reaching only 36 percent of the 
children who are eligible for and who 
could benefit significantly from the 
Headstart experience. 

I do not see how it can be said we can­
not handle the money that would enable 
us to meet the level of less than 2 years 
ago. And still under the amendment 
there would be 134,594 less children 
served than were in Headstart programs 
in fiscal year 1969. We should be offering 
an amendment to meet the needs of the 
719,000 eligible children, who will not be 
served even at the $398 million level, but 
we are not doing that. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the names of the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA) and the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) 
be added as cosponsors. 

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

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

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield. 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have 

served on the Subcommittee on Employ­
ment, Manpower, and Poverty of the 
Committee on Labor for some years. I 
also serve as chairman of the Select Com­
mittee on Equal Education. I have spent 
a disproportionate percentage of my time 
on the question of why it is that this rich 
and powerful society somehow permits 
millions of children never to become full 
participants in the American system. We 
have reviewed thousands of pages of tes­
timony about experiments, ideas, and 
notions to probe that single question. I 

would say, without any doubt, that the 
most hopeful, the most widely agreed 
upon single strategy known today to 
reach the problem of poverty and solve it 
is a high quality, early childhood devel­
opment program, which is what Head­
start is all about. If we hope to do some­
thing about poverty, the Senate will agree 
to the amendment. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Minnesota has been a great 
leader for many years in the Headstart 
program and no one knows better than 
he the importance of this amendment. I 
have greatly enjoyed working with him 
on the Employment, Manpower, and 
Poverty Subcommittee and particularly · 
in working on his billS. 2060, the Head­
start Child Development Act, which I am 
privileged to cosponsor. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, how 
much time is remaining to the chair­
man? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Washington has 6 minutes re­
maining. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, in the ab­
sence of the Senator from Washington I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from New Hampshire is recognized. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I have 
great respect for Senators who want the 
full authorization for Headstart. I would 
be glad to vote for more money for Head­
start than we have given. But I wish to 
call two things to the attention of the 
Senate. First, the President recom­
mended this year $2.257 billion more for 
HEW than was appropriated last year; 
and the House added to this nearly $100 
million and the Senate has added more 
than $200 million. 

It is easy, if one does not have there­
sponsibility, and I am not being virtuous 
about it, to stand on the ftoor and let 
constituents at home know that a Sena­
tor fought for full authorization for 
Headstart. However, the authorization 
for Headstart is $78 million more than 
the House approved and some of us will 
have to go into the committee on con­
ference and do all we can to prevail to 
hold this :figure up as high as we can. The 
fact remains that the folks back home 
will think $78 million has been added to 
this matter. 

It was never said, and I am sure the 
Senator from Washington intended to 
say, that this is all Headstart asked for; 
it is only what they said they could get 
along with. Let us be frank. I might be 
for more than that but I have to stay 
with the committee because to go $78 
million over the House is a futile gesture. 

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

Mr. COTTON. I yield. 
Mr. PASTORE. What do we say to our 

constituents when a request was made for 
$250 million for aid to Cambodia and we 
cannot take care of our children in Amer­
ica? These are questions we will have to 
answer. I am not being critical of the 
Senator, but if this country can afford to 
give $1 billion for foreign aid to foreign 
countries, why can we not afford to pro­
vide for the children in our country? 
That is the question in my mind. 

Mr. COTTON. My good friend is ask­
ing the wrong Senator. I have voted 

against every foreign aid bill for the last 
4 years and I am one Republican and 
one administration Republican who does 
not approve giving that money to Cam­
bodia. I would just as soon throw it in the 
sewer. 

Mr. PASTORE. I was just giving the 
Senator an argument for him to use in 
the conference. The Senator will have a 
good argument when he goes to confer­
ence. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, I rise 
to wholeheartedly support the amend­
ment of the Senator from California (Mr. 
CRANSTON) to provide additional funds 
for the Headstart program. 

I have supported this program since 
its inception and have consistently voted 
for increases during the years of its ex­
istence. 

The need to prepare our preschool chil­
dren in low-income areas for full partici­
pation in the education process was high 
on the list of priorities of educators long 
before the introduction on Headstart. 
The years of Headstart's operation have 
proven the wisdom of such a program. 
Those children fortunate enough to par­
ticipate have demonstrated achievement 
far beyond those who have not been able 
to benefit from Headstart. 

The evidence of community accept­
ance of Headstart has been brought 
abundantly to my attention in recent 
days and weeks. Nearly 1,000 New Hamp­
shire residents, mostly parents of Head­
start youngsters and community leaders 
familiar with its results, have expressed 
their full support for these additional 
funds and their opposition to any cut­
backs which would hamper the program. 

I believe the necessity of this amend­
ment is quite clear. All across the coun­
try, Headstart programs report cutbacks 
of 7 to 18 percent in their Headstart al­
locations at a time when they would re­
quire a 10- to 12-percent increase simply 
to continue serving as many children as 
they served last year. This at a time 
by and large they are serving less than 
20 percent of the children in their areas 
in need of Headstart services. 

If we do not provide these additional 
funds, it will means that children will 
not be able to attend classes; working 
mothers will be forced to leave their jobs 
to care for their children at home and 
will thereby suffer the loss of needed in­
come; ·essential medical and. dental care 
of Headstart children will be stopped. In 
addition, special breakfas·ts, snacks, and 
hot lunches, which are important to the 
health of these children, will be elimi­
nated and other services will be cur­
tailed. 

Mr. President, this must not happen. 
I urge that this amendment be adopted. 

Mr. President, I will not burden my 
colleagues nor the RECORD at this point 
with length material which has come 
to me from the people of New Hamp­
shire supporting Head·start. But, I would 
like to share one communication from 
one of the hundred I have received 
which I believe reftects the views of so 
many. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that this letter from Mr. Jack 
Leonard of the Headstart program in 
Claremont, N.H., be printed in the REc­
ORD at this point. 
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There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

YEAR AROUND HEAD START, 
Claremont~ N .H. 

Senator 'l'HOMAS MCINTYRE, 
Senate Office Build-ing, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR MR. MCINTYRE: As a teacher aid in 
the Head Start Program in Claremont, I am 
appalled to learn of the recent cut in the 
budget for this program. 

I think first of all of the thirty children 
that I will face each morning realizing that 
perhaps next year not so many will be this 
lucky. Due to present budget restrictions. we 
already turn away needy children each year; 
to add to that list of rejected young people 
seems nothing less than criminal. This is 
particularly meaningful in view of the re­
cent industrial layoffs in the area that 
threaten to increase the number of chil­
dren needing a Head Start. 

Perhaps the appropriations decrease will 
a.ffect the already inadequate service pro-
8f&Jil.S offered through Head Start. Where 
Will the cut come? Shall we cut the length 
of the program, sending the children back 
home to their parents? It would mean an 
end to the jobs they are now able to hold, 
and a further drain on your welfare pro­
gram. Financially, there is no real saving, 
and in terms of pride and independence 
there will be a. tragic loss. Or shall we trim 
the essential medical care program, that 
these children receive? 

It hurts on another level to recognize that 
once again the government is holding out 
one hand to the poor with help and stabbing 
them in the back with the other. To fight 
inflation for the working people by cutting 
back the very programs that offer them hope 
and reform for the future is hypocritical, 
near-sighted and blatantly political. When 
education is our best chance for real change 
and improvement in the future, why is it 
always the first to be considered in the 
budget decreases? 

We would ask for an explanation for the 
budget cut and a clarification for the gov­
ernment's intentions and commitments to 
the poor people of this nation. What guar­
antees do we have against further cuts in 
thiS or other programs, guarantees that 
could begin to foster a. real trust in our 
leaders E.nd a hope for the future. We de­
mand a restoration of the original budget 
when Congress reconvenes, and further ask 
an increase in the budget to meet the 
growing needs of the young people in this 
area. 

Yours truly, 
JACK LEoNAR:D. 

MINNESOTA SUPPORTS FULL FUNDING 
FOR HE'ADSTART 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, pos­
sibly the greatest cause for divisiveness 
and disillusionment with the Govern­
ment by the economically depressed is 
the holding out of promises and help, 
then abruptly withdrawing it. 

Headstart has offered help to many 
children, families, and communities. To 
seriously curtail its effectiveness by cut­
backs is not good economy, but slow 
strangulation of a program that has of­
fered the only real hope to so many 
thousands of children and parents. 

Excerpts from a letter from a Head­
start parent in Minnesota makes this 
point more dl'amatically and with more 
emphasis than the most articulate 
speech writer: 

My son Paul goes to Head Start. He is the 
only child I have, and because of a lot of 
happenings, pretty bad mishaps, Paul was 
sort o! shy, afraid and unsure of people. 

Head Start has given him assureness that 
he can make friends his own age to play with 
whereas before he had only older kids to 
play with. Then when we moved all the chil­
dren on our block were too old for him to 
play with. He's learned to share his play­
things a responsibility to his own property 
to property of others and to people. 

He comes home after school and rattles. 
off some new poem or song, brings me home 
a funny water paint or crayon colored pic­
ture. These things. these few simple things, 
warm my heart. 

Your amendment might enable another's 
son to be happy, enable another mother to 
be happy. I'm a mother of whom if I could 
would give the world to my son. I am poor 
and must work hard for the few things I'm 
able to give him but Head Start has given 
him a lot I couldn't. Playmates to sing and 
be happy with. It's just so hard to define or 
describe how I feel for what I see in Paul 
since he's started. A little flesh on those ribs. 
He's hungry. I've never seen him so hungry 
before. I use to have to run behind him to 
pick up his toys with occasion help from him 
but now he picks them up right away be­
cause that's what all his friends do at school 
and the teachers say it is nice to do that. 
So tell me we should cut Head Start. We 
mothers of Head Start are praying your 
amendment goes through so that more ehli­
dren get the advantages of the Head Start 
as our children have. 

What answer will we have for this 
mother, and thousands of others like her, 
if we do not pass the amendment that 
provides full funding of Headstart pro­
grams. 

In Minnesota, Headstart programs al­
ready operating on minimum budgets 
have been told that cutbacks of up to 
20 percent could be expected. In south­
eastern Minnesota, where only 40 to 60 
percent of the eligible children are 
served, it would result in severely cur­
tailing, if not eliminating, an e:ffective 
program. 

The Dodge-Steele-Waseca Citizens 
Action Council, Inc. in Waseca, Minn. 
reports: 

The impact on our tota.l program wlll be 
devastating. Our Agency is small. Further 
strangulation by the cutting of funds could 
make us nothing more than simple window 
dressing in the eyes of the low-income people 
we serve. 

A Headstart parent in Shakapee 
writes: 

Regional officials have said that our Head 
Start program may be cut as much as 10%. 
I refuse to understand this as I feel that they 
should be allowed more money not less. 
Right there serving only 50 ohildren out of 
300 or so eligible for Head start. This pro­
gram is the best thing that could be done 
for these children. It's just a shame that we 
cannot serve all the eligible children. And 
with the money they are receiving it's hard 
to serve properly the 50 they are serving. 
They're doing a wonderfUl job on the money 
they have--but there is no doubt they need 
more money. 

The director of the Minneapolis Head­
start program telegraphed: 

As Director of the Minneapolis Head Start 
Program I would like to protest the proposed 
cutback in the funding level of Head Start. 

Currently 288 disadvantaged children aged 
5 are receiving preschool training, hot break­
fast, lunches and essential medical care on 
a full year basis. We are serving less than 
twenty-five percent of the eligible families 
in Hennepin County. Recent surveys show 
more than 1,000 children in Minneapolis 
qualify and would benefit from our compre-

hensive services. A ten to fourteen percent 
cut back woUld equal twenty-five to thirty 
thousand dollars. How can Congress ask us 
to eliminate any children from our program 
or reduce the effectiveness of the services 
provided. I ask humbly for our children that 
you give this whatever attention is needed 
in priorities that we may continue to serve 
without fear of reprisals and cutbacks. 

In a similar vein, Headstart parents 
in St. Cloud, Minn. state= 

We are well aware of the tremendous cost 
increases in the last few years in such items 
as food, transportation, and health services, 
which are essential parts of our program. Yet 
for the past four years we have been required 
to operate at the same level of funding. 

In the meantime, we have repeatedly heard 
and read about the high priority the admin­
istration has placed on early childhood pro­
grams. In view o! this we find it extremely 
difficult to understand why we are now faced 
with funding cuts. 

I have received other communications 
from participating parents, teachers, and 
concerned citizens from all over the State 
of Minnesota, including Angora, Avon, 
Buhl, Chisholm, Dear River, Alborn­
Brookston, Moorhead, Northome, Orr, 
Virginia, Jordan, Shakapee, throughout 
all of the Twin-Cities area of Minneap­
olis-St. Paul, Crow Wing-Todd-Morrison 
Tri-County CAP, Beltrami, and Cass 
County CAC, St. Cloud. Grand Marias, 
and Meadowlands, to name only a few. 

Similar appeals for full funding of 
Headstart have come from practically 
every State in the Nation. An Ohio pedi­
atrician describes the Headstart program 
as "the most successful far-ranging pro­
gram for our Nation's disadvantaged 
children that the Federal government 
has ever undertaken." He continues: 

I have had personal contact with many 
pediatricians throughout the country whose 
views are similar to mine. I think that a 
de-emphasis of the Head Start Program, and 
certainly the proposed budget cuts must be 
considered a. de-emphasis is exceedingly in­
appropriate. At a time when such basic 
rights as equal health opportunities and 
equal education for the nation's disadvan­
taged children are foremost in the minds of 
many, the de-emphasis of this widely ac­
cepted program must be viewed as a direct 
blow to the hopes of thoSe concerned with 
orderly change. 

As an example of the impropriety of such 
action the D.H.E.W. goals for 1971 place as 
the number one priority the following: "To 
intensify D.H.E.W. efforts and improve co­
ordination of efforts at the Federal. State, 
local and private levels to benefit children 
during the first five years of life." The de­
emphasis of the Head Start Program seems 
to be in complete contra-distinction to this 
stated D.H.E.W. t!Oa.l. 

Hon. John Dempsey, the Governor of 
Connecticut, says: 

The proposed reduct ion in funds will af­
fect many children throughout the nation 
by either reducing or eliminating the services 
available to them. The children of our 
country are too important a national asset 
for investments in their well-being to be de­
creased. 

And strong support for this bill was 
expressed by Gov. Forrest H. Anderson, 
of Montana. 

Each of these communities has reiter­
ated that what we do with our children 
today, prepares them for the future. They 
emphasize the education, medical and 
dental services, and nutritional benefits 
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available under the Headstart program. 
In many of these communities, only one 
out of six eligible children is being served, 
and so successful has the program been 
that parents are demanding increases in 
funds. 

The Senate must reject the effort to 
cut back on the Headstart progr.am. We 
must increase funds so as to provide a 
real opportunity for our children. It is 
in the best interest of our future and our 
country that we increase, not decrease, 
funds for Headstart. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

All time is yielded back and the Chair 
recognizes the Senator from California. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, on be­
half of myself and Senators NELSON, 
JAVITS, MONDALE, GOODELL, HARRIS, HART, 
KENNEDY, MciNTYRE, McGOVERN, MET­
CALF, MONTOYA, MUSKIE, PASTORE, PELL, 
SCHWEIKER and YARBOROUGH, I call UP a 
substitute amendment. 

The legislative clerk read the amend­
ment as follows: 

On page 35, line 16, strike out the numeral 
and insert in lieu thereof "$405,417,000". 

On page 33, line 17, strike out the numeral 
and insert in lieu thereof "$398,000,000". 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I shall 

not belabor this matter. This would re­
store the authorized amount of $59 mil­
lion instead of the $15 million added by 
the committee amendment. This would 
still reach 719,000 eligible children who 
are not covered. We would not be cover­
ing in the fiscal year this relates to as 
many children as were covered 2 years 
ago in Headstart, which is one of the 
best of the war-on-poverty programs. 

I would, of course, have preferred 
adoption of our Amendment No. 1068 to 
insure funding through OEO until the 
authorization committee, the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare, can con­
sider this matter thoroughly and insure 
that if direct appropriations to HEW are 
to be made that the law mandates a con­
tinued poverty orientation, community 
involvement and participation of par­
ents. 

However, the Senate has gone along 
with the Appropriations Committee's di­
rect funding proposal and now I feel we 
must help the omce of Child Develop­
ment to do the best possible job for the 
most children in need. 

I trust that HEW will continue to fol­
low the guidelines in the delegation 
agreement, and urge my colleagues to 
support this substitute amendment to 
give 20,000 more children a headstart. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I will be 
brief. 

My omce has received more mail in re­
cent weeks protesting cutbacks in Michi­
gan poverty and Headstart programs 
than on any other item. 

The message of these letters has been 
clear. 

The services provided by these pro­
grams are needed and appreciated, 
whether they help the elderly get to doc­
tor appointments or give a poor child a 
better chance to succeed in school. 

And the people who benefit from these 
programs do not want the services cut 
back, as would happen under the Presi­
dent's budget requests. 

Here are the mathematics of the situ­
ation: 

Congress can appropriate up to $2.245 
billion for poverty programs this year. 

The administration asks $2.08 billion, 
including only $339 million for Headstart. 

The amendment we now consider, of 
which I am a cosponsor, would appro­
priate the full authorization of $2.245 
billion, including $398 million for Head-
start. . 

Here is what that amendment would 
mean. 

Rather than a cutback in Headstart, 
the program could be expanded slightly. 

Rather than a 2-percent cutback in lo­
cal initiative programs as now envisioned 
by the administration, I have been in­
formed that our amendment would pro­
vide the om.ce of Economic Opportunity 
enough money to match last year's allo­
cations. 

Let me stress that, in my corre­
spondence with local OEO officials in 
Michigan, the plea has not been for in­
creases, but only for enough funds to 
match last year's figures . 

And, in my view, the cruelest aspect of 
the proposed 2-percent reduction is that 
the reduction was ordered because the 
loca~ programs had become more effi-
cient in spending their allocations. 

Let me explain the situation as I un­
derstand it. 

As many of these new programs got 
started, staffs, for one reason or another, 
were not able to spend their entire allo­
cation. 

Other new programs were funded with 
the leftover or carryover funds. 

As the programs became more effi­
cient, carryover funds were no longer 
available, with the result that OEO was 
left with more programs than funds. 

In short, the reward for establishing 
useful, efficient programs is to be a cut­
back. 

You do not have to be a member of 
SDS to recognize that something is out 
of whack in that approach. 

If the reduction is allowed· to stand, 
you do not have to be a person served by 
one of these programs to question the 
meaning of the Nation's commitment to 
help the disadvantaged. 

And you do not have to be a Member 
of the Senate to know that whatever 
increase we approve in this body will be 
reduced in conference. 

It is imperative then that we approve 
the full authorization of $2.245 billion 
for OEO programs. 

I ask unanimous consent that a tele­
gram from Mayor Roman Gribbs of De­
troit be printed in the RECORD. 

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

Senator PHILIP HART, 
Old. Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DETROIT, MICH., 
November 18, 1970. 

DEAR SENATOR HART: I concur and support 
the efforts that have been made through the 
Economic Opportunity Act to eliminate pov­
erty. Much needs to be done. 

The appropriation bill for OEO will soon 
come before the Congress. This bill is ex­
tremely important to Detroit's effort to im­
pact on the socio-economic problems beset­
ting our city. We urge your assistance in sup­
port of the efforts of Senators Javits and 
Nelson for appropriations for fiscal year 
1971- 1972. 

A letter is being sent under separate cov­
ers outlining the specific critical points for 
our OEO program and the basis of our need 
for additional funding. 

RoMAN S. GRmBs, 
Mayor. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from A1abamL (Mr. ALLEN), the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH), the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. DoDD), 
the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. ELLEN­
DER), the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. 
GoRE) , the Senator from Michigan <Mr. 
HART), the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. McCARTHY), the Senator from Wyo­
ming (Mr. McGEE), the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the Sena­
tor from Georgia <Mr. RussELL), the 
Senator from Alabama <Mr. SPARKMAN), 
the Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
STENNIS) , and the Senator from Mary­
land <Mr. TYDINGS) , are necesarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) W.:>uld vote ''yea." 

I further announce that, if pre~ent and 
voting, the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. 
ELLENDER) would vote "nay." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senator from Utah <Mr. BENNETT), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. FoNG), the 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLDWATER). 
the Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD), 
the Senator from Ohio <Mr. SAXBE), and 
the Senator from Texas (Mr. ToWER) are 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from illinois (Mr. PERCY) 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
MuNDT) is absent because of illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. HATFIELD) is paired With the Sen­
ator from Texas <Mr. TowER) . If present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Texas would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Ha­
waii <Mr. FoNG) is paired with the Sen­
ator from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT). 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Hawaii would vote "yea" and the Sen­
ator from South Dakota would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 44, 
nays 32, as follows: 

Anderson 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va.. 
Case 
Church 
Cook 
Cranston 
Eagleton 
Fulbright 
Goodell 
Gravel 
Harrls 
Hartke 
Hollings 

[No. 390 Leg.] 

YEA8--44 
Hughes 
Jackson 
Ja.vits 
Kennedy 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 
Muskte 
Nelson 
Packwood 

Pastore 
Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Rlblco1f 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Spong 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Wlliiams, N .J, 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 
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Aiken 
All ott 
Baker 
B ible 
Boggs 
Byrd, Va. 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dole 
Dominick 

NAYS-32 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Griffin 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Holland 
Hruska 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Long 

Magnuson 
McClellan 
Miller 
Murphy 
Pearson 
Smith 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N.Dak. 

NOT VOTING.:_24 

Allen Goldwater Percy 
Bayh Gore Randolph 
Bellmen Hart Russell 
Bennett Hatfield Saxbe 
Cannon Inouye Sparkman 
Dodd McCarthy Stennis 
Ellender McGee Tower 
Fang Mundt Tydings 

So Mr. CRANSTON's substitute amend­
ment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­
tion is now on agreeing to the amend­
ment as amended. 

The amendment as amended was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask for its 
immediate consideration. It is cospon­
sored by the same Members as joined 
with me on amendment No. 1068, and 
also by Mr. HATFIELD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 2, line 13, strike $1,504,794,000 and 

insert in lieu thereof "$1,546,694,000". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

Again, what we are now proposing is 
that piece of the original amendment 
which was laid on the table which relates 
to manpower training activities. It now 
fits in in the part of the bill where it has 
been left by the Appropriations Commit­
tee, and is appropriated directly to the 
Department of Labor. 

The $41.9 additional million which is 
here provided for, Mr. President, will 
bring it up, not just to the authoriza­
tion; in this case it brings it up to the 
amount requested by the administration 
itself, which has been cut by the Appro­
priations Committee. 

We respectfully submit that most of 
this figure is in the Neighborhood Youth 
Corps, that is, JOBS with relation to 
our youth, where unemployment is even 
more difficult for them than it has ever 
been before, with rates of unemployment 
for teenagers running in the area of 24 
percent for white teenagers and about 
34 percent for blacks. This is especially 
crucial in the slums and ghettos of the 
country. 

We felt that we ought to go at least 
to the point that the President himself 
requested in his budget. Instead of that, 
both the House of Representatives and 
the Senate-and incidentally, they have 
done exactly the same thing-have cut 
that figure by $41.9 million, which my 
amendment seeks to restore. 

Mr. President, the amount, if voted by 
the Senate, will be divided as follows: 

For the Neighborhood Youth Corps, 
in school program: $3.3 million. 

For the Neighborhood Youth Corps 
summer job program, $7.8 million. 

For the Neighborhood Youth Corps 
out-of-school program, $7.2 million. 

For Job Corps there is $9 million 
provided. 

For the Concentrated Employment 
Program-where we have a set hard core 
program in a given slum area-$6.5 
million. 

For public service ca.reers, $5.2 million. 
For Mainstream, which as our col­

leagues know, is a program largely to 
help older people, $2.2 million. 

This all is according to the budgeting 
which has been done by the administra­
tion itself. 

The total number of additional train­
ing slots which will be provided if this 
amendment carries is 33,950. The amount 
of improvement in overall terms-be­
cause we are dealing with more than 
900,000 people who are being trained­
is very small, in terms of percentage. 
But in the key areas for which this 
amount is budgeted, it becomes critical, 
very important, and extremely helpful. 

Mr. President, following out the feel­
ing of the Senate that it wished to vote 
upor.. each of these items separately, and 
bearing in mind that this one, like Head­
start, is discussed in the greatest detail, 
I should like to submit-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 2 addi­
tional minutes. I should like to lay it be­
fore the Senate on this basis. 

One final point, Mr. President. Again 
I revert to what has been argued here in 
terms of the function of the Appropri­
ations Committee. 

Certainly, the Appropriations Commit­
tee has every right to feel that its func­
tion is one of screening, but it also has a 
function of determining what shall be 
tlLe priority; and while the Appropria­
tions Committee may feel that a com­
mittee set of priorities ought to. obtain 
in respect to a particular situation, the 
Senate may have its own views as to 
the importance of the programs I have 
described. 

Mr. President, I should like to point 
out again the target population and how 
much of it is reached. In respect of 
manpower training, it is estimated that 
the number reached in even so highly a 
desirable program is roughly only a 
tenth of those who ought to be reached 
if we really could do the job comprehen­
sively. My amendment seeks to buttress 
and strengthen this program in given 
sensitive areas to the extent of the ad­
ministration's budget request and no 
more. I hope very much that the Sen­
ate will look favorably upon it. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I reserve 

the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? Does the Senator from 
Washington yield back the remainder of 
his time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, as I 
understand this--and I want to be very 
fair about it-the Senator from New 

York has taken the section "work and 
training programs" all in one. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. The total to be add­

ed is $41,900,000. We approved the House 
amount on all these programs. I know 
there are many very important programs 
in here-in school and summer programs 
and the Job Corps. The big item is the 
Job Corps and cEP, which, I hasten 
to add, are being administered in the 
Labor Department. 

We thought we had a pretty good fig­
ure, from the testimony of the people 
who run these things. The Senator from 
New Hampshire and I made an attempt 
to increase the dropout program, but we 
tried to spread the money equitably be­
tween the counseling services and the 
dropout, because we did not see how we 
could separate the two. There is a great 
dearth of counselors-one for every 1,200 
students in the country, or something like 
that. 

We have no more to say. We think 
that we have given a reasonable amount, 
and the House went over this with a 
fine-tooth comb, too. But the Senate can 
direct us, if it wishes, and that is its 
privilege, to go to the House with this 
extra amount. 

Mr. JA VITS. I yield myself 1 minute. 
Mr. President, this is very creditable, 

and I am grateful to the Senator. It 
bears out exactly how I felt about this 
whole debate. Once we got over this dev­
olution question, I really felt that it be­
came a finite issue, in which the mem­
bers of the committee, especially the 
Senators from Washington and New 
Hampshire, did the best they felt they 
could, within the context of the Appro­
priations Committee; and if anything 
further was to be done, it would have to 
be done in the Senate. 

I most respectfully submit that this is 
a well warranted increase, considering 
its purposes and considering that even 
if granted, it still is within the Presi­
dent's budget request. 
SUPPORT OF JAVITS-NELSON AMENDMENT TO 

H.R. 18515 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I also wish to express my 
strong support for the Javits-Nelson 
amendment to H.R. 18515, the fisca11971 
Labor-HEW appropriations bill. 

As chairman of the Senate Commit­
tee on Aging, I wish to direct my remarks 
to the funding provisions for work and 
training programs for older workers. 

Last month our unemployment rate 
climbed to 5.6 percent-leaving 4.7 mil­
lion Americans without jobs. 

All age groups have been hard pressed 
during our economic slowdown, but older 
workers and their families have been es­
pecially hard hit. 

Today there are nearly 1 million per­
sons 45 and older who have lost their 
jobs. 

For persons 55 and over, unemploy­
ment has jumped sharply by 72 percent 
since January 1969. 

Once unemployed, these older workers 
run the greatest 1isk of long-term job­
lessness. Individuals 55 and older now 
represent about 17 percent of the civilian 
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work force. But, they constitute more 
than 23 percent of the very long-term 
unemployed-27 weeks or longer. 

For these long-term jobless individ­
uals, Mainstream has literally been a life­
saver. 

Mainstream has helped provide em­
ployment opportunities in needed com­
munity services for the chronically un­
employed poor who have limited pros­
pects for jobs because of age or other 
disadvantages. 

Several pilot programs funded under 
Mainstream--such as Green Thumb, 
Green Light, Senior Aides, and the Senior 
Community Service programs -have 
amply demonstrated that older individu­
als can make valuable contributions in 
their communities. 

For example, participants in the Green 
Thumb program-sponsored by the Na­
tional Farmers Union-have built more 
than 350 roadside parks, planted more 
than 1 million trees to beautify our coun­
tryside, and helped to develop and restore 
numerous historical sites. 

The Senior Aides program conducted 
by the National Council of Senior Citi­
zens has also provided new job oppor­
tunities for low-income elderly persons in 
the field of health, education, welfare, 
and outreach activities. 

And the National Council on the 
Aging's Senior Community Service pro­
grams have rendered important and 
needed community services. 

In my own State of New Jersey, these 
"senior aides" have provided valuable 
services as bilingual aides in elementary 
schools. As a result, the non-English 
speaking children have been able to 
make a better adj'us-tment to the com­
munity, their schools, and the English 
language. 

The Javits-Nelson amendment will 
help provide $41.9 million in increased 
funding for employment and training 
progy·ams. Of this total, an additional $2.2 
million would be used for Mainstream, 
increasing the Senate Appropriations 
Committee's recommendation from $38.8 
million to $41 million. 

This badly needed funding can help 
provide new employment opportunities 
for large numbers of older workers. 

It can also be used to expand some of 
the successful pilot projects under Main 
stream--such as Green Thumb, Senior 
Aides or the Senior Community Service 
programs. 

And it can help many disadvantaged 
older workers back to the road of finan­
cial recovery. 

The rewards of this action are many. 
For the individual. a job can be a pass­

port to self-sufficiency and self-respect. 
For his family, a regular paycheck can 

offer the promise of a fuller and better 
life. 

And our society as a whole will bene­
fit from the urgently needed community 
services provided by Mainstream work­
ers. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the 
Javits-Nelson amendment to H.R. 18515. 

Mr. JAVITS. r yield back the re­
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Washington yield back the 
remainder of his time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
York. On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from Alabama <Mr. ALLEN), the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH), the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. DoDD), 
the Senator from Arkansas CMr. FuL­
BRIGHT), the Senator from Tennessee 
<Mr. GoRE), the Senator from Michigan 
CMr. HART), the Senator from Hawaii 
<Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from Louisi­
ana <Mr. LoNG), the Senator from 
Minnesota <Mr. McCARTHY), the Senator 
from Wyoming <Mr. McGEE), the Sena­
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), 
the Senator from Georgia <Mr. Rus­
SELL) , the Senator from Alabama <Mr. 
SPARKMAN), the Senator from Mississippi 
· <Mr. STENNIS), and the Senator from 
Maryland <Mr. TYDINGS) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present, 
and voting, the Senator from West Vir­
ginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) would vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. 1 announce that the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senator from Utah <Mr. BENNETT), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. FoNG), 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD­
WATER), the Senator from Oregon <Mr. 
HATFIELD), the Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
SAXBE), and the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. TowER) are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Illinois <Mr. PERCY) 
is absent on o:fticial business. 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
MuNDT) is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Colorado <Mr. DoM­
INICK) is detained on official business. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ore­
gon (Mr. HATFIELD) is paired with the 
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) . If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Oregon would vote "yea" and the Sen­
ator from Texas would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Hawaii 
<Mr. FoNG) is paired with the Senator 
from South Dakota <Mr. MUNDT). If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Hawaii would vote "yea" and the Sena­
tor from South Dakota would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 42, 
nays 32, as follows: 

(No. 391 Leg.) 

YEAs-42 
Aiken Hollings Packwood 
Brooke Hughes Pastore 
Burdick Jackson Pearson 
Byrd, W.Va. Javits Pell 
Case Kennedy Prouty 
Cook Mansfield Proxmire 
Cooper Mathias Ribico1f 
Cran.ston McGovern Schweiker 
Eagleton Metcalf Stevena 
Goodell Mondale Stevenson 
Gravel Montoya Symington 
Griffin Moss Willlams, N.J. 
Harris Muskie Yarborough 
Hartke Nelson Young,Ohto 

NAYB-32 
Allott Byrd, Va. Eastland 
Anderson · Church Ellender 
Baker Cotton Ervin 
Bible Curtis Fannin 
Boggs Dole Gurney 

Hansen 
Holland 
Hruska 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Magnuson 

Allen 
Bayh 
Bellm on 
Bennett 
Cannon 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Pong 
Fulbright 

McClellan 
Mcintyre 
Miller 
Murphy 
Scott 
Smith 

Spong 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

NOT VOTING-26 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Hart 
Hatfield 
Inouye 
Long 
McCarthy 
McGee 
Mundt 

Percy 
Randolph 
Russell 
Sax be 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Tower 
Tydings 

So Mr. JAVITS' amendment was agreed 
to. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
was agreed to be reconsidered. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I move 
that the motion to reconsider be laid on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative elerk read as 
follows: The Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. ALLOTT) proposes an amendment 
for himself and the Senator from Col­
orado (Mr. DoMINICK) as follows: 

On page 38, line 17, strike out "es ti­
mated" and insert in lieu thereof "actually 
expended." 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, in the 
committee reported bill, section 208 pro­
vides that payments to State welfare 
departments for services, staff training, 
and administration not exceed 115 per­
cent of the amount estimated for those 
purposes for such State for fiscal year 
1970. The purpose of this section is to 
make administrative expenses controlla­
ble rather than open-ended. I believe 
that this purpose is admirable and jus­
tifiable. 

I have never been in favor of "open­
ended" appropriations. There are times 
when an "open-ended" appropriation is 
necessary because expenses which will be 
incurred are completely unpredictable. 
I do not believe that these instances oc­
cur frequently, and they should be 
avoided whenever possible. With the ever 
increasing Federal budget aJl measures 
which help to control the increase should 
be considered and implemented if pos­
sible. 

With this background, I would like to 
say that while I applaud the intent of 
section 208, I am somewhat concerned 
with the procedure which has been used 
to implement the theory. section 208 
states in part that expenses under titles 
I, IV, X, XIV, and XVI, of the Social Se­
curity Act, in the aggregate, shall not 
exceed 115 percent of the aggregate 
amount estimated for these purposes for 
such State for fiscal year 1970. My con­
cern stems from the fact that the 115 
percent limitation which is to be applied 
is to be based on the estimated cost for 
fiscal year 19'70. I am sure that when this 
provision was originally drafted the only 
figures available were those which the 
States had submitted as estimates. I now 
understand that HEW has the actual ex-
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penses for fiscal year 1970, rather than 
only those used for estimating. Because 
of this I believe that the 115 percent fig­
ure should be applied to actual expenses 
rather than estimated expenses. 

Our amendment is very simple. On 
page 38, line 17, strike out "estimated" 
and insert instead the words "actually 
expended." This in my opinion, is a fair 
and legitimate way of applying the in­
tent of controlling expenses. If we have 
the actual costs it seems that it is much 
more accurate to apply the limitation to 
that figure. This is only fair and equi­
table in our responsibility to the States. 

I hope that the managers of the bill will 
agree with this approach and accept my 
amendment. I have been informed that 
the administration has no objection with 
this change. 

I have spoken with the manager of 
the bill, the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. MAGNUSON), the ranking minority 
member of the committee, the distin­
guished Senator from New Hampshire 
<Mr. CoTTON), the Senator from Okla­
homa (Mr. HARRIS), who has an amend­
ment which he intends to call up shortly, 
and the Senator from California <Mr. 
CRANSTON). It is my understanding from 
all of these gentlemen that they are per­
fectly willing to accept the amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a statement by 
Senator DoMINICK who had to leave the 
:floor temporarily. 

There being no objection, Senator 
DoMINICK's statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DOMINICK 
Mr. President, section 208 of this bill would 

place a limit on the heretofore open-ended 
appropriation for matching Federal funds 
available to the states for costs incurred in 
delivering welfare services. I strongly support 
this concept, and think the arguments of the 
Appropriations Committee and the Adminis­
tration for the inclusion of section 208 are 
sound. I have generally opposed open-ended 
authorizations and appropriations on the 
ground that they encourage fiscal irrespon­
sibility. There are good reasons for leaving 
the appropriations for cash payments to wel­
fare recipients open-ended. But, those rea­
sons do not apply to appropriations for the 
associated costs of social services, staff train­
ing and administration. Placing a limit on 
Federal matching funds available for these 
costs would require State welfare agencies 
to streamline their programs and look for 
ways to increase their efficiency. I don't think 
the importance of this can be over-empha­
sized at a time when overall welfare costs 
appear to be soaring out of sight. 

The report of the Appropriations Com­
mittee indicates section 208 was intended 
to limit Federal funds available for these as­
sociated costs in fiscal 1971 to 115% of those 
spent by the states in fiscal 1970 (i.e., a 15% 
increase) . But, section 208 is worded so that 
the 115% figure is applied to the estimated, 
rather than actual costs for fiscal 1970. Sec­
tion 208 reads: 

"None of the funds contained in this title 
may be used for payments to any State for 
fiscal year 1971 for services, staff training, 
and administrative expenses under titles I, 
IV (part A), X, XIV, and XVI of the Social 
Security Act which, in the aggregate, ex­
ceeds 115 percent of the aggregate amount 
estimated for these purposes for such State 
for fiscal year 1970." (emphasis added). 

I understand that estimates which would 

be relied upon by HEW in administering this 
section were submitted by the States in May, 
1969. Well, now we are into fiscal year 1971, 
and the actual figures for fiscal year 1970 are 
in. In Colorado, it turns out that the May, 
1969, estimates were too low. Colorado's es­
timated costs were roughly $11,305,000, while 
it actually spent about $12,658,000, a differ­
ence of $1,353,000. This is primarily due to 
unexpected increases in the AFDC and food 
stamp caseloads, and increased need for day 
care centers. I am sure the estimates for fis­
cal 1970 were low in many other States for 
similar reasons. 

I am co-sponsoring with Senator ALLOTT, 
an amendment which would merely apply the 
115 % limit in section 208 to the actual fig­
ures in each State for fiscal 1970, rather than 
the estimated figures. This is not inconsist­
ent with the concept upon which section 
208 is based, and I am advised that ¥be Ad­
ministration does not oppose it. I hope the 
Appropriations Committee will accept it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, as far 
as I am concerned, I am glad to accept 
the amendment. I have consulted with 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. HAR­
RIS) and the Senator from California 
<Mr. CRANSTON). They are agreeable. I 

-yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. ALLOTT. I yield back the remain­

der of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Colorado. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, I send to the desk an amend­
ment and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from New Jersey <Mr. 
WILLIAMS), offers on behalf of himself 
and Senators RANDOLPH, MONDALE, 
CHURCH, PROUTY, and GURNEY the fol­
lowing amendment: 

On page 28, line 21, strike out "$34,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$34,650,000". 

On page 28, line 22, strike out "$1,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$1,650,000". 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I join in support of H.R. 18515, 
the fiscal 1971 Labor-HEW appropria­
tions bill. 

As chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Aging, I wish to direct my remarks to 
funding matters of vital concern for our 
20 million senior citizens and others af­
fected by problems related to aging. 

The Older Americans Act; 
The Age Discrimination in Employ­

ment Act; and 
The White House Conference on Aging. 
As a sponsor of these three measures, 

I can well appreciate the importance of 
adequate appropriations to carry out the 
intent of Congress as expressed in au­
thorization legislation. 

Yet, in spite of a compelling call for 
adequate funding for programs serving 
the aged, a psychology of retrenchment 
appears to have taken hold at certain 
high levels of Government. 

Too often the elderly have been thrust 
in t.he front ranks in the fight against in­
flation, although they are probably least 
equipped to make this sacrifice. 

And too often they have been caught 
in a vicious economic squeeze because of 

these short sighted and ill advised deci­
sions. 

Fortunately there is a bipartisan move­
ment in Congress to help change spend­
ing priorities for older Americans. 

We have made some progress. But 
much more remains to be done. 

Today the consideration of the Labor­
HEW appropriations bill can be another 
important step forward. 

First, however, I would like to con­
gratulate the distinguished Senator from 
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON) for his 
outstanding leadership in bringing this 
well-balanced appropriations measure to 
the floor for a vote. 

Last ·June the ranking minority mem­
ber of the Committee on Aging <Mr. 
PROUTY) and I helped lead a bipartisan 
drive for increased funding for human 
investment programs for older Ameri­
cans. Several of these recommendations, 
I am pleased to say, were approved in the 
Senate Appropriations Committee bill. 

In July the House of Representatives 
approved $32 million in funding for the 
Older Americans Act and the White 
House Conference on Aging-the same 
amount as requested in the administra­
tion's budget. The Senate bill raises this 
amount by $2 miilion from $32 million to 
$34 million. 

RSVP 

Of particular significance for the el­
derly is the $1 million in funding for 
RSVP-the retired senior volunteer pro­
gram. 

In the House-passed bill and in the ad­
ministration's. budgetary estimate, no 
appropriations were recommended for 
RSVP. 

Established under the 1969 amend­
ments to the Older Americans Act-­
which I sponsored-RSVP is designed to 
provide new opportunities for needed 
community. services for persons 60 and 
older. This corps of volunteers would per­
form services in their communities with­
out compensation, but they would be re­
imbursed for their meals, transportation, 
and other out-of-pocket expenses. 

Despite the virtually unanimous en­
dorsement for RSVP, this is the second 
consecutive fiscal year that no funding 
has been requested. 

The $1 million in the Senate commit­
tee bill can help our Nation begin to take 
advantage of the wealth of skills and 
talent with which senior citizens are so 
richly endowed. 

Leading experts in the field of aging 
have estimated that perhaps 1 million 
older American would be willing to volun­
teer their services in their communities. 

This is a readymade resource of talent 
which is still largely untapped. These 
volunteers are also ready, willing, and 
able to serve their communities. And they 
cari be used in productive and purpose­
ful activities, such as: 

Assisting schools as lunchroom super­
visors; 

Playground monitors and teacher 
aides; 

Counseling and tutoring schoolchil­
dren; 

Rendering services in hospitals and 
nursing homes; and 

Assisting elderly taxpayers in prepar­
ing their tax returns. 
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FOSTER GRANDPARENTS 

Another important change in the Sen­
ate committee bill is an extra $1 million 
for the popular foster grandparent pro­
gram-raising the administration's 
budget request of $10 million to $11 
million. 

Initiated in 1965 with 21 demonstra­
tion projects, the foster grandparent 
program has enabled low-income persons 
60 and over to provide supportive services 
for disadvantaged young children. 

Unlike RSVP participants, these indi­
viduals are paid wages for their services. 

Today the program has grown to 68 
projects with 183 participating institu­
tions in 40 States. More than 4,000 foster 
grandparents serve 8,000 children daily 
and about 16,000 annually. 

In my own State of New Jersey, I have 
personally seen .the work of these de­
voted elderly persons. There are now 
more than 250 New Jerseyites providing 
badly needed services for approximately 
1,600 handicapped, dependent, neglected, 
or retarded children. 

At a recent visit to the Woodbine State 
Hospital. I was most favorable impressed 
by the empathy between the foster 
grandparents and the children-to the 
point where many ·aged persons provide 
additional care for the youngsters be­
yond normal working hours. 

We do not need any more proof that 
this program will work. We already have 
abundant and compelling evidence from 
elderly participants, individuals served, 
and community leaders. 

What is needed now is a realistic :n­
nancial commitment responsive to the 
growing needs of this successful pro­
gram. 

AGE DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT ACT 

With unemployment reaching its high­
est level in nearly 7 ·years, millions of 
workers are finding it increasingly diffi­
cult to locate jobs. Many middle-aged 
and older workers are denied work be­
cause of their advancing age-in spite of 
the fact tha.t we have a law prohibiting 
such discriminatory practices. 

The committee bill will, however, pro­
vide vitally needed funding for more per­
sonnel to strengthen the enforcement of 
the Age Discrimination in Employment 
Act. 

An additional $206,000 is provided for 
the Wage and Hour Division in the La­
bor Department, increasing the House 
appropriations from $27,953,000 to $28,-
159,000. 

This $206,000 raise in the Senate bill 
will be used to provide additional person­
nel to achieve full compliance with the 
provisions in the Age Discrimination in 
Employment Act. 

Section 5 of the age discrimination 
law also directs the Secretary of Labor 
to undertake a study concerning the in­
stitutional and other arrangements giv­
ing rise to involuntary retirement. 

This mandate ha.:: still not been ful­
filled, although the act was passed almost 
3 years ago. 

The language in the committee report 
makes it abundantly clear that this study 
should be undertaken expeditiously. 

This study can help provide concrete 
answers and solutions for numerous em­
ployment and retirement problems af­
fecting older persons. For example, it 

may tell us why the number of labor 
force "dropouts" for men 45 and older 
lias increased by 2 million in the last 
10 years, from 5.8 million to 7.8 million. 

DELEGATE EXPENSES li'OR WHITE HOUSE 
CONFERENCE ON AGING 

Now I would like to turn to a matter 
I consider crucial for improving the com­
mittee bill. 

This concerns appropriations for dele­
gate expenses for the White House Con­
ference on Aging, to be held next No­
vember. 

It is my sincere hope that this Con­
ference will come to grips with the real 
issues confronting older Americans, and 
will produce a natior:al policy and com­
mitment for the elder:y during the 1970's. 

But to do so, the attendance and par­
ticipation of older persons from all walks 
of life and all income levels will be ab­
solutely essential. 

Only in this manner will there be a 
broadly based and representative group 
to zero in on the problems related to 
aging in the United States. 

As chairman of the Committee on 
Aging, I have for:nd that testimony at the 
grassroots le~el by elderly persons often­
times describes the problems more elo­
quently than volumes of statements by 
experts. 

Consequently, their participation will 
also be essential to assure an open Con­
ference in which they can have a major 
role in shaping a national policy of ac­
tion for older Americans. 

Yet, many older persons will be pre­
cluded from participation because of in­
adequate financial resources. 

For these reasons, I offer an amend­
ment to H.R. 18515 to increase the appro­
priations for the White House Confer­
ence on Aging by $650,000-from $1 mil­
lion to $1.65 million. 

This additional $650,000 would help 
pay the travel expenses for elderly dele­
gates who otherwise would not be able 
to attend the 1971 Conference. 

This is a modest increase in funding, 
but it is crucial for effective grassroots 
participation. 

My concern about participation at the 
Conference springs partially from the 
findings of a recent survey conducted by 
the Senate Committee on Aging. 

Questionnaires were sent to each State 
agency on aging, asking for information 
about overall progress on planning for 
the White House Conference and for 
preliminary conferences to be held on 
county and State levels early in 1971. 

Many State directors admitted that 
they have been unable to make definite 
plans for selection of participants in the 
Conference because of uncertainty about 
sources of funding. 

For example, the New Jersey direc­
tor, Mr. Edward Donohue, said this in 
his letter: 

An attempt will be made to send elderly 
participants from New Jersey to the National 
White House Conference of November-De­
cember 1971, provided that some means of 
paying their expenses can be devised. At 
present, it is indicated that there is no as­
surance of provision for Federal funds for 
this purpose. Therefore, we will have to wait 
until such time as the budget for the coming 
fiscal year is developed in order to see wheth­
er or not said funds can be allocated. 

Much the same mood of concern was 
expressed by Mr. Robert B. Robinson, 
director of the Colorado Division of 
Services for the Aging and president of 
the National Association of State Units 
on Aging. Mr. Robinson's letter said: 

Every effort will be made to send the elder­
ly to the National White House Conference 
in Washington ... Should the National Ad­
ministration or the State Legislature not pro­
vide funds, we will have to rely on private 
groups and National organizations for sub­
sidies to assist the older persons. Unless they 
are involved at all levels . . . there will be 
limited value in the November 1971 Con­
ference. (Emphasis added.) 

Mr. Robinson also questioned the abil­
ity of many States "with the lack of sup­
portive funds to carry out the directives 
they have already received or that are 
in process." 

Other comments about payment of ex­
penses for elderly participants: 

Mr. James R. MacKay, chairman of 
the New Hampshire Council on Aging, 
said: 

We will attempt to send elderly partici­
pants to the White House Conference .on Ag­
ing in Washington; however, this Agency can 
offer no financial support for low-income 
elderly to go as delegates. An effort will be 
made to generate local community financial 
support, and we hope the Congress will ap­
propriate the funds already authorized for 
expenses of Conference delegates. 

Mr. Charles Chaskes, executive direc­
tor of the Michigan Commission on Ag­
ing, described involvement of elderly par­
ticipants in the White House Conference 
"as an almost insurmountable problem 
unless Federal funds become available 
for this purpose." 

Quenten L. Emery, acting assistant 
secretary for the State of Washington 
Department of Social and Health Serv­
ices, said: 

Unless Federal funds are available, our 
delegation wm include only persons who can 
pay their own way or who are sent as dele­
gates of an organization which will pay their 
expenses. 

Mrs. K. Rose Wood, director of the 
New Mexico Commission on Aging, said 
that no State or matched funds are avail­
able to send anyone to Washington. She 
said: 

Efforts will need to be made to insure 
participation of the elderly poor and those 
in other income groups, but it would be too 
bad if only people who can afford to pay 
their own way are delegated. 

Mr. President, the problem is not 
limited only to States which are many 
miles from Washington, D.C.; State offi­
cials from as nearby as Rhode Island 
and Pennsylvania also do not see how 
representation is possible unless Federal 
support is available. 

Moreover, by making the money avail­
able now, older persons will know with 
much greater certainty that they will 
in fact be able to attend the Conference 
in Washington. 

In May, State White House Confer­
ences on Aging will be held tO prepare for 
the National Conference in November. 
One of the functions at these State meet­
ings will be to select representatives or 
at least to formulate a policy for selec­
tion of representatives. 
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But if funding :Is not requested for 

delegate expenses until the next fiscal 
year, the States will have no assurance 
that money will be available at all, to 
say nothing of its being available in time 
for the Conference. 

During the past 2 years, the Labor­
HEW appropriations bills have been con­
sidered in the Senate in November and 
December. If this occurs next year, it 
would be impossible for the States to as­
sure their elderly delegates that their 
travel expenses will be covered. 

In addition, there is strong precedent 
for this action. Payment of delegate ex­
penses was authorized for the last White 
House Conference on Aging in 1961. And 
I might add that the 1961 Conference 
led to medicare and other important 
measures for older Americans. 

Therefore, I urge adoption of this badly 
needed measure to assure meaningful 
participation by a broadly based group 
of older Americans. 
ADEQUATE FUNDING NECESSARY TO INSURE AT­

TENDANCE OF DELEGATES TO AGING CONFER­
ENCE 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I join 
in support of the Williams amendment 
to provide an additional $650,000 for del­
egate expenses for the 1971 White House 
Conference on Aging. This additional 
money is needed and will be well utilized. 

In my home State of West Virginia, 
there is genuine concern over the uncer­
tainty of Federal support for travel ex­
penses for the National Conference next 
November. 

Louise B. Gerrard, executive director 
for the West Virginia Commission on 
Aging, went to the heart of the problem 
when she said: 

We certainly will feel that the meaning 
Of the White House Conference will be lost · 
i! a large number o! elderly do not go to 
Washington. How to pay their expenses is 
a major worry. It seems to us essential that 
we get s<>me Federal money for this purpose. 

Funding for delegate expenses is ur­
gently needed. If we act today to appro­
priate funds for :fiscal1971, delegates can 
be selected with assurances that they will 
be able to attend the Conference in 
Washington. 

In May there will be State White 
House Conferences on Aging to prepare 
for the National Conference. One of the 
functions at these forums will be to select 
delegates to represent the States. 

If we postpone action until next fiscal 
year for funding for delegate expenses, 
the States will have no assurances that 
money will be available for the November 
Conference. 

Further, during the last 2 years the 
Senate has not acted on the Labor-HEW 
appropriations bills until November and 
December. If this should occur next year, 
it would be impossible for the States to 
assure their elderly representatives that 
their expenses would be reimbursed. 

Participation by the elderly will be ab­
solutely essential if this Conference is 
to come to grips with the real problems 
of the aging-income, health care, hous­
ing, employment, and many others. 

Their participation will also be neces­
sary if they are to have an influential 
role in formulating a national action 

policy for older Americans during · this 
decade. · 

I urge passage of the Williams amend­
ment to the fiscal 1971 Labor-HEW ap­
propriations bilL 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter from the 
West Virginia Commission of Aging ad­
dressed to Senator WILLIAMS. 

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

WEST VIRGINIA COMMISSION ON AGING, 
Charleston, W.Va., August 10,1970. 

Senator HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, JR. 
Chairman, Special Committee on Aging, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: I am pleased to 
respond to your request for information on 

· our participation in the White House Con­
ference. 

Questions One and Two. Our staff is so 
small (two professionals on duty, plus two 
vacancies) that it is not possible to assign 
one person to White House Conference duties 
exclusively. At present, and for the next 
several months, Conference activities will 
take the major part o! all staff time. This 
will mean a major part of our operating 
funds (staff and travel) will go for this pur­
pose. 

Question Three. We will have two forums 
the week of September 20 in two out of the 
nine regions of the state. Thirteen of the 
state's fifty-five counties are in these two 
regions. 

Major responsibility for the programs 
(aside from Commission on Aging participa­
tion) will be given to the directors of the 
senior centers in the areas, plus CAP and 
other agencies. We have approached key or­
ganizations for participation, and chose 
these two regions because of the opportunity 
to bring low income rural elderly into the 
program. We will definitely go out and ap­
proach representative groups, !or otherwise 
the hearings will have only middle income 
elderly. (We have almost no high income 
elderly.) · Material gathered before and during 
the forums will become an important part 
of our state plan, giving information on 
needs and resources. 

We will operate on a shoe string, with do­
nated facilities, and-hopefully-with do­
nated lunches. We are having to limit our 
plans because of lack o! funds. Our outreach 
will be seriously affected because we Will be 
unable to pay transportation expenses !or low 
income people we particularly want to come 
to the sessions. 

Question Four. We can make no plans to 
use the questionnaire until we see it. Was 
there adequate pre-testing with elderly o! 
limited educational backgrounds who have 
had no experience with "paper work?" We 
want to cooperate in gathering information 
which will be standard across the country, 
and hope the questionnaire will be suitable. 
If it is not, we'll do something on our own. 

Question Five. All funding questions lead 
to the same answer: we will have to make 
do with what we have. We expect no special 
state appropriation for the conferences, and 
there is no local money. 

Our plans are not far enough along to . 
report on the January-April conferences, al­
though we hope to have good representation 
from most parts of the state. The May meet­
ing will be part of our observance of Senior 
Citizens' Month, with a three-day program 
at a state 4-H camp accommodating 500 peo­
ple over-night, and a larger number during 
the day. Our May, 1970 meeting was very 
successful, and already there is interest in 
the 1971 sessions. Governor Arch Moore, Jr. 
and Senator Jennings Randolph were at the 
1970 program. 

Problems? Of course we anticipate them, 
primarily in assuring that a.ll relevant groups 

a.nd individuals have an opportunity to par­
ticipate in a meaningful w·ay. 

Question Six. We are looking forward to 
receiVing early Census reports, in order to 
bring up-to-date the material we have been 
using. We are cooperating with the planning 
office in the Governor's Office of Federal-State 
Relations for material being collected in 
other state plans bearing on our own inter­
ests. We will use national data for compara­
tive purposes, and would appreciate getting 
material from AoA or elsewhere in time to 
develop it in our displays and hand-outs. 

Question Seven. We ·certainly will feel that 
the meaning of the White House Conference 
will be lost if a large number of elderly do 
not go to Washington. How to pay their ex­
penses is a major worry. It seems to us essen­
tial that we get some Federal money ~or this 
purpose. 

Question Eight. Aside from elderly from all 
parts of the state and from all economic 
levels (see Question Seven) , we would like to 
have representatives from public and private 
agencies, and for a range of organizations. 
Here again, to some extent, representation 
will depend upon the availability of funds . 

Question Nine. Some of the material com­
ing from the Administration on Aging has 
been helpful, but it has come in such short 
supply that we cannot give it the distribution 
it needs. I feel we have been promised more 
than we have gotten. We have great need for a 
good basic brochure on the White House Con­
ference, yet we have none. Some of the direc­
tives in the Guidelines are unrealistic, for our 
state at least, particularly because of the 
short time span between receipt of the mate­
rial and the date on which programs are to be 
held. And I do hope we're not being swept up 
in the numbers game. I felt uneasy when are­
port praised one region for promising that 
at least 60,000 would attend each state's con­
ference during the week of September 20. 
We don't plan large meetings where people 
are counted but have no opportunity to be 
heard. Mass meetings are one thing, but I 
thought our September conferences were for 
people to speak up. If the groups are to be 
heard in clusters of no more than 30 each, 
as the guidelines suggest, can a state really 
listen to 60,000 people during the week??? 

We're not going to hold to the time sched­
ule 9:30-2:30 of one of the guidelines, a.t least 
not in the proposed form. Our people will 
definitely want a speaker at lunch (they come 
from a considerable distance and look for­
ward to a 'name' speaker), and they will want 
a summary in order to learn what went on 
in the other sessions. 

Question Ten. I know what some of the 
states are doing because of informal reports 
from our regional representative (who has 
been very helpfuL) I also follow state publi­
cations and see what they are reporting. I 
hope to learn more at the Michigan confer­
ence this week. 

Question Eleven. No, of course I'm not 
satisfied, but I do feel we're on the road. Prep­
arations for the White House Conference can 
have real meaning in our state, helping us see 
where we are and what our needs are. We are 
using this period to bring our program to 
the attention of interested groups and in­
dividuals (both in public and private life), 
and most of what we are doing will fit in well 
with our state plan. I just wish we were get­
ting more help from AoA on materials, more 
help from the Federal government on fi­
nances. But we'll move ahead and hope that 
out of all this will come a better day for older 
West Virginians and older Americans. 

Sincerely, 
LOUISE B. GERRARD, PhD., 

Executive Director. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am 
happy to be a cosponsor of the Williams 
amendment to the Labor-HEW appro­
priations b111. 
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This measure would provide an addi­

tional $650,000 to help pay delegate ex­
penses for the 1971 White House Confer­
ence on Aging. 

One of the purposes of this Conference 
is to bring together persons from public 
and private life, including the elderly, to 
develop a national policy of action for 
older Americans. 

Quite clearly, the attendance and par­
ticipation of senior citizens at the Con­
ference next November will be critical for 
its success. 

Their full and open participation must 
be assured-regardless of their economic 
status. 

Only in this manner will there be a 
broadly based group to focus on their 
pressing difficulties and the problems for 
tomorrow's retirees. 

In my own State of Minnesota, there 
is a special problem for elderly persons 
wanting to participate in the Washing­
ton Conference. Quite frankly, most older 
persons would not be able to afford a 
2,200 mile round trip. · 

There is clear authority and a com­
pelling need for payment of delegate ex­
penses. At the last White House Confer­
ence on Aging in 1961, there was Federal 
support for travel expenditures for el­
derly participants. And it was the intent 
of the authorization legislation for this 
coming conference to cover such ex­
penses. 

But at the State level there is much 
uncertainty about the selection of elderly 
representatives for the Conference be­
cause there is no assurance that funding 
will be av-ailable. 

In her response to the Committee on 
Aging questionnaire, Mrs. B. C. Lead­
holm, chairman of the Governor's Citi­
zens Council on Aging in Minnesota, de­
scribed this difficult problem. 

Certainly, efforts will be made to send 
older persons as participants to the National 
White House Conference on Aging. However, 
the number who might attend will depend 
on funds that might be available and the re­
sources of the older persons themselves .... 
Private funds are not available. 

Passage of the Williams amendment 
would remove much of this doubt. Older 
persons would know with much greater 
certainty that they will be able to at­
tend the National Conference. 

The additional $650,000 provided in 
the Williams amendment is a modest in­
crease in funds. But it is badly needed 
to assure meaningful participation by a 
broadly based group of older Americans. 

Mr. President, I urge acceptance of 
the Williams amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter I received 
from the Governor's Citizens Council on 
Aging. 

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

STATE OF MINNESOTA, GOVERNOR'S 
CITIZENS COUNCIL ON AGING, 

St. Paul, Minn., August 19, 1970. 
Hon. HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, Jr., 
Chairman, Special Committee on Aging, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: The following in­

formation is submitted in reply to your 
letter of July 24th: · 

1. No operating funds have been designated 
for White House Conference planning or ac­
tivities. The costs to be considered are sta­
tionery, postage and staff time which cur­
rently we estimate would be between $15,-
000.00 and $20,000.00 per annum. 

2. One person on our staff has been desig­
nated as the Coordinator for White House 
Conference Planning. The amount of time to 
be spent will be a. minimum of half time. 
Three Field Coordinators on Aging are active 
in promotion in their particular regions of 
the state and will be devoting a. portion of 
their time to White House Conference activ­
ities and planning. 

3. Older American White House Conference 
community forums will be held in eleven 
officially designated regions of the state 
the week of September 20. No money is avail­
able for the conducting of these forums and 
expenses will be covered in local communi­
ties. We are promoting meetings of small 
groups of older persons who are members of 
Senior Citizens Clubs, Senior Centers and 
other groups of older persons. Dozens of 
these small "warm up sessions" will be held 
prior to the week of September 20th. 

State Task Forces will be established in 
each major area of concern. This material 
will be used in re-defining and redeveloping 
our Sta.te Plan. The elderly will be encour­
aged to participate in local forums, regional 
forums, on various committees and task 
forces, including the White House Conference 
Planning Committee and the Advisory Com­
mittee to the Governor's Council on Aging. 

Outreach efforts were planned by using the 
questionnaire, which would provide an op­
portunity for homebound persons and those 
not attending the forums to participate. 
However, this use of the questionnaire has 
now been discouraged by the White House 
Conference Planning Committee: 

4. The use of the questionnaire in our state 
will depend on the questionnaire itself. It 
could be helpful to the State Legislature 
which convenes in January 1971. It could 
also be helpful to local groups in their plan­
ning efforts. The information gathered from 
the questionnaire could also be valuable in 
development of the State Pl-an. 

5. No funds are available for funding of 
Community White House Conferences in the 
Spring of 1971. The State White House Con­
ference will be held as part of our 13th An­
nual Institute on Aging at Gustavus Adol­
phus College, .St. Peter, in May or June of 
1971. This Institute is sponsored jointly by 
the Council, Gustavus College and Lutheran 
Brotherhood Insurance Society. One of the 
objectives of these conferences will be to 
report back to communities and community 
leaders the findings of the September for­
ums, as well as material prepared by the 
State Task Forces and material made avail­
able from the White House Conference on 
Aging staff in Washington, D.C. 

6. All statistical data that is available 
from the census and other sources will be 
used. However, we find studies are not possi­
ble with present resour~s. 

7. Certainly, efforts will be made to send 
older persons as participants to the Nation­
al White House Conference on Aging. How­
ever, the number who might attend will de­
pend on funds that might be available and 
the resources of the older persons themselves. 
The Governor's Citizens Councll on Aging is 
not disposed to seek state funds since the 
conference was initiated and called at the 
Federal level. Private funds are not available. 

8. Representation at the conference will 
depend on the number of delegates allowed 
our state and on those persons nominated by 
whoever is Governor in -our state after the 
election this Fall. 

9. A series of directives from the Adminis­
tration on Aging are .of excellent quality. Re­
cent discussions at regional meetings have 
also been most valuable. 

10. We are somewhat aware of what other 
states are doing but not as knowledgeable as 
we would like to be. 

11. We are generally not satisfied with the 
rate of progress. Endless delays have been en­
countered and some material is still in draft 
stage. We are very upset by the fact that the 
questionnaire will not be ·made available 
prior to September 1st and that the use of it 
is being so restricted. The directions for 
planning and programs for the conference 
seem too detailed in light of the fact that no 
money is being made available to states for 
such purposes. 

Notwithstanding many frustrations, the 
Governor's Citizens Council on Aging is com­
mitted to maximizing whatever opportuni­
ties exist in relation to the White House Con­
ference on Aging in order to advance the in­
terests of older persons. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. B. C. LEADHOLM, 

Chairman. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I sup­
port the Williams amendment to in­
crease funding for the 1971 White House 
Conference on Aging from $1 to $1.65 
million. 

This additional $650,000 would help 
pay the travel expenses for elderly dele­
gates to the National Conference next 
November. 

When the White House Conference on 
Aging legislation was considered in 1968, 
it was contemplated that the total au­
thorization of $1.9 million for the Con­
ference would include approximately 
$650,000 for delegate expenses. 

Without such assistance, many older 
Americans will not be able to attend­
particularly low-income persons or indi­
viduals who would be required to travel 
great distances. 

In my State of Idaho, older persons 
will be required to travel nearly 2,500 
miles to participate in the Conference. 
This will, of course, require a substan­
tial outlay, which persons living on fixed 
incomes could not hope to undertake. 

However, participation by the elderly 
will be essential for the success of the 
Conference. Their attendance will also 
be indispensable if the Conference is to 
be truly open and representative of old­
er Americans from all sections of our 
Nation. And, their participation will be 
necessary if they are to have a mean­
ingful role in formulating a national ac­
tion policy in the 1970's for senior citi­
zens. 

The need for Federal funds to help 
pay delegate expenses has been stressed 
in responses to a questionnaire sent by 
the Committee on Aging to State units 
on aging. 

For example, Mr. Herb Whitworth, di­
rector of the Idaho Department of Spe­
cial Services, aptly described the prob­
lem when he said: 

We need to know what funds will be avail­
able from the Federal level for participation 
in the White House Conference activities ... 

The Idaho Office on Aging now plans 
on sending 12 representatives, including 
eight elderly delegates, to the White 
House Conference on Aging. 

But unless money is made available 
for this fiscal year, these senior citizens 
will not know with certainty whether 
their expenses will be covered. 
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For these reasons, I enthusiastically 
support the Williams amendment to the 
1971 Labor-HEW appropriations bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
understand this conference is to be held 
in November 1971. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
think this is for a very good purpose. I 
suspect that the reason they did not do 
this was because it looked as if it was 
too far in advance of the time we were 
holding the hearings. 

The Senator now wants assurance that 
the money will be provided. I think that 
it is a good amendment. I hope that the 
Senator from New Jersey will see that 
this money is still there in November 
1971. There has been a great tendency 
when we appropriate some money to use 
it up. Then we do not have it for the 
designated purpose despite the fact that 
Congress appropriated the money. They 
say that they will not spend it on any­
thing else. No one can check on where 
the money is. 

I hope that the Senator will watch 
this money and see that it is there. 

We have had too many experiences in 
which they have done this. It gets down 
there to the Treasury and there it is. 

I suspect that they will use it up to 
that time, but I want to be sure that it is 
there when they have to bring these peo­
ple back. 

As I undemtand it, these people are 
selected by organizations in the States 
and by perhaps State officials who are 
involved in the problems of the aging 
in their State. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. How many usually 
attend? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. There 
will be approximately 1,700 or 2,000. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. So the State repre­
sentation would be a combination of non­
profit organizations or State officials and 
I suppose perhaps in some cases those 
who were interested, maybe from the 
medical professions or people of that 
kind. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The 
Senator accurately describes the repre­
sentation from the various States. 

The Senator knows that there are 
many organizations of senior citizens. 
This is a fertile area from which to draw 
representation. The State governments 
have representatives, and other citizens 
will be appointed oo come who are un­
affiliated. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I under­
stand tha.t the amendment simply pro­
vides for the eXpenses of delegates to the 
White House Conference on the Aged. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ap­
peared before the committee in support 
of the amendment and am a cosponsor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from New Jersey. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1076 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 1076 and ask that it be 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. 
HARRIS) offers an amendment as follows: 

On page 38, beginning with line 12, strike 
out through line 18. 

On page 38, line 19, redesignate section 209 
as section 208. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that all of the co­
sponsors listed on the amendment, to­
gether with an additi.onal cosponsor, the 
distinguished Senator from South Caro­
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) be listed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it i.e; so ordered. 

The cosponsors of the amendment are 
as follows: 

Mr. HARRIS, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. TALMADGE, 
Mr. RmiCOFF, Mr. BROOKE, Mr. MONDALE, Mr. 
JAVITS, Mr. BAYH, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. GORE, 
Mr. GOODELL, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. HART, Mr. HAT­
FIELD, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. McCARTHY, Mr. MciNTYRE, 
Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. NELSON, Mr. PELL, Mr. 
PERCY, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. WILLIAMS of New 
Jersey, and Mr. YARBOROUGH. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I speak in 

support of amendment 1076, which I have 
introduced with Senators CRANSTON, 
RmiCOFF and others, to amend H.R. 
18515, the Labor, HEW appropriation 
bill. This amendment has bipartisan sup­
port and is sponsored by 26 Senators. 
Amendment 1076 would strike section 
208 of that bill, which limits Federal pay­
ments for fiscal year 1971 to any State 
for services, staff training and adminis­
trative expenses payable under titles I, 
IV<A), X, XIV, and XVI of the Social 
Security Act to 115 percent of the amount 
actually expended for that State for fis­
cal year 1970. 

These limitations would cut down pro­
grams affecting the aged, the blind, the 
permanently and totally disabled, and 
needy families with dependent children. 

This fiat limitation of funds to a low 
percentage increase over the 1970 ex­
penditure ignores the reality of the ex­
panding need for opropriations in this 
area. States are faced with increased case 
loads in 1971, due to rising unemploy­
ment and overall welfare trends. This 
week HEW Secretary Elliott L. Richard­
son pointed out the current explosion of 
caseloads and costs, which have gone up 
20 percent in the last year. Caseloads in 
the States of Washington, Oregon, and 
Texas have skyrocketed by more than 50 
percent this year. As the number of cases 
show dramatic increase, administrative 
costs will have to keep pace with the 
number of welfare clients, or a mass 
breakdown in servicing cases will be in­
evitable. Obviously, the 15-percent 
growth limitation written into section 
208 will not suffice to cover these admin­
istrative costs alone, to say nothing of 
improving and increasing the scope of 

needed social services authorized under 
-the Social Security Act. 

Administration :figures on estimates 
from the States and territories submitted 
last May as to fiscal year 1971 programs 
indicate that a total of $150 million in 
social services, staff training and admin­
istrative costs will be jeopardized due to 
the effect of section 208. In my own State 
of Oklahoma, the amount of $1,793,000 
would be cut. The combined factors of 
unemployment and inflation have taken 
their toll since these estimates were 
made, and the latest State estimates for 
fiscal year 1971 show a $211 million 
shortage in funds available to the States. 
Almost all States will fall short of hav­
ing the necessary funds to carry out 
planned programs, training, and admin­
istration. This will be of particular harm 
to States which have been slow to de­
velop programs, but at this time are ex­
panding their services. The report of the 
committee on appropriations argues that 
disparity between the States in welfare 
services will result if the open-ended ap­
propriation is not closed by section 208. 
The limitation would, rather, freeze any 
disparity now in existence, since those 
States with inadequate programs could 
not catch up with the limited increase 
allowed. 

Mr. President, what is really important 
is the human need behind the statistics. 
Section 208 would not allow sufficient 
funds to administer current programs in 
many instances. Significant social serv­
ices will be limited, including day care, 
employment counseling and family plan­
ning. Without adequate social services, 
such as day care and employment coun­
seling, willingness to work can be a hol­
low shell. A recent study from the De­
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare found that 44.5 percent of 
mothers on welfare in 1968 had high 
employment potential, due to education 
or previous job experience. Four out of 
five expressed an immediate desire to 
get a steady job. However, 80 percent of 
these willing potential workers were pre­
vented from working due to a lack of 
child care facilities. Day care is a social 
service authorized under title IV (A) of 
the Social Security Act to families re­
ceiving AFDC payments, as well as to 
former and potential recipients. The 
enactment of section 208 will make pro­
vision of these services highly unlikely, 
and will help to keep willing workers un­
employed. This is false economy of the 
worst kind. 

In placing a ceiling on services to the 
aged, blind, disabled, and needy, we 
would be striking at those who have no 
other hope. A moral sense of basic pri­
orities cries out against a decision based 
solely on dollars and cents. 

Those most closely connected with de­
livering welfare services have joined in 
opposition to section 208. The National 
League of Cities, the AFL-CIO, the Con­
ference of Governors, and the American 
Public Welfare Association have all 
taken a position against the provision. 
Their opposition is based on the realiza­
tion that the limitation of Federal funds 
would place a burden on many States 
which they will not be able to assume, or 
would severely penalize many poor 
people in this country. 
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A numoer of States have initiated pro­
grams based on current levels of fund 
matching, not anticipating that severe 
restrictions might be imposed on Federal 
contributions. These States will have to 
cancel social services, or look to already 
overtaxed State revenue sources to fill 
the gap. Cancellation or curtailment of 
sorely needed services will leave program 
recipients even more frustrated than 
they now are. Section 208 of H.R. 18515 
is a step backward, when we should go 
forward. 

I urge that it be stricken. 
Mr. President, I am pleased to yield to 

the Senator from Calif01nia (Mr. CRAN­
STON) who has really done yeoman serv­
ice in putting this matter together in 
attempting to strike this bad provision 
from the bill. 

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

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I rise 
to explain and urge support for amend­
ment No. 1076 to delete section 208 from 
the committee-reported H.R. 18515, the 
Labor-HEW Appropriation Act. 

I submitted this amendment Wednes­
day along with the Senator from Okla­
homa (Mr. HARRIS) and a bipartisan 
group of 24 other Senators in order to 
eliminate the arbitrary 115-percent limi­
tation which the committee-reported ap­
propriation act seeks to impose on Fed­
eral grants to States for administration, 
training, and social services for all wel­
fare programs. If adopted, the amend­
ment would restore the open-ended na­
ture of the Federal share for these pro­
grams established by the Congress in 
the Social Security Act. 

This amendment is being taken up in 
lieu of amendment No. 1070, submitted 
by Senators HARRIS and RIBICOFF on No­
vember 17. 

Before getting to the substance of this 
amendment, I want to express my deep 
appreciation to Senator HARRIS, Senator 
MONDALE, Senator TALMADGE, Senator 
BROOKE, and Senator JAVITS for their 
special help in gathering support for this 
amendment. 

The background of the situation now 
before the Senate is as follows: 

Under the Social Security Act, grants 
are made to the States for the cost of 
State and local administration of wel­
fare agencies, for training of staff ad­
ministering public assistance programs 
and preparing for employment in these 
agencies, and for social services for re­
cipients-including day care, job coun­
seling, homemaker services, employment 
and housing placement assistance, family 
planning and alcoholic and drug abuse 
rehabilitation. The act also provides for 
the development and implementation of a 
program of family services and child wel­
fare services in support of welfare re­
cipients and to assist former and po­
tential welfare recipients in staying o:ll' 
welfare. 

Under the act, all individuals wishing 
to make application for aid are guar­
anteed the right to do so, and the act 
requires that the aid be furnished with 
reasonable promptness to all eligible in­
dividuals. At this time of rising unem­
ployment, and in the aftermath of the 
Supreme Court ruling invalidating resi-

CXVI--2414-Part 28 

dency requirements for public assistance, 
many States-including California-­
have been experiencing significant in­
crease in · new applications for assist­
ance. Such increases are in turn escalat­
ing administrative costs for personnel to 
engage in determining c:tnd validating 
eligibility, programs management, and 
monthly payments to millions of 
recipients. 

According to the President's own budg­
et request: 

The purpose of the grants for social serv­
ices is-to enable each State, as far as 
practicable under the conditions existing in 
the State, to furnish rehabilitative and other 

.services to recipients and potential recipients 
to help them maintain and strengthen fam­
ily life and to attain or retain capability for 
maximum self-support. ~-\elf-care and person­
al independence. 

This puts it about as well as anyone 
can. 

In the President's fiscal year 1971 
budget, there was included a 110-percent 
freeze on the Federal share of welfare 
supportive costs-administrative, social 
services and personnel training expenses 
for all welfare programs-old age assist­
ance, aid and medical assistance to the 
blind and disabled and AFDC-with au­
thority in the Secretary of Health, Edu­
cation, and Welfare to make exceptions. 
under certain circumstances. The House 
quite properly rejected this provision, 
but the Senate Appropriations Commit­
tee, at the request of the administration, 
inserted a compromise limitation-rais­
ing the ceiling to 115 percent and elim­
inating the exception language. 

The administration submitted data to 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
purporting to show the likely State-by­
State effect of the 115-percent limit and 
asserting that under that limit 40 States 
would receive 90 percent or more of their 
spending requirements in these cate­
gories for fiscal year 1971. As I shall seek 
to demonstrate, these figures are ex­
tremely understated and unreliable. 

In view of the fact that eligibility for 
aid and services is expressly open ended 
under the Social Security Act. Any liin­
itation on Federal support for adminis­
tration, training, arid social services to 
carry out a State plan is clearly incon­
sistent with the basic purposes of the 
Social Security Act and with our desire 
to provide effective programs to assist 
welfare recipients in becoming inde­
pendent-a purpose so well statetL in the 
sentence from the President's budget 
which I have just read. 

A major impact of the proposed limi­
tation would fall on those States-such 
as Pennsylvania-which are planning to 
expand their services to bring them into 
line with current caseload demands. Un'­
der the proposed limitation, the burden 
of such necessary expansion would fall 
on already overextended State and 
county taxpayers. 

In fact, the administrative as well as 
the supportive services monies are spe­
cifically targeted at keeping down the 
public assistance rolls by: First, seeking 
to assure the even-handed administra­
tion of public assistance regulations and 
the avoidance of administrative errors, 
and second, identifying programs and 

moneys specifically aimed at moving wel­
fare recipients off the welfare rolls into 
employment and providing services 
which are "welfare preventive'" for those 
most in danger of needing welfare. 

In addition to States seeking to expand 
their administrative welfare support, the 
burden of the freeze now proposed will 
also be borne by States-such as Califor­
nia-which are already expending sub­
stantial funds for administrative and 
supportive services but which can antici­
pate an overall welfare cost increase in 
fiscal year 1971 of well in excess of 15 
percent. In California, the rate of in­
crease could go as high as 25 percent. 

In Los Angeles County, for example, 
the county board of supervisors esti­
mates that the 115-percent ceiling will 
throw another $6 million on already 
hard-pressed county and State taxpay­
ers. And the comparable figure for San 
Diego County is predicted to be almost 
$3 million. In Kern, Merced, and Tuol­
umne Counties, and Bakersfield, Calif., 
welfare costs have been rising at a rate 
of 22 to 30 percent. I have received letters 
of strong opposition to the ceiling from 
tl:e following 29 California county boards 
of supervisors: 

Alameda, Butte, Contra Costa, Del 
Norte, Glenn, Kern, Lake, Lassen, Los 
Angeles, MariP Mariposa, Merced, Mo­
doc. 

Placer, Plumas, Orange, Nevada, San 
Bernardino, Santa Cruz, San Diego, San 
Joaquin, San Luis Obispo, San Mateo, 
Shasta, Siskiyou, Solano, Tuolumne, 
Yuba, and Yolo. 

None of thesP. jurisdictions has the 
available property tax base to raise the 
extra local share of funding without 
great hardship to already hard-pressed 
taxpayers if this arbitrary limitation is 
imposed. In light of the reforms proposed 
by the administration in its innovative 
family assistance plan, it is particularly 
incongruous for the Federal Govern­
ment to adopt a position of preventing 
the initiation of much-needed improve­
ments in State and local programs which 
would enable them better to meet these 
new demands. 

Moreover, the Social Security Act in 
effect makes a pact with States and their 
local welfare programs for the Federal 
share of administrative as well as sup­
portive expenses to be open ended and to 
be governed by the extent of State ex­
penditures and payments. To default on 
this obligation in midfiscal year would 
cause absolute havoc throughout the 
land 

One crucial fact that must be recog­
nized is that most administrative and 
services costs are in effect mandated on 
States under HEW regulations as part 
of their statutorily required State plan. 
There will thus be little choice for most 
States but to raise more revenue from al­
ready hard-pressed sources to cover at 
least basic administrative costs. Most 
likely to suffer-if there is any fiexibil­
ity-are the very antiwelfare and wel­
fare-preventive programs I alluded to 
earlier. The States will just have to ac­
cept the cost if the welfare system is not 
going to breakdown. 

Under the 115-percent limitation, the 
typical State's share of total spending 
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will probably increase at least 25 percent 
in fiscal year 1971, and if the freeze were 
continued, for fiscal year 1972, another 
25-percent raise in the State share is 
predictable. Under these conditions, to­
tal State spending by fiscal year 1972 
would have increased about two and one­
half times given present welfare growth 
patterns. 

Bringing about such a drain on al­
ready overextended State and local re­
sources seems a strange proposal for an 
administration which so strongly cham­
pions revenue sharing and a family as­
sistance plan increasing Federal financial 
responsibility in this area. Rather, the 
administration's proposed 115-percent 
limitation in section 208 is a blueprint 
for "revers.:: revenue sharing.'' 

Mr. President, I will conclude my re­
marks with a brief analysis of the ad­
ministration-supplied State-by-State 
impact data on which the Appropriations 
Committee based its decision to recom­
mend imposition of the 115-percent ceil­
ing. That data appears to have been 
clearly biased toward the administra­
tion point of view for the following rea­
sons: 

First, early estimates of State-spend­
ing requirements for administration, 
services, and i;::-aining-the types which 
were presented to the committee, and 
which formed the basis of administra­
tion arguments-have tended, histori­
cally, to be notoriously inaccurate ·and 
conservative. For example, the States' 
May 1970 estimates of their 1970 spend­
ing underestimated the actual 1970 costs 
by about 15 percent. Yet, these May 1970 
estimates formed the basis for the States' 
fiscal year 1971 estimates submitted at 
the same time. 

Second, recent year-to-year increases 
in spending in these accounts have been 
far above 15 percent per year. The ad­
ministrative component of these costs 
has been increasing faster than the serv­
ices component. Administrative costs­
which are almost entirely a function of 
caseload size-have been rising phenom­
enally in the most recent 6 months due 
to rapid, uncontrollable increases in the 
costs of administration and services. 

For example, from fiscal year 1969 to 
fiscal year 1970, total costs nationwide 
increased 36 -percent; the administrative 
component of these costs increased 38.3 
percent; the service component 34 per­
cent. For 27 States the fiscal year 1970 
increase in expenditures for administra­
tion, training, and services was between 
32.5 and 135.5 percent over fiscal year 
1969. 

The administration, based on these 
demonstrably understated fiscal year 
1971 estimates, has projected a shift to 
the States of $150 million in welfare sup­
portive costs. However, merely by pro­
jecting into fiscal year 1971 the nation­
wide rate of increase-36 percent--ex­
perienced in fiscal year 1970 over fiscal 
year 1969 experience, a fair, and, even 
then conservative, estimate of the shifted 
burden to the States would be $187 mil­
lion. I say conservative because, as I have 
noted, the rate of increase over the last 
6 months-the fastest growth in history 
according to HEW Secretary Richard­
son-has been even greater than the 36-
percent fiscal year 1970 rate of increase. 

Projecting into fiscal year 1971 this 
conservative fiscal year 1970 growth 
rate for these cost categories, we find 
that under the proposed 115-percent 
limitation 45 States would receive less 
than their fiscal year 1971 requirements, 
and 39 of these States would experience 
cost increases in their State share of 
expenditures ranging from 30 to 150 per­
cent in fiscal year 1971, with the State 
expenditure share for the median of 
these 39 States increasing 63.6 percent. 

Looking at this another way, under 
these projections, 34 States would lose 
at least one-half million dollars in Fed­
eral funds. 

However, the real point seems to be 
that no one can at this point estimate 
the fiscal year 1971 State expenditures 
with any degree of accuracy. The States' 
latest revised projections, taking into 
account fiscal year 1970 actual experi­
ence, projections which HEW has notre­
leased, show a total switch to the States 
of $211.5 million and that 29 States 
would lose a half million Federal dollars 
or more. 

To give a clear picture of the great 
uncertainties surrounding these three 
sets of estimates and therefore the over­
all effect of the proposed 115-percent 
limitation, let us look at the projected 
loss of Federal funds under the freeze 
for eight States in fiscal year 1971: 

State 
May 1970 
fiscal year 

1971 
estimate 

Projection 
of fiscal 

year 1970 
increase 

into fiscal 
year 1971 

State 
revised 

fiscal r~;r 
estimate 

Minnesota _______________________ $8, 352, 000 $2, 357, 000 
Georgia ___ _________ __ $5,478,000 2,285,000 5,012,000 
California ___ ________ _ 38,605,000 25,982,000 78,700,000 
NewYork ____ ___ ______ ______ _____ 35,361,000 16,515,000 
Washington __ ________ 4,520,000 20,832,000 4, 249,000 
PennsyTvania __ ____ ___ 59,874,000 5, 069,000 29,202,000 
Colorado__ ____ ___ ________ _______ _ 5, 577,000 826, 000 
North Carolina____ ___ 659,000 4, 779, 000, __ _ -------- -

Mr. President, what we have here is 
a counterproductive provision which, 
without rhyme or reason, threatens to 
impose intolerable tax loads on the al­
ready hard-pressed taxpayers of most 
States and localities or to greatly dis­
rupt administration and provision of 
services-and therefore the effective­
ness-in most welfare programs. This 
freeze also will stifle in administration 
and services in those States now rela­
tively deficient in allocation of resources 
and energies to those categories. 

That is why this amendment is strongly 
supported by the National League of 
Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors, the 
Governors' Conference, the AFL-CIO, 
and the Public Welfare Association of 
America. 

I ask unanimous consent . that recent 
letters to me from the Mayors and Gov­
ernors Leagues be printed in the REcORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the R.ECORD, 
as follows: -

NATIONAL GOVERNOR'S CONFERENCE, 
Washington, D.O., November 18, 1970. 

Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: I understand 
that you will be offering an amendment to 

delete Section 208 of H.R. 18515, the Depart­
ment of Labor and Health, Education, and 
Welfare and Related Agencies Appropriation 
Bill, 1971. Many Governors have indicated 
that if Section 208 is enacted it would be 
extremely costly to their State by decreasing 
the federal participation in state costs of 
administering welfare and providing social 
services. They therefore support efforts to 
delete Section 208. 

I have attached information which indi­
cates the fiscal impact on each State if Sec­
tion 208 is enacted. 

Sincerely, 
ALLEN JENSEN, 

Special Assistant. 

Estimates of the loss to States under section 
208 of H.R. 18515 of Federal share of State 
and local expenditures for income main­
tenance administration, social services, n:n.A. 
State and local training 

(From information provided to HEW in All­
gust 1970 and in the case of some States 
as indicated* estimates made by States 
in November 1970) 

States: 
*Alabanna -- - --- - -----------
Alaska --------------------
Arizona ----------------- - ­
Arkansas ------------------

*California - ----------------Colorado ____________ : ____ _ 

Connecticut --------------­
Delaware -- - ---------------
District of Columbia _______ _ 

*Florida ------------------­
(}eorgia -------------------
(}uann ------------------ -­
Hawaii --------------------
Idaho ---------------------

*Illinois -------------------
Indiana -------------------
Io~a ---------------------­
Kansas--------------------
Kentucky ----------------­
Louisiana -----------------
Maine --------------------
Maryland ----------------­
Massachusetts ------------­
Michigan -----------------­
Minnesota ---------------­
Mississippi ----------------

*Missouri -----------------­
*Montana -----------------­
Nebraska -----------------

*Nevada -------------------New Hampshire ___________ _ 

New JerseY-----------------New Mexico _______________ _ 
New York _________________ _ 
North Carolina ____________ _ 

North Dakota--------------
Ohio ----------------------
Oklahoma -----------------

*Oregon ------------------­
Pennsylvania -------------Puerto Rico _______________ _ 
Rhode Island _____________ _ 
South Carolina ___________ _ 
South Dakota ____________ _ 

Tennessee -----------------
*Texas --------------------
Utah --------------------­
Vernnont ------------------Virgin Islands _____________ _ 

Virginia -----------------­
Washington ---------------West VirgU.nia _____________ _ 

*Wisconsin ----------------

Loss 
Estimates 

$1,449,000 
566,000 

0 
0 

78,700, 000 
826, 000 

0 
0 
0 

4,397,000 
5,012,000 

26, 000 
1,237,000 

376,000 
7,413,000 

0 
906,000 

1,129, 000 
0 

2,292,000 
0 

5,589,000 
0 

15,374,000 
2,357,000 

0 
2, 884,000 

81,000 
878,000 
591,000 
534,000 

3,113,000 
0 

16,515,000 
0 

14,000 
1,623,000 

0 
2,274,000 

29,202,000 
568,000 

0 
0 
0 

2,304,000 
6,102,000 

0 
0 

8,000 
810,000 

4,249,000 
2,189,000 
7,074,000 

Total ---------------- 211,478,000 

EXAMPLES OF SOCIAL SERVICE PROGRAMS THAT 
MAY BE CURTAILED IF SECTION 208 OF H .R. 

18515 Is ENACTEr 

MISSOURI 
Section 208 ~ould mean the complete 

elimination of several large proposed day 
care projects under Model Cities and other 
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auspices. The state welfare agency, for more 
than a year, has been working with the Model 
City agencies in St. Louis and Kansas City, 
and in both areas they are at this moment 
ready to establish rat~er large day care pro­
jects in the slum areas of the two cities. The 
total federal funds which they expected to 
receive for the :first :fiscal year for expanding 
day care facilities so that ADC mothers could 
be trained for a~d accept employment would 
be $3,992,813.00. 

FLORIDA 
The following special projects in Florida 

are being funded through the public assist­
ance titles and in all probability it would 
be necessary to cancel these projects if the 
proposed legislation becomes law: 
Model State Project-Jacksonville_ $354,445 
Pearson Project-Day Care-Jack-

sonville ----------------------- 90,750 
Family Aid Project--Jacksonville__ 100, 883 
Homemaker Project--District 3____ bO, 560 
Youth Opportunity Coordinator Pro-

ject--------------------------- 16,845 
Tampa Child Care Project--Tampa_ 57, 609 
Comprehensive Service Delivery 

System-West Palm Beach______ 254,987 

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES, 
U.S. CoNFERENCE OF MAYORS, 

November 18,1970. 
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CRANSTON: On behalf of 
the National League of Cities and the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors, we urge the deletion 
o! Section 208 of the pending Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare Appro­
priations Bill (H.R. 18515). This section 
would limit increases in Federal payments 
for social services, sta.tr training and admin­
istrative expenses (Public Assistance Titles 
I, IV-A X or XIV of the Social Security Act) 
in :fiscal 1971 to 115 percent above the 
amount allocated in fiscal year 1970. Pres­
ently these Titles have ."open end" accounts 
which are a source of funds for vital ongoing 
programs within our cities providing !or: 
the treatment of alcoholics and narcotics 
addicts; services assisting the mentally ill 
and retarded to their homes from institu­
tions; services which assist the elderly in 
finding housing, medicare and other com­
munity resources. These Titles also provide 
funds for other human resource services 
including family planing, day care and 
childhood educational services. In addition, 
these Titles provide the only funds specifi­
cally targeted for programs which are "wel­
fare preventive"-since the funds are direct­
ed toward securing employment for those 
individuals who are about to be added to 
.the welfare rolls. 

Another potential impact that has caused 
concern to be expressed by many mayors 
throughout the country is the adverse effect 
the proposed limitation wlll have on the 
Model Cities Program. You are no doubt 
aware that the limitation came up in the 
House earlier this year but was rejected by 
that body due to concerted action on the 
part of local officials and other concerned 
groups. The threat to the Model Cities Pro­
gram by the limitation at that time im­
pelled HUD Assistant Secretary Floyd Hyde 
to write to Patricia Hitt, Assistant Secre­
tary for Community and Field Services for 
HUD, to express her "grave concern over the 
adverse effect Section 208 would have on the 
Model Cities Program." 

We concur with Assistant Secretary Hyde's 
conclusion in his memorandum: 

The passage of Section 208 of the HEW 
Appropriations Bill would reduce the effec­
tiveness of the Model Cities Program by 
substantially decreasing HEW involvement 
in a key program area. It would disrupt pat­
terns of interagency cooperation and coordi­
nation which have been carefully nurtured 1n 

local communities. Furthermore, it would 
inhibit the development o! service programs 
which would serve as vital support mecha­
nisms for any future Family Assistance leg­
islation. 

Some states have already announced to 
city officials that if Section 208 remains in 
the bill all of the presently funded programs 
will have to be renegotiated and probably 
disoontinued. Estimateli indicate the pro­
posed . limitation would force states to re­
duce social services by one-fourth in the 
next two years, while the costs of adminis­
tration of public assistance will be rising 90 
percent. These announcements coupled with 
the new evidence that an increasing num­
ber of welfare families are moving to our 
cities cause many city officials to express 
concern as to how needed services will be 
provided to our citizens if the limitation is 
retained. 

Again, on behalf of the nation's mayors, 
we ask you to do what is necessary in re­
moving this drastic proposed limitation on 
the costs of programs outlined above which 
continue to provide needed services to citi­
zens wlthln our cities throughout the coun­
try. 

Sincerely, 
JoHN J. GUNTHER, 

Executive Director, U.S. Conference 
of Mayors. 

PATRICK HEALY, 
Executive Vice President, National 

League of Cities. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, section 
208 is not an economy move. It is ax­
wielding. I urge all of my colleagues to 
resoundingly reject it by supporting this 
amendment to delete it, with its 115-
percent ceiling, from the bill. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of the 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) be 
added as a cosponsor of the amendment. 

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

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

Mr. HARRIS. I yield the floor to the 
Senat()r from Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the Sen­
ator. 

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

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, as 
one of the cosponsors of the amendment, 
I wish to point out that 27 of the 50 
States would be adversely affected if sec­
tion 208 is left in the bill. It was not in 
the House bill. The States that were slow 
to implement will be penalized and that 
includes a majority of the States. 

As a cosponsor of the amendment to 
delete this general provision from the 
Labor-HEW appropriations bill, I urge 
my colleagues to support us in this action 
which is designed to preserve social re­
habilitation programs across the country. 
We should continue to adequately assist 
the States in their efforts to extend pro­
grams to the disadvantaged people of our 
Nation. 

If we allow section 208 to take effect, it 
would place an arbitrary ceiling on the 
amount of money that the Federal Gov­
ernment could contribute toward State 
expenditures for the administration, 
training, and social services which are 
connected with their public welfare pro­
grams such as old-age assistance, aid to 
the blind, aid to the disabled, and aid to 
families with dependent children. Under 
section 208, the Federal grant for admin-

istrative . expenses during fiscal 1971 
would be limited to 115 percent of the 
aggregate . amount spent by each State 

·during fiscal1970 for these purposes. This 
means that each State would be allowed 
an increase of only 15 percent over the 
1970 allotment regardless of their in­
dividual needs. Perhaps the objective of 
this sort of standardization is noble, but 
the effects could be catastrophic in a 
large number of our States. 

Although the arbitrary 115 percent 
would have serious implications in all 
but 23 of the 50 States, the consequences 
for the State of Texas and its citizens 
would be particularly harsh. There has 
been a "caseload explosion" in my home 
State. For example, the number of cases 
under the aid to families with dependent 
children has more than doubled during 
the past 2 years from 31,587 families to 
71,209 families. The number of recipients 
under the program is presently increas­
ing at a rate of 8,000 persons per month. 

There are those who will argue that 
section 208 is merely aimed at cutting 
unnecessary administrative costs. While 
this is a commendable goal, it must be 
recognized that it is the people in need 
of expanded programs of social service 
who would suffer the most from the 
penny wise and pound foolish ceiling on 
Federal matching funds. 

Under section 208. tl:ie State of Texas 
stands to lose $6.1 million in Federal 
money which is required to :finance ad­
ministrative, training, and social service 
programs in fiscal year 1971. This :finan­
cial burden would force the elimination 
or substantial curtailment of day-care 
'education, family planning, and con­
sumer education programs in Texas 
which are presently either operating or 
planned in the cities of Houston, Dallas, 
Edinburg, San Antonio, Crockett, Laredo, 
Eagle Pass, Texarkana, El Paso, Tyler, 
Plainview, Galveston, Austin, Waco, 
Orange, and Beaumont. Many of these 
programs in Texas are still in their em­
bryonic stage and must not be left to 
perish for lack of Federai support. 

We in the Congress cannot expect the 
States to expand programs designed to 
rehabilitate the poor, if we insist on de­
priving the States. of the :financial sup­
port which is necessary to implement 
these programs. Promises have been 
made that should not now be repudiated. 
I urge my colleagues in the Senate to 
support this proposed amendment which 
would delete section 208 from the Labor­
HEW appropriations bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President I 
think I made a. fairly complete sta:te­
ment about the history of this amend­
ment earlier today. I expressed the per­
sonal feeling that I do not like a fiat 
percentage, but I would say that we have 
to do something and I hope the Com­
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare will 
take a very close look at this and that 
-this not be kept open. I know the Gov­
ern()rs are all very_ concerned about this. 
Naturally, they are. Anything that costs 
them money they are against. I do not 
blame them because all the States are 
pretty well strapped for money. 

I thought the amendment of the Sen­
ator from New Hampshire <Mr. CoTTON) 
was a pretty good compromise on this 
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matter, but in view of the f.act that the 
Cotton amendment was reJected I am 
going to vote for this amendment. We. 
could have accepted it and the Senator 
could withdraw the request for a roll­
call vote, but I think some Senators 
would like to vote against it. 

That is my position. It is a little diffi­
cult for me, after the committee worked 
long and hard, and I did not particularly 
favor this ceiling. As a matter of fact, it 
was 110 percent when it started out. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I am 
grateful to the Senator from Washing­
ton for expressing his willingness to sup­
port this amendment. I appreciate what 
is attempted to be accomplished by this 
provision we hope to have stricken. 

I repeat on the floor of the Senate 
what the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Finance said earlier. The 
committee that has jurisdiction over the 
substantive law in this field. The chair­
man of that committee said that we will 
be quite happy to hear any statement 
from the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. I am a member of the Com­
mittee on Finance. 

If there is need for additional help to 
cut down on what it is felt are unneces­
sarily high costs in these areas, we will 
be open to any ~uggestion he has, but as 
of now the case is unproved and this is 
not the way to go about it. 

Mr. President, I hope the amendment 
is agreed to. 

The Senator from California addressed 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield the Senator 
such time as he may require. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Washington for 
his very helpful approach on this amend­
ment and for his willingness to accept it. 
I am very grateful to the Senator. I 
thank the chairman of the committee 
for his thoughfulness and for his cour­
tesy throughout the day even when we 
have been on opposite sides. He has been 
thoughtful and generous. I also thank 
the Senator from Oklahoma for his help 
and his cooperation throughout this ef­
fort. Actually, a team of us worked to­
gether on this matter, including Sena­
tors MONDALE, TALMADGE, BROOKE, JAVITS, 
RIBICOFF, and others. The Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS) who had a sim­
ilar amendment, in which he was joined 
by the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
RIBICOFF) was generous in merging his 
amendment into my No. 1076. 

Many, many people around the country 
have joined in this effort, and it is most 
satisfying that we are now about to have 
this amendment adopted. 

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of the amend­
ment, introduced by my distinguished 
colleague, the junior Senator from Cali­
fornia, and others. 

I can certainly appreciate the concern 
of the administration and of the Appro­
priations Committee that the costs of 
administering welfare programs be held 
to an absolute minimum: I do not be­
lieve there is anyone in this body who 
would question this worthwhile objec­
tive. 

But many of us do have legitimate 
questions over the means, particularly 
when we consider the extremely harm­
ful effects which section 208 of the bill, 
as presently drafted, would have on 
many of our States. I, for one, would 
have no difficulty in supporting a limita­
tion on expenditures if the Secretary of 
HEW were given discretion to make ex­
ceptions in cases of great hardship. 

In the Commonwealth of Massachu­
·setts, for example, the State welfare 
agency has just begun to assume respon­
sibility for administering a variety of 
welfare programs. Previously, these 
were administered by the local govern­
ments. In such a situation the service, 
training, and administrative costs are 
quite naturally increasing at a rapid 
rate. Yet if the committee amendment 
prevails, the Commonwealth of Massa­
chusetts will not be able to spend any 
more in fiscal 1971 than 115 percent of 
the amount which it spent in fiscal1970-
when most of the costs were borne by 
the local governments. 

According to the administration's own 
figures, Massachusetts would be set back 
nearly a million dollars under the pro­
posed limitation. If, however, one pro­
jects a similar rate of increase in the 
State's burden for fiscal year 1971 as 
was sustained in 1970, then the Com­
monwealth of Massachusetts stands to 
lose $3.5 million, an amount which it can 
ill afford. 

The Federal Government has encour­
aged, promoted, and largely funded this 
great program for many years. I sincere­
ly hope that an arbitrary ceiling will not 
be imposed at this time, but rather, that 
such matters will be left to the Finance 
Committee which presently is consider­
ing a complete reorientation of our en­
tire national system of social welfare. 

For these reasons, I urge the adoption 
of the Harris amendment, deleting sec­
'tion 208 from the bill. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, at a time 
when we are trying to improve public 
assistance programs, at a time when we 
want to emphasize training programs to 
prepare people for employment, it makes 
no sense to set arbitrary limits on Fed­
eral participation in welfare programs 
which undermine the effectiveness of 
these efforts. 

Equally important, to change the rule~ 
of matching-fund agreements with 
States this late in the fiscal year can 
be described only as fiscal irresponsi­
bility. 

And yet that is what section 208 of 
the appropriations bill for the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Wel­
fare would do. 

The section provides that Federal 
matching funds for administration, 
services and training in public assist­
ance programs be limited to 115 percent 
of actual expenditures for these pro­
grams last fiscal year. 

Mr. President, in those States with a 
continuing and rapid increase in public 
assistance cases, such a limit would force 
a cutback in projected assistance pro­
grams or require an increase in State 
and local funds. 

For example, depending on estimates 
of caseloa.d increases in Michigan, the 

proposed limit would mean that non­
Federal sources in my State would have 
to come up with from between $8 mil­
lion and $15 million. 

Quite frankly, the State of Michigan's 
economy and treasury will not support 
an increase of that magnitude. 

The other alternative would be to cut 
back on public assistance programs. That 
would mean, in many instances, a reduc­
tion in funds for such activities as day­
care, homemaker services, family plan­
ning, work readiness, and employment 
counseling. 

Many States have expended these ac­
tivities at the urging of the Federal 
Government. 

For the Federal Government to cut 
back on its commitment at this point 
would be to break faith with both State 
governments and the poor of the Nation. 

Mr. President, I, for one, am not pre­
pared to vote to break that faith. It has 
happened too often already. 

As a cosponsor of the amendment to 
remove this provision, I urge a favorable 
vote. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, a pro­
posed revision to section 208 of the 
President's budget is as follows: 

None of the funds contained in this title 
may be used for payments to any State for 
fiscal year 1971 for services, staff training, 
and administrative expenses under titles I, 
IV (part A), X, XIV, and XVI of the Social 
Security .\.ct which, in the aggregate, exceed 
115 percent of the aggregate amount esti­
mated for these purposes for such State for 
fiscal year 1970. 

If the Senate, and subsequently the 
Congress, should fail to adopt section 
208, the May State estimates indicate 
that an additional appropriation of $150 
million would be required for the cost 
of · servi·ces, administration, and train­
ing. 

According to the May State esti­
mates, over 75 percent of the additinnal 
$150 million would be received by three 
States: $39 million would go to Cali­
forni.a, and more than half of the re­
maining $111 million would be received 
by Pennsylvania and Michigan. 

PURPOSE OF SECTION 208 

The original justification for making 
public assistance an open-ended ap­
propriation was to protect the rights of 
individuals who were entitled to and in 
need of cash assistance. In other words, 
the Congress did not want to see a per­
son in need denied assistance because 
an appropriation had not been passed at 
the Federal level. This concept of an 
open-ended appropriation was later 
extended to program administration, 
training, and social services aspects of 
the overall public assistance program. 
The administration believes that appro­
priations for these activities should be 
controllable. The Executive and the Con­
gress should make deliberate choices­
in advance--as to their size and char­
acter and as to the Federal financial 
commitment for any given fiscal year. 
As -it stands now, the Federal Govern­
ment does not exercise this control-it 
merely pays the bills as rendered by the 
States. This is what section 208 was in­
tended to correct. 
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EFFECT oF sECTION 2os oN sTATEs' ESTIMATED These States include Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky -----------------------

REQUIREMENTs Michigan, New Hampshire, and Penn- Louisiana -----------------------
The wording of the limitation requires sylvania. · · Massachusetts -------------------

that the increase in 1971 be limited to I ask unanimous consent to have Nebraska ------------------------
115 percent of the 1970 level for the ag- printed in the RECORD some pertinent New Jersey------------ - ----- ----

t ts f 
· 

1 
v· s ad tables. North carolina __ _______ _________ _ 

grega e paymen or soma ser 1ce , - Ohio ----------------------------
ministration of cash payments to wei- There being no objection, the tables Oregon --------------------------
fare recipients, and training made to the were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, Puerto Rico _____________________ _ 
States for 1970. This would permit the as follows: South Dakota __ ____ _______ ____ __ _ 
State to decide Which Of the program SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE Tennessee -----------------------
elements could be constrained and still Virgin Islands _______ ___ _________ _ 

L isting of States by percentage of FY-1971 Virginia effectively carry out those of highest - - - ------ ----- -----------request for servi ces, administration, and West Virginia - -------------------
priority. training allowed under 115% limitation Wisconsin ---- -------------------

Based on the May data from the [Dollars in Thousands] Wyoming -----------------------
States for 1971 requirements, applica- Received-Total request (22 states): 80 to 89.9 % of request (9 States): 
tion of the 115-percent limitation, with- Alabama Mississippi Alaska --------------------------
out exception, would produce the follow- Arizona Missouri California -----------------------
ing: Arkansas Montana Connecticut ---------------------

First. Twenty-two States will have no Colorado Nevada Florida------- -------------------
problem since the limitation would pro- .Delaware New Mexico Guam---------------------------
vide more than their current estimate; ~~~~~~!of Columbia ~~~hy~:kota ~~~~~~~;;::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Second. Eighteen States would recejve Kansas Rhode Island Texas - --------------------------
90 percent or more of their requirements; Maine South carolina Washington ---------------------

Third. Nine States would receive be- Maryland Utah Less than 80% of request (5 States): 

$451 
1,309 

998 
239 
816 
659 

1, 528 
532 

87 
181 

1,499 
4 

404 
147 
427 
116 

$349 
38,605 
1,163 
2,774 

16 
293 

1,793 
4,313 
4,520 

tween 80 and 90 percent of their require- Minnesota Vermont Georgia ------------------------- $5, 478 
ments; 90 to 99.9 % of request (18 States): Savings Hawaii -------------------------- 1• 237 

F th F . St t ld c · e les Ill' · Michigan ------------------------ 15, 680 our . 1ve a es wou re e1v s mo1s ----------,------.;, _________ $3,717 New Hampshire------------------ 490 
than 80 percent of their requirements. Iowa ---------------------------- 699 Pennsylvania -------------------- 59, 874 

ESTIMATED FEDERAL SHARE OF STATE AND LOCAL EXPENDITURES FOR INCOME MAINTENANCE ADMINISTRATION, SOCIAL SERVICES, AND STATE AND LOCAL TRAINING AS FURNISHED 
BY THE STATES IN MAY 1970 ' 

United States ____ 

Alabama _-------------Alaska ________________ 

Fiscal 
Fiscal year 1970 

year 1970 times 115 
estimate percent 

833,081 958, 043 

7, 297 8,392 
1, 748 2, 010 Arizona _______________ . 3,181 3,658 

Arkansas __ ------- __ : __ . 3, 500 4,025 California _____________ 251,039 288, 695 
Colorado ________ ------ 9,683 11,135 
Connecticut__ __________ 6, 145 7,067 
Delaware _____________ - 948 1,090 
District of Columbia _____ 6, 101 7,016 
Florida __ ----- _________ 15,280 17, 572 Georgia _______ ________ 12,651 14, 549 

~~!~ii:===== == ======== 
102 117 

1, 780 2, 047 
Idaho_------ _________ _ 1, 605 1, 846 Illinois ________________ 33,375 38,381 
Indiana ______ --- ------ 6,419 7,382 Iowa __________________ 6, 898 7, 933 Kansas ______________ -- 6, 672 7,673 
Kentucky ______________ 7, 019 8, 072 Louisiana ______________ 14, 514 16,691 Maine ______________ --- 4, 141 4, 762 
Maryland _____ --------- 16,275 18,716 
Massachusetts _________ 14,638 16,834 
Michigan _________ -- ___ 15, 586 29,424 Minnesota _____________ 8, 408 9,669 
Mississippi_ __ --------- 5, 250 6,038 Missouri__ _____________ 18,425 21 , 189 

1 This is a revised estimate for California. 

Fiscal year 
1971 

estimate 

1, 077,836 

8, 170 
2,359 
3, 632 
3,600 

1 327,300 
10,801 
8, 230 
1,034 
6, 278 

20, 346 
20,027 

133 
3, 284 
2,139 

42,098 
6, 545 
8,632 
7, 222 
8, 523 

18,000 
4,267 

18,555 
17,832 
45, 104 
8,609 
5,343 

19, 630 

Mr. MOr-TDALE. Mr. President, I think 
the limitation on day care and related 
social services which is proposed by 
section 208 is most unfair and unwise. 
I understand that the administration 
exerted heavY pressure in support of this 
provision. But there seems to be no 
justification, on the merits, for this un­
precedented ceiling on Federal matching 
of State welfare services. It is simply 
another case where the administration is 
attempting to cut costs. 

So it comes down to a matter of pri­
orities. What are the announced pri­
orties of the President, himself, that 
affect this issue? 

First, the President proclaimed a 
strong national commitment to the first 5 

[Dollars in thousands) 

Fiscal year 
1971 Allowance 

allowance as percent 
under Estimated of 1971 

limitation savings estimate 

927,425 150,411 ---------- Montana ____ ---------_ 

8,1.70 0 100 
Nebraska ______________ 
Nevada _______________ 

2, 010 349 85 New Hampshire ________ 
3, 632 0 100 
3,600 0 100 ~e= Jers~Y ------------

288,695 38, 605 88 
e MeXICO _____ _____ _ 

10,801 0 100 
New York ________ _____ 

7,067 1,163 86 
North Carolina _________ 

1, 034 0 100 
North Dakota __________ 

6, 278 0 100 
Ohio __________ __ ______ 

17, 572 2, 774 86 
Oklahoma ____ ________ _ 

14,549 5,478 73 wegon ~- --~- ------ .----
117 16 88 

ennsy vama __________ 

2, 047 1, 237 62 
Puerto Rico ____________ 

1,846 293 86 
Rhode Island __________ 

38,381 3, 717 91 South Carolina _________ 
6, 545 0 100 South Dakota __________ 

7,933 699 92 
Tennessee ____ _________ 

7,222 0 100 
Texas _________________ 

8,072 451 95 Utah _______ ____ ____ ---

16, 691 1, 309 93 Vermont_ _________ -----
4,267 0 100 Virgin Islands __________ 

18,555 0 100 Virginia ____ -----------
16, 834 998 94 Washington ____________ 
29, 424 15,680 65 West Virginia __________ 
8,069 0 100 Wisconsin ____ _____ ____ 
5, 343 0 100 . Wyoming ________ _ --- --

19,630 0 100 

Fiscal 
Fiscal year 1970 

year 1970 times 115 
estimate percent 

2, 712 3,119 
4,391 5, 050 
1,636 1, 881 

992 1, 141 
21, 181 24,358 
5, 768 6,633 

122, 579 140,966 
7,476 8, 597 
2, 557 2,941 

19,500 22,425 
7,936 9, 126 
8,398 9, 658 

32,897 37,832 
5,955 6, 848 
3,972 4,568 
4,428 
2,146 

5, 092 
2, 468 

11,481 13,203 
17,994 20,693 
3, 755 4, 318 
1, 569 1, 804 

188 216 
6, 885 7, 918 

21,802 25, 072 
8,522 9, 800 

16,462 18,931 
1, 219 1, 402 

Fiscal year 
1971 

estimate 

2,986 
5,289 
1, 776 
1, 631 

25, 201 
6, 346 

120, 285 
9,256 
2, 812 

23, 953 
10,919 
10, 190 
97,706 
6, 935 
3, 267 
4, 523 
2, 649 

14,702 
25, 006 
4, 331 
1, 423 

220 
8, 322 

29,592 
9, 947 

19, 358 
1, 518 

Fiscal year 
1971 Allowance 

allowance as percent 
under Estimated of 1971 

limitation savings estimate 

2, 986 0 100. 
5, 050 239 95 
1, 776 0 100 
1, 141 490 70 

24, 385 816 97 
6,346 0 100 

120,285 0 100 
8,597 659 93 
2, 812 0 100 

22,425 1, 528 94 
9,126 1, 793 84 
9,658 532 95 

37, 832 59,874 39 
6,848 87 99 
3, 267 0 100 
4, 523 0 100 
2,468 181 93 

13,203 1, 499 90 
20,693 4, 313 83 
4, 318 13 100 
1, 423 0 100 

216 4 98 
7, 918 404 95 

25, 072 4, 520 85 
9, 800 147 99 

18,931 427 98 
1, 402 116 92 

years of a child's life. Second, he rec­
ommended a new family assistance pro­
gram with the emphasis on "workfare, 
not welfare." 

work which was put into gaining accept­
ance of the provision suggests that the 
administration really knew that the costs 
were going up more rapidly. For ex­
ample, HEW told the Congress that 
Minnesota would not lose any funds 
under section 208. But estimates by out­
side experts show that my State would 
lose $8.3 million. The estimates for many 
other States show the same disparity. 

But here we are, trying to put a lid on 
the day-care services which the chil­
dren so desperately need. And which 
make it possible . for their mothers to 
work. I admit that I am somewhat con­
fused by the administration's support 
for this provision, which undermines two 
of its objectives. 

It is certainly clear that we are ex­
periencing great growth in day-care serv­
ices under the welfare program. Ap­
parently, the administration supplied 
the Congress misleading data which un­
derstated this growth. But the hard 

Mr. President, I strongly protest the 
attempt by the administration to pull 
the wool over the eyes of the Congress. 
I object, particularly, because these pro­
grams are so valuable and so necesary. 
I hope the Senate will strike the pro­
vision. 

Mr. PEARSON . .Mr. President, I will 
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oppose the pending amendment to delete 
section 208 of the committee bill and I 
urge my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to also oppose this amendment. 

Section 208 of the General Provisions 
of the Labor-HEW-related Agencies ap­
propriations bill <H.R. 18515) for fiscal 
1971 places a limitation on the funds 
that may be used for social services, 
staff training, and administrative ex­
penses under the appropriation "Grants 
to States for Public Assistance." The 
wording of this limitation requires that 
the increase in 1971 be limited to 115 
percent of the 1970 level for the aggre­
gate payments for social services, ad­
ministration, and training made to the 
States in 1970, this present fiscal year. 

I agree with the Senate Appropria­
tions Committee that the services, ad­
ministration, and training aspects of 
public assistance should no longer be 
open-ended. The original justification 
for making public assistance an "open­
ended" appropriation was to protect the 
rights of individuals who were entitled 
to and in need of cash assistance. In 
other words, the Congress did not want 
to see a person in need denied assistance 
because an appropriation had not been 
passed at the Federal level. I still feel­
and I cannot emphasize this point too 
much-that open-ended appropriations 
are still needed in the areas of money 
payments to recipients. But section 208 
of the committee bill has absolutely 
nothing to do with money payments to 
recipients-these would not be affected. 
Section 208 deals strictly with services 
and administrative costs. 

After 1962, when "open-ended" appro­
priations for services, administration, 
and training in relation to· public assist­
ance were adopted, we have seen these 
costs skyrocket. In the last 5 fiscal years 
alone-fiscal year 1965 through fiscal 
year 1970-the costs for these adminis­
trative and service costs have grown 
from $0.3 billion to $1.3 billion-an in­
crease in almost unbelievable propor­
tions of 324 percent. Admittedly, welfare 
costs generally have gone up over this 
period and the numbers on the welfare 
rolls have also increased. In fiscal year 
1965 there were 7.1 million recipients on 
the welfare rolls and they received main­
tenance payments amounting to $4.4 bil­
lion. By this present fiscal year, we have 
10.5 million recipients receiving mainte­
nance payments amounting to $7.1 bil­
lion. Tlti.s is an increase of 48 percent in 
the number of people and an increase of 
62 percent in payments-but these in­
creases come nowhere near the outland­
ish increase of 324 percent in services, 
administration. and training costs shown 
during the same 5 years. 

As the Senator from Washington (Mr. 
MAGNUSON) pointed OUt in his opening 
statement, the Appropriations Commi·t­
tee is greatly concerned about the spi­
raling costs of welfare services and wel­
fare outlays in general. There have been 
some valid complaints that the admin­
istration of welfare services are costing 
too much. The Executive and the Con­
gress should be able to make deliberate 
choices-in advance-as to the size and 
character and as to the Federal financial 
commitment for any given fiscal year in 

the area of welfare services administra­
tive costs. 

As I understand it, Mr. President, the 
executive and the Congress make such 
choices in relation to other Government 
programs-the administration of the so­
cial security program, for example. The 
social security money comes from a trust 
fund, yet the items dealing with adminis­
tration, etcetera, are budgeted and Con­
gress sets these amounts. Why should it 
be that different for the administrative 
costs of the welfare program? 

Let us take a close look at what the 
deletion of section 208 of the committee 
bill will mean: 

First, it would add $183 million to a bill 
that comes out of the Senate Appropria­
tions Committee $311,587,000 over the 
President's budget request for 1971. 
Without the limitation of section 208, 
the States automatically have the green 
light to spend $183 million more than is 
appropriated in this bill. Under the pub­
lic assistance legislation, the expenditure 
of this amount becomes automatic unless 
we include the section 208 limitation. 

Second, without the section 208 limita­
tion, the States would be free to hire 
staff-and I emphasize again that is es­
!Sentially what is involved here, staff 
working for State welfare agencies­
without any restriction, any limitation, 
and, for that matter, without the Fed­
eral Government even knowing why they 
might have hired the staff in the first 
place. The staff in question are welfare 
administrative staff and social workers. 
The funds also include the cost of their 
training and, in some cases, even ad­
vancement of their basic education. 
Without the section 208 limitation, the 
Federal Government has no choice but 
to match 75 cents of every dollar that 
the States choose to spend for this kind 
of staff and staff training. I know of no 
other case where the Federal Govern­
ment has permitted such an open-ended 
and unlimited opportunity to add to the 
payroll of State and local agencies as 
exists in this one case. We certainly 
would not allow it in the agencies oper­
ating at the Federal level. Why should 
we place no restriction or limitation on 
State and local staffing financed largely 
from Federal funds? I point out-again­
that staffing in this area has grown over 
300 percent during the last 5 years. 

We are trying to hold down a run­
away expense. While cutting $183 mil­
lion from the budget, this limitation does 
permit each and every State to increase 
its 1971 activity in this area by a full 15 
percent. 

It is most important that everyone 
understand that the limitation does not 
have anything whatsoever to do with 
cash assistance to the poor, the aged or 
the disabled. It does nothing to control 
these costs-which, a·s I have already 
shown, are also rising, but at a lower 
rate. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to 'defeat 
the pending amendment which would 
delete section 208 of the committee bill, 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, at the annu- · 
al New Jersey Conference of Mayors iii 
Atlantic City yesterday Gov. Wil­
liam T. Cahill announced that New Jer-

sey faces an imminent crisis in its wel­
fare system as the result of a very sharp 
rise during the past few months in its 
welfare caseload. 

If this rate of increase continues, as 
seems likely, New Jersey's welfare budg­
et is estimated to go up next year by 
approximately 30 percent. Currently ap­
proximately 8,000 cases per month are 
being added to the State welfare rolls, 
according to the State welfare director. 

The imposition of a limitation on the 
costs of administration, services, and 
training in public assistance programs at 
a time when caseloads are rising so rap­
idly will cause severe hardship to New 
Jersey and other States faced with simi­
lar problems, many of whom are already 
halfway through the fiscal year which 
the limitation would affect. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the REcoRD a letter I received 
from Govemcr Cahill this morning con­
cerning the effect of the section 208 lim­
itation on New Jersey. 

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

STATE OF NEW JERSEY, 
WASHINGTON OFI'ICE, 

November 19, 1970. 
Hon. CLIFFORD P. CASE, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR CASE: It is my understand­
ing the Senate is currently considering H.R. 
18515, the Labor-HEW Appropriations Bill 
for :fiscal year 1971. This measure, as re­
ported by the Senate Appropriations Com­
mittee, contains a provision, Section 208, 
limiting the federal reimbursement to 115 % 
of what a state received during fiscal 1970 
for administration, services, and training in 
the public assistance programs. As you know, 
the House passed this bill on July 23rd with­
out such a limitation. 

We are now nearly midway through the 
1971 fiscal year which this 115% limitation 
would affect. Due to rapidly increasing case­
loads, the costs of administration alone have 
been rising proportionately, thereby making 
such a limitation completely untenable. The 
situation becomes even more infeasible when 
program extensions and improvements, as 
well as the cost of lnflation, are also taken 
into account. Current estimates show that 
this limitation would cost the State of New 
Jersey an additional $6,159,000 by July 30, 
1971. 

As I pointed out to the New Jersey Con­
ference of Mayors today, New Jersey is faced 
with an imminent crisis in its welfare system. 
Our state cannot continue to maintain its 
present level of services nor expand under 
the existing mandates. Enactment of the 
115%-limitation would have a crippling im­
pact on our state. I therefore urge you to 
&upport the effort to delete Section 208 dur­
ing the debate on the Senate :O.oor. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM CA-HILL, Governor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen~ 
ators yield back their time? · 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
yield back my time. 

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. The 'yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
ron. 
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The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 

Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH), the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. DoDD), 
the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. GoRE), 
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), 
the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG), 
the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. 
McCARTHY), the Senator from Wyoming 
<Mr. McGEE), the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) , the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. RussELL), the Sen­
ator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the 
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), 
and the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
TYDINGs) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), WOUld vote 
"yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), 
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FoNG), the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLDWATER), 
the Senator from Oregon <Mr. HAT­
FIELD), the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
SAXBE), and the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
TowER) are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Tilinois <Mr. PERCY) 
is absent on official business. 
· The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 

MuNDT) is absent because of illness. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 

South Dakota <Mr. MUNDT) would vote 
"nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. HATFIELD) is paired with the Sen­
ator from Texas (Mr. TowER). If present 
and voting, the Senator from Oregon 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Texas would vote "nay." 

The result was announced·-yeas 57, 
nays 20, as follows: 

Aiken 
Bal:er 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Case 
Church 
Cranston 
Eagleton 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
Goodell 
Gravel 
Gurney 
Harris 

All ott 
Anderson 
Bible 
Cook 

· Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 

[No. 392 Leg.) 

YEAS-57 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hollings 
Hughes 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jordan, N.C. 
Kennedy 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McClellan 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Moss 

NAYS-20 
Dole 
Dominick 
Fannin 
Gri1tin 
Hansen 
Holland 
Hruska 

Murphy 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Spong 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Jo1·dan, Idaho 
Pearson 
Smith 
Thurmond 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N.Dak. 

NOT VOTING-23 
Allen Gore 
Bayh Hatfield 
Bellmon Inouye 
Bennett Long 
Cannon McCarthy 
Dodd McGee 
Fong Mundt 
Goldwater Percy 

Randolph 
Russell 
Sax be 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Tower 
Tydings 

So Mr. HARRIS' amendment was agreed 
to. 

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

Mr. HARTKE. I move to lay that mo­
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro­
ceeded to read the amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that .further reading 
of the amendment be waived. 

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

Mr. JAVITS' amendment (for him­
self, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. MoNDALE, Mr. 
NELSON, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. CRANSTON, 
Mr. BAYH, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. CASE, Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. HART, Mr. McGOVERN, and 
Mr. GooDELL) is as follows: 

On page 42, line 1, insert the following: 
strike "$894,400,000" and insert in lieu 
thereof "$900,400,000." 

On page 42, line 1 after "Provided," in­
sert the following: 

"That of such amount $65,400,000 shall 
be for the Legal Services program under sec­
tion 222(a) (3) of the Economic Opportu­
nity Act and $39,100,000 shall be for the 
Special Impact programs under part D o:t 
Title I of the Economic Opportunity Act of 
1964, provided further." 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, this 
amendment adds an earmarked $4 mil­
lion to the provision for legal services, 
and $2 million to the provision for the 
special impact program. 

After conferring with all those who 
joined in the first effort to bring the bill 
up to the authorized amount, which was 
tabled, and taking very seriously the 
mandate of the Senate, the Senate hav­
ing acted affirmatively on the two major 
items of the package, Headstart and work 
and training, we felt that it was our duty, 
then, to turn around and carefully 
scrutinize our package, and see what 
part of it--by no means even a large 
part--we felt was really so essential and 
deserving as to impel us to concentrate 
upon it. 

We decided that, in view of the critical 
importance of the legal services program 
to the poor-the fact that unless more 
funds are provided, legal service offices 
will be closed down in a number of areas 
of the Nation, and the special impact 
program, which has some very desirable 
activities going, like those at Bedford­
Stuyvesant in New York, and again tak­
ing into account the sentiment of the 
Senate, we would offer this amendment, 
and hope that it may be accepted, after 
consultation with both the ranking mi­
nority member and the chairman of the 
committee. 

Then, as far as I am concerned, that 
will end the amendments which I propose 
to offer to this bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, it is 
true that, on legal services, this amend­
ment brings the amount only to just 
slightly over the amount of the recom­
mendation. 

As to the special impact program, we 
did not have as much testimony as we 

should have had on it, but I think it is 
a successful program, and we will be 
happy to accept the amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. President, before we vote, and 

yielding myself 1 further minute, I call 
attention to a controversy that has al­
most erupted between the legal profes­
sion and the OEO Director, about 
whether the legal services program 
should function, as it is now, as a unitary 
program under the direction of an offi­
cial at the OEO office here in Washing­
ton, or whether it should be regionalized. 

I noted with great satisfaction, in 
deference to the views of the bar, that 
the committee came out very strongly 
against regionaliza tion. 

We had hoped that Mr. Rumsfeld 
agreed with that, because he withdrew 
his proposal for regionalization. Now we 
read in the newspapers that he is try­
ing to do it administratively. I just use 
the occasion when we have the matter 
before us to hope that the committee 
and our colleagues will be alert to the 
situation and will, as it were, keep Di­
rector Rumsfeld's feet to the fire-that 
we mean what we say. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I say to the Sena­
tor from New York that we were alert 
to the confusion down there, and that 
is one of the reasons why we agreed 
with the House cut. If they can clear 
up the confusion, it is worthwhile and a 
vi tal program. 

I am like the Senator from New York. 
I read one day one thing and the next 
day another thing. There has been con­
siderable confusion and it would appear 
there are those who want to kill this 
program. 

One other thing, for the RECORD. I am 
sure they will read the RECORD down 
there tomorrow or Monday. Under one 
of these services, they had planned to 
take a young fellow going to law school, 
who did not have too much wherewithal, 
and have him do some laboratory work 
and we would pay him. We said, "Well, 
what about the law firm paying him?" 
I know I did that when I went to school. 
You go to a law firm and they give you 
$50 a month or something like that, of­
ten less than that. 

But the good part of the program is 
when they go out and get themselves in­
volved with legal services in the com­
munity, or with local things, where they 
can render their services, or with some 
community group that is trying to do 
something. I hope they will adhere to 
that and that they will hear the message 
down there. The law firms can help pay 
for this program. 

Mr. JAVITS. I agree with the Senator. 
The matter I raise, however, relates to 

the question of whether legal services 
shall be run through legal directors or 
through a legal services program in the 
Office of Economic Opportunity. The 
Committee on Appropriations has ex­
pressed itself firmly on that, and I just 
checked with the chairman now because 
we hear that in some administrative way 
the Director is trying to recede from 
that. But the committee means what it 
says and insists that any regionalization 
idea is out the window. Is that correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, that is defi­
nitely correct. 
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Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. So that we will ha:re 

a firm policy down there and we will 
know what we are doing. 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts, at whose request I 
included in the amendment a provision 
for the special impact program. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsor this amendment to 
add $2 million to special impact pro­
grams and $4 million to legal services. 
This will bring the appropriations level 
to $39.1 million for special impact and 
$65.4 million for legal services. 

Special impact was initiated and added 
to the Economic Opportunity Act by Sen­
ator Robert F. Kennedy in 1966 and was 
cosponsored by Senator JACOB JAVITS. It 
is perhaps unique in the antipoverty ef­
fort through its creation of multipurpose 
community development corporation 
which are partnerships between the 
poverty and business communities. T~e 
corporations have involved local res1~ 
dents in their own economic develop~ 
ment, reducing economic dependency, 
and lessening community tensions. 

Special impact concentrates grants in 
particularly poor and geographically lim­
ited areas attacking the problems of eco­
nomic de~elopment as well as the social 
consequences of poverty. 

Bedford-Stuyvesant has been the lead­
ing example of the potential of special 
impact funds for involving the poor in 
the decisions affecting their own future. 
More than 2,500 men and women in Bed­
ford-Stuyvesant who were unemployed 
or severely underemployed have joined in 
the renovation of 45 city blocks in Bed~ 
ford-Stuyvesant. These efforts have 
shown the tremendous possibilities which 
still exist to rebuild our cities' slums. 

However, despite the response from 
virtually every State in the Union to the 
progress being made in Bedford-Stuy~ 
vesant, the administration requested only 
$32.1 million for fiscal year 1971. This 
was $4.7 million less than spent in the 
previous fiscal year. I congratulate the 
Senate Appropriations Committee for 
agreeing to a level of $37.1 million: but I 
believe there is ample justification for 
furth~r augmenting this program to 
bring 1971 funding to $39.1 million. 

To fail to provide the necessary fund­
ing for this antipoverty program would 
be to fail in our commitment to the poor 
of this Nation. We must not permit that 
to occur. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
I think it is only fair to say, under 

these circumstances, that Robert Ken­
nedy's initiative in Bedford-Stuyvesant, 
which goes on and prospers, was one of 
the most gifted taken in the whole pov~ 
erty field. I am honored to be able to 
help that program wherever I can, and 
I think the Senate really should feel the 
same way. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. MONDALE. I was glad to hear the 

colloquy between the Senator from New 
York and the distinguished floor man­
ager, the Senator from Washington, not 

only about the need for these funds but 
also about the solid opposition which 
the Senate has toward regionalization of 
the legal services program. 

The Senator from New York partici­
pated in hearings in which we heard from 
the leadership of the American Bar As­
sociation, the Federal Bar Association, 
and the representatives of the clients 
being served by the OEO legal services 
program and by the attorneys them­
selves. I have never heard such unanim­
ity in any hearing we have held against 
the efforts to compromise the integrity 
and independence of the legal services 
program. 

So I am hopeful that we will not only 
have this additional amount, which is 
needed, but also that the Director of the 
OEO will see how strongly the Senate 
feels in opposition to these reorganiza­
tion efforts. Even with new money, these 
new arrangements could destroy the 
integrity and meaning of the program 
and, incidentally, be contrary to the 
canons of legal ethics. 
· I am grateful to the floor manager for 

his response to the question posed by 
the Senator from New York, because I 
think it is an indispensable position, and 
one which I fervently hope the Director 
of OEO will take. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. GOODELL. I thank the Senator 

for yielding. 
Mr. President, I strongly support this 

amendment. I commend my senior col­
league for offering it. It is an excellent 
program. 

For 6 years, I have maintained a deep 
interest in the national program of legal 
services for the poor. I have visited many 
legal services offices · and talked with 
many people who have benefited by this 
program. Most recently-in fact, less 
than 6 weeks ago-I visited a legal serv~ 
ices office in Harlem, which is scheduled 
to be closed down shortly because of in­
adequate Federal financing. At that 
time, I met with representatives of Har­
lem Assertion of Rights, Inc., of Com­
munity Action for Legal Services, of the 
United Black Coalition, and the Harlem 
Tenants League. They told me how the 
legal services program had helped resi­
dents of their community. However, 
they were fearful that the Federal Gov­
ernment was about to pull the rug out 
from under them. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of this amendment and by so doing af­
firm the Federal Government's commit­
ment to assist poor people who seek to 
improve their situation in life by helping 
themselves. We must demonstrate with 
actions, not with words, that we are not 
about to pull the rug from beneath the 
f.eet of America's poor. 

The situation facing the legal services 
program in New York City is particu­
larly serious. An additional $500,000 is 
needed simply to maintain legal services 
in the city of New York at the current 
level offered by the Office of Economic 
Opportunity. Without these additional 
funds, seven of 26 legal assistance offices 
in the five boroughs w111 be forced to 

close down and 10 percent of the lawyers 
employed in OEO's legal services pro­
gram in the city will be dismissed. 

Ironically, the legal services program 
of OEO is one of the most vital Federal 
antipoverty programs. It provides free 
;legal assistance to the indigent who 
have nowhere else to turn for help in 
difficult and complex actions, including 
landlord-tenant disputes, consumer­
fraud and personal-injury suits and 
marital and child-custody cases. The 
fact that the program reaches less than 
17 percent of the 5 million poor nation­
ally who require legal assistance is in­
excusable; the prospect of cutting back 
these legal services even further is un­
conscionable. The major means of law­
fully airing grievances will be withheld 
from those who need it the most. In this 
period of increasing alienation and vio­
lence, the result would be in the worst 
interest not only of the poor' but o! the 
community as a whole. 

I, therefore, urge my colleagues to 
vote for this amendment. 
LEGAL SERVICES FOR THE ELDERLY-WILL THEY 

END? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, attention to legal problems of 
the poor has increased dramatically in 
recent years with the establishment in 
1964 of the Legal Services Division in the 
Office of Economic Opportunity. 

Unfortunately, however, many low­
income elderly persons have been forced 
to shift for themselves. 

In far too many instances, they have 
become bogged down in a legal morass 
of intricate procedures which complete­
ly bewilder them. 

Too often their claims have been 
trapped in a legal labyrinth. 

And too often large numbers of older 
Americans have sUffered needless anx­
iety, deprivation, and injustice simply 
because they do not know what help is 
available. 

But, they should be entitled to the 
same competent counsel which is avail­
able to wealthier clients. Their needs are 
just as urgent. And their claims are just 
as meritorious. 

Approximately 2 years ago the Office of 
Economic Opportunity funded a legal re­
search and services for the elderly pro­
gram, sponsored by the National Coun­
cil of Senior Citizens. 

This is the only project in the Na­
tion which deals exclusively with the 
legal difficulties encountered by the 
aged. 

Moreover, this project has amply dem­
onstrated the valuable assistance which 
can be provided elderly clients when 
competent and dedicated counsel is 
available. 

At healings conducted at an Ameri­
can Bar Association conference in Au­
gust by the Senate Committee on Aging, 
we heard firsthand what can be done and 
what should be done. 

We heard, for example, about disabled 
aged women who were unaware of Fed­
eral assistance. But with the help of 
legal advocates, they qualified for dis­
ability benefits. And now their financial 
position has improved markedly. 

Yet, the very existence of this highly 
successful research and demonstration 
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project is in doubt. Today LRSE staff 
members .and elderly poor employees are 
working in uncertainty and perhaps in 
despair-not knowing whether their pro­
gram will be refunded. 

Instead of curtailing efforts on behalf 
of older Americans, OEO should be 
strengthening legal services. 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield back there­
mainder of my time. 

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
York. 

The amendment .was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1074 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment No. 1074. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 21, line 16, strike "$295,000,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof "$332,650.000". 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
this amendment, which has broad bipar­
tisan support, is directed towards per­
haps the most crucial aspect of the 
health care crisis-medical manpower. It 
is perfectly clear that we must produce 
more doctors more efficiently and effec­
tively if we are to have any hope of 
bringing rationality to the health indus­
try. 

In my extensive efforts to urge this 
country's medical schools to increase 
their enrollments, I have determined 
that the major obstacle has been the 
lack of resources on their part to respond 
to this challenge. If we are to reasonably 
expect them to fulfill these largely pub­
lic responsibilities, we must insure that 
they have sufficient resources to do the 
job. 

As I pointed out yesterday, the Senate 
Labor Committee attempted to do just 
that. We amended the Health Training 
Improvement Act, S. 3586; in order to 
authorize a 1-year $100 million disaster 
relief fund for medical schools in finan­
cial chaos. That effort was blunted at 
the time S. 3586 went to conference with 
the House. However, with the efforts of 
the distinguished ranking minority mem­
ber of the Labor Committee, Senator 
JAVITS, we did work out with the House 

·conferees a reasonable compromise. Since 
existing law, section 770 of the Public 
Health Service Act, already authorizes 
funding for medical schools in financial 
distress, and since the authorization ceil­
ing for that program is substantially in 
excess of the President's budget for 1971, 
we agreed to deal with this problem by 
seeking full funding under the existing 
authority. 

As I pointed out yesterday on the Sen­
ate floor, that action by the legislative 
committee occurred after the Senate Ap­
propriations Committee had marked up 
the HEW appropriations bill and filed its 
report on that bill. Accordingly, the Ap­
propriations Committee was not apprised 
of the manner in which we might have 
the opportunity to further assist these 
academic health centers. 

I do want, though, to make a special 
.Point of complimenting the floor man-

agers of this bill-Senator MAGNUSON 
and Senator CoTTON. They have done 
yeoman service in bringing out a com­
prehensive bill. I am not unaware of the 
fact that it substantially increases appro­
priations for a wide variety of health 
programs. Only by placing the health of 
all of our people above partisan political 
considerations could they have brought 
out such a good bill. I am confident that, 
had the Appropriations Subcommittee 
known of agreement with the House con­
ferees in time, it would have recom­
mended an appropriation substantially 
in excess of the level now in the bill. I 
am hopeful that this rather unique set of 
circumstances will make it possible for 
the distinguished Senators from Wash­
ington and New Hampshire to join with 
those of us who are attempting to prevent 
a national tragedy-the collapse of our 
academic health centers. 

Let us be clear about the facts, Mr. 
President. That these institutions are on 
the brink of economic disaster is an 
established fact. Article after article has 
been published to document this sorry 
state of affairs. The latest was published 
in the National Observer this past Mon­
day. Written by James Hampton, it is en­
titled, "Sick Medical Schools Seek Emer­
gency Help." Mr. President, I ask unani­
mous consent that it be printed in the 
REcoRD at the conclusion of my re­
marks. 

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

<See exhibit 1.) 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. In general, it 
makes the point that we are faced with 
a truly national problem and one of great 
magnitude. There are over 100 medical 
schools in virtually every State. Affil­
iated with them are almost 400 major 
teaching hospitals which provide about 
25 percent of all the hospital care in the 
country. These institutions are belea­
guered. As the Federal budget has 

· shrunk, medical costs escalated, and as 
public and private agencies and orga­
nizations vacillated, these great institu­
tions have been brought to their knees. 

Mr. President, we cannot have it both 
ways. We cannot expect that excellence 
will continue to be the hallmark of this 
Nation's medical education while we 
permit a profound funding crisis to 
cause medical schools to sacrifice quality 
or close their doors. 

Mr. President, this amendment is no 
panacea. It is clearly a stopgap measure 
intended to stave off disaster for an addi­
tional year. The basic legislative author­
ity under which the Federal Govern­
ment assists medical schools, the Health 
Professions Educational Assistance Act, 
expires next June. The 92d Congress will, 
of course, have to extend and improve 
that authority. Already there is consider­
able evidence that it will be necessary 
to think in innovative and possibly 
quite different ways about updating this 
program. The Carnegie Commission on 
Higher Education has just released a re­
port entitled "Higher Education and the 
Nation's Health" which is both provoc­
ative and highly beneficial. I commend it 
to my colleagues. Furthermore, the Asso­
ciation of American Medical Colleges has 
recently published a paper called "A Bi-

centennial Anniversary Program for the 
Expansion of Medical Education." It, too, 
makes far-reaching recommendations 
which are for the most part paraU.el 
to the Carnegie Commission Report. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the AAMC report be printed in the REc­
ORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

this issue here is clear. We need time to 
refashion this legislative instrument. And 
as each of us knows, time costs money. 
This amendment we offer today will pro­
vide that necessary money. I urge the 
adoption of the amendment, Mr. Presi­
dent. 

EXHIBrr 1 
[From the National Ob-server, Nov. 16, 1970] 

SICK MEDICAL ScHOOLS SEEK 
EMERGENCY HELP 

(By Jim Hampton) 
The nation's medical schools are sick and 

getting sicker. Unable to cure their ms, some 
are close to giving up the ghost. It is hard 
to exaggerate the distress-or minimize the 
effects the crisis could have on American 
medicine. 

The immediate, most obvious problem is 
money. Medical schools have been badly 
la.<:erated b-y sharp cutbacks in Federal funds 
at the same time that their coots have been 
zooming. Sixty-one of the country's 107 
medical schools (With 379 affiliated teaching 
hospitals) ;tlave received or are receiving Fed­
era.! "distress" funds to help meet operating 
deficits. 

A quick money transfusion would .help; in 
fact, it may be the difference between life 
and death for some schools. But the root 
causes of the distress go deeper. The schools 
are finding it increasingly difficult t-o keep up 
with demands being made upon them: more 
doctors, more and better health care, main­
taining research on medical frontiers, and 
more effective methods of administering re­
sources. 

Ironically, one reason for the upsurge in 
costs is that medical schools have been in­
creasing enrollments in response to Govern­
ment pleas for help in solving the nation's 
doctor shortage. It's figured the country 
needs 50,000 more physicians than it has 
today. 

Among the schools hardest hit are: 
Case Western Reserve University, Cleve­

land, which dipped into endowment funds 
for $12,000,000 before being rescued-tempo­
rarily at least--by a $3,000,000 grant this year 
from the Ohio legislBJture. 

St. L"luis Universlty, which is keeping its 
medical school afloat with funds freed up by 
closing its dental, aviation technology, and 
engineering schools. The 140-year-old school 
is so pinched, says Dean Robert H. Felix, that 
it may not be able to admit a first-year class 
in 1971. 

New York Medical College, which required 
a $500,000 Federal distress loan to break even 
this year even though it mortgaged property 
for $10,000,000 and is spending $6,000,000 in 
endowment money. 

Georgetown University and George Wa;sh­
ington University, both in Washington, D.C., 
say their schools may close unless Congress, 
which is the District of Columbia's "legisla­
ture," antes up money to cover Georgetown's 
projected $1,420,000 deficit and George Wash­
ington's $1,991,159 anticipated deficit. 

Marquette University's medical school be­
came the Medical College of Wisconsin after 
it was rescued from bankruptcy by a $3,200,-
000 emergency grant from the Wisconsin 
Legislature. 

Financial anemia, respecter neither of age 
nor of reputation. thl"ea;tens the Johns Hop-
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kins University School of Medicine, for 70 
years one of the world's premier medical 
schools. The school ran $910,000 into the red 
last year. This year i-ts deficit will more than 
double, to an anticipated $2,234,000. 

This rate of deficit spending would bank­
rupt the medical school if left unstemmed. 
"It you take the most conservative view, we 
could only continue a few years at the pres­
ent rate," says Dr. Lincoln Gordon, the uni­
versity's president. Adds Dr. David E. Rogers, 
medical-school dean at Johns Hopkins: "It 
may take the closing of several medical 
schools to get the [Nixon) Administration to 
take notice." 

In 1958-59 the Federal Government gave 
medical schools about $95,000,000, approxi­
mately 30 per cent of their budgets, in grants 
for research, training of specialists, teaching 
and the like. A decade later the Federal con­
tribution was around $700,000,000. Research 
grants had increased 426 per cent, training 
and other grants had zoomed 613 per cent. 

The Federal share of all medical schools' 
budgets thus rose to 53 per cent. At some 
schools-notably the better ones, like Hop­
kins, with big-name faculty-it was some­
what higher. Moreover, at some schools­
Hopkins included-the Federal Government 
was putting up $4 of every $5 spent for medi­
cal research. 

Things began souring in the twilight of 
the Johnson Administration. Pressed by in­
:fla.tion, costs of the Vietnam War, unantici­
pated spending on Medicare and Medicaid, 
and a general decline in enthusiasm for scien­
tific endeavors, the Government dropped 
medicine's priority several notches. 

"SPECIAL GRANTS" KEEP DOORS OPEN 

Last year HEW gave 72 medical schools 95 
"special projects" grants totaling $34,700,000. 
These grants were conceived primarily for 
curriculum improvements, but 61 of the 
schools applied them to operating costs. 
Among them were 32 schools deemed in "se­
rious financial need." This year HEW spread 
a. total of $15,000,000-about the same given 
the 32 schools last year-among 43 schools 
in similar straits. 

NIH is the conduit through which most 
Federal money flows to medical schools. Con­
gress has not yet passed this fiscal year's 
HEW appropriation bill. The White House 
budget recommended $1.5 billion for all NIH 
purposes, which was $529,668,000 less than 
the medical schools had requested. The 
House upped the Nm funds to $1.6 billion, 
and the Senate Finance Committee raised 
the House to $1.75 billion. 

In its report to the Senate, where the bill 
awaits action, the Finance Committee said 
that "for the second successive year, the 
committee must express grave concern about 
the apparent downgrading of health as re­
:flected by the [President's] budget request." 
The cutbacks are "tantamount to balancing 
the Federal budget by the sacrifice of human 
lives." 

At Johns Hopkins in Baltimore, the effects 
of Federal cutbacks show up dramatically. 
Hopkins• experiences probably also illus­
trate, as well as any one school can, what the 
reliance on Federal money has wrought. 

"WE ARE PRETTY VULNERABLE" 

Hopkins is spending $34,000,000 this year. 
Of this, $22,000,000-or 60 per cent---"Comes 
from NIH, mostly for research. "We're pretty 
vulnerable," says Dean Rogers. "The better 
the medical school, the higher the percentage 
of federal funding." 

Last year Johns Hopkins lost $1,600,000 
in Federal money, including $600,000 for 
projects that were approved by Nm but 
never financed. The other $1,000,000 was lost 
through "negotiated reductions." 

In happier days, Nm approved Hopkins' 
grant applications 70 to 75 per cent of the 
time, says Dr. Rogers. No more: The rate is 
now 40 to 50 per cent. This has two disturb­
ing effects. First, it makes grants haxder to 

get by young, unknown doctors. Second, it 
jeopardizes projects to which Hopkins has 
committed itself for years on the basis of 
previous NIH support. 

"It takes 15 to 20 years to build up a top­
:flight biomedical team," Dr. Rogers stresses, 
"but you can tear one down in six months." 
That's in danger of happening he·re now. 
One professor has been working since 1950 
on research involving metabolism, heart 
disease, and diabetes. 

But now his NIH grant has been cut off. 
Several assistants have had to be dropped 
and, when the school's emergency funds run 
out shortly, his work will come to an end. 

FUTURE LEADERSHIP CRIMPED 

Training programs also , are hurting. Last 
year Hopkins lost $375,061 in Federal train­
ing grants. This money would have supported 
post-residency training in cardiology, phys­
iology, and pharmacology. "This has been 
our underpinning for training the new .lead­
ership of medicine, the future teachers and 
future researchers," Dr. Rogers says. 

Medical schools generally are making tre­
mendous efforts to admit more students 
from working-class backgrounds and xninor­
ity groups. Last year Hopkins had 391 stu­
dents, of whom 55 per cent had to have loans 
or grants to meet expenses. This year's class 
is up to 420, and 45 per cent of its students 
come from families with incomes of less 
than $12,000 a year. 

The U.S. Public Health Service estimates 
that the nation needs 50,000 more physicians 
now to have an adequate ratio of 175 per 
100,000 population. To reach that goal by 
1975, the nation's medical schools need to 
graduate 20,000 doctors a yeax (taking attri­
tion into account). 

In 1970 they graduated 8,367 reports the 
Association of American Medical Colleges. 
At that, medical schools have increased their 
enrollments 34 per cent since 1964. This 
year's first-year class of 11,360 is up 9 per 
cent over last year's, says Dr. John A. D. 
Cooper, the AAMC president. 

"Not only that," Dr. Cooper adds, "but we 
have increased the number of minority-group 
students almost 50 per cent this year," to 
1,084 compared with 727 last year. 

Making medical education accessible to 
poor people and minorities is a social im­
perative, authorities agree. But it also excer­
bates the medical school's financial prob­
lems. "It usually costs about twice as much 
to keep these students in school because 
their financial background is not as good," 
says Dr. Cooper. "With inadequate loan and 
scholarship funds," because of Federal cut­
backs in those categories, "the schools have 
been digging into whatever reserves and en­
dowment funds they have." 

"A CRUNCH" FOR SCHOLARS 

Here at Hopkins, the loan-scholarship sit­
uation is creating a "terrific crunch," Dean 
Rogers says. Tuition is $2,000 a year now 
and will rise to $2,500 n~xt fall, but tuition 
pays only a fraction of a medical student's 
education. 

Maryland Gov. Marvin Mandel agreed re­
cently to ask the state's General Assembly 
to appropriate $2,000 per student to both 
Hopkins and the University of Maryland's 
medical school. That will help if it comes, 
Hopkins officials say. But they emphasize, as 
does the AAMC, that the only long-range 
solution is more Federal aid to all medical 
schools. 

"Medical schools are a precious national 
resource," says Dr. Rogers, "and to pretend 
that they could float along on money avail­
able from the private sector is silly. It just 
couldn't be done." 

Some medical educators think it was a 
mistake for the schools to become so de­
pendent on Federal money. Not Dr. Rogers. 
"Without Federal money, a. lot of private 
medical schools would have withered on the 
vine; they would have closed." 

Many medical schools, like Hopkins, are 
preparing for lean years. Dr. Rogers has let 
six faculty members go and will not fill other 
posts when they become vacant. 

"Deficits don't only show up in dollars, 
you know," says pipe-smoking Dr. Gordon. 
To which Dr. Russell Nelson, president of 
Johns Hopkins, adds: 

"There is an enormous bill that has to be 
paid here, sometime, by some generation." 

EXHIBIT 2 

A BICENTENNIAL ANNIVERSARY PROGRAM FOR 
THE EXPANSION OF MEDICAL EDUCATION 

INTRODUCTION 

Establishing a national goal for the educa­
tion of physicians is a complex, multivariate 
problem. The educational process itself is 
dichotomous, involving on the one hand the 
formal academic qualification for the MD de­
gree, and on the other, graduate training, 
which is the principal determinant of the 
availability of physicians by function and 
specialty. Many of the other critical variables 
extend into political and social realms out­
side of the narrow confines of medicine. The 
objectives established by the American public 
for the quantity, quality, equality, and types 
of health services they desire exert a domi­
nant influence. Increasingly, however, the 
priority of health services will be measured 
against other needs such as housing, nutri­
tion, education, etc., that also contribute to 
improved health and the meeting of other 
important social goals. 

In planning for medical ed1,1cation, there 
must be clear understandlng among all that 
are involved of the diverse dimensions of the 
matter, the scope of the variables at play, 
and, most importantly, the specific area which 
is being selected for action in the context 
of the overall problem of the need for physi­
cians. Otherwise, there will be confusion and 
disagreement in establishing objectives and 
failure to provide a sound basis for coopera­
tion among all the parties that must act to 
meet the pressing needs to achieve better 
health for all Americans. 

Thus, in the interest of clarity, it is to be 
emphasized that the purpose of this paper 
is to examine briefly the major considerations 
that bear upon the capacity, dimension, and 
distribution of institutions for the education 
of MD candidates as a significant and dis­
crete element of the broad attack upon the 
problem of medical manpower and improv­
ing the health services of the nation. How­
ever, it must be clear that merely increasing 
the number of MD degrees awarded will not 
in itself solve the problem of a more even 
ge0graphical distribution of physicians nor 
physician services for the urban and rural 
poor. Neither can action taken to secure such 
an increase assure a moxe appropriate and 
rational pattern of specialty services or an 
immediate and direct improvement in health 
services. 

Overcoming the limitations, the inadequa­
cies, and maldistribution of the nation's 
health services is dependent upon the devel­
opment of some systematic means to modu­
late the whole process of investment and 
resource distribution in health in some ra­
tional and purposeful way. The distribution 
of physicians by specialty and their avail­
ability is determined by the graduate train­
ing process now subject to a variety of sepa­
rately acting forces, many of which are pres­
ently beyond academic control and unre­
lated to health service needs. Further stages 
in the evolution of national policy for aca­
demic medicine must engage these problems 
in a much more direct way. · 

Thus, the issues engaged in in this paper 
axe those involved in the further develop­
ment of national policy and programs aimed 
at a fundamental and predeterxnining seg­
ment of the overall problem of the availabil­
ity of physician services; namely, the size 
of the annual cohort of entering MD candi-
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dates and the actions supportive of that 
process. 
THE BASES FOR PROJECTING THE CAPACITY FOR 

MD EDUCATION 

There are two fundamental approaches 
!or establishing the number of MDs to be 
educated in American medical schools: 

1. The. Educational Opportunity Basi:~. 
Providing an entering place for all qualified 
students who wish to study medicine. 

2. The Health Service Needs Basis. Edu­
cating the number of MDs considered neces­
sary to meet the needs CY! the nation for 
physician services. 

In a rapidly responding supply and demand 
system, the differences between the dimen­
sions of our medical education plant de­
rived !rom these two bases would probably 
be small. However, as Rashi Fein ( 1) among 
others has pointed out, supply and demand 
adjustment 1s sluggish and incomplete in 
medicine, so that in the short run, projec­
tions derived from these two approaches 
may be substantially different. Some of the 
more important considerations bearing upon 
the results obtained from these different ap­
proaches are discussed below. 

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY 

In 1967, the Association of American Medi­
~al Colleges and the American Medical Asso­
ciation issued a joint policy statement 
recommending that the national objective 
should be to provide a medical school place 
for every qualified applicant. (2) Although 
it is a prime goal in the United States to 
make available undergraduate college educa­
tion for every interested and qualified stu­
dent, this policy has not been explicitly 
applied In medical education; in part because 
of the very high capital investment required, 
and in part because medical educators have 
attempted with considerable success to main­
tain a low attrition rate !or a program that 
is notably expensive. 

To our knowledge, projections have never 
been made on the number of places that 
would be needed to accommodate all quali­
fied students. The number probably cannot 
be estimated simply by the size of the cur­
rent application pool. In a study of medical 
school applicants, Potho1f (3) showed that 
the number seeking admission has wried in 
a narrow range around twice the number of 
places available since the beginning o! this 
century. This view that the size of the appli­
cant pool parallels opportunities for admis­
sion is given some support by the falling 
percentage of eligible college graduates ap­
plying to medical school. The number of 
medical school entering places has not kept 
pace with the increasing number or college 
students. This cannot be explained entirely 
on the development of other opportunities 
for college-educated youth and probably rep­
resents the students• adjustment to a prac­
tical consideration of the odds in the situa­
tion. 

Over the short term, the number of quali­
fied applicants can be estimated on the basis 
of the size of college enrollment and the his­
torical percentage of these students inter­
ested in medicine. Information on college 
graduates and the applicant pool for the 
period 1960-1971 are given in Tables IA 
through IC (attached) with two projections 
of the estimated number of qualified appli­
cants for the period 1970-1980. In the pro­
jections, the following assumptions have 
been made: 

1. The percentage of college graduates 
applying for medical school in the future 
will be at a rate of 3.9%, as in 1960, for one 
series of projections, or 2.9%, as in 1970, for 
an alternate series of projections, taking into 
account differences between the application 
rates of men and women. 

2. Three-fourths of the applicant pool iS 
qualified for admission to medical school 
with an acceptable attrition rate and without 
a serious compromise of the quality of the 

education provided. This, of course, is an 
arbitrary proportion, but it does seem rea­
sonable to assume that desire and capablllty 
are not perfectly congruent. 

The set of estimates projected on the basis 
of these alternative assumptions are as 
follows: 

Acadf9~~1e: _____________ _ 
1972-73_ ----------------
1974-75_ -------------- --
1976-77----- --- ---------
1978-79_ ----------------
1980-81_ ----------------

Estimated total number of 
qualified medical school 
applicants at-

1960 rate 

21, 322 
22,870 
24,708 
26, 544 
28, 115 
30,695 

1968 rate 

16,749 
17,965 
19,409 
20,891 
22,085 
23,005 

It is apparent that the entering places re­
quired to satisfy the demand for educational 
opportunities would substantially exceed 
those now available. (1970 medical admis­
sions in the fall of 1970 are estimated at 
11,000). 

These estimates would have to be increased 
if a larger proportion of women became in­
terested in medicine or the avallabllity of 
opportunities stimulated more men to apply. 
However, if the low 1968 interest level of 
college graduates prevailed, the projection 
would not differ remarkably from projections 
made below on the basis of health service 
system demand. 

Annual increments in entering class size 
of the magnitudes indicated in the above 
projection would create unprecedented prob­
leinB of program and !ac111ty expansion 
which, in the short run, are probably in­
superable in the context of the present pat­
tern of medical education. Any serious at­
tempt to meet this requirement !or medical 
school places would require a substantial re­
design of the present structure, process, and 
institutional forinB of medical education plus 
an enormous investment in additional edu­
cational resources. While such a series of 
changes may be possible and perhaps even 
. desirable, the time involved in accomplishing 
them would seriously delay the process of ex-
panding the MD pool of the nation in the 
immediate future. 

HEALTH SERVICE DEMAND 

It is even more difficult to project the num­
ber of MDs that should be educated to meet 
the needs of health services. This is due to 
the many variables involved and particularly 
to the nature of medical practice and the 
deli very of health services today in the 
United States. Present arrangements are es­
sentially free fioating with few restrictions 
on the number of physicians in each of the 
specialty areas, their geographic distribution, 
and the organization of medical practice. In 
such a situation, as has been pointed out 
above, there is no assurance that an in­
creased number of MDs will result in a dis­
tribution of physician services that will meet 
the most pressing needs for health care. As­
suming that the number of MD graduates 
could be increased to a level where the sheer 
pressure of numbers would, by itself, force 
physicians into areas and types of practice 
where major shortages exist does not seem 
to be a rational basis upon which to formu­
late public policy in medical education. 

On the other hand, some experts, includ­
ing Ginzberg (4) and McNerny (5), have 
argued that the current number of physi­
cians is adequate and that the solution to 
the problem of the shortage of physician 
services rests with modifications in the health 
care system. These changes, they believe, 
will be stimulated by the developing crisis in 
health care, the continuing rapid rise in 
costs, and the growing role of the Federal 
government in the payment for care. Changes 
in so complex a matter as health care, how­
ever, do not occur rapidly. Although the 

academic health centers and others are in­
creasingly involved in experimentation, in­
novation, and demonstration in health care 
systems, the effects of these efforts on a na­
tional scale will probably not be felt soon 
enough to meet the needs. Thus, dependence 
upon changes in the health service system 
as an immediate and sole means to overcome 
the overall physician shortage also does not 
seem to be a reasonable basis tor planning 
!or medical education, at least at t .his time. 

In addition to the infiuence of health serv­
ices and medical care organization, the na­
tion's need for MD graduates is affected by 
a series of additional factors whose magni­
tudes are subject to varying assumptions, 
and which will interact in a complex manner 
upon the need for physician services. Among 
such factors are pop~ation growth and 
change, the changing patterns of health and 
disease problems, the advance of medical 
science and technology, the rising public 
expectations of the level of which health 
needs and wants will be met. That the net 
effect of these infiuences upon the number of 
physicians needed will be positive and addi­
tive seems both a valid and necessary as­
sumption. 

Therefore, we believe that a responsible na­
tional health policy must provide for a con­
tinued expansion of the nation's capability 
for educating MDs to meet the inevitable in­
crease in physician services required for the 
quantitative future health needs of the na­
tion. The most recent projections of this re­
quirement have placed the number of MDs 
that should be added to the nation's pool, 
above that required to maintain present MD­
population ratios, at 50,000 (6). An increase 
in medical school entering classes to 15,000 
by 1976 would :(Ilake it possible to achieve 
the 50,000 MD increase by 1980 and provide 
for anticipated population increase. Our ex­
amination of the bases for projecting needs 
do not convince us that present data make 
it possible to develop a more exact or mean­
ingful prediction based on health service 
needs. 

We believe this projection to be a valid 
basis for designing the terms of a Federal 
support program !or the expansion of MD 
production in the 1970s. While it is of a lesser 
magnitude than the pattern of increase that 
would derive from the educational opportu­
nity projection, it would involve less funda­
mental change in the present structure and 
process of medical education and thus less 
uncertainties. Furthermore, the rate of in­
crease would appear reasonable and realistic 
in terms of the processes of planning, con­
struction, and program development that 
must be carried out, as well as permitting 
maintenance of adequate quality in the ex­
panding programs. 
THE BICENTENNIAL CHALLENGE PROGRAM FOR 

THE EXPANSION OF MEDICAL EDUCATION 

We think that expanding the total enter­
ing class size for MD education in the U.S. to 
15,000 by 1976 would be an appropriate goal 
for the Bicentennial of the Nation. An in­
crease by this date would furnish the addi­
tional physicians by the early 1980's. The 
physician population ratio would increase to 
more than 175 per 100,000 population, a level 
at present exceeded only by the USSR and 
Israel. The .health care system would have 
access to this increase even sooner as the 
students began to participate in medical care 
as interns and residents. 

Properly challenged and with assurances of 
adequate Federal support, we believe the 
nation's institutions of higher learning will 
respond effectively to the call for more phy­
sicians and other health care personnel. We 
recommend the adoption by the Federal gov­
ernment of a. clear cut, adequately financed 
program for growth, a program which will 
constitute a challenge to our institutions and 
which would, if implemented promptly, per­
mit us to be well on the way to the realiza­
tion of our long-range goal by the time of 
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our Bicentennial Celebration. We believe that 
a program with features described below will 
constitute such a challenge. 

Before describing the features of such a 
program, however, we must emphasize three 
important points: 

First, any meaningful program for the ex­
pansion of the nation's academic health 
centers must take account of the difficult 
financial circumstances-desperate, in many 
instances-in which they find themselves 
today. Thus, the availability of substantial 
and continuing operating support to present 
operations is essential to a program for 
expansion. 

Second, it must be kept clearly in mind 
that the education of a physician takes place 
in a most complex environment, one that 
involves concomitant instruction of other 
health personnel, as well as the conduct of 
biomedical research and the provision of 
health care. The costs of these interrelated 
services are not fully separable. Current pub­
lic interest understandably focuses on the 
number of physicians produced. Thus, this 
number tends to become the single gauge of 
productivity and the sole measure of return 
for the public investment. It deserves empha­
sis, however, that amounts suggested for 
support of medical education, on a capitation 
basis, are also productive of services, research, 
and other educational experiences that con­
tribute materially to health care, and the 
ultimate public good derived is the stability 
and v1gor of a set of social institutions: the 
academic medical center. 

Third, we believe that the best interests 
of the nation will be served if a portion of 
the required increment of production of phy­
sicians, is met by the development Of new 
schools. Special attention should be given to · 
the development of new schools in geograph­
ical areas that are at present without medi­
cal schools and that liave universities with 
graduate programs in the physical and bio­
logical sciences, in order that such resources 
could be used as the basis for the develop­
ment of the new medical schools. The ef­
fective utilization of clinical resources al­
ready existing in such areas, with appropriate 
and necessary modifications, must be en­
couraged in order to minimize the need for 
additional teaching hospitals and other clin­
ical facilities, which are notoriously costly. 
It is recognized that the presence of a med­
ical school in an area favorably influences 
the attractiveness of the area for physicians 
and the level of medical practice. It is for 
this reason that geographic distribution of 
medical schools is stressed. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAM 

The objectives of this program would 
be: 

1. To increase the nation's pool of MDs 
by 50,000 by 1980 to permit achieving an 
overall physician-population ratio of 175: 
100,000 and make it possible for every state 
to have at least 100 MDs per 100,000 peo­
ple. 

2. To assist in achieving a better geo­
graphic distribution of medical capability by 
selective location of new medical schools 
in areas without medical schools or with 
limited access to academic medicine. 

3. To diminish dependence upon the im­
portation of foreign-trained MOs. 

4. To provide an adequate annual cohort 
of MDs as a base for more rational dis­
tribution of physicians for graduate train­
ing in the various specialties and functional 
areas. 

5. To provide adequate financial stability 
for the continuing operating requirements 
of medical schools. 

THE OVERALL PLAN 

As indicated in introductory paragraphs, 
our overall plan is aimed at having 15,000 
entering places in the nation's medical 

schools by 1976. At present, there are 11,000 
entering places, and 800 more are in prospect 
on the basis of currently planned expan­
sion programs. Thus, our objective is an 
additional expansion of 3,200 entering placed 
by 1976. We believe that this increment 
should be met by: 

1. The development of 12 new medical 
schools, with 100 students in the entering 
class of each; a total of 1,200 new entering 
places; and 

2. The expansion of the· entering classes of 
existing medical schools by a minimum of 
15 students each, up to a total of 2,000 addi­
tional entering places. 

We believe that the modification of the 
Health Professions Educe.tion Assistance 
Program utilizing the following .approach and 
presented as a challenge to the nation's in­
stitutions of h~gher learning will bring about 
the realization of this objective. 

PROGRAM TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

Participating Institutions. Institutions 
and other public or private agencies, would 
be invited to submit proposals for Federal 
grant support for (a) the development of 
new medical schools and;or (b) the expan­
sion of present medical schools, on a com­
petitive basis. Proposals would be evaluated 
by competent site visiting teams and sub­
ject to judgment by an .appropriate Advisory ' 
Council in procedures currently operative 
with respect to various Federal grants in 
the health fields. Judgments would be based 
on institutional strength, available facill­
ties and faculty together with prospects for 
their further development, geographic loca­
tion, the degree of innovation in the educa­
tional program, community interest and 
support, and rapidity with which the pro­
spective program could be developed. Suc­
cessful applicants would receive suport as 
indicated bel<. w and would be expected to 
reach the st.a ted goal of entering class size 
within six years of the time the award was 
made. 

Capital Costs. An institution approved for 
the development of a new school or a sig­
nificant expansion would receive a Federal 
award of $200,000 per entering student for 
capital costs, with the obligation to provide 
at least $50,000 per student or more from 
non-Federal funds. 

Thus, a substantial but not extraordinary 
amount would be provided as a package to 
each participating institution, with the in­
stitution expected to obtain at least a modest 
contribution from non-Federal sources but 
with the opportunity to make as large a con­
tribution as it may wish in order to provide 
more elaborate facilities . 

Start-up Costs. New or expanded institu­
tions under this program would receive, in 
recognition of start-up costs inherent in the 
initiation of any new program, a one-time 
allocation of $20,000 per new entering class 
place, whether in a new school or in a pro­
gram of expansion of an existing school. That 
would become available as soon as firm ar­
rangements for the new school or expansion 
program have been completed. 

Operating Expenses. An institution ap­
proved for the development of either a new 
school or an expansion under the terms of 
this program would receive $9,000 per year 
per student toward annual operating costs. 

Operating Support of Existing Schools. As 
indicated in an earlier paragraph, stability 
or support of present programs in medical 
education is essential to the realization of a 
program of expansion. For this reason, we 
recommend that a program for the continu­
ing operating support of medical education 
be inaugurated and that it provide to insti­
tutions currently engaged in education of 
physicians $5,000 per year per student and, 
in recognition of costs that rise 7%-8% per 
year, that this be increased gradually to $9,-
000 per year per student a decade hence. At 

that point, then, it would equal the sup­
port level proposed for the new and expanded 
programs. 

BASIS FOR PROGRAM TERMS 

The recommendations for support of on­
going programs, expansion of existing 
schools, and establishing new schools are 
based on costs of present programs. 

It has been determined in the Cost Alloca­
tion Study that the marginal costs for un­
dergraduate medical student instruction ex­
clusive of research and patient care is about 
$4,000 per year. The costs of the total enter­
prise required to educate physicians has been 
estimated to be $15,000 to $20,000 per year. 
The Canadian provinces provide in excess of 
$13,000 a year per undergraduate medical 
student for the core operations of the medi­
cal schools. 

The average costs of expansion under the 
Physicians Augmentation Program was $10,-
000 per student after an initial additional 
start-up cost which was given for four years. 
The expansion support of $9,000 after a 
single start-up allocation of $20,000 to cover . 
increased expenses attendant with the initia­
tion of new programs is in keeping with this 
experience. 

Although capital costs for most new medi­
cal schools developed over the last decade or 
existing schools undertaking major expan­
sion have substantially exceeded those rec­
ommended, the levels suggested are consist­
ent with the growing recognition that exist­
ing clinical fac111ties and resources of the 
University can be used to a greater extent 
for medical education. The construction 
costs are in line with those envisioned by 
new schools adopting this philosophy . . 

RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING PROGRAMS 

The provisions of the proposed Bicenten­
nial Anniversary Program for the Expansion 
of Medical Education would replace the exi~?t­
ing provisions of the HPEA program for the 
construction of new, and the expansion of 
existing medical schools. The program of 
construction· funds for renovation, altera­
tion, .. and . replacement of existing fac11ities 
would continue. 

In like manner, the provision of-this new 
program for operating support would replace 
the formula component of the existing .In­
stitutional Grant program under HPEA. The 
Special Project program would continue in 
respect to innovation and program develop­
ment. Projects in the expansion of enroll­
ment would be largely obviated by the terms 
of this new proposal. · 

Programs for research, graduate training, 
and student assistance would continue as an 
essential part of the support structure for 
academic medical centers. Their funds' re­
quirements, however, would reflect the ex­
panded institutional structure that this new 
program would bring into being. 
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TABLE lA -ACTUAL 1960-68 

Number by academic year 

Item 1960-61 1962-63 1964-65 1966- 67 1968- 69 

Baccalaureate degrees: 
TotaL--- - ------------ ------- --- --------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------365,337 410, 421 492,984 562, 369 734, 129 

Men __ · ____________ --------------------------- - -----------------------------------------
Women·--------------------------------------------------------- - ----------- ----- --- - -=-=======================~= 

223,427 239, 108 279, 777 324, 236 412,932 
141,910 11i, 313 213, 207 238, 133 321 , 197 

Medical school applicants: 
TotaL __________ ------ ------- ------------------------------------------ ---------- ----- ------ 14, 397 15, 847 19, 168 18, 250 21, 118 

Percent of baccalaureate ____ ___________ -- _____ --- - -------------_----------- _____ -_- ___ -_-
Men . ___ ---- - ------------------------------ --------------------------------------------

Percent of baccalaureate ____ ___________ ___ ___ ------- - ---- __ ------------ - -------------
Women ..... _____________ -~ _______ - ----_---_--------------------------------- - - --- -------

Percent of baccalaureate _____ ----------- ____ -------------- _______ --- -------- _______ -

3. 9 3. 9 3. 9 3. 2 2. 9 
13,353 14, 646 17,437 16, 554 19, 021 

6. 0 6.1 6. 2 5. 1 4. 6 
1, 044 1, 201 1, 731 1, 696 2, 097 

. 7 . 7 . 8 . 7 . 7 

1st-time medical school enrollees : 
TotaL _____________ --------- ---------------------------- ------ ------------------------------ 8, 069 8, 242 8, 587 8, 775 9, 740 

-----------------------------------------------------
Percent of applicants ____ _________________ _______ __ _ --- _________ --_--- -- ________ -- __ -

Men ______________ ----- -- ----------------- ------------------------ --- -----------------
Percent of applicants. _________ -------- __ --------------------------------------------

Women ________ _____ _____ __ ---------------------------------------------- -------------- -

56.0 52.0 44. 8 48. 0 46. 1 
7, 343 7, 500 7, 814 7, 985 8, 864 

55.0 51.2 44. 8 48.2 46.6 
726 742 773 790 876 

Percent of applicants .... ------------------------------------------------------------============================= 69. 5 61.8 44. 7 46.6 41.8 

Qualified applicants: 
TotaL _____________ ____________ _____ ___ ------- ___ ------------------------------------------- 10, 798 11, 885 14, 376 13,688 15, 839 

--------------------------------------------------~-
14, 266 Men ___ ________________ -----_---------------------------------------------------------- 10, 015 10, 984 13,078 

783 901 1, 298 Women ____ ______________ ---------------- ------------ ----- ----------------- ------- ---- --

TABLE l- B.-ESTIMATES 1970- 80 

Item 

Baccalaureate degrees: 
Tota'- ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Men ________________________________________________________________________ ______ _ 
Women ______________ _____ ~ ______ -- ___ ------- - -_--- - --------------------------------

Medical school applicants (calculated at 1960 percentage of degree recipients:) 2 
Total (3.9 percent of baccalaureates) ____________________ ___ __ ______ _______________________ _ 

Men (6.0 percent of baccalaureates) __________________________________________________ _ 
· Women (0.7 percent of baccalaureates>---- -- ---- --- ---------------------- - ---·--- - -----

Medical school applicants (calculated at 1968 percentage of degree recipients): · 
Total ( .9 percent of baccalaureate>-- -- ------- - --- -----·------- ----- -----------------------

Men (4.6 percent of baccalaureate) _______________ --- - -- ___ ____ ----- ____ ---------------
Women (0.7 percent of ba~calaureate) _____ --------- ------ ------- ______ ----------- - -- __ _ 

Qualified applicants (calculated at 1960 percentage of degree recipients) : 3 
Total( 3.9 percent of baccalaureate) _____ ___ _____ -- ______________ --- ___ ---_-------- ___ _____ _ 

Men (6.0 percent of baccalaureate) _________________________________ . __________________ _ 
Women (0.7 percent of baccalaureate) _________________________________________________ _ 

Qualified applicants (calculated at 1968 percentage of degree recipients): • 
Total (2.9 percent of baccalaureate ____________________ ----- - -- ____________________________ _ 

Men (4.6 percent of baccalaureate) _____________ -------- ____________ ------------ ______ _ 
Women (0.7 percent of baccalaureate) ___________________________________ - -- ------- ____ _ 

1 Estimate. 
2 U.S. Office of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, actual figures from USOE 

publications·; estimates from USOE personnel. 

Number by academic year 1 

1970-71 1972-73 1974-75 1976- 77 

764, 000 819, 487 885,312 951, 138 

435,480 
328, 520 

467, 107 
352,379 

504,628 
380,684 

542, 149 
408,989 

28, 429 31,960 34, 527 37,094 

26, 129 
2, 300 

28,026 
2, 467 

30,278 
2, 665 

32, 529 
2, 863 

22, 156 23,765 25,674 27,583 
20,032 21,487 23, 213 24,939 

2, 300 2, 467 2,665 2, 863 

21,322 22,870 24,708 26, 544 

19, 597 21,020 22, 709 24,397 
1, 725 1, 850 1, 999 2,147 

16, 749 17,965 19, 409 20, 851 

15, 024 16, 114 17,410 18,704 
1, 725 1, 850 1, 999 2,147 

a Study of U.S. medical school applicants for each year. 
4 Estimated at 75 percent of total applicant pool for each year. 

Source: Division of Student Affairs, Aug. 31, 1970. 

TABLE 11.- NEW SCHOOL PROJECTIONS 

School 

1. East Carolina College _____________________________ ___ - ------- -- -------- ----_ 
2. Florida State University . . ______________________________ ______ ______________ _ 
3. University of Massachusetts .. ____________ ____________ -------- ______________ _ 
4. Mayo Clinic ___________________________________ ___ ---------------- ________ _ 
5. University of Missouri. ______________ -------- ___ _____ -- -- ---- __ ____________ _ 
6. Northern Association for Medical Education _______ ·----------------------------

~: ~~!'he~~Ji~!, ~~'fie~e -~~~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~~_-:_-_-_-_ ~ ~ == =~= === == ========== ====== ===== 

tf~ !~~;~~t~i~~~~i~ii~~~~~~~{~ii~ ~ ~ =~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ 

Projected date 
of 1st class 

1971 
1971 
1970 
1972 
1971 
1972 
1971 
1971 
1971 
1972 
(3) 
1970 

Note : Seyeral schools (South Alabama in Mobile, Minnesota-Duluth, Tennessee-Knoxville, 
and the Oh1o schools of Kent, Cleveland, and Akron) do not have definite projections of entrance 
of a 1st cl.ass and for the size of that class. 3 of the schools- Mayo, N.A.M .E., and Southern Illinois­
have proj ected dates of 1972 as opposed to 1971. 

Number in 
1st class Date of information 

16 June 29, 1970; letter from Edwin W. Monroe, M.D. 
30- 35 July 13, 1970; memorandum from Dr. Nicholson. 

16 Presurvey material of June 8, 1970. 
40 July 28, 1969. 
(I) Sept. 22, 1969, report. 
( 2) July 1970; N.A.M.E. "progress notes." 
24 Oct 19-21, 1969, report. 
60 July 17, 1970. J: fJl;9_ 27-28, 1970, report. 

19 May 1970 presurvey material. 

I 12 for first 3 classes. 
2 No number but will be clinical teaching only. 
3 No projections to date. 

12, 416 
1, 272 1, 573 

1978-79 1980-81 

1, 007,424 1, 049, 400 

574,232 
433, 192 

598, 158 
451, 242 

39,290 40, 927 

34,454 
3, 032 

35,889 
3, 159 

29,215 30, 433 
26,415 27, 515 
3, 032 3 159 

28, 115 30,695 

25,841 
2, 274 

26,917 
2, 369 

22, 085 23, 005 

19,811 20,636 
2, 274 2, 369 
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TABLE 111.- ESTIMATE OF FUND REQUIREMENTS BY YEAR­

FOR THE EXPANSION OF MEDICAL EDUCATION 

Number of 
students 

Amount (in millions) of 
expense 

Academic year 
Enter­

ing Total Capital 

1971- 72 ___ _____ 11, 166 39,300 $180 
1972-73 ____ ____ 12, 378 41, 817 460 
1973-74 ________ 13, 978 45, 330 --------
1974-75 _____ ___ 15, 078 49, 122 --------
1975-76 ___ _____ 15, 078 52, 286 --------
1976-77-------- 15, 078 55,081 --------
1977- 78 ___ _____ 15, 078 56, 096 --------
1978-79 ________ 15, 078 56, 096 --------
1979- 80 ___ ~---- 15,078 56,096 --------

Operat­
ing 

$200. 7 
241.9 
292. 0 
328.2 
378.0 
420.0 
458.0 
484. 0 
518.0 

Total 

$380.7 
701.9 
292.0 
328. 2 
378. 0 
420.0 
458. 0 
484.0 
518.0 

TotaL______________ _____ 640 3, 320.8 3, 960. 8 

COMMITTEE OF EXPANSION OF MEDICAL 
EDUCATION 

Dr. Robert B. Howard, Dean, University of 
Minnesota, Medical School, 1360 Mayo Me­
morial Building, Mlnneapolls, Minn. 

Dr. David B. Sabiston, Jr., Chairman, De­
partment of Surgery, Duke University, 
School of Medicine, Durham, N.C., 27706. 

Dr. James A. Shannon, Professor and Spe­
cial Assistant to the President, Rockefeller 
University, York Avenue and 66th Street, 
New· York, N.Y. 10021. 

Dr. James V. Warren, Chairman, Depart­
ment of Medicine, Ohio State University, 
College of Medicine, 410 West Tenth Avenue, 
Columbus, Ohio, 43210. 

Dr. Charles C. Sprague, Dean, University of 
Texas, Southwestern Medical School at Dal­
las, 5323 Harry Hines Boulevard, Dallas, Tex., 
75235. 

Dr. Christopher C. Fordham m , Dean, 
School of Medicine, Medical College of Geor­
gia, School of Medicine, Augusta, Ga., 30902. 

Dr. William H. Stewart, Chancellor, Louisi­
ana State University, SChool of Medicine, 
1542 Tulane Avenue, New Orleans, La., 70112. 

Mr. Meredith Wilson, Center for Advanced 
Study in the Behavioral Sciences, 202 Junl­
pero Serra Boulevard, Stanford, Calif., 94305. 

Mr. Ed Connors, Director, University Hos­
pital, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 
Mich., 48104. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I believe that both 
House and Senate amounts were too low 
in trying to help the crisis of our medi­
cal schools. Another problem we had was 
over which schools could use the money 
and the arguments over operations and 
construction. When we begin to get into 
the problem constructing medical 
schools, we get into a great deal of 
money. Some of these schools are still 
not ready. We have this great shortage of 
doctors. We are not catching up. We are 
standing still, or falling further behind. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
<Mr. CoTTON) and I are happy to accept 
the amendment and will take it to con­
ference. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the dis­
tinguished managers of the bill, and 
the minority leader. They are as fully 
conversant of the problems here as I am. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We are 50,000 doc­
tors short right now. We are not mak­
ing any progress. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
MONDALE, HUGHES, HART, and CASE be 
added as cosponsors of this amendment. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I strongly 
support the amendment o1fered by Sena­
tor YARBOROUGH for me and other Sena­
tors who had written Senators MAGNUSON 

and CoTTON informing them of our in­
tention to offer this amendment to H .R. 
18515, the Labor-HEW appropriations 
bill. The amendment increases by $37,-
650,000-over the committee's recom­
mendation of $130,350,000 for institu­
tional support-the appropriation for 
medical and dental schools and other 
academic health centers, institutions tra­
ditionally committed to standards of ex­
cellence in the care of the sick, in the 
training of new physicians, dentists and 
other health professionals, and in the 
expansion of medical knowledge. 

At this time of a burgeoning health 
care crisis we can ill afford the loss of a 
single resource for t r aining medical 
manpower. In response to this crisis, 
with the gravest humanitarian implica­
tions, the Senate, in passing S. 3586, the 
Health Training Improvement Act of 
1970, included my amendment to estab­
lish a 1-year $100,000,000 disaster relief 
program for medical schools in finan­
cial distress. This was to be a special 1-
year program of assistance. It was de­
signed to allow them to survive for an 
additional year in anticipation of the 
r enewal and improvement of the basic 
legislative authority for medical and 
other health profession schools. In Con­
ference with the House, that proposed 
authority was deleted. However, the 
Conferees did make two very important 
provisiOIIlS: 

( 1) The Congress finds and declares that 
Nation's economy, welfare, and security are 
adversely affected by the acute financial 
crisis which threatens the survival of medi­
cal and dental schools which provide the 
highest quality of teaching, medical and 
dental research, and delivery of health care 
for the Nation. 

(2) Existing law authorizes appropriations 
up to $168 m111ion for formula grants and 
project grants to hea.lth professions schools 
covering a Wide variety of purposes. The 
budget sublnitted by the Administration 
calls for the appropriation of $113 milllon 
of these authorized amounts, leaving ap• 
proximately $55 million in authorization for · 
appropriations for fiscal year 1971. Among 
the purposes for which funds may be appro­
priated pursuant to this remaining $55 mil­
lion authorization, as described in section 
772 of the Public Health service Act, are ap­
propriations for providing assistance to "any 
such schools which are in serious financial 
straits to meet their costs of operation or 
which have special need for financial as­
sistance to meet the accreditation require· 
ments." 

The conference substitute would provide 
authority to meet the purposes of the Senate 
amendment by providing that funds ap­
propriated for fiscal year 1971 to meet the 
needs set out in the previously quoted 
language are authorized to remain available 
until expended, or unt il June 30, 1972, 
whichever first ocurs. To the extent that 
funds are requested by the Administration 
for this purpose, this authority will per­
mit added flexibility in the use of these 
funds. The managers on the part of the 
House also wish to point out that section 
601 of the Hospital Construction and 
Modernization Amendments of 1970 will 
apply to funds appropriated pursuant to this 
authorization, and therefore are not sub­
ject to administrative cutbacks or with­
holding from expenditure, so that if ap­
propriated, these funds will be used for aid 
to these schools. 

Mr. President, when I testified before 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
urging increased medical manpower ap-

propriations these facts were not avail­
able nor did the committee have these 
facts at the time it marked up the Labor­
HEW appropriations bill. The Senate did 
not adopt the conference report on 
s. 3586 until October 14, the 11th hour 
prior to its recess. The HEW appropria­
tions bill had been reported out the day 
before. Had they had benefit of the ac­
tion of the legislative committees earlier, 
they might very well have revised sub­
stantially upward our appropriation 
under the existing authority. I am grati­
fied to note tha t the Senate committee 
increased the appropriation for medical 
schools over the President's budget by 
about $17 million, I think the circum­
stances now indicate that we need to do 
even more. It seems reasonable that these 
changed circumstances justify a reex- , 
aminlltion of the appropriateness of the 
recorr~mended appropriation level as now 
contained in this bill. 

The amendment now before this body 
is designed to make clear our commit­
ment to stand behind these great centers 
of medical excellence. It raises the ap­
propriation to the limit of the authoriza­
tion, $168 million. That amounts to an 
increase of about $38 million above the 
committee's bill. To do any less, amounts 
to nothing less than false economy. 
Imagine the costs associated with re­
vitalizing these institutions after they 
have collapsed. The proposed course of 
action is, therefore, sound and prudent. It 
gives us an additional period of tim~ in 
which we of necessity must address this. 
problem on a far more comprehensive 
b.asis. Until then, however, this amend­
ment averts disaster. 

Mr. President, this amendment makes 
sense and I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to overwhelmingly cast 
a vote of confidence for medical educa­
tion in America and support this amend­
ment. 

Now, Mr. President, after a hard­
fought conference, the House yielded and 
extended it $55 million in their eon- · 
ference report by pointing out that by 
really earmarking that much out of the 
general appropriation we could rescue 
the medical schools. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The reason for that 
is we did not have that evidence be­
fore us. 

Mr. JAVITS. Exactly right. So it is ap­
propriate and typical of the understand­
ing of the managers of the bill that they 
will accept this amendment. The situa­
tion is very grave and I am very much · 
pleased that this has been done. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I · 
strongly support this amendment to pro­
vide full funding for one of our most im­
portant Federal health manpower pro· 
grams-the program of "institutional 
and special project'' grants for medical · 
schools, dental schools, and related 
schools of health professions. 

The amendment would appropriate a 
total of $168 million for this vital pro­
gram-the full amount authorized to be 
appropriated. The figure is $38 miUion 
above the appropriation requested by the 
Senate committee, and $67 million above 
the ·amount requested in the administra- · 
tion's budget submission for the cur­
rent fiscal year. 
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It is my understanding that the entire 
amount of the additional funds re­
quested in this amendment will be used 
for assistance to medical schools in fi­
nancial distress and other schools of the 
health professions in similar circum­
stances. I believe that these funds are 
urgently needed. The fiscal problems 
facing our medical schools are extremely 
serious, and it is vitally important that 
Congress act now to help alleviate the 
difficulty. 

Of all the aspects of the health crisis 
now confronting the Nation, the most 
serious is the crisis of health manpower. 
The facts of the manpower crisis are well 
known. Today, w.e have a health ' gap of 
50,000 doctors and 20,000 dentists jn the 
Nation, and the gap is even wider in the 
cases of nurses and allied health pro­
fessionals. By 1980, the problem will 
be even more serious, unless we take the 
steps now that are necessary to insure a 
greater supply and better geographic 
distribution of our health manpower. 

Yet, ironically, as our medical schools 
are responding to the need and are begin­
ning to increase their enrollment, they 
are also facing increasingly severe chal­
lenge to their financial stability. 

Last June, the Appropriations Sub­
committee was told that 61 of the Na­
tion's 107 medical schools-or more than 
half of the Nation's total-have already 
been awarded special project grants be­
cause of their condition of financial dis­
tress. A number of these schools are on 
the verge of bankruptcy. Indeed, the 
situation has deteriorated to the point 
where the immediate need to provide 
emergency financial relief to medical 
schools is threatening to exhaust the 
Federal funds available for curriculum 
changes, minority enrollment programs, 
and other innovative approaches to the 
problems of health manpower. 

Only through full funding of this cru­
cial manpower program-$168,000,000-
can we minimize the inherent con:tlict in 
our existing Federal legislation between 
funds needed to hold the line against im­
minent financial crisis, and funds needed 
to move forward to attack the overall 
problem of the Nation's shortage of 
health manpower. 

Three weeks ago, the Carnegie Com­
mission on Higher Education released a 
major report emphasizing the inade­
quacy of our health delivery system and 
calling for an urgent 10-year program to 
increase the Nation's supply of doctors 
and upgrade the quality of health care in 
the country. A key link in the Commis­
sion's recommendations is the medical 
school, which would play a central role 
in developing and providing high quality 
care in its surrounding geographic area. 

I fully support the recommendations 
of the Carnegie Commission. In large 
part, we have a health crisis today be­
cause we failed to act on such recom­
mendations in the past. The graveyard 
of proposed health reforms is filled with 
the progressive recommendations of dis­
tinguished commissions, buried by the 
apathy and neglect of the existing health 
system. The Carnegie report will suffer 
the same fate unless we take more effec­
tive steps today. 

The problem is especially acute in the 
case of our efforts to upgrade the role of 
our medical schools. Unless we act now 
to strengthen their financial stability, 
many medical schools will simply be un­
able to participate in developing a strong 
health care program for the Nation. 

Much of the impetus for the present 
amendment has come from our efforts 
on the Senate Health Subcommittee to 
alleviate this aspect of our national 
health crisis-the plight of medical 
schools in financial distress. As a mem­
ber of the Health Subcommittee, I was 
pleased to support the proposal original­
ly offered by Senator JAVITS earlier this 
year, to authorize $100 million in special 
emergency grants to such schools. Al­
though the proposal was approved by the 
Senate, it was opposed by the House con­
ferees, and was not included in the bill 
signed into law by the President earlier 
this month. 

In large part, the objections of the 
House conferees were based on their view 
that such grants could already be made 
under the "institutional and special 
project" grant program in existing law. 
Yet, the House conferees pointed out, the 
adminstration had not even requested 
full funding of this program. In light of 
this recent legislative history and the 
obviously grim financial plight of many 
of our Nation's medical schools, I believe 
that a strong case can be made for full 
funding of the program, as proposed by 
the pending amendment. 

I would prefer, of course, that we deal 
separately with the special problem of 
the growing financial crisis in our medi­
cal schools, instead of requiring this dif­
ficult problem to compete for the same 
Federal funds with proposals for new 
program development in such schools. 
But at this late date we cannot afford the 
luxury of developing a separate legisla­
tive approach. We must work with the 
tools we have. The opportunity is at 
lland to make a major contribution to 
shore up the stability of our most price­
less national health resource-the med­
ical schools of America, on which we de­
pend so heavily for achieving our goal 
of improving the quality of health care 
in the Nation. 

We simply cannot continue to ignore 
the crisis confronting our medical 
schools. We cannot wait for the tragedy 
of a bankruptcy or the death of a great 
medical school before we are shocked 
into action. The dollars we allocate to­
day can give us the leverage Wfl need to 
head off the crisis that threatens us. The 
cost of not acting is far greater. It is the 
only real cost we cannot afford to pay. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, because 
of the desperate financial situation now 
facing many of our Nation's medical 
schools, I feel not only pleased, but in­
deed compelled, to cosponsor this amend­
ment. This measure would raise the 
amount available for aiding medical 
schools in financial distress. This in­
crease can only be described as essential 
when, already, cuts in federal support 
have spelled death for two of the coun­
try's 55 dental schools. Many other med­
ical schools are close to financial col­
lapse. Unless met with quick and sub-

stantial relief, another six dental schools 
and 10 to 15 medical schools, now on the 
verge of bankruptcy, will soon be ir­
retrievably doomed. 

The crisis in medical education blat­
antly adds fuel to the fire of health-cost 
inflation. The spiraling of health costs 
will level off only when we have an ade­
quate supply of medical manpower and 
facilities to meet the burgeoning demand 
for health care. 

In my own State of Maryland the 
Johns Hopkins School of Medicine will 
alone run a deficit of $2.23 million. One 
of the Nation's leading medical centers, 
the school has lost $1.6 million in Federal 
support during the past year, either for 
projects unrenewed or severely cut back. 
In addition, the school has lost about 
$440,000 in funding for postdoctoral 
medical training. This amounts to a lion's 
share since about 60 percent of the Hop­
kins' budget comes from Federal sources. 

Despite this, the School is striving to 
maintain and even to expand both its en­
rollment and its community services. 
This past summer it conducted a special 
program aimed at recruiting minority 
and disadvantaged students. It is now 
planning to construct a new 200-bed 
community hospital in economically de­
prived East Baltimore, and is providing 
enormously successful with a pioneering 
group health-care plan in the new town 
of Columbia, Maryland. This experiment 
may well be the embryo for health care 
of the future, and yet it is being undercut 
at the roots. 

At the University of Maryland, cuts in 
Federal funding are sharply curtailing 
and even forcing the dismantling of ex­
tremely productive biomedical research 
teams. The grant for an important can­
cer project involving six full-time re­
searchers, for example, has recently been 
terminated. 

In the District of Columbia, the 
Georgetown and George Washington 
University Medical Schools are facing 
enormous deficits--over $2 million per 
school for the current fiscal year. Both 
schools are having to eat into their un­
restricted endowments. By 1971 these 
precious funds will in fact be completely 
exhausted. And yet both schools are 
making courageous efforts to increase 
their enrollment. 

The District of Columbia is particu­
larly fortunate in that the chairman of 
the Health Appropriations Subcommit­
tee, the distinguished Senator from 
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON) has under­
taken to see that funds are directed to 
the District government for the support 
of these schools. For this courageous and 
far-sighted action, the Senator is to be 
highly commended. 

Also deserving of the highest praise for 
this is the ranking minority member of 
the subcommittee, the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT­
TON), and the distinguished Senators 
from Delaware and Nevada <Mr. BoGGs 
and Mr. BIBLE) for their efforts in mov­
ing to cope with the crisis facing, these 
institutions. 

At Howard University Medical School, 
where over 85· percent of the students 
seek financial assistance, officials are be-
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ing forced to deny it to an increasing 
number. Unfortunate also is the school's 
shortage of staff, the student-sta1f ratio 
oeing 20 percent below the national 
average. 

As I stressed in recent letters to the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare and to the Director of the Office 
of Budget and Management, this dismal 
picture of blight is not limited to one 
area of the country alone. All across the 
Nation medical schools are being 
wracked with crippling erosion of their 
financial bases. 

The 540-student school of medicine at 
St. Louis University in Missouri is very 
near insolvency, with a $750,000 deficit. 
Two New York schools are teetering on 
bankruptcy. 

All across the country we are being 
swamped with a burgeoning health crisis. 
Skyrocketing costs, obsolete and inade­
quate facilities, and greatly increased 
health expectations are threatening to 
deny proper care to millions of Ameri­
cans. Particularly in jeopardy is the 
progress of plans to expand medical care 
to the countless disadvantaged persons in 
rural and urban areas. 

Wllat exacerbates this all the more is 
the critical shortage of doctors. With a 
present national need for more than 
500,000 additional physicians and an an­
nual output of but 8,000 or so, the eco­
nomic strangulation of our medical 
schools-which surely rank as one of our 
most precious national resources-rep­
resents a bizarre form of suicide, fiscal 
as well as physical, since it blatantly 
adds fuel to the fire of health-cost infla­
tion. 

Statistics of the American Hospital As­
sociation show that the average cost of a 
day in a hospital went up more than 300 
percent during the 1960's. 

The most serious shortage of person­
nel in any major occupational group in 
the United States is in the health care 
area. Recent comparative data shows 
that eight countries have higher ratios 
of physicians to population than the 
United States, including Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, the Soviet Union, and Israel. 

One important survey indicates that 
one American in six has never visited 
a dentist. And the ratio of dentists to 
population is getting worse: from one 
per 1,677 Americans in 1953 to one per 
2,100 in 1970. 

Medical schools · are fighting to in­
crease their enrollments. Since 1964 they 
have increased their capacity by over 
32 percent. But further expansion is be­
ing constrained for lack of funding. 
Cuts in Federal student assistance are 
especially devastating to the attempts 
by schools to recruit minority students. 

The squeezing of funds out of health 
education thus reeks of false economy. 
What is more, it is a transparent pre­
scription-tantamount to balancing the 
budget by sacrificing human lives. 

I urge Senate support of this amend­
ment for medical school rescue aid not 
as a final or long-term solution, but as 
an emergency, stop-gap measure. In­
deed, there is an almost equally com­
pelling need for a whole new system for 
financing medical education. We must 
develon " scheme that will depend on 

State and private, as well as Federal 
support. 

We must embrace this short-term rem­
edy while at the same time seeking a 
long-term solution-if indeed there is to 
be any use for long-term solutions. Un­
less more of our schools are to falter and 
die, unless our already mushrooming 
health crisis is to become a corpse crisis, 
we must move now to make available 
this transfusion to our sorely ailing 
medical schools. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CooK) . The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1077 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on be­
half of the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE), who could not be here today, I 
call up amendment No. 1077. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
Coox) . The amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
amendment as follows: 

AMENDMENT 

On page 21, line 16, delete the figure 
"$295,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
"$298,000,000". 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, this 
amendment calls for $3 million addi­
tional to the funds to be made available 
for schools of public health. 

I believe the Senator from Hawaii has 
discussed this matter with the Senator 
from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. MONDALE. The Senator from 

Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) could not be here 
today and asked that I raise this issue 
with the Senate. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr.· President, this 
. covers some of the same programs as the 
amendment just adopted. There is a great 
shortage of personnel in the health man­
power field, particularly in the schools 
of public health and administration. 

Mr. MONDALE. As I understand the 
Yarborough amendment which was just 
adopted, it does, in fact, involve the same 
line item as does, the Inouye amendment. 
What the Senator from Hawaii wishes 
to assure is that public health training 
will be on a par with other medical pro­
fessions such as nursing, dentistry, and 
other allied health professions. 

In light of the fact that there have 
been two new schools of public health 
accredited in the past year, and adding 
to that the inflationary factors, this 
modest increase would seem to be neces­
sary in order to maintain any kind of 
progress in the public health services 
field. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, a point 
of order. The amendment that was just 
adopted is identical to the ·amendment 
that is now being offered, except that it 

. exceeds the amount. The Senate already 
has acted on this particular part of the 
blll by its voice vote. 

I am not trying to be unduly technical 
here, but I think the Senator from Min..;· 
nesota should redraft the amendment 

to provide something else, because I 
think that the amendment is out of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CooK). The Chair would advise that he 
was about to advise the Senator from 
Minnesota that his amendment is out 
of order unless he wants to ask unani­
mous consent. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that this amend­
ment be considered. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, reserv­
ing the right to object, the amendment 
that has just been agreed to previously 
goes from $295 million to $332 million. 
The amendment the Senator is talking 
about goes up to only $298 million, so 
the am~ndment that has been adopted is 
already more than what the Senator's 
amendment calls for. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am 
advised that the objective sought by the 
Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE) can 
be met by the previous amendment of­
fered by the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
YARBOROUGH) . 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the Sen­
ator from Washington yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CooK) . The Chair would advise the Sen­
ate that time is under control, and that 
time for the Senator from Michigan to 
speak will therefore have to be yielded 
from the bill or from the amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield time to the 
Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART) from 
the bill. 

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

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I rise only 
to ask the Appropriations Committee 
staff personnel if we are correct in our 
understanding that the effort reflected 
in the Inouye amendment, to insure 
more adequate funding of Public Health 
schools, has been taken care of in the 
Yarborough amendment. 

I do this for a variety of reasons, but 
basically the University of Michigan 
School of Public Health is the largest in 
the country. There is great urgency that 
we insure adequate funding not alone 
for that institution but for the other 
tragically too few schools of public health 
in this country. 

Are we certain that we have, indeed, 
made the provision intended by the In­
ouye amendment under the Yarborough 
amendment? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that 
this would require the Senator from 
Texas (Mr. YARBOROUGH) to agree. The 
problem we have here is that it is in the 
institutional support programs for 
schools of public health. The $38 million 
was not. earmarked. It has to be brought 
down from institutional support for 
medical, dental, and related matters, and 
take $3 million out of that and bring it 
down to line C for schools of public 
health. That would pin it down. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. It was not ear­
marked in the $38 million that my 
amendment added. I will consent, hop­
ing that we can hold that $38 million in 
the bill in conference. 

Mr: MAGNUSON. Well, of cQurse, I .do 
not know what we can hold in confer­
ence. 
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. I agree to ear­
marking the $3 million. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that that be done. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, could .not 
this all be taken care of by askingunani­
mous consent that the Senate express its 
purpose to do what the Senator is asking 
for? Then the conferees will know what 
we have in mind without going through 
the details of further amendments and 
parliamentary procedures. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi­
dent may we have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
Moss). The Senate will be in order. 

Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 1 minute there? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. COTrON. :Mr. President, there is 

no question in this country being more 
hotly contested .and subject to sharper 
competition than what medical schools 
are going to receive in assistance. I have 
one in my State that must either expand 
or go out of business. I find with respect 
to the allocation we had last year that 
practicallY aU of it went to :five huge 
western and midwestern univer~ities. 

"When we start earmarking on the fl.oor 
of the Senate, we must remember that 
the department :has a black:log of appli­
cations far in excess of any money we 
have provided in the bill even if we were 
to add some more~ When w.e start ear­
marking, we do not lmow what w_e are 
doing. 

I Ieel very strongly -about this matter. 
I want to see the money in here. r want 
to see !t go to medical schools and I want 
to see more doctors. However, I feel that 
I must object to a haphazard, .olf-the­
cu1f .earmarklng of money for any par­
ticular .schools or particn1ar purposes on 
the .fioor of the Senate at the last minute. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, may I 
inquire of the manager of the bill wheth­
er the objectives sought to be achieved 
by the amendment which I am offering 
on behalf of the Senator .from Hawaii 
can be achieved without the necessity of 
pressing the amendment. 'I understood 
him to say that it could be~ 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. Pr-esident, it is 
my understanding that we could get .a 
unanimous-consent agreement that we 
could take out of the addition .for insti­
tutional support for medical, dentaL and 
related items~ the line item, item 
1 {a), take $2 million and place it under 
public health on line 1 (c), page '90 of 
the report and under student assistance 
traineeships place an additional $1 .mil­
lion, for public health traineeships. 

We could so adjust it. 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr_ President I ask 

unanimous consent that that change. be 
made. 

Mr. Mn..LER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I did not hear the 
request. 

Mr. MONDALE. Perhaps the Senator 
from Washington could state it~ 

Mr. MaGNUSON. Mr. President4 the 
Senator from Minnesot.a can ask unani­
mous consent, or I win, that, of the $38 
million i)laced in the bill by the last 
amendment, $2 mi1lion of that amount 
be added to the line item, page 90 of the 
report l(c) public heal~ and under stu-

CXVI--2415-Part 28 

dent assistance, No. .2 line item, under 
2 (a) traineeships, $1 million, wllich 
would come from the $38 million just 
added. We would adjust the bill accord­
ingly. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, per.haps I do not 
have the correct figures. The Senator has 
been talking aoout $38 million. As I 
understand it, we had $37,650,000 added 
by the Yarborough amendment, the dif­
ference between $332,650,UOO and $295 
million. 

If that is correct-and the Senator 
from Texas can confirm this-we have 
added '$37~650;000 by his amendment. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The Senator is 
correct. But it was under the limitation 
that. was .explained yesterday under the 
report of the managers of the conference 
on the Health Training Improvements 
Act of 197Q. That was passed on the 14th 
of October-the 13th of October in the 
House, and on the 14th here. 

The manager of that btll reported that 
they had stricken DUt the Javits amend­
ment with $104 million in it for the 
medical schools that were in distress. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, my 
inte11>retat1on of the amendment was 
that it added $38 million. But whether it 
was $38 million or $3'1,'650,000, we could 
have a unanimous-consent agreement to 
use that, whatever it is, and take '$2 
million and add it to institutional sup­
port for schools of public health, the line 
item, an.d $1 million to student .assistance 
and traineeships, so that the Yarborough 
amendment would distribute '$3 million 
of that amendment to those two Items. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
agree to that request. But if in conference 
with the House the gross amount 'Of $38 
mUlion is reduced. the portion going to 
public health wili be in the same propor­
tion that we '8.Te placing in the biB if 
there be a reduction. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. 'nlat is correct. We 
do not need unanlmous consent. We will 
make legislative history. 

Mr. MONDALE . .Mr. President, with 
that understanding, I withdraw the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment .is withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT MO. ~~73 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr.·Pr.esident. I send 
to the desk :amendment No. 1073 and ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed witb. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it ~ so ordered~ and the 
amendment will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

OD p_age 29, line 9 and 10, strike out tbe 
numeral and insert in lieu Uleoeof: 
".$79.4:'35,000''. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, amend­
ment No. 1073 would increase funds 
for the rehabllitation ·research program 
of the social .and rehabilitation service 
by $2,000,00Q. This amendment is in­
tended to provide badly needed support 
for the 1"9 rehabilitation research and 
training centers. 

The administration r_eguested $81,435,­
ooo for the program which Includes these 
centers~ The .Appropriations Committee 
has recommended only $77,43:5,000, or 

$4 million less than the budget request. 
Thus, approval of this amendment would 
still leave the appropriation '$2 million 
under the budget. 

I am sure that my colleagues are fa­
miliar with the great value of the voca­
tional rehabilitation program. "'bls pro­
gram has restored many hundreds of 
thousands of badly injured persons to 
useful and happy lives. Last year alone, 
about 250,00{) persons were rehabilitated 
and placed in jobs. 

This is a program which pays for itself 
many times over by keeping the disabled 
from becoming welfare charges and by 
making taxpaying, productive workers of 
them. 'The economic return of this pro­
gram, solely Irom increased Federal in­
come taxes. is esti1Il1lted at $7 to $10 for 
each $1 spent. · 

The research and training centers, 
which would be aided by this amendment, 
provide the medical and technological 
backup to the :rehabilitation program. 
They also furnish a significant portion 
of the hlghly trained personnel needed 
to make the program work so well, pro­
viding rehabilltwon services to many 
patients at the same time. 

I should like to point out that the re­
ha.bilitatio.n research and training cen­
ter program was actually initiated by the 
Congress in 1961 in order to achieve a 
very special purpose. At that tlme, we 
were .concerned about the lack of inte­
gration and coordination among re­
search, training, and service programs to 
individuals~ We ther,efore conceived a 
program ,o.f research, training, and com­
munity .service to advance the cause of 
rehabilitation. 

I am pleased to .note that one of the 
first tw,o centers .supported under this 
program was in my State at the Vnlver­
slty .of Minnesota. There was established 
an excellent .collaborative clfort between 
the University and the Kenny Rehabili­
tation Institute. The objective o.f the 
center program was to cut the timela.g 
between discovery or research and the 
training of .future generations of prac­
titioners through an improved and viable 
service prDgram. Since those modest be­
ginnings less than :9 y.ears ago this pro­
gram has advanced to the point where 
there are 1.9 of our outstanding univer­
sities and rehabilitation .centers partici­
pating in a joint and mutually enforcing 
effort. 

We are all aware of the fact that there 
have been increases in costs on every 
hand and the research and training cen­
ter program is .no exception. Y.et, the 
$10,275,000 allotted to this program has 
been on dead center since Ure 1.96.8 iiseal 
year. According to the paiticipating in­
stitutions, inflation is starting the .re­
search and training center program on a 
precipitous downhin slide. Already I un­
derstand research activities in these pro­
grams have had to be cut back so that 
fewer research projects can be under­
taken. 

The number of participants in train­
ing has started to decline. In 1968, there 
were about 33,000 in training but this had 
declined to approximately 32.000 by 1969. 
A similar drop appears to have taken 
place in 1970 and 1971. It would appear 
as though there would be no recourse for 
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these centers in the 1972 fiscal year but 
to cut back further on their training ac­
tivities if additional funding is not made 
available. Such unwise retrenchment in 
research and training exacts a heavy toll 
in future years. 

One illustration of the serious shortage 
of trained personnel is that the State 
rehabilition agencies have indicated a 
1971 requirement for 12,000 additional 
counsellors. At present, we have only 5,-
600 in the 2-year training programs. 
Thus, we are turning out each year less 
than one-fourth of those needed by the 
States. 

The shortage of trained physicians is 
even worse. We have only 166 in graduate 
training programs, usually of 3 years' 
duration. And yet the need for additional 
physician personnel is estimated at 2,300 
for this year. 

I am sure that none of us wishes to be 
identified with a diminished effort in 
centers of excellence such as these. I feel 
that this program, which was created 
at the specific request of this body, is in 
serious jeopardy unless additional funds 
can be made available. 

One of the areas of research which 
will have to be cut back is that of spinal 
cord injuries. About 9,000 individuals 
who have such disabilities are receiving 
services under the State-Federal voca­
tional rehabilitation program. We have 
from 5,000 to 10,000 new cases each year 
and the majority of these are in the 
young adult age group, 18 to 25 years, 
mostly because of accidents. A life of 
productivity lies ahead for this group, 
but only if we can continue to develvP 
and expand the techniques and services 
needed by this group. 

It bas been well documented that such 
a program can save many times the cost 
of rehabilitation. We can ill afford to lose 
the potential for reaping this human and 
economic gain by reducing the capacity 
of our research and training centers to 
respond. 

This is but one example of what may 
well happen without additional funds. 
Therefore, I strongly urge the approval 
of this modest increase in funding for 
the research and training center pro­
gram of the Social and Rehabilitation 
Service. 

I ask unanimous consent that a list of 
these centers be printed in the RECORD. 

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

REHABILITATION RESEARCH AND TRAINING 
CENTERS 

New York University, New York. 
University of Minnesota, Minnesota. 
University of Washington, Washintgon. 
University of Southern California, Cali-

fornia. 
Emory University, Georgia. 
Tufts University, Massachusetts. 
Temple University, Pennsylvania. 
George Washington University, District o:f 

Columbia. 
University of Colorado, Colorado. 
University of Alabama, Alabama. 
University of Wisconsin, Wisconsin . 
University of Texas, Texas. 
Baylor University, Texas. 
University of Oregon, Oregon. 
University of Arkansas*, Arkansas. 

*Center includes both a university and a 
State or non-profit, private component. 

University of Pittsburgh •, Pennsylvania. 
West Virginia University•, West Virginia. 
New York University (special deaf cen-

ter), New York. 
Northwestern University, Illinois. 

I think the Senate is fully aware of 
the importance and value of the pro­
gram. Two ·basic arguments justify the 
'ncrease. First, the funding level for 
these 19 centers remained level for 3 
years. Inflation has sharply reduced the 
value of these programs. Second, some 
new centers have been added in the in­
terim. So, if we wish to keep the pro­
grams of these centers at their present 
levels, it will be necessary to increase 
the funds. That is the purpose of the 
amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, this 
represents 11 regular medical centers, 
one development medical center, three 
medical retardation centers, three voca­
tional rehabilitation centers, and one 
center for the deaf. 

They had to cut it back in 1970 due to 
the fact that, as we know, the Senate 
cut back the total budget. This was cut 
back. 

Mr. MONDALE. The Senator is cor­
rect. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. This brings it up 
to where they can operate. The com­
mittee accepts the amendment. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. PI·esident, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of 
the Senator from Texas <Mr. YAR­
BOROUGH) be added as a cosponsor of 
the amendment. 

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

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Min­
nesota. 

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

is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro­
posed, the question is on the engross­
ment of the amendments and third read­
ing of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill <H.R. 18515) was read the 
third time. 

Mr. JAVITS subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I would like to call attention 
of the Senate to a provision in the bill for 
a Cabinet committee on opportunities for 
Spanish-speaking people. This is a de­
sirable activity. The Senate committee, 
indeed, increased the appropriation from 
$537,000 to $675,000 over what the other 
body did. 

I want very much to express the need 
for seeing that, among the Spanish­
speaking people who are recognized as 
being in the care of the committee, Puer­
to Ricans should be an important 
element. They represent a significant 
element of the total Spanish-speaking 
people in our country. They are heavily 
concentrated in the New York area and 
other areas of the United States. They 
are extremely productive. Indeed, they 
are responsible for many industries, like 
the hotel industry, which, without them, 
could not function at all in my part of 
the country. 

I hope that the Chairman, Mr. Martin 
Castillo, who has testified on this par-

ticular matter, and who has also testified 
before us in other respects, may have 
that fact very much in mind. He has put 
together a staff under the appropriation 
bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, may I 
say to the Senator from New York that 
when we heard testimony on this matter 
we had present--and he also testified in 
the hearings-the Resident Commission­
er from Puerto Rico, who, as the Sen­
ator knows, is a very able and articulate 
person: Everybody, including the chair­
man and the other members of the com­
mittee, was agreed that they would do 
exactly what the Senator from New York 
has said. So I hope there is no question 
about what our intention was. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the clerk of the 
Senate be authorized to make any tech­
nical changes in the bill that are neces­
sary. There are one or two typographical 
errors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I want to 
call attention, so that the RECORD will 
show, to the fact that the Senate com­
mittee added to the bill $218,661,078, and 
that on the floor of the Senate, the Sen­
ate has added $168,550,000, in addition to 
what the House added and in addition to 
the President's request. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I had in­
tended to offer an amendment to H.R. 
18515, the Labor-HEW appropriation 
bill, which would have recommended a 
$3.5 million increase for child develop­
ment research under the Office of Child 
Development. 

As a cosponsor of amendment No. 1068 
offered by the distinglished senior Sen­
ator from New York <Mr. JAVITS) and 
others, and after consultation with oth­
er Senators I have decided to withhold 
the amendment because it appears that 
we have gone as far as we can this year 
to increase appropriations for the OEO 
section of the bill under which funds 
for child development research are pl·o­
vided. 

At this time, however, I ask unani- · 
mous consent that the statement which 
I would have made in introducing the 
amendment be printed in the RECORD. I 
would hope that the Congress will give 
this matter serious consideration when 
subsequent appropriations are consid­
ered. At that time I intend to support 
such efforts. . 

I ask unanimous consent that a state­
ment I had prepared for delivery on this 
matter may be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, Senator HAR­
Ris' ' statement was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD , as follows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HARRIS 

Mr. President, at present there are more 
than 55 million children in the United States 
under fourteen years of age. During the dec­
ade of the 70's it is estimated that there 
will be at least 4 million new births each 
year. Over 60 percent of the children under 
14 years live in metropolitan areas. During 
the 70's mothers of school and pre-school 
children are more likely to work than ever 
before. In 1960 twenty percent of the mothers 
of children under six years of age worked. 
In 1969 this number increased to thirty per-
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cent. Consequently, .i:t is expected tha.t .sub­
stantially more children under age six will 
be enrolled in some kind of da.y care or child 
development program during the 70's. Be­
tween 1964: and 1969 public .nursery schooJ. 
enrollments increased by 169 percent. More 
public pre-school programs were stan-ted 
during this period. 

Partially as a result of the increasiing .en­
rollment of children 1n pre-.school programs, 
many significant .and far-reaching tiisc.ovelies 
have been made about the learning, physical, 
emotional and social development of chll~ 
dren under .six.. This w.as especially true of 
disadvantaged children partlcipatlng ln the 
HeadstaTt program. For example, some of 
these activities led to studies which 'have 
shown that there is a very s1gntftcant rela­
tionship between nutritio.n .and pt"e-natal 
care and the learning a..biHty of a .child. We 
have learned that .maJ.nutrition in expectant 
mothers results in retarded fetal growth. 
Studies suggest that malnutrition, even in 
a. mild form a.nd tor a short period of time, 
1f present during a critical period, may pro­
duce Irrev-ersible brain. <lamage to a.n unborn 
child. 

DUJ'ing the pre-school years, the child be­
comes 1nereaslngly exposed to the commu­
nity bey.ond the home. Thia ts the eritical 
stage .In his development. Place of :resUien.ce 
and family eoo.nomics affect b1s health. cul­
tural enrlcbment~ and lea.rDlng. 

A child is constantly learning .. Hopefully, 
M 18 eurious, erea.tive. and mottvated by his 
learning experiences. But, too frequently our 
ed.ucatlonal system hinders the curtoatty and 
desire for learning. Moreover, the educational 
system is trequently UDable to compete effec­
tively with other .sources of lea.r:ni.ng which 
bold the interest of the .child. 

Despite numerous research efforts and ex­
perimental progr.am!l, f-ar too many children 
are still unable to read or solve simple 
arithmetic problems. For example, one out 
of seven elementary school children, more 
than one out of 'five pupHs 'fr'ODl low-income 
families. and up to one-half of .students in 
large !~chool systems have serious reading 
disabllities. 

While we .know that these disabilities are 
greatest among poor families. we don't know 
as mucb aa we need to about overcoming 
them. 

One resea.Teh project now belng conducted 
witb funds provided by the Oftlee {)f Chi14 
Development ts an .attempt 1:io measure the 
di.stortlOIUI built into intelligence and 
.achieYement tests, whlch penalize children 
of poor and minority backgrounds by testing 
not their true capacities but thell' familiar­
ity with middle-class culture. 

Another important ongoing research proJ­
ect is testing the tmpaet on ·Cbi'l.dren and 
their parents of dHferent types of .a.ay-car.e 
ceDtera-i!lome !located on industrial plant 
sites where mothers c.an leave thel:r chU­
dren nearby while they work; others located 
in neighborhood centers near res.tdences ot 
parents. The size of such centers, the num­
ber of cbildren cared for in e.acb~ the quali­
ties of eacb center and facilities provided, 
frequency of contact wlth parents during -the 
day, all have veryeritlcallmpUcations for the 
future of day care center.s .and cb1ld devel­
opment programs in this country. We simply 
need to know as much <8.8 we can about the 
effects o.n children of our .new, experimental 
programs before we commlt our.selves to 
the large investment I think is necessary 
in the day care and child development field, 
and that is what tbis researcb program is 
all about. 

.In its 197i budget th.e Office ot Child De­
velopment reque.sted f8.6 mUUo.n to conduct 
a number of .specific projects designed to 
study and develop new techniques !or .im­
proving t.he te.arnin_g process !or our chfldren. 
The amount -recommended by the Senate 
Appropriati~n Committee wou!d limit tb.e 

OCD's 1971 research to little more than halt 
o1 the projects it wollld like to conduct, the 
effect of which would. be a serious .setback for 
.chlld development raear.ch and important 
experimentation pr.oje.cts. 

The amendment I intended to offer would 
merely increase the Senate Appropriation 
Committee's figure by $3.5 million to the 
level originally requested by the omce of 
Child Development. This 1s .a very small 
amount, :and, without question the pwpo.ses 
for which it w1U be used are crucial to the 
e.arly educational development of .all Am~r1-
.can children. What better investment can 
we make than one which 1s concerned with 
the future development of generations £1! 
young Americans? 

Mr. President, I would hope that in the 
.future, this nation can have a program nf re­
.sea.rch and development which will place 
early chlldhood education on a more secure 
footing. 

Dr. Sheldon White, professor of educational 
psychology at Harvard University, in testi­
mony before the House Select Subcommittee 
on Education .st&ted "that there is a need 
for several .spee1fic stadies in the develop­
ment of early childhood educ:a.tion . . Among 
these he listed the .need f.or; 

1. Careful comparisons o! the effectiveness 
of different kinds of teaching techniques 
with different kinds of children. 

2. The development and te&tlng of proto­
type programs in ee.riy education. 

a. The orderly and .e1fective disBem!wl.tion 
of :successful prototypes into general use. 

4. Background activities .designed to .re­
cruit resource.s and personnel necessary to 
.such development. 

In the field of early childhood or pre­
school educatioa, many questions have gone 
unanswered. .For example. what teclmiques 
.can be used ;to release And enhance creative 
expression by a child and engage him in. the 
creative process. How do we det;e.rmtne 
whether .a child has learned to read? Wbat 
are the effective stra-tegies tor teaching duter­
ent kinds o! cbildren to Tea.d:? How should 
the reaching of te.achers be .changed 'tel> better 
come to grips with the myths and realities 
of our educa-tional sy.s~m? What other 
health !actors hinder the learDing a:bWty of 
the child? 1 submit tha.t these ar~ but a few 
of tbe long list of que.s-tions whicb must be 
answ~ed if all are to begin to e:IIectlvely 
<leal 'with thia problem. 

Mr. President, those pe.rsons Tesponslble 
for educational and soeial development of 
our children say that ftv.e mlllio.n doll.ara 1s 
too small .an amount to invest in child devel­
opment research. This .amount J.n DO wa.y 
.shows a .commitment by thia government :to 
seriously work wlth :a.nd confront the im­
mense problems of pre-scbool education. W.e 
ean do mm"e. We must do more now. The 
.edueatlona.l devel()}!)ment of millions .of 
young Amerlca.ns 1s not the kind of t-hing 
that we can .afford to postpone Wl:tll a more 
convemeDt time. Now 1a the time to begin. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I would like 
to congratulate Senator MAGN11SON. 
chairman of the Appropriations Sub­
committee on Health, · Education, and 
Welfare, for the leadership he has given 
in the critical area of health manpower. 

The figures on shortages of health 
manpower are well known. The Nation 
needs an additional 50,000 doctors and 
an additional 1'00,!()00 nurses. · 

Funds for health manpower programs 
as reported by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee go a long way to correct in­
adequate budget requests in this area. 

When I testified on health manpower 
needs in June, I listed the following gaps 
between demand, authorizations, and 
budget Tequests for critical health man­
power programs. 

Loans for medical students: demand, 
$43 million~ authoriZation, $35 million; 
budget request, $12 million . 

Loans f<>r student nurses: demand, $27 
mllllon~ authorization, $21 million; 
budget request, :$9.6 million. 

Institutional support! authorization, 
$168 million; budget request, $113 mil-
lion. · 

And here is what the Senate Appro­
priations Committee recommends: $33.5 
million for medical student loans~ $21 
million for student nurse loans; and $127 
million for aid to medical and dental 
schools. 

Again, the committee in general and 
Senator MAGNU'SON in particular are to 
be congratulated for acting to meet a 
serious need. 

In addition, I was pleased to note that 
the committee recommended an increase 

· Df $40 million over the budget TeQuest 
for Community Mental Health Center 
stamng grants. 'This will enable some of 
the centers to be opened in the near fu­
ture to receive stamng money this year. 

It is my hope that the Senate wiD give 
strong support to these increases so that 
our conferees will be in as strong a posi­
tion as possible 1n conference. 

There is one budget item under health 
manpower whieh I believe should be in­
creased over the committee recommen­
dations . 

That item is the .appropriation .for 
Federal support for graduate schools of 
public health. 

The admlntstration. requested and the 
House approved a total of $1-6.4 mtllJ.on 
for public health traineeships and insti­
tutlonal support, which is a cut .of $1 
mlllion from appropriations for fiscal 
years 1969 and 1970. 

To put the situati<>n in its eorrect per­
speetiv:e, not 6nly was the budget request 
tor less than funding levels for the 2 pre­
vious years, but since 1969 two additional 
schools of public health have been ac­
credited, and other new schools are 
planned for Alabama, IDinois, Missouri, 
and Ohio. 

The need for new schools is clear for a 
shortage of trained pttblic health""' man­
power exists. Congress recognized that 
shortage when it increased authoriza­
tions for these items from '$26 million ·for 
fiscal year 1970 to $31 million for fiscal 
year 1971 . 

Yet, in face of that need, the budget 
request was for less than half the au­
thorization. 

While the Senate Appropriations Com­
mittee has recommended an increase of 
$1 million, I have cosponsored an amend­
ment to increase that recommendation 
by $3 million to $20,471,000. 

This increase is particularly important 
in view of the likelihood that what the 
Senate approves will be reduced in con­
ference. 

I urge approval of this amendment. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, 1 should like 

to take a few moments at this point to 
lend my support to the appropriations 
proposals for the Department of Health, 
Education. and Welfare which have been 
reported by the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations in the Labor-HEW bill. 
Although this measure contains increases 
over administration .requests, it repre-
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sents a determined effort to arrive at a 
reasonable balance between real and 
pressing needs in the multiple areas 
within the Department's jurisdiction and 
the equally significant requirement for 
fiscal responsibility in congressional ac­
tion. In fact, it appears that this bill 
reaches the absolute limits to which the 
Congress can provide realistic and pru­
dent funding for the many worthwhile 
and highly valuable programs adminis­
tered by the Department. 

Of particular interest to my State is 
the section to provide nearly $9 million 
in project grants for 35 hospitals and 
related facilities currently under con­
struction or being modernized. More than 
$1.1 million of these funds will go for 
seven hospitals and health institutions in 
Kansas. It should be pointed out that all 
the projects covered by this section were 
begun under previous Hill-Burton grants, 
and this appropriation is a recognition 
of the need to allow these projects to be 
continued. 
. Another aspect of the bill which stands 
out in its importance is the section pro­
viding for expanded Mental Health Cen­
ter staffing which is of particular con­
cern to many States which are imple­
menting community mental health pro­
grams to better serve the needs of their 
citizens in this important field. The com­
mittee added more than $20 million to 
the House provision for this area. Also 
important is the provision for $5.9 mil­
lion for the hospital improvement pro­
gram for mental health institutions. An 
increase of $400,000 over the 1970 appro­
priation. In Kansas, the broad and wide­
ly acclaimed State mental hospital pro­
gram would stand to benefit f~om this 
increase. 

Mr. President, as the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT­
TON) pointed out on Wednesday, this bill 
is not perfect. It is, however, the prod­
uct of the best efforts of the committee 
to put together a workable and respon­
sible funding program under, admittedly, 
severe budgetary restrictions. 

It is indeed tempting to overstep finan­
cial limitations when dealing with pro.­
grams to benefit the young, the old, the 
mentally and physically ill, and all those 
who are potential victims of accident, 
disease and misfortune. But in the best 
interest of all Americans, the resources 
of the Federal Government and the 
viability of the national economy, the 
line must be drawn firmly and held. The 
Committee on Appropriations, especially 
the Senator from Washington <Mr. MAG­
NUSON) and the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. CoTTON), are to be com­
mended for their diligence and dedica­
tion in preparing this bill and attempt­
ing to see that the most equitable, effec­
tive, and appropriate allocating of funds 
have been made. I am pleased to support 
this bill. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi­
dent, I want to take this opportunity to 
compliment the able chairman of the 
Labor-HEW Apropriations Subcommit-

. tee, the distinguished senior Senator 
from Washington <Mr. MAGNUSON), for 
his consistent dedication and service. As 
a member of the subcommittee respon­
sible for this $19 billion appropriations 
bill, I continue to be impressed with our 

chairman's complete grasp of one of the 
most complex of all bills. His leadership 
was much valued by all the subcommittee 
members, as was the able assistance of 
.the distinguished ranking minority mem­
ber, the senior Senator from New Hamp­
shire (Mr. COTTON) . 

During the consideration of the entire 
bill, the members of the subcommittee 
always kept in mind the need for fiscal 
responsibility, especially during the cur­
rent inflationary period. Yet, as the com­
mittee report indicates, we could not 
agree with the administration's limited 
budget requests when the health and 
medical care of Americans are concerned. 
The Nation's biomedical research, health 
care, and health manpower programs 
must be properly maintained and funded. 

Mindful of this goal, I supported the 
amendments recommended by the com­
mittee which increased appropriations 
in these areas, particularly for the re­
search institutes of the National Insti­
tutes of Health. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Nevada <Mr. BIBLE) and I sponsored two 
amendments. The first amendment in­
creases the appropriations for the Na­
tional Heart and Lung Institute to $203,­
,479,000-$25 million over the House­
passed bill, and $31.7 million over the 
administration's budget estimates. The 
second amendment increases the appro­
priations for the National Institute of 
Neurological Diseases and Stroke to 
$115,807,000-$15 million over the House­
passed bill, and $18.8 million over the 
administration's budget request. 

The increase in funding for the Na­
tional Heart and Lung Institute would 
allow the Institute .to intensify its re­
search activities for the prevention, early 
diagnosis, and treatment of acute and 
chronic respiratory diseases. This is of 
particular interest to West Virginians, 
because of the incidence of pneumoco­
niosis-commonly known as black lung­
and silicosis. In addition, lung ailments 
in our urban areas are rapidly increas­
ing as a result of air pollution and other 
environmental hazards. 

The amendment offered by Mr. BIBLE 
and me would also provide additional 
funds for arteriosclerosis centers and 
programs for research on hypertension; 
for cardiovascular research; and for the 
improvement of transfusion methods, 
storage, and utilization of the Nation's 
limited supply of human blood. 

The amendment which Senator BIBLE 
and I offered to provide a $15 million in­
crease over the House allowance for the 
National Institute of Neurological Dis­
eases and Stroke would be used to 
develop 10 additional clinical strol;:e 
centers, expand the activities of the 17 
existing centers, and support training 
programs. I feel that this additional ex­
penditure is needed. It has been esti­
mated that some 2 million Americans are 
vict~ms of strokes annually, and that 
strokes prove fatal to about 200,000 
Americans each year. 

Additional funds would be effectively 
used in the study and treatment of dis­
orders that attack the brain and central 
nervous system. Work is now being done 
in the study of head and spinal cord in­
JUries, communicative disorders, neuro­
logical and sensory ailments, and L-

Dopa followup treatment. Some 20 
percent of all hospital admissions suffer 
from such ailments. 

Mr. President, in addition to accepting 
these two amendments, the committee 
also recommended increased funding for 
many ot the other NIH research. 
institutes. 

The National Cancer Institute contin­
ues to make progress as it studies the 
relationships between viruses and the 
various forms of cancer. Research into 
the prevention and treatment of this fa­
tal disease should be made a primary 
national pnority. The committee rec­
ommended an increase of $33 million 
over the budget estimate and $8 million 
over the House bill. 

The National Institute of Environmen­
tal Health Sciences' purpose is to iden­
tify the health problems posed by our 
manmade environment, and to suggest 
preventive and therapeutic measures. 
One needs only to spend a day in any 
one of our major urban cities to realize 
the importance that this institute is to 
our future. The impending environmen­
tal health problems are monumental, 
and if we are to leave a suitable environ­
ment for our children, we must be well 
aware of the dangers of environmental 
toxicology, respiratory diseases, and 
aerosol pollutants posed by poor envi­
ronmental management. 

Mr. President, I have mentioned just 
a few activities funded by this bill. All 
of them are urgently needed. The impor­
tance of proper health must not be 
downgraded. These additional appropri­
ations deserve the full support of the 
Senate. 

COMMITMENT TO RESEARCH 
UNDER PENDING BILL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
most important aspect of the present bill 
under consideration is the amounts ap­
propriated for medical research under 
the auspices of the National Institutes 
of Health. Over the past several years, 
I have taken particular interest in the 
sponsorship of research by the various 
Federal agencies, but particularly that 
sponsored by the Department of Defense. 
I have never questioned the caliber of 
the work being sponsored by the De­
fense Department; at times I have raised 
questions about the legitimacy of the 
sponsorship and have offered proposals 
that were designed to stimulate a shift of 
the sponsorship to a more appropriate 
agency. A particular case in point is the 
type of research mentioned in a letter I 
received from a member of the faculty 
of the Jefferson Medical College of 
Philadelphia. For many years his re­
search has been sponsored by Defense, 
and I am sure it is research of the high­
est caliber. Recently, he has been in­
formed that this research will be termi­
nated. 

I bring this case to the attention of 
the Senate to illustrate the very im­
portant need for high level coordination 
to assure the orderly transition from 
Defense to the civilian agencies. The 
amount of moneys appropriated to the 
Defense Department for basic research 
bas been reduced over the past year, and 
i: ani sure will b~ reduced this coming 
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year. However, for the Federal Govern­
ment to act in a responsible manner, the 
civilian Federal agencies that sponsor 
basic research should have their budgets 
increased at least by an amount reduced 
from the Department of Defense. In fact, 
the amounts should also reflect the loss 
of the research purchased because of 
inflation. 

I wish to commend the distinguished 
chairman (Mr. MAGNUSON) and the 
ranking member (Mr. CoTTON) and the 
members of the full Appropriations Com­
mittee in this matter for increasing rec­
ommended appropriations for the NIH 
over and above those originally budgeted 
so that research of this basic nature 
can be maintained under their auspices. 
I note that the committee has recom­
mended $33 million be added to the Na­
tional Cancer Institute and that $31.7 
million be added to the National Heart 
and Lung Institute and that $8 million 
be added to the National Institute of 
Arthritic and Metabolic Diseases. At the 
various other Institutes, other specific 
additions have been made detailing very 
thoughtful recommendations for addi­
tional sponsorship of research under the 
NIH. At a time when we are hearing of 
increasing difficulties of the Nation's 
medical schools and a genuine threat 
that many might have to close their 
doors because of financial difficulties, 
this money is well spent. What the coun­
try needs is more doctors, more and bet­
ter medical schools and better facilities 
for medical treatment; not fewer doc­
tors, less medical emphasis. 

A few months ago I prepared a state­
ment for Mr. DADDARio's Subcommittee 
on Science, Research, and Development, 
wherein in part I implored the New Of­
fice of Management and Budget to as­
sume a more vigorous responsibility for 
assuring the viability o.f our research fa­
cilities. I believe that the additional rec­
ommendations in this bill for basic re­
search at the various institutes at the 
NIH are perfect ex&niples of money well 
spent and reallocation of resources 
through the civilian sector which might 
otherwise have been channeled through 
the Defense Department. 

I would hope that the additional 
moneys recommended by our commit­
tee and earlier by the House of Repre­
sentatives will be expended so that the 
great pressures on the research commu­
nity in this country will be alleviated. 
This is not the place to save money. This 
is the money that will save lives. 

Again I wish to commend the chair­
man and the ranking member and all 
Members of the Senate and the House 
who have supported these increases and 
implore the new budget bureau to as­
sume its responsibility for permitting 
expenditures of these moneys. 
· I ask unanimous consent that a state­
ment by me made before the House 
Committee on Science, Research, and De­
velopment be incorporated at this point 
in the RECORD. 

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

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MIKE MANSFIELD 
I have been asked to comment on the 

government's role regarding the support of 
research. I appreciate this invitation by the 

Chairman of the Subcommittee on Science, 
. Research and Development. Specifically, I 
suppose the question really is whether ade­
quate government support of science can be 
carried on if there is a permanent shift away 
from the role of the military in the conduct 
of research. What must be considered is the 
relationship of the Department of Defense 
and other mission agencies to the matter of 
research; what part research plays in their 
overall functions and as a related matter, 
whether strong ties should be continued be­
tween the Pentagon and our universities. The 
answer to these questions by and large 
will determine this nation's entire science 
policy for the years ahead. 

At the outset I should say that the quality 
of life on earth tomorrow will be determined 
in large part by the measure of the scientific 
r-esearch undertaken today. There is thus a 
significant public responsibility to sponsor 
research in the various scientific disciplines 
and to keep the way clear to follow up on 
new discoveries. Determining the emphasis, 
however, is a most delicate responsibility. 
To a great extent the emphasis is determined 
by the size of the resource devoted to the 
various disciplines. 

Since the end of World War II, the Gov­
ernment's contribution to research, devel­
opment and the supporting facilities has 
reached nearly $200 billion. Where and by 
whom that money was spent has determined 
not only the science policy of this nation but 
the entire emphasis in science education and 
training. During this time well over half o! 
the government's contribution to science has 
been channeled through the Department of 
Defense. It must be clearly understood that 
most of this money purchased research of 
the highest quality. However, not nearly so 
clear is the rationale that dictated that the 
Department of Defense should be the prin­
cipal sponsoring agency for much of this 
vital research. 

For the past 25 years the Pentagon has 
sponsored research in almost every scientific 
discipline imaginable. From th-e most esoteric 
examinations of ornithology to the study of 
broad social movements in foreign countries, 
the Pentagon has run the gamut in its re­
search endeavors. By necessity, therefore, the 
Pentagon assumed a significant role in deter­
mining the nation's science policy. The de­
sirability of such a large role for this mission 
agency is the basic issue confronting us. 

It is not difficult to understand how we got 
where we are today. The phenomenon of 
channeling so much of our research money 
through the Defense Department developed 
over the years not only from normal bureau­
cratic urges to grow but because the science 
community and the Congress acquiesced in 
that growth. So the question is not how we 
got here. It is why. To put it simply: Why 
should the Defense Department be the prin­
cipal government agency through which is 
funded the federal research that has no ap­
parent relationship to the security needs of 
this' nation? 

To reply by saying that the research com­
munity has found that funds simply were 
more readily available at the Defense Depart­
ment rather than at other civillan agencies 
states a fact. But it is not an answer. Nor is 
it sufficient to say that Pentagon requests for 
funds receive less Congressional scrutiny 
than those requested by non-military agen­
cies. Too often in the past the prevailing at­
titude has been expressed by the question: 
Are we giving you enough? Perhaps it should 
have been: Why do you need so much? In 
part the historical answer lies in the fact 
that the cloak of national security lined with 
the international threat of communism sim­
ply prevented a close scrutiny of Defense re­
quests including requests for research and 
development. In part, the answer is that De­
fense spending requests became so large that 
even billions for research and development 
seemed dwarfed. As a result the scientific 
community came to rely upon the immunity 

of Defense funding from close scrutiny and 
occasional budgeting squeezes. For years De­

.fense funding provided a very stable source 
of research money. It was the easiest path 
for the research community to follow. 

It wasn't long before many of the most 
able members of the science community 
gravitated to this source of funds. It became 
apparent, too, that although only a rela­
tively small fraction of the federal research 
dollar was spent on university campuses, 
that money was very important to those 
universities in maintaining their status. The 
sal.aries paid by the research grant paid in 
effect the salary of the faculty member and 
a good share of the institution's overhead as 
well. The universities were not prepared to 
accept direct subsidies for fear of losing their 
autonomy-but they were apparently pre­
pared to accept such a dependence indirect­
ly with no questions asked. 

Two years ago during Senate debate on 
the Defense appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1969, I offered an amendment which 
would hav-e limited the payment of indirect 
costs for a research grant or project to 25 
percent of the direct costs.1 From my prep­
aration for this measure and subse­
quent debate, I saw the grave financial 
difficulties faced by your universities today 
and noted the disturbingly heavy depend­
ence of virtually a.ll of our leading univer­
sities upon hidden subsidy via indirect costs. 
A total of 620 academic institutions in fiscal 
year 1968 received federal support fo~ re­
search and development totalling $1.4 bil­
lion. Of this the Department of Defense 
accounted for $243 million and the Nation­
al Science Foundation, $212 million. This 
money largely benefited only a few institu­
tions. The top 100 accounted for 87 percent, 
or $1.2 billion.2 Even under the limitation of 
my amendment, these top 100 would have 
received $300 million for indirect costs; 
money that the individual scientists would 
never see but which would go into general 
university funds. 

0! this, in turn, 20 percent would have 
come from the military appropriations. And 
since overhead charges by many institutions 
were higher than the 25 percent limit I pro­
posed, the Defense Department in 1968 was 
supplying more than $60 million to the 
indirect cost accounts of leading universi­
ties. Under these circumstances, I concluded 
th-at the situation was most unhealthy. To 
better gua.ge the ramifications of the fed­
eral subsidy to universities through over­
head payments, I wrote to Philip Handler, 
then Chairman of the National Science 
Board and now President of the National 
Academy of Sciences. In a frank reply, he 
pointed out that of $1,671 mlllion of federal 
funds for research at universities for fiscal 
year 1967, only about $426 mil11on were 
utllized to support research in the most im­
mediate sense. The remainder found its way 
into institutional funds and departmental 
funds.a 

Subsequently the N-ational Science Board 
proposed to the President that this situation 
of a hidden and unhealthy subsidy be cor­
rected through g·rants to the universities 
so that future proposals for research would 
need cover only the direct and out-of-pocket 
costs of the work. I hope that the silence 
which greeted this recommendation within 
the Executive Branch will not be permanent 
and that Congi"ess will assess its practica­
bllity as a way to establish more honest re-

1 CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, vol. 114, pt. 22, p. 
29332. 

2 "Federal support of research and develop­
ment at universities and colleges and select­
ed nonprofit institutions, fiscal year 1968." 
National Science Foundation report NSF 69-
33, 1969, pp. 3 & 14. 

a For the text of Mr. Handler's letter, see 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 114, pt. 22, pp. 
29338-29339. 
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lations between the universities and the 
agencies of the federal government that 
fund on-campus research and higher edu­
C!lltion. 

A contributing reason for the expansion 
of defense interests into almost eS~Ch imagin­
!lible field of research in my opinion is the 
past and present in!lldequate information 
about what kind of research is being done 
by whom and where. 
It has often occurred to me, and to other 

Members of Congress, that because many 
federal departments and agencies fund so 
many research projects, there is a real .pos­
sibility of overlap and duplication simply 
because "the word" does not pass between 
federal research administrators. Note that I 
am not speaking of research that one scien­
tist deliberately carries out to confirm or 
refute the discovery of another, for this is 
an essential part of the scientific process. 
Rather, I have been and am still concerned 
with the probabllity that needless and un­
witting duplication of work occurs which 
could be minimized if scientists and admin­
istrators had a. current, reliable and com­
plete source of information about who is do­
ing what research with federal funds. So I 
asked the agencies to supply me with a list 
of current research projects. Having little 
success with the direct request, I arranged 
for the Bureau of the Budget to ask the 
agencies to comply.~ When all of the replies 
finally trickled in, it was evident that what­
ever the agency project information systems 
may be, they are simply incapable of readily 
providing summary information on research. 
Eight departments and agencies :finally re­
sponded. Five separate replies were sent by 
Defense and six by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, bringing the 
total number of project information readouts 
to 17. Eight replies appeared to be printouts 
of computer systems, with the rest manually 
prepared. Two defense agencies submitted 
computer products and three manual ones. 
Later it was reported to me informally that 
project information had been taken from the 
computer-based systems, edited and put back 
in before being printed out for transmittal. 
Three of the agencies of HEW and four other 
agencies used the science classification sys­
tem specified by the Bureau of the Budget 
in its Circular A-46. The remainder employed 
their own systems !or identifying :fields of 
science. The system used by the National 
Science Foundation, presumably the lead 
agency for federal information on science and 
technology, was different from that specified 
by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Parenthetically, considering the many 
computers and elaborate information sys­
tems of government agencies, this simple re­
quest should not have prOduced the admin­
istrative convulsions that it did. The ad­
ministrative entanglement indicated to me 
that eS~Ch department goes its own way in 
research with little attention to that funded 
by others. There simply does not exist a sys­
tem capable of quickly and easily informing 
research administrators in one department of 
what research of potential interest or use to 
them is currently funded by another federal 
agency. While coffee-break exchanges among 
scientists have their value, they are not an 
adequate substitute. It is well over a year 
since I inquired into this matter. Yet the 
OIDce of Science and Technology has not de­
cided what current information about re­
search projects should be collected, who 
should do the collecting, how it should be 
collected and who can have S~Ccess to it. Per­
haps we need some one to tackle this issue 
with the ,...igor of past efforts when the relat::l 
question of cataloging and making available 
the results of research already done was ex-

4 Cf. Bureau of the Budget Bulletin No. 
69-8, dated December 3, 1968, Subject: List­
ings of Federal Government contrS~Cts and 
grants for support of research. 

haustively considered. Perhaps the reorga­
·nized Office of Management and Budget can 
give this a. priority among its management 
functions. 

My experience in trying to get current in­
formation on research confirmed yet again 
my observation that bureaucracies must 
often be kept after to obtain improvements 
in the administration of government-funded 
research. These improvements are all the 
more necessary in a time when the dominant 
question has changed from. "What can we 
spend our increasing research appropria­
tions on?" to "How can we best spend the 
available appropriations for research?" 

In this connection, to overcome the inertia, 
to get out of comfortable, well-worn ruts 
sometimes require heroic measures. 

It was during the Senate's appropriation 
hearings in 1968 that I asked Dr. Foster of 
the Defense Department about duplication 
of research and about the relation of Defense­
sponsored research, particularly its basic 
research, to that of other agencies. It was 
abundantly clear in his response that the 
Pentagon then believed all :fields of science 
and technology were open to it, that it saw 
no inconsistency in funding basic research 
in fields already funded by civil agencies, 
and that all research projects it sponsored 
were somehow relevant to Defense needs. The 
Defense Department was adamant in its 
position that it must continue the full spec­
trum of research then being undertaken, 
even though by definition the outcome of 
much such research can neither be predicted 
nor its possible relevance to military science 
known. This testimony reinforced the con­
viction that research funded by the military 
appropriations had built up a.n enormous 
momentum, and thlllt only the most forceful 
efforts by Congress could effect change in the 
direction of rechanellng federal responsibility 
for the funding of basic research. At the time, 
it seemed clear that there was not a. national 
policy that viewed the nation's long-term 
interests. What to do about it was another 
question. 

During the fioor debate on the mill tary 
authorization blll (PL 91-121) for fl.scal year 
1970, I added a. rider which appeared as 
Section 203. It reads as follows: 

"None of the funds authorized to be 
appropriated by this Act may be used to 
carry out any research project or study 
unless such project or study has a direct or 
apparent relationship to a. specific military 
function or operation." 

That provision became law and the same 
provision now appears as Section 204 of the 
military authorization bill reported to the 
Senate for :fiscal year 1971, but does not 
appear in the bill reported in the House. 

I believe Section 203 is a necessary and 
practicable step towards the goals of reduc­
ing the heavy dependence of American sci­
ence that has built up since the early 1950's. 
Properly and imaginatively administered, it 
can also lead to a. strengthening and a. re­
building of the foundation for the future of 
much of American science. 

The intent of the provision is clear. It is 
a mandate to reduce the research commu­
nity's dependence on the Defense Depart­
ment when it appears that the investigation 
under consideration could be sponsored more 
reasonably by a civilian agency. After all, the 
National Science Foundation was created by 
Congress back in 1950 specifically to chan­
nel federal funds into basic research. Since 
its creation, it has been the· orphan child of 
the federal government's science policy. Since 
1955 NSF has been given $2 blllion to sponsor 
basic research. During this same period, Pen­
tagon spending has been $3 billion on this 
same type of research; it has spent 50% more 
for the fundamental investigations-in addi­
tion to the many billions on advanced re­
search and development of specific mUltary 
needs-than has the agency set up for this 
sole purpose. 

The addition of Section 203 to the military 
authorization law thus sought to set in mo­
tion a realignment. The language was inten­
tionally imprecise in an effort to afford the 
Executive Branch an opportunity to start a 
process that would lead to the transfer of 
resources from the Defense Department to 
the civilian agencies-primarily to the Na­
tional Science Foundation. 

Clearly, Congress does not exist to oper­
ate the daily workings of the Executive. By 
law, however, Congress does have a respon­
sibility together, with the President, to es­
tablish broad policies. Congress has a. right 
to assume that policies so established will 
be followed. Much progress has already been 
made since Section 203 became law in the 
face of the resistance that has lingered in 
some quarters. The authorization for NSF 
funding for this coming fiscal year has 
been increased by about $75 million over 
last year. By comparison, this year the De­
fense Department's share of basic research 
funds will be $50 million less than that of 
the National Science Foundation. 

By no means, however, does Section 203 
intend to cut off the Defense Department 
from research that it needs. It is neither 
anti-military nor anti-research. Whether 
the language chosen is Interpreted strictly 
or loosely, it is hoped that the ultimate re­
sult of this whole endeavor will be a. con­
tinued high level of basic research funding 
by the federal government. Hopefully, we 
will see in the near future that the civilian 
agencies under the leadership of the Na­
tional Science Foundation will develop as 
the primary source for these research funds. 
The responsibility of the civilian agencies 
to fund an appropriate share of basic re­
search is in no way diminished by Section 
203. The Pentagon will continue to have 
a. responsibility for research-even basic re­
search, one that allows those entrusted with 
military defense to maintain a full and nec­
essary exchange with the researchers a.t the 
frontiers of science. The role of the Defense 
Department in sponsoring basic research, 
however, is intended to be incidental rather 
than predominant. 

Turning now to the DoD response to Sec­
tion 203, I believe that the review of re­
search by DoD could have benefited from 
guidance and criteria issued by its top man­
agement. That did not happen. Instead, all 
that the Defense Department did was to 
send a memorandum to its constituent agen­
cies informing them of Section 203 and 
telling them to comply. 

When I inquired of DoD about their fol­
low-through on this provision, Deputy Sec­
retary of Defense Packard replied in part 
that the Department had contS~Cted the Na­
tional Academy of Sciences and invited them 
to consider carrying out an examination of 
all projects which might be affected. I 
thought this a constructive idea and wrote 
to Dr. Handler on December 5, 1969, to sup­
port this participation by the Academy. To 
my disappointment, Dr. Handler replied on 
December 12 that he must decline to involve 
the National Academy of Sciences directly 
in the review. He did volunteer to offer the 
Academy for any follow-up review. More im­
portant, he agreed it would be useful for the 
Academy to do two things. First, to formu­
late principles which might guide the ad­
ministrS~tion o! Section 203. Second, to un­
dertake a. projection of the implications and 
consequences of Section 203 with respect to 
the future of federal research policy and 
the national welfare. While I did not ask the 
Academy to do so then, experience with Sec­
tion 203 indicates that it should do so now. 

To date, there have been differences in ap­
plication within the Department of Defense. 
On the one hand, for example, the Advanced 
Projects Research Agency asserts that none 
of its projects fail the test of Section 203, 
even though the General Accounting Office 
has singled out some as questionable in 
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terms of this legislation and as more properly 
supportable by the State Department than 
by military appropriations. On the other 
hand, the Department of the Air Force has 
seized upon Section 203 to terminate re­
search funded from appropriations prior to 
fiscal year 1970, with the excuse that they 
were carrying out the "Mansfield" philoso­
phy.5 

Of the 6,600 research projects that were re­
viewed, 220 were found affected by Section 
203 which involved fiscal year 1970 funds 
totalling $8.8 m1llion. This is about 4 percent 
of the $223 million that DoD obligated during 
this fiscal year for research at colleges and 
universities, and less than 1 percent of the 
$1,295 million of federal funds for university 
research and development estimated by the 
Bureau of the Budget for fiscal year 1970. 

By comparison, the general tightening o! 
the Defense research budget for fiscal year 
1970 caused a reduction of $64 million, not­
withstanding Section 203. 

Recently, the Secretary of the Air Force 
testified that approximately 7 percent of the 
research projects, representing 3 percent of 
the Air Force research program, failed to pass 
Section 203. In comparison, tightening funds 
required a cut of over 10 percent. 

Of course, Section 203 goes beyond the 220 
projects immediately affected. Research proj­
ects funded from prior years' funds that do 
not meet the test of this legislation will be 
affected as they come up for renewal. The 
Comptroller General was unable to provide 
us with an estimate of the number of projects 
in this category or their total funding. None­
theless, in my judgment, such projects should 
continue to their normal expiration, which 
will provide time for coordinated review by 
the Department of Defense with the civil 
agencies and for leadership and initiatives 
from the Office of Science and Technology. 
Despite its limited reaction to date, I stm 
look to the Office of Science and Technology 
to provide the leadership necessary so that 
research affected by Section 203 which should 
be continued in the national interest will 
have a fair chance at the available basic re­
search funds. 

All that is required under Section 203 is 
relevance, which is not a dirty word as some 
critics of the Section sometimes seem to sug­
gest. Relevance does not preclude agencies 
from funding basic research. Section 203 does 
not forbid the Defense Department from 
funding any and all research at colleges and 
universities. Had that been our purpose, we 
would have so written this legislation. What 
Section 203 does is to begin to close out a 
second and a backdoor National Science 
Foundation which has grown up in the De­
partment of Defense. 

It seems to me that the Defense Depart­
ment can readily identify and justify many 
fields of fundamental research about which 
enough is known to judge their relevance to 
defense needs now and in the foreseeable . 
future. Research funded in such fields as a 
result of announcement and publication of 
such DoD interests should produce proposals 
for research that would permit scientists to 
explore aspects of science which add to un­
derstanding in fields reasonably related to 
Defense needs. 

The idea of relevance is now new. I should 
think that the Science Adviser to the Presi­
dent would be well acquainted with the fol­
lowing statements that support the principle 
of relevance. 

First: "The Foundation shall be increas­
ingly responsible for providing support by 

5 In this letter to Rep. Daddario of June 
5, 1970, Secretary Seamans wrote of Section 
203: "We have attempted to meet the intent, 
as we understood it, rather than merely the 
letter of Section 203. Accordingly, we made 
no distinction between FY 70 or prior year 
fun ded research in our review .•.. " 

the federal government for general-purpose 
research through contracts and grants. The 
conduct and support by other federal agen­
cies of basic research in areas which are 
closely related to their missions is recogniza­
ble as important and desirable, especially in 
response to current national needs, and shall 
continue." 

Second: "Mission oriented governmental 
agencies do and should support much long­
range basic research, information from which 
is calculated to have a direct bearing on some 
aspect of their mission. . . . All mission 
oriented agencies need to be in close contact 
with the best and most advanced research 
which can apply to their problems." 

The first is from President Eisenhower's 
Executive Order No. 10521 of March 15, 1954, 
on scientific research. This order still stands. 
It was not rescinded by President Kennedy, 
by President Johnson or by President Nixon. 
The second comes from the recent advice to 
the President by his Task Force on Science 
Policy. 

Section 203 opened to the Administration 
a unique opportunity to set in motion a re­
balancing of the responsibilities of federal 
agencies for the funding of basic research. 
The section became law on November 19, 
1969. Yet the budget for fiscal year 1971 does 
not indicate that this opportunity has been 
taken. There is no indication of a shift of 
basic research unrelated to defense needs to 
the National Science Foundation or other 
agencies and, at the same time, a correspond­
ing reduction in Defense funding. 

In short, timely arrangements have not 
been made for orderly decisions pursuant to 
Section 203. I wrote last fall to the Director 
of the Budget Bureau and to the Cabinet 
officers of Departments and other agencies 
concerned on that point. The letters have 
had no appreciable effect. The Research Man­
agement Advisory Panel to your Subcommit­
tee recommended that the Section be admin­
istered so as to produce an orderly shift in 
sources of research support. What has hap­
pened to that recommendation? In the mean­
time, where is the contribution of the inter­
departmental system for coordination in re­
search to which reference is always made 
when Congress starts to talk about improv­
ing the administration of federal appropria­
tions for research? What has it done? 

All that is heard are requests for the aboli­
tion of Section 203. Indeed, there seems to 
be almost a w1llingness to risk the wreck 
of the whole DoD basic research program 
rather than take an innovative and imagina­
tive response to the law. Again, however, 
what may be involved is the built-in inertia 
of bureaucracy. 

To carry out the intent of Section 203 
will require new ventures in interagency 
coordination. That is the responsibility of 
the reorganized Bureau of the Budget and 
the Office of Science and Technology under 
the President. Thus far, unfortunately, the 
White House science office apparently sus­
tains the rigid opposition of the agencies 
to Section 203. That is most unfortunate 
because if there are to be improvements in 
coordination and a shift in the emphasis 
of federal policy with regard to support of 
basic research, it is going to take a joint 
effort by the President and the Congress. 

To sum it up: We are in dire need of a 
new national policy on the federal role in 
science. Whether technological progress de­
pends upon basic research is no longer an 
issue. That was agreed upon years ago; and 
I am sure it is the conviction of Congress 
that maintenance and hopefully growth in 
scientific activities are essential to the public 
welfare and the nation's future. But the 
policies of the 1950's and 1960's are not suit­
able for the already perplexing 1970's. Too 
much is at stake to depend upon fortune, 
upon luck, upon happenstance. Our policies 
must be soundly and thoughtfully conceived 
and guided. 

If the Executive Branch is thinking about 
policy in these terms, no evidence of it has 
yet appeared in the public press despite re­
cent inputs from the President's Task Force 
on Science Policy and the National Goals re­
search staff. 

I hope we can look to the scientific com­
munity for advice. Yet I recall that this com­
munity speaking through the National Acad­
emy of Sciences in 1965 was unable to answer 
the questions on how much money should be 
spent for researoh and how it should be di­
vided up. 

Recognizing the risk of oversimplifying, it 
would be my judgment that we can no longer 
rely for guidance upon an uncoordinated, 
unplanned collection of laws, orders, state­
ments, understandings, and traditions. These 
all have their place. But we must now bring 
them together, which is what the inquiry 
of the Subcommittee is all about. I would 
hope that the Subcommittee on Science, Re­
search and Development will continue its 
role of Congressional leadership and stimu­
late enough interest so that our leaders of 
government and science will sit down to­
gether and work out the principal outline 
and content of the kind of policy that is 
needed. It is up to Congress to assert its 
long-neglected responsib111ty and set forth a 
national policy for science. It is long overdue. 

PROGRAM 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, before 
the vote, I would like to ask the ma­
jority leader, for the benefit of the Sen­
ate, about the schedule for the remainder 
of today and Monday. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, there 
will be no further business today after 
the pending business is disposed of. After 
the pending business is disposed of, it is 
the intention of the joint leadership 
to lay before the Senate the drug bill, 
Calendar No. 1355, S. 3562, which I 
think has been worked out all around. 

That will be the order on Monday when 
we convene and we will be coming in at 
12noon. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN­
ATOR FANNIN ON MONDAY NEXT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the conclu­
sion of the Journal on Monday, the dis­
tinguished Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
FANNIN) be recognized for not to exceed 
15minutes. 

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

PROGRAM 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, that 
will be followed, beginning at 2 p.m., 
with debate on the television veto vote. 
It is expected-and this is tentative­
that following that we will take up Cal­
endar No. 1259, H.R. 18306, the financing 
of international organizations, Calendar 
1347, H.R. 8298, the barge mixing bill, 
and perhaps Calendar 1356, H.R. 471, the 
Taos Indian bill, and that also is tenta­
tive. Before Wednesday we hope to be 
able to finish all those bills. In connection 
with the class action for consumers, I 
had stated it · would come up next week 
but it will probably come up a week from 
Monday. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator. 
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND DE­
PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA­
TION, AND WELFARE APPROPRIA• 
TIONS, 1971 
The Senate continued with the consid­

eration of the bill <H.R. 18515) making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Labor Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on final passage. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back. The bill having 
been read the third time, the question is, 
Shall it pass? 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 

Senator from Alabama <Mr. ALLEN), the 
Senator from Indiana <Mr. BAYH), the 
Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. Donn), 
the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. GoRE), 
the Senator from Michigan <Mr. HART), 
the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE), 
the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG), 
the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. Mc­
CARTHY), the Senator from Wyoming 
<Mr. McGEE), the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the Senator 
from Georgia <Mr. RussELL), the Sen­
ator from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS). 
and the Senator from Maryland <Mr. 
TYDINGS) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, 1f present and 
voting, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH), the Senator from Ne­
vada <Mr. CANNON), and the Senator 
from Indiana <Mr. BAYH) would each 
vote "yea." 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FoNG), 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLD­
WATER), the Senator from Oregon <Mr. 
HATFIELD), the Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
SAXBE), and the Senator from Texas 
<Mr. TowER) are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Dlinois <Mr. PERCY) 
is absent on official business. 

The Senator from South Dakota <Mr. 
MUNDT) is absent because of illness. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Hawaii <Mr. FoNG), the Senator 
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sen­
ator from South Dakota <Mr. MUNDT), 
and the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
TowER) would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 78, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Baker 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Case 
Church 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Cranston 

[No. 393 Leg.} 

YEAS-78 
Curtis 
Dole 
Dominick 
Eagleton 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fulbright 
Goodell 
Gravel 
Griffi.n 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hartke 
Holland 

Hollings 
Hruska 
Hughes 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kennedy 
Magnuson 
MansAeld 
Mathias 
McClellan 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Mondale 

Montoya 
Moss 
Murphy 
Musl,tle 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 

Allen 
Bayh 
Bellm on 
Cannon 
Dodd 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Gore 

Prouty 
Proxmire 
Ribicotr 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stevens 

Stevenson 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak. 
Young, Ohio 

NAY&-0 

NOT VOTING-22 
Hart 
Hatfield 
Inouye 
Long 
McCarthy 
McGee 
Mundt 
Percy 

Randolph 
Russell 
Sax be 
Stennis 
Tower 
Tydings 

So the bill <H.R. 18515) was passed. 
The title was amended, so as to read: 

"An Act making apropriations for the 
Departments of Labor~ and Health, Edu­
cation, and Welfare, and related agen­
cies, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1971, and for other purposes." 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, for 
the information of Senators, because 
this could not be given before the vote, 
the total of the Senate bill is $19,-
239,514,078. This amount is $414,851,078 
over the House :figure and $480,137,078 
over the President's budget estimate. 
The total Senate increase amounted to 
$168,550,000. 

I move that the Senate insist upon 
its amendments, request a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
thereon, and that the Chair be author­
ized to appoint conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MAG­
NUSON, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. 
BIBLE, Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. 
HOLLAND, Mr. COTTON, Mr. CASE, Mr. 
FONG, Mr. BOGGS, and Mr. YOUNG Of 
North Dakota conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, once 
more the Senate must extend its deep 
appreciation to the distinguished senior 
Senator ~rom Washington (Mr. MAG­
NUSON) . As the able chairman of the 
Appropriations Subcommittee covering 
the Departments of Labor and Health. 
Education, and Welfare. 

Needless to say this responsibility en­
compasses some of the most vital pro­
grams in the area of human need. His 
tireless efforts have been indispensible 
to the existence of these programs. His 
enormous legislative skill and effective­
ness have assured their success. We are 
grateful. · 

The Senate is grateful as well to the 
distinguished senior Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. CoTTON) . His support 
and assistance, as always, were greatly 
appreciated. His splendid cooperation 
was indispensable to the success of this 
funding measure. 

Noteworthy as well were the contribu­
tions of the distinguished senior Senator 
from New York <Mr. JAVITS), the distin­
guished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
NELSON) the distinguished Senator from 
California (Mr. CRANSTON), and the dis­
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
HARRIS). They, and many other Senators 
offered their own strong and sincere 
views to assure a provocative and most 
productive discussion. 

All Senators may share in this suc­
cess. It represents an outstanding 
achievement. Especially am I grateful 
for the splendid cooperation exhibited by 
allMember-4. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug­
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

THE PRESIDENT'S FAMILY 
ASSISTANCE PLAN 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, there have 
been reports as recently as today that 
the President is losing liberal support 
for the proposed family assistance plan, 
and that a number of liberal Senators 
may vote against the administration's 
proposed program-in whatever form it 
may be considered on the :floor. 

Historically. the confluence of circum­
stances is such that it may prove to be a 
chance for putting a :floor under welfare 
and making it a national responsibility, 
which if missed, may not recur again 
for a decade. 

The family assistance plan, as pro­
posed by the administration, clearly falls 
short of the fullest reform that may be 
accomplished, but we must not overlook 
its attributes while seeking to eliminate 
its shortcomings. It is, in fact, the first 
proposal to establish a basic Federal cash 
":floor" for substantial numbers of the 
poor, to extend coverage to the working 
poor. to alleviate the fiscal burden of the 
States and the cities, and to provide sub­
stantial amounts for child care. 

Mr. President. it would be ironic, in­
deed, if at this historic moment those 
liberal forces that have brought us to the 
threshold of welfare reform were to fall 
apart, missing this, perhaps the sole op­
portunity in the coining years, to effect a 
basic and needed reform. 

I cannot stand by and watch a proposal 
of such historic significance go down the 
drain either at the hands of those who 
regard it as providing too much or at the 
hands of those who view it as providing 
too little. · 

It is deplorable-but a reality never­
theless-that it appears easier to take a 
step on the moon than to take one solid, 
meaningful step on behalf of the 24.4 
million poor, who through no fault of 
their own are unable to provide for 
themselves. 

We must make every effort to make 
the step for welfare reform a big one­
but we should take a first step this ses­
sion, nevertheless. 

As the somewhat more conservative 
Members of the Senate have had their 
opportunity to try to reduce the proposal 
to an experiment, so must liberals join 
together to endeavor to correct the major 
inadequacies of the proposal; but not at 
the price of seeing it go under now. 

I feel, at the very least, the adminis­
tration reform proposal should be re­
formed to: 
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First. Provide a truly adequate level of


assistance;


Second. Include coverage of the work- 

ing poor in the supplemental payments 

as well as in the basic Federal payment; 

Third. Exempt mothers of school age 

children from the work requirements of 

the bill;


Fourth. Interlock the administration's 

family assistance plan with the food 

stamp program; and, 

Fifth. Refine provisions for Federal 

administration, wage, manpower train- 

ing, and child-care reforms so that the 

poor are respected as well as helped. 

And, I hope that the administration 

will see fit to include in any "package" 

that it may propose on the floor, a num-

ber of the proposals which I and other 

Senators have advanced to this end. I 

urge, however, that Senators of liberal 

view unite in basic support of the basic 

bill for a family assistance plan. 

PUBLIC SCHOOL 186—"WHAT FREE- 

DOM MEANS TO ME" 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, 30 school- 

children from Harlem— fifth graders 

from New York City Public School 186— 

recently rekindled their faith in the


American dream. Competing in an essay 

contest to define "What Freedom Means 

to Me," they produced expressions of real 

depth of feeling. The children of this 

same school sang the background music 

for a new series of records dealing with 

a documented history of the black ex-

perience in American history, entitled 

"Silhouettes in Courage." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 

sent that there be printed in the 

RECORD 

a statement by one of these children, a 

story from the New York Times of July


11, 1970, a release concerning their visit 

to the Capital this September, and a 

letter to their leader from President


Nixon.


There being no objection, the items


were ordered to be printed in the


RECORD,


as follows:


WHAT FREEDOM MEANS TO ME 

(By Fay Greene)


Freedom means an awful lot to me. It al- 

most means my life, because freedom is love, 

happiness, friendship, and very, very hate- 

less. If I were a slave and didn't have any 

freedom at all I will feel like dirt, but if I


were free I will feel like freedom has changed


my life. Freedom is just like a new baby just


being born, and trying to explore the new


world. 

I love freedom. Freedom means an awful 

lot to me. 

[From the New York Times, July 11, 1970] 

PUPILS BRING HARLEM TO YOUTHS AT THE 

U.N.


UNITED NATIONS, N.'.- ., 

July 

10.—Fifty-two 

Harlem school children— disturbed at the 

possibility that delegates to the World Youth 

Assembly might have no opportunity to visit 

their community—came here today "to bring 

a little Harlem to their " as one child put it. 

In a rare lapse of security, the giggling 

youngsters were allowed on the grounds 

near the visitors entrance, apparently by 

guards believing they were a touring school 

group. 

Within two minutes, however the children, 

from Public School 186, had gathered around 

their music teacher, David McNair, and had  

begun serenading youth delegates and tour-

ists with gospel, folk and patriotic songs. 

A security official, who could recall no prec- 

edent, said, "W e just didn't have the heart 

to ask them to leave. 

INVITED BACK BY ASSEMBLY 

Officials of the youth assembly were so


impressed with the group's singing and in-

tent that they invited them back for a per- 

formance before the entire assembly next


Friday. 

The elementary school youngsters, many


wearing freshly ironed white shirts or color-

ful party dresses, accepted the invitation


with shouts and clapping.


There was, however, one exception. One


little boy, who said he had forgotten his


name, told Jorgen. Olesen, a Danish youth


delegate, that he did not want to come back


because his feet hurt from standing so long.


The serenade lasted about 45 minutes, until


1:30 P.M.


TO MAKE PEOPLE HAPPY


Adults who accompanied the children said


that the visit -sad been prompted by news


reports that a city bus tour for the delegates 

did not include a stop in Harlem and that 

some of the 600 delegates at the conference 

were afraid to visit there alone.


"W e came to sing to make the people


happy," said Brenda K eyes, a 9-year old 5th 

grader in the school at 521 W est 145th 

Street. She was wearing a bright blue dress 

and shyly looked down at the sidewalk. 

Charles Burley, age 1.1, of 1741 Amsterdam


Avenue, said he knew the delegates would


like the songs because he had solos in sev-

eral of them.


The pupils opened their singing w ith 

"Welcome, Welcome Every Guest" and then 

sank "America, the B eautiful" and "W e 

Shall Overcome" plus several gospel and folk


songs, including some in Spanish. 

Each song was followed by applause from 

the crowd of 150 that gathered to listen and 

take photographs. 

"This will do more for American diplomacy 

than four overseas concert tours," said one 

youth delegate, as he accepted a copy of a


phonograph record, "P.S. 186," which some of


the children made last year.


They distributed several dozen records to


the delegates as "welcoming gifts." 

THIRTY HARLEM YOUTH Go
 To 

CAPTURE


CAPITAL


The soul and substance of Harlem was


never as sweet as it comes from the 4th and


5th graders from No. 186. The youngsters


from New York City's Public School 186 go


to the national capital area September 11


thru 14, 1970.


These talented kids were discovered when 

Silhouettes in Courage, Inc. was producing


its four volume recording series of the black


experience in United States History. While


looking for background music and sounds,


Silhouettes in Courage, President, Charles


Jones found inspiring talent.


Jones decided to challenge all of the stu-

dents at P.S. 186 by organizing an essay con-

test on "What Freedom Means to Me." The


essay contest crystallized a broad range of 

verbal and visual art among the youngsters. 

In the process that followed "P.S. 186" be- 

came the name of a powerful youthful rec- 

ord of soul and gospel sound. The jacket 

design came from one youngster and the 

essay winners provide music lovers with some 

sound ideas on freedom today. The combina- 

tion was a success. 

One of the only areas of agreement during 

the recent W orld Youth Assembly at the 

United Nations was a command performance 

of the "P.S. 186" singers. Apparently the


World Youth Assembly delegates were dis-

cou raged from a H arlem v isit. B u t the 

youngsters were ready to bring Harlem to the 

United Nations. International understanding 

happened in the process. 

Now the youngsters have been invited to


the National's Capital— the first trip out of


Harlem for most. Their message is that kids


and creativity are alive and active in Harlem.


Their gospel and soul music will carry love,


hope and belief towards a world of peace.


Woodward and Lothrop and Radio Station


WMAL are the hosts, "P.S. 186" are the guests


of honor. And the Girl Scout Council of the


Nation's Capital will chaperon.


THE WHITE HOUSE,


Washington, September 24, 1970.


Mr. CHARLES JONES,


President, Silhouettes in Courage, Inc.,


New York, N.Y.


DEAR MR. JONES: It was very kind of the


group of Fourth and Fifth Graders from New


York City to bring inscribed copies of their


record album, "P.S. 186," for my daughter


and me when they visited the White House


recently. I was pleased to have their personal


sentiments of what freedom means to them


and I hope you will convey our appreciation


to all of the young people who contributed


their musical talents so generously. Certain-

ly they, together with the teachers and ad-

ministrators who collaborated in this school


effort, are to be commended for the splendid


spirit of patriotism and good citizenship re-

flected in their performance.


Tricia joins me in sending our thanks and


best wishes to all of you.


Sincerely,


RICHARD NIXON.


ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if there


be no further business to come before


the Senate, I move that the Senate stand


in adjournment, in accordance with the


previous order.


The motion was agreed to; and (at 5


o'clock and 41 minutes p.m.) the Senate


adjourned, in accordance with the pre-

vious order, until Monday, November 23,


1970, at 12 o'clock meridian.


CONFIRMATIONS


Executive nominations confirmed by


the Senate November 20, 1970:


DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE


Melvin 

L. Manfull, of Utah, a Foreign Serv-

ice officer of class 1, to be Ambassador Ex-

trao rd ina ry and P len ipo ten tia ry o f th e 


U nited States of America to the C entral


African Republic.


U.S. ADVISORY COMMISSION ON INTERNATIONAL


EDUCATIONAL AND CULTURAL AFFAIRS


The following-named persons to be mem-

bers of the U.S. Advisory Commission on


International Educational and Cultural Af-

fairs for terms expiring May 11, 1973:


Dr, Homer Daniels Babbidge, Jr., of Con-

necticut.


Dr. Martha B. Lucas Pate, of Connecticut.


UNESCO REPRESENTATIVE


Louise Gore, U.S. member of the Executive


Board of the United Nations Educational,


Scientific, and Cultural O rganization, to


serve on the Executive Board with the rank


of Ambassador.


U.S. ARMY


1. The following-named officers for tempo-

rary appointment in the Army of the United


States, to the grades indicated, under the


provisions of title 10, United States Code,


sections 3442 and 3447:


MEDICAL CORPS


To be major general


Brig. Gen. W illiam Henry Moncrief, Jr.,


           , Army of the United States


(colonel, Medical Corps, U.S. Army) .


xxx-xx-xxxx
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To be brigadier general 

Col. William Hyde Meroney III,         

    , Medical Corps, U.S. Army. 

2. The following-named officers for ap- 

pointment in the Regular Army of the United 

States, to the grade indicated, under the pro-

visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-

tions 3284 and 3306:


To be brigadier general 

Brig. Gen. Robert M orris Hardaway III, 

           , A rmy of the United S tates 

(colonel, Medical Corps, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Edward Henry Vogel, Jr.,      

       , Army of the United States (colonel, 

Medical Corps, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. William Henry Moncrief, Jr., 

           , Army of the United States (colo- 

nel, Medical Corps, U.S. Army).


M aj. Gen. Spurgeon Hart Neel, Jr.,     

       , Army of the United States (colonel,


Medical Corps, U.S. Army).


U.S. NAVY 

Rear Adm. George E . M oore II, Supply 

Corps, U.S. Navy, having been designated, 

under the p rovisions of title 10, U nited 

States Code, section 5231, for commands and 

other duties determined by the President  

to be within the contemplation of said sec- 

tion, for appointment to the grade of vice 

admiral while so serving. 

U.S. COAST GUARD 

The nominations beginning N ewton L. 

Bennett, to be lieutenant (junior grade), 

and ending Robert A . Y uhas, to be lieuten- 

ant, which nominations were received by the 

Senate and appeared in the Congressional 

Record on October 8, 1970; and 

The nominations beginning William C. 

Behan, to be captain, and ending Larry K . 

Carr, to be lieutenant, which nominations 

were received by the Senate and appeared 

in the Congressional Record on November 17,


1970.


DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 

The nominations beginning F rancis S . 

Ronalds, Jr., to be a Foreign Service infor- 

mation officer of class 2, a consular officer, 

and a secretary in the diplomatic service of 

the United S tates of America, and ending 

William C. Wagner, Jr., to be a consular offi- 

cer of the United States of America, which 

nominations were received by the Senate 

and appeared in the Congressional Record 

on September 28, 1970. 

U.S. ARMY 


T he nominations beginning R alph D .


Pinto, to be colonel, and ending D avid J.


Walker, to be second lieutenant, which nom-

inations were received by the Senate and


appeared in the Congressional R ecord on


October 8, 1970.


U.S. NAVY


The nominations beginning M arvin Roy


Aardal, to be lieutenant, and ending Frances


E lizabeth Zuber, to be lieutenant, which


nominations were received by the Senate and


appeared in the Congressional R ecord on


October 8. 1970.


U.S. MARINE CORPS


The nominations beginning Hugh S. A it-

ken, to be colonel, and ending Kenneth W.


Zitz, to be captain, which nominations were


received by the Senate and appeared in the


Congressional Record on October 8, 1970;


and


The nominations beginning M argaret A .


Brewer, to be colonel, and ending Ralph A.


Zimmerman, to be major which nomina-

tions were received by the Senate and ap-

peared in the Congressional Record on Oc-

tober 8, 1970.


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS


CIGARETTE ADVERTISING 

HON. FRANK E. MOSS 

OF UTAH 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, November 20, 1970


Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, last week 

Warren Braren, formerly manager of the


New York office of the National Associa-

tion of Broadcasters Code, filed a peti-

tion relating to cigarette advertising. In


his petition, M r. Braren documents 

fairly, but unsparingly, the cigarette 

companies' excesses and abuses of the 

advertising media and calls upon the Fed- 

eral Trade Commission to issue firm, re-

strictive rules eliminating such abuses.


The merit and pursuasiveness of his case


appear to me to be beyond question. 

Because the situation he describes must 

trouble the conscience of every American 

concerned with the public health, I ask 

unanimous consent that the text of Mr. 

Braren's letter to the Trade Commission


be printed in the Extensions of Remarks.


There being no objection, the letter


was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 

November 12, 1970. 

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION, 

Washington, D.C.


GENTLEMEN: The enormity of the public


health problem relating to cigarette smoking


compels the undersigned to respectfully peti-

tion the Commission to set forth prior to


January 2, 1971:


(1) 

Its enforcement policy with regard to


all themes and representations in cigarette


advertising, promotions and on packages,


which have the capacity to deceive or mis-

lead the public, and


(2) 

Its procedures with respect to carrying


out this enforcement policy.


By way of identification, the petitioner is


the former manager of the New York Office


of the Code Authority, National Association


of Broadcasters. He directed Code activities


relating to the content of commercials and 

particularly was responsible for supervising 

the only broadcast industry study on cig- 

arette advertising. The study culminated in 

a report critical of many themes employed in  

promoting cigarettes. The report was pub- 

licly released by him in June 1969 prior to 

his testimony before Congress and this Com- 

mission on broadcast self-regulation and 

cigarette advertising. 

NATURE OF PROBLEM 

A look at cigarette advertising as it pre-

pares to shift to non-broadcast media as of


January 2 reveals that:


(1) 

Expenditures in print and other non-

broadcast media will jump in some cases


300 or more per cent, possibly reaching $150


million.


(2) 

The industry's Cigarette Advertising


Code disbanded as of August 1, leaving not 

even that weak form of regulation overseeing 

the claims and appeals used in cigarette


promotions. 

(3) 

Themes and representations imply-

ing health benefits that were once prohibited 

under self-regulation are now being widely 

and extensively circulated.


(4) The public's concern over pollution


of the environment is being exploited by


some brands as a 

marketing tool.


(5) 

Previously unused promotional gim-

micks have emerged, including direct tie-ins


with clothing manufacturers and salons. 

(6) 

Newly introduced pictorial and other 

representations on cigarette packages are 

diluting or negating the required health 

warning. 

(7) The FTC has failed to act upon the


many criticisms of cigarette advertising and


promotion contained in its own Reports to


Congress.


The petitioner's request for Commission


action is necessitated by the wide range of


deceptions or misrepresentations, direct or 

implied, that exists in cigarette advertising 

and labeling. Most of the themes involved are 

not unknown to the Commission. They 

are 

of the same nature or closely parallel those 

extensively criticized in the Commission's 

Reports to Congress which led in part to the 

passage of the Public Health Cigarette Smok- 

ing Act of 1969. 

The action requested is required regardless 

of the status of the Commission's proposed 

trade regulation rule requiring tar and nic- 

otine content disclosure in cigarette adver- 

tising. 

PUBLIC HEALTH CIGARETTE SMOKING ACT 

OF 1969 

Under the old Cigarette Labeling and Ad- 

vertising Act which expired in July, 1969,


the Commission was in a delicate position 

with regard to policing cigarette advertising.


The tacit understanding was that the Com-

mission should be patient while the tobacco


industry and media were given the opportu-

nity to self-regulate. T hat s ituation no


longer exists under the new legislation.


The two most publicized features of the


1969 Act relate to the revised health warning


on packages specifying that ". . . cigarette


smoking is 

dangerous to your health" (em-

phasis supplied) and to the ban of all broad-

cast cigarette commercials effective January


2, 1971.


But the Act contains an equally important


feature which, if given incomplete attention,


has the capacity of substantially lessening


the public health benefits that are intended


to result from the firs t two p rovis ions .


S pecifically the statute makes positively


clear that the FTC has full authority to act


with respect to unfair or deceptive practices


in all remaining advertising of cigarettes.


This includes the issuance of trade regula-

tion rules and affirmative disclosure state-

ments (except that a health warning in ad-

vertis ing is p rec luded at least until July


1973) .


Quite clearly the success of this Public


Health Act depends in no small measure on


the Commission assuming its full respon-

sibility in policing the themes and repre-

sentations employed in the promotion of


cigarettes. If these themes and representa-

tions enjoy unfettered license, they can


readily negate and offset the new health


warning and broadcast ban.


TIMING FOR ENFORCEMENT CRITICAL


It is essential that the Commission move


at once to correct the many abuses which


exist in cigarette advertising and labeling.


January 2, 1971, represents a turning around


period. A dvertisers are gearing up for the


change to non-broadcast media effective that


date. These media, as discussed later, will ex-

p erience large jump s in the amount of


cigarette advertising. Now clearly is the time


to set up warning flags so all parties con-

cerned are fully aware of the Commission's


enforcement policies.


REPORT TO CONGRESS


The Commission in its four R eports to


Congress

,   on cigarette advertising and label-

ing was emphatic in its finding that cigarette


advertising creates the impression that ciga-

rette smoking is a healthy activity. The Re-

1 

 1964,1967,1968,1969.
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